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DEMOCRITUS ON POLITICS AND THE CARE OF
THE SOUL: APPENDIX

INTRODUCTION

The following texts and comments are a supplement to ‘ Democritus on Politics and
the Care of the Soul’, CQ 39 (1989), 307-31 (henceforth ‘Democritus on Politics’).
The Democritean fragments there were quoted only in translation; detailed
commentary on them would have taken up too much space and clogged the
argument. They make their appearance here in the same order as they did there,
preceded by a thumb-nail résumé of that argument and of their place in it. Text,
spelling and numbering is that of the standard edition: H. Diels, W. Kranz, Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker® (Berlin, 1951-2). Reference will also be made to
collections by P. Natorp, Die Ethika des Demokritos (Marburg, 1893), S. Y. Luria,
Democritea (Leningrad, 1970) and G. Ibscher, Demdcrito y sus sentencias sobre ética
y educacion (Lima, 1983—4), as well as to translations by V. E. Alfieri, Gli Atomisti
(Bari, 1936), K. Freeman, Ancilla to the Presocratics (Oxford, 1948) and J. Barnes,
Early Greek Philosophy (Harmondsworth, 1987).

The political fragments of Democritus have come down to us out of context. The
choice of any one as a starting-point for a discussion of them is bound to be arbitrary.
But a good many can be linked to B 252 with its message that private well-being
depends on the well-being of the state. Prote¢tion of the public well-being is the
underlying concern of his political fragments. One obvious way to protect it is to
crack down on anything that threatens it. Hence the fragments (B 257-60) about
killing public pests, animal or human.

The same concerns emerge from the texts on democracy and public office.
Democritus avowedly preferred democracy to the collective tyranny of ‘dynasts’ (B
251). How liberal or egalitarian that makes him is another matter. If the ‘bad’ are
better kept out of high office (B 254), the pros and cons of going into public life
present the ‘man of worth’ with a conundrum which he is bound to get wrong (B
253). Successful public service may be rewarded (B 263). But the blunders of a
magistrate are what people rightly remember (B 265). And he may well find himself
unprotected in the exercise of his proper punitive functions (B 266).

Democritus had no qualms himself about condemning the guilty, as one amusing
fragment (B 159) indicates. Failure ‘to do what is needful’ and condemn the wrong-
doer is itself a form of wrong-doing (B 256, 261, 262) — the idea probably began life
in the law-courts (see §4). Refusal to do the right thing will lie ‘on the heart’ of the
juror (B 262). He will suffer, in other words, from a ‘guilty conscience’. Three
fragments (B 174, 215, 297) touch on this psychological phenomenon.

Elsewhere, too, questions of public order lead to questions of personal psychology,
since the effectiveness of the city and its institutions depends on the character of its

! ‘Democritus on Politics and the Care of the Soul” began life as a chapter, excluded from
the final version, of a Ph.D. thesis on Democritean ethics. After a long interval, part of the
chapter was revived for a paper read to a meeting of the B Club in Cambridge in May 1988,
and gradually evolved into the present article, assisted by invaluable comments from M.
Burnyeat, P. Cartledge, R. Coleman, A. Dihle, P. Garnsey, M. Reeve and the Editors of CQ.
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citizens. Laws, for instance, are meant to do people good (B 248). But they can only
work if people are convinced that they should obey them (B 181, 41). Hence the
importance of education which serves, at the primary level, to inculcate aidds, a
reluctance to incur the moral disapproval of others (B 178, 179). This reluctance is
‘what most sustains virtue’. Democritus refined and internalized the concept to one
of ‘alduis for oneself” (B 264, 144, 84). The implication of texts like B 264 or B 181
is that the ultimate remedy for social disorder lies less in coercion than in the care of
individual souls. )

Again, if states are to prosper or even survive, concord among the citizens is
essential (B 250). Discord is fatal (B 249), and the danger of discord makes it
necessary to have repressive laws (B 245). But Democritus could also offer a more
positive prescription for civic concord, in voluntary generosity on the part of the rich
(B 255). He was to be credited with the assertion that there are only two gods, Poena
and Beneficium (A 76 = Pliny, NH 2.14). Perhaps they symbolized for him the two
fundamental bonds of society (cf. Theophrastus ap. Stob. 4.1.72). If the need for
punishment is a recurrent theme in the fragments, B 255 reveals the more amiable side
of his social thought. Other fragments deal with liberality and the right motive for
doing favours (B 282, 96).

Any detailed examination of Democritus’ fragmenta moralia needs a few
preliminary remarks about their transmission and chances of being authentic. Unlike
other remains of Presocratic philosophy, they have come down to us almost entirely
through anthologies. Only two of the fragments discussed below, B 157 and 159, are
quotations by a later writer in his own writings; and the chances are that the writer,
Plutarch, may himself have come across them as extracts. Our principal sources for
Democritus’ moralia are in fact two anthologies, the enormous compilation made by
John of Stobi (‘ Stobaeus’)? and a bundle of 86 short sentences entitled ‘Gnomai of
Democrates’. (The corruption of ‘Democritus’ to ‘Democrates’ occurs in various
other places: see below, on B 178.) Both Stobaeus (4.50.80f.) and Democrates (48, 85,
etc.) are capable of crediting Democritus with sentences demonstrably by some other
writer. But these misdemeanours are generally seen as exceptions, rather than the rule.
Texts ascribed to Democritus by Stobaeus and Democrates may be presumed
innocent until proved guilty.?

In ‘Democritus on Politics’ §1, I claimed that ancient anthologies offered broadly
two kinds of material: excerpts, often ample, from famous authors, assembled for the
convenience of later littérateurs, and short aphoristic sentences designed to edify and
instruct. The Democrates Collection consists entirely of such sentences. Stobaeus
assigns, in addition, a number of longer passages to Democritus. The relation
between the two kinds of Democritean material is disputed. My own view is that the
longer fragments are a more trustworthy indication of how Democritus wrote, and
that the shorter pieces, far from being composed as isolated aphorisms, began life in
the same kind of prose as the longer fragments, but have suffered, in the course of

% Joannis Stobaei Anthologium, ed. C. Wachsmuth, O. Hense (Berlin, 1884-1909). For a clear,
succinct account of the Stobaeus MSS, see Plutarchi Moralia V11 ed. F. H. Sandbach (Teubner;
Leipzig, 1967), pp. viif.

3 The opposite holds good for purportedly Democritean sentences in Byzantine gnomologies
such as the corpus Parisinum profanum (= Democritus B 302 DK) or the ‘Gnomologium
Byzantinum éx Tév dnuokpirov "lookpdTovs *EmuctiiTov’ (DEI), reconstructed by C. Wach-
smuth (Studien zu den griechischen Florilegien [Berlin, 1882], 162-216) from four surviving
gnomologies. Where these overlap with material in Stobaeus, Democrates or Plutarch (see
below, on B 157), they can be taken as versions (usually feeble) of something genuinely
Democritean. Where they do not, they have no guarantee of authenticity.
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their transmission, from serious abbreviation and sometimes distortion. (See the
discussions of B 181, 43 and Democrates 80, of B 264, 244 and 84.) All of which
detracts from their value. The political fragments discussed below, however, are most
of them relatively long extracts from Stobaeus. Even so, they have come down to us
out of context; their text in places is vile;* and they need to be treated with
considerable caution. The following pages may perhaps provide an introduction to
the complexities of this material.

TEXTS AND COMMENTS
B 252 = Stob. 4.1.43

T& KaAT& TAV TOAW Ypecwv TOV AoV péyloTa fyelobal, Okws &eton €U, pnTe
PIAOVEIKEOVTO TTOP& TO ETTIEIKES PTITE IOXUV EQUT! TrEPITIBEUEVOY TTOP& TO XPNOTOV TO
ToU §uvoU. TOALs yap eU &yopévn peyioTn Spbewois EoTi, kai Ev ToUTw! VT Evi, Kai
TOUTOU 0WI{opEVOU TTAVTa owileTan Kai TouTou Siagfeipopévou T& TTévTa SiagbeipeTat.

To affairs of state one should, above all else, attach the greatest importance, that it be well
ordered, neither engaging in contentions beyond what is reasonable nor appropriating personal
power beyond the common good. For the state well ordered is the greatest source of success, and
all depends on this. If this is saved, all is saved; if this is destroyed, all things are destroyed.

Kal Tovtov StapbBeipopévouv ta mavra SiapBeipetar: cf. B 287 = Stob. 4.
40.20: amopin Evvy) Tiis éxdoTov xalemwTépn® ol yap vmodelmeTal éAmis émkoupins.

The fragment is a carefully constructed piece of Kunmstprosa. Each of its two
sentences, linked by word-echo to each other (uéyiora fyeiobar, Skws dferar €v, €b
dyouévn peyiorn), opens with its main clause, to which a much shorter clause is
appended. In the first sentence, this is followed by a pair of clauses complementary
in content and closely matching each other in syntax and wording (wijre — parti-
ciple — mapa 74...). In the second sentence, the thought and vocabulary of the second
clause (xai év TovTwi dvra év) is twice repeated and varied in two further clauses
which exactly match each other, apart from one tiny variation (xai TovTou
owilopévov mdvra owllerar, xai TovTov Siadbeipouévov ta wdvra Siadfelperad).
The result is a Tpikwlov with its weight on the final ‘member’, ramming home the
supreme importance of ‘the state well ordered’. Such repetitive abundantia, is a hall-
mark of Democritean prose (cf. Th. Birt, ap. Natorp, pp. 181f. It was to be a
recognised feature of the ‘ornate’ style, cf. Cic. de or. 3.53).

B 257 = Stob. 4.2.15

NP u . L A e s s N
KT B fwiwv EoTiv Qv gévou Kai T ovou OB Exerr T& &BikéovTa kai BEAovTa &BiKeiv
&Béd105 O KTEIVWY, Kai TTPos eUedTOUV ToUTO EpSev AoV ) pn.

Concerning the slaughter or non-slaughter of certain animals, the rule is as follows: he who kills
those which do or are disposed to do harm goes scot-free, and to do so shall be for well-being
rather than otherwise.

Cwiwy €ativ ®v: does this mean that there are other animals to whom this rule
does not apply? Perhaps. As J. Bernays claimed (Theophrast iiber die Frommigkeit
[Berlin, 1866], p. 149), Democritus is invoking a distinction, of the kind ascribed to
Pythagoras (Plut. 964f), between dangerous wild animals, e.g. ‘foxes and reptiles’
(B 259), lions and wolves (Hermarchus ap. Porph. absz. 1.11), which may be killed

* In what follows, I have kept the apparatus criticus of the fragments to a minimum. For fuller
information, see Diels-Kranz or Wachsmuth-Hense.



24 J. F. PROCOPE

with impunity, and gentler domesticated animals. Cf. R. Hirzel, Themis, Dike und
Verwandtes (Leipzig, 1902), p. 215 n. 1. You kill snakes and scorpions on sight (Ps.-
Demosth. 25.96). But you had better wait before killing a threatening ox or horse. It
probably belongs to someone, and will be under legal protection.

@ovou Kai py) ovou: note the double phrase, where ¢dvov would have sufficed
on its own. As we have seen in B 252, Democritus likes to express himself in
duplicate (cf. B 259 kwadéwv Te rai épmeréwv) or even triplicate (cf. B 259 iepa...xai
omovdai rai Sprot, B 260 adToxelpint kai keAebwy kai vijdwe). One is frequently left
with the problem of how much weight to attach to each member of such phrases or
how far to treat them as pleonasms, as in the phrase which follows.

Ta d8ikéovra kai Béhovta adikeilv might be simply a long-winded way of saying
‘dangerous animals’, were it not that éAovra makes the important point, applied to
human threats at B 68 and 87, that you need not and should not wait for damage to
be done, before taking action. This leads, in its turn, to the broader question of
‘intentions’ in Democritean ethics. See ‘ Democritus on Politics’, §2.

adikéovra: in the context of animal behaviour, ddixeiv means ‘misbehave’ or,
more commonly, ‘harm, damage’ (Xen. Egq. 6.3, Aristot. HA 9.44, 629b25-9, Theocr.
8.64; cf. Xen. Cyr. 2.2.26); dixaros implies working properly (Xen. Cyr. 2.2.26) or
behaving properly (Xen. Mem. 4.4.5. The Pharsalian mare dikaia, twice mentioned
by Aristotle (586al3, 1262a24), whose foals all resembled their fathers, will have
derived her name on the principle of human justice, suum cuique reddere!).

aBoiog: a legal terminus technicus (Friedlinder, Hermes 48 [1913], 613 n. 3, cites
Dittenberger? 933.14 and Ziehen, Leges Sacrae 1i.110: Tov dodAov pactiydoavra
40 ov elvar) meaning ‘unmulcted’, ‘scot free’, A fwuij is strictly a ‘fine’, as in B 262.

Kai tpog €DEGTOUY ToUTO €pdeLv waAAov 1 wr: these final words are elliptical and
ambiguous. Here as in the previous clause, a copula has to be supplied, perhaps dv
€in (as in B 260) or just éor., perhaps éorw or éorau in the sense of ‘it shall be’ (cf.
B 258). Democritus could be describing what happens or prescribing what ought to
happen.

Tpog eveotobv: whose? As Vlastos (Phil. Rev. 54 [1945], 583 n. 29) points out,
evoTu) can mean either social or individual ¢ well-being’ (compare Aesch. Ag. 647 with
929). Democritus might be saying simply, as Alfieri (p. 256) understands him, that the
killing of dangerous animals ‘contribuisce al benessere [comune]’, is a public service
(which, of course, it is). More probably, he is claiming that it should also enhance the
private well-being of their killer. In the next fragment, the slayer of ra myuaivovra is
to have a greater share of 8/k7, 8dpoos etc. Note also Hesychius’ curious etymology
of edeord) as eddarpovia dmd 700 €0 éaTdvar Tov oixov (B 140), which strongly suggests
that Democritean eveore) was a domestic rather than a public felicity (cf. the
juxtaposition of oixos and 7dAws at Plato, Prr. 318c).

waAAov ¥ wn: ‘rather than to ill-being, kaxeord)’? Or ‘rather than not to do so’
(Barnes)?

B 258 = Stob. 4.2.16
KTElVElY XpT) T& TrpaivovTa TTapd Sikny TTévTa Tepi TavTos Kad TaUTa & o1V eUBuping
Kkai Sikns kai 6&poEos Kl KTNOEWS &V TaVTi KOoUwWL PéGw poipav pebetet.
ebBuuins Wakefield, DK: émifupins MSS
It is needful to kill those creatures which do damage contrary to right, all of them at all costs.

And he who does this shall have a greater share of good cheer, of rights, of security and of
property in every order.
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Tt mnpaivovra (sc. {dwa) mapa Siknv: another pleonasm? Or are there
creatures which do damage xara 8iknv? Yes, if 8(xn is taken in its primitive sense of
what is ‘the rule’, what is ‘normal’ and hence right and proper (see K. Latte, ‘Der
Rechtsbegriff im archaischen Griechentum’, Antike und Abendland 2 [1946], 65). It was
8{xn for Homeric kings to misuse their power (Od. 4.691). Similarly, wolves and foxes
that wreak havoc in the forest are not behayving mapa 8knv. It is when they encroach
on the sheep-fold and the hen-run that they need to be killed *all of them at all costs’.
(Contrast the interpretation of E. A. Havelock. The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics
[London, 1957], p. 130, that by “contrary to right” he indicates the violation of
another’s security’, and of C.Farrar, The Origins of Democratic Thinking
[Cambridge, 1988], p. 250, that ‘to injure in violation of justice is to harm a creature
which has neither done any harm nor intends any’. On this view of mapa Siknv, a
carnivore would be violating justice every time that it had a meal.)

€bBuping: Wakefield’s emendation is probably right. We find the same corruption
of ebfuula to émibupia in Theodoretus’ account of the Democritean r€dos at gr. cur.
aff. 11.6. Very occasionally, however, émfluuia can mean the object of desire (as in the
phrase xarepydleobai, krrjcaclar v émbuplav: ‘to get one’s desire’ at Athen.
285f, 295a); and it is just possible to take the MS text here as saying ‘a greater portion
of what he wants’, ‘of his heart’s desire’.

Kai Tadta 6 oL@y ... pélw poipav pedéer: text (see DK ad loc.) and thought
are disputed. The slayer of mpuaivovra ‘shall have a greater share’ of edfuuiy, 8ixn,
Bdpoos and krijois. The phrase poipav pefééew occurs also in B 263 (8ikns ral dperis
peyioryy poipav peféée) and twice in Herodotus, where it means ‘having a share’
of something to which one can lay claim - of land (1.204.1), of political privilege
(4.145.4; cf. the phrase peréxew Tis molirelas at Aristotle, Pol. 1268a24, 27, 1293a3).
Hence Diels translated poipav peréyew in B 258 and 263 as ‘beanspruchen diirfen’,
‘Anspruch haben an’. But while «mjous clearly is something which can be claimed
and awarded, edfuuiy, 8ix7, Odpoos and dper, in their different ways, look like
states of mind. For that reason, W. Nestle (Philologus 67 [1908], 547f.) preferred to
translate poipav peréxew as ‘Anteil haben an’ ‘participate in’. This would seem to
imply that the slayer of public pests in B 258 will be a jollier, juster, more confident
and richer person, in the same way that the man in B 263 will be ‘the justest and most
virtuous’. Which is possible, though it led Nestle to go further and interpret poipa as
a contribution towards the public ebfvuin, 8(kn etc. These nouns, however, can all
refer to apportionable advantages: 8/ can mean ‘civic rights’ (cf. Tyrtaeus 12.39f:
BAdnmrew olr’ aidois olte Sikns é0éler); Odpoos as ‘security’ or ‘grounds for
confidence’ (cf. Aesch. Sept. 270) can be virtually equivalent to d8ewa or doddAea (cf.
the Epicurean use of fappeiv at RS 40 etc.); while even edfuuin can have the objective
sense of delicacies at a banquet, material ‘good cheer’ (Page, PMG 926 (adesp. 8):
So7is evfuuin kai xopois fderar; Pind. 0. 2.34; Xen. Cyr. 4.1.13,18, 5.7). A “greater
share’ of it will mean something like ‘extra helpings at public banquets’. Cf.
Xenophanes B 2.14 and the Athenian practice of honouring public benefactors with
olrnaois év mpuravelw (Aristoph. Eq. 280-3, Pax 1084, Plato, Ap. 36d; Isoc. 15.95;
Plutarch, V. Solon 24.3). In B 258, not only will the pesticide enjoy a greater amount
of property; he will have an increase of ‘civil rights’ and security, as well as the lion’s
share at public banquets. See, further, the note on B 263. The alliterative phrase
poipav pueBéfe: in both fragments recalls Heraclitus B 25: udpoc yap uéloves uélovas
poipas Aayydvovai). J. Denniston, Greek Prose Style (Oxford, 1952), pp. 2, 127
points to the use of assonance in B 258 with its ‘elaborate pattern of 7, « and u’as
a feature of early philosophical prose.
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év mavTi kocpwi means the same as in B 259, ‘in every social order’ (contra J.
Kerschensteiner, Kosmos [Miinchen, 1962], p. 171).

B 259 = Stob. 4.2.17

dxwoTep TEPL KIVOBEWY TE Kol EPTTETEWY YEYPAPATAl TGOV TTOAEMIWY, OUTW Kol KATX
&vBpcomwov Bokel pol Ypecov Elvan TOIETVT KT VOUOUS TOUS TIXTPIOUS KTEIVEW
TIOAEpIOY, &V TTOVTI KOOHWI &V &1 pr) vopos &reipyel: &reipyet Bt iepd EKGOTOION ETTIXOPIX
ka1 oTrovBai Kal GpKot.

yeypddarar MSS: yéypamrar Natorp: yéypada Langerbeck

As has been written about enemies in the form of foxes and reptiles, so too it seems to me
needful to act in the case of men: in accordance with ancestral laws to kill the enemy, in every
social order in which law does not debar it. (In fact, it is prevented by sanctuaries in each
country, and by treaties and oaths.)

Kivadéwv: strictly ‘foxes’. Sicilian in origin, the word is more commonly applied
to foxy humans (Andoc. 1.99; Ar. Av. 430. Nu. 448, etc.).

épretéwv: note the story in Herodotus (4.105.1) of how the Neuroi were driven
out of their country by an infestation of snakes. The link between snakes and foxes
is that both live in holes — which is why, according to Aristotle (HA 610a12), they are
friends.

TOA€ELiwY ... toA€piov: public enemies who can lawfully and without impiety be
slaughtered. Cf. Plut. V. Lycurg. 28.4: Spartan ephors, on coming into office, would
declare war on the helots, so as to make it edayés to kill them (= Aristotle fr. 538),
and Cleobulus ap. Stob. 3.1.172 (= DK 10.3). a. 15: Tov Tod d1jpov éxfpov moAéuiov
vouilew.

yeypacpatar is 3rd per. plural. Diels wished to introduce vouo: as a subject for it
(‘ Wie Gesetze erlassen sind’), Natorp and Langerbeck to emend. Whatever the exact
text, there is clearly some reference here to the preceding fragments (see Deichgraber,
Philologus 88 [1933], 349 n. 6), and the treatment for foxes and reptiles mentioned
here will be that ordained there for noxious animals in general. Whether these
ordinances were Democritus’ own prescription or were merely reported by him, the
following words make it clear that the application of the principle to human
pests — cf. Aristotle’s account (Pol. 1256b24f.) of hunting as a procedure properly
used on animals and reluctant ‘natural slaves’ —is very much his own recommen-
dation: ofrw kai kard dvlpdmwy Sokel pot xpewv elvar moreiv.

Sokel poL ypewv eivar moteiv: the variety of jussive expressions in this and in
surrounding fragments is noteworthy. Compare the circumlocution here with a xp1
and the future (ueféfet) in B 258, with the optative (dfwios dv ein) in B 260. Note
also the gerund next to an infinitive in B 262 karayndioréov kai un dmodvew.

€v WL ) vopog ameipyer: the awkwardly phrased qualification reads like a hastily
inserted afterthought, prompted perhaps by xara vouovs Tovs marplovs. It might
lead to the distracting question, which is most unlikely to have been in Democritus’
mind here, of how far, in a social order where there is no véuos to prevent their killing,
one could still go against the vduot mdrpioe in killing them.

iepa: sanctuaries, temple-precincts in which a defeated enemy can take refuge
(Hdt. 5.119.2, etc.). Killing him there or dragging him away to slaughter would be
sacrilege.

Kai orovdai kai 6pkol: together, the words imply a ‘solemnly sworn truce’ with
‘libations’ and ‘oaths’ confirming the cessation of hostilities.
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B 260 = Stob. 4.2.18
KIEGAANY Kai ANIoTNY TAvTa KTeivwv Tis &B&10s Qv €l kal aUToxepint kai KeAeUwy Kol
yhewt.

Any one killing any brigand or pirate should go scot-free, whether he does so by his own hand,
by orders, or by vote.

KiEaAAny kai Anwetnyv: as Natorp (p. 63) pointed out, these terms appear in the
Dirae Teiae (Tod 23, Meiggs—Lewis 30), public imprecations engraved around 470
B.C. on a stele at Teos, the mother state of Abdera. Curses are directed at, amongst
others, any one who 7 kifadevor 7 kiéddas vmodéyoiro 1) Anilloiro 7 Aqoras
vmodéyoiro (B 18-21). ‘Piracy, like brigandage on land, was an easy resource for the
hungry.... The social conditions of the ancient world, in which (in most periods)
starvation and exile were common, provided a constant incentive’ (Badian, OCD, s.v.
‘Piracy’).

KTelvwy Tig a8d1og av ein: virtually a formula of outlawry. Cf. B 257 dfctos 6
ktelvwy (see above) and Plato, Lg. 874b (enumerating cases and conditions of
justifiable homicide): dv 8¢ 6 kreivas é¢’ ois...dpbds dv kabapds €in, and also the
formula at Athens vpmoive dmoxtelvew (Xen. Hiero 3.3), vymoiver refvdrw (Andoc.
1.96, Demosth. 23.60).

avToyelpint Kai KeAevwy Kai Yrewe: A. T. Cole (Democritus and the Sources
of Greek Anthropology [Ann Arbor, 1967], p. 129 n. 57) compares the language here
with that of Antiphon 5.92: 19v {onv ye Svvapw éxe oris Te dv T xeipl dmokTelvy
ddikws kai 6aris 17 Yridw and the text of the law at Andoc. 1.96f.: outlawing any
one guilty of subverting the democracy:... moAéutos éorw *Afnraiwy kai vymoiver
refvdTw... 6 8¢ dmokTeivas Tov TavTa moujoavra kai 6 ouuPovAevoas daios éoTw
ral edayrs. opdoar 8’ "Abnvaiovs dravras ... 6 8¢ Spros éoTw 88€ ‘ kTEVd) Kal Adyw
kal épyw kal Yridw kai T éuavtod yeipl, dv Suvatos @, Os Gv katadvon THY
Snuoxpariav v ’Abrvne’. F. Altheim, Klio 20 (1926), p. 265, recalls the
distinction in Roman law between minister and auctor.

See, further, J. H. Paneris, ‘Die eigenhdndige T6tung des Raubers bei Demokrit
und des néchtlichen Einbrechers bei Platon’, Philologus 127 (1983), 298-302.

B 251 = Stob. 4.1.42

1) &v BnuokpaTint Tevin Ths Tap& Tols SuvdoTnIol KaAeopévns EUBaIpoVITS TooOUTOV
E0TL AIPETWTEPT), OkOoOV EAeUbepin SouAeins.

Poverty in a democracy is as preferable to so-called prosperity among dictators as freedom is to
slavery.

N €v dnpoxpatint weviy: impoverishment in a democracy ? Perhaps Democritus is
retorting to observations regularly made by the insecure, over-taxed rich about the
advantages of being poor in a state run by and for the éjuos (cf. Ps.-Xen. Ath. Pol.
1.13, Xen. Symp. 4.31f., Isoc. 8.128, etc.).

Suvaotniot: see ‘Democritus on politics’, §3.

evdarpoving ‘felicity’, ‘ prosperity’, ‘high standard of living’ (cf. Plato, Ep. 7.326b
on the Bios eddaiuwy in Sicily).

€levbepin: a democratic slogan. Cf. Euripides, Suppl. 438, Plato, Rep. 557b,
Aristotle, Pol. 1317a40, etc.

The sentence has survived completely out of context, and its point is a matter of
speculation. ‘Conceivably, Democritus is saying no more than that freedom is
preferable to wealth; but he may be referring to the hoarding of resources which in
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a duvaoreia would nullify their usefulness’ (A. T. Cole, HSCP 65 [1961], 152). One
thing which the fragment is not meant to be is a laus inopiae or praise of the simple
life of the common people, as claimed by G. Pugliese Caratelli (H EN AHMOKPA-
TIHI IIENIH, PP 40 [(1985)], 426-30). Even without renouncing their property, the
rich might feel freer and safer in a democracy than under a dvvaoreia.

B 254 = Stob. 4.1.45

ol kool 1ovTes & TAs Tipds Okoowt &v pdAAov &vé€iol EdvTes iwol, ToocoUTw! PdAAoV
&vakndées ylyvovTal kal Gppoouvns kai Bpdoeos TripTAavTal.

When the bad enter public office, the unworthier they are on entry, the more heedless they
become, the fuller of folly and rashness.

avakndéeg: ‘heedless’, ‘free from care’. Burchard’s emendation here as in B 174
is generally, and rightly, accepted. For the MSS readings, see DK ad loc. It does,
however, mean positing a word that is otherwise unattested. Ernst Frénkel, Z. f. vergl.
Sprachf. 42 (1909), 235 compares the pleonastic construction of dvaxndijs (=
dxméris) with dvnoris (= vijaris ‘fasting’ but constructed on analogy with dairos),
an adjective attested for Cratinus (fr. 45 Kock) and Aeschylus (fr. 433 Mette).

A number of shorter fragments may conceivably be making the same “élitist’ point.
These include B 49 = Stob. 4.4.27 = Democrates 15: yademov dpyecfar vmo
xepeiovos: ‘It is hard to be governed by an inferior’, and B 267 = Stob. 4.6.19: ¢voe:
70 dpxew oikijiov T kpéaoove: ‘ By nature, government belongs to the superior’ (an
all purpose maxim. The Athenians in Thucydides (1.76.2) justify their empire by it.
Callicles invokes it in Plato’s Gorgias (483d). It even plays a part in Seneca’s
Posidonian account of primeval kingship at ep. 90.4: ‘naturaest enim potioribus
deteriora summittere’). One might also cite B 75 = Stob. 4.2.13 = Democrates 40:
kpé€aaov dpyeafar Tois dvoriroaw 7 dpyew: ‘Better for fools to be governed than to
govern’, though this is on the slightly different subject of the preeminence due to the
wise, as is B 47 = Stob. 3.1.45 = Democrates 14 = DEI 64: vduw xai dpyovr: xai
T dopwrépw eikew xdouov, ‘Yielding to law, to magistrate and the wiser man
is the orderly thing to do’. Note also B 95 = Democrates 61, Tipuai mapa Tois
ebpovéovor uéya Svvavrar, ol fuvidor Tiudpevo.

B 253 = Stob. 4.1.44

Tols XPNOTOIoW oU CUUPEPOV AUEAEOVTAS TOV EWUTROV &AAQ Trpriooey: T& yop iSia
KokGdS EoXEv. €l BE GueAéol Tis TGOV Snuociwy, Kakes &koVey yiyveTal, ki fiv undev unTe
KAETTTI UNTe &8Ik, Emel kad (pn)) &uehéovTt §) &BikéovTi KivBUVOS Kakdds dkovelv Kai 81
Kol TaBelv T1. qvéykn 8¢ QuapTAvely: ouyyivedokeoBar 8 Tous AvBpTTous oUK eUTTETES.

kai {u1)) dueréovt 1) Meineke: xai duedéovt (kai kAémrovr) % H. Gomperz

It is not in their interest for men of worth to neglect their own for other business; for
their private business will go badly. But if a man neglects public business, he comes
to have a bad reputation, even if he neither steals a thing nor does anything wrong;
for even without negligence or wrong-doing there is a danger of bad reputation and
indeed of punishment. One is bound to get it wrong. But it is not easy for men to
admit this.

aAAa mpReoewv: the implicit contrast is with 76 éavrod mpdaaew, conduct which
Plato can identify with cwépoovvy (Charm. 161d) and Sucaioavvy (Rep. 433a).

Kak@®¢ éay€ev: gnomic aorist.

Kai v pndév prve kAémtni prite &dikfi: ‘even if innocent of theft or
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malpractice’. The vocabulary may have a legal ring to it. Embezzlement (xAomj) and
malpractice (d8(xwov) were financial offences for which officials at Athens could be
prosecuted (Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 54.2).

emel kai {un) dp.ehéovre 7): something is missing from the text as transmitted. H.
Gomperz’ emendation xai dpueAéovte {xai kAémTovTi) 7 ddixéovrt would make the
clause say ‘for negligence, as well as theft or wrongdoing, incurs a danger of bad
reputation and indeed of punishment’, with ‘punishment’ refering to some measure
like the fines imposed in oligarchies on the rich for failing to attend the law-courts
(Ar. Pol. 1294a38, 1298b17), assembly (1297a17) or council (Ar. Ath. Pol. 4.3, 30.6.
In democratic Athens too (see Aristoph. Arch. 21f. and Schol ad loc.), there were
penalties for shirking the assembly). This would simplify the argument, as well as
making the choice before the ‘man of worth’ a bit less painful. Meineke’s addition
(followed by Diels—Kranz) of u1 before aueAéovre gives an a fortiori argument: ‘If
you neglect public affairs, your reputation will suffer, since even if you do not neglect
them, and even if you avoid wrong-doing, you are still in danger of incurring a bad
reputation and possibly some penalty’. The merit of this emendation is that the
resulting clause presents a situation — that of a conscientious and blameless magistrate
finding himself none the less in danger — of which another substantial fragment (266)
provides a clear example.

Kak®d¢ dkovelv kai &) kai mabeiv Ti: the two main kinds of sanction. Cf. B
265: kaxds dxovew kai mdoyew, and Antiphon 87 B 44.A 2.7:... kai aloxdvys kai
{npias.

ouyywvwokesar: with H. Gomperz, I take this to mean ‘acknowledge’, ‘admit’
(cf. Hdt. 1.45.3). DK understand it as ‘forgive’, perhaps rightly. Cf. B 265 init.:
‘mistakes are what people remember’. The interpretation of ovyywdioxesfar will
depend on what you understand by apaprdvew — making a mistake about going into
public life (which is what men will not acknowledge), or making mistakes in the
course of public life (for which they may wish to be forgiven).

B 263 = Stob. 4.5.45
Bikns kol &peTHs peyioTnV peTéxer poipav & Tipds &Eiws Tas peyioTas Taplevwy.
aiws ... rapevwv Th. Gomperz: afias ... 7duvwr MSS

weylotnv pwetéyer woipav: as in B 258, the phrase poipav peréxew have a share
of” implies ‘have a claim to’, ‘ Anspruch haben an’. Democritus is using 8{x7 and
dper7j in an archaic sense. They are not personal qualities here (as aidus and 8/« are
at Plato, Prt. 322d, where 7ov un dvvduevov aidods kai 8iknys peréxew is to be killed
as a “disease of the state’) so much as advantages or benefits which can be claimed,
awarded, enhanced, infringed or removed (as at Tyrtaeus 12.39f: 098¢ ris adrov
BAdmrew olr’ albods obre 8ikns é0éde: or Od. 17.322f.: Zeus takes away half a man’s
aperrj when he falls into slavery. Cf. 18.251, 19.124; Hes. Op. 313). See above, on
B 258. Contrast Nestle, Philologus 67 (1908), 547f.

aEiwg... Taptedwy: something is badly wrong with the text in the second half of
the sentence. Of various proposed emendations, Gomperz’ is the most economical.

B 265 = Stob. 4.5.47

TSV fluapTnuévey &vBpwTrol pepvéaTan udAAov f Tév el Temoinuéveov. kal y&p Sikatov
oUTws: Gatep (ydp TOV) T&s TapakaTadnikas &modiSovTa oU xpt Eraiveichan, TOV Bt
U &modiBovTa kakds dkovev kol TAOXEW, oUT® Kai Tov &pyovta. oU ydp Emi
ToUTW! TIpEAN s Kakds ToImawy, AN’ ¢ U.

2 oCcQ
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Things done wrong are what men remember rather than things done well. And quite right too.
For just as he who returns a deposit deserves no praise, while he who does not deserves a bad
reputation and a bad time, so too with the magistrate. He was not elected to do things badly,
but to do them well.

maparatabrxas: with the concept of the ‘deposit’ which simply must be returned,
come what may (on which, see A. Ehrhardt, ‘Parakatatheke’, Zeitschrift d. Savigny
Stiftung f. Rechtsgeschichte 75, romanistische Abteilung [1958], pp. 32-90), Greek
thought came as close as it ever did to the notion of a ‘categorical imperative’. Cf.
the story in Herodotus (6.86) of Glaucus the Spartan, whose family was wiped out
because he so much as dared to consult the Delphic Oracle about holding on to a
deposit which he was due to surrender.

B 266 = Stob. 4.5.48

oUBepia pnyavny T viv kaBeoTETI PUBG®L pT) oUK &BIKelV Tous &pyovTas, fiv kad Tavy
&yafoi Ewotv. oUBevi ydp dAAwL Eotkev 7y TEwuTd! TOV alTov €9° ETépoiott yiyveoBou- Bel
B¢ kws oUTw kai TaUTa kooundfival, dkws & undev &Bikéwv, fiv kad Twawu ETddn Tous
&8ixéovTas, uh U Ekeivous yevnoeTatl, QAR Tis ) Beouds ) Tt GAAo &uuvel T T& Sikoua
TroI1EUVTI.

-~ - -~ - .
EwuTdt 7oV avTov (S T avTdv MA) éd’ érépoiat yiyveolar MSS: éwurde Tov {dpyovTa elvar
vmevfuvor 008’ érépwr dpfavta ued’ éviavtov) adTov kTA. Diels: T Tov derov émr’ épmeToiat

yiveala. Th. Gomperz ~ ép’ MSS: v¢’ Jacobs

There is no device in the present shape of society to stop wrong-doing of magistrates, however
thoroughly good they may be... These matters too should somehow be so ordered, that the doer
of nothing wrong, however thoroughly he examine wrong-doers, should not fall into their
power, but rather some statute or something else should protect the doer of what is right.

wnyavn: cf. B 173 fin. ‘ Deep water meant a danger of drowning, but a unyavij was
found in the form of swimming lessons.’ In the present political context, it will take
the form of a feouds or some other legal device.

puBp.@1: a term with a variety of metaphorical meanings, it has the sense here of
‘social order’. Virtually equivalent to «douos in B 258 and 259, it is picked up by
xogunbfivas in the final sentence.

adikeiv Tovg apyovrag: are the dpyovres subjects or objects of ddikeiv? On the
strength of the final sentence, most interpreters (with the notable exception of K.
Freeman, pp. 115f.), see them as the objects, and understand the words as ‘wrong
done to the magistrates’. (Natorp went so far as to correct ddixeiv to ddikeiabas.) But
this interpretation takes away the point of the concessive clause which follows (v xa.i
mdvv dyafoi éwaow), since there is nothing unusual about good men being victims of
wrong, whereas it is odd for them to be the perpetrators. A lot depends here on the
meaning of ddukeiv, which can cover anything from a crime like theft (cf. B 253) to
mere negligence. (See MacDowell on Aristophanes V. 896.) The magistrates here may
be guilty of no more than ‘not doing what is needful’, a very Democritean sort of
injustice (see B 256 and ‘Democritus on Politics’, §4). In this case, d8uxeiv here
implies something different from the positive wrong-doing of déix€éwv and ddixéovras
in the last sentence.

Mv kai wavv...: the parallel use of this phrase in the first and the final sentence
strongly suggests that, for the magistrate, being thoroughly good and thoroughly
investigating wrong-doers amount to much the same thing.

oV8evi yap dAAwe éotkev... : the sentence clearly offers some justification for what
was said at the start of the fragment. Freeman, pp. 115f., taking the magistrates in the
first sentence to be the subject of ddukeiv, attempts to translate the text as it stands:
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‘For it is not likely for anyone else (any more) than for oneself, that he will show
himself the same man in different circumstances’, i.e. ‘power may corrupt even the
best’. On this interpretation, the two halves of the fragment are concerned with
different problems — wrongdoing by power-crazed magistrates, wrong done to
innocent magistrates. This is perhaps possible — xai Tadra in the next sentence could
be introducing a further point. But her translation of the Greek here is, to say the
least, strained. Farrar (p. 258), understanding the first sentence as about wrong done
to the magistrates and adopting Jacobs’ v¢’, tries: ‘It does not seem fitting for them
to be subject to others, to any other than themselves’. But this is little more than a
hopeful paraphrase. Diels, followed by Alfieri (p. 270 n. 678), posited a lacuna of
about a line and credited Democritus with saying something like: ‘To no one other
than himself is it proper that the (official should be answerable or that, having been
in office over others, he should after a year) himself be at the mercy of others.” Th.
Gomperz’ proposal (Sitzb. Ak. Wien 83 [1876], p. 586), accepted by Luria (iii.579)
and Ibscher (ii.368 n. 28), is at least more economical. Nor is it as odd as it might
at first seem. Democritus, who mentions Aesop elsewhere (B 224), would not be the
only philosopher to cite him in a political context. Antisthenes (fr. 100 Caizzi =
Aristotle, Pol. 1284al5) did the same. The allusion here, as Gomperz suggests, is
perhaps to a fable like that of the eagle and the snake (326 Hausrath-Hunger),
recalled by Aristophanes (Eq. 197-201) and retold in Aelian (N.A. 17.37). The plight
of magistrates at present, Democritus claims, ‘looks no different from that of an eagle
grappling with snakes’. The point of the comparison is that the eagle (who,
incidentally, is the bird of Zeus, god of justice) is no match for serpents with which
he grapples. Magistrates faced with criminals are similarly outclassed. (épmerd would
be a good Democritean word for snakes (see B 259); I would prefer to understand
ylyveaBa. émi+dat, not as ‘fall into the power of’, but rather ‘busy oneself with’ as
at Plato, Rep. 490d.)

kxai tadra: i.e. Democritus is offering one of several proposals for re-ordering ‘the
present shape of things’. The reference of raira could simply be forward (as Freeman
takes it), to the protection of 6 undév ddixéwv, More probably, ‘this too’ covers what
has just been described.

0 undev adikéwv...Tovg adikéovrtag: see the discussion of the fragment in
‘Democritus on Politics’, §3.

B 159 = Plutarch, fi. de lib. et aegr. 2

éowe mdAad Tis aiTn T odpari Sadikaaia mpos Ty Yuxny mepl T mabiw elva.
kal Anpdkpiros pev émi iy Yuxny dvadépwy v kaxodaywoviav ¢naiv, & ToU
oopaTos aUTi) Sikny AayovTtos, Toapd TavTa TOV Plov v dBUvnTon {(Kai) KaKES
TéTovBev, aUTOS YévorTo ToU EykAnpaTos Si{kaoTns), Ndéws &v kaTayngicachx Tis
Wuxdis, €9° ofs T& pév ddAece ToU oduaTos Tais dueAeicus kai e§EAuoe Tods pébous T Bt
koTe@Belpe kai SiEoTrace Tais PiAndoviais, (oTEp SpYAVoU TIVOS T) TKEUOUS KAKES EXOVTOS
TOV Xpcomevov &pedéds aimiacduevos. Peddpacros 8¢ Todvavtiov €dy Td odpat
moAdod Trv Yuxny évoikeiv, dAiyouv xpovov Bapeis piabois vmotedovoar, Tas Avmas
Tods ¢dBovs Tas émbuuias Tas {nplotumias, als ovudepouévrn mepl T6 cdua
dikaidrepor dv avTd Sikdloiro mpdioews v émAédorar, kai PBialwy ép’ ols
katéyerar, kal OPBpews v ddofei kai AodopeiTar TV éxelvov kakdv dvadexouérn
N ,
Tas aitias oV TPOONKOVTWS.
This dispute of body contra soul in the matter of the passions would seem to be an ancient one.

Democritus lays the blame for misfortune on the soul saying that ‘if the body were to file a claim
against the soul for the lifelong pain and ill-treatment which it had suffered, and he himself had

2-2
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to judge the complaint, he would gladly condemn the soul on charges of damaging it through
negligence, of enervating it through drunkenness, of destroying and tearing it apart through
sensuality, in the same way that, if an implement or piece of equipment were in bad condition,
he would mercilessly put the blame on the user’. Theophrastus, on the contrary, says that the
soul has an expensive residence in the body and for its short period there has to pay a heavy
fine - pain, fear, desire, jealousy. Having these to contend with, it could more reasonably sue the
body for mayhem through imposing forgetfulness on it, for forcible seizure in detaining it, for
outrage in destroying its reputation and slandering it, wrongfully charging it with it own evils.

mapd navta Tov Biov wv wdVvnrtar...: note the hyperbaton. Cf. B 174, 181, 297,
250.

Siéomace: ‘dis-tracted’, ‘torn apart’. Cf. Democritus’ account of the sexual act:
in owovely,...dvlpwmos é¢ avlpwdmov...dmogmdrar, man is ‘torn away from’,
‘abstracted’ — from man (B 32).

DoTEp HPYAVOU TLVOG 7] CKEVOUG KAK@DG EYOVTOG TOV YPWHLEVOY &PeLdidg
aitwacdapevog: H. Gomperz took these words to be Plutarch’s. The comparison of
the body with an ‘implement’ or ‘vessel” chimes awkwardly with its depiction, in the
preceding clauses, as a litigant. Moreover, the image of it as the ‘implement’ which
the soul ‘uses’ is a Platonist commonplace (e.g. Plotinus 1.1.3.3) which goes back to
the Alcibiades 1 (129¢). But how consistent must the imagery be? Democritus is quite
capable (B 223) of referring to the body as the ox®vos or ‘tent’ (i.e. ‘what the soul
lives in’), while still speaking of its ‘demands’ and ‘longing’ (xpnile:, ipelperar).

acperdarg is usually construed with rov ypwuevov: ‘the careless user’. Plutarch
himself may have taken it in that way. He speaks in his other treatment of the theme
(san. tu. 135e, quoted below) of how the soul ddeidei 700 adduaros. All the same, 1
would prefer, taking the clause as more or less the words of Democritus, to construe
the adverb with airiaoduevos: ‘would mercilessly blame’, producing a parallel
phrase to the previous 7€ws ... karayndicadda.

The theme of the quotation from Democritus is the contrast, to be found elsewhere
in the fragmenta moralia (B 149, 223, etc.) and much invoked by Epicurean writers
(e.g. Epicurus Gn.V. 33, frr. 445, 456, 469 U; Diog. Oen. fr. 1.i-ii), between the
readily satisfied wants of the body and the endless, perverse and vexing desires of the
soul.

What distinguishes this fragment is its vivid personification. Democritus employs
the device to telling effect elsewhere, in the retort of the senses to the ‘wretched mind’
at B 125. Other philosophers were to make occasional use of it, notably Cleanthes
(SVFi.570). The passage of Plutarch which preserves our Democritean fragment was
in its turn to inspire, in the fourteenth century, another forensic dispute between soul
and body, the ITpocwmomoia of Gregory Palamas (see W. Kranz, RM 118 [1955],
275-8). How long or consistently Democritus maintained the personification here is
uncertain. Theophrastus, at all events, in his contrary, Platonizing account of the
soul’s complaints against the body (cf. Plato, Phd. 66b—c, Tim. 86¢), continued the
legal imagery with considerable thoroughness. 9fpts, Blata and mijpwats (cf. Plato,
Lg. 874e) were all indictable offences.

The conflict of opinion between Democritus and Theophrastus on the question of
soul, body and human unhappiness must have found its way into Plutarch’s
notebooks or dmourjuara. He re-uses the material, more briefly and to different
effect, at de sanitate tuenda 24 135¢: mpos Tovrovs (sc. people who wantonly abuse
their health) yap oluar pddora 76v Anudxpirov elmeiv ws el 76 adpa dicdoarro 77
Juxij kaxdoews, ovk dv adryy dmoduyeiv. lows uév ydp Tt kai Oeddpacros dAnbés
elmev év peradopd moA T odparte Teeiv évoikiov T Yuxifv. mAelova uévror TS
odpa Tis Puxis dmodaver kakda un kard Adyov avTe xpwuévns xai und’ ds
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mpoorjker Bepamevduevov. drav yap év mdfeow iblois yévmrar kai dywor xai
amovdais, dpedei Tod odduaros. For a similar re-employment by Plutarch of
extracted material, see below on B 157.

256 = Stob. 4.2.14

Sikn uév EoTwv EpSetv T& Ypn EovTa, &Bikin Be um EpSewv T& Xpn EovTa, &AM
TapaTpéTesdal.

Justice is doing what needs to be done, injustice not doing what needs to be done but turning
aside.

Ta @Y €ovra: things which are ‘a must’. yprj here is a substantive (see
Wilamowitz on Eur. HF 311). Von Fritz, EH 7 (1960), p. 264, wanted to see a
connection between ra xp7) édvra in B 256 and the ypela or ‘necessity, the mother of
invention’ which appears as a factor in theories about human evolution (Diod. 1.8.9,
etc.).

B 261 = Stob. 4.5.43

ABIKOUMEVOITT TIMWPETV KT SUVoIV XpT) Kad pry Trapiévan: TO pév y&p ToloUTov Sikaiov
kai &yafdv, TO B pn) ToloUTov &Bikov Kol Kakov.

It is needful to requite those who suffer wrong to the best of one’s ability and not to let it pass.
To do so is right and good. Not to do so is wrong and bad.

B 262 = Stob. 4.5.44

kai of puyfis &€ia EpSouoty 7y Seaudov A Buwrifs &iot, kaTayn@IoTéoY Kol Wf &TroAUEIY:
Ss 8" &v Tapd vopov &oAUnt képdel Opifwv T HBoviil, &dikel kol of ToUTo Eyk&pdiov
&vérykn elvan.

And those whose deeds deserve exile or imprisonment or who deserve penalty are to be

condemned and not set free. Whosoever contrary to law sets them free, determining the issue for
gain or pleasure, does wrong and this must necessarily be on his heart.

ndoviji: because he feels like it (cf. Thuc. 3.82.8:), perhaps because the defendants
have put him in a good mood by telling jokes (cf. Ar. V. 567, Demosth. 23.206). Cf.
Thuc. 3.40.2f., where #8ov7) Adyww ‘pleasure in arguments’ appears alongside pity
and émielxera as a motive for mistaken clemency.

B 174 = Stob. 2.9.3

6 pev e0Bupos els Epya Emigepdpevos Sikona kad vouipa kad UTrap kai dvap xaipet Te kad
EppwTan kai &vakndns eoTiv: 85 & &v kai Sikngs dGAoy R kad T& xpn EGVTa pn Epdn1, ToUTW!
TévTa T& TolaUTa &TEpTein, dTav Tev dvapvnodiil, kai SéSoike kai EwuTOV Kakilel.

ebfupos secl. Grilli: edfvpuws Wilamowitz

The man...borne on to just and lawful deeds rejoices waking and sleeping, is strong and free
from care; but whosoever pays no heed to justice and does not do what is needful — for this man,
all such things are a vexation, whenever he recalls any of them, and he is afraid and reviles
himself.

The fragment is a comparison between two opposed careers, a ocvykpiots in two
carefully constructed and formally corresponding halves. Each begins by charac-
terizing a specific kind of behaviour with a double expression (*just and lawful deeds’,
‘neglecting justice and not doing what is needful’) followed by a threefold account of
its consequences. But the first half begins with a participial construction and
culminates in a relatively simple trio of verbs (yalpet...éppwrar ... dvakndijs éarwv);
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whereas the second opens with a relative clause and moves on to a 7p{kwAov with an
unexpected and disproportionately long first ‘limb’ — distinguished by a change of
subject and by an abstract noun as its predicate (rovrw: mdvra Ta TolaiTa drepmeln),
as well as by a small subordinate clause (érav Tev dvauvnafi) tacked on to
it — before returning, with the simple verbs 8é8ouke ... éwvuTov kaxilet, to something
like the construction of its predecessor. The effect of this forceful variatio is to bring
the noun drepmeiy into the sharpest prominence.

A much more serious interruption of the symmetry in the fragment comes with
evBupos, especially if one construes it, as Diels did, in the obvious way as a noun with
6 uév, making it the subject and understanding émdepouevos k. predicatively: ‘ the
man in good spirits, borne on to...". There is nothing to balance this in the second
half; and the fragment as a whole appears to be about the contrasting lives of the
righteous and unrighteous (cf. Alfieri, p. 251 n. 630), not about the etfuuos and his
unlabelled opposite number. The text, as transmitted, can just about be construed as
saying ‘The edfuuos, righteous man that he is, has a joyous time, whereas the
unrighteous have a miserable time’. But the fragment clearly culminates in the second
half, and its argument would certainly be much more straightforward without the
distracting force of effuvuos at the beginning. Von Arnim, GGA 11 (1894), 885, went
so far as to find the text incomprehensible if the word remained there, while A. Grilli,
‘Nota su Democrito’, Epicurea in Memoriam H. Bignone (Genoa, 1957), pp. 69-72,
argued at length that ejfupos must be an anthologist’s gloss on yalpet...
éppwTar...avaxndijs éorw (all of them obvious aspects of edfuuin). Less drastically,
Wilamowitz and others wished to read evfduws, while Kranz would give esfuuos the
force of an adverb (on the construction, see KG i.275): ‘the man borne on in good
spirits to...” He is probably right to reduce the importance of the word in this way
(contra Ibscher, i.152—4). At all events, the opening words of this fragment are a very
uncertain basis, on their own, for assertions about the righteousness of the
Democritean edfuuos — if indeed one can talk of such a type at all. Elsewhere in the
fragmenta moralia, the adjective occurs only once, in B 191 where it is used of souls.
We have no reason to think of the eifuvuos as a paradigmatic character in any way
comparable to Aristotle’s ueyaddyuyos or the oodds in Hellenistic philosophy.

Sikaia kai voppa: separated in a typically Democritean hyperbaton (cf. B 181,
297) from the épya which they qualify, are virtually a hendiadys. So too are 8ikns
adoyre and Ta xp7y édvra iy épdne in the second half of the fragment. (Cf. B
256,...adukin 8¢ (sc. éoti) w1 épdew Ta xpn édvra.) In the present context, what is
‘right’, what is ‘lawful’ and what is ‘necessary’ are equivalent, and there is no hint
of any conflict between Justice and Law, like that with which Epiphanius credits
Democritus (A 166. See ‘Democritus on Politics’, §5).

kai Urap kai ovap: cf. Epicurus, Ep. 3.135 (a passage which Ibscher, i.155f.,
would derive from this fragment).

avaxkndng: see above, on B 254.

mavta T& ToladTa: sc. 8lky kai Ta xpv édvra.

TEV: SC. TWV ToLOUTWY.

ateprein: the most prominent word in the fragment (see above), recurs in a much
discussed sentence, B 188: dpos cupuddpwy kai dovuddpwy Tépis rai drepmin, ‘the
boundary-mark between things suitable and unsuitable is enjoyment and lack of
enjoyment’. The sign that something agrees with you or is good for you is that you
enjoy it; if you find it horrible, it cannot be doing you good. The principle applies
primarily to questions of diet and physical well-being, but can be greatly extended.
And it works in both directions. The fact that something agrees or disagrees with you
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is a fact about yourself as much as about the thing: for a sick man, food which is sweet
to a healthy man tastes bitter (Plato, Prz. 166¢); its bitter taste is an indication of his
sickness. In our fragment, the man who neglects justice has put himself in a position
similar to that of the sick man. He can no longer hope to benefit from ‘just and
lawful’ actions, from ‘justice and what needs be’; and his lack of enjoyment when he
recalls any of them is an indication of the fact.

B 215 = Stob. 3.7.31
Sikns kUSos yvwpns 8&poos kai daupin, &dikins 5t Seipa Eupgoptis Tépua.
Justice’s glory: unabashed confidence of mind, injustice’s dread: a disastrous ending.

A troublesome jingle, the sentence is syntactically ambiguous in its second half. Its
opening is fairly straightforward: ‘the glorious thing about justice is confidence of
mind and afauBin’. The poetic noun xidos (its only other appearance in prose is at
Hdt. 7.8 a 2) can mean not only ‘glory’ but equally ‘grounds for glory’ (as at I
4.145 on which see H. Frinkel, Dichtung und Philosophie des friihen Griechentums
[Miinchen, 1962], p. 88 n. 14, and cf. Cicero’s use of laus at off. 1.19, ‘virtutis...laus
omnis in actione consistit’, 63, 119). The no less poetic noun afaufiy, cited by Cicero
(fin. 5.87) as a name for the Democritean summum bonum, occurs here for the only
time in the fragmenta moralia, forming with fdpoos a hendiadys: ‘unabashed
confidence’ (pace Ibscher, 1.416).

Most translators of the second clause take deipa with éuudopijs, and understand
‘the conclusion of injustice is fear of disaster’. But the striking appearance of double
homoioteleuton in both clauses (8{xns kddos, yvduns Odpoos) and (ddixiys, deina,
Evudopis, Téppa) suggests that the nouns in both should be construed in the same
order. (Hence Natorp, p. 103, presumably wishing to keep the standard translation,
thought of transposing deina and répua.) In that case, ddukins deina will mean ‘ what
injustice has to fear’, with deina standing (as you would expect a noun ending in -pa
to stand) for the object of fear rather than the process of fearing, while {vudopijs
Téppa will be an ‘end consisting in disaster’ (cf. Aesch. Eum. 746, Eur. Hippol. 139f.).
On this interpretation, Democritus is threatening the unjust with real (if unspecified)
disaster — and not just with the fear of disaster, as Epicurus was to do (RS 17, 34).

B 297 = Stob. 4.52.40

éviol BunThis PUosws Si1dAUcIV oUk eiddTes &vBpeotrol, ouveldnoel 8¢ Tiis &v T Piwt
KoKOTTpaypooUvns, Tov Ths PloThs xpdvov & Tapaxais kai @oPols TaAciTrwpEoust,
weudea repl ToU peT& TRV TeAeuTnv puBoTmAGGTEOVTES XPOVOU.

Some men, not knowing the dissolution of mortal nature, but with a consciousness of ill-doing
in life, toil out their time of life in perturbations and fears, fabricating lying legends about the
time after the end.

Bvntiig pUoewg Stadvaiv: a vague phrase. The ‘dissolution of human nature’, a
perishable combination of soul and body (cf. Isoc. 2.37, 15.180), need not itself mean
that the soul disintegrates and that nothing further can happen to it (cf. Plato, Grg.
524b!), though that was what Democritus and later the Epicureans (Lucr. 3.838ff.)
believed.

ouveldroel ... kakompaypoouvng: here as elsewhere (e.g. B 191 init.), the choice,
presumably for stylistic reasons, of abstract nouns in place of straightforward verbal
or participial constructions results in compound ambiguity: cvveidrjoer could mean
knowledge about life in general or about their own lives (cuveidoTes éavrois), while
the implications of kaxompaypocvvy could either be those of ‘doing badly’ (kaxds
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mpdooew) or of ‘evil doing’ (kaxa mpdocew). Diels adopted the first alternative in
each case, as does Barnes (‘aware of the wretchedness of life”). But Nestle, Philologus
67 (1908), p. 548, was surely right to argue that, if it is simply the misery in this life
of which the men are conscious, they might more reasonably hope for a better
hereafter; what fuels their anxieties about the after-life is their consciousness of
having themselves acted badly. Moreover, xaxompayuoouvy (otherwise first attested
at Demosth. 25.101) and its parent adjective xaxompdypwv (Xen. HG 5.2.36)
elsewhere imply xaxd — not kaxds — mpdrrew.

Tapayaig: this term with its appropriate suggestions of supernatural interference,
mostly punitive (cf. Hdt. 1.32.1, Aesch. Cho. 239, Plato, Lg. 865¢), is also the closest
word in the fragmenta moralia to drapaéla, a noun which, according to Arius
Didymus at A 167, Democritus used as a synonym for ebfuuia, his ‘end’ in life. Cf.
D.L. 9.45: 7édos 8’ elvar v edfupiav...kad’ Hv 1 Puxn Sudyer...omo undevos
TaparTouevn dpoPfov 7 Setaibayovins.

puBonAactéovreg: Rohde’s objection, Psyche, Eng. Ed. (London, 1925), p. 408
n. 103, to the word as a ‘monstrosity ... which sounds very late Greek’ is unwarranted.
Denominatives from compound nouns or adjectives may be a relatively late
formation, but there are already 20 examples of them in Homer and 450 attested in
classical Greek (see A. Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre [Heidelberg, 1917],
p. 95), e.g. dvlpwmodayéw (Hdt. 4.104) from davfpwmoddyos, or, for that matter,
evfupéw. Like karxompayuoovvys, pvbomrdasréovres is an example of the ‘marvellous
and magnificent diction’ (Plut. 683a = A 77), the ‘clarissima verborum lumina’ (Cic.
Or. 67 = A 34) which, in the eyes of some, gave Democritus’ prose a poetic dignity.

xeovou: as T. Birt (ap. Natorp, p. 189) points out, the hyperbaton here provides a
rhythmic clausula: pvfomrdacréovres xpdvov, where the natural order would be
xpovov pvfomdacréovres, rounds off the sentence with a double cretic. Its tendency
to rhythm was another poetic element noted in Democritean prose (Cic. loc. cit.)

An ambitious piece of Kunstprosa, the fragment falls into roughly equal halves,
subject and predicate, both of them composed of two more or less balancing
members. Each of its four x@Aa introduces its own thought — (1) men ignorant of the
facts about death, (2) but with a consciousness of evil doing, (3) live in fear and
confusion (4) giving themselves nightmares about the afterlife; and they are linked to
each other by various formal devices, above all by word-echo (eiddres ... quvedrjaer,
&v 7 Bl ... mjs BioTis, Tov Tis BloTiis xpdvov ... Tob wera Ty TEAeUT)V ... xpovov).
The artificial word-order of (4), all but two words of which are compressed between
a definite article and its noun (roé... ypdvov) reflects the still more artificial word-
order of (1) which is entirely infixed in a noun-phrase (éviot ... dvBpwmor), while (2)
and (3) respond to each by ending each in a disyllable followed by a word of six
syllables. In this formal way, they are encased between (1) and (4), which complement
one another, too, in their content, since only those ignorant of human nature’s
dissolution can have fantasies about the after-life.

At Stob. 4.34.62, the text recurs in a mutilated version: dmavres avBpwmor
ovvedrjgel Tijs év i Blwe kakompaypoavvys Tov Tis Piotis xpdvov év Tapayais
xal $ofois Tadarmwpéovat, Pevdea mepl Tob wera v Tedevry pubéovres $pdBov.

B 248 = Stob. 4.1.33
& vopos PoUAeTan pév elepyeTeiv Piov dvBpmwv: SUvaTar 8t, dTav aUtol PovAwvTtal
T&oXew €U Toio1 y&p Teifopévoiot Ty i8iny &peTnv SelkvuTtal.

The law wishes to benefit the life of men; and it can do so, when they themselves wish to receive
the benefit. To those who obey, it reveals their own excellence.
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TV idinv dpetnv: whose? ‘its own virtue’ or ‘their own virtue’? Probably * their’.
Cf. B 245...xat’ idipv éfovainyv. Laws were in fact meant to make people good,
providing an authoritative model for their lives. Plato’s Protagoras compares them to
the lines drawn on a slate by a writing-master for the pupil to trace (Prt. 326cd). In
prescribing what should or should not be done, the vduos of a city served to mould
the character and attitudes, the Tpomou, of its citizens. The laws of Sparta made men
warlike, those of Athens encouraged a ‘democratic’ outlook, and so forth. Hence the
commonplace that its moAirela, its complex of written and unwritten laws, is the ‘life’
or ‘soul’ of the city (Isoc. 7.14, 12.138; Aristotle, Pol. 1295a40ff. ; Demosth. 24.210;
etc.).’

B 181 = Stob. 2.31.59

... KpEioowWV ET &PeTTV QOVEITal TTPOTPOTITI XpwHevos kad Adyou Treiol fiTrep vouw! ko
&vdyxnt. AdBpm1 pev y&p &papTéew eikds TOV elpyuévov &Biking UTrd vopou, Tov Bk & TO
Stov fiypévov Teifol oUk eikds oUte AdBpn1 oUTe pavepds Epdev T TTANUMEAES. B10TTEp
ouvéel Te Kal ETioTNPM OpBoTrpayéwy Tis &udpeios &pa kol eUBUYyvVwuOs YiyveTal.

The better will he prove who employs incitement to virtue and persuasion by discourse, rather
than law and compulsion. For sinning in secret is the likelihood, when a man has been restrained
by law from wrongdoing; but when he has been led to what he should by persuasion, there is
no likelihood of his doing anything untoward, either in secret or openly. (Which is why one who
acts uprightly through understanding and knowledge proves to be a man truly valorous and
straight-minded as well.)

&’ dpetnyv...mpoTponijL: ‘incitement to virtue’. Cf. [Plat.] Clitopho 408d: 7w
ZwkpdTovs mpoTpomny Nudv én’ dperriv, Isoc. 2.8, etc. The hyperbaton is typically
Democritean (cf. B 297, etc.).

Adyov meiBoi: not a pleonasm. There are non-verbal means of persuasion, e.g.
bribery. Cf. B 51 (= Stob. 2.4.12 = Democrates 17): ioyvpdrepos és meifw Adyos
modAdkis yveTar xpvaod.

vopwt Kai avayknu: cf. Aristotle, EN 1180a211:...6 8¢ vopos dvayxaorikyy éxet
Svvauw.

€6 706 8éov is elliptical : “into doing what he should’. In B 41, 8ia 76 8€ov is still more
elliptical : ‘through knowledge that one should do so...’.

oUte AaBpn olte pavepdg: a somewhat pointless variation on Adfpne, since
even ‘the man restrained by law’ will avoid misbehaving ¢avepds, this double phrase
reappears at Democrates 80 (see below).

ouvéceL Te Kal émweTRpni: perhaps, ‘intuitive understanding and technical
competence’ (cf. Soph. Ph. 1057). ovveas is an Ionic word (though popular enough
with Thucydides), émiorjun Attic and above all Platonic (see B. Snell, Die Ausdriicke
fiir den Begriff des Wissens [Berlin, 1924), pp. 81fT.). Its presence here, perhaps simply
to balance guvéaet, does lend the fragment a rather Socratic appearance. So do the
following words.

avdpeiog apa kal eVBOyvwpog: the adjectives perhaps cover the physical and
intellectual aspects of the same general dpery (cf. Anon. Iambl. 1.1:...édv e codiav
édv 7€ avdpelay ... édv Te dpetyv 1) T gupmacav 1) uépos T avris. At 3.1, dvdpelav
is replaced by ioxuv). More probably dvSpeios has wider connotations of ‘manly
virtue’ in general (cf. B 214: dv8peios ody 6 TV moleplwv udvov, dAda kai 6 TV
18ovdv kpéoowy...). A ‘courage’ which manifests itself as proper conduct even when
one is alone will be something more than just ‘steadfastness in battle’. Based oh
understanding and knowledge, it recalls the courage envisaged in the Laches (194d9)
as ‘a kind of wisdom’.
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ylyvetau ‘turns out to be’, ‘proves to be’. Cf. Tyrt. 12.20: od7os dvijp dyabos
ylyverar év modéuw ‘Solch ein Mann “wird” gut (= bewdhrt sich als gut) im Kriege’
(H. Frinkel, op. cit. p. 385).

Torn from its original context, the fragment is strictly without a subject for its
opening sentence. But it is clearly a teacher of virtue who will prove more effective if
he uses exhortation etc. In the following sentence, a broad statement of probability
(eixos), the subject changes to the pupil. The formulation of the passage, personal and
participial throughout its three sentences, disguises the change. As arch an example
as any of Democritean Kunstprosa, they contain no less than five Zweigliederungen,
some more pregnant than others: érn’ dperiv ... mporpomiit kai Adyouv meifoi, vouwe
kai avdykn, oire Adfpn olTe pavepds, owvécer Te kai émoTriun, dvépeios dua kai
evfvyvwuos. Almost every phrase complements, echoes or contrasts with another.
The antithetical ¥mo vouov and meifoi in the chiastic second sentence summarize the
two double expressions in the first, while the negative elpyuévov dduxins finds its
positive complement in és 76 8€ov jyuévor (cf. B 256, 8ikn uév éorw épdew Ta xpn
édvra). The final sentence, cast in the same mesmerizingly balanced form as its
predecessors, appears to be on the same subject as they are. It is not. Having dealt
with the role of protreptic and persuasion in moral education and demonstrated their
superiority (they will ensure that a person behaves ‘as he should’ at all times),
Democritus turns aside to the broader and different question, familiar enough to
readers of early Platonic dialogues, of virtue and knowledge, which he dispatches
from the same practical point of view: the man whose upright conduct derives from
understanding and knowledge is truly virtuous, because he too can be guaranteed to
behave properly at all times.

Two ‘golden gnomai’ in the Democrates Collection may possibly derive from this
passage. Its moral, formulated as a maxim for personal conduct, reappears at: B 41
= Stob. 3.1.95 = Democrates 7: un 8ia ¢dBov, dAa Sia 76 8éov dméyecba
apaprnudrwr, ‘Hold back from sin, not through fear, but because you should’, while
the phrase ofre Adfpm. oiire davepds is the only Democritean element in Democrates
80 (cf. DEI 9) with its thoroughly un-Democritean sentiment: %v miorevn Tis feods
émokomevew mdvra, obte Adfpni odTe davepds duaprijoerar. See Luria, RM 78

(1929), p. 235.
B 178 = Stob. 2.31.56 (Anpokpitou)

TIAVTWV KAKIoTOV 1) ebTeTein Tandeloan T vedTnTar oUTn ydp EoTv f) TikTel Tds
NBovds, &€ v 1) kakoTNs yiveTal.

Anpokpitov Burchard: Snuokpdrovs MS

Ease is the worst education of all for youth; for this is what gives birth to those pleasures
which lead to viciousness.

Anpoxpitov: Burchard’s emendation is easy enough. The corruption of
AnuoxpiTov to Anuorpdrovs. occurs outside Stobaeus, e.g. at Porph. Abst. 421 (=
B 160) and Schol. in Ap. Rhod. 3.533 (= B 161).

As 50 often happens in Stobaeus (see O. Hense, RE 9.2567-74), B 178 is the first
in a group of quotations (Stob. 2.31.56-9 = B 178-81), the others of which are
labelled simply 709 adrod, ‘same author’. Its ascription is thus of some importance.
If B 178 is assigned to ‘Democrates’, so must they be. This fragment was decidedly
awkward for the attempt by H. Laue, de Democriti fragmentis ethicis (Géttingen,
1921), to divide the fragmenta moralia between Democritus of Abdera and
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Democrates of Aphidna. He sought to do so partly on grounds of content and style,
partly on the principle that ‘Democrates’ could be corrupted to ‘Democritus’, but
not vice versa. On grounds principally of content, he wished to treat B 178, 179 and
181 as the work of Democritus (pp. 73-9). But our one MS expressly ascribes them
to ‘Democrates’. See R. Philippson, ‘Demokrits Sittenspriiche’, Hermes 59 (1924),
369419, pp. 371, 377.

veotnta: ‘youth’ was regularly distinguished from ‘childhood’. Heracles in
Prodicus’ fable is on the threshold éx maidwv and the age in which véo. become
adToxpdropes (Xen. Mem. 2.1.21). Any one under thirty could still be classed as veos
(1.2.35. See, further, O. Gigon, Kommentar sum zweiten Buch von Xenophons
Memorabilien [Basel, 1956], pp. 13f.). B 178 is thus on a slightly different topic from
B 179. But the difference is of minor importance here, and madela would, anyway,
be an ordeal associated primarily with adolescence.

B 179 = Stob. 2.31.57

€ Ti ks {ToT) Troveiv aides &vidvTes oUTe ypdupaT &v pdbolev oUTe pousikny oUTe
&ywvinv 008’ dTrep HEGAIOTA TNV &PETTV GUVEXEL, TO aibeiofan pdAa y&p €k ToUTwV PIAEl
ylyveoOan 1) aidcos.

éw 1i kws (Tov) moveiv Dihle: éforikis ui) moveiv MS: aliter alii, cf. Wachsmuth, DK
ad loc.

Should children slacken in any way from toil, they will learn neither letters nor music nor
athletics, nor yet what most of all sustains virtue — respect. For it is very much from these that
respect tends to arise.

The reading of L, our one MS here, is doubly difficult. (1) ééwrikds can perhaps
be understood as equivalent to £evikds, ‘in a foreign way’ (cf. Iamblichus, V. Pyth.
97:...0lkovoulas...Tas ééwTikas kal Tas evikds), ‘nach Barbarenart’ (H. Gomperz
saw it as a gloss on some Democritean word like d0velws). But it seems much likelier
that the original text had the three words éfw 7{ xws. Diels tried éfw 7{ kws 7 moveiv
maides dviévtes, comparing the use of éfw 7 at Hdt. 2.3.2, 7.228.4) and understanding
the words as ‘if children are permitted anything other than toil’. This, roughly, is
what the text must be saying. But (2) the present participle dviévres, if it is
intransitive, as it must be here, means ‘desisting from’ rather than ‘being permitted,’
and it would normally be construed either with a participle (Hdt. 4.28.2, 125.2, etc.)
or with a genitive (Thuc. 5.32.4, etc.). Hence the attraction of Dihle’s 700, though this
might also be governed by éfw (cf. Thuc. 597, Ar. Rhet. 1354227, Demosth. 4.34,
etc.). ééw i kws {Tod) moveiv is, admittedly, somewhat pleonastic, but Democritus
is quite capable of being long-winded. (The MS reading would be explained by the
contraction of ééw 7{ xws into one word and contamination with some gloss like
dote pi) moveiv). Or did Democritus in fact write the passive aorist dvefévres?

If the exact text remains uncertain, the general sense of the passage is clear
enough. DK rightly recall Plato, La. 179a:...xai u7) mowjoar 8mep oi moAdol, émedn
pnewpdria yéyovev, aveivar adTovs 67t BovdovTar moeiv.

ocuvéyer: ‘holds together,” ‘sustains,” rather than ‘comprises’. The fragment is
concerned with inculcating virtue, not with defining it.

B 264 = Stob. 4.5.46

undév T1 p&AAov Tous &vBpcotrous aideioBan fwuTol undé T pdAAov E§epydleaBon kaxodvy,
el péAAer undels eidnioeav A oi TwAvTes &vBpwtor AN EwuToV pdAioTa aideicBon kai
ToUTOV vopov Tijt Yuxfi kaBeoTdvan, doTe pndev Tolelv &vetiTnSeiov.
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...not one bit more respect mankind than oneself, not one bit more do evil if no one is to know,
than if all mankind is, but respect oneself most of all, and let this law be established for the soul,
so that one do nothing improper.

to0tov vopov...kabesTavar, (oTte undev moieiv dvemitidetov. DK translate
‘und das soll als Gesetz. . aufgerichtet stehen, nichts zu tun, was ungeschickt ist’. But,
if undév moreiv dvemimiideov is the content of the law, dore is otiose; a plain infinitive
would be the normal construction (cf. Plato, Prt. 322d). The law is rather, that one
should éavrov aideiofas; doing nothing dvemirijdecov is its consequence.

B 244 = Stob. 3.31.7

palAov, k&v pévos fis, pNTe AéEnis UAT Epydoni- pdde S& TTOAU p&AAov Tév EAAwY ot~
auTdV aioyuvesha.

Even if you are alone, neither say nor do anything vile. Far more than in front of others, learn
to feel shame in front of yourself.

wnve AéEnig uit’ épydamu: the formulaic combination (on which see Heinimann,
Nomos und Physis [Basel, 1946], p. 43) is off the point. When alone, you are likelier
to think evil than to speak it.

pabe: alduis or aloyvvy for oneself does not come naturally (cf. M. Ant. 12.4): it
has to be learned. Later writers, e.g. Seneca (Ep. 25.5f.) gave some thought to the
matter. (See ‘Democritus on Politics’, § 5 fin.)

B 84 = Democrates 50
EwuTOV TTpdTOV aioyUvesBon Ypedv TOV aloypd EpSovTa.
Before himself must he whose actions are shameful first feel shame.

B 264, 244 and 84 are clearly on the same subject. Inspired by Philippson (op. cit.,
p. 383), Luria goes so far as to print them as the same fragment (604). If in fact they
derive from the same passage, they illustrate what could happen to Democritean
writing in the course of its transmission. B 264 has been ripped from its original
context and given no subsequent surgery. So much is clear from its very incomplete
syntax — four infinitives without a governing main verb, the first three of them with
the moral agent as the subject, the fourth with vouov. To construe the passage, one
must assume at least a dei or ypeddv. Quite possibly it was introduced by something
like ‘one should also learn to’ (cf. B 244) or perhaps ‘a youth should also be taught
to’ (cf. B 178, 179). In other words, the fragment is on the same broad topic of civic
education as B 181 —it has come down to us, incidentally, among a group of
‘political” fragments (B 261-6) in Stobaeus’ chapter ‘On Laws and Customs’ (4.2)
—and it lays the same stress on the superiority of inner motives for good behaviour
(conviction, ‘self-respect’) over social sanctions (‘law and compulsion’, public
disapproval). Against that, B 244, preserved in a chapter ITepi aiSods (Stob. 3.31), is
a straightforward, free-standing commandment for personal conduct, somewhat
trivialised by the addition of the formulaic ‘neither say nor do’ and by the deletion
of the paradoxical ‘law for the soul’. In B 84, the coarsening has gone much further.
Where B 264 and 244 were about preventing or prohibiting bad conduct, the reference
to the future is now lost. The man who should ‘first feel shame before himself” is
already doing shameful things, and the sentence could be mistaken for one on the
need for repentance, like B 43 (on which, see ‘ Democritus on Politics’, § 2 fin.).
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B 249 = Stob. 4.1.34

OTEO1S EPPUAIOS £ EKATEPO KOKOV® Kal Y&p VIKEOUT! Kol fioowhévols dpoin ¢bopr.

Strife within the group is an evil to both parties; to victor and vanquished alike comes the same
destruction.

éuvAtog means broadly ‘within the group’. It has no special reference to ¢vAn
in any administrative sense. Cf. Hdt. 8.3.1 where ordows éuduvlos refers to
disagreement within the whole Panhellenic alliance.

B 250 = Stob. 4.1.40

&mo Spovoins T& peydAa Epya kai Tails TOAECT Tous ToAépous SuvaTov Epyddecdal,
AAAws & ou.

Through concord it is possible for states to accomplish great actions and wars, otherwise not.

épya...épyaleabar: cognate accusative. Cf. Hdt. 2.114.2, 115.2, 3.25.6, etc. The
épya are likeliest to be military ‘actions’ like the épyov at Marathon (Hdt. 9.27.5) or
at Plataea (Plato, Menex. 241c¢).

For bizarre word-order, the sentence takes some beating. But cf. B 181 init. and 297
fin.

B 157 = Plutarch, adversus Colotem 32, 1126a

...€uol 8¢ mepl TouTwy (ol) olkovouikds kai ToliTikdys BeBiwrdTes éykaleiTwoar:
elai 8¢ ovToL mdvTes ols KwAdudtys Aedodopnkev. dwv Anudkpitos pév mapaivei THY Te
TTOAEMIKTIV TEXVTV peyloTnv oUoav &k818&okeohar kol ToUs Tovous Siwkev &’ v T&
peydAa kol Aaptrpd yivovtan Tols &vBpdxrrors. Jlapuevidns 6¢...

modepkrjv MSS, Philippson, Langerbeck, Cataudella, Westman (Plutarchs Schrift gegen
Kolotes [Helsingfors, 1955], 263-5), Einarson, Cole (Democritus and the Sources of Greek
Anthropology [Ann Arbor, 1967], p. 125 n. 44: moAirikjy Reiske, DK, Westman (Teubner
Plutarchus VI 2),

‘...and let me see these accusations brought by men whose lives really have gone to managing
households and serving the state’. But these are all the very men whom Colotes has been
abusing. Among them, Democritus urges us to have ourselves thoroughly trained in the art of
war, the most important of all arts, and to pursue those labours from which men derive things
great and glorious. Parmenides...

The context of this quotation in Plutarch’s adversus Colotem is complex. The
Epicurean Colotes has attacked a number of philosophers, including Democritus, for
sceptical doctrines which ‘make life impossible’. But his own school, by its denial of
divine intervention, makes political life impossible (c. 31). This would not matter if
his opponents were frivolous and apolitical, like Antidorus and Bion. But they are
not. They are all men whose lives have been lived oikovouicds kai modirikds. C. 32
of adversus Colotem is a catalogue of their various contributions to political life.
These include the purely military success of Melissus. Thus there is nothing in the
context of this chapter, pace DK, to necessitate Reiske’s emendation of modeutxrjy to
molrikrjv. In the quotation from Democritus, moleuikry Téxvn is a very adequate
companion to Tovs mdvous, since the ‘labours’ from which men derive  greatness and
glory’ are likeliest to be military (cf. Eur. Suppl. 576f.). Quite possibly, Democritus
is recalling Homer, Od. 12.116f.: oxér)ie, xai 8’ ad Tot modeunia épya uéunie|xai
wovos. He himself was credited with two treatises on the ‘military art,” a Taxricdv and
a ‘Omlopayikov (D.L. 9.48).

The fragment is strictly about the military rather than the political art. But the
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connections between the two were close. According to the Platonic Protogoras,
modepir) Té€xvy is a ‘part’ of moAurucy) Téxwy (Pre. 322b). With the words olxopirds
kai mohTikes, Plutarch may be recalling an earlier part of the same dialogue,
Protogoras’ account of his subject (318¢) as edfovAia mepi Tév olkelwv, Smws dv
dpioTa Ty avTob oixiav Siowkoi, kai mepl TAVY THS MOAEwWS...).

Plutarch recalls the same Democritean quotation, or part of it, at non posse suaviter
vivi secundum Epicurum 19. The context there is that, since Epicurus’ own love of
glory is proven, his followers are sacrificing a major source of pleasure in feebly
‘shunning public office, administration and friendship with kings, * from which derive
things great and glorious for life (d’ wv 7a weydda xai Aaumpa eis Tov Bilov
yiveofar)”, as Democritus puts it’ (1100c). This is simply a recollection of the
Democritean phrase d¢’ &v 7a ueydAa xai Aaumpd.... There is no reason to think that
the words preceding it are Democritean, or that Democritus had advocated ¢ulias
Baoréwv as a source of glory. Friendship with kings was a theme of importance in
Hellenistic, not Presocratic, philosophy (SVF iii.690-3, Epicurus frr. 6 and 556
Usener etc.).

Part of Plutarch’s quotation at 1126a reappears with two slight modifications, in a
Byzantine florilegium, the Melissa of Antonius (Patrol. Gr. 136.1124b), as dei Tovs
movous Sudkew, vl dv Ta peydAa kal Aaumpa yivovrar Tois dvfpwmous. This is the
one case of a sentence ascribed to Democritus in a collection other than those of
Stobaeus or ‘Democrates’ which we have the evidence to regard as more or less a
verbatim quotation. It is hardly enough, pace Luria (iii.601), to guarantee the
authenticity of other sentences ascribed to him solely in florilegia like the Melissa (cf.
DK ii.222).

B 245 = Stob. 3.38.53

oUk &v &xeAuov of vépol ZHv EkaoTov kaT’ i8iny E§ouainy, el pn ETepos ETepov EAupaiveTo.
@86vos yap oTdolos &pxnyv &mepyddeTan.

The laws would not prevent each one of us from living at his own discretion, were it not that
one man harmed the other. For envy brings about the beginning of strife.

€Eovainyv: the power (which the laws curtail) to do as you will. Cf. Lys. 14.11:
evlfuunbBival 8¢ xp1) 67, €l éé€oTar 671 dv Tis BovAnTar moieiv, 0VSév Sdelos vouous
keiofar, Anon. T1. Nopwv [Demosth. 25).20: Avfévrwv ye TovTwy (sc. Tdv vouwv),
kai éxdorw Solelons éfovalas 8 T Bovletar moieiv, Aristotle, Pol. 1318b39f. etc.

At first glance, the argument of the fragment is puzzling. It is hard to see how its
second sentence fits on to the first. The laws have to intervene because people would
harm each other, and such harm might well lead to strife. But hardly to envy, an
emotion generally understood as vexation at the success of one’s fellows (cf. Hdt.
7.237.2, and Aristotle’s definition of ¢fcvos at Rher. 1386b18-20 and 1387b22ff.:
AUmy Tis émi edmpayia awouévy...mepi Tods dpolovs). The normal reaction to injury
would be anger or resentment. Envy here is, rather, the motive which leads men to
harm one another in the first place, and makes it necessary for the laws to intervene.
Their function is twofold: to prevent the envious from wreaking harm, and (as
Democritus says in the opening sentence) to forestall their envy, by curtailing the
invidious inequalities which arise if each is allowed total ééovala in the pursuit of his
goals in life. In which case, they will be like the laws enacted by Solon and others
preventing individuals from owning as much land as they pleased (Ar. Pol.
1266b16-18). Envy from fellow-citizens is a natural reaction which the outstandingly
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successful must expect (cf. Thuc. 6.16.3, Pindar, O. 6.74, 8.55, P. 1.84f., N. 4.39,
8.21f, I. 2.43, etc. See G. M. Kirkwood, ‘Blame and Envy in the Pindaric Epinician’
(Greek Poetry and Philosophy, Studies in Honour of Leonard Woodbury [Toronto,
1984], 169-83), pp. 177f.

For some further reflections on B 245, see M. Nill, Morality and Self-Interest in
Protagoras, Antiphon and Democritus (Leiden, 1985), p. 86.

B 255 = Stob. 4.1.46

dTav of Suvdipevol Tols pf) Exouot kol TPoTEAETV ToAuéwat kad UTroupyelv kai xapifeodan,
&v ToUTal 181 Kad TO OIKTIpE EVeaTI Kad pT) EpTHOUS elvan kad TO ETaipous yiyvesBal, ko
5 dulvelv AAHAOIOL Kol ToUs TTOAINTas Spovoous eivar kai &AAa &yadd, &ooo oUdels
&v SUvauto kaTaAegal.

kal {16 w7 épripovs elvar...xai {16} Tovs moAujtas dpovdovs eivar Meineke

Whensoever those with means have the nerve to lend to those who have none, to do them
services and kindnesses — that is when you first find pity and an end to isolation, the birth of
comradeship, mutual assistance and concord among the citizens, and other blessings so many
that none could count them.

oi Suvapevor: the upper classes (cf. Thuc. 6.39.2), the rich and powerful, in
contrast to Tois un éxovor.

mpoteAeiv: literally, ‘pay beforehand’, hence ‘advance money’. Cf. Xen. An.
7.7.15, Ages. 1.18, Vect. 3.9.

Omovpyeiv kai yapileadar: if vmovpyeiv means simply ‘do favours, good turns,
services’ (Hdt. 8.110.3 etc.), yapileofa. ‘show kindness’ can imply, further, a
measure of altruism (cf. B 96 and Aristotle, Rhet. 1385al7-19: éotw &7 xdpis
(‘kindness’)...dmovpyia p1 dvri Twos, und’ va Tt adTd TG vmovpyodvtt dAAa iva T
éxelve). Needless to say, the term can also imply favours done in expectation of a
return; ‘kindness’ may and should also inspire ‘gratitude’ (another meaning of
xdpes) and lead to mutual good will. Cf. Ar. EN 1133a3-5: 60 xai Xapirwy iepov
éumodwv motobvrat, v’ dvramedwaots 1) TovTo yap iiov xdpiros: dvBumnperiical yap
8ei 7 xapioapuévw, kal mdAw adTov dpfar xapioduevov) and Cicero, fin. 2.117: ...
beneficium...gratia...quae sunt vincla concordiae’.

oixtipewv: pity is an emotion to which the rich and confidently prosperous, o¢
vmepevdarpoveiv oiduevor, are not normally susceptible (Ar. Rhet. 1385b21).

éprjpov: isolated, bereft of allies. To be ‘ bereft’ of allies and ‘comrades’ who might
provide ‘defence’ is a recognisable claim to pity (cf. Thuc. 3.57.4, 67.2, 3, S).

€taipoug: very nearly ‘comrades in arms’, ‘partners in crime’, the word implies a
certain equality of social status, as well as suggesting membership of a éraipeia, a
political faction or club organized for the auvvew aAdjloior, the ‘mutual defence’,
of its members.

SVvaito kataAéEar: note the concluding ‘paeonic’ rhythm (as in Latin esse
videatur). Cf. Cicero, Orat. 67.

A loosely written sentence, possibly amputated in transmission. The flaccid syntax
of the apodosis — in which five infinitives (only three of them with the definite article
and only one with an express subject) as well as dAAa dyafd x7A. all depend on éveort
—makes it hard to determine just how many ‘blessings’ are being counted and whom
they primarily concern. Meineke’s restorations leave it with five articular infinitives,
each potentially with a different subject. One could perhaps construe the unrestored
text in the same way. Alternatively, one could take these clauses at their face value,
as one single and two double articular infinitives. On either construction, there
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remains the question of how they are linked to the protasis. év TouTw: 78 is unlikely
to mean ‘then already’, ‘ hierin bereits’ (DK), so much as ‘herein at last’ (Freeman),
tum demum, da vollends (see the examples at KG ii.121f.), ‘that really is when. .’.
Concord and the other blessings are presumably effects, rather than causes, of
kindness by the rich to the poor. In that case, what about 76 olxripew? Pity surely
is the motive for their generosity. Perhaps the stress of the verb is less on the feeling
than on its expression or enactment: ‘that is when pity is truly shown...” Secondly,
if pity is shown by the rich, are they also the subject of w1 éprjuovs eivai? Quite
possibly. Their benefactions might well gain them a fund of good will and a crowd
of supporters (cf. Xen. Oec. 2.5: to maintain his status, Critobulus must, amongst
other things, moAiras Sevmvilew xai €b moteiv, 1) épnuov cupudywy elvar). But is it just
the rich who are to ‘become éraipo.’? In this fragment, however we articulate the
apodosis, there is a certain ‘slide’ of subject, rather as there is in B 181. For
presumably it is all the citizens, rich and poor alike, who will now dudvew dAMjAoar,
in the same way that they are all going to be ‘in concord.’ (If the word-order of kai 76
apvvew dAAjAoiar kal Tods moAujTas ouovdous elva. seems strained, compare B 250.)

B 282 = Stob. 4.31.120

PTGV Xpfiats EUv vodt pév xprictuov eis T EAeudépiov elvan kai Snuweehéa, Euv dvoin:
Be xopnyin §uvn.

Use of money, with sense, is useful for being liberal and public-spirited : with folly, it becomes
an expense for everyone.

€AevBéplov.. . xai Snpweperéa: cf. Aristotle, EN 1120a22f.: ¢udotvrar 8¢ oxedov
pdAwora of éXevlépiot ... dpéAol ydp.

The sentence is notable for its assonance (xpnudrwv xphots... xprjewpor) and word
play (§dv vodu...E0v dvoine...£uvrp), which recalls the bon mot ascribed to Antisthenes :
‘you need BiBAaplov kawod (= kai vod) kai ypapeiov kawod kai mwarkidiov kaiod
(D.L. 6.3 = fr. 187 Caizzi; cf. Stilpo ap. D.L. 2.118, Isocrates ap. Theon Progymn p.
209). Emending the last words of the sentence would spoil the joke. Cole’s
interpretation of them is surely right: ‘ The improvident giver’s efforts to make up his
losses from other sources transform an individual yopnyin into one whose burden is
felt by the whole population’ (HSCP 65 [1961], p. 162 n. 60). Cf. Anon. Iambl. 3.3f.,
Aristotle, EN 1121a30-bl.

Cf. B78 = Stob. 4.31.121 = Democrates 43: xpriuara mopilew uév ovx dypeiov, é€
adikins 8¢ mdvrwyv kdrwov, ‘To provide money is not without use; to do so from
dishonesty the worst of all.” A rehash of the preceding sentence?

B 96 = Democrates 62
XOPIOTIKOS Uy & PAETeov Tpds TNV &poiPriv, &AN’ & el Sp&v Trponipnuévos.
Truly kind is not he who looks to the reward, but he who has chosen to do a good turn.

XaptoTikég: on the late fifth-century fashion for adjectives ending in -w«ds see
Denniston, op. cit. p. 19.

The sentence is one of four in the ‘Democrates’ Collection on the topic of ydpts.
Two of them are straightforwardly counsels of prudence (B 94 puikpai ydpires év
Kaipd péyroTar Tois AapBdvovar, ‘Small favours at the right point have the greatest
effect on their recipients’ and B 93 yapi{duevos mpooorémreo Tov AapBavduevor, ui)
kakov avr’ dyabod kiBdnlos éwv dmode, ‘When doing a favour study the recipient,
lest he be a cheat and return evil for good’) while the third appeals to self-respect and
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common justice (B 92 ydpiras 8éyeslar xpewv mpoookomevouevov kpéaaovas
ad1dv dpoiBas dmrodovvar, ‘One should receive favours with an eye to returning them
with interest’). The loftier altruism of B 96, however, has its contemporary parallels.
Cf. Thuc. 2.40.4f. and Aristotle’s definition of ydpts (Rhet. 1385a17-19, quoted above
on B 255).

Cambridge J. F. PROCOPE
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