SOME THOUGHTS ON 4IKH

In a well-known passage of Plato’s Protagoras' the sophist of thatname is made to
suggest that what makes a society or community of human beings possible is
their possession of 8/kn and aidds, which are given to them by Zeus.? But
though all men have these qualities, they are not ‘natural’ in the way that
ugliness or beauty of face is natural. They are acquired ; and Protagoras gives
a detailed description of how they are inculcated, first by parents, then by
schoolmasters, and then by laws. The view that these qualities are peculiar to
men was, of course, not a new one. Already in the Works and Days Hesiod
writes,?

T6vde yap avBpdimorar vouov diérafe Kpoviwy

ix0vor pév kai Onpol kal olwvois mwerenvois

e’ch’p.ev G’.AAﬁAOUS, E’7T€z Ol} 8’:}(1’ e’c‘ri lL€T’ az’rroi‘g'

dvBpdrmoar 8 éwke Sikny.

And again the age of lawlessness and violence is described as*

’ y ) ’ \ > \
diky &8 év yepal, kai aidws
ovk éaTau.

Both Protagoras and Hesiod suggest that there is a fundamental difference
between animals and man which lies in man’s possession of 8ixy and aidds. I
intend in this article to discuss what they are likely to have meant by this
distinction. In his study of Plato’s life and works Taylor refers to the passage
in the Protagoras where Zeus gives 8{xn and ai8ws to men and talks of him giving
them ‘the sense of right and conscience’.s Similarly Sinclair in his edition of
Hesiod’s Works and Days says,® ‘aidds is predominantly a good quality especially
in this poem. It is compunction, a regard for others or ‘‘conscience”.” What is
meant by the word ‘conscience’ is, of course, always difficult to assess, but I
take it that what Taylor and Sinclair refer to is a man’s personal belief or
conviction that certain actions are ‘morally’ or ‘in principle’ right and some
‘morally’ or ‘in principle’ wrong, regardless of the material consequences of
those actions. The two scholars would therefore seem to imply that it was the
possession of this ‘moral sense of right and wrong’, as the O.E.D. defines the
word ‘conscience’, which was regarded by Hesiod and Protagoras as a distinc-
tive feature of mankind. I propose, however, to bring forward some evidence
to suggest that this may not have been what Hesiod and Protagoras meant by
dixn and aidds.

The first discussion of any length that we have in Greek literature on right
and wrong is Hesiod’s admonition to Perses and the Bact)els in the Works and
Days. In this discussion it is very clear that he is for 8(xy and against 3Bpis. The
famous fable of the hawk and the nightingale is usually given as the prime
example of this preference, and interpretation placed on the fable is that it

t Plato, Prot. 321 b ff. s A. E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and his
2 Plato, Prot. 322 c. Work (London, 1937), 243.

3 Hesiod, W.D. 276 ff. 6 T. A. Sinclair, Hesiod, Works and Days
4 Hesiod, W.D. 192 f. (London, 1932), 35.
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‘serves as a condemnation of violence and injustice’.! Evelyn-White probably
means by this that the actual situation portrayed in the fable, namely the
hawk’s exercise of his power over the nightingale, is given by Hesiod as an
example of violence and injustice.2 Certainly Sinclair says of this passage,?
‘Again, to illustrate the difference between the rule of Force and the rule of
Right, he tells a fable of the nightingale and the hawk; and when, some 300
years later, Thrasymachus was defining Justice as the rule of the stronger, he
was repeating in effect what the hawk said to the nightingale: ‘““He is a fool
who seeks to resist the mighty.”” It is against [my italics] such a doctrine and the
conduct to which it leads that Hesiod protests.’” But is it? The assumption
seems to be that Hesiod is condemning the actual situation he portrays in the
fable, but I am not so sure myself, judging from the context, that this is so.
Hesiod says :*

viv 8 alvov Bacidedor épéw Ppovéovor kal adrois:

&8 ipné mpocéevev dndova moikiAdSetpov

Uit wdX’ év vedéeaor pépwy Svixeoor pepapmids

7 & éAedv, yvaumroict memapuévy dud’ dviyesar,

puiperor Ty 8y’ émkparéws mpos pdbov Eevmrev:

Sarpovin, T{ AéAnkas; éxeL vi o€ oAV dpelwr:

kil & els, ﬁ o av e"yo.') mep d"yw kal aotdov éodoav

deimvov &, al K 0éAw, movjoopar Bé pebrow.

depwv 8, 8s K’ €0éAy mpos kpeloaovas dvripepilew-

vikns Te aréperar mpds T’ aloyeow dlyea mdoyet.

This certainly may seem, particularly to us, a strong condemnation of the
principle that might is right. But then Hesiod goes on,5

& ITépan, av 8 drove dikns, und’ Ppwv Spede:
4 ’ \ ~ ~ 3 \ \ b \
UBpts ydp Te kaxy) detdd BpoTdd: ovdeé pév éabAos
i3 ’ 7’ 7’ 7 /7 > ¢ 9 3 _~
pnidiws depéuev Svvarar, Bapvber 8¢ 8 vm’ adrijs
k) ’ 37 eQ y ¢ 7 -
éyxvpoas adrpow: 080s &8 érépmd mapeXfeiv

’ k) \ ’ ’ LI 4 \ 4 »
kpeloowy € Ta Sikavar Siky 8 Pmép fpios loye
és Tédos ééeNodoa: mabwv 8¢ Te mimos éyvw.
adrika yap Tpéyer "Opkos dua arolifjor diknow.

It is, I think, very clear in these lines that Hesiod is pointing out that what
makes 38pis undesirable is that it does not pay. It is kaxij, harmful, because it
involves one in suffering. He then goes on to say that such suffering and
disaster follow upon crooked verdicts, because “Opkos or even Zeus himself
will exact punishment.® Surely the lesson he is trying to convey is that it does
not pay to forswear oneself and pass crooked judgements, because those who

t H. G. Evelyn-White, Hesiod, the Homeric
Hymns and Homerica (London and New York,
1914), p. xviii.

2 A similar view of the fable seems to be
implied by Wade-Gery’s comment (‘Hesiod’,
Essays in Greek History [Oxford, 1958], 12):
‘Historically the poem’s importance lies in
the fact that the Nightingale had won. The
Hawk had said, ‘“Good bird why all this
twittering . . .”” but the Nightingale had got
its hearing and the Hawk had to let it go.

He would appear to equate the hawk with
the Paculeis and the nightingale with
Hesiod, so that the fable would show the
(wrongful) exercise of power by a stronger
over a weaker.

3 T. A. Sinclair, 4 History of Greek
Political Thought (London, 1951), 19.

4 Hesiod, W.D. 202 ff.

s Hesiod, W.D. 213 ff.

6 Hesiod, W.D. 219, 238 f.
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do so are open to the wrath of the gods.! Since this seems almost certainly to be
the moral behind these lines, can we not also read the same moral into the
fable of the hawk and nightingale? Hesiod is addressing the Sacileis who, by
crooked judgements, have defrauded him, or are trying to defraud him, of
money, and he says that when the hawk has the nightingale in his claws, the
nightingale can moan all it likes, but the hawk has the upper hand. So too, he
implies, when Zeus has them in his claws he will have the upper hand and they
are fools if they hope to escape the consequences of his wrath.2

depwv &, 8s K’ é0é\y mpos kpelooovas dvripepilewv.

On this interpretation of his fable, Hesiod, far from condemning the attitude
of the hawk to the nightingale, uses it to point to the facts of life. Those stronger
than oneself can inflict disaster, and it is foolish to try to thwart them. This is
$Ppis and meets its own penalty. It is far better to be 8{kawos and safe. I have
spent some time on this particular passage because it is important for our
conception of what the Greeks meant by right and wrong. Did Hesiod and
presumably other Greeks think that 8ixn was the moral principle of not
harming others, and 38p:s the violation of this principle, or did they think that
dixm was ‘not getting into trouble’, in other words, expediency or prudence,
and that 9Bpis was ‘getting into trouble’, in other words, rashness, imprudence,
foolishness? T have suggested that the fable of the hawk and nightingale and the
following lines imply the latter, and there are other passages both in Hesiod
and other Greek authors which support this view. In the passage immediately
preceding the fable Hesiod describes the age of iron in which ai8ws and véueois
leave the earth, and it is interesting that the effect of this is:3

8ikn &8 év yepai, kai aldws
ovk €oTar BAdier 8’ 6 kakds TOv dpelova PpdTa
oo oxolois évémw, éml & Sprov JueiTar.

! Xenophanes points out (D.K. 21. B. 11)
that

mdvra feois dvélmxav “Ounpds 8’ ‘Halodds

TE

dooa map’ avlpdmoow Jveldea kai Pdyos

éotly,

kAémTew poryevew Te kai dAjAovs dmaTeve.
This certainly suggests that he saw a
discrepancy in these poets between the
portrayal of the gods as the champions of
‘right’ and the gods’ own behaviour to each
other. In this view he was almost certainly
unique, for, as Lloyd-Jones points out (‘Zeus
in Aeschylus’, FHS Ixxvi [1956], 65f.),
‘What is emphasized, in Hesiod and also in
tragedy, is the supremacy of his [Zeus’]
power . .. The poets talk not of the righteous-
ness of the gods but of their power, and of
their insistence that we be righteous.’

2 Hesiod, W.D. 210. It may be argted
that this interpretation ignores the obvious
equation between the nightingale and
Hesiod. But dowdov éoficav need not neces-
sarily refer to Hesiod. The point is that the
hawk has power over the nightingale even

though she is a singer. In the same way Zeus
has power over the judges even though they
are kings. Moreover if the fable was really a
condemnation of the violence and injustice
of the hawk, would we not expect Hesiod to
point this moral at the end? Most ‘caution-
ary tales’ of this sort do have their ‘punch
line’ at the end, with an open or implied
exhortation to avoid a similar fate. Phoenix
ends his tale of Meleager’s anger (II. 9.
598 ff.),
7d 8’ obkér 8Bp’ érédecoav
moAXd T€ kal yaplevra, kakov 8 fuvve ral
adrws.
dAXa od pf pou Tadbra vdel dpeai . . .

This, it seems to me, is exactly the formula of
Hesiod’s fable: dépwv 8°, 6s «’ €0éAn mpos
kpeiooovas dvripepilew (moral), & ITépon, od
8” drove dikns (exhortation). I am indebted
to Prof. Gould for drawing my attention to a
similar interpretation of this fable by C.
Bradford Welles (‘Hesiod’s Attitude Toward
Labor’, G.R.B.S. viii (1967), 5-23, esp.
17-19).
3 Hesiod, W.D. 192 ff.
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In other words, men will no longer respect the power of the stronger. They will
attack him with force and cheat him by false oaths. Of course, as he goes on to
point out both in the fable and in the following lines, they will meet the equally
violent opposition of the stronger and suffer for it, but the calamity of it is that
the conflict will result in violence and general disaster,!

Ta 8¢ Aelperar dAyea Avypa
Ovnrois avbpdrmoiar: kakod 8 ol éocerar Ak,

instead of the peace and order which result from pursuing 8l :

oi 8¢ dikas Eelvoior kai évdripoiar Sidodow
elas kal pij T mapexBalvovar Sixaiov,
~ ! ! \ 3 > ~ 3 R
Tolor Téfnle moAis, Aaol & dvfedow év adTh:
Y 7 3y 5. A -~ ’ y ’ k] y ~
elprjyn 8 dva yijy koupoTpdgos, 0B8€ mor’ adrols
dpyaléov mSAepov Texpalperar edpvoma Zevs.

That 8ky is for Hesiod that which avoids disaster, is proved, I think, almost
conclusively by lines 270 ff. in which he says:
~ A \ /9 Yy A b 3 ’ 7

vy 87 éyw T’ adros év avBpdimoior Sikatos

eimy puijr’ éuos vids: émel karov dvdpa Sikatov

L3 ) ’ ’ > ’ o

Eupevar, € pellw ye dikny ddikdiTepos é€er:

> \ 4 k] 4 ¥ -~ ’ ’

dM\a 7d y’ o mw éodmra Tedeiv dia unridevra.

In other words there is no point in being 8(katos unless it pays. Being 8{xatos is
not its own reward, it is inevitably tied up with advantage, with good conse-
quences.

But an immediate objection to this interpretation of 8ikn could be based on
this same passage, since Hesiod can talk about an d8ukos getting more 8ikn than
a Sikawos. If, as I have suggested, 8ikn is essentially that which pays and
BBpis or ddwcia that which results in disaster, then if a man gets the greater
8ix, that is, is successful, how can he be termed d8:xos, that is, doing what is
disastrous ? Surely, it will be objected, Hesiod means by ddikos someone who
has done something wrong ‘in principle’, and so is saying that it is a bad thing
if the wicked prosper. But I am not convinced that this is the right inter-
pretation. I have suggested that 8iky, being 8ikatos, is to bow to the power of
the stronger, to avoid provoking his wrath and retribution. Whether one is
8ikasos or d8wkos thus depends on the consequences of one’s actions. This means
that if A attacks B it is not certain, until the consequences are clear, whether
he is 8kasos or d8uxos. But of course, it is perfectly possible to pass a judgement
on a person or his action prior to the outcome of that action, basing the judge-
ment on one’s assessment of the relative strength of the two parties concerned.
If the attacker appears obviously stronger than his victim, one can predict
fairly accurately that he will win and that he is therefore 8{kaos, within his
rights. If the attacker is the equal of, or only slightly superior to his victim, the
onlooker may well reserve judgement until the outcome is known, while the
victim will almost certainly claim that the attacker is d8txos, has gone too far.
But if the attacker is obviously weaker, then it is clear to onlookers, if not to
himself, that he is heading for disaster, and is therefore doing something
d8ucov. And this is the situation between men and gods. Gods are more power-
ful than men, and like the hawk can do as they will to them. To anger them is

1 Hesiod, W.D. 200 f. 2 Hesiod, W.D. 225 ff.
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thus extreme imprudence, so that one can say of anyone who does anger them
that he is ddiwcos, that he is heading for certain disaster. One of the most
obvious ways of angering a god, apart from failing to offer sacrifice, is to for-
swear an oath taken in his name, and this is clearly the situation that Hesiod
has in mind throughout this homily on 8{xy. The particular section in which
the lines under discussion occur is addressed to the Bacileis. They, as Bacideis,
have supreme power in the state, and can do as they will to their subjects and
remain 8ikasor, but as Hesiod warns them, they cannot do as they will to the
gods by forswearing oaths and hope to remain 8ikatos, that is, to get away with
it. He can thus term them and men like them d8ucot because they are heading
for certain disaster, certain, that is, because Hesiod like all Greeks firmly
believed that the gods did destroy perjurers. But if the gods do not destroy
perjurers, and this is the unlikely situation referred to in these lines, then there
will be no point in being 8ikatos, in avoiding perjury. It will not pay one, which
is the essence of being 8{xatos, but will be kaxdv, harmful, because the perjurer,
who would normally be d8ikos, ‘in the wrong’ because heading for disaster,
would not meet that disaster and so would be ‘in the right’, 8iknv éfei. More
than that, he would even have the fruits of his perjury into the bargain. The
8ikaos on the other hand would have neither the advantage of being safe nor
the fruits of perjury.

So in these lines, as elsewhere in Hesiod, it can be argued that 8ikaos, 8k,
and ddikdiTepos all carry the meaning not of what is right or wrong ‘in principle’,
but of what is prudent or imprudent in the light of material consequences.
Moreover Hesiod’s usage is not exceptional. 4iky, 8(kaos, ddikia or Jfpis, and
d8ukos are always closely tied up with rewards and penalties. Observing 8iky,
being 8ixaios, is remaining unharmed by keeping within one’s limitations;
committing JBpis or dducia is incurring disaster by overstepping those limi-
tations and the disaster involved is, of course, the retribution of the person one
has harmed or angered. Thus Hesiod says that when Aiky is thwarted she goes
and complains to her father Zeus;!

8dp’> dmoteloy
8fuos draclalias Bagidéwr.
One of the best examples of this close correlation between ddikia and retri-
bution is Anaximander’s description of ‘cosmic justice’:2 dpyqv . .
76 dmewpov . . . € Gy 8¢ 1) yéveals éor Tois odou, kal Ty $lopav els radra yiveohar

-~ ¥
. TWV OVTWY

katd 76 ypedv. Si8dvar yap adTd Sikny kal Tiow dAjAais Tis ddiklas kaTd TV TOD
xpdvov rafw. Creation and destruction is a continual cyclic process of give and
take. Any imbalance produced by one of them taking too much so that too

! Hesiod, W.D. 260f. In the Theogony
(g9o1 f.) Hesiod says that Dike is one of the

as it occurs, for example, in the phrase dkn
Oedv, the mark or characteristic of the gods.

daughters of Themis who are called the
“Qpai. Palmer points out (“The Indo-
European Origins of Greek Justice’, Trans.
Phil. Soc. 1950, 149 ff.) that dpa is a word
which is used for a boundary or divi-
sion of time, and he argues very convin-
cingly that the word 8i/ky itself may bear
the basic meaning of ‘(boundary) mark’.
He derives 8/xy from the root *deik, which
appears most obviously in Jdelkvvut. Its
primary meaning is thus ‘mark’, ‘indication’,

He shows that in many other languages
words with this basic meaning are also found
indicating ‘boundary mark’ or ‘limit’, and
argues that the usage of 8k in early Greek
authors is consistent with a meaning of the
limit or boundary beyond which one may
not trespass.

2 Anaximander, D.K. 12. B. 1: cf.
Heraclitus (D.K. 22. B. 94) “H\ws yap odx
dmepPricerar pérpar el 8¢ i, ’Epwies pw
dikns émikovpor éécvprigovay.
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much is created or too much destroyed, is rectified by redress or retribution.
In Herodotus this role of restoring the balance, particularly with regard to
human affairs, is attributed to the gods, so that Zeus can be likened to lightning
which strikes the highest point.! 6pds Ta dmepéyovra [da s kepavvoi ¢ feos
00d¢ €3 pavrdleabar, Ta 8¢ opikpa 0ddév pw kviler opds 8¢ s és olkjuara Ta
péyora alel kai 8évdpea Ta Towabra dmookijmreL Ta Pédea. piéer yap ¢ feds Ta
dmepéyovra mdvra kolovew. The balance upset by those who fly too high, who
exceed the limit, is restored by Zeus, who in Aeschylus is spoken of thus :2

Zevs ToL koAaoTs TGOV DmepkOuTwy dyay
dpovnudrwy émeatw, ebfuvos Bapvs.

When therefore the gods are said to be the punishers of dducia they are simply
personifying or embodying the lex talionis, the system of retribution for harm
suffered.3
AN’ & peydiar Moipar, Aidfev
THO€ TedevTay,
7 70 dikatov peraBaiver.
dvri pév éxfpds yAdaans éxbpa
yAdooa Teeiolw: TodPetAduevor
mpdooovoa Aikn uéy’ dvrei.
dvri 8¢ mAnyds dovias doviav
mAqyny Twérw. Spdoavte mabeiv,
Tpiryépwy pidbos Tdade puwvet.

'If, as I suggest, it is the consequences of an act which prove whether one is
Siratos or dducos, the Greeks will view an action in the light of its consequences,
and not in the light of what is right or wrong ‘in principle’.# And again there
is evidence to show that this was so. When Achilles accuses Agamemnon of
¥Bpts,s he means that Agamemnon is in the wrong because he is heading for
disaster, namely Achilles’ own vengeance. Achilles is not passing a moral
judgement on Agamemnon, any more than is Odysseus who, after Agamemnon
has acknowledged his mistake, advises him to be more 8ixatos in future.®

I Hdt. 7. 10. €. 2 Aesch. Pers. 827 f. seem to have said that Zeus gained his

3 Aesch. Choeph. 306 fI. As Lloyd-Jones
emphasizes (loc. cit. p. 291 n. 1), in
Aeschylus ‘Zeus is indeed the champion of
Dike’, but that ‘the sort of justice implied . . .
seems to be a rough, eye-for-an-eye justice’.
‘There can be little doubt that the view of
Zeus and that we find in Aeschylus is
not materially different from that of Hesiod.’
But, while agreeing very much with this,
I would suggest that when, in a fragment
discussed by Lloyd-Jones (P. Oxy., vol. xx,
2256, fr. 9 (A)), Dike says:

5 e 8 év avrde . . .
ik kpaTioas T@Le . . .
marnp yap Npéev, dvrap . . .
éx Tod 8¢ Tol pe Zevs ériu[noev
oruny mabav Ju . . .
{{w duos Bpévorow . . . ,

a vital point is that Zeus won (xparijoas).
Lloyd-Jones’s statement that ‘lines 6 and 7

victory justly, because his father began the
fight’ might appear to imply that Zeus had
Dike on his side because he was attacked.
But I would argue that Zeus had Dike on
his side because having been attacked he
took successful counter measures. In other
words, he would not have had Dike on his
side if he had failed in his attempt to take
vengeance. Itis when the attacker is worsted,
and only then, that Dike ‘crosses over’ to his
victim, and this, I suggest, is what is meant,
in the lines of the Choephori quoted, by the
phrase ‘76 8ixaiov peraBaive’’.

4+ As Latte suggests (‘Der Rechtsgedanke
im archaischen Griechentum’, Antike und
Abendland, 11 [1946], 63 fL.), ‘Erst der
Widerstand des Verletzten stempelt ihn zur
Hybris’, so that ‘Unrecht im wesentlich an
den Folgen fiir den Téter erkannt wird’.

5 Homer, Il. 1. 203.

6 Ibid. 19. 181 ff.
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Odysseus is simply suggesting that Agamemnon be a bit more circumspect in
choosing his victim next time,
oV peév ydp T vepesonTov Baocidija
avdp’ amapéooactai, 5te Tis mpdTepos yademvy.

Similarly Menelaus does not destroy Troy in order to punish Paris for an action
considered wrong ‘in principle’. He goes to Troy to get Helen and other
valuables back, to exact retribution and thereby prove Paris weaker than
himself and therefore in the wrong. As the peaceable embassy to Troy and the
terms agreed on for single combat between Paris and Menelaus reveal, it is
only because Paris refuses to acknowledge that he is weaker and offer redress
that Troy has to be destroyed. It is of course true that Paris has violated the
laws of hospitality, but what that means is that he runs the risk of divine
vengeance as well. It is Zeus whose power has been challenged by such a
violation of his law, and who can therefore be expected to seek redress to prove
that power. That is why Menelaus prays to Zeus to help him gain retribution.!

Zeb dva, 86s Teioaclar & pe mpdrepos kdk’ éopye,
~ 9, ’ v A ¢ \ \ 4

8tov ANé€avdpov, kal éufjs $mo yepot Sdpacaov,

Sppa Tis épplynar kal dydvwy dvlpdmwy

Eewoddrov kaka péfar, 6 kev uNdTnTa Tapdoyy.

It is only that retribution which puts Paris in the wrong. Otherwise, as is
pointed out in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, he could boast that he got away with his
action scot-free, which would mean that he was stronger and so not guilty of
adikia.?
Idpes yap olire ovvrels moAis

ééevyerar To Spaua Tod mdbovs wAov.

6¢Ad)v 'y(ip dpﬂa‘yﬁs‘ TE Kai KAO?TﬁS 8({'(771’

T00 f;UU{OU 0, 7’]"11.(1,)7'5 Kal WaVQGAEOpOV

adrdyfovov marp@ov épioev Sduov.

SLWA& 8, é"fGLO'aV pr.p[aab 00’.’10’,,)71404.

It is by losing more than he gained that Paris is proved in the wrong, and it is
again noticeable that &{kn is connected with retribution. Paris literally ‘owes
8ixn’. Because he is proved to have exceeded the limit, to have more than his
due, someone else has less than his due, and he has to restore it, just as Aga-
memnon is urged to restore to Achilles his 8{x7.3 It is also noticeable that what
Paris pays for is dudpria, a mistake, a miscalculation, not a moral lapse. He
thought he was stronger and could get away with his action, but he was not and
did not.

The consequences of an action prove whether a man is right or wrong, and
this concept of 8iky is particularly evident in Herodotus’ history. His attitude
to the Trojan war, for instance, is that,* rof Sawuoviov mapackevdfovros Skws
mavwlefply dmolduevol karagavés Todto Toior avlpdmoior moujowot, ds TEVY
peydiwy dduknpudrwy peydiar elol kal al Tipuwplar mapa Todv Bedv. Disaster is the
penalty for ddiknpua, and more than that, because the gods disapprove of
ddukia, it is also a divine judgement on that action. Thus to take one example
from the earlier part of Herodotus’ history, Croesus loses his son and his throne.

! Homer, Il. 3. 351 ff. 3 Homer, Il. 19. 180.
2 Aesch. A4g. 532 ff. 4 Hdt. 2. 120. 5.
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These disasters are evidence of his being guilty of 5pts or dducia and represent
a divine judgement upon his actions. He is therefore described by Herodotus
as a proverbial proud tyrant expecting to be called the most blessed of men by
Solon in a meeting that cannot have taken place historically. The death of his
son can then be explained as divine punishment for his presumption.! As
regards the loss of his empire, Croesus is represented as himself complaining
about it to Delphi. He had made all due sacrifice to the gods and obviously
cannot think of anything in his life that could be described as 3ifpis. But the
oracle replies :> Kpoioos 8¢ méumrov yovéos duaprdda éfémnoe, s . . . épdvevoe
T0v SeoméTea kal éoxe TNV éxelvov Ty 0ddéy of mpoarjkovaav. Delphi is to be
congratulated on being able to ferret out a nice duaprds to justify Apollo, but
in all seriousness Herodotus describes Croesus as satisfied with this explanation
and acknowledging that Apollo had not made a mistake in depriving him of
the empire. Disaster is divine punishment for $fpts or ddicia, and since the
anger of the gods, as the historical Solon describes it,3 is slow but certain, and
may delay for generations, one could always with more or less difficulty find
some duaprds to account for that disaster, if not in the life of the individual
concerned, then in the life of his family or ancestors.

This view of history is clearly post eventum. The evaluation of actions is based
on their outcome, and the example of Croesus shows how this evaluation is
read back into the account of an individual’s life, even to the distortion of
historical truth. Nor is this view limited to the early part of Herodotus’ history.
It extends into his report of the Persian expeditions, particularly that of Xerxes.
The Greeks had won, Xerxes had lost, so that the whole account turns into
a cautionary tale illustrating the $Bp:s of the Persians. Xerxes rules by fear and
force, he lashes the Hellespont, he receives Demaratus’ warnings with pitying
amusement, all of them actions typical of the doomed tyrant.* No wonder then
that when his defeat comes it is easily seen to be the merited divine punishment
not only for his initial JBpis in wanting to be master of Europe as well as of
Asia, but for his whole hybristic way of life. The storm off Euboeia is viewed as
divine intervention to help the Greeks,5 and after Xerxes’ final defeat Themis-
tocles expresses the interpretation of that defeat which has coloured the whole
account :% rd8e ydp odk Huels karepyacdueda, dAa feol e kai fpwes, ot épfdvnoar
dvdpa éva Tijs 1€ Aoins kal ths Edpdymns BaciAeboar, édvra dvdowdy Te kal ardabfa-
Aov. We are back with our jealous gods, with Zeus the lightning, the chastiser
of excessive thoughts, and indeed it is precisely with reference to Xerxes that
this phraseis used. For in Aeschylus, as in Herodotus, disaster is viewed as divine
judgement, as the proof and penalty of §Bpis.7

Oives vekpav . . . onguavodow . . .
ws ody vméppev BvmTov SvTa xp1 ppoveiv.
9Bpis yap ééavfoiic’ éxdpmwoey oTdyvy
drns, 80ev wdyrdavrov éfaud Oépos.
This is obviously only a very rapid and summary survey of the use of &ikn

and ddwcia up to the time of Herodotus, but I think there is fairly convincing
evidence that §Bpis or ddukia is that which incurs the retribution of the stronger,

I Hdt. 1. 34. I. 4 Cf. R. Lattimore, ‘The Wise Adviser in
2 Hdt. 1. 91. 1. Herodotus’, C.P. xxxiv (1939), 24—35.
3 Solon, fr. 40. 25ff. (I. M. Linforth, s Hdt. 8. 13. 6 Hdt. 8. 109. 3.

Solon the Athenian [Berkeley, 1919]). 7 Aesch. Pers. 818 ff.
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and &ixy that which avoids disaster by acknowledging and yielding to the
power of the stronger. Nor is this concept of 8/xy limited to Herodotus and
earlier authors. I have suggested that one can tell whether a person is 8ikaios
or dduwkos in attacking another only when the consequences of that attack show
whether he is stronger or weaker than his victim. But of course it does not
always take an actual conflict to prove who is stronger. The owner of a Mini
just does not bother disputing the claim of the owner of a Jaguar to faster
speed, but have two Jaguars at the lights and the race is on. Similarly a member
of the ordinary rank and file does not bother crossing swords with an Aga-
memnon, but have an Achilles and an Agamemnon at loggerheads and the
fight is on. It is only when attacker and victim are equals or near equals that
there is any point in the victim disputing the issue with the attacker.! This, of
course, is precisely what Athens points out to Melos in the famous Melian
dialogue :2

{4 -~ ’ k4 3 \ 3 kd 4 ~ 4 N ’ 14 N

Nuels Tolvwy olre adTol per’ dvopdTwy kaddv, s 1) Sikaiws . . . dpyouev )
adikovuevor vy émefepyduela, Aoywv piros dmorov mapéfopev, odl duds
> ~ N o N € < ~ 3 \ 3 4 ’ ” ’ \
afwodper 1) 6T¢ . . . 1) s Huds ovdév Bdikijkare Aéyovras oleclar melcew, Ta

\ 3 ol < 7 > -~ ~ ’ k) 7 \
Suvvara 8 é¢ dv éxdrepor dAnlds ¢povoiuer Siampdooeofar, émoTauévovs mpos
€lddras 67t Sikawa pév év 7o dvbpwmeiw Ayw dmo Tis ons dvdyins kpiveral,
¢ ~ ~

Suvara 8¢ ot mpovyovTes mpdooovor kal of dolevels Evyywpoiow.

As the hawk said to the nightingale, ‘Someone stronger holds you now. I can
do with you as I will.” This may sound shocking to us, conditioned as we are by
Christian ethics, by long eras of parliamentary rule, by declarations of human
rights and so on to regard any assault on another, particularly on a weaker
person, as wrong ‘in principle’. But there is, I think, little, if any, evidence to
suggest that Athens’ control of an empire was considered by the rest of the
Greeks wrong ‘in principle’. Accusations of ddwxia against Athens there are in
plenty, but it is very clear from Thucydides’ history that Sparta and her allies
undertook the war against Athens not as a holy crusade against imperialism,
but in an effort to curtail Athens’ power, because they were not prepared to be
her victims. This is, it is true, Thucydides’ own personal view :3 v pév yap
dlnbeordmyy wpddaciy, dpaveardryy 8¢ ASyw, Tovs Abyvaiovs fyoduar peydlovs
yryvouévous kai ¢dfov mapéyovras Tols Aaxedayuoviots dvayrdoar és T0 ToAEpELy.
But it is also the charge laid against Sparta by Athens herself:* dfwol Te dua
vouilovres elvar kal uiv Soxolvres uéxpt o 7a Evudépovra Aoyldpevor TH
Swcalw Adyw viv xpiiole, 6v ovbels mw mapaTuydv loxvi T kTijoacfar wpobels Tod
un whAéov éxew amerpdmero. Charges of ddukia are a form of defence, a threat of

! As Finley points out (The World of
Odysseus [London, 1956], 89) : ‘Only once in
either poem did a commoner, Thersites,
presume to take the floor at an assembly, and
he was promptly beaten down by Odysseus.’
Thersites is very much the exception that
proves the rule, and Odysseus’ treatment of
him only illustrated the complete lack of
regard with which the dpworor viewed the
rank and file. (Cf. Odysseus’ very different
approach to the dvdpes dijuov on the one
hand and the Bagileis xai éoxor dvdpes on
the other when attempting to stop the head-
long flight to the ships, . 2. 188 ff., 198 ff.)

It was hopeless for Thersites to expect any
better treatment than he received, for, as
Finley points out with reference to the dis-
pute after the chariot race in Il. 23 (op. cit.,
p. 122), ‘Menelaus and Antilochus were
equals in status. That was an essential fact,
for justice among the heroes . . . was a
matter for equals alone. Menelaus could not
more have challenged Thersites to an oath
than a Junker could have challenged a Berlin
shopkeeper to a duel.’

2 Thuc. 5. 8g.

3 Thuc. 1. 23. 6.

+ Thuc. 1. 76. 2.
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retribution which, it is hoped, will deter the aggressor from his intent.! They
are not moral judgements upon the aggressor, but a warning that he is riding
for a fall. Sparta in all probability did admire Athens and her empire. The
Greeks did admire success and power until themselves the victims, and for the
successful imperial state power over others was a matter for the greatest
pride 2 'yV(:)TG 8% (’)’VOP,G. 'ILEI'}’LO'TOV a'l}?’?‘)v é'xovo‘a,v €’V &WGULV (J’.Vap((’)'ﬂ'obg o .. 81}’1’(1’1.”/
peylorny 87 péxpl Toide kexTyuévny, 1js és didiov Tois émvyryvouévors . . . pviun
kataledeiperar, ‘ENjvwv e 81v "ENnres mlelotwv 8y fpéaper . . .

It is of course true that once Sparta has declared war she represents herself
as the champion of ‘free’ Greeks against Athens the enslaver. But again this
need not imply any disinterested moral condemnation of Athens. One episode,
I think, makes this very clear. Brasidas is sent to ‘free’ the Acanthians, but
when the Acanthians show a strange reluctance to be ‘freed’ his immediate
reaction is that they cannot be allowed to ruin his prestige by refusing him
entrance to their city, nor can they be allowed to continue giving financial
support to Athens, but above all they will have to be ‘freed’,? of 8¢ “EMyres iva
ph) kwlwvrar ¢’ Sudv Sovdelas drallayivar. The freeing of the Greeks is for
the greater glory of Sparta and for the discomfiture of Athens, so they will
have ‘to be done good to’ whether they like it or not.4 Altruism was not one of
the Greeks’ outstanding virtues and Athens laughs to scorn the Melians’ naive
expectations of help from Sparta.s Aaxedaiudvior yap mpos odds pév adrods . . .
mAeioTa dperh) ypdvTar.

All this sounds very uncomplimentary to the Greeks. But it must be stressed
that when Athens points out to the Melians,® jjyoduefa yap 76 e fetov 86y 76
dvbpdrmeldy Te cadds da mavros Vo Pvoews dvaykaias, od dv kpati, dpxew, she is
not, as she herself goes on to say, introducing new, corrupt, and subversive
ideas into the purity of Greek society. She is, like Hesiod’s hawk, expressing the
facts of life, the accepted practices and values of the time. Might was right.
Justice was the advantage of the stronger.”

I Indeed Hermocrates goes so far as to
accuse of cowardice those who, in the face of
danger, take refuge in claims for justice
(Thuc. 6. 79. 1), detAiq 6¢ {ows 70 dlkatov wpds
Te Nuds kal wpos Tovs émdvras Bepamevoere.

2 Thuc. 2. 64. 3. In exactly the same way
men like Archelaus who usurp their master’s
throne etc. are greatly admired (Plato
Gorg. 470 d fI.). They can be and are termed
ddwcor because people who do these things
normally come to grief. But until such time
as they do come to grief they are the object
not of censure, but of envy. As is stressed in
Plato, Rep. ii, a ‘normal’ Greek would give
his right hand to do such things and get
away with it. Such acts are rash or im-
prudent only because of the penalties
normally attaching to them. The notion that
a man should not steal etc. even when, like
Gyges, he knew he would never be found out
was felt to be that of an utter lunatic, and
this Socrates is constantly accused of being.

3 Thuc. 4. 87. 3.

4 That the Athenian allies were not the
unwilling victims of Athenian oppression

longing to be ‘liberated’ by the blameless
Spartans is argued very persuasively by de
Ste. Croix (‘The Character of the Athenian
Empire’, Historia, iii [1954/5], 1-41). As he
says of Lysander taking Iasos by storm,
massacring the 8oo male citizens, and
selling the women and children into slavery,
all presumably because he met with vigorous
opposition, ‘so much for the alleged en-
thusiasm of the allies of Athens for ‘‘libera-
tion”’ (loc. cit., p. 9). He points out that
Sparta, like other Greek states, was no more
nor less ‘humane’ than Athens in the con-
duct of the war, and the ‘liberation’ of the
Greek states meant in fact the setting up of
pro-Spartan oligarchies in the ‘freed’ cities.
It was the Few who welcomed ‘liberation’,
whereas the Many remained always loyal to
Athens (Thuc. 3. 47. 2).

s Thuc. 5. 105. 4. 6 Thuc. 5. 105. 2.

7 As de Ste. Croix argues (loc. cit. n. 4
above), in this passage the Athenians ‘are
merely recognising a mnatural tendency,
a “law of human nature”, not trying to
adduce a moral justification’.
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There is then evidence to support the view that 8(kn has nothing to do with
‘conscience’, with a ‘moral sense of right and wrong’, and everything to do with
power, with being the stronger.! If this is so, what do Protagoras and Hesiod
mean by considering as a distinctive feature of man his possession of 8ikn and
aldds? I have suggested that observing 8ikn is not getting into trouble, which
involves an acknowledgement of, and yielding to, the power of the stronger.
What distinguishes man is therefore, I suggest, his ability to recognize what he
can and cannot do with impunity, his ability to recognize his limitations, to
recognize his status or level in society. This ability expresses itself in a due
deference to the power of the stronger, and this, I think, is why it is so closely
linked with aidws. This word is generally accepted as denoting that respect,
awe, fear, reverence etc. which one feels before a superior—a younger person
before an older, a weaker before a stronger, and so on. Agamemnon who, as
we saw, was not dikawos in his dealings with Achilles is also termed dvaidis.?
Aikn and aidds indicate respect for one’s betters ; J8pis and ddikia on the other
hand indicate lack of respect, an unsuccessful attempt to rise above one’s
station. Thus in Homeric society the king had virtually supreme power, and so
having no superior to acknowledge ‘had the right’ to do as he willed to his
subjects. Odysseus, for instance, is compared with other kings.3

¥ \ L4 > ’ v k) \
ovre Twa. péfas éfaioiov olre TL elmaw
& Srjuw: 1) 7 éoTi 8ikn Oelwv BasiMjwy
dMov «” éybaipnor Bpordv, dAov ke Piloin.

The minor chieftains under the king however had the king as superior and any
unsuccessful attempt to oust him was #Bp:s, as the suitors discovered to their
cost. But of course they had the right to do as they willed to those beneath
them, and so on down the social scale. Of course it was not simply a matter of
one individual against another, of knowing whether one was physically stronger
than someone else. In assessing a person’s power one took into account his
resources in the way of wealth, friends, and relatives that he could call upon to
aid him. Thus in assessing the relative power of Achilles and Agamemnon,
Nestor says that Achilles has a divine mother on his side, but on the other hand,
and obviously more importantly because the gods were on the winning side,
Agamemnon ruled over more people, and so could call on more people to
support him. This is undoubtedly why Achilles refrained from physical
conflict with Agamemnon. He knew he could not win if it came to actual
physical contest between himself and his forces and Agamemnon and his
forces. Had he been foolish enough to try he would have been guilty of #8p:s.
His power over Agamemnon lies in the indispensable role he plays in the attack
on Troy, and by demonstrating this power by a one-man strike, he proves
Agamemnon weaker and therefore guilty of §8pis in attacking him.

Being 8ikaios thus depends on knowing where one stands in society, on
knowing who is and who is not stronger than oneself. This may seem rather

! That Dike is very much a ‘harsh
corrector’, an exponent of power and might,

description in Pausanias of the same scene
on the chest of Cypselus (Paus. 5. 18. 2):

is, I think, well illustrated by the vase-
painting where she is depicted beating
Adikia over the head (Beazley, ARV?, p. 11,
no. 3). I am indebted to Mr. Boardman for
drawing my attention to this vase, and to the

yuvy) 8¢ ebedrs yuvaika aloxpav koldlovea
kal T pév dmdyxovoa avTiv, T§ 8¢ pdBdw
walovoa, diky ratra Adwclav Spdad éore.

2 Homer, Il. 1. 149, 158.

3 Homer, Od. 4. 69o ff.
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difficult to discover, and certainly mistakes were made, as for instance by
Agamemnon and by the suitors. This, I think, is why Protagoras says that
8ikn and aidds are not natural to a man, but are acquired only after long
training. If the new member of a society is not to go through the painful process
of learning for himself by trial and error what he can and cannot do with
impunity, who is and who is not stronger than himself, he must be taught by
others, and it is precisely this process of indoctrination which Protagoras
describes. The child’s parents tell him what is right and what is wrong, that is,
what gets him into trouble and what does not. If he does not learn, he gets
beaten. His schoolmasters teach him, and if he does not learn he gets beaten.
The laws teach the adult, and if he does not learn he gets beaten. Protagoras is
not to be accused of thinking that one can beat a ‘conscience’ into a child or
any one else. The child and later the adult is being taught to be 8ikatos, to
know what he can and cannot do with impunity and a little practical example
of this if he is foolish enough to go against his elders and betters, be they parents,
schoolmasters, or laws, presumably does not come amiss. All that corporal or
any other punishment teaches any one is that crime does not pay, and this
knowledge is all that being 8/xa.os entailed.

Man, then, as distinct from the animals, possesses as a gift from the gods the
capacity to restrain his will, to recognize and voluntarily to obey authority,
that is, the will of the stronger, whether men, laws, or gods. No form of society
is possible without this gift,’ a fact that is clearly recognized already in Homer.
The Cyclopes are considered uncivilized in that they are each of them?

avdp’ . ..
dypuov, otite dikas €b elddTa ovre OéuioTas,
and because3
Totow 8’ ovr’ dyopal BovAnddpor olire OéuioTes.

They do not, in other words, accept any restraint upon their will, they do not
recognize the authority of laws and regulations, nor even, of course, as is also
made clear, of the gods.

But though the contrast between men and animals serves to illustrate the
importance attached to 8iky, in one respect it is not a fair contrast. It is true
that animals eat each other in the sense that birds eat insects, cats eat birds,
and so on, but it is equally true that men eat cows and in Hesiod’s day, lions,
bears, and wolves ate men. Hesiod is really doing the animal kingdom some-
thing of an injustice by contrasting the relations obtaining among members of
the same species, man, with the relations obtaining between different species of
animal. He should really compare the relations among men with those among
wolves, or among dogs, or among birds, and here of course it is not so obvious
that animals eat each other any more than men eat men.* Some spiders are
known to eat each other and some fish will eat their young, but among many

1 Plato, Prot. 322 b. ad & épya én’ avlpwmwy opds
2 Homer, Od. 9. 214 f. Aewypa kal Bepiord, ool 8¢ Onplwy
3 Ibid. 112. UBpis Te kai dlkn péder.

4 Indeed in direct contrast to Hesiod, in a
fragment of Archilochus (fr. g4, E. Diehl,
Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, 1952) the fox(?) is
made to say,

Here 8(kn is attributed to animals as well,
but since this fragment is probably part of
a fable, the society of animals is doubtless
made analogous to that of human beings.

& Zed mdrep, Zeb, aov pév ovpavod kpdros,
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animals and bird species it is well known that there exists a fairly complicated
social order. One cannot blame Hesiod for not knowing this, since the detailed
observation of animal behaviour is fairly recent, though Virgil of course was
aware of the community life of bees.” But I mention all this because in
Lorenz’s King Solomon’s Ring? there is a passage describing social structure
among jackdaws, which I think illustrates much of what I have been saying
about 8ikn. ‘Every single jackdaw of my colony knew each of the others by
sight. This can be convincingly demonstrated by the existence of an order of
rank, known to animal psychologists as the ‘‘pecking order”. Every poultry
farmer knows that, even among these most stupid inhabitants of the poultry
yards, there exists a very definite order, in which each bird is afraid of those
that are above her in rank [aidws]. After some few disputes, which need not
necessarily lead to blows, each bird knows which of the others she has to fear
and which must show respect to her [8{«n]. Not only physical strength butalso
personal courage, energy, and even the self-assurance of every individual bird
are decisive in the maintenance of the pecking order. This order of rank is
extremely conservative. An animal proved inferior, if only morally, in a dis-
pute, will not venture lightly to cross the path of its conqueror [8ikn] . . . In the
jackdaw colony, those of the highest orders, particularly the despot himself,
are not aggressive toward the birds that stand far beneath them [cf. the
dpioror and the 8ijuov dvdpes]; it is only in their relations towards their im-
mediate inferiors that they are constantly irritable; this applies especially to
the despot and the pretender to the throne—Number One and Number
Two.” I refer the reader to Agamemnon and Achilles and to Agamemnon’s
words at the height of his quarrel with Achilles :3
GAXN’ 38° dvp €0éder mepl mdvTwy éupevar dAwy,
'miV‘rwv [Lév Kpa‘re'ew G,GG’AEL, 7TG’,VTEO’UL 8, (iVGI,UUGLV,
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mdou 8¢ onuaivew . . .
and again,*
éyw 8¢ K” dyw Bpionida kad\irdpyov

3 _\ ) 1 \ \ ’ » 3 N A
adTos Ly khoinvde, To oov yépas, 6dp’ €V eldfs
o /’ 4 b 7/, 7 \ \ ¥
dooov ¢pépTepds el oéllev, aTuyéy 8¢ kal dAlos
{oov éuol ddofou kai Spoiwbripevar dvrny.

As Athens said, the stronger rule, the weak obey.5

Trinity College, Dublin

I Aristotle too seems to have known
something of the communication system of
bees. It is known that hive bees pass on
information about food supplies by ‘dancing’
and Haldane (‘Aristotle’s Account of Bees’
““Dances” ’, JHS Ixxv [1955], 24—5) suggests
that it is this ‘waggle dance’ which Aristotle
describes in Hist. Animal. 9. 624b érav 8’ els

V. A. RODGERS

70 oufvos deikwyrar, dmocelovra . . .

2 University Paperbacks (London, 1965),
147 f.

3 Homer, Il. 1. 287 ff.

4 Ibid. 184 fT.

5 I am very grateful to Professor Huxley
for his many helpful comments on an earlier
draft of this article.
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