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THE LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHIES OF PRODICUS IN
XENOPHON’S ‘CHOICE OF HERACLES’?

The only version we have of Prodicus’ famous account of the ‘Choice of Heracles’ is
the one that Xenophon puts into the mouth of his Socrates (Mem. 2.1.21-34). David
Sansone has recently argued that this contains words that are uncharacteristic of
Xenophon, and that these represent the lost words of Prodicus: ‘it is in the area of
vocabulary that we find the strongest reason for regarding this passage as a very close
approximation to Prodicus’ actual wording’ (p. 134).! The consensus of opinion is
against him, as he notes (n. 4), but if he is right, Xenophon’s Choice offers better
evidence for Prodicus’ linguistic philosophies than we thought. I do not find the
argument compelling because it rests on a lack of awareness of common features of
Xenophon’s language. My procedure in this article is to exemplify those features and
show how they relate to the Choice. L. Gautier, La langue de Xénophon (Geneva,
1911) describes many of them, but he did not deal with the Choice in sufficient detail,
and at some points his description can be improved or refined.

There is circumstantial evidence that Xenophon’s version conveys Prodicus’
sentiments. He makes Socrates preface his account of the Choice with the comment
that Prodicus uses it to pursue the question of virtue ‘in this sort of way as far as I
recall (2.1.21: &8¢ mws Aéywv doa éyw uéuvnuad)’. This neither denies nor confirms
exact quotation, but his concluding remark is that Prodicus adorned his sentiments
(yvdpas) with ‘even grander words (€11 peyaldetorépois pripacw)’ than in the version
he has just given (2.1.34), and this distinction suggests that in the area of linguistic
expression he has departed from Prodicus, for though a pfjua may mean a thought, as
at Hellenica 2.3.56, here it is opposed to sentiments and means the verbal expression
of that thought.? This could involve words, phrases or even figures of speech. When
Socrates refers to Gorgias’ pripara at Symposium 2.26, the focus of the attention is
the peculiar word émubarxdlew, but this is contained within a phrase and Gautier
argues (p. 106) that he means rhetorical figures. In the Choice then, allowing that
Socrates is referring to expression in general, if he is using his customary irony, he is
saying that his language is far grander than Prodicus’. Otherwise he has sought
elevated expression in his version, but not on a par with Prodicus. In either case, he is
saying that the language is different from Prodicus.

Sansone builds the linguistic case against the consensus brick by brick. My
argument will chip away at his edifice, and will rely, like his, on a cumulative effect, but
I believe there will be enough chips to undermine the edifice and return to the status
quo of belief that the Choice does not preserve the language of Prodicus, and
therefore cannot be used as evidence of his philosophic interests in language.

The linguistic evidence for Xenophon’s borrowing falls into two categories: unusual
words on the one hand, many of them occurring hapax, and the profusion of
synonyms, known to be an interest of Prodicus, on the other? Yet Gautier
demonstrated that both are features of Xenophon’s language and that his fondness for

I “Heracles at the Y’, JHS 124 (2004), 125-42.
2 Cyn. 13.3 takes the sophists to task for paying more attention to prjuara than good thoughts,
if that is an authentic work of Xenophon.
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synonyms among other things actually drives him to produce unique words (Gautier,
118-26). There is then no paradox in Gautier’s conclusion that the language of the
Choice is no different from Xenophon’s regular language on the one hand, and that
on the other it contains rare and un-Attic expressions (105-8) — because his regular
style is precisely to employ rare words.* H. Richards (‘The minor works of
Xenophon’, CR [1897] 135), also found unusual words and hapax legomena an
integral aspect of his language; their appearance in RL gives no cause for surprise and
Richards rejects them as evidence against authenticity.

The statistics for hapax legomena in the Choice do look impressive (Sansone, 132).
There are fifteen occurrences in 976 words, which is higher than in passages of
equivalent length from Xenophon’s Memorabilia, Hellenica, Anabasis and Cyro-
paedia. These comparisons are highly objective, as Sansone explains. Yet hapax
expressions occur in them all (even the lowest count is five), and there are even more
in other passages, such as Memorabilia 3.10, which has around eighteen occurrences
in under 900 words;> this passage also contains other words that occur elsewhere only
once.® It happens that some of these reflect the technical content (Socrates is
discussing the arts and crafts in this passage) and the objection could be made that
this is not an appropriate comparison, but the Choice also contains technical content,
for instance in the description of the physical appearance of Vice and Virtue, where
many rare words occur. This makes it an appropriate comparison, perhaps a better
one than the more objective comparisons above, because it compares like with like.

Sansone does not explain the process of Xenophon’s borrowing from Prodicus, but
to make the case against borrowing convincing and to explore Xenophon’s language,
it is worthwhile to try to explain as far as is possible the process that might have led
Xenophon to choose his words on his own initiative. Gautier notes how difficult it is
to explain every rare word (128): ‘Bien habile qui pourrait chaque fois expliquer le
choix du terme rare’; one instance is apuooTip, a hapax variation on the usual
dppootis at Hell 4.8.39 (43-7). Yet some large categories can be drawn up. To do
this, I move briefly outside the controversial area of the Choice into more neutral
territory, and deal with his rare words first.

Category 1. Xenophon uses rare words because unusual content requires them.
One instance is cvumaloropas ‘playmates’ in Cyr. 1.3.14, which occurs nowhere else
in Xenophon and in other authors in our period only in Aristophanes, who at Frogs
411 uses the feminine form svumaioTpias. Xenophon puts this hapax into the mouth
of a grandfather as one of the good things his grandson will enjoy if he stays with
him. We conclude that this is the only time he ever needed to refer to playmates, a
concept of childhood, which he does not much address elsewhere. The word has been
lurking in his vocabulary, but has never been needed until now. There is a play on
maidas . . . cuumaioTopas, but the context is otherwise plain, calling for no special
stylistic effects.”

3 1 deal with the first on my pp. 426-32 and the second on my pp. 432-5.

4 Pace Sansone, n. 33.

5 ypagucr), elkacia, mbavdrarov, mobewdrarov, épaouidirarov, Spouéas, Yuyaywyel,
{wTikdy, {wricwTépovs, cupmieldueva, diedndueva, dmeldyrind, orémns, Owpakomoidy,
dppubuov (2), avdppooror, kdedawv, érwuidwr, mpdobnua.

b dwrewds Mem. 4.3.4; évepydleabar, Mem. 2.1.20; owdpovikds Mem. 1.3.9; dmreipSradov
cf. dmetporadia Cyr. 1.2.3; karaomdueva, An. 1.9.6; omfous, Cyn. 4.1, 5.30.

" Kiihner-Gerth 149 says that -Twp words are poetic and often accompany proper names, but
not these examples.
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Category 2. One special category of unusual content is technical content. This is
exemplified by the use of the hapax svumpdxropas at Cyr. 3.2.29 to describe native
emissaries who facilitate access to the Indian king. The same word is used of the
official who assists access to Delphi in Herodotus, who uses it hapax himself (6.125.2).%
Another kind of technical content is physiognomy and the description of physical
characteristics. Cyr. 8.4.21 uses the hapax ‘hook-nosedness’ ypuvmdrys, in contrast
with ‘snub-nosedness’ oiuoryra, which occurs elsewhere only in Cynegeticus 10.13.
The specialized nature of these words is confirmed by their occurrence in similar
contexts in Aristotle’s corpus, and later in Galen and Plutarch, but not elsewhere.’
Like descriptions of playmates, the description of physiognomy is relatively rare in
Xenophon’s other works, and on this occasion he is seeking words to convey a shape
of a potential husband’s nose that will balance the shape of a potential wife’s nose, in
a humorous wedding match.

Category 3. The desire for stylistic balance produces other categories of hapax,
such as o0 dopfiuari, dAAa mpootijuare at Mem. 3.10.13. Xenophon also regularly
uses alpha-privatives hapax to produce a balanced and succinct antithesis with a
positive term.!® One instance is the choice of duovoov at Oec. 12.18 to produce
dpovaov . . . povoikovs moieiv. The word occurs in the poets, such as Euripides, Ton
526, and Aristophanes, Wasps 1074, but the context of Oeconomicus gives no reason
for Xenophon to be seeking a poetic effect.!! Another is the hapax dypduparos, to
contrast with ypapuaricds (Mem. 4.2.20), and yet another is the hapax dyapor of
Symposium 9.7, who are contrasted with the married men in that scene: of uév
dyapou . . . ol 8¢ yeyaunudres. The word is found in Homer, Ii. 3.40 and then
frequently in poetry and prose, and is imported on this single occasion by Xenophon
to capture in two succinct words the contrast between the married and unmarried.

Category 4. The need for synonyms also provokes hapax expressions when
Xenophon seeks variation, and he often stretches out to the boundaries of his
vocabulary for them (Gautier, 118-26). A straightforward example of such variation
is An. 2.1.20-3, which shows a range of terms for speaking, including the better
manuscript reading of the hapax dmexp{fy. Another includes the use of the rarer word
for proximity at Poroi 4.46: Tév dpyvpelwy 1) éyyirara méhis . . . 1 perd Tadrta
mAnciairara @)Bai, where the variation is not done for its own sake, but stresses the
idea of proximity; their placement may also be designed to produce sound patterns.!?
Not all such variations are explicable. Gautier quotes Cyr. 1.2.1: dote mdvra puév
mévov dvardjvar, mdvra 8é kivduvov mopeivar Tob émaweicbar évexa. This is a
clichéd form of expression, as can be seen from Hier. 7.1. dmodvecfa. was available as
the required synonym for dmoueivas, but on this occasion Xenophon prefers the
hapax.

8 Soph. OT 116 uses it of one who accompanied Laius to Delphi, and in Antiphon’s
Tetralogies 2.4.6 the technical sense may be of an accomplice in crime.

9 His Socrates is aware of the existence of a large corpus of medical writings, in which they
must have occurred (Mem. 4.2.10).

10 He also uses them for scientific content, for instance: dordfunros Mem. 4.7.5, and from
Oec.: drpumrra 18.5, dyvpa 18.7 (bis) doakTos 19.11. Cf. also dépaTos Mem. 4.3.13 (balances
opdrat, then used to recap); duoppdrepos Symp. 8.17 (the non-comparative form appears in
Cyn. 3.2-3).

11 Plato used this antithesis more than once (e.g. Phd. 105E).

12 Xenophon combines éyyvs and mAjoiov to emphasize the idea of proximity elsewhere too
(e.g. Cyr: 6.1.17-18).
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Category 5. Gautier demonstrates that Xenophon’s love of assonance will also
drive him to the use of unusual words (114-16), such as when Mem. 1.2.29 uses the
hapax mewpdvra to balance épavra, or when the hapax yeip is used for a ‘company’ at
Oec. 21.8 to produce a rather frigid pun: that a commander marches with a ‘strong
arm’ when many arms are ready to serve him. The explanation of hapax occurrences
of course often involves a combination of motives. One example is of the list of the
various qualities of Agesilaus (hapax legomena are italicized): éxfpois wev
SvoefamdrnTos, $ilows 8¢ edmapameioréTaTos . . . ékeivov ol uév cuyyeveis
dLdokndepdva éxddovy, of 8¢ xpduevor dmpopdoiaTov, of &’ Vmovpyrfoavtés Tu
wrijpova, of 8’ ddikovuevor émikoupov, ol ye uqv cuykwduvebovtes uera Beods
owTrpa (Ages. 11.11-12). The unusual words capture Agesilaus’ unusual qualities but
in addition make the comparisons succinct and memorable.

These categories of hapax occurrence make a framework within which the rare
words of the Choice can be explained as a result of Xenophon’s normal practices.

vméBabpa, a ‘bed-base’ is an example of specialized vocabulary that describes
specialized content (2.1.30). Virtue offers this item as evidence of the unusual luxury
(‘even’ a bed-base) that represents the vice of indulgence, and it is the unusual content
that dictates the unusual word. A very close parallel is found in Xenophon’s use of the
hapax épeorpides in Symp. 4.38 for another quite luxurious item.

Four of the rare words describe the appearance of flesh, which is semi-technical
content (rolvoapkia, kabapdrys, dmardrns, adyunpds). They are found in medical
writers and in other physical descriptions of flesh, such as adyunpds (‘withered’) in
Euripides, Helen 1540 and Plutarch, Lycurgus 16.6. Xenophon does not use them
elsewhere because he seldom discusses the physical appearance of flesh elsewhere, but
ypumérys discussed above (Cyr. 8.4.21) indicates that he uses hapax legomena when
that kind of content surfaces. In those of his works that do discuss the semi-technical
appearance of flesh we find words very like moAvoapkia, for example on horse-flesh:
etoapkor and ob pévror PpAehi ye 00dé capél maxéa (Eq. 1.13; 1.5). RL 5.8 says of
human flesh: edypol Te xai eoapror kai ebpwaror. Flesh is described as dmalds at
An. 5.4.32. The body is described as kaflapds at Oec. 10.8. The use of avyunpds in the
Choice (Mem. 2.1.31) also produces a succinct adjectival contrast to Aurapo( in a
sentence characteristic of Xenophon that thrives on balance and involves alpha-privatives
as well as other contrasting terms: dmévws uév Mmapol dua vedTnTos Tpedduevor,
émmdvws 8¢ adyunpol dia yipws mepdvres.'

Sansone held that the three abstract nouns ending in —7ys: xafapdrys, drardrys,
vedTns were also ‘of a particular type uncommon in Xenophon’, suggesting again the
influence of Prodicus (133). Yet these forms are not so uncommon in Xenophon, and
he often uses them in clusters as he does in the Choice. Mem. 2.2.7 has two:
xademornTa, aypiéryra, Oec. 19.11 another two: dypdmyra, Enpdryra. There are
another two in a short compass in Ag., 11.11-14: pavAdry7e, vedryTos, and four in
his De re equestri 9.9-10.7, three of them clustering in 10.6-7: yadapdryte,
TpaxUTyTL, AetdTNTI, AetéTTos. In the Choice, dmaddrys is to be explained in the
terms above, as semi-technical description of flesh, and kafapdrys as well. The third,
which is ved7ms, is very common in Xenophon. Another case of technical content that
requires this kind of abstract noun is yadapdrys, which figures only in De re equestri
9.9, 10.13, 10.16. There is no influence from Prodicus in these other cases of such

13 The use of mepdv as a metaphor for old age is also somewhat unusual, elsewhere being used
of movement through space, such as water: Oec. 20.28; An. 4.3.21.
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hapax legomena, and probably none in the Choice either. Xenophon’s clusters are
often designed to emphasize one idea (the wildness of a mother in Mem. 2.2.7) or to
contrast two opposites (watery as opposed to dry in Oec. 19.11).

Among the other hapax legomena in the Choice are three alpha-privative adjectives.
These are dictated by the desire for one succinct word, as in the case of duovoos in
Oec. 12.18 (above). They also either repeat and therefore emphasize an important
idea, or stand in balanced opposition to it. In 2.1.23 the hapax dyevoros is paired
with the more regular dmeipos, balancing lack of good things against want of bad things
and emphasizing the lack: T7&v pév Tepmvdv 00devos dyevatos . .. Taw 8¢ yalemdv
dmewpos. In 2.1.31 dféaros is balanced by the more regular avijxoos to emphasize two
other different areas of deprivation: 700 8¢ mdvrwv 18{oTov dkoloparos, émaivov
éavtiis, dvijkoos €l kai Tol mdvTwy NdioTov Oedparos abéatos (Mem. 2.1.31). In
2.1.33 dudyBois echoes the earlier more regular dmpdyuwv. The adverb dmévws is
used twice elsewhere: Cyr. 7.5.74 and Mem. 3.1.13, and at 2.1.31 it balances
émumdvws. There is no indication that Prodicus was interested in alpha-privatives.

If one had to find a pedigree for these words, it is the tragic poets, and this might
reflect Socrates’ awareness that the piece needed a high style; but words that come
from the poets are also used for mundane content. As Gautier said, Xenophon’s
poetic words are often from dialects he heard in his life outside Athens, or perhaps
from his wide reading.

Another word alleged to be unusual is adTokpdropes, which describes young men
when they reach the age of independence. It is more commonly used of political
power as Sansone says (131). However, there is a parallel thought in the expression
of this liberation at RL 3.1, where young men of that same age become avrovéuovs.
This is another word that Xenophon ‘normally’ uses in political contexts (e.g. in
Hell. 5.4.1). Even though the words are different, the metaphor is the same, in which
the age of liberation is expressed in political terms. Not only is this metaphoric
usage not un-Xenophontic, but it is actually characteristic of him. We might say
that metaphor produces hapax usage in both these instances because the metaphor
is unusual. A desire for assonance might produce the preference at RL 3.1: dpyovat
8¢ 00déves €t adT@v, dAX’ avrovduous déidow, but there is also the possibility
that the two words have fine distinctions of meaning. ‘Autonomous’ means freedom
to do as one pleases, since the point being made in RL is that the young are left
utterly at liberty to do as they please, whereas ‘autocratic’ implies power to make a
decision on one’s own, which is the focus of the choice and the usual significance of
the adjective when Xenophon uses it of officials (e.g. Hell. 1.4.20); the decision to be
made by the young man is spelled out after the word is used in the Choice as if this is
the focus: ei7e . . . eiTe.

Xenophon has Virtue use the poetic fidaoos (2.1.31) instead of a more normal word
for a ‘company’, but this is in order to capture her sarcasm about those who keep the
company of Vice. Oec. 21.8 uses the hapax xeip for a company when the context is
right. Here the context is right for fidcos. Virtue has earlier described Vice as one the
gods have ‘cast out’ of their company, and to refer to her ‘company’ in sacred
language is suitably ironic cutting. Did the whole idea with the rare word come from
Prodicus? Xenophon elsewhere describes the company of virtue in religious terms.
Oec. 21.12 speaks of those truly ‘initiated’ into moderation (rois dAnfwds
owdpocivyL TeTeAesuévors). The company of Vice is the antithesis of these.

fopud is an interesting case (2.1.22). Xenophon uses fauwd (4n. 4.1.16; Oec. 3.4;
Mem. 3.11.16) and Cynegeticus 3.7 pairs this with oxomeiv, which the Choice
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compounds.'* The definition of hapax usage is at issue here, when one form is so
similar to the other. Sansone dismisses the emendation that produces it at Cyr. 8.8.12
even though it creates a nice alliteration and is accepted by editors.

Sansone also mentions mAnawaitepov (2.1.23) where éyyirepov is expected because
it is ‘regularly’ used in Xenophon (131). Yet, as discussed above, Xenophon uses the
superlative form in Poroi 4.46: 1) peto. TadTa mAyowaitara @fBac and again in An.
1.10.5 and 7.3.29, the first in the midst of ‘p’ alliteration: Ilpdéevor kaAéoas
(mAqowairatos yap 7v). It produces some ‘p’ alliteration in the Choice too, and this
may account for it, but the main provable point is that the word is not outside
Xenophon’s normal vocabulary, and there are cases, for instance in 4n. 7.3.29, where
he uses it for equally inexplicable reasons as in the Choice. He might have thought that
there was an unpleasant jingling in éyévovro éyyiTepov.

Sansone finds cause for suspicion also in the two feminine forms in the list of the
helpful roles that Virtue plays: mapasrdris and ovAAjmTpua, not only because they
occur hapax, but because they are feminine. These are supposed to come from
Prodicus’ concern for the ‘correctness of words’ (6pf8d7ns dvoudrwr), which meant
he favoured female-gender words where they existed, as is suggested by the parody
in Clouds: p. 133, which concerns the gender of a fowl. It could be said that
Aristophanes himself is an addict of such correct forms, producing as he does
feminine —7pwa forms such as dAeimrpia, Bamtpia, PBacaviorpia, kAémTpua,
ovAMmTpia, cvyyopeliTpia, ouvledrpia and cuvumaloTpia. Xenophon had little
need for such forms most of the time, since the description of helpful female
characters is a relative rarity in his works. He uses their masculine forms elsewhere
though. wapacrdrys is too common to catalogue.'> cuAMimTwp, also a hapax,
occurs at Mem. 2.2.12, in the conversation immediately following the Choice, where
the thought is similar to that of the Choice. Perhaps he was inspired by the memory
of what he had written, but he seems to have a personal fondness for unusual words
for those who ‘assist’, as is shown by the other hapax dAeénripes at Oec. 4.3.16 Of
course, he uses culapfdvew in its verbal form to indicate assistance (e.g. Mem.
2.3.18,2.6.37). The reason why these feminine forms are unique to the Choice is not
only that he does not often describe the useful qualities of females elsewhere, but
because in the extensive list he is making of words for the helpfulness of Virtue he
must reach the outer limits of his vocabulary. He calls her ‘a beloved co-worker for
craftsmen, a trusted guardian of the household for their owners, a kindly protector
for servants, a good helpmate for the toilsome activities of peacetime, a firm ally in
the works of war, an excellent partner in friendship’: cuvepyds, pvAag, mapacrdris,
ovAjmTpia, odupayos, kowwvds. The other words do not of course possess
feminine forms. He has himself narrowed down the range of words he has to choose
from by preferring those compounded with elements that underline the close
company that Virtue will keep with those who choose her: cuv, 7apa and kow-. This
is presumably why he did not reuse aAeénrip at Oec. 4.3.17

Returning to mapaordres, it can be said in addition to the arguments above that
Xenophon is scrupulous in using feminine —s forms for nationalities and distin-
guishes male from female Persians in this form (Cyr. 8.5.21: I[Tépoais kai Ilepaiow).

14 He also uses fauilew: Hell. 5.4.29; Cyr. 7.3.2.

15 The feminine —s forms are in tragedy, including 7mapaordrs.

16 De re equestri 5.6 uses a related word in a technical sense of horses’ equipment.

" For another example of fondness for a series of ovy- compounds: Mem. 2.4.6: ouvemioyvet,
ovuBonbei, suumpdrrwy, cuumelbwy.
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Other instances of feminine —s forms are Dardanis in Hell. 3.1.10 and Kilissa in An.
1.2.12-20, the commoner avAn7pis and dpxnorpls (Hell. 2.2.23, possibly Mem.
2.6.36, Symp. 2.1) and maddaxis alongside maldaxy (Cyr. 5.2.28). He also distin-
guishes female goddesses in the usual way (feav without the article but 77y feov with
the article Symp. 8.15, 35).

The other type of linguistic evidence for Prodicean influence is synonyms. Sansone
says that Plato and Aristotle demonstrate that Prodicus distinguished synonyms for
pleasure, for desiring, for doing, and that the Choice uses synonyms in apparently
‘gratuitous profusion’ in a way that suggests that a particular point is being made
about them (134). This point is that Xenophon preserves Prodicus’ interest in the
‘correctness of words’ in the meanings of synonyms. He notes how Vice ‘examines,
pays attention to, observes and stares at’ herself (2.1.22), the various words for the
pleasures she offers Heracles (2.1.24), the variety of her words for ‘naming’, including
the hapax mokopileaBar.!® Virtue also has her share of synonyms, for instance for
the ‘service’ that she asks Heracles to give to various others (2.1.28: fepamevréov,
evepynTéov, wpednTéov, Bepamevréov, émuernTéov, éiaréov). It is admitted that
Xenophon’s Choice lacks any overt explanation of correct usage, which might count
against Prodicus, but the argument here is that Xenophon drew on a popular form of
Prodicus’ lecture that provokes the audience to wonder about the synonyms, rather
than giving overt explanations of them (134f., 138f.). Xenophon’s version also exhibits
a non-Prodicean inconsistency in the use of synonyms, but on that score the argument
is that Vice uses them inconsistently to demonstrate her inconsistent character,
whereas Virtue uses them correctly to show her correctness (136).

I want first to categorize Xenophon’s own very frequent use of synonyms for the
purpose of the present discussion. The definition of a synonym is problematic, but
one test is whether they are interchangeable in sense. This is true of one category of
his usage, which is in sentences that emphasize reciprocal activity. An example with
synonyms for ‘perceiving’ and ‘loving’ is Mem. 2.7.9: 6V peév éxelvas duhjoes Spdv
Wdeiuovs geavta ovoas, ékeivar 0é gé dyamfoovow alofiuevar yaipovra
adTais. A second category, in which a fair amount of interchange is also possible, is
when he emphasizes the one idea through a repeated list, such as at Symposium 8.39,
which has synonyms for ‘inquiring’ and ‘knowing’: okemréov uév cov moia
émorduevos Oeuiaroris ikavos éyévero v ‘EANdSa éAevfepolv, oremrréov &é
moid more eldws Ilepikdfis kpatioros éd8éker T marpidi ovpuPovlos elvar,
afpnréov 8¢ Kai mds mote ZéAwv ¢ilocodricas véuous kpaticTovs THL TOAEL
katélnrev, épevvnréov 8¢ Kal mola Aaredaudviol dokoidvres kpdTiaTol Sokolaww
Nyeudves elvar.!® In none of these examples does Xenophon discriminate the ‘correct’
usage of synonyms in a philosophical manner. Rather he uses them to convey a
reciprocal thought, or emphasize an idea in a manner that makes them
interchangeable in sense, though not perhaps in terms of sound patterns. Elsewhere he
does use synonyms that are not interchangeable, but in these cases too, his distinction
is literary rather than philosophical. Gautier (124) notes the four words for the maids
at Cyr. 5.1.4-6 as an example of straightforward variation, where Xenophon resorts
to the hapax Suw1), but these terms are not interchangeable because their choice is
driven by their local context: that when SodvAa:s is used for them, the usual issue of
freedom versus slavery is in the air, since the dress of the maids is no different from
that of their free mistress, the redoubtable Panthea, who prefers not to kit herself out

18 Plato uses this in Resp. 400E, 474E, 560E for ‘bad-naming’.
19 Cf. Hiero 8.9-10 and RL 9.5 for other lists of emphatic verbal adjectives.
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with anything grander, and that when they are referred to as ai du¢’ adrrv, they
literally do surround her. There is then a case for saying that when the poetic dudwad is
used in a passage of high emotion, with the mistress and maids in shouting distress, it
is not just for variation, but to raise the tone.”’ This leaves fepdmaiva, which is
Xenophon’s normal word for maids when they come with mistresses: Hell. 5.4.6. It is
clear that Xenophon feels a philosophical distinction between the slave and the free
woman, but the other distinctions are literary, to make a special point about the maids
in the context.

When we turn to the Choice, we see Xenophon’s literary usage at work. Socrates
describes Vice looking at herself in the middle voice karaoromeiofar, (this is another
hapax) but looking outwardly at others in the active émiokomeiv, then he uses the
standard word for another ‘gazing’ at her (fedrac) and another for her ‘glancing’ from
herself to her shadow (dmofAémew). This variation of terms for looking brings
attention to the importance she puts on her looks, in contrast to Virtue. Some of the
words are interchangeable (émioxomeiv could equally well be used of her own reflexive
gaze: Mem. 4.2. 24, 30), but other words are appropriate to the action being described,
such as fedrar (Mem. 3.11.1-2, also of a desirable woman). Passing to Virtue’s use of
synonyms, when Virtue describes Vice as cast out by the gods, she also achieves emphasis
through two balanced synonyms, each of four syllables: éx Oedv ueév dméppupar, vmo é
avlpwmwv dyalov arwdlne (2.1.31). She might also be choosing words appropriate
respectively to the actions of gods and men, but the toss might be argued, since
casting out something is an act of dishonour for men too in Mem. 1.2.53. However,
when Virtue lists the ways Heracles must serve others, she is using the exact cast of
expression observed in Xenophon’s example of listing at Symp. 8.39 above. There is
the same list of synonymous verbal adjectives accompanied by other synonymous
expressions for ‘desiring’ and ‘being loved and honoured’: eire Tods feovs [Aews
elval oot Bovdet, Bepamevréov Tovs Oeods, eite Vmo didwv é0édeis dyamaabar, Tovs
$idovs evepyntéov, eite Umé Twos molews émbuuels Twaobar, T TéAw
wpednTéov, eite vmo Tis “EAXdSos mdoms dwois ém’ dperii Oavudlecbar, v
‘EXdda mewpatéov € moueiv . . . The words for giving service may seem appropriate
to their objects, but are interchangeable in sense in Xenophon’s vocabulary.?! In the
treatment given the one who serves them, the kindliness of the gods is appropriately
distinguished from the love of men, but the two words for honour are
interchangeable.?? Those looking for discrimination of meaning in this passage would
become confused, but their literary emphasis on the need for service in order to
achieve honour is clear.

These examples already indicate that Virtue’s synonyms do not reflect Prodicus’
usage. If his correct usage involved synonyms for ‘desiring’ as they say, then here is
Virtue using them without discrimination, for there seems no reason at all why she
would want to discriminate about the strength or nature of the wish that Heracles
might have for honour. This makes her no different from Vice, who uses words for
pleasure indiscriminately in order to convey emphatically to Heracles what a

20 L.SJ says it does not occur at all in prose.

2 For example, Mem. 2.6.25 uses evepyereiv of the méAw and weedeiv of dpidovs. Mem. 2.4.6
uses both these words of friends, along with €5 moweiv. Mem. 2.2.11-13 uses fepametew of
assistance to friends, and the Choice itself uses this word of cultivating the land, as well as the
gods: 2.1.28.

2 Mem. 3.6.3, 16-18 equates being honoured with being admired (favud{eoflar) where the
theme is again that if you seek honour, you must serve.
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pleasurable choice he has in her (2.1.24). Of course, the whole cast of Virtue’s thought
about the need to serve in order to achieve honour is Xenophontic, as shown in Mem.
1.2.55, 3.6.3, 16-18.

Virtue and Vice cannot be distinguished from each other even in the vocabulary of
pleasure, which is Sansone’s test case. Vice uses words cognate with 7éecfar for
general pleasures, and alongside these: keyapiopévov of food and drink, repdbeins
of sights and sounds, jjofeins of smell and touch, ebpparfeins of sex (2.1.24). This
may appear inconsistent, but Virtue shows a similar pattern. She uses 7deafa. for the
‘good’ pleasures associated with food, drink, sleep, sound and sight, and yaipew for
the pleasure of praise, which is apparently correct Prodicean usage, but she defies
Prodicus’ correct usage if we include the other synonym for pleasure, aydAlecfar,
against which her yaipew is balanced: o pév véor Tois T mpeaBurépwy émaivois
xalpovawy, ol 8¢ yepaitepor Tais T véwy Twuais dydAdovrar (2.1.33). The entire
cast of the sentence and the emphatic synonymous reciprocity it conveys can be found
in the non-discriminating Mem. 2.7.9: o0 uév éxelvas pidjoers opav wperipovs
ceauTdL ovoas, éxeivar 8¢ o€ dyamicovaw alofduevar yaipovta avrois. Here too,
as in that example, Virtue uses two different words to describe the same object without
distinction of meaning. Mem. 2.6.35 confirms the lack of distinction between yaipew
and dyadAéobfai: 000évt olTw yalpers ws didos ayabois kol émi Te Tols Kkalois
épyots T didwv dydAdmu ody frTov 1) éml Tois cavTod Kkal émi Tois dyabois TV
didwv yalpers 008év frTov 1) émi Tois cavTod . . . Virtue also seems inconsistent, but
effective in her emphasis, in describing virtue’s pleasure as ‘honours’ on the one hand
and ‘praise’ on the other, and the old men as both mpesfirepor and yepaitepor. These
could distinguish the perspectives of the men, in that it is more appropriate for the
young to receive praise from their elders than honour, but this would press the
distinction in a way that the parallel from Mem. 2.7.9 suggests we should not do.
Xenophon treats both honour and praise as the object of mature desire at Hiero 7.3
and if there is any difference of perspective between the words for the old men, the
distinction is Xenophontic.??

This desire for emphasis also explains the one difference between the usage of Vice
and Virtue that is apparent, which is the point at which their synonymous expressions
cluster. Vice uses them for corrupt sensual pleasures, Virtue for the spiritual delights
of the young and old men in praise. The role the synonyms play is then to highlight
the different kinds of pleasure that Virtue and Vice offer Heracles.

The confirmation that Xenophon uses synonyms for pleasure without distinction
where he wants to emphasize the notion of pleasure, and perhaps for sheer variation
too, is Hiero 1.4-38. The wise Simonides uses both 1j6eafa. and edppaivew and their
cognates (against dyfeafor and Avmeicbar) of the general pleasures that affect both
body and soul; 1j8eafa. of sounds, eddpaivew of food and drink. The ruler Hiero uses
evdpaivew of sound, ndeaba. of food and drink, and eddpoaivy of the pleasure of
expectation of food. Simonides then uses 7decfat of food and drink himself, and
Hiero uses ydpa, perhaps to balance the earlier disyllabic synonym 7éfov (25). The
pleasures of sex involve 78ecfat compounds, but also dyamn7év and eddpaivew, but
16ecfa. and its cognates predominate, climaxing in the quadruple isocolon of 1.35.

2 Cyr. 1.2 uses both words. mpeofiTepor dominates at 1.2.8, where the perspective is of the
younger men; cf. 1.2.12-13, where yepairepor is used of the class of older men, without
perspective. On the other hand the preference may be one in which he uses one synonym in one
section and the other later. See for this kind of sequencing of synonyms: V. Gray, ‘Continuous
history and Xenophon Hellenica 1-2.3.10°, AJP 112 (1991) 201-28.



THE LINGUISTIC CHOICES OF PRODICUS 435

The synonyms are not designed to represent incorrect usage, but to emphasize the
topic under discussion.

It is impossible to prove the thesis that Xenophon’s Choice contains words from
Prodicus on the grounds that the language is uncharacteristic of Xenophon. It is easy
to establish the equal possibility that Xenophon chose them from his own enormous
vocabulary for his own deliberate reasons, since his Choice grandly demonstrates the
general features of his language. This applies to his use of rare words, his synonyms
and even his feminine forms. The argument that he borrowed them from Prodicus
would have to be that they are more /ikely to be a product of borrowing than of his
own invention, and I do not see how that case might be argued, particularly against
Socrates’ indication that his language is not Prodicean. There is no evidence that
Prodicus’ vocabulary contained rare words, but plenty of evidence that Xenophon’s
did. The two areas that are said to point most to Prodicus’ linguistic theories are the
feminine forms and the synonyms. Yet the patterns of synonym use in the Choice are
so variable that even an expert audience would be pressed to detect a reference to such
theories, let alone the general audience that is proposed. The case that Virtue is
consistent in her usage does not stand examination. This leaves the mere clustering of
synonyms, but if this indicated Prodicus’ presence, he would be the inspiration for vast
tracts of Xenophon’s writing. Nor are the feminine forms so surprising that they
would alert such an audience to that phenomenon. Those reading Memorabilia would
recognize the language as having a literary effect characteristic of Xenophon.

This investigation also shows that Xenophon’s characteristic sentiments appear in
the Choice, within his characteristic casts of expression. For instance, in listing the
services Heracles must offer to win renown (2.1.28), Virtue produces a characteristic
sentence structure that also expresses the idea he attributes to Socrates elsewhere, that
one must offer useful service in order to receive honour (Mem. 2.1.28; cf. 1.2.55, 3.6.3,
16-18 etc.). There is no reason to think Xenophon does not preserve the gist of the
piece that Prodicus wrote, in which Vice and Virtue address Heracles, but coinci-
dences like these make the detail of the sentiments questionable. It is a cause of
unease therefore that the account of how the tyrannical ruler is deprived of pleasure
in sight and sound, which Xenophon puts in the mouth of Simonides (Hiero 1.11-14),
expands Virtue’s account of how Vice is deprived of such pleasures: Tod 8¢ mavrwy
n8({oTov dkovoparos, émalvov éavtis, dvikoos €, kal Tod mavTwy NdloTov
Oedpatos dbéaros, against Hiero 1.14: 100 ueév %8l{oTov drpoduartos, émalvov,
olmore omavilere . .. 700 8’ ad yalemwrdTov dkpoduatos, Aowdoplas, dvikool
éote. The thought that Vice eats and drinks, sleeps and has sex before she feels a
natural desire for them, and therefore has to stimulate desire artificially to make them
enjoyable (2.1.30), whereas Virtue’s friends satisfy that desire only when it comes to
them naturally (2.1.33), finds expression not only at Mem. 1.3.6 (on drink); Mem.
3.11.12-14 (on food and drink and sex), but also at RL 5.4. It is also this that makes
Hiero complain that he feels no desire because he has so much food and drink
available, and that he needs stimulation to make eating possible (Hiero 1.17-23, and
on sex: 29-30). Socrates distinguishes the corrupt Aphrodite from the pure Aphrodite,
complete with their different names, just as Xenophon’s Choice distinguishes Virtue
and Vice (Symposium 8.9-10). In the matter of respect for the gods, moreover,
whereas we need to explain away Prodicus’ alleged atheism (Sansone, 141), no
discount is needed of Xenophon’s piety, which is amply attested in his other works.
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