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PREFACE

This book was originally a doctoral thesis prepared at Leiden
University and defended there in the Spring of 2004.
Accordingly, it owes much to the help and advice of many. My
supervisor, Professor Ineke Sluiter, was an invaluable help and
influence throughout the long period of its gestation. The
members of my thesis committee, Dr Douglas Cairns, Professor
Albert Rijksbaron, Dr Johannes van Ophuijsen, Professor Frans
de Haas en Professor Henk Versnel, and Dr Marlein van Raalte
all made valuable suggestions and corrected some major errors.
Drs Susannah Herman did a very good job in correcting most of
my obdurate sins against the rules of English syntax and style.
The many remaining weaknesses and errors, both in style and
content, are all mine.
Then, there are my teachers, friends and colleagues at Leiden. I
feel a special word of thanks is due to Dr Marlein van Raalte,
who was a great and beneficial influence on the choice of subject
of my thesis, and Dr Peter Stork, for his teaching and support
throughout a long education in Greek.
In its conception, however, this book owes perhaps most to the
research interests of my original supervisor, the late Professor
Sicking. His interest in literary texts that reflect the values of the
ancient Greek pÒli!, and, above all, his insistence on the vitality
of a direct interaction between semantics, linguistics and the
interpretation of texts, were a formative influence on my view of
the classicist's profession. His deep interest in, and knowledge of
classical music, was another great source of inspiration. I am
aware that in many aspects the present text is different from
what I would have envisaged in the years I have been studying
and doing research under his supervision, but I hope he would
still be in sympathy with its aims, and perhaps even with some of
its results.





CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1. Aims of the Investigation: !vfro!Ênh in Plato and in non-
philosophical Greek

This study aims to address two related topics. First, it aims to give
a synchronic semantic description of the uses of !≈frvn,
!vfro!Ênh, !vfrone›n and cognates in non-philosophical classi-
cal Greek up to the time of Plato, which is in the first half of the
fourth century BC. Second, it investigates Plato’s use of these
terms from the viewpoint of ordinary, non-philosophical lan-
guage usage.

To start with the second aim, !vfro!Ênh is unmistakably a cen-
tral concept in Plato’s ethical-political thought. But whatever its
prominence, Plato’s treatment of !vfro!Ênh is by no means
straightforward, and indeed often positively puzzling. A brief
comparison between Gorgias and Charmides would serve to illus-
trate this point. In Charmides, Socrates and his interlocutors dis-
cuss a wealth of what seem to be familiar and traditional notions
associated with the concept of !vfro!Ênh, and dismiss most of
them, without arriving at an acceptable alternative definition of
the virtue. Strikingly, Charmides only hints at what may well be
the most common use of !vfro!Ênh of all: ‘self-control’ or ‘con-
trol of desires’. This notion, seemingly so central to the concept,
is hinted at in the dramatic setting of the dialogue, but then
completely ignored in the discussion proper. (For an overview of
the treatment of !vfro!Ênh in Chrm., see section 2 below; a fuller
discussion follows in chapter 10.8.) In Gorgias (491D-E), by con-
trast, this notion of ‘self-control’ is introduced into the dis-
cussion by Socrates in just about the most emphatic way imagi-
nable. Here, this other-regarding type of !vfro!Ênh is firmly re-
jected by Callicles, champion of self-assertive éndre¤a and detrac-
tor of other-regarding dikaio!Ênh. Later on in the discussion,
however, Callicles is forced to accept !vfro!Ênh after all, if in a
rather different sense, that of a ‘sensible’ or ‘rational’ order of
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the soul (tãji!, 504A). This acceptance seems to be a crucial
move, for Callicles is now made to concede that the ‘ordered’
soul has all the main virtues, including the dikaio!Ênh rejected
earlier on. Thus, Callicles’ acceptance of !vfro!Ênh seems to be
fatal to the consistency of his position in the dialectical dis-
cussion. (For !vfro!Ênh in Gorgias, see chapter 10.5.)

What are we to make of such proceedings? In the final chapter
of this study, I will try to show that the two dialogues represent
two characteristic but very different ways in which Plato deals
with !vfro!Ênh. In Gorgias, it would seem that Plato exploits the
polysemy of the term for persuasive effect. Callicles unsurpris-
ingly rejects !vfro!Ênh in one of its typical uses, but Socrates
forces him to accept it in another. Because the dialogue invokes
these different uses of the term without in any way drawing atten-
tion to the fact that they are indeed different uses, it then seems
that Callicles is caught in contradiction. By contrast, in Char-
mides, Plato apparently aims to reduce this polysemy. He gives an
overview of a large number of traditional uses of !vfro!Ênh,
dismisses virtually all of them, and leaves what remains
(!vfro!Ênh in the sense of ‘control of desire’) to be ultimately
incorporated in his own unified philosophical interpretation of
!vfro!Ênh as given in Republic.

So if it would seem that Plato both exploits and reduces the
polysemy of !vfro!Ênh in ordinary language use, this raises the
question how contemporary readers would feel about Plato’s
treatment of the concept. Would they agree that he is giving a
fair representation of what !vfro!Ênh ‘really’ means, or would
they rather feel that Plato distorts the virtue to fit it into his own
conception of éretÆ? Might it be that in establishing his techni-
cal, ‘philosophical’ interpretation of the virtue in terms of a
‘concord’ or ‘harmony’ between the various parts of the soul,
Plato has given a significant ‘twist’ to the !vfro!Ênh of ordinary
language use? This idea was a working hypothesis for this study
for some time, but one that, I think, has been falsified by my
data. On the contrary, I think my study will show that Plato’s
technical conception of !vfro!Ênh as given in Republic sticks as
closely as possible to what is the most central (‘prototypical’) in-
terpretation of !vfro!Ênh for the most ‘central’ members of an-
cient Greek society, adult male citizens.
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In order to get a clear view of whether Plato conforms to tradi-
tional ideas, however, we need to have an exact view of which tra-
ditional uses of !vfro!Ênh were available to him. Here we come
to the first aim of this study mentioned above. What we need is a
full synchronic description of the meaning of !≈frvn and cog-
nate terms in the early fourth century BC. As will be argued in
section 3, a fully adequate synchronic description has not been
given so far. Most of the existing descriptions provide a limited
number of basic ‘meanings’ and standard translations, and thus
fail to do full justice to the polysemy of the terms. Others, nota-
bly the study by North (1966), are sensitive to this polysemy but
do not sufficiently account for the similarities and differences
between the various uses of our terms, and thus fail to show, so
to speak, whatever ‘unity’ there may be behind the surface vari-
ety. It is the preliminary aim of this study, then, to give this full
synchronic semantic description of !≈frvn and cognates in
Plato’s time. In sections 4-6, the requirements a semantic de-
scription has to meet will be investigated more fully, and I will
argue that modern cognitive linguistics, in particular the net-
work model developed in its fullest form by Ronald Langacker
(1987, 1991), can provide us with adequate tools for the seman-
tic description of lexical items in classical Greek, and that such a
model helps to establish an adequate and illuminating descrip-
tion of !≈frvn and cognates.

2. The Meanings of !vfro!Ênh: An Overview provided by Plato’s
Charmides

A quick glance at the treatment of !vfro!Ênh in Chrm. serves to
suggest that its author is fully aware of the astounding variety of
ways in which the word can be used. Here, it would seem, is a
philosophical writer intent on giving a full account of the rich
and complicated concept under consideration. It seems equally
clear that Plato not only leaves no stone unturned, but also in-
tends to take nothing for granted; Charmides seems to address
virtually all traditional ideas concerning !vfro!Ênh, and to show
that most of these are problematic.
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Four definitions are offered by Socrates’ interlocutors, and all
are rejected, two (offered by Charmides) almost immediately,
and two (attributed to, or offered by, Critias) after extensive dis-
cussion and modification. They are the following:

1. (Charmides) tÚ ko!m¤v! pãnta prãttein ka‹ ≤!ux∞i, ‘doing eve-
rything in an orderly manner and quietly’ (Pl. Chrm. 159B).

2. (Charmides) doke› ... afi!xÊne!yai poie›n ≤ !vfro!Ênh ka‹
afi!xunthlÚn tÚn ênyrvpon, ka‹ e‰nai ˜per afidΔ! ≤ !vfro!Ênh, ‘it
seems ... that !vfro!Ênh causes a feeling of shame and makes a
man liable to feel shame, and that it is in fact the same as afid≈!.’
(Pl. Chrm. 160E).

3. (attributed to Critias) tÚ tå •autoË prãttein, ‘doing one’s own
things’ (Pl. Chrm. 161B).
3a. tØn t«n égay«n prçjin, ‘doing good things’ (163E10).

4. (Critias) tÚ gign≈!kein •autÒn, ‘knowing oneself’ (Pl. Chrm.
164D).
4a. §pi!tÆmh ... •autoË, ‘knowledge of oneself’ (165C5-7).
4b. t«n te êllvn §pi!thm«n §pi!tÆmh ... ka‹ aÈtØ •aut∞!, ‘knowl-
edge of other fields of knowledge and of knowledge itself' (166C2-
3).
4c.tÚ efid°nai ë te o‰den ka‹ ì mØ o‰den, ‘to know what one does and
does not know’ (167A6-7).
4d. efid°nai ... ˜ti o‰den ka‹ ˜ti oÈk o‰den, ‘to know that one does
and does not know’ (170D2-3).

The drift of the discussion would seem to suggest that the initial
definitions, and especially those proposed by Charmides, offer
superficial examples of !vfro!Ênh, and that the movement of
the discussion is toward ever greater sophistication.1

Yet whatever their lack of sophistication, the initial definitions,
quite unlike some of their modifications in the sophisticated dis-
cussion between Socrates and Critias, are convincing enough at
first sight.2 All seem to address notions commonly associated
———

1 Thus, e.g., North (1966) 155, writes: ‘The serious search for a definition
now begins, following a symmetrical pattern which moves from the outer to the
inner and from a lower level of popular morality and instinctive response to a
higher one of intellectual analysis.’

2 Cf. Heitsch (2000) 9 on Charmides’ first definition: ‘Als erster Versuch ist
das eigentlich gar nicht so schlecht.’ Stalley (2000) 267 moreover notes that
‘the first part of the dialogue provides all the materials for a Platonic account
of !vfro!Ênh as a condition of order and harmony in the soul.’
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with the concept of !vfro!Ênh. And those that are given rela-
tively short shrift, Charmides' definitions, even more obviously
reflect typical uses of the term than Critias'. The latter's defini-
tions rather seem to reflect his elitist political bias, and in some
of their modifications (4c and 4d in particular) define
!vfro!Ênh in terms of Socrates’ own characteristic brand of self-
knowledge. Here, Greek readers may well be more likely to feel
surprise rather than agree instantaneously.

The initial definitions, then, are, if anything, incomplete
rather than incorrect (or in any meaningful sense ‘superficial’)
and, in combination, they go some way towards a fuller under-
standing of the concept. (This is comparable to the procedure of
Laches, where the definitions of éndre¤a — ‘remaining at one’s
post’, ‘karter¤a’ and some kind of ‘wisdom’ — are insufficient in
isolation, but are effective in suggesting the range of the concept
in combination.3) They do not by any means offer a full under-
standing of !vfro!Ênh: for instance, any so-called ‘intellectual’,
non-moral senses of the word (‘soundness of mind’, ‘prudence’)
are entirely ignored apart from some hints near the end of the
discussion that the benefit of !vfro!Ênh should consist of proper
management of the household and the state (171E). Even more
remarkable is the fact that ‘control of desires and pleasures’, or
‘self-control’ — perhaps the most common interpretation of
!vfro!Ênh, and prominent in other dialogues like Gorgias and
Republic — is likewise left out of the discussion. It is unmistakably
invoked, however, in the dramatic setting of the dialogue: Socra-
tes’ hard-won mastery of his excitement caused by a glance in-
side Charmides’ himation (155D3-4).4 The dramatic setting offers
more glimpses of the non-verbal symptoms of !vfro!Ênh, most
notably Charmides’ modesty, expressed when he blushes before
answering the question whether he himself is !≈frvn (158C5).
This points to an important link between the theme of the dia-
logue and the characters of its protagonists: while Charmides
offers signs of youthful !vfro!Ênh, both Critias and he are asso-

———
3 See, e.g., O’Brien (1963) 131-47.
4 See Tuckey (1951) 19, North (1966) 154, Santas (1973) 106, Irwin (1995)

39, Kahn (1997) 187-8, Stalley (2000) 265-6.
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ciated with !vfro!Ênh in its political use as a slogan of the aristo-
cratic/oligarchic movement that culminated in what was later
seen as the ‘tyranny of the Thirty’.5 In retrospect, fourth century
readers of Plato of all persuasions are bound to agree that the
Thirty did not truly possess the virtue so important to them —
whether their intention to bring !vfro!Ênh into Athenian politics
is to be taken seriously or not. By contrast, the dialogue suggests,
as we will see, that Socrates is truly !≈frvn, by virtue of his self-
control as well as in his characteristic activity of questioning the
experts.6

So the dialogue points to at least five uses of !vfro!Ênh (‘qui-
etness’, ‘shame’, ‘doing one’s own things’, ‘self-knowledge’ and
‘control of desires’) that are familiar from common Greek usage,
and these five uses are, at first sight, semantically quite unre-
lated. The definitions essentially consist of terms that are associ-
ated with !vfro!Ênh, but would seem to belong to quite differ-
ent contexts: thus, Charmides’ ko!m¤v! pãnta prãttein and
≤!ux¤a and afid≈! characterise behaviour applauded in boys; it is
questionable in principle whether any of these terms are at all
relevant to the behaviour of adult males (though Socrates shows
himself to be kÒ!mio! in a quite different sense of the word when
he masters his excitement). ‘Doing one’s own things’, and
‘knowing oneself’, on the other hand, evoke the domain of poli-
tics, and the ideals of citizenship in Critias’ favoured aristo-
cratic/oligarchic society. (‘Knowing oneself’ is, in a quite differ-
ent way, also characteristic of Socratic self-knowledge, this is one
of the ways in which Socrates is established as the true !≈frvn in
the course of the dialogue.)

My claim will be that what we have here is a number of quite
distinct uses of the word that are connected by what is called, af-
ter Wittgenstein, family resemblance. In terms of cognitive se-
mantics, these uses are ‘nodes’, so to speak, of a network of re-
lated, if clearly distinct, uses. And, as the wealth of associated
terms that come up in the course of the dialogue shows, these
———

5 For this use as a political slogan, see especially chapters 7.3 (Thucydides)
and 9.8 (Plato).

6 On the connections of Socrates with Critias and Charmides, see Stone
(1980), Krentz (1992), esp. 82-3, and Notomi (2000).
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uses interact with other terms within the realm of what we may
call the ‘valuation of human behaviour’. The uses of !vfro!Ênh
form a network in themselves, but within a larger network of
terms used in the (positive or negative) evaluation of human be-
haviour. At some points within the smaller network, there are
clear connections with other terms within the larger whole, not
only with those just mentioned, but also with more cognitive
terms like !of¤a, and even, as any reader of Plato will be aware,
with the concept of éndre¤a, different though this may seem at
first sight.

A full description of the larger network would, in a sense,
amount to a description in semantic terms of what Plato himself
designed with ontological aims: a full account of the uses of vir-
tue terms in classical Greek and the connection between them, a
description, that is, of what Plato perceives as the ‘unity’ behind
the proliferation of individual ‘virtues’. That would go beyond
the scope of this study. But a full semantic description of the use
of !≈frvn and cognates in non-philosophical Greek texts is a
preliminary to an answer to the question to what extent Plato’s
treatment of !vfro!Ênh conforms to, or as the case may be, sub-
tly differs from, common Greek usage: it is the aim of the pre-
sent study to give such a description, and to assess on its basis
how Plato deals with the term in Charmides and later dialogues.

3. Problems with Traditional Semantic Descriptions of !vfro!Ênh

The existing descriptions of the meaning of !≈frvn and cog-
nates all basically distinguish between two main senses of the
words, commonly described as an ‘intellectual’ and a ‘moral’
sense. For the intellectual sense, the translations commonly
given include ‘of sound mind’, ‘discreet’, ‘prudent’ and (when
used of non-animate entities) ‘reasonable’; the moral sense
prompts translations like ‘having control of the sensual desires’,
‘temperate’, self-controlled’, ‘chaste’ and (when used of non-
animate entities) ‘moderate’.7

———
7 These are the translations given by LSJ s.v. !≈frvn. Apart from this, the



8 CHAPTER ONE

The description of this distinction in terms of a contrast be-
tween an ‘intellectual’, ‘non-moral’, sense and a moral one has
to be challenged. When — to take just one of the early instances
of the noun that easily translate as prudence — Eurycleia claims
that Telemachus !aofro!Ênhi!i noÆmata patrÚ! ¶keuye (Od.
23.30), ‘out of !vfro!Ênh kept his father’s plans hidden’ (as well
as his father’s presence), it is not the young man’s intellectual
acumen that she praises, but rather his sense of responsibility,
responsibility for Odysseus’ revenge and ultimately for the fate of
his oikos. This ‘prudence’ is essentially the ability to take good
care of the household, and thus, very probably, to live up to one
of the main moral demands on the ‘man about the house’. Eury-
cleia is in fact suggesting that Telemachus is successfully growing
into his role of responsible adult male.8 Therefore, it is mislead-

———
lemma discusses the use of tÚ !«fron as a periphrasis for the quality of
!vfro!Ênh (sub II.3), and some instances of the adverb (sub III).

For !vfron°v, LSJ give the following: 1. ‘to be sound of mind’, 2. ‘to be
temperate, moderate, show self-control’, 3. ‘come to one’s senses’, ‘learn mod-
eration’, 4. tå !e!vfronhm°na §n t«i b¤vi moi, ‘things I had done with discre-
tion’ (Aeschin. 2.4). These last two are not separate meanings of the lexical
item !vfrone›n as such, but concern (3) the use of the present and aorist stems
in contexts where they require ‘inchoative’ or ‘ingressive’ interpretation, and
(4) a rare use of the perfect participle of the middle voice.

For !vfro!Ênh, LSJ give: 1. ‘soundness of mind’, ‘prudence’, ‘discretion’, 2.
‘moderation in sensual desires’, ‘temperance’, ‘self-control’, 3. (in a political
sense) ‘a moderate form of government’. This third sense, that from its transla-
tion would seem to be the application of the ‘moral’ sense of !vfro!Ênh to the
context of politics, reflects the adaptation of !vfro!Ênh as a political slogan of
the oligarchic movement in Athens, which is also ultimately behind the defini-
tion tå •autoË prãttein, as given by Critias in Chrm. The translation ‘a moder-
ate form of government’ is rather too innocuous for the sarcastic use of the
word at Th. 8.64 that LSJ cite. (See ch. 7.2.3).

The basic bi-partition that LSJ give turns up in all other descriptions. Thus,
De Vries (1943) 99 states that ‘!vfro!Ênh est santé d’esprit, soit intellectuelle,
soit éthique’, before adding the significant modification: ‘Bien que ces deux
moments divergent, ils ne sont pas séparés dans la conscience grecque.’

North (1966) is generally more sensitive to the polysemy of the words, but
starts from the same basic distinction. Thus, on p. 3, she notes that ‘!vfro!Ênh
is basically ‘soundness of mind’ — that is, the state of having one’s intellect un-
impaired’ [my italics], and suggests that at what she calls the earliest stage of its
history [i.e. in the Homeric poems], !vfro!Ênh is ‘devoid of moral and relig-
ious implications’ (ibidem).

8 Unlike Penelope, Homer’s public is probably aware that it was Odysseus
himself who told Telemachus to keep quiet. Thus, they may also regard Tele-
machus as performing a different kind of moral behaviour associated with
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ing to suggest that the use of !aofro!Ênhi!i is here ‘unencum-
bered by moral or religious accretions’.9 Rather, the distinction
between this ‘prudential sense’ and other more conspicuously
moral senses would seem to be that in the first use, presence or
absence of !vfro!Ênh primarily affects the self-interest of the
agent and his dependants, whereas in the second, !vfro!Ênh
primarily regards the agent’s conduct vis-à-vis ‘others’.

Things are rather similar with another allegedly non-moral
sense of !vfro!Ênh, ‘soundness of mind’. When Herodotus re-
lates how Cambyses, after protracted madness, §!vfrÒnh!e,
‘came to his senses’, or ‘was in a normal state of mind again’
(Hdt. 3.64), the use of the verb does indeed focus on Cambyses’
state of mind (though again, there is no hint of exceptional intel-
lectual ability, rather of mental normality restored). But notions
of morality are by no means absent, for it was clear throughout
the preceding narrative that Cambyses’ madness was the source
of his many crimes, and Herodotus’ public now knows that
Cambyses can be expected to behave rather differently during
the short remainder of his life. Again, this is not strictly speaking
a non-moral use of the word; rather, the use of the word draws
attention primarily to Cambyses’ state of mind, and only indi-
rectly to the moral behaviour that results from it. In the ‘pruden-
tial’ sense of the word, encountered in the example from Od. 23
above, this was the other way round: Penelope is hardly invited
to reflect on the state of Telemachus’ mind, rather she is to note
that the young man acted responsibly, and then quickly to follow
Eurycleia downstairs.

The distinction between ‘soundness of mind’, ‘prudence’ and
the more conspicuously moral uses of the word, then, is not a
clear-cut distinction between ‘non-moral’ and ‘moral’ uses of the
word: rather, one should say that when !vfro!Ênh translates as
‘soundness of mind’, the focus is primarily on a person’s state of
mind, and only indirectly on his behaviour versus others. When
!vfro!Ênh translates as ‘prudence’, the focus is primarily on a

———
!vfro!Ênh, that of the obedient son rather than the brave young man.

9 North (1966), 4.
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person’s responsibility for his self-interest, rather than on his ob-
ligations with regard to others.

If so, there is a priori little to support the idea that the suppos-
edly non-moral senses represent the ‘original’ meanings of the
words, as etymology10 might be taken to suggest, and that the
‘moral’ ones all result from later developments. The strongest
adherent of this theory is North (1966), and the problems con-
nected with such an approach are particularly conspicuous in
the earlier chapters of her generally most valuable book. Even
regarding the four instances in the Homeric poems, North sug-
gests that there are two that are ‘closest to its original signifi-
cance’ and two others that are ‘more suggestive of later semantic
developments’.11 If so, one must simply conclude that the Ho-
meric data do not warrant the isolation of ‘soundness of mind’
or ‘prudence’ as an ‘original significance’. North is over-
emphasising the diachronic perspective here.

For similar reasons, North’s contention that the quality of
!vfro!Ênh is ‘of minor importance to the heroic age’ (p. 2) must
at least be modified. The use of !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh in
Homer is indeed remarkably limited when compared to later
writers. However, as the chapter on the Homeric poems will
show, many types of behaviour that are evaluated elsewhere in
terms of !vfro!Ênh are valued highly indeed, even if the epics
use different value terms. Here, the richness of epic diction is a
part of the explanation. For some of the later senses of
!≈frvn/!vfro!Ênh, the epic poems have separate words that are
not current in prose or other forms of poetry. North does not
note this, which is surprising in view of the fact that she is usually
always prepared ‘to take into account the existence of the concept
of sophrosyne, even when expressed in other terms’.12

———
10 There is no doubt that !≈frvn is a compound of !ão!/!«! (‘safe, sound’)

and the lengthened o-grade of the root -fren- (‘mind’). See Frisk, s.v., Chan-
traine s.v., and North (1966) 3n.10.

11 North (1966) 3-4.
12 North (1966), ix. This tendency is of course fully justified in principle

(there is no doubt, for instance, that Socrates in Chrm. hints that he is !≈frvn
in the sense of ‘in control of his desires’ even without using the word, and that
readers are expected to be fully aware of the point), but it involves some risks
of its own.
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Over-emphasis of the diachronic perspective is indeed a recur-
rent feature of North’s study, which approaches the theme of
!vfro!Ênh very much from the perspective of Ideengeschichte. And
while North shows considerable sensitivity to the rich variety of
ideas connected with the concept, a full synchronic conspectus
of the uses of the words, and a systematic semantic account of
the resemblance and differences between them, is not on her
agenda. This is regrettable, for it seems useful with many
authors, and perhaps never more so than in the case of Plato, to
have a precise account of the uses of the word that were available
to them, and to see which of these uses they exploited, or ig-
nored. The central chapters of the present study aim to gather,
period by period and genre by genre (in order not to lose sight
of possible generic differences or even diachronic developments
altogether), the building-blocks for a synchronic conspectus of
the uses of !vfro!Ênh available to Plato. After taking stock of
them, it will be possible to see how Plato uses them, to which ex-
tent he follows traditional ideas, and in which respects, as the

———
In some contexts, it is not necessarily very significant that !vfro!Ênh is not

mentioned. On Hesiod, North writes: ‘Although Hesiod nowhere uses the word
!≈frvn, which may not yet be current in mainland Greece, his view of life and
of the relations between god and man is thoroughly imbued with sophrosyne in
one of its later aspects: as the spirit of Mêden agan (‘Nothing in excess.’).’ (p. 9)
Does this imply that Hesiod wished to express the concept of !vfro!Ênh but
did not have the word available? Or did the poet did not feel the need to back
up his appeal to d¤kh in Works and Days with a subsidiary appeal to !vfro!Ênh,
when it seems already sufficiently clear what he meant? In this case, I do not see
how such matters can be decided.

Elsewhere, it may well be significant that !vfro!Ênh is not explicitly men-
tioned. Herodotus and Aeschylus’ Persians, offer clear examples here: ‘Al-
though Herodotus is the most fertile source in Greek prose of stories illustrat-
ing traditional ideas of sophrosyne, he applies the word to none of the typical
situations, and indeed he never uses the noun.’ (p. 28). ‘Among the antitheses
of the Persians the fundamental contrast, and the one that includes all the oth-
ers, is that between Ïbri! and !vfro!Ênh.’ (p. 34). Indeed, Herodotus leaves no
doubt that some oriental kings, notably the mad Cambyses and the rash Xerxes
lack !vfro!Ênh at crucial stages of their careers, and Darius in Aeschylus’ play
confirms this for Xerxes. But both authors carefully avoid reducing the central
conflicts of their works to a simplified clash between ‘oriental’ Ïbri! and
‘Greek’ !vfro!Ênh. In both authors, the characters who are portrayed as
!≈frone! are the king’s counsellors (Otanes, Artabanus, Demaratus, the elders
of the chorus) rather than his opponents.
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case may be, he extends or reduces the concept to suit his own
purposes.

Let us now return to our survey of the traditional descriptions
of !vfro!Ênh. When we turn from the so-called ‘intellectual’ uses
(the uses that focus on the agent’s mental state or sense of re-
sponsibility) to the second main category of so-called ‘moral’
uses (the uses that focus on the agent’s conduct vis-à-vis others),
a quick glance at the definitions in Charmides suffices to see that
there is a greater variety of uses in this last group than the con-
cise treatment of !vfro!Ênh in lexica suggests. In fact, the stan-
dard translations that the dictionaries offer (such as ‘temper-
ance’, ‘self-control’, ‘chastity’, ‘moderation’) do not quite fit any
of the four basic definitions given in the dialogue. Charmides’
first definition suggests that !vfro!Ênh also applies to orderly
behaviour and obedience; his second definition (afid≈!) is
probably best exemplified by his timid hesitation (visible by
blushing, and described by Socrates the narrator as ‘his liability
to feel shame’, tÚ afi!xunthlÚn aÈtoË, 158C5-6) to answer the
question whether he is !≈frvn himself. Charmides here shows
two types of ‘modesty’ at the same time: he is ashamed to claim
!vfro!Ênh for himself, but also to contradict his uncle and oth-
ers who are lavish in their praise of him on this particular point.
Critias’ tå •autoË prãttein on the other hand places !vfro!Ênh
in the political sphere and commends a line of non-interference
and restraint, for which ‘moderation’ is a rather too general
translation. By contrast, his second definition, tÚ gign≈!kein
•autÒn, aims less clearly at any specific type of behaviour. Rather,
it would seem to suggest that !vfro!Ênh is a type of self-
awareness (including undoubtedly, in Critias’ case, ‘class aware-
ness’) and that this self-awareness is bound to prevent a man
from doing things that do not accord with his class and status,
and his general position in life.13

———

13 Socrates of course almost immediately diverts attention from the social
implications of the definition to its ‘epistemological’ complications. But he also
states that the benefit of !vfro!Ênh should be that one is able to prevent one-
self and others from doing things without the necessary expertise (171D-172A);
this seems to imply a ‘division of labour’ between classes of citizens that implic-
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So we are confronted here with a variety of uses that is consid-
erably greater than a concise list of standard translations from
the dictionaries would suggest. North’s study (1966) is useful in
identifying most of these as they turn up in her traversal of
Greek literature. What has been less well established is, in which
respects these uses resemble, and differ from, each other. One
obvious but problematic resemblance between these other-
regarding uses is that !vfro!Ênh here always seems to be, in a
way, negatively defined: it seems to provide, essentially, a check
for socially unacceptable behaviour. This is not so obviously the
case for the ‘prudential’ use of !vfro!Ênh, where it would seem
entirely conceivable that good care of the interests of oneself
and one’s dependants can on occasion function as a spur to ac-
tion rather than a summons to caution. North indeed strongly
argues that ‘both in its essence and in its most typical manifesta-
tions [!vfro!Ênh] is neither negative nor merely cautious.
Rather it is the harmonious product of intense passion under
perfect control...’.14 But remarks like these regard the apprecia-
tion of !vfro!Ênh rather than its semantics: even if !vfro!Ênh
itself is greatly valued (as it always seems to be throughout Greek
culture), that does not at all preclude the possibility that in many
cases it typically manifests itself in the repression of some types of
behaviour, and that it is, in this sense, indeed negatively defined.

So it seems likely that these so-called moral senses show sig-
nificant resemblance to one another on a certain level of ab-
straction, but one must never underestimate the fact that there
are appreciable and very real differences between the particular
uses on the surface level of language use. This is even the case
with senses that seem strongly related. To give an obvious in-
stance, it is not difficult to see that there is a correspondence be-
tween ‘control of one’s desires’ in males, and the ‘chastity’ ap-
plauded in women. But in real life, they commend very different
types of behaviour. When a Greek woman is called !≈frvn, we
are not so much invited to conclude that she can control her
impulses, but simply that she is faithful and loyal to her husband.

———
itly acknowledges Critias’ class awareness.

14 North (1966), ix-x.
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Again, this type of marital fidelity differs significantly from the
total virginity required from unmarried girls. In the case of boys,
!vfro!Ênh in sexual matters manifests itself differently again, in
a circumspect dealing with §ra!ta¤ for instance. Thus, age and
gender roles and social setting provide for very different uses of
the word even where, on a certain level of abstraction, these uses
would seem closely related.

4. Contrasting Theories of Language And Meaning: Structuralist Versus
Cognitive Approaches

In this study, I am going to use a model of semantic description
taken from the field of cognitive grammar, the so-called ‘net-
work’ model developed to its fullest degree by Langacker.15

Cognitive grammar is designed to cover the description of more
or less the whole range of linguistic phenomena, including pho-
nology,16 morphology,17 lexical semantics,18 and syntactic catego-
ries.19 Some features of cognitive linguistics have typically been
designed for the description of ‘living’ languages. Prototype ef-
fects, especially, are relatively easily identified if a control group
of native speakers is at hand, and may not be always as readily
identifiable in a corpus of texts from a dead language. In section
7 below, I will briefly deal with the identification of prototype
effects in texts from a dead language.

———
15 The standard texts are Langacker (1987) and (1991), supplemented by

Langacker (1990) and (1999). Accessible introductions to the field are offered
by Langacker (1988), Taylor (1995), (1996). An excellent textbook on cogni-
tive grammar is now offered by Taylor (2002).

16 On phonology in cognitive grammar, see Langacker (1987), esp. 328-48
and 388-401. Introductory discussions in Taylor (1995) 222-38, Taylor (2002)
78-95 (references for further reading on p. 95).

17 See many places in Langacker (1987), also (1999) 131-42, and Taylor
(2002) 265-80.

18 Arguably, cognitive grammar’s successful treatment of polysemy in lexical
semantics is its greatest source of popularity. A seminal study is Brugman (1988,
1981) on over, discussed in Lakoff (1987) and elsewhere. For an overview of
recent approaches see Ravin and Leacock (2000).

19 See, e.g., Langacker (1991) 240-81 on tense, ibid. 249-81 on modality.
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In the field of classics, the model has proven its value in the
description of a complex grammatical category, the middle voice
of the Greek verb, by R.J. Allan (2003). This study hopes to show
that it may also be applied successfully in the field of lexical se-
mantics.

However, the theory may not yet be universally familiar to,
and accepted by, classical philologists,. Studies of — culturally
significant — words and concepts in the field of Ancient Greek,
that naturally belong to the field of lexical semantics, are often
remarkably reticent on the semantic models they use, and in
practice work on the assumptions of ‘classical’ notions of catego-
risation that can ultimately be traced back to Aristotle. North
(1966) is a good example, but in the case of many more recent
studies, similar things can be said. Thus, Cairns (1993) on afid≈!,
offers an excellent introduction focusing in particular on afid≈!
as an emotion, and on the roles of ‘shame’ and ‘guilt’ with re-
spect to afid≈! (including a substantial reappraisal of the — in its
original application — over-simplified opposition of ‘shame cul-
tures’ versus ‘guilt cultures’). On the level of semantics, he ar-
gues that afid≈!-terms are used in different senses that native
speakers would have recognised as such, but warns that his aim is
to describe the concept of afid≈! as a whole, and avoid ‘the dan-
gers of dividing the inseparable that are inherent in the ‘sepa-
rate meanings’ approach’.20 He then proceeds, in the main body
of the work, to offer a very thorough and illuminating discussion
of the material, mostly by means of solidly traditional ‘close read-
ing’.

So far, I have nothing to disagree with. On the contrary, as far
as the manner of approaching the material by means of close
reading is concerned, I can only hope that this study will not fall
conspicuously short of the standards upheld by Cairns’ study.
But I do think that it is worth taking a further step, and describ-
ing the data from our texts in terms of the semantic model of-
fered by cognitive linguistics. (I will mainly take this extra step in
chapter 9, which gives a semantic description of !≈frvn and
cognates on the basis of the texts discussed in chapters 2-8.). The

———
20 Cairns (1993) 1.
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asset of the semantic model offered by cognitive grammar is that
it is eminently sensitive to both the concept as a whole, and the
various typical and rather less typical individual uses of our terms
that invoke this concept, and that the model offers some good
tools to describe how the ‘parts’ relate to the ‘whole’ (notably by
means of the notions ‘family resemblance’ and ‘prototypicality’).
In the case of !vfro!Ênh, at any rate, the description helps us to
see at a higher level of abstraction which uses of !≈frvn and
cognates Plato uses and which he ignores, and it will, I think,
show that this ‘selection’ is far from arbitrary. Thus, my claim is
that the application of this semantic model to my material in-
creases the explanatory force of my description, and to this ex-
tent it may be considered useful on a practical level, even to
those who are not naturally in sympathy with its theoretical as-
sumptions.

Traditional theories of lexical semantics have often been ex-
plicitly or implicitly influenced by structuralism in its insistence
that meaning is a language-immanent phenomenon: the mean-
ing of a linguistic form is determined by the language system it-
self, rather than by any relation between the linguistic form and
the ‘world’ outside.21 A natural concomitant of this language-
immanent approach is that the lexical meaning of an item in the
lexicon has been traditionally conceived as a fixed, isolated en-
tity, defined in terms of the so-called classical category (itself a
distant, and arguably somewhat simplified,22 derivative of Aris-
totle’s theory of categorisation).

Now the classical category is remarkably successful as a tool for
finding similarities between its members, and thus for establish-
ing similarities between two uses of a lexical item. If, for in-
stance, all uses of !≈frvn share the characteristic that someone
who is !≈frvn is, somehow, ‘of sound mind’, a description of

———
21 For one example among many, see Lyons (1968). A telling remark is ibid.

427: ‘Since sense is to be defined in terms of relationships which hold between
vocabulary-items, it carries with it no presuppositions about the existence of
objects and properties outside the vocabulary of the language in question.’ For
a discussion, see Taylor (1995) 34-6. Lyons (1995) incorporates some recent
developments, notably prototype theory, without giving up the conception of
‘sense’ as a language-imminent phenomenon.

22 Cf. Taylor (1995) 24n.1.



INTRODUCTION 17

!≈frvn in terms of a classical category will readily identify ‘of
sound mind’ as a necessary feature of all members of the cate-
gory !≈frvn. The classical category is also useful for detecting
sense relations between one item and a number of related terms
(such as synonyms, hyponyms, antonyms etc.). For instance, for
those uses of !≈frvn that commend abstention from violence
and are contrasted to terms from the lexeme Ïbri!, categorisa-
tion along classical lines will easily identify presence versus ab-
sence of ‘violence’ as the critical feature determining the sense
relation of antonymy between the two terms.

The classical category has been less successful, however, in
dealing with polysemy, that is in accounting for dissimilarities
between various uses of a term. This we will see more fully in our
discussion, in the next section, of the contrast between the ‘clas-
sical’ and the ‘cognitive’ conception of categories, here I will just
mention some of the key issues.

Usually, there are many salient surface differences between
various uses of a term. In the classical approach, there are basi-
cally two options for dealing with these surface differences. One
is to relegate them from the realm of (language-immanent) lin-
guistic meaning proper to the realm of ‘reference’, where lin-
guistic terms are applied to certain entities and contextual situa-
tions in the world outside. The other is to break up the category,
and to assume that a lexical item has two or more distinct lexical
meanings.

Both procedures have their disadvantages when applied in iso-
lation. If all surface differences in use are regarded as a matter of
reference, the lexical meaning itself runs the risk of becoming
highly abstract and under-descriptive. On the other hand, if one
lexical item is assumed to have a very large number of lexical
meanings, the difference between ‘sense’ and ‘reference’ ulti-
mately breaks down.23 Consider the case of !≈frvn. Let us as-
sume we are confronted with a man who ‘prudently’ manages his
own affairs, a woman who is loyal to her husband, a boy who is

———
23 It is such an approach, not — as far as I can see — especially popular in

the field of lexical semantics in classics that really runs the risk of ‘dividing the
inseparable’ (Cairns (1993) 1, quoted above).
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well-behaved, and a madman who has come to his senses. All
four can reasonably be called !≈frone!. How to deal with the
phenomenon? Are we to suppose that !≈frvn means something
like ‘of sound mind’, and that the considerable differences be-
tween our four examples of !≈frone! are the result of the appli-
cation of this general term to four quite different individuals in
quite different settings? Or are we to take it that ‘sane’, ‘pru-
dent’, ‘loyal’ and ‘orderly’ are four separate, and in principle
quite unrelated ‘meanings’ of the word? It would seem that the
truth is somewhere in between. The language user will have a
separate use of !≈frvn as applied to loyal women available in his
mind, and will be able to use the term this way without going
through the laborious process of establishing again and again
what exactly !≈frvn in the case of married women may mean.
On the other hand, he will at least be dimly aware that this use is
not an entirely separate meaning of the term, but one that re-
sembles other uses of !≈frvn to commend types of ‘decent’ be-
haviour.

Most traditional semantic lexical descriptions are, in fact, a
kind of compromise between the two approaches to polysemy.
Entries in the lexicon, for example, will typically identify a rela-
tively limited number of separate ‘senses’ of a term, which turn
out to acquire a different flavour according to context. In a
Greek-English lexicon, an entry will define a relatively limited
number of ‘meanings’, but will often offer a considerably larger
number of translations for each of these ‘meanings’. In case of
!≈frvn, we have seen how the lexica distinguish between a non-
moral and a moral sense of the word, but offer several transla-
tions for each of these main groups, see section 3 above. How-
ever, it is usually quite implicit by means of which criteria these
distinctions are made, and much is to be gained if they can be
made explicit.

There was every reason, then, to give up the definition of
meaning as an abstract linguistic phenomenon, irrespective of its
relation to human cognition and the world out there. The first
general attempt to tie language more firmly to human cognition
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was Chomsky’s generative-transformational paradigm.24 Chomsky
took the step of regarding language as a product of the human
mind, rather than an abstract system of its own. However, most
of Chomsky’s followers have focused on the mind as a faculty for
generating grammatically correct sentences, and have tried to
establish the rules which govern this generating of languages.
The effect is a focus on ‘grammar’ to the detriment of ‘seman-
tics’, which in fact all but dropped out of the field of linguistics
proper.25

The second cognitive revolution occurred when linguists
started to regard not only the grammar of language as a product
of the human mind, but also its contents. Cognitive linguistics, of
which the theory of cognitive grammar that I use here is a dis-
tinct branch, treats all linguistic meaning in terms of concepts
within the human mind. They have abandoned the treatment of
language as an autonomous system, and this has opened the way
for a much more open, inclusive, and flexible approach to se-
mantic ‘categories’. For our purpose, the contrast between the
‘classical’ and the ‘cognitive’ conception of categories is the most
relevant theoretical issue, and I will focus on this contrast in
more detail in the next section.26

5. Contrasting Conceptions of Categorisation: The ‘Classical’ Approach
Versus Cognitive Linguistics

(1) As we have seen in section 4 above, the ‘classical’ approach
to categories defines a category as a conjunction of necessary and
sufficient binary features. If, for example, ‘man’ (in its use of ‘hu-
man being’ rather than ‘male human being’) is defined as a
‘TWO-FOOTED’ and ‘ANIMATE’ being,27 all two-footed (as opposed

———
24 See, for instance, Chomsky (1980).
25 These remarks are entirely to be taken from a historical perspective; I am

fully aware that I am ignoring later developments in generative grammar that
try to do fuller justice to the level of semantics.

26 A classic discussion of categorisation is Lakoff (1987); good remarks also
in Taylor (1995).

27 The example is taken from Arist. Metaph. 4.4.8.
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to non-two-footed, e.g. four-footed or six-footed) animate beings
will classify as members of the category ‘man’, and all beings that
are not two-footed or inanimate will automatically be excluded.
As we have seen, the advantages of these binary features are ob-
vious: they will allow for easy classification of two-footed animates
as instances of the class of ‘man’, and for easy identification of
the sense relation between ‘man’ and ‘dog’ (‘TWO-FOOTED’ ver-
sus ‘NON-TWO-FOOTED’) or ‘man’ and ‘thing’ (‘ANIMATE’ versus
‘INANIMATE’). Herein lies the appeal of the classical category to
theories treating meaning as an intra-lingual system of sense re-
lations.

(2) Another thing to be noted about classical categories is that
categories have clear boundaries: membership of a classical catego-
ries is matter of ‘yes’ or ‘no’; the theory does not allow for am-
biguous cases, for entities which ‘up to a point’ or ‘in some way’
belong to the category, but which in other ways do not. Biologi-
cal kinds and species, like ‘bird’ and ‘mammal’ seem to offer ex-
amples of categories where such clear-cut divisions work per-
fectly well, yet one only has to think of a penguin, or an ostrich,
to realise that even in the field of biology, for the layman at least,
the boundaries may not be so clear after all.

(3) Thirdly, and finally, in a classical category, there are no
differences of degree of membership: all members of a category have
equal status. A member of any category will only belong to the
category if it exhibits all the defining features of the category;
otherwise, it will be excluded. All animals are equal, so to speak,
and none are more equal than others.

All three properties of classical categories have been chal-
lenged in the course of the past century, and with good reason.

(1) It is more often than not impossible to define a set of suffi-
cient and necessary conditions that apply to all members of a
category. The classical example here is Wittgenstein’s treatment
of the word Spiel (‘game’).28 As Wittgenstein shows, there is an
immense range of things and activities that are rightly called
‘games’ (including Olympic games, card games, ball games,
mind games, and now — of course — computer games), yet

———
28 Wittgenstein (1967) 48-9 = (1978) 31-3.
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none of the attributes that seems characteristic of most games
apply to all members of the category. ‘Amusement’ seems to be
an important attribute of many games, but games that are prac-
tised on a professional level, such as football or chess, are not
necessarily done for amusement; ‘amusement’ is certainly not an
attribute of the German term ‘Spiel’ in expressions like ‘auf dem
Spiel stehen’ (to be at stake) or ‘laß mich aus dem Spiel’ (‘do
not involve me in this’). Many games involve competition, but
solitaire does not, and is still a game. Many games involve a play-
ing field and instruments (even if very different ones), such as
football and chess; but ‘hints’ or riddles do not.

Rather than sharing a complete set of essential features, then,
games are connected to each other by sharing some attributes
with some games, and others with others. There may even be
games which have very little in common. (Think of football ver-
sus a mind game.) Wittgenstein describes these relations of simi-
larity and dissimilarity in terms of the family resemblance be-
tween various individual members of a family.

Now ‘game’ is a word that in many of its typical explications
describes a genus with many different species, and it might seem to
represent a case where the classical approach is very likely to run
into trouble (‘man’ as a species-term was not) and the Wittgen-
steinian approach might seem to be especially designed for such
abstract, complex and inclusive categories. But let’s turn from
‘game’ to one of the basic-level entities constituting a game,
football. We have the game played according to the official rules,
exercised on various levels of professionalism, but also more
loosely organised games of football as played on the streets or in
the park on a summer evening. The ball itself is also called foot-
ball. And in the expression ‘in football’, the word often describes
football as a professional trade. Does this use of ‘football’ have
anything in common with the physical object?

Even with names, which would seem to represent clear-cut
one-member-categories (in principle at least), things may turn
out not to be so simple. The name Mahler is used to designate
the man Mahler, but also to designate his music, as it may be
played in Amsterdam or Vienna or wherever, or as it may be
played back from compact discs in your living room. Do the man
and his music have any attributes in common? Many people
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would like to think so, but it may not be easy to say which charac-
teristics exactly. And in ‘stored under Mahler’, the name proba-
bly designates a specific area of a shop, where scores or discs of
Mahler’s music may be found (or alternatively, a group of entries
in a database).

How would this turn out in the case of an abstract ‘quality’ like
!≈frvn? It may still turn out to be the case that all uses of the
word do indeed share one or two characteristics, e.g. that they
imply a positive evaluation or that they have something to do
with a mind that functions properly. But how much does this say
about the individual uses? Let’s consider the case of the Greek
male who calls his wife !≈frvn (Lysias’ Euphiletus, say, at a cer-
tain stage in his married life.) What such a man means, first and
foremost, is that his wife is loyal to him. Does this entail that she
must also be ‘of sound mind’? Maybe it does, but that does not
seem to be what is on the speaker’s mind. Is it conceivable that a
wife is called !≈frvn who is eminently faithful, yet obviously de-
ranged? There does not seem to be a reason a priori why it
should not be conceivable. The problem with a dead language
here is that you cannot always check, but such a use of the term
may well be paradoxical rather than impossible.29 (As we will see
in chapter 6, Euripides seems especially fond of formulating
paradoxes of this type.) The point is, probably, that ‘soundness
of mind’ is usually not a very marked, or relevant, characteristic
of the !≈frvn wife. If asked, the Greek man would probably
have been likely to answer that a !≈frvn wife will also be men-
tally sane, but sanity does not go far to explain what her fidelity is
all about.

That is to say, even if it turns out to be possible to identify a
single characteristic shared by all uses of !≈frvn, overemphasis
of this characteristic is likely to give a distorted view of the actual
use of the word. Surface meanings like ‘faithful’, ‘loyal’ are

———
29 A similar paradox is formulated in Pl. Prt. 333B8-9, where it is said that

many people hold that it is possible to be !≈frvn while committing injustice
(édik«n ... !vfrone›n). Protagoras himself is reluctant to admit this possbility,
and in view of that the fact that there is often a close connexion between the
two virtues, his reluctance seems quite reasonable. See chapter 10.3.
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much more salient than any context-independent abstract at-
tributes shared by one use and its distant cousin.

(2) Categories have no clear boundaries. Seminal work in this
field was done by the experiments of W. Labov.30 Labov studied
the categorisation of household utensils like cups, bowls and
vases (which share the attribute of being receptacles). He found
that drawings of receptacles with a maximum width equal to its
depth and with a handle, were unanimously called ‘cups’. As the
objects’ width increases as compared to their depth, more and
more subjects called the objects ‘bowls’ rather than ‘cups’, but
there was no clear boundary between the two categories. Similar,
with increasing depth, the objects gradually came to be classified
as ‘vases’ rather than ‘cups’. Again there were no clear bounda-
ries. Classifications were influenced by such factors as presence
and prominence of a handle, and also by the imagined uses for
the receptacles in question, but in all these cases, people did not
agree on the categorisation of the objects in a ‘borderline’ area.

This means that in a category, there are clear examples as op-
posed to borderline cases where one can doubt if they qualify for
inclusion in the category. A medium-sized receptacle with a han-
dle will be a cup, but a shallow receptacle without a handle will
arguably be more of a bowl, even if perhaps someone dislikes hot
coffee and drinks his coffee from such a receptacle. One may
compare the layman’s response ‘that is not music’ to many types
of twentieth-century music. Here, for many, too many attributes
characteristic of most types of classical western music (major-
minor tonality, thematic development, harmonic progression,
expectations with regard to form) are missing or not readily dis-
cernible: as a result, the piece in question does not qualify for
whole-hearted inclusion in the category of ‘music’.

In dealing with !vfro!Ênh, we may expect to encounter similar
‘borderline cases’ in the case of individual examples. Among
women, Andromache and Penelope seem to be indubitably
!≈frvn, and Helena evidently is not. But Medea may well be
only a borderline case at best, even though she may reasonably
be said to exhibit some typical characteristics of the !≈frvn wife,

———
30 Labov (1973).
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notably — up to the start of Euripides’ play, at least — undeni-
able loyalty to Jason. Alcestis is a !≈frvn wife whose loyalty is
carried to the extreme of self-sacrifice. (Again, Euripides seems
especially fond of such ‘extreme’ examples.)

(3) It would seem, then, that not all members of a category
have equal status: ‘borderline’ cases are bad examples of a cate-
gory, and conversely, very ‘central’ cases are rather better ones.
Here, we come to a phenomenon that complements the fuzzi-
ness of the category at its boundaries: the so-called prototype ef-
fects, first described in detail by Eleanor Rosch. In one of her
classic studies,31 Rosch asked her subjects to rate various objects
of household items, and say to what extent they constituted good
examples of furniture. It turned out that chairs, couches and ta-
bles were significantly better examples of furniture than pianos
or cushions; ashtrays, fans and telephones were among the worst
examples. In another experiment, Rosch found that for North-
ern Americans, a ‘robin’ is a better example of a bird than a
‘duck’; consequently, the ‘robin’ was more often named as an
example of a bird, and it took less time for a robin to be cor-
rectly identified as a bird than it did for a duck.32

Categories are structured, then, around prototypes: central
cases that form ‘normal’ good examples of its category.33 In the
examples given above, prototypicality will in part be an effect of
physical size and shape as well as of function. An ashtray is very
probably less of a piece of furniture than a couch because it does
not fill a room in the way that a couch may do, and because it
will also be used outside, in a way that a couch will normally not.
Cultural aspects may well play a role too: for some, a television
set may well be more of a piece of furniture than for others.

———
31 Rosch (1975a) 199-233.
32 Rosch (1973) 111-44.
33 A related phenomenon that I will not discuss extensively here is that of

stereotypicality. Stereotype effects occur when it is suggested that all members of
a certain group or category evince the typical characteristics. Thus, the notion
of stereotypicality is vital to the description of markers such as ‘each’, ‘every’,
‘all’ and similia. In our study of !vfro!Ênh, we will meet some stereotype ef-
fects, in cases when it is suggested, e.g., that women are generally unfaithful, that
the young are generally rash and violent, etcetera. On stereotypes in cognitive
semantics, see, e.g., Verkuyl (2000).
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(Rosch’s subjects were college students.) And where for North
Americans, a robin was a better bird than a duck, the same does
not necessary hold for inhabitants of Amsterdam with its many
canals (and with its Dam square crowded by pigeons). Signifi-
cantly, the structure of the category depends on the minds of the
language users, and this is one reason why a study of semantics
will always also be a study of culture.

In the classical examples referred to above, prototype effects
were identified in the use of generic nouns, where the various
members of the categories are also designated by nouns. But it
has been shown that prototype effects also show up in more ab-
stract categories, e.g. ‘telling a lie’,34 verbs such as ‘look’, ‘kill’,
‘speak’ and ‘walk’,35 and a highly abstract category like ‘tall-
ness’.36

And prototype effects do not only occur between sub-groups
of the larger class, but also of course between various members
of one sub-group. Thus, if a television set is a less than typical
piece of furniture, a laptop transmitting, via the internet, the
programme of a television channel, is a far more unusual exam-
ple of a television set than the piece of furniture in the corner of
one’s living room, and to that extent, probably, also an even
more peripheral instance of a piece of furniture.

On the basis of cognitive grammar’s view of categories, then,
one would describe the meaning of lexical item in terms of an
‘open’ category in the following terms:

- The meaning of a lexical item is a cognitive concept that is
structured as an open category, consisting of various groups of
uses of the lexical item in question. These groups of uses are
connected with each other in a network by family resemblance:
some uses share some attributes with some other uses, and oth-
ers with others. There may be uses of the term which have little
or nothing in common at all. (E.g. the !≈frvn loyal wife vs. the
!≈frvn sane person.)

———
34 Coleman & Kay (1981),
35 Pulman (1983)
36 Dirven & Talor (1988) 379-402.
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- The category is centred around one or more prototypes: one
or more central uses of the lexical items that exhibit a significant
number of characteristic attributes and count as ‘best’ examples
of the use of the item; more to the periphery are uses that ex-
hibit fewer of the characteristic attributes. (For instance, it may
well turn out that ‘moral’ uses of !≈frvn such as ‘in control of
one’s desires’ or ‘faithful’ exhibit more of the characteristic at-
tributes, and are more central uses of the word than !≈frvn in
the sense of ‘sane’.)

- Since each group of uses consists of a (high) number of indi-
vidual expressions in which the terms are used in roughly similar
way, each use is a sub-category in itself and is likely to exhibit the
phenomena of prototypicality and borderline cases. As we have
seen, within the sub-category of loyal women, Penelope is a typi-
cal example, and Medea probably a borderline case. Alcestis is
probably atypical in that she exhibits ‘extreme values’ for the
required attributes.

6. Requirements for a Semantic Description of !≈frvn and Cognates

On the basis of the theory of categorisation discussed above, we
can now define the most important requirements that a semantic
description of the lexical items !≈frvn, !vfro!Ênh a n d
!vfrone›n would have to meet.

(1) The description should be able to accommodate, without
embarrassment, a large number of uses, always giving prece-
dence to the peculiarities of particular uses as they occur, and
resisting any tendency to reduce their number beforehand by
abstracting generalisations from them. I regard polysemy as the
normal case even in lexical items of limited complexity, let alone
in the case of abstract value terms. A concept does not exist inde-
pendently of the cognitive perception of the world outside, and
shares its complexity with the perceived reality.

Above (section 3), it has been suggested that a translation like
‘self-controlled’ may well reflect an abstraction from at least four
different particular senses, and that it is misleading to substitute
the abstraction for the particulars without paying attention to
what is lost in the process.
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A very clear example of what happens in this type of abstrac-
tion is provided by the discussion of Laches’ definition of éndre¤a
in the dialogue of that name. Laches first gives the prototypical
example of the hoplite, whose bravery can be analysed as (i) re-
sisting (ii) dangerous enemies (iii) by fighting (iv) without flee-
ing from his post (190E5-6).37 In reply, Socrates produces many
very different examples of éndre¤a: he first cites fighting tech-
niques that may include temporary retreat — such as fighting
from horseback — so that condition (iv) no longer applies
(191A-C). His next examples include dangerous and scary situa-
tions such as storms at sea, poverty, illness and politics (191D3-
6), where resistance no longer even takes the form of fighting
(iii); and finally he includes éndre¤a against pleasures and desires
(touching on the one area where !vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a would
seem to overlap), where resistance is not even against things that
are really dangerous or scary (191D6-E2), except perhaps in a
metaphorical way. When asked what all these have in common,
Laches duly provides the answer karter¤a (‘resistance’ or ‘en-
durance’, 192B9-C1). This is indeed the only attribute that all
these examples have in common, but misses three important
characteristics of the ‘good example’ of éndre¤a provided by
Laches at the start. (It will also turn out to be too inclusive: as the
continuation of the discussion shows, not every instance of kar-
ter¤a qualifies as éndre¤a.)

Reduction of four or more senses of !vfro!Ênh to the more
general sense of ‘control of desires’ would seem to constitute a
similar type of reduction through abstraction, though this is not
to preclude the possibility that ‘control of desires’ would be a
fairly adequate description for one of these senses, the variety of
!vfro!Ênh as ‘self-control’ in adult males. If so, this possibly ex-
plains why this definition is readily accepted by Socrates’ male
interlocutors in Gorgias and Republic.38

———
37 For an analysis of Laches definition in terms of prototype theory, see

Sluiter & Rosen (2003), 5-8.
38 I use the term ‘self-control’ in the limited sense of ‘control of desires’; in

modern usage it covers, of course, an astounding variety of uses. Klausner
(1965), 15 lists four classes of objects of control: (i) performance (including
posturing, sphincter and breath control and task performance); (ii) drive (diet
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(2) The description should take into account relevant similari-
ties between various uses. The search is not necessarily for one
attribute that is shared by all uses of the words, though it is al-
ways conceivable that such an attribute can indeed be found. In
the example from Laches above, ‘resistance’ or ‘endurance’ was
an attribute shared by all given instances of ‘courage’. From that
example it is clear that identifying such an attribute — however
useful for one’s understanding of the inner structure of a net-
work of related meanings — is unlikely to tell us very much
about the characteristics of most particular uses. In the case of
!vfro!Ênh, it may well turn out that some attribute like ‘having a
mind that functions properly’ is shared by all uses of the word,
but this attribute is likely to be highly descriptive of only one use
of the words (the ‘sanity’ or ‘soundness of mind’ that was re-
stored to Cambyses in Hdt.) but highly under-descriptive of
many others.

Normally, however, many attributes will be shared by some
uses but not by others: the concept of ‘family resemblance’ as
introduced by Wittgenstein (see section 5 above) here provides a
useful tool of description. Among the examples of andreia from
Laches, ‘remaining at one’s post’ was very important to the hop-
lite’s courage as well as, probably, to that of the helmsman of a
ship. But it is of course totally irrelevant to ‘fighting’ poverty or
disease, or indeed to most other instances.

———
and sex control); (iii) intellect (intellectual acumen under stress) and (iv) con-
trol of affects. Of these, classical !vfro!Ênh typically includes control of sexual
drives, and also control of affects such as anger and fear, but probably less typi-
cally so: the ever-systematic Aristotle (EN 1103b19), for instance, contrasts
!≈frone! and prçoi to ékÒla!toi and Ùrg¤loi, qualifying the first members of
these pairs as per‹ tå! §piyum¤a! and the second as per‹ tå! Ùrgã!. (Incidentally,
the treatment of these types of affect in classical literature show strong stereo-
type effects. With men showing fear — Eteocles in Septem, for instance — or
women showing anger — Sophocles’ Electra — there is often an uncomfort-
able sense that they are somehow transgressing the boundaries of their gender
roles.)

Classical !vfro!Ênh has little to do, in popular usage, with control of per-
formance or intellect, nor with control of health and addictions, so important
to modern understandings of self-control (see Stearns (1999) 253-320). Still, it
can, perhaps, be argued that Plato’s interpretation of !vfro!Ênh as tå •autoË
prãttein, is an early attempt to define !vfro!Ênh as a type of control of per-
formance.
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Above, little has yet been said about how to account for simi-
larities (family resemblance) between various uses of a word. For
that, I refer to number (2) in section 7 below, on Langacker’s
abstract schema.

(3) Furthermore, the description should allow for the possibil-
ity that the category as a whole and its sub-categories within the
network have no clear boundaries and allow for borderline cases.
Some individual instances will be clear examples of a particular
use, others will be highly peripheral. An example of peripheral
use is Chremes in Ecclesiazusae, who claims !vfro!Ênh on account
of his obedience to the law that prescribes the abolition of pri-
vate property (Ar. Ec. 767); here, the law to which he conforms is
so patently absurd, that his obedience turns him into a very pe-
culiar example of a law-abiding citizen, one that is likely to be
regarded as an incurable fool rather than as a man who is truly
!≈frvn.

And whereas some individual instances will be highly untypical
examples of the group of uses, others may well activate more
than one use at a time. A clear example is the lament (E. Tr.
645) in which Andromache claims that she used to do all the
things that are !≈frona for a woman to do: here the context
makes it clear that the word covers female !vfro!Ênh in both its
typical senses: fidelity and obedience.

(4) Finally, to complement the phenomenon of the border-
line cases, the description should take into account gradations of
membership, both between the various groups of uses within the
category of the lexical item as a whole, as well as between indi-
vidual instances of each type of use. To draw on our example
from Laches once again, the hoplite fighting the enemy is proba-
bly a very typical general example of courage, and the man
‘fighting’ his desires is probably a rather less typical one. These
effects are also discernible among individual manifestations of a
single type: for instance, Laches may well be a better example of
the martial variety of courage than Nicias. In the case of
!vfro!Ênh too, there are some typical types of !vfro!Ênh, and
mythological or real life persons who are very good examples of
the quality at hand. Thus, for women, marital loyalty will proba-
bly be the central sense of !vfro!Ênh, and Penelope will be its
most famous embodiment. Similarly, Charmides’ prominence in
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the dialogue of that name is a pointer that he is a very good ex-
ample of a !≈frvn boy; the introduction to the dialogue makes
this clear. And one of the functions of the dialogue as a whole
would seem to be to suggest that Socrates is in fact an even better
(though at first sight atypical) example than either Charmides or
Critias, though contemporary readers may have needed some
help to recognise the typical !≈frvn in him.

These prototypical uses also on occasion give rise to stereotype
effects, when it is supposed that all members of a certain social
group share, or lack, as the case may be, the typical attributes. A
clear example of this is found in the agôn of Aristophanes’
Clouds, where it is suggested by the ‘Stronger Argument’ that in
the old days all boys were trained to be orderly, obedient and
liable to feel shame. Similar stereotype effects occur when it is
supposed that !vfro!Ênh is the distinguishing characteristic of
the old, or when it is feared that women are by nature more in-
clined to infidelity than to !vfro!Ênh.

7. Theoretical Apparatus for Addressing these Requirements

As I tried to show in section 5, modern cognitive linguistics offer
tools for meeting all of these requirements. These tools will be
described at somewhat greater length here.

(1) The claim of pervasive polysemy translates into the assump-
tion that the meaning of a lexical item can be described as a
network of related uses. Ever since Wittgenstein’s Philosophical
Investigations (cf. section 5 above), cognitive linguistics have
worked on the basis of the assumption that linguistic categories,
both on the level of the lexicon (single lexemes, clusters of se-
mantically related expressions) and on the level of grammatical
categories, are typically complex: a category ‘is not defined by
any single unit, but comprises a constellation of units that may
be quite diverse despite an overall family resemblance’.39 These
diverse units (in our case, the various ‘senses’ of lexical items)

———
39 Langacker (1991) 2. On categorisation, see also, among many others

Lakoff (1987) and Lucy (1992).
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form a ‘network’ whose sub-units (conceptualised as ‘vertices’ or
‘nodes’) are ‘semantic, phonological or symbolic units of any
kind or size. Usually clustered around a prototype, these units
are linked by categorising relationships of elaboration and ex-
tension, each unit and each relationship having some degree of
cognitive salience’.40

In the description of lexical items, this means that precedence
is given to the diversity of senses of a word as they occur, without
the need a priori to reduce this plurality of uses to a single, or
minimally complex ‘lexical meaning’, as in classical semantic
theory.

(2) In accounting for family resemblance, a useful tool is of-
fered by Langacker’s abstract schema. The ability to account for
similarity between related uses was always one of the strong
points of the classical theory of classification. Langacker’s
schema is in fact a means to accommodate these successes with
the gain of being more able to account for differences between
uses.

In accounting for the inner structure of the semantic network,
one tries to identify common attributes that any individual uses
may have in common. This procedure of abstracting similarities
from a plurality of foreground phenomena is what Langacker
calls the construction of a schema.41 What he means by this be-
comes clear from Langacker’s account of how a language user
may acquire the concept ‘TREE’. Suppose a language learner
learns the meaning of tree from large, leafed examples such as
oaks and elms. On the basis of the similarities between these
trees, he will form a schematic representation of what trees have
in common. This schema, TREE1 will now, according to Lan-
gacker, be the new prototype of a tree. Confrontation with a

———
40 Langacker (1991), ibidem.
41 Langacker (1987) 371. A prototype is a typical instance of a category, and

other elements are assimilated to the category on the basis of their perceived
resemblance to the prototype; there are degrees of membership based on de-
grees of similarity. A schema, by contrast, is an abstract characterisation that is
fully compatible with all the members of the category it defines (so member-
ship is not a matter of degree); it is an integrated structure that embodies the
commonality of its members, which are conceptions of greater specifity and
detail that elaborate the schema in contrasting ways.
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pine tree will then lead to the formation of a schema TREE2 that
represents what pines and TREE1 have in common. Similarly, after
a visit to warmer regions, the incorporation of palm trees into
the concept of trees will lead to an even more inclusive schema
TREE3, and so one may ultimately arrive at a schema TREEn that
includes all the trees one knows.

On the level of lexical semantics, one will note, for instance,
that !≈frvn is used many times of women who are loyal to their
husbands, and can be described as ‘faithful’. This will then be a
first schema for a group of uses of the adjective, and provide us
with a prototypical use of !≈frvn that normally requires no fur-
ther detailed surface investigation. (They are the oaks among
our trees, say.) When confronted with a very different group of
uses (say !≈frvn as used of self-controlled men) we can develop
a second, more abstract schema that defines the similarities be-
tween the two uses. Ultimately, we may thus arrive at a schematic
representation of what many, maybe even most, or all, uses of
the word have in common.

This then is a way to account for a large variety of uses, without
breaking up the indivisible, or losing sight of the ‘concept’ as a
whole.

On the highest level of abstraction, the schema !≈frvnn

closely resembles what classical theory would conceive of as the
(or a) context-independent ‘lexical meaning’ of a word. Here
one regains, so to speak, what was the main advantage of the
classical concept of the abstract conception of the lexical mean-
ing: its potential to explain what different uses of a term have in
common, and why one term can be meaningfully applied to
various entities or states of affairs. For Langacker, however, the
priority remains with the surface phenomenon, and the schema
very much remains a secondary phenomenon: a useful tool for
analysis, but insufficient for the description of a concept at the
level of its surface manifestations.

(3) By means of the network theory, one can easily accommo-
date borderline cases of category membership, or instances that
belong to more than one group of uses. Here, two or more
nodes of the network are activated by the context at the same
time. Thus, after the stories connected with Cambyses’ madness,
Herodotus’ public will draw at least two units of information
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from the verb §!vfrÒnh!e: (i) the king is now sane, and (ii) he
will presumably change his brutal ways.

(4) Otherwise, degrees of membership within one category
can be described by means of the notion of prototypicality. Proto-
typicality42 is a vital organisational principle of the structure of a
semantic network. Clusters of uses of a word centre around pro-
totypical uses, and individual instances will be closer to, or fur-
ther removed from, the prototype. (Thus, if ‘abiding the law’ is a
typical attribute of !vfro!Ênh in one sense, Chremes’ handing
over his property in Ec. is an atypical example of this law-abiding
conduct.) Prototypical examples do not only concern character-
istic lines of behaviour (good examples of how one behaves
when !≈frvn) but frequently there is also a number of people
or mythological figures who characteristically embody the typical
ways of behaviour. Thus, Penelope’s waiting for Odysseus’ return
is a very salient example of fidelity in women, and Penelope be-
comes one of the paragons of (female) !vfro!Ênh (e.g. E. Tr.
422).

But prototype effects are also at work between various groups of
senses. Some senses are more ‘salient’ (more easily activated)
than others; they tend to jump to mind immediately, whereas
others may come up only on reflection. This phenomenon can
be observed particularly clearly in discussions of !vfro!Ênh in
Plato. In continuous discourse, the context usually activates the
required sense (Cambyses’ madness triggering the right inter-
pretation of §!vfrÒnh!e in Hdt. 3.64.5). But when Socrates asks
‘what is !vfro!Ênh?’, strictly speaking there is no preceding con-
text, and then it is no surprise to see Charmides coming up with
what for him as a boy must indeed be a very salient use of the
word. Here Charmides activates, so to speak, what is probably the
prototypical sense of !vfro!Ênh in the context of his own life.
Similarly, the discussion of the virtue between adult males in
Gorgias and Republic starts with another presumably salient sense
of the word, ‘control of desires’. These, then, are contexts that
tell us something about the relative salience of individual groups

———
42 Apart from the works by Rosch noted above, see also Lakoff (1987) 39ff,

Kleiber (1990).



34 CHAPTER ONE

of uses, and they provide us with a means to establish prototype
effects even in the absence of living native speakers of ancient
Greek.

A specific problem connected with prototypes is, indeed, that
it is not always clear how prototypes arise in the mind of the lan-
guage user, and, even more pertinently to our purposes, how
they can be retrospectively detected by the student of language.
Rosch considers a number of possible answers to this category.43

Some prototype effects seem to have a physiological basis. An
example of this is the prototypicality of focal colours, for which
there seems to be a clear neurological basis.44 In our case, such a
physiological basis is obviously irrelevant.

In other cases, some members of a category may have proto-
type status because they are more frequently encountered. But
Rosch (op. cit.) warns that frequency of perception may well be a
symptom of prototypicality rather than its cause. Even if mirrors
and clocks are less typical pieces of furniture than tables and
chairs, that does not necessarily mean that we encounter them
less often. Rosch calls this the ‘good old days’ effect, by which
people remember (some parts of) their past as invariably ‘good’,
even if in reality it has been rather more mixed.45 The conse-
quence for our study is that it does not make much sense to try
to start counting occurences of individual senses in order to es-
tablish the prototypicality of a use on the basis of its frequency
(especially when we often would not be sure whether we were
measuring characteristics of the lexical items themselves, or
genre characteristics of the texts in our data base.)

Another possibility that has been suggested is the order of
learning. As we have seen above, the order of learning played a
role in Langacker’s description of concept formation, and in his
account of prototypes and schema’s. In the case of a dead lan-
guage, however, we have no means to see in which order various

———
43 Rosch (1975b) 177-206.
44 See also Heider (1971) 447-55.
45 Cf. Taylor (1995) 53n.6, who draws attention to the fact that children al-

most invariably draw green grass and blue skies, even in regions where for large
parts of the year the grass is brown, and the sky grey.
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uses of language items are acquired; therefore, this is no possible
tool.

A fourth option that has been suggested, is that mean values of
variable attributes are more typical than extreme ones. A gull,
with its medium size may well be a more ‘normal’ bird than an
eagle. Mean values may play some role in the distinction between
the not-so-very !≈frvn Medea, the fully !≈frvn Penelope and
the unusually !≈frvn Alcestis.

And finally, it has been suggested that certain attributes may
be particularly salient, because they are especially important in a
society. This seems the most promising approach for our value
terms.

Therefore, I will work on the assumption that a use of a word
may well be prototypical if it is easily activated, without a great
deal of contextual preparations (consider the first answers to the
‘what is x?’-questions in Socratic dialogues, or the designation of
Penelope as a !≈frvn woman tout court in E. Tr. 422). A double-
check for my findings would be that supposedly prototypical uses
should be likely to reflect current and relevant norms of every-
day life, rather than the constructs of high literature or philoso-
phical discourse. For ordinary Athenian citizens, say, !vfro!Ênh
in the use of ‘control of desires’ will probably more relevant to
their daily lives than the special type of !vfro!Ênh (‘submission’)
demanded from Ajax by Athena and the Atreids in Sophocles’
play. If I found reason to assume that the former represents a
prototypical use of !≈frvn, I would happily do so; in the second
case, I would hesitate rather longer.

8. The Disposition of this Study: Theory Versus Practice

Before turning to the main body of this study, it may be good to
summarise which questions have to be addressed in the course of
the investigation, and to indicate briefly how I will proceed in
addressing them.

(1) As stated above, the peculiarities of the use of !≈frvn and
cognates in Plato raise the question how exactly the terms are
traditionally used in non-philosophical texts. In order to answer
this first question, the use of !≈frvn and cognates in non-
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philosophical Greek texts up to Plato’s time will be investigated,
resulting in a full synchronic description of the use of the words
in the fourth century BC. It has been argued above (section 4)
that the use of the so-called network model from cognitive lin-
guistics developed by Langacker provides the most suitable tool
of analysis of our data. The particular strength of this model is
that, while it accommodates all the advantages of the classical
semantic model, it is also able to deal with some residual prob-
lems of the classical models (as argued above in sections 4-7).

(2) After that, this study will turn to Plato, and will try to estab-
lish how exactly Plato’s conception of !vfro!Ênh relates to the
traditional uses of the terms.

In the central chapters (2-8) of this study, I will investigate the
material from the pre-Platonic texts. In these chapters, I will
mainly be concerned with detailed analyses of individual text
passages, and with identifying various groups of uses within the
network. After the theoretical apparatus sketched above, my method
of approaching the text will perhaps strike the reader as reassur-
ingly, or — as the case may be — depressingly traditional: it will
involve such familiar procedures as close reading and analysis of
relevant text passages, listing and analysing of related and op-
posed terms, and seeing how and by what means the concept of
!vfro!Ênh is activated in contexts where the terms are not ex-
plicitly used.

The reason for this is that in these chapters, I am basically
concerned with gathering and inspecting the material. I have
deliberately delayed the attempt to synthesise my data in a full
semantic description. (Any reader who is interested only in that
can happily jump to chapter 9. Conversely, any reader interested
in a specific author can either decide not to burden himself with
theoretical issues and read only the relevant chapter, or in addi-
tion consult the relevant table for the use of the term in specific
genres and authors in chapter 9.) After that, my theoretical
model comes into full play in my attempt, in chapter 9, to give
an integrated semantic description of the concept of !vfro!Ênh
as a whole. The test for my theoretical framework will be to see if
it succeeds in integrating the data gathered in the central chap-
ters into a description of some explanatory power.
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In the central chapters (2-8), I have chosen to present the ma-
terial genre by genre, and even, in the case of the tragedians,
author by author, in a roughly chronological order.

This is not primarily in order to trace diachronic develop-
ments of the concept under investigation. It is of course quite
true that from time to time, we will meet uses that are ‘new’ in
the sense that we have not been confronted with them in previ-
ous chapters. But, especially for the earlier ages, our data are
scattered, and it may not always be possible to decide whether we
are dealing with the vagaries of our tradition, issues of genre, or
with genuine diachronic developments. This is a question that
does not fall within the scope of the present study.
My reasons for a quasi-chronological presentation of the material
are, rather, one of convenience and one of content. First, this
presentation seems convenient for readers who wish to consult
the book for reference to a specific author. More importantly,
however, we are confronted with considerable differences be-
tween genres and authors. The texts differ widely in subject mat-
ter and in their styles of presentation, and this is reflected in the
fact that the use of our terms varies from genre to genre. Thus,
each chapter brings its own particular contribution, so to speak,
to the synopsis of uses available to Plato.

Chapter 2 will deal with the Homeric poems. The most signifi-
cant use of !aÒfrvn there is connected with younger males vis-à-
vis their elders, notably Telemachus, who in a sense offers the
first literary model for the !≈frvn youth in the manner of
Plato’s Charmides. This chapter will also investigate some related
terms and expressions from epic diction. This is because epic
diction uses other words for some of the typical uses of !≈frvn
found elsewhere.

The next chapter turns to archaic poetry. Here we meet the
!vfro!Ênh of the male citizen in the archaic city-state. !vfro!Ênh
is here most typically related to conduct that avoids injustice to
others (and so, it is closely related to dikaio!Ênh), and specifically
with the orderly civic conduct that avoids internal conflicts.
These are the first manifestations of !vfro!Ênh as a political vir-
tue, and on that account obviously relevant to Plato’s treatment
of the concept.
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In Aeschylus (chapter 4) we are confronted with the
!vfro!Ênh of inferiors dealing with higher authorities, both that
of mortals versus the gods (P., Th., Ag.) and of subjects vis-à-vis
their superiors (Ag., PV). On account of its subject matter, Sup-
plices offers a lot of information on the !vfro!Ênh of unmarried
girls.

In Sophocles (chapter 5), the main text is Ajax. Issues of
authority are important here again: the play exploits the tensions
that can arise between the heroic temperament of the strong in-
dividual, and the restraint demanded by the community. For
Plato, one of the issues of his conception of virtue seems to have
been the troublesome reconciliation of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh,
and in Ajax we observe many of the tensions that give rise to such
a concern in the concentrated context of a dramatic setting.

Euripides (chapter 6) seems typically concerned with the psy-
chology of rather less-than-heroic mortals, and in his works we
see protagonists struggling with ¶rv! and various other affects.
Some of his plays thus offer a dramatisation of !vfro!Ênh as con-
trol of the desires. Euripides is of course also notable for his fe-
male protagonists, thus providing us with the richest source of
information on female !vfro!Ênh. Besides, Euripides is a rich
source on persuasive and manipulative uses of the terms with
which we concern ourselves. In the plays, we observe how charac-
ters use moral terminology to suit their own purposes, offering
examples of ‘transvaluation’ on a smaller scale, where some of
Socrates’ interlocutors tend to do the same on a rather larger
scale.

With the historians (chapter 7), we return to a world entirely
dominated by male protagonists. Herodotus contrasts the mad-
ness of Cambyses and the rashness of Xerxes with the !vfro!Ênh
of some counsellor figures, and thus provides some literary pen-
dants to Callicles’ and Thrasymachus’ strong men-without-
restraint. Thucydides by contrast focuses on the Greek pÒli! as a
collective. He is very informative on the use of !vfro!Ênh as a
political value term, and especially as a slogan of the Spartans
and the elitist pro-Spartan Athenians. The use of evaluative ter-
minology in Thucydides is largely confined to the speeches, and
— like Euripides — the Histories are a rich source on persuasive
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uses of our terms, and on the issues confronting Plato in his at-
tempt to construct a theory of political éretÆ.

Chapter 8 finally deals with two genres that show rather more
of what !vfro!Ênh means to the ordinary ‘decent’ citizen: Aris-
tophanic comedy and the speeches of the orators. Here we meet
the !≈frvn pol¤th!, who refrains from injustice and violence,
avoids prãgmata, and is keen to be considered by his fellow-
citizens as generally ‘decent’. The orators here offer compara-
tively straightforward uses of our terms that are likely to be ac-
cepted by the majority of their audience (though of course these
familiar notions are often employed for persuasive effect),
whereas Aristophanes is naturally prone to comic exaggeration
and inversion. Aristophanes’ Clouds is important for its comic
caricature of traditional education, offering a ludicrous counter-
part to the serious portrayal of Charmides. And the orators are
important for featuring some fourth-century political uses of
!vfro!Ênh that are markedly different from those from before
the turn of the century.

After this, I will take stock of my findings, and provide — as
an answer to my first research question, about the semantics of
!≈frvn and cognates — a synchronic description, in terms of
the semantic model advocated above, of the uses of !≈frvn and
cognates available to Plato (Chapter 9). This chapter discusses
the various uses encountered in our text corpora, and places
them in a network, centring around what I take to be the proto-
typical use of the word, the use to commend control of desire in
adult males.

When these preliminary conclusions have been reached, we
can turn to Plato (chapter 10). In that chapter, I will argue that
Plato uses traditional notions of !vfro!Ênh in two rather differ-
ent ways. On the one hand, a dialogue as Gorgias exploits the
polysemy of the term for persuasive goals. In such texts, the
polysemy of !vfro!Ênh is used to establish links between such
seemingly incompatible qualities as dikaio!Ênh and éndre¤a. On
the other hand, in Charmides the goal seems to be one of reduc-
tion: in the dialogue, a considerable number of traditional uses
of !vfro!Ênh are discussed and dismissed. This procedure seems
to pave the way for Plato’s attempt to get to the ‘core’ of the mat-
ter. At the final stage of this process of reduction, we will see that
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the definition of !vfro!Ênh in Republic ultimately rests on only
two very central uses of our terms, and these include the proto-
typical use of ‘control of desire’.



CHAPTER TWO

HOMER

1. Introduction

This chapter will deal with the theme of !vfro!Ênh and some
related expressions in the Homeric poems. Its section 2 will dis-
cuss the use of !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh in the Iliad and Odyssey.
The terms are used only four times in Homer, three times of
younger males dealing with men of superior status (Apollo ver-
sus Poseidon, Telemachus both versus Menelaus and with an eye
on Odysseus’ plans for revenge) and once of the servant woman
Eurycleia vis-à-vis her mistress Penelope. In two out of the four
instances, the concept of afid≈! is directly present in, or unmis-
takably relevant to, the context, and section 3 will deal briefly
with afid≈! in order to establish in which types of context
!vfro!Ênh and afid≈! can be associated, and how the terms dif-
fer.

If instances of !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh are exceedingly rare
in the Homeric poems, this is not to be taken to mean that the
behaviour associated elsewhere with !vfro!Ênh is in any sense un-
dervalued, and the remaining two sections of this chapter will
deal briefly with some aspects of the description of the relevant
types of behaviour.

First, the Iliad, especially, is full of heroic characters who mo-
mentarily lose their good sense and indulge in inexplicably irre-
sponsible behaviour, often with disastrous consequences for both
themselves and their subordinates. Epic diction describes such
incidents as a momentary ‘loss of fr°ne!’, and these situations
provide a kind of ‘negative’ scenario, and show what happens if
mental checks are lost temporarily. They will be briefly consid-
ered in section 4.

Even more importantly perhaps (section 5), the Odyssey fea-
tures three protagonists, Odysseus, Penelope and Telemachus,
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who are regarded by later authors as models of !vfro!Ênh.1 Of
the three, only Telemachus in his role of the ‘decent young man’
and ‘good son’ is credited with !aofro!Ênh in the Homeric
poem, but this seems due to the richness of the epic vocabulary
of the Odyssey. Each of the protagonists in fact has his or her own
specific set of epithets, and through their use in quite specific
contexts in the epics, these epithets invoke specific associations
relevant to the character at hand. Thus, the theme of the loyalty
of Penelope is invoked not by the adjective !aÒfrvn, as one
might expect on the basis of later Greek usage, but rather by the
adjectives per¤frvn and §x°frvn. Similarly, Telemachus in his
role of the ‘responsible young man’ rather than ‘the obedient
son’ is called pepnum°no! rather than !aÒfrvn. Odysseus is nota-
ble for his control of anger in some particularly insulting situa-
tions, but elsewhere, he is more typically wily and enduring, and
so perhaps a less typically !≈frvn figure. He has his own epithets
that invoke these characteristic qualities.

2. !aofro!Ênh and the Rationalisation of Restraint in Homer

In the Homeric poems, the adjective !aÒfrvn and the noun
!aofro!Ênh are each used twice (!aÒfrvn Il. 21.462, Od. 4.158;
!aofro!Ênh Od. 23.13, 23.30). In view of this small number of
occurrences, the range of uses we find here is inevitably limited
as compared to what one finds in later authors, yet the four uses
are by no means uniform, and it appears impossible even here to
identify a single ‘original’ sense of the words.2

———
1 Penelope is probably the paragon of the !≈frvn woman: see E. Tr. 422, Ar.

Th. 547, AP. 9.166.4. Odysseus’ renown for !vfro!Ênh, on the other hand, rests
for a large part on Sophocles’ Ajax, where Odysseus is generally regarded as a
‘foil’ to the eponymous hero (and most other characters in the play) in that he
is the only one able to heed Athena’s summons to !vfro!Ênh (Aj. 132), cf.
chapter 5 below. For Odysseus, see otherwise X. Mem. 1.3.7 (abstinence), Pl.
Phd. 94d (endurance). Elsewhere, Odysseus’ talent for speech and deceit is
both admired and criticised (for the latter see S. Phil. passim and Aristotle’s
comments on this play, EN 1146a21, 1150b20); he is also unequivocally blamed
for the death of Palamedes (X. Ap. 26).

2 North (1966), 3, 4, suggests that Od. 23.13 and 23.30 are "closest to [the]
original significance", and that Il. 21.462 and Od. 4.158 are "more suggestive of
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Three of the four relevant passages, Il. 21.462, Od. 4.158 and
Od. 23.30, are connected in the sense that in all of them
!vfro!Ênh is used to commend some kind of well-considered
restraint on part of a younger man (Apollo, Telemachus) out of
deference to a ‘father’ figure of higher status (Poseidon, Mene-
laus, Odysseus). Yet the three instances differ considerably in
tone. In Od. 4.158, the reticence of Telemachus before Menelaus
is commended by Pisistratus in a relatively straightforward man-
ner in terms of modesty and respect for a grand old man. In Od.
23.30, on the other hand, Telemachus keeps silent again, this
time about his father’s return and in obedience to his father’s
explicit instructions, but here the !aofro!Ênh ascribed to him is
presented by Eurycleia to Penelope as a very ‘adult’ kind of pru-
dence for the sake of the master plan of vengeance. Similarly,
though Apollo in Il. 21.472 clearly shrinks from the idea of ac-
cepting his uncle’s challenge to a fight, his reply (‘You would not
call me !aÒfrvn if I did’) downplays his shyness and emphasises
that it would not make sense for him to say yes. Thus, in these
last two passages, two uses of !aÒfrvn are activated at the same
time: in both passages, !aofro!Ênh implies both careful consid-
eration of what is at stake for the agent himself (prudential ‘self-
interest’) and respect for others; no clear-cut distinction can
here be made between these two types of motivation.

Od. 23.13 stands somewhat apart in that the noun is used
there simply to indicate a ‘sensible state of mind’ without focus-
ing on the restraint characteristic of such a state. Yet here as well,
the context centres on the theme of respect for persons of supe-
rior status: Penelope rebukes the servant woman Eurycleia for
waking her up, but in mitigation of her rebuke states that her
servant’s uncharacteristically inconsiderate behaviour must be
due to the gods, who can suddenly and completely change a per-
son’s state of mind.

———
later semantic developments". She generally assumes that the ostensibly ‘intel-
lectual’ uses of the word precede the more unequivocally ‘moral’ ones. The
Homeric data do not confirm this assumption: as we shall see, even in those
Homeric passages where the terms are used in a primarily ‘prudential’ sense
(Il. 21.462, Od. 23.30), moral considerations are relevant to the context as well.
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Relatively speaking, the most straightforward case is Od. 4.158.
Telemachus has been received by Menelaus in Sparta. His host
guesses the young man’s identity, and Helen openly notes the
resemblance to Odysseus. Nestor’s son Pisistratus explains Tele-
machus’ hesitation to speak up and make himself known:

Atre˝dh Men°lae diotref°!, ˆrxame la«n,
ke¤nou m°n toi ˜d' uflÚ! §tÆtumon, …! égoreÊei!:
éllå !aÒfrvn §!t¤, neme!!çtai d' §n‹ yum«i
œd' §lyΔn tÚ pr«ton §pe!bol¤a! énafa¤nein
ênta !°yen, toË n«Û yeoË Õ! terpÒmey' aÈd∞i."
(Od. 4.156-160)

Son of Atreus, Menelaus protected by Zeus, lord of hosts, this is
really a son of his, just as you say. But he is !aÒfrvn, and heartily
disapproves, having only just arrived for the first time, of exhibit-
ing rash speech in front of you, in whose voice we take delight as
in that of a god.

Telemachus refrains from speaking up, even when Odysseus is
mentioned by both Menelaus and Helen (107, 143). Pisistratus
explains that there is a good reason for the young man’s re-
markable reticence: it is due to the fact that he has the ‘good
sense’ to refrain from rash speech in front of a host of consid-
erably higher status, ‘for he considers it wrong’ (neme!!çtai,
1583) for a newly arrived young guest to speak rashly in front of a
grand old, even god-like, man such as Menelaus. Peisitratos thus
suggests that Telemachus’ reticence is well-considered and suits
his position.

———
3 n°me!i! and neme!ãv/neme!¤zomai typically point to ‘disapproval’, ‘indigna-

tion’ or ‘anger’ at transgressions of social norms by others (Hesych. v 287
neme!«: m°mfomai). See, for instance, Il. 3.156-7 oÈ n°me!i! Tr«a! ka‹ §#knÆmida!
ÉAxaioÁ! | toi∞id' émf‹ gunaik‹ polÁn xrÒnon êlgea pã!xein, ‘it’s no cause for
disapproval (i.e. quite understandable) that the Trojans and the Achaioi suffer
pains on behalf of such a woman for a very long time.’; Od. 1.128 neme!!ÆsaitÒ
ken énØr | a‡!xea pÒll' ırÒvn, ˜! ti! pinutÒ! ge met°lyoi, ‘A man would feel
indignation at the sight of so many disgraces [the suitors feasting], if a sensible
man came along.’ But one can also experience n°me!i! at the thought of doing
wrong oneself: see, for instance, the use of the adj. verbale neme!!htÒn, ‘it is li-
able to n°me!i! (to do x)’, Il. 3.410, 9.523, 14.336, 19.182, 24.463, Od. 22.59,
22.489. n°me!i! then becomes an inhibitory force similar in effect to afid≈!. Cf.
Von Erffa (1933) 30-35, Scott (1980) 13-35, Cairns (1993), 51-4.
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That Telemachus’ commendable quietness might well be con-
sidered over-inhibited for his age and situation, is suggested,
however, by the conversation between Athene/Mentor and
Telemachus at the start of book three. There, Athene tells him
that he should no longer feel afid≈! now, not even a little, but go
and confront Nestor in order to ask after his father.4 The young
man’s reply shows that, though he was presented from Od. 1.230
onwards as a pepnum°no! speaker, he himself has no confidence
in his own eloquence, and does indeed feel afid≈! at the thought
of interrogating Nestor.5 So there is no doubt that Telemachus
also feels afid≈! here, but by attributing this to his being !aÒfrvn
and explicitly stating the norm that one should not speak rashly
in front of a host like Menelaus, Pisistratus suggests that there is
a very good reason for this feeling of inhibition.6

Telemachus is credited with !aofro!Ênh in Od. 23.30 as well,
and here, too, the term is used to suggest that there is a reason-
able explanation for surprising reticence on his part; this time, it
is his silence about his father’s homecoming. Eurycleia has an-
nounced Odysseus’ return to Penelope, who is angry to have
been woken up, and disinclined to believe the good news. Eury-
cleia insists that it is really true:

oÎ t¤ !e lvbeÊv, t°knon f¤lon, éll' ¶tumÒn toi
∑ly' ÉOdu!eÁ! ka‹ o‰kon flkãnetai, …! égoreÊv,
ı je›no!, tÚn pãnte! ét¤mvn §n megãroi!i.
Thl°maxo! d' êra min pãlai ≥ideen ¶ndon §Ònta,
éllå !aofro!Ênhi!i noÆmata patrÚ! ¶keuyen,
ˆfr' éndr«n te¤!aito b¤hn ÍperhnoreÒntvn.
(Od. 23.26-31)

"I do not at all mock you, my dear child. No, it is really true that
Odysseus has come and returned to his home, as I tell you: he is
the stranger, whom all men did insult in the megaron. Telemachus

———
4 Od. 3.14 Thl°max', oÈ m°n !e xrØ ¶t' afidoË! oÈd' ±baiÒn.
5 3.22-4 M°ntor, p«! t' êr' ‡v, p«! t' êr pro!ptÊjomai aÈtÒn; | oÈd° t¤ pv

mÊyoi!i pepe¤rhmai pukino›!in: | afidΔ! d' aÔ n°on êndra gera¤teron §jer°e!yai.
‘Mentor, how shall I go to him; how shall I greet him? I am not yet experienced
in well-crafted words. And besides, it is a cause for afid≈! for a young man to
address an older man.’

6 This implies that afid≈!, unlike !aofro!Ênh, is more like a ‘feeling’ or
‘emotion’ than like a ‘deliberation’ in that it occurs spontaneously. See section
3 below.
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seems to have known for quite some time that he was in the
house, but he prudently concealed his father’s plans, until he
might take revenge for the forcible deeds of overbearing men.’

To corroborate her assertion that the beggar who has been
mocked by all is indeed Odysseus, Eurycleia says that Telema-
chus seems to have known for quite some time that his father was
back;7 she then adds that in view of Odysseus’ plans for revenge,
it was quite sensible that he did not tell the good news, appar-
ently to counter the suggestion that the boy’s silence does not
exactly confirm her account. Telemachus’ silence is thus ex-
plained as prudent restraint for the sake of the revenge — very
appropriate and responsible behaviour in view of the need to
save Odysseus’ oikos.8

But the hearer may well remember that at Od. 16.299-307, Odys-
seus has explicitly ordered his son to keep silent about his return
even to Penelope (and Eurycleia may be well aware of this be-
cause at Od. 19.482-90, he has given her the same instruction in
quite forcible terms). So the hearer is likely to take Telemachus’
silence as a sign of obedience to his father’s commands, and this
hints at a use of the noun !aofro!Ênh not explicitly activated in
the context.

There is another passage in which the ‘prudent’ restraint of a
younger male has a great deal to do with respect for an older

———
7 At Od. 21.381-5, it is Telemachus who, in preparation of the murder of the

suitors, tells Eurycleia to shut the doors of the megaron and pay no attention to
the noises inside. Then, at Od. 22.395-7, immediately before the killing of the
disloyal servant women, Telemachus tells her that his father wants to have a
word with her.

8 The — exceptional — plural !aofro!Ênhi!i might simply be due to metri-
cal considerations, but more probably it may be taken to imply that Telema-
chus’ discretion was tested for a prolonged period and on several occasions. As
we know from the context, Telemachus held his position of ‘keeping quiet un-
til/for the sake of the revenge’ for two whole densely packed days of narrated
time. Cf. Il. 1.205 ∏i! Íperopl¤hi!i tãx' ên pote yumÚn Ùl°!!hi, where it is cer-
tainly implied that Agamemnon’s ‘arrogance’ has been evident many times
before, and éta!yal¤hi!in in Od. 1.7 (the almost proverbial ‘stupidity’ of Odys-
seus’ crew). North (1966), 4 translates !aofro!Ênhi!i as ‘acts of prudence’, and
comments: ‘The use of the substantive in the plural, almost unparalleled in
later Greek, suggests that the focus is here on the behaviour characteristic of
!vfro!Ênh rather than on the mentality that produces it.’ Focus on behaviour,
however, is entirely common for the singular as well. Besides, ‘acts of prudence’
is puzzling rendition for what was in fact a remarkable suppression of action.
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relative. This is the battle of the gods in the Iliad, in which
Apollo declines his uncle Poseidon’s challenge to a fight:

§nno!¤gai', oÈk ên me !aÒfrona muyÆ!aio
¶mmenai, efi dØ !o¤ ge brot«n ßneka ptolem¤jv
deil«n, o„ fÊlloi!in §oikÒte! êllote m°n te
zafleg°e! tel°you!in éroÊrh! karpÚn ¶donte!,
êllote d¢ fyinÊyou!in ékÆrioi. éllå tãxi!ta
pau≈me!ya mãxh!: ofl dÉ aÈto‹ dhriaã!yvn.
Õ! êra fvnÆ!a! pãlin §trãpetÉ:  a‡deto gãr =a
patroka!ignÆtoio migÆmenai §n palãmhi!i.
 (Il. 21.462-9)

‘Earth-shaker, you cannot maintain that I am !aÒfrvn, if I really
am to wage war with you on behalf of mortals, the wretched ones,
who, like leaves, now flourish fierily, feeding themselves on the
fruits of the land, but then lose their lives and whither away. No,
let us immediately stop this battle. Let them fight for themselves.’
Thus he spoke, and turned away. For he had afid≈! to engage in a
battle of fists with his uncle.

Apollo motivates his refusal to accept his uncle’s challenge by
pointing out that it would not make sense for him to fight with
his uncle (!o¤ ge) on behalf of mere mortals. His emphasis on
man’s mortality explains why their claims to his loyalty do not
outweigh those of his uncle: it would make no sense to let these
— necessarily temporary — claims prevail. The expla-natory
comment of the narrator in 468-9 (a‡deto gãr ...),9 however,
while by no means contradicting Apollo’s own words, make ex-
plicit what Apollo’s own words !o¤ ge seem to imply: it is not so
much the good sense to avoid engaging in a senseless enterprise,
but afid≈! in front of an elderly relative, that inhibits his accep-
tance of his uncle’s challenge, and triggers his subsequent sud-
den departure (462 pãlin §trãpeto).10 This suggests that Apollo
feels that he could not possibly accept his uncle’s challenge, but

———
9 For the verb afid°omai in combination with an infinitive expressing a line of

action from which the subject is deterred, see Cairns (1993), 48-9. For afid≈! in
connection with inhibition amongst relatives, see especially ibid., 90-2.

10 De Jong (1987), 113-4, 269n.38, compares this passage to four others in
which the narrator expresses a motive that is not voiced by the character itself:
Il. 1.536-8, 2.3-4, 5.563-4, 15.728. Of these, our passage is the only one where
the words of the narrator state the implications of the motivation given by the
character itself.
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comes up with a rationalisation of this feeling that allows him (as
well as his uncle) to save face. Again, this inhibition of a younger
male versus an older one who, except for his age, is not intrinsi-
cally of a higher status, is a somewhat ambiguous affair. Indeed,
the following lines show that Apollo’s behaviour is not uniformly
appreciated among the gods: Artemis rebukes her brother’s ‘de-
sertion’ (feÊgei!, 472) and tells him never again to boast that he
can compete with Poseidon (475-7).

Thus, afid≈! and !vfro!Ênh are clearly related in this passage,
if in a somewhat oblique manner. If afid≈! inhibits the ‘shameful’
act of fighting with an older relative, the phrase ‘You will cer-
tainly not say that I am !aÒfrvn if I did ...’ offers the rationalisa-
tion that it would indeed not make sense to accept the chal-
lenge, presenting the involuntary inhibition in terms of a well-
considered and purposeful rejection.11 Again, a second use of
!aÒfrvn is activated in retrospect: while Apollo suggests that he
is ‘sensible’ or ‘prudent’ enough not to engage in a useless en-
terprise, the hearer is bound to reinterpret this ‘prudence’ in
terms of youthful reluctance to offend his uncle.

The last Homeric passage to be considered here is Od. 23.13,
again from the passage in which Odysseus’ return is announced
to Penelope. Penelope is irritated to have been disturbed by Eu-
rycleia with patently false messages:

ma›a f¤lh, mãrghn !e yeo‹ y°!an, o· te dÊnantai
êfrona poi∞!ai ka‹ §p¤fronã per mãl' §Ònta,
ka¤ te xalifron°onta !aofro!Ênh! §p°bh!an:
o· !° per ¶blacan: pr‹n d¢ fr°na! afi!¤mh ∑!ya.
 (Od. 23.11-4)

My dear woman, the gods have made you raging mad, the gods
who are both able to make mindless even someone who is very at-
tentive, and bring someone whose fr°ne! are weak to saofro!Ênh.
As for you, they have harmed you; before, you were quite right-
minded.

Penelope is very angry indeed, and she rebukes the good old
woman in the strongest of terms: she must be ‘raging mad’,

———
11 For the emotion-like nature of afid≈!, cf. section 4 below.
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mãrghn.12 In mitigation of this fierce criticism, she suggests that
this behaviour is so much ‘out of character’ that it can only have
been caused by gods, who are able to make ‘mindless’ someone
who normally is very attentive.13 Besides, they also bring some-
one who is normally ‘weak-minded’14 to !aofro!Ênh.

The noun !aofro!Ênh, then, is used here to describe a ‘sensi-
ble’ state of mind rather than the behaviour characteristic of it.
But again there are unmistakably ‘moral’ implications in the
background. Eurycleia fails in her usual obedience and loyalty to
her mistress, and it seems implied that if she were !aÒfrvn, she
would act otherwise. Here again, then, a secondary use of

———
12 Penelope also uses the word mãrge when she strongly rebukes Antinous

for plotting to kill Telemachus (Od. 16.421). Otherwise, the adjective is used at
Od. 18.2 to describe the insatiably raging stomach of the beggar Iros. In Il.
5.882, the indignant Ares uses the verb marga¤nein to describe the fighting of
Diomedes, who with the help of Pallas Athene has wounded the war-god.

13 §p¤frona is not to be taken as an equivalent of !aÒfrona. In Od. 5.347, it
is said that Odysseus would have died in the storm before his time if Athene
had not paid attention and saved him (efi mØ §pifro!Ênhn d«ke glauk«pi!
ÉAyÆnh). Similarly, in Od. 19.22, Eurycleia prays that Telemachus will take on
the attentiveness which is necessary for taking care of his house and belongings
(a‚ går dÆ pote, t°knon, §pifro!Êna! én°loio | o‡kou kÆde!yai ka‹ ktÆmata pãnta
fulã!!ein). At Od. 19.385, Odysseus-the-beggar praises Eurycleia for attentively
commenting (§pifron°ou!' égoreÊei!) on the resemblance between himself and
Odysseus. Accordingly, the adjective is otherwise used in combination with
nouns such as boulÆ (Od. 3.128, 16.242) or m∞ti! (Od. 19.326), and may then
as well be taken to mean attentive or clever. In the LfrE, H.W. Nordheider trans-
lates §p¤frvn as umsichtig; §p¤fro!Ênh as Umsicht or Geistesgegenwart. The point
of the association of the two terms here seems to be that Eurycleia’s behaviour
is both inconsiderate and offensive to her mistress.

14 xal¤frvn seems to mean weak of fr°ne! (Schol. Q. in Od. 23.13 xali-
fron°onta: kexala!m°na! ka‹ pareim°na! ¶xonta tå! fr°na!). The adjective
xal¤frvn twice occurs in connection with nÆpio! to describe either the sup-
posed ‘weak-mindedness’ of Menelaus who lingers on the isle of Pharus in ap-
parent oblivion of his homeland (Od. 4. 371-2) or the ‘weak-mindedness’ of
Telemachus as a little child not yet able to take care of the deserted oikos of his
father (Od. 19.530). At Od. 16.310, Telemachus encourages his father to be
prudent in dealing with the suitors, and goes on to make the apology that his
warning is not the result of ‘weak-mindedness’, but rather of a concern for the
best strategy, k°rdo!: Œ pãter, ∑ toi §mÚn yumÚn ka‹ ¶peitã g', Ù˝v, | gn≈!eai: oÈ
m¢n gãr ti xalifro!Ênai g° m' ¶xou!in. | éll' oÎ toi tÒde k°rdo! §gΔn ¶!!e!yai o‡v
| ≤m›n émfot°roi!i: !¢ d¢ frãze!yai ênvga. (Od. 16.309-12). All three passages
imply a contrast to Odysseus, whose mind is set on returning home and taking
charge of the affairs in his oikos. Thus, the use of xal¤frvn in other contexts
suggest that it is not an exact antonym of !aofro!Ênh: it points to ‘slackness’
and even ‘cowardice’ rather than ‘imprudent’ (or ‘impudent’) behaviour.
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!aofro!Ênh is activated, and again this has to do with the reluc-
tance to offend a social superior, but this time it is the ‘quiet
obedience’ of a servant woman versus her mistress.

Thus, the noun !aofro!Ênh is used twice in the Odyssey, once
to indicate soundness of mind (Od. 23.13), but with a hint at an-
other use, ‘obedience’ to one’s masters, and once to indicate
‘prudence’ (Od. 23.30), but again, a second use is here hinted at:
that of youthful obedience to an older relative. The adjective
!aÒfrvn is used in the Homeric poems in two ways: it is used to
commend ‘prudence’ (Il. 21.462), and youthful ‘quietness’ (Od.
4.158).

So if we assume that the adjective and the substantive belong
to a single lexeme, which is to say that their use invokes the same
concept (and so far, I do not see anything that speaks against
this assumption), we have four basic uses in all: soundness of
mind, ‘prudence’ in one’s own self-interest, and quiet-
ness/obedience of young men versus adults, and of servants ver-
sus their masters. On the basis of these four passages, not much
can be said yet about the inner structure of the network that
connects these senses, though it may well be significant that no-
tions relating to the two ‘other-regarding’ uses are activated in
all four passages. This may well be a pointer to their greater cen-
trality. (For a diagram that tries to visualise our results, see Fig. 3
in Chapter 9.3.)

It is noteworthy that, on the level of behaviour, !vfro!Ênh in
all these cases invariably acts as a kind of restraint: it inhibits be-
haviour that either harms oneself (fighting with a god, giving
away the plot of revenge) or infringes on social decorum.

3. Restraint and Concern for Others: Afid≈!

In two of the four passages considered above, afid≈! was seen to
be actually present in the context (Il. 21.468), or directly rele-
vant to the situation (Telemachus in Od. 4). In Homer, indeed,
restraint is frequently appraised in terms of afid≈!; and the claim
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that afid≈! is the ‘cement of Homeric society’ is no exaggera-
tion.15

Afid≈! has been extensively treated by Cairns (1993); for this
reason, there is no need to discuss the subject extensively here,
but I will briefly indicate (i) in which type of context afid≈! can
be expected to figure as an associated term with !vfro!Ênh, and
(ii) how these terms differ essentially in meaning.

The first thing to note is that afid≈! is quite exclusively con-
cerned with the regulation of proper conduct vis-à-vis others. It
has been rightly described by Cairns as connected with the ‘in-
clusive concept of honour as a concern for one’s own honour ...
and for that of others’;16 as such, afid≈! typically inhibits17 actions
that (i) bring disgrace on the agent himself and (ii) detract from
the status of the persons affected by them.18 Afid≈! thus charac-

———
15 Cairns (1993), 87.
16 Cairns (1993), 140.
17 That afid≈! typically inhibits improper action is uncontroversial, but of

course it may also take the form of ‘apprehension’ when some impropriety has
already been committed and then preclude the continuation of this behaviour.
A typical example is the battle cry afid≈!, ÉArge›oi (Il. 5.787, 8.228, 13.95,
15.502, cf. 16.422), which precludes the continuation of the army’s present
inertia in battle (deil¤a) and spurs the combatants on. Here, then, afid≈! is not
just an inhibition, but a performative incentive to a better performance at the
same time. Afid≈! is likewise invoked as a stimulus to better fighting at Il. 4.402,
5.530-1, 13.122, 15.561-4, 15.661, and Hector’s afid≈! for the Trojans at Il.
22.105 prepares the ground for his decision to stand up and confront Achilles.
Outside the context of war, afid≈! forbids Hephaistos to refuse Thetis’ requests
and induces him to make new weapons for Achilles (Il. 18.425). For very similar
reasons, it seems potentially misleading to say that afid≈! is ‘exclusively prospec-
tive’ (Cairns (1993), 145) in Homer. While the cry afid≈! will definitely raise the
prospect of the charge of cowardice, especially if the appeal is reinforced by a
reference to what others will say about the present performance, it also consti-
tutes such a charge in itself: the ‘shame’ connected with afid≈! will be ‘acute’ as
much as ‘prospective’ in such instances. It is important here to note that in
Homer, afid≈! exhibits a far wider range of uses than in later Greek, cf. n. 42
below.

18 The two usually go together. If, for instance, in Il. 1.23 most of the Greek
heroes are in favour of afide›!yai fler∞a, it is implied that refusing Chryses’ sup-
plication is disgraceful to the Greeks just because it ignores Chryses’ status as a
priest and a suppliant. Similarly, when the heralds in Il. 1.331 do not immedi-
ately address Achilles afidom°nv ba!il∞a, it is implied that speaking out immedi-
ately is disgraceful because it ignores Achilles’ higher status. Of course, this is
not always the case. When Hector in Il. 22.105 feels afid≈! for the Trojans who
will criticise him, this is primarily because he has failed to fulfil his responsibili-
ties as a chief commander. Conversely, if a defeated warrior supplicates his en-
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teristically involves two parties: a subject who experiences afid≈!
as well as some ‘other’ whose claims on the subject are the main
source of this experience.19 As such, it is invariably rooted in so-
cial interaction, and this means that afid≈!, like !vfro!Ênh, en-
courages behaviour that observes social decorum, but not pru-
dence in one’s own interest. In other words, afid≈! is close to two
of our basic uses of !aÒfrvn/!aofro!Ênh, but not to the other
two.

The second important thing to be noted about afid≈! is that,
unlike !vfro!Ênh, it can be conceived as a more or less sponta-
neous occurrence; in this respect it is more like a ‘feeling’ or
‘emotion’ than a ‘rational’ response.20 For this reason, afid≈! can
be a part of a dilemma rather than a means to its solution: at Il.
7.93, when Hector has challenged the Greek leaders to single
combat, they do not know how to react because of two opposite
feelings: ‘for they had afid≈! to say no, but feared to accept’
(a‡de!yen m¢n énÆna!yai, de›!an d' Ípod°xyai). The ‘spontaneous’,
emotion-like character of afid≈! is brought out even more clearly
by the fact that it occasionally occurs in a situation where it is
regarded as inappropriate, or fails to occur when it is called for.
The Iliadic battle-cry afid≈!, indicating that warriors should feel
‘ashamed’ at their present performance and attempt to do better

———
emy and appeals to afid≈!, the victor may ignore this appeal without disgrace
(Il. 21.74, 22.124); he is then free to ignore the supplication and treat the de-
feated simply as an enemy (cf. Il. 22.419 and 24.208, where Achilles is expected
not to have afid≈! for the suppliant Priam).

19 The distinction between the two roles seems important, for there is no
suggestion in Homer that one may have afid≈! for oneself in the way one has
afid≈! for others; indeed, Democritus’ injunction to ‘have afid≈! for oneself
above all’ (B 264, •vutÚn mãli!ta afide›!yai) is a deliberate oxymoron, stressing
the importance of internal rather than external checks on wrong-doing (cf.
Cairns, op. cit. 363-70). This is not to say, of course, that afid≈! may not spring
from one’s own consciousness as well: a good example is Il. 22.104-107 (nËn d'
§pe‹  le!a laÚn éta!yal¤hi!in §m∞i!in | afid°omai Tr«a! ka‹ Trviãda!
•lke!ip°plou!, | mÆ pot° ti! e‡phi!i kak≈tero! êllo! §me›o: | ÜEktvr ∏fi b¤hfi
piyÆ!a!  le!e laÒn.), where Hector’s reluctance to face the Trojans who will
rightly criticise him for endangering the army is triggered by his own con-
science on the prospect of facing popular disapproval. On the ‘internalisation’ of
external standards, see Cairns (1993) 27-47.

20 For the classification of afid≈! as an emotion, see Cairns (1993), 5-14, who
does not use the term ‘emotion’ in strict opposition to ‘rational’ cognition: ‘No
approach to emotion can ignore [its] cognitive aspect’.
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(see n. 17 above), is an example of the latter, as is of course the
charge of énaide¤h levelled at both Agamemnon (Il. 1.149 etc.)
and at the suitors (Od. 1.254 etc.); by contrast, afid≈! is seen to
occur at the wrong occasion when Athena tells Telemachus that
he should not have afid≈! for Nestor (Od. 3.14) in view of his
need for information, or when Telemachus remarks that afid≈! is
‘not good’ for a beggar in need of food (Od. 17.347, cf. 17.352,
afidΔ! d' oÈk égayØ kexrhm°nvi éndr‹ pare›nai,21 cf. 17.578
(Penelope:) kakÚ! d' afido›o! élÆth!). Similarly, though Odysseus’
need has forced him to appear naked before Nausicaa and her
companions,22 he still asks them to get out of the way while he
washes himself, ‘for I have afid≈! to appear naked among young
girls’ (Od. 6.221-2, afid°omai går gumnoË!yai | koÊrhi!in
§#plokãmoi!i metely≈n). A strong personal need, then, may over-
rule afid≈! and one’s sense of decorum, but it is a testimony to
the strength of the feeling of afid≈! that it is not easily cast aside.

If afid≈!, then, is indeed more like an emotion or a feeling
than like a rational consideration in that it occurs ‘spontane-
ously’23 and takes some effort to overcome, this characteristic
clearly distinguishes it from !aofro!Ênh, which is rather more
like an ability for careful consideration, and which is, in this re-
spect, a rather more ‘cognitive’ or ‘rational’ quality. Accordingly,

———
21 Incidentally, this is the passage that Socrates uses to defeat Charmides’

claim that !vfro!Ênh is ‘the same as afid≈!’ (Pl. Chrm. 161a). This means, pace
Heitsch (2000) 9-11, that Socrates’ refutation is not as inane as it might seem,
but points to a significant distinction: whereas afid≈! is a spontaneous occur-
rence that can arise at an inappropriate moment, !vfro!Ênh has to do with
controlled response, and does not apply to spontaneous responses occurring at
the ‘wrong’ time.

22 Od. 6.135-6, Õ! ÉOdu!!eÁ! koÊrhi!in §#plokãmoi!in ¶melle | m¤je!yai,
gÊmno! per §≈n: xre¤v går ·kane. xre¤v and xr°v can also be used to name a
need that arises out of social obligations. Clear examples are Il. 11.409-10, ˘! d°
k' éri!teÊhi!i mãxhi ¶ni tÚn d¢ mãla xreΔ | •!tãmenai krater«!, ≥ t' ¶blht' ≥ t'
¶bal' êllon; 18.406-7 t≈ me mãla xreΔ | pãnta Y°ti kalliplokãmvi zviãgria
t¤nein (Hephaestus owes Thetis a favour). But in the case of Odysseus, the need
is unmistakably personal, and this is underlined by the simile, comparing him
to a lion spurred by his stomach (133 k°letai d° • ga!tØr) to go for prey into a
built-up area.

23 It is precisely for this reason that Aristotle (EN 1128b10-15) distinguishes
afid≈! from the éreta¤: according to him, it is more like a pãyo! than an ßji!,
absence vs. presence of proa¤re!i! being among the distinguishing features
between these two (1106a3-4).
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we have seen how, at both Il. 21.462 and Od. 4.158, the appeal to
!aofro!Ênh offers a rationalisation of a feeling of afid≈! in situa-
tions where it can be doubted that restraint is, indeed, the ap-
propriate response. If afid≈! inhibits improper behaviour, the
!aÒfrvn will be able to decide whether afid≈! should prevail in a
given situation.

4. Loss or Destruction of fr°ne!:
the Critique of Unaccountable Behaviour

An interpretation of the semantics of a lexical item should never
rely too heavily on the etymology of the word in question, but it
seems useful to note here that the interpretation of !aofro!Ênh
and !aÒfrvn at which I arrived in section 2, seems fully compati-
ble with the sense of the words that etymology would suggest,
‘having the fr°ne! intact’ or ‘having sound fr°ne!’,24 though
strictly speaking only the sense ‘soundness of mind’ could have
been predicted on the basis of etymology.

In order to see better what ‘having sound fr°ne!’25 may be
taken to suggest, it will be useful to examine briefly a number of
———

24 The etymology from !ão!/!«! is generally accepted, see Chantraîne
(1978) and Frisk s.v.

25 I take for granted here that the term fr°ne! is used both for an organ or
location in the chest (commonly identified as the diaphragm or pericardium,
but as the lungs by Onians (1951), 23ff., and more recently by Clarke (1999)
77; see Ireland and Steel, (1975), Sullivan (1988) 21-31 for a fuller discussion)
and to describe the source, faculty and products of a wide range of mental
processes, including especially (Sullivan (1988) 220-35, (1995) 36-53) ‘ponder-
ing, deliberation and reflection’, and the behaviour that is the result of such
deliberation. The debate on Homeric ‘psychology’ and its terminology of men-
tal life (relating fr°ne! to nÒo!, yumÒ!, prãpide!, kÆr, krad¤h and ∑tor) shows
little sign of abating. Apart from Jahn (1987), who also offers extensive discus-
sion of earlier literature, important recent contributions in this field include
Sullivan (1988 and 1995, the last including references to earlier studies by the
same author on p. 15n.3), Caswell (1990), Schmitt (1990), and now Clarke
(1999), especially 61-126. By and large, the upshot of these recent studies has
been that, while these terms tend to overlap considerably in that they are all
used to refer to mental activity in a general sense (and thus are more or less
interchangeable in many contexts, see Jahn (1987) for a full assessment of the
metrical implications of this), some types of mental activity are typically, though
not exclusively associated with specific psychic ‘entities’, notably passionate
emotion and anger with yumÒ! (Caswell (1990), 49-50), deliberation with fr°ne!



HOMER 55

contrasted expressions that interpret unexpectedly irresponsible
behaviour26 in terms of a (temporary) ‘loss’ or ‘destruction’ of
the fr°ne!. While there is a priori no reason to assume that these
expressions are antonyms of !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh in the
strict sense of the word, they still invoke the faded memory of a
concept that provides us with what might be called an ‘anti-
scenario’ to that of !vfro!Ênh, in that they show what happens
when a person does not have ‘sound fr°ne!’. In the Iliad espe-
cially, it is said quite frequently that a god (or the gods) must
have ‘taken away’, ‘destroyed’ or ‘damaged’ someone’s fr°ne!.27

A similar comment, but without reference to divine agency, is
made when the fr°ne! are said to be ‘gone’, ‘unstable’, ‘not ac-
cording to what is due' or ‘lacking completely’.28 Or one may
comment that one ‘finds fault with’ someone’s fr°ne!, or call
him ‘crazed of fr°ne!’.29 Of course, these expressions are highly
standardised and metaphorical, and are probably to be taken as
proverbial excuses for otherwise unaccountable behaviour rather

———
(v. supra) and the ‘products of thought’ such as plans, intentions etc. with nÒo!
(see Claus (1981) chapter I, and Clarke (1999), 119-26). In fact, there may well
be room for yet another semantic study in this field taking full advantage of the
models provided by cognitive linguistics, especially prototype theory, cf. Clarke
(1999) 109 n.122.

26 I say ‘unexpectedly irresponsible’ because this type of assessment is not ap-
plied to incorrigible ‘bad guys’ like Penelope’s suitors, but rather to persons
who might be expected to know better but occasionally fail to live up to this
expectation and act ‘out of character’.

27 For fr°ne! affected by outside agents, cf. Sullivan (1988) 144-62. Several
expressions are used. In the singular, it is said that a god has taken away the
fr°ne! (fr°na! §j°leto or §j ... ¶leto: Il. 6.234, 9..377, 18..311, 19.137), or
damaged them (blãpte fr°na!: Il. 15.724; Od. 14.178, cf. 23.14.). In the plural,
it is said that the gods have destroyed the fr°ne! (Il. 7.360 = 12.234 §j êra dÆ toi
¶peita yeo‹ fr°na!  le!an aÈto¤).

These expressions seem semantically equivalent; metrical considerations
may well be partly responsible for the choice of one rather than the other. On
the other hand, when a specific deity is said to be the perpetrator, the choice of
the deity does of course seem quite significant: Thus, e.g., it is Zeus who is said
to have taken away the fr°ne! of Agamemnon at the occasion of the quarrel
with Achilles (Il. 9.377, 19.137), whereas it is Pallas Athene, the indefatigable
partisan of the Achaeans, who is said to cause the Trojans’ misguided decision
to stay outside the city-walls. (Il. 18.311).

28 fr°ne! o‡xony' (Il. 24.201); oÈ(k) ... fr°ne! ¶mpedoi (Il. 6.352; Od. 18.215);
oÈ(k) ... fr°ne! §na¤!imoi (Il. 24.40, Od. 18.220); oÎ ofl ¶ni fr°ne! oud' ≤baia¤ (Il.
14.141, cf. Od. 17.454, 21.288). cf. Sullivan (1988) 186-8.

29 »no!ãmhn fr°na!, Il. 14.95, 17.173), fr°na! ±l(e)° (Il. 15.724; Od. 2.243).
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than as serious explanations of that behaviour. But while !≈frvn
and cognates mostly occur in less proverbial and stereotyped sur-
roundings, the concept of ‘sound fr°ne!’ that the terms invoke is
equally metaphorical.

A famous example of a man who loses his fr°ne! is Glaucus,
who changes armour with Diomedes, and receives weapons of
bronze in exchange for golden ones (Il. 6.234-6 ¶ny' aÔte
GlaÊkvi Kron¤dh! fr°na! §j°leto ZeÊ!, | ˘! prÚ! Tude˝dhn
DiomÆdea teÊxe' êmeibe | xrÊ!ea xalke¤vn, •katÒmboi'
§nneabo¤vn, ‘Then Kronos’ son Zeus took away the fr°ne! of
Glaukon, who exchanged armour with Tydeus’ son Diomedes,
and gave armour of gold in exchange for bronze, a hundred
cows’ worth in exchange for nine’). That is an unprofitable deal
indeed, so it must be assumed that no one who is in his right
mind will be willing to make it.

Equally fruitless (cf. nhkerd°a boulÆn), but also positively dan-
gerous, is Automedon’s attempt to act as charioteer and fighter
at the same time (Il. 17.470, AÈtÒmedon, t¤! gãr toi ye«n nhkerd°a
boulØn §n !tÆye!!in ¶yhke ka‹ §j°leto fr°na! §!ylã!; "Autome-
don, who of the gods put this unprofitable plan in your mind
and took away your good fr°ne!?’). Serious risks are also at stake
when Priam goes to supplicate Achilles, and Hecabe asks him
‘where have your fr°ne! gone?’ (Il. 24.201, p∞i dÆ toi fr°ne!
o‡xony'), or when Ares ignores the will of Zeus and is called ‘mad
and crazed of fr°ne!’ (Il. 15.128, mainÒmene, fr°na! ±l°) by
Athena. In such cases, individuals endanger their own safety, and
their behaviour is the exact opposite of Telemachus’ prudence
in keeping the secret of his father’s homecoming. Collective dis-
regard of serious danger is exhibited by the Trojans, who ignore
the warnings of Polydamas and acclaim Hector’s decision to stay
outside in the plain, ‘for Athena had taken away their fr°ne!’ (Il.
18.311 §k gãr !fevn fr°na! e·leto Pallå! ÉAyÆnh).30

———
30 In this case, it is not one of the poem’s characters, but the narrator who

makes the comment, and thus foreshadows disaster, cf. Schadewaldt (19663),
106.
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In the case of the leaders of the army, self-interest and one’s
own safety converge with the interests of the army as a collective,
and ‘bad’ advice in council from the leaders is liable to be re-
jected in very similar terms. ‘Now I wholly find fault with your
fr°ne!’, says Odysseus in reaction to Agamemnon’s suggestion to
return home (Il. 14.95, nËn d° !eu »no!ãmhn pãgxu fr°na!). In a
similar tone of indignation, Poseidon suggests that Achilles may
well take delight in the defeat of the Achaean host, as he ‘com-
pletely lacks even the slightest fr°ne!’ (Il 14.141 oÎ ofl ¶ni fr°ne!,
oÈd' ≤baia¤). In the opposing camp, Hector is unable to accept
Polydamas’ warning that they should not break into the camp of
the Greek fleet, and supposes that ‘If you, Polydamas, really and
seriously mean this, the gods themselves must then have taken
away your understanding’ (Il. 12.233-4 efi d' §teÚn dØ toËton épÚ
!poud∞! égoreÊei!, | §j êra dÆ toi ¶peita yeo‹ fr°na!  le!an
aÈto¤). Obviously deluded by his temporary successes, Hector
later even claims that the caution of the Trojan elders was due to
Zeus’ damaging their fr°ne!, for the god now spurs the Trojans
to action (Il. 15.724f. éll' efi dÆ =a tÒte blãpte fr°na! eÈrÊopa
ZeÁ! | ≤met°ra!, nËn aÈtÚ! §potrÊnei ka‹ én≈gei..., ‘but if far-
sighted Zeus then damaged our fr°ne!, now he spurs us on him-
self and encourages us...’). Here, caution is decried as ‘madness’
by a man of obviously deluded judgement.

If a loss or lack of fr°ne! frequently leads to disregard for the
safety of oneself and one’s dependants, it also leads to disregard
for social norms and standards of behaviour. A notable offender
is Paris, who does not give his best in battle, and Helen exclaims
that she should have been the wife of a ‘better’ husband, who
knew about the causes for popular disapproval and public re-
proaches, ‘for this one does not have stable fr°ne! now, nor will
he ever after.’ (Il. 6. 352ff. toÊtvi d' oÎt' ír nËn fr°ne! ¶mpedoi
oÎt' êr' Ùp¤!!v | ¶!!ontai). Similarly offensive, but this time to
the gods who favour the Trojans, is Achilles’ maltreatment of
Hector’s corpse, and Apollo claims that Achilles’ fr°ne! are not
'according to what is due' and that he lacks both ¶leo! and afid≈!
(Il. 24.40 œi oÎt' ír fr°ne! efi!‹n §na¤!imoi ... 24.44f. Õ! ÉAxilleÊ!
¶leon m¢n ép≈le!en, oÈd° ofl afidΔ! | g¤gnetai), and suggests that
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‘good as he may be, we gods may well disapprove of him’ (Il.
24.53 mØ égay«i per §Ònti neme!!hy°vm°n ofl ≤me›!).31

Personal insults are likewise offensive, and thus Hector ‘finds
fault’ with Glaucus’ fr°ne! (Il. 17.173 nËn d° !eu »no!ãmhn pãgxu
fr°na!), when the latter outrageously (Íp°roplon, 170) hints
that Hector is unable to compete with Ajax. The most blatantly
offensive act in the Iliad is of course Agamemnon’s assault on
Achilles’ g°ra! Briseïs, and at Il. 9.377, after an elaborate rejec-
tion of the embassy’s offers of compensation, Achilles wishes that
Agamemnon may come to grief, ‘for Zeus has taken away his
fr°ne!’ (§k gãr eÍ fr°na! e·leto mht¤eta ZeÊ!). And this assess-
ment is echoed by Agamemnon himself in his apology: éa!ãmhn
ka¤ meu fr°na! §j°leto ZeÊ!, ‘I was blinded and my fr°ne! were
taken away by Zeus’ (Il. 19.137).

Thus, we see that several types of unaccountably ill-judged be-
haviour are assessed in terms of a proverbial loss of fr°ne!, from
neglect of one’s self-interest, one’s own safety and that of one’s
dependants to serious transgressions against social norms.32

———
31 The expression égay«i per §Ònti is wrongly taken by Adkins (1960), 38,

to imply that ‘the gods do not approve of Achilles’ action: but clearly the fact
that he is agathos gives him a strong claim against gods and men to be allowed
to do it.’. This view is untenable: on the one hand, Apollo clearly does not think
that Achilles has a right to mutilate Hector’s corpse, on the other hand, as
Hera’s reaction (24.56-63) shows, not all the gods disapprove of Achilles’ be-
haviour. See Long (1970) 128, and Dover (1983), 37-8. The phrase égay«i per
§Ònti is in fact a scalar-concessive expression, and implies that Achilles, being
égayÒ! as he is, is in general the person least likely to incur the nemesis of the
gods, but now incidentally does something that should incur their disapproval.
See Bakker (1988) 120-4. By prefacing his present disapproval of Achilles with a
general recognition of his merits, Apollo makes his criticism more palatable for
Hera, who is not likely to agree.

32 Only the Iliad has been discussed in the above. In the Odyssey, expressions
of this type are used less often, but the range of their application is not dissimi-
lar. Neglect of one’s personal safety is at stake when Eumaeus tells the beggar
Odysseus that some god or man must have harmed the mind of Telemachus,
who has gone to Pylos in spite of the danger of the suitors’ ambush (Od. 14.178-
82, tÚn d° ti! éyanãtvn blãce fr°na! ¶ndon §˝!a! | ±° ti! ényr≈pvn: ı d' ¶bh
metå patrÚ! ékouØn | §! PÊlon ±gay°hn: tÚn d¢ mnh!t∞re! égauo‹ | o‡kad' fiÒnta
lox«!in, ˜pv! épÚ fËlon ˆlhtai | n≈numon §j ÉIyãkh! ÉArkei!¤ou éntiy°oio.
‘Some god damaged his well-built fr°ne! inside, or some human being. He
went for news of his father to holy Pylos. But the proud suitors plan an assault
on his return, that the race of godlike Arkeisios may perish out of Ithaka, and
its name be forgotten.’). Offensive behaviour is at stake in Penelope’s irritation
with Eurycleia (Od. 23.13ff.), when the suitor Leocritus takes offence at Men-
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Though, in Homer, the scope for this type of expression is
markedly wide compared with the smaller range of situations to
which the terms !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh are applied, it is inter-
esting to note that these expressions criticise many types of adult
male behaviour that later texts typically assess in terms of (a lack
of) !vfro!Ênh: as !vfro!Ênh is a type of controlled response, the
expressions that we have considered provide an excuse for vari-
ous types of behaviour that can not be accounted for unless it is
assumed that this type of ‘control’ is temporarily lost: hence the
idea of divine intervention that uncontrollably impairs one’s
normal cognitive faculties. As such, these expressions do indeed
offer an anti-scenario for !vfro!Ênh: the blunders committed by
men who lose their fr°ne! are remarkably like the misdemean-
ours that the !≈frvn man of later Greek literature will character-
istically avoid.

Close to this type of expressions are two adjectives (and their
cognate substantives): ée!¤frvn and êfrvn. The former, signify-
ing ‘bewilderment of fr°ne!’33 is used to describe social offences,
from a breach of fair play34 to the rather more serious misde-
meanour of the Centaur who wreaks havoc in the house of
Pirithous.35 But similarly, one may be induced to harm one’s own
interest. Thus, it is only out of ée!ifro!Ênh (Od. 15.470) that
Eumaeus follows the woman who will have him sold as a slave.
Conversely, Achilles says that Priam will never give a special g°ra!

———
tor’s warnings (Od. 2.243, fr°na! ±l°e), and when Penelope criticises Telema-
chus for allowing the beggar Odysseus to be treated disgracefully (Od. 18.215
Thl°max', oÈk°ti toi fr°ne! ¶mpedoi oÈd¢ nÒhma, ‘Telemachus, you do not have
stable fr°ne! any longer’, cf. 18.220 oÈk°ti toi fr°ne! efi!‹n §na¤!imoi oÈd¢
nÒhma).

33 On the doubtful etymology of ée!¤frvn (from  êhmi or, as éa!¤frvn, from
éãv/êth), cf. LfgrE s.v. éa!¤frvn, Chantraîne s.v. éãv, Clarke (1999) 82n.52.

34 Il. 23.602-4 ÉAnt¤loxe nËn m°n toi §gΔn Ípoe¤jomai aÈtÚ! | xvÒmeno!, §pe‹
oÎ ti parÆoro! oÈd' ée!¤frvn | ∑!ya pãro!: nËn aÔte nÒon n¤kh!e neo¤h. (‘Antilo-
chos, now I will give way to you spontaneously, because before you were not at
all light-hearted nor aesiphrôn, but now your youth has conquered your mind.’)

35 Od. 21.301-2 ı d¢ fre!‹n ∏i!in éa!ye‹!| ≥Ûen ∂n êthn Ùx°vn ée!¤froni yum«i.
(‘He, blinded in his fr°ne!, went about bearing his blindness in an aesiphrôn
heart.’)
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to Aeneas, since he has children of his own and a mind that is
still ‘stable’ rather than bewildered.36

Even wider in range (and frequent as a very general antonym
of !≈frvn in later literature) is the adjective êfrvn with its cog-
nate éfro!Ênh. These terms likewise decry both ‘foolish’ acts that
are dangerous and probably harmful to their agents37, and ‘so-
cial’ offences like disregard for a suppliant or breeches of the
rules of hospitality.38 Such ‘social’ considerations are also relevant
when Telemachus suggests to the suitors that he is êfrvn to sit
and eat in the hall while his mother intends to leave the house.39

And when Pandarus is êfrvn to let himself be persuaded by
Athena to break the truce,40 the term no doubt conveys both that
it is not ‘done’ to do so, and the ‘folly’ of breaking a truce with,
ultimately, very bad consequences for one’s own party.

But êfrvn is also used when people make the impression of
being ‘incapable of sensible speech’;41 here, the term stands in

———
36 Il. 20.182-3 oÎ toi toÎnekã ge Pr¤amo! g°ra! §n xer‹ yÆ!ei: | efi!‹n gãr ofl

pa›de!, ˘ d' ¶mpedo! oÈd' ée!¤frvn. (‘For that, Priam will not give you a geras. He
has children, and his mind is stable, not aesiphrôn.’)

37 See Il. 7.109-110 éfra¤nei! Men°lae diotref°!, oÈd° t¤ !e xrØ | taÊth!
éfro!Ênh! (‘You are mad, Menelaus, and you do not need such madness.’ Me-
nelaus proposes to accept Hector’s challenge to single combat); Il. 15.104
nÆpioi o„ Zhn‹ menea¤nomen éfron°onte!. (‘We fools, who in our folly fight with
Zeus.’)

38 Achilles’ treatment of a suppliant: Il. 24.157-8 oÎte gãr §!t' êfrvn oÎt'
ê!kopo! oÎt' élitÆmvn, | éllå mãl' §nduk°v! flk°tev pefidÆ!etai éndrÒ!. (‘He is
not mindless, not careless, nor insensitive to litigation: he will take care to spare
a suppliant.’) Offences against the rules of hospitality: Od. 8.209 êfrvn dØ ke›nÒ!
ge ka‹ oÈtidanÚ! p°lei énÆr, | ˜! ti! jeinodÒkvi ¶rida prof°rhtai é°ylvn. (‘Fool-
ish and useless is the man who starts a quarrel with a host because of games.’);
16.278 éll' ∑ toi paÊe!yai énvg°men éfro!unãvn (‘But really, do encourage
them to stop their folly’); Od. 24.456-7 oÈ går §mo‹ pe¤ye!y', oÈ M°ntori poim°ni
la«n, | Ímet°rou! pa›da! katapau°men éfro!unãvn. (‘You do not listen to me,
nor to Mentor, herdsman of the people, and stop your sons from their folly.’)

39 Od. 21.102-5 Ã pÒpoi, ∑ mãla me ZeÁ! êfrona y∞ke Kron¤vn: | mÆthr m°n
mo¤ fh!i f¤lh, pinutÆ per §oË!a, | êllƒ ëm' ßce!yai no!fi!!am°nh tÒde d«ma: |
aÈtår §gΔ gelÒv ka‹ t°rpomai êfroni yum«i. (‘O dear, Zeus, son of Kronos, did
make me mindless indeed. My dear mother says, sensible as she is, that she will
go with another man and leave this house. And yet, I laugh and entertain my
foolish heart.’)

40 Il. 4.104 t«i d¢ fr°na! êfroni pe›yen. (‘He persuaded his foolish heart.’)
41 See Il. 3.220 fa¤h! ke zãkotÒn t° tin' ¶mmenai êfronã t' aÎtv!. (‘You

would say that he was a sullen and downright mindless person.’); Od. 6.187 oÎte
kak«i oÎt' êfroni fvt‹ ¶oika! (‘You do not look like a bad man, nor like a
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opposition to pepnum°no!, which commends the ability to speak
‘wisely’ (see section 5 below). And it has already been noted that
the term is used in contrast with §p¤frvn by Penelope to mean
'inattentive' at Od. 23.12. The ‘absence of fr°ne!’ that êfrvn de-
cries, then, has many different manifestations; accordingly,
êfrvn functions as a very general opposite to several terms de-
scribing good sense and proper behaviour.

Thus, the present section has shown that someone who is
tempted to do something that is either unaccountably harmful
to himself, or unacceptable to his peers, is charged with a loss of
control, and excused with the metaphorical explanation that this
is due to a divine intervention and a (temporary) ‘loss’ of fr°ne!.
This is what one may call the ‘anti-scenario’ to that of
!aofro!Ênh, which commends the ability to refrain from such
behaviour. Whereas a ‘loss of fr°ne!’ is usually regarded as a
temporary (often indeed highly uncharacteristic) ‘lapse’ of a
normally sensible person, êfrvn and éfro!Ênh may on occasion
suggest a more permanent ‘inadequate’ mentality.

5. Models of Good Sense and Control:
Penelope, Telemachus and Odysseus

As we have seen in section 3, the considerable role of afid≈! in
social interaction in Homer is probably one factor in the expla-
nation of the comparative rarity of !aÒfrvn and cognates.42 An-
other important factor is the fact that epic diction has a number
of other (poetic) adjectives that describe aspects of good sense
that are elsewhere associated with !vfro!Ênh.

This is especially clear from the case of the three protagonists
of the Odyssey, who manage to deal with considerable hardship

———
mindless one.’) cf. 20.227); 17.586 oÈk êfrvn ı je›no! Ù˝etai (‘the stranger does
not seem to be mindless.’).

42 There is probably a correlation here between the relative frequencies of
the two terms: when !vfro!Ênh grows in importance, afid≈! would seem to go
somewhat in decline. Cf. Cairns (1993), 48: ‘In Homer the range over which
afid≈! is employed is at its widest, and to a great extent the subsequent history
of the concept is one of refinement of its uses and diminution of its promi-
nence.’
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thanks to their good sense and intelligence, and thus manifest a
sustained character of ‘good sense’. Odysseus employs great
cunning and endurance not only during his voyage, but espe-
cially in his strategy in regaining his house and possessions;
meanwhile, Penelope remains the loyal wife and carefully man-
ages to put off responding to her suitors, whereas Telemachus
grows up to deal sensibly with the less-than-welcome guests in his
house. In connection with all three, there is a remarkably rich
vocabulary for praise of the various aspects of their ‘good sense’.

All three, then, are models of ‘good sense’ in their various
ways, and all three have at some time been regarded as a model
of !vfro!Ênh.43 The present section will consider some terms
that are used specifically to describe these !≈frvn-like character-
istics.

5.1. Penelope

Penelope’s main characteristic is of course her loyalty to Odys-
seus and his o‰ko!. On the basis of non-epic usage, one would
expect her to be the !≈frvn figure in epic poetry par excellence.
Penelope is not called !aÒfrvn in Homer, however. Instead,
there are specific poetic epithets that seem to be associated with
this main feature of her character, notably per¤frvn and
§x°frvn. Of these, the former is the most common;44 §x°frvn is
used in its stead for metrical reasons, either to effect correptio
epica after a diphthong, or to avoid the positional lengthening of
a short syllable ending in a consonant.45 Most occurrences of

———
43 See p. 42n1.
44 Penelope: Od. 1.329, 4.787, 4.808, 4.830, 5.216, 11.446, 14.373, 15.41,

15.314, 16.329, 16.409, 16.435, 17.36, 17.100, 17.162, 17.492, 17.498, 17.528,
17.533, 17.562, 17.585, 18.159, 18.177, 18.245, 18.250, 18.285, 19.53, 19.59,
19.89, 19.103, 19.123, 19.308, 19.349, 19.375, 19.508, 19.559, 19.588, 20.388,
21.2, 21.311, 21.321, 21.330, 23.10, 23.58, 23.80, 23.104, 23.173, 23.256, 23.285,
24.404. Other women: Eurycleia: Od. 19.357, 19.491, 20.134, 21.381. Adrestine:
Il. 5.412. Arete Od. 11.345.

45 §x°frvn after a diphthong shortened through correptio epica: Il. 9.341
égayÚ! ka‹ §x°frvn (a man like Achilles); Od. 13.332 ka‹ §x°frvn (Odysseus);
Od. 4.11, 13.406, 16.458 ka‹ §x°frvn/-oni/-ona PhnelÒpeia/-hi/-an; Od. 17.390
eÂÒ! moi §x°frvn PhnelÒpeia | z≈ei; after a consonant: Od. 16.130, 24.198,
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these adjectives, per¤frvn especially, are in formulaic utterances
like speech introductions; in such cases, of course, it is not always
easy to see what kind of ‘good sense’ exactly the adjectives com-
mend, nor if there are any elements in the context that makes
their occurrence especially appropriate. But both per¤frvn and
§x°frvn are also used in less stereotyped surroundings (occa-
sionally also with reference to other persons) and these passages
provide us with a clue for the interpretation of the words: in all
of them, an association with the theme of ‘loyalty’ is established
in these contexts.

In the single Iliadic occurrence of §x°frvn, for a start, Achil-
les compares his care for Briseïs with the great pains that the
sons of Atreus take to recover Helen:

∑ moËnoi fil°ou!' élÒxou! merÒpvn ényr≈pvn
ÉAtre˝dai; §pe‹ ˜!ti! énØr égayÚ! ka‹ §x°frvn
tØn aÍtoË fil°ei ka‹ kÆdetai, …! ka‹ §gΔ tØn
§k yumoË f¤leon, douriktÆthn per §oË!an.
(Il. 9.340-3)

Or are the only ones among men to be attached to their women
the sons of Atreus? No: every man who is égayÒ! and §x°frvn is
loyal to, and cares for his own wife, just like I as well was fondly at-
tached to this one, even though she was indeed captured in war.

In these lines, Achilles explains his anger at the loss of Briseïs
explicitly in terms of marital loyalty (expressed by the verb
fil°ein): according to him, this loyalty is shared by any man who
is égayÒ! and §x°frvn, as can be seen from the care that Mene-
laus takes to recover Helen.46 Loyalty, this time between goddess

———
24.294 §x°frvn/-oni PhnelÒpeia/-hi. Echephron is also the name of a ‘good’
son of Nestor (Od. 3.413, 3.439).

46 The passage has puzzled critics because of its, for Homer, exceptional use
of égayÒ! in a ‘non-competitive’ context, and Adkins (1960), 40, calls this a
persuasive definition. He comments ‘no successful agathos is likely to agree.’

The use of égayÒ! in such a non-competitive context is indeed remarkable.
(Pace Cairns (1993), 127, Od. 18.383, oÏneka dØ paÊroi!i ka‹ oÈk égayo›!i
ımile›!, ‘because you converse with few men of no outstanding character’, is
not a non-competitive context, because the suggestion there is that the other
men in the palace cannot compete with Eurymachos, just like Eurymachos
himself could never compete with Odysseus.) But it must be noted that it is
exactly the function of the addition ka‹ §x°frvn to trigger the unusual inter-
pretation of égayÒ!; and Achilles presents the notion of loyalty as a common-
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and man, is also relevant to the context of Od. 13.331-2, where
Athena tells Odysseus that she could not let him down because he
is ‘a clever speaker, sharp-witted and echephron’.47 More impor-
tantly, §x°frvn is used with reference to Penelope’s loyalty when
Agamemnon’s ghost praises the éretÆ of the wife of ‘fortunate
Odysseus’:

ˆlbie La°rtao pãÛ, polumÆxan' ÉOdu!!eË,
∑ êra !Án megãlhi éret∞i §ktÆ!v êkoitin:
…! égaya‹ fr°ne! ∑!an émÊmoni Phnelope¤hi,
koÊrhi ÉIkar¤ou, …! eÔ m°mnht' ÉOdu!∞o!,
éndrÚ! kourid¤ou. t« ofl kl°o! oÎ pot' Ùle›tai
∏! éret∞!, teÊjou!i d' §pixyon¤oi!in éoidØn
éyãnatoi xar¤e!!an §x°froni Phnelope¤hi,
oÈx …! Tundar°ou koÊrh kakå mÆ!ato ¶rga,
kour¤dion kte¤na!a pÒ!in, !tugerØ d° t' éoidØ
¶!!et' §p' ényr≈pou!, xalepØn d° te f∞min Ùpã!!ei
yhlut°rhi!i gunaij¤, ka‹ ¥ k' eÈergÚ! ¶hi!in.
 (Od. 24.192-202)

Fortunate son of Laertes, resourceful Odysseus: you have really
acquired a woman with great éretÆ. How good have the fr°ne!
turned out to be of the irreproachable Penelope, daughter of
Icarius, how well did she remember Odysseus, her one-and-only
husband. Therefore her fame will never perish, the reputation of
her éretÆ, and the gods will give mortals a pleasing song in hon-
our of §x°frvn Penelope, quite unlike the way the daughter of
Tyndareus conceived bad deeds, killing the man to whom she was
given first. This will be an awful song among men, and she brings
an ill reputation on women, even on those who work well.

The passage is important, for it shows both that it is indeed
Penelope’s loyalty to Odysseus, strongly contrasted to the behav-
iour of Clytemnestra, which is highlighted by the epithet. It
seems significant that in line 192, where Agamemnon is only ex-

———
place applicable to every sensible man (˜!ti! ...), and exemplified very clearly
by the very competitive Atreïds themselves. Thus, he clearly does not expect his
fellow-agathoi to disagree.

If there is a ring of special pleading to the passage, it is rather that Achilles
wishes to prevent any feeling that his reaction is disproportionate by claiming
that every sensible man would feel the same.

47 Od. 13. 331-2 t« !e ka‹ oÈ dÊnamai prolipe›n dÊ!thnon §Ònta, | oÏnek'
§phtÆ! §!!i ka‹ égx¤noo! ka‹ §x°frvn. (‘Therefore, I can never let you down in
your misery, because you are a speaker, sharp-witted and §x°frvn.’)
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pressing Penelope’s general suitability as a marriage partner,
émÊmoni (‘irreproachable’) and not §x°froni is used. Here, the
reasoning goes that émÊmvn Penelope turned out to have good
fr°ne!, for she remained loyal to Odysseus. ‘Loyal Penelope re-
mained loyal’ would make no sense in this context, and émÊmvn
here seems to draw attention to Penelope’s general suitability as
a wedding partner rather than to her tried-and-tested marital
fidelity.48 When Penelope’s loyalty has been established, émÊmoni
is duly replaced by §x°froni in line 198.

The passage also shows that it is loyalty of this kind that pro-
vides a woman with a claim to éretÆ tout court. In many texts of
the classical period, !vfro!Ênh in the sense of ‘being a faithful
wife’ is regarded as the female virtue par excellence; one must con-
clude that the ideology has remained unchanged even if the la-
bels have not.

The passage from Od. 24 echoes a similar, but less elaborate
praise of Penelope by the ghost of Agamemnon in Od. 11, when
he predicts that, unlike himself, Odysseus will not be killed by his
wife: ‘For the daughter of Icarius, periphrôn Penelope, is very
much pinutê and has good thoughts in her mind.’ (Od. 11.445-6
l¤hn går pinutÆ te ka‹ eÔ fre!‹ mÆdea o‰de | koÊrh ÉIkar¤oio
per¤frvn PhnelÒpeih.) Here, per¤frvn is used in an exactly
similar context; once again, it appears that it must indeed be
Penelope’s loyalty that is suggested by the epitheton.

If, on the basis of these examples, it seems probable that the
use of the adiectives per¤frvn and §x°frvn (‘sensible’) is espe-
cially associated with Penelope’s main characteristic of loyalty to
Odysseus, this hypothesis seems to be confirmed by the use of
the epithets elsewhere: both adjectives typically occur in the
many contexts where Penelope’s attachment to Odysseus (and
his oikos) is exemplified.49

———
48 For émÊmvn with reference to girls about to be married, cf. Od. 4.4 (the

daughter of Menelaus), and 7.303 (Nausikaa).
49 Thus, per¤frvn is first used in the description of Penelope’s agonised

reaction to the éoidÒ! singing about the nÒ!to! of the Achaean heroes (Od.
1.329), and in Od. 4.111, Menelaus supposes that §x°frvn Phnelope¤a must
grieve for her absent husband. When Telemachus has gone to Pylus and
Sparta, the worry for his safety becomes an additional source of grief, and her
care for both Telemachus and Odysseus is a dominant theme of Penelope’s
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Elsewhere, Penelope is called pinutÆ. Here, a specific associa-
tion with her characteristic loyalty is not so firmly activated;
rather, a more general and inclusive sense of social decorum
seems to be invoked by the word, which seems to relate to the
general good sense that runs in the family. The adjective pinutÒ!

———
exchange with Athena (per¤frvn at the start of the episode in 4.787, and in
speech introductions in 4.808, 830). Consequently, it is to per¤froni/§x°froni
 Phnelope¤hi that both Eumaeus and a messenger bring the message of the
young man’s safe return (Od. 15.41, 16.130, 16.329; at 15.314, Odysseus-the-
beggar offers to bring the message to her himself), even though Eumaeus is
instructed not to tell her yet about the homecoming of Odysseus himself
(16.458). Penelope is per¤frvn when she comes out of her rooms to welcome
her son back (17.36). Earlier in the poem, Odysseus himself uses the word
per¤frvn to praise his wife’s loyal character when he tells Calypso that he wants
to go home to his own wife, even though she is but a mortal woman (5.216). In
the second part of the poem, per¤frvn is used when the good connections
between Penelope and faithful Eumaeus are mentioned (13.406, 14.373,
17.390). Penelope is called per¤frvn when she goes out to tell the suitors that
they should not plan further actions against Telemachus (16.409); in reaction
to this she is addressed as per¤fron by Eurymachos, who responds with a false
declaration of loyalty to Telemachus (16.435; a harsher response to Penelope’s
feelings of loyalty to Odysseus is given by Antinous in 18.285); similarly, she is
per¤frvn when she takes offence at the way the suitors treat guests (20.388).
But Penelope’s main concern remains with Odysseus himself. She decides to
address the suitors in order to acquire greater timÆ in the eyes of her son and
husband (18.159) but refuses to dry her tears after weeping for Odysseus
(18.177), and when Eumaeus addresses her (18.245) to praise her beauty, stat-
ure and good sense (e‰do! te m°geyÒ! te fid¢ fr°na!, 18. 249), she claims that her
éretÆ, e‰do! and d°ma! have been destroyed by the gods on the day Odysseus
left. Her concern even extends to Odysseus-in-disguise: she is per¤frvn when
worried about the beggar who is injured by Antinous (17.492, 498). Unsurpris-
ingly, Penelope is called per¤frvn whenever it is suggested that someone may
have some information about his fate (Telemachus in 17.100, Theoclymenus in
17.162, Odysseus-the-beggar in 17.528, 17.553, 17.562, 17.585). Therefore, the
adjective occurs frequently in the episode when Penelope comes out of her
rooms to speak to Odysseus-the-beggar (19.53, 59, 89, 103, 123,308, 349, 375,
508, 559, 588). When the beggar is washed by the faithful (kednå fldu›a, 19.346)
Eurycleia, the old woman momentarily takes her place, and she is now credited
with the very same loyalty as her mistress (19.357, 491, 20.134). In book 21,
when the scene is set in preparation for Odysseus’ revenge, Penelope is called
per¤frvn when she decides to organise the contest of the bow (21.2) and insists
that Odysseus-the-beggar should also be given his chance (21.311, 321, 330), as
is Eurycleia when she is instructed to close the doors of the hall (21.381). Fi-
nally, the adjective highlights crucial stages in the recognition scenes:
Penelope’s disinclination to believe that Odysseus has really returned for fear
that the stranger might be an impostor (23.10, 58, 80), her instruction to move
the bed that triggers the recognition (23.104, 173, 256), and Odysseus’ narra-
tion of Tiresias’ prophecies about his future toils and age.
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is used by Athena to express that any sensible man would feel
n°me!i! at the way the suitors are feasting in the house of Odys-
seus, and the good sons of Nestor are called pinutoÊ! by Mene-
laus.50 The adjective is applied to Penelope herself not only at
Od. 11.445, where Agamemnon does indeed stress her loyalty to
Odysseus, but also at 20.131, where Telemachus uses the phrase
pinutÆ per §oË!a in mitigation of his criticism of Penelope’s sup-
posed neglect of Odysseus-the-beggar (in fact, she has taken
good care of her disguised husband) and 21.103, where pinutÆ
per §oË!a underlines the incongruity of Penelope’s feigned plans
to leave the house.51 In Od. 23.361, when Odysseus commands
his wife to stay inside while he goes to see Laërtes, in view of the
grudge that many will bear against the house in which the suitors
were killed, he mitigates his command by suggesting that she
herself is sensible enough to see what is due.52

So the conclusion must be that the epithets §x°frvn and
per¤frvn are especially associated with Penelope’s main charac-
teristic of the loyal ‘good wife’.53 In commending the ‘female’
éretÆ of marital fidelity, they express what in later texts will be
very central uses of !≈frvn. If it is puzzling at first sight that
!aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh are rare in Homer, part of the answer is
that Homeric diction uses specific poetic words (not normally

———
50 Od. 1.229 neme!!Æ!aitÒ ken énØr | a‡!xea pÒll' ırÒvn, ˜! ti! pinutÒ! ge

met°lyoi. (‘A man would feel anger to see these many disgraces, if someone
pinutos came along.’); Od. 4.211 ufl°a! aÔ pinutoÊ! te ka‹ ¶gxe!in e‰nai ér¤!tou!.
(‘may my sons be pinutoi and excellent with the sword.’).

51 Od. 20.131, toiaÊth går §mØ mÆthr, pinutÆ per §oË!a. (‘that is what my
mother does, pinutê though she is.’); 21.103f. mÆthr m°n mo¤ fh!i f¤lh, pinutÆ
per §oË!a, | êllvi ëm' ßce!yai no!fi!!am°nh tÒde d«ma ("My dear mother says,
sensible as she is, that she will go with another man and leave this house.’).

The substantive pinutÆ occurs Il. 7.289, Od. 20.71, 20.228.
52 23.361 !o‹ d°, gÊnai, tãd' §pit°llv pinut∞i per §oÊ!hi. (‘This, my wife, is

what I tell you to do, pinutê though you be.’)
53 Scholars have not failed to note that, for a long time during the poem,

some (residual) uncertainty remains whether Penelope will in fact manage to
remain the faithful wife and will not submit herself to a scenario similar to that
of her ‘foils’, Clytemnestra and Helen. If so, the epithets stress an ideal that will
not prove itself true until very late in the poem. The uncertainty concerning
Penelope’s role has been stated strongly in terms of ‘character’ by Marquardt
(1985), Murnaghan (1987); Felson-Rubin (1988) and Katz (1991), stress the
functional importance to the plot of this ‘indeterminacy’ (see especially Katz
(1991) 94-112).
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found in common usage) in contexts where later authors would
have used !≈frvn or !vfro!Ênh.

5.2. Telemachus

Telemachus’ good sense, praised in terms of !aofro!Ênh in con-
nection with his youthful respect for Menelaus and for the com-
mands of his father, is otherwise evident on many occasions
when the young man acts more like an adult, especially in his
many sensible speeches. There is also here an epithet that marks
this particular quality of speaking sensibly and diplomatically,
pepnum°no!.54 The term is used most often in speech introduc-
tions (Od. 1.213 etc.) but a connection with speech is clear in the
majority of passages: the term typically applies to professional
speakers such as counsellors (Il. 3.148 etc.) and heralds (Il. 7.276
etc.), to Odyssean ‘wise old men’ such as Nestor (Od. 3.20 etc.),
Menelaus (Od. 4.190 etc.), Odysseus (Il. 8.388 etc.) and Laertes
(Od. 24.375), and to the various young men who imitate these
role models, Diomedes (Il. 9.58), Antilochus (Il. 23.440), Her-
mes (Il. 24.377), Pisistratus (Od. 3.52 etc.) and of course Tele-
machus himself. In the underworld, the shade of Tiresias is the
only one equipped with nÒo! and fr°ne!; consequently, he is the
only one capable of p°pnu!yai (Od. 10.495) and making a speech
that makes sense even without drinking blood from the liba-
tion.55 So it seems to be Telemachus’ capability to speak sensibly

———
54 For pepnum°no! and its connection with speech and wise and diplomatic

speakers, see Austin (1975), 74-8, Vivante (1982), 108, and M.P. Cuypers in LfrE
s.v. pepnum°no!. Cf. also J. Heath (2001) 133: ‘pepnum°no! and the other perfect
forms related to it refer to a wisdom that comes through experience and age,
and is very closely connected with speech.’ Heath offers some good observa-
tions on Telemachus’ maturation during the Odyssey, his ‘growing into’ the
epithet pepnum°no!.

55 Od. 10. 492-5 Yhba¤ou Teire!¤ao, | mãntio! élaoË, toË te fr°ne! ¶mpedo¤
efi!i: | t«i ka‹ teynh«ti nÒon pÒre Per!efÒneia | o‡vi pepnË!yai. (‘The Theban
Tiresias, the blind seer, whose fr°ne! are stable: to him alone Persephone
granted the intelligence to pepnusthai even after death.’) See also Rijksbaron
(1997), 203. LSJ s.v. p°pnumai treat to be conscious as a meaning separate from
the more frequent to be wise, but they cite only the present instance and Call.
Lav. Pall.. 129-30 ka‹ mÒno!, eÔte yãnhi, pepnum°no! §n nekÊe!!i | foita!e› in its
favour. In both cases it is the ‘status’ of Tiresias that is special, rather than the
meaning of the verb.
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in the manner of an adult, quite distinct from his youthful re-
spect vis-à-vis Menelaus and Odysseus, with which the use of the
epithet is especially associated. Interestingly, when the speech
introduction to›!i d¢ ka‹ / to›! d' aÔyi! met°eif' flerØ ‚w
Thlemãxoio is chosen in preference to one containing pep-
nÊmeno!, the reference is to the assertive character of the young
man’s speech rather than his good sense.56

The sensible words and assertive deeds of the near-adult
Telemachus strongly contrast with his helplessness, shyness and
lack of perception as a child. This child-like state still largely sub-
sists at the beginning of the poem, but after the encouragement
of Athena (Od. 1.296-7), it is increasingly shed, even if both
Telemachus himself and Penelope remain well aware of it
throughout the poem. It is expressed by means of the adjective
nÆpio! and the cognate substantive nhpi°h, and these terms indi-
cate his (former) speechlessness,57 lack of perception (Od.
20.309-10 ≥dh går no°v ka‹ o‰da ßka!ta, | §!ylã te ka‹ tå x°reia:
pãro! d' ¶ti nÆpio! ∑a.) and his helplessness against the suitors
(Od. 1.296-7 oÈd° t¤ !e xrØ | nhpiãa! Ùx°ein, (but kill the suitors)
§pe‹ oÈk°ti tÆliko! §!!¤).58 The ‘child-like’ helplessness of the
nÆpio! is brought out by the fact that the adjective is frequently
applied to children who are in need of protection59 as well as to
men who unwittingly make grave mistakes, especially mistakes
that bring about their own deaths.60 At Il. 22.445, nhp¤h is said of
———

56 Od. 2.409 (the command to go on board), 18.60 (encourages Odysseus-
the-beggar to fight with Iros), 18.405 (a reproach against the suitors), cf.
21.101, 21.130.

57 The semantic opposition between nÆpio! and pepnum°no! is confirmed by
etymology, if nÆpio! is indeed a hypocoristically shortened form of nÆputio! <
nãputio! deriving from épÊv ‘speaking loud and clear’. The meaning sug-
gested by etymology for nÆpio! would then be ‘not speaking clearly (as adults
do). Cf. the remarks of Ruijgh, quoted by J. Heath (2001) 133n.1, where see
also for further references.

58 For Telemachus as nÆpio! see also Od. 2.313, 4.818 (his misguided deci-
sion to sail to Pylos), 11.449, 18.229, 19.19, 19.530, 20.310.

59 Cf. the Iliadic formula êloxoi/-ou! ka‹ nÆpia t°kna, Il. 2.136 etc., and see
Il. 6.366, 22.484, 24.726 (Astyanax), Il. 9.440, 9.491 (Achilles as a child).

60 See Il. 12.113, 12.127 (Hyrtacides and his men), 16.46, 16.686, 16.833
(Patroclus), 20. 411 (Polydorus), 20.466 (Troas), 21.99 (Lycaon), 22.333 (Hec-
tor), Od. 1.8, 9.44 (Odysseus’ men), 22.32, 22.370 (the suitors) and 24.469
(Eupeithes). Errors of great consequence are also discussed in Il. 2.38 (Aga-
memnon thinks that he will win the war), 5.406 (Diomedes fights the gods),
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Andromache, and seems to draw attention to both her ignorance
of Hector’s death and her helplessness now that her protector
has died.

5.3. Odysseus

Odysseus is perhaps primarily known as the cunning, ingenuous
schemer. These qualities are, of course, highlighted by epithets
such as polÊmhti! (Il. 1.311 etc., Od. 2.173 etc., aptly used in the
introductions to Odysseus’ autobiographical speeches, in which
invention flows freely:61 Od. 9.1, 14.191, 19.165), polumÆxano!
(Il. 2.173 etc., Od. 1.205 etc.),62 poikilomÆth! (Il. 11.482, Od.
3.163; the most significant use is at 13.293, where Athena ad-
dresses his insatiable habit of ‘cheating’),63 polÊtropo! (Od. 1.1,
10.330)64 and polÊfrvn (Od. 1.83 etc., an epithet he shares with
the clever craftsman Hephaestus: Il. 21.367, Od. 8.297, 327).65

———
8.177 (the Greeks build a wall around their camp), 15.104 (the gods vs. Zeus),
17.236 (the Trojans), 17.497 (Hector and others hope to catch the horses of
Achilles), 18.295 (Polydamas’ advice is misguided according to Hector), 18.311
(the Trojans ignore the warning of Polydamas); 20.296 (Aeneas in great dan-
ger), 23.88 (Patroklos commenting on his youthful manslaughter), and Od.
3.146 (Agamemnon thinks he can appease Athena), 4.371 (Menelaus lingering
on Pharos), 4.818 (Telemachus has gone to Pylus), (Odysseus’ men), 9.442
(the Cyclops). Lack of knowledge or perception is described at Il. 20.264
(Achilles does not yet know how to handle his new weapons), Od. 9.273, 9.419
(Odysseus lacks knowledge about the Cyclops), 13.237 (Odysseus seems not to
know Ithaka), 21.85 (Eumaeus’ ‘inconsiderate’ weeping decried by Antinous).

61 On the rhetorical functions of the various typed of fiction deployed by
Odysseus, see Emlyn Jones (1998) 144-54, Pucci (1987) 98-109, and Pratt
(1993) 55-94.

62 In the Odyssey especially, polumÆxano! is used when Odysseus has con-
trived or is about to contrive the well-nigh impossible. Cf. Austin (1975) 52-3.

63 Sacks (1987) 148-9 suggests that the formula ÉOdu!!∞a da˝frona
poikilomÆthn replaces the Iliadic Di‹ m∞tin étãlanton (Il. 2.169 etc.) at Il.
11.482 (where Odysseus has been wounded) and in the Odyssey, just because
Odysseus, in these misfortunes, seems to be ‘forsaken’ by Zeus. His parallel
argument, ibid., that (no!t∞!ai) ÉOdu!∞a polÊfrona (˜nde dÒmonde), significantly
stands instead of the Iliadic ÉOdu!∞a Di˛ f¤lon (Il. 11.419, 11.473), is flawed in
as much as Di˛ f¤lon would be long by position before (W)Ònde.

64 It is likely that polÊtropo! addresses both Odysseus’ many wanderings
and his mental versatility, cf. Keil (1998) 110-4 and Pucci (1987) 24.

65 Sacks (1987), 13-5, draws attention to the parallel between the cuckolded
god of Od. 8, and Odysseus, who may yet find himself cuckolded as well on his
return to Ithaca.
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But Odysseus is also, on some occasions, a model of ‘good
sense’. Most relevant here is his endurance, signalled by the ad-
jectives polÊtla! (Il. 8.97 etc., Od. 5.171 etc.), tala!¤frvn (Il.
11.466, Od. 1.87 etc.; the meaning ‘with enduring fr°ne!’ is con-
firmed in Il. 4.421 ÍpÒ ken tala!¤fronã per d°o! eÂlen. (‘Even a
man with enduring fr°ne! would be seized by fear.’), and
(polu)tlÆmvn (Il. 5.670 etc., Od. 18.319).66 It is this ‘karter¤a’
that philosophical texts of a later period regard as Odysseus’
most unequivocally positive quality (Pl. R. 390d, X. Mem. 1.3.7)
and that is linked to !vfro!Ênh by philosophical writers who
conceive of !vfro!Ênh in terms of ‘self-control’ (Pl. Grg. 507b, X.
Mem. 1.2.1, Arist. EN 1145b14-15).

On two occasions, in fact, Odysseus shows unmistakable self-
control, or at least control of his anger, in his reactions to the
insults of Melanthius and Irus. To the provocations of the for-
mer, Odysseus does not react at all, even though he has clearly
been angered by the goatherd’s insults (the narrator mentions
his emotion at 17.216 ˆrine d¢ k∞r ÉOdu!∞o!):

... ı d¢ mermÆrijen ÉOdu!!eÊ!,
±¢ meta˝ja! =opãlvi §k yumÚn ßloito
∑ prÚ! g∞n §lã!eie kãrh émfoud‹! ée¤ra!:
éll' §petÒlmh!e, fre!‹ d' ¶!xeto.
 (Od. 17.235-8)

And he considered, Odysseus, whether he should run after him
and kill him with a club, or lift him up at both ears and throw him
to the ground. He endured, and with his fr°ne! stopped himself.

Total self-control is not required in the confrontation with Irus,
because the two beggars have in fact been encouraged to a fight
by Antinous. But a measure of restraint turns out to be impor-
tant for Odysseus here as well, lest he should show his excep-
tional power and give away his disguise:

dØ tÒte mermÆrije polÊtla! d›o! ÉOdu!!eÊ!,
μ §lã!ei' À! min cuxØ l¤poi aÔyi pe!Ònta,
∑° min ∑k' §lã!eie tanÊ!!ei°n t' §p‹ ga¤hi.

———
66 Critics have not failed to point out that the Iliadic instances of epithets

like polÊtla! and tlÆmvn point predominantly to ‘daring’ and ‘endurance’ in
battle, the Odyssean to ‘endurance’ of sufferings. See Heitsch (1964) 257-64,
Marzullo (1952), esp. 24ff and 64-5, and Pucci (1987) 44-9.
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œde d° ofl fron°onti doã!!ato k°rdion e‰nai,
∑k' §lã!ai, ·na mÆ min §pifra!!a¤at' ÉAxaio¤.
(Od. 18.90-4)

Then, naturally, enduring noble Odysseus considered whether he
should beat him so that his soul would leave him at his fall, or
whether he should beat him less vehemently and stretch him to
the ground. While he was thinking the following seemed to be
more advantageous to him: to beat the man less vehemently, lest
the Achaeans might recognise him.

Now the expressions mermÆrije and œde d° ofl fron°onti doã!!ato
k°rdion e‰nai show that Odysseus’ control of anger amounts to a
calculation of pros and cons in view of the issues at stake (and
therewith, it would seem, a rather good example of !vfro!Ênh),
a calculation that is decided by the choice for the ‘more profit-
able’ option.67 But that should not be taken to imply that Odys-
seus’ anger is less in evidence here: it certainly was in the de-
scription of the quarrel itself (see 18.14 ÍpÒdra fid≈n and Odys-
seus’ warning mÆ me xol≈!hi!, 18.20), and both the presence
here of the adjective polÊtla!, signalling his endurance of un-
pleasant experiences, and the very violence of the attack he re-

———
67 The formula œde d° / Õ! êra ofl / moi fron°onti doã!!ato k°rdion e‰nai is

used three more times to describe the outcome of successful deliberation by
Odysseus: Od. 5.474 (whether to stay on the river or sleep in the woods?), 6.145
(whether to take Nausicaa by the knee or keep at a distance?), 10.153 (whether
go the house of Circe or back to the ships?), 24.239 (whether to tell Laertes all
or try him first). Invariably, in dilemma’s considering the most profitable line
of action, the second alternative seems the more prudent. For the formula in
connection with other persons, cf. Il. 13.458, 14.23, 16.652, Od. 15.204, 22.338.
Elsewhere, at Od. 6.148, Od. speaks a kerdal°on mËyon to Nausicaa, ‘a speech
that is designed to bring him advantage’: clothes and food (cf. Ameis-Hentze ad
loc.). At Od. 11.358, he considers it k°rdion to bring possessions with him to
Ithaca, as this will make him seem more worthy of afid≈! and thus further his
safety (cf. Cairns (1993), 90, 113). At Od. 13.255, his cherishing a ‘profitable
plan’ (nÒon kerdal°on) induces him to hide his identity to Athena, who cheer-
fully acknowledges his cunning deceit (13. 291f. kerdal°o! k' e‡h ka‹ §p¤klopo!,
˜! !e par°lyoi | §n pãnte!!i dÒloi!i, ka‹ efi yeÚ! éntiã!eie. ‘Intent on profit and a
cunning cheat is the man who would surpass you in schemes of all kind, even if
a god comes your way.’). Athena goes on to explain that they are both espe-
cially renowned for knowing k°rdea (Od. 13.295, 13.297). It is only in his narra-
tion of the confrontation with the Cyclops, that Odysseus has to admit that it
would have been k°rdion (Od. 9.228) to leave immediately, as his comrades
wished. Cf. Pucci (1987) 59n.13.
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jects, suggest that it has not abated. Moreover, the passage ech-
oes the even greater anger of Achilles at Agamemnon’s insults.
Achilles is in fact on the brink of losing his self-control when
Athena intervenes:

Õ! fãto: Phle˝vni dÉ êxo! g°netÉ, §n d° ofl ∑tor
!tÆye!!in la!¤oi!i diãndixa mermÆrijen,
μ ˜ ge fã!ganon ÙjÁ §ru!!ãmeno! parå mhroË
toÁ! m¢n éna!tÆ!eien, ı dÉ ÉAtre˝dhn §nar¤zoi,
∑e xÒlon paÊ!eien §rhtÊ!ei° te yumÒn.
∏o! ˘ taËy' Àrmaine katå fr°na ka‹ katå yumÒn,
ßlketo d' §k koleo›o m°ga j¤fo!, ∑lye d' ÉAyÆnh
oÈranÒyen:
(Il. 1.188-95)

Thus he spoke. But the son of Peleus felt pain, and in his hairy
chest his heart considered two possibilities, whether he should
draw his sharp sword from his thigh and scatter the other men
and kill Agamemnon, or stop his anger and restrain his yumÒ!.
While he was considering this in his fr°ne! and yumÒ!, and already
drew his big sword from its sheath, down came Athena from
heaven.

In this passage, Achilles is about to be overcome by his anger,
and it is only Athena who eventually manages to stop him and
convince him that it is ‘better’ to listen to the gods and refrain
from the killing (Il. 1.217). No doubt the hearer is invited to
compare the two scenes, and to conclude that Odysseus has a
different way of dealing with anger at insults than Achilles, and
that he has a very good reason to do so.

What this discussion of the ‘good sense’ of the protagonists of
the Odyssey has shown, I think, is that the comparative rarity of
!aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh in Homer cannot be taken to imply that
the behaviour associated with the concept elsewhere is in any
sense undervalued in Homeric ‘morality’. Rather, the very rich
epic diction has specific poetic terms that are used in association
with some aspects of what in the classical period would be called
!vfro!Ênh. The clearest example of this is Penelope, who ap-
pears as the very model of feminine éretÆ, a superlative quality
commended in the epic poems by per¤frvn and §x°frvn rather
than !aÒfrvn. Telemachus, on the other hand, is called !aÒfrvn
when exhibiting the proper behaviour for a young man, and
pepnum°no! when showing an ‘adult’ kind of wisdom. Odysseus,
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finally, shows great cunning and ingenuity (in later terminology
!of¤a or dejiÒth! rather than !vfro!Ênh), but also endurance
and control of anger, which are related to !vfro!Ênh in fourth
century philosophical writings. Besides, he has a marked and
characteristic capacity for deliberation.

6. Conclusion

The present chapter has shown that in Homer, !aÒfrvn and
!aofro!Ênh are used in four ways: to describe a ‘sound’ state of
mind, responsibility for one’s self-interest and quiet/submissive
respect of young men versus their elders, and of servants versus
their masters. (For an overview, see Fig. 3 in chapter 9.3.) Thus,
in Homer, the terms occur only in a limited number of situa-
tions, but in all these situations the ‘other-regarding’ notions of
quiet and obedient behaviour versus a superior are, directly or
indirectly, activated in the context, and this may point to a com-
parative centrality of these uses.

But though !vfro!Ênh is clearly not the typical heroic quality,
this does not mean that the types of behaviour elsewhere com-
mended by !vfro!Ênh are generally under-valued in Homer: the
epic diction is rich in expressions that criticise unacceptable be-
haviour in terms of a loss of fr°ne!, and besides, there is a large
number of terms that commend qualities rather similar to
!aofro!Ênh, including a range of epithets that describe aspects
of ‘good sense’, some of which will be seen to be typically ap-
praised in terms of !vfro!Ênh in later Greek. Furthermore, epic
diction frequently employs afid≈! and cognates, terms that desig-
nate an emotion-like inhibition. In view of all this, it is suggested
that it is the very richness of Homeric vocabulary above all that
accounts for the rarity of !aÒfrvn and !aofro!Ênh.

The next chapter, focusing on the late archaic poetry of the
Corpus Theognideum, will offer a radically different picture. Here
we meet the !vfro!Ênh of men as citizens of the archaic pÒli!.
And where the words are used to apply to agents who have a far
more central position in society than boys and slaves, the terms
will be seen to be applied in a wider variety of ways, and to a far
larger number of situations and types of social interaction.
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ARCHAIC POETRY

1. Introduction: !vfro!Ênh and the Male Citizen

After Homer, we meet !≈frvn and cognates again in late archaic
poetry.1 Here, we are confronted with a strikingly different range
of uses. Most archaic poetry is of course firmly embedded in the
life of the city state, hence we now meet !vfro!Ênh as a quality of
the free male citizen, who refrains from injustice against his fel-
low citizens, and tries to avoid civil strife (!tã!i!). (Section 2). A
firm link between !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh emerges from the
moral prescriptions of the Corpus Theognideum (379, 754, 756);
and !vfro!Ênh as a safeguard for eÈnom¤a and an antidote to
!tã!i! is prominent both in one of the political poems of the
Corpus (39-52) and in poems of Pindar (Pae. 1.10) and Bac-
chylides (13.182-9). All these poems betray a strongly elitist, aris-
tocratic bias, and indeed from now on till the end of the fifth
century, !vfro!Ênh as a political quality seems to be a stock fea-
ture of aristocratic/oligarchic propaganda. (As far as we can see,
it takes long, in fact until well after the political turmoils of the
late fifth century for !vfro!Ênh to gain comparable significance
in the self-representation of democratic Athens: the orators, es-
pecially Isocrates, are our main witnesses here. In Thucydides
and Aristophanes, by contrast, the terms often carry outspokenly
elitist overtones.)

Apart from these political uses, archaic poetry also offers some
glimpses of !vfro!Ênh in private life (section 3). In the sympo-
sium poetry of the Corpus Theognideum, !vfro!Ênh figures as the
mental control which is lost in drunkenness (Thgn. 483, 497)
and the untroubled state of mind of a man who is free from ¶rv!
(ibid. 1326). Elsewhere, we first meet !vfro!Ênh as the quality par
excellence of the ‘good wife’ (Semonides 7.108), and as the ‘pru-
dence’ of the man who saves his house by making sure that he
gets such a wife (Hipponax fr. 182.1). And Pindar uses !≈frvn

———
1 On the absence of the term !vfro!Ênh in Hesiod, see p. 7 n.12.
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in a consolatory poem for Hiero to praise Chiron, who taught
men to accept the limits of mortality (P. 3.63). This thought,
though apparently a standard phrase of consolation, is interest-
ing because it is linked to an idea prominent in tragedy (Aeschy-
lus, especially: see chapter 4) that !vfro!Ênh enables man to ac-
cept the constraints of mortality and the superiority of the gods.

2. Political Uses of !vfro!Ênh: Theognidea, Pindar, Bacchylides

The poems of the so-called Corpus Theognideum — which stand
together not on account of their authorship strictly speaking,2

but because they belong to the context of the aristocratic sym-
posion, express essentially similar and distinctly ‘aristocratic’ val-
ues, and date from roughly the same epoch3 — address a wide
range of themes proper to the aristocratic symposion, from love
and wine (and the proper ways to deal with these) to the various
moral prescriptions pertaining to the thoroughly aristocratic no-
tion of being a noble citizen. As such, they share the aim of im-
parting the political concerns and general values of the Me-

———
2 Much of the discussion on the authorship has focused on the

interpretation of the poet’s claim that there should be a seal (!fr∞gi!) on his
poetry (19-20). Some, e.g. Jacoby (1931), followed by West, have taken this to
refer to the name of the boy Cyrnus, and regard the poems where the vocatives
KÊrne or Polupa˝dh occur as genuine. Jaeger (1945), 1.251-9, regards the
poet’s own name (22-3) as the seal, and roughly regards the first part of the
collection (up to 237-54) and some later verses as genuine Theognis. For a
succinct and witty discussion of this view, see Van Groningen (1966), 446-9.
Apart from the identification of the !fr∞gi!, the interpretation of the word
itself has been disputed. Many take it as an expression of authorship;
Woodbury (1952), 20-41, has taken it as indicating ownership rather than
authorship, but fails to make the difference entirely clear. Ford (1985), 86,
takes it as connected with the codification and publication of a corpus of
aristocratic gnomological poetry; the seal then guarantees not the origin of the
verses, but their ‘homogeneous political character and their aristocratic
provenience’.

3 West (1974), 65-71, takes 39-52 to be among the genuine works of
Theognis, and dates the lines to the time immediately before the rise of the
tyrant Theagenes., i.e. 640/630. Ancient chronographers, on the other hand,
give Olympiad 59 (i.e. ca. 544-541) as Theognis’ floruit, probably in an attempt
to link Theognis to Phocylides. Their date is accepted by Podlecki (1984).
Lines 773ff. are almost certainly linked to the Persian invasion of 480. Nothing
in the Corpus is demonstrably later. On the general chronology of Megara, see
Figueira (1985).
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garian aristocracy to younger members of their group.4 This is
apparent almost from the outset, when after three introductory
invocations (1-10, 11-14, 15-18), the poet tells his addressee, the
boy Cyrnus, that he will kindly give him advice such as he himself
has learned from the égayo¤, the nobles, in his youth (19-30).5

What makes the poems important for our purposes is that many
of them endorse !vfro!Ênh as a full-fledged aristocratic value, a
virtue relevant not only to the ways in which the individual citi-
zen deals with the symposion-related phenomena of drink and
love, but also as a civic virtue that keeps truly ‘good’ citizens
from harming their peers.

Inextricably linked as it is with the life and views of the aris-
tocracy, much of the poetry centres on the question what it
means to have éretÆ and be truly égayÒ! and §!ylÒ!,6 qualities
that optimally involve descent from noble parents, a good educa-
tion and the acceptance of a number of ‘aristocratic’ values. The
values and qualities that the poems emphasise particularly in-
clude aversion to Ïbri!, adherence to d¤kh, sense of measure,
endurance, !vfro!Ênh. Of course it is generally impossible to
relate the poems to specific historic events on account of both

———
4 See West (1974), 11-2 and Patzer (1981), 203-7.
5 27-8: !o‹ d' §gΔ eÔ fron°vn ÍpoyÆ!omai, oÂã per aÈtÒ!, | KÊrn', épÚ t«n

égay«n pa›! ¶t' §Δn ¶mayon. ‘I will kindly tell you what I myself, Cyrnus, learned
from the agathoi when I was still a boy.’

6 For an excellent study of égayÒ!, §!ylÒ! and its opposites kakÒ! and deilÒ!
in Theognis (and some parallels with Pindar), see Cerri (1968), 7-32. The
outcome of Cerri’s discussion is that, in the Theognidea, the terms égayÒ! and
§!ylÒ! are reserved for those who combine high status with the appropriate
aristocratic moral education; kakÒ! and deilÒ! are those who fall short in one of
these respects: ‘Dunque égayÒ!-§!ylÒ! è colui che, appartenendo alla classe
aristocratica per g°no! e ploËto!, ne ha compiutamente assimilato la gn≈mh;
kakÒ!-deilÒ! è chiunque sia privo di tale gn≈mh, o perché, non appartenendo
alla classe aristocratica, non abbia ricevuto la paide¤a , o perché, pur
appartenendo alla classe aristocratica per g°no! e ploËto!, non abbia tratto
giovamento, per intrinseca sordità morale, dall’educazione ricevuta.’ (p. 24).
For a shorter discussion with essentially the same conclusions, see Von der Lahr
(1992), 19-22. Even in those poems where égayÒ! and §!ylÒ! overtly refer to
social classes (27-38, 39-52, 53-68, 183-6, 667-682, 891-4), it is nearly always
implied that égayo¤ also differ from kako¤ on account of their ‘moral
excellence’ as well. The terms are used in a purely ‘social’ sense only in 57-8.
Here the context states that social roles are fully reversed: the present égayo¤
are virtually savages who do not have any moral excellence, unlike the former
§!ylo¤ (ofl pr‹n §!ylo¤) who are now reduced to deilo¤, status-wise.
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the scarcity of data on the history of Megara7 and the essentially
gnomic nature (and uncertain provenance) of the majority of
the poems themselves. Yet they unmistakably suggest a defensive
attitude on the part of the elite, and their ideology seems to be
that of a privileged group that feels threatened by significant so-
cial and economical changes, changes which meant that high
birth and traditional education did no longer automatically go
together with the wealth and influence that was felt to accord
with it. In this respect, the ‘promotion’ of !vfro!Ênh to a central
‘aristocratic’ excellence must be due to the need to redefine tra-
ditional standards of excellence in order to re-substantiate an
elite’s weakening claims to social superiority.8

The social pressure felt by the poets is clearly in evidence in
lines 429-38, where the poet (whom we perhaps may identify as
Theognis on the testimony of Plato9) addresses the problem of
the ‘bad’ son of a ‘good’ father:

fË!ai ka‹ yr°cai =çion brotÚn μ fr°na! §!ylã!
§ny°men: oÈde¤! pv toËtÒ g' §pefrã!ato,

œi ti! !≈fron' ¶yhke tÚn êfrona kék kakoË §!ylÒn.
efi d' ÉA!klhpiãdai! toËtÒ g' ¶dvke yeÒ!,

fiç!yai kakÒthta ka‹ éthrå! fr°na! éndr«n,
polloÁ! ín mi!yoÁ! ka‹ megãlou! ¶feron.

efi d' ∑n poihtÒn te ka‹ ¶nyeton éndr‹ nÒhma,
oÎpot' ín §j égayoË patrÚ! ¶gento kakÒ!,

peiyÒmeno! mÊyoi!i !aÒfro!in: éllå didã!kvn
oÎpote poiÆ!ei!10 tÚn kakÚn êndr' égayÒn.

(429-38)

To beget and feed a human being is easier than to put noble
fr°ne! in him. No one has yet found the device by which he has

———
7 For the putative historical background of the poems, see especially the

‘Chronological Table Archaic Megara, 800-500 BC’ by T.J. Figueira in: Figueira
and Nagy (1985), 261-303.

8 Adkins (1960), 75-9, gives a good account of the various ways in which this
can be done, though he seems to be one-sided in his account of the old
‘values’, stressing competitive excellence at the cost of anything else.

9 In Men. 95c9-96a2.
10 poiÆ!ei! o Plato: -h! P. Berol. 12310 (ostr.): poiÆ!ei A. The reading of A is

difficult, as it lacks a subject, unless it is to be supplied from oÈde¤! (430) and
ti! (431). Van Groningen’s suggestion to take it as a second person middle is
implausible. The v.l. poiÆ!ei! is supported by Pl. Men. 95e (and the third
century Berlin ostrakon, which, however, seems to depend on the text of Plato
rather than that of Theognis).
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made !≈frvn whoever is êfrvn, or noble whoever is bad. If only
the sons of Asclepius had been given this ability by the god, to
cure badness and the blinded minds of men, they would have
made large sums on many occasions. If thought were a thing that
could be formed and put into a man, never would the son of a
good father be bad: he would listen to !aÒfro!in words. But by
teaching you will never make the bad man good.

The poet expresses his concern that sometimes people, though
from noble birth, do not live up to the standards of their class,
and thus are not properly !≈frvn and §!ylÒ!. Thus, noble birth
is not a guarantee for éretÆ, and is not a sufficient condition for
excellence. And, in the poet’s sombre view, education is unable
to provide qualities that are not given by birth: it is unable to in-
still qualities that were not at least potentially given by nature.11

The gulf between the right mentality and the wrong one, is
similarly immense in 453-6:

Œnyrvp', efi gn≈mh! ¶laxe! m°ro! À!per éno¤h!
   ka‹ !≈frvn oÏtv! À!per êfrvn §g°nou,
pollo›!' ín zhlvtÚ! §fa¤neo t«nde polit«n
   oÏtv! À!per nËn oÈdenÚ! êjio! e‰.
(453-6)

Sir, if only you had a share of sense, which you now completely
lack, and were as !≈frvn as in fact you are êfrvn, you would
seem enviable to many of the citizens of this town, as much as now
you are utterly worthless.

Here is an addressee who apparently has some substantial assets
(wealth or power, probably) that would make him truly enviable
if only he had the right understanding (if only he had gn≈mh
and were !≈frvn) he now conspicuously lacks. And the poet
downplays these advantages by stressing the importance of this
type of mentality and insisting that one is worth nothing without
it.

———
11 The expression mÊyoi!i !aÒfro!i in 437 (and, again, mÊyvi !≈froni in

756) predicates what is properly speaking the quality of the agent to the agent’s
utterances. This is of course a natural extension of the use of the adjective,
given that the quality of !vfro!Ênh typically manifests itself in the agent’s words
and deeds.
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What does this mentality of !vfro!Ênh entail, then? The gno-
mic poems quoted above tell us little about it, but there are oth-
ers which say a little more. In 753-6, one learns that a ‘just’ way of
acquiring goods is a sign of !vfro!Ênh:

taËta may≈n, f¤l' •ta›re, dika¤v! xrÆmata poioË,
!≈frona yumÚn ¶xvn §ktÚ! éta!yal¤h!,

ée‹ t«nd' §p°vn memnhm°no!: efi! d¢ teleutÆn
afinÆ!ei! mÊyvi !≈froni peiyÒmeno!.

(753-6)

Understand this, dear friend, and acquire goods in a just way,
keeping a !≈frvn yumÒ! free from recklessness, always keeping
these utterances in mind; and in the end, you will say it is a good
thing to give heed to !≈frvn advise.

The thought that one should not acquire wealth ‘unjustly’, what-
ever that may mean exactly,12 recurs throughout the corpus. In
29-30, the poet tells his addressee Cyrnus that he should not ac-
quire honour, excellence and affluence through ugly and unjust
deeds.13 In a famous double couplet that is probably the most
radical statement of the idea, poverty is said to be preferable to
‘unjust’ wealth, and dikaio!Ênh is claimed to be the single neces-
sary and sufficient condition for virtue.14 And in 197-208, wealth
that comes from Zeus in a rightful manner and in a ‘pure’ way
(kayar«!, 198), is contrasted with unjust riches acquired by
someone who has his mind set on k°rdo! (filokerd°Û yum«i,
199): the former will last, whereas the latter will not.15 Justice can
———

12 None of the poems is very explicit about this, though it is not
infrequently (e.g. 200, 745, 1139, 1147) suggested that such injustice is
accompanied by perjury and deceit.

13 29-30, p°pnu!o, mhd' afi!xro›!in §p' ¶rgma!i mhd' êdikoi!in | timå! mhd'
éretå! ßlkeo mhd' êfeno!. (‘Be sensible, and do not employ disgraceful and
unjust deeds to seize honour and privileges or wealth.’ )

14 145-8 boÊleo d' eÈ!eb°vn Ùl¤goi! !Án xrÆma!in ofike›n | μ ploute›n éd¤kv!
xrÆmata pa!ãmeno!. | §n d¢ dikaio!Ênhi !ullÆbdhn pç!' éretÆ '!ti, | pç! d° t'
énØr égayÒ!, KÊrne, d¤kaio! §≈n. (‘You should rather show respect and live with
little property, than to be rich if you have earned your possessions in an unjust
manner. In justice resides the whole of éretÆ taken together, and every man is
égayÒ!, provided he is just.’)

15 197ff. xr∞ma d' ˘ m¢n DiÒyen ka‹ !Án d¤khi éndr‹ g°nhtai | ka‹ kayar«!, afie‹
parmÒnimon tel°yei. | efi d' éd¤kv! parå kairÚn énØr filokerd°i yum«i | ktÆ!etai,
e‡y' ˜rkvi pår tÚ d¤kaion •l≈n, | aÈt¤ka m°n ti f°rein k°rdo! doke›, §! d¢ teleutÆn
| aÔyi! ¶gento kakÒn. (‘A property that comes from Zeus and with justice, in a
pure manner, is something that will stay forever. But if a man will get it
unjustly, at the wrong time, with a heart set on profit, or takes it by means of an
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be pushed aside by desire for profit (k°rdo!)16 as it can by
énaide¤h and Ïbri!.17

We have, then, roughly, two contrasted types of citizens: one
type shows concern for d¤kh, has afid≈! and is !≈frvn, the other
practices êdika, is given to Ïbri! and lusts for k°rdo!. In real life,
of course, it is not always clear that the former is better off. But
in 197-108, the conviction is expressed that the gods will make
unjust men pay for their trespasses in the end, though some may
die before receiving their due (207-8). Other poems are less op-
timistic: in 373ff., Zeus is scolded for giving unjust and just men
the same share, even though he is supposed to know the minds
of all:

ZeË f¤le, yaumãzv !e: !Á går pãnte!!in énã!!ei!
timØn aÈtÚ! ¶xvn ka‹ megãlhn dÊnamin:

ényr≈pvn d' eÔ o‰!ya nÒon ka‹ yumÚn •kã!tou:
!Ún d¢ krãto! pãntvn ¶!y' Ïpaton, ba!ileË.

p«! dÆ !eu, Kron¤dh, tolmçi nÒo! êndra! élitroÊ!
§n taÈt∞i mo¤rhi tÒn te d¤kaion ¶xein,

≥n t' §p‹ !vfro!Ênhn trefy∞i nÒo! ≥n te prÚ! Ïbrin
ényr≈pvn éd¤koi!' ¶rgma!i peiyom°nvn;

(373-80)

Dear Zeus, you astonish me: you reign over all, having honour
yourself as well as great power. Concerning men, you well know
the mind and yumÒ! of each of them, and your power is the very
highest, my king. How then, son of Cronus, can your nÒo! dare to
hold villains and the just man in the same esteem, whether the
mind of men is set on !vfro!Ênh or turns to Ïbri!, succumbing to
unjust deeds.

Once again, then, we have !vfro!Ênh in a socio-political context,
associated with being d¤kaio!, and contrasted to Ïbri!. In these
contexts, as we have seen, !vfro!Ênh commends the ability to
practise restraint in civic life, especially to refrain from making

———
oath contrary to justice, it will seem to bring some gain at first, but turns out to
be bad in the end.’)

16 465-6 êmf' éret∞i tr¤bou ka¤ toi tå d¤kaia f¤l' ¶!tv, | mhd° !e nikãtv
k°rdo!, ˜ t' afi!xrÚn ¶hi. (‘Stick to éretÆ and consider what is just to be yours.
Never let profit that is ugly get the better of you.’)

17 291-2 afidΔ! m¢n går ˆlvlen, énaide¤h d¢ ka‹ Ïbri! | nikÆ!a!a d¤khn g∞n
katå pç!an ¶xei. (‘Afid≈! is lost, shamelessness and Ïbri! have the whole world
in their grip.’)
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profit in unjust ways. It is thus the expression of an unmistakably
‘conservative’, ‘elitist’ ideology.

Now this combination of !vfro!Ênh and justice clearly is the
ideal, but it is equally clear that these qualities are by no means
always rewarded, and that the ideal is by no means shared by all.
In 701, the ‘!vfro!Ênh of Rhadamanthys’18 is included among
those virtues that most people value less highly than wealth
(ploute›n, 700). Elsewhere, in 665f., it is said that the !≈frvn
fails to achieve his ends (665, ka‹ !≈frvn ¥marte) whereas many
times an êfrvn has gained a good reputation (dÒja). Bleakest of
all is the picture of the very Hesiodean lines 1135ff., where Elpis
is said to be the only goddess left on earth now that Pistis, Sôphro-
syne, and the Charites have all gone, with the result that people do
not respect oaths anymore, and have no reverence for the gods.19

Occasionally, the ideology sketched above is applied more di-
rectly to the political situation in the poet’s pÒli!. Near the be-
ginning of the collection, there are two poems that explicitly ad-
dress political topics. The first of these, lines 39-52,20 deplores

———
18 Once again, it is impossible to decide from the context which quality

exactly the expression commends, though it will very likely be Rhadamanthys’
righteousness and integrity as a judge in the netherworld. Pi. P. 2.73-4 praises
him for his irreproachable fr°ne! and integrity, ı d¢ ÑRadãmanyu! eÔ p°pragen,
˜ti fren«n | ¶laxe karpÚn ém≈mhton, oÈd' épãtai!i yumÚn t°rpetai ¶ndoyen.
Ibycus (fr. 28 Page) speaks of ÑRadamãnyuo! toË dika¤ou. Cf. also Pl. Ap. 41a-b,
and see the remarks of Cobb-Stevens in Figueira and Nagy (1985) 173.

19 ÉElp‹! §n ényr≈poi!i mÒnh yeÚ! §!ylØ ¶ne!tin, | êlloi d' OÎlumpÒn<d'>
§kprolipÒnte! ¶ban: | ixeto m¢n P¤!ti!, megãlh yeÒ!,  ixeto d' éndr«n |
%vfro!Ênh, Xãrit°! t', Œ f¤le, g∞n ¶lipon: | ˜rkoi d' oÈk°ti pi!to‹ §n
ényr≈poi!i d¤kaioi, | oÈd¢ yeoÁ! oÈde‹! ëzetai éyanãtou!. |eÈ!eb°vn d' éndr«n
g°no! ¶fyito, oÈd¢ y°mi!ta! | oÈk°ti gin≈!kou!' oÈd¢ m¢n eÈ!eb¤a!. (1135-42)
‘Elpis is the only noble goddess among people, the others have left us and gone
to Olympos. Gone is Pistis, the great goddess, gone is men’s !vfro!Ênh, and the
Graces, my dear boy, have left the earth. Rightful oaths are no longer to be
trusted amongst men, and nobody has any reverence for the immortal gods.
The race of respectful men has gone, and they do not know anything about
rights and respect anymore.’

20 Following Carrière (1948), Garzya (1955), Young (1961) a.o., I take
verses 39-52 to be a single, continuous poem. Some commentators, among
them Kroll (1936) and Van Groningen (1966), take line 43 to be the start of a
new poem, but the thought of these lines seems to be entirely consistent, and
the elements of Ringkomposition between lines 39-40 and 51-2 (pÒli! ¥de – pÒlei
t∞ide, êndra eÈyunt∞ra – moÊnarxoi) seems decisive in favour of the unitarian
view. For a full discussion of the matter, see Von der Lahr (1992) 11-17.
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the Ïbri! of some of the present ‘leaders’, and addresses the
imminent dangers of !tã!i!:

KÊrne, kÊei pÒli! ¥de, d°doika d¢ mØ t°khi êndra
   eÈyunt∞ra kak∞! Ïbrio! ≤met°rh!.
é!to‹ m¢n går ¶y' o·de !aÒfrone!, ≤gemÒne! d°
   tetrãfatai pollØn efi! kakÒthta pe!e›n.
oÈdem¤an pv, KÊrn', égayo‹ pÒlin  le!an êndre!,
   éll' ˜tan Íbr¤zein to›!i kako›!in ëdhi
d∞mÒn te fye¤rou!i d¤ka! t' éd¤koi!i didoË!i
   ofike¤vn kerd°vn e·neka ka‹ krãteo!:
¶lpeo mØ dhrÚn ke¤nhn pÒlin étrem°e!yai,
   mhd' efi nËn ke›tai poll∞i §n ≤!ux¤hi,
eÔt' ín to›!i kako›!i f¤l' éndrã!i taËta g°nhtai,
   k°rdea dhmo!¤vi !Án kak«i §rxÒmena.
§k t«n går !tã!i°! te ka‹ ¶mfuloi fÒnoi éndr«n
   moÊnarxoi t¢: pÒlei mÆpote t∞ide ëdoi.
(39-52)21

———
21 I generally follow the text printed by West, but in line 45 prefer fye¤rou!i

and didoË!in (the reading of the oldest ms. A) to the subjunctives read by the
recentiores, which look distinctly like a misguided attempt at syntactic
‘normalisation’. However, pace Van Groningen (1966) 29 and Von der Lahr
(1992), 14, I do not think that fye¤rou!i and didoË!i can be taken as participles
here, for two reasons:
(1) It is inconceivable that the present participles, connected with to›!i
kako›!in, expand the dynamic infinitive Íbr¤zein, expressing what the kako¤ plan
or intend to do, rather than what they are doing already.
(2) The interpretation of fye¤rou!i and didoË!i requires a strained
interpretation of éllÉ ˜tan. As far as I have been able to establish, éll' ˜tan is
used in contrasted expressions in two types of contexts:
- (I) ‘Now/normally/often x, but when y..., then something else’: e.g. Pi. P. 8.
95-7 !kiç! ˆnar | ênyrvpo!. éll' ˜tan a‡gla diÒ!doto! ¶lyhi, | lamprÚn f°ggo!
¶pe!tin éndr«n ka‹ me¤lixo! afi≈n. Cf. S. El. 437, E. Hel. 296, Or. 773, Ar. Ra. 753
&c. Expressions with éll' ˜tan at the beginning of oracles that hint at an
unexpected change of fortune/situation belong also to this type: Hdt. 1.55,
3.57, 6.77, 8.77.
- (II) ‘Not now/normally x, but when y, (then indeed x)’: e.g. Ar. V. 482-3 éllå
nËn m¢n oÈd¢n élge›!, éll' ˜tan junÆgoro! | taÈtå taËtã !ou katantl∞i ka‹
junvmÒta! kal∞i, ‘Right now, you do not feel pain, but (you will) when …’. Cf.
Ar. Pa 338, Av. 967, Lys. 1019, Th. 2.11.6, X. Mem. 1.4.14, Smp. 6.2 &c.
Here, the gnomic line 43 indicates that this is an example of construction (I);
Von der Lahr’s translation, ‘das geschieht aber immer , wenn es den
Verkommenen zu freveln beliebt, indem sie das einfache Volk korrumpieren
und den Ungerechten Recht sprechen’ [my italics], tries to convert it into one
of type (II).
After the subordinate clause ˜tan Íbr¤zein … ëdhi, one expects either a main
clause expressing what happens when the kako¤ decide to commit Ïbri!, or a
continuation of the subordinate clause. fye¤rou!i and didoË!i, if taken as
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Cyrnus, this city is pregnant, and I am afraid that she may beget a
man to correct our bad Ïbri!. For these citizens here are still
saophrones, but the leaders are about to lapse into great kakÒth!.
Never yet, Cyrnus, have good men ruined any city, but when it
pleases the bad to commit acts of Ïbri!, they ruin the people and
pass judgement in favour of the unjust for the sake of their own
profit and power. Do not imagine such a city to be peaceful for
long — not even if it is now in a state of utter tranquillity — when
its bad men decide that they are pleased with such things: profits
coming along at the people’s expense. For this leads to strife, civil
manslaughter and monarchs: may this city of ours never be at-
tracted to such things.

In the first couplet, the poet tells his addressee, Cyrnus, that the
city is ‘pregnant’, and that it is to be expected that it will produce
a man to ‘set straight’ ‘our’ bad Ïbri!, which apparently means a
tyrant.22 This Ïbri! of the elite is contrasted to the behaviour of
the common citizens, who still remain !aÒfrone!.23 It is not im-
———
indicatives, provide us with the former: ‘but when the kako¤ wish to commit
Ïbri!, they ruin the people and pass sentence in favour of the unjust’.
Two possible objections to this interpretation are not decisive:
(1) te .. . te at the start of the main clause is no serious difficulty: cf. Il. 17.128-9
éll' ˜te dÆ =' §n to›!in •l¤jetai élk‹ pepoiy≈!, | êc t' énex≈rh!an diã t'
¶tre!an êlludi! êllo!.
(2) Nor is the asyndeton at 47 impossibly harsh, especially in view of the
imperative ¶lpeo. Cf. line 29 p°pnu!o.
At line 47, I revert to the mss.’ étrem°e!yai, see Van Groningen ad loc.

22 The v.l. Ímet°rh!, which appear in the later mss. OXDUrI is to be
discarded. As Van Groningen (1966) ad loc. states, this would implausibly
suggest that the poet excludes himself from these hybristic circles, but includes
young Cyrnus. Such a distance between poet and addressee seems unlikely.

23 Cf. Kroll (1936), 115; Van Groningen (1966), 27. The qualification
!aÒfrone! should not be taken to imply that Theognis in any sense identifies
with these common citizens (pace Nagy, who claims for the poet ‘a more even-
handed, ‘Solonian’ stance’, see Figueira and Nagy (1985), 46). The poet simply
notes, with evident relief, that the commons still know their place and do not
(yet) revolt.

Von der Lahr (1992), 26-31 argues that é!to¤ here refers to a select number
of uncorrupted leaders. (A similar interpretation of é!to¤ was offered by Hasler
(1959), 35-8.)

But in the two key passages for his argument, é!to¤ refers either to parvenus
(61 mhd°na t«nde f¤lon poieË Polupa˝dh é!t«n, where the term refers to
farmers who are now influential inhabitants of the city) or to the population of
the city proper in general (191, where the g°no! é!t«n is said to ‘become dim’
(mauroË!yai) by intermarriage with ‘bad’ citizens). In fact, é!tÒ! is a common
word for an ordinary citizen living in the city itself, cf. Thuc. 6.54.2 on
Aristogeiton (énØr t«n é!t«n), where the author shows an unmistakable sense
of superiority over his ‘common’ subject.
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mediately stated what this means exactly, because the poet first
dwells on the transgressions of the ‘leaders’,24 who commit all
the typical transgressions decried throughout the corpus: unlike
real égayo¤, these depraved leaders ruin25 the dêmos and pass un-
just sentences for the sake of their own profit and power. The
danger of such a situation is that such a city is not undisturbed
(étrem°e!yai, 47) for long, even if it now ‘lies in great calm’
(ke¤tai poll∞i §n ≤!ux¤hi, 48). Clearly, the é!to¤ who are
wronged are likely to revolt, and the present state of ≤!ux¤a will
last only as long as they are still (43) !aÒfrone!. The !vfro!Ênh
of the é!to¤, then, means that they refrain from revolt and
!tã!i!. This is confirmed after a restatement of the Ïbri! of the
leaders (49-50)26: such injustice leads to strife (51, !tã!ie!), civil
manslaughter (¶mfuloi fÒnoi êndrvn) and, finally, the rise of a
tyrant (moÊnarxoi) (51-2). As it turns out, the citizens’
!vfro!Ênh, which is still there but under considerable pressure,
shows that they still commendably refrain from revolting against
the ‘bad’ leaders, and thus give some hope that the dreaded tyr-
anny may still be avoided.

In this poem, then, we grasp the full dimension of !vfro!Ênh
in the oligarchic pÒli!: in the ideal situation, the !vfro!Ênh of
influential citizens who refrain from injustice is balanced by the
‘quietness’ of the common citizens, who have no need to revolt
against such injustice. The preservation of this balance will guar-

———
24 West (1974), 68-9 takes ≤g°mone! as referring exclusively to ‘popular

leaders’ or champions of democracy. This view is not supported by Solon 4.7W,
where dÆmou y' ≤gemÒnvn equally refers in general terms to those in power.
Moreover, if the poet specifically addresses the kakotês of a group from which
he tends to dissociate himself most strongly, it would be almost inevitable to
adopt the v.l. Ímet°rh! in line 40, which effects an unwanted distance to his
addressee. See Fisher (1992), 208-9, Nagy (1985), 43 and Von der Lahr (1992),
23-4. For the passage of Solon, see Donlan (1970), 388-90.

25 fye¤rou!i must mean ‘ruin’ rather than ‘corrupt’ (Van Groningen (1966)
29: ‘la plèbe est ameutée, excitée par des promesses illicites’; cf. Von der Lahr
(1992) 49-50). See, eg. Hes. Th. 876 (naÊta!), Hdt. 2.133 (époklh¤!ante! tå flrå
ka‹ ye«n oÈ memnhm°noi éllå ka‹ toÁ! ényr≈pou! fye¤ronte!), Sem. Iamb. fr.
1.12-3 (toÁ! d¢ dÊ!thnoi brot«n | fye¤rou!i noË!oi); A. P. 244 etc. (fye›rai
stratÒn), Th. 1.24.6 (deÒmenoi mØ !fç! periorçn fyeirom°nou!) etc. In this
context, the ‘ruin’ seems to be of a material nature.

26 As Van Groningen points out, 49-50 repeats the thought of 44-6 in
somewhat different terms. There are more elements of Ringkomposition in the
poem as a whole: moÊnarxoi (52) echoes êndra | eÈyunt∞ra (39-40) and pÒlei
t∞ide (52) echoes pÒli! ¥de (39).
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antee the stability of the city as a whole, and thus to prevent the
disasters of civil strife and, eventually, tyranny.27

The adaptation of lines 39-42 at 1081-1082b does not show
much that is essentially different. Again, it is political instability
(!tã!i!) that the poet fears most, and lines 1081-2 state the poet’s
fear that the pÒli! may produce a leader of a revolt, êndra |
Íbri!tÆn, xalep∞! ≤g°mona !tã!io!, ‘a man given to Ïbri!, leader
of unbearable strife’.

This praise of !vfro!Ênh as a safeguard for the stability of the
city is paralleled in a number of passages from Pindar and Bac-
chylides. EÈnom¤a !aÒfrvn is addressed in Ba. 13.186, near the
end of a poem celebrating the Aeginetan Pytheas’ pankration
victory in Nemea:

Ka‹ mån ferekud°a n[ç!on]
AfiakoË timçi, !Án EÈkle¤-
   ai d¢ filo!tef[ãnvi] pÒ-
   lin kubernçi,
EÈnom¤a te !aÒfrvn,
ì yal¤a! te l°logxen
ê!teã t' eÈ!eb°vn én-
   dr«n §n efi[r]Ænai fulã!!ei.
(Ba. 13.182-9)

And she (Areta) does really honour the renowned island of Aea-
cus, and together with violet-crowned EÈkle¤a she governs the
city, both she and !≈frvn EÈnom¤a, who is in charge of festivals,
and guards the cities of respectful men in peace.

———
27 I do not engage in the discussion on the date and provenance of this

poem. West (1974), 68, dates these lines to the period immediately before the
rise of the tyrant Theagenes., i..e. 640/630, on the argument that the poem
could not have been written in this form if it had been composed after Megara
had itself experienced tyranny. This early date is incompatible, however, with
the poem’s supposed dependency on Solon fr. 4W. Hence Von der Lahr
(1992), 10, opts for a later date, and denies a Megarian origin. By contrast,
Campbell (1976) 289-90 argues that nothing in the poem excludes a previous
tyranny in Megara, and relates the poem to the period of the ‘unbridled
democracy’ that, according to Plutarch (Mor. 295 C-D) and Aristotle (Pol.
1302b) the Megarians established soon after expelling Theagenes: ‘It seems to
me that all of Theognis makes sense if it is regarded as written during the
Megarian democracy.’ But see n. 24 above.
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The passage seems to suggest that there was a serious threat of
internal discord at the time in Aegina, and this is likely to reflect
considerable tension between the aristocratic rulers of the island
and a pro-Athenian, democratically oriented faction among the
population: the poem must have been performed not long after
the all-out war between Aegina and Athens described by Herodo-
tus (6.73, 85-93), during which some Aeginetans defected to the
enemy.28 We cannot be sure whether the chronological connec-
tion between the two events is very close, but the poem itself
suggests that both the internal instability and the anti-Athenian
sentiments among the majority of the Aeginetans are still strong:
the very defensive tone of the poet’s praise of the youth’s Athe-
nian trainer, 13.190-209, is a strong piece of internal evidence
for an anti-Athenian stance, and this is confirmed by the curt
and grudging praise of the trainer in Pi. N. 5.48-9, composed for
the same occasion.

If the combined problems of external hostility from Athens
and internal conflicts are indeed the poem’s historical back-
ground, the long second myth of the poem (13. 100-169) is
highly relevant indeed: it focuses on the mighty figure of Ajax,
son of Telamon, who stands his ground protecting the Greek
ships from the Trojan invaders, while the other great grand-son
of Aeacus, Achilles, is absent from the battle due to his conflict
with Agamemnon. Thus, the myth seems to function as a care-
fully crafted piece of propaganda in two ways: on the one hand,
the pernicious consequences of Achilles’ absence illustrate the
dangers of internal discord, and thus subtly dissuade from !tã!i!,
while the figure of Ajax, standing as a mighty bulwark against the
furious onslaught of the Trojans, seems to reflect on the role of

———
28 For the date of the fighting described by Herodotus, see Figueira (1988),

49-89. According to him, the ambush on the Athenian yevr¤! must have taken
place in the spring of 489 or 488 BC, the hostilities that followed a considerable
number of months later, in the summer season of 489, 488 or 487. The most
commonly proposed date for Ba. 13 and Pi. N. 5 is 485 BC. For references see
Pfeijffer (1995) 318-332, who arrives at 485 as the earliest possible date for both
poems on the internal evidence of references in Pindar and Bacchylides to
Aeginetan victories prior to Phylacidas’ Isthmian victory of 478 (I. 5). Pfeijffer
prefers 487 as a date for Ba. 13 and N. 5, in which case the poems may have
been performed during the war, but even if 485 is correct, it is only self-evident
that the impact of the hostilities is still strong.
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his historical descendants, the oligarchic leaders who defend the
island against the strong Athenian neighbours.

In accordance with this two-fold message of the myth, the
praise of Aegina that stands at its close, suggests that the island is
honoured by both ‘Virtue’, ÉAretã, 176 (paralleling the martial
prowess of Ajax), and !aÒfrvn EÈnom¤a (186), the state of inter-
nal political stability that is the opposite of the internal discord
decried in the myth. So the poem makes very good sense if read
against the background of (recent or imminent) war and civil
strife in Aegina.

As in Theognis 41, then, !aÒfrvn commends the good sense
of those common citizens who acquiesce in the status quo, and
refrain from civil strife and !tã!i!. An unmistakable ‘aristocratic’
bias is common to both poems: while Theognis’ poems suggest
that all is well as long as the power is in the hands of those who
are really égayo¤, Bacchylides subtly dissuades his public from
!tã!i! (and apparently from pro-Athenian ‘democratic’ senti-
ments), and seems to suggest that they should come to terms
with their traditional ‘aristocratic’ governors again.

So Bacchylides 13 suggests that !vfro!Ênh was an important
catch-word used by the Aeginetan elite to advertise the ‘stabilis-
ing’ effects of their regime. Two Aeginetan poems by Pindar of-
fer support for this assumption, by claiming !aofro!Ênh as a
quality of the mythical ancestors of the Aeginetan leaders, Aea-
cus and his grandsons. In Pi. I. 8, the poet stresses the Aegi-
netans’ grief at the losses of the recent Persian wars.29 Accord-
ingly, the quality of !vfro!Ênh is not directly connected to the
political theme of eÈnom¤a here; rather, it applies to the mythical
ancestors of the Aeginetans, the offspring of Aeacus, of whom it
is said that

   toË m¢n ént¤yeoi
ér¤!teuon ufl°e! ufl-
   °vn tÉ érh¤filoi pa›de! énor°ai,
xãlkeon !tonÒentÉ émf°pein ˜madon
!≈fron°! tÉ §g°nonto pinuto¤ te yumÒn.
(Pi. I. 8. 24-26)

———
29 See for a discussion of the date Carey (1981) 184.
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His godlike sons and warrior-grandsons excelled on account of
their manliness, in going about the bronze groaning din of war,
and they were !≈frone! and intelligent in spirit.

It seems reasonable to suppose that it is Peleus who is the best
example of a !≈frvn descendant of Aeacus, not only on account
of the general tradition but also because he is called
eÈ!eb°!taton at line 40. By contrast, the most notable example of
a descendant excelling in énor°a is of course Achilles (not for
nothing, it is the grandsons rather than the sons of Aeacus who
are distinguished with the epithet érh˝filoi in line 24): his éretã
is mentioned and described in 48ff. Ajax is of course another
grandson of Aeacus, but he does not play a further role in the
ode.30

It is not stated here how Peleus’ !vfro!Ênh manifested itself,
but it seems quite likely that the terms alludes to his resistance to
the amorous attempts of Hippolyta, wife of Acastus, an episode
treated by the poet at some length in Pi. N. 5.26-37. Aristophanes
alludes to the same story when he makes his Stronger Argument
claim that Peleus got his knife on account of his !vfro!Ênh (Nu.
1067).31

Does Peleus’ !vfro!Ênh reflect in any sense on his historical
descendants? Achilles’ éretã certainly does: it is explicitly con-
nected in the final strophe with the athletic prowess of Nicocles
(61-65) and his nephew Cleandrus, who does his uncle’s
memory32 proud (65a-70). And since the historical Aeginetans
obviously take after their mythical ancestors in physical excel-
lence, there may be a subliminal suggestion that they have got a
share of the race’s quieter qualities as well, which suggests that
they are ‘good’ and ‘moderate’ rulers who further the political
and social stability of Aegina. But it is the athletic excellence of
the family that is emphasised here, and this emphasis on physical
manliness is perhaps not surprising in a poem that clearly be-
longs to the immediate aftermath of the Persian wars.

———
30 Cf. Carey (1981) 206.
31 Another allusion to Peleus’ surpassing !vfro!Ênh is Pl. R. 391c2.
32 Köhnken (1975) has suggested that Nicocles may well have been a victim

in the Persian wars. But Pindar does not tell us so, and it is strange that, if the
similarity between Nicocles and Achilleus is actually even greater than it now
seems, the poet should have failed to exploit this. See Carey (1981) 186-7.
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Something similar seems to be the case with Paean V I
(Maehler), once again a poem that shows a link to Aegina.33 In
line 144, another member of the house of Aeacus is called
!vfro]n°!taton. This time, it is most likely to be Aeacus himself,
and it may well be his capacity for settling disputes that is envis-
aged here, especially in view of the reference to the !tugÚ! ˜rkion
(155) and the verb dikã!ai (156). The lacunae in this context do
not allow us to infer more, but taken together the two poems
seem to suggest that, if the poet repeatedly addressed the
!vfro!Ênh of the Aeacids, the term must have been important
for the members of the historical Aeginetan elite.

Where Bacchylides stresses the importance of !aÒfrvn EÈnom¤a
for the Aeginetans, Pindar does the same in connection with the
Thebans, at the close of the fragmentary first Paean:

pr‹n Ùdunhrå gÆrao! !``[ ` ` ` ` `m]o`le›n,
pr¤n tiw eÈyum¤ai !kiaz°tv
nÒhm' êkoton §p‹ m°tra, fid≈n
 [^]dÊnamin ofikÒyeton.
fi]Ø fiÆ, nËn ı pantelØ! ÉEniautÒ!
äVra[¤] te Yem¤gonoi
plãj]ippon ê!tu YÆba! §p∞lyon
ÉApÒl]l̀v``nì d̀a`›ta filh!i!t°fanon êgonte!:
Paiå]n d¢ la«n geneån darÚn §r°ptoi
!≈]frono! ênye!in eÈnom¤a!.
(Pi. Pa. 1.5-10)

Before the painful .. of old age come near, let a man first put in
the shadow of happiness his mind, free of anger, in due measure,
if he sees the supply stored in his home.
Iê, Iê, now the completed Year and the Seasons, born of Themis,
have come to the horse-driving city of Thebes, bringing a garland-
accompanied meal to Apollo. Long may Paian crown the offspring
of its people with the flowers of !≈frvn eÈnom¤a.

———
33 This is explicitly the case for the third triad, subtitled Afig[inÆta]i`! | efi]!

Afi`a[kÒ]n | ]p`ro![Ò`]dion. It is not clear how this section relates exactly to the first
two triads (partly lost), which are said to be composed ‘for the Delphinians in
honour of Pytho’ (Delfo›! efi! Puy≈). The second of these seems relevant to
Aegina as well, since it recounts the deeds and death of two great Aeacids,
Achilles and Neoptolemus. For a full discussion of this problem, see now
Rutherford (2001) 298-338.
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The context here suggests an annual (§niautÒ!, œrai) festival
connected with the time of harvest (4, dÊnamin ofikÒyeton) and
the image of the ‘flowers’ of eÈnom¤a stresses the idea of fertility
and productivity. The context suggests peace and serenity rather
than discord and danger; there are no dark shadows here, ex-
cept for the happiness that eases the mind like a protecting
shadow.

Unfortunately, we do not have a date for the poem, but here
again, we seem to have a reflection of the cares of an aristocratic
regime under pressure both on account of inner-political ten-
sions and the threat of a strong democratic neighbour, Athens.34

Something of the same tension is felt in Paian IX Maehler, again
composed for Thebes, where the poet addresses the sun and asks
for the reason of its recent eclipse (the date may be that of the
partial eclipse of 17 February 478, or perhaps more probably the
complete eclipse of 30 April 46335), and includes war (pol°moio
… tinÒ!, 13) and civil strife (15, !tã!in oÈlom°nan) among the
catastrophes that such an eclipse may portend for the city. Later
on, in the mythological part of the same poem, we are told that
Thebes was entrusted by Apollo to the care of Tenerus, énor°a!
… ßkati !aÒfrono! (9.52), on account of his saophron manliness.
Tenerus is thus a mythological model ruler of Thebes, and seems
to be the paradigm for the oligarchs of the present, just as the
sons of Aeacus were for the Aeginetans. Moreover, he exhibits
much the same qualities as the Aeacids did, combining the
énor°a of the heroic warrior with the !aofro!Ênh characteristic of
the self-presentation of a conservative and ‘moderate’ aristo-
cratic regime.

The theme of !tã!i! threatening the stability of the good aris-
tocratic hegemony is relevant to yet another fragment of a The-
ban poem, Partheneion fr. 94, where the family of Aeoladas is
said to have incurred ‘hateful strife’ (§`x`y`rån [¶]r`in) on account of
their !≈frvn care for the city (62, ßne`[ke]n mèr̀¤̀m̀na! !≈frono!).

———
34 For a description of the fragmentary evidence on the history of Thebes

after the Persian Wars, and on the conflict with Athens leading up to a decade
of Athenian hegemony in Boiotia after the battle of Oinophyta in 457 BC, see
Demand (1982), 27-35.

35 See Boll (1909), 2354-5, Rutherford (2001), 192.
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Thus, the fragmentary evidence from Pindar and Bacchylides
offers essentially the same picture of political !vfro!Ênh as the
poems of the Corpus Theognideum: !vfro!Ênh is a quality both of
the ‘good’ aristocratic leaders who refrain from injustice against
their subjects, and of those citizens who acquiesce in the status
quo and refrain from !tã!i!. This political use of !vfro!Ênh
clearly reflects the interests of an elite under pressure, intent on
preserving the existing social order. All of these poems do in-
deed betray a distinctly ‘aristocratic’ bias. It can hardly be a coin-
cidence that the rhetoric of !aÒfrvn eÈnom¤a figures prominently
in poems composed for aristocratic regimes, and plays no role,
for instance, in Pindar’s extensive and very different propaganda
for the tyrants of Syracuse. !vfro!Ênh thus emerges as a slogan
in praise of moderate oligarchy. As we will see in chapter 7
(Thucydides), it is still used in this way near the end of the fifth
century, although Thucydides’ treatment suggests that this use of
the terms as a political slogan has become increasingly problem-
atic.

3. !vfro!Ênh in Private Life

The emergence of !vfro!Ênh as an oligarchic value in the poems
of Theognis, Pindar and Bacchylides, is perhaps the most strik-
ing use of the term in archaic poetry. In other poems, however,
we also have some glimpses of !vfro!Ênh in the private life of
the individual citizen. Here, we meet important early occur-
rences of a number of uses that will be much more prominent in
the literature of the classical period.36

In the sympotic love poetry from the Corpus Theognideum,
!vfro!Ênh is invoked a single time, in a prayer to Aphrodite for

———
36 I do not take account of the amusing poem Archilochos 328 West, in

which a decent life (b¤ou !aÒfrono!, 17) is contrasted to the wanton minds of
the whore and the man who plays the passive role in sex (katapÊgvn). This has
been shown to be a falsification, probably from the early sixteenth century, by
someone who had made thorough enquiries into the obscene vocabulary of
both Aristophanes and Hesychius; see Tarditi (1961), 311-6. Finally, in
Hipponax fr. 63.2, the sage Musôn (see Diog. Laert. 1.106-108) is said to be
proclaimed by Apollo to be an êndra !vfron°!taton.
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relief from pains and woes of love, and the restoration of the
happiness that belongs to the symposium:

Kuprogen°!37, paË!Òn me pÒnvn, !k°da!on d¢ mer¤mna!
yumobÒrou!, !tr°con d' aÔyi! §! eÈfro!Êna!

mermÆra! d' épÒpaue kakã!, dÚ! d' eÎfroni yum«i
m°tr' ¥bh! tel°!ant' ¶rgmata !vfro!Ênh!.

 (1323-6)

Cyprus-born, stop me from my woes, dispel the worries that eat
away my thymos, and restore me to cheerfulness again; put an end
to my bad troubles, and kind-heartedly38 grant me, when I have
reached the full measure of maturity, the deeds of !vfro!Ênh.

Here, !vfro!Ênh is the ‘quiet’ or ‘untroubled’ state of mind that
results from the absence of over-powering desire. This ap-
proaches the standard conception of !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of
desires’, though unlike most later occurrences, the present pas-
sage adopts the lover’s point of view rather than that of those
around him, and love is conceived as a source of distress rather
than as a potential source of unacceptable behaviour: it is a
source of distress and deflects from the joys of the symposium
(eÈfro!Êna!, 1324). There is a connection here between
!vfro!Ênh and maturity that is a standard phraes of popular mo-
rality: while !vfro!Ênh is consistently demanded from the
young,39 it is a commonplace observation that it is often only
achieved with old age.

As is to be expected in a collection of poetry related to the
symposion, drinking too is an important theme in the Corpus
Theognideum, and there is a number of poems that warn us about
the liabilities of excessive drinking. A good example is the poem

———
37 The mss. read Kuprog°nh, an aeolic vocative that elsewhere occurs only

in Alcaeus fr. 269b.1. Bekker was undoubtedly right to make the change here.
38 eÎfroni yum«i here refers to the kindness (‘a mind thinking good

thoughts’) with which the god grants her gifts, not to the cheerfulness with
which the worshiper accepts the gift, cf. AP Epigr. Dedic. 229.5 éll' ·lao!, Œnaj,
ZvoË! g°no! eÎfroni yum«i | !«ze.

39 After the examples of Telemachus and Apollo in chapter 2, !vfro!Ênh as
a special virtue of the good son is mentioned in an epigram by Simonides (fr.
513.4), where a dying son tells his father that the latter will never forget to long
for his son’s éretÆ and !vfro!Ênh.
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467-496,40 where the speaker, after announcing his departure,
dwells extensively on the improprieties of excessive drinking:

˘! d' ín Íperbãllhi pÒ!io! m°tron, oÈk°ti ke›no!
   t∞! aÈtoË gl≈!!h! karterÚ! oÈd¢ nÒou:
muye›tai d' épãlamna, tå nÆfo!i g¤netai afi!xrã,
   afide›tai d' ¶rdvn oÈd°n, ˜tan meyÊhi,
tÚ pr‹n §Δn !≈frvn, tÒte nÆpio!. éllå !Á taËta
   gin≈!kvn mØ p›n' o‰non Íperbolãdhn.
(479-487)

But whoever exceeds the measure of drinking is no longer in con-
trol of his own tongue and mind. He speaks inconsiderate things41

that to sober men are disgraceful, and he does not feel shame at
doing anything when he is drunk, being !≈frvn before, but now a
fool. You must recognise this and not drink wine to excess.

The point here is not that excessive drinking is unhealthy per se,
or that ‘a !≈frvn man’ will always be a moderate drinker, but
rather that a man who normally is !≈frvn will temporarily lose
that quality when drunk: the drunkard will say disgraceful things
(afi!xrã) and do anything without feeling afid≈!. In short, he will
not be !≈frvn anymore, but a fool, nÆpio!. Apparently that is
why the poet argues against compulsive drinking (pçn går
énagka›on xr∞m' énihrÚn ¶fu, ‘for any sort of compulsion is dis-
agreeable’, 472), which seems to have been the norm at the
symposion.42

The same thought is stated more crudely in the couplet 497-8:

êfrono! éndrÚ! ım«! ka‹ !≈frono! o‰no!, ˜tan dÆ
   p¤nhi Íp¢r m°tron, koËfon ¶yhke nÒon.
(497-8)

Of a man who is êfrvn and one who is !≈frvn alike, wine makes
the mind light, when he drinks to excess.

———
40 Line 472, pçn går énagka›on xr∞m' énihrÚn ¶fu, closely resembles

citations from Euenus by Aristotle (Met. 1015a28, EE 1223a31, Rhet. 1370a10,
with prçgm' instead of xr∞m’) and Plutarchus (Non posse suaviter vivi, 1102c, pçn
går énagka›on prçgm' ÙdunhrÚn ¶fu). This of course does not amount to proof
that the present poem is by Euenus; see Van Groningen (1966), 198.

41 For épãlamna, see Van Groningen ad v. 281.
42 Thus, in Pl. Smp. 176a5-e6, many words are spent to establish that at that

particular party, the day after a heavy night, there should be no compulsion to
drink more than one wants. Evidently, absence of compulsion was hardly the
norm.
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Here again the point is not that the !≈frvn will always refrain
from excessive drinking, but that excessive drinking leads to a
‘light mind’, and thus apparently to unacceptable behaviour,
both from one who normally is !≈frvn and does know how to
behave, and from his êfrvn foil who does not how to behave
anyway.43

If!vfro!Ênh emerges as control of desire, and as a check on
unacceptable behaviour, in songs from the symposium, it can
also manifest itself on occasion as a control of fear. In the sev-
enth of the so-called Homeric Hymns (To Dionysus), the pilot of
the pirates’ ship is credited with a !aÒfrvn thymos (h.Bacch. 49
kubhrnÆthn ... !aÒfrona yumÚn ¶xonta) on the ground that he
remains calm and unperturbed when the god reveals himself,
while the rest of the crew flees around him in panic. It is sug-
gested that he also shows !vfro!Ênh in another respect, for he
alone recognises the divine status of Dionysus (15 noÆ!a!) and
tries to keep his fellow pirates from taking him captive. Thus, the
use of the term !aÒfrvn reflects both his lack of fear and his re-
spect for the god.

The Homeric hymn To Dionysus, then, hints that the !≈frvn
will refrain, and dissuade others, from offending the gods. The
thought is expressed more directly by Pindar (P. 3.63) in a con-
solatory poem for the ailing Hiero of Syracuse.44 The poet here
expresses the wish that !≈frvn … X¤rvn might be still alive to
produce a second healer, and one who — unlike his predecessor
Asclepius — would refrain from breaking into the realm of the
divine by bringing back the dead from Hades. Here, then, the
‘wisdom’ of master Chiron is contrasted with his pupil’s desire to
achieve the impossible and ignore the limits of mortality (and, as
it seems, Hiero is subtly persuaded to accept the inevitable).

These clashes between the humane and the divine are, of
course, the stuff of mythology, and the link between !vfro!Ênh
and the idea that one should not offend the gods is especially
———

43 Similar standards of propriety apply in a poetic sententia by Phocylides,
who states that ‘many men seem to be !≈frone! if they walk in an orderly
fashion (!Án kÒ!mvi !te¤xonte!), whereas they are really light-minded
(§lafrÒn<o>o¤ per •Ònte!). This seems close to the ‘boyish’ good manners
extolled by the ‘Stronger’ LÒgo! from Clouds, and offered as a first attempt at
the definition of !vfro!Ênh by Charmides in the dialogue of the same name.

44 See Burton (1962), 78.
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prominent in Attic drama, notably Aeschylus. It is hardly, on the
other hand, a typical manifestation of !vfro!Ênh in every day
private life. To return to this sphere, then, the !vfro!Ênh of the
ordinary male citizen does not only manifest itself negatively, in
the control — or absence — of affects and undesirable types of
behaviour. It also manifests itself more positively in prudent ad-
ministration of one’s oikos. One of the main problems connected
with this issue is of course finding a suitable wife; accordingly, a
fragment of Hipponax (182) states that for a !≈frvn man, it is
best to find a wife of good character (trÒpon gunaikÚ! xrh!tÒn) ,
‘for this is the only dowry that saves his house’ (aÏth går ≤ pro‹j
ofik¤an !≈izei mÒnh, fr. 182.1-3).

From the male point of view, the main concern about a wife
seems to be how she deals with her husband and his estate. In
this connection, !vfro!Ênh is the virtue par excellence of the ‘good
wife’. In a diatribe against women, the poet Semonides (fr. 7 W.)
offers a seemingly exhausting list of all that can go wrong. The
poem starts with a catalogue of ten different types of women,
each taking after an animal or a natural phenomenon and in-
cluding only a single ‘good’ type. The catalogue includes the
dirty swine, the cunning fox, the curious and insolent dog, the
greedy earth, the changeable sea, the stubborn and sexually insa-
tiable donkey, the thievish weasel, the vain horse, the ugly and
shameless monkey, and — at the end of this rather depressing
list — the bee who takes good care of one’s estate (85 yãllei dÉ
ÍpÉ aÈt∞! képa°jetai b¤o!), begets a decent and respected off-
spring (tekoË!a kalÚn k»nomãkluton g°no!, 87) and does not en-
joy sitting with other women and talking about sex (91). The
poet then reverts to the observation that all other women are the
biggest evil wrought by Zeus, and adds that if a woman seemingly
fails to exhibit the bad ways summed up in the first part of the
poem, this is hardly a sign of her excellence, but rather of the
blindness of men to the faults of their own wives:

¥ti! d° toi mãli!ta !vfrone›n doke›,
aÏth m°gi!ta tugxãnei lvbvm°nh.
kexhnÒto! går éndrÒ!, ofl d¢ ge¤tone!
xa¤rou!' ır«nte! ka‹ tÒn, …! èmartãnei.
tØn ∂n d' ßka!to! afin°!ei memnhm°no!
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guna›ka, tØn d¢ toÈt°rou mvmÆ!etai:
(Semonides fr. 7 W., 108-9)

And she whom you may think is utterly sophron, she happens to act
most outrageously. The man gapes in admiration, but the neigh-
bours are happy to see that he as well is mistaken. Everyone will
praise his own wife when mentioning her, and he will blame the
other’s.

The catalogue at the beginning of the poem is one of the most
extensive enumerations of female ‘sins’ and gives the fullest pic-
ture of what the truly !≈frvn wife will not do.45 As in many pas-
sages in classical literature, loyalty and inconspicuous behaviour
are indeed the most salient features of the !≈frvn wife. But
there are also a few hints that being a !≈frvn woman does not
just entail the avoidance of a myriad of vices, but also includes a
few more positive aspects: the bee-like type of woman turns out
to be a good house-keeper, under whose influence a man’s estate
flourishes, and who bears him a decent number of good chil-
dren.

4 Conclusion

In what we have of archaic poetry, !≈frvn and cognates are not
exactly frequent, but some occurrences of the terms are highly
informative and very significant. (For a diagram that tries to
visualise the network connections between these uses, see Fig. 4
in Chapter 9.3.) Most important of all, no doubt, is the use of the
terms in political contexts in Theognis, Pindar and Bacchylides.
!vfro!Ênh here belongs to the language of an aristocratic elite
who wish to maintain the existing social order. In this context,
!vfro!Ênh is something of a two-sided affair: on the one hand, it
is the quality of the citizens who refrain from revolt and avoid
!tã!i!, on the other hand, it is recognised, especially in the po-
ems of the Theognidea, that those in power must also be !≈frone!

———
45 According to Verdenius (1968), 154 !vfrone›n here is used ‘besonders in

erotischer Hinsicht’; he cites A. Cho. 182, S. Fr. 682.2, E. Ba 314, IA 1159, Arist.
Pol. 1263b9. But here the context does not allow us to narrow down the
reference of !vfrone›n. It signals the wife’s avoidance of, or rather the
husband’s inability to perceive, the typical vices of all nine types of bad women.
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and refrain from injustice against their fellow citizens: thus, we
see how our terms are used to commend ‘restraint of injustice’,
and eÈnom¤a or ‘restraint of civil strife’.

This association of !vfro!Ênh and aristocratic politics is firmly
established by the end of the archaic period. In Attic drama
(chapters 4-6), it is criticised from a democratic point of view. By
contrast, we will see that in Thucydides (chapter 7), !vfro!Ênh is
frequently used as a positive characterisation not only of types of
government that distinguish themselves from Athens’s radical
democracy, notably Sparta, but also of the politics of the oligar-
chic coup of 411 in Athens itself. Plato’s Charmides (chapter 10)
similarly addresses these oligarchic connotations of !vfro!Ênh by
confronting Socrates with two representatives of the oligarchic
movement of the Thirty.

Otherwise, archaic poetry offers some comparatively early en-
counters with various types of !≈frone! that are familiar figures
from classical literature. Thus, !vfro!Ênh is used to commend
‘control of desire’ (and of shameful behaviour) and as well as
‘quietness’ and control of fear, and also the ‘prudence’ of the
man who takes good care of his estate. Besides, !vfro!Ênh is the
quality of the (really or supposedly) ‘good wife’, who is not
found guilty of those many vices to which Greek women were
always believed to be incurably inclined.



CHAPTER FOUR

AESCHYLUS

1. Introduction

In the last chapter on archaic poetry, we have seen how
!vfro!Ênh was used to commend ‘justice’ and ‘eÈnom¤a’ and
functioned as a slogan of political elites intent on the preserva-
tion of the status quo and the avoidance of civil strife. The trage-
dies of Aeschylus also focus to a large extent on war and vio-
lence, but they address these topics in an entirely different set-
ting and from a markedly different point of view. Tragedy gener-
ally does not leave much room for overt political propaganda,
but Eumenides provides one notable exception, and the play sug-
gests that the solution to the sequence of murder and retribu-
tion witnessed in Agamemnon and Choephori lies with the courts of
democratic Athens, whose citizens are !vfronoËnte! §n xrÒnvi,
‘for a long time to come’ (A. Eum. 1000).

Given the prominence of the themes of war and violence,
!vfro!Ênh is frequently invoked in praise of those who refrain
from undue aggression (section 2). In Seven Against Thebes, which
focuses on the civil war between the sons of Oedipus, the The-
bans use the term !vfro!Ênh in praise of Amphiaraus, who tries
to temper the aggression of his six fellow-warriors. !vfro!Ênh
also plays a role in the propaganda on the shield of Polynices,
who of course claims to have justice on his side and denies that
he is an aggressor. Violence on a more intimate, but no less
threatening, scale, the sequence of killings in the house of
Atreus, is the main theme of the Oresteia. Throughout the trilogy,
!vfro!Ênh is invoked in connection with the thought that such
violence should be stopped (Ag. 181, 351, Cho. 140, Eum. 521; by
contrast, at Eum. 136 Clytemnestra’s ghost strikingly, but charac-
teristically, appeals to the ‘good sense’ of the Erinyes when she
incites them to continue the pursuit of Orestes). The impact of
this ‘lesson to mankind’ is finally learned only by the Athenians.

In all these plays, there are strong religious overtones, and
Aeschylus is a main source for the idea that the !≈frvn will re-
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frain from offending the gods. Thus, in Seven Against Thebes, the
lack of ostentation of the !≈frvn Amphiaraus is contrasted to
the boastful and impious claims of most of his fellow warriors,
and the killings in Oresteia are said to ignore Zeus’ lesson to
mankind.

On the side of the victims of aggression (section 3),
!vfro!Ênh consists in an appropriate response to the distress of
imminent warfare, and takes the character of a quiet and con-
trolled response to fear. Women especially are urged to keep
quiet in distressful situations, and show !vfro!Ênh. Thus,
!vfro!Ênh is invoked in condemnation of the fearful cries of the
Theban women (Th. 186) by Eteocles, who at that stage of the
play still manages to keep up his calm resolve. The case of the
Danaids in Supplices is more complicated. Danaus keeps trying to
temper his daughters’ excitable responses to the various distress-
ful situations in which they find themselves (Supp. 198, 710, 724,
992), but there are clear hints that the girls are likely to turn
from victims into aggressors themselves, and that their father’s
injunctions will not meet with enduring success.

Finally, some Aeschylean characters who refer to !vfro!Ênh
show a strongly developed sense of hierarchy (section 4); to
them, !vfrone›n is the prerequisite of the socially inferior, who
should avoid offending their superiors by obeying and shutting
up. Authoritarian figures like Clytemnestra and Aegisthus in
Agamemnon, and Hermes in PV, do not accept being contradicted
by their supposed inferiors (the chorus of Argives, Prometheus).
From their mouths, the injunction to be !≈frvn amounts to an
order to obey and keep quiet (Ag. 1425, 1620, 1664, PV 982).
The passages in Agamemnon are especially telling, because there
is an implicit but unmistakable contrast between this !vfro!Ênh
of submissive acquiescence as demanded by the authorities in
Argos (the old men of Argos are not allowed to speak out against
the crimes committed by Clytemnestra and Aegisthus) and the
rather more ‘democratic’ !vfro!Ênh of the Athenian citizens
(Eum. 1000), who, by acquitting Orestes, put an end to violence
and reinstate peace and stability. Thus, Eumenides provides a rare
but striking use of !vfro!Ênh in an unequivocal piece of democ-
ratic, pro-Athenian propaganda.
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In what follows, no account is taken of Persians, a play that is of-
ten regarded as the illustration par excellence of the Aeschylean
conflict between Ïbri! and !vfro!Ênh, but in which the terms
are not used except in a single corrupt passage in the speech of
the ghost of Darius.

1
Of course, there is no doubt, at least in the

view of Darius, that Xerxes’ decision to yoke the Bosporos and
———

1

A. Pers. 829-31, prÚ! taËt' §ke›non ~!vfrone›n kexrhm°noi~ | pinÊ!ket'
eÈlÒgoi!i nouyetÆma!in, |l∞jai yeoblaboËny' ÍperkÒmpvi yrã!ei. (‘In view of
this, .... you must make him sensible by means of well-considered advice, to stop
from doing harm to the gods with over-boastful audacity.’) Commentators have
despaired over the phrase !vfrone›n kexrhm°noi from the author of the
Byzantine paraphrase (F in West) onwards: prÚ! taËta Íme›! ofl kexrhm°noi t∞i
!vfro!Ênhi, μ ofl xrÆizonte! ka‹ ofl y°lonte! !vfrone›n, pinÊ!kete ka‹ !unet¤zete
ka‹ !vfron¤zete §ke›non, tÚn J°rjhn, §n !uneto›! nouyetÆma!in, Àste l∞jai ka‹
paÊ!a!yai yeoblaboËnta ka‹ tØn §k t«n ye«n blãbhn pã!xonta diå t∞!
kenodoj¤a!. μ kexrhm°non ént‹ toË xre¤an ¶xonta ka‹ êjion ˆnta !vfrone›n. (‘In
view of this, you, who make use of your sôphrosunê, or who are willing and
prepared to be sôphrones, should make him, Xerxes, sensible, shrewd and
!≈frvn, by means of perceptive advice, in order that he may stop harming the
gods and suffering harm from the gods on account of his idle opinions. Or
else, read kexrhm°non, which means ‘to be in need of being !≈frvn’ and ‘to be
expected to be !≈frvn’.’)

kexrhm°noi can mean ‘making use of’, ‘having at one’s disposal’ (as in Od.
3.266, 14.421, 16.398 fre!‹ går k°xrhtÉ égay∞i!i); in this sense, the verb
requires a complement in the dative. Stewart’s conjecture t«i frone›n
kexrhm°noi (CR N.S. 11 (1961), 107), ‘making use of your good sense’, meets
this requirement, and yields acceptable sense. (It corresponds to the first
paraphrase in F.) For a parallel for tÚ frone›n without any specification, see E.
Ba. 389ff. ı d¢ tç! ≤!ux¤a! | b¤oto! ka‹ tÚ frone›n | é!ãleutÒn te m°nei ka‹ |
jun°xei d≈mata. As Diggle’s apparatus signals, at Chr. Pat. 1803, the expression
is ‘normalised’: tÒ te frone›n eÔ !vfrone›n t' §n t«i b¤vi | thre› tå pãny', …!
é!ãleuta pro!m°nein.

The participle can of course also mean ‘being in need of’. It then requires a
complement in the genitive. One should then both adopt the varia lectio
kexrhm°non (it is not the chorus but Xerxes who is ‘in need of good sense’) and
introduce a genitive of some kind (e.g. Broadhead’s …! fren«n kexrhm°non or
Butler’s toË frone›n kexrhm°non). This is less likely altogether.

There is no parallel to support the Byzantine commentator’s suggestion that
!vfrone›n kexrhm°noi may mean xrÆizonte! ... !vfrone›n, or West’s suggestion
that §ke›non !vfrone›n kexrhm°noi may mean ‘beseeching him to be sensible’.

Others take the phrase !vfrone›n kexrhm°non to mean ‘it having been
declared that one should be sensible’ (Broadhead), citing Ag. 1620 !vfrone›n
efirhm°non (‘while it has been said that you should be !≈frone!’) in support. The
source of the declaration is then supposed to be the oracle mentioned by
Darius at 739f. and 801. This, however, is an unusual interpretation of
kexrhm°non, and the verb would have to be followed either by a declaration of
what was about to happen, or a rather more practical instruction as to what to
do: !vfrone›n will hardly fit as the content of the instruction of an oracle.

So on balance, one should either adopt Stewart’s t«i frone›n kexrhm°noi, or
obelise the phrase.
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burn the temples of the gods on his way to conquering Hellas,
was taken rashly (744, n°vi yrã!ei) and ill-consideredly (749, oÈk
eÈboul¤ai), and that the king was not in his right mind to offend
the gods in this way.

2
In this sense, Xerxes is the historical coun-

terpart to the mythical aggressors of Seven Against Thebes. But the
words !≈frvn and cognates are not used except perhaps in that
single corrupt passage where Darius tells the chorus to teach
Xerxes some good sense,

3
and in fact most of the action of the

play tends to focus on the misery of the Persians rather than the
mentality of their king.

2. Restraint of Violence and Respect for the Gods:
Seven Against Thebes, Oresteia

Seven Against Thebes deals with the prospect of imminent civil war
from the perspective of the besieged city. Much attention is fo-
cused on the aggression of the attackers. Perhaps one should
assume that Polynices has a claim of his own and that Eteocles is
at least partly responsible for the conflict with his brother,

4
but

———
2

Cf. 725 À!te mØ frone›n kal«!, 750 tãdÉ oÈ nÒ!o! fren«n, 782 n°o! §Δn n°a
frone›, 808 éy°vn fronhmãtvn, 820 oÈx Íp°rfeu ynhtÚn ˆnta xrØ frone›n, 827f.
t«n ÍperkÒmpvn êgan | fronhmãtvn.

3
Similarly, the opposition between Persian Ïbri! and Greek !vfro!Ênh that

many read in the text of Persians (e.g. North (1966) 33, ‘Aeschylus draws in
Xerxes a paradigm of Ïbri! and makes an unequivocal contrast between the
barbarians whom he represents and the Greeks whose triumph at Salamis and
Plataea is due to their possession of the virtues that their enemies lack.’)
remains largely implicit. Of course it is true that Xerxes is a hybristic figure, but
the play contains little comment on the Greeks. When these are praised by
some of the Persian speakers in the play, it is not for their !vfro!Ênh, but
rather for their courage (e.g. 1024f. ÉIãnvn laÚ! oÈ fuga¤xma!. - êgan êreio!, cf.
349) and their martial skills which the Persians find very surprising in view of
the ‘democratic’ organisation of the Greek forces (241-4).4

This is difficult to decide on the basis of the text of Septem, in which the
events are seen through the eyes of the besieged Thebans alone. As for
Polynices, it appears that he thinks he has d¤kh on his side (cf. 644-8), though
the seer Amphiaraus warns him that no d¤kh is strong enough to warrant an
attack against one’s native city (cf. 584). Eteocles’ position and responsibility
are not discussed at all. It seems probable that in the lost earlier plays in the
trilogy, the poet gave more information on how the conflict between the two
brothers is to be assessed; in any case, one should not accept Eteocles’ views on
these matters uncritically, cf. Gagarin (1976) 120-5. Therefore, it is puzzling to
read that North (1966), 39, judges Eteocles ‘completely sôphrôn’, at least until
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the exclusively Theban characters in the play do not acknowl-
edge any such claim. By contrast, much is made of the boastful-
ness and violence of most of the warriors around Polynices, no-
where more so than in the long scene where the scout describes
each of them, and the excessive signs and claims on their shields,
to Eteocles.

The first five Argive warriors are, all in a roughly similar fash-
ion, described as a god-defying bunch of hooligans. First and
foremost among them is Tydeus, conspicuous for his animal-like
(391) aggression, his madly raging thirst for blood (380, 391,
élÊvn) and the ‘over-bold sign’ (387, Íp°rfron !∞mÉ) on his
shield. Even worse, if possible, is Capaneus, who defies the gods
by his claim that he will sack the city whether the god accepts it
or not (427f., yeoË te går y°lonto! §kp°r!ein pÒlin ka‹ mØ
y°lontÒ! fh!in) and has a picture on his shield accompanied by
the text ‘I will set fire to the city’ (prÆ!v pÒlin, 434). The third
man, Eteocles, adds to all this the impious claim that not even
Ares can throw him off the city-walls (469). Hippomedon carries
an image of Typhon on his shield (493). With Parthenopaeus,
finally, the insulting behaviour of these five reaches a climax: he
claims that he will sack the city of Cadmus against Zeus’ will
(531f. ∑ mØn lapãjein ê!tu Kadme¤vn b¤ai | DiÒ!) and, to insult
the Thebans, carries the image of the sphinx (541) on his shield.

The seer Amphiaraus makes for the greatest possible contrast
to the excessive violence and boastfulness of these five fellow-
warriors, and the scout introduces him by calling him an êndra
!vfron°!taton (568) and mentioning that he really is a good
warrior (569, êlkhn êri!ton mãntin, ÉAmfiãrev b¤an) rather than
a mere aggressor. Unlike his fellows, Amphiaraus has the cour-
age to speak up against Tydeus (570-5), and he warns Polynices
that the expedition will bring him neither philia from the gods
(580), nor good fame with posterity (581), nor, even if he will be
successful, co-operation from the present citizens of Thebes
(585-6): whatever Polynices’ claims may be, no right (d¤kh, 584)
will ever justify an expedition against one’s native city. On top of

———
the Erinys strikes him and he becomes possessed by the frenzy of war. His harsh
treatment of the Theban women (Th. 186) shows that he is not blameless. He
may be rational and calm, but he is irascible and authoritarian as well.
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all this, and in contrast to the ostentation of his colleagues, Am-
phiaraus has no sign on his shield, and the scout explains this by
pointing out that the seer does not want to seem the best, but be
the best (591-2).

The scout’s positive evaluation of Amphiaraus’ restraint is
echoed by Eteocles, who laments the fact that good men have to
suffer for the crimes of their fellows, and that Amphiaraus, a
!≈frvn d¤kaio! égayÚ! eÈ!ebØ! énÆr (610), will, because of his
association with unscrupulous men (éno!¤oi!i !ummige‹!
yra!u!tÒmoi!in éndrã!in, 611-2), be ‘dragged down’ (jug-
kayelku!yÆ!etai, 614) with them.

The enumeration !≈frvn d¤kaio! égayÚ! eÈ!ebØ! has often
been taken as an allusion (the second in extant Greek after Pi.
N. 74-75) to a canon of four ‘cardinal’ virtues.

5
In fact there is no

good evidence that anything like a fixed canon of virtues did ex-
ist before, or even in Plato,

6
but in any case the point of the pre-

sent enumeration is not so much that Amphiaraus possesses all
possible virtues, but rather that he fails to exhibit the specific
vices for which his colleagues are conspicuous, and the adjectives
are a pointed summary of his behaviour as narrated by the scout.
His opposition to the unrestrained violence of Tydeus
(!vfro!Ênh), his admonition that no claim is strong enough to
justify an expedition against one’s native city (dikaio!Ênh), his
status as a truly brave warrior who wants be rather than to seem
best (éretÆ), and his refusal to make any boastful, god-defying
claims (eÈ!°beia), all this sets him apart from his colleagues, and
the enumeration serves to drive home the differences.

In contrast to both the boundless aggression pictured on the
shields of the five Argive hooligans and the emphatic lack of os-
tentation on Amphiaraus’ part, the emblem on the shield of
Polynices is a careful piece of propaganda:

xru!Ælaton går êndra teuxe!tØn fide›n
êgei gunÆ ti! !vfrÒnv! ≤goum°nh
D¤kh d' êr' e‰na¤ fh!in, …! tå grãmmata
l°gei: katãjv d' êndra tÒnde, ka‹ pÒlin

———
5

So North (1966), 41n.18; cf. Bowra (1964), 181.
6

For a full and perceptive discussion of the matter see Pfeijffer (1999), 639-
42 on Pi. N. 3.74-5.
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ßjei patr≈ian dvmãtvn t' §pi!trofã!.
(A. Th. 644-8)

A man of beaten gold, looking like a warrior, is led on sôphronôs by
a woman. She claims to be Dike, as the inscription says: ‘And I will
bring this man back home, and he will have control over the city
of his fathers and the affairs of his house’.

Polynices’ claim is that the expedition against Thebes is not a
matter of aggression: instead, he claims to have Dike on his side.
The calm restraint of the figure of the goddess on his shield,
conveyed by the adverb !vfrÒnv! ≤goum°nh, ‘leading him on in a
restrained manner’ (i.e. calmly), contrasts sharply with the vio-
lent giants and monsters on the shields of some of his associates,
and serves to underline his claim that he only comes to take what
belongs to him anyway. From his point of view, this claim may be
understandable enough, but as the passage on Amphiaraus has
shown, the spectators are invited to regard any such claim as too
weak to justify an attack on one’s native city. From the perspec-
tive of Eteocles and the Thebans, Polynices is palpably wrong:
according to Eteocles, the Dike on the shield of his brother is ‘by
all rights misnamed’ (670 pand¤kv! ceud≈numo!), and the chorus
says that he makes ‘very bad claims’ (678 t«i kãki!tÉ aÈdvm°nvi).

The Oresteia deals with violence on a different scale: a sequence
of killing and retribution within the house of Atreus, beginning
in the distant past with the killings of the children of Thyestes,
and of Iphigenia, and continuing in the course of the trilogy
with the killings of Agamemnon and Cassandra, and of Clytemn-
estra and her lover Aegisthus. Throughout the trilogy, !vfrone›n
is invoked more than once in connection with the idea that it is
good to abstain from (further) violence, and thus to put an end
to this sequence of violence and retribution.

This complex of ideas is voiced for the first time by the chorus
in the parodos of Agamemnon, in a passage fraught with worries
about the fate that awaits Agamemnon. As they dwell on the be-
ginnings of the expedition to Troy, they soon reach Kalchas’
prophecy at Aulis (104-59). Calchas predicts Artemis’ demand
for the sacrifice of Iphigenia (147-50) as well as Clytemnestra’s
revenge for the death of her daughter (151-5), which he con-
nects with a m∞ni! (155) that ‘waits’ in the house of Atreus: ap-
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parently, the seer refers in general terms to retribution for the
killing of the children of Thyestes.

7
They then break off their

narration and state that if they really are to dispel their worries,
they can find no other authority for doing so than Zeus:

ZeÊ!, ˜!ti! pot' §!t¤n, efi tÒd' aÈ-
t«i f¤lon keklhm°nvi,
toËtÒ nin pro!enn°pv.
oÈk ¶xv pro!eikã!ai
     pãnt' §pi!taym≈meno!
plØn DiÒ!, efi tÚ mãtan épÚ front¤do! êxyo!
xrØ bale›n §thtÊmv!.
(A. Ag. 160-6)

Zeus, whoever he may be, if this is the name by which he wishes to
be called, this is how I address him. I cannot identify

8
anything,

throwing everything into the balance, save Zeus, if I must really
cast away the fruitless anguish from my thoughts.

Zeus, they claim, if ‘Zeus’ is indeed the appropriate name for the
supreme divine power, is the only possible source of relief, if the
burden which troubles their mind, their concern for Agamem-
non,

9
is indeed vain, and if they are really to cast it off.

10
For

———
7

Following Furley (1986) 109-21 and, in part, Lloyd-Jones (1962), 187-99,
Käppel (1997) 86-92 convincingly argues for the meal of Thyestes as the ‘cause’
of Artemis’ demand for the sacrifice of Iphigenia, which is otherwise not clearly
motivated in the text of the parodos of Ag. (see ibid. 106-9 for illuminating
schematic representations of the main interpretative positions). On Käppel’s
interpretation, Iphigenia’s sacrifice, ‘caused’ by the meal of Thyestes, has in
itself the double function of enabling the Greeks to conquer Troy and, more
importantly for the plot of the trilogy, being a cause for the killing of
Agamemnon (see ibid. 133).

8
As Smith (1980) 8-12 has shown, pro!eikã!ai (tinã tini) in classical times

does not mean ‘compare x to y’, but rather ‘identify an unknown x on the basis
of its likeness to y’. Cf. Bollack (1981), 216 ‘Quant à l’acte désigné par
pro!eikãzein, il semble qu’il ne désigne pas une simple comparaison, mais une
mise en rapport devant aboutir à une identification.’

To the passages discussed by Smith, one may add A. Th. 431 tå! d' é!trapã!
te ka‹ keraun¤ou! bolå! | me!hmbrino›!i yãlpe!in prosÆika!en, ‘he [Kapaneus]
claims that the lightning and thunder [of Zeus] are merely like the midday
heat’; E. El. 559 ∑ pro!eikãzei m° tvi;, ‘does he [the old servant] identify me
[the as yet unrecognised Orestes] as someone?’, Rh. 696 t¤ni proseikã!v; ‘With
whom am I to identify [this man]?.9

I here concur with Denniston-Page ad 160ff.: ‘The Chorus has in mind
(153ff.) the danger which impends over Agamemnon on his return.’ Fraenkel
ad loc. credits the chorus with theological concerns which seem very irrelevant
to the dramatic context: ‘Thus tÚ mãtan êxyo! is the burden of the folly which
induces men to believe that Zeus is not the almighty ruler, who directs all that
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Zeus, they state in the antistrophe, has done away with his violent
predecessors, Uranus, ‘swollen with all-fighting boldness’ (pam-
mãxvi yrã!ei brÊvn, 168), and Cronus, and has instituted a new
and (it is taken) permanent regime. By putting an end to vio-
lence and strife, he has now a ‘lesson’ to impart to mankind:

tÚn frone›n brotoÁ! ıd≈-
     !anta, tÚn pãyei mãyo!
y°nta kur¤v! ¶xein.
!tãzei d' ény' Ïpnou prÚ kard¤a!
mnh!ipÆmvn pÒno!: ka‹ par' ê-
     konta! ∑lye !vfrone›n.
daimÒnvn d° pou xãri! b¤aio!
     !°lma !emnÚn ≤m°nvn.
(A. Ag. 176-83).

———
is done among mankind.’ Smith (1980) 17-8, takes the lines to mean that ‘they
have tried to explain to themselves Iphigenia’s death, but they have found no
ready way to make sense of it.’ But in view of the reference to Clytemnestra’s
revenge in 151-5, their worries are likely to be rather more specific.

10
I take it that efi … xrØ bale›n §thtÊmv! signals that they very much doubt

whether there is indeed a good reason to do away with their fear. The point of
mãtan would then be that their fear is of no avail (cf. LSJ s.v.) rather than that
there is no good reason for being afraid. (Both Fränkel and Denniston-Page
take §thtÊmv! here in opposition to mãthn to mean ‘truly to cast off the vain
burden of anxiety’.)

Unlike efi xrÆ + inf. praes., which implies that there can be no doubt that the
act described by the infinitive is indeed the thing to do (‘if one is to do x, as is
clear by now’), efi xrÆ + inf. aor. is used when it is still open to debate whether
the action described by the infinitive is indeed to be done (‘if one is to do x,
and not something else’).

For the inf. praes., cf. E. Hcld. 491 (A girl has to be sacrificed) efi xrØ m¢n
≤mç!, xrØ d¢ tÆnd' e‰nai pÒlin, ‘if we, and if this city must remain (as of course
is desirable).’ E. Ba. 207-9 oÈ går diÆirhx' ı yeÒ!, oÎte tÚn n°on | efi xrØ xoreÊein
oÎte tÚn gera¤teron, | éll' §j èpãntvn boÊletai timå! ¶xein. ‘For the god has
singled out no-one, neither young nor old, if (as is the case) one has to dance,
no, he wants to be honoured by all.’

For the inf. aor., cf. S. Tr. 749 efi xrØ maye›n !e, pãnta dØ fvne›n xre≈n, ‘If
you must know, I obviously have to say everything.’ E. Alc. 110 kom¤zet', efi xrØ
tÆnde d°ja!yai dÒmoi!, ‘bring her in, if I must receive her in my house.’

In Ag. 165-6, the inf. aor. in combination with §thtÊmv! conveys that they
very much doubt whether they really are to forget their cares. For §thtÊmv! in
expressions implying disbelief, cf. A. Ag. 1296-8, efi d' §thtÊmv! | mÒron tÚn
aÍt∞! o‰!ya, p«! yehlãtou | boÚ! d¤khn prÚ! bvmÚn eÈtÒlmv! pate›!; ‘If you
really know your own death, why do you, in the manner of a cow driven by a
god, walk to the altar unperturbedly?’; S. El 1452 ∑ ka‹ yanÒnt' ≥ggeilan …!
§thtÊmv!; ‘Did they indeed bring the message that he really died?’; E. Alk. 1154
guna›ka leÊ!!v tØn §mØn §thtÊmv!; ‘My wife, is it really her I see?’
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(Zeus), who puts men on the path of having sense, who has laid
down the rule that ‘understanding through experience’ holds
good. But instead of sleep, a pain that is mindful of misery drips
in the heart; even to those who do not want it good sense will
come. And as to the gods, their favour may, it seems, be forceful,

11

as they sit on their august seats.

By means of his victory over Cronus, Zeus has put an end to a
cycle of strife and violence between the gods. The new ‘law’
which he has now laid down for all men is indicated here in very
general terms: frone›n ‘to have sense’, and pãyei mãyo!, ‘learn-
ing/understanding through experience’. In this context, this
much-discussed proverbial phrase

12
is best taken to mean that he

who commits a grave error shall experience (‘suffer’) its conse-
quences and thereby recognise his error. This may amount to no
more than that the wrongdoer will be punished and suffer in re-
turn: this is what eventually happens to both Agamemnon and
Clytemnestra, and this is the meaning of the more ‘nihilistic’
variations of the maxim encountered at Ag. 1564 paye›n tÚn
¶rjanta and Cho. 313, drã!anta paye›n. But it is at least implied
here that man may learn from the pãyh of others and refrain
from doing wrong to others before suffering himself.

13
This must

be what is meant by frone›n and it must be this on which the

———
11

I follow Page and others in accepting Turnebus’ conjecture b¤aio! for
bia¤v! at 182. For a radically different interpretation see Pope (1984) 100-13,
and its rejection by Conacher (1976) 328-36.

12
See especially the extensive discussions of Smith (1980) 21-6 and Bollack

(1981) 223-8.13
This interpretation of pãyei mãyo! is closer to that of Conacher (1987), 11-

2 and 83-5, than to Fraenkel (1950) 113 and Denniston-Page (1957) 85, who
both offer a more restricted view of Zeus’ lesson and more or less equate pãyei
mãyo! to ‘the doer shall suffer’ (Ag. 1564 paye›n tÚn drã!anta, Cho. 313
drã!anta paye›n). But if Zeus’ lesson of pãyei mãyo! does indeed allow of a
relatively ‘optimistic’ interpretation (Conacher (1987) 83), it seems clear that
the chorus is not very optimistic about the chances for their masters.

Others, including Gagarin (1976) 139-50, Smith (1980), 26-30, Thiel (1993)
104-110 and Käppel 94n.131, relate pãyei mãyo! to the punishment of Paris for
the rape of Helen, and regard the hymn as an expression of hope for an
auspicious end to the Trojan war, and therewith as essentially unrelated to the
theme of violence and retribution in the house of Atreus. To my mind the
main arguments against this view are (i) its dramatic inappropriateness in this
part of the chorus’ narration: after Calchas’ prophecy, a prayer for a good end
to the Trojan War seems impossibly evasive, and (ii) the unmistakable
relevance of the violence of Zeus’ ancestors (168-72), stopped only by Zeus’
himself, to the events in the house of Atreus, stopped only by Orestes’ acquittal.
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chorus found their tenuous hope: Agamemnon may not suffer
after all, if Clytemnestra is prepared to take Zeus’ lesson to heart
and refrain from violence herself, as her present offerings of
thanksgiving may seem to imply.

But the chorus’ hopes do not last: their ‘pain that is mindful of
misery’ (mnh!ipÆmvn pÒno!, 180) takes over. Not all are prepared
to take Zeus’ lesson to heart without more ado. Those who are
not (êkonta!, 180-1) will have to learn to !vfrone›n (181) the
hard way. To them, the ‘favour’ of the gods (the lesson they will
have to learn) will rather be a ‘forceful’ one, a xãri! b¤aio!.
Though the Argive elders do not yet fully accept this as an ines-
capable certainty (note the force of pou, diminishing the asser-
tive value of the statement

14
), they evidently fear that their mas-

ters are among those who will learn Zeus’ lesson the hard way,
on the principle of pãyei mãyo!.

!vfrone›n, then, here commends the sensible restraint of those
who wisely do away with the use of violence and retribution as a
means to solve internal conflicts, whether they do so willingly, or
have to ‘learn’ this good sense through suffering. The members
of the house of Atreus exemplify the latter, and the theme of
their learning a hard lesson runs through the trilogy.

By contrast, the Athenian d∞mo! in Eumenides, where the
theme of strife in the house of Atreus is elevated to a more uni-
versal political dimension, constitutes an example of a body of
men who willingly do away with this kind of violence. The institu-
tion of the Areopagus as a court to settle matters of murder and
manslaughter in a ‘proto-democratic’ fashion, by vote, puts an
end to the concatenation of killing and revenge that we have
been witnessing through the course of the trilogy. It is the en-
during good sense of the Athenians that the Erinyes acknowl-
edge when they hail the Athenian people as !vfronoËnte! §n
xrÒnvi (Eu. 1000), ‘showing good sense in the course of time’,
i.e. for a long time.

15
Earlier on, they believed that stronger de-

———
14

On this interpretation, pou qualifies the assertive value of daimÒnvn xãri!
b¤aio!, ‘from the gods, there may well be a favour that is forceful’. Fraenkel,
reading bia¤v! (qualifying !°lma ≤m°nvn), takes pou as qualifying the assertion
that the ‘hard lesson’ from the gods is indeed a xãri!; ‘there is, I think, a
blessing’.

15
!vfronoËnte! §n xrÒnvi is usually taken as ‘becoming !≈frone! in time’

(e.g. Goldhill (1984) 277) and has puzzled critics who note that the Athenians
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terrents (i.e. they themselves in their original function) were
necessary to keep people from violence; they thought that ‘it is
good to show restraint under constraint’, jumf°rei !vfrone›n
ÍpÚ !t°nei (ibid. 520-1); now Athena has persuaded them that the
law and the court of the Areopagus will actually be more effec-
tive.

If the gods themselves take their time to understand the im-
plications of Zeus’ new order — in Choephori, it is Apollo himself
who urges Orestes to kill his mother — it is not surprising that
most of the human protagonists utterly fail to do so. For Aga-
memnon himself it is all too late. Naturally enough, he is unwill-
ing at first to sacrifice his daughter, but then he sees that the sac-
rifice is inescapable if the expedition to Troy is to come about
and he proceeds to ‘put on the yoke of the inescapable’ (218).

16

Clytemnestra is even more single-mindedly determined. The
first time we meet her, she claims to be worried about the safe
return of the victorious army. She tells the chorus that the army
may not keep from sacking the temples of the gods, that the spir-

———
(unlike the Eumenides) have not gone through a perceptible change, and can
hardly be described as ‘becoming !≈frone!’. Sommerstein ad loc. proposes to
take §n xrÒnvi as meaning in due time, i.e. before suffering anything untoward’,
or to take the whole phrase as meaning ‘At last do we meet with a body of men
endowed with !vfro!Ênh.’

But the inceptive interpretation of the phrase !vfronoËnte! §n xrÒnvi is
unwarranted. It is true that §n xrÒnvi, ‘in the course of time’, when connected
with a verb indicating a punctual or a terminative action, means ‘(x
happens/comes about) in the course of time’, i.e. ‘in the long run, after a long
time.’ See e.g. Pi. P. 8.15 b¤a d¢ ka‹ megãlauxon ¶!falen §n xrÒnvi, and cf. A.
Supp. 138, 938, A. 857 etc. But when §n xrÒnvi is connected with a verb
describing a state, a position, or a durative and/or repeated action, this means
that ‘x is the case in the course of time’, i.e. ‘for a long time’. Cf. A. Eum. 498,
pollå dÉ ¶tuma paidÒtrvta | pãyea pro!m°nei tokeË-|!in §n xrÒnvi.; E. Or. 980,
ßtera d' ßtero! éme¤betai | pÆmat' §n xrÒnvi makr«i.; Pl. Phdr. 278d9, tÚn mØ
¶xonta timi≈tera œn sun°yhken μ ¶gracen ênv kãtv str°fvn §n xrÒnƒ, prÚw
êllhla koll«n te ka‹ éfair«n.

Groeneboom follows Weil’s !vfronoËnte! ¶mfrono!, sensible f¤loi of a sensible
goddess, thus creating an unnecessary and rather mannered parallelism to
pary°nou f¤la! f¤loi.16

The phrase énãgka! ¶du l°padnon seems to point to a conscious decision
on Agamemnon’s part to do what he had to do anyway (double
determination). Thus, it seems wrong to assume that, since énãgkh ‘forced’ him
to kill Iphigenia, he himself was not responsible. See Conacher (1987) 85-92
for a full discussion of this issue. Käppel (1997) 123-126 argues that énãgka! ¶du
l°padnon relates only to Agamemnon’s acceptance of his present ‘Zwangslage’,
not of his future ‘fate’ and death.
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its of the dead may be turned against them, or that something
altogether unexpected may happen to endanger their home-
coming. For these sensible words, she is duly praised by the cho-
rus: ‘Madam, you are speaking sensibly like a man of sensible
restraint’ (gÊnai, kat' êndra !≈fron' eÈfrÒnv! l°gei!, 351). The
‘good sense’ which Clytemnestra appears to be showing here is
in fact exactly the kind of good sense that, in Persians, Xerxes
lacked, and close kin to the good sense of Amphiaraus in Seven
Against Thebes: she seems to be aware that one should not offend
the gods. But of course there is a touch of dramatic irony in this
assessment: the spectators know only too well that, on account of
her liaison with Aegisthus, Clytemnestra is in fact a prototypical
example of a woman who is not !≈frvn. And on the basis of their
knowledge of the myth, the spectators also have a very good rea-
son to assume that she will indeed act ‘like a man’ (cf. the refer-
ence early in the play to her éndrÒboulon k°ar, line 11), not in
the sense of showing anything like the good sense that is associ-
ated here with the male gender, but in the sense of assisting
Aegisthus in killing her husband.

Thus, it is no surprise that near the start of Choephori, we over-
hear Electra praying to the ghost of Agamemnon that she may
become much more !≈frvn than her mother:

§lye›n d' ÉOr°!thn deËro !Án tÊxhi tin‹
kateÊxoma¤ !oi, ka‹ !Á klËy¤ mou, pãter:
aÈt∞i t° moi dÚ! !vfrone!t°ran polÁ
mhtrÚ! gen°!yai xe›rã t' eÈ!ebe!t°ran.
(A. Cho. 138-41)

Let Orestes come back by some stroke of good fortune, I pray
thee, and I ask you to listen to me, father; and for me myself I ask
you to grant me that I may become more prudent by far than my
mother and more reverent in deeds.

Most commentators take !vfrone!t°ran (140) as a reference to
Clytemnestra’s liaison with Aegisthus, and eÈ!ebe!t°ran as a ref-
erence to the murder on Agamemnon.

17
This does indeed seem

———
17

See e.g. Garvie ad loc.: ‘Electra is evidently thinking mainly of chastity,
contrasted with Clytaemestra’s adultery, while in xe›ra eÈ!ebe!t°ran it is the
murder of Ag. that she has in mind. There is no need to suppose
(Ammendola) [=ed. 1948] that it is the thought of bloodshed that terrifies
her.’; Groeneboom: ‘!vf. wijst op het overspel, eÈ!. op den moord’.
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to be what Electra has in mind, though Bowen is surely right to
note that, apart from some passing references in Ag. 856-7, 1204,
1439, 1441, and Cho. 916-17, Aeschylus makes ‘virtually no use of
sexual relations as a theme’.

18
But for a spectator who has kept

the hymn to Zeus of Agamemnon in mind, there is now something
more to being !≈frvn than mere conformity to the conventional
view that a wife should be faithful to her husband: it requires a
fundamental change in the way one deals with conflicts within
the family and the state. Clytemnestra also lacked !vfro!Ênh in
that sense, because she insisted on revenge for Iphigenia. And
Electra herself is as unprepared to accept this type of !vfro!Ênh
as were Agamemnon and Clytemnestra.

19
While she will indeed

keep her hands clean, she is only too eager for Orestes to come
to do all the dirty work.

Orestes, then, is the only human individual in the trilogy who
is ultimately able to benefit from Zeus’ new law, if perhaps with-
out himself embodying its ideology.

20
When he eventually gets

his acquittal in Athens, Orestes swears allegiance to Athens and
returns safely home.

Thus, in both Seven Against Thebes and Oresteia, !vfro!Ênh func-
tions as the restraint of unacceptable forms of violence. On the
human level, this restraint should prevent civil wars and murder
within the o‰ko!, and if the ‘offenders’ of these plays (Polynices,
Agamemnon, Clytemnestra) all have their own reasons for acting
as they do, it is invariably clear that these ends never justify their
drastic means. On the divine level, violence within the family or
against one’s community offends the gods. To this extent, there
is also a religious dimension to this restraint of violence, and

———
18

Bowen (1986), 51.
19

While Electra’s ‘innocent tones’ (Conacher (1987), 105) avoid an
unequivocal reference to the vengeance she has in mind, the audience will not
fail to see through the double entendre. Lebeck (1971), 103, bluntly states that
‘on the lips of Electra the traditional piety of this ... prayer [for vengeance] is
sacrilege.’

20
At Eum. 44, the priestess in Delphi finds him at the altar, sitting !vfrÒnv!.

The adverb however means ‘quietly’ here, as it usually would, and does not
imply that Orestes, at this stage at least, embodies the ideal of non-violence
(Eum. 44).
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!vfro!Ênh is used in a second way to commend the avoidance of
religious offences.

3. Quiet behaviour and Control of Emotion: Seven Against Thebes,
Suppliant Women

Whereas in the case of potential aggressors, there is a contrast
between the control of violence of some and the aggression of
the others, victims of an attack are torn between fear and dismay
and composure. Women especially are represented as especially
prone to extravagant displays of distress, but in such crises, an
open show of emotion is unacceptable. When the Theban
women unequivocally show their panic in the parodos of Seven
Against Thebes, Eteocles calls them yr°mmata éna!xetã, ‘unbear-
able creatures’ (182), and !vfrÒnvn mi!Æmata, ‘creatures hated
by any sensible person’ (186).

21
Of course, Eteocles here poses as

the reliable, calm leader of the city, intent on keeping up deco-
rum even in a state of crisis, even though the very vehemence of
his rebuke raises the question whether he is as !≈frvn as he pre-
tends. Later on in the play, Eteocles indeed loses his calm: he is
now seized not by fear, but by anger (ÙrgÆn, 678) and he lusts for
war (dor¤margo! êta, 687). The tables are now turned, and it is
now the chorus who try to calm down their king. The chorus,
however, avoid the suggestion that the king’s anger is unaccept-
able (the term !vfro!Ênh does not occur); rather, they fear that
it is dangerous to go war in such a rage.

Suppliant Women is another play in which an imminent battle,
and the strong fears it provokes, plays an important role, but
here the situation is very different. The Danaids are a group of
victims who conspicuously lack !vfro!Ênh in the sense that they
have great difficulty in controlling their emotions: they react in a
forceful and potentially even violent manner to their precarious

———
21

Once again, one should not accept Eteocles’ view of the chorus without
questioning. For the conflict between Eteocles and the chorus as a conflict of
‘male’, militaristic and female values, see Gagarin (1976), 151-62.
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situation, and thus constantly threaten to become aggressors
themselves.

Thus, when towards the end of the parodos the girls have
threatened to hang themselves and commit themselves to the
Zeus of the underworld if the Olympian Zeus fails to take note of
their plight (154-61), thereby involving the Argives in a m¤a!ma,
Danaus enters with a summons to their good sense (pa›de!,
frone›n xrÆ, 176) and urges his daughters to calm down and as-
sume the proper modesty of suppliants:

fyogg∞i d' •p°!yv pr«ta m¢n tÚ mØ yra!Ê
tÚ mØ mãtaion d' §k ~met≈pv !vfron«n
‡tv pro!≈pvn ˆmmato! par' ≤!Êxou:
ka‹ mØ prÒle!xo! mhd' §folkÚ! §n lÒgvi
g°nhi: tÚ t∞ide kãrt' §p¤fyonon g°no!.
m°mnh!o d' e‡kein: xre›o! e‰ j°nh fugã!:
yra!u!tome›n går oÈ pr°pei toÁ! ¥!!ona!.
(A. Supp. 197-203)

And let your speech be accompanied by an air of not-boldness,
and let no idle threat spring forth from ... your calm faces and
quiet eyes. And do not be over-eager or tedious in your speech:
the people over here strongly disapprove of that. Take care to
yield: you are a banished stranger in need. To speak boldly does
not befit the weaker ones.

The transmitted text of the second half of line 198, §k met≈pv
!vfron«n, is corrupt: met≈pv can hardly be right in view of
pro!≈pvn in the next line, especially since there can be little
doubt that pro!≈pvn (‘faces’) rather than met≈pvn (‘fore-
heads’) is the more appropriate word here. Good sense is ob-
tained if we accept Dindorf’s !e!vfroni!m°nvn: !e!vfroni!m°nvn
... pro!≈pvn would mean ‘faces that have been made !≈frone!’,
i.e. that have adopted the modest demeanour of young women.

22

This introduces a by no means unwelcome signal for what was
implicitly clear from the context, that their faces are far from
calm at present. The comparatively rare middle perfect partici-
ple presents no difficulty: it is paralleled by the adverb
!e!vfroni!m°nv! at line 724.

23
Otherwise, one should accept that

———
22

For the sense, cf. Hesych. p 1474 pepnum°non !tÒma: !e!vfroni!m°non.
!ighlÒn.

23
The perfect !e!vfron¤!yai is used in classical times at Pl. Phd. 69a4 (in the

deliberately paradoxical phrase t«i trÒpon tina diÉ ékola!¤an aÈtoÁ!



AESCHYLUS 115

met≈pv is corrupt and retain !vfrÒnvn, accented as an adjective
rather than a participle.

24
Either way, the general sense is clear:

Danaus urges his daughters to drop their fierce emotional atti-
tude: they should refrain from uttering bold (yra!Ê) and vain
(mãtaion)

25
threats, and beware of irritating the notoriously reti-

cent Argives by a profusion of speech; instead, they should as-
sume the quiet and modest attitude that befits a suppliant.

The association between !vfro!Ênh and ≤!ux¤a as an appro-
priate response to distressful situations is again in evidence when
the Egyptians arrive, and Danaus tells them not to panic, but to
consider their situation in a calm and restrained manner:

éll ≤!ux«! xrØ ka‹ !e!vfroni!m°nv!
prÚ! prçgm' ır«!a! t«nde mØ émele›n ye«n.
(A. Supp. 724-5)

But you must in a quiet and becalmed manner keep an eye on the
situation, and never ignore the gods over here.

The Danaids do in fact intermittently manage to be calm during
the play. This is when Danaus brings the news that the king’s
plea on their behalf at the assembly has been successful. They
now drop the harsh and threatening tones they had used before
and exhort each other to utter ‘good prayers in reward for good
things’ on behalf of the Argives (625f. êge dØ l°jvmen §p'
ÉArge¤oi! | eÈxå! égayå! égay«n poinã!). The choral song that
follows is indeed a prayer for the welfare of Argos, and when it is
finished, Danaus re-enters to tell them that such a prayer was in-
deed in order: eÈxå! m¢n afin« tã!de !≈frona!, f¤lai, ‘these sen-
sible prayers I heartily approve of, my daughters’ (710). The
point of the adjective !≈frona! here is that these prayers dis-

———
!e!vfron¤!yai, ‘that in a way they have acquired restraint because of their
licentiousness’, quoted by Stob. 3.4.122 and Iamb. Protr. 66) and X. Cyr. 3.1.19.
Otherwise, it is found at schol. E. Or. 129; schol. Il. 2.212; Phalar. Ep. 129.1;
Hist. Alex. Magn. 3.33.7; Cassius Dio 45.27.3; 53.4.1; Plt. Pomp. 31.6; Hesych. p
1474; Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 42, 36.485.43; Michael Psellus Or. 1.2749;
and Constantinus Porphyrogenitus De virtutibus 1.356.22.

24
Cf. Friis Johanson and Whittle ad loc.25
When used of thoughts or utterances, mãtaio!, commonly translated

‘vain’ or ‘idle’, means ‘unjustified, having no basis in the situation’ rather than
‘empty’. Cf. PV 329 gl≈sshi mata¤ai zhm¤a prostr¤betai, Th. 438f. t«n toi
mata¤vn éndrã!in fronhmãtvn | ≤ gl«!!' élhyØ! g¤gnetai katÆgoro!, Ag. 1662
éllå toÊ!de moi mata¤an gl«!!an œd' épany¤!ai .
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pense with the violent threats they had used before in favour of a
benevolent calm.

If the Danaids are prone to both fear and violence, they do
possess !vfro!Ênh in a different sense, in that they are prepared
to defend their virginity at all costs. When the girls are finally
allowed to enter their new city, Danaus sends them on their way
with yet another ‘admonition’ or ‘summons to good sense’
(!vfron¤!ma!in, 992). These !vfron¤!mata come down to the
suggestion that the girls should guard their chastity no matter
what: he realises that they are young and beautiful, and that this
could get them into trouble in their new-found refuge much as it
did back in Egypt. Their long and arduous escape would then
have been in vain, and that would make them a disgrace to their
father and a laughing-stock for their father’s enemies (1006-9).
Therefore, Danaus tells his daughters to value tÚ !vfrone›n, here
meaning their chastity, above all other things.

mÒnon fÊlajai tã!d' §pi!tolå! patrÒ!
tÚ !vfrone›n tim«!a toË b¤ou pl°on.
 (A. Supp. 1012-13)

Only do keep these injunctions of your father’s in mind, valuing
!vfro!Ênh more highly than life.

This passage is commonly regarded as one of the earliest of
many instances where !vfro!Ênh in women includes restraint in
sexual matters.

26
But it is important to note that the !vfro!Ênh

of the Danaids is not that of the married woman who is supposed
to shy away from intimate contacts with other men; the Danaids
are unmarried girls who, as long as this status is to prevail, are
supposed to keep their virginity at any cost. There is a hint in
Danaus’ words, and elsewhere in the vehement terms in which
the girls express their abhorrence of marriage with the Egyp-
tians, that the girls should and will go to extremes to preserve

———
26

Friis Johanson and Whittle ad loc. cite Cho. 140, S. Fr. 682.2, and E. Andr.
596, El. 923, Hipp. 80, 399, 494, 1365, IA 544, fr. 446.2, 503.2. None of the
instances from the complete extant dramas is exactly parallel to Supp. 1013. Of
the four instances from Hipp., 80 and 1365 refer to the ritual chastity that
Hippolytus values so highly, 399 and 494 to the good sense that Phaedra cannot
exhibit due to her love. Cho. 140 and El. 923 refer to Clytemnestra’s lack of
faithfulness, Andr. 596 and IA 544 (indirectly) to that of Helen.
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this ‘chastity’.
27

Here again, the ‘victims’ are likely to turn into
aggressors themselves, as of course they will in the lost plays of
the trilogy. That the theme of virginity preserved at a high price
is indeed important to the remainder of the trilogy, is confirmed
by the song of exit, in which the Danaids once more invoke the
help of Artemis to escape marriage (1018-33), whereas their ser-
vant maidens warn that one cannot completely ignore Cypris.

28

Thus, we see that in the violent conflicts of these plays, the
women, who in principle are victims rather than aggressors, are
required to keep their emotions in check, and react calmly in
situations of danger and distress. The Theban women from Seven
Against Thebes initially simply conform to the stereotype of
women who fail to keep calm in distress; the Danaids are rather
more complex: they are not only fearful but also assertive and
even prone to aggression, and they constantly have to be re-
minded of the ‘script’ of appropriate behaviour: as suppliants,
they have to assume an air of quiet modesty before their protec-
tors without showing undue emotion or aggression; as unmar-
ried girls, they are also to guard their prized virginity.

4. Subjects And Authorities: Obedience

Apart from the !vfro!Ênh, or the lack of it, of ‘aggressors’ and
‘victims’, the plays of Aeschylus also offer some examples of how,
in the interaction between superiors and subjects, a summons to

———
27

This is not necessarily to say that the Danaids have ‘a horror of male
contact of any form’. (Winnington-Ingram (1961), 144.) Psycho-sexual
interpretations of the play which relate the Danaids’ repulsion of the marriage
to their cousins to a horror of men in general (notably Fritz (1936),
Winnington-Ingram (1961), Lesky (1964), 70 and Kraus (1984) 105) or to a
special intimacy with their fathers (a.o. Caldwell (1974) and Zeitlin (1988) 231-
259) are probably anachronistic in method. The point is, simply, that they have
had to go to great lengths to avoid this particular marriage, and now cannot
and will not do away lightly with the virginity they have tried so hard to
preserve.

For a critique of the various ‘psychosexual’ interpretations, see Rohweder
(1998) 102-105 and 154-5.28

The sentiment expressed in 1034-52 is quite incompatible with 1018-33;
therefore, it seems reasonable to suppose that Kirchhoff was right to attribute
these verses to a chorus of servant women.
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!vfro!Ênh amounts to the injunction to ‘shut up and obey’. This
attitude is adopted by Hermes in dealing with the captive Prome-
theus (PV 982),

29
but rather more telling instances are found in

the Oresteia. There, the peaceful, ‘proto-democratic’ spirit at
Athens as represented in Eumenides, contrasts sharply with the
authoritarian leadership of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus as shown
at the end of Agamemnon. As soon as Clytemnestra emerges from
the palace boasting that she rightfully killed her husband (1372-
98),

30
the chorus comment adversely on her ‘boldness of speech’

(1399-1400), but Clytemnestra does not care whether they ap-
prove of her deeds or not. The old men then proceed to
threaten her with banishment from the city, but Clytemnestra
tells them to shut up in words that suggest that, to her, might is
right:

... l°gv d° !oi
toiaËt' épeile›n, …! pare!keua!m°nh!
§k t«n ımo¤vn, xeir‹ nikÆ!ant' §moË
êrxein: §ån d¢ toÎmpalin kra¤nhi yeÒ!,
gn≈!hi didaxye‹! Ùc¢ goËn tÚ !vfrone›n.
 (A. Ag. 1421-5).

I tell you to utter these threats in the conviction that I am pre-
pared to confront you under equal conditions: if by force you beat
me, you’ll rule. But if the god brings about the opposite, you will,
though belatedly, learn to recognise what good sense means.

To Clytemnestra, tÚ !vfrone›n means quite simply that inferiors
refrain from contradicting and opposing their superiors and
keep quiet, unless they have the means to enforce their views
upon their masters. Otherwise, they will be forced to learn
(gn≈!hi didaxye¤!) to have the good sense to shut up: a particu-
larly nasty variation, this, on the theme of pãyei mãyo!.

———
29

This is no doubt a deliberate humiliation of the great hero, who is here
treated like an ‘ordinary’ subordinate. On !vfro!Ênh as a quality not
particularly appropriate to the hero, see especially chapter 5.2 (Ajax).

30
Conacher (1987) 49--53, draws attention to the ‘double determination’ of

Clytemnestra’s deed. In her first speech, especially 1379ff., she asserts her own
responsibility in the strongest possible terms, yet at 1501 she claims that it was
not she but the élã!tvr of Atreus. At 1505f., the chorus reject the apparent
consequence of this second claim (…! m¢n éna¤tio! e‰ | toËde fÒnou t¤! ı
marturÆ!vn; "who will witness that you are innocent of this murder?").
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Aegisthus is, if possible, even worse: when the chorus accuse
him of Ïbri! (Ag. 1612) in response to his claim that he planned
the murder and committed it voluntarily, he tells them even
more bluntly to keep their peace:

!Á taËta fvne›! nert°rai pro!Æmeno!
k≈phi, kratoÊntvn t«n §p‹ zug«i dorÒ!;
gn≈!hi g°rvn Ãn …! didã!ke!yai barÁ
t«i thlikoÊtvi, !vfrone›n efirhm°non.
 (A. Ag. 1617-20)

Do you dare say such things, sitting at the lower bench, while the
masters are those at the steersman’s seat of the ship? You will
learn, old as you are, that to be taught a lesson is a difficult thing
for a man of your age, when it has been proclaimed that you
should show good sense.

Again here, !vfrone›n amounts to ‘having the good sense to
keep quiet’, and it is striking that Aegisthus simply tries to force
this submission on his supposed inferiors by order. A few lines
later, things threaten to get really out of hand. Now it is
Clytemnestra who intervenes and prevents further bloodshed,
but Aegisthus continues to assert his disregarded authority:

éllå toÊ!de moi mata¤an gl«!!an œd' épany¤!ai
kékbale›n ¶ph toiaËta da¤mono! peirvm°nou!,
!≈frono! gn≈mh! yÉ èmarte›n, tÚn kratoËnta <lkl>.
(A. Ag. 1662-4)

But that these men should pluck the flowers of ill-founded words
against me in such a way, and throw up such words putting their
good fortune to the test, and that they lack [?] a !≈frvn mind
<and> ... the ruler.

The text of the manuscripts is more than usually corrupt near
the end of the play, and line 1664 is seriously damaged

31
but the

sense is quite clear: once again, Aegisthus claims that the old
men, as inferiors, should show the good sense to keep their
mouths shut.
———

31
For the mss.’ èmart∞ton, Casaubon’s èmarte›n tÚn seems a sensible

emendation. If one accepts his suggestion, it is probably best to follow Stanley
and read y' rather than the manuscripts’ d': the statement of 1664 seems
exactly parallel to those in 1662-3. The lacuna at the end of the verse then
should in all probability contain a connecting particle and another inf.: y'
Íbr¤!ai (Blomfield) is a make-shift supplement that gives a hint of what one
might expect.



120 CHAPTER FOUR

After one brief appearance in Choephori, Aegisthus is killed
and is not seen again on stage. The shade of Clytemnestra, on
the other hand, reappears at the beginning of Eumenides to incite
the Erinyes, who had been enjoying a break in Delphi, to go on
haunting Orestes on his way to Athens. She reproaches the terri-
ble creatures for slacking off, and suggests that her just re-
proaches should sting their hearts: ‘for to people of good sense
these words are sharp as prickles’ (to›! !≈fro!in går ént¤kentra
g¤gnetai, A. Eum. 136). In what is surely the most strikingly para-
doxical use of the word !≈frvn in the entire trilogy, Clytemnes-
tra treats the Eumenides as if they were a bunch of servants who
fail to do as they are told by their master: the thought that peo-
ple who have their good sense intact, will have the sense of hon-
our to be touched by ‘justified’ reproaches (135 §nd¤koi!
Ùne¤de!in) and will be stirred to action in order to avoid such
criticism in future, is put to the service of Clytemnestra’s desire
for revenge which is the very opposite of Zeus’ lesson. Not even
in death, then, does she learn the central ‘message’ of the tril-
ogy: pãyei yes, mãyo! hardly.

5. Conclusion

In Aeschylus, !vfro!Ênh is mainly the prerequisite of men, and is
primarily connected with abstention from unjustified violence,
especially that against one’s city or one’s family. (For a diagram
that tries to visualise the network connections between the uses
of the terms in Aeschylus, see Fig. 5 in Chapter 9.3.) In both
Seven Against Thebes and Oresteia it is clear that unjustified vio-
lence also offends the gods, and !vfrone›n is used in a second
way in connection with the idea that man should avoid offending
the gods. In Oresteia, the unremitting sequence of killings is fi-
nally stopped by the court of the Areiopagos at Athens, who are
the only mortals in the trilogy to learn Zeus’ ‘lesson to mankind’.
Seven Against Thebes and Suppliant Women show some women who
lose their calm, and their !vfro!Ênh, when they can not control
their emotions under extreme conditions. In Suppliant Women
Aeschylus offers a fairly complex picture of the ideology of
!vfro!Ênh in connection with the excitable temperaments of the
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Danaids. The daughters of Danaus are expected to control their
emotions and to keep calm in spite of their distressful situation
— apparently a quite difficult task for these irascible young
women. But, being the unmarried girls they are, they have also
gone to great lengths to preserve their virginity, and are now ex-
pected to guard it above all. There are strong hints that these
two requirements do not, in this particular situation, fit very well,
and that the girls will in fact go to extremes to satisfy them. Thus,
the girls have difficulties to live up to the ‘script’ of !vfro!Ênh in
two ways.

Meanwhile, a more overtly authoritarian view of !vfro!Ênh is
presented by both Clytemnestra and Aegisthus in dealing with
the Argive elders in Agamemnon, and by Hermes vis-à-vis Prome-
theus in PV. To these authoritarian figures, !vfro!Ênh means
that inferiors should have the good sense to shut up and obey.
(In Oresteia, this ‘authoritarian’ view of !vfro!Ênh is implicitly
contrasted with the more ‘democratic’ application of !vfro!Ênh
found at Athens in Eumenides). The complications connected
with this !vfro!Ênh of submission are treated in a more intricate
manner in a key text that will take up a large part of the next
chapter, Sophocles’ Ajax.





CHAPTER FIVE

SOPHOCLES

1. Introduction

As we have seen in the last chapter, there is a strongly hierarchi-
cal aspect to !vfro!Ênh in Aeschylus, where the term and its
cognates are used a number of times when someone of superior
status demands acquiescence and obedience from his inferiors.
The problematic nature of this ‘authoritarian’ view of !vfro!Ênh
is an important theme in the earliest extant play of Sophocles,
Ajax (see section 2). Its protagonist is a strong and heroic figure
who, on account of this heroic temperament, is unable to adapt
to the hierarchical organisation of the Greek army, and is unwill-
ing to bend to the demands of his ‘superiors’. Ajax refuses to ac-
cept the authority of the commanders of the Greek army, Mene-
laus and Agamemnon (Aj. 677), who both state their claims to
obedience in strong and unequivocal terms (Aj. 1057, 1259), and
he even fails to acknowledge the superiority of the gods (Aj.
132). But if Ajax is unable to ‘give in’1 and be a !≈frvn subject
to anyone, even the highest authorities, this is simply because he
himself has strong claims to superiority on the basis of his éretÆ,
and not because he questions the legitimacy of hierarchical rela-
tionships in principle: in fact we hear him demanding !vfro!Ênh
from Tecmessa (Aj. 586) in much the same tone as it is de-
manded from him by Athena and the sons of Atreus.

Thus, Sophocles’ treatment of the figure of Ajax suggests that
the !vfro!Ênh of obedience, while a valid social value, is hardly
compatible with the ethos and status of the ‘hero’. To Ajax,
!vfro!Ênh as understood by both himself and those around him,
is a limitation of which he himself is utterly incapable given his
heroic qualities. Here we note a strong clash between the
strength of the individual and the restraint demanded by those
around him, between éretÆ/éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh. In later

———
1 The refusal to yield (e‡kein) seems to be a central characteristic of the

Sophoclean hero in general, cf. Knox (1964) 15-17.
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chapters we will see that, on the more mundane level of life in
the pÒli! as well, it often seemed difficult to reconcile these very
different qualities: the tension between éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh is
very apparent, for instance, in Thucydides’ famous chapter on
!tã!i! (3.82, see chapter 7.3) and in some of the assertive but
‘immoral’ characters in the plays of Aristophanes (chapter 8.2).
It will be Plato’s tour de force to try to balance and reconcile the
two qualities in his education of the guardians in Republic (chap-
ter 10.6).

Ajax is a radically uncompromising character,2 who is asked to
restrain himself but cannot do so. Most Sophoclean heroes are
similarly headstrong, ‘larger-than-life’ characters,3 and perhaps it
is no surprise to see that the self-restraint expected from ordi-
nary mortals is not on their repertoire, and that !vfro!Ênh is not
normally much of an issue for them.4 It is an issue, however, for
Electra: first, after voicing her grief and her desire for revenge,
she excuses herself for her emotional and even violent reactions
(El. 307), but then she appropriates the virtue when she tells
Chrysothemis that the latter’s acquiescence is not, in these par-
ticular circumstances, the commendable girlish virtuousness that
it normally undoubtedly is (El. 365, see also 465). Here Electra
bends the language of conventional morality to fit a highly un-
usual situation, and we meet with one of the earliest ‘persuasive
definitions’ of the term.5 (On Electra, see section 3.)

Elsewhere, the appeal to !vfro!Ênh is made only in connec-
tion with secondary and/or distinctly less heroic characters:
apart from Chrysothemis, these are Creon (OT 589), Odysseus
(in Ph. 1259, and, implicitly, in Aj.) and Lichas (Tr. 435). (See
section 4 for these male characters.) Here we meet, for the first
time in our survey, quite a substantial number of instances of
———

2 Cf. Knox (1964) 8, on the tendency of Sophoclean heroes to choose
disaster in preference to a compromise that would betray the hero’s
conception of himself.

3 For an extensive discussion of the type, see Knox (1964) 1-61.
4 As it seems, !vfro!Ênh was never a particularly heroic quality. See Chapter

2.6, and cf. Winnington-Ingram (1980) 9.
5 This is not deny, of course, that virtually all uses of !vfro!Ênh serve a

persuasive goal (influencing the response of their addressees), save perhaps in
some theoretical discussions. But here, the term is applied to a line of
behaviour to which, under normal conditions, it would almost certainly not
apply.
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what is commonly called the ‘prudential’ sense of !vfro!Ênh
(‘having the good sense to avoid behaviour that is harmful to
oneself’). This ‘prudence’ is a characteristic of any man who has
the good sense and the responsibility to manage his own affairs
and avoid anything that could only harm him. But if this type of
!vfro!Ênh is not a grandly heroic feature, this does not mean
that it is in any sense a less than admirable quality. It clearly is
most desirable for Creon, who claims to be ‘sensibly’ enjoying
the benefits of belonging to the royal family without aspiring to
the supreme power of the monarch and its attending hassles.
Here we also get a first glimpse of the !vfro!Ênh of the
éprãgmvn male citizen who quietly manages his own affairs, and
keeps out of affairs that may only harm his own interests.

2. Ajax

The Ajax is the only play among the extant tragedies of Sopho-
cles in which !vfro!Ênh is in any sense central to the main
theme of the drama. It concerns a notably ‘strong’ hero, m°ga!
Ajax, who on account of this very strength spurns divine help
and proves unable to submit himself to the hierarchy of the
Greek army. In his inability to submit to authority, Ajax lacks
!vfro!Ênh, and much is made throughout the play of !vfro!Ênh
in the sense, familiar from Aeschylus, of obedience to one’s su-
periors.

The first relevant passage occurs towards the end of the pro-
logue, where Athena shows Odysseus the sight of Ajax smitten
with madness, a powerful demonstration of the power of the
gods (118) and the instability of human affairs (125-6). The
goddess then proceeds to tell Odysseus what he should ‘learn’
from this terrible example:

toiaËta to¤nun efi!or«n Íp°rkopon
mhd°n pot' e‡phi! aÈtÚ! efi! yeoÁ! ¶po!
mhd' ˆgkon êrhi mhd°n', e‡ tino! pl°on
μ xeir‹ br¤yei! μ makroË ploÊtou bãyei.
…! ≤m°ra kl¤nei te kénãgei pãlin
ëpanta tényr≈peia: toÁ! d¢ !≈frona!
yeo‹ filoË!i ka‹ !tugoË!i toÁ! kakoÊ!.
 (S. Aj. 127-133)



126 CHAPTER FIVE

In view of such things, you must never yourself speak any word of
arrogance against the gods, nor assume any kind of pomp, if you
pull more weight than another man, either by your deeds or by
the depth of great wealth. See how a day brings down and brings
back up again all human affairs; those who are !≈frone! win loy-
alty from the gods, but they detest those who are bad.

According to Athena’s words, there are two things which Odys-
seus must avoid if he is to be !≈frvn and to get the help of the
gods: (a) he should not speak insolent words to the gods and (b)
he should not assume pompous airs (ˆgkon, 129) on account of
any superiority over others in prowess or resources.

This anti-scenario of !vfro!Ênh clearly applies to Ajax. As to
his lack of deference for the gods, he has already been heard
speaking ‘insolent words’ against Athena (notably his rejection
of her plea on behalf of Odysseus at 112-13, and his instruction
to her to remain his loyal ally at 116-17);6 the spectator must at
this point assume that an earlier, similar, insult to the goddess is
the cause for his punishment. Uncertainty on this point will be
removed later in the play in the messenger speech that recounts
the words of Calchas: according to the seer, Ajax had claimed on
two occasions that he could do without the help of the gods: first
when he haughtily and foolishly (766, ÍcikÒmpv! kéfrÒnv!) re-
jected his father’s advice before sailing to Troy (766-9), and a
second time in battle, when he told Athena to help some other
Greeks who did really need her (774-5). So Ajax fails to show the
type of !vfro!Ênh demanded by Athena: the goddess wants him
to submit to divinity, but Ajax flatly refuses to do so.7

As to his pride and arrogance in dealing with his fellow men,
we have seen him gloating over the fate of enemies and revelling
in his martial superiority (96 kÒmpo! pãre!ti). Here, however, it
is not only Ajax who falls short. A very similar kind of ‘arrogance’
is displayed in the second half of the play by both Menelaus and
Agamemnon in their authoritarian dismissal of Teucer and their
refusal to let Ajax be buried. Again, Agamemnon and Menelaus

———
6 Winnington-Ingram (1980) 14: ‘His tone is dismissive and almost

patronizing.’ Kirkwood (1958) 102 speaks of ‘bluff familiarity’.
7 On the authoritarian nature of Athena in this play, see Garvie (1998) 136,

Flashar (2000) 49: ‘Der athenische Zuschauer, der Athene auch als
Schutzgöttin Athens versteht, dürfte irritiert gewesen sein.’
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demand submission, Teucer refuses to submit. When Odysseus
finally prevails upon Agamemnon, we see that he alone is capa-
ble of avoiding the arrogance of which most characters in the
play are all too guilty. On this level, Odysseus is indeed seen to
take Athena’s summons to !vfro!Ênh to heart, if probably in a
rather more ‘humane’ way than intended by his authoritarian
patron deity.

Thus, Athena’s final words are meant to ring in the minds of
the spectators and accordingly, they are strikingly phrased. The
thought that arrogance can be brought down in a single day, but
that the gods look kindly upon those who refrain from insubor-
dination, is familiar enough after, say, Seven Against Thebes or Per-
sians. But what is striking indeed is that the ‘bad guys’ who fail to
take Athena’s lesson to heart are called kakoÊ! (133). KakÒ! is
not a term that applies easily to Ajax or any of the heroes from
the Trojan war, and it is surely significant that Athena effectively
denies his éretÆ.8

If Athena insists on the respect that humans should show for
the gods, most human characters in Ajax do not fail to make
clear that they also demand respect and obedience from their
alleged inferiors. The point is driven home to Teucer by Mene-
laus, who uses quasi-political terms reminiscent of the arguments
of the Erinyes in Eumenides:

oÈ gãr pot' oÎt' ín §n pÒlei nÒmoi kal«!
f°roint' ên, ¶nya mØ kaye!tÆkhi d°o!,
oÎt' ín !tratÒ! ge !vfrÒnv! êrxoit' ¶ti
mhd¢n fÒbou prÒblhma mhd' afidoË! ¶xvn.
(S. Aj. 1073-6)

For it could never happen either that in a polis the laws are duly
respected, if there is no fear, or that an army lets itself still be
commanded !vfrÒnv! without a sense of fear or afid≈! thrown in.

Just as in a polis the laws will not be respected if people have
nothing to fear, likewise, Menelaus claims, it is not conceivable
that the soldiers of an army will respect the authority of their
commanders any longer (¶ti in 1075 seems to betray a real fear
for the loss of authority on part of Menelaus), and let themselves
be ruled in an orderly, quiet, sensible manner (!vfrÒnv!, 1075),

———
8 Cf. Adkins (1960) 172ff., Winnington-Ingram (1980) 55.



128 CHAPTER FIVE

unless there is fear and afid≈! (1076);9 otherwise, men will feel
free to infringe on the rights of others and act as they like (1081,
˜pou dÉ Íbr¤zein drçn yÉ ì boÊletai par∞i), and this is an immedi-
ate threat to the stability of a society or a collective enterprise. To
Menelaus, Ajax was a mere subordinate, who by refusing to ac-
cept the verdict of the sons of Atreus threatened the order of the
Greek army, and his insubordination constitutes Ïbri!, an as-
sault on the authority of the commanders, which is to be pun-
ished by letting his corpse lie unburied.10

Menelaus’ brother Agamemnon is even more unpleasantly
authoritarian when he bluntly denies Teucer the right to plead
on Ajax’ behalf:

ka‹ !o‹ pro!°rpon toËt' §gΔ tÚ fãrmakon
ır« tãx', efi mØ noËn kataktÆ!hi tinã:
˘! éndrÚ! oÈk°t' ˆnto!, éll' ≥dh !kiç!,
yar!«n Íbr¤zei! kéjeleuyero!tome›!.
oÈ !vfronÆ!ei!; oÈ mayΔn ˘! e‰ fÊ!in
êllon tin' êjei! êndra deËr' §leÊyeron,
˜!ti! prÚ! ≤mç! ént‹ !oË l°jei tå !ã;
!oË går l°gonto! oÈk°t' ín mãyoim' §g≈:
tØn bãrbaron går gl«!!an oÈk §pa˝v.
(S. Aj. 1255-64)

For you as well I see this remedy [sc. the whip] coming up soon,
unless you acquire some sense; you who, while the man is no
longer there but is a shade already, have the nerve to insult and
speak up freely. Will you not be !≈frvn? Will you not realise who

———
9 The analogy of pÒli! and army is presented in reverse by Creon in Ant.

663ff. Cf. Winnington-Ingram (1980), 63, who has good commends on parallel
between the vindictive Menelaus’ appeal to fear and that of the equally
vindictive Erinyes at A. Eum. 516ff., 696ff.

10 Throughout the play, both parties use Ïbri!-words to characterise the
behaviour of their adversaries. For Ajax and his partisans, there are three
insults to the hero’s honour that constitute Ïbri!: first, Odysseus’ victory in the
contest for the arms of Achilles, for which the Atreids and, especially, Odysseus,
are to be blamed (153, 196, 304, 955, 971); second, the disgraceful situation of
the hero attacking the cattle instead of his enemies (304 Íbr¤!yhn); and finally,
the order of the Greek commanders that Ajax be denied burial (1092, 1151,
1385). At 560, Ajax utters the hope that Teucer will protect Eurysakes from
Ïbri!.For the sons of Atreus, it is Ajax’ refusal to accept the judgement
concerning Achilles’ weapons (1061, 1081, 1088) that constitutes Ïbri!, as well
as Teucer’s insolence (1258). Thus, the use of Ïbri!-terms is restricted to the
conflicts on the human level; they are not applied to Ajax’ insults to Athena.
On Ïbri! in Ajax, cf. Fisher (1992) 312-22, Cairns (1993) 229-30, 236-9, Cairns
(1996) 11-13.
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you are by birth, and bring some other man hither, a free man,
who will in your stead plead your case in front of us? For when you
speak, I cannot even understand; because I do not know your for-
eign tongue.

For Agamemnon, it is Teucer’s status as the son of a Greek (Te-
lamon) and a slave woman that denies him the right to speak
freely (§jeleuyero!tome›!, 1258) in front of the Greek chief
commander,11 and Agamemnon underlines the point by insult-
ingly and extravagantly suggesting that he cannot even under-
stand his opponent’s foreign tongue. What Teucer does, is to
ignore the inequality between the two of them, and thus, Aga-
memnon thinks, to detract from Agamemnon’s superior status.
Just like Ajax’ insubordination as decried by Menelaus, this ‘inso-
lent’ behaviour constitutes Ïbri! (1258).
But Agamemnon’s disparagement of Teucer may easily be re-
garded as hybristic too, and the chorus hint at this when they
cautiously suggest that his words are not a model of !vfro!Ênh
either:

e‡y' Ím‹n émfo›n noË! g°noito !vfrone›n:
toÊtou går oÈd¢n !f«in ¶xv l«ion frã!ai.
(S. Aj. 1264-5)

Would that the two of you had the intelligence to be !≈frone!. I
have nothing better than this to say to you both.

Treating the son of a Greek hero, even if he is technically a
nÒyo!, as a foreign slave is to detract seriously from his status, and
such treatment is not at all dissimilar from Ajax’ (and Teucer’s)
refusal to take the hierarchy in the Greek army for granted.

If Ajax himself is unable to accept the precedence of Agamem-
non, Menelaus and Odysseus, that does not prevent him from
treating his subordinates in a similarly authoritarian manner.12

When Tecmessa notes that Ajax hints at his imminent suicide,
and asks her master what he intends to do, Ajax gruffly points
out that she should show the good sense to shut up:

———
11 As Flashar (2000) 52, the Periclean law of 451, according to which

citizenship is restricted to offspring of two Athenian citizens, may be relevant to
this passage.

12 For the parallel between Ajax and Menelaus, cf. Kirkwood (1958) 107.
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Te. Œ d°!pot' A‡a!, t¤ pote dra!e¤ei! fren¤;
Ai. mØ kr›ne, mØ 'j°taze: !vfrone›n kalÒn.
(S. Aj. 585-6)

— Master Ajax, what do you intend to do? — Do not examine, do
not question me; it is good to be !≈frvn.

Of course, the status difference between the male warrior Ajax
and the captive woman Tecmessa is indisputable in a way that
the hierarchy among the Greek heroes is not, and Ajax’ dismissal
of her questioning is by no means as questionable as the authori-
tarian posturing of Menelaus and Agamemnon; it is simply a
rather blunt expression of the conventional view that a woman
should shut up if her man wishes her to do so.13 But the parallel
with the authoritarian behaviour of Agamemnon and Menelaus
cannot be overlooked either, and the scene underlines the deso-
lation of Ajax, who feels treated as an inferior by his equals, and
can not himself accept the sympathy and concern of his inferi-
ors.14

In fact, Ajax of course feels that he has no choice but to kill
himself. His first hints at this, in his exchange with Tecmessa,
provoke considerable distress from the chorus; later on, there-
fore, he restates his intentions in far more subtle terms, that may
even be mistaken (as they are by the chorus) to suggest that he is
now prepared to give in to the Atreids.

toigår tÚ loipÚn efi!Òme!ya m¢n yeo›!
e‡kein, mayh!Òme!ya d' ÉAtre¤da! !°bein.
êrxont°! efi!in, À!y' Ípeikt°on: t¤ mÆn;
ka‹ går tå deinå ka‹ tå karter≈tata
tima›! Ípe¤kei: toËto m¢n nifo!tibe›!
xeim«ne! §kxvroË!in eÈkãrpvi y°rei:
§j¤!tatai d¢ nuktÚ! afianØ! kÊklo!
t∞i leukop≈lvi f°ggo! ≤m°rai fl°gein:
dein«n t' êhma pneumãtvn §ko¤mi!e
!t°nonta pÒnton: §n d' ı pagkratØ! Ïpno!
lÊei pedÆ!a!, oÈd' ée‹ labΔn ¶xei:
≤me›! d¢ p«! oÈ gnv!Òme!ya !vfrone›n;
 (S. Aj. 666-677)

———
13 Cf. Heath (1987) 183-4 and ibid. n. 37, who refers to the comments of

the scholiast: §n toÊtvi går mãli!ta ≤ !vfro!Ênh ta›! gunaij‹ dia!≈izetai, efi mØ
periergãzointo ˜ ti prãttoi ı énÆr.

14 For the isolation of the Sophoclean protagonist, see Knox (1964) 32-4.
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Therefore for the rest of our lives we will know to yield to the
gods, and learn to revere the sons of Atreus. They are leaders, so
one has to yield. Why not? Even what is formidable and very
strong yields to timÆ. That is what happens when snowy winters
make room for a fruitful summer. And the everlasting circle of the
night steps aside for the white-horsed day to blaze forth its light.
And the blast of the fearful winds [ceased and] laid the roaring
sea to sleep; moreover, almighty sleep releases what it has bound,
and does not always keep what it has taken. As for us, how will we
not learn to show good sense?

Ajax’ speech is carefully formulated to convey his intentions to
the public, while his reticent and euphemistic formulations turn
out to assuage the fears of Tecmessa and the chorus. First, there
———

15 This may hardly be the place to go deeply into the interpretation of the
so-called Trugrede, so I will limitate myself in the main to stating the position
that I myself take.
Interpretations of the Trugrede fall broadly into three categories.
(I) First, there are those who assume that Ajax really intermittently abandons
his intention to kill himself, e.g. Bowra (1944) 39-42, Webster (1969) 96-9,
Leiniks (1974) 200. The main arguments against this view are (i) that there are
no explicit indications in the text of the play that Ajax changes his mind twice,
and (ii) that it requires a singularly ‘optimistic’, ‘naïve’ reading of the speech
itself without regard for its dark undertones.
(II) Second, many commentators assume that Ajax does not give up his
intention to kill himself, but that he deliberately deceives Tecmessa and the
chorus, e.g. Jebb (1896) xxxviii, Whitman (1951) 75, Von Fritz (1962), Moore
(1977) 55-66, Winnington Ingram (1980) 47n109, Stevens (1986) 328-9,
Blundell (1989) 83-4. The main problem for this type of approach is that verbal
insincerity seems very much out of character for the blunt and forthright Ajax
as presented in this play. (His secret attack on the Greek leaders, ¶jv toË
drãmato!, does not provide an adequate parallel for verbal secrecy.)
(III) Finally, and in complete opposition to the first group, there are those who
take it that Ajax is still intent on suicide but does not mean to deceive his
dependants. Exponents of this view include Welcker (1845) 302-22, Ebeling
(1941), Kirkwood (1958) 160-2, Sicherl (1977), 92, Knox (1979) 136-8.
On a naïve reading, this last line of approach again forces interpreters to
ignore the many verbal ambiguities in the speech. But it remains possible that
in the speech, Ajax sincerely discusses his intention to kill himself, but in
slightly euphemistic terms that are perspicuous to all but the most willfully
optimistic interpreters. The chorus exactly fall into this latter category, cf.
Kirkwood (1958) 162: ‘At the end the meaning is so thinly veiled that except to
Ajax’ followers, who are ready to grasp at any straw, there can be no deception.’
The truth of the matter, then, I think, is somewhere between groups (II) and
(III), but rather closer to the latter: Ajax hints at, and argues for, his suicide in
a manner that is not so much deliberately deceptive as compassionately
reticent. From different angles, Moore (1977) and Sicherl (1977) come
especially close to this view. This, incidentally may well be the point of his
§yhlÊnyhn !tÒma, 651: Ajax has ‘softened his words’ (cf. Knox (1964) 138-9,
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are the verbs e‡kein and Ípe¤kein; on a ‘naïve’ interpretation as
adopted by the chorus, they may be taken as ‘yield, give in to’
(cf., e.g. An. 472, Aj. 371), but Ajax clearly has a much more
drastic way of ‘getting out of the way’ in mind, and the striking
and apparently incongruous juxtaposition of ‘yield to the gods,
and revere the sons of Atreus’, where the verbs seem to be given
the wrong complements, helps to discourage the spectator from
an innocent interpretation without explicitly blocking it for the
chorus. Then there is ka‹ går tå deinå ka‹ tå karter≈tata |
tima›! Ípe¤kei. On an innocent interpretation, the expression
simply refers to the ‘powerful’ natural phenomena in the exam-
ples that follow, and serves as an introduction to the conclusion
a fortiori that Ajax should yield as well; but in view of the predi-
cate tima›! Ípe¤kei, it seems likely that for tå deinå ka‹ tå kar-
ter≈tata, Ajax is (also) thinking of a human paradigm rather
than one from nature: he himself is the most formidable and the
strongest warrior among the Greeks, and thus a human example
of tå deinå ka‹ tå karter≈tata, and he is getting out of the way
now because of the prestige (tima¤) of his opponents: what seems
an innocent generalisation turns out to be a wry statement of
facts. Thirdly, as has been observed, the examples of natural
phenomena ‘yielding’ to their opposites all involve not just a
change for the good (which goes well with the innocent inter-
pretation) but also the extinction of the original phenomenon,
which does not quite encourage the optimistic view. And it is the
———
Winnington-Ingram (1980) 48n.111), but only his words, not his intentions, nor
even, I think, the content of his words, cf. Moore (1977) 55: ‘Ajax is led into this
unnatural language [i.e. sustained double entendre] by his desire to avoid verbal
falsehood’ (my italics). In this reticence (cf, Kirkwood (1958) 162), he is —
almost despite himself — remarkably successful: the fact that he is indeed
completely misunderstood does not so much prove his insincerity, as underline
his utter isolation from his surroundings (cf. Von Fritz (1962) 252).

16 Cf. Winnington-Ingram (1980) 49: ‘If there is anything in the speech
which betrays its ‘insincerity’, it is this choice of words.’ See further Knox
(1979) 157n.85, Garvie (1998) 189, and the scholion: §pifyÒnv! ¶fra!en §n
efirvne¤& énti!tr°ca! tØn tãjin: ¶dei går efipe›n yeoÁw m¢n !°bein e‡kein d¢
ÉAtre¤dai!. ‘Spoken in a malignant, sarcastic manner, by turning around the
order: for he should have said ‘revere the gods, and give in to the Atreidai.’

17 As Heath (1987) 188 notices, Ajax describes his suicide in terms of
healing at 581-2; in this respect, his suicide is a change for the good as well,
much as the natural changes in the exempla.

18 Likewise, the verbs chosen in the similia do not encourage an ‘optimistic’
interpretation: §kxvroË!in (671), §j¤!tatai (672), §ko¤mi!e (!) (674), lÊei (676).
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same with the expression ‘to learn to !vfrone›n’. On the inno-
cent interpretation, this may seem to mean, ‘to learn to obey and
comply with those in authority’, much as !vfro!Ênh is used else-
where in the play. But it is clear that Ajax is quite incapable of
this submissive type of !vfro!Ênh. He is a superlative example of
the martial, ‘Homeric’ hero; among his main defining qualities
are megalocux¤a (154 megãlvn cux«n, 161, 205, 933 m°ga!),
éretÆ (617, 1357), and ‘raw strength’ (205 the adi. »mokratÆ!).
These martial qualities are strongly contrasted to and, for Ajax,
utterly incompatible with the !vfro!Ênh of the subject vis-à-vis
his rulers. For Ajax, éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh clash. So if Ajax now
claims that he must ‘learn to be !≈frvn’, he does not mean that
he must now give up the ‘arrogance’ on account of his martial
prowess, but that he must now do what is clearly the only ‘sensi-
ble’ and ‘honourable’ thing left for him.20

3. Electra

Ajax has shown us a grand, heroic character incapable of the
submissive, obedient kind of !vfro!Ênh that his society demands
from him. The only other Sophoclean play in which !vfro!Ênh is
of more than passing interest is Electra. The play shows two girls
living under the regime of a mother and a stepfather who killed
their father. Chrysothemis is a conventionally ‘decent’ girl, to
whom !vfro!Ênh may well be an important quality. But for the
main character, Electra, things are very different.

———
19 The future tense gnv!Òme!ya sugggests that he is not !≈frvn now, see

Goldhill (1986) 190-1. In fact, he will only be so in death.
20 I largely agree with Sicherl (1977) 81-82 here, save perhaps for the

emphasis he puts, following North (1966) 50ff., on the element of self-
knowledge. Ajax is !≈frvn not in that he submits to his supposed superiors,
but in that suicide is the only sensible option if he is to leave the world without
suffering humiliation, with his honour intact. This is an impressively ‘sinister’
type of good sense, perhaps, but not one that requires particularly deep self-
knowledge.
A similarly ‘sinister’ interpretation for !vfrone›n, incidentally, applies to E.
Hipp. 1034, where §!vfrÒnh!e oÈk ¶xou!a !vfrone›n is to be understood as ‘she
did a sensible thing (i.e. saving her honour by killing herself), while incapable
of being sensible (i.e. being a loyal wife).’ See also chapter 6.5.
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As soon as she makes her entrance towards the end of the pro-
logue, she starts lamenting her distress (fi≈ mo¤ moi dÊ!thno! are
her very first words in 77, and she is announced by Orestes in 80
as ≤ dÊ!thno! ÉHl°ktra). In reaction, the chorus-members,
though by and large sympathetic to her, give a number of hints
that her mourning is somewhat excessive (e.g. 123 ékÒre!ton
ofimvgãn, ‘insatiable lamentation’; 140 épÚ t«n metr¤vn, ‘immod-
erately’, 155 t«n ¶ndon e‰ peri!!ã, ‘you are more extreme than
the others inside’; 177 mhyÉ Íperãxyeo, ‘do not feel too much
pain’). After the entrance song, Electra concedes that she may
indeed have offended by showing excessive signs of grief (254f.
afi!xÊnomai m°n, Œ guna›ke!, efi dok« pollo›!i yrÆnoi! du!fore›n
Ím›n êgan. ‘I am ashamed, ladies, if you feel that by my many
lamentations, I am bearing things badly too much’). But she ar-
gues that in her present situation, which she describes at length,
she could not possibly do otherwise:

§n oÔn toioÊtoi! oÎte !vfrone›n, f¤lai,
oÎt' eÈ!ebe›n pãre!tin: éll' §n to›! kako›!
pollÆ '!t' énãgkh képithdeÊein kakã.
 (S. El. 307-9)

My point is that in such a situation it is not possible to be !≈frvn,
nor to be eusebês. No, in bad situations it is very much necessary to
plot bad things as well.

The passage echoes Electra’s prayer in Cho. 140 (see chapter
4.2), but the interpretation of !vfrone›n will be different here.
In view of the preceding context, the !vfrone›n of which Electra
claims to be incapable in her present situation, is primarily the
kind of ‘quiet’ behaviour and repression of the emotions nor-
mally expected from women and girls (cf. A. Th. 186 and various
references in Supp., chapter 4.2 and 4.3 above): they are ex-
pected to keep quiet, but Electra is unable to do that. And oÎtÉ
eÈ!ebe›n refers to her repeated deprecating remarks on her
mother (261-2 tå mhtrÒ! … ¶xyi!ta !umb°bhken, 273-4 mht°rÉ efi
xreΔn taÊthn pro!audçn, 287 lÒgoi!i g°nnaia, 293 §jubr¤zei, 299
Ílakte›). But Electra is a woman of action too, and §pithdeÊein
kakã changes the tone of the passage. Electra has been planning
‘bad schemes’ by arranging the escape of Orestes, and thus by
keeping open the possibility of revenge, and in fact, even her
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breaches of modesty are in themselves a kind of ‘revenge’. Thus,
‘not !vfrone›n’ acquires a sinister undertone in retrospect, when
képithdeÊein kakã reminds the audience of the terrible things to
come.

Whereas Electra, in her present situation, firmly rejects the stan-
dards of morality that normally apply to a girl, her sister Chryso-
themis is a far more conventional character; for her, conven-
tional standards still hold good, and it is no surprise that she is
more susceptible to appeals to !vfro!Ênh than her sister.21 In
their first confrontation, Electra tries to persuade her sister that,
like herself, she should no longer comply with Aegisthus and
their mother, and give up the life of affluence, of which Chryso-
themis herself has hinted that it is important to a free girl (339-
40), and to which, according to Electra, she attaches too much
value (359-62). For, Electra suggests, if Chrysothemis will con-
tinue to ‘hate’ them only in words, but does nothing, she will
lose her reputation:

t∞! !∞! d' oÈk §r« tim∞! tuxe›n,
oÈd' ín !Ê, !≈frvn g' oÔ!a. nËn d' §jÚn patrÚ!
pãntvn ér¤!tou pa›da kekl∞!yai, kaloË
t∞! mhtrÒ!: oÏtv går fanª ple¤!toi! kakÆ,
yanÒnta pat°ra ka‹ f¤lou! prodoË!a !oÊ!.
 (S. El. 364-8)

But this status of yours, I do not desire to get it, nor would you, at
least if you are !≈frvn. As things are, while it is possible for you to
be called a child of the very best father, you must now be called a
child of your mother. For in this way you will seem bad to most
people, as you forsake your dead father and your philoi.

The appeal to !vfro!Ênh and a good reputation seems conven-
tional enough, where a girl like Chrysothemis is concerned. But
whereas good sense of this kind normally leads precisely to the
quiet behaviour and obedience that Chrysothemis exhibits (and
that is apt to be rewarded by the kind of comfortable affluence
that Chrysothemis presently enjoys), Electra claims that Chryso-
themis must now, for the sake of her very !vfro!Ênh and her all-

———
21 MacLeod (2001) 67 argues out that Chrysothemis is nevertheless less

than admirable in that she acts out of concern for herself rather than for
conventional morality.
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important good reputation, forsake all these things and join her
sister in resisting their mother and stepfather, and share the
hardships that Electra suffers. This is striking rhetoric indeed,
for !≈frvn g' oÔ!a here commends a line of behaviour that is
utterly different from what normally constitutes !vfro!Ênh for a
girl: Electra’s concern is for their reputation (366 kekl∞!yai, 367
fan∞i) in the long term, what people will say if they fail to take
action and stand up in defence of their father.22 It is this concern
with a good reputation which may ultimately justify the interpre-
tation of Electra’s behaviour in terms of !vfro!Ênh, but Electra’s
‘active’, almost ‘masculine’ view of the behaviour that safeguards
this reputation is thoroughly unconventional for a woman, and
from this point of view, hardly constitutes typical female
!vfro!Ênh.23

Thus it is no surprise that Chrysothemis is not immediately
convinced. She counters with the warning that Electra will be
shut up in the dark if she does not stop making trouble (378-84),
and she suggests that her sister too could do with some good
sense: not the !vfro!Ênh of the young girl this time, but the
sound ‘common sense’ (384 frone›n, 390 poË potÉ e‰ fren«n, 394
eÔ frone›n, 398 mØ Éj éboul¤a!) to put up with those in power
and to avoid getting herself in worse trouble.

The chorus too try to influence Chrysothemis with an appeal
to !vfro!Ênh. Towards the end of the same epeisodion, when it
has transpired that Clytemnestra has sent Chrysothemis to bring
some offerings to the grave of Agamemnon (405-6), Electra tries
to dissuade her sister from doing this; she points out that it
would be a religious offence to obey and bring the dead man the
gifts of the woman who has harmed him most (428ff.). Instead,

———
22 Later on, when they think Orestes has died, Electra argues that the girls

should now perform the act of revenge themselves, and that this act will bring
them ‘good fame’, eÎkleia (973.) She here shows an almost ‘masculine’
concern for kl°o!, radically different from Chrysothemis’ conventional sense of
decency. For the difference between the girls on a wide range of values, cf.
Kirkwood (1958) 137f, 240f. For the second confrontation between the girls, cf.
MacLeod (2001) 135-52.

23 Electra’s ‘redefinition’ or ‘private interpretation’ of !vfro!Ênh has been
emphasized by Blundell (1989) 159, North (1966) 65. MacLeod (2001) 62-70 is
right to point out that Electra is not at all idiosyncratic in content; what is
unusual is that Electra appropriates a type of !vfro!Ênh that is normally
reserved for males.
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she should offer some locks of hair of her sister and herself. The
chorus-leader agrees that Chrysothemis would indeed do well to
comply with her sister’s wishes:

prÚ! eÈ!°beian ≤ kÒrh l°gei: !Á d°,
efi !vfronÆ!ei!, Œ f¤lh, drã!ei! tãde.
(S. El. 464f.)

It is with an eye to reverence that this girl speaks. And you, if you
will be !≈frvn, you will do as she says.

Again this is an appeal to conventional ideas of !vfro!Ênh, the
good sense to avoid offending the gods this time, in the service
of a not wholly conventional line of action. But what Electra sug-
gests here is obviously respectful vis-à-vis her father, as the chorus
admit when they acknowledge Electra’s eÈ!°beia (again, the two
virtues are paired: for girls !vfro!Ênh is expected to be accom-
panied by respect for their elders).24 And though it falls outside
conventional !vfro!Ênh in that it does involve disobedience of
Clytemnestra’s orders, it can be done without Clytemnestra
knowing it. Hence Chrysothemis is easily persuaded this time,
and shows no major hesitation except for the warning that this
must be kept secret from their mother.

4. The ‘Prudential’ !vfro!Ênh of the Non-Heroic Citizen

We have now met with two Sophoclean protagonists, Ajax and
Electra, who, in view of their strong character and the extreme
situation in which they find themselves, find it impossible to
comply with the !vfro!Ênh of convention. We also met one
lesser figure, Chrysothemis, who, as a model of conventional
‘girlish’ !vfro!Ênh, is subjected to appeals to this quality, in or-
der that she may be engaged for a special and perilous cause.

In the other plays, !vfro!Ênh is never invoked in connection
with any of the protagonists, and the quality seems entirely ir-
relevant to their characters or to the situations in which they find
themselves. What we do get, however, are glimpses of the
!vfro!Ênh of a very different type of person, not the powerful

———
24 Cf. Blundell (1989) 160, ‘in this instance it [viz. Electra’s brand of

!vfro!Ênh] is perhaps not incompatible with the conventional sophrosyne of
decorum.’
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hero, but the private citizen, who circumspectly manages the af-
fairs of himself and his o‰ko! in a cautious, prudent and well-
advised manner. These are not the great tragic heroes on their
way to an inevitable and pitiable downfall, but men whose good
sense prevents them from actions and aspirations that bring no
gains but only trouble. This kind of prudence is often appealed
to in a generalising statement that serves a persuasive goal.25

Typically, it is invoked to break off an unwelcome theme of dis-
cussion, or to cut short deliberations.

A straightforward example of the ideology of good sense oc-
curs in a passage where Philoctetes summarises his explanation
why nobody ever visits his island:

f°r', Œ t°knon, nËn ka‹ tÚ t∞! nÆ!ou mãyhi!.
taÊthi pelãzei naubãth! oÈde‹! •k≈n.
oÈ gãr ti! ˜rmo! ¶!tin, oÈd' ˜poi pl°vn
§jempolÆ!ei k°rdo! μ jen≈!etai.
oÈk §nyãd' ofl plo› to›!i !≈fro!in brot«n.
 (S. Ph. 300-4)

Well, my boy, now you must also learn the nature of this island.
No seaman ever visits it on purpose. For there is no anchorage,
nor is it a place to which one can sail in order make a gainful deal
or be received as a guest. Not hither is the course of any mortal
who is !≈frvn.

Sailing to a desert island that has no harbour brings no promise
of trade or hospitality, and involves the risk of damage to the
ship. A merchant has nothing to gain from it, and a great deal to
lose, hence no one in his right mind will come to the island on
purpose.

———
25 Many of these take the form of gn«mai. Lardinois (1995) 13-19, (2001)

94-5, following Aristotle’s definition (Rhet. 1394a21-26 Kassel) defines gn≈mai as
‘not concerning particulars ... but general, and not about all things ... but about
all things that are actions’ (Lardinois (2001) 94, translating Ar Rhet. ibid.).
According to him, gn≈mai typically combine standard syntactical and lexical
structural patterns and certain standard themes. Of the examples considered
below, Tr. 435, with its nominal phrase and and genitive éndrÚ! oÈx‹ !≈frono!,
is strongly gnomic in form, but not, probably, in content: Lichas is indeed
trying hard to present his evasiveness as self-evident. OT 589 (!≈frone! do not
want to be king) is gnomic in form (the indefinite relative clause) and
commonplace in content (cf. Hipp. 1013, chapter 6.4.). Ph. 304 is a general
statement (to›!i !≈fro!in) but not properly gnomic, for it contains a statement
not about an action, but about a thing (Philoctetes’ island). Ph. 1259-60 is not a
general statement.
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Now Philoctetes’ description of his island is presented as a
straightforward statement of facts, explaining why the desert is-
land is indeed deserted. Elsewhere, this ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh is
usually invoked in the service of a persuasive goal. A good exam-
ple is Creon in OT, who tries to refute Oedipus’ suspicion that
he wishes to usurp Oedipus’ royal power. Creon points out that
the kingship holds no attractions for him, as he is already the
second man in the state; the royal power would only bring wor-
ries that would keep him from sleep:

!k°cai d¢ toËto pr«ton, e‡ tinÉ ín doke›!
êrxein •l°!yai jÁn fÒboi!i mçllon μ
être!ton eÏdontÉ, efi tã gÉ aÎyÉ ßjei krãth.
§gΔ m¢n oÔn oÎt' aÈtÚ! flme¤rvn ¶fun
tÊranno! e‰nai mçllon μ tÊranna drçn,
oÎt' êllo! ˜!ti! !vfrone›n §p¤!tatai.
 (S. OT 584-9)

Consider this first: Do you think that anyone would choose to rule
with fears rather than to do so while sleeping peacefully, if he is
going to have the same power? I at any rate am not myself a man
who desires to be a king rather than do the things a king would do;
nor is anyone else who is able to be !≈frvn.

Such cautionary reasoning, that one should not aspire to king-
ship if it brings only disadvantage, is not likely to appeal to he-
roic figures, and Creon’s generalised appeal to !vfro!Ênh (‘no
one in his right mind would want kingship’) fails to do away with
Oedipus’ suspicions.

The appeal to prudence is applied more successfully, if with
unconcealed sarcasm, to the notably ‘unheroic’ figure of Odys-
seus in Philoctetes. Odysseus threatens to use violence to prevent
Neoptolemus from restoring the bow to Philoctetes, but hesitates
to put his threat into practice when the young man proves ready
to retaliate. In order to do away with the threat of violence alto-
gether, Neoptolemus condescendingly praises Odysseus’ pru-
dence and sarcastically suggests that this is the kind of good
sense that will save him a lot of trouble in future:

Od. ka¤toi !' §ã!v: t«i d¢ !Êmpanti !trat«i
l°jv tãd' §ly≈n, ˜! !e timvrÆ!etai.

Ne. §!vfrÒnh!a!: kín tå lo¤f' oÏtv fron∞i!,
‡!v! ín §ktÚ! klaumãtvn ¶xoi! pÒda.

(S. Ph. 1257-60)
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(Odysseus): Very well, I will let you; but to the entire army I will
tell this on my return; they will punish you.
(Neoptolemus). Now you are !≈frvn! And if you go on thinking
like this, you may well keep yourself out of misery.

To refrain from an act that would put oneself in considerable
danger (as a warrior Neoptolemus, the son of Achilles, is supe-
rior to Odysseus) obviously makes sense; this argument of pru-
dence is applied by Neoptolemus in sarcastic approval of what,
one feels, is perhaps rather mean cowardice: Odysseus obviously
has wicked intentions, but lacks the guts to fulfil them.

Thus the !≈frvn man will stay out of trouble and danger, and
he will wisely not engage in senseless activities. This last notion is
exploited by Lichas in Trachiniae, who tries to cut short the em-
barrassing conversation with the messenger with the claim that
the man is mad, and that it makes no sense to engage in further
discussion:

ënyrvpo!, Œ d°!poin', épo!tÆtv. tÚ går
no!oËnti lhre›n éndrÚ! oÈx‹ !≈frono!.
(S. Tr. 434-5)

Let the fellow, my queen, depart. For to chatter with a deranged
man is not the mark of a !≈frvn man.

The rhetoric of the !≈frvn man who will not engage in things
that make no sense is here applied in the service of an attempt to
escape from an embarrassing and precarious situation.26

———
26 This ‘prudential’ kind of !vfro!Ênh is also invoked, it seems, in fr. 896

e‡yÉ ∑!ya !≈frvn ¶rga to›! lÒgoi! ‡!a, as this is cited by the scholiast on E. Rh.
105 e‡yÉ ∑!yÉ énØr eÎboulo! …! drç!ai xer¤. Similarly, in fr. 936 (˜pou går ofl
fÊ!ante! ≤!!«ntai t°knvn, | oÈk ¶stin aÏth !vfrÒnvn éndr«n pÒli!), prudent
men are said not to accept that children take precedence over their parents,
for the sake of the well-being of their pÒli!.
The other fragments in which the adjective occurs address familiar ‘other-
regarding’ types of !vfro!Ênh: filial respect for one’s parents (fr. 64. 1 =∞!i!
braxe›a to›! fronoË!i !≈frona | prÚ! toÁ! tekÒnta! ka‹ futeÊ!anta! pr°pei),
the chastity of the loyal wife (fr. 682, from Phaedra: oÏtv gunaikÚ! oÈd¢n ín
me›zon kakÚn | kak∞! énØr ktÆ!ait' ín oÈd¢ !≈frono! | kre›!!on), respect for d¤kh
(fr. 683.1-3 oÈ gãr pot' ín g°noit' ín é!falØ! pÒli! | §n ∏i tå m¢n d¤kaia ka‹ tå
!≈frona | lãgdhn pate›tai, also from Phaedra and probably spoken by Theseus
in condemnation of Hippolytus, cf. Radt (1977) 478), and disinclination to
Ïbri! (fr. 786 Ïbri! d° toi | oÈp≈poy' ¥bh! efi! tÚ !«fron ·keto, | éll' §n n°oi!
énye› te ka‹ pãlin fy¤nei).
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5. Conclusion

As we have seen in the present chapter, the Sophoclean pro-
tagonist is hardly the figure to look at in search of models of
!vfro!Ênh. Of the seven extant plays, Ajax is very important as it
features a hero who on account of his extreme ethos, with its
headstrong and exclusive emphasis on honour, merit and cour-
age, is unable to accept the claims to (superior) timÆ of divine
and human others, and his inability to comply with divine and
human authority is construed throughout the play in terms of a
lack of !vfro!Ênh: Ajax offends the gods, and is incapable of the
obedience demanded by the Atreids. For Ajax, martial prowess
and (this particular type of) !vfro!Ênh are utterly incompatible,
and it seems that his stance, though extreme, is not atypical for
Greek thought, given that some Platonic dialogues will have to
go to extreme lengths to show that éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh are
compatible after all, and that their combination is not just possi-
ble, but, ultimately, necessary.

Such a combination of ‘strength’ and !vfro!Ênh is not the
forte of the Sophoclean protagonist, however. Thus we see that
Electra, on account of her very determination and strength, is
incapable of !vfro!Ênh in the conventional sense of calm and
decorous behaviour, unlike her sister, but she is very apt at em-
ploying the conventional rhetoric of (masculine) !vfro!Ênh to
suit her own particular ends.

But in spite of this, !vfro!Ênh in Sophocles is not just the
‘negatively defined’ quality of observing one’s limitations. His
plays offer us important glimpses of !vfro!Ênh as the quite posi-
tive and desirable quality of the non-heroic, free individual citi-
zen, who ‘prudently’ manages his own affairs and avoids behav-
iour that will bring only losses and no gains.

This ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh, while not particularly relevant to
the Sophoclean protagonist, as we noted above, will be seen to
be of great importance for the Athenian citizen of the classical
period (see especially Chapter 8 on Aristophanes and the Ora-
tors).

(For a diagram that tries to visualise the network connections
between the Sophoclean uses, see Fig. 6 in Chapter 9.3.)
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In the next chapter, things will be radically different. Euripid-
ean protagonists are, by and large, perhaps rather more like con-
temporary pol›tai than those of Sophocles, in any case we will
find them discussing the pros and cons and contrasting aspects
of !vfro!Ênh at far greater length than any of the characters
from the earlier tragedians. This makes Euripides one of the
primary sources for !vfro!Ênh in the classical period, and it is to
this source that we shall turn now.



CHAPTER SIX

EURIPIDES

1. Introduction

In relation to the theme of !vfro!Ênh, Euripides differs from his
tragic predecessors in at least two important respects. Euripides
uses !≈frvn and cognates in a far wider range of senses than
ever before in our extant sources, and in studying the use of the
terms in his plays, we come substantially nearer to an apprecia-
tion of the rich and complex polysemy of the terms in classical
times. Besides, Euripides is also ‘the first tragic poet to exploit
fully and deliberately the dramatic possibilities inherent in the
manifold connotations of sophrosyne’.1 This is not completely
without precedent, of course. In the last chapter, we have seen
that Ajax’ inability to live up to the !vfro!Ênh demanded by
those around him is a central theme in that play, even if Ajax’
understanding of the virtue does not differ fundamentally from
that of his fellow-warriors, and the polysemy of the term is only
incidentally exploited in the deliberate ambiguity of the so-called
Trugrede. We have also seen Electra using a ‘persuasive’ defini-
tion of the virtue in order to get Chrysothemis’ help. But Eurip-
ides goes further. In some of his plays, incompatible interpreta-
tions of !vfro!Ênh are a central source of conflict for the pro-
tagonists, nowhere more so than in Hippolytus and Bacchae, but
also in Medea to a considerable degree. In a sense, these plays
can even be said to offer a dramatic counterpart to the great
moral debates on !vfro!Ênh in some of the Platonic dialogues.

The aim of this chapter is, then, twofold. Its first sections will
offer a conspectus of the uses of !≈frvn and cognates in Eurip-
ides, giving a concise overview of the relatively straightforward
instances. Section 2 will focus on a number of general senses in
which the terms are used in relation to (mostly) male characters,
including ‘sanity’ as opposed to various states of frenzy, ‘pru-
dence’ as opposed to inopportune behaviour (frequently in

———
1 North (1966) 69.
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‘gnomic’ expressions), ‘control of desires’ (especially relevant to
those male characters who respect the sexual integrity of their
female guests, like the farmer in Electra or Proteus in Helena) and
— in the suppliant dramas — the clash between the !vfro!Ênh
of the good Athenian protectors and the irreverent violence of
the non-Athenian heralds. The next section (3) will complete
this survey by focusing on the !vfro!Ênh of women. Euripides is
our richest source on the ideology of !vfro!Ênh in relation to
women. The fullest example of the !≈frvn woman in Euripides
is Andromache (Andr., Tr.), for whom !vfro!Ênh includes, next
to the all-important marital ‘fidelity’, ‘quietness’ and ‘obedience’
(Tr. 645ff.) and, in Andromache, absence of jealousy. Examples of
!vfro!Ênh in extreme situations are offered by the self-sacrifice
of the pary°no! in Hcld., a rare example of juvenile !vfro!Ênh,
and more extensively by the self-sacrifice of Alcestis.

The second part of this chapter (sections 4-7), will discuss
some passages and plays in which the polysemy of the words is
exploited to dramatic effect. The most straightforward example
is offered by the farmer in Electra, who argues that his refusal to
sleep with Electra is indeed !vfro!Ênh even though people are
likely to view this behaviour in very different terms (section 4).
More complex examples are offered by three plays, Hippolytus,
Medea and Bacchae. For Hippolytus (section 5), true !vfro!Ênh
consists in his own particular brand of religiously motivated
‘chastity’, but this !vfro!Ênh is offset by his arrogant contempt
of those whom he considers incapable of this kind of ‘purity’,
including notably his stepmother. Phaedra, by contrast, is inca-
pable of !vfro!Ênh in that she is overcome by ¶rv!; but she does
show concern for !vfro!Ênh in the sense that she tries hard to
save the reputation of herself and her children, and eventually
commits suicide as the ‘honest’ way out of her predicament. In
Bacchae (section 6), women who are supposedly incapable of
!vfro!Ênh in matters of sex are a primary concern for king Pen-
theus too. In his enraged insistence on these aspects of the vir-
tue, Pentheus quite forgets about other aspects of !vfro!Ênh: his
behaviour gravely offends the god Dionysus. The aggression of
the Theban king is here contrasted effectively with the uncanny
quietness of Dionysus in his impersonation of the Lydian
stranger.
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More complex, finally, are the issues in Medea (section 7).
Medea’s fierce and ultimately violent response to Jason’s mar-
riage is viewed by the latter in terms of sexual jealousy and a fail-
ure to comply with the plans of her husband, and thus, ulti-
mately, as as a lack of !vfro!Ênh (Med. 1369). But Medea has a
charge against Jason too. She does not adhere to the Greek ideal
of the submissive wife, but treats Jason as an equal, and demands
recompense for all that she did for him. For her, Jason falls short
in fil¤a. And Medea is also an expert in manipulation. Thus,
she uses the expression ‘you were !≈frvn to do as you did’ to
both Creon and Jason (Med. 311, 884) in order to lull them into
thinking that she is not angry with them any longer.

Thus, the themes of ¶rv! and the difficulty of controlling de-
sire are especially important in a number of Euripidean dramas,
and !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desires’ and ‘fidelity’ is prominent
in his plays in many guises, and to a far greater extent than we
have seen thus far. In this sense, study of Euripides especially
deepens our appreciation of the discussion of !vfro!Ênh as ‘con-
trol of desires’ in the philosophical discussions in Plato.

2. The Use of !≈frvn and Cognates in Euripides: Men

The second section of this chapter offers a conspectus of the
relatively ‘straightforward’ uses of !≈frvn and cognates in Eurip-
ides, starting with those uses that are applied mostly to male
characters; section 3 will focus on the specific senses of !≈frvn
and cognates in relation to women.

(1) ‘Sanity’. In a number of instances, the verb !vfrone›n is used
to describe a ‘normal’ or ‘sane’ state of mind, as opposed to
‘madness’ or ‘frenzy’. (In this use, the verb !vfrone›n is closely
associated with eÔ frone›n, cf. Ion 520-1 quoted below.) In Hel.
97, for instance, Helen supposes that Ajax must have been mad
(man°nt’) to kill himself, for no one would do so while sane
(!vfron«n). In this use, the focus is on someone’s state of mind,
rather than on the behaviour in which this state of mind mani-
fests itself. A person’s abnormal state of mind will often be ad-
duced in explanation of what is otherwise inexplicable and/or
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unacceptable behaviour. Thus, while there is no doubt that sui-
cide is abnormal and regrettable, the tone of Helen’s comment
on Ajax is one of compassion rather than disapproval. Similarly,
it is with regret, and not with disapproval that Electra notes the
frenzy of Orestes, who is now a helpless victim to the Erinys, but
was sane only just before (Or. 254 êrti !vfron«n). And again, it
is with no more than gentle reproach that Hecuba describes the
embarrassing frenzy of Cassandra, and urges her daughter to
hand over her torch:

parãdo! §mo‹ f«!: oÈ går Ùryå purfore›!
mainå! yoãzou!', oÈd¢ !' afl tÊxai, t°knon
!e!vfron¤ka!', éll' ¶t' §n taÈt«i m°nei!.2

(E. Tr. 348-50).

Give me that torch. You do not handle it rightly in your present
state of frenzy, nor have our misfortunes made you !≈frvn, child;
you remain in the state in which you were before.

While there is no doubt that Cassandra’s frenzy is both embar-
rassing (it is hardly a dignified reaction to the distress of defeat)
and even downright dangerous (‘you do not handle that torch
rightly’), Cassandra is, again, not accountable for her inappro-
priate and dangerous behaviour due to her state of divinely-
inspired ecstasy.

Twice, this ‘intellectual’ use of the word is combined with an
unequivocally ‘moral’ sense to comic effect. In Ion 520-1, the un-
suspecting Ion is greeted with overwhelming enthusiasm by his
new ‘father’ Xouthus. Ion can only excuse this lack of restraint
by supposing that this stranger must be mad, but Xouthus replies
that it is a grim norm that forces a parent to stay away from his
new-found child:

Ivn. eÔ frone›! m°n; ≥ !' ¶mhnen yeoË ti!, Œ j°ne, blãbh;
Jo. !vfron« tå f¤ltay' eÍrΔn efi fuge›n §f¤emai;
(E. Ion 520-1)

———
2 The best way to make sense of the manuscripts’ !' afl tÊxai ...

§!vfronÆka!' is to read !e!vfron¤ka!' (from !vfron¤zv make !≈frvn), as
implied by the scholiast’s periphrasis !≈frona pepoiÆka!i (see Diggle’s
apparatus). Good sense is also obtained by reading oÈd¢ !a›! tÊxai! (Heath) ...
§!vfrÒnh!a! (Nauck), ‘you have not become !≈frvn in view of your
misfortunes’. However, §!vfrÒnh!a! is definitely the lectio facilior, and
§!vfronÆka!' is probably best explained as a partial ‘normalisation’ of the rare
!e!vfron¤ka!'.
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(Ion:) Are you in your right mind? Or did a god harm your sense
and make you mad?
(Xouthus:) Am I in my right mind if I find my dearest one and
then want to run away from him?

Ion understandably thinks that the stranger who embraces him
so enthusiastically must be out of his wits, but Xouthus’ rhetori-
cal question in reply points out that the usual standard of re-
straint and control of emotion does not apply when a father
finds his lost son, and that it would be an unusually strict norm
of !vfro!Ênh indeed that forced him to ‘run away’ from his
loved one: he is, in short, not a ‘mad’ stranger, but a rightly over-
joyed father who has found his long-lost son.3

A second pun on two senses of !vfrone›n occurs in a passage
from Heracles. The goddess of frenzy, Lyssa, is brought in by Iris
to knock Heracles out of his wits, but Lyssa strongly disapproves
of Iris’ and Hera’s plans, and starts moralising on Heracles’ re-
nown (849) and on the merits (851-3) that show his loyalty (846
f¤lou!) vis-à-vis the gods (851-3). Iris tells her that she was not
brought hither in order to ‘be !≈frvn’:

Ir. mØ !Á nouy°tei tã y' ÜHra! kémå mhxanÆmata.
Lu. §! tÚ l«ion §mbibãzv !' ‡xno! ént‹ toË kakoË.
Ir. oÈx‹ !vfrone›n g' ¶pemce deËrÒ !' ≤ DiÚ! dãmar.
(E. Her. 855-7)

(Iris:) Stop criticising the intrigues of Hera and myself. (Lyssa:) I
set you on the better track, instead of the wrong one. (Iris:) It was
not in order to be !≈frvn that Zeus’ wife has sent you hither.

Again, the pun is a juxtaposition of the ‘mental’ sense of
!vfrone›n (‘sanity’ versus ‘madness’) and an ‘other-regarding’
one (‘restraint of violence’). Lyssa shows !vfro!Ênh in her plea
not to use violence against a f¤lo! of considerable merit, but Iris

———
3 The reading of L is to be retained in line 521. Diggle adopts Jacobs’ oÈ

fron« for !vfron«, and Triclinius’ file›n (‘kiss’) for fuge›n (‘Am I not in my
right mind if, on finding my dearest, I kiss him?’). The two changes hang
together (one necessitates the other), but they are quite unnecessary. While
file›n is evidently what Xouthus does, fuge›n is what Ion thinks he should do:
‘Would you call me !≈frvn if, on finding my dearest, I would run away from
him?’.
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cuts this short by suggesting that, for the goddess of ‘madness’,
!vfro!Ênh (‘sanity’) is not on the agenda.

(2) ‘Prudence’ and ‘common sense’. A second group of uses is
the use of !≈frvn to commend the ‘prudence’ or ‘good sense’
of those who do only what is good for themselves. Even more
obviously than in Sophocles (chapter 5.4), the appeal to ‘good
sense’ of this kind often occurs in general phrases, and it is fre-
quently invoked to cut short unwelcome topics of deliberation.

Two passages repeat Creon’s argument from OT (chapter 5.4)
against the desirability of royal power.4 These are spoken by
Hippolytus in his self-defence, and by Jocasta in her confronta-
tion with Polynices. Both contrast the prãgmata of the king with
the quiet life of normal citizens.

éll' …! turanne›n ≤dÁ; to›!i !≈fro!in
¥ki!tã g', efi mØ tå! fr°na! di°fyoren
ynht«n ˜!oi!in èndãnei monarx¤a.
§gΔ d' ég«na! m¢n krate›n ÑEllhnikoÁ!
pr«to! y°loim' ên, §n pÒlei d¢ deÊtero!
!Án to›! ér¤!toi! eÈtuxe›n ée‹ f¤loi!:
 (E. Hipp. 1013-18)

Will you argue that it is pleasant to be king? Not for men of good
sense, unless royal power has utterly destroyed the wits of those
that it attracts. As far as a victory in the Greek games is concerned,
I’d certainly like to be first, but in the polis I prefer to be the sec-
ond man, and enjoy a life of happines with the very best of
friends.

t¤ tØn turann¤d', édik¤an eÈda¤mona,
timçi! Íp°rfeu ka‹ m°g' ¥gh!ai tÒde;
peribl°pe!yai t¤mion; kenÚn m¢n oÔn.
μ pollå moxye›n pÒll' ¶xvn §n d≈ma!in
boÊlhi; t¤ d' ¶!ti tÚ pl°on; ˆnom' ¶xei mÒnon:
§pe‹ tã g' érkoËny' flkanå to›! ge !≈fro!in.
 (E. Pho. 549-54)

Why do you put such extreme value on kingship, that pleasant in-
justice, and do you consider it something great? Is it such honour
to be a prominent figure? No, it is meaningless. Do you really pre-

———
4 Both passages are gn«mai not only in form but also in content: note the

general plural to›!i !≈fro!in in Hipp. 1013 and Ph. 554; the latter also takes the
typical form of a nominal phrase. Cf. Lardinois (1995) 13-19, (2001) 94-5.
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fer many labours combined with many possessions? What is this
‘more’? It’s but a word. ‘Sufficient’ is enough for men of sense.

The first of these passages is spoken by Hippolytus to convince
Theseus that he did not have any reason to assault Phaedra; the
second passage by Jocasta who wishes to dissuade Polynices from
an armed confrontation with his brother. Both clearly fail to
have any effect on their addressee, and both are formulated in a
way that seems to draw the public’s attention to this inefficacy. In
Hippolytus’ case, it is the renewed appeal to !vfro!Ênh itself so
shortly after his unsuccessful defense of his own !vfro!Ênh (994-
1007, see section 5) that is almost offensively clumsy;5 in Jocasta’s
speech, the appeal is to arguments that are truisms for a private
citizen of modest means in a democratic pÒli!, but that are con-
spicuously unlikely to appeal to a dethroned prince of Polynices’
status.6

Another rhetorical truism is that ‘everywhere, to people who
are !≈frone!, life is sweeter than death’ (Or. 1509, pantaxoË z∞n
≤dÁ mçllon μ yane›n to›! !≈fro!in). This maxim, paralleling
Helen’s comments on Ajax’ suicide (see above) is employed by
the Phrygian captive in defense of his pro!kÊnh!i! for Orestes,
who threatens to kill him and takes offence at this oriental act of
submission. Also from the book of common-sensical wisdom
comes the comment of the messenger who warns Theoclymenus
of the Spartans’ deceit and drives home the point by stating that
‘sensible lack of gullibility is a most useful thing for mortals’
(Hel. 1625-6 !≈frono! d' épi!t¤a! | oÈk ¶!tin oÈd¢n xrh!im≈teron
broto›!).7

One passage free from the appeal to commonplaces, but is
still clearly calculated to round off an unwelcome discussion, is
the excuse of the nurse in Hipp., who, when blamed by Phaedra
for approaching Hippolytus, apologizes by stating: ‘we are wast-

———
5 See Barrett (1964) ad loc., and Kovacs (1982) 30, who deletes the passage

on the ground of its rhetorical inadequacy.
6 Hence, these verses too are condemned by Kovacs (1982).
7 Again, these lines take the typical form of gn«mai: note the nominal

phrase and the plural to›! !≈fro!in in Or. 1509, and the use of the evaluative
statement oÈk ¶!tin oÈd¢n xrh!im≈teron in Hel. 1626. For this type of expression,
cf. Lardinois (2001) 95n.11.
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ing words. I had no good sense to do as I did.’ (Hipp . 704
makrhgoroËmen: oÈk §!vfronoËn §g≈).

As in the case of the use of !vfrone›n in the sense of ‘being
sane’, the appeal to ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh can be misapplied to
comic effect. An example is offered by the Cyclops, who claim
that he does not care about the Zeus xenios, and that it makes
no sense to do so:

ègΔ oÎtini yÊv plØn §mo¤, yeo›!i d' oÎ,
ka‹ t∞i meg¤!thi, ga!tr‹ t∞ide, daimÒnvn.
…! toÈmpie›n ge ka‹ fage›n toÈf' ≤m°ran,
ZeÁ! oto! ényr≈poi!i to›!i !≈fro!in,
lupe›n d¢ mhd¢n aÍtÒn.
 (E. Cy. 334-8)

These sheep of mine I offer to no one except myself, — not to the
gods! — and to my stomach, mightiest of divinities. For to drink
and eat one’s daily portion, that is Zeus to a man of sense, that
and not to harm oneself.

Here, the rhetoric of common sense is misapplied to comic ef-
fect, and invoked in defence of a wildly outrageous cannibalism
that breaks all the rules of hospitality and thus offends the very
same Zeus about whom Polyphemos claims not to care (341).
Again, the joke plays with two uses of !vfro!Ênh: the ‘prudence’
or ‘common sense’ that the monster claims to observe, and the
respect for divinity (see (3) below) that he utterly ignores.

(3) ‘Restraint of violence and respect for the gods.’ In a third
group of uses, !vfro!Ênh is used to commend those who restrain
their aggression, and refrain from undue violence. As in Aeschy-
lus (chapter 4.2), Amphiaraus with his lack of Ïbri! and ostenta-
tion is again a model of !vfro!Ênh in this respect and he is men-
tioned twice in passing (Ph. 177, 1112).

Violence of dramatis personae is also criticised as a lack of
!vfro!Ênh. Thus, when Menelaus in IA rebukes Agamemnon for
his unwillingness to sacrifice Iphigenia, the latter suggests that
his brother should drop his insolent (379) and fierce (381) atti-
tude and instead show the !vfro!Ênh not to kill one’s f¤loi
(379, 407). Later on, when Agamemnon yields, it is Clytemnes-
tra’s turn to plead with him to spare his daughter’s life, and to
suggest that he will be !≈frvn to do so (IA 1208, !≈frvn ¶!hi).
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The killing of Clytemnestra by Orestes is another violent act that
is not readily accepted; Tyndareus complains to Menelaus that
Orestes could have pursued a a·mato! d¤kh (‘trial for manslaugh-
ter’) against his mother (Or. 500) and send her back to her fa-
ther (501) instead of killing her; such restraint would have
earned him a reputation of !vfro!Ênh instead of his present
misery (Or. 502 tÚ !«frÒn t' ¶lab' ín ént‹ !umforç!).

Violence on a larger scale, between pÒlei!, is at stake in the
suppliant dramas. In the debate between Demophon and the
Argive herald in Hcld., the latter suggest that Athenian protec-
tion for the suppliant children of Heracles would be an unac-
ceptable offence to Argos, and that the Athenian would show
good sense if he did not harm the Argives (Hcld. 263, blãptvn
g' §ke¤nou! mhd¢n, μn !Á !vfron∞i!). Against this threatening use
of the ‘prudential’ type of !vfro!Ênh (‘you will only harm your-
self if you resist us’), Demophon warns the Argive not to use vio-
lence against the suppliants, for Demodocus is prepared to kill
him if the Argive fails to learn !vfro!Ênh (ibid. 272, efi mÆ g' ı
k∞ruj !vfrone›n mayÆ!etai). In the second half of the play, the
aggressive animosity between Alkmene and Eurystheus is con-
trasted with the more peaceful attitude of the Athenian pÒli!,
which !vfronoË!a acquits the Argive after his defeat (1012).

As in Eumenides, and also in Euripides’ Supplices, and Sopho-
cles’ Oedipus at Colonus, the foreign policy of Athens is presented
here as one that does away with violence, and protects those in
need of protection. The content of Athenian propaganda in
tragedy seems to have been remarkably consistent throughout
the age of the Athenian empire.

(4.) ‘Control of desire’. If in public life, restraint of violence is a
main feature of ‘male’ !vfro!Ênh, in private life, control of de-
sires is prominent. This control is most obviously conspicuous in
those male characters who respect the integrity of women who
do not belong to their oikos but are entrusted to their care. Thus,
Proteus is chosen to guard Helen because Hermes judges him to
be ‘most !≈frvn among men’ (Hel. 47, !vfron°!taton brot«n).
Another prominent example of male restraint in sexual matters
is the farmer in Electra, who does not touch his wife because of
her higher status (El. 45-6). Electra tells her brother that the
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man never touched her, not only for fear of Orestes’ revenge, as
Orestes supposed, but also because of his own !vfro!Ênh (261
toËt' aÈtÚ tarb«n: prÚ! d¢ ka‹ !≈frvn ¶fu. ‘That is indeed what
he feared. But besides, he was !≈frvn as well). Such lofty morals
are not shared by everyone, apparently, and the farmer himself is
well aware that some people apply very different criteria to de-
cide what !vfro!Ênh is (ibid. 53) and judge him a fool (50)
rather than a !≈frvn (on this passage, see section 4 below).

Another mythical model for whom restraint in sexual matters
is the decisive criterion for his proverbial !vfro!Ênh is Peleus
(see chapters 3.2 on Pi. I. 8. 24-26, and 8.2 on Ar. Nu. 1067). His
reputation is important for his scene in Andromache. Peleus
speaks with the voice of an expert when he launches his attack
on the adulterous Helen, and on the general lack of !vfro!Ênh
of Spartan women (And. 595-601); in response, Menelaus has a
hard time vindicating his decision not to punish Helen as a to-
ken of his own !vfro!Ênh (And. 681-2 efi d' efi! prÒ!ocin t∞! §m∞!
§lyΔn §gΔ | gunaikÚ! ¶!xon mØ ktane›n, §!vfrÒnoun, ‘If, on com-
ing eye to eye with my wife, I refrained from killing her, I had
good sense to do so’). His far-fetched argument is that Helen
provided the Greeks with an opportunity for learning courage.
And when the irascible and violent Menelaus suggests that he
himself will have a word with Neoptolemus to see if Peleus’
grandson will have the !vfro!Ênh to punish Andromache and to
avoid future offences to the Spartans (And. 740-1, kín m¢n
kolãzhi tÆnde ka‹ tÚ loipÚn ∑i | !≈frvn kay' ≤mç!, !≈fron' én-
tilÆcetai, ‘And if he punishes her, and will from now on be
!≈frvn to us, he will get a !≈frvn treatment in return.’), there
is the strange effect of the ignoramus teaching the expert in his
own field. The !vfro!Ênh advocated here by Menelaus, so utterly
different from the traditional ‘decency’ embodied by Peleus,
amounts to the submission demanded by an arrogant ruler from
his ‘inferiors’; it strongly reminds one of the Menelaus from S.
Aj., and is fully consistent with the anti-Spartan sentiments that
abound in Andromache.

Peleus’ son Achilles is not commonly thought of as a model of
!vfro!Ênh, probably because the quality is not very relevant to
his Iliadic role of the greatest Greek warrior. The young Achilles
as portrayed in IA, however, is a different matter altogether. The
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respectful, almost reverential manner in which he first confronts
Clytemnestra seems typical of the well-behaved young man (his
afid≈! being very evident, 821, 833), and the Argive queen duly
applauds his respect for !vfro!Ênh (824, afin« d' ˜ti !ebe›! tÚ
!vfrone›n). A more ‘adult’ manifestation of his !vfro!Ênh oc-
curs later in the same epeisodion, when he offers to plead with
Agamemnon on Iphigenia’s behalf. Here, it is his disinclination
for violence, his willingness to act lelogi!m°nv! rather than
!y°nei (1021), that invites Clytemnestra’s recognition of his
!vfro!Ênh (1024 …! !≈fron' e‰pa!).

More or less without a parallel in Euripidean drama is the fig-
ure of Heracles in Alcestis. On hearing that Admetus has a fu-
neral to attend, Heracles is duly reluctant to enter the house as a
guest, but when Admetus is vague about the identity of the de-
ceased and encourages Heracles to enter the house, Heracles
has no scruples about enjoying Admetus’ hospitality. This is de-
plored in a semi-comic passage by the servant, who complains
that Heracles entered the house at all, and adds that this ill-
behaved guest was not content to accept ‘quietly’ (!vfrÒnv!, Alc.
753) what he was offered, but had the nerve to order all kinds of
extras. Heracles’ lack of quietness obviously violates the rules of
decency in a house in mourning, and his immodest demand for
extras of course fits in with the comic stereotype of Heracles the
glutton.

3. The Use of !≈frvn and Cognates in Euripides: Women

The senses that we dealt with in the last section are either unre-
lated to a specific sex or age category, or else predominantly
manifestations of !vfro!Ênh in adult males. ‘Sanity’ as opposed
to madness or frenzy is of course relevant to both male and fe-
male figures, but ‘prudence’/’good sense’, for instance, is a type
of !vfro!Ênh far more relevant to adult male citizens, who are
responsible for the well-being of themselves and their depend-
ents, rather than to any type of person in a subordinate position,
who have fewer opportunities to act as autonomous agents. (But
the nurse in Hipp. offers an exception.) By and large, the same
goes for ‘control of violence’, and again, the explanation may



154 CHAPTER SIX

simply be that women, children and slaves have fewer opportuni-
ties to show aggression, and are therefore less in need to control
it. Other types of !vfro!Ênh, control of desires and quietness,
typically manifest themselves in different ways according to sex
and age category: in view of the fact that these uses (‘control of
desires’, ‘fidelity’, ‘chastity’) differ considerably and are easily
activated without the help of extensive contextual signals, it
seems justified to speak here of different uses altogether.

The present section will focus on !vfro!Ênh in relation to
women. Euripides is probably our richest source on female
!vfro!Ênh, and throughout his plays, we meet a great number of
typically ‘good’ and notoriously ‘bad’ women.

The mythological paragon of the good, faithful wife surely is
Penelope, and Hecuba refers to her in Tr. 422-3 by merely men-
tioning her quality of !vfro!Ênh : !≈frono! d' ¶!hi lãtri!
gunaikÒ!, ‘you [i.e. Cassandra] will be the servant of a !≈frvn
woman’. If Penelope is the universal paragon, the fullest exam-
ple of the good woman in Euripides’ plays is undoubtedly An-
dromache, whose exemplary !vfro!Ênh in her role as a wife with
Hector is contrasted, both in Andromache and Troades, to the lack
of !vfro!Ênh exhibited by the daughters of Tyndareus, specifi-
cally Helen and her daughter Hermione. Andromache herself
gives a full self-assessment in her long speech in Troades:

§gΔ d¢ tojeÊ!a!a t∞! eÈdoj¤a!
laxoË!a ple›on t∞! tÊxh! ≤mãrtanon.
ì går gunaij‹ !≈fron' ¶!y' hÍrhm°na, 645
taËt' §jemÒxyoun ÜEktoro! katå !t°ga!.
pr«ton m°n, ¶nya (kín pro!∞i kín mØ pro!∞i
cÒgo! gunaij¤n) aÈtÚ toËt' §f°lketai
kak«! ékoÊein, ¥ti! oÈk ¶ndon m°nei,
toÊtou pare›!a pÒyon ¶mimnon §n dÒmoi!: 650
¶!v te melãyrvn komcå yhlei«n ¶ph
oÈk efi!efroÊmhn, tÚn d¢ noËn didã!kalon
o‡koyen ¶xou!a xrh!tÚn §jÆrkoun §mo¤.
gl≈!!h! te !igØn ˆmma y' ¥!uxon pÒ!ei
pare›xon: ≥idh d' ë m' §xr∞n nikçn pÒ!in 655
ke¤nvi te n¤khn œn §xr∞n pari°nai.
ka‹ t«nde klhdΔn §! !trãteum' ÉAxaiikÚn
§lyoË!' ép≈le!°n m': §pe‹ går ≤ir°yhn,
ÉAxill°v! me pa›! §boulÆyh labe›n
dãmarta: douleÊ!v d' §n aÈyent«n dÒmoi!. 660
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kefi m¢n par≈!a!' ÜEktoro! f¤lon kãra
prÚ! tÚn parÒnta pÒ!in énaptÊjv fr°na,
kakØ fanoËmai t«i yanÒnti: tÒnde d' aÔ
!tugoË!' §maut∞! de!pÒtai! mi!Æ!omai.
ka¤toi l°gou!in …! m¤' eÈfrÒnh xala› 665
tÚ du!men¢! gunaikÚ! efi! éndrÚ! l°xo!:
ép°ptu!' aÈtØn ¥ti! êndra tÚn pãro!
kaino›!i l°ktroi! épobaloË!' êllon file›.
(E. Tr. 643-68)

As for me, I aimed at a good reputation (eudoxia), obtained more
than just that, but did not turn out to have good luck. For all
deeds of !vfro!Ênh that were invented for us women, all these I
dutifully practised in Hector’s house. First, given the fact that
(whether or not there is an outspoken reproach to women), the
very deed produces a bad reputation if someone does not stay
within, I said farewell to the desire for that, and did remain at
home. And within the house, I did not allow the smart gossip of
women in: I had my own mind as a good instructor from within
the home, and so I was quite self-sufficient. I gave my husband a
silent tongue and an untroubled eye; and I knew when I had to
prevail over my husband, and to leave the victory to him when it
was good to do so. Rumour of all this has reached the Achaean
army; this has destroyed me. For when I was made captive, the son
of Achilles set his mind on having me as a partner: I will be a slave
in the house of killers. And if I cast aside my love for Hector, and
open my heart to my present master, I will appear a bad wife to
my dead man; but if I openly abhor the other, I will earn the ill
will of my masters. Mind you, they say that one night removes the
dislike of a woman for a man. I despise a woman who drops her
former husband in favour of a new one, and transfers her loyalty
to another.

Andromache is confronted with an impossible dilemma: if she
refuses Neoptolemus because of her loyalty to Hector, she will
incur his ill will, and be treated accordingly, but if she gives in in
spite of herself, she will have to face the reproach of disloyalty to
Hector (663). And the irony of her situation is that it is her very
excellence that is the source of her distress, because it is her
fame as a good wife that is the reason for Neoptolemus’ desire.
This excellence includes (i) acceptance of the quiet seclusion in
the house: she remained inside (647-50), and did not indulge in
gossip with other women (651-3) but was content on her own;
(ii) quiet and obedient behaviour (654) and indulgence of her
husband (655-6): she was not concerned to score points over
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him at all cost; and, crucially, (iii) her faithfulness to Hector
(661-4), which she now will be forced to give up. Quietness, obe-
dience, and marital fidelity, here we do indeed seem to have the
main pillars of female !vfro!Ênh, and Andromache presents us
with a full statement of the ideology.8

In Andromache, the Trojan princess finds herself threatened by
the jealousy of Neptolemos’ official wife, Helen’s daughter
Hermione. Hermione accuses Andromache of using fãrmaka
(157) to attract Neoptolemus. In reply, Andromache again
claims that Neoptolemus was attracted by her virtues (éreta¤,
208), and that Hermione falls short in this repect because she, as
a haughty Spartan, disdains her humble surroundings and hurts
the pride of her husband (214-5, xrØ går guna›ka, kín kak«i
pÒ!ei doy∞i, | !t°rgein, ëmillãn t' oÈk ¶xein fronÆmato!, ‘For a
woman, even if she is given to a man of humble status, must
cherish him, and not make a competition of pride.’). She then
cites her own lack of jealousy as a sign of her indulgence with
Hector, and warns Hermione that jealousy is nothing less than
filandr¤a, ‘infatuation with men’, and that the Spartan girl is in
danger of emulating her mother Helen in that respect:

Œ f¤ltay' ÜEktor, éll' §gΔ tØn !Øn xãrin
!o‹ ka‹ junÆrvn, e‡ t¤ !e !fãlloi KÊpri!,
ka‹ ma!tÚn ≥dh pollãki! nÒyoi!i !o›!
§p°!xon, ·na !oi mhd¢n §ndo¤hn pikrÒn.
ka‹ taËta dr«!a t∞i éret∞i pro!hgÒmhn
pÒ!in: !Á d' oÈd¢ =an¤d' Ípaiyr¤a! drÒ!ou
t«i !«i pro!¤zein éndr‹ deima¤nou!' §çi!.
mØ tØn tekoË!an t∞i filandr¤ai, gÊnai,
zÆtei parelye›n: t«n kak«n går mht°rvn
feÊgein trÒpou! xrØ t°kn' ˜!oi! ¶ne!ti noË!.
 (E. Andr. 222-31)

Dearest Hector, I by contrast went along with your desire for your
pleasure, whenever Cypris did somehow knock you off your feet,
and many times now have I given the breast to your bastard sons: I
did not want in any respect to displease you. And by doing so, I
brought my husband close to me by means of my aretè. You on the
other hand do not even allow a drop of heavenly rain to touch
your husband in your present fear. You should not try to emulate

———
8 Andromache essentially accepts, here and in Andr., the male-generated

ideology of female !vfro!Ênh, cf. Allan (2000) 181-2.



EURIPIDES 157

your mother in philandria, madam: if the mother is bad, the chil-
dren must avoid her ways, if they have any sense.

The point is striking, but certainly relevant to the context. The
childless Hermione blames Andromache of sleeping with her
dead husband’s killer (171-2: incidentally exactly the reproach
that Andromache anticipates in Tr.), and connects Andro-
mache’s faithlessness to the general promiscuity of foreigners
(173-6). In response to this stereotypical view of barbarians, An-
dromache also links Hermione’s behaviour to her lineage. She
retorts that the female éretÆ of obedience to and indulgence of
her husband even includes tolerance with regard to paramours,
and that it is this éretÆ of hers that was ingratiating to Hector.
Hermione’s intolerance of Neoptolemus’ liaison with Andro-
mache, by contrast, is to be taken as a sign of infatuation with
men, filandr¤a; this, Andromache suggests, is precisely what mo-
tivated Hermione’s mother Helen to commit adultery.9 Thus,
the daughter equals the vices of her mother, and it is not the
barbarian captive but the Spartan princess who lacks !vfro!Ênh.
Hermione’s answer shows that Andromache’s speech does in-
deed amount to an accusation of a lack of !vfro!Ênh:

Er. t¤ !emnomuye›! ké! ég«n' ¶rxhi lÒgvn,
…! dØ !Á !≈frvn, témå d' oÈx‹ !≈frona;
(E. Andr. 234-5)

Why these pompous words, why do you engage in a battle of
words? Am I to take it that you are !≈frvn, and what I do is not?

Hermione is thus a true daughter to her mother, both on ac-
count of her xlidÆ (stressed right at her first entrance, Andr.
147) and her filandr¤a. That a woman’s jealousy is regarded as a
sign of filandr¤a and a lack of !vfro!Ênh may seem striking, but
the passage is by no means unique. As we will see below (section
7), there is a similar charge against Medea when she fails to ac-
cept Jason’s new marriage, and Jason’s complaint that Medea
lacks !vfro!Ênh is confirmed by the chorus of that play. And of
course it is exactly this type of jealousy that is the source of the

———
9 For the sense of filandr¤a as ‘being infatuated with men’ and the

association of this with moixe¤a, cf. Pl. Smp. 191e ka‹ ˜!ai aÔ guna›ke! f¤landro¤
te ka‹ moixeÊtriai §k toÊtou toË g°nou! g¤gnontai.On the lack of ‘self-control’ of
both mother and daughter, cf. McClure (1999) 181.
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tragic error of Deianeira (S. Tr.).10 It seems, then, that absence
of jealousy, and absence of a possessive infatuation with men, is
indeed part of the ideology of female !vfro!Ênh.

If Hermione falls short of the ideal, her mother Helen is of
course the classic example of the faithless ‘bad’ woman. In the
discussion between Peleus and Menelaus in the same play, she is
attacked on account of her infidelity by Peleus (Andr. 594, 596,
601), who supports his attack with a diatribe against Spartan eth-
ics. The main idea here is that the freedom that Spartan girls
enjoy to go out of the house and practice sports together with
boys (597-600), precludes their !vfro!Ênh. As in the Greek
Hermione’s invectives against the ‘promiscuous barbarian’ An-
dromache, the accusation of a lack of !vfro!Ênh is here linked
to an ethnic stereotype, the idea being this time that Helen’s
lack of fidelity is typical of her Spartan descent.

Elsewhere, Helen is also charged with ostentation (xlidÆ), just
like her daughter Hermione. This is in Troades, where Helen ap-
pears in full regal pomp, thus providing the fullest possible con-
trast to the dejection and misery of the Trojan women; Hecuba
suggests that in recognition of her transgressions (Tr. 1027),
Helen should ‘show !vfro!Ênh ’ rather than her present
énaide¤a. !vfro!Ênh here amounts to ‘modesty’ as opposed to
ostentation, though this modesty is supposed to result from a
sense of responsibility for the disastrous consequences of Helen’s
infidelity. It is only in Helen, in which the conventional story of
Helen is inverted in vindication of her virtue, that Helen is —
paradoxically, but appropriately in this context — credited with
the !vfro!Ênh (Hel. 932, 1684) of marital loyalty.

Clytemnestra, Helen’s sister, is also very much the bad adul-
tress of tradition that we already met in the Oresteia and in

———
10 When confronted with Iole, Heracles’ new conquest, Deianeira tries not

to respond with anger, but to outdo her rival by regaining Heracles’ attentions.
Sending the magic garment is, for her, a sincere, if tragically misguided,
attempt to win back Heracles’ favours without openly showing hostility to his
affair with Iole. See especially verses 552-4 éll' oÈ gãr, À!per e‰pon, Ùrga¤nein
kalÚn | guna›ka noËn ¶xou!an: ∏i d' ¶xv, f¤lai, | lutÆrion l≈fhma, t∞id' Ím›n
frã!v. ‘But as I said, it is not good for a sensible wife to be angry. I have
however, ladies, a means of relief that will solve the problem. Let me tell you
how it works.’
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Sophocles’ Electra. Thus she provokes withering remarks about
her lack of !vfro!Ênh both by Electra (El. 923, 1080, 1099) and,
after her death, by Orestes and Pylades (Or. 558, 1132). Long
before her liaison with Aegisthus, however, we find her in IA
pleading with Agamemnon for Iphigenia’s life, and adducing
her own impeccable behaviour as an argument in favour.

o !oi katallaxye›!a per‹ !¢ ka‹ dÒmou!
!ummarturÆ!ei! …! êmempto! ∑ gunÆ,
¶! t' ÉAfrod¤thn !vfronoË!a ka‹ tÚ !Ún
m°layron aÎjou!', À!te !' efi!iÒnta te
xa¤rein yÊraz° t' §jiÒnt' eÈdaimone›n.
(E. IA 1157-61)

When I had left him [Tyndareus] for your sake, you’ll have to
confirm that I was a blameless wife to you and your house: I was
!≈frvn with respect to Aphrodite and also made your palace
thrive. As a consequence, when coming home, you had every rea-
son to rejoice, and when you went out, to feel happy.

As in the case of Andromache’s speech in Tr., it appears from
this passage that marital fidelity is again the central point of fe-
male !vfro!Ênh, but that this fidelity combines with other quali-
ties (Clytemnestra being a good housekeeper, in this case) to
turn the conventionally decent wife into a truly êmempto! gunÆ.11

The instances quoted above are remarkably consistent in the im-
pression they give of female !vfro!Ênh: the !≈frvn woman is (i)
faithful to her husband, (ii) quiet and inconspicuous in her be-
haviour (preferably staying inside the house, and not indulging
in gossip and ostentation), and (iii) obedient and indulgent to
her husband. Apart from these moral prerequisites, it might al-
most seem a bonus if, as in the case of Clytemnestra in IA, she
also (iv) makes a good job of the administration of the house-
hold.

———
11 There is an interesting parallel in Lys. 1.7, where Euphiletus claimed that

§n m¢n oÔn t«i pr≈tvi xrÒnvi (i.e. shortly after the birth of their son, and
before his wife’s liaison with Eratosthenes started) pa!«n ∑n belt¤!th, and then
explains this by drawing attention to the fact that his wife, apart from then still
being faithful, had many other qualities: ka‹ går ofikonÒmo! deinØ ka‹ feidvlÚ!
ka‹ ékrib«! pãnta dioikoË!a, ‘for I must say that she was a terrific housekeeper,
economical, and she managed to arrange everything accurately’.
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In one case, there is a suggestion that female !vfro!Ênh goes
even further, and may even include the self-sacrifice of a woman
for the sake of those to whom she belongs. With Alcestis, loyalty
to Admetus is put to an extreme and unusual test when it ap-
pears that she is the only one who is prepared to die in his stead.
Alcestis’ self-sacrifice goes way beyond what is in normal circum-
stances required from a !≈frvn woman (she is indeed what her
servant woman calls a ‘superlative’ wife, a Íperbeblhm°nh gunÆ,
Alc. 153-4), but her superlative loyalty is valued in terms of
!vfro!Ênh.12 Even Pheres to grant her this quality.

¥kv kako›!i !o›!i !ugkãmnvn, t°knon:
§!yl∞! gãr, oÈde‹! éntere›, ka‹ !≈frono!
gunaikÚ! ≤mãrthka!. éllå taËta m¢n
f°rein énãgkh ka¤per ˆnta dÊ!fora.
(E. Alc. 614-17)

I have come to share in your trouble, son. You are bereft of a no-
ble and !≈frvn wife — there is no denying that. But these things
one has to bear, even if it is hard to do so.

Pheres’ compliment seems remarkably ungenerous, and at the
least it almost completely ignores Admetus’ strong sense of grief
at the loss of his wife. To Pheres, the loss of a ‘good and !≈frvn’
wife seems to be the regrettable loss of a useful thing, and little
more. This lack of empathy is even more poignant, given that
Admetus regards his father, or his father’s wife, as a more ap-
propriate substitute for his own death, given the fact that Alcestis
was both younger and, strictly speaking, Ùyne›a, i.e. not belong-
ing to the family in the strict sense (645, cf. ibid. 532-3, 810-1).13

———
12 For ‘masculine’ aspects of Alcestis’ behaviour, notably her courage and

protection of the house of Admetus, see Foley (2001) 314-7.
13 In calling Alcestis an Ùyne›an guna›ka, Admetus seems to be drawing the

borders very strictly. At 645, he does so in order to make it clear that Pheres is
closer to him than Alcestis, and should have been more willing to make the
sacrifice. At 533, his claim to Heracles that the deceased is Ùyne›o! is positively
misleading, but motivated by the desire not to turn away his xenos Heracles.
Alcestis remains a very atypical example of an Ùyne›o!, and the servant woman’s
sarcastic remark at 811 does not fail to make that clear: ∑ kãrta m°ntoi ka‹ l¤an
Ùyne›o! ∑n, ‘no indeed, she was absolutely not one of the family, too much so’.

But nevertheless, it seems that marriage does not make for family ties in the
truest sense. Again, one may compare Lys. 1, where Euphiletus claims that it is
the birth of a child, rather than marriage as such, that (in principle) makes for
a really strong bond between the married couple: 1.6 §peidØ d° moi paid¤on
g¤gnetai, §p¤!teuon ≥dh ka‹ pãnta tå §mautoË §ke¤nhi par°dvka, ≤goÊmeno!
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But if Pheres’ compliment is unpleasantly ungenerous, this does
not mean that he is wrong to view Alcestis’ sacrifice in terms of
!vfro!Ênh. In fact, Alcestis herself does much the same thing:

!¢ d' êllh ti! gunØ kektÆ!etai,
!≈frvn m¢n oÈk ín mçllon, eÈtuxØ! d' ‡!v!.
(E. Alc. 181-2)

Another wife will have you (sc. the l°ktron); more !≈frvn she can
hardly be, but perhaps she will be better off.

In her own view, Alcestis is ‘superlatively’ !≈frvn (no woman
can surpass her on the point of loyalty to her husband), and it is
her tragedy that this superlative !vfro!Ênh means her own
death. In fact, she wittingly does what Andromache in Troades
did unwittingly: bringing about her own misfortune by her su-
preme loyalty with regard to her husband.

Of course, Alcestis’ situation is extreme. But if she is justified
in taking her self-sacrifice as a sign of (superlative) !vfro!Ênh, it
is surely significant that one Euripidean female protagonist who
is definitely less blameless, Medea, is quite unwilling to sacrifice
her own interests for the sake of her husband’s well-being (see
below, section 7). Medea of course has reasons of her own to
demand something more from Jason. Hers is one of those dra-
mas where the conflicting parties judge each other, and their
possession or lack of !vfro!Ênh, from very different points of
view and on the basis of very different criteria, the tragic point
being that, up to a certain point, both are right.

4. Different Views on !vfro!Ênh: The Farmer in Electra

The overview in the previous two sections has shown a consider-
able variety of senses of our terms. Given this variety, people can
adopt very different points of view and use different criteria to
decide whether, in a given situation, the term !vfro!Ênh applies
at all to a given way of behaviour. As a result people may seem to
hold very different views of what !vfro!Ênh is, and Euripides

———
taÊthn ofikeiÒthta meg¤!thn e‰nai. (‘When I got a son, I trusted her from then
on, and handed over all my affairs, for I thought that this makes for the
strongest possible tie.’)
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seems more keen than any writer before him to explore these
clashes for the sake of dramatic effect. In this respect, it does in-
deed seem that Euripides offers something new, and the three
dramas in which these clashes are most central to the plot, will
concern us in the remainder of this chapter.

On one occasion, Euripides even makes a character explicitly
state the fact that people use different criteria to decide on the
issue of !vfro!Ênh, and it is useful to examine this passage first.
The passage that concerns us here is the close of the speech of
the farmer in the prologue of Electra. The farmer states that,
though Electra has been given to him by Aegisthus and
Clytemnestra, he did not have sexual contact with her, for he
considers it Ïbri! to do so in view of her superior status (46). He
also shows concern that his ‘brother in law’ Orestes may, in the
event of his return, be dismayed to see his sister caught in a ‘mis-
erable’ marriage (47-9). The farmer thus treats Electra as a
woman who is entrusted to his care but does not belong to him,
and he shows a restraint similar to that of Proteus with regard to
Helen (Hel. 47, see section 2 above), even without having been
instructed to do so. The farmer clearly sees his sexual restraint
and his respect for the status of his wife in terms of !vfro!Ênh,
but he is also aware that many people will not adopt such lofty
criteria to judge his behaviour, and will consider him not
!≈frvn at all, but a fool:

˜!ti! d° m' e‰na¤ fh!i m«ron, efi labΔn
n°an §! o‡kou! pary°non mØ yiggãnv,
gn≈mh! ponhro›! kanÒ!in énametroÊmeno!
tÚ !«fron ‡!tv kaÈtÚ! aÔ toioËto!  n.
 (E. El. 50-3)

Whoever says that I am a fool if I have a young girl in my house
and then refrain from touching her, he must know that he uses
wicked yardsticks of mentality to measure what is !«fron; and that
he himself is similarly wicked.

The passage is interesting because it explicitly acknowledges the
existence of radically different criteria for moral judgements.
The farmer does not state what the ‘wicked’ criteria adopted by
others are, but it seems clear that these others judge his behav-
iour on the view that it is foolish to ignore such an overt chance
for sexual self-gratification: on such a view, the farmer is m«ro!, a



EURIPIDES 163

fool, if he does not take what he is offered. They judge his be-
haviour in terms of self-interest only. By contrast, the farmer
himself claims that in ignoring the exceptional circumstances of
the marriage (status difference, no authorisation by the real
kÊrio! of the bride, cf. El. 259), and in advocating the ruthless
pursuit of one’s own interests, these people use base criteria to
disparage behaviour that is, in fact, !«fron in the sense of ‘self-
controlled’. And for him, these people, in applying such stan-
dards, merely show that they are base themselves.

5. ‘Hippolytus’

It is hard to find a literary text to which the theme of !vfro!Ênh
is more central than it is to Hippolytus. The play shows a conflict
between two main characters who both acknowledge the ideal of
!vfro!Ênh, and yet both fail to attain a complete realisation of
that ideal. Hippolytus explicitly and repeatedly claims to be the
very model of !vfro!Ênh (994-5 §n to›!d' oÈk ¶ne!t' énØr §moË, |
oÈd' μn !Á mØ f∞i!, !vfron°!tero! geg≈!, ‘there is no man on this
earth who is more !≈frvn than myself, even if you deny it’; cf.
1100, 1365), mainly on account of his ritual purity and total sex-
ual abstinence, and his claim is confirmed by no less an authority
than Artemis herself (1402). But Hippolytus is not only chaste in
the extreme, he is also arrogantly intolerant of those who do not
live up to his rigorous standards, and this gives Phaedra a good
reason to say that Hippolytus still has to learn to be !≈frvn
(731). Phaedra herself, by contrast, is incapable of controling
her desire for her stepson, and in this respect, she is incapable of
!vfro!Ênh in the sense of ‘control of desires’.14 But Phaedra
does by no means disregard the ideals of female !vfro!Ênh: she

———
14 Euripides’ repeated treatment of the mythological figure of Phaedra

seems to have contributed greatly to the comic stereotype of Euripides the
misogynist: Phaedra is named as a prototype of the Euripidean ‘bad woman’ at
Ar. Th. 497, 547, 550. But in the extant play at least, she is not without
redeeming features, and in fact she comes to grief through no great fault of her
own. It may well be that the first Hippolytus, KaluptÒmeno!, in which Phaedra
seems to have been far more outrageously shameless, did far more than the
extant play to earn Euripides his reputation as a detractor of women. See
Barrett (1964) 11-12.
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tries very hard to uphold at least a semblance of !vfro!Ênh (see
especially Hipp. 399, 413) and struggles to find a way out of her
predicament with her honour intact.15 Ultimately, she decides on
suicide, and even Hippolytus has to acknowledge the !vfro!Ênh
of that decision (1034). As a result, the two main characters are
both much concerned with !vfro!Ênh as they see it, and the
poet makes his characters employ the term in a variety of con-
ventional and less conventional uses; the adaptability of
!vfro!Ênh is here exploited for dramatic effect more than any-
where else in Attic drama, with the posible exception of Bacchae.

Most important, of course, is the figure of Hippolytus himself.
From the prologue onwards, he is characterized as an ardent
devotee of Artemis, and an equally virulent detractor of Aphro-
dite (10-16), and this means that his particular brand of
!vfro!Ênh unusually and strikingly involves not only complete,
religiously motivated chastity but also a marked intolerance of
those who do not uphold the same ascetic standards. In the pro-
logue, he makes the radical claim that a devotee of his kind must
‘always be !≈frvn in every respect’ (80, §! tå pãnyÉ ée¤), and
must possess this quality by nature rather than education (79).
This implies that !vfro!Ênh means rather more to him than
chastity alone (though that certainly is the central element), and
this impression is confirmed in the fullest and most straightfor-
ward exposition of his !vfro!Ênh, which occurs in his long self-
defence in the confrontation with Theseus:

pr«ta d' êrjomai l°gein 
˜yen m' Íp∞lye! pr«ton …! diafyer«n
oÈk éntil°jont'. efi!orçi! fão! tÒde
ka‹ ga›an: §n to›!d' oÈk ¶ne!t' énØr §moË,
oÈdÉ μn !Á mØ f∞i!, !vfron°!tero! geg≈!. 995
§p¤!tamai går pr«ta m¢n yeoÁ! !°bein
f¤loi! te xr∞!yai mØ édike›n peirvm°noi!
éll' oÂ!in afidΔ! mÆt' §pagg°llein kakå
mÆt' ényupourge›n afi!xrå to›!i xrvm°noi!,
oÈk §ggela!tØ! t«n ımiloÊntvn, pãter, 1000
éll' aÍtÚ! oÈ paroË!i kéggÁ! Ãn f¤loi!.
•nÚ! d' êyikto!, œi me nËn ¶xein doke›!:
l°xou! går §! tÒd' ≤m°ra! ègnÚn d°ma!.
oÈk o‰da prçjin tÆnde plØn lÒgvi klÊvn

———
15 On Phaedra’s concern for reputation, see McClure (1999) 116-19.
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graf∞i te leÊ!!vn: oÈd¢ taËta går !kope›n 1005
prÒyumÒ! efimi, pary°non cuxØn ¶xvn.
ka‹ dØ tÚ !«fron toÈmÚn oÈ pe¤yei !': ‡tv.
de› dÆ !e de›jai t«i trÒpvi diefyãrhn.
 (E. Hipp. 991-1008)

I shall start to speak from the point where you first sought to trap
me, where you thought you were going to destroy me without my
speaking back. You see this world, the earth: there is no man
there, even if you’ll deny it, who is more !≈frvn than myself. For
first of all I know how to revere the gods, and how to consort with
associates who try not to do wrong, but who shun both to send evil
messages and to render shameful services to those who send
them. I’m not a man to mock my companions, father, but the very
same to them whether they are absent or I am close to them. And
there is one thing with which I have not been in touch, the very
point on which you think you have trapped me: to this very day my
body is undefiled by sex. I do not know these deeds except from
hearsay, and from seeing it in pictures; for I am even disinclined
to really look at these, because my soul is still a virgin. Oh well, I
see that my !vfro!Ênh does not convince you. Never mind. You
must of course prove in which respect I’ve been corrupted.

Hippolytus starts his self-defence with a full exposition of his
ethos. On account of his supposed assault on Phaedra, Theseus
had openly denied the justification of his son’s claims to moral
superiority and !vfro!Ênh (948-51, !Á dØ yeo›!in …! peri!!Ú! Ãn
énØr | jÊnei; !Á !≈frvn ka‹ kak«n ékÆrato!; | oÈk ín piyo¤mhn
to›!i !o›! kÒmpoi! §gΔ | yeo›!i pro!ye‹! émay¤an frone›n kak«!.
‘Are you the one who is known to consort with the gods, as a su-
perior man? Are you !≈frvn and untouched by evil? I could
never believe your boastful claims, and therewith suppose that
the gods are so ignorant as to have no good sense.’). Therefore,
Hippolytus responds with an elaborate claim that he is, indeed,
the paragon of !vfro!Ênh.

The first part of Hippolytus’ exposition combines two ele-
ments that are familiar as belonging to the conventional
!vfro!Ênh of the adult citizen. First, there is respect for the gods
(996 yeoÁ! !°bein), second, a concern for d¤kh that not just pre-
vents him from doing wrong, but even makes him avoid the
company of philoi who are less scrupulous (997-1000). To The-
seus, these may sound like conventional and rather flat claims,
straight from the book of conventional aristocratic wisdom, so to
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speak, but the addition that Hippolytus refuses to ‘send evil mes-
sages’ and ‘help those who do send them’ shows the audience
that Hippolytus is covertly denouncing Phaedra and the nurse
for their machinations: y°ou! !°bein seems to hint that he will
keep his oath of secrecy none the less.

The second part of Hippolytus’ exposition is its climax, and
concerns what for Hippolytus is the pivotal element of his
!vfro!Ênh: his chastity. Restraint in sexual matters is once again,
at least for a young man like Hippolytus, a recognizably conven-
tional ideal of !vfro!Ênh (one thinks immediately of the re-
straint commended in young males in texts such as Clouds and
Charmides, see chapters 8.2 and 10.8), but for Hippolytus this
ideal is taken to the extreme of continuous chastity, because of
his devotion to Artemis. Such persistent religiously motivated
asceticism, even if it is not unheard of,16 is hardly what the aver-
age Greek male would call !vfro!Ênh; it is Hippolytus’ idiosyn-
crasy that this enduringly ascetic lifestyle is, for him, a sine qua
non of !vfro!Ênh.

Thus, Hippolytus uses various conventional elements of ‘male’
and ‘juvenile’ !vfro!Ênh in defence of his very particular view of
life. The message of the entire passage is, of course, that he is
not the type of man to assault Phaedra or to indulge in amorous
schemings and machinations of the kind of which he thinks
Phaedra is guilty; and the spectators will not fail to see that Hip-
polytus’ claims are quite true. But taken as a piece of rhetoric
aiming to persuade Theseus of his innocence, Hippolytus’
speech is rather naïve. Theseus is by now convinced that Hip-
polytus’ much-vaunted !vfro!Ênh is merely a sham. Such a con-
viction can never be succesfully refuted by means of a full re-
statement of the original claim, and it seems clear that Hippoly-
tus only takes up this naïve strategy because his oath of silence
prevents him from speaking out clearly. Indeed, he is quick to
see that Theseus is quite unimpressed by his elaborations (1007),
and ‘desperate’ enough to adorn the next part of his self-
defence — in which he argues that he cannot have had any

———
16 Cf. El. 254, where Orestes names a religious vow as a possible explanation

of the farmer’s restraint versus Electra.
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sound motive to assault Phaedra — with yet another appeal to
!vfro!Ênh (1013, see section 2 (2) above).

Hippolytus’ idiosyncratic view of chastity as the essence of
!vfro!Ênh is even more radically expressed in the prologue,
when the young man is dedicating a garland to Artemis.

Ip. !o‹ tÒnde plektÚn !t°fanon §j ékhrãtou
leim«no!, Œ d°!poina, ko!mÆ!a! f°rv,
¶ny' oÎte poimØn éjio› f°rbein botå
oÎt' ∑ly° pv !¤dhro!, éll' ékÆraton
m°li!!a leim«n' ±rinØ di°rxetai,
AfidΔ! d¢ potam¤ai!i khpeÊei drÒ!oi!,
˜!oi! didaktÚn mhd¢n éll' §n t∞i fÊ!ei
tÚ !vfrone›n e‡lhxen §! tå pãnt' ée¤, 
toÊtoi! dr°pe!yai, to›! kako›!i d' oÈ y°mi!.
(E. Hipp. 73-81)

To you I bring this woven garland I have arranged, mistress, from
an untouched meadow, where no farmer lets his cattle graze, and
iron has never come. No, untouched is this meadow where the
bee passes through in spring; and Afid≈! tends it with river waters,
for those who have acquired nothing by means of education, but
in whose nature !vfro!Ênh, enduring and all-embracing, firmly
has its place; for them to pluck; but bad men have no right to do
so.

The metaphor of the ‘pure’ meadow, untouched by cattle or ag-
ricultural instruments, clearly stands for Hippolytus’ own virgin-
ity. There is an unmistakable allusion to a fragment of lyric po-
etry here, Ibycus fr. 286 PMG, which speaks of an ‘untouched
garden of virgins’ (3-4 pary°nvn k∞po! ékÆrato!), who attract the
attention of, and thus are threatened by, the never-sleeping ¶ro!
of the poet (6-7 §mo‹ d' ¶ro! oÈdem¤an katãkoito! Àran, ‘My desire
is at no time asleep’). This aptly parallels Hippolytus’ ‘virginity’
under threat from the amorous attentions of Phaedra.17 But even
without this parallel, the audience will know what to make of the
image, because it has been given the key to its interpretation by
Aphrodite in the first part of the prologue. Aphrodite has told of
her master plan to punish Hippolytus by making Phaedra fall in

———
17 See Cairns (1993) 315-16.
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love with him, and she has also expounded her reasons for this
revenge:

ı gãr me Yh!°v! pa›!, ÉAmazÒno! tÒko!, 10
ÑIppÒluto!, ègnoË Pity°v! paideÊmata,
mÒno! polit«n t∞!de g∞! Trozhn¤a!
l°gei kak¤!thn daimÒnvn pefuk°nai:
éna¤netai d¢ l°ktra koÈ caÊei gãmvn,
Fo¤bou d' édelfØn ÖArtemin, DiÚ! kÒrhn, 15
timçi, meg¤!thn daimÒnvn ≤goÊmeno!,
xlvrån d' én' Ïlhn pary°nvi junΔn ée‹
ku!‹n taxe¤ai! y∞ra! §jaire› xyonÒ!,
me¤zv brote¤a! pro!pe!Δn ımil¤a!.
toÊtoi!i m°n nun oÈ fyon«: t¤ gãr me de›; 20
ì d' efi! ¶m' ≤mãrthke timvrÆ!omai
ÑIppÒluton §n t∞id' ≤m°rai:
 (E. Hipp. 10-22)

The son of Theseus, borne by an Amazon, Hippolytus, who was
brought up by the reverent Pittheus, is the only one among the
residents of this city of Trozen to say that I am the worst of the
gods. He spurns the bed and does not touch a woman. But Phoi-
bos’ sister Artemis, Zeus’ daughter, he honours; he thinks she is
the greatest of gods. In the green woods he is always together with
the Virgin god, and with his swift-footed dogs he kills all the beasts
in the land, having fallen on a superhuman companionship. Well,
against them I bear no grudge. For why should I? But for his
wrongs against me, I’ll take revenge on Hippolytus this very day.

From this passage, it transpires that Aphrodite is offended most
by Hippolytus’ insults against herself (note 13 l°gei kak¤!thn
daimÒnvn pefuk°nai) and his intolerance of those who do not
share his revulsion at all sexual matters. This is confirmed in the
garland scene by his extravagant advocacy of complete (80 §! tå
pãny'), enduring (80 ée¤) and innate (79 §n t∞i fÊ!ei) !vfro!Ênh,
and his rejection of all others as kako¤ (79). This part of the gar-
land speech provokes the unease of Hippolytus’ man-servant,
who admonishes Hippolytus that Aphrodite also deserves her
share of honour. The young man’s devotion to Artemis and his
ascetism are, it seems, unobjectionable if rather unusual in
themselves, but with Hippolytus these spill over into contempt
for Aphrodite and for humans who do not share his ascetism.
Here, Hippolytus’ superlative !vfro!Ênh borders on the very op-
posite of !vfro!Ênh: an insulting arrogance vis-à-vis others. This
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is Hippolytus’ èmart¤a and the tragic justification of his down-
fall.18

Hippolytus’ lack of !vfro!Ênh in this sense is confirmed by
Phaedra’s last words. When the queen has made up her mind
that suicide is the only way out for her, she states her intention to
implicate Hippolytus in her downfall, and suggests that this will
teach her stepson !vfro!Ênh instead of his present haughtiness:

§gΔ d¢ KÊprin, ¥per §jÒllu!¤ me,
cux∞! épallaxye›!a t∞id' §n ≤m°rai
t°rcv: pikroË d' ¶rvto! ≤!!hyÆ!omai.
étår kakÒn ge xét°rvi genÆ!omai
yanoË!', ·n' efid∞i mØ 'p‹ to›! §mo›! kako›!
ÍchlÚ! e‰nai: t∞! nÒ!ou d¢ t∞!d° moi
koin∞i meta!xΔn !vfrone›n mayÆ!etai.
(E. Hipp. 725-31)

As for me, I will please Cypris, who is destroying me, by leaving life
this very day. I am defeated by a bitter love. But I will be a source
of trouble to another man as well by my death: may he learn not
to be haughty over my misery. This illness of mine, he and I will
take part in it together, and he will learn to !vfrone›n.

Phaedra herself is, of course, in an even more dubious position
with regard to !vfro!Ênh. She has fallen in love with Hippolytus,
shameful enough in itself, but Phaedra is still very much con-
cerned to save at least a semblance of !vfro!Ênh, and is deter-
mined not to act upon her desire. She herself tells of her diffi-
culty to find the ‘best’ way to deal with her illicit love:

§pe¤ m' ¶rv! ¶trv!en, §!kÒpoun ˜pv!
kãlli!t' §n°gkaim' aÈtÒn. ±rjãmhn m¢n oÔn
§k toËde, !igçn tÆnde ka‹ krÊptein nÒ!on:
gl≈!!hi går oÈd¢n pi!tÒn, ∂ yura›a m¢n
fronÆmat' éndr«n nouyete›n §p¤!tatai,
aÈtØ d' Íf' aÍt∞! ple›!ta k°kthtai kakã.
tÚ deÊteron d¢ tØn ênoian eÔ f°rein
t«i !vfrone›n nik«!a prounoh!ãmhn.
tr¤ton d', §peidØ toi!¤d' oÈk §jÆnuton
KÊprin krat∞!ai, katyane›n ¶doj° moi,
krãti!ton (oÈde‹! éntere›) bouleumãtvn.
E. Hipp. 392-402)

———
18 Cf. Stinton (1975) 247-8 = (1990) 176-7.
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When erôs had wounded me, I decided to see how best to bear it.
Well, I started with this, keeping silent about this illness and hid-
ing it. One cannot trust the tongue: it is well able to criticise the
thoughts of men outside, but left to itself, it burdens itself with
immense trouble. Second, I resolved to bear my madness well and
keep it in check by means of !vfro!Ênh. And then, since in these
ways I did not succeed to conquer Cypris, I thought it best to die,
the strongest and best of my intentions, there is no denying that.

Phaedra’s first strategy is simply to keep silent about her love,
apparently without actually doing anything about it (392-7).
When this does not work, she decides that she must actively fight
her love, and ‘conquer’ it by means of her !vfro!Ênh (398-9).
On this view, !vfro!Ênh is not the pure immunity to desire on
which Hippolytus prides himself, but rather the ability to reject
one’s desire and the struggle to keep it in check. This !vfro!Ênh
is not the effortless purity of people who are disinclined to do
wrong (Hippolytus’ view of the virtue), but the hard-won
achievement of those who may be very much inclined to do
wrong, yet firmly restrain their desires.19

This view of !vfro!Ênh as resistance to illicit desire, inciden-
tally, is readily accepted by the nurse. When Phaedra has con-
fessed her love, she is terribly shocked, but remains clear-headed
enough to see that ofl !≈frone! går oÈx •kÒnte! éll' ˜mv! | kak«n
§r«!i, ‘people who are !≈frone! do not want to, but yet they
cherish bad desires’ (358-9).

But Phaedra soon has to acknowledge that this !vfro!Ênh
does not work for her. She then decides that if she wishes to
keep her good name intact, suicide is the only way out. Her ex-
planation of this decision confirms that her love itself was shame-
ful, and that she could never have preserved her good name if
she had succeeded in ‘fighting’ her desire, but had been found
out to be in love:

§mo‹ går e‡h mÆte lanyãnein kalå
mÆt' afi!xrå dr≈!hi mãrtura! polloÁ! ¶xein.
tÚ d' ¶rgon ≥idh tØn nÒ!on te du!kleç,
gunÆ te prÚ! to›!d' oÔ!' §g¤gnv!kon kal«!,
m¤!hma pç!in:
 (E. Hipp. 403-7)

———
19 Cf. Cairns (1993) 338.
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For I do not wish to escape notice when I do well, nor to have
many witnesses when doing wrong. And I knew that both the deed
and the illness are disreputable. And moreover, I was well aware of
being a woman, regarded with ill will by all.

According to Phaedra, not just the ‘deed’, but the ‘illness’, the
desire, itself20 brings disrepute, is du!kleÆ!. This means that her
reputation would be lost not only if she acted on her desire, but
also if she did restrain it but were known to be ‘in love’. She
would be regarded as a ‘bad’ woman, as not-!≈frvn, so to speak,
even if she were successful in conquering her desire by means of
!vfro!Ênh as a controlling force. Besides, she is well aware that
the stereotypical view of women as inclined to faithlessness (406-
9) is not to her advantage, and she curses both the female inven-
tor of adultery, and also the hypocritical woman who is !≈frvn
(‘faithful’) in words but faithless in fact (413-4 mi!« d¢ ka‹ tå!
!≈frona! m¢n §n lÒgoi!, | lãyrai d¢ tÒlma! oÈ kalå! kekthm°na!,
‘I also despise those who are !≈frone! in words, but who in se-
cret dare to do wrong.’).

The nurse has little patience with Phaedra’s moralising. For her,
Phaedra’s love is life-threatening, and requires swift and effective
action:

t¤ !emnomuye›!; oÈ lÒgvn eÈ!xhmÒnvn
de› !' éllå téndrÒ!. …! tãxo! dioi!t°on,
tÚn eÈyÁn §jeipÒnta! émf‹ !oË lÒgon.
efi m¢n går ∑n !oi mØ 'p‹ !umfora›! b¤o!
toia›!de, !≈frvn d' oÔ!' §tÊgxane! gunÆ,
oÈk ên pot' eÈn∞! oÏnex' ≤don∞! te !∞!
pro∞gon ên !e deËro: nËn d' égΔn m°ga!,
!«!ai b¤on !Òn, koÈk §p¤fyonon tÒde.
(E. Hipp. 490-7)

Why these solemn words? You are not in need of decorous speech,
you need the man. We must quickly make a move, speaking out
the straight word about you. For if your life did not happen to be
at such a risk, and if you were a !≈frvn woman, I would not now
be bringing you to this point for the sake of sex and pleasure. Now
there is a big issue at stake: to save your life. That is not something
to disapprove of.

———
20 See Barrett (1964) on 405-407.
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For the nurse, Phaedra is not-!≈frvn, not in the sense of ‘faith-
less’ but in the sense that she is victim to an overpowering desire.
The struggles against desire even threatens her life, and that re-
quires immediate action: Phaedra must have ‘the man’ to still
her desire. On the view that the nurse adopts here, !vfro!Ênh is
not something that can be attained by struggle: one either has or
lacks !vfro!Ênh, and has to accept the consequences. Phaedra,
on account of her desire, is definitely not-!≈frvn, almost a
counterpart, in fact, to Hippolytus with his ‘innate’ purity. For
the nurse, this situation overrides all concern for conventional
morality.

Phaedra’s, then, is a complex and paradoxical position in this
play. She clearly and unequivocally falls short of the conven-
tional ideal of the chaste and loyal !≈frvn woman who does not
have ‘illicit’ desires, but in spite of this she still shows herself to
be much concerned with !vfro!Ênh in her determination not to
give in, and she sincerely tries to find the most honourable way
out of her predicament. Even Hippolytus has to acknowledge as
much, and his final comments on Phaedra’s suicide concisely
sum up his stepmother’s ambivalent position:

§!vfrÒnh!e d' oÈk ¶xou!a !vfrone›n,
≤me›! d' ¶xonte! oÈ kal«! §xr≈meya.
(E. Hipp. 1034-5)

She acted wisely while not being capable of !vfro!Ênh. I am capa-
ble of it, but did not put it to good use.

According to Hippolytus, suicide was the honourable and sensi-
ble thing to do for Phaedra, given that she was generally incapa-
ble of (true) !vfro!Ênh. By contrast, he himself was unable to
use his own superlative !vfro!Ênh to good advantage, now that
the machinations of Phaedra and the nurse have brought him
into such trouble.21

———
21 There is no suggestion in the words oÈ kal«! §xr≈meya that Hippolytus is

in any sense taking responsibility for his own downfall, cf. Barrett (1964) ad loc.:
‘In oÈ kal«! Hipp. is not of course reproaching himself for being over-
censorious with Ph. ... : he is thinking of his behaviour not as wrong but as
unwise.’
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Phaedra and Hippolytus thus, in a sense, complement each
other nicely. Hippolytus is the model of !vfro!Ênh, but so proud
of his achievement that his !vfro!Ênh veers over into an intoler-
ant arrogance that is the very opposite of !vfro!Ênh. Phaedra, by
contrast, is typically not-!≈frvn because she is subject to adul-
terous love; but she is an unwilling victim, and shows genuine
concern to find the sensible and honourable way out of her pre-
dicament. In this sense, both of them are !≈frvn and not-
!≈frvn, and both of them confound conventional and simplistic
ideals of !vfro!Ênh.22

6. ‘Bacchae’

Like Hippolytus, Bacchae is a play in which conflicts concerning
!vfro!Ênh are central to the plot. In the play, the supposed lack
of !vfro!Ênh of the followers of Dionysus (ecstasy, sex, alcohol)
is contrasted to the more fundamental lack of !vfro!Ênh of
those who resist the god. In this sense, Pentheus is another char-
acter who is both !≈frvn and not-!≈frvn: he is much con-
cerned about the morality of the Theban women, but fundamen-
tally lacks !vfro!Ênh in his ill-considered resistance to the god.
Apart from these moral issues, the characters in the play use
many terms from the cognitive domain to comment on the ra-

———
22 This section has focused on the two main figures of Hippolytus. Two other

passages call for passing comment. At 704, the Nurse grants the failure of her
plan to approach Hippolytus with the words oÈk §!vfronoËn §g≈, ‘I had no
good sense to do as I did.’ This has, of course, little to do with either Phaedra’s
or Hippolytus’ !vfro!Ênh, but serves as an acknowledgement that her scheme
was not sensible, and as an attempt to end the discussion of that issue (see
section 2 (2) above).

At 966, éll' …! tÚ m«ron éndrã!in m¢n oÈk ¶ni, | gunaij‹ d' §mp°fuken; ‘but
will you argue that there is no wantonness in men, but that there is in women?’,
the manusctripts’ text is not to be altered. After arguing that Hippolytus’
individual claim to !vfro!Ênh is a sham, Theseus proceeds to argue that his son
cannot have recourse to the stereotypical claim that men are !≈frone! and
women are not. For, Theseus claims, this is not true: especially young men can
be equally prone to mischief (967ff. o‰d' §gΔ n°ou! | oÈd¢n gunaik«n ˆnta!
é!fale!t°rou!, | ˜tan tarãjhi KÊpri! ≤b«!an fr°na, ‘I know young men who
are no less fallible than women, when Cypris disturbs a young mind.’). Reading
tÚ !«fron for tÚ m«ron (..., adopted by Diggle in his OCT) destroys the point,
and the claim …! tÚ !«fron éndrã!in m¢n oÈk ¶ni is unlikely to be made by any
Greek male, least of all Hippolytus.
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tionality/sanity or madness/ecstasy of each others minds. Here,
terms like (eÈ) frone›n and oÈ/kak«! frone›n come into play.
And finally, an important issue in the play is whether true !of¤a
rests with the rational/sane opponents of the Dionysiac cult, or
with its ecstatic adherents. Thus the play provides for some daz-
zling debates in which the various parties use cognitive terms to
vindicate their own good sense, soundness of mind and wisdom,
and decry the lack of these on the part of their opponents.23

Pentheus suspects that the Dionysiac rituals celebrated by the
Theban women are nothing but a pretext for alcoholic and sex-
ual diversions. One important motivation for his fight ‘against’
the god Dionysus is the overriding concern for feminine fidelity
he shares with many Greek males. In this respect, Pentheus is a
champion of conventional, female !vfro!Ênh, and whenever
Pentheus is told that the !vfro!Ênh of the Theban women is not
impaired by the rites, the speakers mean that the women are not
given to sex and alcohol, but remain decent.

oÈx ı DiÒnu!o! !vfrone›n énagkã!ei
guna›ka! §! tØn KÊprin, éll' §n t∞i fÊ!ei
tÚ !vfrone›n ¶ne!tin efi! tå pãnt' ée¤.24

toËto !kope›n xrÆ: ka‹ går §n bakxeÊma!in

———
23 In the following, I argue that in Bacchae, among many other intersting

things, we find a dramatic juxtaposition of two conflicting interpretations of
!vfro!Ênh, as well as two types of sophia and of eu/ou phronein. My findings
concerning !vfro!Ênh seem entirely compatible with, and modestly
supplement, the admirable interpretation of Versnel (1990) 98-205, who
interprets the tragic conflict in the play as a clash between two forms of asebeia
(ibid. 172-5): Dionysus-the Stranger is é!ebÆ! because he introduces a new
religion, Pentheus is é!ebÆ! because he fights what turns out to be a very real
god after all. Versnel (ibid. 176-7) also points to the conflict of two kinds of
sophia in the course of the play.

24 Both Murray and Diggle follow Kirchhoff and delete line 316. The
reasons for doing so are: (i) its resemblance to Hipp. 80 tÚ !vfrone›n e‡lhxen §!
tå pãny' ée¤ and (ii) it is omitted by Stob. 4.23.8, who reads éll ' efi! tØn fÊ!in |
toËto !kope›n xrÆ. (Stob. 3.5.1 has the verse.) But the verse is impeccable in
itself (for §n t∞i fÊ!ei ... ¶ne!ti, cf. Ba. 269 §n to›! lÒgoi!i d' oÈk ¶nei!¤ !oi
fr°ne!, and see Rijksbaron (1991) 54); it makes good sense (‘!vfro!Ênh is not
effected, or, per implicationem destroyed by Dionysus, no, it resides in one’s
nature’); and the resemblance to Hipp. 80 is insufficient to warrant suspicion.

Reading §n t∞i fÊ!ei | toËto: !kope›n xrÆ: (‘That resides in nature. See for
yourself.’) or §n t∞i fÊ!ei | toËto !kope›n xrÆ (‘one must look out for that in
nature’) is no improvement; Stobaeus’ efi! tØn fÊ!in toËto !kope›n xrÆ (‘One
must turn to nature to look for that’) reads like a makeshift correction of a
corrupted text.
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oÔ!' ¥ ge !≈frvn oÈ diafyarÆ!etai.
(E. Ba. 314-18)

(Tiresias:) It is not Dionysus who will force women to be sober in
respect to Cypris. No, it is in one’s nature that the capacity for
!vfro!Ênh, in every respect and always, is to be found. That you
must consider; even during bacchic rites, a woman who is !≈frvn
will not be corrupted.

hdon d¢ pç!ai !≈ma!in pareim°nai,
afl m¢n prÚ! §lãth! n«t' §re¤!a!ai fÒbhn,
afl d' §n druÚ! fÊlloi!i prÚ! p°dvi kãra
efik∞i baloË!ai !vfrÒnv!, oÈx …! !Á fØi!
»invm°na! krat∞ri ka‹ lvtoË cÒfvi
yhrçn kay' Ïlhn KÊprin ±rhmvm°na!.
 (E. Ba. 683-8)

(First Messenger:) They all slept, their bodies quite relaxed, some
lying on their backs on pine’s needles, others had rested their
head on oak leaves; scattered about, but sôphronôs. They were not,
as you allege, drunk on wine and flute music and did not go out in
the woods on their own to hunt for love.

∑ poÊ me t«n !«n pr«ton ≤gÆ!hi f¤lvn,
˜tan parå lÒgon !≈frona! bãkxa! ‡dhi!.
(E. Ba. 939-40)

(Dionysus in disguise to Pentheus:) I dare say that you will count
me as the first among your allies, when, against your expectation,
you will find the bacchic women to be !≈frone!.

In this respect, then, Pentheus is wrong. The women in the
mountains are !≈frone! in the sense that they do not practice
extra-marital sex. In other respects, however, they are hardly
!≈frone!, and if this is not stated explicitly anywhere, it becomes
abundantly clear from the messenger speeches and from the fi-
nal scene. The women are — intermittently, at least — in a state
of divine ecstasy, and thus per implicationem not !≈frone! in that
they are not in a normal frame of mind. In this state, they are
also capable of extreme violence, including the !paragmÒ! of
Pentheus himself. Thus, where we are told that the women are
!≈frone! on one level, and have no reason to doubt that, we wit-
ness that they are not !≈frone! on another, no less disturbing,
level.

Pentheus himself is also an intriguing mix of good common
sense and, ultimately, utter lack of !vfro!Ênh. For while his con-
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cern for the !vfro!Ênh of the bacchic women seems reasonable
enough, he is not !≈frvn himself in two respects: most impor-
tantly, he utterly fails to recognise that Dionysus is indeed a god,
and thus offends divinity, and, on a more mundane level, he is
unable to control his anger and keep calm at the provocations of
the worshippers of the new god.25

Most important is his failure to acknowledge Dionysus’ divine
status, and the bitter fight against the god that is connected with
this lack of insight. He initially shares this with all the members
of the royal house: Agaue and her sisters are entirely unwilling to
accept Dionysus, but are forced to do so when the women of
Thebes are driven out of their houses in ecstasy, and if Cadmus is
a less involuntary convert, he remains a convert for opportunistic
reasons.

Thus, whenever the lack of !vfro!Ênh of the members of the
royal family is addressed, the point is that they fail to honour the
god Dionysus.

tÚ !vfrone›n d¢ ka‹ !°bein tå t«n ye«n
kãlli!ton: o‰mai d' aÈtÚ ka‹ !of≈taton
ynhto›!in e‰nai kt∞ma to›!i xrvm°noi!
 (E. Ba. 1150-2)

(The second messenger, drawing the ‘moral’ from his story of
Pentheus’ destruction:) Being !≈frvn and respecting all matters
divine is best. I think it is also the wisest possession for those who
practice it.

taËt' oÈx‹ ynhtoË patrÚ! §kgegΔ! l°gv
DiÒnu!o! éllå ZhnÒ!: efi d¢ !vfrone›n
¶gnvy', ˜t' oÈk ±y°lete, tÚn DiÚ! gÒnon
hÈdaimone›t' ín !Êmmaxon kekthm°noi.
(E. Ba. 1340-3)

(Dionysus, at the end of his speech to Cadmus:) This is what I, Di-
onysus, being the son not of a mortal father, but of Zeus, have to
say. If you had had the insight to be !≈frone!, when you were not
prepared to do so, you would have enjoyed good fortune, having
the son of Zeus as your ally.

———
25 The treatment of Leinieks (1996) 252-6 suffers from reducing the

conflicting interpretations of !vfro!Ênh to the single, under-descriptive notion
of ‘discipline’.
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The striking thing here is that the gn≈mai of the second messen-
ger are confirmed, with direct and explicit reference to Cadmus
and the Theban royal family, by the god Dionysus in the exodos of
the play. For the common man, who is not immediately involved
in the drama, as well as — of course — for the god himself, there
can be no doubt that Pentheus and his kin were wrong to deny
the divinity of Dionysus.

Thus it is no surprise to see that, conversely, Tiresias is cred-
ited with !vfro!Ênh by the chorus after singing the praise of Di-
onysus to Pentheus: he is !≈frvn to honour Bromios, and in do-
ing so does not detract from the honour of the ‘old’ god Apollo.

Xo. Œ pr°!bu, Fo›bÒn t' oÈ katai!xÊnei! lÒgoi!,
tim«n te BrÒmion !vfrone›!, m°gan yeÒn.
(E. Ba. 348-9)

Dear Sir, your words are no digrace to Phoebus, and you show
!vfro!Ênh by honouring Bromios, a mighty god.

Unlike Pentheus, Tiresias does recognise the divine status of Di-
onysus, and acknowledges the timÆ of this ‘mighty’ god.

In connection with his hybristic26 failure to acknowledge Di-
onysus’ divinity, however, Pentheus is also not-!≈frvn on a more
mundane level. From his very first entry (214 …! §ptÒhtai, ‘how
excited he is’), Pentheus is barely in control of his anger,27 and
his agitation strongly contrasts with the composure of the divine
stranger.

Di. aÈd« me mØ de›n, !vfron«n oÈ !≈fro!in.
Pe. §gΔ d¢ de›n ge, kuri≈tero! !°yen.
(E. Ba. 504-5)

(Dionysus in disguise:) I order not to bind me, speaking as man
who is !≈frvn to men who are not. (Pentheus:) And I order to
bind you, I have more authority than you.

Dionysus the Stranger here drives home the point that Pentheus
and his men are aggressive, whereas he himself remains almost

———
26 For Pentheus’ and the Cadmeans’ dishonouring Ïbri! against Dionysus,

see 375, 516, 555, 1297, 1347. Conversely, Pentheus regards the subversive
activities of the Stranger and his bakxa¤ as Ïbri! (247, 779), and Dionysus in
disguise describes the humiliating delusion he casts on Pentheus in similar
terms (616 kayÊbri!' aÈtÒn).

27 On anger control, cf. Harris (2001), Allen (2000), esp. 58-9.
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uncannily calm. The spectators will also see that Pentheus is also
not-!≈frvn in the sense that the tries to imprison a god, and
thus offends divinity. Thus oÈ !≈fro!in is doubly relevant for the
spectators, even though Pentheus himself will, at this stage, only
take it as a slight on his aggression.

=aid¤v! går aÈtÚn o‡!v, kín pn°vn ¶lyhi m°ga:
prÚ! !ofoË går éndrÚ! é!ke›n !≈fron' eÈorgh!¤an.
 (E. Ba. 640-641)

(Dionysus in disguise:) I will deal with him easily, even if he will
make a great fuss. It’s the mark of a clever man to preserve a
!≈frvn quiet temper.

Here again, Dionysus the Stranger is !≈frvn because, unlike
Pentheus, he is not given to fear and anger. By his lack of
!vfro!Ênh in the sense of ‘control of anger’, Pentheus acquires
traits of the irascible tyrant, always a less than ideal figure in
tragedy,28 and loses the ‘good sense’ ideally associated with male
!vfro!Ênh.

Thus, in Bacchae, all human protagonists arguably both have and
lack !vfro!Ênh: the Theban woman are not faithless, but they
are ecstatic and downright violent; Pentheus claims to be sensi-
ble, but he is in fact both irascible and totally blind to the fact
that he offends a god. And even Dionysus in his guise of mortal
stranger is, in his appearance, both !≈frvn and not-!≈frvn. He
is criticised by Pentheus for his effeminate appearance (455-8,
493) and for corrupting women (454, 459, 487), and in this re-
spect, he seems not-!≈frvn, but, as we have seen, he at least
manages to keep calm where his adversary Pentheus loses his
temper.29

The spectators are obviously expected to relish the paradoxes.
To add to the complexity, the protagonists of the play also fre-
quently comment on other aspects of each other’s state of mind
and cognitive abilities. We may distinguish two main themes

———
28 Compare, for instance, Eteocles’ aggression in the last scene of A. Th.,

Aegisthus’ anger at the chorus in the final scene of Agamemnon, or the anger of
Oedipus with Tiresias and Creon in OT. If this irascibility already falls short of
ideally worthy behaviour, his ‘degradation’ is completed when, in 912ff., he
appears in women’s clothes in order to spy on the bakxa¤.

29 The choral verse 1002, corrupt beyond hope, is not dealt with here.
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here: (i) delusion versus good sense, mostly described by expres-
sions such as (eÔ) frone›n (the verb !vfrone›n is not used in this
sense in the play: !≈frvn and cognates are used only with refer-
ence to the moral and religious issues in the play), and (ii)
wicked cleverness versus real ‘wisdom’, both described by !of¤a
and cognates.

(i) The cult of Dionysus being the ecstatic and ‘non-rational’
rite that it is, his devotees are obviously in an ‘abnormal’ state of
mind. The full measure of delusion to which the bakxa¤ are sub-
jected appears from the second messenger speech and the en-
trance of Agaue, who during the killing of Pentheus ‘does not
think as one should’ (1123 oÈ fronoË!' ì xrØ frone›n), lacks per-
ception of what she has done (1259-60 fronÆ!a!ai m¢n oÂ'
§drã!ate | élgÆ!et' êlgo! deinÒn, ‘if you will realise what you have
done, you’ll suffer terrible woe’), and is only gradually brought
back to her former normal state of mind (1269-70 g¤gnomai d°
pv! | ¶nnou!, meta!taye›!a t«n pãro! fren«n, ‘I am somehow
coming to my senses, taking leave of my former state of mind.’).

But in its more innocent manifestations, the unfamiliar cult
also provokes considerable human unease. This is notably the
case in the scene with Cadmus and Tiresias: they are the only
men in Thebes to join in the worship of Dionysus, and the old
king is understandably apprehensive that people will think him a
fool. Thus, Tiresias has to reassure him that they are the only
ones to have ‘good sense’ (196, mÒnoi går eÔ fronoËmen, ofl d'
êlloi kak«!). The two old men thus seemingly act like fools, but
in fact have ‘wisdom’ on their side as compared to the other
men.

Conversely, Pentheus in spite of his agitation has at least the
semblance of reason and rationality as compared to these two
dancing old men, but in as far as he completely disregards Di-
onysus, his apparent good sense completely misses the point and
is indeed no good sense at all. Both Tiresias and Cadmus insis-
tently drive the paradox home to him:

!Á d' eÎtroxon m¢n gl«!!an …! fron«n ¶xei!,
§n to›! lÒgoi!i d' oÈk ¶nei!¤ !oi fr°ne!.
 (E. Ba. 268-9)

(Tiresias:) You have a well-versed tongue as a man of sense, but in
your words there is no sense at all.
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mhd', μn dok∞i! m°n, ≤ d¢ dÒja !ou no!∞i,
frone›n dÒkei ti:
(E. Ba. 311-2)

(Tiresias:) ... and do not, if you have an opinion, but that opinion
of yours is ill, think that you have any sense.

o‡kei mey' ≤m«n, mØ yÊraze t«n nÒmvn:
nËn går p°thi te ka‹ fron«n oÈd¢n frone›!.
(E. Ba. 331-2)

(Cadmus:) Do dwell with us, not on the outside of our customs.
For now you are in the air, and for all your reason have no good
sense at all.

m°mhna! ≥dh, ka‹ pr‹n §jestΔ! fren«n.
(E. Ba. 359)

(Tiresias:) You’re mad beyond cure now. Even before you were
out of your mind.

Thus Pentheus, for all his apparent rationality, is completely
wrong to fight the ‘ecstatic’ bakxa¤. But in these scenes at least,
Pentheus is still in a more or less normal frame of mind. That is
changed by Dionysus, who drives him out of his mind in order to
persuade him to spy on the bakxa¤ in women’s dress:

DiÒnu!e, nËn !Ún ¶rgon: oÈ går e‰ prÒ!v:
tei!≈mey' aÈtÒn. pr«ta d' ¶k!th!on fren«n,
§ne‹! §lafrån lÊ!!an: …! fron«n m¢n eÔ
oÈ mØ yelÆ!hi y∞lun §ndËnai !tolÆn,
¶jv d' §laÊnvn toË frone›n §ndÊ!etai
 (E. Ba. 849-53)

Dionysus, this is now your work: I know you’re not far off. Let us
punish him. First, drive him out of his mind, by inducing a giddy
madness. For in his right mind, he will never agree to put on a
woman’s dress, but if out of his normal state of mind, he will.

Thus, whereas !≈frvn and !vfrone›n deal with some of the main
‘moral’ aspects of the drama (respect for the gods, taboos on
illicit sex and Pentheus’ emotionalism), expressions like (eÔ)
frone›n and oÈ frone›n are used to focus on the various states of
mind of the characters in the play, whether ‘normal’/’rational’
versus ‘ecstatic’ or ‘right’/’sensible’ versus ‘wrong’/ ‘unreason-
able’.
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(ii) Beside all this, there is the opposition of wicked cleverness
versus ‘real’ wisdom, being, in this particular play, ‘real’ insight
in matters divine. Both are described by !ofÒ! and cognates.30 As
!ofÒ! is a term most typically used for ‘experts’ in various types
of arts, crafts and knowledge, in the context of this play it is ap-
plied to the expert who has insight in religious matters, notably
Tiresias (179 bis, 186) and Dionysus the Stranger, who has to
conclude that ‘words of insight’ fall flat if spoken to someone
who completely lacks this kind of insight, like Pentheus31 (480
dÒjei ti! émaye› !ofå l°gvn oÈk eÔ frone›n, ‘If one speaks words
of insight to a man who knows nothing, one will seem to have no
sense.’).

But just as there is a contrast in the play between ‘apparent
good sense’ (as exemplified by Pentheus) and ‘real good sense’
(as shown by the worshippers of Dionysus), there is also a con-
trast between ‘ill-founded, apparent’ !of¤a and ‘real’ !of¤a. The
former is the !of¤a of the ‘clever’ man who uses this cleverness
to ill effect. For Tiresias, this is the man who invents clever ra-
tionalisations that detract from the status of the gods (200 oÈd'
§n!ofizÒme!ya to›!i da¤mo!in, ‘and we do not invent clever reason-
ings against the gods’, cf. 203). For Pentheus, by contrast, the
bad !ofÒ! is Dionysus the Stranger, who shows considerable
cleverness in defending his wicked religion (e.g. 489 d¤khn !e
doËnai de› !ofi!mat«n kak«n, ‘you have to be punished for your
bad reasonings’).32 Thus when Pentheus states that his prisoner
is clever in every aspect, but lacks insight in essential matters, the
Stranger, being a god and thus an expert in religious matters, is
able to retort that he is especially !ofÒ! in the field where it mat-
ters most:

Pe. !ofÚ! !ofÚ! !Ê, plØn ì de› !' e‰nai !ofÒn.
Di. ì de› mãli!ta, taËt' ¶gvg' ¶fun !ofÒ!.
(E. Ba. 655-6)

———
30 For the conflicting views on !of¤a in this play, cf. Versnel (1990), 176-7

with references to older literature, and Oranje (1984) 159-64.
31 For Pentheus’ utter lack of insight/expertise in religious matters, see 490

!e d' émay¤a! ge [sc. d¤khn d¤donai de›] ké!eboËnt' §! tÚn yeÒn.
32 Characteristically, Pentheus’ appreciation of the Stranger changes

appreciably when the latter leads him to the mountains to spy on the bakxa¤.
At 824, À! ti! e‰ pãlai !ofÒ! is a complementary remark on the Stranger’s
prudent foresight.
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(Pentheus:) You are a clever, clever man, except in that respect in
which !of¤a is required. (Dionysus:) Where it is required espe-
cially, in that respect I am !ofÒ!.

The paradox of this contrast between (apparent) !of¤a and
(real) !of¤a is succinctly formulated by the chorus in the phrase
tÚ !ofÚn d' oÈ !of¤a (395), ‘being clever is no (true) insight’.

Bacchae thus plays a virtuoso game with the paradoxes connected
with the various ways in which people respond to a new and dis-
turbing religion. A whole apparatus of ‘mental’ terminology is
used to deal with various aspects of its protagonists’ ‘mentalities’.
Whereas !≈frvn and cognates focus on the ‘moral’ issues of the
play (chastity, respect for the gods, control of anger), (eÔ)
frone›n and oÔ frone›n and the like are used in connection with
the paradoxical states of mind of the god’s adherents and his
detractors: Pentheus was found to be ‘sensible’ and yet ‘not sen-
sible’; the opposite goes for the god’s adherents. !ofÒ! and !of¤a
finally play on the contrast between mere ‘cleverness’ and ‘real’
insights in religious matters. The god himself does not, of
course, come in for judgement of his behaviour in human terms,
except when, in his disguise as a human follower of Dionysus, he
reacts quietly and submissively to the aggression of his opponent.

7. ‘Medea’

In Medea too, we witness a conflict between two protagonists who,
from different points of view, both possess and lack !vfro!Ênh.
Here, the issues are rather more complicated, and that is the
reason why we will deal with this play last.

For Medea herself, !vfro!Ênh is an issue not in connection
with the cruel killing of her children (unequivocally an ¶rgon
du!!eb°!taton, according to Jason, Med. 1328), but concerning
the question whether she is right to take offence at Jason’s mar-
riage to the Corinthian princess. For Medea, Jason is a betrayer,
oblivious to all that she has done for him,33 but Jason thinks oth-

———
33 Medea herself describes Jason as a prodÒth! oblivious of the past services

of his former f¤loi, thereby employing norms that apply to the interaction
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erwise. In their first confrontation, Jason accuses Medea of
mvr¤a, both because she does not stop her accusations against
Creon (457f !Á d' oÈk én¤ei! mvr¤a!, l°gou!' ae‹ | kak«! turãn-
nou!) and because she refuses to see that this marriage is the best
way to secure the position of her children (614 ka‹ taËta mØ
y°lou!a mvrane›!, gÊnai): Jason attributes Medea’s anger to sex-
ual jalousy (568-73), rather than to his own lack of loyalty
(Medea’s charge against him: 488-98). Later on, when Medea
makes her feigned excuses, Jason readily welcomes her new-
found !vfro!Ênh:

éll' §! tÚ l«ion !Ún mey°!thken k°ar,
¶gnv! d¢ tØn nik«!an, éllå t«i xrÒnvi,
boulÆn: gunaikÚ! ¶rga taËta !≈frono!.
 (E. Med. 911-13)

But your heart made a change for the better, and you have recog-
nised, although it took some time, the plan that wins. These are
the deeds of a !≈frvn woman.

For Jason, Medea now seems to be the good Greek wife, who
does not oppose her husband’s plans, but sees that his will is
best. The indulgence she now shows in fact strongly reminds one
of the indulgence of Andromache with regard to Hector’s para-
mours (Andr. 222-231, see section 3 above).34

The final discussion between Jason and Medea shows that Ja-
son did indeed expect a !≈frvn wife to put up with his second
marriage:

Ia. oÎtoi nin ≤mØ dejiã g' ép≈le!en.
Mh. éll' Ïbri! o· te !o‹ neodm∞te! gãmoi.
Ia. l°xou! !fe k±j¤v!a! oÏneka ktane›n;
Mh. !mikrÚn gunaik‹ p∞ma toËt' e‰nai doke›!;
Ia. ¥ti! ge !≈frvn: !o‹ d¢ pãnt' §!t‹n kakã.
(E. Med. 1365-9)

Jason: It is not my hand that killed them. Medea: No, it was your
Ïbri! and the new wife you took. Jason: Did you actually think it

———
between two male f¤loi, but not so readily to the bond between a man and his
wife. On this position of Medea, which is understandable, but problematic from
the point of view of Greek convention, see Palmer (1957), and Sicking (1998),
63-76. Below I hope to show that Medea’s behaviour is problematic from the
viewpoint of conventional notions of !vfro!Ênh, as much as she is a difficult
figure in her idiosyncratic view of fil¤a.

34 Cf. Mastronarde (2002) ad 913.
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worthwile killing them for the sake of our bed? Medea: Do you
think that is a small grief to a woman? Jason: Yes, if she is !≈frvn.
You, however, take offence at everything.

This is in fact the same norm by which Andromache is ‘right’ to
put up with Hector’s paramours, and Hermione ‘wrong’ to plot
against Andromache (see section 3 on Andr.). Again, we see how
Jason connects Medea’s lack of acquiescence to an obsession
with sex (l°xou!, 1367): he stubbornly views Medea’s anger in
terms of the jealousy of the stereotypically sex-obsessed woman.

Still, regardless of the issue of ¶rv!, it seems no eccentricity
from the Greek point of view that Jason demands Medea’s ac-
quiescence. And in fact, the same norm finds a fuller expression
in the choral ode that follows on the first confrontation between
Jason and Medea. In the first strophe, the chorus dwell on the
disastrous effect that strong erôs has on men,35 but in the antis-
trophe their thoughts turn to Medea, and they pray that they
may never find themselves in a situation in which they might re-
act in a similarly vehement way to a new liaison.

Xo. ¶rvte! Íp¢r m¢n êgan §lyÒnte! oÈk eÈdoj¤an 627-8
oÈd' éretån par°dvkan éndrã!in: efi d' ëli! ¶lyoi 629-30
KÊpri!, oÈk êlla yeÚ! eÎxari! oÏtv.
mÆpot', Œ d°!poin', §p' §mo‹ xru!°vn tÒjvn éfe¤h!
flm°rvi xr¤!a!' êfukton ofi!tÒn. 635

!t°rgoi d° me !vfro!Êna, d≈rhma kãlli!ton ye«n: 
mhd° pot' émfilÒgou! Ùrgå! ékÒre!tã te ne¤kh
yumÚn §kplÆja!' •t°roi! §p‹ l°ktroi! 640-1
pro!bãloi deinå KÊpri!, éptol°mou! d' eÈnå! !eb¤zou!'
ÙjÊfrvn kr¤noi l°xh gunaik«n.
(E. Med. 627-44)

Whenever erôs comes with too strong a force, it does not bring
good fame or aretè for a man. But if Cypris comes in due measure,
there is no more graceful god than she. Never, o mistress, fire at
me from your golden bow the inescapable arrow that is anointed
with desire.

May sôphrosyna remain faithful to me, the fairest gifts from the
god. May awesome Cypris never send me quarrelsome tempers

———
35 The chorus seem to have Jason’s marriage to the princess in mind, and

seem to agree with Medea’s view that Jason was motivated by desire (cf. 491,
623-4). It seems justified here to take éndrã!in (630) as ‘men’ rather than
‘humans’ in general (Mastronarde ad loc.), see Rademaker (forthcoming).
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and insatiate strife, and upset me over an extraneous affair. May
she respect peaceful liaisons, and so sharply judge the partner-
ships of women.

The antistrophe is commonly taken to mean that the women
pray that they may remain !≈frone! and never conceive the de-
sire for another man. This interpretation depends on taking line
640, yumÚn §kplÆja!' •t°roi! §p‹ l°ktroi!, to mean ‘making my
heart aflame for a love other than my husband’s’.36 But with a
verb that describes a mental state or emotion (§kplÆja!a),
•t°roi! §p‹ l°ktroi! means ‘because of another bed’ rather than
‘in desire of another love’;37 the expression then refers to the
type of liaison at which Medea was so gravely upset only mo-
ments ago, and which we have already seen to provoke ‘quarrel-
some tempers’ and ‘insatiable strife’. What the ladies pray for, is
that Cypris may distinguish sharply (644) between marriages that
are peaceful (épol°mou! ... eÈnã!), such as their own, and those
that are not, and that she may refrain from disturbing the for-
mer. Thus, they hope that they will never be in a situation where
they might stir up quarrels in anger at a ‘faithless’ husband; the
!vfro!Êna which they wish to keep is the peace at home, in
which they have no cause for quarrel.38

———
36 Page ad loc., cf. Valgiglio (1957) ad loc.: ‘colpirmi l’animo col desiderio

di un talamo altrui’.
37 For §p¤ + dat. indicating a ‘cause’ or ‘occasion’ in expressions of

‘emotions’ and ‘mental affection’, see LSJ s.v. §p¤ B.III.1, K.-G. I 502, and cf. E.
Hipp. 686 !igçn §f' oÂ!i nËn kakÊnomai, ibid. 903 tÚ m°ntoi prçgm' ˜tvi !t°nei!
¶pi | oÈk o‰da.

It is true that §p¤ + dat. can indicate a result or purpose, but this use occurs
in descriptions of events and actions rather than emotions. Cf. E. Hipp 511-2 ë
!' oÎt' §p' afi!xro›! oÎt' §p‹ blãbhi fren«n | paÊ!ei nÒ!ou t∞!d', and see the
examples quoted by K.-G. I 502-3, e.g. §p‹ dÒrpvi (Od. 18.44) or §p‹ kak«i
ényr≈pou !idhrÚ! éneÊrhtai (Hdt. 1.68).

Cf. Meridor (1986), Rademaker (forthcoming).
38 According to North (1966) 73-4, it is Medea who is said to be subject to

‘too strong erôs’, not the ‘cold, calculating’ Jason; on this reading both strophe
and antistrophe are addressing Medea’s case. But (i) this is not likely in view of
éndrã!in in the strophe; (ii) it is not confirmed by !t°rgoi d° which suggests that
the antistrophe will bring a new point rather than the exact obverse of that of
the strophe (for which one rather needs éllã); (iii) it is unlikely in view of the
context of the play: throughout it is understood that Medea was indeed
strongly ‘in love’ with Jason (8, 350) when she saved him and followed him
from Colchis (her perturbed state of mind thus explaining her lack of loyalty to
her own f¤loi), but there is absolutely no suggestion that her present distress is
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Thus Medea falls short in !vfro!Ênh in the sense that she can
not reconcile herself to Jason’s new marriage. But she herself has
a charge against Jason too, and Jason unsuccesfully tries to per-
suade her that his marriage was by no means base betrayal, but,
on the contrary, the sensible thing to do (Med. 548-50 §n t«ide
de¤jv pr«ta m¢n !ofÚ! geg≈!, | ¶peita !≈frvn, e‰tã !oi m°ga!
f¤lo! | ka‹ pai!‹ to›! §mo›!in, ‘In this, I will show you first that I
am clever, second that I am !≈frvn, and third that I am most
loyal to you and to my children’). Jason claims to act in the in-
terest of his own o‰ko!, and he resolutely denies any erotic desire
for his new bride; as such, his behaviour can indeed be evaluated
not only in terms of !of¤a and fil¤a, but also in terms of
!vfro!Ênh, and in this sense he is right to claim that he was
clever, in control of his desire, and a great f¤lo! to Medea and
her children.

It is this notion of !vfro!Ênh as unobjectionable behaviour
that Medea addresses when she tries to convince both Jason and
Creon that she is no longer angry with them. In turn, she praises
both for their !vfro!Ênh.

oÈx œd' ¶xei moi, mØ tr°!hi! ≤mç!, Kr°on,
À!t' §! turãnnou! êndra! §jamartãnein.
!Á går t¤ m' ±d¤khka!; §j°dou kÒrhn
˜tvi !e yumÚ! ∑gen. éll' §mÚn pÒ!in
mi!«: !Á d', o‰mai, !vfron«n ¶dra! tãde.
ka‹ nËn tÚ m¢n !Ún oÈ fyon« kal«! ¶xein:
numfeÊet', eÔ prã!!oite: tÆnde d¢ xyÒna
§çt° m' ofike›n. ka‹ går ±dikhm°noi
!igh!Òme!ya, krei!!Ònvn nik≈menoi.
 (E. Med. 307-315)

(To Creon:) My situation is not such — Don’t be afraid of me,
Creon! — that I might do wrong against a king. After all, what
have you done to do me wrong? You gave your daughter to the
man you wanted. No, it is my husband against whom I bear a
grudge. You on the other hand, I suppose, were !≈frvn to act as
you did. And now I don’t begrudge the fact that your affairs are

———
due to ‘love’ rather than anger at the fact that Jason does not keep his part of
the deal.

As for Jason, Medea does indeed accuse him of strong, and inappropriate
¶rv! for the Corinthian princess (330, 491, 697-8), and Jason denies the charge
at 555-6; the ladies of the chorus here seem to share her view on the matter.
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well-arranged. Enjoy the wedding, and good luck to you. But let
me live in this country. I have been wronged, and yet I will keep
quiet: I’ll let the stronger win.

taËt' §nnohye›!' ±i!yÒmhn éboul¤an
pollØn ¶xou!a ka‹ mãthn yumoum°nh.
nËn oÔn §pain« !vfrone›n t° moi doke›!
k∞do! tÒd' ≤m›n pro!lab≈n, §gΔ d' êfrvn,
∏i xr∞n mete›nai t«nde t«n bouleumãtvn
ka‹ jumpera¤nein ka‹ pare!tãnai l°xei
nÊmfhn te khdeÊou!an ¥de!yai !°yen.
 (E. Med. 882-8)

(To Jason:) When I thought of all this, I was aware that I was very
much ill-advised and had no reason to be angry. Now, as I say, I
consent, and I think that you were !≈frvn to acquire this addi-
tional family tie for us. I, however, was stupid. I should have joined
in making these plans, and help you to carry them out. I should
have stood over this bed, and have been happy to attend your
bride.

Medea pretends to agree that Jason and Creon are both doing
what is best for their o‰ko!. The !vfro!Ênh with which Medea
credits them is very much the ‘prudence’ of the free adult male
who takes good care of the interests of himself and those that
depend on him.

But these passages are hardly a matter of fact acceptance of
the men’s merits; both have a strong rhetorical flavour. Medea,
who is known to have been very much offended by the marriage,
now pretends that she takes no offence at the behaviour of her
addressees. ‘You were !≈frvn to do as you did’ here amounts to
the suggestion ‘I see you had a good reason to act as you did,
and do not think (any longer) that you did anything offensive’.
This seems an almost patronizing attitude on Medea’s part, who
shows once again that she is not the meek and submissive Greek
woman that the norm envisages.

These passages, then, highlight the more problematical as-
pects of Medea’s behaviour. In the earlier stages of the play (be-
fore her decision to kill her children, that is), there is little doubt
that she is understandably distressed at Jason’s lack of loyalty and
her own exile; the sympathetic reaction of the Corinthian
women leaves no doubt about that, and the one male who is not
directly involved in the Corinthian affairs, Aigeus, consents that
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it is ‘excusable’ (!uggnv!tã, 703) for her to be offended at the
marriage, and that he does not approve of her exile either (707
oÈd¢ taËt' §pÆine!a). But however right she may be, Medea’s be-
haviour, even long before the murder of the children, is higly
problematical from the point of view of conventional female
!vfro!Ênh. Jason may well be wrong to attribute Medea’s anger
and revenge to ¶rv!: in this respect, Medea may not be not the
archetypically not-!≈frvn woman for which Jason seems to take
her. But he seems to have a point when he demands her acqui-
escence: in this respect, Medea does not live up to the ideal of
female !vfro!Ênh. As for Jason, he may be !≈frvn and !ofÒ! in
his concern for the well-being of his o‰ko!, as he himself claims.
But it is also possible to regard his behaviour as motivated by de-
sire, as both Medea and the chorus seem to do. According to the
point of view one adopts, then, Jason may also be regarded as
!≈frvn or not-!≈frvn.

8. Conclusion

Euripides uses !≈frvn and cognates in a conspicuously greater
range of sense than any of his predecessors. (For a visualisation
of the network connections between the main uses, see Fig. 7 in
chapter 9.3) These include a ‘sane’ state of mind, ‘pru-
dence’/’good sense’, ‘respect for the gods’, ‘control of aggres-
sion and violence’, and ‘control of desire’. (Section 3.) With re-
gard to women, Euripidean drama is a very full source on the
ideology of female !vfro!Ênh, which centres on ‘marital fidelity’,
but also includes quiet and inconspicuous behaviour, obedience
to, and indulgence of, one’s husband, and (in the case of Alces-
tis) even self-sacrifice. Euripides’ plays show a whole range of ex-
emplary women (Andromache, Alcestis, the pary°no!) and
rather less blameless ones (Hermione, Helena, Clytemnestra,
Phaedra, and, most complex of all, Medea).

A remarkable feature of Euripidean tragedy is that the poet
fully exploits the dramatic possibilities inherent in the juxtaposi-
tion of two strongly contrasted views of !vfro!Ênh. On a small
scale, the farmer’s remarks in El. (section 4) show an acute
awareness that people adopt different standards to judge a given
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line of behaviour (‘good and bad standards’ to measure
!vfro!Ênh), and then may use strongly contrasted terms in their
judgements.

On a larger scale too, Euripides makes full dramatic capital
out of these clashes of opinion. The extremist ‘purity’ of a Hip-
polytus (section 5) is contrasted with the !vfro!Ênh of Phaedra,
who is incapable of such ‘inner’ purity but tries very hard at least
to control her desire (and both contrast yet again to the cynical
pragmatism of the nurse). Pentheus (section 6) acts as a fanatic
protector of the !vfro!Ênh of the maenads whom he suspects of
illicit sex, but is himself not in control of his anger, and fatally
blind to the fact that he offends the god Dionysus. Medea (sec-
tion 7) is understandably offended by Jason’s lack of loyalty and
his desire for his new bride, and she only pretends to acknowl-
edge his ‘prudent’ care (!vfro!Ênh) for his f¤loi, yet in her
fierce protest and revenge, she also violates an ideal of
!vfro!Ênh: the norm of the quiet and obedient Greek woman.

Euripides being the dramatic poet he is, he is careful to make
these clashes sufficiently obvious in order to make them register
with a mass audience. In this sense, the manner in which Eurip-
idean characters ‘manipulate’ !vfro!Ênh ideally complements
that of philosophical texts like the Platonic dialogues, in which
the same polysemy of the terms is exploited in a way that is more
covert, more subtle and potentially infinitely more ‘manipulat-
ive’.





CHAPTER SEVEN

HISTORIOGRAPHY

1. Introduction

The tragedians tend to use !≈frvn and cognates predominantly
in connection with great issues of other-regarding morality (how
human beings should deal with their fellows and the gods). In
the historians, a different type of use predominates. Here, the
terms are used mostly by speakers in council, debating the pros
and cons of a certain policy; and speakers will invoke !vfro!Ênh
sometimes to argue that their addressees should observe their
moral duties with regard to others, but much more often to sug-
gest that they should observe their own self-interest. This means
that the use of !≈frvn to commend ‘well-advised good sense’ or
‘prudence’ is much more prominent in the works of the histori-
ans than it is in tragedy. It is the predominant sense in Herodo-
tus, whereas in Thucydides, speakers both use arguments of self-
interest and arguments of responsibility versus others, and the
two are often juxtaposed in a telling way (e.g. in the debate be-
tween Archidamus and Sthenelaïdas in book one, and the con-
frontation between Cleon and Diodotus in book three).

But if the frequency of the use of the ‘prudential’ sense in
‘symbouleutic’ settings is what Herodotus and Thucydides have
in common (this prudential sense is in fact also frequently em-
ployed in those parts of the speeches in the orators where a di-
rect appeal is made to win the vote of the Athenian citizens, as
we will see in chapter 8), the two authors otherwise differ sub-
stantially in their use of !≈frvn and cognates. Herodotus (sec-
tion 2) uses these terms sparingly, and mostly in the ‘prudential’
sense described above, but the few relevant passages make a sub-
tle yet telling contribution to the characterisation of the person-
ages involved. Five times, the terms are used in scenes that are
dominated by an ‘oriental despot’, and in most of these, there is
an implicit contrast between the monarchs, who typically lack
!vfro!Ênh, and their counsellors, who possess the quality. Thus,
the terms are used in connection with the ‘madness’ of Cam-
byses, to characterise Darius as a strong, autocratic figure, and to
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highlight the deliberation and lack of resolve of Xerxes. Early on
in the work, there is also a hint of a more general Persian ‘arro-
gance’, when the Persian sources are said to make the morally
dubious claim that the Greeks were fools to start the Trojan ex-
pedition for the sake of a faithless woman. Thus, the use of
!≈frvn and cognates in Herodotus makes a subtle but substan-
tial contribution to the characterisation of oriental tyrants as
temperamentally disinclined to !vfro!Ênh (thus addressing the
problem of the ‘tyrannical’ temperament that is very important
in Platonic dialogues like Gorgias and Republic). Some of these
passages also seem to hint that !vfro!Ênh is a Greek rather than
a Persian virtue. But overt propaganda is not on Herodotus’
agenda here, and such a claim is never made explicitly. The case
is, rather, that the counsellor figures include a Greek (Demara-
tus) and a Persian who nevertheless shows a typically Greek aver-
sion to monarchy and preference for democracy (Otanes).

Thucydides (section 3) is less interested in individuals and
more in pÒlei! as collective bodies. In his speeches, he gives im-
pressive demonstrations of how speakers in council use value
terms to influence the votes of their audience. In the delibera-
tions of the city councils, !≈frvn and cognates are used with ref-
erence to external and internal politics (section 3.1). In external
politics, the terms are used by speakers to commend the ‘pru-
dence’ of a cautious policy, generally speaking either a ‘non-
interventionist’ policy or the formation of a defensive alliance;
occasionally, speakers also use the words in a different sense, to
remind the councils of their responsibility with regard to other
cities. A telling juxtaposition of the use of !vfro!Ênh in these two
types of argumentation (‘caution’ vs. ‘responsibility’) occurs in
the great debate at Sparta between Archidamus and Sthenelaïdas
(for which, see section 3.2). In internal politics, the terms are
used to influence the way in which decisions are taken. Likewise,
there are two main senses here, commending either a rather
authoritarian type of obedience to the laws and to earlier deci-
sions (‘eÈnom¤a’), or, on the contrary, ‘prudent’ deliberation and
the ability to think twice and revise an earlier opinion, if neces-
sary. The two senses are juxtaposed sharply in the confrontation
in the Athenian boulÆ between Cleon and Diodotus in book
three.
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If many of these senses occur in isolation at many places in the
Histories, they all come together in Archidamus’ eulogy on the
!vfro!Ênh of Sparta. Here, and indeed at many places in the
Histories, there is the suggestion that !vfro!Ênh was the typical
virtue of Sparta, or at least that the Spartans were very suscepti-
ble to the persuasive use of the terms (section 3.2). In fact, the
speeches of Archidamus and Sthenelaïdas both centre on an ap-
peal to !vfro!Ênh, yet the policies that they commend are fun-
damentally opposed.

And if !vfro!Ênh is strongly associated with Sparta, it is no
surprise to see that it is also important to Athenians with pro-
Spartan sympathies. Thus, we see that !vfro!Ênh is the favourite
slogan of those in favour of oligarchic reforms on the Spartan
model at Athens, particularly so in the times of the government
of the Four Hundred (section 3.3). Here the terms are used al-
most as a slogan, and even if there is at least one passage that
seems to suggest that Thucydides himself may not be out of sym-
pathy with the Spartan type of ‘prudence’ (his complimentary
comparison between Chios and Sparta), what is most striking is
his evident awareness of how value terms tend to be abused and
become hollow when employed by the wrong speakers.

Thus, throughout the Histories, we can observe how speakers
use value terms with different goals; accordingly, they will not
agree whether a given line of action comes in for approbation at
all. For some, non-intervention will be a prudent observance of
self-interest, for others, it will be a despicable failure to support
their allies. For some, terms of approbation like !vfro!Ênh ap-
ply; for others, they do not apply at all. This tension in the appli-
cation of value terms reaches a climax in the narrator’s typology
of !tã!i!, prompted by the civil unrest in Corcyra (3.82, see sec-
tion 3.4). In !tã!i! as the narrator describes it, extremes of vio-
lence are embraced and restraint is rejected; violence, formerly
despised, now comes in for evaluation in unequivocally positive
terms like éndre¤a (rather than derogatory ones like tÒlma), re-
straint, on the other hand, is no longer appreciated as !vfro!Ênh
but condemned as ‘cowardice’. Thus, the application of evalua-
tive terms changes beyond recognition. Moreover, slogans that
allegedly address the theme of the common good are ruthlessly
abused in service of a dishonest personal agenda. As such, !tã!i!
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amounts to an intensification and perversion of the processes
that can be observed, in a less extreme form, in the public de-
bate in the Greek pÒlei! throughout the Histories.

2. Herodotus

Herodotus uses !≈frvn and !vfrone›n five times in scenes
dominated by oriental kings or kings in the making, and in these
scenes, it is understood that these monarchs lack the ability to
avoid excessive and rash action that !vfro!Ênh typically involves.1

!vfro!Ênh in these settings is, rather, the prerogative of the wise
counsellors, who frequently act as a foil to these rash and tyran-
nical monarchs.2 One of these counsellors is Otanes in book
three, who argues against the immediate execution of the coup
against Smerdis, and takes Darius’ haste as a sign of the latter’s
desire to emulate the éretÆ of his father:

Œ pa› ÑU!tã!peo!, e‰! te patrÚ! égayoË ka‹ §kfa¤nein ¶oika!
!evutÚn §Ònta toË patrÚ! oÈd¢n ¥!!v. TØn m°ntoi §pixe¤rh!in
taÊthn mØ oÏtv !untãxune éboÊlv!, éll' §p‹ tÚ
!vfron°!teron aÈtØn lãmbane: de› går pl°ona! genom°nou!
oÏtv! §pixeir°ein.
(Hdt. 3.71.3)

Son of Hystaspes, you are the son of a good father, and you seem
to show that you yourself are no worse than your father. But mind,
this coup is not to be hurried in such an ill-considered manner;

———
1 It is important to note that lack of !vfro!Ênh is, in Herodotus, a

characteristic of monarchs rather than orientals in general. Accordingly, there
is little or nothing in Herodotus to suggest that, for him, !vfro!Ênh is typically
Greek quality (as opposed to an oriental one). The term is never used with
explicit reference to the Greeks, except for one passage where the adverb
!vfrÒnv! is used to characterise the Spartans: the Scythian Anacharsis is
reported to have said to his king that ÜEllhna! pãnta! é!xÒlou! e‰nai §! pç!an
!of¤hn plØn Lakedaimon¤vn, toÊtoi!i d¢ e‰nai moÊnoi!i !vfrÒnv! doËna¤ te ka‹
d°ja!yai lÒgon. ‘The Greeks are frantically occupied with all kinds of !of¤a but
for the Spartans; these are the only ones with whom one can sôphronôs (quietly)
have a discussion.’ (Hdt. 4.77.1.)

2 The classic accounts of these adviser figures are Bischoff (1962 repr.) and
Lattimore (1939). Of the figures mentioned in the present section, Artabanus
and Demaratus roughly belong to the type of the ‘tragic warner’, and Otanes
(omitted by Lattimore) is perhaps more of a practical adviser.



HISTORIOGRAPHY 195

no, you must undertake it in a !≈frone!teron way. We must see
that there will be more of us, and attack only then.

Otanes’ is a plea for prudence: careful preparations are better
than ill-considered action. But apart from the fact that Otanes’
suggestion to acquire more accomplices has a vulnerable spot of
its own (the risk of betrayal), it is clear that such ‘caution’ is un-
likely to appeal to a typical ‘son of an égayÒ! father’, with a char-
acteristic penchant for heroism, the ‘noble’ trait that Otanes
recognises in Darius.3 Thus it is no surprise to see that Darius is
displeased with Otanes’ advice, and Darius’ plea for action easily
wins the day.

In a similar fashion, Darius’ argumentation in favour of mon-
archy immediately after the coup prevails over Otanes’ rather
striking proposal of fi!onom¤h, and that of Megabyxos in favour of
Ùligarx¤h. It is clear by now that Darius himself is the most ap-
propriate candidate for the post of monarch. By contrast, Otanes
is portrayed as an advocate of !vfro!Ênh and even a champion
of fi!onom¤h to mirror the courage and the autocratic inclinations
of Darius.4 Given that fi!onom¤h is hardly the Persian way, we seem
to be invited to think of Otanes as a character with an almost
Greek way of thinking; in retrospect, there might be a subliminal
suggestion that his !vfro!Ênh is not a very Persian quality either;
at any rate, it is not a characteristic of the typical Persian mon-
arch.

Book seven contains an even more salient example of the con-
trast between a Persian king who lacks !vfro!Ênh and a counsel-
lor who has this quality. This is the confrontation between

———
3 This is, of course, a polite and adroit way of uttering criticism: by starting

with a general acknowledgement that Darius is égayÒ!, Otanes suggests that his
criticism is incidental rather than permanent, and moreover that it is a
relatively less grave issue on which they now dissent. A famous example of this
strategy is the notorious Homeric phrase Il. 1.131-2 mØ d' oÏtv! égayÒ! per §Δn
yeoe¤kel' ÉAxilleË | kl°pte nÒvi, ‘You should not, égayÒ! as you are, god-like
Achilles, deceive me as you are now trying to do’, on which see Bakker (1988)
133-7, and cf. ch. 2.3. p. 58 n.31.

Otanes’ speech has something of the delicate ‘court-atmosphere’ that
Pelling (1991) 130f. notes in connection with Artabanus and Xerxes.

4 There is no suggestion in Herodotus that Darius, though very different
from his son, was in any sense a truly ‘better’ king, as there is in Aeschylus’
Persians. Cf. Hartog (1980), ch. 2, and Fisher (1992), 382-5.
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Xerxes and Artabanus.5 Xerxes is less of a resolute autocrat than
Darius, but he too essentially lacks good sense: he does not fore-
see the disastrous outcome of his expedition against Greece.
Artabanus warns that the Greeks are not to be underestimated
(his description of the dangers of the expedition pretty much
foreshadows the eventual outcome), and urges the king at least
to think again. Initially, Xerxes answers angrily that Artabanus is
a hopeless coward (7.11.1 éyÊmvi ˆnti ka‹ kak«i) who must be
left behind with the women; on a later occasion, however, he
apologises to Artabanus that he now agrees with him, but cannot
act on this opinion because of an unfavourable dream:

ÉArtãbane, §gΔ tÚ paraut¤ka m¢n oÈk §!vfrÒneon e‡pa! §! !¢ mãtaia
¶pea xrh!t∞! e·neka !umboul¤h!: metå m°ntoi oÈ pollÚn xrÒnon
met°gnvn, ¶gnvn d¢ taËtã moi poiht°a §Ònta tå !Á ÍpeyÆkao. oÈk Œn
dunatÒ! to¤ efimi taËta boulÒmeno! poi°ein: tetramm°nvi går dØ ka‹
metegnvkÒti §pifoit«n ˆneiron fantãzeta¤ moi, oÈdam«! !un°painon
§Ún poi°ein me taËta.
(Hdt. 7.15.1-2)

Artabanus, I was not !≈frvn the other day: I said ill-founded
words to you because of your good counsel. You must know that I
soon changed my mind, and I recognised that I have to do what
you suggested. But mind you, I am unable to do this as I want to:
when, as I said, I had reversed and changed my mind, a dream
came to visit me, and it did not at all consent that I should follow
your advice.

On the surface, the words oÈk §!vfrÒneon suggest a simple ex-
cuse: Xerxes admits to an inappropriate response (‘your counsel
was good, my rejection of it was unfounded’) and nothing
more.6 But if this is the surface meaning of oÈk §!vfrÒneon here,
the reader will be aware that Xerxes will ultimately reject Arta-
banus’ advice, with disastrous results that prove his ulterior lack

———
5 For an extensive treatment of the figure of Artabanus, see Pelling (1991).
6 There is, on the surface at least, no hint in this passage of a more

fundamental flaw in Xerxes’ mentality, and the passage differs considerably,
pace Van Ophuijsen & Stork (1999) 204-5, from 3.35.2 and 3.64.5, discussed
below, where (mØ) !vfrone›n is used in relation to the long-term mental
derangement of the mad tyrant Cambyses.

More directly comparable is Hipp. 704, where the nurse uses exactly the
same apology to Phaedra when her scheme to approach Hippolytus has gone
awry (see chapter 6.5 above).
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of !vfro!Ênh. The contrast with the typical prudent adviser
Artabanus, who is !≈frvn but, in Xerxes’ view, lacks the more
assertive ‘manly’ qualities (7.11.1 éyÊmvi ˆnti ka‹ kak«i) under-
lines Xerxes’ ultimate ‘rashness’.

A second !≈frvn counsellor to Xerxes is the Spartan Demara-
tus. Here we have a !≈frvn cousellor who not only sounds Greek
(as Otanes did) but actually is Greek, and as such he seems to be
a suitable candidate for the role of !≈frvn counsellor. Demara-
tus praises the martial prowess of the Spartans and thereby pro-
vokes the king’s irritation. He assures the king, however, that
these are not the words of a pro-Spartan partisan; they rather
acknowledge an unpalatable truth:

ka¤toi …! §gΔ tugxãnv tå nËn tãde §!torgΔ! §ke¤nou!, aÈtÚ!
mãli!ta §jep¤!teai, o· me timÆn te ka‹ g°rea épelÒmenoi patr≈ia
êpol¤n te ka‹ fugãda pepoiÆka!i, patØr d¢ !Ú! Ípodejãmeno! b¤on
t° moi ka‹ o‰kon ¶dvke. OÈk Œn ofikÒ! §!ti êndra tÚn !≈frona eÈno¤hn
fainom°nhn divy°e!yai, éllå !t°rgein mãli!ta.
(Hdt. 7.104.2)

(I knew I would provoke your displeasure, but when asked I sim-
ply told the truth about the Spartans.) Mind you, you know all too
well yourself how much I am in my present situation devoted to
them: they took away my honour and my family possessions, and
made me a landless fugitive; it was your father who took me in and
gave me a living and a place to live. Well, it is hardly likely that a
!≈frvn man will push aside the favours granted him; on the con-
trary, he will cherish them.

On the surface, Demaratus reassures Xerxes of his loyalty to the
Persians rather than the Spartans, and suggests that he would
not be !≈frvn if he still adhered to those who banished him: a
clear case of prudence in one’s own interest. But again, the pub-
lic will be aware that Demaratus’ admonitions show that he is
indeed !≈frvn in a more far-reaching sense, whereas Xerxes,
who does not act on the Spartan’s advice, is not.

The remaining two instances relate to a tyrant who is downright
mad.7 !vfrone›n is here used to describe a normal, sound state of

———
7 The ‘mad tyrant’ is itself something of a prototypical figure in Herodotus,

see Hartog (1980) 330ff, and cf. Fisher (1992) 360-5.
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mind as opposed to the long-term mental derangement of Cam-
byses, who went mad after killing the sacred bull of Apis (3.30
KambÊ!h! d¢ …! l°gou!i AfigÊptioi aÈt¤ka diå toËto tÚ éd¤khma
§mãnh, §Δn oÈd¢ prÒteron frenÆrh!. ‘Cambyses is said by the
Egyptians to have fallen mad immediately after because of this
crime. Before, he was not very stable-minded either’). Cambyses
does not recover until he receives the predicted mortal wound
he has desperately tried to escape:

ka‹ dØ …! tÒte §peirÒmeno! §pÊyeto t∞! pÒlio! tÚ oÎnoma, ÍpÚ t∞!
!umfor∞! t∞! te §k toË mãgou §kpeplhgm°no! ka‹ toË tr≈mato!
§!vfrÒnh!e, !ullabΔn d¢ tÚ yeoprÒpion e‰pe: "§nyaËta KambÊ!hn
tÚn KÊrou §!t‹ peprvm°non teleutçn."
(Hdt. 3.64.5)

And, as you can imagine, when he then inquired and heard the
name of the town, he was knocked over by the misfortune caused
by the magos and by his wounds, and because of the shock, he be-
came !≈frvn again. He understood the oracle and said: Here
Cambyses, son of Cyrus, is fated to die.

Now Herodotus has made it very clear that Cambyses’ madness
caused him to commit a great number of crimes (treated at
length in 3.27-38), but the term !vfrone›n focuses here on his
newly-gained state of mental health, without explicitly addressing
the moral consequences of this ‘madness’.

This is even more clear from 3.35.2, where Persian rumours
about his madness and alcoholic proclivities have come through
to the king, who immediately knows a means to put these ru-
mours to the test:

toÊtvn dØ Œn §pimnh!y°nta Ùrg∞i l°gein prÚ! tÚn Prhjã!pea: "!Ê
nun mãye [aÈtÚ!] efi l°gou!i P°r!ai élhy°a e‡te aÈto‹ l°gonte! taËta
parafron°ou!i. efi m¢n går toË paidÚ! toË !oË toËde •!te«to! §n
to›!i proyÊroi!i balΔn tÊxoimi m°!h! t∞! kard¤h!, P°r!ai
fan°ontai l°gonte! oÈd°n: μn d¢ èmãrtv, fãnai P°r!a! te l°gein
élhy°a ka‹ §m¢ mØ !vfron°ein."
(Hdt. 3.35.1-2)

After mentioning these things, he said angrily to Prexaspes: Now
see for yourself if the Persians are right or if they themselves are
out of their mind (paraphroneousi, to ‘think off the mark’) to say
so. I will aim at this son of yours who stands at the gateway, and if
hit him in the middle of his heart, it will appear that they talk
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rubbish. But if I miss, then you may say that the Persians are right
and that I am not !≈frvn.

As the contrast with aÈto‹ l°gonte! taËta parafron°ou!i (‘they
are utterly wrong to say so’) shows, it is only the state of mental
derangement which Cambyses here conditionally accepts. The
moral issues connected with his madness are, again, not ad-
dressed directly, but they are immediately clear from the con-
text: the irony of the situation is that what Cambyses considers
proof of his own sobriety and sanity, in fact constitutes a further
crime to prove him mad.

Thus, in all these instances, the use of !≈frvn and !vfrone›n
subtly contributes to the portrayal of the oriental kings as figures
who do not care for, and crucially lack, !vfro!Ênh, with far-
reaching consequences.

The perverse application of !vfro!Ênh by Cambyses, committing
an atrocity as ‘proof’ of his sanity, is foreshadowed early in the
Histories, when the narrator describes the Persian view on the
origins of the conflict between Hellas and Persia. !vfro!Ênh is
invoked here by the Persians to push aside the Greeks’ justifica-
tion of the expedition to Troy. On this view, the abduction of
Helen should have provoked a counter-abduction at most, but
never the ‘disproportional’ reaction of a military campaign.

tÚ m°n nun èrpãzein guna›ka! éndr«n éd¤kvn nom¤zein ¶rgon e‰nai, tÚ
d¢ èrpa!yei!°vn !poudØn poiÆ!a!yai timvr°ein énoÆtvn, tÚ d¢
mhdem¤an  rhn ¶xein èrpa!yei!°vn !vfrÒnvn: d∞la går dØ ˜ti, efi mØ
aÈta‹ §boÊlonto, oÈk ín ≤rpãzonto. !f°a! m¢n dØ toÁ! §k t∞! ÉA!¤h!
l°gou!i P°r!ai èrpazom°nvn t«n gunaik«n lÒgon oÈd°na
poiÆ!a!yai, ÜEllhna! d¢ Lakedaimon¤h! e·neken gunaikÚ! !tÒlon
m°gan !unage›rai ka‹ ¶peita §lyÒnta! §! tØn ÉA!¤hn tØn Priãmou
dÊnamin katele›n. épÚ toÊtou afie‹ ≤gÆ!a!yai tÚ ÑEllhnikÚn !f¤!i
e‰nai pol°mion.
(Hdt. 1.4.2-3)

Now abducting women, they consider, is the behaviour of unjust
men, but to make serious work of taking revenge for the abducted
is something for the foolish; by contrast, not to care for the ab-
ducted is a characteristic of !≈frone!. For it is clear that, unless
these women were willing themselves, they would not have been
abducted. Now according to the Persians, they themselves, the
people of Asia, have never made a fuss about the women that were
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abducted, but the Greeks gathered an immense army for the sake
of a Spartan woman, and then went over to Asia to crush the
power of Priam. Ever since, they have regarded all that is Greek as
inimical to them.

Of course the justification of the Greek cause is not entirely de-
nied here (the Persian accounts at least grant that abduction is
an ‘injustice’ mutually committed by both Greeks and Persians)
but it is pushed aside by the consideration that it makes no sense
to make a great fuss about such an injustice.8 For, the reasoning
goes, an abducted woman is not a victim but a willing accom-
plice. That is why setting up a military expedition for the sake of
such a woman makes no sense, and one has only oneself to
blame for the hazards and hardships that go with it. Moreover,
revenge for the rape of Helen cannot be taken seriously on this
count as a motivation for the Trojan war, which now becomes an
act of unwarranted aggression that justifies the perennial enmity
between the states.

Now there can be no doubt that, from a Greek point of view,
the reasoning here is perverse. Rape inflicts étim¤a on the de-
prived husband, and it is out of the question that doing nothing
about a dishonouring insult is commended as evidence of good
sense. The Persian account is thus utterly suspect, for it wilfully
puts aside all moral considerations. As such, it gives evidence of
Persian ‘arrogance’; the Greek public is bound to conclude that
it is the Persians rather than the Greeks who lack !vfro!Ênh and
are to blame for the big clash between the two cultures.

To summarise, Herodotus’ use of !≈frvn and cognates is re-
markable for the light it sheds on the characterisation of the ori-
ental kings who crucially lack the virtue. Subliminally, there are
perhaps a few hints as well that !vfro!Ênh is a Greek rather than
a Persian quality: this is most clear from the last passage quoted
(1.4.3); elsewhere, !vfro!Ênh in oriental settings only belongs to
those prudent oriental !umbouleuta¤ who will seem sympathetic

———
8 Heath (1990), 385-400, investigates a number of speeches by Athenians in

Thucydides, where considerations of justice are pushed aside, and concludes
from external evidence that to a fifth-century readership, it was unacceptable to
do. So it seems reasonable to suppose that the ‘immorality’ of the Persian
argument must also be immediately obvious to Herodotus’ public.
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to a Greek addressee. (One of them, Demaratus, is of course in-
deed Greek.) We will return to the problem of the ‘hybristic’
temper, and its antithesis to !vfro!Ênh, in discussing the psy-
chology of Plato.

3. Thucydides

Herodotus used !≈frvn and !vfrone›n to characterise individu-
als, specifically a number of oriental despots (who typically lack
the virtue) and their more sensible advisers (who have this qual-
ity). Thucydides, by contrast, focuses on pÒlei! as collective bod-
ies, and uses the terms almost exclusively in characterisations of
the internal or external policy of a pÒli! as a whole.9 The collec-
tive body of a pÒli! is, to a considerable degree, presented as an
autonomous entity, and as such, the moral obligations ascribed
to a pÒli! resemble those of the individual male citizen within
the pÒli!, but on a grander scale: where the citizen will have to
take good care of his household, but in such a way that he will
help his f¤loi, and will not wrong those who are not his §xyro¤,
the pÒli! as a whole is primarily concerned with the careful
management of its own affairs (in this respect, considerations of
prudence and self-interest are key factors that determine the be-
haviour of a !≈frvn pÒli!), but it also has clear obligations to-
wards its allies.

In debates on external politics (section 3.1), !vfro!Ênh is
regularly invoked to commend a cautious policy in preference to
one that is perceived as more outgoing and risky: the safety of
the pÒli! itself is ostensibly the most important consideration
here. On a rather similar line of argumentation, !vfro!Ênh may
also be used to advocate a more ‘positive’ line of action, notably
the formation of an alliance that (allegedly) aims at self-defence
rather than military aggression. In debates on the internal poli-
tics of a pÒli!, !vfro!Ênh is used to comment on the process of
deliberation in the city council. Here, it is invoked both by

———
9 An apparent exception is the characterisation of Archidamus as an énØr

ka‹ junetÚ! dok«n e‰nai ka‹ !≈frvn, see p. 210 n. 19 below.
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speakers who plead for a careful (re)consideration of the issues
at hand (eÈboul¤a) and by those who wish to cut short such de-
liberations, and simply demand ‘order’ and ‘obedience’ to ear-
lier decisions (eÈnom¤a). The debate between Cleon and Diodo-
tus in book three juxtaposes the two types of argument.

All political associations of !vfro!Ênh come together in the
great debate at Sparta between Archidamus and Sthenelaïdas in
book one (section 3.2). The ideology of !vfro!Ênh seems to have
been important to Sparta, and Archidamus offers the fullest ex-
position of the ideology of !vfro!Ênh when defending the Spar-
tans’ ‘slowness’ to go to war. Archidamus is countered, however,
by Sthenelaïdas, who also appeals to !vfro!Ênh when reminding
the Spartans of their obligations to Corinth.

If !vfro!Ênh is something of a ‘Spartan’ quality, it is also em-
braced by pro-Spartan Athenians. In Athens, !vfro!Ênh becomes
a slogan of those in favour of restrictions on radical democracy
(section 3.3).

Thus, it is a limited number of types of policies — and in-
variably those wherein a certain kind of ‘restraint’ can be per-
ceived — that come in for appraisal in terms of !vfro!Ênh; but it
is a very different question whether a certain policy calls for
praise at all or is to be severely criticised instead. On such mat-
ters, there is bound to be considerable disagreement between
opposing parties, and Thucydides is sensitive throughout to the
adaptability of value terms in the service of persuasive and ma-
nipulative strategies. With the exception of the author’s remark
on the !vfro!Ênh of the Chians and Spartans (8.24), all the uses
of our terms reflect the point of view of one or more agents in
the historical narrative; as such, they are used virtually every-
where in service of clearly discernible persuasive strategies. The
extreme case of this, where persuasive use shades into sheer
abuse, is of course found in the chapter on the corruption of
values after the revolt at Corcyra (3.82, see section 3.4). But the
‘perversion’ of moral standards described there is no more than
an intensification of the ‘normal’ situation in the Histories:
throughout, it is evident that one and the same situation is likely
to be evaluated by different parties in entirely different terms.
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3.1. !vfro!Ênh in External and Internal Politics

Given that the Histories tell the story of Greek pÒlei! at war, it is
perhaps no surprise that !vfro!Ênh is most frequently invoked to
commend caution in foreign affairs, and our terms occur fre-
quently where it is debated whether such caution is indeed the
policy to be adopted. A case in point is the very first instance of
!vfro!Ênh in the Histories, where the citizens of Corcyra, who
previously were reluctant to accept any state as their allies, now
seek the help of the Athenians against Corinth. They suggest
that their isolationism, originally motivated by the desire to pre-
vent involvement in the conflicts of others, and as such a fairly
typical case of ‘prudential’ caution and thus of !vfro!Ênh,10

turns out to be an ill-considered and weakening policy now that
they stand alone in their conflict with the Corinthians:

ka‹ peri°!thken ≤ dokoË!a ≤m«n prÒteron !vfro!Ênh, tÚ mØ §n él-
lotr¤ai jummax¤ai t∞i toË p°la! gn≈mhi jugkinduneÊein, nËn
éboul¤a ka‹ é!y°neia fainom°nh.
(Th. 1.32.4)

And it has turned out that what once seemed to be our
!vfro!Ênh, not to involve ourselves in alliances with other states
lest we should also involve ourselves in risks of our neighbour’s
making, appears in fact to be lack of deliberation and weakness.

According to the citizens of Corcyra, their isolationism now dis-
qualifies as !vfro!Ênh because of its effects: their isolationism
turns out to be weakness and a threat to their city. For their Cor-
inthian opponents, this policy of the citizens of Corcyra does not
qualify for the label of !vfro!Ênh at all, but on account of its in-
tentions rather than its effects. According to the Corinthians, the
citizens of Corcyra refused to form any alliance not for the sake
of their safety and out of ‘prudence’ (1.37.2 diå tÚ !«fron), but
because they wanted a free hand to commit injustice (§p‹

———
10 Hornblower (1991) ad loc., cites Dover (1974) 119 who states that the

criterion for !vfro!Ênh is ‘the overcoming of the impulse to immediate or
short-term pleasure or gain’. In most contexts, it is the avoidance of long-term
risks rather than resistance to short-term pleasure that is really relevant to the
prudential use of !vfro!Ênh, as is the case here. A ‘persuasive’ connection
between the two is made by Archidamus in 1.84.2 (see section 3.2 below).
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kakourg¤ai) against their neighbours; Corcyra’s isolationism
meant a licence to harm others. It is up to the Athenians, the
Corinthians suggest, to show genuine prudence for the sake of
the safety of their city: if they do so (1.40.2 efi !vfronoË!i), they
will not accept now an ally who is bound to involve them in a
conflict with the mightier city of Corinth, but they will rather
consider it prudent (1.42.2 !«fron) to alleviate the already exist-
ing tensions between Athens and Corinth.

In these cases, then, !vfro!Ênh in external affairs clearly aims
at the self-interest of its citizens: it promotes the safety of the
pÒli! and deters intervention abroad that may involve cities in
great risks. These considerations are the main points in most
contexts where speakers plead for !vfro!Ênh in external af-
fairs.11 If this type of !vfro!Ênh is typically concerned with the
avoidance of a dangerous policy, it can occasionally also encour-
age more positive action, notably the formation of a defensive
alliance against a large external threat. In this sense, !vfro!Ênh

———
11 Thus, a Spartan embassy invokes !vfro!Ênh to remind the Athenians of

the instabilty of fortune, in order to make them accept negotiations over the
captives at Pylos rather than continuing the hostilities (4.18.4); more cynically,
the Athenians suggest to the Melians that open resistance to Athens is not
!«fron and that abstention from open hostilities is, for the Melians, a means to
limit the damage (5.101.1, 5.111.3).

In the Sicilian context, the Syracusans suggest to the citizens of Camarina
that is unrealistic to hope both that Syracuse will be defeated in order that it
may become less prone to external aggression (6.78.2 ·na !vfroni!y«men), and
at the same time that the city may yet be spared in order to defend others
against Athens.

To discourage the Camarineans from an alliance with Athens, the Syracusan
messengers invoke the example of Rhegion, a city which refused to help the
Leontinians against Syracuse, in spite of their common Euboian origin; this,
the ambassadors suggest, is the paradoxical phenomenon of ‘prudence-against-
the-odds’ (6.79.4 élÒgv! !vfronoË!in), the innuendo being that the
Camarineans have all the more reason to refrain from anti-Syracusan activities.
In reply to this, the Athenians suggest that Athens is not in need of criticism by
the Camarineans of Athens’ interventionist foreign policy: Athens does not
need them as !vfroni!ta¤, as critics encouraging restraint (6.87.3); for, the
Athenians claim, it is the mere prospect of Athenian intervention that deters
other cities from aggression and forces them to be prudent, while non-
interventionist cities gain their safety from Athens (6.87.5, émfÒteroi
énagkãzontai ı m¢n êkvn !vfrone›n, ı d' épragmÒnv! !≈ize!yai, ‘both are forced,
the one to be prudent against his will, the other to use his policy of non-
intervention as a means to safety’).
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is repeatedly invoked by those who advocate the formation of a
Sicilian alliance against Athens (4.60.1, 4.61.1, 4.64.4).12

A more overtly moral appeal is made after the capitulation of
Plataea by the spokesmen of that city to their Spartan judges.13

The Plataeans plead that their alliance with Athens was only
made after a Spartan refusal to help them against Thebes
(3.55.1); as such, this alliance was not a deed of aggression
against Sparta, and certainly not severe enough to outweigh the
Plataean merits in the Persian wars: the Plataeans claim that they
are not enemies to the Spartans, but friends who had no other
choice but to fight (3.58.2, oÈk §xyroÊ!... éll' eÎnou! kat'
énãgkhn polemÆ!ante!, ‘we are not enemies but sympathisers
who were forced to wage war’). And since there is no enmity be-
tween the two cities, they argue, it would be an unwarranted
deed of aggression for the Spartans to kill them. The Spartans
should not do this to gratify their Theban allies; they should do
the Thebans a favour that is !≈frvn rather than shameful
(3.58.1 !≈fronã te ént‹ afi!xrç! kom¤!a!yai xãrin), for killing the
Plataeans would constitute a sin against the conventions of war to
kill those who deliver themselves freely (3.58.3), and besides, the
Spartans would be responsible for the fact that the graves of
their ancestors who fought Plataea would be left untended
(3.58.4). The Spartans should deal with Plataea in a spirit of
‘sensible compassion’ (3.59.1 o‡ktvi !≈froni) rather than un-
warranted aggression.

Here, then, the appeal is to the unwritten moral code of in-
ternational politics, that prohibits violence against a state that is
not openly hostile. The Plataean evidence of their ‘friendship’ to
the Spartans is evidently tenuous (the Persian wars of decades
ago seem to be the strongest case in point), and it is clear that
the Plataeans argue in these moral terms (even invoking the
Spartans’ sense of duty towards their ancestors) mainly because
they cannot very well argue that it is in any sense in the present
interest of Sparta to show lenience: their plea is expectedly un-

———
13 For the speech of the inhabitants of Plataea, see Macleod (1977) 227-46

[= id. (1983) 103-139]. Hogan (1972) draws attention to the importance in this
speech of the appeal to o‰kto!, with interesting parallels from E. Hec.
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successful and the narrator leaves no doubt that the Spartan cru-
elty against Plataea was motivated by the consideration that the
Thebans were useful allies in the war against Athens (3.68.4).

Turning now to the field of the internal affairs of a pÒli!, we
find that !vfro!Ênh is invoked in the context of two types of ar-
guments. Occasionally, the term is employed by speakers who
claim that careful deliberation is the key to the management of
the city’s affairs. This is another use of !vfro!Ênh in a prudential
sense, this time with reference to internal politics, and closely
associated with the concept of eÈboul¤a. Alternatively, the term
is employed by speakers who are less in favour of an open discus-
son, and simply urge obedience of the city’s nÒmoi. (In section
3.2 below, we will see how Archidamus connects the two, and
presents obedience to the laws as the safeguard of Spartan
eÈboul¤a.)

The clash between these two uses of !vfro!Ênh is illustrated
by the second Athenian debate on the punishment of Mytilene.
Here, it is Cleon who, in his argumentation against a revision of
the council’s decision, uses the argument that, if Athens seri-
ously aspires to dominate an empire, the city’s nÒmoi are to be
respected at all costs:

pãntvn d¢ deinÒtaton efi b°baion ≤m›n mhd¢n kaye!tÆjei œn ín dÒjhi
p°ri, mhd¢ gnv!Òmeya ˜ti xe¤ro!i nÒmoi! ékinÆtoi! xrvm°nh pÒli!
kre¤!!vn §!t‹n μ kal«! ¶xou!in ékÊroi!, émay¤a te metå !vfro!Ênh!
»felim≈teron μ dejiÒth! metå ékola!¤a!, o· te faulÒteroi t«n
ényr≈pvn prÚ! toÁ! junetvt°rou! …! §p‹ tÚ pl°on êmeinon ofikoË!i
tå! pÒlei!.
(Th. 3.37.3)

But it is most extremely disturbing if nothing that we decide on
will stand firm, and if we do not realise that a city that maintains
nomoi that are less good but unchallenged is stronger than one
that has good nomoi that lack authority; we must be aware that a
lack of sophistication that goes with !vfro!Ênh is rather more use-
ful than dexterity without discipline; simple people generally
achieve, in comparison to more intelligent ones, a better admini-
stration of their cities.

Cleon wishes to prevent reconsideration of the expedition
against Mytilene, and in order to prevent this, he suggests that it
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is !vfro!Ênh simply to obey the nÒmoi.14 The argument against
the dangers of excessive sophistication (used by Archidamus in
the conservative setting of Sparta, see section 3.2), is employed
in the democratic setting by the demagogue Cleon to silence his
elitist opponents. In the course of this argument, Cleon manages
to turn ‘ignorance’ (émay¤a) into an asset, and the ‘agility’ (de-
jiÒth!) of the elite into a liability, for it may, he suggests, hide
corruption (ékola!¤a); for Cleon, !vfro!Ênh is firmly on the side
of the ‘law-abiding’ masses rather than on that of the ‘subversive’
elite.15

Cleon’s opponent, Diodotus, argues in favour of a renewed
debate on Mytilene and deliberately ignores the strategy of in-
timidation (‘don’t you dare think again’) employed by Cleon.
He places full emphasis on the self-interest of the Athenian
council, and stresses the importance of eÈboul¤a. This eÈboul¤a,
Diodotus suggests, is incompatible with the rashness and excit-
ability (3.42.1 tãxo! te ka‹ ÙrgÆn) now displayed and advocated
by Cleon. What is worse, when Cleon accuses his opponents of
corruption, he threatens to rob the city of good advisors. For
useful counsellors of a pÒli! should be able to speak freely with-
out fear for their reputation:

xrÆ ... tØn d¢ !≈frona pÒlin t«i te ple›!ta eÔ bouleÊonti mØ
pro!t¤yenai timÆn, éllå mhd' §la!!oËn t∞! ÍparxoÊ!h!, ka‹ tÚn mØ
tuxÒnta gn≈mh! oÈx ˜pv! zhmioËn éllå mhd' étimãzein.
(Th, 3.42.3)

A !≈frvn polis will neither add to, nor detract from, the timê of a
man who is mostly successful in offering advice; and a speaker
who does not meet with approval will not only not be punished by
the city, neither will he suffer disgrace.

This care for integrity is, in Diodotus’ view, all the more pressing
because the council is likely to hold their speakers responsible

———
14 There seems to have been no juridical distinction in the fifth century

between a nÒmo! and a cÆfi!ma, see Hornblower (1987) 423f. and (1991) 423,
Hansen (1978), even if a conceptual distinction was occasionally made, cf.
Macleod (1978), 69 [= (1983), 93].

15 For a discussion of the paradoxes in Cleon’s argumentation, see Leppin
(1999) 93-4. For the ambiguity of dejiÒth!, usually suspect to the speakers in
Thucydides, see Meyer (1939) 70-1.
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for the outcome of the policy on which it decides; if they were to
hold themselves responsible, they would be more inclined to de-
cide in a well-considered manner (3.43.5 !vfron°!teron ín
§kr¤nete). Therefore, Diodotus concludes, the Athenians would
be well-advised (3.44.1 efi !vfronoËmen) to regard the present
debate as one concerning the eÈboul¤a of the pÒli! rather than
the injustice of Mytilene.

Against Cleon’s suggestion that the !≈frvn pÒli! should rig-
idly stick to its own decisions, Diodotus places full emphasis on
the !vfro!Ênh of attending to good advice. Like Cleon, he seems
aware of a strong contrast between the city’s masses and the poli-
ticians who advise them, but in his representation of these mat-
ters, it is the elitist leaders rather than the masses who are espe-
cially vulnerable, in view of the fact that their reputation is easily
damaged. Therefore, if the Athenian council is !≈frvn and acts
out of well-advised awareness of its own interest, it will not accept
Cleon’s incrimination of the city’s political elite.16

Thus, we see that for a city state, !vfro!Ênh consists in a lim-
ited number of typical policies. In external politics, !vfro!Ênh
commends caution for the sake of one’s own safety, typically a
non-interventionist policy or the formation of defensive alliance;
occasionally, !vfro!Ênh also serves as a reminder of one’s moral
obligations versus other states. In internal politics, !vfro!Ênh is
used to influence the process of deliberation, and either urges
‘obedience’ to the city’s nÒmoi as they are, or ‘careful delibera-
tion’ before making a decision.

3.2. !vfro!Ênh in Sparta

All the notions connected with !vfro!Ênh in politics that we
have noted above, are addressed in the great debate at Sparta on
the issue of war against Athens between Archidamus and Sthene-
laïdas. This episode does not only show how different parties

———
16 On the figure of Diodotus, otherwise unknown, see the remarks of

Hornblower (1991) ad 3.41. Ostwald (1979) construes a fuller career for him,
but, as Hornblower remarks, ‘It is artistically satisfying to have the famous and
raucous Cleon defeated on his own terms by an utterly obscure figure who then
retires into the shades.’
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tend to evaluate one and the same policy in entirely different
terms, and how both Spartan speakers invoke !vfro!Ênh in de-
fence of an entirely different policy; it also offers a very full
statement of the ideology of a !≈frvn pÒli! as advocated by the
Spartan king Archidamus, in which he manages to combine vir-
tually all ideas connected with political !vfro!Ênh, and present
this amalgam as a typically Spartan asset.

The main point of the debate is the Spartans’ reluctance to in-
tervene against Athens on behalf of their allies. The Corinthians,
who of course intend to spur their allies, grant the Spartans
!vfro!Ênh on the rather irrelevant point of internal politics
(1.68.1 ka‹ ép' aÈtoË [sc. tÚ pi!tÚn ... t∞! kay' Ímç! aÈtoÁ! po-
lite¤a!] !vfro!Ênhn m¢n ¶xete, ‘in view of the stability of your
own state, you possess !vfro!Ênh), but then go on immediately
to suggest that this introverted position also leads to lack of un-
derstanding (émay¤a, 1.68.1) of external affairs, especially the
danger Athens constitutes. This ‘lack of perception’ (cf. 1.69.3 tÚ
énai!yhtÚn Ím«n) leads to ‘sluggishness’ and ‘conservatism’,17

and to the failure of the Spartans to intervene on behalf of their
wronged allies (1.68.3, 1.71.4-7). And the Corinthians stress that
these characteristics are extraordinarily dangerous because the
Athenians posses all the opposite, out-going and aggressive quali-
ties.

Later on, before the Peloponnesian council, the Corinthians
take a similar position. Having won over the Spartans to their
side, they now try to consolidate the rest of the alliance, and state
that

éndr«n går !vfrÒnvn m°n §!tin, efi mØ édiko›nto, ≤!uxãzein, égay«n
d¢ édikoum°nou! §k m¢n efirÆnh! poleme›n, eÔ d¢ para!xÚn §k pol°mou

———
17 1.69.4 ≤!uxãzete ... oÈ t∞i dunãmei tinã, éllå t∞i mellÆ!ei émunÒmenoi,

‘you remain inactive, defending yourselves against others not by means of your
power, but by your slowness to actually use it’; 1.70.2, ‘Íme›! d¢ tå Ípãrxonta
!≈izein ka‹ §pign«nai mhd¢n ka‹ ¶rgvi oÈd¢ ténagka›a §jik°!yai, ‘you are prone
to keep what you have got, to think of nothing new, and in action never even to
go as far as necessary’; 1.70.4 ka‹ mØn ka‹ êoknoi prÚ! Ímç! mellhtã!, ‘and mind
you, they have no doubts, whereas you always linger’; 1.71.1 diam°llete, ‘you
continue to delay’; 1.71.3 érxaiotropå Ím«n tå §pithdeÊmata, ‘your actions are
outdated’; 1.71.4 bradÊth!, ‘slowness’.
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pãlin jumb∞nai, ka‹ mÆte t∞i katå pÒlemon eÈtux¤ai §pa¤re!yai
mÆte t«i ≤!Êxvi t∞! efirÆnh! ≤dÒmenon édike›!yai.
(Th. 1.120.4)

It belongs to men who are !≈frone! to keep quiet if they suffer no
injustice, but to agathoi to put and end to peace and go to war if
they are wronged, and then, when a suitable opportunity arises, to
stop the war and come to an agreement. They are neither carried
away by their successes in warfare, nor do they allow themselves to
suffer injustice because they delight in the tranquillity of peace.

This is essentially the same argumentation: a peaceful foreign
policy is fine when one does not suffer injustice; in such circum-
stances, it is the typical behaviour of !≈frone! to keep quiet; but
when one suffers injustice, restraint is not in demand (and
!vfro!Ênh does no longer apply): in such circumstances, it takes
éretÆ to go to war. In order to make the war more palatable to
their allies, the Corinthians now downplay its time scale and in-
tensity (to the Spartans, they had stressed the threat from Athens
in order to spur them on); otherwise, however, they make it
equally clear that it is now no real option to do nothing and
dress that up as !vfro!Ênh.18

When the Spartans come to debate the Corinthian demands for
action against Athens, their own views are divided. Caution is
urged by king Archidamus, of whom the narrator states that he
had a reputation for being both ‘intelligent’ and !≈frvn (1.79.2
énØr ka‹ junetÚ! dok«n e‰nai ka‹ !≈frvn)19 and who is thus estab-

———
18 As we have seen, the appeal to !vfro!Ênh (‘prudence’) is often a

perfectly acceptable strategy for those who do wish to prevent military actions.
Speakers seem to have opposing types of arguments at their disposal, according
to the position they wish to defend. See Roisman (2003) 132-6, for different
types of appeals to andreia in arguments for peace and war.

19 Therewith, Archidamus is the only individual to whom the term !≈frvn
is applied in Thucydides, cf. Badian (1990) 173n.39. In view of the contents of
his speech, it is clear that the point of this remark lies in Archidamus’ view on
Sparta’s internal and foreign politics; in this respect, we have the same
‘political’ usage here.
Incidentally, it is to be noted that remark on Archidamus, énØr ka‹ junetÚ!
dok«n e‰nai ka‹ !≈frvn (1.79.2), does not represent the point of view of the
narrator, but that of the Spartans. It is not implied that the narrator considers
Archidamus to be an exceptionally good leader: for all his renown for
!vfro!Ênh and intelligence, his leadership is not presented in the Histories as
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lished as someone who is unlikely, in view of his intelligence, to
be completely insensitive to the Corinthian demands, yet equally
unlikely, in view of his very Spartan !vfro!Ênh, to react strongly
to them. Archidamus indeed pleads for a combination of nego-
tiations and preparations for war. He then counters the Corin-
thian attack on Spartan slowness, without denying any of the ac-
tual charges, but by suggesting that they are to be viewed in en-
tirely different terms:

ka‹ tÚ bradÁ ka‹ m°llon, ˘ m°mfontai mãli!ta ≤m«n, mØ afi!xÊne!ye.
!peÊdont°! te går !xola¤teron ín paÊ!ai!ye diå tÚ éparã!keuoi
§gxeire›n, ka‹ ëma §leuy°ran ka‹ eÈdojotãthn pÒlin diå pantÚ!
nemÒmeya. (2) ka‹ dÊnatai mãli!ta !vfro!Ênh ¶mfrvn toËt' e‰nai:
mÒnoi går di' aÈtÚ eÈprag¤ai! te oÈk §jubr¤zomen ka‹ jumfora›!
∏!!on •t°rvn e‡komen: t«n te jÁn §pa¤nvi §jotrunÒntvn ≤mç! §p‹ tå
deinå parå tÚ dokoËn ≤m›n oÈk §pairÒmeya ≤don∞i, ka‹ ≥n ti! êra jÁn
kathgor¤ai parojÊnhi, oÈd¢n dØ mçllon éxye!y°nte! énepe¤!yhmen.
(3) polemiko¤ te ka‹ eÎbouloi diå tÚ eÎko!mon gignÒmeya, tÚ m¢n ˜ti
afidΔ! !vfro!Ênh! ple›!ton met°xei, afi!xÊnh! d¢ eÈcux¤a, eÎbouloi
d¢ émay°!teron t«n nÒmvn t∞! Íperoc¤a! paideuÒmenoi ka‹ jÁn
xalepÒthti !vfron°!teron μ À!te aÈt«n énhkou!te›n, ka‹ mØ tå
éxre›a juneto‹ êgan ˆnte! tå! t«n polem¤vn para!keuå! lÒgvi
kal«! memfÒmenoi énomo¤v! ¶rgvi §peji°nai, nom¤zein d¢ tã! te di-
ano¤a! t«n p°la! paraplh!¤ou! e‰nai ka‹ tå! pro!piptoÊ!a! tÊxa!
oÈ lÒgvi diairetã!.
(Th. 1.84.1-3)

And as to our being slow and hesitant, that which they criticise
most in us, do not be ashamed at that. For if you hurry, you may
well take more time to finish because of ill preparations. At the
same time, it is also true that we have always lived in a free and re-
spected city. This quality may in fact well be sensible !vfro!Ênh:
for we are the only ones who do not become arrogant when we
have success, and are less than others inclined to give in when we
suffer misfortune. If people praise us in order to incite us to take
risks against our own good judgement, we are not carried away by
pleasure; and if someone uses ugly words in order to spur us on,
we are — of course — not any more inclined to give in out of an-
noyance.

———
especially far-sighted or successful. See Westlake (1968) 122-35, and Pelling
(1991). A more positive estimation of Archidamus is given by Bloedow (1983)
27-49.
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We are both warlike and well-advised on account of our orderli-
ness. We are warlike because afid≈! is rooted in !vfro!Ênh, and
courage in a sense of shame; we are well-advised because by edu-
cation we are not sufficiently sophisticated to know better than
our laws, and the severity of our upbringing leads to too much
!vfro!Ênh to disobey them. We are not unduly clever in useless
matters, so that we might verbally criticise the preparations of our
adversaries well, but fail to stand up against them when it comes
to action. No, we take it that the intentions of other people are
rather like our own, and that the quirks of chance are impossible
to determine by calculation.

Archidamus starts by countering the Corinthians’ accusation of
sluggishness. He suggests that the Spartans have every reason to
be proud of their city, and claims that the Spartan slowness in
going to war is not unacceptable sluggishness, but far rather well-
considered prudence (1.79.2 !vfro!Ênh ¶mfrvn). The very same
caution in external affairs that was criticised by the Corinthians is
now praised in the most emphatic terms. But Archidamus goes
on to corroborate his view on the good sides of Spartan restraint
by stressing other aspects of the Spartan polite¤a that can be
viewed in terms of !vfro!Ênh; in the process, he gives as com-
plete an ideology of political !vfro!Ênh as one is likely to get.

According to Archidamus (§ 4), the !vfro!Ênh of the Spartans
also entails constancy in fortune and misfortune: the Spartans do
not abuse their power when successful (1.84.2, oÈk §jubr¤zomen),
and they are constant when suffering misfortune (jumfora›!
∏!!on ... e‡komen). According to Archidamus, this constancy
means that the Spartans do not allow themselves to be unduly
influenced by the pleasure of flattery and the pain of critique (1.
84. 2 t«n te jÁn §pa¤nvi §jotrunÒntvn ≤mç! §p‹ tå deinå parå tÚ
dokoËn ≤m›n oÈk §pairÒmeya ≤don∞i, ka‹ ≥n ti! êra jÁn kathgor¤ai
parojÊnhi, oÈd¢n dØ mçllon éxye!y°nte! énepe¤!-yhmen). The
prudence that had already been claimed to be the essence of the
Spartan reluctance to help their allies (note §p‹ tå deinå and
parå tÚ dokoËn ≤m›n, which suggest that there are sound reasons
for remaining inactive) is now combined with resistance to ≤donÆ
and êxyo!, introducing the notion of !vfro!Ênh as self-control.
Of course, the claim sounds like special pleading given the fact
that Archidamus’ speech has the very aim of preventing the
Spartans form overreacting to the Corinthian criticisms.
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In the next section (1.84.3), Archidamus counters the accusa-
tion that Sparta fails to stand up for her allies, and the sugges-
tion that the city is not up to a confrontation with the aggressive
and outgoing Athenians. Archidamus now invokes Spartan
!vfro!Ênh as a source of courage (eÈcux¤a) and careful delib-
eration (eÈboul¤a). The virtue is now linked, strikingly, to a ‘war-
like’ attitude (polemiko‹ ... gignÒmeya): !vfro!Ênh in the sense of
‘self-control’ or orderliness (tÚ eÎko!mon, a notion already well
established in 1.84.2) is now regarded as a source of afid≈!,20

which in turn is considered a source of courage and martial
prowess.21 The connection between !vfro!Ênh and martial cour-
age, always difficult to establish and as such a recurrent concern
for thinkers concerned with ethics,22 is of course apposite to a
context where Sparta has been charged with sluggishness: in
1.83.1, Archidamus is responding to Corinthian critique here,
and presses a point that he has already made: that it is not
énandr¤a not to attack immediately (1.83.1).

And to corroborate the view that the Spartans are well able to
respond to challenges in an adequate manner, Archidamus
stresses that they are well-advised (eÎbouloi) because they are
not clever enough to know better than their laws and too
!≈frone! to disobey them. This respect for their own laws (a
point granted even by the Corinthians) is now said to lead to
eÈboul¤a (1.84.3) in external affairs, in as much as the Spartans
are not so clever that they look down on their enemies, and
hence do not run the risk of underestimating them.

Thus, Archidamus combines some well-established conceptual
fields associated with !vfro!Ênh, ‘prudence’ both in internal
and external affairs, ‘constancy’ in success and ill-fortune and
‘resistance’ to pleasure and pain, and ‘respect’ for the laws; be-
sides, he establishes one rather more tenuous link, that of

———
20 On the difficulties concerning the use of met°xei in this passage, see

Hornblower (1991) ad loc, and cf. Nussbaum (1986) 508n.24. As Nussbaum
states, Thucydides is tracing eÈcux¤a back via afid≈! to !vfro!Ênh, not the other
way round.

21 For the connection between afid≈! and shame in battle, see Cairns (1993)
68-87 (Homer), 265-8 (Euripides), 420-2 (Aristotle’s ethics).

22 Hussey (1985) 123-4 specifically links the present passage to the thought
of Democritus.



214 CHAPTER SEVEN

!vfro!Ênh with martial courage; out of all this he construes an
elaborate defence of Sparta against the charge that the Spartans
let their allies down.

Does this speech mean that, in the Histories, !vfro!Ênh is es-
tablished as a typically Spartan quality, in contrast to the more
outgoing nature of the radical democracy at Athens?23 It seems
unmistakable that !vfro!Ênh is an important value at Sparta: Ar-
chidamus’ speech centres on the contention that Sparta’s policy
is not shameful sluggishness but well-considered !vfro!Ênh. And
it is striking to see that his opponent Sthenelaïdas, who wins the
day, also appeals to !vfro!Ênh when he suggests that the Spar-
tans simply should not let their enemies down if they are
!≈frone! (1.86.2 μn !vfron«men). This seems to suggest that,
though the Spartans obviously do not all share Archidamus’ very
defensive view of the virtue,24 !vfro!Ênh is important to them,
and the appeal to the virtue seems, in Sparta, to be a powerful
rhetorical tool.

On a number of occasions, indeed, we see that foreigners also
tend to appeal to !vfro!Ênh when pleading with the Spartans.
One example are the citizens of Plataea who plead for their own
lives (see section 3.1 above). Another example occurs in the
same debate, when the Thebans defend themselves against the
charge of taking sides with the Persians, by pointing out that
Thebes was, at the time, neither a democracy, nor a moderate
constitutional oligarchy after the Spartan model (an Ùligarx¤a
fi!Ònomo!, 3.62.3), in which a certain measure of wealth is the
condition for enjoying full political rights, nor a democracy, but
a near-tyranny of a dynasty of very few men (duna!te¤a Ùl¤gvn
éndr«n, 3.62.3). This kind of government, they claim, is ‘utterly
opposed to laws and what is most sensible, and closest to tyranny’
(nÒmoi! m¢n ka‹ t«i !vfrone!tãtvi §nanti≈taton, §ggutãtv d¢
turãnnou, 3.62.1). Here then, is an implicit compliment on the
!vfro!Ênh of the Spartan constitution, and unsurprisingly, the
Thebans leave no doubt that in their view it is indeed oligarchy
———

23 North (1966) 102-4. Edmunds (1975) 76-9 also argues that Thucydides’
use of !≈frvn betrays oligarchic or Spartan sympathies.

24 For the resemblance of Archidamus to the wise and unheeded warners in
Herodotus, see Pelling (1991) and Bischoff (1962).
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rather than democracy which qualifies for this predicate. This
happens when they implausibly claim that they did not actually
occupy Plataea, but were asked in by the local aristocrats, who
aimed at closer proximity to the oligarchic Boeotians elsewhere,
and accordingly are described as !vfroni!ta¤ (3.68.3) of their
city: here, the stereotype of the !≈frvn aristocracy, as opposed
to ill-considered or rash democracy is invoked. This stereotype
will further concern us in connection with the oligarchic reforms
in 411 at Athens (see section 3.3 below).

There is even one passage in which the narrator drops his
mask of objectivity, and confirms that for him, too, the Spartans
are exceptionally !≈frone!. This is Thucydides’ famous judge-
ment on the Chians. The narrator praises the Chians for their
exceptional quality of !vfro!Ênh in prosperity, a quality which
they are said to have shared only with the politically and consti-
tutionally utterly different city of Sparta.

ka‹ metå toËto ofl m¢n X›oi ≥dh oÈk°ti §pej∞i!an, ofl d¢ tØn x≈ran
kal«! kate!keua!m°nhn ka‹ épay∞ oÔ!an épÚ t«n Mhdik«n m°xri
tÒte diepÒryh!an. X›oi går mÒnoi metå Lakedaimon¤ou! œn §gΔ
±i!yÒmhn hÈdaimÒnh!ãn te ëma ka‹ §!vfrÒnh!an, ka‹ ˜!vi §ped¤dou ≤
pÒli! aÈto›! §p‹ tÚ me›zon, tÒ!vi d¢ ka‹ §ko!moËnto §xur≈teron. ka‹
oÈd' aÈtØn tØn épÒ!ta!in, efi toËto dokoË!i parå tÚ é!fal°!teron
prçjai, prÒteron §tÒlmh!an poiÆ!a!yai μ metå poll«n te ka‹
égay«n jummãxvn ¶mellon jugkinduneÊ!ein ka‹ toÁ! ÉAyhna¤ou!
±i!yãnonto oÈd' aÈtoÁ! éntil°gonta! ¶ti metå tØn %ikelikØn jum-
forån …! oÈ pãnu pÒnhra !f«n [beba¤v!] tå prãgmata e‡h.
(Th. 8.24.3-5)

After that, the Chians did not go out to meet them on the battle-
field anymore, and the Athenians ravaged the country that was
well-tended and had not suffered since the Persian wars. For as far
as I am aware, the Chians were the only ones except for the Spar-
tans to be both prosperous and !≈frone!, and as their polis grew,
they strained harder to keep it in good order. Even in the case of
the present defection, when they may seem to have acted rather
recklessly, they did not have the nerve to undertake it before they
had many strong allies to take part in the venture, and before they
saw that the Athenians themselves were, after the Sicilian disaster,
no longer denying the utterly desperate state of their affairs.

As transpires from the context, the Chians’ !vfro!Ênh is a com-
bination of internal ‘order’ in the pÒli! (§ko!moËnto §xur≈teron)
and good caution in external affairs, which shows in the fact that
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their land suffered no plundering armies for decades. But if they
are said to share these qualities with the Spartans, it has to be
kept in mind that this complimentary comparison is between the
general behaviour of the populations, not between their substan-
tially different constitutions. If the narrator here shows undeni-
able admiration for Sparta, this is not by any means an explicit
endorsement of the Spartan oligarchic constitution.25 Up to that
point, the mask of objectivity remains intact.

It thus seems that we are indeed supposed to take it that
!vfro!Ênh had a special appeal for Sparta, and that the author
thinks that the Spartans generally lived up to their ideology. The
link between !vfro!Ênh and Spartan politics is confirmed by the
use of !vfro!Ênh as a political slogan by Athenians in favour of
anti-democratic reforms after the Spartan model, as we will see
in the next section.

3.3. !vfro!Ênh as a Political Slogan in Athens

In the last section, we saw how !vfro!Ênh is an important value
in a constitutional oligarchy like Sparta. Likewise, !vfro!Ênh in
Athens tended to be claimed as a distinctive éretÆ by elitist citi-
zens who disapproved of the excesses of democracy and favoured
a modified, more ‘moderate’ form of government. Something of
this bias may already be present in the words of Diodotus in the
debate on Mytilene (see section 3.1 above), but the connection
becomes more clear in the debate on the expedition to Pylus.
There, the narrator states that Cleon’s boastfulness was welcome
to the !≈frone! among the people (4.28.5 é!m°noi! ... §g¤gneto
to›! !≈fro!i t«n ényr≈pvn), who reckoned that they would ei-
ther beat the Spartans, or — even better — get rid of Cleon.
Now it is hardly an indication of !vfro!Ênh for a pÒli! to decide
on what seems a reckless undertaking in the hope that it may go
wrong, and to›! !≈fro!i can hardly be an auctorial commenda-
tion of the ‘prudence’ of such cynical and even irresponsible
———

25 Cf. on this point Leppin (1999), 178. The passage is problematical for
those who take Thucydides’ use of the term !≈frvn as an unequivocal
indication of elitist/oligarchic sympathies, notably Edmunds (1975) 76-9, for
before 411, Chios was a democracy.
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reasoning.26 Moreover, the phrase to›! !≈fro!i t«n ényr≈pvn
strongly suggests that Thucydides is thinking here of a more or
less well-defined group of Cleon’s opponents. The deliberate
paradox of the !≈frone! welcoming what looks like an utterly
irresponsible decision, once again shows Thucydides’ awareness
of the ways in which slogans are prone to suffer abuse.

If the passage quoted above does indeed show that !vfro!Ênh
tended to be claimed by the aristocratic opponents of the radical
post-Periklean democracy, this tendency becomes much more
evident after the Sicilian expedition, when the call for oligarchic
reforms became much stronger. Thus at 8.53.3, Pisandrus states
bluntly that Athens cannot hope to win the support of the Per-
sian king, unless they adopt a ‘more sensible’ constitution and
transfer all official posts to a limited number of people (efi mØ
politeÊ!om°n te !vfron°!teron ka‹ §! Ùl¤gou! mçllon tå! érxå!
poiÆ!omen). Here, !vfron°!teron politeÊein openly refers to
‘founding an oligarchy’.

This use of !vfro!Ênh as a political slogan is soon adopted by
the narrator, again in an utterly sarcastic mode, to underline the
unintended effects of the regime of the Four Hundred. After the
reforms at Athens, the Athenians proceed to found oligarchies
everywhere among their allies, with the claim that they bring
!vfro!Ênh. The cities, however, feel disinclined to accept the
Athenian ‘gift’, and sense that they can now resist Athens with-
out fear of retribution:

!vfro!Ênhn går laboË!ai afl pÒlei! ka‹ êdeian t«n pra!!om°nvn
§x≈rh!an §p‹ tØn êntikru! §leuyer¤an t∞! épÚ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn
ÍpoÊlou eÈnom¤a! oÈ protimÆ!ante!.
(Th. 8.64.5)

As soon as the cities got !vfro!Ênh and the opportunity to act
without risks of punishment, they went straight for outright inde-
pendence, without appreciating the festering eÈnom¤a offered by
the Athenians.

———
26 Cf. on this point Woodhead (1960), 314, Flower (1992), 56, and Leppin

(1999), 177-8. North (1966) 111, and Coray (1993), 396, take to›! !≈fro!i in a
politically neutral sense, and assumes that it refers in a neutral way to ‘men of
sense’ (North), or the ‘mentally superior’ (Coray: ‘die geistig Souveräneren’).
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Here, !vfro!Ênh is the ‘moderate’, oligarchic government Ath-
ens has now forced onto their allies; significantly, the term is
once again associated with eÈnom¤a. But this eÈnom¤a is a sham.
The allies do not appreciate the Athenian gift of !vfro!Ênh and
refuse to act as obedient subjects. On the contrary, they now feel
that they can act without fear of retribution (they have êdeian
t«n pra!!om°nvn), reject the Athenian pretence of eÈnom¤a and
go straight for independence. Once again, the author shows how
established values lend themselves for manipulative treatment
and can easily become hollow in the process.

Even if, in the last book of the Histories, !vfro!Ênh tends to
become the special virtue of the Athenian oligarchs, the word is
still by no means entirely monopolised by them. Thus the gen-
eral Phrynichus, when predicting the allied states’ lack of enthu-
siasm for the oligarchic reform, is able to claim that the Athe-
nian d∞mo! acts as an !vfroni!tÆ! in that it restrains the severity
of the kalo‹ kégayo¤ (8.48.7, for the term !vfroni!tÆ!, see chap-
ter 9.4).

3.4. The Chapter on !tã!i!

Throughout the earlier sections of this chapter, we have seen
Thucydides to be exceptionally aware that actions tend to be
evaluated in different terms by different people. Various kinds of
restraint (whether in foreign or internal affairs) tend to be com-
mended in terms of !vfro!Ênh when people feel that restraint is
called for, and deprecated in quite different terms when it is felt
that a different response is in order. This implies that valuation is
perceived as a more or less scalar phenomenon: !vfro!Ênh is
considered to be an appropriate measure of restraint, because
the term applies when restraint is called for; in situations in
which a different reaction is felt to be appropriate, such restraint
will be felt to be ‘too much’ and called by the name of bradÊth!
or some other deprecatory term. Similarly, assertive and/or ag-
gressive behaviour will be called éndre¤a if such behaviour is
called for, but tÒlma or something similar when displayed to ex-
cess. In extreme situations, people may incline heavily to aggres-
sive behaviour and its opposite, restraint, may fall out of favour. It
will then happen that !vfro!Ênh is no longer a term that can be
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applied meaningfully, because the kind of behaviour it recom-
mends is not valued at all. Under such circumstances, it may
seem a full ‘transvaluation’ of values has occurred.

This is, according to Thucydides, what happens in cases of
!tã!i!, of which the civil war in Corcyra was the first and prime
example during the Peloponnesian wars:

ka‹ tØn efivyu›an éj¤v!in t«n Ùnomãtvn §! tå ¶rga éntÆllajan t∞i
dikai≈!ei. tÒlma m¢n går élÒgi!to! éndre¤a fil°tairo! §nom¤!yh,
m°llh!i! d¢ promhyØ! deil¤a eÈprepÆ!, tÚ d¢ !«fron toË énãndrou
prÒ!xhma, ka‹ tÚ prÚ! ëpan junetÚn §p‹ pçn érgÒn:
(Th. 3.82.4)

And people changed the customary valuation of words in as much
as they apply to deeds, in their judgements. For senseless daring
was taken to be courageous loyalty to one’s friends, and thought-
ful deliberation was regarded as specious cowardice; the quality
!«fron was considered to be a cloak for what lacks manly courage,
and complete perception of affairs was held to be an utter lack of
efficacy.

As the narrator has it, the tendency to violence and rash action is
so strong in circumstances of !tã!i!, and restraint and caution are
so utterly thrown to the winds, that people would seem to think
that violence is the only appropriate type of behaviour.
!vfro!Ênh will then become a qualification that never applies
seriously, because restraint is never appreciated; it will seem a
mere cloak for ‘unmanly’ diffidence.27 In a state of !tã!i!, value
terms still mean the same in as much as they still refer to the
same type of behaviour; but one group of terms, those commend-
ing !≈frvn-like, ‘quiet’ and ‘careful’ behaviour, cannot be mean-
ingfully applied any longer because the behaviour that goes with
it is totally ‘out of fashion’: the positive connotations of these
terms do not conform to people’s present negative evaluation of

———
27 This means that it is not the meanings of the words themselves that have

changed, but the situation in which people think they can be meaningfully
applied , cf. Wilson (1982) 18ff. and Worthington (1982) 124, and cf.
Hornblower (1991) ad loc.
There is no indication in the present passage that ‘Thucydides’ sympathies are
... Spartan or oligarchic’ (Edmunds (1975) 78); tÚ !«fron is not used here as a
party parole; at 3.82.8, Thucydides even goes on how in times of !tã!i!, both
oligarchs and democrats abuse their slogans.
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restraint. Therefore other, more negative terms will be used in-
stead. By contrast, rash and excessive action is now valued greatly,
and terms like éndre¤a are over-employed in defence of all types
of behaviour of this kind.

Another phenomenon of political life that becomes ruthlessly
apparent in a situation of !tã!i! is the use of noble political slo-
gans as a cloak for ignoble private ends.

ofl går §n ta›! pÒle!i pro!tãnte! metå ÙnÒmato! •kãteroi eÈprepoË!,
plÆyou! te fi!onom¤a! politik∞! ka‹ éri!tokrat¤a! !≈frono!
protimÆ!ei, tå m¢n koinå lÒgvi yerapeÊonte! îyla §poioËnto, pant‹
d¢ trÒpvi égvnizÒmenoi éllÆlvn perig¤gne!yai §tÒlmh!ãn te tå
deinÒtata §pej∞i!ãn te tå! timvr¤a! ¶ti me¤zou!.
(Th. 3.82.8)

For the leaders in the cities all used fine slogans, one group pro-
fessing to honour equality of political rights for all the people, the
other a !≈frvn aristocracy,28 but while they claimed to serve the
common interest, they in fact held a private competition. While
using all means in their struggle for supremacy, they dared the
worst and went to even greater lengths to take revenge.

According to the narrator, both parties invoke non-competitive
ideals (!vfro!Ênh, fi!onom¤a) to disguise the fact that their actual
behaviour comes down to the ruthless pursuit of personal ends.
Thus, there is a clash between the political ideologies and the
actual behaviour of their adherents. This is the first occurrence
in the Histories of !≈frvn as a political slogan of the oligarchs,
and it seems typical of Thucydides that it is immediately apparent
how hollow the terms may be when compared to reality. What
was implied in a case like that of the regime of the Four Hun-

———
28 This is the traditional interpretation of these lines. Graham and Forsythe

(1984) argue for taking protimÆ!ei with !≈frono! only: ‘government by the best
men, which is responsible by reason of preferment’. [My italics]. Against this
interpretation, the following considerations seem to weigh heavily: (i)
protimÆ!ei seems a necessary addition to explain how the preposition metå
(ÙnÒmato! ... eÈprepoË!) is to be understood; (ii) as the present chapter
hopefully has shown, !≈frvn, when used as a party slogan, is never qualified by
a limiting apposition; there is no need to think that éri!tokrat¤a! !≈frono!
would have been considered ‘a rather banal expression’ (Graham and Forsythe
(1984) 34); (iii) ‘responsible by reason of preferment’ seems impossibly short,
since it is by no means clear what qualities or assets would have been
‘preferred’.
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dred, that their ideology of !vfro!Ênh is used to mask the ruth-
less pursuit of self-interest, is described here as a general mecha-
nism in a city in discord.

4. Conclusion

Herodotus and Thucydides both offer interesting, if very differ-
ent views on the way in which !vfro!Ênh is important in politics.
(For schematic representations of our findings, see figures 8 and
9 in chapter 9.3). To a large extent, Herodotus focuses on indi-
viduals, and is an important source of stories that illustrate the
problematical nature of the tyrannical temperament, a condition
that is subtly shown virtually to preclude !vfro!Ênh: Herodotus’
tyrants lack ‘prudence’ or even ‘sanity’; but it is subliminally sug-
gested that their defective mentalities are the sources of many
crimes against both mortals and gods. Thucydides focuses almost
exclusively on the pÒli! as a collective body, and offers rich in-
sights in the ways in which !vfro!Ênh can be invoked to influence
a city’s internal and external policy: in Thucydides, !vfro!Ênh is
used to urge both ‘caution’ and ‘assistance of allies’ abroad, and
both eÈnom¤a and eÈboul¤a at home.

Thucydides is also extremely aware of the elusive nature of
value terms: people tend to value the same events in entirely dif-
ferent terms, and are prone to employing ‘noble words’ in the
service of some particular, and not necessarily honourable,
agenda. Many of the speakers in Thucydides who invoke these
terms may seem ‘sophistic’, and indeed we often feel, in the
speeches in Thucydides, to be close to the tone and content of
the debates in the great political dialogues of Plato. Indeed, a
very few cases excepted (the Chians, and to a large extent, pru-
dent Spartans like Archidamus), it may well be the case that the
moment the narrator makes one of his characters use a value
term like !vfro!Ênh , the reader is positively invited to feel
alarmed and look beneath the surface. The same even applies to
some of the relatively rare instances in which the narrator uses
the terms himself; even there, he seems intent to show how peo-
ple abuse their ‘noble words’, and more often than not, beneath
the polished surface, there is a quite disturbing core.





CHAPTER EIGHT

ARISTOPHANES AND THE ORATORS

1. Introduction

In the last chapters, we have seen how the tragedians (chapters
4-6) and Herodotus (chapter 7.2) both focus on what can be re-
garded as larger than life characters, the tragic hero and the ori-
ental despot. In this connection, we have been able to observe
how for many of these ‘strong’ figures, !vfro!Ênh, with its vari-
ous elements of prudence and restraint, was an important, yet
often intensely problematical quality. In a different sense, the
Histories of Thucydides also have ‘big’ protagonists (chapter 7.3),
given that the work shows great interest in the characteristics and
behaviour of city states as a collective. With him, we have been
able to observe the application of !vfro!Ênh to various types of
political ideology, and we have seen how our terms are used in
the interest of persuasive, and sometimes downright manipulat-
ive strategies.

All these genres had comparatively little to say, by contrast, on
the !vfro!Ênh of the individual ordinary citizen (with the nota-
ble exception of the importance of female !vfro!Ênh in Eurip-
ides). An important gap is filled, in this respect, by the comedies
of Aristophanes and the speeches of the orators, as they show us
what the quality means for the individual democratic citizen.
Here we meet the ‘prudence’, ‘decency’, ‘justice’, and ‘incon-
spicuous behaviour’ of the individual ordinary citizen (and, in
Aristophanes, we also get important information on what the
virtue means for the young, especially for boys). This is very
much the !vfro!Ênh of popular morality, and here, more than
in the epics, tragedy or historiography, we meet the conventional
interpretations of !vfro!Ênh that form a starting point for the
discussion in a dialogue like Charmides.

Even given the considerable difference in genre between
comedy and oratory, both speak to the ordinary citizen, and
clearly appeal to his values and views of morality. Comedy, unlike
tragedy, deals to a large extent with ordinary citizens in unusual,
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comic situations, and even when famous figures from public life
or mythology figure on the comic stage, we see them adopting
the frame of mind of ‘ordinary’ men, often incongruously so.
Speakers in the orators hope to win the vote of a jury of ordinary
citizens, and they will support their plea by giving the impression
that they are, essentially, decent ordinary fellows much like their
addressees.

Given that both genres strongly appeal to conventional moral-
ity, it is indeed significant that the !≈frvn pol¤th! as we meet
him in these two corpora is, by and large, a remarkably consis-
tent figure. In Aristophanes (section 2), we see how the !≈frvn
citizen is moderate in pleasures and desires (but not to the ex-
tent of depriving himself of all that is pleasurable in life), obeys
the laws and refrains from injustices like perjury, theft and vio-
lence. The most persistent trait of the !≈frvn citizen in Aristo-
phanes, however, is his inconspicuous behaviour in public life:
the !≈frvn citizen is essentially éprãgmvn, and does not engage
in lawsuits and politics. This is partly the comic stereotype, no
doubt, that all politicians and jury members are corrupt, but
some of the relevant passages adopt a more serious tone. In
these cases, it is a source of regret that those who do not engage
in the city’s affairs would be the best to manage these affairs. The
sentiment appears to be wide-spread, and seems to appeal to a
wide range of citizens, from the ordinary man who has no time
for ‘prãgmata’ to the elitist citizen who regards the institutions
and practices of the Athenian democracy with distrust.

Aristophanes is also an important source of information on
!vfro!Ênh in boys. The key text here is the defence of traditional
education by the so-called ‘Strong Argument’ in Clouds. This
laudator temporis acti extols the orderliness, obedience, decency
and modesty of boys in the good old days, and while he is a cari-
cature in his stereotypical view of the old days, and in his hypo-
critical delight in naming the vices of today, the ideal that he
voices is essentially serious. In fact, for all the exaggerations and
comic distortions, the decent boys of Clouds are essentially simi-
lar to the modest and shame-faced Charmides in Plato’s dialogue
of the same name.

In speeches in court in the orators (section 3), the !vfro!Ênh
of the ordinary citizen is also much in evidence. Speakers before
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the law courts will try to convince the juries that they are decent,
virtuous citizens, and the !vfro!Ênh of such a citizen consists,
much as in Aristophanes, of (i) control of desires and emotions,
(ii) aversion to injustice and violence, and (iii) aversion to prãg-
mata and inexperience with lawsuits. Pleas of this kind will be
made with direct reference to the charge in hand, especially
when the charge is one involving aggression and violence, but
also strictly speaking extra causam, to support the speaker’s case
with the suggestion that he is a trustworthy fellow who is generally
decent and disinclined to litigation. In such cases, the appeal to
!vfro!Ênh offers indirect support for the speaker’s innocence or
for the justice of his case.

Of course the works of the orators also contain a number of
political speeches. As appears from these fourth-century
speeches, the application of !vfro!Ênh in Athenian political dis-
course (section 4) differs significantly from that of the earlier
century, which we observed in Thucydides. No longer is
!vfro!Ênh connected to the ideals of an elite with oligarchic, or
at least pro-Spartan sympathies. After the restoration of democ-
racy in 404, !vfro!Ênh becomes firmly connected to the Athe-
nian democratic constitution, and especially to its earlier, ‘un-
adulterated’ stages from, say, Solon to the times of Perikles. In
the politics of the Athenian city state, the !≈frvn citizen is now a
man of the people, dhmotikÒ!, the anti-type of the ÙligarxikÒ!.

2. Aristophanes: The !vfro!Ênh of the Ordinary Citizen

Many of the uses of !≈frvn and cognates in Aristophanes are by
now familiar, and need not detain us long. These include what
the poet has to say on female !vfro!Ênh,1 as well as his jocular

———
1 What Aristophanes has to say on female !vfro!Ênh is, for the reader of

Euripides, mostly familiar. Quietude, obedience and marital fidelity are still the
main aspects of the virtue. Thus, in the quarrel with the police officer and the
chorus of old men, the women in Lysistrata claim that all they want to do is ‘to
sit !vfrÒnv! (‘quietly’) like a girl without offending anyone here’ (Lys. 473f.
§pe‹ 'y°lv 'gΔ !vfrÒnv! À!per kÒrh kay∞!yai | lupoË!a mhd°n' §nyad¤),
provided they are not irritated by anyone. Later on in the same scene, Lysistrata
herself explains that it was their obedient !vfro!Ênh that always kept the
women from protesting against the war: ‘Earlier on, in the beginnings of the
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use of !vfrone›n in the sense of ‘being prudent’.2 But on the
other hand, Aristophanes has a lot to say about the !vfro!Ênh of
boys and normal male citizens. Both these groups figure promi-
nently in what is undoubtedly the most famous passage on

———
war, we used to put up with anything you men did, thanks to our !vfro!Ênh’
(Lys. 507-8 ≤me›! tÚn m¢n prÒteron pÒlemon ka‹ xrÒnon ±ne!xÒmey' <Ím«n> ÍpÚ
!vfro!Ênh! t∞! ≤met°ra! t«n éndr«n ëtt' §poie›te). As in Euripides (Tr. 422),
Penelope is still the model of !vfro!Ênh, and Euripides is criticised for not
making her the subject of a tragedy (Th. 548).

Given that women in Aristophanes are often portrayed as remarkably self-
assured (Lys.) and licentious (the alcoholic inclinations of the ladies in Th. and
Ec.), it is perhaps remarkable that there is only one woman on stage who is
explicitly said to lack !vfro!Ênh. This is the old woman in Women at the Assembly,
who takes advantage of the new laws and tries to rape a young man: his younger
girlfriend tries to stop her by suggesting that she is not !≈frvn to do so, since
she might well have been his mother (Ec. 1038-40 oÈ !vfronoË!ã g': oÈ går
≤lik¤an ¶xei | parå !o‹ kayeÊdein thlikoËto!  n, | §pe‹ mÆthr ín aÈt«i mçllon
e‡h! μ gunÆ. ‘You are not !≈frvn to do so, for he is not of the right age to sleep
with you; you could be his mother rather than his wife.’).

2 The prudential sense of !vfro!Ênh is used more rarely, and always in
jokes. It may be used, for instance, to commend the ‘good sense’ of what is not
obviously the right thing to do. Thus, in Wealth, Hermes is commended for his
‘good sense’ not to care for the welfare of the other gods, only for himself
(Plut. 1119 !vfrone›!): the notion that prudential !vfro!Ênh amounts to taking
good care of one’s own interest, is converted here into an egoistic indifference
to the well-being of one’s peers. In Frogs, the standard phrase efi !vfrone›! is
used to tell Euripides that he would be wise to run away and take shelter from
the anger of Aeschylus (Ra. 853). In Wasps, Philocleon tells the woman who
accuses him of stealing twelve loaves of bread that, instead of her ugly ‘barking’
she would do better to buy new wheat (V. 1404-5 efi nØ D¤' ént‹ t∞! kak∞!
gl≈tth! poy¢n | puroÁ! pr¤aio, !vfrone›n ên moi doke›!. ‘If, by Zeus, instead of
using this evil tongue, you would go and buy wheat somewhere, you would
seem sensible to me.’). And in Lysistrata, the excited Spartan and Athenian
soldiers are told that, if they have good sense (Lys. 1093 efi !vfrone›te), they will
put on their mantles, not because decency requires it, but lest one of the
•rmokopida¤ may come along and castrate them. Finally, reviving a familiar anti-
feminine theme dating back at least to Semonides (Semonides 7), the grumpy
old men of the chorus claim that they are !≈frone! (Lys. 796) to be as much
disgusted with women as the young and chaste Melanion, not because ‘chastity’
is desirable in itself, but because the insolence of women they have
experienced is a thing best avoided.

In Knights, the poet claims ‘prudence’ for himself too, reminding the
audience that he himself ‘prudently’ refrained from presenting his first plays in
his own production and under his own name and from ‘jumping before the
public in a foolish manner to talk rubbish’ (Eq. 545 ˜ti !vfronik«! koÈk
énoÆtv! efi!phdÆ!a! §fluãrei). The reasons for this are the alleged fickleness of
the audience, and his awareness that he first had to master all aspects of the
comedian’s art: his restraint is thus allegedly due to the ‘prudence’ of one who
is afraid of being hissed off the stage. (For !vfro!Ênh in relation to the poet
and his play, cf. n. 3 below.)
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!vfro!Ênh in Aristophanic comedy, the ég≈n in Clouds.3 In this
debate, two so-called arguments or LÒgoi, ‘Strong’ and ‘Weak’,4

vie for the dubious privilege to educate Phidippides. The Strong
Argument (Kre¤ttvn LÒgo!) declares that his is the old-
fashioned education, from the times ‘when I flourished by saying
what is just, and !vfro!Ênh was current coinage’ (Nu. 962 ˜t'
§gΔ tå d¤kaia l°gvn ≥nyoun ka‹ !vfro!Ênh 'nenÒmi!to).5 This an-
cient education is, rather inappropriately for a young man like
Phidippides,6 limited to the traditional basic education for young
boys (with an emphasis on traditional forms of mou!ikÆ — mod-
ern music is not allowed (966-72) — and on gymnastics), and it
is decidedly anti-intellectual in that it has nothing to do with the
contemporary higher education of the ‘sophists’. Throughout
his exposé, ‘Strong’ emphasises aspects of good behaviour that
are closely associated with !vfro!Ênh in boys and young men:
quiet (963, 983) and orderly (964) behaviour, physical hardiness
(965), modesty and moderation in matters of food (981-2), and,

———
3 It can hardly be a coincidence that in this play in which !vfro!Ênh plays

such a central role, the poet claims !vfro!Ênh for the play itself too. In the
revised parãba!i!, he makes the — palpably wrong — claim that this comedy is
!≈frvn ... fÊ!ei (Nu. 537), because it rejects all the vulgarities of comedy
(phalluses, jokes on bald men, wild dances, old men waving their sticks, young
men beating their fathers, processions with torches and cries of ‘iou, iou’) in
favour of trusting its own ingenious plot. ‘In the conflict between Aristophanes
and his dramatic rivals, he aims to create comic irony by making complaints to
the audience for rejecting the first production of the play, false claims to
originality and superiority, false disapproval of popular forms of humour, and
false claims to resisting repeated personal ridicule. In using these devices
Aristophanes’ purpose is to win the favour of the audience and the judges’
(Fisher (1984) 152).

Elsewhere, in the political plays, the poet makes exaggerated claims of
courage, stressing the risks of fighting the ‘monstrous politicians that threaten
the city’, see Hubbard (1991), 61-3 (on Knights) and 118-21 (on Wasps), Rosen
(1988) 59-82, Sluiter & Rosen (2003) 13-20.

4 On the names, see Dover (1968), lvii-lviii, Nussbaum (1980) 50n.15, Fisher
(1984) 192-3, MacDowell (1995) 137-8.

5 Strong’s speech combines traditional ideals of !vfro!Ênh with traditional
ideals of éndre¤a/masculinity; his opponent rejects both, and suggests that
unmanliness and depravity makes for more successful and more pleasant living.
See Rademaker (2003), esp. 116-19, on which part of the following is based.

6 This is not to say, as MacDowell (1995) 139 suggests, that the speech is
‘inappropriate to its context in the play’, just that it is designed to be obviously
and comically inappropriate for its addressee. The point is, of course, that
traditional education had little to offer on the teaching of rhetoric and politics.
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above all, a sense of decorum in sexual matters.7 The result of
this education will be that he will acquire an athletic body fit for
war (986-9, 1005-8, 1009-1014), an aversion to the égorã,8 rheto-
ric and prãgmata (991, 1003-4, 1018), a sense of shame and
honour (992), respect for his elders (993, 998-9), and he will re-
frain from disreputable contact with dancing girls and prosti-
tutes (996-7).

No doubt, there is a good deal of comic exaggeration in this
idealisation of the old days, and there is a very witty incongruity
in hearing such exalted ideals formulated by a champion who
takes an obvious delight in stating all the details of the forbidden
behaviour.9 But the humour of this situation is stronger if the
ideals embraced by this hypocritical idealist are serious enough
in themselves, and there are sufficient parallels to suggest that
this is indeed the case: quiet orderliness and a sense of shame
are, for instance, the essential ingredients of the intuitive, unre-
flective type of boyish !vfro!Ênh as formulated and shown by
Charmides in the dialogue of the same name, and decency and
aversion to prãgmata are vital characteristics of the adult !≈frvn
citizen elsewhere in Aristophanic comedy. The nobility of
Strong’s ideals is, moreover, acknowledged by the Chorus, who
take delight in the ‘decent bloom’ (1027 !«fron ... ênyo!) on
the pedagogue’s words. This is, then, a noble ideology defended
by an unworthy spokesman.

———
7 Boys should not press their thighs together when sitting at school (965);

avoid showing their genitals (973), wipe out the imprints of their genitals from
the sand (975-6), not use oil below their navels (977-8), and not use seductive
voices and lascivious glances when speaking to an §ra!tÆ! (979-80).

8 For the Athenian elite’s disdain of the égorã and those who made their
trade in the place, including some politicians who were called ‘men of the
market’, see Ostwald (1986) 203n.16, 214-15.

9 Strong’s hypocrisy has been described in strong terms by Dover (1968)
lxiv-lxvi, Henderson (1975) 76-77, 217-218 and Fisher (1984) 198. MacDowell
(1995) 139 argues against this: ‘He likes the boys to be handsome but not to
misbehave themselves, and this view was probably shared by a large proportion
of the Athenian audience.’ That may be true, but there can be no doubt that
the audience will see in Strong, with his interest in boys and disgust at
katapugo!Ênh, a particularly vivid embodiment of the double standards (and
the possibly wide gulf between ideology and practice) to which the duplicity of
the Athenian norms with regard to paederasty (encouraging to the suitor,
discouraging the boy) would lead. Cf. Plut. 153-9 and Cohen (1991) 199.
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Weak (ÜHttvn LÒgo!), in his counter-attack, focuses on men
rather than boys. He reduces !vfro!Ênh to sexual decorum and
resistance of pleasure, and dismisses this as a kakÚn m°gi!ton
(1060), because it brings no gains (1061-2) but deprives a man
himself of all pleasures that make life worthwhile (1071ff.): boys,
women, games, food, drink and laughter. Strong’s counterex-
ample of Peleus (1067), who was married to Thetis as a reward
for his !vfro!Ênh, is easily dismissed: Peleus was deserted be-
cause he was not a good, dominant lover (1068 Íbri!tÆ!), and
the rewards of ponhr¤a are far greater.

Weak then dismisses !vfro!Ênh in its use of control of desires.
The humour of his counter-attack is that he adopts an unasham-
edly amoral, hedonistic stance, and makes the attractive and un-
realistic suggestion that one can get away even with gross im-
moral acts such as adultery, provided one has the rhetorical agil-
ity to refute all accusations: this suggestion is reinforced by the
humorous admission by Strong that virtually all prominent and
not-so-prominent Athenians have adopted Weak’s immoralist
stance and become eÈrÊprvktoi. As has been noted, there are
some similarities between Weak’s ruthlessly egoistic view of the
=Ætvr and that of Callicles in Gorgias.10 The main difference is of
course that Weak’s immorality leads to a carnival-like subversion
of values (climaxing in the argument of his pupil Phidippides,
who ends up arguing that he is right to beat his father), and pre-
sents his programme in a tone of light-hearted inconsequential-
ity, whereas Callicles aims at the use and abuse of power, and is
introduces by Plato to show the dangers of the immoralist’s posi-
tion at its grimmest.

Thus, where the ég≈n of Clouds humorously rejects !vfro!Ênh in
favour of shameless pursuit of one’s own desires, other passages
stress that the !≈frvn citizen will refrain from injustice and vio-
lence. In Women at the Assembly, when Chremes is about to hand
over his property and is derided for it by another man, he indig-
nantly confirms that he does indeed think that the !≈frvn man
must obey the laws and do what has been ordered (Ec. 767 tÚ
tattÒmenon går de› poie›n tÚn !≈frona; | - mãli!ta pãntvn.), even

———
10 North (1966) 97.
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in this absurd situation. This is of course an absurd case of law-
abidingness given the fantastic absurdity of the law in question,
but the passage confirms that observing the instructions of the
law is an entirely familiar, almost proverbial, interpretation of
!vfro!Ênh.

There is a similar kind of joke in Plutus, where Poverty argues
that !vfro!Ênh and ko!miÒth! are on her side, and Ïbri! is the
domain of Wealth. (Plut. 563-4 per‹ !vfro!Ênh! ≥dh to¤nun
peran« !f«in kénadidãjv | ˜ti ko!miÒth! ofike› met' §moË, toË
PloÊtou d' §!t‹n Íbr¤zein.) Here again, there is an absurd appli-
cation (in an argumentation for the desirability of Poverty) of a
quite ‘normal’ thought: that rich men lack the sound morals of
the poor.11

The most persistent trait of the !≈frvn citizen in Aristophanes,
however, is that he keeps away from law courts and politics, and
leads a life of épragmo!Ênh. The idea is implied by Strong’s ap-
preciation of the ‘smell’ of épragmo!Ênh (Nu. 1007) and it recurs
persistently throughout Aristophanic comedy.12 In such contexts,
it is suggested that decent citizens keep away from public life,
especially from the courts, and that it is only the mad or the de-
praved who pursue such a career. Thus, it is said that Philocleon
has come to his senses and is now !≈frvn (!vfrone›, V. 748)
when he has been healed from his earlier manic (744) court ad-
diction, and a sycophant, who has described himself as ‘in search
of prãgmata’ (pragmatod¤fh!, Av. 1424) is told that there are
other, decent jobs (Av. 1433 ßtera ¶rga !≈frona) by which one
can make a living. Warfare is also described as an unwanted form
of ‘trouble’. The biggest joke of this type occurs when the son of
the proverbial coward, Cleonymus, is invited to sing, and Try-

———
11 The argument is employed in Lysias 24.17 by the speaker to support his

claim that he, a poor invalid, cannot possibly be b¤aio!.
12 Carter (1986) portrays three groups of éprãgmone! among Athenian

citizens: the noble youth (52-75), the peasant farmer (76-98) and the rich
quietist. Hardly any character in Aristophanes belongs to that last type, but the
two other types are quite common. For the former, one may think of the
chorus from Knights, Bdelycleon in Wasps , and — to some extent —
Phidippides in Clouds. Many protagonists belong to the second type, most
clearly Dicaeopolis in Acharians, Trygaeus in Peace and Pisthetaerus and
Euelpides in Birds.
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gaeus tells him that ‘you will not make a song of trouble, for you
are the son of a !≈frvn father’ (Pax 1297 oÈ prãgmat' êi!ei:
!≈frono! går e‰ patrÒ!).13 Here, the cowardice of the alleged
deserter is turned into an asset: abstention from warfare and
prãgmata.

A central factor in the ordinary man’s aversion to prãgmata is
that they take time, and are open only to those who are not
forced to do the ‘real work’. An example of this is the remark in
Acharnians that all the young men evade military service by going
abroad on an embassy, whereas the old have to do the real work:
old Marilades (‘Son of Coal Dust’) has never been on an em-
bassy, even though he is !≈frvn kérgãth! (Ach. 611), a !≈frvn
and hard-working fellow. By contrast, the elitist’s view is that
those who engage in prãgmata usually lack the necessary back-
ground to do so in a proper manner. Clearly nostalgic in tone is
a choral passage in Frogs, where it is deplored that the city fails to
honour and employ the noble, sensible, just and good men
among their citizens, who have received the traditional educa-
tion (Ra. 727-9 oÓ! m¢n ‡!men eÈgene›! ka‹ !≈frona! | êndra! ˆnta!
ka‹ dika¤ou! ka‹ kaloÊ! te kégayoÁ! | ka‹ traf°nta! §n pala¤!trai!
ka‹ xoro›! ka‹ mou!ik∞i, ‘men who are noble and sensible, just
and good, were raised in the wrestling fields and with dance and
music’) but prefers newly-arrived villains instead.

Thus, an aversion to prãgmata is common to both the elitist
citizen and the ordinary man, if perhaps partly for different rea-
sons. Indeed, it seems that the ideal of épragmo!Ênh appeals to
‘quiet’ citizens of all classes, from the rich elitists down to the
ordinary men who have to work for their living and lack time for
public life.

The clear antitype to the !≈frvn pol¤th! is the Sausage Seller
of Knights, who in view of his depravity and lack of education is
the only man who can do away with the ‘Paphlagonian’ Cleon.
The Sausage Seller is of base origins (Eq. 181 §j égorç!) and was
reared with beatings in the smokehouses (1235-6), he is shame-
less and has hardly learned anything at school except to steal,

———
13 For Cleonymus’ deil¤a and unmanliness, see Eq. 1372, Nu. 353, 673-80

(according to Socrates, he should be called Cleonymê), V. 19-20, 822-3, Pax
446, 673-9, 1295ff., Av. 289-90, 1473-81.
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perjure and look others shamelessly in the face while doing so
(1238-9); moreover, he is, like Weak’s pupils, a katapÊgvn as
well: as an adult he earned a living by selling his sausage and oc-
casionally ‘getting fucked’ himself (1242),14 and he practised this
trade at the city gates among the prostitutes.15 Accordingly, when
this man is invited to start his ég≈n with Cleon, he is encouraged
to show that ‘it makes no sense to have been educated !vfrÒnv!’
(Eq. 334 nËn de›jon …! oÈd¢n l°gei tÚ !vfrÒnv! traf∞nai). Here,
then, we observe a paradoxical consequence of the ideal of
épragmo!Ênh: given that the !≈frvn citizen is disinclined to en-
gage in dubious affairs, it takes a man who is both shameless and
ruthlessly assertive to deal with the depraved politicians of the
day.

This, then, is the comic paradox of !vfro!Ênh in the life of
the pÒli!: it takes a !≈frvn to do a really good job in the ad-
ministration of the city, yet the very same quality will deter peo-
ple from the unpalatable aspects of public life. Thus, the irony
arises that real-life politicians lack this political quality par excel-
lence.

The centrality of !vfro!Ênh for the administration of an ideal
pÒli! is shown by a passage in Birds. Here, in the heavenly city of
Zeus as administrated by Basileia, !vfro!Ênh figures, together
with lawfulness and good council, among the elements from
which a successful city is built. Basileia is said to wield ‘Zeus’
lightning, and all the rest: his good council, lawfulness and
!vfro!Ênh, his dockyards, invectives, the officer that pays the
wages, and the jury pay of three obols’ (Av. 1538-41 tamieÊei tÚn
keraunÚn toË DiÚ! | ka‹ têll' èpajãpanta, tØn eÈboul¤an, | tØn
eÈnom¤an, tØn !vfro!Ênhn, tå ne≈ria, | tØn loidor¤an, tÚn
kvlakr°thn, tå tri≈bola.). The political ideals of eÈnom¤a,
eÈboul¤a and !vfro!Ênh — serious ideals in the administration

———
14 Eq. 1241-2 t°xnhn d¢ t¤na pot' e‰xe! §jandroÊmeno!; | ±llantop≈loun ka¤

ti ka‹ bine!kÒmhn. éllantopvl°v here seems to be used in the ‘obscene’ sense
of ‘selling one’s penis’. No certain parallels support this interpretation, but the
éllç! seems to stand for the penis in Hipponax 84.16-7 §gΔ d' §b¤ne[on ]t`e`
k`a`[‹ | ]§p' êkron ßlk[vn Àspe]r éllç[nta cÆxvn. Cf. Henderson (1975) [1991]
20, and Rosen,(1988a) 39-40.

15 Eq. 1245-7 ka¤ moi to!oËton efip°: pÒteron §n égorçi | ±llantop≈lei! §teÚn
μ Ép‹ ta›! pÊlai!; | - §p‹ ta›! pÊlai!in, o tÚ tãrixo!  nion. For prostitution at
the city gates, cf. Eq. 1398-1400 and Sommerstein (1981) on Eq. 1246.



ARISTOPHANES AND THE ORATORS 233

of the pÒli!, as we have seen in Thucydides16 — are mixed up
here with all the everyday affairs of the city as vital constituents of
a pÒli!.

Thus, the !≈frvn pol¤th! as he emerges from Aristophanic
comedy is a man of decent morals: in control of his desires,
averse to injustice and violence, and inconspicuous in the active
public life of the city. In the emphasis on épragmo!Ênh resides
the big paradox of Aristophanic comedy: those who are best
suited in principle to run the state, are often disinclined to en-
gage in such affairs, and they may even be a bit too scrupulous
and unassertive to deal successfully with less blameless col-
leagues.

3. The Attic Orators: the !≈frvn pol¤th!

The image of the !≈frvn pol¤th! that emerges from Aristo-
phanes’ comedies, is by and large confirmed by the use of
!≈frvn and cognates in speeches in passages that defend the
∑yo! of the speaker, or decry that of his opponents. In law
speeches, especially, but in political speeches as well, speakers
will do much to convey the impression that they are ‘good’ citi-
zens and essentially trustworthy, and that their opponents are
not. A favourite strategy is to make a claim of !vfro!Ênh, and
appeals to !vfro!Ênh are made both ad rem, to prove that a
speaker is innocent of certain types of aggression, and extra
causam, to suggest that he is generally incapable of injustice.17

From these passages, one can see what !vfro!Ênh means for the
citizen as an individual, and they form an essential supplement
———

16 See chapter 7.3.1 on !vfro!Ênh in relation to the internal politics of the
state.

17 The appeal to !vfro!Ênh is of course not the only value to which speakers
may appeal. Roisman (2003) 136-41, shows Demosthenes negotiating between
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a in the speech Against Meidias. Demosthenes claims that
he was !≈frvn to refrain from instant retaliation for the physical abuse
inflicted by Meidias, but goes to great lengths to suggest that he was ‘manly’
enough to have done so if necessary. ‘Overall, the speech shows that there were
rival notions or paths for a man to adopt in defending his honor and displaying
his courage. Demosthenes claims that he was capable of taking the one but
chose to follow the other.’ (ibid. 140).
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to the picture of the !≈frvn normal citizen that arises from Aris-
tophanic comedy.

The !≈frvn pol¤th! as portrayed by the Attic orators is one
who is (i) ‘decent’ in social interaction and sexual matters,18 and
‘moderate’ in his desires and expenses, (ii) ‘just’ and law-
abiding’ and not given to violence and Ïbri! against his fellow
citizens, and (iii) ‘quiet’ and éprãgmvn to the point of ignorance
of the procedures of the law courts. As the juridical issues of
cases vary, !vfro!Ênh may be invoked to commend any of these
qualities, or a combination of them.

A fairly full and concentrated statement of the ideology of the
good citizen is provided by the speaker in Lysias 21. After citing
his many liturgies to the state to refute the accusation of taking
bribes and holding state money (21.16 …! toË dhmo!¤ou xrÆmata
¶xonta), he supports his claim with the oratorical cliché19 that his
biggest lhitourg¤a to the state is his quiet life: he has never prof-
ited from the state by holding érxa¤, has never been involved in
law suits and has never been guilty of misconduct (21.18):

<oÈ går ín> toËtÒ ge efipe›n ¶xoi ti!, …! pollå! érxå! êrja! §k t«n
Ímet°rvn »f°lhmai, μ …! afi!xrå! d¤ka! ded¤ka!mai, μ …! afi!xroË
tino! a‡tiÒ! efimi, μ …! tå! t∞! pÒlev! !umforå! é!m°nv! e‰don: Íp¢r
èpãntvn d¢ ka‹ <t«n> fid¤vn ka‹ t«n dhmo!¤vn oÏtv! ≤goËma¤ moi pe-
politeË!yai ka‹ Ímç! efid°nai, À!te oÈd¢n de›n me épologÆ!a!yai per‹
aÈt«n.
d°omai oÔn Ím«n, Œ êndre! dika!ta¤, tØn aÈtØn nËn per‹ §moË
gn≈mhn ¶xein ¥nper ka‹ §n t«i t°v! [xrÒnvi], ka‹ mØ mÒnon t«n
dhmo!¤vn lhitourgi«n memn∞!yai, éllå t«n fid¤vn §pithdeumãtvn
§nyume›!yai, ≤goum°nou! taÊthn e‰nai [tØn] lhitourg¤an
§piponvtãthn, diå t°lou! tÚn pãnta xrÒnon kÒ!mion e‰nai ka‹
!≈frona ka‹ mÆy' Íf' ≤don∞! ≤tthy∞nai mÆy' ÍpÚ k°rdou!
§pary∞nai, éllå toioËton para!xe›n •autÚn À!te mhd°na t«n
polit«n mÆte m°mca!yai mÆte d¤khn tolm∞!ai pro!kal°!a!yai.
(Lys. 21.18-19)

———
18 Decency in the sense of chastity remains very much the essence of

!vfro!Ênh where women are concerned: thus, Euphiletus claims that he
thought his wife to be pa!«n !vfrone!tãthn (Lys. 1.10) when he means that he
believed her to be faithful. The same meaning of !vfro!Ênh applies in the
speech Against Neaira (Ps.-D. 59.86, 111, 114), and cf. also Ps.-Andocides In
Alcibiadem 14.

19 Cf. Isaeus fr. 13.4.



ARISTOPHANES AND THE ORATORS 235

For nobody could claim either that I held many offices and prof-
ited from common property, or that I was involved in unjust law
suits, or that I am guilty of any misconduct, or that I have been
pleased to see the misfortunes of the city. In all affairs, both pri-
vate and public, I consider myself to have been such a citizen —
and I suppose you know it — that I have nothing about which I
should apologise.

I ask you, gentlemen of the court, to keep the same opinion of
me now that you have had hitherto. Do not only remind your-
selves of my public services, but also keep my private behaviour in
mind. For you should consider this a liturgy of the most laborious
kind, ever to remain orderly and !≈frvn throughout one’s life,
and not to allow oneself to succumb to desires or take pride in
gains, but to prove oneself such a person that no citizen may dis-
approve of or have the nerve to bring a charge against.

According to the speaker, being !≈frvn and kÒ!mio! is the great-
est service to the state, and his !vfro!Ênh shows in that he has
not been chasing gains (no offices), has shown resistance to
pleasure and desire (no misconduct) and gains (implying resis-
tance to injustice), and has led an impeccably ‘quiet’ life (no law
suits).

If the passage cited above provides us with the full ideology in
abstracto, others provide more specific information on the indi-
vidual senses in which !≈frvn is used. Some of these will be dis-
cussed briefly in the overview that follows:

3.1. Decency in sexual matters and social interaction and moderation in
expenses.

Orderliness in one’s private life is perhaps the most common in-
terpretation of !vfo!Ênh in the orators, but this decency is fre-
quently linked with moderation in expenses. The thought here
seems to be that love costs money, money that cannot be spent
in favour of the city, and has perhaps even to be procured by
sordid methods. Thus, control of desire and control of expenses
are often presented almost as two sides of the same coin.20

Orderliness in sexual matters is relevant to a large number of
speeches, most notably Lysias 3 and Aeschines 1. Of these, the
former shows the violent excesses to which erotic rivalry could

———
20 See Dover (1974) 179 and refs.
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lead, but the speaker is well aware that it is not only the actual
charge of violence that may well be discreditable to him, but also
the fact that some may consider him lacking in control of his de-
sires.

§ån d¢ per‹ toÊtvn épode¤jv …! oÈk ¶noxÒ! efimi oÂ! %¤mvn
divmÒ!ato, êllv! d¢ Ím›n fa¤nvmai parå tØn ≤lik¤an tØn §mautoË
énohtÒteron prÚ! tÚ meirãkion diateye¤!, afitoËmai Ímç! mhd°n me
xe¤rv nom¤zein, efidÒta! ˜ti §piyum∞!ai m¢n ëpa!in ényr≈poi!
¶ne!tin, oto! d¢ b°lti!to! ín e‡h ka‹ !vfron°!tato!, ˜!ti!
ko!mi≈tata tå! !umforå! f°rein dÊnatai.
(Lys. 3.4)

Maybe I will be able to show with respect to these things that I am
not liable to the charges that Simon brought under oath, but will
still be thought by you to be foolishly infatuated with the boy in a
way that does not befit my age. If so, I ask you not to lower your
opinion of me, for you should be aware that desire is common to
all people, and that he who is able to bear his fate in the most or-
derly way will be the best and the most !≈frvn.

The speaker here shows awareness that even if he is able to dis-
prove the formal charge of molestation, he may still be thought
énÒhto! because of his strong and ‘immature’ desire for the boy.
His strategy of defence is to separate the desire itself from the
behaviour that is its typical manifestation (a distinction that is
clearly not automatically made by the public), and to argue that
ultimately, !vfro!Ênh resides not so much in the absence of dis-
reputable desire, but in the ability to control it and not to lapse
into disreputable behaviour.21 Throughout the narrative that fol-
lows, he emphasises the circumspection with which he tried to
avoid a confrontation with his rival.

In such a passage, the uses of !≈frvn and kÒ!mio! are differ-
entiated: the former is used here to indicate ‘self-control’, the
latter to signal its manifestation in ‘orderly’ behaviour. Else-

———
21 There is a parallel here to Phaedra’s idea of ‘conquering my foolishness

by means of !vfro!Ênh’ (E. Hipp. 398-9, see Chapter 6.5). In Antiphon fr. 59,
this line of thought is pushed to the extreme claim that desire for what is wrong
is a condition for !vfro!Ênh, because in its absence, there is nothing to
conquer. But this is clearly one step away from the popular conception of
!vfro!Ênh, in which the presence of strong temptation is hardly a sine qua non.
Aristotle (EN 1146a9-12) makes a technical distinction between the §gkrate¤a
that controls strong desires and !vfro!Ênh: according to him, the !≈frvn does
not have strong and bad desires, but the §gkratÆ! does (ibid. 1151b34-1152a3).
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where, such a systematic distinction is not made, and the two
terms are used as if roughly synonymous.22 Given that !≈frvn is
the more flexible term, kÒ!mio! will then frequently be one of the
contextual signals that trigger the right interpretation of the
word.

As we have seen, the speaker of Lysias 3 is aware that his desire
is disreputable in itself, even if he proves innocent of molestation
of his rival. One reason for regarding ¶rv! with suspicion may be
that in most cases, desire cannot be fulfilled without harm being
done to others. Free-born girls and women belong to the custody
of another man, and are ‘ruined’ if they give in to a lover; free-
born boys lose the right to act as a free citizen. Thus, the speaker
of D. 45.80 accuses his opponent of hiring (•ta¤rein) a citizen
and depriving him of his freedom of speech, of corrupting
(diafye¤rein) the wives of many, in short of being !≈frvn during
the day, but guilty of capital crimes at night.

The fact that a citizen boy who submits to prostitution forfeits
his citizen rights is especially relevant to Aeschines’ first speech,
Against Timarchus. In this speech, Aeschines made a successful
attempt to escape a sentence of corruption (on the occasion of
an embassy to Philippus) by striking first: he prosecutes the offi-
cial complainant, Timarchus, on the charges of playing the paid
•ta›ro! to a number of Athenian men, and squandering his pat-
rimony, offences both punishable with étim¤a, the loss of active
citizen rights23 (for, according to Aeschines, the man who wastes
his own money and sells his body, is likely to ‘sell’ the interests of
the city as well: here again, sexual profligacy and financial mis-
management go hand in hand). Throughout, Aeschines takes
great efforts to demonstrate that the laws aim at instilling the
!vfro!Ênh which Timarchus allegedly lacks. The law on the as-
sessment of public speakers (cited in full in 1.28-31) brackets
prostitution with a number of various other offences, notably (i)
beating and failing to sustain one’s parents, (ii) desertion or eva-
sion of military service, and (iii) squandering one’s patrimony.

———
22 For the association of !≈frvn and cognates with kÒ!mio! and cognates in

the orators, see, for instance, Isoc. 1.15, 2.31, 3.38, 7.37, 15.24, Is. fr. 13.4,
Aeschin. 1.22, 1.189, 3.2, Lys. 14.12, 14.41, 19.16.

23 On the main issues in the case against Timarchus, see Dover (1978), ch.
1, Fisher (2001), especially 25-7, Harris (1995) 101-6.
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But in the context of his speech, Aeschines interprets this law
especially in terms of the ancient lawgiver’s overriding concern
for !vfro!Ênh . Accordingly, Aeschines presents a quasi-
systematic enumeration of prescriptions that show how
!vfro!Ênh for all ages was a top priority for the lawgiver. This
concern is said to show, among other things, in prescriptions for
the proper education of boys: these required that there were no
school hours before dawn and after sunset, and that paidagvgo¤
had to be over forty years of age (they had to be ‘in their most
!≈frvn age, §n t∞i !vfrone!tãthi aÍtoË ≤lik¤ai, 1.11, apparently
in order to be able to keep their hands off their pupils). Moreo-
ver, Solon, Perikles and other ancient politicians are cited as
models of !vfro!Ênh in that they spoke without vehement ges-
ticulation, but kept their arm in their mantles (1.25)24 — here,
the fluidity of the concept of !vfro!Ênh makes for a passing
transition from decency in sexualibus to dignity in outward ap-
pearance.

But Aeschines is, of course, primarily concerned with decency
in sexual matters, and throughout the second half of his speech,
we find him maximising the conceptual gap between Timarchus’
alleged prostitution and more readily acceptable forms of peder-
asty.25 Thus, he puts great emphasis on the fundamental differ-
ence between a so-called !≈frvn ¶rv! (to which he admittedly
has been susceptible himself, 1.136-7) and the mercenary love
between Timarchus and his men. Instead of really making him-
self clear on the difference between these forms of ¶rv!, he
dwells on the ‘historical’ exemplum of Harmodios and Aristogei-
ton (1.140), Homer’s reticent treatment of the love of Achilles
and Patroklos (1.141ff.) and a number of quotes from Euripides
(1.151-2), and continues to name a number of decent (1.156)
and not so decent (1.158) §r≈menoi among contemporary Athe-
nians. The conclusion of this long detour is that ‘on one side,
there are those who are loved according to !vfro!Ênh, and on
———

24 On physical and gestural indications of !vfro!Ênh, cf. chapter 9.3.3.
25 In modern times, the consensus is that submission to anal intercourse was

regarded as unmanly, and was believed to reduce a man to the status of a
woman, slave or foreigner, see, a.o., Winkler (1990), Halperin (1990), Stewart
(1997) 156-71. A different view is taken by Davidson (1997), who argues that it
is sexual insatiability that is especially offensive. For a discussion, see Fisher
(2001) 45-53.
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the other, there are those who do wrong against themselves’
(1.159 xvr‹! m¢n toÁ! diå !vfro!Ênhn §rvm°nou!, xvr‹! d¢ toÁ! efi!
•autoË! §jamartãnonta!).26

If Timarchus is officially responsible for the law suit against
Aeschines, Demosthenes is of course the mastermind behind the
attack, and Against Timarchus is just one stage in the story of the
continuing antagonism between the two leading politicians of
their time. In the speeches that deal with these conflicts, per-
sonal animosity and downright slander play an important role,
and allegations of the opponent’s debased morals recur
throughout. Thus, in his speech On the False Embassy, Demosthe-
nes seeks to discredit Aeschines by recounting the story of the
latter’s presence (during the embassy) at a symposium at which a
captive woman from Olynthus, ‘beautiful but also freeborn and
!≈frvn, as the events proved’ (D. 19.196 eÈprep∞ m¢n §leuy°ran
d¢ ka‹ !≈frona …! tÚ ¶rgon §dÆlv!en) refused to sing like a slave
girl to the guests, and received a whipping in punishment.
(Again, in the background, there is the idea that if she had com-
plied, the woman would have been ‘ruined’.) Further on, he
points out that the statue of Solon at Salamis, cited as a paradigm
of oratorical !vfro!Ênh in Aeschines’ Against Timarchus, is less
than fifty years old, and hence not in any way authentic (19.251);
he then goes on to conclude that it was not concern for the
!vfro!Ênh of Athens’ youth that moved Aeschines’ complaint
against Timarchus (they are already !≈frone! and least of all in
need of Aeschines as !vfroni!tÆ!, guardian of !vfro!Ênh — a
reference to the official !vfroni!tÆ! of the ephebes), but rather
his wish to escape sentence himself (19.215-6).

In his reply, Aeschines states that he was happy to see that
Demosthenes’ slander about the Olynthian woman was ill re-
ceived by the public, who apparently trust in Aeschines’
!vfro!Ênh (2.4 ¥!yhn d°, ˜t' aÈtÚn §p‹ t∞! afit¤a! ˆnta taÊth!
§jebãlete, ka‹ t«n !e!vfronhm°nvn §n t«i b¤vi moi xãrin
épeilhf°nai nom¤zv, ‘I was glad that when he was making this

———
26 The point of §jamartãnonta! is that Timarchus and his like submit to acts

that a free-born male would in principle only experience when suffering sexual
assault: Timarchus has permitted this assault and is thus guilty, so to speak, of
Ïbri! against his own body/himself, cf. 1.108, 1.116, 1.185.
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accusation, you hissed him down,27 and I take it that I have
herewith received a reward for all the proofs of !vfro!Ênh I have
given throughout my life.’) and further on compares his ‘decent’
in-law Philo to the effeminate Demosthenes (2.151, k¤naido!).28

In the final round of this battle of giants, Aeschines con-
structs, in the course of his speech Against Ctesiphon, a descrip-
tion of the citizen who is dhmotikÒ!, ‘well-disposed to the dèmos’
and !≈frvn — a description that is tailor-made to ‘prove’ that
Demosthenes belongs to the opposite type of the ÙlgarxikÒ! and
faËlo! (3.168-176).29 According to Aeschines, the decent citizen
(i) is of free birth on both sides of his lineage, (ii) has forebears
who have done something good for democracy (or at least have
done nothing against it), (iii) is !≈frvn and m°trio! in his daily
life, (iv) is eÈgn≈mvn and eloquent and (v) éndre›o!. In a show of
fake generosity, Aeschines grants Demosthenes a free-born fa-
ther and eloquence, and then ‘proves’ him deficient on all other
points: his mother is the daughter of a Scythian woman (i) and
an Athenian who preferred exile to impeachment (ii); he has
squandered his patrimony so that he has to live on what he earns
as a logogrãfo! and bribes from the Persian king (iii, a combi-
nation of two bits of slander: the loss of his patrimony is gener-
ally believed to be the fault of his guardians, and his alleged ve-
nality is intended to put his anti-Macedonian stance in a discred-
itable light); moreover, he is both perverted (iv)30 and (v) s o
deilÒ! that in the days of the lawgiver, he would have suffered
étim¤a.31

———
27 This is a subtle reply to another piece of slander in Demosthenes’ speech:

at 19.337, Demosthenes recounts how Aeschines, when making a living as a
‘tritagonist’, was driven off the stage and hissed down by the public
(§jebãllet' aÈtÚn ka‹ §je!ur¤ttet' §k t«n yeãtrvn).

28 For allegations of effeminacy and sexual deviancy against Demosthenes,
see Fisher (2001) 272-3 (ad Aesch, 1.131).

29 The tone of the whole passage is not that the concept of the !≈frvn
citizen is ‘still worth an orator’s serious intention’ (North (1966), 142) but
rather that Demosthenes is its antitype in every conceivable respect.

30 Because what seems to be a lack of firm evidence, Aeschines ‘tactfully’
uses the periphrase oÏtv går k°xrhtai ka‹ t«i •autoË !≈mati ka‹ paidopoi¤ai
À!t' §m¢ mØ boÊle!yai l°gein ì toÊtvi p°praktai, ‘He has used his own body
and his fertility in such a way that I would not wish to say what has been done to
him’ (3.173). In 2.151, he uses the term k¤naido! for Demosthenes.

31 For Demosthenes’ weak constitution that made him unfit for physical
exercise, see Libanios’ Hypothesis, § 3.
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Aeschines’ characterisation of the decent citizen, the antitype
to Demosthenes, interestingly includes both a very general, in-
clusive use of the term !≈frvn and a more specific use: in the
broader use, the adjective indicates the generally ‘decent’ quali-
ties of the good citizen; in the more specific use, !≈frvn com-
mends ‘sensible’ moderation in expenses, and with m°trio! is
opposed to Demosthenes’ depraved morals and his lack of par-
simony.

As the passage shows, m°trio! is another term often added to
!≈frvn in order to establish the right interpretation of ‘moder-
ate’ in one’s expenses. In this sense it functions much like
kÒ!mio! in the sense of ‘orderly’ or ‘decent’, providing the more
specific term to trigger the appropriate interpretation of the
more general !≈frvn.32 In this sense of ‘moderation’, one also
finds expressions like ‘managing one’s life in a sensible way’
(Isoc. 1.46 !vfrÒnv! tÚn aÍtoË b¤on ofikonome›n) or ‘saving one’s
property through !vfro!Ênh’ (D. 38.26 !vfro!Ênhi tå ˆnta
!≈izonte!). As we have seen, the contrast here is, essentially, be-
tween parsimonious administration of one’s own estate and irre-
sponsible expenses in pursuit of one’s own pleasures: in this re-
spect, the !vfro!Ênh of moderation is a kind of ‘sub-group’ un-
der the general heading of ‘control of desire’.

Another striking passage in which !vfro!Ênh is used to com-
mend propriety in sexual matters, and is then linked to ‘justice’
in financial matters is found in Nicocles’ letter to his people,
written by Isocrates. In this passage (3.36-44), the Cypriot ruler
claims that ever since he became king, he has consistently prac-
tised !vfro!Ênh33 (§ 44 ≥!khka tØn !vfro!Ênhn) and has not
touched any boy or woman other than his own wife (36 §j o tØn
ba!ile¤an ¶labon, oÈden‹ fanÆ!omai !≈mati peplh!iakΔ! plØn
t∞! §mautoË gunaikÒ!), because he did not want to offend any

———
32 For the association between !≈frvn and m°trio!, or !vfro!Ênh and

metriÒth!, in the context of ‘moderation’, see Isoc 7.4, D. 21.128, 25.76, 25.77,
58.62, Exord. 43.2

33 Though Nicocles is, of course a king, he claims for himself much the
same qualities that apply to the individual citizen of a democratic pÒli!: ‘Oddly
enough, the criteria for assessing a king’s actions ... turn out to be provided by
ordinary, unwritten codes of civility among members of a society’, Poulakos
(1987) 28. Poulakos rightly speaks of a ‘democratic vein’ traversing this text
(ibid. 29).
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kÊrio! or father (§ 36), regarded it as despicable for a king to
preach morality without himself being more !≈frvn than his
citizens (§ 37), valued monogamy as a means to a harmonious
marital life (§ 38), and did not want ‘unlawful’ children because
!vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh, unlike éndre¤a and deinotÆ!, are the
exclusive property of people who are truly kalo‹ kégayo¤ (§ 43).
In this passage too, it is clear that the scope of !vfro!Ênh ex-
tends beyond mere sexual abstinence to other qualities, for the
King claims that dikaio!Ênh is best tested in times of need,
§gkrate¤a, self-control, in one’s youth, and !vfro!Ênh when one
has the power (§ 44 §n ta›! duna!te¤ai!).34

A few passages contain interesting observations on the out-
ward manifestations of !vfro!Ênh. We already saw how Aeschi-
nes invoked the example of Solon (1.25) as a !≈frvn orator who
refrained from wild gesticulation. Quiet and dignified behaviour
is also treated as a, potentially misleading, outward manifestation
of !vfro!Ênh in Apollodorus’ first speech against Stephanus (D.
45). In this speech, the speaker’s adversary, Phormio, is said to
walk about with a consistently stern expression (§ 68
§!kuyrvpak≈!), which according to the speaker does not testify
to his !vfro!Ênh but rather to his misanthropy; conversely, the
speaker himself may make an unfavourable impression because
of his looks, and his habits of walking fast and talking loud, but
he has been m°trio! (§ 78) in his expenses so as to be able to
spend some money on the pÒli! whereas Phormio has allegedly
hired a boy to be his •ta›ro! and has corrupted many women:
the conclusion from this is that Phormio is !≈frvn by day but
does things at night that should call for a death sentence (45.80
mey' ≤m°ran e‰ !Á !≈frvn tØn d¢ nÊkt' §f' oÂ! yãnato! ≤ zhm¤a
taËta poie›!). Here then, the ‘quietness’ of appearances is con-
trasted to ‘real’ inner !vfro!Ênh.

Thus, we see that in private life, the !≈frvn citizen is orderly
and in control of his desires (kÒ!mio!), moderate in his expenses
(m°trio!), and preferably ‘quiet’ and dignified in his behaviour.
Throughout, the argument of having lived an ‘orderly’ life —

———
34 Isocrates frequently voices the familiar idea that a monarch can do as he

pleases, and thus needs self-control. Cf. Isoc. 1.21, and see Poulakos (1997) 41-
3 on the corruption of power.
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more often than not strictly speaking extra causam — can be in-
voked in one’s own defence, or said not to hold good in the case
of ones’ adversary.35

3.2. Abstention from Injustice and Violence Against Others

Moderation and orderliness are aspects of !vfro!Ênh that pri-
marily concern the private life of the individual citizen, more
specifically the regulation of one’s pursuit of pleasures. In a sec-
ond group of uses, !vfro!Ênh commends respect for the rights
of others, and amounts to lawfulness and abstention from injus-
tice and violence. In these contexts, !vfro!Ênh is associated with
dikaio!Ênh and opposed to paranom¤a and édik¤a, or Ïbri!.

Thus, the defendant in Lysias 1 spells out for his public un-
der which conditions he would have been ‘wrong’ or ‘right’ to
kill Eratosthenes.

efi m¢n går lÒgvn efirhm°nvn ¶rgou d¢ mhdenÚ! gegenhm°nou metelye›n
§k°leuon §ke›non, ±d¤koun ên: efi d¢ ≥dh pãntvn diapepragm°nvn ka‹
pollãki! efi!elhluyÒto! efi! tØn ofik¤an tØn §mØn …itinioËn trÒpvi
§lãmbanon aÈtÒn, !≈fron' ín §mautÚn ≤goÊmhn.
(Lys. 1.38)

If, on the one hand, it had been on the basis of mere talk and no
real fact that I gave order to send for him, I would indeed have
been in the wrong. But if all had already been accomplished and
he had frequently entered my house, and I then took hold of him
in whichever way, I would consider myself !≈frvn.

The speaker’s point here is that under the circumstances, the
killing of Eratosthenes was no crime, and that he was !≈frvn
because he was not guilty of an édik¤a.

One of the clichés of the courts in connection with
!vfro!Ênh and (in)justice is that punishment of the guilty will
deter future transgressors, and make them more !≈frone! and
d¤kaioi. The following passage is from a speech Against Alcibiades
that goes under the name of Andocides:

———
35 See, e.g., Lys. 14.41 (In Alcibiadem I), 21.19 (Apologia Dorodokias). An

explicit statement of the practice of using such arguments, and of the
impossibility for the adversary to do so, is made by the speaker in (Ps.-)D. 25
(Against Aristogeiton I), §§ 76-7.
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OÈ mÒnon d¢ aÈt«n ßneka t«n paranomoÊntvn, ·na d¤khn did«!in,
§pimele›!yai êjion, éllå ka‹ t«n êllvn, ˜pv! toÊtou! ır«nte! di-
kaiÒteroi ka‹ !vfron°!teroi g¤gnvntai.
(Ps.-Andocides 4.40)

It is not only for the sake of those who transgress against the law,
in order that they be punished, that it is worthwhile to take care of
their punishment, but also for the sake of the others, that they
may see them and then become more law-abiding and more
!≈frone!.

The point of such passages is that others, when they see how the
guilty are punished for their trespasses, will learn to refrain from
such acts themselves. In view of the restraint implied in such a
scenario of ‘crime prevention’, it is very appropriate to state that
by witnessing a stern and just judgement, people will become not
only dikaiÒteroi but !vfron°!teroi, because it is not just lawful
behaviour in general that is at stake here, but more specifically
the willingness to restrain criminal impulses.

When !vfro!Ênh can be used to applaud the willingness to re-
strain criminal impulses, Ïbri! is often used as an antonym.
Thus, the defendant in Lysias’ speech For the Disabled Man claims
that the prosecutor’s allegation that he is a Íbri!tÆ!, violent and
unruly of character (24.15 l°gei d' …! Íbri!tÆ! efimi ka‹ b¤aio! ka‹
l¤an é!elg«! diakeim°no!) cannot be true for various reasons, in-
cluding the commonplace consideration that poverty forces him
to be !≈frvn (ibid. 17 ofl d¢ p°nhte! ÍpÚ t∞! paroÊ!h! épor¤a!
!vfrone›n énagkãzontai, ‘For the poor are forced to be !≈frone!
by the need they are in.’). Similarly, the defendant in Antiphon’s
Third tetralogy counters the claim that the dead man cannot
have been the aggressor in their fight because of his age, with
the assertion that this would only hold ‘if it were a fact of nature
that the young commit Ïbri! and the old are !≈frone! ‘, (Anti-
phon 4.4.1 efi m¢n går .... katå fÊ!in ∑n Íbr¤zein m¢n toÁ! n°ou!,
!vfrone›n d¢ toÁ! g°ronta! ...). This passage plays with the
stereotypical view that young men are given to Ïbri! and incapa-
ble of !vfro!Ênh:36 the speaker claims that youth is not a neces-
sary condition for Ïbri!, and old age does not preclude it.37

———
36 Antiphon 4.3.1, 4.4.1, Lys. 24.16, Demades fr. 84.19.
37 Notwithstanding the fact that the young are not always capable of

!vfro!Ênh , it is also acknowledged that they have less opportunity for



ARISTOPHANES AND THE ORATORS 245

Whereas lawful behaviour and abstention from violence in so-
cial interaction is important in the orators, they rarely show the
tragedians’ preoccupation with the religious implications of vio-
lence. %vfrone›n is used in opposition to é!ebe›n only in connec-
tion with the notorious affair of the Hermocopidae (Lys. 6.54,
14.41). Elsewhere, the juridical discourse of the court speeches is
conducted in predominantly secular terms, and the ethos of the
!≈frvn citizen is rarely acknowledged to be determined by relig-
ious considerations.

3.3. Quietness and Inexperience of Conflict

As in Aristophanes, the ideal citizen who lives a life of decency,
moderate expenses, and avoids injustice against his peers, is also
a model of peacefulness; in the orators, !vfro!Ênh is frequently
associated with ≤!ux¤a and the like.

This quietude is not the politically charged, pro-Spartan
épragmo!Ênh of the fifth century that we met in Thucydides, and
which has left a few traces in the comedies; rather, what we have
here is the inconspicuous behaviour of the individual citizen in
the democratic pÒli!, who avoids offending others and bringing
charges against his peers. The claim to ≤!ux¤a is, again, a strategy
to underline the innocence of the speaker.

In Isaeus’ speech On Cleonymus, for instance, the concept of
!vfro!Ênh is linked to the well-known cliché of inexperience
with the law courts: the speakers claim to have been brought up
in such a !≈frvn manner that they have never visited the law
courts even to listen (Isaeus On Cleonymus 1 tÒte m¢n ... oÏtv! ...
!vfrÒnv! §paideuÒmeya, À!t' oÈd¢ ékroa!Òmenoi oÈd°pote ≥lyomen
§p‹ dika!tÆrion). In similar terms, the speaker of Lysias 19 cites
his ‘silence’ throughout his life in support of his credibility:

éllå prÚ! ye«n ÉOlump¤vn, Œ êndre! dika!ta¤, boÊle!ye ≤mç!
dika¤v! !«!ai mçllon μ éd¤kv! épol°!ai, ka‹ pi!teÊete toÊtoi!

———
displaying other virtues, and in some contexts, it is indeed claimed that
!vfro!Ênh is, in principle at least, the virtue par excellence of the young. See Isoc.
1.15, 8.48, 9.21, Hypereides Epitaphios 4.15.
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élhy∞ l°gein, o„ ín ka‹ !ivp«nte! §n ëpanti t«i b¤vi par°xv!i
!≈frona! !fç! aÈtoÁ! ka‹ dika¤ou!.
(Lys. 19.54)

I implore you in the name of the Olympian gods, gentlemen of
the court: you should choose to save us justly rather than unjustly
to destroy us. And do not doubt that those people speak the truth,
who also by their life-long silence prove themselves to be !≈frone!
and just.

In such cases, the argument of silence and quietness provides
another extra causam argument, closely related to the arguments
from orderliness and moderation. Speakers are also aware that
this type of argument is open to rhetorical misuse: in Lys. 26.5,
the speaker claims that the true test of Euandrus’ ≤!uxiÒth! is
not his present !vfro!Ênh but his former lawlessness (in the time
of the oligarchic revolution):

prÚ! d¢ tØn ≤!uxiÒthta tØn toÊtou, ˜ti oÈ nËn de› aÈtÚn §jetãzein efi
!≈frvn §!t¤n, ˜t' aÈtÚn oÈk ¶je!tin é!elga¤nein, éll' §ke›non tÚn
xrÒnon !kope›n, §n œi §jÚn ıpot°rv! §boÊleto z∞n e·leto
paranÒmv! politeuy∞nai.
(Lys. 26.5)

In answer to his quietude I state that one should not investigate
whether he is !≈frvn at present, now that he has no chance to be
unruly, but rather look at those days past, in which he had the
opportunity to choose between two ways of life, and preferred un-
lawful citizenship.

Here, the crimes of the past are the accused’s crimes during the
oligarchic regime of the Thirty and the civil war between oli-
garchs and democrats. According to the speaker, it is these
crimes that count against the defendant’s !vfro!Ênh, not his
present ≤!ux¤a. Incidentally, the passage shows that ≤!ux¤a is no
longer the prerequisite of the anti-democratic elite, as it once
was thought to be. The political slogans have changed, and
≤!ux¤a now rather belongs to the individual democratic citizen,
who is unassuming and not quarrelsome in respect to his peers.

Thus, we see how, for the citizen of the Athenian pÒli!,
!vfro!Ênh is linked to an extensive ideology of civic morality.
The !≈frvn defendant in the orators is in many respects a
blameless citizen. He is orderly in his desires and therefore also
moderate in his expenses, so as to be able to take a substantial
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share of expenses for the public good. He refrains from injustice
and violence against his fellow citizens. And in general, he is not
a litigious person but leads a quiet and dignified life far away
from the courts.

4. The !vfro!Ênh of the pÒli!

If the orators have much to say on what !vfro!Ênh is to the indi-
vidual citizen, they are, on the whole, surprisingly reticent on the
relevance of !vfro!Ênh to the community of the city as a whole.
Generally speaking, there is little to match the use of our terms
as slogans for a certain type of policy that was such a marked fea-
ture of the speeches in Thucydides. Of course, in political
speeches especially, speakers try to persuade the audience that
their own proposals are beneficial to the pÒli!, and that those of
the opponents are not. In such contexts, the standard directive
phrase ‘§ån !vfron∞te (if you are !≈frone!), you will do as I pro-
pose’ is used many times to drive home this point. !vfrone›n is
used in its prudential sense here: ‘x, which I propose, serves the
interests of the pÒli! and its citizens; therefore, if you are
!≈frone!, you will do x’. Isocrates uses the phrase, for instance,
to back up his plea for a Pan-Hellenic peace,38 and Demosthenes
does so to drive home the point that it would be unwise to trust
Philippus.39

Apart from this persuasive/directive use of the verb
!vfrone›n, !vfro!Ênh is mainly, in the orators, a virtue of resto-
ration. The most persistent idea is that the return to democracy
after the oligarchic revolutions marks a return to a !≈frvn form
of constitution. The late fifth-century use of !vfro!Ênh as a party
———

38 Isocrates’ main speeches in favour of a Pan-Hellenic peace are On Peace
(8), see §§ 58, 63, 104, 119 for !vfro!Ênh in this connection, and the
Panathenaeicus (12), see especially § 14. Where !vfro!Ênh is invoked in this
connection, the argument is that peace is more expedient, not that keeping
peace is intrinsically more !«fron than waging war. This can be seen from the
Panegyricus, where Isocrates argues for Hellenic unity as a means to military
superiority over Persia, and pleads for a prophylactic attack on Persia (4.197).

In Archidamus (9.59), the Spartan speaker pleads for a prudent attack on
Messene; in Philippus (5.7), the speaker congratulates Philippus and Athens on
the prudence of their peace treaty.

39 See 1.27, 2.22, 3.20, 6.19, 6.23, 7.19.
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slogan for aristocrats has, of course, become obsolete now that
oligarchic sympathies have fallen in disrepute, and the
!vfro!Ênh of the restored democracy is the restoration of peace
after the violence of the civil wars. In this connection, Aeschines
speaks of !vfrÒnv! politeÊe!yai,40 contrasting the restoration of
peace to the violence of war and civil strife; many years after the
events, he still cites Demosthenes as the very opposite of a dhmo-
tikÒ! and !≈frvn citizen (3.168-176, see section 3 above).
Isocrates states that after the end of the civil war, the citizens
have become !vfron°!tatoi and eÈdaimon≈tatoi.41 Andocides
(1.109, 140) stresses the vital contribution of amnesty to this
new-found harmony in the city, unsurprisingly so, because am-
nesty is what he hopes to obtain himself.

Another recurrent theme, notably in Isocrates, is that the
Athenian democracy in its early stages, roughly from Solon down
to the age of Pericles, showed rather more !vfro!Ênh in its atti-
tudes and its handling of political institutions than the present
generations. The Areopagiticus is a plea for the restoration of the
court of that name, and dwells extensively on the polite¤a of the
past, with its alleged concern for !vfro!Ênh. A dominant idea
here is that in its humble origins, a city is forced to moderation,
!vfro!Ênh and metriÒth! (7.4), and to careful deliberation
(7.14). These are supposed to lead to growth, whereas wealth
and ill judgement is followed by decline. This model of growth
and subsequent decline is illustrated by references to the histori-
cal examples of Sparta (7.7) and Athens itself (7.6). Throughout
the speech, the frugality of the ancient city is linked to the
!vfro!Ênh in private life of its individual citizens, for which the
Areopagos is believed to have been an essential safeguard. As
such, the integrity of the pÒli! of the old days consists in its su-
perior ability to imbue its citizen with the characteristic virtues of
the !≈frvn pol¤th!, and !vfro!Ênh comprises much the same
traits that we met in section 3 above. Similarly, in the
Panathenaicus, !vfro!Ênh is associated with the time before the
Athenian supremacy at sea (12.115),42 and the !vfro!Ênh of that

———
40 Aesch. 2.176.
41 Isoc. 18.46.
42 Cf. Poulakis (1987) 42.
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period is again said to show in the superior civic morality of its
citizens (12.138, 140, 151). Pericles is named as a model of
!vfro!Ênh in De bigis (16.28) and Antidosis (15.111), and the
proto-democratic Athenian leader Theseus in the epideictic
speech in praise of Helen (9.31, 38).43 In a similar vein, Aeschi-
nes (1.25) cites the dignified posture of the ancient politicians of
Solon’s time, and Demosthenes (3.26) praises the small and in-
conspicuous houses of the politicians of the past as proof of their
!vfro!Ênh in private life.44

Thus, we see that in the orators, !vfro!Ênh as a political virtue
clearly belongs to democracy; there is now no trace of a link be-
tween !vfro!Ênh and a predilection for an elitist oligarchic gov-
ernment. The content of this democratic !vfro!Ênh is hardly
spectacular, however. It mainly consists in a concern for the mo-
rality of the citizens: the !≈frvn city will take care that its citizens
will behave in the orderly, moderate, just and quiet way that is
appropriate to the individual !≈frvn pol¤th!.

5. Conclusion

The ideas on the !vfro!Ênh of the individual male citizen in the
orators complement, and largely confirm, the data from Aristo-
phanic comedy. In combination, the two genres show what
!vfro!Ênh typically means to the ordinary male citizen, much as
Euripides did in the case of women. (For diagrams that try to
visualise the network connections between the uses of the terms,
see Figures 10 and 11 in Chapter 9.3.)

Central to the conception of the !≈frvn man in both these
genres is ‘control of desire’ in social interaction and sexual con-
duct, and ‘moderation’ in expenses. Besides, the !≈frvn citizen
is ‘just’ and ‘disinclined to violence’. The use of these terms in
these last two senses is more marked in the orators, which is un-
derstandable in view of the settings in which the speeches were

———
43 Theseus’ incontestable !vfro!Ênh is cited in connection with his

infatuation with Helen, in proof of the rather more debatable point that the
latter deserves praise (an ‘argument from authority’, cf. Bons (1996) 188).

44 On the ideal of the ‘Solonian’ democracy, see Hansen (1991) 296-300,
and Thomas (1994).
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pronounced, but it is also relevant to some Aristophanic an-
titypes of the !≈frvn pol¤th!, such as the Sausage Seller from
Knights.

Finally, the !≈frvn citizen is ‘quiet’ and éprãgmvn. In com-
edy, the ideal of épragmo!Ênh is very marked, and connected
with a strong desire for an escape from the cumbersome prãg-
mata of a city in trouble. In the orators, ‘quietness’ plays an im-
portant role in passages where the speaker argues that he is not
one to get involved in law suits and trials in general, and hence is
unlikely to be guilty in the present case.45

In political contexts, speakers use the phrase §ån !vfron∞te in
support of various policies: thus, Isocrates suggests that it is ex-
pedient to go for a Pan-Hellenic peace; Demosthenes, by con-
trast, commends war on Philippus. On the theoretical level, the
orators praise the restoration of democracy as a return to
!vfro!Ênh in contrast to the violence of the civil war, and claim
that the !vfro!Ênh of a pÒli! consists in her concern for the mo-
rality of the private citizen (and that democracy in its original
‘Solonic’ form was rather more !≈frvn in this respect than its
contemporary counterpart). In both respects (absence of civil
strife, and civil morality), !vfro!Ênh is perceived as a contribu-
tion to the stability of the pÒli!. Ultimately, it has a similar func-
tion in the works of Plato (chapter 10), but Plato’s political theo-
ries are on a different level of sophistication altogether.

———
45 All three aspects of !vfro!Ênh will be seen to be used in the Platonic

dialogues, not only in dialectics, but also, and arguably more memorably, in the
portrayal of Socrates, who, in his control of ¶rv! (Charmides, Symposion), his law-
abiding justness (e.g. Gorgias) and his inactivity in politics (ibidem), shows many
traits of the superlative !≈frvn pol¤th!.



CHAPTER NINE

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS:
THE MEANING OF SOPHROSYNE IN PLATO’S TIME:

A SYNCHRONIC DESCRIPTION

1. Introduction

It is time now to take stock of our findings in the previous chap-
ters (2-8) and provide a synchronic description of the meanings
of !≈frvn and cognates that were available to Plato.

In the first part of this overview (section 2), I will present the
various clusters of uses of our terms that I think can be identified
on the basis of our data. I will present them in an order that is
designed to emphasise the family resemblance between the vari-
ous clusters of uses, and therefore, I will start with the more ob-
viously ‘intellectual’ uses, and end with the most evidently
‘moral’ ones. If this order helps to bring out the family resem-
blance between the various senses of our terms, it does not imply
that the first senses to be discussed are by any means the most
central ones. In fact, the uses that seem most easily activated
without extensive contextual preparation are those commending
‘control of desires’ in men, ‘fidelity’ in women, and ‘quiet-
ness’/’obedience’ for boys and girls; these I take to be the proto-
typical senses (and they are discussed, in connection with some
argumentation for their centrality) in the central section of the
survey under numbers 6-7 and 12-13. The centrality of these
senses will be visualised, however, in the diagrams presented at
the end of this chapter (figures 1 and 3-11 on pages 277, 279-287
below).

In section 3, I will discuss how these individual clusters of uses
can be grouped into a ‘network’. I will discuss the parameters
according to which the network will be ordered (9.2.1: the per-
sons to whom !vfro!Ênh is attributed and the behaviour in
which !vfro!Ênh more clearly manifests itself), and also look
into some parameters that would have seemed relevant but were
ultimately not decisive for the construction of the network (9.2.2
and 9.2.3: the speakers who attribute !vfro!Ênh and the physical
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symptoms of !vfro!Ênh). Finally, in this section, I will provide
some explanation of how the diagrams and tables in figures 1-11
are to be read (section 3.4).

The previous chapters have, I think, given no reason to reject
the assumption, implied by all existing description of the terms,
that the adjective !≈frvn, the noun !vfro!Ênh and the verb
!vfrone›n etc. can be regarded as belonging to a single lexeme,
by which I mean that each of these terms basically expresses one
and the same concept, and exhibits essentially the same, very
full, range of senses (one apparent exception to the general rule
will be noted in the main text below, section 2, sub 1). !vfrone›n
then generally means ‘to be !≈frvn’ in all the relevant senses of
that word, and !vfro!Ênh is the ‘quality of being !≈frvn’. Thus I
will continue to speak of !vfro!Ênh while freely including in-
stances of the adjective and the verb and other cognate terms.
The somewhat more restricted/specialised use of !vfron¤zein
(‘to make !≈frvn’), !vfroni!tÆ! (‘person who makes people
!≈frvn’), !vfrÒni!ma (a ‘summons to !vfro!Ênh’), and the ad-
verb !vfrÒnv! (‘in a !≈frvn manner’) will be discussed briefly
in section 4 below.

2. The Uses of !≈frvn and Cognates in Plato’s Time:
A Synchronic Conspectus

(1) ‘Soundness of mind’.1 It is convenient to start with the one
group of uses where !vfro!Ênh means exactly what etymology
would seem to suggest: with unimpaired fr°ne!’ (!«!), i.e. ‘with
a normal, properly functioning mind’ as opposed to various
states of madness and frenzy.

This is how the verb is used when Herodotus tells us that
Cambyses §!vfrÒnh!e (Hdt. 3.64.5, see chapter 7.2) on recovery
from his ‘madness’. As we have seen, Cambyses’ madness was the
source of his many crimes to his subjects. Similarly, in Od. 23.13,
Eurycleia’s ‘madness’ (lack of !aofro!Ênh) led to her uncharac-
teristically inconsiderate behaviour vis-à-vis Penelope. In such

———
1 In the descriptions below, Arab numerals represent the ‘nodes’ of the

network, clusters of uses of the words that seem to belong together.
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cases, then, some of the more overtly moral senses of the word
are also secondarily activated, but the terms may also be used
simply to describe sanity in contrast to abnormal states of mind
that are not necessarily reprehensible, such as the prophetic
frenzy of Cassandra (E. Tr. 350) or the madness of Orestes when
by the Erinyes (E. Or. 254) (see chapter 6.2).

For this group of uses, the standard antonyms are ma¤ne!yai/
man¤a, but verbs with the root -fron also occur, notably xali-
frone›n (Od. 23.13), and parafrone›n (Hdt. 3.35); accordingly,
eÔ frone›n may occur as an associated term (E. Ion 520).

If these uses are semantically quite straightforward, they are by
no means very central uses of our terms. It seems significant that
this group of uses alone forms an exception to the general rule
that our three main terms cover the same range of uses: in our
data, we encounter instances of the verb and the noun for this
group of uses, but none of the adjective.2 This may be a coinci-
dence of distribution, but it may well be the case that ‘madness’
and ‘soundness of mind’ are regarded as - more or less tempo-
rary - states of mind rather than permanent characteristics of a
person. (Even Cambyses finally recovers.)

In any case, the use of !vfrone›n and !vfro!Ênh to describe
soundness of mind, would seem relatively rare, and I find no rea-
son to assume that this use is in any sense central to the network.
In this connection, it seems relevant to note that this is most
probably not a use that has contributed significantly to the high
position of !vfro!Ênh on the scale of Greek values: ‘sanity’ pro-
vides the basis for morally desirable behaviour, but no more than
that (which, in my view, supports the view that one should not
assign prototype status to this use).

(2) Men: avoiding harmful behaviour. A second, and considerably
more frequent, group of uses is formed by those instances in
which the terms are applied to a person who wisely refrains from
an act that is harmful to himself or those who depend on him. In
this sense, as indeed in most others, !≈frvn and cognates are

———
2 In some cases, the participle !vfron«n is used as a predicative adjective,

see e.g. E. Hel. 97. One may compare the lack of an adjective proper to
ma¤ne!yai/man¤a, instead of which mane¤!/mainÒmeno! can be used.



254 CHAPTER NINE

used to focus not primarily on a person’s state of mind as such,
but rather on the behaviour that is its typical manifestation: be-
haviour that, in these particular cases, betrays a prudent and re-
sponsible concern for one’s self-interest. A paraphrase of this use
may be something like ‘with the soundness of mind to refrain
from irresponsible behaviour’. It has been argued above (chap-
ter 1.3) that it probably cannot be maintained that this is a
purely ‘intellectual’ use of the word, and this is borne out by its
very first occurrence: In Il. 21.462f. (§nno!¤gai' oÈk ên me
!aÒfrona muyÆ!aio | ¶mmenai, efi dØ !o¤ ge brot«n ßneka
ptolem¤jv, ‘Earth-shaker, you could not say that I am !aÒfrvn if,
as you suggest, I am to wage war on you for the sake of mortals’),
Apollo would seem to suggest that it makes no sense for the gods
to fight on behalf of mortals, but in the background there is the
idea that it is unseemly to fight with one’s uncle, as the narrator’s
comment on Apollo’s words (21.468 a‡deto gãr =a, ‘for he was
ashamed’) makes clear.

More straightforward is S. Ph. 304, oÈk §nyãd' ofl plo› to›!i
!≈fro!in brot«n, where Philoctetes explains that sensible men
with a sense of responsibility avoid visiting his island because it
would be a wasted effort to land on a shore that offers no har-
bour and no opportunities for trade. In this type of context,
!≈frvn and cognates often stand in contrast to terms that decry
the ill-considered ‘rashness’ of the opposite line of behaviour,
notably énÒhto!, êboulo!, êfrvn, nÆpio! and ±l¤yio!.

Of this ‘prudential’ sense, we do not find many instances be-
fore Sophocles, but it becomes quite frequent after. Indeed, the
appeal to this prudential type of !vfro!Ênh becomes a cliché of
persuasion, and can be made whenever a speaker wishes to pre-
vent further deliberation and commend the line of action that
he or she proposes (see especially chapter 5.4, 6.2). Here, there
is a specific sub-group of uses, phrases of the type ín !vfron∞te,
‘if you are/will be sôphrones’, where persuasive value tends to take
precedence over semantic content. To this extent, De Vries is
justified to speak of an emploi affaibli.3 Perhaps it is because of
this relative semantic emptiness that !vfro!Ênh does not always
take the characteristic form of an inhibition from harmful ac-

———
3 De Vries (1944) 99.
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tion, but may also turn out to be a spur to action, when a speaker
suggests action and hints that it would be harmful not to follow
his or her advice.

It appears that in the majority of cases, !vfro!Ênh of this kind
is ascribed to free-born adult men, and this is a first pointer to
the importance of the various roles connected with gender, age
and social status. Apparently, responsibility for oneself and one’s
affairs is regarded typically as a masculine characteristic, though
there are some hints that a woman can show a similarly respon-
sible !vfro!Ênh by taking good care of the household,4 and
!vfro!Ênh in this sense is also claimed by some women who show
a very ‘masculine’ sense of responsibility, notably Electra (S. El.
365).

(3) The citizens of a pÒli!: observing what is good for the city. Closely
related to this ‘prudential’ use of !≈frvn and cognates are those
cases where the terms are applied to the male citizens of a pÒli!
as a collective, notably in speeches before the assembly or in
court. Responsibility and self-interest are also decisive factors
here, though this is not the self-interest of individual citizens, but
of the entire pÒli! as a whole. Both in court and in the assembly,
speakers will not fail to point out that voting in favour of, or fol-
lowing the advise of, their opponents will harm the community
of the pÒli!; therefore, if they are ‘wise’ or ‘well-advised’, the
addressees will vote in favour of the speakers instead.

In court or before the assembly, the appeal to this prudential
type of !vfro!Ênh becomes a cliché of persuasion (see especially
chapter 8.4), and it is here that phrases of the type ‘í n
!vfron∞te, you will (not) do x ’, are most naturally at home.
Again, persuasive value takes precedence over semantic content
here, and again, !vfro!Ênh does not always take the more char-
acteristic form of an inhibition from harmful action, but may
also turn out to be a spur to action, when it is suggested that it
would be harmful not to follow the speaker’s advice.

———
4 At X. Oec. 7.15, Socrates suggests that good care of the estate is a

characteristic of !≈frone! both male and female. His female interlocutor,
however, clearly has a rather more restricted view of female !vfro!Ênh (‘being
quiet and doing basically nothing’).
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In such cases especially, then, being !≈frvn typically involves
not only avoiding a harmful policy, but at the same time adopt-
ing one that is more beneficial. A typical example is a remark
taken from Diodotus’ speech in favour of reconsidering the ag-
gression against the people of Mytilene advocated by Cleon, Th.
3.44.1, oÈ går per‹ t∞! §ke¤nvn édik¤a! ≤m›n ı ég≈n, efi !vfro-
noËmen, éllå per‹ t∞! ≤met°ra! eÈboul¤a! (‘It is not the adikia of
the people of Mytilene that is the topic of our present debate, if
we are well-advised, but our own good judgement.’, see chapter
7.3.1).

If the !vfro!Ênh of euboulia and good council is one way in
which !vfro!Ênh typically relates to the citizens of the pÒli! as a
collective, the use of !vfro!Ênh to commend respect for the laws
or eÈnom¤a is another. Here, the citizens of a pÒli! are not so
much presented as an autonomous group of agents with a re-
sponsibility for their own welfare, but rather as subjects who
would do well to submit to the status quo in order not to under-
mine the stability of the community. This is, then, a more ‘other-
regarding’ use of !vfro!Ênh, and it is discussed under number
14 below.

(4) The pÒli!: Good caution in international affairs. For the pÒli!,
good management of external affairs is equally important, and
here the flexibility of !vfro!Ênh is especially in evidence when
some kind of military intervention is discussed (see chapter
7.3.1). In such cases, !vfro!Ênh will most often be invoked in
order to dissuade the council from rash intervention that may
put the pÒli! in danger (at Th. 1.84.2, for instance, Sparta’s
slowness to intervene on behalf of their allies is commended in
these terms by Archidamos), but here too, !vfro!Ênh may on
occasion also be invoked to commend intervention for the sake
of self-defence, as when the people from Egestae try to persuade
the Athenians to fight Syracuse (Th. 6.6.2 !«fron d' e‰nai metå
t«n Ípolo¤pvn ¶ti jummãxvn ént°xein to›w %urako!¤oi!, êllv! te
ka‹ xrÆmata !f«n parejÒntvn §! tÚn pÒlemon flkanã, ‘It is wise to
side with those allies still left and stand your ground against the
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Syracusans, especially when they will provide money that is quite
sufficient for this war’).5

(5), (6) Men: Control of Pleasures and Desires; Moderation (metriotês).
In this section, I deal with with two groups of uses that seem
closely related: ‘control of desires’ in general, and ‘moderation’.
This second group of uses seems to be a sub-group to the first: it
is closely connected with a specific number of contexts.

If good care of one’s self-interest is required from male citi-
zens in the management of their private affairs, and from the
pÒli! as a whole both in internal and in foreign affairs, individ-
ual citizens are of course also required to observe standards of
propriety in social interaction. %vfro!Ênh in men means here
that one has the good sense to observe standards of propriety,
and takes the guise of ‘self-control’ or ‘control of pleasures and
desires’.

One is at some distance here from the ‘prudential’ senses de-
scribed above, as ‘self-interest’ is clearly no longer a decisive cri-
terion, and this is borne out by the fact that in this type of con-
text a rather different set of associated and contrasted terms
shows up. Some general terms like énÒhto!, nÆpio! and êfrvn
(but not the more specific êboulo!) still function as antitheses,
but the !≈frvn man will also be given the more specific term
kÒ!mio!; his counterpart will be said to be énaidÆ!, ‘lacking in
afid≈! ’ (a sense of shame and respect for others), miarÒ!
(‘filthy’), panourgÒ! (‘up to everything’), yra!Ê! (‘bold’), ka-
tapÊgvn (‘depraved’), or even a Íbri!tÆ! (‘given to physical in-
fringement on the integrity of others’).

This use of our terms is not exactly frequent in works of high
literature with an heroic or ‘grand’ subject matter: in fact, it is
absent from Homer, Aeschylus, Sophocles and Herodotus. By
contrast, it is very common in authors and genres who have more
room to pay attention to the conduct of the non-heroic ‘com-
mon’ citizen, and we find many instances of this type of
!vfro!Ênh in the Corpus Theognideum (Thgn. 483, 497 and 665),

———
5 Thus, notions associated with !vfro!Ênh can be exploited to commend

policies that are fundamentally opposed. For a similar phenomenon in
connection with éndre¤a, see Roisman (2003).
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in Euripides (where the farmer in Electra is a very marked exam-
ple of the type, see E. El. 53, 261 and chapter 6.4), in comedy
(where the Weaker Logos, Phidippides and the Sausage Seller
provide vivid antipodes to the !≈frvn citizen, see chapter 8.2)
and in the orators (e.g. Lys. 3.4, 14.41, 19.16, 21.19, see chapter
8.3).

It is also a sense that is activated without much contextual
preparation. Mythical exemplars with a reputation for !vfro!Ênh
such as Peleus (Pi. I. 8.24-6, Ar. Nu. 1067) and Proteus (E. Hel.
47) are called !≈frvn without any further explanation. Now of
course hearers will be familiar with the traditional stories, and it
can perhaps still be argued that they will activate that back-
ground knowledge in order to arrive at the right interpretation
of !≈frvn, but even so it still seems quite significant that they
apparently need no more than a hint. (An even more striking
example is E. Tr. 422-3 where !≈frono! ... gunaikÒ! is used to
name Penelope, who is not mentioned in the context at all. See
under 7 below.)

But we also have indications elsewhere that this use is one that
is easily activated. An example is Isocrates 3.36, where Nicocles
claims !vfro!Ênh for himself, goes on to provide the motivation
that people strongly resent offences against women and boys,
only then to explain what !vfro!Ênh meant for him in practice:
as a ruler, he has not touched any boy or woman other than his
own wife. Evidently, his addressees will have the right interpreta-
tion of !vfro!Ênh readily available if they are to follow his argu-
ment. Other examples are provided by discussions of !vfro!Ênh
in Plato: both in Gorgias (491D-E) and in Republic, it is this use of
!vfro!Ênh that is activated when !vfro!Ênh is introduced into
the discussion. By contrast, in Charmides, the boy Charmides
starts with a definition of !vfro!Ênh that is typical for him as a
boy , but before that, !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desire’ has been
invoked in the portrayal of Socrates’ self-control after an acci-
dental glance inside the boy’s himation (155D). Here, this par-
ticular notion of !vfro!Ênh is invoked even without the use of the
word; and in view of the discussion that follows, there can be no
doubt that the readers are to take the scene as a typical example
of !vfro!Ênh.
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This, then, is a use both relevant to daily life and evidently eas-
ily activated, and there seems to be a strong case to regard this as
the prototypical use of !≈frvn in relation to those who are ar-
guably the most central members of Greek society, male citi-
zens.6 (For my criteria for prototypicality, cf. chapter 1.7 under
(4), pp. 33-5.) For those reasons, this is the group of uses that
will be placed at the very centre of our representation of the
network.

In this use, and most of the uses considered below, !vfro!Ênh
is unequivocally an inhibition, not a spur to action (as we have
seen in parts 3 and 4 of this overview, this was less unequivocally
the case for ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh). Still it is important to see
that, for a man, !vfro!Ênh does not normally amount to absti-
nence of any kind, but rather means that one will be careful not
to fulfil one’s desires in excessive or improper ways. Thgn. 483
and 497 both mean that even a man who is normally !≈frvn will
no longer be so when drunk, because he will have lost control
over his behaviour; it is not suggested that the !≈frvn man will
abstain completely, or even that he will never drink too much.
Similarly, the speaker in Lys. 3.4 points out that though his ad-
mittedly strong attraction to the boy from Plataea may seem ex-
cessive to some of the jury, desire is common and human
enough: the test of !vfro!Ênh lies in the ability to deal with this
desire in the most orderly fashion (ko!mi≈tata), which in his
case amounts to avoiding (or, at any rate, not starting) quarrels
and fights with a rival.

A sub-group that seems closely related to this group of uses is
the use of !≈frvn in association with m°trio! to mean ‘moderate’
in one’s expenses. This use is met especially in the orators (chap-
ter 8.3), and we can see why it is a good persuasive strategy to
draw attention to this type of ‘moderation’: in such contexts, the

———
6 A further indication is probably that expert definitions of !vfro!Ênh in

philosophical texts often address only this use. See, e.g. Antiphon Soph. fr. 16,
Pl. Grg. 491d-e and cf. the pseudo-Platonic definition, 411e6-8, !vfro!Ênh
metriÒth! t∞! cux∞! per‹ tå! §n aÈt∞i katå fÊ!in gignom°na! §piyum¤a! te ka‹
≤donã!: eÈarmo!t¤a ka‹ eÈtaj¤a cux∞! prÚ! tå! katå fÊ!in ≤donå! ka‹ lÊpa!,
‘!vfro!Ênh is moderation of the soul with regard to the desires and pleasure
that arise in it according to nature, a well-adaptedness and orderliness of the
soul concerning the natural desires and pains.’
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thought is that fulfilment of one’s private desires costs money
that cannot be spent on the community of the pÒli!, and that
extreme expenses may even endanger the preservation of the
o‰ko! and spoil the chance of future liturgies. We are dealing
with a use that is close to the normal, central use of ‘control of
desire’; the main reason for distinguishing it as an individual
group of uses is that its typical associated term, m°trio!, is not
found in connection with the mainstream uses of !≈frvn in the
sense of ‘control of desires’. As the use of !≈frvn in the sense of
‘moderate’ embraces aspects of ‘self-interest’ (preservation of
one’s estate) as well as of other-regarding morality (serving the
interests of the pÒli!), its rightful place will be between the
!≈fro!Ênh of ‘prudence’ and the mainstream central uses of
‘control of desires’. (Hence, in the schemata, this use gets num-
ber 5, the mainstream uses will be found under 6.)

(7) Women: Marital Fidelity. For women, standards of propriety
are considerably stricter. In our texts, written almost uniformly
from a masculine bias, a ‘good’ woman is one who is a good wife
to her kÊrio!, and a woman will be !≈frvn if she avoids any con-
duct that may harm or offend her husband. (Euripides is a main
source here, see chapter 6.3).

First and foremost, the general concern for standards of de-
cent and proper behaviour expected from men has its parallel in
the more specific and restrictive rule that a woman will be sexu-
ally faithful to her kÊrio!, and shall not give potential mo›xoi a
chance. Penelope (E. Tr. 422-3, Ar. Th. 548) is the positive
mythological exemplum here - indeed, in Troades, Penelope is
identified by calling her ‘a !≈frvn woman’. By contrast, Helena
and Clytemnestra constitute the negative counter-examples. But
this use is not restricted to the mythological figures of high po-
etry: when the speaker in Lys. 1.10, Euphiletus, says that he was
so naïve as to think that his wife was the most !≈frvn woman in
town (oÏtv! ±liy¤v! dieke¤mhn, À!te  imhn tØn §mautoË guna›ka
pa!«n !vfrone!tãthn e‰nai t«n §n t∞i pÒlei), he similarly simply
means that he mistakenly thought her faithful.

Here again, we may note (without repeating the complete ar-
gumentation under 5, 6 above) that ‘fidelity’ is a central concern
in the case of women, and that the use of !≈frvn to signal a
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woman’s fidelity is, again, very easily activated. Here, it seems, we
have the prototypical sense where women are concerned.

The thought that fidelity is the core of female éretÆ is also
borne out by the fact that a woman who is !≈frvn in this sense is
occasionally called ér¤!th (E. Hel. 1684) or êmempto! (E. I A
1159) for this very reason, whereas her counterparts will be sim-
ply kakÆ (E. Hipp. 667, And. 594, Or. 1139) or ponhrã (E. El.
1099, Ar. Th. 549).

(8) Girls: Chastity. For unmarried girls, the rule is of course sex-
ual abstinence per se rather than marital fidelity (the old-
fashioned English word ‘chaste’ naturally applies to both,
whereas German ‘keusch’ or Dutch ‘kuis’ seem to apply more
typically to the former only): when Danaus tells his daughters
that they should value tÚ !vfrone›n more highly than their lives
(A. Supp. 1013, tÚ !vfrone›n tim«!a toË b¤ou pl°on), he means
that they should preserve their virginity at all costs.7

(9) Boys: Decency in Dealing with §ra!ta¤. Boys did not, of course,
suffer the seclusion to which women and girls were confined,
and the standards of decent behaviour that apply to them are
rather more complicated and less unequivocal.8 Nevertheless, it
seems clear that free-born boys were not expected to have any
sexual contact with other males at all, let alone to enjoy it. The
most notorious offender against !vfro!Ênh in this respect, at
least as represented by Aeschines) is Timarchus (Aeschines 1
passim, see chapter 8.3), who allegedly prostituted himself in his
youth. A comically overstated view of the standards of propriety
is given in the agôn of Clouds by the defendant of the ‘old educa-
tion’ (Chapter 8.2).

All the same, it can be doubted whether the uses of !vfro!Ênh
in the sense of ‘chastity’ for girls, and ‘circumspec-
tion’/’decency’ for boys are quite as central as ‘fidelity’ for

———
7 Total sexual abstinence is also an important element in the !vfro!Ênh of

Hippolytus in Euripides’ play. For him, complete ‘chastity’ is a condition for
ritual purity. But this seems to be a rather idiosyncratic view (see Barrett on E.
Hipp. 79-81 and Cairns (1993) 314-19).

8 See, for instance, Dover (1978) 23-31, Halperin (1990) 88-104, Winkler
(1990) 45-70, Cohen (1991) 171-202.
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women, or ‘control of desire’ for men. Our texts are generally
not especially lavish in their attention to minors, and when they
are mentioned, it is quite often from the perspective of adult
males: this may have encouraged a one-sided view of girls as be-
ings that are to be strictly secluded and guarded until given away
in marriage, and of boys as vulnerable victims to the lusts of
§ra!ta¤. Yet it can be doubted whether in daily life, children were
primarily regarded as embodiments of innocence under severe
strain. As we will see below (see 17 below), Charmides names
hêsuchia, ‘quietness’ as a first definition of !vfro!Ênh, and when
for instance the women in Lysistrata claim that all they want is to
sit !vfrÒnv! À!per kÒrh, ‘quietly like a girl’ (A. Lys. 473f.) with-
out offending anyone, they mean that they will keep quiet.9 Per-
haps, then, the uses of !≈frvn and cognates to commend ‘quiet’
behaviour are even more central where minors are concerned.
In that case there may be no exact correspondence with the uses
of our terms with respect to adults. For adults, ‘control of de-
sires’ and ‘fidelity’ seem to be the prototypical uses, but where
children are concerned, ‘quiet/obedient’ are perhaps rather
more central than ‘chaste’ and ‘decent’. (Incidentally, these uses
probably again very much reflect adult expectations with regard
to desirable juvenile behaviour.) But our data are too scarce to
justify any definite conclusions.

(10)-(14) Quietness And Obedience. In this group, a number of uses
are included that define !vfro!Ênh in terms of ‘quiet’ behaviour.
In case of men, ‘quietness’ means especially inconspicuous be-
haviour in public life, and avoidance of prãgmata such as law
courts; in the case of women, children and servants, ‘quietness’
means orderly behaviour and obedient submission to their supe-
riors. Whereas women, children and servants offend their kÊrioi
and infringe on standards of decency somewhat similar in kind
to the standards of propriety discussed above, men who are not
‘quiet’ but engage in law suits (e.g.) are frequently also felt to do
actual harm to their fellow citizens. Here, ‘quietness’ borders on

———
9 Cf. chapter 8.1, n. 1.
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the avoidance of injustice and violence discussed in the fifth and
last main group of uses.

(10) Men: the Quiet Life. The ideal of the quiet citizen is not very
marked in all the genres we have been surveying, but it is impor-
tant in Aristophanes and the orators. In Aristophanes, the ideal
of ≤!ux¤a and épragmo!Ênh is most extensively formulated by the
Strong Argument in Clouds (chapter 8.2), who seems to be a du-
bious spokesman for essentially serious ideals. Strong extols aris-
tocratic pursuits such as athletics, and abhors the courts and
places of gossip such as the bath house and the agora. Various
antipodes of the quiet citizen occur in Aristophanic comedy,
such as the court addict Philocleon in Wasps, and the Paphlago-
nian and the Sausage Seller in Knights. Aversion to prãgmata also
informs the escapist visions of a better city (Birds) or a better
Athens (Ra. 727-9).

In the court speeches of the orators, the notion of quietness
and épragmo!Ênh is invoked when a speaker wishes to suggest his
innocence by claiming that he is inexperienced with the proce-
dures of the courts, and, it will be implied, that he is disinclined
to engage in conflict.

Men who do not live up to the ideal of ‘quietness’ but engage
in prãgmata are often felt actually to harm their fellow citizens;
an example from outside the orators is Pentheus (E. Ba. 504,
641), who cannot control his anger and threatens to harm the
Lydian stranger.

(11), (12) Women and Girls: keep quiet and obey. Women are com-
monly required to ‘keep quiet’ in front of their husbands: they
are supposed to refrain from contradicting their men or to inter-
fere with their activities. ‘Do not question me, do not inquire. It
is good to be !≈frvn.’ (S. Aj. 586), says Ajax to Tecmessa. Simi-
larly, at Ar. Lys. 507-8, the women claim that they used to put up
with anything their men would do because of their !vfro!Ênh
(≤me›! tÚn m¢n prÒteron pÒlemon ka‹ xrÒnon ±ne!xÒmey' <Ím«n> |
ÍpÚ !vfro!Ênh! t∞! ≤met°ra! t«n éndr«n ëtt' §poe›te..., ‘during
the previous time of this war, we used to bear with anything you
men would do because of our !vfro!Ênh’). Various expressions
for ≤!ux¤a and !igçn are associated terms in this type of context,
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and expressions for ‘making trouble’ (lupe›n, du!fore›n) act as
counterparts.10

Injunctions to ‘keep quiet’ are also heard when women show
strong emotions such as fear or anger (see especially chapter
4.3) that they would do better to suppress. Notorious examples
are the Danaids in A. Supp. (198, 710, 724, 992), the Theban
women in A. Th. 186, Electra (S. El. 304) and Medea (E. Med.
913). Examples of men unable to control such emotions are en-
countered less frequently. A very significant exception is Pen-
theus (E. Ba. 504, 641); his fear and anger strongly contrast with
the almost uncanny quietness of Dionysus-the Stranger.

Next to ‘marital fidelity’, then, ‘keeping quiet’ is the secon-
dary pillar of female !vfro!Ênh, and the ideology of fidelity-cum-
quietness is more or less fully expressed by some of the ‘good’
women in Euripides (Macaria in Hcld. 476ff., Andromache in Tr.
645ff., see chapter 6.3). In fact, !vfro!Ênh has been rightly con-
sidered the virtus feminarum par excellence,11 and this is hardly
because female !vfro!Ênh embraces every conceivable aspect of
admirable behaviour, but rather because conventional ideology
allows women few opportunities to exhibit other qualities con-
ventionally classed as éreta¤, such as !of¤a, éndre¤a and so on. It
seems that, by and large, men wished their women to be, primar-
ily chaste, silent and generally inconspicuous. That is not to say,
of course, that all women conformed to the male ideology, even
in our sources. Even in our limited and possibly biased sources,
we see women taking on far more active roles, and many of these
are not Clytemnestras or Medeas, but rather more estimable fig-
ures like Electra and Antigone, and unequivocally good ones like
Lysistrata. It seems, however, that the vocabulary to praise
women as autonomous agents is rather underdeveloped: the
terms of praise that are used in such cases, often have a definite
‘masculine’ ring to them, or they are used in ways in which they
usually apply only to men.12

———
10 On silence, see Rutherford (1996), David (1999).
11 North (1966) 21.
12 A striking example of the former is Electra’s speech to Chrysothemis at S.

El. 967-985, which draws on the notions of §leuyer¤a, eÈkle¤a and even éndre¤a
and kl°o!. !vfrone›n etc. can occasionally be used in a rather ‘masculine’ way
to apply to women: at E. Hipp. 704 for instance, the nurse uses the phrase oÈk
§svfrÒnoun §g≈ to admit that her plan to approach Hippolytus has not been
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The ‘quietness’ of the adult woman has its virtually exact
counterpart in that of girls, who are likewise expected to be
mainly modest, silent, and obedient; and as we suggested above
(under 8), ‘quietness’ may well be an even more central quality
for girls in daily life. A good example of the kind is the girl in
Euripides’ Children of Heracles, who apologises profusely when
coming out of the house to offer her life for the sake of her sib-
lings (E. Hcld. 476-7).

(13) Boys: quietness and ‘shame’. Boys are likewise expected to be-
have quietly and obediently, and, as we saw most fully in the case
of Charmides (chapter 1.1), this is expected to go with a sense of
modesty. The fullest exposition of !vfro!Ênh as discipline (and
decency) in boys is given in the speech on old education by
Stronger Argument in Clouds (depicting the time ˜te ...
!vfro!Ênh | ÉnenÒmi!to, ‘when !vfro!Ênh was generally prac-
tised’, Ar. Nu. 962-3, see chapter 8.2). What Stronger Argument
gives us here is an exaggerated and one-sided picture, of course,
but comparison with the portrayal of Charmides suggests that
Aristophanes offers caricature rather than fiction. Charmides
himself is notably modest and shameful (inclined to blushing),
and it will be no coincidence that the first two definitions of
!vfro!Ênh he offers are ‘doing everything in an orderly fashion
and quietly’ (tÚ ko!m¤v! pãnta prãttein ka‹ ≤!ux∞i, 159b7) and
‘the same as afid≈!’ (˜per afid≈!, 160e4). A much earlier instance
of youthful !vfro!Ênh is Telemachus in Od. 4.158 (chapter 2.2),
who shies away from addressing Menelaus before his turn.

As we argued above, Charmides seems to indicate that for boys,
‘quiet’ and ‘orderly’ behaviour was very much a central norm
and a central interpretation of !vfro!Ênh. Here, we seem to
have yet another prototypical use.

If !vfro!Ênh is sometimes regarded as the special virtue of
youth, the reason for this once again seems to be - as in the case
of women - that boys were not yet expected to exhibit the full
range of adult masculine éreta¤, whereas the quiet, obedient and
decent behaviour associated with !vfro!Ênh were highly valued

———
successful: it was a piece of ‘bad thinking’. On women’s éndre¤a, cf. Hobbs
(2000).
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for their age category. A clear case in point is Isocrates’ praise of
Euagoras (9.22-23), who is said to have had beauty, strength and
!vfro!Ênh in his youth, and, in addition to the matured versions
of these qualities, éndre¤a, !of¤a and dikaio!Ênh in adulthood
(9.23 éndr‹ d¢ genom°nvi taËtã te pãnta !unhujÆyh ka‹ prÚ!
toÊtoi! éndre¤a pro!eg°neto ka‹ !of¤a ka‹ dikaio!Ênh).

At the same time, not all boys live up to the ideal, and one of-
ten hears complaints that young people typically lack !vfro!Ênh
(e.g. S. fr. 786, Democritus fr. 294, X. Mem. 1.2.26, Arist. Rhet.
1390b), which means that they do not yet fully master their pas-
sions and desires or have the prudent consideration associated
with adulthood. Here we seem to have the stereotypical idea that
‘good sense’ only comes with age.

(14) Subordinates: Do not resist. Finally, for subjects vis-à-vis their
superiors, !vfro!Ênh again amounts to obedience and the good
sense not to speak up against those in power. This ‘authoritar-
ian’ view of !vfro!Ênh is characteristically rare in our literary
texts, which are of course dominated by the discourse of free
males of high status. The most significant instances occur when
‘free’ men are treated like ‘slaves’; in such cases there is a strong
sense of insult. Thus, this view of !vfro!Ênh is expressed by some
notoriously despotic characters in tragedy, notably Klytaimnestra
and Aegisthus in Agamemnon (1425, 1620, 1664, all spoken to the
chorus of elderly citizens, see chapter 4.4) and Menelaus and
Agamemnon in Ajax (1075, 1259; Ajax sarcastically adopts their
view at 677, see chapter 5.2).

(15), (16) Men: Avoiding Injustice and Violence. Whereas the man
who is !≈frvn in the sense of ‘in control of his desires’ is willing
and able to comply with standards of decency, !vfro!Ênh can
also be used to commend the willingness to avoid acts that vio-
late the rights of his fellow men, rights that under normal condi-
tions are protected by the nÒmoi. !≈frvn is close to d¤kaio! here,
and é dike›n, èmartãnein and Íbr¤zein will often be used as anto-
nyms of !vfrone›n in this sense. Thus, ‘!≈frvn and d¤kaio!’ be-
comes almost a standard combination in court, where people
will plead innocent of the charge at hand, and support this by
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pointing out that they are generally ‘decent’ fellows (Chapter
8.3). A straightforward example of the close association of the
two is provided by Lys. 1.38, where the defendant claims that if
he had lured Eratosthenes into his house in order to kill him on
the basis of mere rumours, this would have been an injustice
(±d¤koun ên), whereas if he had done so on the basis of very real
and repeated facts, he would not consider this an infringement
on the spirit of the law, but would (still) consider himself
!≈frvn (!≈fronÉ ín §mautÚn ≤goÊmhn).

The use of !vfro!Ênh in the sense of ‘respect for the rights of
others’ is prominent in poems from the Theognidean corpus
(chapter 3.2), poems that reflect the distressing view that in a
changing society, some (new) ways of acquiring property openly
disregard the claims of others but are not (yet) sufficiently pre-
cluded by a universally accepted code (Thgn. 41, 379, 431, 437,
454, 701, 754, 756, 1082a). In these poems, !≈frone! are those
who refrain from édik¤a, even if, as it seems, they would have
every opportunity to practise it.

Physical violence is, of course, a specific category of injustice
(the speaker in Lys. 1.38 has to go to some lengths to argue that
in his case, this does not apply), and there is an important sub-
group here where !≈frvn etc. are used to commend those who
refrain from such physical violence.

(17) Men: do not offend the gods. The last two groups of uses con-
cerned violence and injustice against one’s fellow men; this cate-
gory deals with acts that infringe on the rights of the gods. In
high literature from the late archaic and early classical periods,
human beings are frequently said to offend the gods. This they
do either by directly insulting them (Ajax in Sophocles, see
chapter 5.2) or actually ‘fighting’ them (Pentheus in Bacchae, see
chapter 6.6), or, more typically perhaps, by violating human rela-
tionships that are specifically under divine protection. This sec-
ond category includes violence against one’s own kin and one’s
own country (of which the Oresteia, the Electras and the plays
dealing with the expedition of the Seven Against Thebes are the
main examples), and also violence against suppliants (Aeschylus’
Supplices, Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus and the suppliant dramas
of Euripides) and xenoi (Cyclops). In such cases, a condemnation
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of human violence is often backed up on a ‘vertical’ level by the
thought that such deeds of aggression offend the gods. In such
contexts, !≈frvn applies to the man who has the good sense to
avoid offending the gods (offences which are typically character-
ised in terms of é!°beia and Ïbri!), and this particular brand of
!vfro!Ênh regularly goes with a kind of ‘modesty’ that results
from awareness of the limitations of human nature. The fullest
exposition of the thoughts connected with this use of !≈frvn
etc. is in the prologue of Sophocles’ Ajax, where Athena warns
Odysseus not to follow the example of Ajax (who had claimed, as
becomes clear later on in the play, that he could win his battles
without Athena’s help):

toiaËta to¤nun efi!or«n Íp°rkopon
mhd°n pot' e‡phi! aÈtÚ! efi! yeoÁ! ¶po!
mhd' ˆgkon êrhi mhd°n', e‡ tino! pl°on
μ xeir‹ br¤yei! μ makroË ploÊtou bãyei.
…! ≤m°ra kl¤nei te kénãgei pãlin
ëpanta tényr≈peia: toÁ! d¢ !≈frona!
yeo‹ filoË!i ka‹ !tugoË!i toÁ! kakoÊ!.
(S. Aj. 127-133)

In view of this, you must never yourself speak a word of arrogance
against the gods, nor assume any kind of swollen pride, if you pull
more weight than another man either by your deeds or by the
depth of great wealth. See how a day brings down and brings back
up again all human affairs; those who show good sense win loyalty
from the gods, but they detest those who are bad.

Passages such as this are universally regarded as highly signifi-
cant for the history of Greek thought, as of course they are, and
accordingly, this religious ‘humility’ or ‘self-awareness’ is widely
seen as an equally significant element in the concept of
!vfro!Ênh. It undoubtedly is, yet it should not be forgotten that
the use of !≈frvn etc. in direct connection with this type of re-
ligious thinking is largely restricted to the high poetry of Pindar
and the tragedians. Mythological atrocities like the expedition of
the seven warriors against Thebes, the killings in the house of
Atreus, or the various deeds of aggression by non-Athenians in
the suppliant dramas are condemned not just on the basis of
their inhumanity, but also on the ground that such deeds offend
the gods. By contrast, in the discourse of the court in the ordi-



PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS 269

nary pÒli!, violence is more usually condemned in purely legalis-
tic terms, and this condemnation is rarely backed up by an ap-
peal to religion. In such contexts, the expression ‘to be !≈frvn
concerning the gods’ is used mostly on a more mundane level to
mean that one should avoid the juridical offence of é!°beia
(Xenophon’s discussion of the trial of Socrates in Mem. 1 offers
the prime example here; the expression !vfrone›n per‹ yeoÊ!
occurs in 1.1.20); in such passages, associations from Pindar and
tragedy do not seem present to a very significant extent.13

It would seem, then, that here we have one of the more pe-
ripheral uses of !vfro!Ênh: !vfro!Ênh as conceived in religious
terms is largely confined to specific genres of literature, and al-
most invariably directly connected with specific, almost larger-
than-life, crimes and offences.

(18) EÈnom¤a. In internal politics, !vfro!Ênh understood as re-
sponsibility for one’s pÒli! may be especially associated with
avoidance of strife and concern for stability and order (Ba.
13.186 for instances commends EÈnom¤a !aÒfrvn, see chapter
3.2). In such contexts, !vfro!Ênh is the quiet obedience of the
law-abiding citizen, who wisely refrains from the ‘injustice’ of
civil strife.

As can be expected, this use of the term easily lends itself for
the formation of political slogans: in the aftermath of the Sicilian
expedition (and again in the time around 404), !vfrÒnv!
politeÊe!yai (Th. 8.53.3) is, in Athens, the slogan of those in fa-
vour of a moderate oligarchy in the Spartan manner (see chap-
ter 7.3.3). Here again, !vfro!Ênh is more akin to caution than to
a more assertive line of action, for the virtue of this policy is
mainly that it avoids the allegedly rash and ill-considered deci-
sions of the democratic assembly.

———
13 The thought expounded in Pl. Lg. 716d, that the !≈frvn man wins the

loyalty of the gods because he is similar to them (f¤lo!, ˜moio! gãr), influential
in later philosophy and early Christian writers, is a different conception
altogether.
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3. Turning Our Data into a ‘Network’:
Parameters and Some Legenda

In the diagrams that follow the present section, a visualisation
will be offered of the network by which the various uses discussed
above are connected. Figures 1 & 2 offer a full conspectus of the
uses of our terms that must have been familiar to Plato; figures 3-
11 offer representations of the uses of our terms in individual
authors or genres.

In the present section, I will briefly discuss the main criteria
according to which I have ordered my data (especially who is
called !≈frvn and how he/she behaves); and also some criteria
that would seem potentially relevant but did not turn out to be
decisive for the construction of the network (who insists on
!vfro!Ênh?, physical signs of !vfro!Ênh).

This will then be followed by some words on how my diagrams
are to be read. Specifically, the diagrams in figures 1 and 3-11
aim to visualise the various surface uses of our terms and their
comparative centrality or decentrality; the schema in figure 2
shows how groups of surface uses may be subsumed under ab-
stract schemata.

3.1. The central parameters: Who is !≈frvn and what are the manifes-
tations of !vfro!Ênh?

Figure 1 offers a conspectus of the network by which the uses of
!≈frvn and cognates familiar at the time of Plato are connected.
In this network, the vertical axis represents the various types of
behaviour in which !vfro!Ênh manifests itself. At the top, we
have the use of !vfrone›n/!vfro!Ênh to indicate a sound state of
mind tout court, next, we find the ‘prudential’ use, in which
!vfro!Ênh is primarily beneficial to the agent himself. Further
down are those uses where !vfro!Ênh increasingly affects others
than the agent himself: roughly in the middle, we find the uses
of !≈frvn and cognates where !vfro!Ênh helps one avoid of-
fences against social norms of behaviour (among these groups
are what I take to be the most central uses of our terms); at the
bottom of the schema, we find those uses where !vfro!Ênh helps
to avoid actually doing harm to others.
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On the horizontal axis, we find the various social groups to
whom !vfro!Ênh is typically ascribed. In the centre of this axis,
we find men, both individually and in the collective of the pÒli!.
It would probably be uncontroversial to say that men were the
dominant part of the population in classical Greek society (at
least as represented in our sources), and on account of this male
dominance, we are justified in placing those uses of !vfro!Ênh
that relate most typically to males in the centre of our system. On
both sides of the axis, there are those groups who are a more
marginal presence in society, at least from the point of view of
our texts, which are of course largely the work of adult male
authors. (In my corpus, all texts are by male authors; in the
fragments of Sappho, our terms do not occur.) Apart from the
!vfro!Ênh of adult males, !vfro!Ênh is most intensely discussed
with respect to women, and to a lesser degree boys. Girls on the
one hand, and servants/subjects on the other hand are, where
the attribution of !vfro!Ênh is concerned, relatively the most
marginal categories in society.

So my claim is that that for the interpretation of any use of
!≈frvn and cognates, the two most pertinent questions to ask
are: (i) Who is called !≈frvn? (Which type of person from which
segment of society?) and (ii) Which kind of behaviour is the mani-
festation of this !vfro!Ênh and who is affected by it, and benefits
from it? I think the analysis of my data has shown that the an-
swers to these two questions can provide one with sufficient data
to classify each individual instance of the terms.

3.2. Individual Perspectives: Which Speakers Insist on !vfro!Ênh?

If the above are the main parameters according to which I have
ordered my data, I have found little reason to make a systematic
distinction between various groups of speakers who u s e
!vfro!Ênh, and who insist that others live up to the values that
the uses of our terms represent. The reason why I have found no
reason to do so in a systematic manner is, I think, that basically
all uses of the terms to some extent represent a masculine bias.
This is especially clear where the !vfro!Ênh of other groups is
concerned: it is undoubtedly the adult males who like their
women loyal and obedient, their daughters chaste and incon-
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spicuous, their sons orderly and their servants obedient, and
there is no sign at all - at least in our sources - that the non-
dominant groups of society have anything like a parallel set of
values of their own.

What is quite normal, of course, is that speakers disagree on
whether a particular type of behaviour is indeed an indication of
!vfro!Ênh, or that they use the term for what seem to be entirely
different interpretations. The conflicting interpretations of
!vfro!Ênh in some of Euripides’ plays are particularly good ex-
amples in this respect. What happens in these cases is that
speakers draw on different parts of the network: they activate dif-
ferent uses of the terms and perhaps ignore others, and insist
that their particular interpretation is singularly relevant to the
situation at hand. But mostly, speakers seem to select individual
uses from roughly the same larger set of uses; I have not encoun-
tered examples where one has to assume that speakers draw on
entirely unrelated concepts that are necessarily strange to their
addressees, so that communication is doomed to fail altogether.

What also happens quite often, is that women (and to a far
lesser degree, members of other non-dominant groups) take a
more active and dominant role than conventional morality
would require. These women in a way appropriate the masculine
role, and claim merits for themselves that normally belong ex-
clusively to the domain of men. Notorious examples are Aeschy-
lus’ Clytemnestra, Sophocles’ Electra and Euripides’ Medea, but
also - a more positive example perhaps, Aristophanes’ Lysistrata.
In such cases, these women adopt the ‘masculine’ rhetoric of
!vfro!Ênh, and the passages in which they do so will always be
striking and rhetorically ‘charged’. But these cases remain com-
paratively rare, and there seems to be insufficient ground to
make them a decisive factor for my system of categorisation.

3.3. Physical Manifestations of !vfro!Ênh

As we have seen above, !vfro!Ênh typically, in fact, almost in-
variably manifests itself in social interaction. By contrast, there
are surprisingly few passages in which attention is drawn to the
physical symptoms of !vfro!Ênh. This will largely be due to the
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fact that !vfro!Ênh typically manifests itself in controlled re-
sponses (or the mentality that enables one to exert control)
rather than spontaneous ones, and that the exertion of control
more often than not means the repression of undesirable types of
social interaction rather than the manifestation of desirable
types.

Sometimes, the loss or absence of control is physically visible.
This is the case with persons who lose their normal state of mind,
and get into a state of frenzy, such as Cassandra (E. Tr. 348-50),
or Orestes when haunted by the furies (E. Or. 254). Loss of con-
trol also shows with drunkards, and Theognis 479-84 names
some of the symptoms (notably loss of control of speech). Loss
of control also shows when people cannot suppress fear or anger
and thus fail to keep quiet. Many women in distressful situations
show these symptoms, notable examples are provided by the
Danaids in A. Supp. (198, 710, 724, 992), the Theban women in
A. Th. 186, Electra (S. El. 304) and Medea (E. Med. 913).

Physically visual symptoms that betray the presence of
!vfro!Ênh are comparatively rare, and mostly confined to the
ralm of ‘quiet’ behaviour. Thus, for women and girls, manifesta-
tions of !vfro!Ênh are that they stay in the house and keep quiet
(e.g. E. Hcld. 476-7, cf. Ar. Lys. 473 sitting !vfrÒnv! (‘quietly’)
like a girl). We are somewhat better informed where boys are
concerned. Charmides speaks of ‘doing everything in a quiet
manner’ (Pl. Chrm. 159B) and names walking in the streets and
talking as examples. The boys of Stronger Logos’ good old days
are similarly disciplined (Ar. Nu. 963-4), and their !vfro!Ênh is
also visible in that they avoid to provide potential §ra!ta¤ with
any sexual stimuli: thus, they hide their genitals (ibid. 973), and
avoid seductive glances at men (ibid. 979-80). The result of their
generally austere lifestyle ultimately shows in that they acquire an
athletic body with a healthy complexion (ibid. 1009-14).

Charmides also shows his ‘modesty’ when blushing after being
praised by Critias. This is a rare spontaneous physical symptom of
!vfro!Ênh and perhaps it is significant that Socrates relates the
symptom to ‘his liability to feel shame’ (tÚ afi!xunthlÚn aÈtoË,
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158C6) and therewith arguably more directly to the ‘emotion-
like’ afid≈! than to the controlled response of !vfro!Ênh.14

Physically visual manifestations of !vfro!Ênh in adult men are
again more rarely mentioned. Aeschines (1.25) mentions the
orators of the good old days, notably Solon, who according to
him refrained from wild gesticulation. The speaker in D. 45,
Phormio, contrasts the quiet gait and stern expression of his ad-
versary (D. 45.68) with his own habits of talking loud and walk-
ing fast (ibid. 78), but claims that such outward appearances are
downright misleading if taken as symptoms of !vfro!Ênh and the
lack of it: for all his quietude, Phormio has allegedly been all but
!≈frvn in the pursuit of his own pleasures. Thus, the speaker
here contrasts the outward appearances that manifest the
!vfro!Ênh of ‘quietude’ to the not-directly-visible !vfro!Ênh of
control of desires. He leaves no doubt that for him, the latter is
the real thing, while the physically visible manifestations are po-
tentially deceptive.

3.4. The Connections between the Groups of Uses: The Synchronic Con-
spectus and Individual Authors; the Abstract Schemata

In the diagrams that follow, the circles representing groups of
uses are connected by lines that indicate a close connection be-
tween groups of uses that show a marked family resemblance.
The similarity usually consists either in a similarity of effect (com-
parable types of behaviour), or in a similarity of agent (different
types of behaviour exhibited by persons from the same social
category).

This is not in any way to say that these lines are the only con-
nections between groups of uses that can be drawn. In particular,
we have seen how in some cases more than one use of our terms
is activated, and these frequently concern what would seem to be
relatively distant relatives in the network. (The four Homeric
instances discussed in chapter 2.2 provide some good examples.)
It is quite impossible to represent all these connections in a sin-
gle diagram on a two-dimensional sheet of paper. (In some re-
spects, it might be helpful to adopt a three-dimensional model in-

———
14 Cf. Cairns (1993) 373n.87.



PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS 275

stead of a two-dimensional one, a ‘molecule’, say, rather than a
‘network’.) A single two-dimensional representation will neces-
sarily be selective. Therefore, to counter the impression of arbi-
trariness that might arise, I have chosen to represent, in figures
3-11, schemata for the uses and connections between uses as they
occur in individual authors or genres. (The diagram in Figure 1
is essentially a compacted summary of these subsidiary diagrams,
summarising which uses must have been familiar at the time of
Plato.)

In figure 1, I have marked what I take to be the prototypical
uses by means of a a grey background. In figures 3-11, I use this
background with a different function: to highlight which uses
are activated in any particular author or genre. It will be seen in
these diagrams, that the prototypical uses of the terms are quite
common in Euripides, Aristophanes and the orators, and less so
in Homer, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Herodotus and Thucydides. It
seems reasonable to suggest that where the use of !≈frvn and
cognates is concerned, Euripides, Aristophanes, and the orators
(and Plato, as we will see in chapter 10) are probably to be
bracketed as conforming rather more closely to ordinary lan-
guage use.

Whereas diagrams 1 and 3-11 aim to give an easy conspectus
of the network, and to visualise the relative centrality (prototypi-
cality) or marginality of uses, the aim of the table in figure 2 is
rather different. This aims to show how various groups of uses
can be subsumed under abstract schemata that define the salient
characteristics that they share. Here, at the lower end of the ta-
ble, the various groups of uses that we have identified are repre-
sented. The identification of a group of uses is in itself a process
of abstraction from a (large) number of rather similar individual
uses: in this sense, the various groups of uses are schemata at a
low level of abstraction. These groups are then, on the middle
level, subsumed under schemata at a higher level of abstraction,
that show the family resemblance between a number of groups
of uses. At the top level, a very high degree of abstraction is
reached, and a characteristic is defined that is probably shared
by all uses of our terms, that of being ‘of sound mind’. In accor-
dance with its high level of abstraction, this characteristic is neat
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and clear, but undoubtedly under-descriptive for most groups of
uses, save those in group 1 (‘sanity’).

So the two diagrams of figures 1 and 2 are designed to com-
plement rather than replace each other: they intend to visualise
different aspects of the complex category that the uses of !≈frvn
and cognates constitute. Roughly speaking, Figure 1 represents
the inner constitution of the network, figure 2 the abstractions
that can be made to explain the various types of resemblance
between the network’s constituent parts.
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Fig. 1. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: the network
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Fig. 3. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Homer
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Fig. 4. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Archaic Poetry
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Fig. 5. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Aeschylus
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Fig. 6. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Sophocles
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Fig. 7. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Euripides
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Fig. 8. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Herodotus
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Fig. 9. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Thucydides
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Fig. 10. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Aristophanes
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Fig. 11. !vfro!Ênh and cognates: Orators
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4. The Specialised/Restricted Use of Some Cognate Terms:
A note on !vfrÒnv!, !vfron¤zein, !vfroni!tÆ! and !vfrÒni!ma

As I have argued above, !≈frvn, !vfrone›n and !vfro!Ênh in
principle cover the whole range of uses that I have identified in
the network described above, one notable exception being that
!≈frvn is not used to indicate a ‘sound state of mind’ tout court.

Some cognate terms, notably the adverb !vfrÒnv! and the
derivatives !vfron¤zein/!vfrÒni!ma/svfroni!tÆ! seem rather
more restricted in their uses within our corpus. These terms will
be briefly discussed below.

(1) !vfrÒnv!. The adverb !vfrÒnv! would of course mean ‘in a
!≈frvn manner’ and may be expected to be used in all the ways
in which the adjective is used (uses 2-18). This is indeed the case.
But what is peculiar is that outside tragedy, the use of the adverb
generally seems relatively restricted and more ‘standardised’
than that of the adjective. Outside tragedy, the instances of
!vfrÒnv! in my corpus mostly mean either ‘prudently’ (drawing
on uses 2-3) or ‘decently, soberly, in a way that betrays control of
desires’ (drawing on uses 5-7) or ‘quietly’ (drawing on uses 10-
13). Thus, the adverb seems to show a tendency to restrict itself
to a limited number of uses, and generally, these are uses that I
take to be quite central. In this respect, the use of the adverb
confirms my hypothesis as regards the constitution of the net-
work.

As I have indicated, most of the relatively ‘marginal’ uses are
from tragedy. In some cases, !vfrÒnv! relates to respect for re-
ligion (my use 17). In A. Eum. 44, Orestes is !vfrÒnv! §!temm°non
(‘!vfrÒnv! crowned’) in a way that betrays his quiet respect for
the oracle. Similarly, Amphiaraus has !vfrÒnv! chosen to bear a
shield without signs (E. Ph. 1112) that make the god-defying
claims of his fellow warriors, and Dikê on the shield of Polynices
leads her protégé !vfrÒnv! (A. Th. 645), because his claim is
that his expedition is not an impious war against his own city
state.

Restraint of violence (my use 16) is at stake when in E. Hcld.
1007, Eurystheus asks Alcmene if she would have let him live
!vfrÒnv! (‘unscathed’) in Argos, if their roles had been re-
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versed. And submission to authority (my use 14) is at stake when
Menelaus in S. Aj. 1075 claims that an army can not be com-
manded !vfrÒnv! (‘in an orderly manner’) if subjects have no
fear for authority.

Elsewhere, !vfrÒnv! often means ‘quietly’. In Hdt. 4.77, the
claim of the Scythian is that the Spartans are the only ones with
whom one has time to discuss !vfrÒnv!, Aeschines 3.2 claims
that a speaker should ascend the rostrum !vfrÒnv! (‘in a calm
and dignified manner’), the servant in Alcestis complains that
Heracles did not receive his meal in such a way (E. Alc. 753), and
the ladies in Ar. Lys. 473 promise that they will remain seated
!vfrÒnv! (‘quietly’) like a maiden; the defendants in Isaeus 1.1
claim that they were brought up !vfrÒnv! and consequently lack
any experience with the courts, and never even went only to wit-
ness the proceedings.

Prudential uses of the adverb are met in expressions such as
!vfrÒnv! bouleÊe!yai (Th. 5.101.1, D. 21.74) and !vfrÒnv!
§klog¤ze!yai (Th. 1.80.3), and also in the notion of the !≈frvn
administration of a pÒli! (Pl. Chr. 162A4 !vfrÒnv! ofike›n).

In the last case, !vfrÒnv! is bound to shade over into ‘so-
berly’, ‘in a manner that shows moderation and control of de-
sires’. Isocrates is fond of using the adverb in this way in expres-
sions like !vfrÒnv! z∞n (‘living soberly’, 4.81, 6.59, 7.7),14

!vfron«! tÚn aÍtoË b¤ou ofikonome›n (1.46, ‘administrating one’s
own life in a moderate/self-controlled way’) and !vfron«!
politeÊe!yai (15.24 ‘show self-control in one’s citizenship’);
Aeschines (2.176) uses this last expression with regard to the res-
toration of democracy, where !vfrÒnv! also invokes the notion
of the avoidance of !tã!i!.

Control of desire is also most frequently relevant to contexts
where the adverb is not addressed to the collective of citizens.
Aristophanes’ knights claim, in their encouragement of the Sau-
sage Seller, that tÚ !vfrÒnv! traf∞nai (‘a decent upbringing’,
Eq. 334) brings no success in politics. Both Plato (R. 403A7) and
Aeschines (1.151) introduce the notion of !vfrÒnv! §rçn (even
if their interpretations rather differ in detail). Finally, in E. Ba.

———
14 Cf. also Lys. 14.41, D. 24.126.
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686, the Theban maenads are reported to sleep !vfrÒnv!, to
counter Pentheus’ suspicions of extra-marital sex.

(2) !vfron¤zein, !vfroni!tÆ! and !vfrÒni!ma. The derivatives
!vfron¤zein, !vfroni!tÆ! and !vfrÒni!ma are closely connected.
The verb !vfron¤zein means ‘to make !≈frvn’, a !vfroni!tÆ! is
a person or institution that makes people !≈frvn, and a
!vfrÒni! -ma is a piece of good advice, a ‘summons’ to
!vfro!Ênh.

The use of these term is restricted to the other-regarding
senses; there are no uses where they have to do with prudence in
one’s self-interest, or with sanity per se. This probably accords
well with the intrinsically transitive meanings of the terms.

On one occasion, the verb !vfron¤!ai is used in connection
with moderation of expenses; this is in Thucydides 8.1.3, where
the Athenians decide to cut down the expenses in the city itself
(t«n te katå tØn pÒlin ti §! eÈt°leian !vfron¤!ai) in order to
rebuild the navy after the Sicilian expedition. The verb is also
used once in connection with ‘control of desires’: the Phaedo
speaks of rejecting some pleasures for fear of being deprived of
greater pleasures, and calls this ‘to have become !≈frvn some-
how out of wantonness’ (Pl. Phd. 69A4, t«i trÒpon tinå di' éko-
las¤an ... sesvfron¤syai). The term !vfroni!tÆ! is used to refer
to the official supervisor of the Athenian ephebes, when
Demosthenes (19.285) claims that the Athenian youth does not
need Aeschines as !vfroni!tÆ!.

In connection with ‘quiet behaviour’, Antiphon the orator
(1.3.3.7) speaks of !vfron¤!ai tÚ yumoÊmenon t∞! gn≈mh!, (‘calm-
ing down the temper of your minds’) and Danaus advises his
daughters to consider the arrival of the Egyptians in a quiet way
(A. Supp. 724, !e!vfroni!m°nv!). This play also offers the only
use in our corpus of !vfrÒni!ma, in connection with the many
admonitions that Danaus has in store for his daughters (A. Supp.
992).

The terms are more frequent in connection with injustice and
punishment. Plato (Grg. 478D6) claims that punishment !vfro-
n¤zei (‘makes !≈frvn’) and keeps people from further injus-
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tice15, hence the prison for not-incorrigible prisoners in Laws is
called !vfroni!tÆrion (Lg. 908A4, 909A1); Demosthenes 21.227
subscribes to the same view, and elsewhere (25.94) expects the
same effect from misfortune.

In Thucydides, finally, !vfron¤zein and !vfroni!tÆ! are used
in connection with criticism and punishment of violence, both
between pÒlei! and within the single pÒli! (in the context of
civil strife or !tã!i!). According to the Syracusans, the Cama-
rineans should not secretly hope that Syracuse will be defeated
by Athens in order that the aggressive impulses of the neighbour
state may be held in check (Th. 6.78.2 ·na !vfroni!y«men);16 by
contrast, the Athenians advise these same Camarineans not to
act as ‘censors’ (6.87.3 !vfroni!ta¤) of the Athenian foreign pol-
icy. In internal politics, supporters of democracy at Athens claim
that the d∞mo! is a !vfroni!tÆ! of the kalo‹ kégayo¤ (8.48.7) and
provides a check on their ruthlessness. Conversely, the support-
ers of oligarchy in Plataea, who hand over their city to the oligar-
chic Boeotians, are seen by the latter as the !vfroni!ta¤ (Th.
3.65.3) of their democratic fellow citizens. Here, the use of
!vfro!Ênh and cognates as an oligarchic party slogan rings in the
background.

5. An Outlook: Towards Plato

We have now established, in section 2, the range of traditional
uses of !≈frvn in non-philosophical texts. In the next chapter,
we will consider how Plato deals with the concept of !vfro!Ênh.
Here, I will note roughly speaking two tendencies.

On the one hand, we shall observe that Plato fully exploits the
polysemy of our terms in argumentative passages, especially in
passages that argue for the compatibility, or indeed ‘unity’, of
the individual virtues. For arguments of this type, !vfro!Ênh of-
fers obvious advantages. We have observed how, in one of its uses
(my number 15), !vfro!Ênh is particularly close to dikaio!Ênh.

———
15 Cf. Crit. 121C2, Lg. 854D5.
16 Plato echoes this type of use when claiming (R . 471A7) that in war

between Greeks, good citizens will only fight as !vfroni!ta¤ of their fellow
Greeks, not as enemies (pol°mioi) in the conventional sense of the word.
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And we will see that it is easy to establish a link between !of¤a
and the use of !vfro!Ênh in the quasi-intellectual sense of pru-
dence. With éndre¤a the case is not so simple. In many texts, we
have observed a tension between the self-assertive qualities asso-
ciated with martial éretÆ and éndre¤a, and the more other-
regarding uses of !vfro!Ênh, nowhere more so, perhaps, than in
Sophocles’ Ajax and Thucydides. Similar tensions exist between
éndre¤a and other ‘non-competitive’ éreta¤, notably dikaio!Ênh.
In a number of dialogues, we observe how Plato sets up argu-
ments to establish a link between éndre¤a and one of those non-
competitive éreta¤. The potential of !vfro!Ênh in establishing
such a connection is most marked in Gorgias, where various uses
of the term are used to bridge the huge conceptual gap between
éndre¤a and dikaio!Ênh.

On the other hand, in establishing a technical definition of
!vfro!Ênh, Plato greatly reduces the vast range of conventional
uses. The definitions in Charmides all contain terms and expres-
sions associated with !vfro!Ênh in one or other of its uses, and
these are all rejected as not touching the core of the matter.
Only the notion of !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desire’ goes unchal-
lenged: it is in fact not even discussed but very clearly invoked at
the beginning of the dialogue, so that it is bound to be active in
the minds of the readers. We will observe how, elsewhere in
Plato, this prototypical use is always the use of the term taken as
a point of departure when it is discussed what !vfro!Ênh actually
is. Ultimately, the definitions of !vfro!Ênh in the individual and
in the state, as given in Republic, would seem to represent Plato’s
elaboration of two quite central traditional uses of the term,
‘control of desire’ in the individual and eÈnom¤a in the pÒli! (my
numbers 6 and 18). Here, we see how, in his attempt to go to the
heart of the matter, Plato ignores most peripheral uses of the
terms, and focuses on the most central uses.

Incidentally, we will also observe how Plato focuses on the
most central members of society. He ignores the uses of !≈frvn
and cognates that typically apply to women, girls and servants,
and rejects the ‘boyish’ interpretations given by Charmides, con-
centrating instead on the prototypical examples of the
!vfro!Ênh of men, both as individuals and in the pÒli!.
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PLATO

1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, I sketched an overview of the uses of
!≈frvn and cognates in non-philosophical Greek texts as they
were available at the time of Plato (chapter 9.2). I have also
tried to show how this polysemy can be fruitfully accounted for
by bringing these many uses together in a network of relatively
central (prototypical) and marginal uses, connected with each
other by family resemblance.

In this chapter, I will try to establish how Plato uses these
traditional notions in his discussions on ethics and politics, and
in the construction of his own theory of virtue. I think that in
this connection, two tendencies can be observed. On the one
hand, Plato fully exploits the polysemy of our terms for persua-
sive effect, specifically in passages that argue for the co-
existence, or indeed ‘unity’, of the seemingly disparate tradi-
tional virtues. On the other hand, in his own construction of a
theory of virtue, Plato greatly reduces this polysemy, and arrives
at a definition of !vfro!Ênh of his own that is based on a very
limited number of central uses of the term. Here we can ob-
serve how, in his attempt to get to the ‘essence’ of the virtue,
Plato focuses on the prototypical uses at the expense of the
rather more peripheral ones.

In connection with Plato’s use of the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh
in persuasive argumentation, it must be observed that
!vfro!Ênh — given the considerable range of uses sketched in
chapter 9 — can easily be linked to each of the other main vir-
tues. In one of its uses (its ‘civic’ use, group 15 in my diagrams),
!vfro!Ênh is nearly synonymous with dikaio!Ênh . In its pruden-
tial use (group 2), !vfro!Ênh is more obviously a mental-
cognitive capacity, and this use provides a possible link with
!of¤a (both share the general antonym éfro!Ênh), exploited in
the discussion in Protagoras. And Plato even manages to relate
the seemingly very different quality of éndre¤a to !vfro!Ênh. In
Laches, he suggests that a measure of ‘steadfastness’ or ‘courage’
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is also involved in controlling one’s desires, thus extending the
range of éndre¤a to include prototypical cases of !vfro!Ênh. In
Gorgias, by contrast, he argues that the éndre›o! ruler cannot
pursue all pleasures, but needs a faculty to decide which pleas-
ures best serve his long-term interests. Here, éndre¤a is con-
nected with the prudential use of !vfro!Ênh in order to show
that the brave ruler also needs !vfro!Ênh in the sense of self-
control. Thus !vfro!Ênh can be invoked to argue for the com-
patibility of such seemingly disparate qualities as dikaio!Ênh,
!of¤a and éndre¤a. As such, it is used (in Protagoras) by Socrates
to undermine the position of Protagoras who asserts the essen-
tial disparity of the virtues, and it plays a crucial role in Gorgias
in Socrates’ defence of dikaio!Ênh against the attacks of Calli-
cles. The first parts of this chapter (sections 2-7) will describe
how Plato exploits the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh to achieve this
‘reconciliation of opposites’, with particular reference to Laches,
Protagoras, Gorgias and Republic.

In texts that concern themselves with the quest for a defini-
tion of !vfro!Ênh, on the other hand, Plato tends to reduce
the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh to a few central uses. This is the sub-
ject of sections 8 and 9. In Charmides (section 8), the defini-
tions of !vfro!Ênh that are discussed and rejected, all consist of
terms and expressions associated with uses of !vfro!Ênh that
are less than absolutely central. Thus, the dialogue rejects a to-
tal equation of !vfro!Ênh with such concepts as afid≈!, di-
kaio!Ênh or !of¤a . Ultimately, only the prototypical conception
of !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desires’ remains unchallenged; in
fact, this notion is not discussed at all, but it is unmistakably ac-
tivated in the dramatic setting of the dialogue.

In other texts, this notion of control of desires is either
taken for granted as a definition of !vfro!Ênh (Gorgias) or
taken as a point of departure for further exploration (Republic).
In Republic (section 9), where Plato finally achieves clear-cut
technical definitions of each of the virtues, !vfro!Ênh is de-
fined as a consensus between the ruling and the ruled, both in
the individual soul and between the citizens of a pÒli! . This
twin definition seems to be Plato’s elaboration (and, partly, his
re-interpretation) of two quite central traditional uses of
!vfro!Ênh: ‘control of desire’ for the individual male citizen
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(my group 6) and ‘eÈnom¤a ’ (respect for the conventions and
the status quo in the pÒli!, number 18) for the citizens of the
pÒli! as a collective. The centrality of these two notions seems
of great help to Plato in establishing his analogy of soul and
state. Thus, the attempt to define the ‘essence’ of !vfro!Ênh
turns out to be remarkably centripetal: it reduces the concept to
what are its prototypical manifestations for the dominant mem-
bers of society, adult male citizens, both as individuals and as
members of the collective body of citizens. As we will see, Plato
excludes uses of !vfro!Ênh that are less than absolutely central,
dismisses the ‘boyish’ interpretations of !vfro!Ênh offered by
Charmides, and even completely ignores uses of !vfro!Ênh that
typically apply to women and girls. Incidentally, this ‘centripetal’
definition also serves to establish a clear, if perhaps slightly arbi-
trary, distinction between !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh : dikaio!Ênh
is now defined as ‘doing one’s own things’, and as such, seems
closely associated with two other relatively central ordinary lan-
guage uses of !vfro!Ênh that are not covered by the ‘consen-
sus’-interpretation: ‘quiet’/éprãgmvn behaviour and restraint
from injustice (my groups 10 and 15; for Plato’s demarcation of
!vfro!Ênh as against dikaio!Ênh, see fig. 14 on page 253).

2. Polysemous !vfro!Ênh and the ‘Unity’ of Virtue

In the first parts of this chapter, we will investigate how Plato
exploits the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh (as described in chapter 9)
in persuasive argumentation. Specifically, this polysemy offers
considerable dialectical advantages in passages that argue for
the compatibility, or indeed the ‘unity’, of the individual virtues
or éreta¤.

Semantically speaking, the basic phenomenon behind the
thorny issue of the ‘unity of virtues’ as defended in Laches,
Charmides and Protagoras is the following.1 There are some

———
1 For the discussion on the ‘unity’ of virtue, see especially Penner (1973),

Vlastos (1973) 221-69, Irwin (1977) 86-92, Kraut (1984) ch. 8, esp. 252-70,
Penner (1992) 127-8 and n.21, Irwin (1995) 41-4. Penner and Irwin defend the
thesis that Socrates took the virtues to be essentially identical (éndre¤a =
!vfro!Ênh = dikaio!Ênh = !of¤a), Kraut (1984) devotes more attention to the
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types of behaviour that are typically assessed in terms of (one
particular use of) one virtue term, but can also be assessed in
terms of (one particular use of) another virtue term. This means
that there is a partial overlap between the uses of the two virtue
terms: in these particular uses, both terms can refer to the same
type of behaviour. An obvious case from our survey has been the
close association between the ‘civic’ uses of !≈frvn (my group
15 in chapter 9, figure 1) and d¤kaio!. In many contexts in the
orators, especially (see chapter 8.3), the two terms are virtually
synonymous. But the Platonic dialogues at hand establish many
more such connections: Laches hints at an affinity of éndre¤a
and !vfro!Ênh when it speaks of the ‘courage’ of ‘fighting’ de-
sire (see section 4), both Laches and Protagoras seize on cogni-
tive, !of¤a -like aspects of courage, and Protagoras and Charmides
address similar associations for !vfro!Ênh (for Protagoras, see
section 3, for Charmides, see section 8). In semantic terms, the
existence of such connections means that the virtue terms are
connected in a larger ‘network’, in which some of their uses
overlap and commend the same type of behaviour. There are
cases where one type of behaviour can be assessed in terms of
more than one virtue.

Now it seems to be good Socratic practice to locate virtue at
the ‘background’ level of the ‘state of the soul’ that ‘explains’
virtuous behaviour, rather than on the ‘foreground’ level of the
virtuous behaviour itself.2 For Socrates, virtue is the quality ‘by
which’ virtuous acts, and virtuous persons, are virtuous; and his

———
fact that at surface level, the virtue terms are used differently: for him, the vir-
tue terms have a different scope and cover different parts of the same contin-
uum. Vlastos by contrast, concentrating on Protagoras, claims that Socrates
merely held the ‘equivalence’ of the virtues (the éndre›o! is also !≈frvn etc.).
As the discussion below will show, I think that the positions of Penner and Kraut
are compatible: the first looks at virtue on the level of the ‘quality’ of the soul,
the latter focuses on differences of surface level-behaviour.
Vlastos’ views on Protagoras will not be dealt with here; they seem to require
that the strong claims in Protagoras are taken at considerably less than their face
value.

2 Thus, Penner (1973) 45 locates the ‘unity’ of the virtues on the level of
‘motive-forces’ or ‘states of soul’: ‘And we will lay it down that the same motive-
force or state of soul can result in different kinds of behaviour.’
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claim is that a definition of virtue will identify that quality and
explain what makes virtuous action virtuous.3

Now in the dialogues that concern us here, Laches, Charmides
and Protagoras, the typical Socratic response to the situation of
single types of behaviour called by multiple virtue names is to
conclude that these names refer not only to the same type of
behaviour but also to the same state of soul: if the behaviour of
repressing or ‘fighting’ desire is a token of éndre¤a as well as
!vfro!Ênh, it follows that in such a case the terms éndre¤a and
!vfro!Ênh describe not only the same type of behaviour but
also the same state of soul: they in fact identify the same one
and the same state of mind, ‘virtue’. This conclusion is by no
means inevitable (it may well be unjustified: in principle, noth-
ing precludes the conception of two states of soul leading to the
same type of behaviour) but the inference seems quite natural
at face value, and is in fact made tacitly in these texts.

But if the quality of !vfro!Ênh overlaps with that of éndre¤a
in one of their manifestations, it should follow that the qualities
overlap throughout their different manifestations: for it is a
‘Socratic’ axiom that it is one-and-the-same state of soul that ex-
plains all different types of behaviour that are called by the
same virtue term.4 Thus the quality of éndre¤a that explains the
‘courage’ of ‘fighting desire’ will be identical with the quality of
!vfro!Ênh that explains all types of acts of !vfro!Ênh, and vice
versa. In short, all acts of éndre¤a and all acts of !vfro!Ênh are
explained in terms of one and the same state of soul, and to
that extent, éndre¤a is identical with !vfro!Ênh. And given that
links can be established between all the individual virtue terms,
the conclusion seems to be that the individual virtue terms,
however different in their use on surface level,5 name the same

———
3 For this Socratic criterion for definitions, cf. Kraut (1984) 254.
4 See for instance Socrates’ instruction at La. 191D10-11 pãlin oÔn peir«

efipe›n éndre¤an t¤ ¯n §n pç!i toÊtoi! taÈt¤n §!tin, ‘now please try again to for-
mulate concerning éndre¤a what it is that it is the same in all those cases’.

5 Kraut (1984) 261 seems to focus on this difference in surface level use,
when he says that ‘the particular virtues blend imperceptibly into one another,
like subsegments of a continuous and uniform object.’ He quotes the compari-
son from Prt. 329D6-8 of the parts of virtue to the parts of gold, that differ from
each other merely (or mainly?) in size. In fact Kraut seems to allow only quanti-
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‘state of soul’ and are to that extent identical with each other
and with virtue tout court.6

A second characteristic of Socrates’ response in Laches, Pro-
tagoras and Charmides is the fact that Socrates identifies this
single state of soul behind the particular virtues with a kind of
knowledge, the knowledge of good and bad. This is the well-
known ‘intellectualism’ of Socrates’ ethics,7 and in practice, this
intellectualism amounts to (re)defining the virtues in terms of
!of¤a . Now there would seem to be two problems with this intel-
lectualist approach. First, it seems by no means obvious that
!of¤a is the suitable candidate to unify the particular virtues: in
fact, it does not seem to be the central part of the ‘continuum’
(in Kraut’s terms) or ‘network’ of virtue terms. For one thing,
there hardly seems to be a direct link between !of¤a and di-
kaio!Ênh: in Protagoras, they are only indirectly linked, via
!vfro!Ênh (Prt. 332A4 and following, see section 3 below).
Moreover, the link between éndre¤a and !of¤a as established in
Laches would seem counter-intuitive rather than self-evident.8
But there is a second problem connected with the identifica-
tion of virtue with knowledge, and that is that this identifica-
tion leaves no room for non-intellectual motives for virtuous
action, and, as is well known, even forces one to make the
counter-intuitive denial of the possibility of akrasia.

———
tative differences between parts of virtue. At the ‘surface level’ of behaviour, I
do not see that this is necessary.

6 Penner (1973) 45: ‘Socrates thought that all and only those men with ten-
dencies to brave actions had tendencies to wise actions (these actions being in
general different from the former actions). But he may have believed that all
of these tendencies sprang from the same motive-force or state of soul (e.g. a
certain kind of knowledge).’ Penner’s formulations focus on the background
level of the state of soul rather than the foreground level of actions. As such, I
think, his views are largely compatible with those of Kraut. The most relevant
difference between the two would seem to be that Penner is less restrictive as
to what kind of surface-level differences are to be allowed.

Incidentally, Penner’s formulation shows that it is not inevitable, however
‘self-evident’ for Socrates, to identify the virtuous state of soul with ‘a certain
kind of knowledge’.

7 On the intellectualist approach to virtue, see the critique of Arist. MM
1182a15-23, and the discussions by Irwin (1995) 75-6, Penner (1992) 125-6.

8 Cf. Laches’ reaction in La. 195A4 xvr‹! dÆpou !of¤a §!tin éndre¤a!, ‘I had
assumed that !of¤a is completely different from éndre¤a.’
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Thus, Plato’s approach elsewhere is different in two ways.
First, !vfro!Ênh replaces !of¤a as the connecting element in
the web of virtue. This is most obviously the case in Gorgias (see
section 5), but in Republic the affinities of !vfro!Ênh with other
virtues are also exploited for the construction of the larger net-
work. Besides, Plato also gives up the idea of a strict unity be-
tween the virtues. Gorgias (507A) shows that the !≈frvn will
also be d¤kaio! and éndre›o!, and thus seems to argue for a co-
existence of virtues (even if, below surface level, this co-
existence still seems to spring from a specific ‘ordering’, or
tãji!, in the soul). Republic on the other hand gives up even
this idea of co-existence of all the virtues; for instance, it allows
for citizens with éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh who lack !of¤a. By con-
trast, the dialogue has much to say on how the problematic rec-
onciliation of !vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a is to be achieved (section
6).

In the following, I will first discuss Protagoras and its connec-
tion between !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh and !of¤a (section 3).
The reconciliation of the ‘opposites’ of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh
is the subject of the sections that follow (4-6) Here, Gorgias
(section 5) is the culmination point, but the theme of éndre¤a
runs through Plato’s work, so we will briefly look into some
other texts, Laches (section 4), which hints at a partial overlap
between éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh without pressing the point, and
Republic and Politicus (section 6), which have rather a lot to say
on the reconciliation between éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh on a prac-
tical level.

3. %vfro!Ênh, !of¤a and dikaio!Ênh : Protagoras

A dialogue that offers an elaborate example of an argumenta-
tion for the unity of the virtues, is Protagoras. At the start of the
dialectical discussion that forms the second part of this dialogue,
Protagoras is led to claim that the éreta¤ are fundamentally dis-
tinct from each other: the ‘parts’ of éretÆ are more like the
parts of a face than like parts of gold (329D-E).

The claim that the virtues are fundamentally distinct from
each other seems quite compatible with the views ascribed to
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Protagoras in the myth at the beginning of the dialogue.9 In
fact, in the myth the virtues seem so thoroughly distinct that
they vary considerably in function and importance. Protagoras’
story stresses the vital importance of afid≈! and d¤kh (322C2),
sent by Zeus to ensure the possibility of a stable community.
This means that the virtues that correspond to afid≈! and d¤kh,
!vfro!Ênh (in the ‘political’ or ‘civic’ sense of ‘keeping from
injustice and violence’) and dikaio!Ênh (323A1-2), are essential
qualities for the stability of the pÒli! .10 And the later sections
of Protagoras’ exposé suggest that ı!iÒth! performs a similar
function.11 On the other hand, Protagoras’ theory of political
éretÆ does not incorporate all traditional virtues. The myth ad-
dresses !of¤a only at the level of technical skills that human
beings need for survival (321D4 tØn per‹ toË b¤ou !of¤an) ,
places religious practices at largely the same level (man’s pen-
chant for religion is ascribed to his share in the technical skills
of the gods, 322A3-5), and completely ignores the martial qual-
ity of éndre¤a. Protagoras’ political theory as represented by
Plato seems to be very much a peacetime political theory, surely
groundbreaking in its emphasis on co-operative values,12 but

———
9 In recent times, commentators mostly tend to the view that in the myth

(as opposed to the following dialectical sections of the dialogue), Plato is giving
us a reasonably fair representation of what he took to be Protagoras’ views. For
a discussion, see Dietz (1976) 115-6, Morgan (2000), 132-54. Cautionary re-
marks in Sihvola (1989) 78-84.

10 Cf. Kahn (1996) 217: ‘Protagoras does offer a solid defense for what Ad-
kins has called the quiet or cooperative virtues of justice and temperance.
These are precisely the virtues that Plato in the Republic will assign to all the
citizens, including the lowest and most numerous of his three classes.’

11 The role of ı!iÒth! in relation to éretÆ here is not entirely clear. In the
myth itself, worshipping  the gods is included among the basic skills of human-
ity (322A3-5) and thus excluded from politikØ éretÆ, and this would seem to
accord well with Protagoras’ reputation for ‘agnosticism’, but in 323E3,
é!ebe¤a is included among the opposites of political éretÆ, and afterwards,
ı!iÒth! tends to be bracketed with dikaio!Ênh and !vfro!Ênh among the politi-
cal éreta¤. It may well be that the gradual inclusion of ı!iÒth! is to be ascribed
to a persuasive strategy of Plato rather than to Protagoras’ political theory itself.

Protagoras’ reputation for ‘agnosticism’ is based on fr. DK 80, B 4; for the
‘agnostic’ (rather than a more fundamentally ‘atheistic’) interpretation of this
fragment, see Dietz (1976) 138-40, De Romilly (1988) 147-8. On the limited
contribution of religion to the political aspects of society, cf. De Romilly
(1988) 228.

12 Cf. Sicking (1998) 178.
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arguably naive in its complete reliance on these ‘quiet’ virtues
for dealing with potential conflicts.13

Protagoras offers this long exposé of his political views in answer
to Socrates’ question whether éretÆ can be taught. In defence
of his reputation as a teacher, Protagoras firmly asserts that
éretÆ can indeed be taught.14 According to him, political éretÆ ,
based on afid≈! and d¤kh (322C2) and thus including !vfro!Ênh
and dikaio!Ênh, is to some extent shared by all people, and all
education — of which his own teaching apparently constitutes
the summit (328B2) — aims at the enhancement of this quality
(324D-326E). The !vfro!Ênh encountered here is not the
purely ‘individual’ éretÆ of control of desires that we will meet
in Gorgias and at the start of Charmides, but rather the civic type
of !vfro!Ênh that keeps men from aggression against their fel-
low citizens (use 16).

In response to Protagoras’ exposé, Socrates leads his inter-
locutor to concede that éndre¤a and !of¤a are also virtues — a
fatal move for Protagoras’ position, as it turns out, but Protagoras
seems to be too respectful of tradition to make radical claims
and exclude éndre¤a from the list of virtues. Protagoras is then
asked to consider whether these five virtues (dikaio!Ênh,
!vfro!Ênh, ı!iÒth!, éndre¤a, !of¤a) are identical or not, and so
he is made to claim that these five virtues are not different
names for what is essentially the same thing, but in fact sepa-
rate parts of éretÆ that are wholly distinct from each other, like
the parts of the human face. Protagoras even claims that one
may have one éretÆ but lack another; thus, there are many sol-
diers who are éndre›oi but êdikoi, and others who are d¤kaioi but
not !ofo¤ (329E5-6).15

———
13 afid≈! and d¤kh are supposed to cope with !tã!i!. Otherwise, there is no

mention of conflict between humans: wars between pÒlei! are ignored in the
Protagoras myth; the only type of ‘war’ that the myth acknowledges is that
against wild animals (322B4).

14 It is on this point that the dialogue runs into épor¤a: at the end of the dia-
logue, it is Socrates who now seems convinced that éretÆ is teachable, whereas
Protagoras seems to hold the opposite (361A-B). On Socrates’ use of ‘tactical
moves’ and ‘manipulative and insincere’ reasoning, see Kahn (1996) 241-3.

15 If the dikaio!Ênh that some people lack is not the basic sense of d¤kh
prominent in Protagoras’ lÒgo!, but the ‘advanced’ dikaio!Ênh of more civilised
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This claim is challenged by Socrates in the remainder of the
dialogue, the aim of which seems to be to show that Protagoras
cannot uphold this claim about the éreta¤, which in turn of
course undermines his trustworthiness as an expert in the field
of virtue.

In the first dialectical part of the discussion, Socrates challenges
Protagoras’ thesis by identifying as many virtues as possible.16

Protagoras is first challenged by an argument that centres on
the close affinity between dikaio!Ênh and ı!iÒth! .17 The second
argument (332A4-333B6) hinges on the point that !vfro!Ênh
(in its prudential use) and !of¤a share éfro!Ênh as an opposite;
on the agreed assumption that a prçgma has only one opposite
(332D1-3), this would mean that !vfro!Ênh and !of¤a are just
two names for the same thing. Together, these two arguments
suggest — though no attempt is made to make Protagoras agree
with the conclusion18 — that ı!iÒth! is dikaio!Ênh and

———
standards (cf. 327C-D), there is no direct contradiction with Protagoras’ speech.
Still, what Protagoras says here perhaps reflects common Greek usage, in which
éndre¤a is frequently contrasted to the more ‘quiet’ virtues, rather than any
particular views expressed in Protagoras’ speech. On the possibility that Plato
misrepresents Protagoras’ views, see Sicking (1998) 189-190.

16 The arguments are not finished properly, but they unmistakably suggest
that the virtues in question are identified by Socrates. Thus, I prefer Penner’s
straightforward reading of the passage (1973) 49-60 to Vlastos’ reinterpreta-
tion, (1973), 234-46, according to which the unity thesis means that the particu-
lar virtues share the same qualities. For this, there seems insufficient signals in
the text.

17 331A-332A. In what seems to be a parody of Protagoras’ eristic methods,
Protagoras states that dikaio!Ênh and ı!iÒth! are both rather similar (331D2)
and somewhat different (331C2), so that one could argue both cases.

The argument about the similarity between the two virtues of course calls to
mind the conclusion at Euthyphro 12D 1-3, that tÚ ˜!ion is a part of tÚ d¤kaion. In
the remainder of that dialogue, it is fruitlessly attempted to identify what spe-
cific part ı!iÒth! is, see Kahn (1996) 173. In view of the very different functions
of religious activities and dikaio!Ênh in the myth (cf. p. 300 n. 11 above), it
seems doubtful again that Plato is addressing Protagoras’ own views here; it may
rather be the case that he proceeds on the assumption that Protagoras is unwill-
ing to contradict idées reçues on morality.

18 On Plato’s reading of Protagoras’ homo mensura, it would be meaningless
for Protagoras to agree with one statement rather than the other, for both are
necessarily equally true, cf. Sicking (1998) 193-4, and ibid. 168.
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!vfro!Ênh equals !of¤a ; all that is still missing is a link between
the two groups.

This link is, significantly, provided by !vfro!Ênh. The third
argument addresses the question whether or not it is possible to
be !≈frvn while committing injustice (édik«n ... !vfrone›n ,
333B8-9). This is a thesis that Protagoras emphatically refuses to
accept himself, and indeed, it is at least paradoxical given the
traditional close association of the two. One would probably
have to think of someone who prudently serves his own inter-
ests while doing injustice: maybe the farmer in E. El. 50-3, who
claims that there are some who consider him a fool because he
does not take advantage of his marriage with Electra, has a
rather similar type of person in mind. (Read like this, it is, in
fact, the sort of view that Callicles in Gorgias might have taken,
if Socrates had not lured him into a complete rejection of
!vfro!Ênh.) In any case, the conception of the !≈frvn êdiko!
is in principle fully compatible with Protagoras’ thesis that the
virtues differ from each other, and Protagoras agrees that many
people do indeed accept it.

Socrates embarks on the refutation of this thesis (333D3-E1)
by suggesting that !vfrone›n , in its prudential sense of eÔ
bouleÊe!yai (333D6), entails that one is successful in one’s ac-
tions: !vfrone›n entails eÔ prãttein (‘faring well’, 33D7). But eÔ
prãttein can also be taken as ‘acting right’, and this prepares
for a re-interpretation of ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh in other-
regarding terms: it is now suggested that !vfro!Ênh in its guise
of ‘eÔ prãttein’ means ‘doing égayã ’, i.e. doing what is useful
(»felimã, 333D9) for people. This of course prepares for the
conclusion that !vfro!Ênh, even in its prudential use, is nothing
else than justice. But the argument is not finished properly, but
interrupted by an exposé by Protagoras on the various uses of
the term »f°limon . Thus, again, Protagoras is not forced to ac-
cept the outcome of the argument, but if the reader accepts
Plato’s reinterpretation of ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh in other-
regarding terms and finishes the third argument for himself, it
should read that !vfro!Ênh is the same as dikaio!Ênh . Given
that the first two arguments established the identity of di-
kaio!Ênh and ı!iÒth! as well as that of !vfro!Ênh with !of¤a,
the conclusion now seems to be that four of the five virtues un-
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der examination are not distinct after all. The essential seman-
tic links that lie at the basis of this identification are provided
by !vfro!Ênh, which is associated with both dikaio!Ênh and
!of¤a .

That leaves éndre¤a . When the discussion of Protagoras’ the-
sis on éretÆ is resumed, Protagoras now claims ‘that the four vir-
tues are quite close to each other, but that éndre¤a is utterly dif-
ferent from them all’ (349D3-5 tå m¢n t°ttara aÈt«n §pieik«!
paraplÆ!ia éllÆloi! §!t¤n, ≤ d¢ éndre¤a pãnu polÁ diaf°ron
pãntvn toÊtvn) .

In the refutation of this claim, it is demonstrated by Socrates
that éndre¤a also depends on a proper judgement concerning
the ‘things’ to be pursued and avoided, and so it appears that
éndre¤a is in fact nothing else than !of¤a . Now everyone is
found to agree against Protagoras19 that the virtues are not dis-
tinct from each other, but that they are all ultimately based on
one and the same thing, !of¤a or knowledge.

Thus we see how, in Protagoras, !vfro!Ênh plays a role in Soc-
rates’ arguments against Protagoras, for the unity of the virtues.
Specifically, !vfro!Ênh has semantic links with both !of¤a and
dikaio!Ênh, and is thus at the basis of the identification of these
three virtues. The link of éndre¤a with the other virtues is not
made via !vfro!Ênh, but by means of the ‘Socratic’ notion that
virtue is based on a proper judgement about the good and the
bad, and hence resides in knowledge. As we will see in section
5, Gorgias offers a rather similar type of argument in which én-
dre¤a is linked not with !of¤a but with (the prudential use of)
!vfro!Ênh. It seems that here we have an argument that can be
pursued in two directions: when éndre¤a is shown to involve
good judgement, it can be linked either to the ‘wisdom’ of
!of¤a , or the ‘prudential’ variety of !vfro!Ênh, according to the
needs of the passage at hand.

———
19 Collecting a maximum number of counter-votes is not the normal pro-

cedure of Socratic elenchus; for its significance in a discussion with Protagoras,
see Sicking (1998) 197-8.
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4. %vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a : Laches

We have observed how, in Protagoras, éndre¤a is redefined in
terms of (Socratic) !of¤a or knowledge. By implication, the
‘martial’, ‘self-assertive’ quality of éndre¤a is then also linked to
the more typically other-regarding virtues of !vfro!Ênh and di-
kaio!Ênh. But there is a long history of tension between éndre¤a
and these other-regarding virtues.

At first sight, it would not perhaps seem that !vfro!Ênh pro-
vides a suitable tool to accomplish the reconciliation of the self-
assertive éndre¤a and the more other-regarding, cooperative
qualities. In the earliest instance of !aÒfrvn in Greek litera-
ture, there is in fact already an implicit tension between
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a . In Iliad 21.462-9, Apollo is challenged
to combat by his uncle, and thus invited to display his martial
éretÆ , but he declines with an appeal to !vfro!Ênh (chapter
2.2). And while, in the Iliad, it is never in doubt that martial
success depends on a measure of deliberation and prudence (as
can be seen from the example of heroes who lose their fr°ne!
and make fatal mistakes, chapter 2.3), it is equally clear that
!aofro!Ênh itself hardly belongs to the discourse of war and
courage. The tendency is reinforced in later literature. In ar-
chaic literature, !vfro!Ênh is mainly the province of citizens
who refrain from !tã!i! and revolt (chapter 3.2), and similarly,
in Aeschylus, !vfro!Ênh is the quality of those who refrain from
undue violence (chapter 4.2). The tension between the two
concepts is put forward even more strongly in Sophocles’ Ajax
(chapter 5.2). Because of his eminent martial qualities, the
hero of that play is temperamentally incapable of the
!vfro!Ênh demanded by his surroundings. And the most vivid
illustrations of the clash between a martial attitude and prudent
restraint occur in Thucydides, climaxing in the description of
!tã!i! at Corcyra (3.82, see chapter 7.3.4), where restraint is
decried as énandr¤a, and unwarranted aggression vehemently
embraced.

So the general tendency of Greek thought would seem to be
that éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh, though both acknowledged virtues,
belong to fundamentally different contexts and are in fact
rarely found in conjunction. Nevertheless, there are several pas-
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sages where Plato manages to establish an affinity between the
two. In this section, we will first look briefly into Laches, where
Plato implies an affinity between éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh but does
not explicitly pursue this point. After that (section 5), we will
examine Gorgias, where éndre¤a is explicitly linked to !vfro!Ênh
and dikaio!Ênh . Finally (section 6), we will briefly examine some
passages from Republic and Politicus, that throw further light on
Plato’s thought concerning the tenuous link between the two
qualities.

In Laches, éndre¤a is ultimately linked to !of¤a, as it was in Pro-
tagoras. Yet there is one passage that implies that éndre¤a is also
relevant to behaviour that would normally be regarded as the
prototypical manifestation of !vfro!Ênh. To this extent, Laches
already seems to suggest that éndre¤a can be directly linked to
the latter, in the sense that the terms are synonymous in one
of their uses.

The approach that Plato chooses in Laches is to extend the
concept of éndre¤a to include the prototypical manifestation of
!vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desire’. This can be done when ‘desire’
is construed as a ‘danger’ that has to be ‘fought’. For this pur-
pose, the conceptualisation of the !vfro!Ênh of ‘control of de-
sires’ as ‘having power over oneself’ (krate›n •autÒn) or ‘being
stronger than oneself’ (kre¤ttvn •autoË) helps establish martial
associations for this type of use.20 To that extent, Plato here
elaborates on the conventional imagery of !vfro!Ênh.

In the dialectical discussion on éndre¤a , Laches starts with
providing a suitably ‘martial’ definition of éndre¤a as ‘being pre-
pared to remain at one’s post and fight the enemy without flee-
ing’ (190E5-6 efi gãr ti! §y°loi §n t∞i tãjei m°nvn émÊne!yai toÁ!
polem¤ou! ka‹ mØ feÊgoi). Not content with what merely seems
to be an (admittedly appropriate) example of éndre¤a , Socrates
cites a number of further examples of éndre¤a , and greatly ex-
pands the scope of the virtue to include the behaviour typically
associated with !vfro!Ênh:

———
20 Cf. especially E. Hipp. 398-9 (chapter 6.4) and Antiphon frr. 58, 59 (cited

in section 6 below).



PLATO 307

%V. ToËto to¤nun ˘ êrti ¶legon, ˜ti §gΔ a‡tio! mØ kal«! !e
épokr¤na!yai, ˜ti oÈ kal«! ±rÒmhn^boulÒmeno! gãr !ou puy°!yai
mØ mÒnon toÁ! §n t«i ıplitik«i éndre¤ou!, éllå ka‹ toÁ! §n t«i
flppik«i ka‹ §n !Êmpanti t«i polemik«i e‡dei, ka‹ mØ mÒnon toÁ! §n
t«i pol°mvi, éllå ka‹ toÁ! §n to›! prÚ! tØn yãlattan kindÊnoi!
éndre¤ou! ˆnta!, ka‹ ˜!oi ge prÚ! nÒ!ou! ka‹ ˜!oi prÚ! pen¤a! μ ka‹
prÚ! tå politikå éndre›o¤ efi!in, ka‹ ¶ti aÔ mØ mÒnon ˜!oi prÚ!
lÊpa! éndre›o¤ efi!in μ fÒbou!, éllå ka‹ prÚ! §piyum¤a! μ ≤donå!
deino‹ mãxe!yai, ka‹ m°nonte! ka‹ éna!tr°fonte!^efi!‹ gãr poÊ
tine!, Œ Lãxh!, ka‹ §n to›! toioÊtoi! éndre›oi.
(Pl. La. 189C7-E2)

Well, this is what I meant just now, that I am to blame if you
did not answer in the right manner, because I did not ask i n
the right manner. For I wanted to hear from you not only
about those who are brave in the infantry, but also about those
in the cavalry and in the entire category of warfare. And I
had in mind not only those who are brave in warfare, but
also those who are brave in dangers at sea, and those who are
brave with regard to disease and poverty and public life. An d
yet again not only those who are brave with regard to pain
and fear, but also those who are good at fighting desire and
pleasure, both in standing firm and turning away. For
surely, Laches, there are also people who are brave in such
circumstances.

Starting with the prototypical example of éndre¤a,21 — fighting
a human enemy while remaining at one’s post without fleeing
— Socrates extends the scope of the virtue to include what are
probably less typical cases. (The threefold repetition of m Ø
mÒnon ... éllå ka¤ draws the reader’s attention to the process of
extension.) In these additional examples, éndre¤a is first made
to include firm action in the face of non-human dangers (such
as storms at sea) in addition to actually fighting human ene-
mies. The scope of éndre¤a is then extended to endurance of
distressful situations (illness, poverty), situations that are no
doubt to be feared, but that perhaps require a measure of for-
bearance rather than immediate physical action. Finally, the
scope of éndre¤a is extended yet further (¶ti aÔ) to include the
highly metaphorical ‘fighting’ of pleasures and desires. Here,
one has to suppose that these pleasures and desires constitute a

———
21 For martial courage as the prototypical example of éndre¤a, see Sluiter

& Rosen (2003), 5-8, and cf. Hobbs (2000).
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kind of danger, and that they have to be ‘fought’ or ‘fled’
rather than pursued. This suggests that control of desires is also
a ‘martial’ activity, and the formulation (prÚ! §piyum¤a! μ
≤donå!) deino‹ mãxe!yai, ka‹ m°nonte! ka‹ éna!tr°fonte! (‘those
who are good at fighting desire and pleasure, both in standing firm
and turning away’) emphasises the martial associations. If so, the
term éndre¤a also applies to situations that could equally be re-
garded as typical manifestations of !vfro!Ênh (in the sense of
‘control of desires’): to this extent, the virtues are made to
overlap, and there is a subliminal suggestion that — in Socratic
terms — they name manifestations of the same state of the
soul.

In Laches, however, the equation of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh,
while strongly suggested in the passage we have examined, is
not pursued further. In the remainder of the dialogue, éndre¤a
is linked to !of¤a, and therewith to virtue as a whole. On the
basis of the examples given by Socrates, Laches now redefines
éndre¤a as karter¤a ti!, ‘some kind of endurance’ (karter¤a,
192D10) — for all his lack of dialectical sophistication, Laches is
well able to identify correctly the common factor between cour-
age and control of desire.22 This definition is again found want-
ing, for it soon transpires that karter¤a is a broad term that in-
cludes many types of ‘obdurate’ behaviour that do not qualify as
éndre¤a . Accordingly, the definition is modified: it is now sug-
gested that it is only frÒnimo! karter¤a that may count as én-
dre¤a (192E10). This is a notion that Laches is disinclined to
challenge, but incapable of defending adequately.

The idea that éndre¤a requires some kind of ‘sensible endur-
ance’23 is then taken up by Nicias, who follows the Socratic
equation of virtue with knowledge (194D1-2) and defines én-
dre¤a as a type of !of¤a , and more specifically as the ‘knowledge
of what is to be feared and what is not’ (194E11-195A1, tØn t«n
dein«n §pi!tÆmhn). In the discussion that follows Nicias makes

———
22 For the link between !vfro!Ênh and karter¤a, cf. Thgn. 479-83, X. Smp.

8.8 (linked with =≈mh and éndre¤a), Pl. Grg. 507B4-8, Arist. EN 1145b14-15, Pol.
1334a19-25, Isoc. 12.197.

23 It seems clear that the reader is intended to infer that karter¤a is a cen-
tral element of éndre¤a, even though Laches’ definition is defeated. See
O’Brien (1963), D.T. Devereux (1977). Contra Irwin (1995) 360n.29.
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two important observations on this type of ‘knowledge’: first,
that éndre¤a is unlike technical knowledge in that it entails a
value judgement on which dangers are to be faced and which
are not, a type of judgement that is not necessarily available to
ordinary craftsmen like doctors or seers (195b-196A),24 and sec-
ond, that this type of rational judgement is indeed unavailable
to animals, children, and many adults with insufficient capacity
for reasoning (196D-197B). Here, we seem to be close to the
capacity of ‘measurement’ from Protagoras.

Indeed, Nicias’ definition and his Socratic equation of én-
dre¤a and §pi!tÆmh runs into trouble precisely on the ground
that éndre¤a is now to be equated with virtue in general. If én-
dre¤a is ‘knowledge of what is to be feared and what is not’, and
hence of future good and evil (198B), it is impossible to distin-
guish éndre¤a from knowledge of good and evil tout court, and
hence from virtue in general (199C-D), for knowledge of the
future can not be separated from knowledge about the past and
present (198D-199A). Thus, the Socratic equation of éndre¤a
with !of¤a runs into problems of demarcation that are quite
similar to the problems connected with the definition of
!vfro!Ênh as a type of ‘knowledge’ in Charmides (for which, see
section 8). It is on this account that the discussion reaches its
épor¤a: Socrates and his interlocutors prove unable to give an
account of éndre¤a that shows the virtue to be akin to, and yet
distinct from, the other virtues.

Thus, while Laches ends with the thoroughly Socratic reduc-
tion of all virtues to knowledge, the dialogue offers an impor-
tant hint how éndre¤a could be linked to !vfro!Ênh even out-
side the context of this equation. A second, more elaborate and
more sophisticated approach is taken in Gorgias, to which we will
now turn.

———
24 For Nicias, doctors are ordinary craftsmen who are unable to decide on

the moral issue whether it is better for the patient to live or die, and thus
whether he should apply or withhold treatment. This refers to a medical debate
on the the issue whether the doctor was free to withhold treatment in desper-
ate cases. See Rosen & Horstmanshoff (2003).
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5. %vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a : Gorgias

In Gorgias, Socrates is confronted with a discussion partner, Cal-
licles,25 who firmly rejects dikaio!Ênh and extols éndre¤a and
frÒnh!i!. Hence Callicles presents Socrates with a direct chal-
lenge to demonstrate the compatibility of éndre¤a and the
other-regarding virtues. In the process, Gorgias is the first full-
scale discussion26 of political éretÆ .27

Though it starts, as its sub-title suggests, as a dialogue on
rhetoric (per‹ =htorik∞!), the two themes of ‘rhetoric’ and the
moral foundations of political life are connected as soon as Gor-
gias, Socrates’ first interlocutor, is led to claim that the true sub-
ject matter of rhetoric is ‘what is just and unjust’ (454B7 per‹
toÊtvn ë §!ti d¤kaiã te ka‹ êdika). Gorgias at first claims that his
job as a teacher of rhetoric is only to teach persuasion, and ad-
mits the possibility that others may misuse this skill, but then
feels ‘ashamed’ to claim that the orator does not need moral
expertise or the ability to teach it; consequently, he is forced to
admit that the orator will have to know what justice is and can-
not willingly abuse this knowledge. Thus, he is shown to con-
tradict himself.

The second interlocutor, Polos, now takes an explicitly im-
moralist stance, and claims that ‘doing wrong’ (édike›n) is better
than ‘suffering it’ (édike›!yai), but he lacks the temerity to
deny against common usage that doing wrong is ‘more un-
seemly’ (a‡!xion , 474C7), and on this account he is also caught
up in contradiction. It is left for the third interlocutor, Callicles,
to make a full ‘immoralist’ attack on the conventional notion of
dikaio!Ênh , which he regards as invented by the weak in order
to check the ambitions of the strong, and to launch a parallel

———
25 On the enigmatic figure of Callicles, otherwise unknown to us, see

Dodds (1959) 12-5.
26 It is impossible to date the Gorgias in relation to other ‘early’ dialogues

considered here, such as Charmides and Protagoras. Dodds (1959) 18-24 argues
that Gorgias comes relatively late in the first group of dialogues, Kahn (1996)
128 claims that it is probably an early work in view of the absence of many of
the methodological procedures found in the so-called dialogues of definition.

27 Olympiodoros p. 3.6 Norvin defines the !kopÒ! of the dialogue as per‹
t«n érx«n dialexy∞nai t«n ferou!«n ≤mç! §p‹ tØn politikØn eÈdaimon¤an. See
Dodds (1959) 1.
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attack on the life of the philosopher, whom he regards as singu-
larly unequipped for a successfully self-assertive life in the
pÒli! . And it is in answer to these attacks that Socrates has to
show the paramount value of dikaio!Ênh as a political virtue, and
to demonstrate that the philosopher is the only politikÒ! in
the true sense of the word.

What Socrates has to show, then, in his discussion with Calli-
cles, is that strong men who should rule cannot do so without
dikaio!Ênh , i.e. that dikaio!Ênh is a necessary condition for én-
dre¤a as understood by Callicles. Here, !vfro!Ênh is explicitly
given the role of an intermediary between éndre¤a and di-
kaio!Ênh. Socrates will argue that Callicles’ strong men, rather
than acting on each and every impulse, need the ability to de-
cide which pleasures to pursue and which not. This is basically
the argument that the éndre›o! should be able to make right
decisions, familiar from Laches and Protagoras, but this capacity is
now related to (prudential) !vfro!Ênh rather than the Socratic
conception of !of¤a . Socrates eventually makes Callicles accept
(i) that the éndre›o! needs a kind of prudence that can be re-
lated to !vfro!Ênh, and (ii) that !vfro!Ênh entails dikaio!Ênh .

Now the second of these arguments does not necessarily fol-
low from the first. It relates to a different use of !vfro!Ênh
(other-regarding ‘restraint of violence and injustice’ vs. self-
regarding ‘prudence’). Therefore, if it is accepted that éndre¤a
does not go without !vfro!Ênh in the sense of prudence, this
does not mean that the éndre›o! as !≈frvn should also be
d¤kaio!. Socrates’ argumentation is plausible only if he manages
to gloss over the different uses of !vfro!Ênh involved in the
two arguments, and to secure the acceptance of !vfro!Ênh tout
court from his opponent.

Paradoxically, perhaps, Socrates first elicits from Callicles a
complete rejection of !vfro!Ênh in the prototypical use of ‘con-
trol of desires’. This control of desires is something that Calli-
cles loathes, and he is persuaded to reject !vfro!Ênh entirely
and adopt a position of undiscriminating hedonism.28 This re-
jection of !vfro!Ênh serves to strengthen the plausibility of
Socrates’ arguments against Callicles. For when Callicles is ulti-

———
28 On the connection between the two, see Irwin (1977) 119-20.
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mately forced to accept that his rulers do after all need !vfro-
!Ênh (if in a different use), it seems that he is caught in contra-
diction.

Socrates’ introduction of !vfro!Ênh into the discussion is
very elaborate, and this seems to underline both the vital role
of !vfro!Ênh for the discussion, and Callicles’ complete hostility
to the type of !vfro!Ênh at hand. When Callicles states that
the strong are those who are frÒnimoi and éndre›oi , and that
they have the right to rule without regard for justice, Socrates
asks whether they should also rule over themselves.

%V. t¤ d¢ aÍt«n, Œ •ta›re;
KAL. tiØ t¤;
%V. êrxonta! μ érxomenou!;
KAL. p«! l°gei!;
%V. ßna ßka!ton l°gv aÈtÚn •autoË êrxonta: μ toËto m¢n oÈd¢n
de›, aÈtÚn •autoË êrxein, t«n d¢ êllvn;
KAL. p«! •autoË êrxonta l°gei!;
%V. oÈd¢n poik¤lon, éll' À!per ofl pollo¤, !≈frona ˆnta ka‹
§gkrat∞ aÈtÚn •autoË, t«n ≤don«n ka‹ §piyumi«n êrxonta t«n §n
•aut«i.
KAL. …! ≤dÁ! e‰: toÁ! ±liy¤ou! l°gei! toÁ! !≈frona!.
(Pl. Grg. 491D4-E1)

So. But what about themselves, my friend?
Kal. What on earth do you mean?
So. Are they to rule or to be ruled?
Kal. How do you mean?
So. I mean that every single one of them rules over himself.
Or is there no need whatever for that, to rule over oneself, but
just to rule over the rest?
Kal. What do you mean by ‘ruling over oneself’?
So. Nothing intricate, but the same as the many, being
!≈frvn and in control of oneself, ruling over one’s inner
pleasures and desires.
Kal. How funny you are! You call the silly the !≈frone!.

Socrates’ interpretation of !vfro!Ênh as control of pleasures
and desires is, indeed, ‘nothing intricate’, (oÈd¢n poik¤lon), but
rather the central use of the word. In this respect, Callicles’ ap-
parent failure to grasp Socrates’ intention seems surprising. But
Socrates’ initial paraphrase of this familiar concept is indeed
puzzling. Taking his clue from Callicles’ speech, in which the
concept of ‘ruling’ (êrxein) was very dominant, he describes the
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concept as aÈtÚn •autoË êrxein (‘ruling over oneself’), substitut-
ing the verb êrxein for the more idiomatic krate›n (‘being
stronger than oneself’). This makes for a seemingly ‘spontane-
ous’ introduction of !vfro!Ênh, and in a context where its
presence was hardly to be expected.29 This sufficiently explains
Callicles’ initial misunderstanding.

Now this ‘control of pleasures and desires’ is something that
Callicles is bound to reject after his insistence that the strong
should rule and should be allowed to ‘have more’ (pl°on ¶xein).
And indeed, Callicles duly rejects it. His remark that Socrates
wrongly identifies the silly with the !≈frone! is perhaps a hint
that there is an alternative interpretation of !vfro!Ênh that
Callicles would not so readily reject: that of !vfro!Ênh as the
prudent deliberation that allows the strong to maximise the ful-
filment of their own interests. He has insisted, after all, that his
rulers should be frÒnimoi (491B1). But Socrates has invited him
to either accept or fully reject the notion of ‘ruling over one-
self’ (491D8 μ toÊtvn m¢n oÈd¢n de›, aÈtÚn •autoË êrxein), and
in response, Callicles goes for the rejection of !vfro!Ênh (a
term which he now uses three times in the ‘incorrect’ conven-
tional sense he just rejected: 492A8, 492B4, 492C1). This
!vfro!Ênh, he suggests, is used as a term of approval only by
those who are unable to gratify all their desires because of their
‘lack of manliness’ (492B2 diå tØn aÍt«n énandr¤an .)30 Callicles
therewith commits himself to an unqualified hedonism that
does not go well with his elitist political views, and forces him to

———
29 In fact, !vfro!Ênh was not mentioned earlier in the dialogue, except for

a passing allusion in Socrates’ discussion with Polos, where Socrates briefly hints
at the affinity between the two virtues: Grg. 478D6-7 !vfron¤zei gãr pou ka‹
dikaiot°rou! poie› ka‹ fiatrikØ g¤gnetai ponhr¤a! ≤ d¤kh. ‘Punishment makes
people sober and more righteous, I suppose, and is a healing for wickedness.’

30 As in Thuc. 3.82, énandr¤a substitutes for !vfro!Ênh as a term to describe
the same type of unassertive behaviour. Unassertive behaviour is !vfro!Ênh for
those who find it commendable, énandr¤a for those who wish to reject it.

Callicles’ expression of the common thought that !vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a are
strongly contrasted, prepares us for the passage at 506C-507C, where Socrates
deduces the need for, and co-occurrence of, !vfro!Ênh, dikaio!Ênh, ı!iÒth! and
éndre¤a.
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accept consequences that he himself finds utterly vulgar and
shameful (cf. 494E7).31

Indeed, Callicles does not manage to keep up this position of
unqualified hedonism. Socrates makes him agree that not all
pleasures are good, and that the good prevails over the pleasant:
hence not all pleasures are to be fulfilled (499B-500A).32 This
implies that one needs sound judgements on the relative merits
of various kinds of pleasures. What one needs is, in fact, a kind
of prudence.

From here on, !vfro!Ênh is brought back into the discussion,
though in the rather different use of ‘prudence’. The search is
now for a texnikÒ! who can decide on the question which de-
sires are to be fulfilled and which are to be rejected. Socrates
suggests that such a man will act like craftsmen who take good
care that their products acquire a certain ‘order and structure’
(504A7 tãjev! ka‹ kÒ!mou), and like doctors who procure tãji!
and kÒ!mo! in the body, i.e. health and strength (504B7-9).
The analogous order in the soul, he suggests, is dikaio!Ênh te
ka‹ !vfro!Ênh (504D3).

The analogy is shrewdly chosen, and !vfro!Ênh is gradually
introduced only so that it seems only natural that Callicles gets
‘trapped’. The association of tãji! with !vfro!Ênh in the sense
of self-control is not particularly strong in ordinary language
use,33 and thus it is no surprise that tãji! is the first term to be
introduced (503E6) and that its introduction does not alarm
Callicles. The association of kÒ!mo! with !vfro!Ênh is rather
stronger: !≈frvn in the use of ‘in control of one’s desires has
kÒ!mio! as an associated term, and in the context of the dia-
———

31 Kahn (1996) 136-7, draws attention to the fact that, as with Gorgias and
Polos, it is a sense of shame that precipitates Callicles’ defeat. In fact, Callicles
does not feel he can indiscriminately accept all kinds of pleasure, and this allows
for the introduction of the notion of rational deliberation: after all, one will
have to be able to decide which pleasures to pursue, and which to reject.

32 The thought of !vfro!Ênh has been kept alive, of course, by the passage
in which unrestricted gratification of desires is compared to filling leaky jars
(493D-494A), and the use of toË te !≈frono! ka‹ toË ékolã!tou at 493D7 signi-
fies as much.

33 Isoc. 12.115 associates !vfro!Ênh and eÈtaj¤a in the context of good or-
der in battle. That seems to be, outside philosophy, the natural non-figurative
application of eÈtaj¤a (given its association with tãji!). Cf. Th. 6.72.4, X. M.
3.3.14, Isoc. 8.102 etc.



PLATO 315

logue, !vfro!Ênh and kÒ!mo! are made to share the antonym
éko!m¤a .34 Thus, the term kÒ!mo! is introduced later (504A7)
than tãji! , and its introduction is carefully prepared by the rela-
tively unobtrusive phrase keko!mhm°non prçgma (504A1).

When Socrates uses the notion of ‘order in the soul’ to estab-
lish his earlier suggestion that it is good to be punished for
one’s vices (505B11-12), Callicles refuses to answer and suggests
that Socrates should continue the discussion by questioning and
answering himself. This provides Socrates with the opportunity
for a more formal and clearer restatement of the preceding ar-
gument: the pleasant and the good are not the same (506C6);
the good, and thus, éretÆ , prevails over pleasure (506D9); éretÆ
implies tãji! (506D7) and kÒ!mo! in the soul (506E2; note
again the precedence of the less obtrusive term); a soul with
kÒ!mo! is ko!m¤a (506E6), and hence also !≈frvn (507A1).

Thus, the notion of tãji! and kÒ!mo! are invoked to demon-
strate that éretÆ entails !vfro!Ênh. Callicles’ original complete
rejection of !vfro!Ênh has now been refuted in as far as
!vfro!Ênh is not to be entirely rejected. It is to be accepted in
as far as the éndre›o! needs a kind of ‘order’ in the soul that is
closely akin to the ‘prudential’ type of !vfro!Ênh. And since
neither Socrates nor Callicles envisages the possibility that
!vfro!Ênh is used in more than one way, this seems to imply
that the virtue has to be entirely accepted.

Socrates now proceeds to infer, with remarkable ease, that
since a !≈frvn will do what is due to gods and men (507A7-8 ˜
ge !≈frvn tå pro!Ækonta prãttoi ín ka‹ per‹ yeoÁ! ka‹ per‹
ényr≈pou!), he will necessarily also be ‘just’ and ‘correct in re-
ligious matters’ (507B3-4 énãgkh d¤kaion ka‹ ˜!ion e‰nai) . Here,
Socrates activates two additional uses of !≈frvn : the use in
which the term applies to those who avoid injustice (my use 15)
and that in which they avoid offending the gods (my use 17).
This is the formal refutation of Callicles’ initial rejection of di-
kaio!Ênh as a true ingredient of éretÆ . Moreover, on the basis of
the notion that the !≈frvn will persevere in pursuing and
avoiding the right things, Socrates now establishes that the
!≈frvn will be steadfast (507B8 (!≈frono! éndrÒ! §!tin) kar-

———
34 Pl. Grg. 508A4, cf. North (1966) 162n.21.
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tere›n ˜pou de›). Hence, he will necessarily also be éndre›o!,
and, in fact, fully and completely égayÒ! (507C2). This corrects
Callicles’ earlier suggestion that !vfro!Ênh is something that
people praise in order to conceal their own énandr¤a.

Herewith, a refutation is achieved of Callicles’ thesis that di-
kaio!Ênh and !vfro!Ênh are detrimental to the good of the man
who possesses the competitive qualities. In order to be a suc-
cessful Calliclean strong man, one needs to be !≈frvn and in-
deed possess all the virtues. Thus, it is asserted that the virtues
are co-existent. The stronger claim of strict unity between
these virtues that we have observed in Laches and Protagoras, is
not made explicitly here, although the virtues still seem to
spring from one and the same ‘order’ (tãji!) in the soul. More
importantly, it is no longer !of¤a which offers the unifying fac-
tor between the virtues, and Gorgias avoids Socrates’ reduction
of all virtue to knowledge. Instead, !vfro!Ênh with its multiple
uses now provides Socrates with a powerful tool to vindicate the
compatibility of the virtues, without having to identify them all
with knowledge. This unifying function of !vfro!Ênh antici-
pates aspects of the Republic, where one function of !vfro!Ênh
is to ensure the ‘harmony’ between different classes of citizens
with their specific qualities.

Thus, Gorgias offers an impressive argumentation that éndre¤a
and !vfro!Ênh can be combined. The question remains how
they can be combined. On a theoretical level, Gorgias offers
some general hints in comparing the order (tãji!) in the soul
to the health of the body and the ‘order’ in the kosmos.35 But
the dialogue does not explore how people acquire both
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a , even though the qualities might seem
to belong to very different temperaments. This is a topic to
which Plato turns in two later texts, Republic and Statesman, and
it is to these that we will now turn our attention.

———
35 On the weakness of the analogy between soul and natural order, and the

rejection of similar analogies in Chrm. 166B7-C3, see Kahn (1996) 143.
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6. %vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a : Republic and Politicus

In the fourth book of Republic, Plato will finally offer his techni-
cal definitions of the main virtues, and these will include a
definition of !vfro!Ênh to which we will return later (section
9). Earlier on, in the long section on the education of the
state’s military class, some thought is again devoted to the prob-
lem of the combination and reconciliation of the very different
qualities of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh. The issue is now no longer a
theoretical one, of establishing the ‘unity’ (Laches, Protagoras)
or ‘co-existence’ (Gorgias) of the virtues; in fact, Republic fully
allows for people who have some virtues but lack others (espe-
cially !of¤a , and , for the ‘lower’ classes, éndre¤a). In Republic,
the issue is an eminently practical one: the search is for soldiers
who are both gentle and spirited (375C6-7, ëma prçion ka‹ yu-
moeid°!), for they must be gentle to their own countrymen, and
spirited against their enemies. This means that they are to pos-
sess the very different qualities of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh, and
the search is for a method of education in poetry and musical
education (mou!ikÆ) and gymnastics that will be able to further
these qualities.

For poetry, this means that verses describing the fear of
death, or the mourning of the dead are to be banned, as these
are detrimental to the soldiers’ éndre¤a (386A-388D). Similarly,
verses that are detrimental to !vfro!Ênh are equally to be
banned. This assumption triggers an allegedly non-technical
‘popular’ definition of !vfro!Ênh:

!vfro!Ênh! d¢ …! plÆyei oÈ tå toiãde m°gi!ta, érxÒntvn m¢n Íph-
kÒou! e‰nai, aÈtoÁ! d¢ êrxonta! t«n per‹ pÒtou! ka‹ éfrod¤!ia ka‹
per‹ §dvdå! ≤don«n; ÖEmoige doke›. (Pl. R. 389D9-E3)

(Socrates) Of !vfro!Ênh as conceived by most people, is not
this the essence, that they are obedient to those who rule, but
rule themselves over their desires for alcohol, sex and food?
— (Glauco) I think so.

This ‘popular’ conception of !vfro!Ênh combines two common
uses of !vfro!Ênh: that of ‘control of desires’ (my use 6) and of
‘obedience to one’s superiors’ (my use 14). Plato returns to the
‘authoritarian’ type of !vfro!Ênh as ‘obedience’. The combina-
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tion of these two elements is of course tailor-made for the con-
ditions that the military servants of the state are to fulfil: they
must have the self-control to obey their superiors and persevere
in the execution of their tasks without distraction. Hence, the
type of !vfro!Ênh that is to be combined with éndre¤a is rather
different from the ‘prudent’ tãji! from Gorgias. The emphasis is
now firmly on the !vfro!Ênh of sub-ordinates, and this
!vfro!Ênh has little to do with rational deliberation, and every-
thing with obedience.

For poetry, the furthering of !vfro!Ênh means that verses
containing references to insubordination (such as in Achilles’
quarrel with Agamemnon in the first book of the Iliad, 389E13)
or luxury (such as in Odysseus’ words of gratefulness for the lav-
ish welcome given by Alcinous in Od. 9.8-10, 390A10-B2) are to
be banned, whereas verses describing obedience or endurance
are to be encouraged.

But the most important point made in the section on the
education of the soldiers comes toward the end of the passage.
Here, Socrates insists that music and gymnastics must be com-
bined in the education of the soldiers throughout their careers.
For the qualities that the soldiers need, the ‘spirited’ (tÚ yu-
moeid°!) and the calm (tÚ ¥meron) both lead to excess if they
are stimulated by a one-sided training. Only when the two quali-
ties are mixed in the right proportion do they deserve the
names of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh.

— OÈk §nnoe›!, e‰pon, …! diat¤yentai aÈtØn tØn diãnoian
o„ ín gumna!tik∞i m¢n diå b¤ou ımilÆ!v!in, mou!ik∞! d¢ mØ
ëcvntai; μ aÔ ˜!oi ín toÈnant¤on diatey«!in; 10
— T¤no! d°, ∑ d' ˜!, p°ri l°gei!;
— ÉAgriÒthtÒ! te ka‹ !klhrÒthto!, ka‹ aÔ malak¤a! te ka‹ d
≤merÒthto!, ∑n d' §g≈^
— ÖEgvge, ¶fh: ˜ti ofl m¢n gumna!tik∞i ékrãtvi xrh!ãmenoi
égri≈teroi toË d°onto! époba¤nou!in, ofl d¢ mou!ik∞i mala-
k≈teroi aÔ g¤gnontai μ …! kãllion aÈto›!. 5
— Ka‹ mÆn, ∑n d' §g≈, tÒ ge êgrion tÚ yumoeid¢! ín t∞!
fÊ!ev! par°xoito, ka‹ Ùry«! m¢n traf¢n éndre›on ín e‡h,
mçllon d' §pitay¢n toË d°onto! !klhrÒn te ka‹ xalepÚn
g¤gnoit' ên, …! tÚ efikÒ!.
— Doke› moi, ¶fh. 10
— T¤ d°; tÚ ¥meron oÈx ≤ filÒ!ofo! ín ¶xoi fÊ!i!, ka‹ e
mçllon m¢n éney°nto! aÈtoË malak≈teron e‡h toË d°onto!,



PLATO 319

kal«! d¢ traf°nto! ¥merÒn te ka‹ kÒ!mion;
— ÖE!ti taËta.
— De›n d° g° famen toÁ! fÊlaka! émfot°ra ¶xein toÊtv tΔ
fÊ!ei. 5
— De› gãr.
— OÈkoËn ≤rmÒ!yai de› aÈtå! prÚ! éllÆla!;
— P«! d' oÎ;
— Ka‹ toË m¢n ≤rmo!m°nou !≈frvn te ka‹ éndre¤a ≤ cuxÆ; 411
— Pãnu ge.
— ToË d¢ énarmÒ!tou deilØ ka‹ êgroiko!;
— Ka‹ mãla.
(Pl. R. 410E5-411A4)

(Socrates) Have you not observed what kind of mentality peo-
ple acquire if they practice gymnastics all their lives, and
completely ignore music? Or people of the opposite disposi-
tion? — (Glauco) What are you talking about? — (Socrates)
Lack of civilisation and ruthlessness on the one hand, and
weakness and softness on the other. — (Glauco) Yes, I no-
ticed. Those who practise nothing but gymnastics end up
rather too uncivilised, and those who only practise music be-
come weaker than is good for them. — (Socrates) Now this
lack of civilisation might well be caused by their being spir-
ited: if their spirited quality is trained in the right way, i t
will become courageous, but if it is strained further than it
should be, it may well become hard and harsh, it would
seem. — (Glauco) I think so. — (Socrates) And how about
this? Is calmness not a quality of the philosophical tempera-
ment: calmness will be softer than it should if the man is re-
laxed too much, but will become calm and orderly if he i s
trained in the right manner? — (Glauco) That is true.
— (Socrates) Do we say that the guards must have both these
natural qualities? — (Glauco) Yes indeed, they need both. —
(Socrates) Then these must be in accord with each other, must
they not? — (Glauco) Of course. — (Socrates) And the ma n
who is in accord has a soul that is !≈frvn and courageous? —
Certainly. — (Socrates) And the man who is in discord has
one that is weak or brutish? — (Glauco) Very much so.

Here we have an explicit statement that both the quiet behav-
iour typically associated with !vfro!Ênh and the assertive behav-
iour associated with éndre¤a only qualify as virtuous if they are
counter-balanced with their opposites. Exclusive emphasis on
mou!ikÆ leads to a display of restraint even in situations in which
it is not appropriate. Such people seem excessively restrained,
and are not !≈frone! but ‘soft’. By contrast, exclusive emphasis
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on gymnastics is said to produce people who are only aggressive
and competitive on each and every occasion. They seem not
courageous but brutish. As in the famous digression on !tã!i! in
Thucydides (see chapter 7.3.4), the valuation of behaviour is
here acknowledged to be a scalar phenomenon: to the degree
that restraint is commendable, it qualifies for the name of
!vfro!Ênh, whenever it is inappropriate, it becomes ‘too much’
and shades over into softness. And the same goes for éndre¤a
and brutish behaviour. One-sided training, Socrates suggests,
will teach people to display only one type of behaviour, whether
appropriate or not. The name of virtue applies only when peo-
ple are subjected to both types of training, so that they can dis-
play both types of behaviour at the right times.

In this passage, !≈frvn is associated with two groups of terms
that are used to design the ‘softness’ of excessive restraint:
malak¤a/malakÒ!  and ≤merÒth!/¥mero!. Unsurprisingly, the two
are not usually associated with !vfro!Ênh. malak¤a and malakÒ!
seem to be unequivocally negative terms in common language
use.36 By contrast, ≤merÒth! and ¥mero! are perhaps less une-
quivocally negative: in 410E3 at least, ¥mero! is associated with
the positive term kÒ!mio! to describe the character with the
right degree of ‘tameness’; but this positive association between
≤merÒth! and !vfro!Ênh is not found outside Plato.37 The term
≤rmo!m°no!, ‘regulated’, ‘tuned’, used to describe the moderate
qualities of the well-trained soul, recalls the metaphor of tãji!
(‘order’) or èrmon¤a (‘harmony’) in the soul from Gorgias; the
term is not elsewhere found in association with either !≈frvn
or éndre›o!.
———

36 X. Smp. 8.8 names malak¤a as a characteristic of a bad §r≈meno!, and in X.
Apol. 19 becoming malakÒ! is named as one of the possible results of Socrates’
putative bad influence. Arist. EN 1145b10 names malak¤a as a ground for dis-
grace. I have found some associations of malakÒ! and !≈frvn, but only in Plato:
in Pol. 307A, C, predilection for malakã features among the characteristics of
the ‘quiet’ temperament; in Lg. 734A1, the desires of the !≈frvn life are
called malaka¤.

37 In Phd. 82B people who possess the non-philosophical, ‘civic’ type of
!vfro!Ênh are compared to ‘tame’ animals like bees, wasps or ants. In Tht.
210C3, Theaitetos will be ‘meeker’ (≤mer≈tero!) to his fellow-men, if he
proves !≈frvn enough to be aware of the limits of his own knowledge. In Plt.
309E1, ≤meroË!yai is used for the ‘taming’ of the courageous spirit; in R.
591B3, the same verb is used to describe the effects of punishment for injustice.
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What Plato proposes here, is — in a way — a strict, and re-
strictive, use of language: the virtue terms apply to the associ-
ated types of behaviour if and only if that type of behaviour is
appropriate to the situation at hand. Thus, restraint only quali-
fies as !vfro!Ênh if it is supplemented by an amount of the
‘spirited’ behaviour typically associated with éndre¤a , and vice
versa. Plato returns to this problem of ‘mixing’ the two types of
behaviour in Politicus 306A12-311C8. In that passage, the ‘asser-
tive’ and ‘quiet’ temperaments are not so much the result of
one-sided education, rather, they are natural inclinations of
character. Hence, the main danger to the state is that there are
too many people of either character. If there are too many
‘quiet’ people, the state will be unable to defend itself if neces-
sary, and if there are too many who incline to éndre¤a -like ag-
gression, the state will be involved in unnecessary wars (307E-
308A). Therefore, the ‘mix’ that will cure this imbalance is not
a mix of different types of education, but rather a matter of
eugenetics: the statesmen will encourage marriages between
people of different temperaments, and see to it that both quali-
ties are ‘woven into the fabric’ of the state.

What makes the passage puzzling for the reader of Republic, is
that in Politicus, Plato is not so restrictive in his use of language
as in the third book of Republic. The stranger does not withhold
the terms !≈frvn/éndre¤a fÊ!i! or !«fron/éndre›on ∑yo! from
these one-sided temperaments as Socrates took care to do in
Republic. Hence, the stranger even has to concede — with evi-
dent hesitation — that ‘éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh are in a way very
much in a state of enmity and disturbance vis-à-vis each other in
many beings’ (306B9-10 …! §!tÚn katå dÆ tina trÒpon eÔ mãla
prÚ! éllÆla! ¶xyran ka‹ !tã!in §nant¤an ¶xonte §n pollo›! t«n
ˆntvn). Thus, the passage might at first sight seem to contradict
the Republic and assert the incompatibility of éndre¤a and
!vfro!Ênh, whereas in fact, it seeks to establish a similar ‘mix’
of temperaments by different means.
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7. Polysemous !vfro!Ênh and the ‘Unity’ of Virtue: Conclusion

In the dialogues that we have been looking at so far, we have
seen how Plato uses the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh in argumenta-
tive passages to establish links with several other virtues.

In Protagoras, ‘prudential’ !vfro!Ênh is linked to !of¤a and
this prudential !vfro!Ênh is re-interpreted in other-regarding
terms and then linked with dikaio!Ênh . In Protagoras, this is all
part of a large scale manoeuvre to suggest the ‘unity’ of the vir-
tues (see section 3 on the issue of ‘unity’) and undermine the
expert Protagoras’ claims that the virtues are distinct.

In Laches, Plato briefly hints how !vfro!Ênh can be con-
nected with, or in that passage rather subsumed under, éndre¤a.
As in Protagoras, the particular virtues are ultimately identified
with the whole of virtue and defined in terms of !of¤a or
‘knowledge’.

A link between !vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a is much more elabo-
rately established in Gorgias. In that dialogue, Socrates faces an
attack on dikaio!Ênh by the ‘immoralist’ Callicles, who advocates
a self-gratification that is compatible with éndre¤a and frÒnh!i!
but incompatible with dikaio!Ênh . Here, the polysemy of
!vfro!Ênh is exploited to establish a link between éndre¤a and
dikaio!Ênh and bridge the gap between self-gratification and
other-regarding morality. Here, the demonstrandum is not com-
plete ‘unity’ of the virtues, but rather the compatibility and co-
existence of éndre¤a/frÒnh!i! with dikaio!Ênh. Socrates has Cal-
licles reject !vfro!Ênh in the use of ‘control of desires’ and
later has him accept that the courageous strong man needs a
measure of prudence. When Callicles now has to accept
!vfro!Ênh (in the use of ‘prudence’), he seems caught in con-
tradiction, and is forced to admit also the other-regarding quali-
ties of dikaio!Ênh and ı!iÒth! that are closely associated with
some (other) uses of !vfro!Ênh. Thus, the polysemy of
!vfro!Ênh serves to bridge the conceptual gap between éndre¤a
and dikaio!Ênh and takes a central position in a ‘network’ of vir-
tues.

In Republic and Politicus, Plato turns to the ‘practical’ problems
connected with éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh, and specifically to the
question of how the very different temperaments and types of
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behaviour typically associated with the two virtues are to be
mixed in such a way that both the military self-defence and the
inner peaceful stability of the city state are guaranteed as much
as possible. In Republic, the answer is sought in a ‘mixed’ educa-
tion, in which mou!ikÆ and gymnastics are combined to provide
the soldiers with a temperament both spirited and calm, Politicus
adopts a demographic perspective, and envisages a balanced mix
between people of different natural inclinations.

8. The Definition of !vfro!Ênh: Charmides

In the next sections, we will turn to dialogues in which Plato
establishes a technical definition of !vfro!Ênh. Here, instead
of choosing freely from various uses of the term, Plato rather
tends to reduce !vfro!Ênh to a number of its prototypical mani-
festations. Charmides (section 8) explores, and dismisses, a
wealth of expressions associated with various uses of the terms.
Specifically, the dialogue gives much attention to the problems
of identifying the ‘cognitive’ aspects of !vfro!Ênh with knowl-
edge, and by implication insists on a distinction between
!vfro!Ênh and !of¤a . By contrast, the central notion of ‘control
of desire’ is only hinted at in the dramatic discussion; it is not
discussed at all, but to that extent remains unchallenged. In
Republic, a definition of !vfro!Ênh is reached that is Plato’s own
elaboration on two prototypical manifestations of !vfro!Ênh,
the control of desires of the individual citizen and the lawful-
ness of the citizens of the pÒli! as a collective (section 9). Re-
public also establishes a technical distinction between !vfro-
!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh , qualities that in some uses are closely con-
nected.

Belonging to the group of so-called aporetic dialogues, Char-
mides is an intriguing and perplexing work. Starting as a quest
for a definition of !vfro!Ênh, it seems to remove itself far from
conventional notions of !vfro!Ênh when Socrates and Critias
embark on a very complicated epistemological discussion.
Moreover, while it offers four definitions of the virtue that
sound familiar and intuitively ‘right’, two of them are rejected
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straight away, and the others are extensively modified and ac-
cepted only hypothetically. The dialogue ends in épor¤a when
it appears impossible to give a definition of !vfro!Ênh in terms
of knowledge and at the same time keep clear what the distinc-
tive value of !vfro!Ênh might be. This may appear to be a dis-
appointing work, then, lacking both unity and satisfying results.

On second thoughts, however, the dialogue may not turn out
to be so perplexing and frustrating after all. The dialectical dis-
cussion on !vfro!Ênh touches on many terms and expressions
conventionally associated with some uses of !vfro!Ênh and
points to the problems that arise when these notions are taken
as the single definition of !vfro!Ênh. In this connection, the
dialogue deals with the following associations of !vfro!Ênh:

(1) (Charmides) tÚ ko!m¤v! pãnta prãttein ka‹ ≤!ux∞i, ‘doing
everything in an orderly manner and quietly’ = ≤!ux¤a, cf. the
uses to commend ‘boyish’ quietness in my group 13 (Pl. Chrm.
159B).

(2) (Charmides) doke› ... afi!xÊne!yai poie›n ≤ !vfro!Ênh ka‹
afi!xunthlÚn tÚn ênyrvpon, ka‹ e‰nai ˜per afidΔ! ≤ !vfro!Ênh, ‘it
seems ... that !vfro!Ênh causes a feeling of shame and makes a
man liable to feel shame, and that it is in fact the same as
afid≈! .’ = afid≈! , cf. the sense of decency from the uses in my
group 9 (Pl. Chrm. 160E).

(3) (attributed to Critias) tÚ tå •autoË prãttein, ‘doing one’s
own things’, cf. the ‘quiet’ behaviour of the adult citizen, my
group of uses no. 10, and cf. the definition of dikaio!Ênh in Re-
public (section 9). ‘ (Pl. Chrm. 161B)
(3a) tØn t«n égay«n prçjin, ‘doing good things’ (163E10).

(4) ( Critias) tÚ gign≈!kein •autÒn, ‘knowing oneself’. (Pl.
Chrm. 164D).
(4a) §pi!tÆmh ... •autoË, ‘knowledge of oneself’ (165C5-7).
(4b) t«n te êllvn §pi!thm«n §pi!tÆmh ... ka‹ aÈtØ •aut∞!,
‘knowledge of other fields of knowledge and of knowledge it-
self’ (166C2-3).
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(4c) tÚ efid°nai ë te o‰den ka‹ ì mØ o‰den, ‘to know what one does
and does not know’ (167A6-7), .
(4d) efid°nai ... ˜ti o‰den ka‹ ˜ti oÈk o‰den , ‘to know that one
does and does not know’ (170D2-3)

In the discussion of the concept of ‘self-knowledge’, specific
attention is paid to the problems that arise when !vfro!Ênh is
identified with some kind of knowledge and, thus, by implica-
tion, with !of¤a. What remains unchallenged throughout the
dialogue, is the prototypical use of ‘control of desires’, which is
not discussed at all, but activated in the dramatic setting of the
dialo gue. Thus, the dialogue might seem to suggest a negativo
that we are to regard this prototypical use as the core of the
matter, and this will indeed be the use that is taken as a point
of departure in further discussions of !vfro!Ênh in Republic.

Another feature that seems important and recurs throughout
the dialogue, is the ∑yo! of the !≈frvn man, as embodied in a
superficial and ultimately unconvincing manner in the young
Charmides and his elitist uncle Critias, and in a far more serious
manner in Socrates. The portrayal of Socrates as the true
!≈frvn (and, consequently, as the most serious benefactor of
the pÒli!) is an important unifying factor in what might other-
wise seem a text with strong centrifugal tendencies.

The relevance of ∑yo! to the introductory scene in the
pala¤!tra is obvious, and has not been missed.38 Right at the
start, attention is drawn to Socrates’ bravery in the battle at Po-
teideia (432 BC) and also to his temperamental !vfro!Ênh: he
desires to see the boy ‘stripped’ in a mental rather than physical
sense (154E5 t¤ oÔn ... oÈk épedÊ!amen aÈtoË aÈtÚ toËto, ‘Why
don’t we strip him of that?’, sc. toË kalÚn ka‹ égayÚn e‰nai), and,
though he is strongly moved when the boy looks him in the
eyes (155C8) and even more when he gets a glance inside the
boy’s himation (155D3-4), he still manages to control himself
and start a serious discussion. The suggestion of the passage is,

———
38 See Tuckey (1951) 19, North (1966) 154, Santas (1973) 106, Irwin

(1995) 39, Kahn (1997) 187-8, Stalley (2000) 265-6.
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of course, that Socrates possesses !vfro!Ênh in the prototypical
use of control of his desires.39

Thus, we are at the start of the dialogue immediately re-
minded of the prototypical use of !vfro!Ênh, a use that every-
body would instantly think of, and that is clearly recognisable
even if the term itself is not used. The reminder is timely, for
this sense is completely ignored in the dialectical section that
follows. Here, the attention of Socrates and his interlocutors
soon turn to other aspects of the virtue.

8.1. The first definition: ≤!ux¤a

The conversation starts with the question whether Socrates
knows a cure for Charmides’ headaches. This medical question
allows Socrates to draw a parallel between physical and mental
health, and to suggest that the boy can only be truly cured if he
possesses mental health in the sense of !vfro!Ênh as well
(157B). There is an analogy here between physical health and
mental !vfro!Ênh that recalls the insistence on tãji! in Gorgias
(and, of course, the etymology of !vfro!Ênh as soundness of
mind); here, it is accepted readily.40

Critias states that Charmides is indeed more !≈frvn than
anyone else of his age (157D3), and Charmides spontaneously
demonstrates his !vfro!Ênh by blushing (158C5). Besides, the
boy feels that he can neither immodestly confirm, nor dishon-
estly deny, that he has the virtue. Here, then, the boy demon-
strates !vfro!Ênh in yet another sense: that of youthful bash-
fulness and modesty.

Socrates suggests that the test of the boy’s !vfro!Ênh would
be to see if he knows what it is: ‘for it is clear that if there is
!vfro!Ênh in you, you must have some intimation about it’

———
39 The combined themes of Socrates’ !vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a are both even

more powerfully stated by Alcibiades in Symposium.
40 The same analogy between physical and psychic ‘health’ is suggested by

the fact that the discussion on !vfro!Ênh is set in the pala¤!tra, a place for the
display of physical prowess and health (North (1966) 153). Besides, the
pala¤!tra has associations with !vfro!Ênh all of its own, because of its vital
function in the traditional education of the elite. Thus, it plays an important
part in Strong’s description of the old education from the times of !vfro!Ênh
(Ar. Nu. 973-8, 1002, 1006).
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(158E7-159A1 d∞lon går ˜ti e‡ !oi pãre!tin !vfro!Ênh, ¶xei! ti
per‹ aÈt∞! dojãzein). The point here is that someone who pos-
sesses a certain quality, must in some way sense what the quality
is and what it effects. To have a virtue thus implies that one
‘knows’, however intuitively, what that virtue is.41 The notion
that virtue entails self-knowledge, of paramount importance
later on in the dialogue, is foreshadowed here in a subtle way.

Charmides at first still hesitates to answer (159B1) but then
offers his first definition of !vfro!Ênh:

¶peita m°ntoi e‰pen ˜ti oÂ doko› !vfro!Ênh e‰nai tÚ ko!m¤v! pãnta
prãttein ka‹ ≤!ux∞i, ¶n te ta›! ıdo›! bad¤zein ka‹ dial°ge!yai, ka‹
tîlla pãnta …!aut«! poie‹n: ka¤ moi doke›, ¶fh, !ullÆbdhn
≤!uxiÒth! ti! e‰nai ˘ §rvtçi!.
(Pl. Chrm. 159B2-6)

After a while, however, he said that he had the impression
that !vfro!Ênh was doing everything in an orderly fashion
and quietly, walking in the streets and also talking, and do-
ing everything else in the same manner. ‘And I think’, he
said, ‘that the thing you ask for is, in short, some kind of
quietness’.

This first definition is, for someone with the frame of reference
of a Charmides, an obvious and correct answer to Socrates’ ques-
tion, in that its focus is on those types of behaviour that are
commonly taken as typical manifestations of !vfro!Ênh in boys;
and in fact it strongly resembles the classroom discipline ex-
tolled by the old-fashioned teacher in Aristophanes’ Clouds (see
chapter 8.2). As such, the definition accounts for one group of
prototypical manifestations of !vfro!Ênh, the orderliness ex-
pected from boys (my use 14). It also shows that Charmides is
capable of discussion at a certain level of abstraction, for this
‘orderliness and quietness’ is in fact a quality that manifests it-
self in different manners in a number of activities: as such, it is
the common denominator of a number of examples of youthful
!vfro!Ênh. Thus, this definition is on the level of Laches’ sec-

———
41 In the set-up of Chrm., the search for the definition of !vfro!Ênh is no

end in itself; rather, it serves as a preliminary to see whether Charmides is in-
deed !≈frvn so that he does not need an incantation to cure his headache.
Similarly, in Laches, the definition of éndre¤a is a preliminary to the answer to
Lysimachos’ question about the use of hoplomachy. See Kahn (1996) 153-4.



328 CHAPTER TEN

ond definition of éndre¤a in the dialogue of that name.42 At the
same time, it is obvious that, for Socrates, the definition is
highly deficient as a full definition: it does not even cover the
prototypical manifestations of the virtue in adults, let alone less
typical manifestations; and its focus is on outward appearances,
not on the cognitive/emotional state of which Charmides him-
self has just given a demonstration, and on the self-awareness of
that state of which Socrates has just demanded an account.43

Socrates dismisses the identification of !vfro!Ênh with
school boy discipline by pointing out that !vfro!Ênh is among
the good things, but ≤!uxiÒth! is sometimes inferior to speed,
ergo the two cannot be the same (159C-160D). His counter-
examples are well chosen to appeal to the boy’s limited frame of
reference, for they draw on music lessons, athletic training, and
learning and teaching and similar mental pursuits. And while
the argument itself may seem simplistic,44 it makes the very im-
portant point, again crucial to the later stages of the discussion,
that whereas ≤!uxiÒth! is (for males at least) not ‘good’ inde-
pendent of setting and context, !vfro!Ênh is one of those val-
ues that are invariably and universally good,45 and that any

———
42 For Laches’ first definition is in fact really a (prototypical) example of én-

dre¤a, see section 4 above.
43 Cf. Tuckey (1958) 19, North (1966) 155-6, Schmid (1998) 22-4, Stalley

(2000) 266. That is not to say that the definition is intrinsically inadequate, ex-
cept that it does not meet with the demands just formulated by Socrates. As we
have seen throughout the central chapters of this book, most uses of !vfro!Ênh
focus on its characteristic behaviour rather than on a mental state.

44 Cf. Schmid (1998) 24.
45 Thus, any suggestion that !vfro!Ênh is not a good thing, or is not appro-

priate in a given situation, is either a joke or plainly outrageous, for the use of
the positive value term is incongruous when the situation requires a very dif-
ferent types of behaviour. This is why the use of éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh in Politi-
cus is difficult, for there the positive terms are also applied to excesses of asser-
tive and quiet behaviour (see section 6).

This incongruity is what makes Weak’s position in Clouds hilariously im-
moral (see chapter 8.2), and Callicles’ rejection of !vfro!Ênh shockingly so
(see section 5). Comically incongruous is also Iris’ remark to Lyssa (whose func-
tion is to incite Heracles’ madness) that she is not there in order to be !≈frvn
(i.e. in order to moralise on the immorality of Hera’s actions against Heracles,
E. Her. 857, see chapter 6.2).
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definition that would lead one to think otherwise cannot be
accepted without reservations.46

8.2. The second definition: afid≈!

Charmides is now invited to practice some introspection (160D6
efi! !eautÚn §mbl°ca!) and then to state ‘well and courageously’
(D8-E1 eÔ ka‹ éndre¤v!) what he really thinks on the matter.
His second definition is indeed rather more ‘inward-looking’
than the first and betrays a measure of self-awareness in that it
reflects Charmides’ sense of shame:

doke› to¤nun moi, ¶fh, afi!xÊne!yai poie›n ≤ !vfro!Ênh ka‹
afi!xunthlÚn tÚn ênyrvpon, ka‹ e‰nai ˜per afidΔ! ≤ !vfro!Ênh.
(Pl. Chrm. 160E3-5)

‘Well then’, he said, ‘I think that !vfro!Ênh causes one to
feel shame and makes man liable to feel shame, and that
!vfro!Ênh is the same as afid≈!.’

This second definition may be said to mark an advance in that it
turns attention away from the outward manifestations of
!vfro!Ênh to the mental/emotional experience behind these
manifestations; it is still tied to a boy’s frame of reference (in
this case, the sense of decency in my group of uses no. 9) but
perhaps less exclusively so, for afid≈! relates to a more general
sense of respect for propriety and can be associated with
!vfro!Ênh in rather more types of other-regarding behaviour.47

But the definition still does not get to the heart of the matter,
and it is refuted by Socrates on the objection that, like quiet-
ness, afid≈! is not always a good thing either; Homer (Od.
17.347) is cited as a decisive and effective authority on the
point.48

———
46 Again, there is a clear parallel with the refutation of Laches’ second defi-

nition of éndre¤a as karter¤a, which also fails on the ground that karter¤a, unlike
éndre¤a, is not always a good thing: La. 192D-193D.

47 Thus, in Prt. 322C2, it is afid≈! that is conducive to !vfro!Ênh in the po-
litical sense of respect for the rights and claims of others. For Plato’s use of con-
ventional uses of afid≈!, cf. Cairns (1993) 371-8.

48 Stalley (2000) 266 is not entirely right to suggest that ‘whether a sense
of shame is appropriate depends on one’s social position’. It is true that afid≈!
will naturally spring from a perceived status difference (see, e.g. Cairns (1993)
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8.3. The third definition: tå •autoË prãttein

Charmides then remembers that he heard someone say that
!vfro!Ênh means tå •autoË prãttein, ‘doing one’s own things’
(161B6), and offers this as a third definition. There is a strong
and repeated suggestion that this definition stems from Critias
(161B8, 162C4-6), even though Critias himself denies it
(161C2), and this brings the ideal of the quiet, éprãgmvn citi-
zen in view (my use 10), an ideal that at the date of the dra-
matic setting of the dialogue reflects a conservative and elitist
political ideology associated with !vfro!Ênh (cf. chapters 7.3 on
Thucydides and 8.2 on Aristophanes).49 This adds an important
motive to the thematic material associated with !vfro!Ênh in
the dialogue, for it will eventually be argued that the true
!≈frvn will indeed have a vital ‘political’ function in his su-
preme care for the well-being of the city, though the view on
political !vfro!Ênh offered by Socrates will in fact differ sub-
stantially from what Critias has to offer.

Socrates at first takes this phrase, tå •autoË prãttein, in an
obviously far too limited sense,50 and observes that there are
many people who do not just ‘do their own things’ and yet can
be called !≈frone! : teachers and school children write other
names as well their own, doctors heal others and artisans make
things not just for themselves (161D-162A). He concludes that
this definition is a kind of riddle, constructed by the anonymous
expert to point out ‘that it is difficult to recognise what that
‘doing one’s own things’ actually is’ (162B5 …! ¯n xalepÚn tÚ tå
aÍtoË prãttein gn«nai ˜ti pote ¶!tin).

———
87-9), but when afid≈! is said to be inappropriate, it is the special exigencies of a
situation that make the difference. For the beggar of the Homeric example, it
is his need for food; at Od. 3.14, Telemachus is told that he should overcome his
afid≈! for Menelaus (a natural reaction for a young man versus a great hero) in
view of his need for information.

49 On the connections of Socrates with Critias and Charmides, see Stone
(1980), Krentz (1992), esp. 82-3, and Notomi (2000). On the choice of Critias
and Charmides as discussion partners in the dialogue, see Kahn (1996) 185-7.

50 His use of §polupragmone›te as a contrast term to §!vfrone›te (161E11)
gives a hint, however, that he is quite aware of the interpretation of !vfro!Ênh
in terms of épragmo!Ênh that Critias obviously had in mind.
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The remark makes two important points. First, it prepares us
for the fact that tå •autoË prãttein will eventually be relevant
to !vfro!Ênh in a more sophisticated way: the !≈frvn will take
care that everyone does ‘his own things’ in the sense of doing
what one can do best (171D-E, a striking anticipation of the
division of labour proposed as the definition of dikaio!Ênh in
the Republic). Second, it subtly points to the problems con-
nected with !vfro!Ênh and ‘cognition’ (gn«nai) that are a
prominent theme in the later stages of the discussion. Thus, we
are reminded of the connections between !vfro!Ênh and the
other virtues; but here these connections are questioned rather
than exploited.

Critias now takes over from his nephew, and objects — in a
show of semantic subtlety à la Prodicus, as Socrates does not fail
to point out (163D3-4)51 — that Socrates has understood the
verb prãttein in the sense of poie›n (‘making’), a sense that is
both mundane and too inclusive. On the authority of Hesiod,
he suggest that it is tå ... kal«! ka‹ »fel¤mv! poioÊmena (‘what
is done well and in a useful way’) that comes in for the lofty
name of ¶rga and that only such ‘doings’ can rightfully be called
prãjei! (163C3-4). Again, two notions that will be crucial to the
final stages of the discussion are introduced: first, that
!vfro!Ênh aims at the good, tÚ kalÒn, and ultimately implies
‘understanding of good and bad’, second, that !vfro!Ênh must
be ‘useful’.

Socrates suspends his judgement on Critias’ modified defini-
tion that ‘it is not the man who does what is bad but the man
who does what is good who is !≈frvn ’ (oÈk êra !vfrone› ı tå
kakå prãttvn éll' ı tégayã, 163E4). Perhaps this is surprising,
for this definition — while too inclusive from the point of view
of ordinary semantics — would seem to suit Socrates’ notion
that virtue is one and aims at the good.52 In fact, however, Soc-
rates goes on to refute Critias’ definition by pointing out an un-
acceptable consequence of the definition. A doctor may do

———
51 Cf. La. 197D, where it is also Socrates’ second interlocutor, Nicias, who is

the more sophisticated and ‘sophistic’ discussion partner.
52 His resistance to premature acceptance of theses that he himself seems

to believe, is a characteristic of Socrates’ philosophical ‘integrity’ that runs
through the dialogue. One may compare his treatment of Nicias in Laches.
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something useful or harmful without knowing so: §n¤ote êra ...
»fel¤mv! prãja! μ blaber«! ı fiatrÚ! oÈ gign≈!kei •autÚn …!
¶prajen , ‘sometimes, a doctor acts in a useful or damaging way,
and does not know about himself in what way he acted’
(164B11-C1). On Critias’ definition this means that he is
!≈frvn without knowing that he is (!vfrone›, égnoe› d' •autÚn
˜ti !vfrone›, 164C6).

8.4. The fourth definition: Self-Knowledge

Being !≈frvn without knowing that one is !≈frvn is a concep-
tion that Critias refuses to accept, and this prompts an entirely
‘new’ definition, well prepared in fact by the formulation of
Socrates’ leading questions,53 namely that !vfro!Ênh is ‘under-
standing oneself’ or ‘knowing oneself’ (tÚ gign≈!kein •autÒn,
164D4).

What Critias seems to mean with his definition of !vfro!Ênh
as ‘self-knowledge’ is probably that man should know his place
and comply with human and divine authority (cf. especially the
‘submissive’ types of !vfro!Ênh in my groups of uses nos. 14 and
17).54 This compliance implies an aristocratic/authoritarian view
of !vfro!Ênh familiar from some characters in Aeschylus, and
openly defied by Sophocles’ Ajax. As such, this new definition
gives some hints about Critias’ own political inclinations and, by
implication, a reminder of the excesses to which these led. But
‘know thyself’ can also be taken in a more strictly epistemologi-
cal sense55 — as it was probably done by Heraclitus who claimed
that it was given to any man to know himself and be !≈frvn .56

This second interpretation is now taken up by Socrates, and this
prepares us for the introduction of the thoroughly Socratic no-
tion that !vfro!Ênh is a form of knowledge, and more specifi-
cally a form of knowledge that has to do with the awareness of

———
53 Cf. Tuozzo (2000) 300. The earliest hint for an interpretation of

!vfro!Ênh in terms of self-knowledge is Socrates’ earlier suggestion to Char-
mides that !vfro!Ênh should produce some kind of awareness of itself.

54 Cf. Tuckey (1958) 24.
55 Cf. Kahn (1996) 191.
56 fr. 116 ényr≈poi!i pç!i m°te!ti gin≈!kein •vutoÁ! ka‹ !vfrone›n, ‘it is

given to all people to know themselves and be sôphrones’.
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what one does and does not know. Thus, this definition might
seem to appeal to both Socrates and Critias, but when the latter
strongly invites Socrates to accept the definition, Socrates de-
clines — with a characteristic disclaimer of knowledge — and
suggests further inquiry.

In discussing this fourth definition of !vfro!Ênh as self-
knowledge, Socrates suggests that it implies that !vfro!Ênh is a
form of ‘knowledge’ with a certain object (§pi!tÆmh ... ti! ka‹
tinÒ! (165C5) and Critias specifies that the object is •autoË.
This is a covert modification of the earlier definition of
!vfro!Ênh as tÚ gign≈!kein •autÒn for the shift from gign≈!kein
/ gn«!i! to §pi!tÆmh / §p¤!ta!yai effects that ‘self-knowledge’
cannot be taken to be some kind of generalised, non-technical
‘insight’ about oneself and one’s position in society (as the
phrase might suggest in ordinary usage) but that it has to be a
formal and technical body of knowledge on the analogy of a
craft or science.57 On the analogy of the crafts, Socrates asks
Critias to identify a specific product of ‘knowledge of oneself’,
but Critias protests that self-knowledge is not like ordinary pro-
ductive crafts (165D-166A). Socrates then states that crafts have
an object outside themselves, and invites Critias to name a simi-
lar object for self-knowledge. Again, Critias protests that self-
knowledge is unlike the other crafts: it has no object outside
itself, but is unique in being ‘knowledge of other types of
knowledge and of knowledge itself’ (≤ d¢ mÒnh t«n te êllvn
§pi!thm«n §pi!tÆmh §!t‹ ka‹ aÈtØ •aut∞!, 166C2-3).58 On this
definition, §pi!tÆmh •autoË amounts to understanding what
knowledge is and whether one — or someone else — has it or
not.59

———
57 Cf. Stalley (2000) 271; ‘The question is ... whether the kind of under-

standing which one may have of oneself can properly be assimilated to the ex-
pert’s knowledge of his subject.’

58 It is significant that Socrates assures Critias that he is not interested in
scoring points in the discussion, but really fears that he may think he knows what
he does not know (166C7-D2): here we have yet another clear demonstration
that Socrates cares about !vfro!Ênh also in this sense of ‘self-knowledge’.

59 Cf. Stalley (2000) 271: ‘Plato makes it clear in this passage, that, what-
ever the original meaning of ‘knowing oneself’, the thesis under consideration
is to be identified with the Socratic ideal of knowing what one does and does
not know.
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The shift from ‘self-knowledge’ (§pi!tÆmh ... •autoË) to
§pi!tÆmh ... aÈtØ •aut∞! may seem fallacious,60 but it would seem
to follow naturally from Socrates’ interpretation of the concept
of self-knowledge. As we have seen earlier on, it is Socrates’ as-
sumption that someone who is !≈frvn will be aware of his
!vfro!Ênh and will be able to say what !vfro!Ênh is (158E-
159A). Given that, in Socratic terms, virtue is a kind of knowl-
edge, this could be reformulated in a more general statement
that ‘if one has ‘knowledge of x’, one will be aware of one’s
‘knowledge of x’, and be able to say what ‘knowledge of x’ is.
On this reading, if one has self-knowledge, this self-knowledge
will (among many other things that one may happen to know
about oneself) include an awareness of this knowledge, and
produce the ability to say what this knowledge is. Thus, on a So-
cratic reading, the interpretation of ‘self-knowledge’ as ‘knowl-
edge what knowledge is and whether one has it, or not’, is not
fallacious but at most a reduction of the inclusive notion of self-
knowledge to its most salient feature.61 This ‘Socratic’ reading
of the Delphic instruction of gn«yi !autÒn seems entirely in ac-
cordance with Socrates’ interpretation of the oracle in Apology
(21A), viz. that his supreme wisdom consists in the unusual
awareness of his ignorance.62

To the new definition of !vfro!Ênh as t«n te êllvn
§pi!thm«n §pi!tÆmh ka‹ aÈtØ •aut∞! (166C2-3), Socrates adds

———
60 For a discussion, see Tuckey (1958) 33-7 and 107-8.
61 Critias’ inclusion of the other §pi!t∞mai in the definition of self-

knowledge (t«n te êllvn §pi!thm«n §pi!tÆmh §!t‹ ka‹ aÈtØ •aut∞!, 166C2-3),
though criticised by Tuckey (1958) 31, seems to follow naturally from Socra-
tes’ assumption that knowledge produces an awareness of itself. On this assump-
tion, ‘self-knowledge’ cannot be entirely reduced to ‘knowledge of self-
knowledge’, but must include awareness of whatever other types of knowledge
one may happen to have.

62 Cf. Kahn (1996) 191. It is striking that Critias seems only too willing to
give the adequate ‘Socratic’ answers (cf. Tuckey (1958) 24). Is this because he
adheres to many Socratic formulations, even if he interprets them in a more
traditional way? In any case, Socrates presents him with quite a number of lead-
ing questions. For instance, his invitation to Critias to name an object of self-
knowledge that is different from knowledge itself (166B1-2) seems to imply
that he holds that the earlier formulation §pi!tÆmh ... •autoË (165C7) does not
specify such an object.
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the notion that !vfro!Ênh, if it is knowledge of knowledge,
must also be knowledge of ignorance (ka‹ énepi!thmo!Ênh!
§pi!tÆmh ín e‚h , 166E7). This easily leads to the conclusion that
the typical Socratic activity of interrogating the expert and ex-
posing his defective knowledge is, in fact, the proper function
of ‘knowledge of knowledge’ and therewith of ‘self-knowledge’
and !vfro!Ênh.63 At the same time, we are far removed from
traditional notions of !vfro!Ênh. The plausibility of the identi-
fication of !vfro!Ênh with self-knowledge is based on the fact
that the traditional interpretation of gn«yi !autÒn commends
acceptance of the limitations of mortality and recognition of
the superiority of divinity; this is indeed close to a traditional
use of !vfro!Ênh (use 17) to commend compliance with divine
authority. When, however, gn«yi !autÒn is reinterpreted in
terms of Socratic self-knowledge, we are considerably removed
from conventional interpretations of the virtue.64 But given
that the re-interpretation of gn«yi !autÒn is not characterised
as such, the reader may easily go along with the discussion, and
accept that !vfro!Ênh is indeed the Socratic expertise in assess-
ing the knowledge and ignorance of oneself and others:

ı êra !≈frvn mÒno! aÈtÒ! te •autÚn gn≈!etai ka‹ oÂÒ! te ¶!tai
§jetã!ai t¤ te tugxãnei efidΔ! ka‹ t¤ mÆ, ka‹ toÁ! êllou! …!aÊtv!
dunatÚ! ¶!tai §pi!kope›n t¤ ti! o‰den ka‹ o‡etai, e‡per o‰den, ka‹ t¤
aÔ o‡etai m¢n efid°nai, o‰den d' oÎ, t«n d¢ êllvn oÈde¤!: ka‹ ¶!tin dØ
toËto tÚ !vfrone›n te ka‹ !vfro!Ênh ka‹ tÚ •autÚn aÈtÚn
gign≈!kein, tÚ efid°nai ë te o‰den ka‹ ì mØ o‰den.
(Pl. Chrm. 167A1-7)

So the !≈frvn will be the only one who will know himself
and will be able to enquire what he does and does not know;
and with respect to other people he will in the same manner
be able to judge what someone knows and thinks he knows,
and see if he really knows it, and also what he thinks he
knows, but does not really know; no one else will be able to

———
63 It seems right to say that ‘temperance in the ordinary sense drops out of

sight’ (Kahn (1996) 191). Still, there are some suggestions in the epistemo-
logical discussion that self-knowledge produces results that are commonly asso-
ciated with !vfro!Ênh, notably ‘doing one’s own things’ and successful man-
agement of one’s o‰ko! and the pÒli! (cf. the prudential uses in group 2).

64 It will be clear that I am not convinced that the prominence of ‘Self-
Knowledge’ in the subtitle of North (1966) is justified from the point of view
of ordinary language use.
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do so. And this is what being !≈frvn and !vfro!Ênh and
knowing oneself amounts to, that one knows what one does
and does not know.

Here we have a conclusive affirmation of what has been the
drift of the discussion for some time now, namely that the es-
sence of !vfro!Ênh is the ability to perform something that
looks remarkably like the Socratic method of ¶legxo! , and that
this ability is the true test of genuine !vfro!Ênh.

Instead of accepting this apparently very satisfactory conclu-
sion, Socrates confesses bewilderment, and goes on to show
that there are complex and seemingly unaccountable difficul-
ties involved in this notion of self-knowledge, thereby showing
that it is no trivial and simple matter. First of all, §pi!tÆmh!
§pi!tÆmh is shown to be an utter anomaly in that, unlike other
cognitive faculties, it has no object outside itself and no dÊnami!
with respect to anything outside itself (167B-169B). But even if
one tentatively accepts that such an anomaly is possible, as Soc-
rates generously does (thereby giving a hint that the notion
may be correct even if it cannot at present be accounted for), it
still means that it is difficult to see what the use of such knowl-
edge would be. For it would be impossible to assess the validity
of the knowledge of an expert in a certain field of expertise,
without also having the specialised knowledge in question.65

This means that !vfro!Ênh is ‘knowing that one does and does
not know’ rather than ‘knowing what one does and does not
know’ (170D1-3) and the unpleasant consequence is that the
!≈frvn will not be able to assess the validity of the knowledge
of a doctor or any other expert, because he lacks the specialist
knowledge of the field in question.

Thus, the benefit of !vfro!Ênh as self-knowledge proves elu-
sive, and Socrates expresses annoyance at this, because he is
assured that if !vfro!Ênh really meant that one knows what one
does and does not know, it would be greatly beneficial to the
pÒli! :

énamãrthtoi går ín tÚn b¤on diez«men aÈto¤ te [ka‹] ofl tØn
!vfro!Ênhn ¶xonte! ka‹ ofl êlloi pãnte! ˜!oi Íf' ≤m«n ≥rxonto.

———
65 On the assumption that branches of knowledge are firmly separate and

do not overlap, see Stalley (2000) 271-2.
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oÎte går ín aÈto‹ §pexeiroËmen prãttein ì mØ ±pi!tãmeya, éll'
§jeur¤!konte! toÁ! §pi!tam°nou! §ke¤noi! ín pared¤domen, oÎte to›!
êlloi! §petr°pomen, œn ≥rxomen, êllo ti prãttein μ ˜ti prãt-
tonte! Ùry«! ¶mellon prãjein^toËto d' ∑n ên, o §pi!tÆmhn
e‰xon^ka‹ oÏtv dØ ÍpÚ !vfro!Ênh! ofik¤a te ofikoum°nh ¶mellen
kal«! ofike›!yai, pÒli! te politeuom°nh, ka‹ êllo pçn o
!vfro!Ênh êrxoi.
(Pl. Chrm. 171D6-E7)

We would live our lives without making mistakes, both w e
ourselves who possess !vfro!Ênh and all others who were
ruled by us. For we would never undertake to do anything
ourselves that we did not know how to do, but we would find
the experts and leave it to them; and we would not order the
others, whom we ruled, to do anything but what they were
bound to do well — that is to say, the things of which they
had knowledge. And in that way, under the influence of
sophrosynè, a household would be managed in the right way,
and a city would be governed well, and the same thing goes
for anything in which !vfro!Ênh had the lead.

Here, the notion of tå •autoË prãttein, ‘doing one’s proper
things’, is subtly reintroduced in the discussion as a direct result
of the discussion of !vfro!Ênh in the sense of self-knowledge,
and it is now given a political significance that goes way beyond
the aversion to democratic polupragmo!Ênh that Critias probably
had in mind. ‘Doing one’s own job’ is of course the definition
of dikaio!Ênh in the Republic. And if ‘true’ !vfro!Ênh remains
elusive at this stage in the Charmides, the present passage gives
a clear hint of the directions that Platonic investigations of the
virtue will take.66

The benefit of this ‘doing what belongs to one’ is that it
makes for successful management of the household and the
city. Here the ‘prudential’ aspects of !vfro!Ênh (successful and
circumspect management of one’s household and the pÒli!,
always traditionally taken as a sign of !vfro!Ênh in the male
pol¤th!, cf. the uses from my group 2) come into view. They
have not been directly addressed in the discussion, for most of
the time, Plato has been more concerned with a defence of the
———

66 It is also a hint that Socrates, in his pursuit of self-knowledge, is of benefit
to the city because of his épragmo!Ênh. To this, one may compare the defence of
the contemplative life in Gorgias, and his advice to stay out of politics to Alci-
biades in Smp. 216A4-6. (See section 4).
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other-regarding aspects of the virtue. It is typically in a passage
where the benefits of virtue are explicitly stated, that he will
suggest that it is in fact (also) in the interest of the agent him-
self.

When the ultimate political goal of !vfro!Ênh has been estab-
lished, Socrates and Critias undertake one final attempt to ‘save’
the definition. Socrates suggests that he is prepared to allow
the possibility of one §pi!tÆmh that assesses all specific kinds of
knowledge, and that produces the happiness that ensues when
everyone does his own proper job and does it well.

Unfortunately, it turns out that living ‘knowingly’
(§pi!thmÒnv! z∞n , 173E) does not suffice for living well or ‘hap-
pily’, because what one needs to that end is not knowledge of
knowledge, but rather knowledge of good and bad (174B tÚ
égayÚn ... ka‹ tÚ kakÒn). Thus, !vfro!Ênh as ‘knowledge of
knowledge’ seems useless unless it is equated with ‘knowledge
of good and bad’, and therewith, by implication, with virtue tout
court.67 It now seems fully impossible to establish what use there
is for !vfro!Ênh if it is defined as ‘knowledge of knowledge’:
for then it does not produce the obviously useful effects of con-
ventional crafts, and is also distinct from the knowledge of the
good that is to assure the correct application of these crafts.
Thus, the final aporia of Charmides seems to warn against the
identification of !vfro!Ênh with a ‘technical’ type of self-
knowledge: this would amount to an equation of !vfro!Ênh and
virtue in general.68

———
67 To this extent, Charmides runs into exactly the same aporia as Laches, the

impossibility of distinguishing between !vfro!Ênh and virtue in general.
68 Stalley (2003) 276 seeks the solution of the aporia in the point that the

two definitions are to be combined: : ‘A definition of virtue as the knowledge
of good and evil would be true but would conceal the important point that this
knowledge is not simply a matter of being well informed about the conse-
quences of our actions but, rather, requires a redirection of our souls towards a
true conception of the good.’ This elaborates on Stalley’s prior conclusion
(ibid.) that !vfro!Ênh can not be a technical type of knowledge. See Stalley
(2000) 266: ‘Charmides implies that knowledge of the good is different in kind
from technai such as those of medicine and navigation. ... This knowledge is
achieved not through conventional instruction but through self-examination.’
In both cases, Stalley seems more concerned with ‘virtue’ in general than with
the specific function of !vfro!Ênh.
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8.5. Charmides: Conlusions

In surveying Charmides, we can observe that the dialogue ex-
plores a number of notions conventionally associated with tradi-
tional uses of !≈frvn and cognates, only to reject them all as
definitions of the concept. Charmides’ first definition (tÚ
ko!m¤v! pãnta prãttein ka‹ ≤!ux∞i, ‘doing everything in an or-
derly manner and quietly’, Pl. Chrm. 159B) describes the use of
!≈frvn to commend quiet and orderly behaviour in boys (use
13). It is found wanting on the ground that ‘quietness’, or
rather slowness, is not always a good thing. The same refutation
goes for the second definition, (!vfro!Ênh = afid≈! , Pl. Chrm.
160E) which builds on the association of afid≈! with !vfro!Ênh
in various uses where !vfro!Ênh expresses a sense of propriety
(as in my use 9). The third definition (tå •autoË prãttein, 161B
invokes the ideal of the quiet, éprãgmvn citizen (use 10). The
formulation tå •autoË prãttein is rejected because it does not
account for the awareness that one is doing the right things,
which Socrates takes to be central for !vfro!Ênh and does in-
deed seem to be implied by the ‘intellectualist’ associations of
the term. (Remarkably, the notion of ‘doing one’s own job’ re-
turns as the definition of dikaio!Ênh in Republic, and there we
find a neat division of labour between the two virtues: where
dikaio!Ênh is a ‘practical’ division of tasks between the various
classes of the state, !vfro!Ênh consists in their mental assent
that this is indeed how things should be.) Finally, the fourth
definition (tÚ gign≈!kein •autÒn, ‘knowing oneself’, 164D) in-
vokes the Delphic maxim, reminiscent of !vfro!Ênh in the use
of man’s compliance with the superiority to the gods (use 17).
The definition is redefined in terms of Socratic self-knowledge
and self-investigation, and while it is suggested that this is a
very commendable activity, it is ultimately dismissed because
!vfro!Ênh then cannot be distinguished meaningfully from
other types of virtue.

Most of the uses of !vfro!Ênh that are activated by the asso-
ciated terms and expressions contained in the four definitions
are quite central. (For a diagram, see figure 12 at the end of
this chapter.) They are not absolutely central, however: the pro-
totypical interpretation of !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of desires’ is
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not discussed. Are we to take it that it is not challenged either?
If so, this accords well with the fact that in later discussions of
!vfro!Ênh, Plato takes this prototypical use as a point of depar-
ture. In Charmides, then, Socrates’ display of self-control in the
dramatic setting of the dialogue may well offer a hint as to how
the dialectical aporia is finally to be solved.

Besides, Charmides offers a strong vindication of Socrates’
possession of virtue. His !vfro!Ênh is shown on a mundane
level in his self-control at the sight of young Charmides. But
apart from that, it is suggested that it is Socrates who is most
earnestly in search of the ‘knowledge of what one does and
does not know’, and that it is he who, ultimately, offers the
greatest benefits to his city and constitutes the best example of
the !≈frvn pol¤th! .69 Here, the setting is important again, for
Socrates is contrasted to two characters — Charmides and Critias
— who, through their inadequacy in discussion and their dubi-
ous subsequent political careers, are exposed as ‘false experts’
on political virtue; in spite of their reputations, they do not
really possess the quality. 70

———
69 The encomium of Socrates by Alcibiades in Symposium offers a far more

complete and complex account of Socrates’ éreta¤. Again, Socrates’ !vfro!Ênh
is an important ingredient in this eulogy, and again, !vfro!Ênh takes the proto-
typical form of ‘control of desires’, for Socrates successfully withstands the at-
tempts at seduction by Alcibiades. But Socrates ‘self-mastery’ is related to many
other situations in which he is firmly ‘in control’: his endurance of hunger and
the cold (219E-220C), his concentration in thought (220C-D), his composure
and courage in battle (220D-222C), and arguably even the ‘justice’ of his advice
to Alcibiades not to manage the affairs of the Athenians as long as he cannot
properly manage his own ‘affairs’ (216A). In that sense, Socrates offers an illus-
tration of how the virtues can co-exist, and here too, !vfro!Ênh would seem to
take a quite central place in the ‘network’ of Socrates’ various manifestations of
virtue.

On the eulogy of Socrates in that speech, see Bury (1932) lx, Dover (1980)
164, Rowe (1998). On the relation of the speech to epideictic oratory, see
North (1994) 206.

By contrast Gagarin (1977) and Nussbaum (1979) stress the hybristic ele-
ment of Socrates in the speech, and argue that the reader is to take it as a criti-
cism of the detached rationalism of the philosopher. Segoloni (1994) 13-108 is
the most extensive recent treatment of the speech as an ‘accusation’ of Socra-
tes.

70 On the connection of Socrates with Critias and Charmides, see Vlastos
(1994a) esp. 87-90, Notomi (2000) 237-241.
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9. The Definition of !vfro!Ênh: Republic

The fourth book of Republic offers definitive technical defini-
tions of all the main virtues, !of¤a, éndre¤a, !vfro!Ênh and —
the definiendum proper of the dialogue — dikaio!Ênh. In con-
trast with the early aporetic dialogues, the problematic identifi-
cation of the virtues with knowledge is now given up, and this
has the consequence for !vfro!Ênh that Plato now firmly takes
the prototypical notion of ‘control of desires’ as his point of de-
parture, instead of trying to explain the virtue in terms of ‘self-
knowledge’.

The distinction between !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh in Repub-
lic remains somewhat problematic. Socrates defines dikaio!Ênh
on the basis of a process of elimination. He explicitly assumes
that if !of¤a, éndre¤a and !vfro!Ênh are defined first, what is
left must be dikaio!Ênh . This implies that these four virtues to-
gether cover the whole of civic and individual éretÆ , and that
there is no separate function for other qualities like, for in-
stance, ı!iÒth! .71 More importantly, it also implies that there is
no significant overlap between the four virtues. This may seem
intuitively ‘right’ for !of¤a and éndre¤a , which are characteristic
functions of specific classes in the state and parts of the soul.
The assumption is more problematic, however, where
!vfro!Ênh and dikaiÒ!unh are concerned, for these two are of-
ten closely associated, especially in their ‘civic’ senses with
which a political text like Republic is naturally specifically con-
cerned. In fact, the dialogue achieves a very neat, but arguably
contrived distinction between the two virtues: dikaio!Ênh is now
defined as tå •autoË prãttein — as we have seen one of the
definitions of !vfro!Ênh in Charmides — and as in Charmides,
this phrase is interpreted as implying that the various classes
and parts of the soul all perform their proper function. So in a
sense, dikaio!Ênh amounts to a proper division of labour be-
tween the virtues, and covers the practical sides of good citizen-

———
71 In defence of Socrates’ procedure here, one may perhaps point to

Euthypro 12D1-3 (cf. p. 302n17 above), where tÚ ˜!ion is defined as a part of tÚ
d¤kaion. But it seems pertinent to note that, while religion has its traditional and
wholly uncontested place in Plato’s state, political éretÆ itself is not by any
means defined in religious terms.
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ship. By contrast, !vfro!Ênh is defined as the ‘harmony’ or ‘mu-
tual agreement’ between the various classes of citizens and parts
of the soul about who should be in charge. Here, !vfro!Ênh
covers the mental acceptance of the ‘rightness’ of this division
of labour. Thus, the definition of !vfro!Ênh covers very much
the same ground as that of dikaio!Ênh ,72 if from a slightly dif-
ferent perspective, !vfro!Ênh representing the emo-
tional/cognitive endorsement of the practical division of labour
envisaged by dikaio!Ênh.

Thus, the technical distinction between !vfro!Ênh and di-
kaio!Ênh is likely to strike the contemporary reader as somewhat
artificial, and it seems to be in this respect that Plato, in his at-
tempt at establishing clear-cut technical definitions, most obvi-
ously removes himself from the less categorical distinctions of
ordinary language use.

After the discussion on the education of the soldiers (see sec-
tion 6), Socrates turns to the distribution of the virtues within
the state, in order to determine, by means of the process of
elimination signalled above, the definition of dikaio!Ênh in the
pÒli! .

After !of¤a and éndre¤a have been established as qualities
that are, within the pÒli! , the specific property of separate
classes, the rulers and the soldiers, !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh
are addressed next. Socrates now suggests that he would like to
see if they can jump to dikaio!Ênh straight away, and skip the
theme of !vfro!Ênh altogether. When pressed by Glauco not to
do so, he explains that !vfro!Ênh is rather more complex than
the other two virtues because it is ‘rather more like some kind
of ‘concord’ or ‘harmony’ than the earlier two’ (!umfvn¤ai tin‹
ka‹ èrmon¤ai pro!°oiken mçllon μ tå prÒteron, 430E3-4). In ex-
planation of this thesis, he returns to the ‘popular’ conception
of !vfro!Ênh as self-control (this time, unlike what we saw in
the earlier discussion of the education of the guardians, without
the addition of ‘obedience’):

KÒ!mo! poÊ ti!, ∑n d' §g≈, ≤ !vfro!Ênh §!t‹n ka‹ ≤don«n tinvn ka‹
§piyumi«n §gkrãteia, À! fa!i kre¤ttv dØ aÍtoË l°gonte! oÈk o‰d'

———
72 Cf. Williams (1973) 200 = (1997) 153.
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˜ntina trÒpon, ka‹ êlla êtta toiaËta À!per ‡xnh aÈt∞! l°getai. ∑
gãr;
(Pl. R. 430E6-9)

‘I suppose that !vfro!Ênh is some kind of order’, I said, ‘and
control of certain pleasures and desires, as they claim when
they use the expression ‘stronger than oneself’ in some
strange way, and there are some other similar things that
point us to the track of !vfro!Ênh. Right?’

Here, Plato takes up the prototypical notion of !vfro!Ênh, and
starts to elaborate on this notion by working out the implica-
tions of the associated phrase ‘being stronger than oneself’. It
is suggested that this oxymoron means that some better ‘part’
of the soul is in control of a worse part (which neatly paves the
way for the introduction, later on, of the notion of the tripar-
tite soul). In the pÒli! , this is taken to mean that the ‘better’
desires of those educated for leadership take precedence over
the worse desires of those who are not.

Now this would seem to suggest that !vfro!Ênh is the exclu-
sive property of the leaders rather than their subjects (and, in
the individual cuxÆ , of the rational part rather than the oth-
ers), but there are evidently some problems connected with
such a conclusion. First, this would mean that !vfro!Ênh would
again not be clearly distinguished from !of¤a , the expertise par
excellence of the leaders. Second, the whole discussion of the
education of the military training in book III seems to show that
!vfro!Ênh cannot be the exclusive property of the leaders, for
the ordinary soldiers under their command must possess
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a as well.73

———
73 It is disputed whether individual members of the lower classes in the

state should individually have the virtues of their classes at the level of the city,
!vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh. At first sight, Plato’s analogy between the city and
the soul suggests that the city as a whole on the macro level is comparable to the
individual soul as a whole on the micro level: both are essentially tripartite,
each of the parts having its specific virtue(s). Now the parts of the state consist
of individual citizens, each having souls that consist of three parts with their
specific function. On a strict reading of the analogy, this second subdivision
should apply not only (a) to the parts of the city, but also (b) to the parts of the
individual souls, which leads to the absurdity of a subdivision of the parts of the
soul, each with its logistikon, thumoeides etc.
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But Plato paves himself a way out of this dilemma by activat-
ing the traditional notion that !vfro!Ênh involves obedience as
well as control (see 389D-E, section 5 above), which implies
that !vfro!Ênh belongs to the ruled as well as the rulers. This
implication is now taken up to prepare for the conclusion that
!vfro!Ênh in the state is some kind of consensus between rul-
ers and subjects about who should be in charge, and that
!vfro!Ênh in fact belongs to both these classes (431E6);
!vfro!Ênh is now redefined as ‘a concord between what is
weaker and stronger by nature about which of the two should
govern, both in the city and in each individual’ (xe¤ronÒ! te ka‹
éme¤nono! katå fÊ!in !umfvn¤an ıpÒteron de› êrxein ka‹ §n pÒlei
ka‹ §n •n‹ •kã!tvi , 432A7-9) .

Thus, Plato takes up the prototypical notion of !vfro!Ênh as
control of desires, and extends this notion by means of his con-
cept of the tri-partite soul: !vfro!Ênh is now the state in which
the lesser parts of the soul let themselves be governed by the
logistikon. He then extrapolates this conception to the city as a
whole, and develops his notion of ‘political’ !vfro!Ênh as a con-
cord between the superior and inferior classes in the state about
who should govern the city. In a sense, Plato now offers a new
and highly original interpretation of the traditional notion of
!vfro!Ênh as eÈnom¤a , in which !vfro!Ênh was traditionally used
with an aristocratic bias to commend acquiescence in the status
quo (my use 18).

When this definition of !vfro!Ênh in the state is accepted,
Socrates once again stresses the elusiveness of dikaio!Ênh
(432B7-D1), and then goes on that it must be ‘what is left’ (tÚ
———

The clearest statement of the analogy is Williams (1973). The most common
way out of the dilemma is to deny that the analogy with the pÒli! holds for the
souls of the lower classes: these do not have virtue. So, esp., Irwin (1977) 331,
(1995) 229-231 with 383n.9, where see for further references.

The opposite view (to which I subscribe here) is defended by Vlastos (1973)
111-39, esp. 133-4, and Lear (1997). Lear (1997) claims that the isomorphism
of soul and state is not a strict analogy between the whole and its parts (‘the state
is just etc. if its parts (the men) are just etc.’): it depends on psychological rela-
tions between ‘inside’ (the soul) and ‘outside’ (the city). On this reading, a city
is just in the way that a soul is just (its justice being an ‘externalisation’ of that of
the soul and vice versa), and this statement does not imply a judgement on each
and everyone of the city’s members. Thus, the problem of the analogy is, I
think, solved.
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Èpoleify°n, 433C1) of virtue in the state after the other three
have been defined. Here he introduces the notion of tå •autoË
prãttein, ‘doing one’s own job’, familiar as a characteristic fea-
ture of !vfro!Ênh in Charmides: dikaio!Ênh in the state means
that the members of the subordinated classes do their jobs
without contesting that the rulers should govern. Thus, in a
sense, dikaio!Ênh ensures a division of labour that is very much
the practical implementation of the ‘consensus’ achieved by
!vfro!Ênh.

Arguably, Plato has not made life easy for himself here in at
least two ways.

First, it seems clear that the long detour via the virtues of the
state back to those of the individual was necessary because it was
not easy to convince sceptics that dikaio!Ênh is beneficial to the
individual. But it seems equally clear that for a demonstration of
Plato’s conception of !vfro!Ênh, it would have been far easier
to start with the case of the individual soul. In fact, Plato does
indeed appeal to the individual soul in the discussion of
!vfro!Ênh in the state (at 431A3-B3) and thus seems to ac-
knowledge this problem. However, if Plato had chosen to treat
!vfro!Ênh in the individual soul first, it would have been ex-
ceedingly difficult to avoid the conclusion that !vfro!Ênh is the
domination of the rational part. This would have been damag-
ing to the comparison with the state, for in the state,
!vfro!Ênh is not the exclusive property of the leading class, but
a concord between classes. The detour pays off then, for
!vfro!Ênh is now the shared property of the various classes with
their distinct individual virtues. More than ever before, it is the
function of !vfro!Ênh to bind these qualities together, and to
ensure that, say, éndre¤a and dikaio!Ênh cannot be opposed to
each other as they can in ordinary usage.74

Second, Plato sets out to distinguish !vfro!Ênh and di-
kaio!Ênh in the field of political éretÆ , an area where they are
almost interchangeable in common Greek usage. What Plato
———

74 The distribution of the virtues over the classes and the parts of the soul
implies, I think, that Plato in Politeia no longer assumes complete reciprocity or
unity between the virtues: among the non-philosophers at least there should be
‘virtue without knowledge’. Contra Irwin (1995) 230-1, 236-9.
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achieves here, it seems, is a technical distinction by which
!vfro!Ênh is narrowed down to two quite central uses (‘self-
control’ and ‘eÈnom¤a ’), and two others, almost equally central,
are reserved for dikaio!Ênh (‘no injustice’ and ‘quiet-
ness’/épragmo!Ênh). (See figure 14 at the end of this chapter
for a visualisation of the division.) On balance, the focus of the
term dikaio!Ênh is more on the ‘behavioural’ uses (each group
performs ‘its own proper functions’), and !vfro!Ênh focuses
rather more on the recognition of each of these groups that
this division of labour is indeed how things should be. Of
course, the technical distinction is neat, but Plato finds himself
at one remove here from conventional Greek usage, in which
both terms are used more freely to cover both the behavioural
and cognitive aspects of the same type of acceptable civic be-
haviour. The advantage of defining dikaio!Ênh in terms of tå
•autoË prãttein seems to be that this is a formula to which even
hardened cynics are unlikely to protest: even a Thrasymachus is
likely to agree with Socrates that it is just that the rulers should
rule, and that the ruled should not interfere with their gov-
ernment, although he may well still disagree with Socrates on
the question who the rulers should be.

Now that the distribution of virtues in the state has been estab-
lished, Socrates sets out to look for their equivalents in the soul
of the individual. It is on the analogy of the state that the fa-
mous notion of the tripartite soul is introduced (436A-441C).

This notion of a composite soul seems to some extent a natu-
ral extrapolation from conventional ideas on §gkrate¤a and
!vfro!Ênh. In the section on the definition of !vfro!Ênh, Plato
had already shown that an expression like kre¤ttv •autoË e‰nai
implies some kind of division of the soul. Plato seems to have
had a precursor here in Antiphon the sophist, whose remarks
on !vfro!Ênh show he was on the brink of a similar conception:

!vfro!Ênhn d¢ éndrÚ! oÈk ín êllo ÙryÒterÒn ti! kr¤neien, μ ˜!ti!
toË yumoË ta›! paraxr∞ma ≤dona›! §mfrã!!ei aÈtÚ! •autÚn <ka‹>
krate›n te ka‹ nikçn ±dunÆyh aÈtÚ! •autÒn: ˘! d¢ y°lei xar¤!a!yai
t«i yum«i paraxr∞ma, y°lei tå kak¤v ént‹ t«n émeinÒnvn.
(Antiphon fr. 58,12-6.)
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As to the !vfro!Ênh of a man, there is no way to judge it
more correctly, than if someone blocks himself to the instant
desires of his spirit and proves able to rule and defeat h i m -
self. But the man who wants to gratify his spirit immedi-
ately, wants what is worse instead of what is better.

Antiphon in this fragment goes as far as to identify the yumÒ! as
the part to be mastered, but without identifying a specific
dominating part. But if ‘being stronger than oneself’ at least
implies a rudimentary complexity of the soul, Plato’s division
into three parts, rather than two, which he needs for the sake of
the analogy to the state, still seems a novel extension of the
concept. It seems necessary to accommodate the more assertive
drives connected with éndre¤a,75 and Plato introduces this nov-
elty at length and with conspicuous circumspection. Again, he
seeks the support of common Greek usage, appealing this time
to Odysseus’ ‘dialogue’ with his krad¤h in Od. 20.17.76

When the notion of a tripartite soul has been sufficiently es-
tablished, the identification of the éreta¤ in the soul proceeds
smoothly. First, it is established that !of¤a and éndre¤a are the
distinguishing virtues of the logi!tikÒn and the yumoeid°! re-
spectively, then the soul is said to be !≈frvn ‘when the govern-
ing part and the two governed parts agree that the rational part
is to rule, and they do not revolt against it’ (˜tan tÒ te êrxon ka‹
tΔ érxom°nv tÚ logi!tikÚn ımodoj«!i de›n êrxein ka‹ mØ
!ta!iãzv!in aÈt«i , 442C10-D1), and dikaio!Ênh in the individual
means that the inferior parts of the soul perform their own
functions without interfering with the domination of the ra-
tional part (443C-444A).

What Plato achieves here is the sophisticated and complex twin
structure of a political and psychological account of virtue, built
on many notions explored separately in his earlier dialogues. It
is clear that for his definition of !vfro!Ênh in individual and
state, he draws on two traditional notions associated with con-
ventional uses of !≈frvn and cognates. In the case of the indi-
vidual, Plato takes the notion of ‘being master of oneself’, asso-

———
75 Cf. Cross & Woozley (1964) 115-8, Irwin (1995) 216-7.
76 !t∞yo! d¢ plÆja! krad¤hn ±n¤pape mÊyvi.
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ciated with the prototypical notion of !vfro!Ênh as 'control of
the desires’, and uses this as the basis for the construct of a
complex soul with one part controlling two others. Transposed
to the state, !vfro!Ênh means that the ruling class rules with
the consent of the two subjected classes. This consent is of
course vital for the stability and unity of the state, and this is
probably why Plato — again with justification in popular usage
— has carefully avoided the natural conclusion that !vfro!Ênh
only has to do with krate›n and êrxein. Here, Plato takes a sec-
ond traditional notion of !vfro!Ênh, again quite central to
!vfro!Ênh in the context of the pÒli! (if perhaps elsewhere
belonging to a predominantly aristocratic/conservative dis-
course): that of ‘eÈnom¤a ’ or compliance with the existing nomoi
in the state. This is brought in to ensure that !vfro!Ênh is a
property of the subjects as well as their masters. But Plato makes
sure that this notion is brought in only after !vfro!Ênh has
been freed from its conventional aristocratic associations: the
idea of eÈnom¤a discussed in Republic is significantly more sophis-
ticated than the convervative class awareness (‘doing one’s own
job’) of a Critias.

This means that !vfro!Ênh is a virtue of all classes and all
parts of the soul, and that the other éreta¤ that are specific to
some parts are yet to be given a well-defined individual profile.
In a sense, éndre¤a fares best. The long section on the educa-
tion of the soldiers is in fact to be regarded as a virtuoso effort
to balance and reconcile !vfro!Ênh with the traditional martial
quality of éndre¤a (cf. section 6). The virtue of the leaders and
of the logi!tikÒn, !of¤a , is by no means as well defined at this
stage of the discussion. It would seem clear that they need some
capacity for ‘deliberation’ in order to perform their controlling
tasks, but it is not yet clear what this quality means and how it is
to be acquired. It is in fact the purpose of a large section of the
remainder of the dialogue, from the end of book V (471C)
down to book VII, to argue that what these rulers need is a full
philosophical training, and to give a full account of true phi-
losophical !of¤a .

Ironically, dikaio!Ênh is perhaps still not so very clearly distin-
guished from !vfro!Ênh. The definition of dikaio!Ênh is in fact
derived from a notion conventionally associated with yet an-
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other use of !vfro!Ênh, the political notion of tå •autoË prãt-
tein (my group of uses no. 10). To this extent it might be ar-
gued that in Plato’s account, !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh very
much represent two sides of the same coin, dikaio!Ênh focusing
on the practical sides of life of the pÒli! , and !vfro!Ênh on the
mentality that goes with this just behaviour.

10. Plato and !vfro!Ênh: Conclusions

In the first sections of this chapter (sections 2-7), we investi-
gated a number of passages in which Plato links !vfro!Ênh to
other virtues. As we have seen, Plato makes use of the multiple
uses of !≈frvn and cognates to establish such similarities.

Protagoras (section 3) argues for the similarity between pru-
dential !vfro!Ênh and !of¤a (both share the antonym
éfro!Ênh), and then reinterprets !vfro!Ênh in other-regarding
terms to link these two virtues with dikaio!Ênh . In Protagoras,
these associations are used to argue for the ‘unity’ (see section
2) of the virtues in refutation of Protagoras’ denial of this unity;
ultimately, all virtues are defined in terms of ‘knowledge’.

Laches suggests a link between !vfro!Ênh and a quality that
at first sight might seem to be one of its opposites, the asser-
tive, and even aggressive quality of éndre¤a . The dialogue con-
tains a fleeting suggestion that ‘courage’ also applies to con-
fronting the ‘dangers’ of one’s desires and that éndre¤a includes
the prototypical manifestations of !vfro!Ênh in the use of ‘con-
trol of desires’ (section 4). But the dialogue does not press the
point: again, the virtues are ultimately identified with knowl-
edge. In this respect, Laches claims a unity of virtues very similar
to Protagoras.

The establishment of a link between éndre¤a and the non-
competitive qualities of !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh becomes a
rather more pressing task with opponents who question the
value of these non-competitive qualities. In Gorgias (section 5),
the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh is vital for establishing a link be-
tween éndre¤a and the utterly other-regarding quality of di-
kaio!Ênh. Here, a different strategy is applied: now, the demon-
strandum is not that the virtues are one, but rather that they are
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compatible and co-existent. Socrates first elicits from Callicles a
rejection of !vfro!Ênh in its use of ‘control of desires’, and
then brings in !vfro!Ênh again in its use of ‘prudence’, as soon
as Callicles has to accept that one needs the ability to decide
which pleasures to pursue and which to reject. When Callicles
admits to the necessity of prudence, Socrates can vindicate the
necessity of !vfro!Ênh in general, and infers the necessity of
dikaio!Ênh from it. Thus, Gorgias suggests that !vfro!Ênh and
dikaio!Ênh are both necessary for the pursuit of the ‘good’, and
the association of !vfro!Ênh with ‘prudence’ suggest that the
pursuit of the good by means of these virtues is not merely a
matter of respect for others at the expense of one’s self-
interest, but that it actually benefits the agent himself.

In later texts, there are more practical issues connected with
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a . Plato repeatedly deals with the problem
of ensuring that the citizens of the state acquire both
!vfro!Ênh and éndre¤a in the appropriate measure, even
though the qualities might seem to belong to entirely different
temperaments (section 6). Republic answers this problem by
means of a programme of education in music/poetry and gym-
nastics, both reformed in such a way that they contribute exclu-
sively to the enforcement of these two qualities. In Politicus, on
the other hand, the problem is addressed as one of demogra-
phy, and the task of the statesman is said to be to ensure an ap-
propriate ‘mix’ in the state between people of a martial tem-
perament and those with a quiet nature.

Now the success of Plato’s persuasive use of the polysemy of our
terms depends on the reader’s lack of awareness of what is go-
ing on: a reader will follow only if he does not see sharply which
persuasive moves are being made. Therefore, the texts that ex-
ploit the polysemy of !vfro!Ênh will never do so explicitly, and
will never call attention to the fact that more than one use of
our terms is activated. Things are very different in the dialogues
that attempt a definition of !vfro!Ênh. Here, Plato explicitly
names many of the uses of our terms, if with the goal of reduc-
ing this polysemy and focusing on its prototypical use of ‘control
of desires’. In Charmides ( section 8), a wealth of terms and ex-
pressions traditionally associated with various uses of !≈frvn
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and cognates is explored. They are all rejected as definitions of
!vfro!Ênh, and specifically, the dialogue deals extensively with
the problem of defining !vfro!Ênh along ‘Socratic’ lines in
terms of ‘knowledge’.

One notion that is suggested, but left unchallenged, in
Charmides is the prototypical use of !vfro!Ênh as ‘control of de-
sire’. In Republic (section 9), Plato elaborates on this notion in
order to define !vfro!Ênh both in the individual and in the
state. The self-control of the individual is now described as a
concord between the ‘rational’ part of the soul and the inferior
parts, which submit to its control. Similarly, !vfro!Ênh in the
state is an agreement between the various classes that the lead-
ing class should indeed be in charge, and this ‘political’
!vfro!Ênh seems to represent a sophisticated interpretation by
Plato of the traditional ‘aristocratic’ idea that !vfro!Ênh in the
state manifests itself as compliance with the status quo, or
eÈnom¤a .

Meanwhile, the main problem in book Four is the demarca-
tion between !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh . When !vfro!Ênh is
used in its ‘civic’ sense, it covers such aspects as respect for the
laws, and restraint of injustice and violence, and is often virtu-
ally synonymous to dikaio!Ênh . The discussion of Republic man-
ages to establish technical definitions of the virtues that
achieve a more or less clear-cut distinction between the two:
dikaio!Ênh is now confined to the practical aspect of ‘keeping to
one’s own job’, both for the various classes of citizens in the
state and for the various parts of the soul: each class and each
part of the soul is to confine itself to the performance of its
own proper function. By contrast, !vfro!Ênh is now defined as
the cognitive/emotional aspect of this practical type of self-
restraint: it is defined as the consent of each class and every
part of the soul that this division of labour is indeed right. Thus,
a technical distinction between the two virtues is achieved,
even if this is done at the cost of a certain degree of abstrac-
tion: Plato’s technical definitions are clearly at some distance
from ordinary language use, which does not always allow for
strict distinctions.
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Thus, in summary, we can observe how Plato uses quite a num-
ber of traditional uses of !vfro!Ênh, but in his attempt at defi-
nition centres on its prototypical manifestation of ‘control of
desires’ (group of uses no. 6), and a larger-scale pendant of
eÈnom¤a for the pÒli! as a whole (group of uses no. 18).

The senses used by Plato in Charmides are shown in figure 12:
uses that are activated are highlighted in grey, and the single
central use that is not formally rejected is higlighted in darker
grey. The uses in Plato in general are shown in figure 13. Here,
all active uses in Plato are highlighted by means of a light grey
background. Figure 14 tries to visualise the technical definitions
of !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh in Republic. Here, the uses with a
dark-grey background are those that are covered by the defini-
tion of !vfro!Ênh; those with a lighter background are ‘re-
served’ as the province of dikaio!Ênh .

What the diagrams generally show is the fact that there are
some marked ‘centripetal’ tendencies. Plato is evidently aware
of the whole range of traditional uses of the term, and uses
them (or at least those uses that apply to men) for purposes of
persuasion, but he nevertheless shows a strong tendency to fo-
cus on what is the prototypical use of the term, ‘control of de-
sire’. Of the uses in Charmides, this is only one that goes un-
challenged (fig. 12). And it is also the use that forms the basis
for the definition in Republic of !vfro!Ênh as applied to the soul
of the individual (fig. 14). Republic in fact shows Plato’s ten-
dency toward the central uses in its strongest form: here, the
definition of !vfro!Ênh ultimately derives from two quite com-
mon and central uses of our terms: ‘control of desire’ as shown
by the individual adult male citizen, and eÈnom¤a as shown by
the citizens of the polis as a collective.

Besides, even in texts which allow for a relatively great vari-
ety of uses (Charmides), there is one centripetal tendency that
must not be overlooked: the ‘androcentricity’ of Plato’s concep-
tions. The uses of !vfro!Ênh that Plato addresses are mostly
those that in ordinary language use apply to free adult male citi-
zens, the ‘central’ members, so to speak, of society. Plato gives
some attention to ‘boyish’ manifestations of !vfro!Ênh in
Charmides, but gives them relatively short shrift. In the hierar-
chical construct of the state in Republic, !vfro!Ênh incorporates
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some aspects of the submission demanded of subjects in rela-
tively authoritarian traditional views of !vfro!Ênh. But that is it.
All other uses are on the main central axis representing the
free individual male citizen. Women and girls are ignored com-
pletely. The contrast with some other genres and authors, Eu-
ripides above all, could hardly have been more striking.

Thus we see how, in his attempts to get to the ‘core’ of
!vfro!Ênh, Plato generally focuses on the most central mem-
bers of society, and then in his definitions concentrates on the
most typical ways in which our terms are applied to these central
members. In semantic terms, the Platonic attempt to define the
essence of an entity, may be described as a definition of its pro-
totypical uses in relation to the most central members of soci-
ety.
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Fig. 12. !vfro!Ênh in Charmides
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Fig. 13. !vfro!Ênh and cognates in Plato.
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Fig. 14. !vfro!Ênh and dikaio!Ênh in Republic.
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Ajax 35, 38, 42n1, 58, 87-9, 123-33,
137, 141, 143, 145-6, 149, 263,
266-8, 292, 297, 332

androcentrism 271, 292, 294-5,
352-3
women adopting masculine
values 264, 272

Andromache 23, 29, 70, 144, 152,
154-9, 161, 183-4, 188, 264

categories, 16-26, 29, 30, 33, 270-2,
274-5
boundaries of 20, 23-4, 29;
classical vs. cognitive
conceptions of 15-17, 19-21

caution in foreign affairs 192, 203,
208, 210, 212, 216 221, 256-7

Charmides 3-7, 12, 29-30, 33, 37,
39, 224, 228, 262, 265, 273,
292, 295, 323-30, 332, 339-40

chastity (girls) 12, 116-17, 154,
261

chastity (Hippolytus) 144, 164,
166-7

Clytemnestra 64, 67n53, 99, 100,
105, 108-12, 116n28, 118-21,
150-2, 153, 158-9, 162, 188, 260,
264, 272,

civil strife, avoidance of 75, 84-6,
88, 91, 98, 99, 107-9, 248, 250,
269

cognitive grammar 14, 16, 19, 25
control of desires 1-2, 5-6, 27, 33,

35, 39, 40, 93, 95, 98, 144, 145,
151-3, 154, 163, 188, 225, 229,
235, 241, 249, 251, 257-60, 262,
274, 288-90, 292, 294, 301, 306,
308, 311, 317, 322-3, 325, 339-
41, 344, 349-52

control of fear 113-17, 120-1

decency (boys), see shame
deliberation in council 192, 201-3,

206, 208, 213, 219, 254

democracy, restoration of 225, 247-8,
250; moderate origins: 247-8

drinking 93-5

etymology 10, 54, 252, 326

family resemblance 6, 16, 21, 25, 28-31,
274-5, 251, 293

fidelity (women) 13-14, 22, 29-30, 33,
65, 67, 96-7, 111-12, 144-5, 154, 156,
158-9, 174, 188, 225n1, 251, 260-1,
262, 264

gods, avoidance of offences against 100-
3, 110-12, 120, 123, 126, 131-2, 137,
141, 147, 150-1, 165, 180-2, 188, 245,
267-9, 315, 339

injustice, avoidance of 22n29, 37, 39, 75,
80, 85, 92, 98, 203, 224-5, 229, 233,
235, 243-5, 247, 263, 266-7, 269, 290,
295, 300, 303, 311, 315, 346, 351

intellectualism, Socratic 298
isolationaism: see caution in foreign

affairs

Labov, W. 23
Langacker, network model, 3, 14, 29-32,

34, 36
laws, respect for 224, 229, 256, 266-7,

351

madness, see sanity
Mahler, Gustav, 21-2
moderation of expenses, 227, 235, 241-

2, 246, 248, 249, 257-60, 289-90

network model, see Langacker
non-interventionism, see caution

obedience, see quiet behaviour
(servants)

Odysseus 8, 33, 41-6, 48, 49n13, 53, 57,
61-9, 70-74, 124-9, 139-40, 268, 318,
347
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control of anger 70-4; unheroic
traits 87, 97-8

Peleus 89, 152, 158, 229, 258
Penelope 9, 41, 43, 45-6, 48-9, 61,

69, 252
prototype of !≈frvn wife 23, 26,
29, 33, 35, 42n1, 62-8, 73, 154,
258, 260

Phaedra 144, 149, 163-73, 188-9
physical symtoms of !vfro!Ênh: 5,

12, 238, 272-4, 251
polysemy, 2-3, 17-18, 26, 30, 143,

293
persuasive exploitation of 2, 39,
143-4, 189, 293-5, 322, 345-50;
reduction of 2, 39-40, 293-4,
350

Proteus 144, 151, 162, 258
prototypes 2, 14, 16, 24-6, 27, 30-5,

39-40, 251, 253, 259, 261, 262,
265, 275, 293-5 306-7, 311, 323,
325-8, 339,41, 343-4, 348-53

prudence 8-10, 43, 48, 50, 52, 56,
75, 98, 125, 138-40, 148-50, 153,
187, 188, 191, 193, 195, 197,
201, 203-4, 212-3, 217, 221, 223,
253-5, 260, 290, 292, 305, 311,
314, 322, 350

quiet behaviour
boys 6, 45, 50, 74, 227-8, 251,
262, 265-6, 273, 326-9, 339;
girls 100, 113-7, 134-5, 251,
262, 265, 273, 289, 290; men
85, 89, 93, 98; 125, 144, 148,
153, 178, 182, 210, 219, 231,
234-5, 242, 245-7, 250, 262-3,
269, 274, 295, 301, 319, 321,
330, 339, 346, 350;

servants and inferiors 50,74, 118-19,
125, 262, 266; women 100, 113-7,
134, 144, 155-6, 159, 188-9, 262, 263-
5, 273

Rosch, Eleanor 24-5, 34

sanity, soundness of mind 9-10, 22, 28,
48-50, 54, 143, 145-8, 153, 174, 197-9,
221, 252-3

schema (Langacker) 29, 31-2, 274-6
shame (boys) 4, 6, 12, 15, 30, 224, 228,

257, 265, 273, 329
soundness of mind, see sanity
Sparta, 38, 98, 152, 156-8, 193, 208-16,

256
alleged permissive attitude with
regard to women 152, 156-8;
reputation for !vfro!Ênh 193, 202,
214, 245, 269

stereotypes 24n33, 30, 117, 153, 158,
215, 224

Telemachus 68-70
a !≈frvn youth 44-6, 69, 265; as a
responsible adult 68-9

tyrants, oriental 192, 194-9, 221

unity of virtues 295-8, 299, 304, 316-7,
322-3, 349-50

violence, control of 99, 102-13, 120, 144,
147, 150-1, 153, 188, 224-5, 229, 233-
4, 243-5, 247, 249-50, 266-7, 288, 291

Wittgenstein, Ludwig 6, 20-2, 28, 30
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égayÒ! 63, 77, 85, 88, 195, 316,
325, 228

ée!¤frvn 59-60
afid≈! 4, 6, 12, 15, 41, 45, 48, 50-4,

57, 61, 74, 81, 94, 127-8, 153,
167, 212-3, 257, 265, 274, 294,
300-1, 324, 329, 339

énandr¤a 213, 305, 313, 316
éndre¤a 1, 5, 7, 27, 38, 39, 123-4,

133, 141, 193, 218-20, 242, 264,
266, 292, 293-4, 297, 298, 299,
300, 301, 304, 305-21, 322, 328,
341, 342, 343, 345, 347, 348,
349, 350
difficult to reconcile with
!vfro!Ênh 15, 123-4, 133, 141,
292, 293-4, 297, 299, 305-8,
321, 348, 349-50

éprãgmvn, épragmo!Ênh 125, 224,
230-3, 234, 245-7, 250, 263,
295, 330, 339

éretÆ 64-5, 77, 79, 89, 103, 104,
123, 127, 133, 156, 157, 194,
210, 216, 261, 264, 265, 292,
295, 299-302, 304-5, 315, 341,
345, 347, 348

êfrvn 59-61, 82, 95, 187, 254, 257
as antonym of !≈frvn 254, 257

d¤kaio! 81, 104, 266, 297, 299, 301,
311
associated with !≈frvn 81, 266

dikaio!Ênh 1-2, 37, 75, 104, 242,
243-5, 266, 291-2, 293-5, 298,
299-304, 305-6, 310-11, 314-16,
322-4, 331, 337, 339, 341-2,
344-52
near-synonymous with some
uses of !vfro!Ênh 37, 266, 299-
304, 310-16; distinguished
from !vfro!Ênh in Republic
295, 341-2, 345-6, 348-9, 351

d¤kh 77, 81, 103, 165, 300-1

e‡kv 123n1, 131-2
eÈboul¤a 102, 202, 206-8, 213,

221, 233, 256

eÈnom¤a 75, 86-8, 90-2, 98, 192, 202, 217-
8, 221, 256, 269, 292, 295, 344, 346,
348, 351-2

eÈ!°beia 104, 137
eÈ!eb°v 134
eÈ!ebÆ! 89, 104, 111
§x°frvn 42, 62-5, 67-8, 73

¥mero!/≤merÒth! 320
≤!ux¤a 6, 85, 115, 173-4, 245-7, 326-9

kakÒ! 77n6, 127
kÒ!mio! 6, 235-7, 241-2, 257, 314-5, 320

ass. with !≈frvn 235-7, 257

malak¤a, malakÒ! 320
m°trio!, metriÒth! 240-2, 248, 259-60

ass. with !≈frvn: 241, 259-60

nÆpio! 69-70, 94, 254, 257

ı!iÒth! 300-3, 322, 341

pepnum°no! 42, 45, 61, 68-9, 73
per¤frvn 28, 62-5, 67, 73
pinutÒ! 66-7

!of¤a 7, 74, 174, 179, 181-2, 186, 264,
266, 292, 293-4. 296, 298, 299-304,
305-6, 308-9, 311, 316-7, 322-3, 325,
341-3, 347-9
link with !vfro!Ênh 293-4, 302-3

!tã!i! 75, 83, 85-8, 91-2, 97, 193-4, 218-
21, 289, 291, 305, 320

!vfron°v, !vfro!Ênh, !≈frvn
aristocratic/oligarchic overtones 76-
92, 97-8, 193, 202, 216-8; etymology
of 10, 54-5, 252, 326; persuasive use
124, 138, 143, 186-7, 193, 202, 223,
247, 254, 255, 259, 293, 295, 350;
physical symptoms 12, 242, 251-2,
272-4, 326

!vfron¤zv, !vfrÒmi!ma, !vfroni!tÆ!
290-1

!vfrÒnv! 288-9

tãji! 2, 299, 314-6, 318, 320, 326
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Ïbri! 17, 77, 81, 83-6, 101, 119,
128-9, 150, 162, 230, 234, 243-
4, 268
antonym of some uses of
!vfro!Ênh 243-4

fr°ne!, loss/destruction of 54-61
fron°v, eÔ fron°v 108-9, 174, 179-80,

253
ass. with !vfron°v 253
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Aeschines
1 261
1.11 238
1.22 237n22
1.25 238, 242, 274
1.136-7 238
1.151 289
1.159 239
1.189 237n22
2.4 239
2.151 240
2.176 248n40, 289
3.168-76 240-1

Aeschylus
Agamemnon
160-6 106
176-83 107-8
351 111
1421-5 118, 266
1617-20 119, 266
1662-4 119, 266
Choephori
138-41 111-12
Eumenides
44 288
136 120
520-1 110
1000 100, 109
Persae
829 101n1
Prometheus Vinctus
982 118
Septem contra Thebas
186 113, 264, 273
568 103
610 104
645 104-5, 288
Supplices
197-203 114, 264, 273
710 115, 264, 273
724-5 115, 264, 273,

290
992 115, 264, 273,

290

1012-13 116, 261

Ps.-Andocides
4.40 243-4
Antiphon Orat.
1.3.3.7 290
4.4.1 244

Antiphon Soph.
fr. 58.12-6 346-7
fr. 59 236n21

Aristophanes
Acharnenses
611 231
Aves
1433 230
1538-41 232-3
Ecclesiazusae
767 229-30
1038-40 226n1
Equites
334 232, 207
545 226n2
Lysistrata
473-4 225n1, 273, 289
507-8 226n1, 263
796 226n2
1093 226n2
Nubes
537 226n2
962 227, 265
963-4 273
973 273
979-80 273
1009-14 273
1027 228
1060 228
1067 89, 152, 229, 258
Pax
1297 231
Plutus
563-4 230
1119 226n2
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Ranae
727-9 231, 263
853 226n2
Thesmophoriazusae
548 226n1, 260
Vespae
748 230
1404-5 226n2

Aristoteles
Ethica Nicomachea
1103b19 28n38
1128b10-5 53n23
1145b14-15 71
1146a9-12 236n21
1151b34-1152a3 166n21
Rhetorica
1390b 266

Bacchylides
13.182-9 86-8

Democritus
fr. 294 266

Demosthenes
1.27 247n39
2.22 247n39
3.20 247n39
3.26 249
6.19 247n39
6.23 247n39
7.19 247n39
19.196 239
19.215-6 239
19.285 290
21.74 289
21.227 290-1
25.94 291
38.26 241
45.68 274
45.80 237, 242

Euripides
Alcestis
181-2 161
614-17 160
753 153, 289
Andromache
222-31 156-7
234-5 157

594 158
595-601 152
596 158
601 158
681-2 152
740-1 152
Bacchae
268-9 179
311-2 180
314-18 174-5
331-2 180
348-9 177
359 180
504-5 177-8, 263
640-1 178, 263
655-6 181-2
683-8 175, 289
849-53 180
939-40 175
1150-2 176
1340-3 176
Cyclops
334-8 150
Electra
50-3 152, 162-3, 258,

303
261 152, 258
923 159
1080 159
1099 159
Helena
47 151, 258
97 145-6
932 158
1684 158
1625-6 149
Heracles
855-7 147-8
Heraclidae
263 151
272 151
476-7 264, 365
1007: 288
1012 151
Hippolytus
10-22 167-9
73-81 115, 117-8
358-9 170
392-402 169-70
399 164
403-7 170-1
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413 164
490-7 171-2
704 149-50,
173n22
725-31 163, 169
948-51 165
966 173n22
991-1008 164-5
994-5 163
1013-18 148-9
1034-5 164, 172
Ion
520-1 146-7, 253
Iphigenia Aulidensis
379 150
407 150
824 153
1024 153
1157-61 159
1208 150
Medea
307-15 186-7
548-50 186
627-44 184-5
882-8 187
911-13 183, 264, 273
1365-9 183-4
Orestes
254 146, 253, 273
502 151
558 159
1132 159
1509 149
Phoenissae
177 150
549-54 148-9
1112 150, 288
Troades
348-50 146, 253, 273
422-3 35, 154, 260
643-68 154-6, 264
645 29
1027 158

Heraclitus
fr. 116 332

Herodotus
1.4.2-3 199-200
3.35.1-2 198-9, 253
3.64.5 9, 198, 252

3.71.3 194-5
4.77 289
7.15.1-2 195-7
7.104.2 197

Hipponax
fr. 182 (W) 96

Homer
Iias
1.188-95 73
9.340-3 63
21.462-9 42-3, 46-8, 50, 53-4,

254, 305
Odyssea
4.156-60 42-3, 44-5, 50, 53-4,

265
17.235-8 71
17.347 53, 329
18.90-4 71-2
23.11-14 42-3, 48-50, 253
23.26-31 8, 9, 42-3, 45-6, 50
24.192-202 64-5

Hymnus ad Bacchum
49 95

Isaeus
1.1 245, 289
-fr. 13.4 237n22

Isocrates
1.15 237n22
1.46 241, 289
2.31 237n22
3.36 258
3.37 241
3.38 237n22
3.43 241
3.44 241
4.81 289
4.197 247n38
5.7 247n38
6.59 289
7.4 248
7.7 289
7.14 248
7.37 237n22
8.58 247n38
8.63 247n38
8.104 247n38
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8.119 247n38
9. 22-3 265-6
9.31 249
9.38 249
9.59 247n38
12.14 247n38
12.115 248
12.138 249
12.140 249
12.151 249
15.24 237n22, 289
15.111 249
16.28 249
18.46 248n41

Lysias
1.10 260
1.38 243, 267
3.4 235-6, 258,

259
6.54 245
14.12 237n22
14.41 237n22,

245, 258
19.16 237n22, 258
19.54 245-6
21.18-9 234-5, 258
24.17 244
26.5 246

Pindar
Paeanes
1.5-10 90-1
6.144 90
9.52 91
Pythian Odes
3.63 95
Isthmian Odes
8.24-6: 88-9, 258

Plato
Charmides
155D3-4: 5, 258, 325
157D3 326
158C5-6 5, 12, 273-4,

326
158E7-159A1 326-7, 334
159B2-6 4, 265, 273,

324, 233,
326-9, 339

159C-160D 328

160E3-5 4, 265, 324,
329, 339

161B6 4, 324,
330-2, 339

162A4 289
163E4 331
163E10 4, 324
164C6 332
164D4 4, 324, 332, 339
165C5-7 4, 324, 333
166C2-3 4, 325, 333
166E7 335
167A1-7 4, 325, 335-6
170D1-3: 4, 325
171D6-E7 336-7
Gorgias
478D6 290, 313n29
491D4-E1 1, 258, 312-3
492A8 313
492B4 313
492C1 313
503E6 314
504A7 314
504D3 314
507A1 299, 315
507A7-C2 315-6
Laches
189C7-E2 27, 306-8
Leges
908A4 290
909A1 290
Phaedo
69A4 290
Politicus
306A12-311C8 321
306B9-10 321
307E-308A 321
Protagoras
322C2 301
323A1-2 300
329D-E 299
332A4-333B6 298
333B8-9: 303
333D3-E1 303
349D3-5 304
Respublica (Republic)
375C6-7 317
389D9-E3: 317, 344
403A7 289
410E5-411A4 318-20
430E6-9 342-3
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431A3-B3 345
431E6 344
432A7-9 344
433C1 345
442C10-D1 347
443C-444A 347

Semonides
fr. 7.108-13 (W): 68

Sophocles
Ajax
127-33 125, 268
585-6 129-30, 263
666-77 130-3, 266
1073-6 127, 266, 289
1255-63 128-9, 266
1264-5 129
Electra
307-9 134, 264
364-8 135, 255
464-5 137
Oedipus Tyrannus
584-9 139
Philoctetes
300-4 138, 254
1257-60 139-40
Trachiniae
434-5 140
Fr.
786 266

Theognis
39-52 82-6
41 267
373-80 81
379 267
429-38 78-9, 267
453-6 79, 267
479-87 94, 257, 273
497-8 94-5, 257
665 82, 257
701 82, 267
753-6 80, 267
1081-2b 86, 267

1135-42 82
1323-6 93

Thucydides
1.32.4 203
1.37.2 203
1.40.2 204
1.42.2 204
1.79.2 210
1.80.3 289
1.84.1-3 210-4, 256
1.86.2 214
1.120.4 209-10
3.37.3 206-7
3.42.3 207-8
3.43.5 208
3.44.1 208, 256
3.58.2 205
3.59.2 205
3.62.1 214
3.65.3 291
3.68.3 215
3.82 124, 193, 218-21,

305
3.82.4 219-20
3.82.8 220-1
4.28.5 216
4.60.1 205
4.61.1 205
4.64.4 205
5.101.1 289
6.6.2 256-7
6.78.2 291
6.87.3 291
8.1.3 290
8.24.3-5 215-6
8.48.7 218, 291
8.53.3 217, 269

Xenophon
Memorabilia
1.1.20 269
1.2.1 71
1.2.26 266
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