
SOME THOUGHTS ON AIKH 

IN a well-known passage of Plato's ProtagorasI the sophist of that name is made to 
suggest that what makes a society or community of human beings possible is 
their possession of $8K'r and al8ws, which are given to them by Zeus.2 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,3 

Tov8 yap advpworrTal voy,ov LteraTe Kpovicov 
LxOVa, tE'V Kal 0r)pat KcaL olwcvos r7TETre)qvo 
Ea0E4LEv XAAlrjXovS, ETrEt ov O1KC? Earl 7 aCT' avrosE ' 

iaVpcU7rOta Of EfWKE 8CK77V. 

And again the age of lawlessness and violence is described as4 

&K?7 8' ev XEpal, Kat al&os 
OVK EOrat. 

Both Protagoras and Hesiod suggest that there is a fundamental difference 
between animals and man which lies in man's possession of 31K- and al8ws. 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 8L'Kr7 and al8s$ to men and talks of him giving 
them 'the sense of right and conscience'.5 Similarly Sinclair in his edition of 
Hesiod's Works and Days says,6 'a8s$' 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 
&8IKr and atc&sr. 

The first discussion of any length that we have in Greek literature on right 
and wrong is Hesiod's admonition to Perses and the faortAes' in the Works and 
Days. In this discussion it is very clear that he is for S3K-c and against ;iptsi. 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 

I Plato, Prot. 321 b if. 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.z Certainly Sinclair says of this passage,3 
'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 :4 

vi6v 8' a'vov flacnAE3utL EPEW qPOVE'OVcfL KaLt aL'rot 

(A)' tp-qe 7TPOUrE`ELt7EV al-7ova 7ToLKLAoSEtpoV 

ObL pLa'A' E'V VEobEEcaL OEpWv ovvXEUort fsE/JLapTrw-S 

q 8' EAEo'V, yvapm1rotort U T7rEap/5EvP17 a,j4 ovvXEtUL, 

/WLPEro 'r7)v 0 
m/ E7flKpLTEWS 7ITpoS 4LGOV E,EL7TEV' 

Satpov4-q Hr AE`AV)Kas-; E`Xet v' cUE rToAAocv cJpElwv 
T7/ 8ELS., or as' Eyco 7TEp ayWO Kal aoL8ov Eovorav- 

SECL7Tvov 3, aUt K' EQEAW, ~0~7U0/aotLa V7E' /1E077UaW. 

afpwOV 8', 05 K' EGEAI7 TTp KpEL'UoovagS aVLEPt 

VLK77S TE UTEpETrat -7rpo05- ata UEatY cAyEa 7T aaXEL. 

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

(L H7,4par, ory' 8' CLKOVE StK-9 IMq78 v[pti 60bEAAE' 

vflPW yap TE KaK-q7 8EtApD fpo7-w- o'S3' p&v EaOAO' 

AP-qO'cog OJeppE,Iv 8Sv'a-rae, J3apvGt EL' 6' 6i7r' as3-rfj 
EYKVpaagS aT-7W VI 3 ' E'fp-o TrapEAOEFv 
KPE 

orUwv ESg Ta &l'8KaLca- 81KI) 8' V'7rcp V/3PL05C LXEL 

E-T'Aog- 'eeAOo6aaUc 7TaOW' SE' 'rE vl7rtos- E'Yvw. 

cL-tKa yap TpEXEL po apt qKA1U 8LK7)U. 

It is, I think, very clear in these lines that Hesiod is pointing out that what 
makes i/3pts. undesirable is that it does not pay. It iS KaK'4, harmful, because it 
involves one in suffering. He then goes on to say that such suffering and 
disaster follow upon crooked verdicts, because 'OPK05' or even Zeus himself 
will exact punishment.6 Surely the lesson he is trying to convey is that it does 
not pay to forswear oneself and pass crooked judgements, because those who 

IH. G. Evelyn-White, Hesiod, the Homeric He would appear to equate the hawk with 
Hymns and Homerica (London and New York, the PaatAEE. and the nightingale with 
I914), P. xviii. Hesiod, so that the fable would show the 

2 A similar view of the fable seems to be (wrongful) exercise of power by a stronger 
implied by Wade-Gery's comment ('Hesiod', over a weaker. 
Essays in Greek History [oxford, 1958], 52): 3 T. A. Sinclair, A History of Greek 
'Historically the poem's importance lies in Political Thought (London, 1951), I9. 
the fact that the Nightingale had won. The 4 Hesiod, W.D. 202 if. 
Hawk had said, "Good bird why all this 5Hesiod, W.D. 213 if. 
twittering .. ." but the Nightingale had got 6 Hesiod, W.D. 219, 238 f. 
its hearing and the Hawk had to let it go.' 
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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 PaonAcEsS 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 

dapwov 0 , 05 K' EOE'Ar rTpos KpeLaovas dvrtLbeplietv. 

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 
iJptsL and meets its own penalty. It is far better to be 8Kcatos 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 ?1K-/ was the moral principle of not 

harming others, and /ptLs the violation of this principle, or did they think that 

81K7 was 'not getting into trouble', in other words, expediency or prudence, 
and that iptsL was 'getting into trouble', in other words, rashness, imprudence, 
foolishness? I 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 al8co and Ve'LEaLS 
leave the earth, and it is interesting that the effect of this is :3 

LK7) 8' E'v XEPaL, Kal al~Ss$ 
OVK EorTaL fl Aa'lt 8' o KaKOS roV a'pelova <^)ra 

ILVUOLCpLV OKOAtoLS EVE?7TWo, 7T7 O8' pKOV ofJElTal. ftv ~~~~EETJP E Trl 

I Xenophanes points out (D.K. 21. B. I) 
that 

ardvra Ofeol dvEO7rKav "Oirqpos O' 'Haio8o's 
TE 

oaaa rrap' dMvOpwroLalv ovelsea Kat trio'yos 
EarTv, 

KAE7TrreLV FLOLXEVLV Tr Kat aA,A7jovs adrareveLv. 

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', JHS lxxvi [I956], 65 f.), 
'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 dotU6v Eovaav 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.), 

T7 o* OVKETL ap ereAEaaav 

rroAad re Kal xaplevra, KaKOV a' 7lJvE Kat 

avrows. 

adAa au'v Arj /LOL rav-ra vocEL pea . . . 

This, it seems to me, is exactly the formula of 
Hesiod's fable: aIdpov 8', os K' EOdXr rpps- 
KpELaaovas dav7rT4eptiLv (moral), 5 17parI, av 
8' aKcove SLKrs/ (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. 
I7-I9). 

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,' 

ra 8e AEETrat aAyea Avypd 
Ov7Trots av0pr7TroCrL' KCaKO^ S' OVK E'crcrEraL dAK, 

instead of the peace and order which result from pursuing 81Kq :2 

OL SE $&KaS 
: 
eIVO ia Kal Ev87LtoIaL S8LOVorV 

LeLEas Kal 4irj7 TL 7rapeK/alvovatL 8Lcalov, 
rolat rdOTrlA 7IrodLS, Aaol 8' dvOev^av ev avr' 

elpjvr7 adva yrjv KOVpOTrpOS, oV6e Tror' avroLs 

apyaAeov 7ro'Ae,v rEK,qaLperat Evpv'o7ra Zevs. 

That S&'Kq is for Hesiod that which avoids disaster, is proved, I think, almost 
conclusively by lines 270 ff. in which he says: 

vvv 8E7 yCo U17T avTOS ev a vOpJ7TOLtot otKaos 
EiJV 177T EClOSO VLoS' eSrEt K aKOV avSpa SLtKaov 

EptEL?vaL, el VELcW y7e iKrjv ac$LKrTEpo& : el 

aAAa ra y' ov ra rEW ;o7 ra rEAEL At i rO7dEVTa. 

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

But an immediate objection to this interpretation of SLKr could be based on 
this same passage, since Hesiod can talk about an aJLKos getting more SLK7) than 
a &8Katos. If, as I have suggested, 81K7 is essentially that which pays and 

vgptss or aitKta that which results in disaster, then if a man gets the greater 
SLKr, that is, is successful, how can he be termed a$SLKos, that is, doing what is 
disastrous? Surely, it will be objected, Hesiod means by at8LKos 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 &Kfr, being t&KaLos, is to bow to the power of 
the stronger, to avoid provoking his wrath and retribution. Whether one is 
8'Katos or a6tKos 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 &'Kcaos or a6tCKos. 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 &'Katos, 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 asLK0os, 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 
altKov. 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 

I 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 a"sKos, 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 .IK-r. The particular section in which 
the lines under discussion occur is addressed to the fauLAeFs. They, as gacrrAXts, 
have supreme power in the state, and can do as they will to their subjects and 
remain sLKaLoL, but as Hesiod warns them, they cannot do as they will to the 

gods by forswearing oaths and hope to remain IKatLoL, that is, to get away with 
it. He can thus term them and men like them a8LKoL 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 iKcatos-, in avoiding perjury. It will not pay one, which 
is the essence of being LKacos, but will be KaKOV, harmful, because the perjurer, 
who would normally be al&KKos, 'in the wrong' because heading for disaster, 
would not meet that disaster and so would be 'in the right', 8IKrv E(EL. More 
than that, he would even have the fruits of his perjury into the bargain. The 
&ctKalo 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 8/Kacos, lKr/j, 
and d$&KoWTEpoS 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. 3lKr7, [Katos-, d3&Kla or v3pts, and 
aoLKos are always closely tied up with rewards and penalties. Observing 8lKrq, 

being &KaLos, is remaining unharmed by keeping within one's limitations; 
committing v/gpL or a&LKLa 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 AiKi7 is thwarted she goes 
and complains to her father Zeus,' 

6cSp' aTrorTEa'I 

TtzoS d&raaOaaAlas- faAE'Cwv. 

One of the best examples of this close correlation between Jd&Kla and retri- 
bution is Anaximander's description of 'cosmic justice' :2 dpxv . .. Twrv OVTrw 
TO dEVrepov . E. . v Oe 7 )yeVoteaS ETL TOLS OVcot, KaLL Tr2v q0opav els ravrTa ytveaOaL 
Kara rX Xpecov. &8covat yap avrra iK-V KaL rtwtv aAASAots TSg ac'LKLa KaTa 'T7V Tov 

xpovov rd4tv. 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 

I Hesiod, W.D. 260 f. In the Theogony as it occurs, for example, in the phrase UKqr/ 
(901 f.) Hesiod says that Dike is one of the OEWv, the mark or characteristic of the gods. 
daughters of Themis who are called the He shows that in many other languages 
'QpaL. Palmer points out ('The Indo- words with this basic meaning are also found 
European Origins of Greek Justice', Trans. indicating 'boundary mark' or 'limit', and 
Phil. Soc. 1950, 149 if.) that cSpa is a word argues that the usage of st'K in early Greek 
which is used for a boundary or divi- authors is consistent with a meaning of the 
sion of time, and he argues very convin- limit or boundary beyond which one may 
cingly that the word SL'KJ itself may bear not trespass. 
the basic meaning of '(boundary) mark'. 2 Anaximander, D.K. 12. B. I: cf. 
He derives l,'K- from the root *deik, which Heraclitus (D.K. 22. B. 94) 'HALos yap ovsx 
appears most obviously in SeLKvv/u. Its vWrepl'aceraTL LETpa ' ES I , 'Eplvv'es tlV 

primary meaning is thus 'mark', 'indication', Ji'Ks ErblKcovpo0 eEvp-qaovaLv. 
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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. odpas ra v7rrpeXovra pca (, S Kepavvot d 0Oos 

oi8? E a ckavdETac0aLt, ra Eo auKpa ovVev & tv EKV4EL' opaS os S ES oLK7qLara ra 

tLoyLara aleC Ka oEvopa erara roLavra aTroUKrTrre ra f teAa. qLAEELt yap o GeoS r'a 

vTrepexovra Travra KOAOV'EL. 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 roL KoAarrTS Tro VTrepKOr4LTTWV ayav 

0povrqLtacowv errearLv, EvOvvos f3apv'. 

When therefore the gods are said to be the punishers of da&Kla they are simply 
personifying or embodying the lex talionis, the system of retribution for harm 
suffered.3 

dAA' iLEydaAaL Molpal, ALO0ev 

Trj8e teAEUvrv, 
) T7O 8Kalov tL-rafpalveL. 

dvrl !ev exOpapi y aarcs E- )xOpa 
yAhaacra reAElt'ao' rov)etAohd,fvov 

rrpJaaovaa IuKrc J,Ey' aVTrel. 

avrl os rrhA77y7s qovlas foviav 

7rATry v TrVETco. SpaaavrL rraOeLv, 

rpLtyepWIv ILv0os rad'e u>ovet. 

If, as I suggest, it is the consequences of an act which prove whether one is 
a8Kacos or aSK9os, 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'.4 And again there 
is evidence to show that this was so. When Achilles accuses Agamemnon of 

VPLptL,5 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 8icKaos in future.6 

I Hdt. 7. Io. E. 2 Aesch. Pers. 827 f. 
3 Aesch. Choeph. 306 ff. As Lloyd-Jones 

emphasizes (loc. cit. p. 291 n. i), 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?' ev avTrwL ... 
SIK77L Kpar7jaas rtSe . . . 

Tra-rrp yap 77paev, avra, . . . 

EK troov e rot EL ZEevs eri-ti[r1qev 

OrL) TraO6v lX . . . 
Co(A /loS OpovotaLV .... 

a vital point is that Zeus won (Kparrjaas). 
Lloyd-Jones's statement that 'lines 6 and 7 

seem to have said that Zeus gained his 
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. It is 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 'rO SIKatov /xeraafaveL'. 

4 As Latte suggests ('Der Rechtsgedanke 
im archaischen Griechentum', Antike und 
Abendland, ii [I946], 63 ff.), 'Erst der 
Widerstand des Verletzten stempelt ihn zur 
Hybris', so that 'Unrecht im wesentlich an 
den Folgen fur den Taiter erkannt wird'. 

5 Homer, II. I. 203. 
6 Ibid. 19. I8I ff. 
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Odysseus is simply suggesting that Agamemnon be a bit more circumspect in 

choosing his victim next time, 
ov I,EV yap r7 vetE(jarcrov faarATLja 

avop' darapeacracraa, OTE TS rrpdOTEpOS XaAE,rv7r. 

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.' 

ZEv ava, 6os reLTaaoaOa o0 /Le TrpoTrepos KaK EopyE, 
Otov AAXlaavopov, Kal eitLs vTrr Xepal ioacta,aov, 
6opa rTts pptyrva7 Kal yf/Ly6vwv dvOpWTrcwv 
ELtVOUOKOI KaKa pe6aL, o' KEV (btAoT6rra rrapaaxn. 

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 
a&tKla.2 

H7dpts yap ovre orvvreAT?s ro'ALS 

E:ev'XEra rT7 paCLIa rov 7TrOovs TrAEOV. 

odAc\v yap dprayrjs re Kat Kho7Trs oiK?IV 
7ovy pvacov Ou rj/Lapre Kal 7ravohAE6pov 
avroXOov rarpo v 7Ta Opo EPev 8o0'yov. 

imrASa E' e"retav IHpLatLSal OadjLapra. 

It is by losing more than he gained that Paris is proved in the wrong, and it is 

again noticeable that SIKI/ is connected with retribution. Paris literally 'owes 
81K/7'. 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 s8'/c.3 It is also noticeable that what 
Paris pays for is alcaprta, 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 81K7 is particularly evident in Herodotus' history. His attitude 
to the Trojan war, for instance, is that,4 rov oatLovtov 7rapaaKevdCovros 7 KOS 

TravoeAcpI' a'7rAo'XL aevoL K araaves 7ro70o o70rFL avOpC7LTOL 7TTOLj(TcoWrt, cOS 7Trv 

,EydaAov a8LKr,ltdrc7v /xcyaAaL eIl Kal al r7LcoW)paLt rapa -rC v OeCv. Disaster is the 

penalty for da8'K7yra, and more than that, because the gods disapprove of 
aicKL$a, 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, II. 3. 351 f. 
2 Aesch. Ag. 532 ff. 

3 Homer, II. I9. i8o. 
4 Hdt. 2. I20. 5. 
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These disasters are evidence of his being guilty of i3pLs or ad&Kda 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.I 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 ;iBpLs. But the 
oracle replies :2 Kporaos os Tre'trrov yoveos dtJaprdaa e'7rE7Tr?au, os ... E oVEVdcre 
TOv 8ecaTTorra KaL EcrXE r77V EKELVOV TLJr)jv OV8e'V OtL TpocrnKovaav. Delphi is to be 
congratulated on being able to ferret out a nice adtapras 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 g/3ptL or adSKLa, 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 daaprdas 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 J/fpts 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.4 No wonder then 
that when his defeat comes it is easily seen to be the merited divine punishment 
not only for his initial /3plts 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 :6 crae yap OVK 77tELS KaTepyaadleOa, aAAa Oeot re Kat 7pcoWsE, ot ?Oo6vr7crav 

advpa eva r'js re atrr1s' KaL trrjs Epo7rrr]s flacnrAEicaa, Eovra avodcrov re KaLL drdcOa- 
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 phrase is used. For in Aeschylus, as in Herodotus, disaster is viewed as divine 
judgement, as the proof and penalty of Vpis-.7 

OLVES VEKpV ... r. . U,avovaV . . . 

COS 1vX V7TEp,bev &V7pY3V ov'ra xp') qpovelv. 

tfpS yap aavOovr' Kdp7Tcocrev ardXvv 
arrs, O6ev 7rdJyKAavrov 6a,yta 0epos. 

This is obviously only a very rapid and summary survey of the use of 8tKir 
and adLKta up to the time of Herodotus, but I think there is fairly convincing 
evidence that i/3pts or d&Klta is that which incurs the retribution of the stronger, 

I Hdt. i. 34. I. 4 Cf. R. Lattimore, 'The Wise Adviser in 
2 Hdt. i. 91. i. Herodotus', C.P. xxxiv (1939), 24-35. 
3 Solon, fr. 40. 25 ff. (I. M. Linforth, 5 Hdt. 8. 13. 6 Hdt. 8. 109. 3. 

Solon the Athenian [Berkeley, 1919]). 7 Aesch. Pers. 8I8 if. 
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and 8LKr that which avoids disaster by acknowledging and yielding to the 
power of the stronger. Nor is this concept of StK-q limited to Herodotus and 
earlier authors. I have suggested that one can tell whether a person is &'Katos 
or a8SKos 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.I This, of 
course, is precisely what Athens points out to Melos in the famous Melian 
dialogue :2 

tICtL Trolvvv ov7r avrot terT ovoliarov KaAVvT, us StKals . . pXoELv 
dLKOv'JLevo V^V E7TErEPX0(Lepxea, AoywCv iLTjKOS a7TLarov 7rape`oyLev, ov' vt/as 
dotovI?ev 7 orL . . . . WSo rltsOS ovoev 71q K7 Kare Acyov'ra ol'Lea?aL 7ITEL0EV, ra 
ovvarTa ' EL (LV JKaTrepol ahrjOes 6 opovov1ev oLa7TpdcraS(Eo0a, TL7 TraJuevovs rrpoS 
ELooraS or olKaLc /tEv Ev Tr dvavpo7TeLo Aoy'? yp T rrS ;r]s dvd ay<rK KpIvera, 
SvvarT re ol orpov'XovTeg 77pcaaovc9 Kat oL daQeveFLs evyxopoOvav. 

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 adoKla 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 Tr)v /?v yap 

adrAOeaTa'Trv 7rpoq'actv, adqaveorrdrriv SE Aoyp, TOVs AOr]vatovs '7yov-at tcyadAovs 
ytyVOl,eVOVS Ka't j%fov 7rap ova AaKEatULOvLots avLayKcacat es TO 7TroAEL?v. 
But it is also the charge laid against Sparta by Athens herself:4 a'o re tc~a 

VOLtOVTES EcLvatL KaLL V/IV 8OKOVVTES lEX'PC oV Tra evt9EpovTra AoyLco,?EVOL rcT 

8tKatwc Ao'yc vvv XprUTOe, ov ov'8EcS 'To 77raparvXov aXVi rT KTr-aauOat TpoOets rov 

uJ7 7rrAEov '`Xetv a7rerpa7Tero. Charges of aitKta are a form of defence, a threat of 

I As Finley points out (The World of It was hopeless for Thersites to expect any 
Odysseus [London, 1956], 89): 'Only once in better treatment than he received, for, as 
either poem did a commoner, Thersites, Finley points out with reference to the dis- 
presume to take the floor at an assembly, and pute after the chariot race in II. 23 (op. cit., 
he was promptly beaten down by Odysseus.' p. 122), 'Menelaus and Antilochus were 
Thersites is very much the exception that equals in status. That was an essential fact, 
proves the rule, and Odysseus' treatment of for justice among the heroes . . . was a 
him only illustrated the complete lack of matter for equals alone. Menelaus could not 
regard with which the aptarot viewed the more have challenged Thersites to an oath 
rank and file. (Cf. Odysseus' very different than a Junker could have challenged a Berlin 
approach to the dvSpes S'tzov on the one shopkeeper to a duel.' 
hand and the paUaAEFs KaI oXo& aJv8pes on 2 Thuc. 5. 89. 
the other when attempting to stop the head- 3 Thuc. i. 23. 6. 
long flight to the ships, II. 2. i88 if., I98 ff.) 4 Thuc. I. 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 yvTre 8E ovoLIa Leywrov avrTjv EXovav ev aracrtv avOpawTOLS ... v.vapjav 

JLEyt7rTTj7V or ILEXPi TOVOE KEKT-rfLEEV7V, nS cES alttov T70S E7TXLyLyvoEVOS . . . V7JLr 

KaTaXAEAXEIOTaL, 'EAAxvWv TE o7L EXXrAAves 7TAEITWV V77 j p a.ev ... 
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',3 ol 8e "EAXX-qves va 

,v7j KWAv'covrat v+c' vLtwv 3ovAElas a7TraAAayval. 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.5 AaKe83aLoLvLO yap rpos arais !Lv avro) . . . 
7TAeFaTra dpern^ Xpcovrat. 

All this sounds very uncomplimentary to the Greeks. But it must be stressed 
that when Athens points out to the Melians,6 7 O^yovf'ea yap TO Te Oelov 3Ofi TO 

av0poTrELv TE a,Uas Ota TavTos vTO cvarEcoas avayKatas, oV av KpaTr7, apXEtv, 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.7 

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. I), ELIa bEe (i'So TO wIKaIor 7rpo's 
TE fiL,as Kat 7rpos roOv E7TLOvTas Oeparrevarere. 

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 ff.). They can be and are termed 
aSLKOt 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 [i954/5], I-4I). As he 
says of Lysander taking Iasos by storm, 
massacring the 800 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). 

5 Thuc. 5. I05- 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 natural 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 8frK 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 ['KI and 
alws ? I have suggested that observing 1K/i 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 atcos. 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 s'/Kaos- in his dealings with Achilles is also termed aval7s.2 
AIKrI and aledos indicate respect for one's betters; iVpts and ad&Kla 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 

OVreva peCas e O^aTo E?OV I TW& V 

ev 8r 71t 77 
' T & K' o3ffl 

' 
aucAcv 

aAAov K' ExOa,Lp, tpor,v, 'AAov KEO (aoA. 

The minor chieftains under the king however had the king as superior and any 
unsuccessful attempt to oust him was i/ptsm, 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 Z/pts. 
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 fipts- in attacking him. 

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

I That Dike is very much a 'harsh description in Pausanias of the same scene 
corrector', an exponent of power and might, on the chest of Cypselus (Paus. 5. I8. 2): 

is, I think, well illustrated by the vase- yvv' 3be evei8r)S yvva(Ka alaxpav KoAadovaa 
painting where she is depicted beating Ka' rT7 pev ard'yxovaa avirjv, rj A pdf w8 
Adikia over the head (Beazley, AR V2, p. I I, ratovaa, AK77 Travra AtKlav Sptacra oaTt. 

no. 3). I am indebted to Mr. Boardman for 2 Homer, II. I. 149, 158. 
drawing my attention to this vase, and to the 3 Homer, Od. 4. 690 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 

81r/7 and al8uos 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 8cKaLos, 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&KaLos 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,I a fact that is clearly recognized already in Homer. 
The Cyclopes are considered uncivilized in that they are each of them2 

avp' . . . 

ayptov, ovC ('<Kas eV eloOTa ov"e 0e/i-ra)s, 
and because3 

TroFrv 8' ov'' acyopaL fovA\7qO6pot ovre 6eiatrES. 

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 0[Kr/, 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.4 Some spiders are 
known to eat each other and some fish will eat their young, but among many 

Plato, Prot. 322 b. av 8' epya E7r' *avOpo7rwv Jopa 
2 Homer, Od. 9. 24 f. AEwypa KaL OqeLarTa, aOL SE OerqplWv 
3 Ibid. 112. v rfpts re Kat 8[LKT7 ieAXEL. 
4 Indeed in direct contrast to Hesiod, in a 

fragment of Archilochus (fr. 94, E. Diehl Here 867 is attrbuted to animals as well, 
Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, I952) the fox(?) is but since this fragment is probably part of 
made to say a fable, the society of animals is doubtless 

made analogous to that of human beings. 
CX Zev rdarep, Zev, crov fiev o3pavoO KpLros!, 
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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 Ring2 there is a passage describing social structure 
among jackdaws, which I think illustrates much of what I have been saying 
about &iKr. '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 [aco5s]. 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 [8iKq ]. Not only physical strength but also 

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 [&SK-] ... 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 
apLtoroL and the 8$rptov av3pesj]; 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 

AA' oo' a7vr)p eEAEc 7rep IEL Travrwv E,/levaL aAAXv, 
7TaVTCoV FrEV KpaLrEeLv OeAel, 7TraV/7E((T Oa ava'aeIv, 

TrarcT S a7,7/alvelv . . . 

and again,4 
E'yc E' K' aycu BpcnSioa KaAAXXrdprfov 

avTroS tlV KAlalr71CvE, TO UOv yEpas', O p' Eyp EV l8s 
o'rov qe pTrpOS EE/tL TEOev, aTvyE3 E K:a l aAAos 

Laov E,ol afrda0a t Kal oIlocoO7LtezvaL avriTv. 

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

Trinity College, Dublin V. A. RODGERS 

Aristotle too seems to have known To alivvos dqilcvral, oaioactovra ... 
something of the communication system of 2 University Paperbacks (London, 1965), 
bees. It is known that hive bees pass on 147 f. 
information about food supplies by'dancing' 3 Homer, II. I. 287 ff. 
and Haldane ('Aristotle's Account of Bees' 4 Ibid. I84 f. 
"Dances" ', HSlxxv [I955], 24-5) suggests 5 I am very grateful to Professor Huxley 
that it is this 'waggle dance' which Aristotle for his many helpful comments on an earlier 
describes in Hist. Animal. 9. 624b "rav S' els draft of this article. 
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