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PREFACE

This thesis has originated from my interest in the Characters of Theophras-
tos, a remarkable piece of writing from the Greek antiquity and a true
aureolus libellus.! 1 first read the Characters, in Russian, for a Russian class
during my first year of study at the University of Tartu in 1993, and
since then have come across this work several times, including a course
on the Characters by Anne Lill in 1996, my B.A. and M.A. theses (1997
and 2000), a course on the Characters by myself (1999), and the Estonian
translation and commentary of the work (Lill & Volt 2000).

I am grateful to all my friends and colleagues, both in Estonia and
abroad, who have been helpful in many ways and various stages of the
work. To list all those who, throughout the years, have helped with lit-
erature, personal advice or procuring scholarships would take too much
space, but I would like to mention Simone Beta, Carl Joachim Classen,
William W. Fortenbaugh, Heinz Hofmann, Luis Alfonso Llera Fueyo,
Severin Koster, John McChesney-Young, Marcel Meulder, Janika Pall,
Graziano Ranocchia, Stefan Schorn, Markus Stein, Peter Stork and Jaan
Unt. I am especially grateful to Nancy Worman and Paul Millett who
allowed me to see their work or parts of it before publication. I cordially
thank my thesis supervisor Anne Lill for her continuous support and
encouragement. Jeffrey Vollmer has taken on the task of checking my
English.

I am greatly indebted to the Centre for Ethics of the University of
Tartu (headed by Margit Sutrop) and to Volkswagen-Stiftung for
awarding me a doctoral study grant for four years (from autumn 2001
till summer 2005). No philologist could live or work without libraries,
and I wish to express my sincerest thanks to those in Tartu (especially
the Department of Interlibrary Loans of Tartu University Library), Got-
tingen, Tiibingen, Lund, Wolfenbiittel, Budapest and elsewhere. The
preparation of this thesis was further supported by doctoral funding
from the Ministry of Education and Science of Estonia (grant SF0182256),

1 This is Isaac Casaubon’s often quoted description of the Characters, although in the
original source, Jerome’s Against lovinianus 388.11b, it is used for his book on marriage
(aureolus Theophrasti liber de nuptiis = Theophrastos fr. 486.7 FHS&G). Cf. FHS&G II: 258-
9, Fortenbaugh 1994a: 24-5 (= 2003: 232-3), Diggle 2004: 14.
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targeted financing of the Ministry of Education and Science of Estonia
(grants SF0180527s98 and SF0182545s03), and the Estonian Science
Foundation (grant ETF4567).

Work on this thesis has been made considerably easier by the
facilities offered by the CD-ROM disk #E and on-line database of the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, and Packard Humanities Institute CD-ROM
disks #5.3 (Latin texts) and #7 (inscriptions and papyri).2 Translations of
passages of ancient authors are my own, unless noted otherwise. In the
case of Aristotle’s works I have used, with occasional modifications, the
revised Oxford translation edited by Jonathan Barnes (1984); quotations
from the Characters of Theophrastos are adapted from James Diggle’s
translation (2004).

2 For searching and browsing texts on these CD-ROMs I have used two software
programs: Musaios (various versions) by D.]. Dumont and R. M. Smith, and Diogenes
(various versions) by P. J. Heslin.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Abbreviations of the works of ancient Greek authors and occasional
epigraphical or papyrological publications used in this thesis generally
follow the practice of LS]. The list below contains abbreviations that are
absent in LS] or differ from those listed in it. Abbreviations of the names
of ancient authors do not always follow LSJ, as I have generally avoided
Latinized or Anglicized forms of the Greek names (except in a few cases,
such as Aristotle, Hesiod, Homer, Menander, Plato, Plutarch), or used a
more indicative abbreviation. Such differing abbreviations are included.
Abbreviations for periodicals follow L’Année philologique, with some
minor exceptions, and are generally not included. Abbreviations for the
manuscripts of the Characters of Theophrastos are not included (for these,
cf. Diggle 2004: 37 ff., Stein 1992: 3 ff., Wilson 1962, Steinmetz 1960a: 60).

Aischin. = Aischines

ANRW = Temporini, Hildegard; Haase, Wolfgang (eds.) (1972-) Aufstieg
und Niedergang der romischen Welt. Berlin etc.: de Gruyter

AP = AOnvaiwv oArteia

Boisacq = Boisacq, Emile (1950) Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue
grecque étudiée dans ses rapports avec les autres langues indo-européennes.
4. éd., augmentée d'un index par Helmut Rix. Heidelberg: Winter

ch. = chapter

Chantraine = Chantraine, Pierre (1968) Dictionnaire étymologique de la
langue grecque. Histoire des mots. Paris: Klincksieck

Dein. = Deinarchos

Dem. = Demosthenes

Demianczuk = Demianczuk, Jan (1912) Supplementum comicum: comoediae
Graecae fragmenta. Post editiones Kockianam et Kaibelianam reperta
vel indicata collegit, disposuit, adnotationibus et indice verborum
instruxit loannes Demianiczuk. Krakow: Nakladem Akademii
Umiejetnosci [reprint Hildesheim: Olms, 1967]

Ernout & Meillet = Ernout, Alfred; Meillet, Antoine (1959) Dictionnaire
étymologique de la langue latine: histoire des mots. 4. éd. rev., corr. et
augm. d"un index. Paris: Klincksieck

Eur. = Euripides
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FGrH = Jacoby, Felix (Hrsg.) (1923-) Fragmente der griechischen Historiker.
Berlin: Weidmann (later Leiden: Brill)

FHG = Miiller, Karl (ed.) (1841-70) Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum.
Paris: Didot

FHS&G = Fortenbaugh et al. 1993 (see bibliography)

fr. = fragment

Frisk = Frisk, Hjalmar, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Heidelberg:
Winter (Bd.I: 2., unver. Aufl. 1973; Bd.II: 3., unver. Aufl. 1991;
Bd. III: Nachtrige, Wortregister, Corrigenda, Nachwort. 2., unver. Aufl.
1979)

HWRh = Ueding, Gert (Hrsg.) (1992-) Historisches Worterbuch der Rhetorik.
Tiibingen: Niemeyer

IG 2?/3? = Kirchner, Johannes (ed.) (1913-40) Inscriptiones Graecae I et I1I:
Inscriptiones Atticae Euclidis anno posteriores. 2. ed. Berlin: Reimer

IPE 12 = Latyschev, Basilius (ed.) (1916) Inscriptiones antiquae orae septen-
trionalis Ponti Euxini Graecae et Latinae. Vol. I: Inscriptiones Tyrae, Ol-
biae, Chersonesi, Tauricae aliorum locorum a Danubio usque ad regnum
Bosporanum. 2. ed. St. Petersburg

Isokr. = Isokrates

Kock =Kock, Theodor (ed.) (1880-8) Comicorum Atticorum fragmenta.
Leipzig: Teubner

LA [Leipziger Ausgabe] 1897 = Theophrasts Charaktere 1897 (see biblio-
graphy)

LS] = Liddell, Henry George; Scott, Robert; Jones, Henry Stuart (1996) A
Greek-English lexicon. With a revised supplement [edited by P. G. W.
Glare with the assistance of A. A. Thompson]. Oxford: Clarendon
Press

MS(S) = manuscript(s)

OLD = Glare, P. G. W. (ed.) (1983) Oxford Latin dictionary. Oxford: Claren-
don Press

Pack? = Pack, Roger A. (1965) The Greek and Latin literary texts from Greco-
Roman Egypt. 2. rev. and enlarged ed. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press

PCG = Kassel, Rudolf; Austin, Colin (eds.) (1983-) Poetae comici Graeci.
Berlin: de Gruyter

PHerc. = Papyri Herculanenses

PV = Prometheus Vinctus
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RUSCH = Rutgers University studies in classical humanities

SFOD = Stork et al. 2006 for Ariston; Stork 2004 for Lykon (see biblio-
graphy)

SOD = Stork et al. 2000 (see bibliography)

Soph. = Sophokles

SVF = Arnim, H. von (ed.) (1903-24) Stoicorum veterum fragmenta. Leip-
zig: Teubner

TC = Tractatus Coislinianus

TrGF = Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. Editores varii. Gottingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971-2004

Windekens = Windekens, Albert ]. van (1986) Dictionnaire étymologique
complémentaire de la langue grecque. Nouvelles contributions a l'interpre-
tation historique et comparée du vocabulaire. Leuven: Peeters

Xen. = Xenophon
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... DELD aVTOVG Al TOVG TTQATTOVTAS T TIROG TOV KALQOV OKOTIELV...
(Aristotle, EN 1104a8-9)

Vergebens bemiihen wir uns, den Charakter eines Menschen zu schildern;
man stelle dagegen seine Handlungen, seine Taten zusammen,

und ein Bild des Charakters wird uns entgegentreten.

(Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Zur Farbenlehre, 1810)

INTRODUCTION

Aim, structure, sources, methodology

My concern in this thesis is primarily with philosophers who are con-
sidered to belong to the Peripatetic school,® and of whom there are
extant writings, sayings or testimonia that in one way or another deal
with character description or character writing in general. I do not
suppose that there existed a uniform practice of character studies within
this school, but there are reasons to talk about a tradition that has
changed and evolved. My study focuses on this tradition and its
connections with ethics, comedy and rhetoric. This includes the analysis
of the context of Peripatetic moral philosophy and rhetorical theory on
the one hand, and the relations to popular usage in the comedy, and
especially in the oratory, on the other. Thus, I do not confine myself to
characterology in a narrow sense, but also take into account, for
example, various ethical divisions that can be found in Aristotle or other
writers, as well as instances of character denigration known from
forensic speeches. The focus on tradition, together with an analysis of
individual authors within it, is important in addressing issues such as
authenticity of some texts or parts of a text.

The list of Peripatetics includes first of all Aristotle and the writings
in the corpus Aristotelicum, whether genuine or not (in any case they form
a part of the Peripatetic tradition). The discussion is focused, however,
on Aristotle’s student Theophrastos and his Characters as a work with

3 For the question of who were considered Peripatetics in the antiquity, see, e.g.,
Schorn 2003.
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which character writing may be said to have reached its peak within
ancient Greek literature. The subtitle of the thesis also reflects the
confusion about the purpose and the general idea of Theophrastos’
Characters: ethics, comedy and rhetoric are the most popular domains
with which the work has been connected.

After Theophrastos, virtually all we have on this topic are fragments.
The most important source for character writing of the successors of
Theophrastos is Philodemos, whose works have been preserved in the
papyri from Herculaneum, and who paraphrases and quotes an Ariston.
There is a debate over the identity of this Ariston. I favour his Peripatetic
origin, but even if this is not the case, the content of his writings compels
us to compare them with Peripatetic ideas on similar topics.

The first part of the thesis presents a synopsis of character writing before
Theophrastos, mainly in the Peripatetic tradition, but with a chapter on
some forerunners of the Peripatetics. Character description in the
Aristotelian corpus is reviewed in respect of four fields of study: ethics,
rhetoric, poetics and physiognomics.

The second part focuses on the Characters of Theophrastos, touching
upon questions of structure, authenticity and integrity of the work, its
purpose and function. Here I also look at possibilities of distinguishing,
grouping and classifying character types, and analyze their various
lexical and semantic features. In addition, this part includes a study of
the character sketches of Theophrastos in regard to various levels of
social communication expressed in them. Some textological problems
are addressed, as well.

The third part studies character writing in later, i.e. post-Theophras-
tean, Peripatetic authors, whose fragments reflect interest in character
writing. A short excursus on Stoic character studies is included, as well.

Finally, some specific studies on character types in action are
presented, focusing on the use of some character types as terms of dis-
paragement, abuse and invective in one of the genres where they occur
most often, viz. oratory. It also contains chapters devoted to the tradition
and use of some specific characters, notably the dissembler. Additional
sources for the final part of this study come from outside the Peripatetic
tradition. There are various reasons for choosing oratory as the genre
with which to compare the Peripatetic tradition of character writing. On

14



the one hand, I have followed K. J. Dover’s suggestion that in the case of
a division into moral philosophy and popular morality in ancient
Athens, the main genre that can give us plausible information about the
latter is practical rhetoric, i.e. Attic oratory (Dover 1974: 2). On the other
hand, character writing need not always be connected with ethics, and
sometimes its closeness to rhetoric or comedy is obvious or at least
presumable (think, e.g., of various interpretations of the possible pur-
pose and actual function of the Characters of Theophrastos).

I suggest that most of the types that Theophrastos included in the
Characters were well known to his public, and that the basis of his
selection was more or less the popular usage. Popular attitudes towards
social types may be observed above all in the speeches of the orators and
in comic texts. This may tell us something about the sources and
background of Theophrastos” work. Whatever its purpose, the implicit
sources of it must have also included contemporary oratory (and
perhaps comedy), and we cannot exclude the influence of Aristotle’s
work on ethics, either. When Theophrastos came to Athens together
with Aristotle in about 335 BCE, two of the major orators, Aischines and
Demosthenes, were still very much active. The situation with comedy is
less clear, as all major texts after Aristophanes and before Menander are
lost. Menander was, however, already active at the time when the
Characters were written (probably around 320s BCE),* so he should be
taken into account, as well.

All texts analyzed here were in all probability written before the
Characters. Thus I am not after any “Theophrastean influence” on these
texts, although in the case of Menander and Deinarchos, who are
claimed to have been his students, this cannot be entirely excluded.
Rather, my aim is to indicate some similarities and differences between
the Theophrastean sketches and the representation of negative social
types in the popular tradition, i.e. comedy and especially oratory.

4 The precise date of composition, yet alone publication, is indeterminable, and there is
no consistent dramatic date either. See Diggle 2004: 27-37 and cf. Cichorius in LA 1897:
lvii-Ixii; Riihl 1898; Boegehold 1959; Stein 1992: 21-45; Rusten 1993: 8-10; Lane Fox 1996:
134-9.
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As a result, I hope to have shown that character studies hold a
particularly important role within the Peripatetic tradition. Although
other philosophical schools (e.g., the Stoics) did not entirely discard the
topic, the Peripatetics seem to have paid special attention to it, whatever
form they chose for it. I suggest that the reasons for this may be sought
in Aristotle’s ideas on connecting philosophical discussions with social
practices. The égyov-oriented approach of the Peripatetics is necessarily
focused on the latter and will naturally lead to the observation and
evaluation of social types. In this, Theophrastos seems to have pro-
ceeded from the theoretical basis of Aristotle’s teaching and developed
this direction into something completely original by focusing on the
practical application of these ideas.

In addition, I have presented an analysis of the lexical and semantic
structure of at least part of this tradition, proceeding from the hypo-
thesis that this structure can, to a certain degree, be correlated to the
social phenomena. Methodologically, this study is bound to balance
between an interpretative approach to some value terms and beha-
vioural norms by which the “social value” of others is judged, and a
lexical and semantic approach that explores actual attestations of the
terms. As Lloyd-Jones (1971: 2) has warned, one cannot assume that in
order to study the moral notions found in a work of art or in a society it
is enough to list and analyze the words indicating moral concepts which
occur in it. Although this approach is legitimate, a philological
exploration should be supplemented by the study of actual behaviour,
and form the basis for extrapolation and further theorizing (Sluiter &
Rosen 2003: 4). Additionally, in the case of the source texts used in this
study, textual problems sometimes cannot be separated from inter-
pretative issues, as will be seen.

The final goal has been to scrutinize some passages from oratory, in
order to find parallels to the Peripatetic tradition of character writing, or
point out specific developments, which are important in assessing issues
of popular morality and moral philosophy in ancient Greece. This
includes tracing some general patterns of what makes the behaviour of
“negative” character types socially unacceptable.

16



Terminology

Throughout the text I have used the terms ‘character writing’ and
‘character studies” to denote a general approach to a topic concerned
with aspects of human nature, relations and behaviour, and ‘character
description’, “‘character type’, ‘character sketch’, or simply ‘character’ to
point out more specific representations.

It has been noted that “character is not a subject which we can afford
to explore from the starting-point of a fixed definition or a set of termi-
nology” (Halliwell 1990: 33). This thesis does not aim at a systematic
analysis of various terms used in ancient Greek texts to denote aspects of
human nature and behaviour.’ Several studies have been written, which
deal with one or many facets of this subject, including the question if
and how much (or how little) our modern concept of character coincides
with something that can be observed in the Greek world.® However,
some words have to be said about the main terminology.

The English word ‘character” is derived from the Greek xapaxtn, but
‘character” in the modern sense is not one of the original meanings of
that Greek word. The most important study on the meaning and use of
the word in antiquity is still an article by Alfred Korte (1929).” Korte is
greatly indebted to Ernst Fraenkel’s detailed linguistic studies on the
Greek nomina agentis ending with -tno (but also -tw and -tng), which
have shown that nomina agentis with tno-ending, which were frequent in
Homeric times, were in Attic dialect replaced, with some exceptions,
with those ending with -tnc.® The word xapaxtng is originally an agent
noun (nomen agentis) formed from the verb xapdooewv. The first known
occurrence of this verb is in Hesiod (Op. 387 and 573), where it means ‘to
sharpen’ or ‘to whet'. This meaning, which is also found in later prose,
seems to have been derived from the basic meaning ‘to scratch’, which is
also the basis of the technical sense “to engrave’ or “to carve’ (and also ‘to

5 These terms include, e.g., pvo1c, Tod™OC, 00G. Cf. Thimme 1935.

6 See, e.g., Adkins 1970, Pelling 1990, Gill 1996, etc.

7 Cf., however, also Milbradt 1974, who has important sections on yapaktro, 160g
and tdT0G.

8 See Fraenkel 1910, 1912 and 1913 and Korte 1929: 69-70.
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mint (coins)’) frequent in later times. Thus, xagaktrjo means ‘engraver’
or ‘one who mints coins’.? Already in Homeric times there is a tendency
to use the agent nouns ending with the suffix -tno to signify tools with
which some action is carried out (nomen instrumenti).' Thus, in some
inscriptions, xapaktr)o means ‘stamp” or ‘die’.!! But the most common
meaning goes even further, indicating the outcome of an action of
engraving or carving, i.e. ‘mark engraved’, ‘impress’ or ‘stamp’, as
nomen rei actae. Thus its meaning is similar to that of xdoayua, and the
two words are indeed sometimes used in the same sense by later
authors.’?

In literary texts, the first occurrence of the word xapaxtno is in
Aischylos.® Its use is not frequent before Aristotle, and it is usually
found in the sense somehow connected with money-minting, stamps on
coins, or the coins themselves.* It is a distinguishing mark of type, value
or genuineness.’> The image of a stamp is quite early transferred to
human sphere, but for facial or bodily features rather than in the sense
of character.!® As a “stamp’ it can also denote peculiarities of language or
dialect,"” and notably of style.!® This last meaning is most common in

° This meaning is found only in Stob. 4.39.27, citing a treatise Ilegt Piov by a
Pythagorean author Euryphamos (in the sense ‘engraver’), and in the so-called
Protogenes-inscription from Olbia, IPE 12.32A18 (3rd century BCE, in the sense ‘one who
mints coins’). See Korte 1929: 71 and cf. LS] s.v., L.1.

10 See Korte 1929: 72 and Fraenkel 1913: 107 ff.

]G 22.1013.64, 1408.11, 1424a.120, 280, 1469.107; cf. a simile in Arist. GA 781a28. See
also LS] s.v., 1.3, and cf. Kérte 1929: 72-3, who lists some other words ending with -tno
that undergo the same development.

12 See Korte 1929: 73, n. 3; 74, n. 4; 75, n. 2.

13 Supp. 282: Komplog xapaktio T’ év yvvaukelolg tomols / elkwe méMANKTAL Tek-
tOvwVv 1og apoévwv. The king compares the look of the maidens to “Cyprian impress
stamped upon female images by male craftsmen.” (Transl. Herbert Weir Smyth.)

14 Korte (1929: 74, n. 1) knows of 15 occurrences in the literature before Aristotle.

15 Cf. Eur. El. 558-9: ti " €00£€d0QKeV (OOTEQ AQYVQOL UKOMWYV / AAUTIQOV XAQAKTNQ
1) moooeucalel pé twy; with the interpretation of Seaford (1998: 137-9). For the concept of
xaouctno in Euripides cf. Will 1960-1.

16 Cf, e.g., Hdt. 1.116: xapakto 100 mooowmov; Eur. Med. 519: ovdeic xaQakTno
EUméPuie COUATL.

7 Cf, e.g., Hdt. 1.57: yAwoong xaoaxtnoa, 1.142: xapaktnoes yAdoong.

18 Both of speech (cf. Ar. Pax 220: 6 YoOV XaQaKTnQ 1Nuedanoc twv onuatwv) and of
writing (the famous yapaktnoeg AéEewc distinguished by many ancient authors).
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later Greek authors. In later times, xaoaxtrjo is also used to denote
letters or written symbols.!”” Thus, in classical times, the word is never
used for the personal character (trait) of a man.

In some cases, xapaxtrQ is used for type or character of a person or a
thing. Menander’s fr. 72 (avdpog xapaktro ¢k Adyov yvwoiletat) is the
most famous example. LS] (s.v. I1.4) cites this line as a rare example of
xapaxte denoting individual nature. According to Diggle (2004: 5),
this means no more than ‘the stamp of a man is recognized from his
speech’, i.e. the speech typifies him, makes him a distinct and recog-
nizable individual. It is important to distinguish here between the
typified character and the more distinct individual. Menander often
creates more individual characters than the usual stock types of comedy.
His hetairai, his soldiers and slaves are sometimes depicted as quite
aberrant from the usual comic type. It is also noteworthy that Terence,
using this verse in his Heautontimorumenos, understands yaopaktro as
ingenium.” This fragment of Menander is, however, the only time that
we can see xapaktr)o used in the texts of the New Comedy, and we
should not jump into conclusions from it (cf. also Korte 1929: 79).

The usual Greek word for what we would call ‘character’ is 100g,
although in translating 110oc as ‘character’ we are not encompassing
every aspect of it. The original meaning of 10oc was ‘an accustomed
place’, in plural also for abodes of animals or men.?! The more common
meaning is that of ‘custom’ or ‘usage’, and following from this, ‘char-
acter’. "HOoc¢ is related to the complex of behavioural regularities refer-
ring to reciprocal qualities and having a definite connection to social
values.

The terms xaopoaxtio and 1)0oc are conjoined in the title of Theo-
phrastos” work as it is referred to in Diogenes Laertios (Xapaxtnoeg
NOucot or HOwot xapaxtneeg), although the manuscripts that actually
contain the Characters have a shortened title Xapaxtrnoec. (For this and
other problems of interpreting the title, see ch. 2.1.1 below.) This kind of

19 See Korte 1929: 83—4. Lukianos uses it for hieroglyphs as opposed to letters (yodp-
pata), see Herm. 44. Cf. also the similar use of the English word ‘character’.

20 384: nam mihi quale ingenium haberes fuit indicio oratio. Cf. Kérte 1929: 79.

2l E.g. Hom. Il. 6.511, Od. 14.411; Hes. Op. 167, 525; cf. LS| s.v. L.
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distinction is needed, for as we have seen, the word xapaxtro by itself
means no more than ‘marks’ or ‘types’. Theophrastos could have used
simply 116n as a title, but we can assume that with the title HOuol
xapaxktnees he wanted to point to a specific kind of description, that of
behavioural regularities, which indeed was something new and there-
fore needed a new designation. It is wrong to conclude from the use of
the adjective |Oucot that the work was concerned solely with ethics; the
adjective may simply mark a connection with 110oc. The term 100c¢ is
important in many fields of study, including ethics, rhetoric and poetics.
All of them focus on different aspects of it, as is seen from the discus-
sions of Aristotle (see ch. 1.3 below).”2

Previous studies on the topic

Editions and commentaries of the Characters of Theophrastos naturally
form a basis of a study like this. All of them cannot be recorded here, but
I would like to point out some of the most important. The edition and
commentary by James Diggle (2004) cannot, of course, be overlooked. It
is an essential work that will be of great help to anyone dealing with the
Characters or a hundred of other topics related to Athenian culture, even
if one cannot agree with all of Diggle’s textual readings or judgements.?®
The edition by Robert G. Ussher (1960, 2nd ed. 1993) is also important,
although generally surpassed by Diggle. Two German editions and one
study are also worth singling out. First, the 1879 edition by the Leipzig
Philological Association, prepared by various German scholars and
considered indispensable even nowadays. Secondly, the edition by Peter
Steinmetz (1960, commentary volume 1962), which admittedly is contro-
versial at many points, but certainly not “very dull” as stigmatized by
Diggle (2004: 57). And lastly, the noteworthy study by Markus Stein
(1992), which focuses on demonstrating that the definitions of the
Characters are spurious. One should also emphasize the significance of

22 For relevant discussions see also van Groningen 1930, Milbradt 1974, Fortenbaugh
1994b.

2 Reviews of Diggle’s edition known to me include Habermehl 2005, Hinz 2005b,
Parker 2006 and Worman 2007.
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the contributions on the Characters by Otto Immisch, Giorgio Pasquali,
Rudolf Stark, William W. Fortenbaugh (now also available in Forten-
baugh 2003), etc. My appreciation of the work of many other scholars
should be apparent from the bibliography section of this thesis. As my
work was nearing completion, I became aware of an important study by
Paul Millett that was announced as forthcoming later in 2007. His
Theophrastus and his world is the first extended study in English of
Theophrastos” Characters, and it will certainly be a must for everyone
dealing with the topic. I am very grateful to Dr Millett for allowing me
to see the contents of this book before publication. Unfortunately, I have
not, due to time limits, been able to take his ideas into consideration as
much as I would have hoped.

Then there are studies which more generally deal with negative
character types in ancient Greek literary tradition, even if some of them
have also been written with the Characters of Theophrastos in mind. In
the 19th century these studies were usually labelled ‘ethological’, i.e.
concerned with the human 110oc. The most eminent scholar in this field
was Otto Ribbeck, who published treatises on ¢ipwv ‘the dissembler’
(1876), dAalawv ‘the boaster’ (1882, together with a translation of
Plautus” Miles gloriosus), kOAa& ‘the flatterer’ (1884) and aypoucog ‘the
boor” (1888). The so-called Theophrastean types have been given
altogether the most attention, especially the first and in a way the most
intriguing one, the eipwv (cf. Char. 1).2* Most of these studies aim at
describing and analyzing one certain character type, its relevance and
meaning throughout the classical Greek literature.

For the study of what is known as the school of Aristotle (i.e.
Aristotle’s students and followers starting with Theophrastos), two
major research projects are indispensable. First, Fritz Wehrli’s collection
of fragments, with commentary, published under the title Die Schule des
Aristoteles (1944-59, 2nd corrected and enlarged ed. Basel, 1967-69,
supplements in 1974 and 1978). These volumes remain an important
source, even if most of them have by now been superseded by the

24 In addition to the study by Ribbeck mentioned above, see the following (to mention
only some titles): Biichner 1941, Bergson 1971, Markantonatos 1975, Amory 1981-2; cf.
also Gooch 1987. A special case is the study on Sokratic irony by Gregory Vlastos
(Vlastos 1987 and 1991), with criticism in Gordon 1996. See also ch. 4.1 below.

21



publications of Project Theophrastus. This project, guided by William W.
Fortenbaugh, has produced a two-volume edition of the fragments of
Theophrastos (with translation, FHS&G), plus several commentary
volumes, with several others forthcoming. In addition, Fortenbaugh and
others have published 13 volumes (so far) of the series Rutgers University
studies in classical humanities (RUSCH), which focus on either Theo-
phrastos or his colleagues, pupils and successors.?> All in all almost 5000
pages, this series is certainly one the most influential publications on
(mostly) Peripatetic thought available today. Many of these volumes
include new editions of fragments with an English translation. For the
present study the volume on Ariston of Keos (vol. 13) is especially
important. As Ariston’s fragments have been preserved in the papyri of
Philodemos, I am also much indebted to the (mostly) Italian school of
Philodemos scholars who have edited his texts and commented on them.
These studies have been, for the most part, published in the journal
Cronache Ercolanesi.

More general studies that have formed a background of this study
are numerous, but I would especially like to point out the importance of
Sir Kenneth ]. Dover’s book Greek popular morality in the time of Plato and
Aristotle (1974), which first drew my attention to comedy and especially
rhetoric as principal sources of information about ancient Greek popular
morality.

My study owns a great deal to all of the above-mentioned books, papers
and collections of papers. What it adds to these is an approach more
specifically focused on the continuity of the Peripatetic tradition on the
one hand, and the study of similar social types in other fields of Greek
literature, mainly rhetoric, on the other. This is a study of not only the
influence of the Peripatetic tradition of character writing, or more
specifically of Theophrastos’ Characters; such influence may be suggested

% The first volume of the series (1983, paperback edition 2002) was on Areios Didymos;
vols. 2 (1985), 3 (1988), 5 (1992) and 8 (1998) dealt with Theophrastos; vol. 4 (1989)
focused on Cicero’s knowledge of the Peripatos, vol. 6 (1994) on Peripatetic rhetoric after
Aristotle; vol. 7 (1995) is a Festschrift to I. G. Kidd. Vol. 9 (2000) was devoted to De-
metrios of Phaleron, vol. 10 (2001) to Dikaiarchos of Messana, vol. 11 (2002) to Eudemos
of Rhodes, vol. 12 (2004) to Lykon of Troas and Hieronymos of Rhodes, vol. 13 (2006) to
Ariston of Keos.
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in some cases, but certainly not always. It is rather a study of some shared
social paradigms, reflections of socially acceptable and commendable
behaviour, indeed certain basic communal values, and deviations from
them, with the Characters of Theophrastos being a focal point. The study
contributes to relevant discussions on the purpose and function of the
Characters of Theophrastos, on relations of Theophrastos and post-
Theophrastean character writing, on points of contact and convergence
between the Characters, contemporary comedy and rhetoric, and on some
specific points of how character types are constructed, used, and abused
in literary and political discourse.
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PART 1. CHARACTER WRITING
BEFORE THEOPHRASTOS

1.1. Forerunners of Theophrastos outside
the Peripatetic school

The character description in the ancient Greek literature reached its peak
with the Characters of Theophrastos, a novel work in both conception
and design. His originality on the one hand and the theoretical
background of the Peripatetic school on the other produced something
that had not, as far as we know, been attempted before. I would like to
underline the importance of the Peripatetic tradition, which in the case
of Theophrastos is limited to the works and teachings of Aristotle, but
also the circle of Aristotle’s other students. There is no doubt that
Theophrastos was original in composing a set of character sketches,
whatever their purpose, but Aristotle’s works form a basis of his
approach. Indeed Aristotle may be said to have provided the seed from
which Theophrastos” descriptions grow (Diggle 2004: 7).

Character creation and depiction, however, has a long history. There
are two basic ways in which literary characterization is constructed:

1) Describing someone’s character directly, for instance by supplying
epithets or an explicit evaluation.

2) Characterizing someone indirectly by narrating what they do or
say or think (this may include descriptions of externally observable
behaviour, speech, looks, or of inner thoughts and feelings).

Examples of both ways can be found, e.g., in the depiction of Ther-
sites and his speech attacking Agamemnon at the assembly of the
Achaian warriors in Hom. II. 2.212-44 (cf. Vogt 2006: 264). The poet
describes Thersites as apetooen|g (II. 2.212), a direct epithet letting us
know that the man was ‘unbridled of tongue’.”” The physiognomic
details are present, as well, cf. Il. 2.216-19:

% For a recent application of this see, e.g., Vogt 2006: 264.

2 This word is found only once in Homer (although cf. apapagroenic at II. 3.215),
and it is almost equivalent in sense to dicoitopvOoc, also used of Thersites at II. 2.246
(Kirk 1990: 139).
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aloylotog d¢ dvro V7o TAov NAOe
POAKOG €NV, XWAOG O’ E€tepov TOda T O¢ Ol WHW
KLOTW €Mt 0TnBog ovvoxwkoOTE AvTAQ VTtepOe
doEoc Env kedpaAnv, Pedvn O’ Emevijvobe Aaxvn.

(“He was the ugliest man of all those that came before Troy—
bandy-legged,”® lame of one foot, with his two shoulders
rounded and hunched over his chest. His head ran up to a point,
but there was little hair on the top of it.” [Transl. Samuel Butler.])

Although the prevailing physiognomical interpretation of the Thersites
scene in the Iliad is that of a correlation between ugliness and villainy (or
conversely beauty and good character, but not always), this kind of
correlation is challenged elsewhere in the Iliad and even more so in the
Odyssey (cf. Vogt 2006: 265, n. 9). Thersites is, however, a ‘speaking’
name formed from 0¢poog, the Aeolic form of Ionic Odooog, implying
rashness. It may also be significant that he is the only character in the
Iliad to lack both patronymic and place of origin—perhaps to distinguish
this outrageous person from his noble peers (Kirk 1990: 138-9; cf. also
Latacz 2003: 70-3). As Kirk notes (1990: 140), “[t]he shambling, limping
gait, the hunched back and shoulders and the pointed, balding cranium
combine to make Thersites a monstrosity by heroic standards.” Note
that these are all external characteristics.

Longer descriptions of more specific character types had also appeared
sporadically in the Greek literature, and it would be only fair to report
some of the most conspicuous of these.?’

Again, Homer offers a good example, describing (through the mouth
of Idomeneus) the coward (deiA0c)* and the brave man (&Axiuog) in
ambush (II. 13.276-286):

2 This is the sense given in LSJ; the exact meaning of this hapax is not known. Kirk
(1990: 139) suggests ‘dragging the feet (or one foot)'.

2 The following survey is by no means all-inclusive. A short but useful synopsis is also
given by Diggle (2004: 5 ff.).

30 T cannot agree with the claim of Shipp (1972: 282, cited in Janko 1992: 81) that detAdg
always means ‘wretched” in Homer.
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el ya vov mapa vuot AeyoipeOa mdvteg dglotot
&g Adxov, EvOa pHAALoT’ ageTn) dxeldetat aAvdewv,
€vO’ O te detAog avno 6¢ T dAkLpog eEedpacvon’
TOU Y&V YAQ TE KAKOV TOETIETAL XOWS AAALIIG AAAT),
280  ovd¢ ol atpépag Nobat éonrvet’ év Pppeot Ovpde,
AAA petokAdCeL kat €10 apdpoTégovg modag (Cet,
&v 0¢ T¢ ol kQad(N pHeYAAR OTEQVOLOL TTATACOEL
KTOAG OIOMEVQ, TATAYOGS D€ Te YiyVeT 0dOVTWV'
TOU O’ dyabov 00T’ (&Q TEémeTAl XQWS OVTE TL ANV
285  tapPel, Emedav mowtov EoilnTaL AOXov avoewv,
apaTAL d& TAXLOTA pLyT)HeVAL €V dal Avyon’

(“If the best men at the ships were being chosen to go on an
ambush—and there is nothing like this for showing what a man is
made of; it comes out then who is cowardly and who brave; the
coward will change colour at every touch and turn; he is full of
fears, and keeps shifting his weight first on one knee and then on
the other; his heart beats fast as he thinks of death, and one can
hear the chattering of his teeth; whereas the brave man will not
change colour nor be frightened on finding himself in ambush, but
is all the time longing to go into action...” [Transl. Samuel Butler.])

The translation misses an important notion of the original Greek: in line
277 there is a reference to dpetr), which is rendered periphrastically as
“what the man is made of”. Negative character traits are opposed to
excellent qualities of a person, i.e. apetn}, and it is always useful to keep in
mind the opposite of the quality described.

The similarity of the Homeric description and Char. 25 of Theophrastos
was noticed in the 12th century by Eustathios, who thought that it
foreshadowed the descriptions of Theophrastos.’® The passage describes

31 Eust. 931.22-3 (= 3.469.3-5 van der Valk) ad Hom. II. 13.276-86: ... dla0KELATAVTOG TOD
TONTOL AQXETUTUKQWS WG €V TUTW XAQAKTNQAS, OTolovg O Twvag UoTegov kal
Beddoaotog E€eTumonTo, 0log pEV O AAKLLOG €V Kalp@ AdXov, olog d¢ O delAde. (... the
poet (sc. Homer) provided, in the form of a model, character types like those in later times
moulded by Theophrastos, such as the brave man during an ambush, or the coward.) Cf.
also below, ch. 2.1.6.
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external signs of inner feelings, giving a kind of physiological picture of
the coward.

The iambos of Semonides that describes ten types of women (or to be
more precise, wives; fr. 7 West = Stob. 4.22.193) has also been considered
an ancestor of Theophrastean character descriptions.®? According to this
fragment, Zeus has made ten women from various animals and ele-
ments: from a sow, a vixen, a bitch, an ass, a weasel, a mare, a monkey,
and a bee, and from earth and the sea. Compare also Archilochos’
famous verses in which an athletic but vain general is contrasted with
the ugly but stout-hearted one (fr. 114 West).

Further texts include the description of a povvapyxog in Herodotos 3.80
through the mouth of the Persian Otanes, who suggested that the Persian
monarchy should be abolished and the government turned over to the
people (mAn0oc). Otanes” picture is a general one, focusing on disastrous
effects of absolute rule on any man, even the best man on earth. Thus, the
monarch will be overwhelmed with insolence (0Boic) and envy (pO6vog),
and because of these he will do many reckless things. He is the best
confidant of slander (dixBoAag d¢ &plotog évdékeoOat). In addition,
Otanes describes the monarch in the following way:

[..] v te Yoo avtov petolwg Bwpalng, axOetat Ot oL kAQTA
Oepamevetal, v te Oepamedn) Tig kaQta, &xOetal &te Owmnd. /.../
VOUALA TE KLVEEL TATOWX Kal Blxtal yvvalkag Krtelvel te
axpltoug.

(“/.../ if you admire him modestly he is angry that you do not give
him excessive attention, but if one gives him excessive attention he
is angry because one is a flatter (= flatterer). /.../ he upsets the
ancestral ways and rapes women and Kkills indiscriminately.”
[Transl. Alfred Denis Godley.])

Plato deserves a special mention in this context. In book 8 of the Republic,
Plato takes up a topic discussed already in book 4, famously identifying
different types of constitution. According to him, there are the same
number of types of men (¢idn avOowmnwv) corresponding to the types of

%2 See Lloyd-Jones 1975: 29, 32-3.
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constitution, for constitutions grow out of the characters in each city (R.
544d-e).?? In book 8 and in the beginning of book 9 we find descriptions of
types such as TOKQATIKOG, OALyaQXkOG, Onpokpatikds and Tvav-
vikoc.® It has been noted that this is the first general description of types
of political life as seen from within in world-literature (Jaeger 1986: 325).
W.Jaeger has also argued that this new psychological method of
describing types of state is one of Plato’s greatest contributions to ethical
and political science. The important thing is that Plato focused on the
NOoc rather than the institutions of the state.®® The aim of Plato’s
discussion is to determine four types of unjust men corresponding to four
unjust constitutions.’® Each of these constitutions is bound to decay
because of its intrinsic principle, and each man due to family trouble and
improper education (cf,, e.g., R. 545d, 552e). The descriptions of these men
are too long to be quoted in their entirety, but some key passages are
worth pointing out.

Thus, the timocratic man is “somewhat self-willed and lacking in
culture, yet a lover of music and fond of listening to talk and speeches”
(a0OadE0TEQOV TE DEL AVTOV ... Elvat kKal DVTTOAUOLOOTEQOV, PLAGpOVOOV
0¢, kat puAnkoov pév, R. 548e).%” Further (R. 549a), he is harsh (&yotog) to
slaves, but gentle (fjpepocg) with the free men, and very obedient (cpodoa
vrkooc) to authority, a lover of office (pidapxoc) and of honour
(prAoTinog). He is also exceptionally keen on sport (prtAoyvuvaortr|g) and
hunting (prA6Oneoc). When young, he might not care for money
(xonuatwv ... katapoovol av, 549b), but as he ages, he will become
avaricious (tov GpLloxonuatov Ppvoews, 549b) and unreasonable. Thus,

3 Note that by éx Twv n0wv t@v €v taic moAeov Plato does not mean the 1100¢ of the
constitution, but the 1)0n of the citizens. Cf. Jaeger 1986: 424, n. 267.

3 R. 548d-50b, 553a-55a, 558c—62a and 571a-76b respectively. The passages also touch
upon the origin of each type. For an important analysis of these passages see also Jaeger
1986: 320-47.

% Jaeger 1986: 423—4. Aristotle also discusses constitutions in his Politics (3.6 ff.), com-
bining a theory of the perfect state with a morphology of bad constitutions (see Jaeger
1986: 321), but he does not describe corresponding types of men the way Plato does.

% For an examination of Plato’s claim that each form of government must correspond
to a character type in its citizens, see Brown 1983. Cf. also Meulder 1991, 1992a and
1992b.

37 Passages of Plato’s Republic are quoted in the translation of Paul Shorey, with minor
modifications.
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those who were lovers of victory (cf. 548e) and lovers of honour (cf. 549a)
become lovers of gain-getting and of money (Ppuloxonuatiotat kat
Prroxonuatol, 551a).

In fact, these men are already degrading into oligarchy, because the
oligarchic man is driven by the love of money (551e). He realizes that
ambition demands too many sacrifices, which do not pay, but may even
bring loss and damage instead of honour and distinction. Thus, the
desirous, money-loving part of his soul will take over (553c) and the
ambitious man will transform into the avaricious type, who prizes wealth
above everything (554a). The oligarchic man is a parsimonious
(pedwAdg) and squalid (avyunedc) fellow, looking for profit in
everything (554a), and a hoarder (Onoavoomoidg, 554b). One reason for
this is his lack of culture (amtawevoia, 554b). The character of such a man
appears wherever he has the power to get hold of someone’s money
without risk, as, e.g., in the case of the property of the orphan whose
guardian he is (554c). In addition, he even refuses to spend money to
show himself as an honourable person (555a).

Plato then shows how oligarchy degenerates into a democracy (see
especially 557a). Due to bad education, false ideas (dAalovec Adyor, 560c)
start to dominate the man. According to these, decency (or however we
will translate aidwg)® is really ‘stupidity’ (MAOOTNG), temperance
(owdooovvn) is ‘want of manhood” (&vavdpia), and moderation
(uetowotnc) and orderly expenditure (koopia darmavn) are ‘boorishness’
(&yoowia) and ‘illiberality” (&veAevOepia, 560d).*° The democratic man
does not accept the truth that some pleasures arise from honourable and
good desires, and others from those that are base (cf. Grg. 494e)—he
throws back his head (a traditional negative gesture) at all such
admonitions and avers that they are all alike and to be equally esteemed
(561b—c). He indulges the appetite of the day, “now wine-bibbing and
abandoning himself to the lascivious pleasing of the flute and again
drinking only water and dieting; and at one time exercising his body, and
sometimes idling and neglecting all things, and at another time seeming
to occupy himself with philosophy. And frequently he goes in for politics

3 For aidawyg, see especially Cairns 1993.
% Cf. the famous passage in Thukydides 3.82.4, where it is explained how the collapse of
morality was reflected in the meaning of the words. See also Jaeger 1986: 338.
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and bounces up and says and does whatever enters his head. And if
military men excite his emulation, thither he rushes, and if moneyed men,
to that he turns, and there is no order or compulsion in his existence, but
he calls this life of his the life of pleasure and freedom and happiness and
cleaves to it to the end.” (561c—e). Thus, the democratic man is kind of a
reed in the wind, unable to control his desires and living solely for the
moment.*

The last description is that of a tyrannical man. While the democrat
treats good and bad equally, the tyrannical man is governed entirely by
the bad and the desire for the bad. He is driven by lust, and his lust will
drive him completely out of control, it will become bestial and make him
turn against everybody. As a young man, he first spends what he has and
then seizes a portion of his father’s estate (574a). If the parents resist, he
first tries to rob and steal from them, and failing in that, seizes what he
wants by force (574a-b). When the resources of his parents are exhausted,
he becomes violent to others, laying hands on somebody else’s house,
robbing someone at night or making a clean sweep of some temple (574d).
He will refrain from no atrocity of murder or from any food or deed
(574e). If there are few such men, they just steal, break into houses, cut
purses, strip men of their garments, plunder temples, and kidnap, and if
they are fluent speakers they become sycophants and bear false witness
and take bribes (575b). If, however, they become numerous, they create a
mighty tyrant, who attacks the state itself (575c—d). The tyrannical men
also associate with flatterers (575e), and they are no lesser flatterers
themselves, though only until they have gained what they wanted (576a).
They know no friendship; they are either masters or slaves, and they are
mistrustful*! and unjust (dmtiotovg kKaAotpev ... kal pnv adikovg, 576a).

Apart from description, Plato mentions some of the negative character
traits in various parts of his works. Notably, in book 9 of the Republic
(590a-b), he attempts to show that the bad reputation of certain activities
and personal traits is not simply arbitrary but is the result of their

% For an analysis of Plato’s critique of the democratic character in the Republic, see also
Scott 2000.

4 Perhaps this rather than the passive meaning ‘faithless’ as in the translation of
Shorey.
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connection with certain conditions of soul which Plato has already
argued to be undesirable (White 1979: 236):

OvkoDV kal TO  akoAaotalvewy olel dux towxbTa  TdAat

PéyeoOat, 6t dvietat év 1@ Too0TE TO dEWVOV, TO HEYA €KELVO
Kat MoAvedég Ooéppa, méga TovL déovtog;—AnAov, épn.—H O
avOadelx kat DLOKOALX PéyeTat oV Otav TO AeOVTWOEG TE Kal
opewdeg avéntat kat ovvreivntat avagpootwe; —Ilavu pev
ovv.—Tovdn d¢ kai paABaxia ovk &mi T avTOL TOUTOL
XaAaoer te kat avéoel Ppéyetai, Otav v avtw deldiav
éumou); — Tl purjv; —KoAakeia d¢ kat dveAevBepla ov) 6tav Tig
TO aVTO TOLTO, TO OVHOEWES, VIO T OXAWdeL Onpiw mou) Kkatl
Eveka XONUATWV Kal TG €kelvou AmAnotiag mEomnAa-
Kilopevov €0iln €k véov avti Aéovtoc miOnkov yiyveoOay—
Kat paAa, €dn.

(“And do you not think that the reason for the old objection to
licentiousness is similarly because that sort of thing emancipates
that dread, that huge and manifold beast overmuch?” “Ob-
viously,” he said. “And do we not censure self-will and irascibili-

ty when they foster and intensify disproportionately the element
of the lion and the snake in us?” “By all means.” “And do we not
reprobate luxury and effeminacy for their loosening and
relaxation of this same element when they engender cowardice
in it?” “Surely.” “And flattery and illiberality when they reduce
this same high-spirited element under the rule of the mob-like
beast and habituate it for the sake of wealth and the unbridled
lusts of the beast to endure all manner of contumely from youth
up and become an ape instead of a lion?” “Yes, indeed,” he said.)

All of the terms mentioned in this discussion are later also important in
Aristotle,”? and three of them (av0adeia, KoAakeila, aveAevOegpia) are
included in the Characters of Theophrastos (Char. 15, 2 and 22 respec-
tively).

42 For paAOaxia, Aristotle uses the more common form paAaxia.
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One should also mention the literature on “national” characters
(Boeotian, Spartan, etc.),** which was based ultimately on the sort of
climatological determinism that can be seen in the Hippocratic treatise
On airs, waters, places (ITeol dépwv VdOATWV TOTMWV),* and also in Aris-
totle (Pol. 7.7; see below, ch. 1.3.1). One of the most famous discussions
on national character is found in Thukydides.*> A later but expressive
representative is the Rhetoric of Dionysios (or Pseudo-Dionysios) of
Halikarnassos, which speaks of the 101 of the inhabitants of specific
parts of Hellas (e.g. 11.5: motov Tt €6voc EAANvwv; “EAANV AOnvaiog’
1000¢, AdAog, coddc. EAANV Twv" &Bdg, avelpévos. "TEAANV Bowwtdcg'
evnOnc. "EAANV Oettaddc’ dimAovg kal mowiAog. /---/ doa moAltelwv
eldn, tooavta NV ldn ...).4*

1.2. Peripatetic tradition: general introduction

The Peripatetic school that succeeded Aristotle was not a group of
scholars and students who all shared each other’s ideas. Dissenting
opinions were common, and many were recorded as such by later
authors. Quintilianus, e.g., transmitting Theophrastos’ wish that the
language in the deliberative kind of rhetoric should be removed as far as
possible from all verbal affectation, comments that in this Theophrastos
follows the authority of Aristotle, “although he is accustomed fearlessly
to dissent from him.”# This should be kept in mind, even if Theophras-
tos” reputation as the faithful follower of Aristotle’s philosophy is quite
common, and broadly correct (see Gottschalk 1998: 284, 287). The same
holds true for Theophrastos’” students; dissenting opinions were not
uncommon. Thus, according to a xoeila ascribed to Zenon by Plutarch,

4 See Goebel 1915, who has collected proverbial portrayals of the inhabitants of
various Greek poleis.

#  Rusten 1993: 12. On this work, see, e.g., Edelstein 1931.

4 Cf. especially 1.70 and 8.96.5, with Luginbill 1999 (note also the critique in the review
by Tim Rood, BMCR 2000.02.20).

46 This last sentence refers back to Plato, cf. R. 445c.

47 Fr. 694 FHS&G (= Quint. Inst. 3.8.62: dissentire ab eo non timide solet). See also Forten-
baugh 2005: 301-5.
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the former said, commenting on the large amount of Theophrastos’
pupils, that “his chorus is larger, but mine is more harmonious.”*

Although Aristotle provides the intellectual basis of the Peripatetic
school and its tradition, Theophrastos was important in its institutional
development. It has been noted that Aristotle died as a refugee from the
anti-Macedonian backlash in Athens which followed the death of Ale-
xander the Great, probably not hoping that anyone would try to propa-
gate his ideas systematically, let alone found a school for this purpose
(Gottschalk 1998: 282). Theophrastos, however, established the Peripatos
as a school with its own campus and administrative structure.*
Aristotle, being a metic, was not allowed to acquire real estate in Athens.
Theophrastos was a metic as well, but he managed, with the help of his
friend Demetrios of Phaleron (then governor of Athens in the Ma-
cedonian interest), to procure for the school a knmog together with some
buildings. He was the head of the school for 34 years and is reported to
have had 2000 students (over the years, not all at once, see D.L. 5.2.37).
Theophrastos is also the only member of the post-Aristotelian Peripatos
from whom a substantial body of writings has survived. In addition, the
Aristotelian corpus contains several works which cannot be genuine but
show signs of Theophrastos’ influence. It is difficult, however, to
determine this influence in every single case.>

We only have fragments, and occasionally lists of titles, from most of
the successors of Theophrastos, but some general points can be made on
the basis of this evidence. To begin with, most of these Peripatetics
devoted themselves almost entirely to writing of a popular kind on
ethics, history or literary theory, confining their serious scientific work
to at most one subject or branch of philosophy (Gottschalk 1998: 289).
Even Eudemos and Straton, who may be said to have worked on a
greater amount of topics, show a strong tendency of specialization.
Thematically, one of the striking features in the history of the Peripatetic
school has been the decline in interest in natural philosophy after

4 Fr. 15 FHS&G (= Plu. Mor. 78e: 6 ékelvov x000g, €dn, pellwv, ovHOg d¢ TUUPWVO-
tegog; repeated in Mor. 545f). On some personal interactions of Theophrastos with his
contemporaries within the school, see Gottschalk 1998: 290-2. On this xpeia see also
Glucker 1998: 301.

#  Gottschalk 1998: 281; on the wills of the Peripatetic scholars see Gottschalk 1972.

%0 See Gottschalk 1998: 288-9 on some cases.
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Theophrastos and Straton, although this interest seems to have been
peculiar in the context of other philosophic schools anyway (see
Sharples 2006).

The decline of the original contribution within the school was con-
siderable. Cicero presents a list of Peripatetics in which the two foun-
ders, Aristotle and Theophrastos, are contrasted with their successors,
from Straton to Kritolaos and his pupils, none of whom are said to have
measured up to them,”! and Eudemos seems to have been forgotten
altogether. Doctrines attributed to Aristotle and to Theophrastos have
been conflated and contaminated with later ideas, perhaps by those later
members of the school who were anxious to participate in the main-
stream philosophical debates of their time (Gottschalk 1998: 295-6).

In addition, it has been noted that although Theophrastos, Eudemos
and some of their colleagues attempted to carry on the study and
research in all fields of knowledge, soon the ‘empirical’ study of nature,
literature and history moved to Alexandria, where also the new
discipline of philology was formed. Thus, Athens began to lag in these
fields and the ‘Peripatetic programme’ came to fulfilment in Alexand-
ria.?? The ideal of science and research of the early Peripatos was thus
given up in Athens, and was taken over by Alexandria. At the same
time, Athenian philosophy returned to what is regarded as philosophy
in the strict sense (“the genuine old Athenian brand of philosophy, that
of Socrates and Plato”) and no Alexandrian scholar or scientist, until the
Roman period, made any lasting contribution to this.>

With regard to character studies, the successors of Theophrastos in the
Peripatetic school have little to offer, with one important exception,
Ariston of Keos. The following chapters first present the main points of
interest in character in Aristotle and the Aristotelian corpus, then focus
on Theophrastos (mainly studying the Characters, but also touching
upon traces of character writing in his fragments), and finally deal with
character writing in later Peripatetic authors. Ariston deserves a longer

5t Cic. Fin. 5.12 ff., Off. 1.3 with Gottschalk 1998: 295.

52 Glucker 1998: 312; see also Fraser 1972: 1.320 and Lynch 1972. For the Alexandrian
library more generally, see MacLeod 2000.

53 Glucker 1998: 314; see also Fraser 1972: 1.480-94 and Gorler 1998: 318.
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analysis; from others who may have written anything on the topic
(Demetrios of Phaleron, Lykon and Satyros) there is little preserved to
comment on.

1.3. Aristotle and Ps-Aristotle on character

Interest in theoretical character studies first appears in Aristotle, and it
may be said that all later ancient texts on the subject depend on him in
one way or another (Vogt 2006: 265). The Peripatetic tradition is con-
cerned with characterological questions in various areas of study
(including biographical literature, cf. Schorn 2004: 434), and this interest
is manifest already in Aristotle (see, e.g., Regenbogen 1940: 1504-6). In
the following, I will present an account of Aristotle’s interest in character
in regard to various subjects. Some pseudo-Aristotelian texts are also
included, as they contain Peripatetic ideas and form a part of this
tradition.

It is possible to use the distinction between “inferential” and “con-
ceptual” approach to character study (see, e.g., Vogt 2006: 265). In the
case of inferential approach, the signs from which character is inferred
are either internal (motivations and reasons which lead to specific
behaviour) or external (bodily features and appearance). The conceptual
approach defines character types by linguistic or logical methods:
correlating distinct traits and types by comparing or contrasting similar
or opposing types, by isolating subtypes, and analyzing their compo-
nent factors or features.

The approach of Aristotle is mainly inferential, focusing on internal
signs of motivations and reasons in the soul. However, in Aristotle the
conceptual approach is also firmly established —e.g., each type receives
a definition. Of the two pseudo-Aristotelian treatises that are important
in this case, On virtues and vices relies solely on a conceptual approach
and Physiognomics solely on an inferential approach (Vogt 2006: 271; see
below).
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1.3.1. Ethics and politics

According to Aristotle (EN 1103all ff.), there are two kinds of human
excellences: excellences of thought or dwxvontikai doetal, and excel-
lences of character or NOwai agetat (usually translated as ‘moral
virtues’ or ‘moral excellences’). Aristotle was, as far as we know, the first
one to coin the adjective 10ucog (Chamberlain 1984).

In his ethical works, Aristotle presents an analysis of moral virtues
(MOwcatl apetal) and vices (kakiat). Notably his tripartite system of
human ethical qualities consists of positive mean (pecdtng, to péoov),
which is the ideal form, and two negative extremes, deficiency (éAAeuig
or évdewx) and excess (UegPoAr)). A passage in EN (1107a32-8b6) lists
13 pairs of vices in relation to péocov, for each range of emotion or
sphere of action. This can be considered the most elaborate systematized
account of negative character dispositions in ancient Greek literature,>
and is presented in the following in the form of a table (I use abstract
noun when Aristotle himself uses it, adjective in other cases; a reference
to the Characters of Theophrastos is given where applicable):

Table 1. Tripartite system of virtues and vices in the Nichomachean Ethics.

connected with deficiency mean excess
(EAAen)ig) (ueagdtnc) (bmepfoAn)
feelings of fear coward (detAog; cf. [courage (avdoeia) |rash (Boaoig)
and confidence Char. 25)
pleasures insensible temperance self-indulgence
and pains (&vaioOntog; cf. (owdooovvn) (&xoAaoia)
Char. 14)
giving and taking of |illiberality, liberality prodigality
money meanness (éAevBepLotnC) (dowtiax)
(&veAevBepia; cf.
Char. 22)
niggardliness magnificence vulgarity,
(HkQoméTeLn) (neyadompémeln) |tastelessness
(Pavavoia)

5 It is, of course, related to Greek popular wisdom that avoidance of extremes is best.
See Rusten 1993: 12 and cf,, e.g., Kalchreuter 1911, Mette 1988, and Wolf 1988.
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connected with deficiency mean excess
(EAAenig) (neadotne) (OmtegPoAn))
honour and undue humility proper pride empty vanity
dishonour (nucoopuyio) (peyarouyia) |(xavvotng)
unambitious rightly ambitious |ambitious
(&pAdTIHOC) (PprAodTIIOC) (PprAodTLOC)
anger inirascibility good temper irascibility
(dogynoia) (readTG) (00Y1AGTNG)
intercourse dissembling, mock [|truthfulness boastfulness,
in words = modesty (eipwvela; |(&ANOex) false pretension
and actions § cf. Char. 1) (aAalovela; cf.
Char. 23)
boorishness (ayoot- |ready wit buffoonery
@ kia; cf. Char. 4) (evToaTeAin) (BwpoAoyioa)
f:: quarrelsome friendliness obsequious
§ (dVoeQLc) (A L) (&oeokog; cf.
S Char. 5)
_ surly (dVoKoAoC) friendliness flatterer (KOAQE;
(A L) cf. Char. 2)
passions shameless, sponger |modest, with bashful
(&vaioxvvtog; cf. sense of shame |(katamAn&)
Char. 9) (aldnuwv)
spite righteous indig- |envy ($pOdvoc)
(¢mxapekakia) nation (VEéHEOLS)

Aristotle himself notes that this kind of systematization may be
somewhat artificial and violent, as for many virtues and vices that he
had in mind there are no proper words in use, thus he had to invent
them. Further on, in books 3 and 4 (EN 1115a4-28b33), he describes all of
these virtues and vices in detail, discussing both the concerns shared by
each triad and the different attitudes each trait has toward those
concerns (e.g., death for the cowardly, rash, and courageous). It should
be noted, however, that Aristotle not only describes the behaviour of
each character in specific situations, he also explores the motivation
underlying that behaviour (Vogt 2006: 267).

In books 5-10, Aristotle analyzes more closely two of the basic kinds
of agetat: dikaoovvn and Ppdia. He returns to owdooovvn also in
book 10. Thus, the tripartite system is followed throughout the whole
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EN in the same way. The analysis of ¢podvnoic is the third larger area,
but here the excesses and deficiencies are not in the centre of attention.

A similar list of virtues and vices, yet with some important changes, is
presented in EE 1220b38 ff. It is presented in a different order, some triads
are left out, some parts of the triad have different values, etc. This list
contains 14 pairs of vices with their mean, but two of the series (1221a9
kakoTdOela—kaQtepia—toudPepdtnc and 1221al2 evnOet—Ppoovnoic—
ntavovEyia, below in brackets) have been excised by Susemihl.

Table 2. Tripartite system of virtues and vices in the Eudemian Ethics.

deficiency mean excess

(EAAenic) (neocotne) (bmegBoAn)
lack of feeling (&dvaAynoia)|good temper (mpadtng) |irascibility (0pyiAdtng)
cowardice (detAia; cf. Char. |courage (avdpelo) rashness (BoaovTng)
25)
bashfulness (katanAn&g) |[modesty (aidwq) shamelessness

(avawoxvvtia; cf. Char. 9)
insensibility (dvaioOnoia; |temperance self-indulgence (dcoAaoia)
cf. Char. 14) (ocwdooovvn)
anonymous (dvawvupov)  [righteous indignation envy ($pO6voc)
(Vépeowg)

loss (Cnuia) the just (dikalov) gain (k€pd0g)

illiberality (dveAevBeola; |liberality (éAevBepiotnc) |prodigality (dowtic)
cf. Char. 22)

dissembling (eipwveia; cf. |truthfulness (dAnBewx)  |boastfulness (aAaloveia; cf.

Char. 1) Char. 23)
dislike (améxBewx) friendliness (pAia) flattery (koAaxetio; cf. Char.
2)

stubbornness (av04&dewe;  |dignity (oepvotnc) obsequiousness (&QéokeLn;

cf. Char. 15) cf. Char. 5)

[submission to evils endurance (kaQTeQlior) luxuriousness

(kaxomaBelx) (tovdepoTng)]

undue humility proper pride empty vanity (xavvotng)

(pucQoyvia) (neyaAopvyia)

niggardliness magnificence meanness (daavnoia)

(UKpoTIRETTELX) (neyaAomoémeLn)

[simplicity (evr|Oewx) practical wisdom cunning (tavovgyia)]
(Goovnore)
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Other major differences are the leaving out of ddpAdtipoc—PpiAdtipoc—
P otpoc and aygouwctla—svtoamteAla—pwpoAoxia, and the addition of
Cnpia-dikatov—iépdog (1221a4). Changes in one or two parts of the
triad include avaAynoia pro dogynoia as the deficiency of moadtng
(1220b38), dartarvnola pro PBavavoia as the excess of peyadomoémeia
(1221all), and améxOewx pro dvokoAog as the deficiency of GpiAia (the
excess being kKO0Aa€ or koAaxela). The second triad of the EN with ¢piAia
as its mean (dVoeoc-PpAin—-dpeoroc) has here been replaced with
avOadela—oepvotnc—agéokela (1221a8), which means a reference to a
Theophrastean character (a00d&deia, cf. Char. 15) that the account of EN
did not have. In addition, the deficiency of véueog, for which we have
éruxoupexaxia (Schadenfreude) in EN, is left anonymous in EE. For more
detailed descriptions of these virtues and vices, see EE 1228a23-34b13.5

The descriptions of the vices in Aristotle are more abstract than the
descriptions of Theophrastos,®® but they have probably influenced
Theophrastos. In the Characters of Theophrastos we find 9 of the 26 vices
mentioned in EN, to which may be added the reference to av04&deiwx in
EE.

As noted above, in book 7 of his Politics Aristotle speaks of the nature
(tnv pvowv, Pol. 1327b20) of various peoples. This should perhaps be
elaborated a bit more, although it really stands in the tradition of the
climatological determinism that has little to do with Aristotle’s discus-
sion in the ethical works. In any case, he compares three peoples—the
people of the colder regions of Europe; the people of Asia; and the Greek
people. The first is “full of spirit, but wanting in intelligence and skill”
(Pol. 1327b24-5); the natives of Asia are “intelligent and inventive, but
wanting in spirit” (Pol. 1327b27-8). The Greeks, however, are said to be
intermediate in character, being “high-spirited and also intelligent” (Pol.
1327b29-31). Additionally, he notes that the same sort of difference as
that between Greek and non-Greek peoples may also be traced among
the inhabitants of various parts of Greece itself.

%  Cf. also the descriptions in MM 1190b9-93a38.
% Cf. the formulation of J. Diggle: “his persons exist, for the most part, out of time and
space, moral paradigms, not flesh and blood” (2004: 7).
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On virtues and vices (VV, De virtutibus et vitiis, [Tepl detwv Kat kakiwv,
also known as only De virtute, Ileot agetnc) is a work that has been
preserved not only in the corpus of Aristotle (pp. 1249-51 Bekker), but
also in the anthology of Stobaios (Stob. 3.1.194). In addition, it has been
transcribed in the treatise Ilept maBwv of Pseudo-Andronikos, which
leaves out the epilogue (VV 1251b26-39) and adds some Stoic inter-
polations, also changing the order of presentation.”” The short treatise
has been very popular in the course of history.®® It is certainly not the
work of Aristotle, but opinions vary about its date. Some have suggested
that it originates from the early Peripatos (Schmidt 1965: 16); others
believe that it is a work of a later eclectic compiler (Susemihl 1884;
Glibert-Thirry 1977: 9), which seems to be more plausible. The most
important difference between the work and Aristotle’s ethical treatises is
the complete lack of references to the doctrine of mean; here, each virtue
has one opposite, thus the tripartite system has given way to the
bipartite. It also contains some mainly Platonic ideas (e.g. tripartite
division of soul, four cardinal virtues, etc.), and the representations of
the virtues and vices tend to be quite arbitrary.

The treatise connects virtues and vices with Platonic divisions of soul,
whereby some are connected with one part, and some apply to the soul
as a whole. The virtues represent four traditional cardinal virtues (poov-
notg, avdela, owdooovvr, dikatoovvn), to which are added four vir-
tues from Aristotle (moadtng, éykodtela, éAev0eQloTng, peyaropuyxia;
VV 1249a30-50a2). The main part of the work enumerates eight virtues
together with their opposites, and then describes each in some detail.
The following table illustrates the whole system:

5 See Schmidt 1965: 13, and cf. Schuchhardt 1883: 6-8 for the regrouping of the
material in the treatise of Pseudo-Andronikos (the work is traditionally assigned to the
corpus of Andronikos of Rhodes, the scholarch of the Peripatos around 70 BCE and
probably the commentator and editor of Aristotle [see Moraux 1951: 235 ff. and cf. Plu.
Sull. 26], but is usually dated to the 2nd century CE by modern scholars). See especially
Glibert-Thirry 1977.

5 There are, e.g., at least two Arabic and one Syrian translation of the work (see Glibert-
Thirry 1977: 5).
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Table 3. The division of virtues and vices in VV.

The soul (] Yvxn)
Rational part | Passionate part| Appetitive part | The soul as a whole
(to AoyLoTikov) | (to Oupoetdéc) | (to émbuuntikdv) (6An 1] Yuxn)
practical wisdom |courage temperance justice (dukaoovvn)
(poovnotic) — folly |(avdoeia) — (owdooovvn) — — injustice (Adwkin)
(&pooovvn) cowardice intemperance
(deAia) (dxoAaoia)
good temper continence liberality
(ToadTNg) — (¢ykodatewa) — (¢AevBeQLotnc) —
irascibility incontinence illiberality, meanness
(00YIAOTNG) (Axpdtewx) (&veAevBegia)
proper pride
(neyadopuyia) -
undue humility
(HucQovuyia)

In the more detailed descriptions of each of these, the author also men-
tions qualities that are characteristic to each virtue or vice, or accompany
them. Sometimes one of these accompanying traits even recurs in a
different section. A vice may also be divided into subgroups. For
example, there are three species of irascibility: promptness to anger
(dxpoxoAia), peevishness (Tikpia), sullenness (BaguOuuia); three spe-
cies of injustice: impiety (doéPewx), greed (mAeovelia), outrage (OPoLS);
and three species of illiberality: pursuit of disgraceful gain (aioxoo-
keEdia), parsimony (pedwAia), stinginess (ikipPela).

The work classifies character traits systematically according to both a
bipartite scheme of virtue and vice and a Platonic tripartition of soul.
The definitions presented in it specify both distinctive motivations of the
characters and various related traits. It therefore provides an example of
an exclusively conceptual approach to character studies that omits all
inferential aspects of the subject (Vogt 2006: 269).
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1.3.2. Rhetoric

In classical rhetoric, 0oc¢ is first of all connected with the character of
the orator, but also, for example in the case of forensic speeches also
with the character of his opponent. The orator tries to show himself in a
favourable light and attract attention, win the public over to his side,
and prevent his opponent’s success by negative portrayal of him (see,
e.g., Fortenbaugh 1994b: 1517).%

Aristotle’s Rhetoric contains several discussions of character. With
regard to the focus of this thesis, the following account touches upon
some of the most important passages that reveal the position of char-
acter in his rhetorical theory.

First, Aristotle notes that the 10o¢ of the speaker is probably the most
important of three modes of persuasion or creating trust (rtioteig), even
more important than either the disposition of the audience or the speech
itself: oxedOV wg elmelv KLELWTATNV €XeL mioTv TO 100G (Rh. 1356a13).
The importance of the speaker’s character is emphasized again in the
introduction to the second book of Rhetoric (Rh. 1377b20-78a19). Thus,
there are three things which establish the credibility of the speaker:
practical wisdom (podvnoic), excellence (&petr)), and goodwill (eOvowx).
These three, Aristotle notes, induce us to believe a thing apart from any
proof of it.®0

Another consideration of characters in the Rhetoric is the account of emo-
tional dispositions as ethical/pathetic proofs in book 2.2-11. The account
begins with three pairs of opposites: anger (0oyn, 1378a30-80a5) and
mildness (mpaotng, 1380a6-b34), love (pAia kat to PpiAetv) and hatred
(€xBoa kat o pioelv, 1380b35-82a19), and fear (pofoc, 1382a20-83a25)
and the daring (ot OapoaAéol, 1383a25-b10). It has been noted that the

% Relevant studies touching upon character studies in Aristotle’s Rhetoric include
Immisch 1898: 210-12, Siiss 1910, Furley 1953: 56-60, Matelli 1989, Schiitrumpf 1970,
Schiitrumpf 1993, Fortenbaugh 1994a. Cf. also Worman (forthcoming).

% Cf. also Vogt 2006: 265-6 and see Fortenbaugh 1992 (= 2006: 281-316) for a more
thorough study of persuasion through character in Aristotle. Also devoted to the same
topic are Fortenbaugh 1991 (= 2006: 383-7), 1996a (= 2006: 389—-412) and 1996b (= 2006:
317-38).
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structure is getting looser and that in the third pair Aristotle fails to
couple terms of the same morphological type: pofoc is an abstract noun,
but its opposite is specified by an adjective (Vogt 2006: 266).! The next
two emotions are described at length, but their opposites are only men-
tioned in passing: shame (aioxvvn, 1383b11-85al4) and shamelessness
(dvawoxvvtia, 1385a14-15), then gratitude (xdots, 1385a16-33) and
ingratitude (dyxd&owotoy, in an adjectival form, 1385a33-b10). For the last
four emotions, the opposition is even more distorted: compassion
(¢Aeog, 1385b11-86b7) has two opposites, both resentment (to vepeoay,
1386b8-15) and envy (pOdvog, 1386b16-88a30), which are then followed
by another positive emotion, eagerness ({jAog, 1388a31-b28).

All sections of this account start with definitions (following more or
less the same pattern) and investigate the motivations and reasoning
behind the emotions as well as the situations in which they are felt.®?
Some of these emotions have been compared with the Characters of
Theophrastos to prove that the purpose of the work may have been con-
nected with rhetoric.®® Although it has been noted that these emotions
are presented in dry, academic style and thus resemble Theophrastos’
descriptions only superficially (Ussher 1993: 11), at least one of them is
worth pointing out.

In Rh. 2.6 (1383b11 ff.), Aristotle gives examples of actions that are
likely to provoke aioxvvn, and classifies them loosely under particular
vices (see Furley 1953: 59). Shamelessness (&vaioxvvtia; cf. Char. 9) is
the only emotion that is also illustrated by resulting actions. Aristotle
defines shame as “pain or disturbance in regard to bad things, whether
present, past or future, which seem likely to involve us in discredit” and
shamelessness as “contempt or indifference in regard to these same bad

61 In Rh. 1383al6 Aristotle actually once uses the abstract O&oooc, as well as 16 Oappetv
in 1383a14-15, just as he had also mentioned the substantivized infinitives t0 ¢ptAeiv and
TO HLoelv above.

02 See Vogt 2006: 266—7. For more thorough studies of emotions in Aristotle’s Rhetoric,
see Fortenbaugh 1970 (= 2006: 9-37).

0 See Immisch 1898: 195, 207; Furley 1953: 59; Trenkner 1958: 148; contra Ussher (1993:
11).
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things.”¢ There follow descriptions of several actions with explanation
as to what their source is. Thus, throwing away one’s shield or taking to
flight are due to cowardice (amo deAiag, 1383b19); withholding a
deposit is due to injustice (&mo ddwkiag, 1383b19-20); having carnal
intercourse with forbidden persons, at wrong times, or in wrong places,
is due to licentiousness (&m0 dkoAaoiag, 1383b21-22); making profit in
petty or disgraceful ways, or from helpless persons, e.g. the poor, or the
dead, is due to low greed and meanness (&m0 ailoxQokeQEdelAS ... Kal
aveAevOeplag, 1383b22-25); giving less help than you might in money
matters, or none at all, or accepting help from those worse off than
yourself, borrowing when it will seem like begging, begging when it will
seem like asking the return of a favour, asking such a return when it will
seem like begging, praising a man in order that it may seem like beg-
ging, and going on begging in spite of failure are all tokens of meanness
(&dveAevOegiag ... onuela, 1383b25-30); praising extravagantly a man’s
good points and glozing over his weaknesses, and showing extravagant
sympathy with his grief when you are in his presence are tokens of
flattery (koAaxkelag ... onueia, 1383b30-33); refusing to endure hard-
ships that are endured by people who are older, more delicately brought
up, of higher rank, or generally less capable of endurance than ourselves
are tokens of effeminacy (uaAaxiac onuela, 1383b33-84a2); accepting
benefits, especially accepting them often, from another man, and then
abusing him for conferring them are tokens of a mean and ignoble dis-
position (pukgopvxiag ... kal Tamewvot)tog onpeix, 1384a2-4); talking
incessantly about yourself, making loud professions, and appropriating
the merits of others are tokens of boastfulness (dAaloveiag [sc. onuela],
1384a4-6). Indeed, Aristotle adds, the same is true of the actions due to
any of the other forms of badness of character (100c), of the tokens of
such badness, and the like: they are all disgraceful and shameless
(atoxoax ... kat dvatloxvvta, 1384a6-8). Furley (1953: 59) has suggested
that these onueiax might be equivalent to Theophrastos’ xapaxtnoeg,
comparing also the similar sense of the Latin signa in Ter. Adelphoe 821 f.

64 Rh. 1383b12-15: éotw O aioxVvn AUTN TG 1) TaQaXN TEeQl T €lg adoliav
dawvopeva QEQeElV TV KAKWV, T] MAQOVIWV 1) YEYOVOTwV 1] HeAAOVTIWV, N O
avaoxvvtia OAryweln Tig Kat anmaBelax el T avT TavTA.
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There follows, in Rhetoric, a catalogue of characters (110n) according to
their ages (youth, the prime of life and old age) and social conditions or
fortunes (noble birth, wealth and power and their contraries, and, in
general, good or bad fortune).®> Schiitrumpf (1987: 180) has noted that
Aristotle seems to attempt to be exhaustive in his list of typical attributes
of these groups. The study of these ‘characters’ will enable the speaker
to adapt his language and arguments to the audience with a particular
set of established attitudes, interests, intellectual convictions, emotional
responses, desires, needs, all of which have an effect on their judgments
and decisions.®® Here, 110og concerns the audience. This is a further
development of the important idea presented already in Plato’s Phaidros,
where Sokrates argues that there cannot be a true art of speech without a
knowledge of the soul, enabling a speaker to fit the appropriate argu-
ment to the soul of the hearer.”” Kennedy (1991: 164) maintains that these
chapters (12-17 of the second book of Rhetoric) were almost certainly
written in a non-rhetorical context and “only added to the Rhetoric at a
later stage, without adequate revision to integrate them into the objec-
tives of the treatise.”

The lengthy descriptions of characters according to their ages include
first the young (véoy, Rh. 1389a3-b12), then the old or those who have
passed their akme (TpeofVteQoL, mapnkpakotes; Rh. 1389b13-90a27) as
opposites of the young, and finally those in the prime of life (dicpdaCo-
vteg; Rh. 1390a28-b13).%8 This picture reflects the common stereotypical
views of antiquity. Awareness of the character of those one addresses is
useful, because “people always think well of speeches adapted to, and
reflecting, their own character” (Rh. 1390a25-26). Although Aristotle
does not mention any situations in which it would be useful, some of the
topics are found in Greek oratory, e.g. to explain the actions and

% Rh. 1388b31-89a2. On the question of the meaning of f0oc¢ in the Rhetoric and the
problems occasioned by identifying it as miotic évtexvog solely with the 10og of the
speaker, see Grimaldi 1988: 183 ff. The need to discuss the effect of age, wealth and
fortune on 100o¢ is already pointed out in the first book of Rhetoric (1369a24-31).

%  See Cope 1877: 138; Grimaldi 1988: 186; Kennedy 1991: 164.

7 See especially Phdr. 271d-72b and 277b—c with Kennedy 1991: 163.

% For a general study, see Dyroff 1939.
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motivations of a young man when he is accused before the jury of some
crime.®

To describe and to evaluate the character of each age, Aristotle uses,
among others, terms that are later found as denoting specific character
types in Theophrastos. Notably these tend to be associated with the old
age. Thus, the old are mistrustful (&miotoy, cf. Char. 18), illiberal, or not
generous (&veAev0egoy, cf. Char. 22), cowardly (delhot, cf. Char. 25), sha-
meless (&dvaioxvvtot, cf. Char. 9) and incline toward loquacity (&doAeo-
xla, cf. Char. 3). In addition, the description of the old as always “think-
ing” but “knowing” nothing (xai oiovtati, ioaot d' ovdév, Rh. 1389b18)
resembles the behaviour of the Theophrastean dissembler (Char. 1) .70

As Aristotle himself notes, the characters of older men are in most
cases opposite to those of the young (Rh. 1389b13-15). Thus, the young
are confiding (evmiotor), they desire more honour and victory than
money (prAoxonpatot d¢ fjkiota), they are more courageous (&voQelo-
tegot) and sensitive to shame (aioxvvtnAoti). Only the loquacity of the
old has no counterpart among the young, implying, perhaps, that both
the old and the young are loquacious.

The character of those in the prime of life is, according to Aristotle,
the mean (petalV) between the other two, which represent the excess
(Rh. 1390a28 £.).”" Thus, some rudiments of Aristotle’s tripartite system
are also reflected in the Rhetoric, although not quite in the same form
and extent.

Descriptions of characters according to fortunes are presented more
briefly and include evyeveic, mAovolol and duvvapevor (Rh. 1390b16-

®  Kennedy (1991: 164) refers, e.g., to Lysias (For Mantitheus (16), esp. 11, 15-16), and
mentions that juries have often been disposed to excuse youthful high jinks (cf. Cicero
Pro Caelio, esp. 37-47).

70 Cf. also the reproach to Sokrates for dissembling, e.g. in Plato R. 336b-37a, and see
ch. 4.1.

7l He adds that the body is most fully developed at age 30-35, the mind at about 49 (Rh.
1390b9-11). Kennedy (1991: 169, n. 97) notes that Aristotle first taught rhetoric in Athens
about the age of 30 and returned there to open his school at the age of 49; thus, he may
have written these words when he was approaching 49. According to Kennedy it is
noteworthy that Aristotle does not specify the age limit of youth or the beginning of old
age, only maturity. The ages specified here only approximately accord with the common
Greek theory that life (at least that of men) could be viewed in ten stages of seven years
each; see also Pol. 1335a7-9 with Kennedy I.c.
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91a29). These also include Theophrastean character traits. Thus, the
wealthy are, among others, arrogant (Urtepripavor, cf. Char. 24).

1.3.3. Poetics

The term 1100¢ is also one of the key words in theoretical discussions of
poetics.”? In Aristotle’s Poetics, 1)0o¢ is one of the main terms in the
discussion of tragedy. It is, in the plural form 101, one of the six com-
ponents of tragedy, together with uvOoc, Aéfic, diavowr, P and
ueAomotix (Poet. 1450a9-10). E. Schiitrumpf has shown that in Aris-
totle’s Poetics, 100c¢ has the same meaning as in EN, i.e. mainly restricted
to NOwai €€eLg, as contrasted to diaxvontikat qualities, although he does
not believe that the Poetics is influenced by Aristotle’s ethical philosophy
(Schiitrumpf 1970: 125, 1987: 180-1). G.F. Held (1985) has tried to
understand 110oc as used in the Poetics in the same broad sense as in the
Rhetoric, to include intellectual qualities as well. This has been refuted by
Schiitrumpf (1987). For the anonymous Tractatus Coislinianus, a treatise
on comedy with Peripatetic influence, see below, ch. 2.2.3.

1.3.4. Physiognomics

Physiognomics, which is nowadays considered a pseudoscience, claims
that there is a correlation between a person’s appearance and character,
his outer look and his inner world. Accordingly, it is possible to judge a
person’s mental qualities by studying his physical characteristics. The
pseudo-Aristotelian Physiognomics (Pvoloyvwpovikg, usually dated to
around 300 BCE) is the most important ancient study of this discipline. It
is a treatise in two parts on the theory and practice of inferring character
traits from bodily features and comportment, especially the face.”

72 See especially Schiitrumpf 1970 and cf. Schiitrumpf 1987.

73 On this treatise see especially Vogt 1999 (with a good Forschungsiiberblick on pp. 242—
7) and cf. also Vogt 2006: 269-70, Tsouna 1998. For possible connections with Theo-
phrastos, see Battegazzore 1998, Lombardi 1999a.
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The first part contains a catalogue of 22 character traits with various
bodily signs listed under each of them, including comparisons to
animals.”* The first half of the list is systematized according to opposing
types, whereas the second half includes very diverse material. The list
starts with four pairs of opposites: the brave man and the coward
(&vdoetog, detAdg, 807a31-b12), the naturally clever and the insensitive
man (evPunig, avaloOnrog, 807b12-28), the shameless and the orderly
man (&vodng, koouog, 807b28-808al), and the high-spirited and the
low-spirited man (e0Ovpog, &aBvpog, 808a2-11). There follow two
unrelated types: the lewd fellow (kivawdog, 808al2) and the sour man
(mikog, 808al7). Then there is another pair of opposites, viz. the pas-
sionate man and the gentle man (Ovpwdng, moavg, 808a19-27). Then
follow the dissembler (eipwv, 808a27-29), the small-minded man (puk-
o0Ppuyog, 808a29-31), gamblers (prokvPot, 808a31-32), abusive people
(prtAoAoidogol, 808a32-33), compassionate people (éAenjuoveg, 808a33—
b3), those with good appetite (dyabot payetv, 808b2—4), the lecherous
man (Aayvog, 808b4-6), the somnolent (piAvmvor, 808b6-8), talkers
(AaAot, 808b8), and finally those with good memory (pvrjpoveg, 808b9-
10).

There are no definitions or descriptions of the motivation or behav-
iour of a type. There are some types that appear morally neutral and
strictly physical conditions (such as good appetite, good memory,
sleepiness), but most of the list consists of morally negative characters
(cf. Vogt 2006: 270). The features mentioned include the body as a whole,
and various parts of it, specifically proportions of limbs, skin, hair, and
of course face and its parts.”®

74 In HA, 110oc¢ is also discussed more specifically in the context of animals. This work
has by some been attributed to Theophrastos or at least it might contain Theophrastean
material. See Schiitrumpf 1970: 34-6, Regenbogen 1940: 1426, 1432.

75 Vogt (1999: 463-80) has a useful appendix on all the bodily features used in the work,
together with corresponding character traits and, where available, explanations or
comparisons to animals.
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PART 2. THE CHARACTERS OF THEOPHRASTOS

2.1. Structure and authenticity of the Characters

Theophrastos” work as it stands now contains only negative character
types and does not repeat the tripartite system that can be seen in the
ethical works of his teacher. On the one hand, this could be connected
with the possible (non-ethical) aim of the work, on the other it can be
argued that it would be much more difficult to describe, especially in
short sketches, positive character types. This is not to say that it is not
possible or that it has not been done. Positive characterization is es-
sential to encomia and the works of historians,”¢ and can also be seen in
epitaphs, especially in funerary inscriptions. Here, however, the
characterization usually amounts to no more than a list of some lauda-
tory epithets, such as xonotoéc (which is the most popular epithet) or a
lot of PpiA-compounds.”

It has been suggested that the work of Theophrastos once contained a
second book of positive character types, but there is no evidence of such
a book (see below, ch. 2.1.2). The effect and emotional impact of a
negative character sketch is clearly stronger. In addition, one can usually
derive the implicit positive trait from its negative counterpart.

We may recall the view of Aristotle that positive consists of moderate
and avoids extremes. At the same time, in defining and exemplifying this
positive, moderate mean, Aristotle also seeks help from those extremes—in
a way, the middle can only be defined by opposing it to the extremes,
although Aristotle also distinguishes actions and emotions that are
absolutely negative and that are not the extremes of any positive mean.”

76 Cf., e.g., Xenophon’'s account of the Spartan king Agesilaos (especially Ages. 3-6),
with Dover 1974: 66. See also Bruns 1896.

77 Tod (1951) has claimed that generally metrical epitaphs and laudatory epithets were
common, but it has been shown that in the fifth and fourth century Athens even
adjectives characterizing the dead are relatively infrequent, and accompanying epigrams
even rarer (Meyer 1993). Cf. also Lattimore 1962 and Dover 1974: 67 ff.

78 See, e.g., EN 1107a8 ff.: o0 maoa 8’ émwdéxetat mea&ic ovde mav nabog v pHecoTn)-
T Evia yaQ eVOUE WVOHAOTAL CLVEATUUEVA HETX TS PAVAGTNTOG, OloV ETTLXALQE-
kakia dvaroyvvtio pOOvVog, kat €l twv mpd&ewv porxela kKAoT) advdodoviar tavTa
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It has been claimed that the manuscript tradition of the Characters is
perhaps the most corrupt among classical Greek authors, almost every
other sentence requiring some emendation.”” There have been scholars
who have expressed doubts about the authorship of Theophrastos,
usually because of the belief that a serious scholar like Theophrastos
could not have written a lively piece like this. The poor state of the
Greek text that contains several later additions, thus referring to a com-
pilation, has been a reason for doubt, as well. Doubters throughout
centuries have included, e.g., Petrus Victorius (Pietro Vettori), Lodewijk
Caspar Valckenaer, Richard Porson and Moriz Haupt.?® More recently,
Martin L. West (1969: 121, n. 29) has found it incredible that Theophras-
tos should have chosen to deal with each character in isolation, with no
theoretical context, and to “press them into such a stereotyped form of
exposition.” He suspected that the Characters is “a Hellenistic compila-
tion in which Theophrastean material was redistributed under single
headings.” Note, however, that this comment was no more than an aside
in a paper on Near Eastern material in Hellenistic and Roman literature,
as rightly emphasized by Millett (forthcoming). Nowadays most scholars
agree on the authorship of Theophrastos, even though his text has been
entangled by other hands (spurious preface and conclusions, dubious
definitions and several interpolations in the text; see below).

The chapters in the manuscript tradition always follow similar struc-
ture. They begin with the title, which is an abstract noun ending with
-(e)x (the so-called nomen qualitatis). This is echoed in the following
definition and it is always a cognate of the following adjective or nomen
agentis, which introduces the description of the trait. There follows the
actual sketch, i.e. the description of the behaviour of a type. A conclu-
sion, surely of later origin, is appended to some chapters. These
structural parts will be dealt with in more detail in the following sub-

Yoo tavta Kal T tolvTa Aéyetal T avta GavAa eival, &AL’ oUx al vTegBoAatl
avt@v ovd’ al éAAelelc. Note, however, that he uses availoxvvtog also as an extreme
belonging to the middle which is represented by someone who is modest, with sense of
shame (aidrjpwv; cf. above, ch. 1.3.1).

7 Rusten 1993: VII, Diggle 2004: 20. Cf. also H. Diels” formulation (1909: V): “hunc
aureum libellum plumbeas epitomatorum manus non effugisse.” At the same time one
can agree with Lane Fox (1996: 128) that “[u]nderneath, humanity has survived intact.”

8 For these four, with bibliographical references, see Diggle 2004: 16.
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chapters, but first some words about the title of the whole work and the
spurious preface to it.

2.1.1. Title of the work

The title of the work in the list of Theophrastos’” works preserved by
Diogenes Laertios is HOwol xapaktroes in 547 and Xapaxtnoeg
NOwot in 5.48. The word nOwol in it has been seen as a reference to
ethical approach (in the sense of moral philosophy) and translated
accordingly by some.®! Ethical philosophy was not, however, the only
discipline that studied 1|0og: this is shown explicitly by various passages
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric and in other rhetorical treatises.®? In addition, 160o¢
is also one of the key words in theoretical discussions of poetics.®* Thus
the title as it stands would mean something like “Character traits,”
“Behavioural types,” “Marks that indicate character” or “Distinctive
marks of character.” %

The manuscript tradition of the Characters has dropped the word
noucot, leaving only the title Xapaktnoec.> The papyrus fragments do
not contain any reference to the title of the work. It is most probable that
the original title must have contained the attribute rjOuwkot, for more than
one reason. First, the word xapaxtrjo was not, for all we know, con-
nected with human n0og at the time of Theophrastos,® and thus he
would have wanted to add some necessary explanation to it. This does
not mean that the purpose of the work has to be ‘ethical” in the sense of

81 E.g. “caracteres moraux” (Navarre 1924: XI).

82 See, e.g., Siiss 1910, Schiitrumpf 1993.

8 See Schiitrumpf 1970. For characters of comedy in Tractatus Coislinianus, see below,
ch.2.2.3.

8 See Furley 1953: 59, n. 4 and Diggle 2004: 5.

8  Two late MSS (Venetus Marcianus Nanianus 266 and Casanatensis Gr. 420) have the full
title ®eododotov 1Oucol xapaktneeg, but this has probably been copied from printed
editions (Torraca 1994: XIL, n. 8), and not taken directly from Diogenes Laertios, as
Steinmetz believed (1962: 7, n. 1, following Immisch in LA 1897: XVI). At least three late
MSS of the group C have the title xapaktnoec meot dDwpdTwv (see Steinmetz 1962: 7, n.
1, and Stein 1992: 5-6), which probably reflects a wish to explicate the ambiguous title.

8 Cf. Korte 1929: 69, van Groningen 1930: 45, Steinmetz 1959: 209, 224 ff., Steinmetz
1960a: 55, Steinmetz 1962: 7. See also Introduction: Terminology.
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moral philosophy; the attribute 1Oucol may refer to practical behaviour
of men and be ‘ethical’ in this sense. Second, it has been supposed that
the title list in Diogenes Laertios goes back to the pinakes of Theophras-
tos” writings composed by Andronikos and Hermippos.” The source of
Diogenes’ catalogue of Theophrastean writings and the reason for five
separate lists within it is, however, a complex issue and cannot be
discussed here.®

As the Characters have survived among manuscripts of rhetorical
treatises (mainly of Aphthonios and Hermogenes),® the dropping out of
the word 10wcoi would be an indication that it was later perceived solely
in the sense of “‘moral” and as such was not suitable for a text that would
be used for rhetorical purpose. It has been suggested that the one who
left out this attribute, whoever he was, may have treated it as the kind of
addition that are used as subtitles in the Platonic corpus (Steinmetz 1962:
7; cf. Steinmetz 1960a: 55). This shows that the confusion about the
purpose of the work was already widespread in the antiquity.

2.1.2. Preface

The preface attached to the Characters is certainly fictitious. In addition
to moralizing content, the preface states that the author is 99 years old.
As Theophrastos died at 85 (D.L. 5.40), early commentators, such as
Isaac Casaubon, emended one or the other number, which is not a
solution.” There are other claims that are false or at least questionable,
and the text is full of fatuous repetitions.”!

87 For Andronikos, see Plu. Sull. 26, for Hermippos the scholion at the end of the frag-
ment of Metaphysics, Ross-Fobes 12a4 ff. Cf. also Regenbogen 1940: 1363 ff., Steinmetz
1960a: 55, 1962: 7.

8  For pertinent discussions see, e.g., Usener 1858: 1-24, Howald 1920, Regenbogen
1940: 1363 ff., Moraux 1951: 14, 211-14, 246-8, Steinmetz 1960a: 55, Steinmetz 1962: 7,
Fortenbaugh 1984: 135-7 (commentary to S46) and Sollenberger 1985. Cf. also Lord 1986.
8 See LA 1897: XXIX ff. (Immisch), Steinmetz 1960a: 39.

% The latest suggestion to correct the number 99 that I know of was by T. B. L. Webster
(1951: 32). For a misunderstanding in Jerome, who claims that he lived to 107, see Diggle
2004: 163 and Fortenbaugh 1984: 238.

%1 For a thorough analysis see Steinmetz 1962: 25-32.
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That the preface cannot be the work of Theophrastos was first
demonstrated, as far as I know, by Karl Gottlob Sonntag (see Sonntag
1787). It has been dated to the 5th century CE and outside Greece (Stein-
metz 1962: 32). Some scholars have identified the author of the preface
with the anonymous who added moralizing conclusions to some of the
characters.”? The first part of the preface (§§ 1-4) has also been associated
with the sophist Hippias,” which, however, remains a speculation.

2.1.3. Definitions

The integrity of the definitions in the Characters has been one of the most
heated topics of Theophrastean research. Nowadays the prevailing
opinion is that the definitions have been added later and by someone
else.** Diggle (2004: 17) is right in emphasizing that if the definitions are
spurious, they are all spurious, “[t]hey stand and fall together.”*

Some of these definitions reflect the pseudo-Platonic Definitions
(‘Opovu), others use the phraseology of Aristotle or pseudo-Aristotle, and
some seem to have no predecessor in the philosophical literature. There
are problems in reconciling them with the character description that
follows—some of them define a form of behaviour that seems to have
little or nothing to do with the behaviour described in the following
sketch, some are too general or offer only a partial introduction to the
sketch. Rusten (1993: 31) has noted that it is especially unfortunate that
the definitions come first, since they lead the reader to try to match what
follows to their formula, rather than reading the description itself. In
addition, the inner motive of behaviour, which is sometimes alluded to

%2 Char.1, 2,3, 6,8, 10, 26, 27, 29; see Petersen 1859: 63, Pasquali 1919: 1 ff., Ammendola
1920.

% See Untersteiner 1948, who suggests that it might have been taken from the ITeoi
naidwv aywyne of Hippias. Cf. also Diggle 2004: 161, n. 5.

% See especially Stein 1992, which Diggle (2004: 57) considers the most noteworthy
contribution to the study of the Characters since the Leipzig edition published in 1897.

% Cf. Rusten 1993, who also agrees with the study of Stein, but brackets only some
definitions. D. N. Darvaris was apparently the first who condemned all definitions as
spurious in his 1815 edition (non vidi; see Diggle 2004: 17, n. 56, and 56).
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in the definition (cf. Char. 2, 18), is strange to Theophrastean character
description, which focuses on behavioural regularities.®

It has been suggested that the definitions cannot derive from
Theophrastos because of their content, form and style.”” M. Stein has
found that at least six definitions cannot be the work of Theophrastos
(Char. 1, 5,7, 9, 12, 13), but there are also problems with the others. He
argues that the work originally contained only descriptions of character
traits and the definitions were added later, for it is improbable that later
definitions replaced earlier, original ones (Stein 1992: 284). It is also im-
probable that some of the definitions have been meddled with while
others have not, as suggested by Pasquali (1986: 76), or that Theophras-
tos himself borrowed the definitions from various collections of defini-
tions (cf. again Pasquali 1986: 85, with Rusten 1993: 32).

All this means that the interpolator also had to rearrange the chapters
syntactically, adding abstract titles to each chapter and pév-d¢ construc-
tions to connect the definition and the description. The supposed
interpolator did not simply take the definitions from another collection
and “pasted” them to the beginning of the descriptions. On the contrary,
one can see that whoever added the definitions tried to vary their struc-
ture and syntax.

On the basis of their formal linguistic and syntactic structure, one can
distinguish two large groups of definitions in the Characters:

1) Those containing the verb dokelv together with the infinitive eivat

(Char. 1, 4,7,13, 16, 21, 23, 25-27).

2) Those containing the third person singular present of the verb etvat

(Char. 3, 5, 6, 8-10, 12, 14, 15, 17-20, 22, 24, 28-30).

Beside these two structures there are Char. 2 with OmoA&for av i ...
etvat, and Char. 11 with O0 xaAemov 08¢ €ott ... dogloacBal” €0t ...
There is no reason to unify the structure of these definitions.

%  See, e.g., Fortenbaugh 1975, 1981, 1996¢ etc. Cf. Smeed (1985: 4): “The inner man
emerges from this description of externals.”
%7 See Stein 1992: 67 and a concise summary on pp. 283 ff.
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The main argument of those in favour of the integrity of the definitions
is that similar definitions occur in papyrus fragments.”® Although this
does not prove that the definitions were part of the original work, it
shows that they were added very early. Therefore, let us review the
material available on papyri. (There are some other papyrus fragments
that contain passages of the Characters, but have been left out in the
following, as they do not refer to the beginning of a chapter.)”

The first papyrus is PHerc. 1457 from the first century BCE,
containing passages from Philodemos, ITeol kakiwv: ITeot koAakeing.1®
There are verbatim quotations from Theophrastos” Char. 5 in col. 6 and 7.
The papyrus has some empty space before the description of the type,
where early editors (e.g. Bassi 1909 and 1914, but also Kondo 1971)
found traces of letters that were supposedly part of a definition. The
papyrus, however, has deteriorated, and a later autopsy by T. Dorandi
showed that the remains of these letters were no longer visible (see
Dorandi & Stein 1994: 4). A comparative text of the passage of a possible
definition in an earlier and in a later edition is given in the following:

Kondo 1971: Dorandi & Stein 1994:
Col. 6

......... (1o S o T [

................. € [

................ [

e Co NN [0 0" ]&peok[oc] 0 0¢] dpeox|oc
5 [apéAerTolovTOC TIG] A’ olo[c] ApEAEL TOLOVTOC TIC, oloc]

(-.r) (..r)

In the first four lines of col. 6, Kondo could, after removing a sovrapposto,
still read remains of some letters, on the basis of which she suggested
that the papyrus may have included a definition similar to that of the

% Defenders of the integrity of the definitions from later times include, e.g., P. Stein-
metz and L. Torraca.

9 Thus, PHamb. 143 (1st cent. BCE, Pack? 2816) contains sections of Char. 7 and 8 (see
Gronewald 1979).

100 According to T. Dorandi (1990: 2345-8) it is probably Book 7. For contributions on this
text see also Cronert 1906: 182, Edmonds 1910: 134-5, Stefanis 1994.
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manuscripts of Theophrastos (H d¢ doéoxewx éott pév, wg 6w meQl-
Aafetv, EvtevElg ovk Emi e BeAtiotw 11dovng magaokevaotkr)). Thus,
Kondo (1971: 76) notes that the letters oo of col. 6.4 are “indubbiamente”
those belonging to the word magaokevaotikr). Indeed, already Bassi
(1909, 1914) had reconstructed the definition in the papyrus, and after
his edition had appeared most scholars considered it a proof that the
definitions were included in Theophrastos” work already in his times.
Unfortunately, Bassi’s readings were highly conjectural, and Kondo
warns against too much optimism, concluding that the papyrus cannot
be used as a proof for the authenticity of the definitions (Kondo 1971:
77-8; ct. Dorandi & Stein 1994: 4-5). But the possibility that a definition
was available already in the papyrus is very high, even if this does not
prove that the original work contained definitions.

The second papyrus is PHerc. 222 from the first century BCE, again
having the text of Philodemos, ITeoi kaxwwv: ITeot koAakeing. ! There is
no mention of Theophrastos” name in this passage, thus it cannot be
used to confirm the text of Theophrastos first-hand. It does contain,
however, an almost verbatim quotation of the definition of koAaxeia,
which we have in the Characters.' Thus, col. 12.1-3 has: v Onté]kolowv
TV oL PAeLv [et]c [kéoldo]t’ 1) TNV aloxoav opAialv ovul péplovoav
Tt koAakevov[tt . . The passage contains two definitions of koAakeia.
Gargiulo (1981: 124) has suggested that the sentence depends on a Aéyel
as a predicate, believing that the subject could have been Theophrastos.
He also suspects that Theophrastos may have been the author of the first
definition. The source may have been Theophrastos” Ilept koAakeiag,
mentioned by Diogenes Laertios in 5.47. We have at least one fragment
of that work preserved in Athenaios’ Deipnosophistai (6.254d—e = fr. 547
FHS&G), in which Theophrastos tells a story of a Kleonymos, who was a
dancer and also a flatterer. When this man repeatedly sat himself beside
the Argive Myrtis and his fellow judges, wishing to be seen with the
eminent men of the city, Myrtis took him by the ear and dragged him
from the chamber, saying so that others could hear it, “You will not
dance here, nor will you hear us.” As has been noted, this passage
reminds of the description of the dopeoxog in the Characters of

101 Edited (with translation and commentary) in Gargiulo 1981. Cf. also Stein 1992: 66.
102 This had been noted already by Ihm (1896: 315).
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Theophrastos (see Char. 5.7).1% It is, however, also possible that both
definitions come from a collection of definitions and have nothing to do
with Theophrastos.

The third papyrus involved is PHerc. 1082, again from the first
century BCE and Philodemos, ITeot kaxiwv: ITegt koAakeiag.!™ In col.
7.4-7, there is an echo of the definition of koAaxeia in the Characters:
taxa 0¢ xat yoddpovra | ‘mv 8¢ koAaxelav OvmoAdBor tg | [a]v
eival’ — kat O[tJoAN P Eudatll [vlwv kat diotaopdv [0]0 mEog ... There
is no mention of Theophrastos” name here either, but the definition is
again quoted verbatim. The connection of the quotation, however, re-
mains unclear.!%

The last papyrus is POxy. IV 699 from the third century CE.'% This
papyrus, although later than the first three, contains an epitome of parts
of Char. 25-26. The fragment seems to be a part of a compendium like
that of the Codex Monacensis (M)'”” of Theophrastos. (Unfortunately that
manuscript includes only the first 21 chapters so that an actual com-
parison is not possible.) It does contain a definition, but it is presented in
a shortened form, just like the definitions in M: °[n oAdy[aox]ix eot[tv
P apoxtla] tic woyvog . ........ I y]JAtxopevn [o de oAryapxtlk]og
toovtog ... Note that the definition, as restored by Blass, matches
Casaubon’s conjecture O0Atryapxikog for oAtyapxog in Char. 26.1. In
addition, the generic term ¢uAagyia is supplemented by some later
editors on the basis of a reading of Char. 26 in MS c; the main manuscript
V has omitted the generic term altogether. According to Diggle (2004:
140, 464), the papyrus might be supplemented in another way: 1) (0¢)
OAry[aox]iax éot[i Tic mooaige]ois... The word mpoaipeois is applied to
oligarchy by Demosthenes,'® and it is also used in [Pl.] Def. 413a, e.

103 See, e.g., Petersen 1859: 77, Steinmetz 1962: 76, 82, Fortenbaugh 1984: 304 (with a
caveat on Steinmetz’ emphasis of motives), Diggle 2004: 236.

104 Edited by Caina 1939; cf. also Stein 1992: 66. I owe thanks to Markus Stein for a copy
of this edition.

105 Perhaps it is worth mentioning that the rare noun dwotaoudc is also used in
Theophrastos” Metaph. 11a4 (Stein 1992: 66, n. 3).

106 See Blass 1906: 496-7, Edmonds 1910: 1334, Diggle 2004: 50.

107 For a more detailed study of the epitome of the Characters in this manuscript (Mo-
nacensis gr. 505), see Steinmetz 1960a: 44-52.

108 713.8: v mMEOG TG OALryaQXiag UTEQ avTNG TS MEonRéTews ExOpav.
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Diggle further notes that the mpoaipovuévoug in the (spurious) conclu-
sion of Char. 26 would be an echo of poaipeoic in the definition.

For various reasons of form, content and coherence, the spuriousness of
the definitions seems probable, yet it should be emphasized that the
definitions have been added to the text very early and they cannot really
be compared with the fictitious preface or moralizing conclusions at-
tached to some sketches. The tradition of the definitions is a topic worth
exploring, for they certainly contain some Peripatetic phraseology and
form a part of this tradition. They are not just “banal” or “inept” (cf.
Diggle 2004); they are a useful evidence of the text’s reception. It would
seem best to treat the definitions as a traditional (and early) part of a
corpus, which may or may not include Theophrastean material.!®

1,

There are several ways to define something. The basic classification in
the formal logic distinguishes between explicit and implicit definitions,
both of which have further subgroups. In the case of explicit definitions,
the notion that is defined (definiendum) and the notion that is used in
defining (definiens) are clearly discernible. The definitions found in
philosophical prose (e.g. Aristotle’s ethical works) or attached to the
Characters of Theophrastos belong to this group.

One should be cautious when using these definitions in drawing
conclusions about the meaning of the defined notions in the Greek lan-
guage. As K.J. Dover has argued (1974: 59), the definitions formulated
by Sokrates in Plato’s dialogues or those adopted in Aristotelian
classifications cannot be treated as contributions to the lexicography of
classical Greek usage: the former are metaphysical explorations, and the
latter have a prescriptive function. The difference between philosophical
usage and everyday, popular language is evident in this case. Thus,
anyone who constructed a definition of, e.g., avaiwoOnoia from all the
examples of &valoOnrtog in the orators would be surprised to find out
that in Theophrastos” Char. 14 absent-mindedness is treated as the
essence of avaloOnota (Dover 1974: 59).

These definitions can, however, still be used in tracking the concepts in a
philosophical tradition, e.g. the Peripatetics. We should also keep in mind

109 Cf. Fortenbaugh 1996c¢: 454.
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the fact that a great part of the ancient definitions that we have are spurious
(in the sense that their real author is unknown), but at the same time many
of them are found in the corpora of a specific philosophical tradition.

In the following, I will present a synopsis of the definitions in the Cha-
racters of Theophrastos as they stand in the work (with MS variants and
emendations where necessary). My focus here is mainly on the generic
terms used in the definitions. In addition, I will compare the definitions
available in the Epitome Monacensis (M), in order to see how the epito-
mator has reshaped the original definitions. I will only comment in
passing on possible relations and contradictions between the definitions
and following descriptions; for these, I will refer to thorough studies of
Steinmetz (1960a, 1962), Stein (1992) and Diggle (2004).

Table 4. Definitions in the Characters (including definitions in M).110

Char. The text of Diggle (2004) The text in M (Steinmetz 1960a)

1 ‘H pev odv eipwvela d6&etev av  |'H pév odv eigwveia g tOTw meQL-
eivat, wg TOMw AaBelv, mEoo- Aafelv mpoomonaotg éoTLy i o
nmoinoLc émi XEIQOV MOAEEWV Kal  |XElQOV AOywV T€ Kal MOAEEwV
Adywv

2 Tnv d¢ koAakelav DmoAaPor &v  |H d¢ koAakeln, cupdéQel LEV T@
TIc OUAlay aloxeay etval, oUup-  [kOAakL GAAT Suwg aloxd éoTy
dépovoav d& T KOAaKeVOVTL oA

3 ‘H 8¢ adoAeoyia éoti pev dujynowc|'H 6¢ adoAeoyia dujynoic éott
AOYWV HAKQOV Kal ATQOPOVAED- [AOYWV OV KaQiwV 1) LAKQWV. Kol
TV &moPovAevTwV

4 ‘H 0¢ aygowkia d0&etev av etvar  |'H drypoucia duaBia ot
auadia aoxnuwv
5 ‘H d¢ dpéokex éotL pév, wg 6ow  |H d¢ dpéorela évteviic éotv

>

rieQAaPelv, Evieviic ovK EMLTQ  |OOVNE MAQACKEVAOTIKT) AAA 0K
BeAtiotw 1)d0ViC magaokevao- €T T@ PeATiotw

TIKY
6 ‘H d¢ anévowa éotiv dmopovn ‘H andévoia bmopovn) éotv €gywv
aloxev €ywv kat Adywv aloXewV

110 Generic terms have been underlined. Note that M only has 21 chapters.
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Char. The text of Diggle (2004) The text in M (Steinmetz 1960a)

7 ‘H 8¢ AaAia, el tic avtnv 00iCe-  ['H AaAwx éotwv akpaoia Adywv
oOaut BovAorto, eivat v do&etev
dxoaaia tov Adyov

8 ‘H 6¢ Aoyomotia éoti gvvBeoig ‘H d¢ Aoyomotia gvvBeoig ot
Pevdv Adywv kal mEa&ewv, wv  [Pevdwv Adywv kal mEA&ewv
< >povAetat 6 Aoyomolwv

9 ‘H 6¢ dvaoxvvtia éoti pév, wg H 8¢ avaloxvvtia katadodvnoig
Sow AaPety, katadpdvnolg dOENG |éoTL d6ENG aloxo (inc. comp.)
aloxeag Eveka KEQOOUG éveka kéQdovg

10 ["Eotid¢ 1) pucgoAoyio pedwAia  ['H paxgoAoyia (sic) éouwke (..)
0D daPOQOL VTIER TOV KALQOV dedwAla dladpOQoL TR KALEOV

11 |OU xaAemov d€ éotLtny PoeAv-  ['H BdeAvola mawdik éotiv émovei-
olav dloploaoBar €oTL yoQ madx [dLoTog
EruPavng Kal émoveldiotog

12 |'H pev oOv dxaugia éotiv €mitev- ['H dxaugla évrevéic éott Avtovoa
£1c <xpOvov> AvTtovoa Tovg TOV EVTUYXAVOVTQ
EvTuyxavovtag

13 |ApéAer <> meglegyia d0&ei<ev  |'H meplegyia mpoominoic (sic) éott
av> etval meoomomoic Tic AdYywVv [AdYwV kat meaewv pet’ evvolag
kat mod€ewv pet’ evvoiag

14  ['EotLd¢ 1) avaoOnola, wg 6pw ‘H avaioOnoia Boadvng éott
elmtely, Boadutnc Puxng v Adyols |[Puxne év Adyw kat moalet
kol mpaeoty

15  |H d¢ ab04&de1dk éotiv dmmveix H avbdadeix drmveik oty
ouAiag év Adyolg oUAiag év Adyolg

16 |ApéAen) detowarpovia d0&etev  ['H deowdatpovia dedia tig ot
<av> elvat detAia TEOG TO daLpld-  |TTEOG TO dALUOVIOV
viov

17 ['Eotw 1) pepdpowia ¢rmtiunoic  [‘H pepdpopla Emitiunoic tig
T TO TOOT)KOV TV dEdO- €otiv
HEVWV

18 "Eotwv apéder <> amuotia bmo-  ['H anotia éotv DmoAnig adkiog
ANic T ADIKIAG KATA TIAVTIWV  |[KATX TTAVTWV

19  ["Eotw 1) dvoxéoeia aBepanevoia [H dvoxéoeia abepamevoia éoti
TWUATOS AVTING MAQATKEVAOTIKT] |CWUATOS AVTING MAQATKEVATTIKT)

20 [Eotw 1 andia, wg 6pw AaPety,  |H andia Evtevéig éoti Avmng

évteviic AVTNg o TKn Avev
BA&BNS

TIOUTLKT) AVEL BA&BNG
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Char.

The text of Diggle (2004)

The text in M (Steinmetz 1960a)

21

‘H 6¢ pucgodprrotipticn d0Eei<ev
av> elvo 00e&Lg TING AveAeD-
Oegog

‘H uwoodprotipio 6oeig éott
TIUNG dveAevBégov

22 |'H d¢ aveAevBepla éotl tmept- -
ovoia Tig ano GprAoTipiag dama-
vnv éxovoat

23 |ApéAecde ) adalovela d6&e<ev |-
av> elval mEOomonoic Tig aya-
Owv ovk Ovtwv

24 |'Eotidé 1) Omeondavia katadpo- |-
vNnoic T ANV adtoL TV dAAwWV

25  |AuéAeldé 1) dedia dOetev <av> |-
eivau breetéic tic Yuyxng éudopog

26  |Adetev O’ av elvan 1) OAyaQylor |-
<mpoalpeoic> Tig loxVog katl
K€000UG YALYOUéVN

27 ‘H 0¢ oPuadio prlomovia doEetev|—
av elvat vTtéQ TV NAkiay

28  |'Eotid€ 1) kakoAoyia aywyr) -
Puxne €ig 1O Xelpov év Adyolg

29  |'Eotidé 1) drlomovnoia embupia |-
Kaxkiag

30 |H d¢ aioxooképdelx oty gmt- |-

Buuia kéedovg aloxQoD

A lot of correcting and emending has been done on the definitions by
modern scholars, especially in the case of those definitions in the latter

part of the work that have less manuscript support. Thus, it is some-

times rather difficult to follow what the text really has been. The above
definitions are presented as they appear in Diggle’s edition (2004).
Diggle retains manuscript readings in every chapter, except in four

cases:

1) Char. 23, where he prefers the version mpoomoinoiwg (Auberius) for
the MS V’s mpoodokia; this seems to be supported by the definition
of dAaloveia in [Plat.] Def. 416a10-11: aAaloveia €E1G TEOTTIOUTIKT)
ayaBov 1 ayabwv twv un vrtaexovtwy (cf. Ingenkamp 1967);
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2) Char. 26, where he supplies mpoaipeols, based on his papyrus
reading (MS V here omits the generic term; Navarre has suggested
niAeovelio; MSS C have prAapxia, which is accepted by Steinmetz);

3) Char. 28, where he prefers Casaubon-Edmonds’ dywyr for the MS
V’s aywv g, other emendations have been aywvia (Meier),
aywyov (Hottinger), axowvia tig (Ussher);

4) Char. 30, where he prefers Bloch’s ériBvuia for the MS V’s mepiov-
olo; other emendations have been megimoinoig (Foss), meplegyia
(Hanow), mepintvéic (Ussing), mooomoinoiws (Fraenkel, Groene-
boom), amovoia ¢rotiag (Hartung), mepovoila <émiBuuioc>
(Schneider), mepovoia <tic mAeoveiag> (Holland, with émiBvun-
tikr) added at the end).

The MS reading in the definition of Char. 22 is designated with a crux by
Diggle. Some emendations include amovota T Gprrotipiag (Schweig-
hauser), meglovoia tic <PpedwAincg> ano prroxonuartiag (Stark), meglov-
ola tic <prroxonuartiac> ano <d>protipiag (Holland), mtepovoia Tig
adrotipiag (Casaubon), megovoia tig anoprotipiag (Fischer). For a
discussion of these, and other emendations, see Diggle 2004: 420.

Basically, the MS M retains the same generic terms in the definitions,
except in the case of Char. 12 (d&xoauplar), where it has évteviig for
émtitev&ig (cf. Char. 5, Char. 20). The version émitevfig acquires some
reliability by a parallel in pseudo-Platonic Def. 413c12, where eVvkaupia is
defined as xpovouv émitevéic, év @ xon mabetv Tt 1) mowmoat (cf. Ingen-
kamp 1967).

The epitomator's work is interesting to observe.! He keeps the
definitions for all chapters, although sometimes changing and simpli-
fying the text. He substitutes phrases containing aorist optative forms
with simple indicative in each definition (e.g. Char. 1: 06&eiev &v etvou >
é¢otwv; Char. 2: OmoAd&Pol &v Tis ... etvat > éotw). In the case of Char. 1,
i.e. at the beginning of the work, he keeps the phrase wg tOmw Aafetv,
only replacing Aafetv with megidafetv. In other cases, these phrases are
not reproduced. Simplifications occur elsewhere, as well, as in the case of
Char. 8, where we especially miss the interpretation of the author of M.

1 For an analysis of the epitomator’s work on the descriptions themselves, see Stein-
metz 1960a: 44-52.
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In some cases, something is added to the definition, as in Char. 3
where our MSS have Adywv paxowv xat angopBovAevtwv but M has
AOYwV o0 kaplwv 1) pakewv. kat ampofovAevtwy. In other cases, a
definition is shortened to the point that it only contains the generic term
and no other specifications (Char. 4: 1 dygowkia &duaBia éoti, leaving
out aoxnuwyv; indeed, which duaBia would not be doxnuwv?). The
same holds true for Char. 17, where érutiunois maQo TO TEOOTKOV TWV
dedopévawy is changed into émitipunoic tic.

It is noticeable that in one case, M changes the definiendum: in Char. 10
it has paxgoAoyia instead of uucgoAoyia. This is probably a simple
scribal error. Other, smaller changes can be seen in some definitions,
such as leaving out Adywv (Char. 6) or émudpavng (Char. 11); changing
Adyov into Adywv (Char. 7), év Adyols kat mpd&eotv into év Adyw Katl
nioa&el (Char. 14) or the phrase Umep TOV KAROV into TTARAX KALQOV
(Char. 10), etc.

In the case of definitions of character traits we should also look at texts

outside the Peripatetic tradition. I have already referred to the collection

‘Ogot (Definitiones), which belongs to the Platonic corpus but is certainly

spurious. Modern authors have not paid much attention to this work,

and the most thorough interpretation of it is the dissertation of H. G.

Ingenkamp from 1966 (published 1967).

It has been suggested that this pseudo-Platonic work has been
compiled on the basis of several earlier collections of definitions (see
Ingenkamp 1967: 110 f.), or that it consists of one main part, which has
later been supplemented (starting from 414e6, cf. Stein 1992: 283). What
is important is the fact that it contains definitions of four character traits
that are also found in the Characters:

1) xoAaxeto (Char. 2), of which there are two definitions (Def. 415e9-10):
KoAakelor OpAla 1) TEOG 1)DOVIV AveL ToL BeAtiotov” EEIG OANTIKT)
1Eog Modovnv VTegBaAAovoa 1o pétoov. These definitions are
actually more similar to the definition of &géokewx (Char. 5) in the
Characters, emphasizing the orientation towards 1)dovr).

2) AaAidk (Char.7), ct. Def. 416a23: AaAwx akoaoia Adyov aAoyoc. The
word akpaoia is here to be understood as a synonym to axQdteix
(LS] axpaota B), not as ‘bad mixture” (from kepdvvou, LS| dxoaoia
A).

63



3) avawoxvvtia (Char.9), cf. Def. 416al4-15: avaloxvvtia €€ Ppuxng
vropevnTkn adollag évexka képdoug. Its opposite, aioyvvn, is de-
fined as PpoOPog émi mpoodokia adoliag (Def. 416a9). The first known
definition of avawoxvvtia comes from Plato;''? the definitions in the
works of Aristotle are quite similar.!'3

4) aAaCoveia (Char. 23): see above, p. 62.

In addition, the pseudo-Platonic work contains a definition of evkauipia,
which has similarities with the definition of dxawia (Char.12) in the
Theophrastean corpus (see above, p. 62).

The pseudo-Platonic work has used several of the generic terms that

occur in the definitions of the Characters in defining other abstract

words, as well:

Poaduvtrg, which occurs in the definition of Char. 14, is used to define
dvouadia (Def. 415e2: dvopabia PeadvTng év padnoet);

Ot (cf. Char. 2) is used for owdooovvn (Def. 411e10: owdoootivn
AOYLOTIKT) OpALX PUXTIG TTEQL KAAQYV KAl aloXQwV);

0p¢e&ig (cf. Char. 21) is used for fovAnoic (Def. 413c8-9: FovAnoic 6oelig
e0A0Y0G 00eIS et AdYoL kata GLOLY);

niegovola (cf. Char.22 and the MS reading of Char. 30) is used for
ntAovtog (Def. 415d1-2: mAovtog meQlovoia xonuATwY €lg evdal-
Hoviav OLVTEVOVTWV);

niooatoeotc (cf. Char. 26 with the emendation of Diggle on the basis of a
possible papyrus reading) is used for ¢pudia (Def. 413a10-11: dpAia
TEOAIQETIS Plov TOL avTOL" OpOdOEI TEQL TROAIRETEWS Kal
neaéewc), and cf. also the definition of kaAokayaOlo (Def. 412e8:
kaAokayaOila €£1¢ TRoaEETIKN TV PBeATIOTWV);

vmel&ig (cf. Char. 25) is used for woouwotng (Def. 412d8: koouiotng
bmeléig ékovoia mEOg TO pavev BEATIOTOV);

112 Lg. 701a-b: 10 Y& v t00 PeAtiovog dO&av ur) dpoPeiobo dux Bpaoog, Tovt avtd
€0TLv OXedOV 1 mMovNEa avawoxuvvtia, dwx O Twvog €AevBeplag Alav &TOTETOA-
HMpEvN.

113 EE 1233b27-8: 6 pev yoo undepac poovtiCwv d0&ne avatoxvvrtog; MM 1193a3—4: 6
HEV YQ AvaloXuvtog €0Tv O v TavTL Kal TEOS TAVTAS Aéywv Kal MEATTIwV &
gtvuyev. Cf. Rh. 1368b23, 1380a20-1, 1383b14-15; EN 1108a34-5, 1115a14.
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VOANYi (cf. Char. 18) is used for evoéPewx (Def. 413al: evoéPewx mepl
Oecwv tung VMOANYPIG 0001), Tlotic (Def. 413c4: miotic VOANPIG
0001 oL 0Utwg E€xelv WS avT® Patvetat), emotiun (Def. 414b10—cl:
Erotiun OmMOANYPIC PuxNe ApeETATMTWTOS VMO Adyou dUVAMLS
UTIOANTITIKT] TLVOG 1) TIVQWV AUETATTWTOS LTO AGYov), d0&a (Def.
414c3: d0&a VTOANYPIG peTtaTtelotog VIO Adyov), and cf. pavia (Def.
416a22: pavia €€ pOapTKr) aAAnOovg VoA PewC);

vropovny (cf. Char. 6) is used for kagrteolar (Def. 412c1-2: wapteola
vTopovr) AUTNG Eveka TOL KaAov' DTOHOVT] TOVWV EVEKA TOV
KaAoD);

drAomovia (cf. Char.27) is defined on its own (Def. 412¢6: prAomovia
€E1C AmoTeAeoTikn) 00 &V TTROEANTAL).

In addition, deAia, which is the definiendum in Char. 25 (with the generic

term Umel€Lg), is also used as a generic term in both the Characters (Char.

16, see above) and in the pseudo-Platonic definitions (Def. 416a3: 6xvog

delAiax AVTIANTITIKT) OQHNG).

These similarities need not indicate a direct interrelation between
‘Opot and the definitions of the Characters, for most of these abstract
generic terms are very general and seem natural for formal definitions
like those presented above.

At least three possibilities have been considered for the relation between

‘Ogot and the Characters of Theophrastos:

1) Both collections have been created independently.

2) The ‘Ogpot has been influenced by the Characters (for both 1 and 2 see
Steinmetz 1962: 12).

3) The ‘Ogpot has influenced the definitions in the Characters (Stein 1992:
283, cf. Steinmetz 1962: 12, who considers this improbable).

In a situation where both the ‘Ogot and the definitions in the Characters

are spurious, there is actually no way of determining their relation, but

if one has to choose, the third possibility seems to be most plausible.

The definitions of the Characters do not use the generic term €€, which
can often be seen in the pseudo-Platonic definitions and in definitions
elsewhere. It has been suggested that this is entirely in the tradition of
the Aristotelian definitions, as Aristotle defines doetr] as a €£ig (e.g. EN
1106b36), but rarely uses this term in the definitions of single dpetati and
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kaxkial (Steinmetz 1962: 13). But Aristotle is not consistent in this and he
does use €£1c, for example, in the case of dypowkiat in EN 1108a26.

The definitions of the Characters lack one common generic term, and
although some terms recur, the principles of compiling the definitions
seem to be of another kind. One can see this especially in the case of
newer compounds, where a term is defined by literally taking it to
pieces and rewriting it with words and phrases of similar meaning or
derived from the same root. Therefore, many of the definitions are what
Steinmetz (1962: 14) has called “Umschreibungen des Begriffsinhalts”.
The following examples illustrate this procedure.

Table 5. A selection of nomina qualitatis and their definitions in the Characters.11

>

Char.21 |poodroTipia O0e&ic NG aveAevBepog

Char. 17  |ueppololx ETUTIUNOLS T TO TIQOOT|KOV TWY DEQOUEVWY.

Char.29 |dAomovnoia Ermbuuia kaxiog

Char. 28 |kaxoAgyia aywyr) Puxne elg O xelgov £V Adyolg

Char. 27  |obuaOia dromovia ... btép TNV NAiav

Char.8  |Aoyomotia gvvBeoic Pevdwv AdYwV kal mp&&ewv
Char.3  |adoAeoyia duYNaLs AOYwy Hakowv kail dmeoBovAsvtwv
Char. 16 |delodaiovia delAia TIEOS TO dALUOVIOV.

Char. 30 |alox00oK€QQEL emBupia kK€QOQUG aloxQoD

One cannot agree with Steinmetz’ assertion (1962: 14) that in the same
way the other nomina qualitatis are not defined but rewritten according
to their content. Of course this is not the case when the defined terms
cannot be dismantled, as, e.g., in the case of elpwveila or koAakeia. But
even when this can be done, most of the terms do not conform to such
Umschreibung (cf., e.g., dyoowkia).

114 The examples have been taken from Steinmetz 1962: 13.
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2.1.4. Descriptions

The descriptions form the centre of the chapter and begin, with some va-
riations, with introductory formula Tolovtog TS, oiog ... The descriptions
are structurally stereotyped, consisting mostly of infinitive constructions
complemented by participles. Sometimes this structure is broken by
remarks such as ‘he is also apt to ..." (dewvog d¢ kai, e.g. Char. 6.5, 9.8,
10.10, 12.8, 14.8, 15.11, 29.5) or ‘he is also capable of ... (dvvatog xai, e.g.
Char. 6.3), which refer back to the opening formula and, in turn, connect
infinitive and participle constructions. The consecutive particle wote
attached to an infinitive can also be found frequently. The situations are
usually introduced by a xai, which often simply notes different elements
of a list, but may also be an indication of colloquial usage.

There are some deviations from this basic structure. In Char. 8, the
author uses main clauses in indicative instead of regular infinitive
constructions. The usual structure is also given up in some other
chapters, mainly at the end of the description. One of the reasons for this
may be the anacoluthic nature of the text: the syntactic rhythm of the
main clause weakens, thereby causing the change in the structure. In
any case, there seems to be no confident reason to unify the text by
means of a conjecture or to suspect later additions solely because of the
change in the formal structure of the chapter (cf. especially Char. 2, 6, 15,
16).

With regard to symmetry, some sketches have been considered to be
incomplete or corrupt (see below, ch. 2.1.6). There are also numerous
(suspected) additions that are embedded in the sketches, ranging in
extent from single words to brief phrases (Char. 4.4, 8.7, 18.6, 19.4, 20.9,
21.11, 22.7, 30.10), whole sentences (Char. 2.9, 6.2, 7.5, 8.5, 16.13) and
even a sentence of paragraph length (Char. 6.7) (cf. Diggle 2004: 17-18). It
is not necessary to suspect a textual damage every time we cannot
understand the point of the text at once. Many of these additions are in
fact quite compatible with the sketch and need not be emended. It is
always a question of interpretation. That, of course, does not mean that
there are no interpolations in the text.
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Depending on the structure of the scenes, the descriptions have been
divided into two large groups (see Steinmetz 1962: 17, Steinmetz 1959:
212):

(1) Descriptions, where the author contrasts the situation and the re-
action of the man in it. The situations are, as a rule, not predictable,
thus the actions cannot be planned ahead and decisions to react in
one way or another are not made kata mooaigeotv, to use the
terminology of Aristotle (cf. EN 1111b4 ff., 1144a19 ff., EE 1226b3).
At that, the reaction may be presented in short and generalized
form, or described in small, characteristic (and comic) detail, re-
vealing the disposition of a person.

(2) Passages, where the author describes habitual behaviour of the type,
not following one specific situation. This kind of description can be
presented in a very short form, often simply as a list.

Although the descriptions are those of a type, they are never real
generalizations. They contain numerous vivid details, including the
exact words of many types in various situations, and a huge amount of
information about small things that were important in the life of ancient
Athens. The situations and reactions of the types are more thoroughly
analyzed in ch. 2.4, which focuses on levels of social communication in
the Characters.

2.1.5. Conclusions

Some descriptions are followed by conclusions, which differ from the
preceding text in both content and style. They moralize, generalize and
are usually just blunt. One also notices frequent transition from singular
to plural, conspicuous use of metaphors and ornate language. Such
conclusions are found at the end of Char. 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 10, 26, 28 and 29.
These fictitious conclusions may have been added in Byzantine times
(Steinmetz 1960a: 55), and it is not impossible that their author was the
same man who wrote the preface of the Characters, although this cannot
be proved and the text may have suffered from various later hands.
There is also another sort of conclusion or epilogue that is contained
in some MSS of the group E that have 15 chapters and possess no
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independent value for the transmission (see Steinmetz 1960a: 43). This
one does not pretend to be the work of Theophrastos, but is addressed
to him. The text reads as follows:'?>

TéAoc TV TOL Oe0POAOTOL XAQAKTNOWV.—AAA’ E0TLv, @
Oeddoaote, xaAemov kaBapoLg TV TOVTWV eV €V TQ Plw
Kat ¢ €v ToUTolg Kakiag OAwe ddeotnkoTac. €l U1 YaQ to
TTAVTA DOKOIN TS €lval KaKOS, TOlG YOUV TAEl0OL TOD XOQOU
TV aplotwv éEéwotal. 1) tolvuv ool TelBopévoug NUAS Tag
anavtwv oPels puAdttecBal del, 1) KOvovoLVTAG Kal AdYwV
Kal mMEA&ewv TV ékAoTov YVOUNV pipeloOal. dAA" obtw pev
Kakiag E0UOG Kal &QeTNG AAAOTOIWOIS Emetal, €kelvwg OE 1)
uoavOowria kat to oL Tlpwvog EyKANUA. TavTn ToL XAAETIOV
EAé0DaL TO KQELTTOV Kl devog ékatégoOev OALo00C.

The author of this epilogue is unknown.

2.1.6. Lost and merged sketches?

The manuscripts of the Characters contain thirty character sketches,
transmitted in two parts;'® they also include a table of contents for thirty
chapters. In itself it is not impossible that more sketches existed at some
time,'” but if they did exist, they have been lost already in the ancient
tradition. Most of the manuscripts that we have today (beginning with
10th/11th century) include a pinax that never lists more than thirty
chapters.!1®

15T follow the text presented in Steinmetz 1960a: 84.

16 Editio princeps (Niirnberg 1527, ed. W. Pirckheimer) contains first 15 characters;
characters 16-23 were added in 1552 (ed. G. Battista Gamozzi), characters 24-8 in 1612
(ed. I. Casaubon) and characters 29-30 in 1786 (ed. G. C. Amaduzzi). More on early
editions and manuscript tradition see in Diggle 2004: 37-57.

117 Diggle (2004: 18, n. 59) seems to be sure of this.

118 Depending on the manuscript families, some have a pinax of 15 chapters, some of 30
chapters; V (containing Char. 16-30) has no pinax, but the chapters are numerated
starting with number 16. See Steinmetz 1960a: 1.
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Two points should be considered in connection with this. The first is
concerned with the possible existence of a second book of the Characters,
now lost. The second deals with the suspicion that some chapters of the
work have been corrupted or lost in the transmission.

2.1.6.1. A second book?

The spurious preface of the work expresses a wish to describe both

negative and positive character types, and indeed it has been argued

that a second book of Theophrastos, describing virtuous characters, once

existed. For one, the passage in Eustathios (931.22-3, see above, ch. 1.1)

has given rise to such belief." Eustathios, however, is citing these

characters, i.e. the coward and the brave man, from Homer, not from

Theophrastos, as is shown by the words ¢v kap@ Adxov.* Thus, there is

no reason to suppose that Theophrastos should have described a brave

man in the Characters. The existence of the second book rests on two
further suppositions:

1) That the author of the prooemium of Theophrastos’ Characters says he
will describe both good and bad characters (Prooem. 2: tovg te
ayaBolg Twv avOowTwv Kat Tovg GpavAouvg), thus seemingly having
a knowledge of a book of dya0ot.

2) That Diogenes Laertios lists Characters twice, seemingly referring to two
separate books.

The first argument cannot be taken seriously because of the anonymous

author’s overall unreliability. It has been suggested that the interpolator

who added the preface would not have referred to the second book if he
had not actually known that it existed (Altamura 1985: 426), but it may
well have been the anonymous’ wishful thinking that a book of virtuous
characters had indeed been compiled by Theophrastos. Altamura’s

suggestion (1985: 427-8) that we could imagine that Theophrastos did

depict some positive character types to allow a comparison, and that

these types were later excluded from the corpus because they were not

119 See Rostagni 1920: 43940 (= 1955: 350-1), Altamura 1985: 427-8, Ussher 1993: XI, 3—4,
301-2, Torraca 1994: XXX-XXXII.

120 See Navarre 1924: 207-11, Regenbogen 1940: 1508, Steinmetz 1962: 30 f., Diggle 2004:
19; cf. Ussher 1993: 4, n. 6.
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written with the same vivacity and brilliance, remains a speculation and
is not probable on intellectual grounds, either.!?!

The second argument is explained by the tradition of presenting a
work with a two-word title under both letters in the lists of works. Thus,
the manuscripts have HOwol yxapaktnoes in 5.47 and Xapaktnoeg
NOucot in 5.48. In the first instance, the number of the books («, i.e. “one
book”) is given; in the second instance it is missing,'? which may be a
simple scribal error that predates our earliest manuscripts (Fortenbaugh
2005: 88). Fortenbaugh has suggested that the reason why the Characters
is listed twice may be that the second of Diogenes’ lists represents a
single purchase by the library at Alexandria, and that the purchase
contained two copies of the Characters, albeit with the words of the title
reversed. He also believes that the copies may have been identical, but
equally they may have been different versions of the same work (2005:
88). I would add another possibility: the work may already have been
circulating at that time under the simple title Xapaxtnoec that we have
in the manuscripts, and was perhaps included under the letter X for that
reason, with 1Oucoi added later to unify the two titles.

2.1.6.2. Lost sketches?

The suggestion that some chapters of the work have been corrupted or
lost in the transmission is nowadays widely accepted. Diggle (2004: 15)
argues that, with regard to symmetry of the work, some sketches are
incomplete, and others may be. That some sketches have been corrupted
or merged has been suggested before, but Diggle defends his position
with remarkable vigour. Thus, Char. 5 and Char. 19 are said to consist of
two parts, which come from separate sketches, and in Char. 5 both parts,
in Char. 19 one or both, are said to be incomplete.

121 Altamura has also suggested that there may have been only one positive character
sketch, bringing a parallel from the preface to the fables of Phaedrus (see Altamura 1985:
427).

122 See, e.g., Regenbogen 1940: 1355. On the Vita Theophrasti in Diogenes Laertios
(including the list of his works), see further Sollenberger 1985; more generally on the
lives of the Peripatetics in Diogenes Laertios, book 5, see Sollenberger 1992.
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In the case of Char. 5, §§6-10 seem to describe a different character,!2
although they follow the previous sections without break, in the papyrus
as well as in MSS AB. Thus, it has been suggested that these sections are
the latter part of a sketch whose beginning has been lost (Diggle 2004:
222). Various editors have identified the text as belonging to a sketch on
amelpokaAog or Pdavavoog (Casaubon), peyadomemrc (Schneider,
Bloch), pAdtipog (Schneider, Darvaris) and most often pucgodpiAoTipog
(Char. 21; Ansoldo Ceba and others, including Foss, Jebb, Ast, Diibner,
Ribbeck, Edmonds, Navarre). The man depicted in these sections re-
sembles two types described by Aristotle: the vulgar man (Bavavoog),
who makes a tasteless display of his wealth, spending too much on
inappropriate occasions (EN 1123a19-27); and the vain man (xavvog),
who is ostentatious in dress and manner and wants others to see and hear
how well-off he is (EN 1125a27-32).1%* The unity of the chapter has been
defended by Goez, Korais, Petersen, Ussing, Pasquali, Gallavotti, Regen-
bogen, Torraca and especially Steinmetz (1962: 75-88). Diels, Immisch and
Rusten have been suspicious, although leaving the sections where they
are. If the sketch has indeed been corrupted, this has taken place very
early, before our papyrus evidence (PHerc. 1457, first century BCE, which
quotes Char. 5).

In the case of Char. 19, §§7-10 (or 8-10) have been considered to belong
to another sketch.!? Some scholars have suspected that they should be
part of Char. 11, but Diggle (2004: 386) has emphasized that blaspheming
when his mother visits the augur (§7) is not of a pattern with the
shameless attention-drawing behaviour of the BdeAvpdc. In addition, this
would mean applause and belching twice in the same sketch (Char. 11.3,
Char. 19.5, 19.9). Other suggested locations are with Char. 14 (Klotz) or
Char. 20 (Petersen). According to Diggle, it is more likely that we have
here the remnant of a different sketch, whose beginning has been lost.!2¢
The unity of the chapter has been defended by Ussing, Steinmetz and
Torraca.

123 A thorough discussion of differences is found in Stein 1992: 117-21 and a synopsis in
Diggle 2004: 222.

124 See Ussher 1993: 63 (“a title like mtepi xavvotntog would, of course, be unique among
the Characters, but meot Pavavoiac might be suggested”); Diggle 2004: 222.

125 Most scholars would move §§8-10; Meier and Diels §§4-10; Navarre §§7-10.

126 Diggle 2004: 386; see also Stein 1992: 206.

72



The passage of Eustathios (see ch. 1.1 and cf. above) has also been used to
find traces of a lost sketch of another negative character type by
Theophrastos. Kayser (1910: 327-58) has argued that Eustathios” portrait
of the vrtorkELTc'? is indebted to earlier descriptions of the k6Aa&. He
fails, however, to prove a direct debt to the passage of Theophrastos, let
alone to a lost Theophrastean sketch of a Umoxoutrg, although Eusta-
thios seems to have had a fairly good knowledge of Theophrastos
(Diggle 2004: 181; Wilson 1983: 200-01).

2.1.7. Traces of character writing in other works of Theophrastos

The fragments of Theophrastos” works contain some references to char-
acter types, but it is usually not certain what the context of these refer-
ences is. Diogenes Laertios (5.47.12) mentions a work ITeol koAakeiag,
from which we have at least one fragment (Athenaios 6.254d-e = fr. 547
FHS&G) that has been connected with the description of &peokog in the
Characters (Char. 5; see above, ch. 2.1.3).

We are reminded of the description of the talkative person (Char. 7) in
fr. 452 FHS&G (= Gnomologium Vaticanum no. 331), where Theophrastos
is described to have said, encountering a babbler, “atoLv oe oL €otat
un wetv;” (“Tomorrow where will it be possible not to see you?”)

It is possible that Theophrastos used the topics of character types in
other works, as well. Titles such as Apetwv dadooat (D.L. 5.42.20),
ITeot twv avOownwv (D.L. 5.43.7), ITept Pevdovg dovnc (D.L. 5.46.011),
ITeot apetng (D.L. 5.46.16) and perhaps Ileot yeAoiov (D.L. 5.46.20) or
[Teot maweiag 1) mepl agetwv 1) el owdeoovvng (D.L. 5.50.15) might
have contained at least references to similar types, if nothing like we
have in the Characters. It is certainly probable that he used something
like this in his lectures, as is shown by fr. 12 FHS&G, where Theo-
phrastos is depicted as imitating a gourmet (cf. below, ch. 2.2.1).

127 De simulatione, in T. L. F. Tafel, Eustathii opuscula (Frankfurt 1832), 88-98.
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2.1.8. The thirty character sketches: an overview

Taking into account the structure of this thesis, a short synopsis of the
character types of Theophrastos seems necessary, although I will not
summarize the contents of the sketches, as there are readily available
editions of the text. A general lexical and semantic overview presents
etymological details where necessary. I add a synopsis of various
English translations of each character trait and its bearer (minor
orthographical differences, such as endings -or vs. -our, are not noted).'?®
On the one hand, this may give a better picture of the type behind the
word. On the other, it demonstrates how translators into one language,
but from various times and with various backgrounds, have understood
their source. (Indeed the translation history of the Characters is a good
topic for study in its own right.)

I have added some sections on the use of corresponding abstract
nouns and nomina agentis in Greek literature before and, to some degree,
after Theophrastos. Special attention is given to cases in which the term
is used in connection with other words denoting types in Theophrastos’
gallery, but also in connection with other terms denoting negative
character traits.

The quotations from the Characters generally follow Diggle’s text
(2004). Note that this edition has also caused confusion, as the editor has
renumbered the sections of of the chapters, which makes it somewhat
inconvenient to refer to them on the background of earlier editorial
tradition.’” In addition, Diggle has easily made conjectures in details,

128 This list is generally arranged in chronological order, from latest to oldest editions. D
stands for Diggle 2004, R for Rusten 1993, A for Anderson 1970, V for Vellacott 1967, E
for Edmonds 1929, J-S for Jebb & Sandys 1909, B for Budgell 1751 (this is a later edition
of a translation published in 1713; at that time, and indeed until 1786, only 28 chapters
were known. I am grateful to Christopher W. Marshall for briefing me on this edition
back in 1998). Note that Diggle does not use abstract nouns as the titles of the chapters
(except the Greek ones in the table of contents on p. 61), although they occur in the
Greek text (they are noted in the apparatus). As he believes that the definitions attached
to the descriptions are not genuine, he seems to consider the abstract titles as a later
change or addition, as well (cf. Hinz 2005b: 231-2).

129 See Diggle 2004: VIII (“My numbering reflects what I take to be the main divisions
within the text.”) Section numbers were first added by the Leipzig editors (1897) and
later modified by Diels (1909).
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but inserts cruces and lacunae wherever there is a greater textological
problem. This is fully acceptable and perhaps even commendable in a
critical edition, which then analyzes all textual variants in a comment-
ary. It is rather inconvenient, however, for quoting and referral. Nor
have I agreed with Diggle’s readings in all passages. These disagree-
ments, as well as some conjectures by other scholars, have been men-
tioned in the notes.

2.1.8.1. Char. 1: eipwveia—eigwv

As this chapter is treated more thoroughly in ch. 4.1, I here only present
various English translations of the words: dissembling (D, R, E), irony
(V, J-S), dissimulation (B)?*—the dissembler (D, R), the insincere man
(A), the ironical man (V, J-S).

2.1.8.2. Char. 2: kOAaxkela—KOAKE

Translations: toadying (D), flattery (R, V, E, ]-S, B)—the toady (D, V), the
flatterer (R, A, [V], ]-S).

The abstract noun koAaxkela is derived from the adjective kOAaE, the
etymology of which is not clear. Ancient authors have connected it with
the verb woAAav (Ath. 6.258b) or the word koAov (Ath. 6.262a).13!
Klearchos from Soloi (4.-3. c. BCE) reports, in his work Gergithios, that in
Cyprus some kind of court officials were called k0Aaxec,'® but this may
have been a Cyprian peculiarity.

In the 5th century Attic literary language, k6Aa& denoted a person
who demeaned to flattery and toadying, usually to make some profit,

130 Budgell’s use of capital letters has not been preserved.

131 Cf. Ribbeck 1884: 3 ff.

132 Fr. 19.16 ff. Wehrli (= Athenaios 6.255c ff. = FHG 2.310). These were secret officials
whose number was not known publicly and who were also not known by their
appearance (excluding the noblest). They were divided into two groups: the yegyivot
spied among the people and submitted their reports, wheras the moopaAayyeg
investigated, on the basis of these reports, cases that were considered important. See
Kroll 1921, Ribbeck 1884: 5 ff.

75



e.g. a free meal (t0 detmvelv TdAAOTOWR).!® The type is common on
comic stage. Menander has written a play titled KoAa&, and Eupolis is
known to have written KéAaxec. Ribbeck (1884: 30 f.) lists 75 Greek and
Roman comedies in which one or many characters could be character-
ized as kO6Aa& or mapdottoc.!* Theophrastos is also known to have
written a work dedicated specifically to flatter (ITeot xKoAaxeiag, see
above, ch. 2.1.3).

Some scholars have suggested that the mentioning of profit in the
spurious definition is important for the distinction between this type
and the obsequious man (Char. 5), although it does not explicitly emerge
from the description itself (cf. Steinmetz 1962: 46). There are, however,
other differences. The flatterer is focused on one specific person, “Him”,
his patron. The obsequious man wants to please as many as possible,
better yet everyone (cf. the scene in the court, Char. 5.3). The flatterer
demeans himself to perform duties that were usually performed by a
slave (cf. Char. 2.8, 2.9, 2.11); for him it is important that his patron notice
his flattery, thus he keeps reminding of his services (Char. 2.2).

The word k0Aa& in connection with other pejorative adjectives is found
mainly in the speeches of the orators, especially Demosthenes, who uses
it six times, contrasting the behaviour of the flatterer in various
situations. Thus, the kOAa& flatters those who are doing well, but if their
luck turns, he acts like a TEod0TNC (45.65). In Dem. 19.201, the nature of
a KOAa& is characterized with a triad: he is dwodokog (in active sense
‘bribing’ rather than ‘traking bribes’), taic apaic évoyxog ‘subject to
curses’ (i.e. in order to gain something), and twv PAwv mEOdHTNC
‘betrayer of friend’. In 2.19, k0Aal is used together with Anotic ‘a
robber” (probably metaphorically). In the speech on the crown, Demos-
thenes brings more serious charges; here, the flatterers are O¢oig ¢x0pot

13 Cf., e.g., Demokritos, fr. Il B 268 D-K; Sophokles, fr. 314.160 (from the satyr drama
Ichneutai); Aristophanes, Eq. 48, V. 45, 419, 592, 683, 1033, Pax 756, fr. 172 PCG (= 167
Kock), 689 PCG (= 657 Kock); Antiphon the sophist, fr. II B 65.3 D-K.

134 For the differences and similarities between these two types, see Nesselrath 1985: 88—

121; earlier authors usually assumed they meant more or less the same (see, e.g., Ribbeck
1884). Cf. also Brown 1992: 98 ff.
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‘enemies of the gods’ (18.46).1% The same speech contains an exceedingly
emotional harangue on those who flatter foreign powers (18.296):

avOpwmoL HEol Kat KOAaKeS Kal AAAOCTOQES, TKQWTIOLXTLE-
vou Ta¢ abdtwv ékaotol matodag, v éAevbeplav mEoOTEMW-
KOTEG TEOTEQOV HEV DAIMTILD, VOV O AAeEAVvdow, T YaoTol
HETQOVVTEG Kal TOlg aloxloTtolg v evdapoviav, v O’ €Agv-
Oeolav kat TO UNdév’ éxetv deomOTNV AVTWYV, & TOIC TTROTEQOLS
"EAANov 6ot twv ayaBwv 1oav kat Kavoves, AvatetooPpoTeg.

(“They too are profligates, sycophants, fiends incarnate; they
have mutilated their own countries; they have pledged away
their liberty in their cups, first to Philip, and now to Alexander.
They measure their happiness by their belly and their baser
parts; they have overthrown for ever that freedom and indepen-
dence which to the Greeks of an earlier age were the very
standard and canon of prosperity.” [Transl. C. A. Vince and J. H.
Vince.])

Together with examples from other poleis Demosthenes uses that of
Aischines who is also the object of these epithets. In 10.76 [sp.] we can
see the abstract noun xoAaxeia, which is used for verbal expression,
connected with BA&PBn and a&matn, and contrasted with ebvowx and
ntaponota. In the end of the speech, the orator emphasizes the truth-
fulness of his words and the absence of any kind of flattery.

In Aischines, the abstract nouns xoAaxeia and doxnuoovvn are
conjoined to describe the behaviour of Demosthenes (3.76). The charge
of flattery from both sides reflects, of course, the contemporary political
situation in Greece. Both pro-Macedonian and anti-Macedonian parties
accused the other side of betraying the city, flattering and getting payed
for this (either from Philip II or the Persian king). Isaios uses xoAakeio
once together with Oepameila (8.37). Demades adds that a flatterer is
avOowmog yong (fr. 89).

135 This is not, however, to be connected with the charges of acéfewx, which were quite
usual in Greece and often used as political repression.
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In Aristotle’s ethical works, koAaxeix is one of the extremes
belonging to ¢ulia, the other extreme being &xOoa and the man
amexOntucog (EE 1233b29-34). In EN 1125al-2, it is said that all
flatterers are Ontucoi, and all who are tametvol, are flatterers. In Pol.
1292a20-3, donuaywyos and kOAa& are compared: just as the flatterer
whirls around the tyrant, the demagogue whirls around the people (cf.
also EN 1313b39 ff.). In Rh. 1371a23-4, Aristotle asserts that the flatterer
is only seemingly an admirer and a friend (patvépevoc yao Oavpaotng
Kkat partvopevog GiAog).

From the co-occurrence of xoAaxeia and other terms we can see one
element that is not present in the character sketch of Theophrastos, viz.
acting as a traitor (of either fatherland or friends). The aspect of decep-
tion is more emphasized, whereas love of profit is also seen in the
Theophrastean sketch. The usage of koAaxela is most noteworthy in the
speeches of Demosthenes, who uses it as an important argument,
although rather emotional than juridical one. It should also be empha-
sized that flattery is one of the main charges that the orators brought
against each other (the other being UBoLc).

2.1.8.3. Char. 3: adoAeoxian—AdOAETXTG

Translations: chatter (D, V), idle chatter (R), garrulity (E, J-S), imperti-
nence in discourse (B)—the chatterbox (D), the idle chatterer (R), the
garrulous man (4, ]-S), the chatterer (V).

The meaning of the second part of the word &doAeoyia seems to be
clear: Aéoxn (probably from *Aéx-oxr), cf. Aéxoc) is originally a ‘couch’,
then a ‘lounging place’, a ‘(public) meeting-place’, and finally ‘talk” or
‘gossip’. The first part, though, is more controversial. It can be either a
form with a verbal prefix meaning ‘to interfere, to disturb’, <
*aadoAéoxne (Frisk s.v.), or a derivation from the form *&dpo-Aéoxnc
(cf. Homeric addnv < *adpnv ‘to one’s fill" (Boisacq s.v., cf. Chantraine
s.v.). The explanation that the origin of the word might be *apedo- <
*afed-, connected with aedw ‘I sing’ (Attic contracted form &dw), i.e.
adoAéoxng < *apedo-Aéoxnc meaning “chanteur-bavard” (Windekens
s.v.) is unlikely.
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We first meet ddoAeoyia/adoAéoxne in Attic comedy: three times in
Aristophanes,’® once in Eupolis,’ and once in Kephisodoros.'® From
the authors of the 5th and 4th century, Plato and Aristotle use these
words and their derivates most often. The word &doAeoxia in a more
narrow sense is used to denote the situation when a collocutor lingers
too long on some detail, or when his talk remains obscure and in-
comprehensible—this is something that an ordinary citizen would ex-
perience in the case of philosophers and sophists.”* The word never
developed into a narrower philosophical term, though (Steinmetz 1962:
55).

Plato uses ddoAeoxia and its derivates mainly in connection with
astronomers/astrologers (petewpoAoyor, Cra. 401b7, Plt. 299b7, Phdr.
270al; petewpookomov, R. 488e4; cf. Amat. 132b: ddoAeoyovot ... meQt
TV HETEWQWV KAl PALAQOVTL PIAOCOPOVVTEG).

In Aristotle’s Rhetoric, adoAeoxia is the cause of inarticulateness of
speech. Compare Rh. 1395b25 ff.: in the case of enthymemes one should
avoid obscurity (to acadég) that is brought about by the length of the
argument, and idle chatter that is the result of saying what is manifest,
i.e. presenting all steps that lead to a conclusion; Rh. 1406a32—4: speak-
ing poetically (momtikwg Aéyovteg), one may import absurdity and
frigidity (t0 yeAolov xat to Puxeov) into speeches, as well as obscurity
that comes from the verbosity (10 acadeg dwx v adoAeoxiav; cf. also
Rh. 1414a25).

In EN 1117b33 ff., Aristotle defines chatterers as men who “are fond
of hearing and telling stories and who spend their days on anything that
turns up”.140

136 Nu. 1480 (ovyyvaunyv €xe / épov magavonjoavtog ddoAeoyiq) and 1485 (w¢ taxtot
EumumEAvaL TV olkiav / twv adoAeoxwv), both of which refer to Sokrates; and fr. 506
PCG (= 490 Kock), which compares Prodikos to a chatterbox (tovtov tov &vdo’ T
BpAlov dLédpBopev / 1) TToodIKOG 1) TWV AdOAETXWV €lS YE TIS).

137 Fr. 386 PCG (= 352 Kock), where again Sokrates is called a chattering beggar (uiow d¢
kat t Zokoatv / 1ov mtwyov ddoAéoxnv); the verb form is also used in fr. 388 PCG (=
353 Kock), where it is connected with sophists (GAA" adoAeoyetv avtov ékdidalov, @
cOPLOTA).

138 Fr. 9 PCG (= 9 Kock): o0d’ 0odpdryog ovd’ adoAéoxnc.

139 See Steinmetz 1962: 54-55 and Natali 1987.

140 EN 1117b33 ff.: tolc yao drdopvBouvg kal duynTkovg Kal TeQl TLXOVTIWV
KkatatoiBovtac tag Nuégag adoAéoxas /.../ Aéyouev.
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Talking about zoological physiognomics, Aristotle mentions that big
and protrusive ears are a mark of pwpoAoyia and &doAeoxio (HA
492b2-3).

2.1.8.4. Char. 4: &ygolkia—&yQolkog

Translations: country-bumpkin behaviour (D), boorishness (R, V, E, ]-S),
rusticity (B) —the country bumpkin (D), the boor (R, A, V, ]-5).

The abstract dygowia is derived from the adjective dypoucog,
originally used for someone living in the country-side (< *&yo-Foikog),
i.e. a countryman (cf. Frisk 1973 5.v.).

These words were used without negative connotation until the days
of the Peloponnesian war (Steinmetz 1962: 62). Popular attitudes
towards this type may be observed, above all, in the comic texts.
Aristophanes uses dypoucog and its derivates (including compounds) 19
times and generally in a positive sense. The word may have acquired its
negative meaning—i.e. for residents of town—due to social rearrange-
ment during the Peloponnesian war, and perhaps additionally because
of the activity of the sophists (Steinmetz 1962: 63; cf. Aristophanes, Nu.
628, 646). This can be compared with the use of the word &oteiog, which
originally denoted “of town’ (for this literal sense mainly dotucog was
used), but obtained the meaning ‘polite, refined, elegant’. The real
causes of such changes in meaning can, however, only be speculated
(Dover 1974: 112 f.).141

Because already in the antiquity &ygoucoc denoted the countryman,
but also everything negative about this type —boorishness, oafishness—,
later grammarians tried to distinguish these two meanings by different
accents: thus, &yoouwoc would mean ‘the boor’ and &ypgoikog ‘the
countryman’,'# but this probably does not reflect the actual use.'*®

141 For the opposition dygotkog/aoteiog see Osborne 1985: 185 and Millett 1991: 35, 256.
Cf. also Latin agrestis/rusticus and urbanus scurra (for the semantics and use of these see
Lilja 1965: 62 ff.)

142 Cf. Ammon. Diff. 6 Nickau; Ptol. Diff. A13 Palmieri; Pollux 9.12.

143 The Attic dialect, at least, used proparoxytonon for both meanings, as reported by the
13th/14th century grammarian Thomas Magister (40.5-8 Ritschl: ot Attikol d¢ kat i
TOU €V T AYQE OlKoUVTOG Kal &mi ToL WDITov Kal Amadevtov Kal avalodrjtov
TEOTIAROEVTOVWS AéyoLat).

80



Therefore, the word itself does not tell us if it is used for just a country-
man, a boorish countryman or perhaps a boorish town-fellow. Aygotkog
was a popular character in the comedy, figuring as a title of a comedy by
various authors (Philemon, Menander, Alexandrides, Antiphanes,
Anaxilas). In the 5th century we also find the word quite a few times in
the works of Plato; from the 4th century authors, only Aristotle and
Theophrastos use the abstract noun.

The words dypowia and d&ypowkog are frequently connected with
attributes that indicate lack of education also in other authors. Thus, in
Plato, &ygowog is connected to expressions like amaidevtog VO
aoxoAtag (Tht. 174d) and BéBnAog (Smp. 218b); the abstract is used
together with okAnpdtc (R. 607b) and dnaidevtog (Phdr. 269b). Plato
talks about the type in more detail in the part of his work that deals with
the relation between intellectual and physical education and training.'4
Plato does not use &ypowkog in the sense of a country bumpkin; it is
rather a rude person in the wider sense, and the cause of his behaviour
is wrong education.

In Aristotle’s ethical works, &ypowia is one of the extremes be-
longing to evtoameAln, the other extreme being PwpoAoyxia (EN
1108a23-6).'45 The adjectives used with &ygouwcoc are okAnpog (EN
1128a9), ioxvooyvauwy, woyvopwyv and apadrc (EN 1151b12-13). In
Rh. 1417a23, dyoowia is connected to Opacvtng; in Rh. 1418b23-6 to
Aowooia.

Boorishness is important in Aristophanes’ Clouds, where it is repre-
sented by the leading character Strepsiades. In Nu. 43-4, Strepsiades
praises his former life as a country-man: this life was 1jd10tog, evowTIWV
and axogpntog (the last two adjectives are also used in positive sense, if
we take into account the comic context). In Nu. 628-9, an opposite
character, the comic Sokrates, is speaking. For him any boorishness is of
course negative, as is also seen from the adjectives used: &mogog,
okatoc and émAnopwv (cf. also Nu. 646: dvopabdrc). Other co-

144 See R. 411a: a man who pays too much attention to the body is &ypoturcog; he is
contrasted to the prudent man (c@powv).

145 Steinmetz (1962: 64) has noted that the meaning here is quite narrow and &ygoucog
seems to be more or less the same as d0okoAog in the comedy.

146 Cf. Aristophanes fr. 927 PCG (= 901b Kock), and Ephippos fr. 23 PCG (= 23 Kock).
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occurrences in Aristophanes include Eg. 40-1 with xvapotow& and
axoaxoAog; Eg. 808 with dowuve. Cf. also Ach. 673-4, where péAoc
gvtovov and drypoukdtovov are contrasted.

2.1.8.5. Char. 5: AQé0KeELX—AQETKOG

Translations: obsequiousness (D, R), anxiety to please (V), self-seeking
affability (E), complaisance (J-S), false complaisance (B)—the obse-
quious man (D, R), the complaisant man (A, ]J-S), the ingratiating man
(V).

The words dpeorog and dpéokeia are derived from a very common
verb apéoxetv. In Greek literature we start seeing these words only in
the second half of the 4th century BCE (cf. Steinmetz 1962: 74).

The obsequious man is characterized by a wish to be in good terms
with as many people as possible. Thus, it is an extreme form of
friendliness (cf. Aristotle EN 1127a5-6). Aristotle compares obsequious
man to politicians who want to be friends with everybody (EN 1171al15-
17). For him obsequiousness is an extreme belonging to a nameless
mean, which most resembles friendliness (pidia); the other extreme is
represented by the churlish and the contentious (dUokoAoL kai
dvoépdeg; EN 1126b11 ff.).

2.1.8.6. Char. 6: ATtOVOLL— ATIOVEVOT|UEVOG

Translations: loss of sense (D), shamelessness (R), the quality of an
outcast (V), wilful disreputableness (E), recklessness (J-S) —the man who
has lost all sense (D), the shameless man (R), the man without moral
feeling (A), the outcast, or the demoralized man (V), the reckless man (J-
S), a profligate or shameless fellow (B).

Greek amovowx is a derivation from the verb dmovoeioBat ‘to lose
one’s voug’, ‘to have lost all sense’, the opposite of which is voetv. The
word is not easy to translate. LS] gives the translation ‘abandoned
fellow” for amovevonuévog and ‘loss of all sense” for anmovowr, adding
‘lack of constraint, impropriety’ for our passage in 1996 Supplement;
Millett (1991: 179) gives examples of various ways in which anévoia has
been translated (‘desperate boldness’, ‘recklessness’, ‘moral insanity”)
and uses himself the translation “‘moral degradation” (1991: 302). Diggle’s
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translation, “the man who has lost all sense”, has been considered
awkward and misleading, for the man is not senseless but insensitive
(Worman 2007).

The man is characterized by coarseness and rudeness; he does not feel
ashamed to oppose the norms accepted in the society. He is also apt to
be an incumbent of occupations that were considered to be inappropri-
ate for a free man—a tavern keeper, a pimp etc. Millet (1991: 179)
emphasizes that taking into account the nature of the Athenian society it
was inevitable that some people had to earn their living with these
trades, but only someone with a personality disorder would like to
accept them all.

The main author who uses amovowx together with other qualitative
adjectives and abstracts is Demosthenes. In 18.249, he compares the
amnévoiwx of Sosikles, the cvkodavtia of Philokrates and the pavia of
Diondas and Melantes. In 44.15 [sp.], the amovowx of the witness and the
vopol of the state are contrasted; in section 58 of the same speech, we
can see peylotn andvowr together with moométeix. In 25.33, there is an
opposition between Aamovoiag and vov kat doevav ayabwv kal
nieovoiag mMOAATG; in 25.34 between amovoiag and avawdeiag. In 43.41
[sp.], the orator admits that no one would be ToAunEdc or dmovevo-
nuévog enough to speak on behalf of the defendant.

Isokrates describes an amovevonuévog as someone who does not
care about what is holy, about his parents, his children or anything else
besides himself (8.93). Some orators use the word amovowx to charac-
terize Demosthenes himself.'#”

2.1.8.7. Char. 7: A\aAta—AA&Aog

Translations: talkativeness (D), garrulity (R), loquacity (V, E, J-S, B)—the
talker (D, V), the garrulous (R), the talkative man (A), the loquacious
man (J-5).

The words AaAwx and AdAog are derived from the verb AaAety,
which is an onomatopoetic word originally denoting uttering of sounds
and unintelligible speech. It is used for the sound of babies or animals,!4®

147 See Hyp. In Demosthenem fr. 3.7.17-23, and Dein. 1.82 (cf. also 1.104).
148 See, e.g., Aristotle HA 488b34, 536a24.
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but also the speech of adults, when it resembles the sound of a baby or a
bird, when it has no A6yoc and is therefore not Aéyewv.' Thus, the verb
is also used in the sense “to chat’ or “to prattle’, which is common in both
prose writers and poets. ‘Chatting” has been considered by some to be a
characteristic feature of the people of Attika.!® By later authors, the verb
is used as a synonym to Aéyewv.

AaAuk as talking “in a contemptuous or impatient way: talking too
much, or talking when action would be more appropriate..., or talking
out of turn when prompt and silent compliance is needed” (Dover 1993:
22) is something that Aristophanes reproached the sophists for.!! In
Plato, this is also used regarding Perikles (Grg. 515e).

In Aristophanes, talkativeness is once used together with a synony-
mous word otwpvAia (Ra. 1069); in Ach. 715-16, he contrasts vwddg and
AdAog; in Pax 652-4, AdAog is used together with mavovgyog, ovko-
PAavng, ' kUknOpov and tdoaktoov (used metaphorically). The last
passage seems to be more negative in tone than is usual for a AdAoc.

In the Aristotelian corpus, Div. Somn. 463b17, there is a claim that if
someone’s nature (pvog) tends to be talkative or peAayxoAikn, he sees
various visions in his sleep. Pr. 954a30—4 speaks of the influence of black
bile (péAawva xoAr) to humans: those who have too much of it or in
whom it is too hot (Alav TOAATN kal Oeoun)), are pavikol, evduelg,
éowtikol and evkivnTol mMEOG TOoLS Ouvpovg kat tag Erbupiag, but
some of them are garrulous. In Phgn. 810b14-15 A&Aol is used together
with pwoAdyot.

149 Cf. Eupolis fr. 116 PCG (= 95 Kock): AaAelv &olotog, advvatwtatos Aéyewv; see also
Steinmetz 1962: 103.

150 See Herakleides Descriptio Graeciae fr. 1.4 Miiller.

151 Nu. 931, 1053, 1394. He also blamed Euripides for it (Ra. 91, 917, 954, 1069, 1492).

152 For sycophants in comedy see, e.g., Kaimio et al. 1990: 59. In general cf. also Lofberg
1917, Osborne 1990, Harvey 1990, Christ 1998. It has been noted that there was no
specific charge against sycophants in Athenian law, because there was no precise
definition of what a sycophant was or did, and because there was no efficient way to
distinguish between a sycophant and a genuine democratic watchdog (Crawley 1970).
Sycophancy can be described as a form of bribery (paying money to someone to avoid a
court appearance), but unlike bribery, the term does not necessarily denote corrupt
motives (Taylor 2001).
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2.1.8.8. Char. 8: Aoyomotia—A0oyomoLog

Translations: rumour-mongering (D, R), news-making (V, E, ]-S)—the
rumour-monger (D, R), the fabricator (A), the inventor of news (V), the
newsmaker (J-S), the newsmonger (B).

Aoyorowog is literally ‘maker of words’, which implies a creative
process. It was originally used for prose writers. Thus, e.g., Herodotos
calls his greatest predecessor Hekataios Aoyomoiog (2.143, 5.36, 125).15
When rhetoric and public speeches became socially more important, the
word started to denote also those who wrote speeches for the use of
others (as a synonym to Aoyoyoadoc).’* The main objective of those
who wrote these speeches was, naturally, to obtain a favourable decision
in the court. For this, they used various rhetorical devices and tricks,
sometimes also fiction. Because of this, a negative flavour was attached
to the word Aoyomowdc. The abstract Aoyomotula is not found before
Theophrastos, nor is it frequent in later times (see Steinmetz 1962: 113,
Dover 1997: 185).

Compared to the idle chatterer (Char. 3) and the loquacious man
(Char. 7), this type uses fiction and deliberative falsification, albeit refer-
ring to authorities to add veracity to his words. There is only one
situation: meeting with an acquaintance, sharing a portion of informa-
tion with him, and going on the prowl for new victims.

In the 5th and 4th century literature, the word Aoyomouwdg is mostly
used in the sense of a prose writer. This is revealed by the frequent use
of the word pair moumtric—Aoyonowdg, e.g. in Isokr. 15.137, 5.109; cf.
Plato R.392a-b: kai momrtal kai Aoyomolol kakws Aéyovowv el
avOpownwv. The sense of lying in Plato is usually connected with the
poets. As is well known, Plato mistrusted the poets. Poetry for him was
something dAoyov and resulting from inspiration (cf. Ion 533e), or
mimetic (R. 595 ff.). Imitation (uipnows) holds only the third place in his
system of the world of prototypes (ideas) and the world of objects. With

153 Jsokrates (11.37) uses it for historians in general; Arrianos (An. 3.30.8) for Herodotos
himself.
154 Cf. Plato Euthd. 289d.
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some exceptions (such as for praising the gods), there is no place for
poets in Plato’s ideal state.!>

Some of the connections that can be found in the texts of the orators
include Lysias 16.11.6: Aoyomolovvtag kat Ppevdouévouvs; Demosthenes
4.50: dvontotatol yao elowv ol Aoyomowovvtec. The passage of Lysias
expresses the deceitfulness of the person; Demosthenes, however,
emphasizes the intellectual side of the term.

2.1.8.9. Char. 9: AvaloXvvtia— Avaioxvvtog

Translations: shamelessness (D, V, J-S), sponging (R), unconscionable-
ness (E), impudence, as it proceeds from covetousness (B)—the shame-
less man (D, V, ]-S), the sponger (R), the shamelessly greedy man (A).

Avaioxvvtog is someone who lacks the feeling of shame, aioyvvn.
The first known definition of avaioxvvtia comes from Plato;'5¢ the
definitions in the works of Aristotle are quite similar.’”” The word is
used both in connection with sexual life (cf. Plato R. 571d), and in a more
general sense. Thus, it is bad when one is not ashamed of evil deeds, but
the most important thing is not to commit such acts at all; being
ashamed is not going to make things any better (Aristotle EN 1128b25-
35; cf. Plato Ap. 38d; Aristotle Rh. 1390a2). In Lg. 649c—d, Plato suggests
that we ought to be placed amongst those conditions which naturally
tend to make us exceptionally confident and audacious (w¢ fjxiota etvat
avaoxvvtoug te kat Opaovtntog Yépovtag) when we are practising
how to be as free as possible from shamelessness.

Demosthenes uses the abstract avaiwoxvvtia four times in his first
speech against the ill-reputed orator Aristogeiton; the man was, among

15 In his old age, Plato allowed choral lyrics into his second-best ideal state, but the
000011¢ required from poetry had only ethical purpose: the ‘right’ kind of poetry had to
have an effect upon ethical qualities of a man, not to give pleasure (1dovr); Lg. 655 ff.,
668b, 700b—d).

15 Lg. 701a-b: t0 Y& TV t0U PeAtiovog dO&av ur) dpoPeiobo dux Bpaoog, Tovt avtd
€0Tv O0XedOV 1] TMovnoa avatoxvvtio, dux d1 twvog éAevBeplag Alav &moteToAuN-
pévnge.

157 EE 1233b27-8: 6 peév yoo undepag poovtiCwv d0Ene avatoxvvrtog; MM 1193a3—4: 6
HEV YQ AvaloXuvtog €0Tv O v TavTL Kal TEOS TAVTAS Aéywv Kal MEATTIwV &
étuxev. Cf. Rh. 1368b23, 1380a20-1, 1383b14-15; EN 1108a34-5, 1115a14.
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other things, called “the (watch)dog of the people”.’® In 259, the
abstract dvaiwoxvvtia is connected with téApa (also 25.25 and 38.5),
koavyn, Pevdelc aitial, ovkodpavtia; in 25.24, with Opaocvtng, avai-
dewy; in 25.35, with ovkopavtia, emogkia, axaplotia; in 60.21, with
TOAUNEOG; in 54.42, with movnoog; in 20.166, again with kpavyn and
with Bia.

In Aristotle’s ethical works, avaioyvvtia is the deficiency belonging
to the mean awwc (EE 1221al; cf. EE 1233b27-8, EN 1108a31-5). In EN
1107a9-11, Aristotle distinguishes actions and emotions that are absolu-
tely negative and that are not the extremes of any positive mean: in
addition to dvaiwoyxvvtia we find here émixawexkaxia and ¢$pOOvVoC.
Indeed being ashamed is not an excellence in itself, but people tend to
praise some sort of sense of shame (cf. EN 1108a31-5). In EN 1115a12-14,
in the discussion of courage, dvaioxvvtog is also opposed to aiduwV.
It is namely appropriate to fear some things, such as disgrace (&do&in);
the man who does fear these things is aidrjuwv, the man who does not is
AVALoXVVTOG.

In Rh. 1380a20-1, Aristotle uses avaloxvvtia in a context that helps
us understand one of the facets of the behaviour of the type. In his
discussion of anger, he mentions that angry people tend to grow calmer
towards those who admit their fault and are sorry, accepting their grief
at what they have done as satisfaction. His example is the punishment of
servants: those who deny their offence will be punished all the more, for
to deny what is obvious is a sign of shamelessness, and shamelessness is
also contempt and disdain (&vawoyvvtia 10 T paveoax adgveloBat, 1 0
avaoyvvtio OAtywoia kat katadpoovnoic). In Rh. 1383b12-15, there is
an opposition between aioxvvn and dvaioxvvtia, shame being defined
as pain or disturbance in regard to bad things, whether present, past or
future, which seem likely to involve us in discredit; and shamelessness
as contempt (0OArywoia) or indifference (dmaOewx) in regard to these
same bad things.

158 See 25.40.2: xbwv vi) Ala, daci tveg, tov dfjpov. The same expression, which
reminds of the slogans of democrats, is used by Theophrastos in describing the friend of
villains (Char. 29.5).
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Xenophon, Smp. 8.27, speaks of dvaioxvvtia and dkoaoia; in Cyr.
2.2.25 he mentions people who are mpo¢ d¢ T0 MAgovekTely opodot Katl
avaloyvvtoL

2.1.8.10. Char. 10: pkQoAoyio— HiKQOAOYOG

Translations: penny-pinching (D, R), stinginess (V), penuriousness (E, J-
S), sordid avarice (B)!*—the penny-pincher (D, R [the pennypincher A]),
the skinflint, or stingy man (V), the penurious man (J-5).

According to lexical meaning of the word, pikQoAdyog is someone
who speaks of the smallest, least important things (this is first and
foremost the meaning of the verb pikpoAoyetoOar). It further denotes a
man who pays unnecessary attention to details, i.e. a pedantic man. This
quality is expressed above all in financial matters, thus one of the most
common meanings of HikQoAOYog is penny-pincher. Cf. also Arist. EN
1121b16-b28, MM 1192a8; [Arist.] VV 1251b14-16, VV 1251b24-25; Phgn.
809a19-23.

2.1.8.11. Char. 11: BdeAvgia—PBdeAvog

As this chapter is treated more thoroughly in ch. 4.2, I here only present
various English translations of the words: repulsiveness (D), obnoxious-
ness (R), abominable behaviour (V), buffoonery (E), grossness (J-S)—the
repulsive man (D), the obnoxious man (R), the offensive man (A), the
abominable man (V), the gross man (J-S), a man abandoned to all sense
of shame (B).

2.1.8.12. Char. 12: dxaigia— AKaLQog

Translations: tactlessness (D, E), bad timing (R), unseasonableness (V, J-
S), absurd or unseasonable behaviour (B)—the tactless man (D), the man
with bad timing (R), the hapless man (A), the unseasonable man (V, J-S).

The word axaupog denotes things or actions that do not fit with a
time or place (koupoc). It is in opposition with the usual phrase &g

1% Had Budgell known Char. 30, he would probably have chosen to use this translation
there.
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Kaov “at the right time” or “in the right place’.'® The word can also be
used as an attribute of bad weather.’®! In the human sphere, words can
be dxapol.’? The phrase axaiolax Adyov can mean a speech not suitable
to a particular situation, and is opposed to cvuuetota (Isokr. 12.86).163
The opposite of dxaipla is either evkaupia or evtvXia (see Steinmetz
1962: 150-1; cf. also [Plato] Def. 413c12), but we also find éyxaiola and
the adjective émikaigog (e.g. Dem. 18.27).

The tactless man in the Characters does things that in the essence are
not bad, but he chooses the wrong time, the wrong place, and the wrong
way to do them. In some situations he is similar to the overzealous man
(Char. 13), but unlike him, this man does not over-estimate his abilities.
He cannot analyze the situation and expectations of other people, which
results in unpleasant, unfriendly, impolite and tactless behaviour,
although without any such intention. In some other context, such
behaviour would even be commendable (cf. Char. 12.8). There are some
similarities with the disagreeable man (Char. 20), but that man says and
does things that are impolite in every situation.

2.1.8.13. Char. 13: meQLeQyian—meQieQYOs

Translations: overzealousness (D, R), overdoing it (V), officiousness (E,
J-S), over-officiousness (B)—the overzealous man (D, R), the officious
man (A, J-S), the presumptuous man (V).

In some cases, meQlegylar can have positive connotations, as when
used of doctors ([Arist.] Resp. 480b27). The abstract noun is not known
before Theophrastos, but it seems to gain popularity during his lifetime.
Thus, Herakleides mentions it as a characteristic trait of the inhabitants
of Attika and Koronia (Descriptio Graeciae fr. 1.4 Miiller).

In 5.98, Isokrates notes that if he told Philip about his own deeds, he
would be &vonrtoc and megiepyoc. In Isokr. Ep. 8.1, at the beginning of a
letter addressed to the ruler of Mytilene, the author apologizes that he

160 Cf. Eur. Hel. 1081. For the use of kap6g in Greek drama, see Race 1981.

161 Cf. Plato Epin. 976a; [Arist.] Pr. 941b24.

162 Ajsch. PV 1036. Cf. Adyor aAaldveg (Plato R. 560c).

163 Cf. Arist. Rh. 1406a10-17, which speaks of using inept epithets (¢mi0étoig akaigoig
xonoOat) that make the language sound strange (£eviknv motel v AéEw). Cf. Dover
1997:102.
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has decided to write a letter to the magnicicent ruler only because the
others have begged him; he would fear that in doing so he would be too
atonog and mepteQyos. At the end of the apology (Ep. 8.3), the author
uses the same device with the adjectives pwoog and oxAnpog (cf. also
4.13).

For Aischines, megiegyoc is another possibility to attack Demosthe-
nes; in 3.172, he calls him that and cukopdavngc.

2.1.8.14. Char. 14: davaucOnoia—avaioOnrog

Translations: obtuseness (D), absent-mindedness (R), fecklessness (V),
stupidity (E, ]-S)—the obtuse man (D), the absent-minded man (R, A),
the feckless man (V), the stupid man (J-S), the absent man (B).

The word avaiocOnrtog is a negative formation from the adjective
aloOntog and may be used in either passive or active meaning. The
passive meaning is ‘not perceptible by sense’, but the active meaning
‘without sense’ (i.e. lacking aloOnoig) is more common, often also in the
sense of ‘without perception’, ‘without common sense’. For specific
connotations, see Dover 1974: 122-3.

An avaioOntoc is opposed to an eOurc in Ps-Aristotle’s Phgn.
807b12 ff. (cf. Vogt 1999 ad loc.). Compare also EN 1114a9-10, where
Aristotle claims that “not to know that it is from the exercise of activities
on particular objects that states of character are produced is the mark of
a thoroughly senseless person (&vaioOrjtov).”

As a philosophical term, dvaioOnoia marks the anonymous defi-
ciency in the realm of bodily pleasures, the mean being cwdgoovvn,
and the excess axoAacia (EN 1107b7; cf. EE 1119a7, 1221a2, al9,
1231a26). Aristotle admits that persons deficient in regard to the
pleasures are not often found; hence, such persons also have received no
name, “but let us call them insensible” (EN 1107b6-8; cf. EE 1230b13-15).

Theophrastos uses it in a wider sense than not caring about pleasures.
Here, &vaioOnoia indicates a general unperciptiveness or lack of sen-
sitivity to present circumstances (Diggle 2004: 333). The man is absent-
minded and unfocused.

Demosthenes connects avawoOnota with téApa (22.74, 24.182) and
rtovnola (22.64). He also speaks of the attitude of various Greek areas to
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Philip of Macedon: the Thessalians are katamtvotol, whereas the
Thebans are avaioOnrtot (18.43). Not surprisingly Demosthenes also
calls his political opponent Aischines avaioOntoc and okaiog (18.120).

2.1.8.15. Char. 15: av0adeta—avOAdNG

Translations: self-centredness (D), grouchiness (R), hostility (V), surli-
ness (E, J-S), brutality (B)—the self-centred man (D), the grouch (R), the
unsociable man (A), the hostile man (V), the surly man (J-S).

The word av0adng is etymologically explained by a passage in MM
1192b33-4: 6 Yoo avB&dNc avTOAdNG TS €0TLV, ATIO TOL AVTOC AVTQ
apéokely. Being av04&dng is the reason why Prometheus is reproached
by Hermes (Aisch. PV 1033; cf. 964, 1012, 1037), and Oidipus by Kreon
(Soph. OT 549; cf. Plato Lg. 692a on Lykurgos). Such a man is self-willed
and deaf to the advice or appeals of others.

Both the Characters and MM pay special attention to avOd&deiax as
expressed in someone’s speech (Steinmetz 1962: 172—4). The self-centred
man never wants to meet anyone or talk to anyone, and if he talks to
someone, he is sure to be quite unfriendly. His behaviour is not marked
so much by a particular goal as by contemptuous and inconsiderate
manner (cf. Fortenbaugh 2006: 153).

The first known description of an av0adng can be found in Plato PIt.
294b—c:

Tov d¢€ ye vopov 6pwpev 0xedov €M aAUTO TOVTO OLVTELVOVTQ,
woTeQ Tva avOpwmov avBadn kat apadn kai pndéva pundev
EQVTA TOLELV TAQA TIV EAVTOV TAELY, UNd’ EMeQwTav Undéva,
unod’ &v L véov dpa T ovpPaivn PEATIOV Tapx TOV Adyov OV
avtog Emétaev.

(“But we see that law aims at pretty nearly this very thing, like a
stubborn and ignorant man who allows no one to do anything
contrary to his command, or even to ask a question, not even if
something new occurs to some one, which is better than the rule
he has himself ordained.” [Transl. Harold N. Fowler.])

91



The practices of a state can be self-centred, too (todémolg avOA&deoL KAl
xaAemoic), especially when strangers are not allowed to enter, and
citizens are not allowed to leave; such behaviour would seem dyolov
kat annvég to others (Plato Lg. 950b). Compare also R. 548e, which was
paraphrased in ch. 1.1. In ch. 1.3.1, I also mentioned that in Aristotle’s
EE, there is the triad av0a&dela—oepvotnc—-doéokeia that the EN does
not have (EE 1221a8).

Isokrates mentions av04&deix in a long row of admonishments in the
speech to Demonikos (1.15): “Accustom yourself to be, not of a stern
(oxvBpwToV), but of a thoughtful (cvvvoug), mien; for through the
former you will be thought self-willed (av0&dnc), through the latter,
intelligent (podvipoc).” [Transl. George Norlin.] In the Erotic essay found
in the corpus of Demosthenes (61.14), the author praises an adressee
who is harmonical by nature, adding that others are assumed to be
mean-spirited (tamewvoi) because of their gentleness (toadtnc) and self-
centred (avOA&deic) because of their dignity (cepvotng), and are thought
overbearing (Opaocvtegol) because of their manliness (avdpeia), and
stupid (&PBéAtepot) because of their quietness (jovxia)...”

Other instances worth mentioning include the comic attack of
Euripides against Aischylos in Aristophanes Ra. 837-9, where Aischylos
is said to be aypromowog and avOadootopog, with a mouth that is
axaAwov, akpatéc, anvAwtov, and who is amegidaAntog and kopmo-
PakeAoQoNHWV.

Xenophon uses the word when describing different kinds of dogs;
they form a kind of tripartite system according to the amount of
encouragement needed from the side of the hunter (PpuAdvOpwmog,
avBadng, péom; Cyn. 6.25). A tragic parallel is found in [Aischylos] PV,
cf. 79-80, 436, 907-8, 1034-5, 1037-8.

2.1.8.16. Char. 16: derodaipovia—deiodaipwv

Translations: superstition (D, R, V, J-S, B), superstitiousness (E)—the
superstitious man (D, R, A, V, J-5).

Before Theophrastos, these words are used only on rare occasions
and their meaning is always positive. The negative meaning is the result
of apeAteola and exaggeration in religious practices. In this sense, we
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see this word in the New Comedy (cf. also Aristotle Pol. 1314b38 ff.). For
more thorough studies on the type see Bolkestein 1929 and Koets 1929
(on more general usage).

The negativity of the sketch is not reflected in the definition, which
resembles more the Stoic definition (cf. SVF 3.98.42, 3.99.13). It should be
noted that the generic term of the definition coincides with another type
described in the Characters (Char. 25), which does not mean that deloat-
povia is one of the sub-species of delAia (cf. Fortenbaugh 1984: 271-2).

2.1.8.17. Char. 17: pepprporgia — peppipolpog

Translations: ungrateful grumbling (D), griping (R), to have a ‘chip on
the shoulder” (V), querulousness (E), grumbling (J-S), a discontented
temper (B)—the ungrateful grumbler (D), the griper (R), the faultfinder
(A), the man with a grievance (V), the grumbler (J-S).

Etymologically, peppipopoc is someone who finds fault with his
potoa, i.e. what the fate brings him. This kind of behaviour was con-
sidered to be characteristic for old people (cf. Isokr. 12.8) and females (cf.
Arist. HA 608a20-b15). A comedy by the 4th century author Antidotos
was titled Meppipowpoc. In [Arist.] VV 1251b24, peurpooia belongs to
uwkoopuyia together with pukooAoyta (cf. Char. 10).

2.1.8.18. Char. 18: amioTtici— ATLOTOG

Translations: distrust (D), mistrust (R), lack of trust (V), distrustfulness
(E, J-S)—the distrustful man (D, V, J-S), the mistrustful man (R), the
suspicious man (A [a s. m. B).

Amotog is literally someone who cannot be trusted, but it also de-
notes something that cannot be believed. Quite early the word acquires
an active meaning, as well: distrustful or mistrustful. This is the mean-
ing in this sketch.

One can compare Plato R. 450d, where we hear from listeners who
are ayvwpoveg, artotot and dvovot. The tyrant is claimed to necessari-
ly turn into a man who is pOovepdc, a&miotog, adwkog, aPpirog and
avoaog (R. 580a). There is a similar statement in Arist. AP 19.1, where
the tyrant is said to turn into someone who is dmniotog and mukoc. In
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Rh. 1389b21-2, the old men are considered to be kaxUmomntol because of
their amotia, and dmiotot because of their experience (éumepia).

2.1.8.19. Char. 19: dvoxépelta—dvOXEQTG

Translations: offensiveness (D, V, J-S), squalor (R), nastiness (E)—the
offensive man (D, V, J-S), the squalid man (R), the repulsive man (A), a
sloven (B).

Avoxépewn is etymologically connected with the lack of everything
pleasant (xatgewv), especially when sense of smell and taste are con-
cerned. It also denotes wounds and medical deformities (cf. Soph. Ph.
900). Aischylos considers the sight of gorgons and griffins dvoyeorc (PV
802).

In the case of human beings, the word may be used in the passive
sense as ‘one who feels disgust with something’, and in the active sense
as ‘someone who causes disgust in others through his behaviour’. Here
as also in the case of some other sketches, Theophrastos uses the term in
quite a narrow sense, emphasizing skin diseases and lack of hygiene.

Cf. also Plato Lg. 922c (dvoxeonc ... poPepds) and Phib. 46a (dvo-
XeoNng ... aoxNuwv); Dem. 19.309 (aioxoov ... dvoxepéc), 58.63 [sp.]
(dvoxeong ... axagwotog), 60.24 (dvoxeong ... xaAemog); Isokr. 11.48
(TOV aloXQWV ATV ... DLOXEQWV TRAYHATWV); Xen. Ap. 7 (koxnuov
... dvoxep€q), Oec. 8.6 (KAAALOTOV Versus dLOXEQETTATOV).

2.1.8.20. Char. 20: andia—andng

Translations: disagreeableness (D), bad taste (R), tiresomeness (V), ill-
breeding (E), unpleasantness (J-S)—the disagreeable man (D), the man
with bad taste (R), the unpleasant man (A, J-S), the tiresome man (V), a
troublesom fellow (B).

According to the derivation, the word andnc means something that is
not 110V “pleasant’. Thus, andia is often used as an opposite of 11dovr) (cf.
Plato Lg. 802d, Phdr. 240d). Used of a person, the word 4&nor|g first
implicates that his or her behaviour or speech is unpleasant. Thereby, it
also starts to denote a more general human quality (cf., e.g., Aristotle EN
1171b26).
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Co-occurrences in the orators include Dem. Ep. 5.1, 24.31 (&ndng ...
devog), 19.193 (dmdia ... pkpopuyia); Isokr. 12.31 (dndia ... PaoLTNg),
12.140 (andla ... Avmn), 12.156 (amdn ... ovk acvudoov, of a speech that
may be unpleasant but still useful). Plato connects andng and deomo-
Tkd¢ (R. 563b), avotnedtepog and andéotepog (R. 398a); in addition, he
speaks of the unjust and just life—the former is not only aioyiw and
pnoxOmnootepov, but certainly also andéotegov (Lg. 663d).

In Aristotle’s MM 1200al5, we read that too much wealth makes
people supercilious and disagreeable (Umepdémtag kai andeig). In EE
1238a24-5, in a passage on friendship, Aristotle compares people with
wines and meats—the pleasantness of them shows itself quickly, but if it
continues longer it is unpleasant (dndéc) and not sweet (o0 yAvkD).

2.1.8.21. Char. 21: jukgodtAotipio— pHikgodAoTIHOG
Translations: petty ambition (D, R, V, J-S), petty pride (E), vain-glory
(B)—the man of petty ambition (D, R, A, V, J-S).

This is a Theophrastean hapax. The definition in the Characters runs
as follows: H 0¢ pkpodprotipia d6&e<ev av> elval 0Qe&lg TIUNG
aveAevBegog. (“Petty Ambition would seem to be a mean desire for
prestige.”)!¢* This resembles some definitions in Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, cf. 1107b27, 1125b19. The word may have been coined by
Theophrastos himself in order to mark a specific form of prAotipia’® or
to avoid the ambiguity of the term. The latter is a usual and very
frequent term, which is especially well known thanks to Aristotle’s
ethical treatises.'®® In relation to honour, Aristotle distinguishes two
means with their extremes: first, in connection to great honour there is
pueyadopuyxia'® with pukgopuvxiar and xavvotng as its extremes. In

164V has d6&eL elvay, ¢! has d6&etev av etvar. M has ‘H pkgodprotipion 6geELg €0t TiUng
aveAevOégou. (This is the last chapter available in this MS.)

165 Cf. Steinmetz 1962: 241.

166 Together with derivations, the word is found more than 400 times in the texts of the
period 8th-3rd century (including verbal forms, adverbs and adjectives). The word
adrotpia together with its derivations is found before Theophrastos only in Aristotle
(nine instances), Isaios (7.35.3) and Lykurgos (In Leocratem 69.3).

167 For the meaning of this term in EN, see Schiitrumpf 1989, Held 1993.
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connection with usual honours, the mean is anonymous and the
extremes are prrotipia and aprotipia (EN 1107b24 ff., 1125b1 ff.).

It should be noted that Theophrastos is also known to have com-
posed a treatise Ttegt prAoTipiag, consisting of two books. In addition to
Diogenes Laertios (5.46), this is mentioned by Cicero in Att. 2.3.4, where
he asks for Theophrastos” book from his brother’s collection: ®cogpdo-
tov [lept prAotipuiac adfer mihi de libris Quinti fratris.'®® The importance of
Tur] in the Greek world is well known. Theophrastos himself is known
to have said that Tiun is the one thing that, together with evepyeoia
‘kindness” and Tiuweia ‘vengeance’, holds together the life of men (fr.
517 FHS&G = Stob. 4.1.72; cf. Fortenbaugh 1984: 110, 250). Moderate
ambition was considered a positive characteristic that was important in
assessing someone who was a peyaAdypuyoc. Thus, the word prAotipia
can be used for both the moderate mean and the excessive ambition
(Fortenbaugh 1984: 110).

2.1.8.22. Char. 22: dveAevOepia—aveAdevBeQog

As this sketch is treated more thoroughly in ch. 4.3, I here only present
various English translations of the words: illiberality (D), lack of
generosity (R), meanness (V, J-S), parsimony (E), a niggardly temper
(B)—the illiberal man (D), the ungenerous man (R), the stingy man (A),
the mean man (V, J-S).

2.1.8.23. Char. 23: aAalovelia—aAalwv

Translations: boastfulness (D, V, ]J-S), fraudulence (R), pretentiousness
(E), ostentation (B)—the boastful man (D, ]J-S), the fraud (R), the show-
off (A), the boaster (V).

The origin of the word aAalwv is not clear. The Greeks themselves
associated it with the verb &AaoOaui ‘to wander’. Although this has had
supporters also in modern times (see MacDowell 1990b: 290), the more
common theory derives &Aalwv from the Thracian tribe name AAalovec,

168 436.21 FHS&G. See Fortenbaugh 1984: 110. The mentioning of the treatise here
depends on an addition on the margin of a 16th-century edition (editio Cratandrina, 1528),
but the reading is defended by Fortenbaugh.
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AAalwveg or AACwvec/AAllwves (cf. Hdt. 4.17.52; Hom. II. 2.856 etc;
the forms vary), which has become an appellative in the same way as the
French bohémien. It may also be a formation by analogy or some kind of
comic false analogy (cf. also Hofmann 1961).

The word aAaldv seems to have been introduced more widely by
the comic poets. It is very frequent in Aristophanes, and we also know
of the mtwxaAalwv as a comic type.'® The fourth century orators some-
times accuse each other of caAaloveia (cf. Aischin. 1.178), which often is
equal to lying. Plato also uses aAalwv and dAaloveliax mostly as
synonyms of ‘liar” and ‘lying’, as opposed to truthful way of life (e.g. R.
490a; cf. Hp. Mi. 369e, 371a, 371d). At the same time, we can also see the
traditional use, when the aAalwv attributes to himself some achieve-
ment or quality that he actually does not have (cf. Chrm. 173c; R. 486b,
490a).

In his ethical works, Aristotle (see also below, ch. 4.1.3) introduces
aAalovela as excess to the truthfulness (&AnOewx)—see EN 1108a21,
1127a21, EE 1221a24, 1233b39. He treats aAaloveia in its usual sense of
attributing to oneself qualities that one does not possess or possesses to
a smaller degree. Depending on motives, Aristotle also distinguishes
three types of dAalovec (EN 1127b9 ff.), emphasizing that it is not the
capacity that makes the boaster, but the choice (ovk év T dvvduet d
£oTiv 0 dAalwv, AN’ €V t1) TeoapéoeL):

1) He who claims more than he has with no ulterior object (undevoc
éveka) is a contemptible sort of fellow (PpavAw ... éokev), but seems
futile (udtatog) rather than bad (karog).

2) He who does it for the sake of reputation or honour (d6&ng 1) Tiung)
is not very much to be blamed (o0 Alav Pektog).

3) He who does it for money (&oyvoiov), or the things that lead to
money, is an uglier character (doxnuovéoteog).

169 Athen. 6.230b—c (once considered to be by Alexis [fr. 303b Kock], but not any more; cf.
PCG vol. 2, p. 24-5): moAitnv mtwxaAalév’ old’ Eyw, / 6¢ Exwv dOayUNG ATTavTA TAQ-
Yvowpata [ €Béa kaAwv Tov matd’, €V’ dvia kai pévov, / ovopaot d¢ Yappuakooiowot
Xowpevov, /'mal ZTeouBLxdn, TV &QYVQWHATWY OV Ut / TV XELEQVQY VOV, AAAX
v Oeovav’ édn / 'mapiBec’.
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Aristophanes connects aAalwv and &Aaloveia with words such as
TIOVNQOS, wWXQWV, avurodntog and kakodaipwv (Nu. 102-4, for
sophists, including the comic Sokrates); pacOAng (Eq. 269; Nu. 449);
uavtis (Pax 1045-6); axkAntoc (Av. 983) and dpéval (Ra. 909).

In Demosthenes, we see an opposition between the natural talent of
the orator (dewvotnc) and boasting (5.11). In Aischines, boasting is
explicitly connected with lying: when other liars try to be as obscure as
they can, Demosthenes mentions the exact date of events that he knows
never happened, and names people he has never seen; in addition, he is
a tovnEog (3.99). He himself, Aischines claims, is speaking only truth,
which is opposed to koumog and aAaloveia; Demosthenes, on the other
hand, is papog and avootog (3.101).

2.1.8.24. Char. 24: vnegndavia—vmegridpavog
Translations: arrogance (D, R, V, E, J-S), pride (B)—the arrogant man (D,
R, AV, ]-S).

The etymology of Umepridpavog is linguistically unclear. According to
popular etymology, it consists of the prefix UTtep- and some form of the
verb dpaiveoOoai—thus Omegripavoc would mean ‘standing out above
(the others)’. Usually the word is used in figurative contexts. It can de-
note a positive quality, someone who is proud of something. But as
pride easily changes into arrogance, the word often acquires negative
connotations. Sometimes it is even connected with 0Boic (cf. Hom. II.
11.694-5: Tav0’ vmeonPavéovteg Emelol xaAkoxitwveg / Nuéag vPol-
Covteg atacOala unxavowvto). Thus, arrogance is the traditional
meaning seen in Greek texts.

Co-occurrences are frequent in the speeches of the orators, especially
Demosthenes. Arrogance is connected with terms such as UBoic (21.83,
24.121), mAovtog (21.96) and &aoéAyewx (21.137). The behaviour of the
young Alkibiades is described with adverbs vmtepondpdvwe, tamevag,
vtepakoatws (61.45 [sp.]). Isokrates connects the adverbs aoeAydg and
vreondavwe (7.53) and adjectives pioodnuog, podvOowmog and
vmeonPpavog (15.131). He also uses it together with mAovtog (15.151),
while Andokides connects it with mAeoveéia (4.13).

98



In Men. 90a, Plato opposes UTepr)dpavog, oykwdng and émayOng to
koouog and evotadng; in R. 399b OvmeondPavws to cwdpodvws and
petolwe.

In Aristotle, arrogance is connected to piAagyvota (AP 5.3.12). In Rh.
1390b32-91a4, he speaks of vices that accompany wealth: the wealthy
are vPolotat, VrtepriPavol, TEVdeol, cardikwves and cdAowot. In Rh.
1391a33-b1, we learn that good fortune makes men more supercilious
(brteondavwrepot) and more reckless (dAoylotoTeQOL).

2.1.8.25. Char. 25: delAta—0eIAOg

Translations: cowardice (D, R, V, E, J-S, B)—the coward (D, R, A, V, J-S).

The coward is naturally opposed to the brave man (&vodoeiog).'”
Aristotle defines cowardice as a deficiency belonging to avoopeia, the
other extreme being Ooacvtng (EN 1115a4 ff.). In Plato’s Prt. 360c,
Sokrates presents a definition of cowardice: 1] t@wv detvav katl ) detvav
apaBia deAia av ein. According to him, people are afraid only because
they do not know what should and should not be feared (cf. Aristotle
EN 1116b3). This approach can also be seen in Plato’s later works,
where, however, associating fear with the disorder of the soul has
become more prevalent (cf. R. 411a).

The words dediar and delAdg are extremely frequent in co-occur-
rences. I will leave aside oppositions with avdpeia and dvdpetog, which
are most common. Other adjectives that are used to evaluate a coward
include xaxkog (Plato Lg. 774c; R. 395e); aryOvaotog mEog t0 owdQo-
velv (Lg. 816a); aducog (Lg. 870c); aoyodc (Lg. 903a; R. 604d); PAacikog
(PIt. 307c). Signs of a tripartite division between deiAdg, Bpacvtepog
and A&vdpetog can be found in Plato’s La. 184b. Compare also R. 590b
(above, ch. 1.1).

In Aristotle, one can find cowardice connected with axéAaotog and
axoAacio (EN 1130a28-32; Pol. 1260al, a36). Cf. also EN 1116a20-1 (ot
detdol atipot kat ot avdgetot évtipor); EN 1166b10 (dux detdiav katl
agytav); EE 1228b35-6 (voowdeis kat aoOeveig kat detAot).

170 For conceptions of ‘being brave’ in the Greek antiquity, see Bartsch 1967, Rosen &
Sluiter 2003.

99



Aischines connects cowardice with $pOdvoc and kaxonOewx (2.22),
dwpodokia and éumAnéia (3.214; cf. also 3.244); Lykurgos with dvaideiax
and moodooia (In Leocratem 110); Demosthenes with avavdoia (21.160;
with adjective dvavdgog also in Demades, fr. 75.9), katdoatog (21.164)
and dtoApog (19.206). Andokides, among others, describes the coward
as leaving the fight and throwing away his shield (1.74). Lysias speaks of
a man who is 0elAOg ... kal Tévng kal mMEATTEY AdVVATOS Kal TOIG
otkelolg dxPoog kat VTIO TV AAAWV poovuevog (14.44).

In comedy, we see that mpovowx can sometimes be considered cowar-
dice (Ar. Pl. 207); the adjective delAog is connected with Boadvg (Av.
1328, 1336), movneog (Th. 836), Aaxatamvywv (Ach. 664), and of course
opposed to avdpelog, as usual (Ec. 679). Alexis opposes the tOApa of a
man to the cowardice of a woman (fr. 247.10-11 PCG [= 245.10-11
Kock]). Philemon speaks of the traditional opposition between the lions
(who are &Axtpor) and the hares (who are detdog; fr. 93.4-5 PCG [= 89.4-
5 Kock]).

Here we can also see some co-occurrences in tragedy. Sophokles
connects deAiax and pwola (OT 536), and detddg and dvodAyntog
doévag (fr. 952.2 TrGF); of course, there is also an opposition detAdc—
Ooaove (Aj. 1315). In Euripides, wealth is called a delAlov ... kai
P oPpuyxov kakov (Ph. 579).

2.1.8.26. Char. 26: 0OAryapxia—OALYaQX KOG

Translations: oligarchy (D, E [as a title]), authoritarianism (R, V), oli-
garchical or anti-democratic spirit (E [in the text]), the oligarchical
temper (J-S)—the oligarchic man (D), the authoritarian (R, V), the
oligarch (J-S [as a title]), the oligarchical man (A, J-S [in the text]), an
oligarchist; or, one who is of the faction of the nobles, in opposition to
the people in a commonwealth (B).

The etymology is for once clear. The nomen agentis 0AryaQxukog is
Casaubon’s emendation for the hapax 0oAtyapxog found in the MSS, and
has been accepted by most editors; the reading of the papyrus is un-
certain.’”’ The adjective OAryapxikog is common for people whose

71 See J. Ilberg in LA 1897: 219-20; Edmonds 1908: 164; Edmonds 1910: 134; Steinmetz
1960a: 98; Steinmetz 1962: 298; Diggle 2004: 465; Hinz 2005a.
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political views are oligarchic. Calling a behavioural regularity
OAtyagyxia is not common in the Greek texts (although cf. the use in
book 8 of Plato’s Republic; see above, ch. 1.1), but this may reflect
popular usage.

2.1.8.27. Char. 27: 0YpaBia—opipadng

Translations: late learning (D, V [late-learning ]J-S]), rejuvenation (R),
opsimathy or late-learning (E) —the late learner (D, A, V [the late-learner
J-S]), the rejuvenated man (R), a man who would accomplish himself
when it is too late (B).

OypaOng is literally late-learner (0yé + pavOdvewv), someone who
wishes to learn in his old age things that are usually learnt in youth. In
the anthology of Stobaios (3.29.68), we have a story about Sokrates who
in his old age started kithara-playing under a citharode called Konnos.
When someone wondered and mocked him for learning kithara at that
age (tTnAwovtog wv), Sokrates responded: “Better be a late-learner than
an uneducated one” (kgelttov OPuadn eivar 1 dpadn).'”2 The phrase
seems to have acquired gnomic meaning (in the sense “better late than
never”).!” From the tone of Sokrates we can be sure that the meaning of
the word here is positive. In Plato, the word occurs two times, and both
rather positive contexts (R. 409b, Sph. 251b).

The original meaning of ouaOric may well have been positive, but
the negative side prevails in the extant literature. Aristophanes is just
one example of this: oYuaOng is a label that could be attached to
Pheidippides (Nu.) or Philokleon (V.). The word oua0r|c is also used
to describe the sophists, but in those cases the meaning is clearly
pejorative.74

172 The same story is also told earlier by Sextus Empiricus (Adversus mathematicos 6.13;
here the name of the citharode is Lampon) and is recorded in Suda (L 829.47-9; here the
name of the citharode is Konon and the mocker is Solon).

173 Cf. also Vita Aesopi G 109.15 (= W 109.19), Kleitarchos Sent. 81, and Libanios Epist.
1352.1.

174 E.g. Isokr. 10.2: Eyw 9’ el HéVv €@QwV VEWOTL TNV TEQLEQYIAV TAUTNV €V TOlS AGYOLS
EYYEYEVNUEVIV Kol TOVTOVG €L T KALVOTITL TWV VONUEVWY PLAOTIHOVIEVOUS, OVK
av opoiwg é0avpalov avtwv’ vov 8¢ Tic €ottv oUTws oPHadng 60Tis ovk oidev
IMowtorydoav kat TOUG KAT EKELVOV TOV XQOVOV YEVOUEVOUS TOPLOTAG OTL KAl TolD T
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2.1.8.28. Char. 28: kakoAoyia—KaKOAOYOG

Translations: slander (D, R), the habit of slander (V), backbiting (E), the
habit of evil-speaking (J-S), detraction (B)—the slanderer (D, R, A, V),
the evil-speaker (J-S).

KaroAdyog is a person who speaks badly (kakwc Aéyel) of other
people, i.e. slanders. There are no hidden or figurative meanings; the word
means what it says. Aristotle (Rh. 1384b9) also considers writers of comedy
slanderers, because they deal with their fellow people’s failings and vices.

The term is important in the Attic law, although the practice that was
actually liable to prosecution was named kaxnyoolia, not kakoAoyia (cf.
Dover 1997: 104-5). It is possible that Theophrastos did not wish to
depict a type who could be easily impeached for his slander, and there-
fore chose to call him kakoAdyog rather than kaxnyopoc. According to
fourth century laws, it was prohibited:

1) To use certain words (so-called &néoonta) that were written down in
the law (the fine, according to Isokr. 20.3, was 500 drachmas);'”
2) To deliver slandering speeches in public spaces (temples, games etc.;

cf. Lys. 9.9);

3) To disgrace the dead (cf. Dem. 20.104);
4) To disparage official authorities (cf. Dem. 21.32).

2.1.8.29. Char. 29: prAomovnpia—ptlomndvneog

Translations: being friendly with villains (D), patronage of scoundrels
(R), love of evil (V), friendship with rascals (E), the patronising of rascals
(J-S)—the friend of villains (D), the patron of scoundrels (R), the lover of
bad company (A), the ‘lover of evil’ (V), the patron of rascals (J-S).

Kal TMOAD TOUTWV MOAYHATWIEOTEQA CLYYQAUHATA KATéAtmov Nuty; (note also the
occurrence of mepieQyia in this section; cf. Char. 13); later also Ath. 3.101: mdg tolg
oPuadeis tovtovg codpotdg; and Plb. 12.8.4 (= Timaios FGrH 566 F 156): o0 codlotrjv
oPpad”) katl pontov vmagxovta (this last phrase is also popular in later sources, e.g.
Suda A 3930.2). A curious example is the passage of the Lexicon of Pseudo-Zonaras (O
1445.32-3), where we find two illustrations of the use of the adverb 6Awg in the sense
mavTeA@S: OAwS OPpadng, OAws coploTng.

175 All of these are not known, but they included avdoodovog, ptpaomic, matoatoiag,
untoadoiag. Cf. Lys. 10.2, 6, 8; Isokr. 20.3, Dem. 18.123 (Steinmetz 1962: 319; see also
Clay 1982).
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The abstract noun ¢ulomtovnpla is a hapax. PAomtdvnEoc seems to
be a neologism of the fourth century. The word movnpdg was used in
aristocratic and oligarchic circles to depreciate democrats, and therefore
had a political tinge to it. The ¢prAomovneog is in a way a democratic
opposite of the oligarchic man (Char. 26).

The nomen agentis GprAomdvnog is not frequent. Before Theophrastos,
it is found only in Deinarchos and Aristotle. Aristotle explains the word
with the help of a synonymous expression (EN 1165b16: ¢pAomtovnoov
Yoo ov xor elvatr, ovd opoovocOat GavAw). According to fr. 42 of
Deinarchos (= Pollux 6.168), the orator used the word together with
evpeTaPoAoc.

2.1.8.30. Char. 30: aioxQokéQdetaa—alax00KEQONG

Translations: shabby profiteering (D), chiseling (R), avarice (V, J-S),
meanness (E)—the shabby profiteer (D), the chiseler (R), the basely
covetous man (A), the avaricious man (V, J-S).

The words aioxpokedr|c and ailoxooképdewa are always connected
with mean profiteering (aiox0c + k€0d0c). As far as we know, the first
author to use aioxpokedr|c is Herodotos (1.187). According to Aristotle
(Pol. 1286b18), shabby profiteering is one of the causes of the change of
constitutions. In his ethical writings, Aristotle introduces atoxpoképdeta
as a variant of dveAevOepia (EN 1122a1-12; cf. Char. 22 and ch. 4.3
below). This kind of men are said to exceed in respect of taking by
taking anything and from any source, e.g. those who ply sordid trades,
pimps, gamesters etc. (EN 1121b31 ff.).

Xenophon connects aioxporépdeix with ddwkia (Cyr. 8.8.18) and
kakonOewx (Cyn. 13.16). In Aristophanes (Pax 623), aloxQokeQdels is
used together with dtelpwvoEevol, which is a hapax derived from the
word eipwv. The co-occurrences of Demosthenes include aioxpoképdeix
and papia (29.4), mAeovelia and UPoic (45.67), movnoia (59.64); an
aloxoreQdNg is also dmAnotoc (49.67). Lysias also connects aioyo-
Kképdewx with amAnotiar (12.19); Deinarchos speaks of aioxooképdeix
and movnpia (1.108), and pwog, doefr)c and aioxookepdrs (1.21). One
can also compare Andokides 4.32 (PprAoxonuatog ... Gpedouevog ...
DATIAVWHEVOS ... ALOXQO0KEQDETTATOG).
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2.2. Purpose and function of the Characters

The question of the general purpose of the Characters of Theophrastos
has been one of the most intriguing in the study of this work.””® Some
scholars have suggested that the Characters belong to Theophrastos’
ethical studies, others believe in rhetorical purpose of the work, for yet
others it is a study on comic characters within a poetic work. There are
also those who consider it pure entertainment, a work of fiction.

The issue of the purpose seems to have been for the most part too
constrained and aimed at reconstructing something like an Ur-
Theophrastos. In my opinion, there is no reason to think that Theophras-
tos had only one specific genre in mind while composing the work.
Perhaps it does not fit anywhere perfectly, but it has connections with
many, and can be (and has been) used for various purposes by the
posterity.!” It seems to be more important to consider the function of the
work than its exact purpose. In fact, it might be a new genre or a mixture
of genres that cannot be categorized as a sub-genre of something else at
all. Or it may be connected with some general tendencies of the philo-
sophical school it was born in: e.g., as an application of the Peripatetic
fascination with taxonomy to analyzing character types (cf. Gutzwiller
2007: 141). The various suggestions of modern scholars reflect, however,
important features of the work itself and the Peripatetic tradition
surrounding it, and are therefore reviewed in the following.

As mentioned already, there are several large categories to which the
Characters have been thought to belong.

A) Ethics:
A.1) We are dealing with an excerpt from a larger ethical work.
A.2) It is a collection of material for some ethical work.
A.3) It is a collection of illustrating sketches belonging to an ethical
work, which was then in circulation independently, whereby the
purpose could have been pedagogical.

176 See, e.g., Steinmetz 1959, Steinmetz 1962, Ussher 1993: 3 ff., Rusten 1993: 18-23, Furley
1953, Diggle 2004: 12-16, to name but a few important summaries.

177 Rudolf Stark has noted (1960: 200) that reflecting on these descriptions “neben Theo-
phrasts eigentlicher und nachster Absicht freilich auch noch zu den verschiedensten
anderen Zwecken reizen konnte und reizte.”
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A.4) The work may have been created as a ridiculing weapon in the
fight with other philosophical schools in some ethical issue.

B) Rhetoric:
B.1) It is a collection of models or examples for a lecture or work on
rhetoric.
B.2) It is a collection of sketches produced in rhetorical exercises.

C) Poetics / comedy:
C.1) It is a handbook for describing character types in comedy.
C.2) It is an appendix to a work on poetics.

D) Pure entertainment: it is a work containing humorous scenes from
everyday life, which may have originated from recitals at monthly
dinners of the Peripatetic thiasos.

A more detailed analysis of some of these suggestions will be found in
the following sub-chapters, whereby my aim has been to show that none
of these possibilities can actually be dismissed, but at the same time
none of them should be treated as a sole possibility available.

2.2.1. Ethics

Purely ethical purpose of the Characters has had its supporters in the
past, but is rarely argued in the present day.””® That said, one cannot
claim the work lacks all ethical dimension."” The character traits have
obvious connections with the ethical treatises of Aristotle, although the
purpose of the work need not be ethical.'® We can divide character
description into philosophical and practical; hence, the literary genre
where character description occurs plays an important role in its
structure. The pictures of real life that we see in the Characters of
Theophrastos use their own logic and differ from the philosophical
treatment in this respect. Theophrastos gives us the most distinctive
traits of a character. This can be contrasted with Aristotle’s approach,

78 Cf., e.g., Richardson-Hay 2006: 172, according to whom Theophrastos’ character
sketches “were written from an ethical perspective.”

179 As is done, e.g., by Diggle 2004: 12.

180 See Fortenbaugh 1975, Fortenbaugh 2005: 88.
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which aims at illustrating a philosophical or an ethical principle. The
occasional descriptions of character types in Aristotle are only meant to
clarify discussion and to offer examples.

Thus, ethical theorizing was just not the reason why Theophrastos’
work was created, and therefore nothing is analyzed, no moral is drawn,
and —at least as a rule—no motive is sought.’® At the same time it has
been pointed out that the basic idea in the whole work of Theophrastos
is to show that individual good or bad traits of character may be isolated
and studied separately. This kind of analytical approach was mainly
introduced by Aristotle.82

Comparison of the Characters with Aristotle’s writings has been one
of the most common lines of approach regarding the purpose of the
work, although it is certainly not the only one. It is also useful and
necessary to see what later authors made of it,'® even if this tells us
something about the tradition and not about the author’s intention.
Regardless of the purpose of the author, a text can be used as a work of
moral guidance by posterity. The spurious preface and moralizing
conclusions show that, at some later time, this indeed happened to the
Characters. The definitions, which, if spurious, were at least added quite
early, reveal that connections with ethics were easy to arise.

Another connection with ethics might be the one suggested by
Giorgio Pasquali. According to him, Theophrastos” sketches were con-
ceived as illustrative showpieces for a course of lectures on ethics,
composed in a simple style which suits oral delivery.'* There is no
doubt that Theophrastos was a lively lecturer and could enrich his
lectures with such illustrative material. Theophrastos’ care while pre-
paring his lectures is also emphasized by Diogenes Laertios in his Vita
Theophrasti (= fr. 1 FHS&G); he was generally considered a very intelli-
gent and industrious man.!®® A well-known characterization of his way

181 Cf. Diggle 2004: 12, with Furley 1953 and Fortenbaugh 1975 et al.

182 Rusten 1993: 11-12. Aristotle formulates this notion in book 2 of his Nichomachean
Ethics (cf. above, ch. 1.3.1).

183 Cf., e.g., Regenbogen 1940: 1507-10, Furley 1953: 60.

184 See Pasquali 1919: VI (= 1956: X): “parte ... di un corso di etica descrittiva”, with
Diggle 2004: 15, who seems to share this view.

185 Cf. D.L. 5.36-7. For more laudatory epithets, see fr. 3b FHS&G (an Arabic source).
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of lecturing is preserved in Athenaios.!® In addition to characterizing
Theophrastos, it should be noted that the passage has considerable
similarities with Theophrastean sketches:

‘Eopuntmog € pnot Oeddoaotov magayiveobat eig Tov meplma-
tov kaO' @eav AaumEov kal éEnoknuévov, eita kabloavta
dtatiBecOat TOv Adyov oOdEULAG ATIEXOUEVOV KIVIITEWS OVOE
oxNUatog €vos. kal mote oPodayov pipovuevov e€elpavta
TV YAwooav meQuAelxetv T XelAn.

(“Hermippos says that Theophrastos would arrive at the Peripatos
punctually, looking splendid and well dressed, then sit down and
deliver his lecture, refraining from no movement or gesture. And
once while imitating a gourmet, having stuck out his tongue, he
licked his lips.”)

We do not know on what topic Theophrastos was lecturing while imi-
tating a gourmet, but I can hardly imagine a course on ethics in this
connection. Therefore, such illustrative showpieces could have ac-
companied courses on various topics.

2.2.2. Rhetoric

Although the Characters may have been somehow connected to
Theophrastos” ethical writings, there are many characteristics that relate
the work to rhetoric. An external connection is its inclusion in the manu-
scripts of rhetorical treatises. It remains a fact that 8th century rhetori-
cians found a way to use the descriptions of Theophrastos as pedago-
gical set of models or samples, and therefore included the text in their
corpus (see, e.g., Fortenbaugh 1984: 95). That is not the same as to claim
that rhetoric was Theophrastos” aim in writing the work. One has to be
careful with such postulations, as is shown by the reception of another
character piece from the Peripatetic tradition, Lykon’s description of the
drunkard (see ch. 3.3). This work was probably not written for rhetorical

186 1.21a-b = Theophrastos fr. 12 FHS&G = Hermippos fr. 51 Webhrli.
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instruction, but was quoted by Rutilius Lupus exactly to illustrate a
rhetorical figure, xaopaktnowopos. Something similar may have hap-
pened to Theophrastos” work.

At the same time, it remains a possibility that Theophrastos and other
members of the post-Aristotelian Peripatos recognized the importance of
a distinction between superficial regularities and deeper lying beliefs
which motivate and explain them, and introduced into rhetorical
instruction the study and composition of sketches like those contained in
the Characters (Fortenbaugh 1994a: 35). In later rhetorical schools, there
existed a custom to compose descriptions of characters called )0oAoyia
or nOorotia,'” which may include behavioural regularities, but are
aimed solely at rhetorical presentation of a credible image of the oppo-
nent or the speaker himself.

The Characters has also been compared to onueia as described in
Aristotle’s Rhetoric (cf. above, ch. 1.3.2). The purpose of such a descrip-
tion is practical; it aims at having an influence on the listener.

In Roman rhetorical terminology, the word xaoaxtno (resp. xa-
QaKTNOLOMOG) is rendered either as notatio or as descriptio (e.g. Cicero
Top. 83). The author of Rhetorica ad Herennium explains the term by
describing a boaster (4.50.63), which to some degree resembles the
boaster of Theophrastos (Char. 23). The same work also mentions other
such types as examples (e.g. the coward and the greedy, 4.51.65), but the
approach is very different from that of Theophrastos, as illustrating
actions of the man are joined to form a narrative. The general effect is
anecdotal (Ussher 1993: 28), which, however, is not so far from the
Characters of Theophrastos.

2.2.3. Poetics and comedy

The Characters have often been connected with Theophrastos” work on
poetics, especially his writings on comedy.!®8

187 The terms vary, cf. Quint. 9.3.99, 1.9.3, 9.2.58. For n0omotia see, e.g., Hagen 1966,
Naschert 1994, Amato & Schamp 2005.
188 See, e.g., Ussher 1977, Fortenbaugh 1981.

108



Nobody would doubt that the Peripatetics were eagerly engaged in
questions connected with comedy, although their views on the topic are
not always clear from our fragmentary sources. In his Poetics, Aristotle
says that comedy is “an imitation of men worse than the average; worse,
however, not as regards any and every sort of fault, but only as regards
one particular kind, the ridiculous, which is a species of the ugly. The
ridiculous may be defined as a mistake or deformity not productive of
pain or harm to others.”’® In comparing Old and New (in modern
terms, probably Middle) Attic comedy, Aristotle argues that for the first,
joking just meant bad language (aioxpoAoyia), while in the case of the
latter it consisted of double entendre and ambiguity (Omovowx; EN
1128al7 ff.). As has been pointed out, though, it is improbable that
Aristotle or any Greek outside Aristophanes’ lifetime saw any of his
comedies performed; to Aristotle, as to most moderns, Aristophanes was
“just a book.”1%

The definition of comedy preserved by Diomedes, “a story of private
affairs involving no danger,” has usually been attributed to Theophras-
tos, although the author assigns it vaguely to “the Greeks” (apud
Graecos).””! It has been emphasized that this definition omits any refe-
rence to worthless individuals and, therefore, contrasts with Aristotle’s
notion of comedy quoted above; this omission most probably reflects the
development of comedy in the fourth century and in particular the plays
of Menander (Fortenbaugh 2005: 139, 360). The fourth century comedy
ceased to focus on inferior persons, and became a study of private affairs
(Fortenbaugh 2005: 360 and Fortenbaugh 1981: 256-60). It has been
argued that Theophrastos recognized the role which superficial traits

189 Poet. 1449a32-5: 'H ¢ kwwpwdia €0Tiv OoTeQ elmopev puiunoig pavAotéowv pév, ov
HEVTOL KaTta Maoav Kakiov, dAAX TOoU aloxQoL €0TL TO YEAOLOV HOQLOV. TO YXQ
YeAOOV €0TIV AUAQTNHA TL KAl aloxog avwduvov kat ov pOaptikdv, olov e0OLG TO
YeAoIoV TEOOWTOV AXiTXQOV TL KAl DLETTOAUUEVOV AVEL ODVVTG.

190 Ussher 1977: 71-2. Cf. also the assessment of Old and New Comedy by Plutarch, Mor.
853 ff.

191 Fr. 708 FHS&G. The definition in Diomedes’ Ars grammatica is presented in Greek:
KWHWIIA €0TLV DIWTIKAOV TEAYHATWY dkivduvog megloxr). His own Latin definition is
a bit extended, adding ‘civic’ to ‘private’: comoedia est privatae civilisque fortunae sine
periculo vitae conprehensio. Note that Diomedes actually refers to Theophrastos only in the
case of the definition of tragedy, not comedy. See also the commentary in Fortenbaugh
2005: 352-64 and cf. Fortenbaugh 1981: 258.
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play in comedy and, therefore, recognized the importance of marking
off comic character from Aristotelian choice (mpoaipeoig; Fortenbaugh
1981). Thus, Theophrastos can be said to have dissociated himself from
Aristotle in that he loosened the connection between worthless character
and comic character.

The interest of Theophrastos in questions of comedy is revealed by
two titles in the list of his works presented by Diogenes Laertios. The
first is On comedy (Ilegt kKwpwdlag, 5.47.14 = 666.22 FHS&G [title]).”> The
passage relates a story about the people of Tiryns who were given to
laughter and unfit for more serious affairs. The lesson of the story is that
a long-standing habit (10oc; in this case, being given to laughter) is
incapable of being cured. The same thought occurs in other fragments
(cf. 465, 462, 463 FHS&G), but note that Theophrastos leaves the door
open. Thus, character can be affected by an extraordinary event, such as
severe illness (Fortenbaugh 2005: 366-7).

The second title is On the ludicrous (Ileol yeAoiov, 5.46.20 = 666.23
FHS&G [title]).””® W. W. Fortenbaugh has suggested (2005: 142) that the
Theophrastean discussion in this work may have gone beyond poetics
and included topics proper to rhetoric and ethics. One can compare
Aristotle’s Rhetoric, where the utility of the ludicrous in debate is
recognized (Rh. 1415a35-7, 1419b2-5), and EN 1127b33-28b4, where the
ludicrous in social interaction is discussed. Fr. 710 FHS&G tells us that
Theophrastos took note of a proverb, “No rotten fish is large (uéyacg
ovdelg oamog 1x0Vg),” and explained how the cithara-player Strato-
nikos used that proverb—speaking the words separately—in order to
make fun of an actor named Simykas, who is deficient in voice (1l. 7-10;
see Fortenbaugh 2005: 144, 378 ff.). Perhaps also another text, 711
FHS&G, could be assigned to the work On the ludicrous (Fortenbaugh
2005: 144, 393-4).

In comedy, negative character traits are often used as invectives. Comic
characters are, due to the genre, allowed to act and speak in a way that

192 Cf. Athenaios 6.261d = fr. 709 FHS&G, with commentary in Fortenbaugh 2005: 364-75
(cf. also 138—41 on 666.22 FHS&G).

193 Cf. Athenaios 8.348a = fr. 710 FHS&G, with commentary in Fortenbaugh 2005: 377-90
(cf. also 141-5 on 666.23 FHS&G).
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would be unacceptable and possibly punished by law in the real
world.”” The aim of a comedy writer is to entertain the public and make
it laugh; everything else is subjected to this. This is especially true in the
case of Old Comedy (i.e., mainly Aristophanes), where the role of the
author’s fantasy and visual comic is more important, although allusions
and direct hints to contemporary political life are frequent, too. Thus, the
unreal, fantastical world of the Old Comedy is combined with the
critique of contemporary life, especially political events and persons,
although the relationship between the plays of Aristophanes and
contemporary politics has been considered intractable.’® In the case of
New Comedy (Menander, above all), reflections of real life on the stage
have been observed, but their scope is far from certain."

There has been much discussion over whether and to what extent the
Characters is related to contemporary comedy, especially the work of
Menander. Usually some influence of Theophrastos to Menander has
been established.!” Alkiphron, rhetorician and sophist of the 2nd or 3rd
century CE, speaks of traditional friendship between Menander and
Theophrastos (4.19.14), and it is known from elsewhere that Menander
was Theophrastos” pupil.’*

Although there are many characters in the comedies of Menander
that resemble Theophrastean types, their way of presentation is
different. The range of action of the Theophrastean types is narrower
and more schematic than in the comedy, where one character trait forms
a part of the whole, e.g. grouchiness as a characteristic of old men,
cheating as a characteristic of slaves, etc.' In addition, it has been

194 See Dover 1974: 19; for obscenities in Attic comedy, see Henderson 1991.

19 Heath 1987; see also Millett 1991: 243, Pickard-Cambridge 1968: 231.

19 See Millett 1991: 243-4 and literature mentioned there.

197 Cf., e.g., Steinmetz 1960b, Corbato 1959: 18-39. See also Gaiser 1967.

1% D.L. 5.36, relying on a book by Pamphile (FHG 3.522). Cf. Fortenbaugh 2005: 139, 360.
Some scholars have believed that the account is not true (cf., e.g., Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff 1955: 2.282: “Ob die Uberlieferung von personlichen Beziehungen der
beiden Ménner auf Tatsachen beruht, ist unsicher, Schiiler Theophrasts ist der friihreife
Dichter nicht gewesen.”) Cf. Diggle (2004: 8) who calls Pamphile “a late and dubious
source”.

199 Cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1955: 2.282): “Theophrasts Charaktere zeugen /.../ von
einer scharfen Beobachtung, und darin liegt eine Verwandtschaft mit Menander, wenn
auch der Dichter, der individuelle Menschen schafft, von dem Philosophen stark
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pointed out that in the Characters of Theophrastos, women, slaves,
metics and foreigners only have marginal roles, and nobody is depicted
as a young man, which distinguishes it from comedy (Leppin 2002: 39).
As only a small part of the 4th century comedy has come to us, it is
difficult to establish for certain any specific relationships or influences.
Extant titles of the plays indicate that comedy could have been built
upon, among others, types similar to those described by Theophrastos.

There is a famous treatment of poetics that should be mentioned in this
context, although its authorship is unknown. The anonymous Tractatus
Coislinianus (TC) is a treatise on comedy from the 2nd or 1Ist century
BCE,* which has been influenced by the Peripatetic school.?* It lists
comedy, tragedy, mime and satyr-drama as species of the dramatic or
mimetic genus, whereby comedy is named first.?? It also mentions three
character types (f101) of comedy, viz. BwpoAoxog, aAdalwv and elpwv
(TC 12 Janko: 10N kwpwdiag T& Te PWHOAOXA KAl TA EIQWVIKA Kol TX
twv aAalovwv). The last two also occur in the Characters of Theo-
phrastos (Char. 23 and 1); all three are mentioned by Aristotle (EN
1108a21 ff. and elsewhere).

This may be related to the stock masks of the comedy, which
combined various types with some basic characteristics. Attempts have
been made to connect the types mentioned in TC with the characters of
Aristophanes (e.g., Stiss 1908), but this cannot be done consistently. In
Aristophanes, they are more connected with the function of the character,
but this can be transferred from one character to another in the course of
the play (Silk 1990: 163—4). In the case of Old Comedy, specific masks
were sometimes needed to depict real persons shown on the stage (e.g.

verschieden ist, der die Laster charakterisieren will, also alle verwendbaren Ziige
zusammenstellen mufs, unbekiimmert, ob sie sich in einer Person zusammenfinden
konnen.”

20 Preserved in one 10th century manuscript (cod. Paris. Coislin. 120), and named after
Henri Charles du Cambout de Coislin, who once owned the manuscript.

201 Tt has been suggested that the author may have been Theophrastos. See Fortenbaugh
1981: 251 and cf. Janko 1984, Nesselrath 1990: 102-62, Koster 1975. For a bibliography of
TC (and Aristotle’s Poetics) from about 900 till 1996, see Schrier 1998.

202 TC 2 Janko. This reflects the fact that comedy is the focus of TC; see Janko 1984: 130
and cf. Fortenbaugh 2005: 361.
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Euripides, Sokrates).?®> However, it was only New Comedy of the 4th
century BCE that became famous for its stock characters.?+

In a way, Theophrastos’ types naturally belong to the world of comedy.
When reading these pieces, one can take the role of a spectator, and the
distance between the character type described and the spectator allows
laughing at the situation without fear of infraction. The pointed pre-
sentation of vices and the creating of stereotypes help to create the comic
effect. At the same time, the relation between the Characters of Theo-
phrastos and, e.g., Menander’s plays, may be that of having a common
ground and similar approach to human character, not depending on
each other.

2.2.4. Pure entertainment

Almost all commentators have pointed out the comical inherent to the
Characters. They differ in the emphasis they put on it. Some have
considered the comical to be incidental and related to the overall topic;
others have believed that it is the very aim of the work. The comic of the
Characters lies in situations, but it is also emphasized by some stylistic
elements (e.g. diminutives). There is something comical in every chapter
of the Characters, although its extent varies—from faint smile till
poignant sarcasm. This extent depends on the specific type and on the
graveness of the vice (see Steinmetz 1962: 22 f.; cf. also Indemans 1953:
80-7).

It should also be noted that the comic is meant for Greek ears and, in
some cases, is lost for modern readers. More puristic of these readers, or
rather editors, have even considered some expressions of the Characters
too harsh and removed them, not only from the translation but also from
original Greek text (e.g. Jebb & Sandys 1909). This prudish approach to
textology by some scholars of the past can be illustrated by a quotation
from Jebb’s preface to his first edition (1870) in Jebb & Sandys 1909: VIII:

203 See Sutton 1993: 41-2, 124. For the masks of the Old and the New Comedy, cf. also
Pollux 4.143 ff.
204 See Ussher 1977, Cornford 1993: 176, Nesselrath 1990: 280-330.
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“the coarseness in the delineations of Theophrastus is but a small
element, accidental, not essential, and can in every case be separated
from the portrait without injuring it as a whole.” In addition he notes
that “passages omitted in the translation could not, with due regard to
symmetry, be left in the [sc. Greek] text.” To leave them, he adds,
“would have been equivalent to printing them in capital letters.” Jebb is
also known to have changed the order in which the MSS arrange the
chapters, “for an order less embarrassing to the reader”, thereby causing
some unnecessary confusion.

That the comic is present in the Characters is something that is
undeniable yet not fully explained. Jebb has once noted (Jebb & Sandys
1909: 13): “The difficulty is, not that the descriptions are amusing, but
that they are written as if their principal aim was to amuse.” As noted
above, there are scholars who believe that Theophrastos” principal aim
in writing these character sketches was amusement. It has been even
concluded that, basically, the sketches are so funny that even if there
was some other aim in composing them, it is lost to the ears of the one
who reads them (cf. Jebb & Sandys 1909: 13). Thus, e.g., Rusten (1993:
22) writes that “[w]hat ultimately defeats any attempt to find an ethical,
comic, or rhetorical basis in the Characters is the fact that there is no trace
in them of structure or analysis at all. Like any other work of fictional
literature—and unlike any other work of Theophrastus—the Characters
are presented as pure entertainment.” Lane Fox (1996: 141) suggests that
“[w]ritten for like-minded readers, the sketches were meant to amuse,
not teach.” Diggle (2004: 15) believes, following G. Pasquali, that the
sketches served Theophrastos as “a few moments’ light entertainment
amid more serious matter”.

Although I completely agree with those who maintain that the
sketches are funny, these suggestions neglect the important role that is
given to depicting anti-social behaviour and social unintelligence in the
text. The sketches are funny, but that is not all they are. They contain
well-weighed descriptions of general patterns of behaviour of types that
have abandoned certain basic communal values important for the
functioning of the society. This may be a work of fictional literature, but
it is also a work by a scientist who has collected information largely
based on popular morality as revealed in his contemporary society.
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2.3. Selecting, grouping and classifying characters

One of the questions that anyone dealing with the Characters of Theo-
phrastos is faced with, at one point or another, is the basis of the select-
ion of the types into the collection. The second question concerns the
principle of their arrangement. The first question is, in my opinion,
much more interesting and important.

The manuscript tradition of the Characters has thirty character
sketches. There are scholars who have suggested, some more con-
vincingly than others, that the work once contained more, perhaps many
more, sketches, which have been lost for one reason or another (see
above, ch. 2.1.6). Even so, we are still dealing with a selection of types.
My suggestion would be that, in general, Theophrastos deliberately
chose character types that were better known to his audience and
seemed to be more important, and perhaps more conspicuous, in his
contemporary society or in his opinion.

Of course there may be objections to this suggestion. Thus,
ukooprotipog (and the abstract pikoopdotipio) in Char. 21 is found
only in Theophrastos, and five out of thirty abstract nouns denoting the
behaviour of a character are found for the first time in Theophrastos
(Char. 8, 16, 17, 27, 29). If, however, we accept Diggle’s position that not
only the definitions, but also the abstract titles are later additions, this
problem is solved; we would only have pucgodiAdtipog as a Theophras-
tean hapax or neologism. It should be noted, however, that there would
be nothing new in Theophrastos’ coining neologisms or using rare
words. He is, after all, also the author of books on style, poetics etc.2%>

Regardless of the authenticity of the definitions and abstract titles, we
are still dealing with a selection. Although many of the adjectives that
Theophrastos uses in his sketches indeed denote well-known social
types, there are probably other character types that were as important
but have been left out for some reason. With no implications for the
purpose of Theophrastos” work we might still draw a comparison with
Aristotle.

In ch. 1.3.1, I have outlined Aristotle’s systematization of virtues and
vices in his Nicomachean Ethics. As was seen, Theophrastos’ collection

205 Cf. again the list of his works in D.L. 5.42-50 = part of fr. 1 FHS&G.
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includes nine out of twenty six vices presented by Aristotle, whereby six
of them are defined as deficiency (éAAeupic) and three as excess
(OmtepPoAn). The Theophrastean hapax pikoodpAotipog is a special
restriction of the Aristotelian ¢pAdtipog. The latter can denote both the
rightly ambitious and the excessively ambitious; pikgodpiAdtipog is a
sub-type of the excessively ambitious (see also ch. 2.1.8.21 above).

Thus, on the one hand there are vices that could well have been
included in Theophrastos’ collection, and on the other, Theophrastos
depicts some types that are not found in his teacher’s systematized
account. Indeed some of them are not found in Aristotle at all—in
addition to the Theophrastean hapax pikoopirotipog also, e.g., Char. 6
amovevonuévog (admovowx is found in one fragment), and others.

As for grouping character types, some attempts have been made with
the Characters of Theophrastos. The question has been an intriguing one
for earlier scholars, as the thirty chapters, each of which describes one
character type, are in no recognizable order.

Some editors have tried to find connections between the sketches that
would allow us to group them more logically, regardless of the question
whether the author had any such intention. The edition by J. G. Shep-
pard, published in 1852, divides the chapters into eight groups, each
based on one principle. Thus, Char.21, 23, 24 and 27 would belong
together, as one may find “egotism” deep in them all. In connection with
Theophrastos” work, this classification has been considered too scientific
(Jebb & Sandys 1909: 20).

R. C. Jebb and J. E. Sandys also change the order of the chapters with
the reason that the text, as it stands according to the manuscripts, is too
uncomfortable for the modern reader, because differences between some
chapters are so tiny that it would be difficult to see them if they are not
presented closely together (Jebb & Sandys 1909: 19-21). They are not
after an overall generalization; the types are divided into small groups
according to three characteristics:

1) Types closely connected with each other (e.g. Char. 10, 22, 30);
2) Types that are opposed to each other (e.g. Char. 26 and 29, 1 and 23);
3) General order, as much as this can be specified.

The two editors believe that essentially there are only two places

where there is an interruption in the general order of the chapters. Thus,
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they propose the following arrangement (I use the traditional nume-

ration and underline chapters after which the interruptions would be): 2,

515,24,1,23,21,27,12,13,20,19, 14, 4,9, 6, 11, 3, 7, 8, 28, 17, 18, 10, 22,

30, 25, 16, 26, 29.

I can see no point in regrouping the chapters in Theophrastos” work
according to some similar or dissimilar characteristics, just for the
pleasure of the reader, and modern editors have indeed given up such
attempts. On the whole, however, such grouping would be interesting.
It is well known that we can point out some groups in the Characters that
share, in the broad sense, a common trait or characteristic. Thus, there
are types that are explicitly connected with verbal exuberance (Char. 3, 7,
8, 28), or different kinds of love for money or greed (Char. 10, 22, 30, cf.
also 9 and 18). An attempt of describing such related characters is found
in Altamura 1990 (beware the utterly incorrect Greek in this paper), who
deals with “los lisonjeadores” (Char. 2, 5, 13), “los charlatanes” (Char. 3,
7, 8) and “los avaros” (Char. 9, 10, 22, 30).206

There are also other possibilities of grouping, based on formal or
structural principles. Peter Steinmetz (1962: 18-19) divided the descrip-
tions into five larger groups, based on situational evaluation:

1) Chapters, where an integral action is depicted in only one or a few
situations (e.g. Char. 3, 8, 25, 26);

2) Chapters, where a group of situations is connected by one action (e.g.
Char.2,7,11, 23);

3) Chapters, where the scenes are grouped by narrower and broader
meaning of the word (e.g. Char. 5,19, 22, 27);

4) Chapters that are presented at a culminating scale, where the final
scenes have become utterly ridiculous (e.g. Char. 1, 13, 14, 15, 17, 20,
21);

5) Chapters, where any of the principles described above if absent; the
descriptions consist of a bunch of situations that do not seem to be-
long together in any way (e.g. Char. 12, 16).

Steinmetz admits that in some chapters, more than one of these prin-
ciples has been followed (e.g. Char. 5).

206 For these types, see also Lombardi 1999b. On greed in classical Athens see especially
Balot 2001. Cf. also below, ch. 4.3.
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Konrad Gaiser has suggested (1964: 25, n. 3) that the chapters are
somehow connected with each other in pairs (Char. 1+2, 3+4 etc.), where-
by the basis of formation is either remarkable similarity or difference.
This arrangement is called “assoziativ-dihairetische Anordnung”, and is
said to be lost only in the final part of the work (starting from Char. 25).
This interpretation seems to be a little arbitrary, depending to a great
part on the subjective intention of the interpreter.

What these attempts show is that there actually is no general
principle of systematization that could be applied to the Characters as a
whole. There are small groups of types that share some common trait,
but this does not seem to be essential to the work. Nor does this lack of
systematized presentation seem to be a problem for the author. There is
no reason to reproach Theophrastos for not having presented a more
systematic account of character sketches (e.g. Jebb & Sandys [1909: 9]: “it
is scarcely conceivable that it [sc. this arrangement] can represent the
author’s final design”), as this probably was not his aim at all.

Might this lack of systematization tell us anything about the purpose
of the work? One suggestion has been that the Characters are a collection
of extracts from one or more works of Theophrastos.?” The coherence
and stylistic unity of the collection prove, however, that its parts are not
derived from unconnected works.2%

2.4. Levels of social communication in the Characters

Notably, the types depicted in the Characters of Theophrastos all repre-
sent deviations from socially acceptable and commendable behaviour.
This remains a fact, even if opinions about the general purpose of the
work (e.g. ethics, rhetoric, poetics, entertainment, etc.) are still discre-
pant. This chapter focuses on these deviations and the specific ways in
which Theophrastos draws his details, i.e. what makes the types socially
unacceptable. This is all the more interesting as Theophrastos himself

27 See Sonntag 1787, Schneider 1799: XXV, Sauppe 1853: 8-9, Petersen 1859: 56-118,
Schreiner 1879 (with Diggle 2004: 13).

208 Diggle 2004: 13. The same line of argument is shared by, e.g., Gomperz 1889a: 1-9 and
Jebb & Sandys 1909: 9-16.
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analyzes nothing, draws no moral, and—at least as a rule—seeks no
motive. He presents pictures of some basic social roles of active
participants in the life of the polis. The pictures are, however, twisted, as
most of the cast display a deformed kind of &getr, in the case of which
even positive characteristics are seen as excessive and inappropriate.
Many of the actions depicted are not negative per se, and some of them
would be entirely positive if performed in a proper situation, at a proper
time, in a proper place or towards the right person.

The descriptions of character types in Theophrastos” work mostly
follow a similar pattern, with some variations. Although they contain
many timeless elements that can be found in various cultures,® the
descriptions are, as a whole, located in a specific time and place—
Athens of the fourth century BCE. Lane Fox (1996: 129) has noted that
eight sketches mention detailed institutions or settings which we know
to be distinctively Athenian, but many other sketches also refer to
contexts which are well attested in Athenian life, and no sketch men-
tions anything which has to be referred to a city other than Athens.
Thus, the customs, practices and prejudices of that time and place form a
background of the behaviour of the types. In addition, this is all set on a
male background and every one of the depicted character types is male,
although female caricature had a comic ancestry.?’? Furthermore, all
characters can be considered to be grown-up and free Athenian citi-
zens. 2!

The characters are depicted in a limited variety of situations and
locations that are all important parts of the social network of the city.
They convey several levels of social communication related to these
situations or locations, and can, therefore, be analyzed at various levels
of social engagement. The reactions of various types differ in similar
situations and locations, and this can be an important aspect in assessing
the exact nature of a type.

20 Some of them remarkably rare in other Greek texts, such as the loquacious man’s
trouble with children at bedtime (Char. 7.10), which, according to Lane Fox (1996: 128) is
“life’s eternal battle” discussed nowhere else in Greek literature.

210 Lane Fox 1996: 130. Superstition, e.g., was typically associated with women in ancient
literature, cf. Strabon 297c; Plu. Mor. 140b; Plaut. Miles 690 ff.

211 See Lane Fox 1996: 129 f. Bodei Giglioni (1980: 77 f.) doubts this in three cases (Char. 2,
6 and 23), but there seems to be no reason for this (cf. Leppin 2002: 39).
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Very generally, these levels of social communication can be divided
into following categories, which are not always mutually exclusive:

1) Polis and public sphere (behaviour at the court, in the assembly,
participating in delegations, being a trierarch, etc.);

2) Religious sphere (behaviour towards deities, participating in reli-
gious festivals and rites, religious behaviour in specific situations,
etc.);

3) Economic sphere (business relations, buying and selling, etc.);

4) Cultural and educational sphere (theatre, sports, gymnasia, etc.);

5) Social sphere (friends, symposia, baths, visits, invitations, lending
and borrowing, etc.);

6) Oikos and family sphere (relations with household members, women,
children, slaves, behaviour at home).

The specific locations include home, market (including various sub-

divisions, such as women’s market), baths, theatre, gymnasia, assembly,

court, porticos, street, etc. In some cases a specific location cannot be
determined with certainty.

My main interest in this chapter is to trace some general patterns of
what makes the behaviour of the types socially unacceptable. I suggest
that the main reason is that they abandon certain basic communal values
that are important for the functioning of the society. In using this
approach, I am well aware that there are other ways of looking at
Theophrastos” collection, e.g. what makes the types so funny. Or, indeed
why something that is socially unacceptable should be funny at all.

2.4.1. Polis and public sphere

Situations related to public sphere and the basic functioning of the polis
are very important in the Characters. These include explicit engagement
in politics, especially through participating in the assembly (éxxAnoia).
Thus, the oligarchic man will step forward when the people are
considering whom to appoint to help the archon with the procession,
suggests that those appointed should have plenary powers, and says,
when others propose ten, “One is enough; but he must be a real man.”
(Char. 26.2). He also likes to recite a verse of Homer in favour of
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monarchy (ibid.),*'? and suggests getting rid of the mob and the market-
place, stopping courting office etc. (Char. 26.3). He also tells others how
ashamed he is in the assembly when some scrawny type (Aemttoc) who
has not used oil (avxp@v; cf. Diggle 2004: 473) sits beside him (Char.
26.4).

The aim of the author is not to show how the assembly works and
how decisions are made. As always, he chooses the assembly as a place
where the anti-social behaviour of various types can be displayed. The
boor goes to the assembly after drinking a bowl of gruel (kvkedwv),
claiming that no perfume smells as sweet as thyme (Char. 4.2), and
distrusts friends and family, but reports the proceedings of the assembly
to the hired labourers working on his farm (Char. 4.3). The illiberal man
gets up and slips quietly out, when emergency donations are being
promised in the assembly (Char. 22.3). The friend of villains supports a
villain when he is speaking in the assembly or when he is on trial in
court (Char. 29.5).

There are also references to political vocabulary, such as the slan-
derer claiming that slandering is only another word for free speech and
democracy and liberty (kakwg Aéyewv amokaAwv magonoilav katl
dnuoxoatiov kat éAevBeolav; Char. 28.6).

Court is an even more important location for expressing the be-
haviour of the types. Some of the situations play at the court; in other
cases we see communication after the court or about the court. The
obsequious man, when called in to an arbitration, wants to gratify not
only the man whose side he is on but also his opponent, so that he may
be thought impartial (Char. 5.3). The dmovevonuévog is described as
being capable of playing the plaintiff as well as the defendant, and at
other times taking an oath to be excused attendance, or arriving with a
boxful of evidence in the fold of his cloak and strings of little documents
(perhaps memoranda) in his hands (Char. 6.8). The loquacious man
prevents others from reaching a verdict while on a jury, naturally due to
his constant talking (Char. 7.8). The tactless man arrives to give evidence
after a case has already been decided (Char. 12.5), and while assisting at

212 Ovk ayaBov moAvkowpavin’ eic kolpavog éotw (Il. 2.204; cf. Arist. Pol. 1292a13). An
important aspect that is noted in the text is that the man is completely ignorant of the
rest of Homer, which refers to lack of proper education, or rather recklessness towards it.
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an arbitration, puts the parties at loggerheads, though they are eager for
a reconciliation (Char. 12.13). The overzealous man presses his case too
much, so that even if it was agreed in the first place that his case is a fair
one, he loses it (Char. 13.3). The obtuse man forgets that he has a lawsuit
to defend and goes to the country (Char. 14.3). The ungrateful grumbler,
winning a unanimous verdict in court, still finds fault with his speech-
writer for leaving out many of the arguments in his favour (Char. 17.8).
The friend of villains associates with people who have been defeated in
the law courts and have lost public cases, supposing that he will learn
the tricks of the trade from them (Char. 29.2). He is also apt to come to
the defence of riff-raff and sit with them on the jury to see that villainy is
done, and his judgement is “warped by a propensity to put the worst
possible construction on the arguments advanced by the opposing
parties” (Char. 29.6).

The cases of mentioning communication after a trial include the
dissembler commiserating with people whom he has attacked behind
their back, when they have lost a lawsuit (Char. 1.2), and the repulsive
man offering his congratulations to a man who is leaving court after
losing an important case (Char. 11.7). The oligarchic man accuses courts
of corruption (Char. 26.5). And the late learner, having fallen for a hetaira
and rammed her door, gets beaten up by her other lover and then takes
him to court (Char. 27.9), a behaviour that would be pardoned in the
young, but not the old.??

Participating in delegations and embassies is another component of
the public sphere. The shabby profiteer, when he goes abroad on public
service, leaves his official travel allowance at home and borrows from
the other delegates, and asks his share of the presents and then sells
them (Char. 30.7).

The duty of the trierarchy consisted in maintaining the efficiency of a
trireme for one year (cf. Dem. 21.156). It was the most important public
duty that a citizen or a group of citizens could fulfil, and the trierarch
bore the heaviest expense of all liturgists (see Jebb & Sandys 1909: 126-7;
Diggle 2004: 424; Gabrielsen 1994). When the illiberal man serves as a
trierarch, he spreads the helmsman’s mattress on the deck for himself

213 See Diggle 2004: 22, 482-3; Dover 1974: 103 and cf. Lys. 3 for a similar court case over
a male prostitute.
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and stows his own away (Char. 22.5). The boastful man boasts with sums
that he has given out, noting that he has not included the trierarchies
and other public services (Char. 23.6).2"* Note also that the oligarchic
man demands the abolishment of compulsory public services and
trierarchies (Char. 26.5); and indeed they were abolished by Demetrios of
Phaleron between 317 and 307 BCE and never reinstated.?'>

2.4.2. Religious sphere

In the religious sphere the most important sketch is surely that of the
superstitious man (Char. 16), which is entirely devoted to wrong re-
ligious behaviour. Most of the actions and attitudes of this man would
probably not have seemed abnormal to the ordinary Athenian; what sets
him apart is the obsessiveness and compulsiveness of his behaviour
(Diggle 2004: 350). Thus, the type is perhaps more accurately translated
as blindly superstitious.

Apart from this sketch, we see abnormal religious behaviour in the
case of several types. The shameless man salts the meat and stores it
away after having held a sacrifice to the gods, and dines out at another’s
(Char. 9.3). It was customary to invite friends and relations to a feast that
followed the sacrifice, or send them presents of food (cf. Char. 15.5). It
may seem that the man is stingy, but the emphasis is on his dining out,
which in this case is shameless.?!® The penny-pincher makes the smallest
offering to Artemis of any of the diners at a communal dinner (Char.
10.3). The tactless man arrives with a request for payment of interest
when people are engaged in a sacrifice and incurring heavy expense
(Char. 12.11).27 The self-centred man is described as apt to withhold
credit from the gods, i.e. not to offer thanks to them (Char. 15.11). The

214 Boasting of liturgies was a common tactic of the orators, and sometimes they also
characterize it as dAaloveia, see Dem. 21.169, 36.41, Aischin. 3.101 with Diggle 2004:
440-1.

215 See Diggle 2004: 33, 441; for Demetrios of Phaleron, see Fortenbaugh & Schiitrumpf
2000.

216 Cf. Xenophon HG 3.1.24 and see Diggle 2004: 293.

217 The last part of the sentence follows Diggle’s interpretation (2004: 325); according to
others (e.g. Rusten 1993: 99), dvaAiokovtac here means ‘consuming’ a sacrifice.
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offensive man scratches himself while sacrificing (Char. 19.5); further, he
blasphemes when his mother has gone out to the augur’s, and during a
prayer and the pouring of a libation he drops his cup and laughs as if he
had done something clever (Char. 19.7-8; this might be from a different
sketch, cf. ch. 2.1.6 above). When the man of petty ambition has sacri-
ficed an ox, he nails up the skull opposite the entrance to his house and
fastens long ribbons around it so that his visitors can see that he has
sacrificed an ox (Char. 21.7); and, he dedicates a bronze finger in the
sanctuary of Asklepios and polishes, garlands, and oils it every day
(Char. 21.10). He also arranges that he should be the one to make the
public report on the conduct of religious business, and will step forward
wearing a smart white cloak, with a crown on his head, and say “Men of
Athens, my colleagues and I celebrated the Milk-Feast with sacrifices to
the Mother of the Gods. The sacrifices were propitious. We beg you to
accept your blessings.” And after doing this, he goes home and tells his
wife that he had an extremely successful day (Char. 21.11). At his
daughter’s wedding, the illiberal man sells the meat from the sacrifice
(all but the priests” share) and tells the hired waiters to bring their own
food (Char. 22.4). When the late learner is invited to a shrine of Herakles,
he will throw off his cloak and try lifting the bull to get it in a neck-lock
(Char. 27.5), and at his initiation into the cult of Sabazios he is anxious
that the priest should judge him the handsomest of the initiands (Char.
27.8).

Taking oaths can also be considered part of religious behaviour. The
amovevonuévog is said to take an oath too readily (Char. 6.2). When the
overzealous man is about to swear an oath, he says to the bystanders
that he has sworn oaths many times before (Char. 13.11).

2.4.3. Economic sphere

At least some of the types depicted in the Characters belong to the upper
reaches of the Athenian social pyramid, although we cannot assume that
all of them do (Lane Fox 1996: 130; cf. also Bodei Giglioni 1980: 79-83).
Three of the sketches refer to liturgies (Char. 22.5, 23.5, 26.6); the man of
petty ambition is a hippeus (Char. 21.8); symposia are implied in several
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examples and figures for prices and spending are high (Char. 23.8, 30.13,
21.5).

Some of the characters are bound to over-aim by their nature, such as
the boastful man (Char. 23), who mentions grandiose offers and purcha-
ses, but actually lives in a rented house, which was not customary for a
rich citizen in Attika.?’® When he speaks of spending two talents on
clothing (Char. 23.8), the sum is a sign of his character, not of regular
wardrobe-expenses among the rich (Lane Fox 1996: 130).

The economic sphere in the Characters is mainly connected with
shopping, buying and selling. Lending and borrowing are important, as
well, but these tend to have more to do with friends and the principles
of PAia (cf. ch. 2.4.5). Some kind of financial transaction is alluded to in
almost every sketch. Thus, the dissembler is depicted abusing people
who apply for a loan or a contribution, or who want to buy something
(Char. 1.5; the passage is corrupt, cf. below, ch. 4.1.4). The flatterer buys
apples and pears for the children of his admired man (Char. 2.6), joins
the man himself in shopping for footwear (Char. 2.7), and is capable of
doing errands in the women’s market (Char. 2.9).2' The boor says he is
going to pick up some kippers from Archias’” shop (Char. 4.13). The
amovevonuévog manages a mass of market-traders and lends them
money, charging a daily interest of one and a half obols to the drachma,
and does the rounds of the butchers, the fishmongers and the kipper-
sellers, popping the interest from their taking straight to his mouth
(Char. 6.9). The shameless man reminds the butcher of any favours he
has done him, then stands by the scales and throws in some meat, if he
can, otherwise a bone for the soup; if he is not allowed to have it, he
snatches up some guts from the counter and makes off with these,
laughing (Char. 9.4). The penny-pincher, when asked to settle his
account, claims that every item, however little was paid for it, was too
expensive (Char. 10.4); in addition, if he has something for sale, he puts
such a high price on it that the buyer loses by the transaction (Char.
10.7), and when he goes shopping for food he returns home without

218 Cf. Osborne 1988: 311-15 and Lane Fox 1996: 130.

219 This section is athetized by Diggle, but I see no reason to do that only with the reason
that “it is intolerable not to be told how his breathless activities in the women’s market
serve the man he is flattering” (Diggle 2004: 193).
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buying anything (Char. 10.12). The repulsive man buys a meal for
himself and hires music-girls, then shows his shoppings to people he
meets and invites them to join in (Char. 11.8). The tactless man is liable to
bring along a higher bidder when one has already completed a sale
(Char. 12.8). When the self-centred man has something for sale, he will
not tell customers how much he would sell it for but asks what it will
fetch (Char. 15.4). The distrustful man dispatches his slave to do the
shopping and then sends another one to find out how much he paid
(Char. 18.2). When the illiberal man has been shopping in the market, he
carries the vegetables (and possibly meat) himself in the fold of his cloak
(Char. 22.7), i.e. sparing on the delivery boys. The boastful man goes up
to the high-priced horse market and pretends to the sellers that he wants
to buy; and going to the clothing-vendors he picks out a wardrobe
amounting to two talents and then quarrels with his slave for coming
along without bringing any gold coins (Char. 23.7-8). Finally, the shabby
profiteer sells watered-down wine to his friend (Char. 30.5).22°

2.4.4. Cultural and educational sphere

Theatre is perhaps the most common locale in this connection. Again, it
is not about the way theatre functions in the Greek society, but about the
way people behave at the theatre. For the flatterer, theatre is just another
place for toadying, as he takes the cushions from the slave and spreads
them on the seat of his patron with his own hands (Char. 2.11). Notice
the difference from the obsequious man, who does not play the toady to
one specific man; rather, he sits near the generals when at the theatre
(Char. 5.7).2" The loquacious man prevents others from watching the
play by his constant talking (Char. 7.8). When the guests from abroad of
the shameless man have bought theatre seats, he joins them at the
performance, but does not pay his part of the cost, and next day he even

220 Cf. also Char. 30.12, which seems to deal with buying from a friend, but the text is
again corrupt here.

221 Here and in the following it should be reminded that sections 6-10 of Char. 5 are by
some editors considered to belong to a different sketch, which describes some kind of a
show-off spendthrift. Cf. ch. 2.1.6.
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brings his sons and the slave who looks after them (Char. 9.5). The
repulsive man applauds at the theatre when no one else is applauding,
and hisses actors whose performance the audience is enjoying, and
when silence has fallen he raises his head and burps to make spectators
turn around (Char. 11.3). The obtuse man is found asleep in his seat at
the theatre when the audience has left (Char. 14.4). When the illiberal
man wins the prize for the best tragic chorus (i.e. not as poet or actor but
as choragus), he dedicates a strip of wood to Dionysos, inscribing his
own name on it in ink (Char. 22.2).222 Finally, the shabby profiteer goes to
the theatre only when there is free admission, and then he takes his sons
with him, as well (Char. 30.6).

Sports and exercises are mentioned, as well. The obsequious man
dallies in the gymnasia in which the ephebes are exercising (Char. 5.7).
The loquacious man enters schools and palaestras and stops the
children’s lessons by constantly talking to the trainers and teachers
(Char. 7.5). The late learner goes to wrestling-schools and challenges
others to a match (Char. 27.6), and practises fancy horsemanship while
riding on a borrowed horse in the country, falls off and hurts his head
(Char. 27.10). He also competes with his children’s tutor at archery and
javelin-throwing and tells them to take a lesson from him (Char. 27.13),
and when he wrestles at the baths, he often twists his hips so that he will
look well-trained (Char. 27.14).

2.4.5. Social sphere

Behaviour with one’s friends and companions and following the basic
principles of ¢puAia are arguably the most important constituents of the
Characters.

Problems with lending, borrowing and contributing to collections
(¢0arvoc)?® are naturally connected with those who are mean or stingy.
When word has reached the illiberal man that a friend is raising a
subscription, he cuts down a side-street on seeing him approach and
takes a roundabout way home (Char. 22.9). The penny-pincher asks for

222 A dedication more dignified than a strip of wood is called for; see Diggle 2004: 420-2.
223 See Millett 1991: 153-9.
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repayment of half an obol before the month is out (Char. 10.2, probably
as payment of interest); he is also liable to pursue overdue debtors and
charge compound interest (Char. 10.10), and forbids his wife to lend salt,
a lamp-wick, cumin, marjoram, barley meal, fillets or sacrificial grain,
claiming that “little items like these add up to a tidy sum in the course of
a year” (Char. 10.13). The shabby profiteer borrows money from a visitor
who is staying with him, probably hoping that the guest leaves the town
before the loan is repaid (Char. 30.3); and when he repays a debt of thirty
minai he pays it back four drachmas (i.e. one coin) short (Char. 30.13), a
sum that nobody will notice.

But Theophrastos also depicts other types in these situations. Thus,
the shameless man goes back to a creditor whose money he is with-
holding and asks for a loan (Char. 9.2), or goes to a neighbour’s house
and borrows barley or straw, and makes the lender deliver it to his
doorstep (Char. 9.7). The obtuse man is apt to get witnesses to support
him when he is taking repayment of money that is owed him (Char.
14.8). The self-centred man first refuses a friend, when he asks for a
contribution to a loan, but then comes along with it, adding that this is
more money wasted (Char. 15.7). When the distrustful man asks his
debtors for interest payments he has his witnesses present, so that they
cannot deny the debt (Char. 18.5); and when someone comes asking for
the loan of cups, he would rather say no altogether, but if he has to
oblige a member of the family or a close relative he will lend them only
after he has all but checked the quality and weight of the metal and
practically got someone to guarantee the cost of replacement (Char. 18.7).
When the man of petty ambition pays back a mina of silver, he pays it in
brand-new coin (Char. 21.5). The boastful man boasts of the sums he has
contributed towards loans for friends (Char. 23.6). Compare also Char.
1.5 with ch. 4.1.4 below.

Behaviour with friends and acquaintances is reflected at several
levels. One of these is direct communication or, in some cases, lack of it.
When the dissembler has heard something, he says he has not; and, if he
has made an agreement, he says he does not remember it (Char. 1.5).
Although the situation here is not specified, we can imagine a
conversation with friends or at least acquaintances. When the rumour-
monger encounters a friend, he asks him several questions, such as
where he comes from, but never gives him a chance to respond and
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starts to spread some gossip (Char. 8.2-3). The repulsive man calls out
the name of a passer-by who is a complete stranger to him (Char. 11.5).
The tactless man goes up to someone who is busy and asks his advice
(Char. 12.2), and invites a man who has just returned from a long
journey to go for a walk (Char. 12.7). When the obtuse man is notified of
the death of a friend and invited to the funeral, his face darkens and he
bursts into tears and says “And the best of luck to him!” (aya0n toxn;
Char. 14.7). The ungrateful grumbler says to someone bringing him a
piece of food sent by a friend “He did me out of the soup and wine by
not inviting me to dinner” (Char. 17.2). When his friends have got
together a loan and one of them says “Cheer up”, he answers “How do
you mean? When I have to refund every one of you and on top of that be
grateful for the favour?” (Char. 17.9). The disagreeable man comes in
and wakes up a man who has just gone to sleep, to have a chat (Char.
20.2). When speaking about his home, he says that he has cold water in a
cistern and a garden with plenty of succulent vegetables and a cook who
prepares a good dish, and that his house is an inn (it is always full), and
his friends are a leaking jar (however many good turns he does them he
cannot fill them up). He shows off the qualities of his parasite, and says
that there is something available to amuse the company, and, if the
guests give the order, the slave will go and fetch her right away from the
brothel-keeper, “so that she can play for us and give us all a good time”
(Char. 20.9-10). The coward uses a wounded friend to cover up his
cowardice in the battle (Char. 25.5-8). Sitting in a group, the slanderer is
apt to talk about whoever has just got up (probably to leave), and once
he has started he will not stop before he has abused his household, too;
he will speak particularly ill of his own friends and household, and the
dead (Char. 28.5-6). The friend of villains claims that a villain is “smart
and loyal and shrewd” (evdva xai PpAétaigov kal émdégiov; Char.
29.4). The shabby profiteer is the kind who does not provide enough
bread when he gives a feast (Char. 30.2); when he is serving out helpings
he says that it is right and proper that the server should be given a
double helping and so he proceeds to give himself one (Char. 30.4).
When he is oiling himself in the baths he says to his slave that the oil he
bought is rancid, and uses someone else’s (Char. 30.8). He takes a cloak
to the cleaner’s and borrows one from an acquaintance, and puts off
returning it for several days until it is demanded back (Char. 30.10).
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When he entertains members of his phratry, he asks for food for his
slaves from the communal meal, and he has an inventory made of the
radish-halves left over from the table, to prevent the slaves waiting at
the table from taking them (Char. 30.16). When he is abroad with ac-
quaintances, he uses their slaves and hires out his own without sharing
the proceeds (Char. 30.17), etc.

The self-centred man (Char. 15), and especially the arrogant man
(Char. 24), are naturally the most unfriendly of the types. Anti-social
behaviour towards friends can be seen in almost every scene of these
sketches. For example, when asked “Where is so-and-so?”, the self-
centred man replies “Don’t bother me” (Char. 15.2). He does not return a
greeting (Char. 15.3), he will not wait long for anyone (Char. 15.9), etc.
(cf. also ch. 3.1.2). The arrogant man tells someone who is in a hurry that
he will meet him after dinner while he is taking his stroll (Char. 24.2). He
says that he never forgets a good turn that he has done (Char. 24.2), but
at the same time he will never be the one to make the first approach
(Char. 24.6). As he walks in the street he does not speak to passers-by but
keeps his head down and looks up only when it suits him (Char. 24.8).
When he gives a dinner for his friends, he does not dine with them but
tells one of his employees to look after them (Char. 24.9), and he refuses
visitors while he is putting on oil, bathing or eating (Char. 24.11). The
expressions he uses are also arrogant: “I want this done” and “I have
sent to you to pick up...” and “No alternative” and “Immediately” (Char.
24.13).

The flatterer and the obsequious man are good examples of different
behaviour in similar situations. The flatterer is, of course, always playing
the toady to his “master”, but this also means that he vilifies or at least
offends other people—he tells the company to be quiet when He is
speaking, and tells any one who comes their way to stop until He has
gone past (Char. 2.4-5). The obsequious man, on the other hand, greets
anyone from a distance, expresses his admiration, embraces him with
both arms and will not let him go, coming a little way with him and
asking when he will see him again (Char. 5.2). The flatterer buys fruits,
presents them to his master’s children while their father is watching and
gives them a kiss and calls them “Chicks of a noble sir” (yxonotov
natQog veottix, Char. 2.6). He makes sure that the father of the children
sees his generosity. The obsequious man, when he is invited to dinner,
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asks his host to call in his children and declares that they are as like their
father as two figs; then he draws them to him and kisses them, sits down
beside them and plays with them (Char. 5.5), seeming eager to please
both them and their father.

2.4.6. Oikos and family sphere

Relations with family (especially wife and children) and household
members (including slaves) form a more intimate sphere of behaviour,
which is nevertheless connected to all the other spheres by certain
communal norms and values, which the types transgress. These should
be observed both in the polis and in the oikos, which Aristotle saw as a
basic social unit of the polis.?*

The boor is described in various situations on his farm. He is said to
distrust his friends and family, preferring to discuss important business
with his slaves (Char. 4.3), and makes secret advances to the girl who
does the baking (Char. 4.7). The dmovevonuévog lets his mother starve,
gets arrested for theft, and spends more time in prison than at home
(Char. 6.6). The loquacious man puts up with being mocked even by his
own children when he wants to go to bed; they stop him by saying “Talk
to us, so we can get to sleep” (Char. 7.10). Whenever a slave of the
penny-pincher breaks a pot or a dish, the man deducts the cost from his
rations; and, when his wife drops a three-penny piece, he shifts the
kitchenware and the couches and the chests and rummages through the
rubbish?® (Char. 10.5-6). The tactless man serenades his girlfriend when
she is feverish (Char. 12.3), stands watching while a slave is being
whipped, and announces that a boy of his own once hanged himself
after such a beating (Char. 12.12). The overzealous man goes and tells his
father that his mother is already asleep in their bedroom (Char. 13.8).22

224 Pol. 1253b1-14; cf. Pol. 1260b8-27, EE 1242a40-b2. For the relation of polis and oikos in
classical Athens see Roy 1999, suggesting that the Athenian polis did not generally inter-
fere with the internal workings of the family.
2% For reading kaAAvouata (‘sweepings’) instead of the otherwise unattested kaAvu-
pata (‘floorboards’?), see Diggle 2004: 306-7.
226 Diggle (2004: 329) interprets this as simply telling the father that it is bedtime. Most

editors assume a slightly indecent interpretation originating from Casaubon (“... ut
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The obtuse man is annoyed with his slave for not buying cucumbers
during the winter (Char. 14.9); he tires out his children by forcing them
to wrestle and run races with him (Char. 14.10); and when he is boiling
lentil soup in the country, he puts salt into the pan twice and makes it
inedible (Char. 14.11). When the ungrateful grumbler receives a message
that a son has been born to him, he says “If you add ‘And half of your
property is gone,’ you will be telling the truth” (Char. 17.7). The
distrustful man asks his wife while lying in bed whether she has closed
the chest and sealed the sideboard and whether the front door has been
bolted, and if she says yes, he throws off the bedclothes anyway and
gets up with nothing on and lights the lamp and runs around in his bare
feet to inspect everything in person, and so hardly gets any sleep (Char.
18.4). He also tells the slave accompanying him to walk in front and not
behind, so that he can watch that he does not run off on the way (Char.
18.8). The offensive man does not wash before going to bed with his wife
(Char. 19.5). The disagreeable man takes his baby from the nurse and
feeds it food which he has chewed himself, and mouths “pop-o-pop-o-
pop’ to it and calls it “Pop’s bun in the oven” (Char. 20.5).>” He is also
prone to ask in front of his household “Mummy, tell me, when you were
in labour and bringing me into the world, what day was it?” (Char.
20.7).28 The man of petty ambition takes his son to Delphi to have his
hair cut (Char. 21.3). The illiberal man will not send his children to
school when there is a festival of the Muses, but will claim that they are
ill, so that they do not have to contribute anything (Char. 22.6). Even
though his wife brought him a dowry, he will not buy her a maid, but
instead hires a girl from the women’s market to keep her company on

patrem admoneat tempus esse ut cubitum eat, ne sit matri iam cubanti imo dormire
incipienti longior exspectatio molesta”, cited as the only explanation in Steinmetz 1962:
160), therefore leaving it without a comment (e.g. LA 1897, Rusten 1993, Ussher 1993), or
leaving out the passage altogether (Jebb & Sandys 1909).

227 So Diggle (momavovpylav, a word that is otherwise unattested); the MS reading
(Tavoveylwv) is probably corrupt. Earlier editors have adopted, e.g., mavovgytov (Foss,
Jebb & Sandys, Torraca), natyviov (Herwerden, Navarre), mtavovoynudtiov (Edmonds,
Steinmetz), mavovgydtegov (Schneider, Rusten), etc. Cf. Steinmetz 1962: 236-7; Ussher
1993: 174; Diggle 2004: 397.

228 There is no reason to obelize fuéoa because “[a] question about the date of his birth is
unlikely in itself and has no obvious connection with what follows” (Diggle 2004: 399).
See Steinmetz 1962: 237-8.
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her outings (Char. 22.10). The boastful man lives in a rented house, but
will tell someone who does not know that it belonged to his father and
that he proposes to sell it because it is too small for the scale of his
hospitality (Char. 23.9). The late learner learns military commands from
his son (Char. 27.3). The slanderer reviles other persons and their
families (Char. 28.3—4), even his friends and relatives (Char. 28.6). Finally,
when the sons of the shabby profiteer do not attend school for the full
month because of illness, he deducts a proportion of the fees, and, to
avoid the expense, he does not send them for lessons during Antheste-
rion, because there are so many shows during that month (Char. 30.14).

2.4.7. Occupations and professions

Theophrastos does not specify the occupations of the depicted character
types, perhaps with the exception of the boor (Char. 4), although even in
this case all we can say is that the man probably lives in the countryside.
At the same time, he alludes to quite a range of occupations. We hear
from cooks, doctors, gymnasiarchs, trainers and teachers, pimps, sea-
men, augurs, fullers, bath attendants etc.

Unlike several modern imitators of the Characters, Theophrastos
focuses on ‘bad form’, not ‘bad blood’, thus there is no classification by
trades in his work (Lane Fox 1996: 131). There are, however, occupations
that are explicitly declared unsuitable for a freeborn man. These include
keeping an inn or a brothel, being a tax collector, working as an auctio-
neer or hired cook (Char. 6.5).

Some of the occupations mentioned in the text are connected with
popular meeting places. They form a background for depicting various
types in a similar situation, which would be well known for the reader.
The barbers” shops, for example, were traditional venues for loungers
and gossips;?® therefore, they are also popular with the Theophrastean

229 As noted by Theophrastos himself (fr. 577a FHS&G = Plu. Quaest. conv. 679a: ®eo-
doaotog dowva cvundoix mallwv €kdAel T KovEEA dx TV AAALXV TV TIQOO-
kaOWovtwv; fr. 577b FHS&G = Plu. Quaest. conv. 716a: 1 kovpeia O@e6doaotog eicdOet
KaAelv dowva ovuméoia d v AaAav). See Diggle 2004: 319-20 for a selection of
references, and cf. Lewis 1995.
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types. The &ypoucog says that as soon as he gets to town he intends to
have a haircut (Char. 4.13); the obsequious man has frequent haircuts
(Char. 5.6); the repulsive man stops in front of the barber’s or the
perfumer’s shop and explains that he intends to get drunk (Char. 11.9).
One can also compare Char. 26.4, where the oligarchic man is depicted
strutting about with his hair trimmed and nails carefully pared.

2.4.8. Concluding remarks

All of the types depicted in the Characters weary their fellow citizens
morally, emotionally and intellectually. Their estimates of situations are
inadequate, and this results in actions that are reprehensible. In short,
they display a general lack of social intelligence. Generally, their beha-
viour does not cross the line of criminality (although the &movevon-
uévog, Char. 6.6, is said to spend more time in prison than at home), but
it does cross the line of various unwritten laws and customs. One of the
common features is the transgression of the principles of piAia: some of
the types are too excessive in pursuing it; others undervalue its
importance. In this respect we should recall Aristotle’s views on ¢piAia
as expressed in books 8-9 of the Nichomachean Ethics, where he studies
social relations between people, and in the end defines man as moAttt-
KOV ... kat ovCnv medpukog (EN 1169b18-19; cf. the famous identification
of man as pvoet toArtkov Cov in Pol. 1253a3).
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PART 3. CHARACTER WRITING
IN LATER PERIPATETIC AUTHORS

As noted above, most of the successors of Theophrastos in the Peri-
patetic school have little to offer in regard to character writing. The
following chapters focus on Ariston of Keos, but also touch upon the
fragments of Lykon and Satyros.

Before proceeding to these authors I would like to mention some
other names that also belong to the Peripatetic school. Demetrios of
Phaleron was Theophrastos’” pupil and ruler of Athens from 317 to 307
BCE. Otto Immisch has noted (1898: 208) that despite scarce remains of
his works, Demetrios at least hints at his training under Theophrastos by
parodying the Omeprdpavog Krateros (Demetr. fr. 12 SOD):

IToAAGKIG D¢ 1) TTEOG TVEAVVOV 1) AAAWGS Blatov Tiva dlaxAeydple-
voL kal ovewdloat dpuwvteg XOnlopev €€ AvAykng OoxXNUATOG
Adyov, wg Anuntelog 6 PaAneets meog Koatepov tov Makeddva
Eml xovong KAlvng kaBeCopevov peTéwQov, Kal év moeduoa
XAavidl, kalt VTEINPAVWS ATOdEXOUEVOV TAG TREOPElAG TV
‘EAAMvov, oxnuatioag eimev ovedotikwsg, 0Tt “Omede&dueOa
niote mEeoPevovtag MUelS Tovode kal Koatepov tovtov”” €v yao
T OEKTIKG T ‘TovTOV Eudaivetat <> Dmeondavia tov Koa-
TEQOV TMAOA WVEDITUEVT] €V OXT|UATL.

In the list of Demetrios” works presented by Diogenes Laertios we find,
among others, a work ITeot peyaropuyiag (5.81.21 = fr. 1.92 SOD), the
content of which might have been ethical.

Herakleides Pontikos is said to have studied with Speusippos, but also
listened to Pythagoreans and the Platonic school, and finally to Aristotle
(D.L. 5.86).%2" The list of his works contains a book titled Xapaxtnoec
(D.L. 5.88.4 = fr. 165 Webhrli). The title is classified by Diogenes Laertios
as belonging to povowd, which contain works on tragic poets, Homer,
and poetics and music in general. There is no indication as to the content

230 On the possible extent of his connection to Aristotle see Wehrli 1969: 60.
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of the work Xapaxktnoec, and we have no fragments from it. Its place in
this section, between Ilegt twv TV TEAywdomowwv and Ilegt
TIOWTIKNG kal Twv momtwv, would suggest that the work may have
been written on various kinds of style (Wehrli 1969: 119; cf. Diggle 2004:
5). The meaning of yapaxto as ‘character type’ is not known before
Theophrastos (Korte 1929: 77), thus the possibility that the work dealt
with character types would probably also be ruled out for chronological
reasons, although Herakleides was born only years before Theophrastos.

3.1. Ariston

3.1.1. Sources and identity

The first text of Ariston which is of importance for character studies is
titled On relieving arrogance (Ileot tov kovdilerv meondaviag). The
work has been preserved by Philodemos in his On vices (ITeot kaxiwv,
the first book of which is also known among scholars as Ilegt
vntegndaviag, although the papyrus does not contain this title), PHerc.
1008.%! For some time it has been common belief that the author of this
text is the Peripatetic Ariston of Keos (probably Lykon’s successor in 225
BCE), but doubts have been expressed about his identity both in the past
and again in recent times. It has even been claimed that the identifica-
tion of the Ariston in Philodemos is the most difficult problem that the
editors of the fragments of Ariston of Keos are faced with (Dorandi 2006:
217). The main reason is that there was more than one ancient philo-
sophical writer named Ariston, and many ancient sources do not specify
which man is meant. Stork et al. (2006: 3) list four Aristons: Ariston of

231 While at the moment the only complete edition of PHerc. 1008 is Jensen 1911a, the
preparation of a new edition has been announced by G. Indelli (Indelli 2001; cf. Dorandi
2006 and Ranocchia 2001). The fragments containing Aristonean text have been newly
edited and translated in Stork et al. 2006, where they stand in the section “Disputed”, fr.
21a—o SFOD. (Cf. also Dorandi 2006 and Ranocchia 2006 and 2007 for editing history and
present status of the papyrus interpretation.) Earlier editions include Kndgel 1933 and
Wehrli 1968 (first edition 1952; see also Wehrli 1983). For earlier English translations, see
Rusten 1993: 182-95. The Greek quotes in the following sections have been taken from
SFOD, omitting column formatting and dots under letters; the translation is also that of
SFOD, with occasional minor modifications.
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Keos, Ariston of Chios, Ariston the Younger and Ariston of Alexandria.
Except Ariston of Chios, a Stoic, these were all Peripatetics. The first and
the second Ariston are especially difficult to distinguish, for they are
close in both time of living and in the Greek or Latin designation of their
places of origin (Ketog/Xiog resp. Ceus/Chius). Later Peripatetics with the
name of Ariston never received the degree of public attention that
Ariston of Keos and Ariston of Chios did (see Hahm 2006: 211). In
addition to Peripatetics there were other Aristons, including those who
belonged to the Academy (see, e.g.,, Hahm 2006: 182). Thus, the identi-
fication of the author of a fragment is in many cases inconclusive.

Recently, David Hahm has emphasized that the established methodo-
logy of reconstructing the work of lost authors has its limitations. In the
case of the attribution of incompletely identified references, the most we
can achieve at this point is the construction of several equally plausible
possibilities (Hahm 2006: 183). Using an alternative methodology —not
extracting the references from their context to create “fragments”, but
rather treating them as being essentially testimonia—Hahm has shown
that throughout antiquity there is no evidence of any confusion between
the two best-known Aristons (Ariston of Keos and Ariston of Chios) in
the minds of the readers who knew them, and the confusion can be
found only among modern interpreters. The source of this confusion
seems to be an isolated ancient delusion reported (but not really
endorsed) by Diogenes Laertios, viz. Panaitios” attempt to distance him-
self and the Stoic school from Ariston’s ideas by alleging that the philo-
sophical works circulating under his name were all really written by the
Peripatetic Ariston of Keos (Hahm 2006: 211).

In the case of the work Ilept Tov kovPilerv VTtepnpaviag, however,
which has been transmitted only on papyrus, the results of this method
amount more or less to same equal possibilities. Thus, other arguments
come to play. Since the text is an important part of the ancient tradition
of character writing, I will briefly touch upon the problems of the
identification of its author.?*2

22 For more detailed studies, which also contain synopsis of previous work on the
subject, see especially Dorandi 2006, Ranocchia 2006 and 2007, but also Ioppolo 1996 (cf.
Ioppolo 1980), Tsouna 2006: 279-80 and Acosta Méndez & Angeli 1992: 208-14.
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The name of Ariston appears for the first time in col. 10.10 of PHerc.
1008 (in fr. 21a SFOD), which runs as follows:?%

WAplotwv | to[(Jvuv [y]eyoadws ITept Ttov | ko[v]dpil[etv V]mep-
noaviag ¢lmotoAn[v tt [1§Joov pev élmabev T@wv dix TOXNV
vme I Pnda]vwv [€x]etvawy, ...

(“Ariston, then, having written a letter On Relieving Arrogance, has
indeed experienced something more naive?* than these (people
who are) arrogant on account of (good) fortune...” [Transl. Stork et
al. 2006.])

The beginning of this passage contains important information about the
author (Ariston), the title (ITept tov kovdiCerv VTegnpaviac) and the
genre (¢€moTOAT). As mentioned already, the name alone does not
indicate whether Philodemos has the Peripatetic or the Stoic in mind.
Thus, we must infer this from the title, the specified genre, and of course
from the contents of the work.

3.1.2. On relieving arrogance (fr. 21 SFOD)

The reading at the beginning of 1. 13 of the text quoted above has been
one of the most controversial points in the interpretation of the passage,
the whole work and the identity of its author. The question is whether
the work mentioned was a letter or something else.

233 The reconstruction of the text of col. 10 in SFOD is that of Anna Angeli (unpublished
to the date of publication of the volume, but put to use in it, cf. p. 71 n. 2). The text differs
from that proposed by G. Ranocchia (2001), especially in 1l. 12-15, where Ranocchia
reads élmiotoAuca t[o {Joov pev Elmabev [twlv d[Ja toxnv vreloIndlalvwv [a-
doov]wv ... The textology of the passage is further analyzed in Dorandi 2006: 220 ff. Cf.
also Ranocchia 2006: 240 ff., where he reads [ét]ai[o]wV instead of [adodv]wv in . 15. In
his full edition of PHerc. 1008.10-24 (Ranocchia 2007), Ranocchia has suggested the
reading [ada]io]wv. Cf. also my review of Fortenbaugh & White 2006 (Volt 2006).

2% In translating the comparative of 10U¢ in this sense, the editors refer to the inter-
pretation of Angeli, as quoted in Dorandi 2006: 222 f.
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Basically, there have been three readings of the word in 1. 12-13:
EITIZTOAHN, EITIXTOAIKA, and EITITOMHN.2% The word was read
as ETIIZTOAHN already by Jensen in 1911; however, later (1930) he
suggested the reading EIIITOMHN instead. Since then, this has had
many supporters, including Knogel (1933), Wehrli (1968), Capasso
(1983), Mouraviev (1987), but has now proven to be false. Already Gi-
gante (1997a: 154) has noted that this reading cannot be right.?** Whether
we read EITIXTOAHN or EINIZTOAIKA, that is already a secondary
question. In any case we are dealing with a letter (or an epistolary
treatise), and not an epitome—the latter seemed to prove the Peripatetic
origin of the work once and for all. The epistolary form of the treatise,
however, has been one of the main arguments for the Stoic authorship
(Ioppolo 1996, Ranocchia 2006). The basis of the argumentation is that
the work Letters is the only one from the list presented by Diogenes
Laertios (7.163) that was not assigned to Ariston the Peripatetic by
Panaitios and Sosikrates, whereas no letters (or an epistolary treatise) is
known to have been written by Ariston the Peripatetic. The epistolary
form in itself is not a proof that the author was Ariston the Stoic, but it
has, to some degree, reopened discussion about the identity of the
author that seemed to have come to an end with the wide acceptance of
the reading ETIITTOMHN.

Of course this formal point cannot be the only argument in this
discussion. The contents of the work are more important, and have
recently been subject of much heated discussion. Some scholars say that
there are substantial discrepancies between the Peripatetic tradition
(including the Characters of Theophrastos) and the text of Ariston, and
believe that these discrepancies are strong arguments against Peripatetic
authorship. Others believe, to the contrary, that even if there are
discrepancies, these are not strong arguments.?”

The editor princeps of the Aristonean text, Luigi Caterino (1827), at-
tributed it to the Stoic Ariston of Chios, proceeding from an improbable

2% ] use capital letters to include all variant readings of these words. For finer textological
details see the apparatus in Stork et al. 2006: 70.

2% He called Jensen’s second proposal “una sfortunata devtega ¢oovrtic,” arguing
himself for the reading ETTIZTOAIKA (ibid.).

27 For detailed studies of the history of reception, see Dorandi 2006 (especially 229-35)
and Ranocchia 2006 (especially 241-6).
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emendation ¢noiv 6 Agiotwv [Xi]loc in col. 16.34-5. He proposed that
it might derive from the work Ymouvijpuata vmtép kevodoliag or from
the four books of EmotoAal (Caterino 1827: 20). The first known
modern author who favoured Ariston of Keos was Hermann Sauppe,
who read ¢mnoiv 6 Agiotwv, o[i]log in col. 16.34-5, and emphasized the
similarity of Aristonean text to the Characters of Theophrastos,
suggesting that Ariston imitated Theophrastos. He also underlined that
in antiquity, at least till the time of Poseidonios, character writing was
primarily practised by the Peripatetics (Sauppe 1853: 6-9). Of the
following authors, to name but a few, Theodor Gomperz, Christian
Jensen, Giorgio Pasquali, Wilhelm Knogel and Marcello Gigante (1997a)
have supported the Peripatetic identity of the man, whereas Augusto
Rostagni, Carlo Gallavotti (1927), and in recent times Anna Maria
Ioppolo (1996) and Graziano Ranocchia (2006, 2007) have argued for the
Stoic.

Graziano Ranocchia has been one of the strongest opponents of the
Peripatetic authorship of the work (see, e.g., Ranocchia 2006, 2007). He
argues that Ariston’s treatise is a protreptic letter that is divided into
two sections. The first of these sections collects a series of exhortations,
each of which focuses on a particular aspect of Vvmeondavia. Here,
Philodemos does not cite his source directly. The intent of this section is
said to be paraenetical rather that characterological, and the examination
of formal characters shows that this is an example of exhortatio, which,
together with dissuasio, constitutes one part of protreptic ethics (2006:
252). The second of these sections is characterological in nature and
contains direct quotations from Ariston. It is a meticulous review of
subtypes of the Omepr|pavog, among which Ariston distinguishes seven
categories. The unique aim of the treatise is, according to Ranocchia
(2006: 253), to provide a remedy for the vice. The more characterological
flavour of the second section, he proceeds, is not an aim in itself, but
serves the protreptic character of the whole treatise, which again
suggests Stoic authorship. Other arguments in favour of the Stoic
include a re-interpretation of the verb kov(iCetv that appears in the title
of Ariston’s treatise (Ranocchia 2006: 254), and the compatibility of
Philodemos’ extensive use of Ariston’s text and his evident confidence
in Ariston’s persuasive force with the eloquence and persuasiveness
attributed to the man in ancient sources (2006: 256-7).
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I cannot go into detailed discussion of specific arguments in this
chapter. However, as mentioned above, I proceed from the hypothesis
that the work belongs to the Peripatetic tradition of character writing.
There are several reasons for this. First, I see no major contradictions
between Ariston’s character sketches and the Theophrastean descrip-
tions. Although Ariston’s descriptions are more intertwined and closely
connected with each other, the style and technique are to a large degree
similar (cf. Rusten 1993: 14; Diggle 2004: 10). He also uses introductory
formulas, builds his sentences around infinitives and participles, and
links sentences with a xai. As Millett (forthcoming, n. 43) has noted, not
only form, but also content of the sketches is thoroughly Theophrastean,
with much to say about etiquette and reciprocity. The descriptions are
furnished with pedagogical notes, but this is not a strong argument for
the Stoic authorship.

What also seems significant is the fact that Philodemos does cite the
Characters of Theophrastos elsewhere in his treatise On vices (see above,
ch. 2.1.3, and below, ch. 3.1.3). Assuming that there was no confusion
about the identity of the two Aristons in antiquity, it seems probable
that if Philodemos had used the texts of more than one Ariston, he
would have specified which man he is citing in each passage. He
certainly uses the text of Theophrastos together with that of Ariston,
which might suggest that he considered them both to be Peripatetics. Of
course Philodemos is a compiler and we cannot be too certain of his
principles of quotation.

Ariston’s treatment is the longest text on character types we have, apart
from Theophrastos. His character sketches are all related to Ortepndavia
‘arrogance’ (cf. Char. 24), and presented as blends or sub-types of
arrogance.”® Losses at the beginning and end of some columns make it
difficult to follow the relations between certain sub-types. Indeed there
are scholars who believe that although there is some relation to
vmeondavia in every sketch, the differences are too great to allow a
common source for those and the treatment of vrtegnpavia in col. 10-
16.28 (Wehrli 1968: 53 ff.; Acosta Méndez & Angeli 1992: 219).

238 For a synopsis see Vogt 2006: 272. Cf. also Jensen 1911b: 395; Knogel 1933: 25; Stork at
al. 2006: 89, 91, 101; Tsouna 2006.
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What is different from the Characters of Theophrastos is the fact that
the types are compared with each other. This allows for some kind of
hierarchy in the negativity, but again, not always. The comparisons and
categorizing evaluations before the descriptions of behavioural regula-
rities recall, in a way, the definitions appended to the Theophrastean
sketches, although they are not presented in such a short, fixed form.

The first sketch is of the inconsiderate man (av0&dnc; col. 16.29-17.17 =
21g.29-h.17 SFOD; cf. Char. 15).2° He is said to be “a blend of conceit,
arrogance and disdain, along with a large dose of thoughtlessness.”?4
He is first described as someone who demands hot or cold water in the
bath without first asking his fellow-bather whether it is alright with him
too. Then we learn that when he has bought a slave, he does not ask
what his name is nor gives him a name himself, but rather calls him only
“boy” (maida). In the next scenes he is depicted as not returning a
favour: he refuses to rub with oil in return the person who has rubbed
him; and he does not entertain in return a guest who has entertained
him. He knocks at someone’s door but does not give an answer when
asked who it is, waiting for the owner to come outside. When he is
unwell and a friend comes to check on him, he will not say how he is
doing, and he never asks such questions himself when checking on
someone. The last sentence describes the man as never starting his
letters with xaipewv or ending them with égowoOat. The point is not, of
course, that he does not use these specific traditional epistolary
formulas, but that he refuses to begin and end the letter politely.?!

As this is one of the two types Theophrastos and Ariston both have
chosen to describe (the other being the cipwv, see below), a comparison
is called for. One will notice that there are some similarities between the
two sketches. Thus, the a00&dn¢ of the Characters, when asked “Where is
so-and-so?’, replies ‘Don’t bother me!” (Char. 15.2). The av0adnc of
Ariston does not reply quite like this, he does not reply at all, for

23 See also Knogel 1933: 26-8; Wehrli 1968: 59-60; Gigante 1997b: 345-7.

240 21¢.29-33 SFOD: 6 " a0O&dNG Aeyopevog €otlke pev etvat pewctog é€ otoe lwe kat
vneondaviag kat vmeglopiac, petéxwv d¢ kat oA | Ang elatdtnTOC.

241 Traditional formulas have been abandoned by some authors for other reasons, as well.
Cf., e.g., D.L. 10.13-14 on Epikuros, who used to write 0 mpdttetv and omovdaiwg Cnv
instead of xatpewv. See also Stork et al. 2006: 123.
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example when knocking at someone’s door, or when a friend asks how
he is doing. The Theophrastean type does not return a greeting (Char.
15.3); the man described by Ariston refuses to use polite epistolary
formulas. There are also scenes that are missing in the Characters (and
vice versa), but the locales are familiar. The av0&dnc is depicted in the
baths in two scenes: he demands hot or cold water without asking what
the others think of it, and refuses to return rubbing with oil.

The avBd&dnc of Ariston is said to have a share of arrogance, and
indeed some traits in his behaviour are comparable with the arrogant
man as described by Theophrastos. However, the av0adnc is not acting
out of arrogance, although it may sometimes seem so. When he does not
ask the name of the slave he has bought and does not give him a name
himself either, calling him only “boy”, the self-centred man is not being
arrogant or showing his contempt—he just does not care and is by
nature hostile in his social relations. The same holds true for other
failings in reciprocal relations, such as not entertaining in return a guest
who has entertained him.

The second sketch depicts the self-willed man (av0éxkaotog; col. 17.17-
18.11 = 21h.17-i.11 SFOD).?2 In the introduction, he is compared to the
inconsiderate man and found to be not quite so thoughtless and lacking
in regard for the feelings of others (o0 mavv pev eifkai]og é[ot]v oV’
a&Aoyog), but still thinking that he is the only one with any sense, and
therefore being self-opinionated (idoyvwpovav), believing that he will
succeed in everything if he does it alone but fail if he avails himself of
the judgment of another person. Thus, he is also said to have his share of
arrogance (Urtepndavica). There follows a list of actions that the man will
carry through without consulting anybody: he will go abroad, buy at the
market, run for office, and other similar things. The emphasis here is on
the lack of a basic constituent of social relations, viz. asking for advice,
discussing important issues with one’s friends and peers. Indeed when
someone asks him what he is going to do, the man’s reply is an abrupt
“old’ ¢yw,” and when someone finds fault with him, he just says “¢ue
oV;” —basically meaning that he knows better.?*® If somebody asks his

242 See also Knogel 1933: 28-30; Wehrli 1968: 60; Gigante 1997b: 347-8; Gallavotti 1927.
283 For 21h.25-32 SFOD see also Gallavotti 1927: 476.
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advice, he refuses to state what he thinks unless the person asking is
going to do it. As the beginning of the next column (col. 18) is mutilated,
one cannot state for sure what it contained, but a connection with the
end of col. 17 sounds probable, giving a sense that in all things in which
the man has failed, he is the kind to say that in doing it he had no wish
to complete it.?* The man is also not disturbed when you call him self-
willed, saying that people who seek the guidance of others are like little
children, and that he is the only one with a beard and grey hair. The
sketch ends with a statement of the self-willed that he will manage to
stay alive even if he finds himself in a deserted place.

The third sketch is of the “know-it-all” (mavtednuwv; col. 18.11-19.2 =
21i.11-.2 SFOD).**> The word mavtednuwyv sounds common enough,
but is actually a hapax. Again, the man is compared with the previous
type and found “even worse” than the self-willed man. The know-it-all
is a person who has completely convinced himself that he knows
everything. He will construct a house and a boat by himself and without
the help of a professional builder. He will draw up contracts for himself
that require legal expertise. He will act as doctor not only to himself but
also to his slaves, and try it on others, as well. He will engage in the sort
of agriculture and merchant shipping that require good specialists to be
successfully pursued. Indeed he does not stop his deranged behaviour
(amomtAncia) even if he suffers shipwreck in everything. He makes a
fool of himself by laying claim to all branches of knowledge, and calls
those who laugh at him ignorant.

There follows a discussion of the consequences and negative effects
of such behaviour for each of the three types in the same order (the
inconsiderate man col. 19.2-17 = 21j.2-17 SFOD; the self-willed man col.
19.17-20.3 = 21j.17-k.3 SFOD; the know-it-all col. 20.3-32 = 21k.3-32
SFOD). Although these discussions have been considered to be Philo-
demos” “tedious and contorted analyses of the disadvantages of each
trait” (Rusten 1993: 182) rather than the text of Ariston, we need not be
as critical as this. There is actually no need to recreate a truly

24 Cf. Stork at al. 2006: 95 and Sauppe 1853: 26.
245 See also Knogel 1933: 30-2; Wehrli 1968: 60-1 and 64; Gigante 1997b: 348-51.
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“Theophrastean” Ariston by attributing all references to definitions and
evaluations of the character traits to Philodemos (cf. Vogt 2006: 262).
After these comments the character sketches are resumed (21k.32
SFOD). The hierarchical structure of the following passage is not quite
clear, as there are losses both at the end of the column and at the
beginning of the next column. Three types are mentioned: the disdainful
man (Omepdmng; col. 20.32-21.4 = 21k.32-1.4 SFOD), the man affecting
solemnity (oepuvokdmog; col. 21.4-14 = 211.4-14 SFOD), and the “swag-
gerer” (BoevOuvouevog; col. 21.14-38 = 211.14-38 SFOD). The last two
appear to be considered as a subspecies of the first (Knogel 1933: 32-3,
39; Stork et al. 2006: 101). The behaviour of the man affecting solemnity
is not described in detail. The swaggerer is said to be a man who looks
down and askance at everybody, shakes his head disapprovingly
(Rusten translates “tosses his head”), and belittles everybody else, even
the esteemed. The description ends with a quotation from Ar. Nu. 362:
O[Tt BoevOUVI[N] Tt &v taiow 6doic kal tw!POaApw magaBaAAeis.
With these lines in the comedy the chorus of the clouds is addressing
Sokrates (on the reference, see Acosta Méndez & Angeli 1992: 219-21).

Taking into account the implicit reference to Sokrates just mentioned, it
might not be a coincidence that the following sketch is of a dissembler
(elowv; cf. Char. 1). This type is discussed in a rather long paragraph in
col. 21.38-23.37 = 211.38-n.37 SFOD.?*¢ As has been noted (Rusten 1993:
191, n. 3), the literal meaning, “ironic man”, is better suited to the
description here than in Char. 1 of Theophrastos. Sokrates is considered
as a prototype of the type by the author, and this is clearly stated in the
text, as will be seen.

The first sentence of the section on €lpwv contains the claim that the
dissembler is, by and large, a species of the pretentious man (col. 21.38-9
= 211.38-9 SFOD: 6 d’ elpwv wg émi 1o | [mA]etotov dAaldvog €ld0g).
This may seem to contradict Aristotle’s use of e¢ipwveta and adAalovela
as two extremes belonging to one mean, aAnOewx (EN 1108a20 ff., EE
1221a23 ff., 1233b38 ff., MM 1193a28 ff.), but for Aristotle this division

26 See also Knogel 1933: 34-9; Wehrli 1968: 61; Acosta Méndez & Angeli 1992: 219-21;
Nardelli 1984: 531-4; Gigante 1997b: 352—4.
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seems to be only formal, and even he admits that sometimes dissem-
bling may seem like boasting.?*”

The text at the beginning of the next column is not entirely clear;
probably the dissembler is described as praising people he finds fault
with but diminishing and censuring himself. He often mimics in
mockery, makes faces, and smiles, jumping up and uncovering his head.
He will remain silent for a long time in company. The rest of the sketch
contains a lot of phrases that the dissembler is bound to utter. Thus, if
someone praises him or bids him to speak, or if people say that he will
be remembered, he responds with “What do I know except this, that I
know nothing?” (¢yw yap | oda Tl mANv [y]e tovtov STt [0V]ldEV
oilda;)*8 or “What does my opinion count for?” (tig yao npwv A[6]1yog;)
or “If indeed any will remember me” (et O ¢ Nuwv €otafl] | pvela).
He will also say things like “Some people are blessed in their natural
gifts” or “in their capability” or “in their fortune.” He does not call
people merely by name, but says “fair Phaidros” (®aidgoc 6 kaAdg) or
“wise Lysias” (Avoiag 6 codadc), and uses ambiguous expressions, such
as “good” (xonotov), “sweet” (1100V), “simple” (&deAn), “noble” (yev-
vaiov), “brave” (&avdgelov).?

By now it has become clear that one of the prototypes of the sketch is
Sokrates. Indeed he is mentioned by name in the following section: there
it is said that the eipwv will slyly show off ideas of his own as wise, but
attribute them to other people, “as Sokrates with Aspasia and Ischo-
machos.”?" Again, the beginning of col. 23 is mutilated, so we do not
know exactly what the man is said to tell those who are being dismissed
from the elections for a public office. With Ussing’s supplement, the
sentence would run: “You would have passed muster, if they had
chosen you, for in everything you are formidably good at getting things
done.”

247 EN 1127b27 £.: kal éviote dAaloveia patvetal (sc. elpwveia). Cf. also Wehrli 1968: 61,
Acosta Méndez & Angeli 1992: 220-1.

28 This is, of course, Sokrates’ famous statement, cf. Plato Ap. 21d.

249 For parallels in (mainly) Plato, see Kleve 1983: 2467 and Acosta Méndez & Angeli
1992: 226-7.

20 Commentators refer to Plato’s Menexenos, where Sokrates quotes a funeral speech
allegedly composed by Aspasia for Perikles, and Xenophon’s Oec. 7-21, where Sokrates
has a lengthy discussion with Ischomachos on estate management (Stork et al. 2006: 107).
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Further, when the &lpwv meets someone (perhaps one particular
individual who is also meant in the following sentences), he makes a
display of being struck with amazement at his appearance and his
dignity and his speech, and a display of admiration to those who are
sitting nearby. If he is invited to deliberate with the other man, he seems
to be afraid and says that even the smallest things (tdAa&xiota) appear
to him insurmountable (&moga). And, if the other man laughs at this, he
continues by saying “You are right to feel contempt for me, being the
man you are, for this is exactly how I feel about myself” and “Would
that I were young and not an old man, so that I could have put myself
under your orders.”?! Further, when after a perfectly clear remark by
anyone present the other man says “What do you mean by saying such a
thing?”, the dissembler throws up his hands and exclaims “How quickly
you have understood!—but then how dull I am and slow and stupid
(adp[un]c | éyw kai Poadvg kat dvoaloOntoc)!” When the other man is
having conversation with him, he gives him his full attention and gazes
at him with his mouth open, but a moment later makes innuendos and
nods suggestively with his head to others around him, and sometimes
laughs out loud.

'/I

The sketch ends with two expressions that the dissembler will say to
whomever he happens to converse with: “You, my friends, please do
point out to me my failures in literacy and my other blunders, and do
not let me disgrace myself” and “Won’t you explain to me the prosperity
of so-and-so, that I may rejoice in it and, suppose I should have it in me,
that I may become like him?” Sokrates is also mentioned one more time
at the end of the column: “But what need is there to say more? For
collecting all the reminiscences about Sokrates...”

Ariston’s depiction of the eipwv has been another key element in the
question of authorship of the work (see Ioppolo 1996, Vogt 2006). The
author’s attitude towards elpwv-Sokrates in these passages is explicitly
hostile, whereas Aristotle tends to be more positive and Theophrastos
does not name Sokrates by name, although he is describing a more

251 The phrase ™Awk[o]oTtog v (“being the man you are”) is translated “at your age” in
Stork et al. 2006, with the explanation that the dissembler presents himself as an older
man and the target of his irony apparently is younger, the point being that younger men
tend to despise older men just because of the age difference but do not say so openly.
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negative kind of eipwv. The inclusion of Sokrates among examples of
arrogance is, however, no evidence of Stoicism, because there were
critics of Sokrates among the Peripatetics, as well (cf., e.g., Aristoxenos
fr. 54 and 56 Webhrli). Ioppolo (1996: 724) argues that these Peripatetics
attack the iloc of Sokrates rather than his philosophical position, but the
fact of the confrontation remains.

Perhaps the tradition of the Peripatetic school and analogies with the
Characters of Theophrastos are not sufficient to claim that the author has
to be the Peripatetic Ariston of Keos (cf., e.g., Rostagni 1920 and Ioppolo
1996: 723). However, the arguments for the opposite are faced with the
same problem: they are not sufficient to establish the Stoic authorship. In
addition, the arguments are connected with the purpose of the Characters,
but as this cannot be established for certain, the arguments themselves
tend to stay on a very subjective ground. (Cf. Ioppolo 1996: 724: “La loro
sanzione sta esclusivamente [my emphasis—I.V.] nel fatto di suscitare il
riso” —a claim that is purely subjective.)®? Also staying on a subjective
ground, I find the arguments for the Peripatetic authorship to be more
plausible. For the representation of eipwv see also ch. 4.1.4 below.

In the last paragraph cited by Philodemos (fr. 210.1-21 SFOD), the four
similar and interrelated types of the disparager and utter disparager
(evTteAlotic and é€evteAloTric), the vilifier and utter vilifier (o0devwTg
and ¢Eovdevwrr|c) are briefly distinguished from each other according
to the intensity of their abusive behaviour.?® The utter disparager pre-
sents someone among those absent so as to seem rather insignificant
(pavAoTegov), whereas the utter vilifier presents him as a thing of
nought (ioov @ undevi). There are moments when they display their
own superiority or that of those whom they extol, and there are mo-
ments when they merely run down certain other people. It is concluded
that they are arrogant as well. Philodemos ends his account of Ariston’s
treatise by presenting Ariston’s conclusion that the utter disparager and
the utter vilifier are attended by the undesirable consequences of their

22 Note that Ioppolo (1996: 724, n. 22) attributes the 1993 Loeb edition of the Characters to
I. C. Cunningham instead of J. Rusten; in fact, Cunningham edited and translated the
text of Herodas in the same volume.

253 See also Knogel 1933: 37; Gigante 1997b: 355-6.
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arrogance even to a more excessive degree than the arrogant person
through the slanderous and malicious and envious nature of their
arrogance.

As has been noted (Vogt 2006: 272), the structure of the work indicates
Ariston’s clever use of the conceptual method—he presents a broad
picture of several related character types, all of which he treats as
subtypes of arrogance, thereby both providing a more substantial survey
of the diverse aspects of arrogance and distinguishing its several sub-
types. He skilfully combines both methods found in earlier Peripatetic
tradition, i.e. the inferential (isolating superficial behavioural regula-
rities), and the conceptual (defining traits by ways of opposites and
synonyms, and subtypes and blends).

Vogt’s study (2006: 274-6) of two types depicted by Ariston, Omeon)-
¢avoc and elpwv, both of which also feature in Theophrastos and
Aristotle, has shown that:

1) In the case of arrogance, the basic conception is largely the same in all
three authors;

2) In the case of the elpwv, we can see an illustration of a clash of two
different ideas within the same school.

3.1.3. On flattery (fr. 19-20 SFOD)

There are two further passages of Philodemos (in his ITegt koAakeiac)
that mention Ariston. One of these passages (fr. 20 SFOD) was already
included in Wehrli’s edition; the other (fr. 19 SFOD) was discovered
later, and we only have an apograph of the text (the papyrus itself has
been lost).?** In these two cases, Philodemos attacks the positions of an
Ariston who is not further identified. There seems to be nothing to
prevent us from identifying him as the Peripatetic,®> and Philodemos’
source could be the same as in other passages, i.e. Ariston’s Ilegl Tov
kovdiCery vregndaviag, although this cannot be proved.

24 See Dorandi 2006: 226 ff.
25 Cf. Gallavotti 1927, who argues to the contrary.
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The text of these fragments, according to SFOD, runs as follows:

Fr. 19 SFOD (PHerc. 222, col. 10.1-10):2¢

[ ... rava tavta [LJedpu | [L... .. otJnow etvat v [mo]a-
ol[tnta mEoc] tov kOAaka GpAol[....... .. (Yevdn? Gargiulo)]
ovx oiov ikav[w]g old...... k]aOameo Aplot[w]v &l[Pnoev,

AAJAX pogov éott twv | [0 avtov magaAeAepupé[vwly, |
[6mteo drecadnoapev Muelic. a]JAI[Ao pév yap] to ppetoOal
t[wv’, €11%[tegov d¢] 10 CnAovv ka. . . .]to

(“... adequate that ... that (adopting) a mild manner towards the
flatterer is (a form of) self-conceit ... not such as in an adequate
way ... in the way Ariston has said, but is part of the things that
have been omitted by him, as we have made quite clear. For (it
is) one thing to imitate someone, another to emulate (someone)
... [Transl. Stork et al. 2006: 65.])

Gargiulo (1981: 123) has suggested that a treatise on koAaxeior might
have been divided into poowx (cf. 1. 6) that could be understood as
‘sections’ or ‘aspects’, comparing this to Plato’s Grg. 463c: t¢ KoAx-
Kelag HOQLOV elvat TV ONTOQLKNV.

Fr. 20 SFOD (PHerc. 1457, col. 11.37-42):27

0 pévrot PAé I mavog U Aplotwvog kal Aovpevog kat xagak-
otl¥Co[u]evog ovT’ el ovvnB{e}' n’c éoltiv ol[t]w dadéowv
ov0’ 6l[Awg .....

(“... The person, however, who by Ariston is called and charac-
" neither (is he), if (that term) is in
common use, so (very) different (from the person who loves to
please) nor wholly ...” [Transl. Stork et al. 2006: 67.])

terized (as) “lover of praise,”

2% Philodemos, ITept kakwwv 1 = ITegt koAakelag (CErc 11.108.28-31 Gargiulo, see
Gargiulo 1981). On Philodemos” concept of flattery, see Longo Auricchio 1986.
257 Philodemos, Ileot kaxiwv 2 =ITeot koAaxeiag (CErc 4.54.7-9 Kondo, see Kondo 1974).
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The fragment does not indicate which Ariston is meant. However, be-
cause in the preceding col. 6 and 7 Theophrastos” Char. 5 (doéokewn) is
quoted, Jensen (1911b: 405-6) took it to refer to Ariston of Keos, and he
has been followed by Knogel and Wehrli.?

In the case of Ariston, Philodemos takes an attacking position. In the
case of Theophrastos, Philodemos is quoting his source verbatim (PHerc.
1457, col. 6-7), which does not allow us to see his position. The pre-
ceding section, where Theophrastos is explicitly named (col. 5.40), seems
to contain no criticism of him.

3.2. Lykon

Lykon succeeded Theophrastos’ successor, Straton, as head of the
Lykeion in 268-225 BCE.?® His style of writing is highlighted by many
ancient authors, and according to an anecdote, some of them jokingly
added the letter I' at the beginning of his name to associate it with the
adjective yAvkvg (D.L. 5.66). In a passage from Cicero’s De finibus, Piso
considers the followers of Aristotle and Theophrastos in the Peripatetic
school generally as degenerates (Fin. 5.13: ita degenerant, ut ipsi ex se nati
esse videantur). He describes Lykon as oratione locuples, rebus ipsis ieiunior,
“rich in style but rather poor in the content.”?® As has been noted, Piso’s
judgment in regard to poverty of content finds support in the fact that
later authors hardly mention Lykon’s views (Fortenbaugh 2004: 411).
With regard to richness of style the judgment is difficult to confirm in
the absence of surviving works, but also seems to find some support.
Thus, Diogenes Laertios calls him ¢poaotikog ‘eloquent” (5.65 = fr. 1.3
SFOD) and, in addition, presents five sayings of Lykon in order to
illustrate his eloquence (cf. Fortenbaugh 2004: 411 £f.).

Now, it has been doubted whether Cicero’s assessment of Lykon’s
style really is of great value, because it seems that Cicero did not have
any detailed knowledge of Lykon’s views and his treatment of him is

258 See also Stork et al. 2006: 67; Dorandi 2006: 227-8; Dorandi & Stein 1994; Acosta
Meéndez & Angeli 1992; Kondo 1974: 53—4.

29 Cf. D.L. 5.65-74. For an ancient report of Lykon’s life and activities see also Ath.
12.547d ff.; for a modern analysis see Mejer 2004.

260 Fin. 5.13 (= Lykon fr. 11.6-7 SFOD); cf. also Fortenbaugh 2004: 411.
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quite superficial (Fortenbaugh 2004: 412). The conciseness of the passage
in De finibus does not, however, seem to be strong argument against this
description, especially if it is in agreement with what Diogenes Laertios
wrote. The formulation of Cicero’s passage rather suggests that he has
read at least some of the works of the Peripatetics who followed
Theophrastos, though we cannot be sure that he read Lykon. Compare,
for example, Cicero’s opinion on Ariston (Fin. 5.13): scripta sane et multa
et polita, sed nescio quo pacto auctoritatem oratio non habet. The last part of
that passage, especially the nescio quo pacto, may suggest a certain
familiarity with Ariston’s text.2e! Besides, there is no reason to suppose,
as Fortenbaugh does (2004: 412), that Lykon’s style in his writings on
scientific subjects or on drama “is likely to have lacked richness.” A
writer may have been ¢poaotikdg or locuples in whatever he wrote. We
should not degrade the man on the ground of writings that we do not
have. It should be noted that while Fortenbaugh’s conclusion is
cautious, he admits that there is actually no good reason to reject the
judgment of Cicero and Diogenes (2004: 413).

The fragment connected with character writing is unfortunately prob-
lematic as an evidence of Lykon’s style, as what we have is preserved in
a Latin rhetorical treatise by Rutilius Lupus (De figuris 2.7 [= 32.1-27
Brooks] = Lykon fr. 12 SFOD = fr. 26 Webhrli).?> Rutilius Lupus is a Latin
rhetorician of the first century CE, and the text in question is an
adaptation or a partial (or condensed?) translation of a similar work by
the younger Gorgias, a rhetorician who lived at the end of the first
century BCE.?®® It is not quite sure whether it is an epitome of a larger
work or a collection of excerpts from it. Quintilianus knows the work
(Inst. 9.2.102): ... Rutilius Gorgian secutus, non illum Leontinum, sed alium

261 Cf. also the use of nescio quo pacto in other writings of Cicero (e.g. In Cat. 1.31).

22 The fragments of Lykon have recently been published in the RUSCH series (Stork
2004 in Fortenbaugh & White 2004, for which I use the abbreviation SFOD, as preferred
by the editors).

263 Cf. De fig. 2.12 and see Miinscher 1912; Duret 1986: 3249-50; Fortenbaugh 2004: 434.
Latest editions of the text of Rutilius Lupus include Barabino 1967 (which, in addition to
text, offers a commentary on each figure and on the sources of Rutilius) and Brooks 1970
(based on a 1968 dissertation; he has not used Barabino and focuses on manuscripts and
history of the text).

152



sui temporis, cuius quattuor libros in unum suum transtulit. The text of
Rutilius as we have it consists of two books and only discusses figures of
style. Gorgias had written about the subject of figures (of both style and
thought) in a work consisting of four books. Therefore, the emendation
of Ahrens in usum suum transtulit is very attractive (see Schenkeveld
2001).

In any case a portion of material seems to have been lost through
transmission. There are 41 figures described. As a rule, each figure is
first defined and then illustrated. However, as has been noted (e.g.
Fortenbaugh 2004: 434), in some case we have illustrative material
without a definition (1.21 ethopoiia); in other cases the manuscripts
exhibit an initial lacuna (1.6 antimetabole).

The quotation from Lykon in Rutilius Lupus’ work illustrates the use
of the rhetorical figure xapaxtnolwouoc,?* and consists of a description
of a drunkard. It has been suggested that this description might derive
from Lykon’s work ITeot uébng (e.g. Brink 1940: 933; cf. Fortenbaugh
1984: 94-5). Fortenbaugh (2004: 438) notes that four other Peripatetics,
Aristotle, Theophrastos, Chamaileon and Hieronymos, are said to have
written works with this title, so it is easy to imagine Lykon doing the
same. The elements used in describing a drunkard were universal in
antiquity,?® but this lengthy passage is remarkable for its clear structure
and skilful use of details.

I quote the text in its entirety, following the edition of Stork (2004:
50-3):266

quem ad modum pictor coloribus figuras describit, sic orator hoc
schemate aut vitia aut virtutes eorum, de quibus loquitur, deformat.

264 Quintilianus (Inst. 9.3.99) says that this and some other Rutilian figures are not figures
at all, adding that he will pay no attention to those authors who have inserted among
figures that which belongs to arguments.

25 Cf., e.g., Lucretius RN 3.474 ff. The theme of the descent of the symposium into chaos
as more and more wine is drunk was commonplace; cf., e.g., Alexis fr. 160 PCG (= 156
Kock), etc. See also Olson 2007: 316 ff. and Rosen 2003: 131-5 (arguing that mutual abuse
and mockery were a regular feature of symposia).

266 T have not used u for small v for consistency with other quotations. For the text, cf.
also Wehrli 1968: 14-15 (with many emendations); Ussing 1868: 61-2, 181-3. Some more
important textual problems, especially differences from the text of Wehrli, are addressed
in footnotes to the text; for full critical apparatus see Stork 2004: 52.
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Lyconis: quid in hoc arbitrer bonae spei reliquum residere, qui omne vitae
tempus una ac desperatissima®’ consuetudine producit? nam simul
atque ex prioris diei nimia cibi ac vini satietate, vix meridiano tempore
plenus crapula est experrectus, primum oculis mero madidis, humore
obcaecatis, visco®® gravidis, lucem constanter intueri non potest; deinde
confectis viribus, utpote cuius venae non sanguine sed vino sunt repletae,
se ipse erigere non valet; tandem duobus innixus, languidus, qui cubando
sit defatigatus, tunicatus, sine pallio, soleatus, praeligato palliolo®® frigus
a capite defendens, flexa cervice, summissis genibus, colore exsangui,
protinus ex cubiculari lectulo excitatus in triclinium trahitur. ibi praesto
sunt quotidiani pauci®”® eodem studio excitati convivae. hic vero princeps
paulum illud, reliquum quod habet menti ac sensu, poculis extrudere ex
ea festinat; bibendo provocat, lacessit, <si,>?’' sicut in hostium proelio,
quam plurimos superarit atque adflixerit, amplissimam sibi victoriam
partam existimans. interea procedit simul et tillud tempus et potiot?’?
oculi vinum lacrimantes caligant, ebriosum ipsi vix ebrii cognoscunt.
alius sine causa iurgio proximum lacessit; alius somno deditus vi cogitur
vigilare, alius rixari parat, alium turbas vitantem ac domum reverti
cupientem retinet ianitor, pulsat, exire prohibet, domini interdictum de-
monstrans. interea alium contumeliose extra ianuam eiectum vacillantem
puer sustentat ac ducit pallium per lutum trahentem. novissime solus in
triclinio relictus, non prius poculum ex manibus emittit, quam somnus
oppressit bibentem, ac dissolutis artubus ipsum poculum suapse natura
dormienti excidit.

267 The reading of the MSS. Wehrli has accepted Halm’s conjecture despicatissima.

268 The emendation of Barth and Gesner; the MSS have visu. Casaubon suggested vino.

269 The emendation of Jacob; the MSS have either prae lectulo palliolo or pro lectulo pallido.
270 The reading of the MSS has been preserved both by Stork and by Wehrli, but obelized
by Brooks (see 1970: 87-8). Emendations have included <nec> pauci (Ruhnken), fuci
(Haupt), poculi (Mahly), faucium (Morawski). Fortenbaugh (2004: 437) rightly observes
that there is no need to see a contradiction between the pauci here and quam plurimos a
few lines below. Indeed pauci creates a fine ironical contrast with the victory over many
that the drunkard imagines himself winning.

271 Added by Helm, also accepted by Wehrli.

272 The MS reading, which most consider corrupt. Haase has suggested illudendo tempus et
potando, which is also accepted by Wehrli. Cf. Brooks 1970: 88-9.
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(“[In the way that a painter uses colours to represent figures, so
does the orator use this figure to delineate either the vices or
virtues of those about whom he speaks.] From Lykon: What
remnant of good hope should I think remains in the man who
conducts the whole span of his life in accordance with one and the
most desperate habit? For as soon as he awakens after too great an
indulgence in food and wine the day before, with difficulty, by the
time of midday, filled with intoxication, at first with eyes sodden
with unmixed wine, blinded by a film of moisture, and heavy with
sticky stuff, he cannot look at the light without blinking. Then,
drained of strength as he is, since his veins are filled not with
blood but with wine, he does not by himself have the strength to
get himself up. At last, leaning on two persons, listless, exhausted
by sleeping as he is, in his tunic, without a cloak, wearing his
slippers, keeping the cold from his head with a handkerchief
wrapped round it, with bended neck, sunken knees and bloodless
colour, he straight from being roused from his sleeping bed is
dragged to the dining room. There a few regular companions,
roused with the same effort, are present. Our man, however, as
leader hastens to drive out of his mind with drinking cups the
little that he has left of mind and sense; by drinking he provokes
them, he assails them, because he thinks that <if>, as in a battle
with enemies, he has conquered and floored as many as possible,
he will have won a most splendid victory. Meanwhile proceeds at
the same time tthat time and drinkingt; the eyes dropping tears of
wine become dimmed, drunk themselves they hardly recognize a
drunk; one without cause assails his neighbour with taunts;
another, who has capitulated to sleep, is with main force brought
to wake; another is ready to pick a quarrel; another, who seeks to
avoid the commotion and desires to return home, is held back,
struck, prevented from departing by the doorkeeper who makes
clear his master’s prohibition. Meanwhile, another, who is
tottering after being thrown out the door, is supported by a slave
boy and led on with his coat dragging through the mud. Finally,
left alone in the dining room, he does not let his cup leave his
hand before sleep has overwhelmed him while drinking, and, the
strength in his limbs being dissolved, the cup of its own nature
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falls out of his hand while he is sleeping.” [Transl. Peter Stork
(2004: 51, 53), with slight modifications.])

This sketch is the longest of the examples presented by Rutilius Lupus.
Although Rutilius does not say that he is quoting from Lykon the
Peripatetic, there seems to be no reason to doubt this identification.?”® It
is clear that Rutilius uses the quotation to illustrate a rhetorical figure,
but that does not necessarily mean that the original description was
composed for a similar reason. The beginning of the quotation (“What
remnant of good hope should I think remains in the man who conducts
the whole span of his life in accordance with one and the most desperate
habit?”) may suggest an ethical concern (Diggle 2004: 9) or pedagogical
purpose, but these remain speculations.

Fortenbaugh (2004: 438) has suggested that there is no reason why
this forceful rhetorical question could not begin a display piece, which
Lykon had composed for use in teaching rhetoric. He also suggests
(2004: 439) yet another alternative, according to which the opening sen-
tence may have introduced a sketch written primarily for entertainment,
to be enjoyed either at symposia or in a more private setting.

Thus, we are in much the same situation as in the case of the Char-
acters of Theophrastos. The difference between Theophrastos” Characters
and Lykon’s sketch of the drunkard is that the latter is, to a large degree,
a physiological description, while the sketches of Theophrastos feature
this kind of details only very seldom and focus more on social context.

There is also an anonymous later poem (probably 4th rather than 5th
century) that should be mentioned in this context. It is titled Carmen de
figuris vel schematibus,”* and the first part of it has much in common with
Rutilius” De figuris (cf. D’ Angelo 2001). Xagaktnoiouog is the last figure
of the first part (Il. 148-50), and the anonymous also depicts a drunkard:

273 See Fortenbaugh 2004: 434. The identification was first made by David Ruhnken in his
edition of De figuris (Ruhnken 1768).

274 For Carmen de figuris see D’Angelo 2001, Schindel 1999; for the reception of the
Hellenistic theory of rhetorical figures by the Romans in general, see Schindel 2001.
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fit depictio, cum verbis ut imagine pingo.
‘pocula, serta tenens flexa cervice iacebat,
limo[nildes, gravis optutu, madido ore renidens.”’

The similarity between the two texts is conspicuous (cf. D’ Angelo 2001:
128). Both here and in Rutilius we have flexa cervice; madido ore renidens
recalls oculis mero madidis; pocula ... tenens can be compared to non prius
poculum ex manibus emittit. Note that the anonymous has used the phrase
gravis optutu, which would suggest that the author may have been
content with the manuscript reading visu gravidis or, if he used Gorgias
rather than Rutilius, its Greek equivalent. There is also a second pos-
sibility. The emendation of Barth and Gesner, visco gravidis, would bring
into the text something the anonymous probably has preserved. The
word limo[ni]des deserves special mention in this context. It is the con-
sensus of nearly all scholars who have commented on the text that limo-
nides is corrupt. Some have tried to read a personal name (Simonides,
Liodes), but that is not probable. Haase’s reading lemodes (or, according
to itacist pronunciation, limodes) has won most recognition. This sug-
gests we are dealing with a transliteration of the Greek word Anuwdng
‘full of rheum’ or ‘bleary’, which could have been the original Greek in
Lykon’s text.?”

Despite numerous similarities, some differences between the anony-
mous and Rutilius seem to indicate that the anonymous may have used
a common source, according to D’ Angelo (2001: 31) probably Gorgias.

As mentioned above, Rutilius’ (or Lykon’s) sketch is remarkably well-
structured and full of observant details. Unlike most of the characters in
Theophrastos, this sketch does not illustrate a character trait with a
series of individual acts, preferring a single scene. It resembles the
technique used by Theophrastos in the description of the coward (Char.
25), or even more so the rumour-mongerer (Char. 8), which presents a
single scene (cf. Diggle 2004: 9, Fortenbaugh 2004: 439, n. 96).

There are, to my count, seven separate scenes, each marked by an
introductory adverb.?”¢ The following table summarizes this description.

275 For more emendations see D’ Angelo 2001: 129 (cf. also 31, n. 14).
276 See also Fortenbaugh 2004: 434-6, who suggests six scenes.
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Table 6. Scenes in Lykon’s description of a drunkard

( ;;r(l)e];) Marked by Description
1 6-10 | primum awakening
2 | 10-12 | deinde inability to stand up
3 | 12-18 | tandem being taken to the dining room, supported by two
4 18-22 hic the actual drinking, behaviour of the drunkard
5 | 22-28 interea |behaviour of the guests
6 | 29-31 interea |description of the guest outside the house
7 | 31-34 novissime |the drunkard alone again, falling to sleep

Note that the central scene, although not the longest, is the only one that
explicitly describes the drinking and carousing. It is also marked by hic,
which, unlike other introductory adverbs in the sketch, is used in local
sense. The first three scenes are devoted to giving an impression of the
hangover from the previous day, while the last three scenes depict an
already drunk company starting to break down. The sketch begins with
the drunkard awaking, and ends with the drunkard falling asleep again.
Thus, the ring composition is completed. Considering this, the original
sketch must have had the same structure, for it is difficult to imagine
that something could be added to the structure that we have, and
improbable that Rutilius somehow changed this structure.

The text is, of course, in Latin, and we do not know how the original
Greek “sounded”. Fortenbaugh (2004: 436, n. 84) has noted, for example,
that the word order at the end of the sketch, ipsum poculum suapte natura
dormienti excidit, is Latin and from Rutilius, and that it cannot be
attributed to Lykon. As far as I can understand, the dramatic effect is
achieved with the word excidit coming last. Fortenbaugh rightly
emphasizes that reading this, “one all but hears the cup hit the floor”
(ibid.). This, however, may also have been the case in the original Greek.

The question is how much Rutilius followed the stylistic features of
the Greek text in preparing his Latin version. It has been suggested that
he was for the most part free to add to or to improve upon the style of
Lykon’s text (Miinscher 1912: 1609, Fortenbaugh 2004: 437). It would be
helpful to compare quotations of other Greek authors translated by
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Rutilius with their original Greek to establish how far his Latin goes.
Unfortunately, Rutilius’ citations are surprisingly rarely and with much
difficulty identifiable with anything now extant from these authors. Of
various passages that he quotes—mainly from the orators, especially
Demosthenes, Hypereides, Lysias and Lykurgos—only a few are found
in our texts.?”” Comparing translations of Rutilius and the few known
original passages, one can see that he is indeed sometimes quite free in
his renderings, adding words and modifying syntax; nevertheless, he
tends to keep the syntactic and stylistic features of the original in many
cases, e.g. especially 2.19, which is almost verbatim translation of Isokr.
8.10.278

I tend to consider it more likely that, in general, Rutilius tried to
reproduce the Greek original as closely as he could. I agree with
Fortenbaugh (2004: 437-8) that the asyndeton and epibole are probably
already present in the Greek text. I disagree in the case of Rutilius” use of
ablative constructions, which according to Fortenbaugh (2004: 437)
probably has no direct connection with the original. The Greek counter-
part might not have been only the genitive absolute, but also infinitive
or participial constructions, like those often found in the Characters of
Theophrastos.

Some scholars have suggested that in style, Lykon’s description is far
from Theophrastos: “colours garish, rhetoric over-dressed, cleverness
unremitting” (Diggle 2004: 9). However, we should not search for clones
of the Theophrastean types in every imitation. The sketch is entirely
comparable with the Theophrastean descriptions in both liveliness and
presentation of details, although it is not set in the social context as those
of Theophrastos.

277 Cf. Barabino 1967: 75 ff. and her Index Auctorum (1967: 209-10). Thus, 1.6 can be
compared to Plato R. 473d; 1.16 = Dem. 18.130; 2.1 = Dem. 18.42; 2.19 = Isokr. 8.10. In
addition, Rutilius uses a quotation from Theophrastos that is also known from elsewhere
(1.6, cf. Plu. Mor. 482b and also Seneca ep. 1.3.2, Cic. Lael. 85 [without mentioning
Theophrastos” name] = Theophr. fr. 538a—f FHS&G.)

278 Cf. also 1.16: sero, sero loquor? immo vero nuper atque his paucis diebus simul et Atheniensis
et eloquens est factus; Dem. 18.130: o¢ ydao mote-ope Aéyw; x0&c pév oV Kal mEWNV
&’ ABnvaiog kat ortwe yéyovev. Cf. also Barabino 1967: 78-9.
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3.3. Satyros

Satyros was a Peripatetic biographer who lived in the 3rd and 2nd
century BCE. He is called 0 mepumatntikdg three times by Athenaios
(6.248d, 12.541c and 13.556a), and, although it has sometimes been
doubted whether he really was one,?” the amount of Peripatetic material
in his works, especially in the Life of Euripides, shows that there is no
reason for this.?

A text by Satyros that should be mentioned in connection with
character writing is a fragment from his work On characters (Ileot
xapaxtEwv). It is in essence a condemnation of prodigality (dowtia).
The work itself must have contained several volumes, as Athenaios
speaks of it using the plural form (¢v toig ITepl xapaktowv), but this is
the only fragment we have. It is preserved in Athenaios 4.168b-d (= FHG
3.164 fr. 20 = fr. 26 Kumaniecki = fr. 27 Schorn), which is part of a longer
collection of quotations and anecdotes on the topic of prodigality
(4.165d-169b). Schorn (2004: 434) suspects that the fragment may have
been part of a chapter on acwrtia. I quote the text following Schorn (fr.
27;2004: 127):

Ot d¢ un oltwg dowtol katx OV Audwv’ “mivovs’ ékdotng
Nuéoac dL' MUéQac”, daoeOUEVOL TOVG KQOTADOUG VO TOL
AKEATOL, Kat kata tov AlpAov’ “kepalag €xovteg Telg WOTEQ
Aoptepioov”, moAéuoL ¢ ovolag VTAPXOVTES, WS LATLEOG £V
toig ITepl xapaxTEwV €lpNKeV, KATATQEXOVTES TOV AYQOV, Ol-
apnalovteg NV olkiav, AadpvgomwAovvteg T VTAQXOVTQ,
OKOTIOUVTEG OV TL dedatdvntat AAAX Tt damavnOnoetat, ovdE Tt
TEEQLEOTAL AAAX TL OV TEQLEOTAL, €V TN VEOTNTL T TOL YNOWS
EPodla mokatavaAlokovteg, xaipovteg T1) £talpg, OV TOIg
étalpolg, kal T@ olvw, 0V TOlg CLUTIOTALG.

2 Cf., e.g., the opinion of Nesselrath: “der ... doch wohl nur in sehr loser Form dem
Peripatos zuzurechnen ist” (1990: 164).

280 See Schorn 2003: 48-9, 51-2, and Schorn 2004: 10-11. Cf. also West 1974, who
cautiously suggests that it is not impossible that Satyros had some connection with the
Peripatos at some stage in his life.
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(“Those, however, who are not prodigal in this sense [sc. as
Demokritos mentioned in the preceding passage], in the words of
Amphis, ‘Drink every day throughout the day,” with temples
badly shaken by the unmixed wine; or, as Diphilos says, ‘carrying
three heads, like an image of Artemis.” “They are enemies of their
own property,” as Satyros says in his work On Characters,
‘trampling down their fields, pillaging their houses, looting their
funds, looking not to what has been spent but to what is going to
be spent, not to what will be left over but to what will not be left
over; in their youth squandering too soon the provision for their
old age, delighting in a mistress, not in mates, and in wine, not in
the company at wine.”” [Transl. Charles Burton Gulick, with slight
modifications.])

Assessment of the fragment has been quite consentient, and a few
examples will suffice. R. G. Ussher (1993: 5) claims that writers in the
Theophrastean genre, Satyros among them, “appear flat and lifeless, so
far as we can judge them, compared with their master’s vivid sketches.”
J. Diggle (2004: 11) notes that “[t]he style, all rhetorical balance and
antithesis, is unlike Theophrastus, but is not unlike some of the spurious
accretions.”?8! S. Schorn (2004: 435) comments that “[i]nhaltlich und
stilistisch unterscheidet sich Satyros hier stark von Theophrast”.28?

Thus it is generally agreed that the work (or what is left of it) is part
of the Theophrastean tradition but clearly inferior to the Characters of
Theophrastos. I do not think, however, that we should try to mould all
subsequent character descriptions in the Peripatetic tradition according
to the model of Theophrastos. It was not necessarily the intention of the
later Peripatetics to imitate Theophrastos in composing this kind of
character descriptions. What the later Peripatetics do have in common
with Theophrastos is the fact that they all, as far as we know, describe
negative character types.?®®

281 Cf. also Pasquali 1918: 144 (= 1986: 58-9).

282 He also refers to a similar assessment by Franz Boll already in 1913, see Schorn 2004:
435, n. 1280. Cf., however, Schorn’s earlier article (2003: 52), where he states that On
Characters does stand “stilistisch und inhaltlich in der Tradition Theophrasts.”

283 Cf. Schorn 2004: 435.
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There is, of course, no chapter on dowtiax in the Characters of
Theophrastos, but Satyros’ passage on the &owrtot can be compared to
another description of the same vice in Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics.
In EN 1121a8-b10, Aristotle speaks of the prodigal fellow, who “is
neither pleased nor pained at the right things or in the right way.”
“Prodigality,” he says, “exceeds in giving and not taking, and falls short
in taking,” in contrast to meanness, which “falls short in giving, and
exceeds in taking, except in small things” (1121al15).

Other fragments of Satyros have been compared with the Characters of
Theophrastos, as well. Schorn (2004: 435) has noted that sketches in fr. 20
and 24 are more close to the Theophrastean model. The first of these
fragments (= Athen. 12.534b—f) depicts Alkibiades, and the second (=
Athen. 6.248{-249a) is concerned with the flatterer Kleisophos.

There is yet another text by Satyros that should be mentioned, viz. his
Life of Euripides, preserved on a papyrus from Oxyrhynchos.?* Recently
Stefan Schorn has emphasized that Satyros characterizes Euripides in a
way that closely resembles the peyaAoyvxog of Aristotle (Schorn 2003:
52 and 2004).

3.4. Excursus: on character writing in the Stoic school

Whether one accepts the Stoic identity of the Ariston or not, it cannot be
denied that the Stoics, at least in later times, were interested in character
studies, as well. The most important fragment is Seneca’s paraphrasing
of Poseidonios in ep. 95.65-7 (= fr. 176 Edelstein-Kidd = A236 Vimer-
cati):28

(65) Posidonius non tantum praeceptionem (nihil enim nos hoc verbo uti
prohibet) sed etiam suasionem et consolationem et exhortationem necessa-
riam iudicat; his adicit causarum inquisitionem, aetiologian quam quare
nos dicere non audeamus, cum grammatici, custodes Latini sermonis, suo
iure ita appellent, non video. Ait utilem futuram et descriptionem cuiusque

284 POxy. IX 1176 = fr. 19 Kumaniecki = fr. 6 Schorn.
2 For an interpretation of this fragment see also Ranocchia 2007.
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virtutis; hanc Posidonius ‘ethologian’ vocat, quidam ‘characterismon’
appellant, signa cuiusque virtutis ac vitii et notas reddentem, quibus
inter se similia discriminentur. (66) Haec res eandem vim habet quam
praecipere; nam qui praecipit dicit ‘illa facies si voles temperans esse’, qui
describit ait ‘temperans est qui illa facit, qui illis abstinet’. Quaeris quid
intersit? alter praecepta virtutis dat, alter exemplar. Descriptiones has et,
ut publicanorum utar verbo, iconismos ex usu esse confiteor: propona-
mus laudanda, invenietur imitator. (67) Putas utile dari tibi argumenta
per quae intellegas nobilem equum, ne fallaris empturus, ne operam
perdas in ignavo? Quanto hoc utilius est excellentis animi notas nosse,
quas ex alio in se transferre permittitur.

(“[65] Poseidonios pronounces his opinion that not only ‘pre-
cepting’®® (I don’t see anything to stop me using the term) is
necessary for moral training, but so is recommending, consoling
and encouraging too;?®” and to that list he adds the investigation of
the causes—I don’t see why I can’t call it aetiology, since our
professors of language, guardians of our Latin tongue, do so on
their own authority. He says that description of each virtue will
also be useful. Poseidonios calls this ‘ethology’; others call it
‘characterization’, i.e. allotting a stamp or mark for each virtue and
vice whereby like forms may be distinguished. [66] This has the
same force as giving a precept; for anyone who gives a precept is
saying, ‘If you want to be self-controlled, you will do this’; while a
person who is giving a description is saying, “The self-controlled
person is the man who does this, keeps off that’. What's the
difference?, you ask. Well, the one gives precepts for virtue, the
other an exemplar of virtue. These “descriptions’, “specifications’ to
use the technical jargon of contractors, are useful, I admit: in
setting forward an example for praise, you will find an imitator.
[67] You think it useful to be given evidence whereby you can
recognize a thoroughbred horse, and not be cheated in your
purchase, or waste time on a nag. How much more useful then

2% ].e. the use of maxims, rules, injunctions in moral training (Kidd 1999: 242).
287 Kidd (1999: 242) notes that these (suasio, consolatio, exhortatio) are all terms for set
categories in both Greek and Latin philosophy and rhetoric.
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this is, to recognize the marks of an outstanding mind, marks
which can be transmitted from another to yourself.” [Transl. Kidd
1999: 242-3, with slight modifications.])

Unlike the terms suasio, consolatio and the like, ethologia (j00Aoyia) is felt
by Seneca to require more explanation, probably because it is more
idiosyncratic to Poseidonios and unfamiliar in this connection (Kidd
1988: 650). It is characterized generally as description of each virtue,
which is by some called characterismos (xagaxtnolouog), i.e. distinguish-
ing by a xapaxtnp, stamp or mark.

As has been noted (Kidd 1988: 650), Seneca distinguishes ethologia
from praeceptio. They differ in 1) linguistic form: a precept may be ex-
pressed as a hypothetical injunction—if you want to be self-controlled,
you will do this; but n0oAoyia is couched in a descriptive statement: the
self-controlled person is the man who does this, keeps off that; and 2)
logical function: the one gives precepts of virtue, the other an exemplar
of virtue.

It is emphasized that ethologia is a useful and necessary tool of
practical ethics, because to display a model of virtue is to invite its imita-
tion (Diggle 2004: 11).

References to Poseidonios” concepts are frequent in Seneca, although he
does not always agree with him. In ep. 87.32 he transmits a definition of
arrogance, which seems to derive from Poseidonios: Quae bona sunt
fiduciam faciunt, divitine audaciam; quae bona sunt magnitudinem animi dant,

divitie insolentiam. Nihil autem aliud est insolentia quam species magni-
tudinis falsa. Cf. also ep. 104.20-22.

The Stoics seem to have been interested in definitions and this interest is
of some importance for our topic. Thus, we have a Stoic definition of
ayoowia by Chrysippos, which is more detailed and narrower than the
one appended to the Characters of Theophrastos: (paot) v yaQ &ygot-
klav dmeplav etvat v kata moAw €é0wv kat vopwv (SVF 3.169.34, fr.
677.2), i.e. boorishness is ignorance in regard to customs and laws of the
town. At the same time this definition omits a specific negative flavour.
Boorishness is here connected with limited social experience; it is a kind
of lack of social breeding as manifested in an urban environment.
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Another definition of Chrysippos is that of dewowaipovia, which
resembles the definition of the Characters in that the negativity of the
type is not reflected in the definition (fr. 408): <deioOatpovior> d¢ pofog
Oev 1) datpdvawv.
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PART 4. CHARACTER TYPES IN ACTION

4.1. Eigwveia and gigwv:
Sokrates and the tradition of dissembling

Sokrates is one of the most famous, and controversial, characters in the
history of philosophy, but his role is also eminent in political, legal, and
literary history of the Western culture.?®® However, it is also well known
that not all Greek authors depicted him in positive light. The Sokrates of
the philosophers and the Sokrates of the comic tradition, for example,
represent a very different kind of person. In addition to this, the Sokra-
tes of Sokrates himself —as written down by, e.g., Plato—is sometimes a
curious, and ironic, compilation of both traditions. It is not really the
question of how the actual, real Sokrates behaved or what kind of
person he was. Nowadays it is generally accepted that the picture of
Sokrates that we encounter in the works of Xenophon, Plato and Aris-
totle, i.e. that of a person of high personal integrity and a teacher of
philosophy, is more accurate than the comic version of an immoral
sophist.?®* What is interesting, however, is the extent and endurance of a
popular tradition that is not limited to comedy but may have been
influenced by it to a large degree.

It is interesting to see that Sokrates has been labelled with a great
number of notions that are used for depicting negative character traits
(or what were considered negative character traits) in the Characters of
Theophrastos, e.g. elowv, BdeAvEdS, OPuadng, atalwv, DTeprPpavog.
In addition to single epithets we often encounter paired expressions and,
to a lesser degree, what may be called “moral clusters”.?* The aim of the
use of such terms may differ depending on the genre. In the orators, for

28 The trial of Sokrates has been called the second-famous in the history, after the trial of
Jesus. Sulffice it to quote one opinion on his importance (Bruns 1896: 203): “an seiner
Gestalt [hat] die Kunst griechischer Charakteristik die hochsten Triumphe gefeiert” and
“das Interesse des Publicums fiir das Individuelle [hat] ihm gegeniiber seinen Hohe-
punkt erreicht.”

29 Cf., e.g., Fisher 2001: 319.

20 For the use of the term “moral clusters”, see, e.g., Fuqua 1993.
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example, the purpose is often character denigration in the context of
what is usually called j0omotia.?’!

In the following I focus on one specific notion, viz. Sokrates as an
eipwv. The figure of elpwv is an obvious one to begin with when talking
about Sokrates and his representation in the Greek literature.?> The
main sources for connections of such types with Sokrates are the Attic
comedy and oratory, but I set no strict limits and also encompass other
authors in order to see how the model of Sokrates has transformed
during the centuries following him.

The abstract noun eipwveia is derived from eipwv, the original meaning

of which is not clear. There are various explanations, none of which

seems to be particularly certain, and some of which are indeed curious.

1) The most usual explanation is to connect ipwv etymologically with
either the verb elpewv ‘to say, to tell” or eipecOaut “to ask’.?*

2) Another hypothesis is the association of the stem of the word with
the Latin errare and identification of its meaning with that of 6 mA«-
vav (= deceiver; Ernout & Meillet s.v.; cf. Markantonatos 1975: 16).

3) It has been suggested that the word was derived from the Spartan
lonv (= Attic eipnv, a young soldier whose military training included
cunning and deception, which were trained using various parami-
litary exercises), with the stem-ending replaced by the colloquial
nominalizing suffix -wv, which had an important and productive role
of creating epithets and nicknames from adjectives and nouns (Cotter
1992: 31). According to this, eipwv may have designated a man who
was deceitfully cunning like an eignv.?*

1 Burke (1972: 10-11) divides character denigration into three: simple disparagement,
terms of abuse, and invective (see below, ch. 4.4.1). It is sometimes, however, quite
difficult to distinguish between these groups.

22 Research on the term, including in connection with Sokrates, is abundant. E.g., see (in
chronological order) Schmidt 1873, Ribbeck 1876, Biichner 1941, Stark 1953, Gaiser 1964,
Pavlovskis 1968, Bergson 1971, Markantonatos 1975, Amory 1981-2, Vlastos 1987, Gooch
1987, Vlastos 1991, Scolnicov 1991, Cotter 1992, Gordon 1996, Edmunds 2004. Cf. also the
short synopsis in Diggle 2004: 166-7.

293 Frisk s.v., see also Markantonatos 1975: 16 and Gourinat 1986, but cf. Chantraine s.v.

4 Cf. Cotter 1992: 31-2 for various examples of words with similar derivation.
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4) The word elpwv could originally have been a proper name of some
Athenian who was notorious for his slyness, and become used for
persons with the same vice (Markantonatos 1975: 17, n. 1).%%

To be sure, these individual hypotheses are not exclusive, as the etymo-
logical meaning of a word can be supplemented by a secondary prag-
matic meaning.

Before Theophrastos, the nomen agentis elpwv is found only in come-
dy (Aristophanes, Philemon) and in Aristotle.

4.1.1. Comedy

Aristophanes uses the word elpwv and its derivatives for both Sokrates
and the sophists. The word may have come to wider use in the time of
the first Sophistic and become fashionable; otherwise, Aristophanes
probably would not have used it in this manner (Bergson 1971: 411).
There are three relevant passages.

In Wasps, we are dealing with an attempt of deception. Philokleon lies
saying that he wants to sell his donkey, in order to escape from a
guarded house. Xanthias, the guarding slave, says to him (V. 174 f.):
olav mEoOPaov kabnKev, we elpwVIKWS, v avtov ékméupelag, and
Bdelykleon adds (175 £.): dAA’ oVk éomacev tavty v+ éyw yaQ 1)000-
UV TEXVWHEVOU.

In Av. 1208 ff., Peisthetairos asks the goddess Iris by which gate she
has entered the city of the birds. When Iris says she does not know
(1210), Peisthetairos accuses her of dissembling (1211: "Hkovoag avtng
olov elpwvevetar), probably meaning that she is concealing something
she knows very well, and that she wants to present herself more stupid
than she is (cf. Blichner 1941: 343; Steinmetz 1962: 34). Here, Aristopha-
nes seems to refer to the Sokratic display of ignorance (cf. Iris” remark
oUk olda pax At €ywye in 1210).

2% Parallels are drawn with the vulgar use of the proper names Mdaokoc (= blunderer,
naive) and I'iévvng (= inexperienced, silly) in Modern Greek. This would be a proof of
the word’s popular origin.
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In Nu. 449, elpwv is a part of a catalogue of invectives that also
contains other types present in the Characters.?®® Attempts have been
made to explain its meaning with the help of words that surround it.?”
This approach can, however, be problematic, because the exact meaning
of many of these words is unclear. In addition, we cannot presume that
the invectives in a comic passage are arranged in a specific order, and
we must also take into account metrical necessities. Thus, the conclu-
sions reached using this approach have been substantially different.? It
seems safer to presume that the comic effect is attained by the amount of
invectives that are quickly enumerated (Bergson 1971: 411). Neverthe-
less, it has been noted that the types in the passage are exclusively
negative, and those in the same line can all be connected to materials
such as oil and leather, referring to slipperiness, viscosity, stretching etc.
(Biichner 1941: 343; cf. Ribbeck 1876: 381).

From Philemon we have a fragment that tells us that the nature of all
animals from the same species is similar, whereas in the case of humans
it varies. Here the adjective eipwv is opposed to av0ékaotoc.?” This last
word is seen in both negative and positive sense in ancient Greek texts.
Positive sense is most evident in Aristotle, who uses the term to denote a
positive mean between dissembling (eipwveta) and boastfulness (&Aa-
Coveia).30

2% Nu. 445-51 (types that also appear in Characters are written in bold): Opaovg, €0-
YAwTTOC, TOAUNEOC, (Tng, / POEAVEOG, YeLdWV TLYKOAANTIG, / eDENOLETG, TTEQITOLU-
pa dk@v, / kVEPLS, kpoTadov, kKivadog, Tovun, / HAoBANg, eigwv, YAowds, aralawv, /
KEVTOWV, HaQAG, 0TEOPLS, AQYaA£0G, / HATIOAOLXOG.

27 See, e.g., Ribbeck 1876: 381-2, Biichner 1941: 343, Stark 1953: 81-2. A scholion to the
play tries to define elpwv as 6 Mavta maiCwv kat daxAevalwv Kal elpwWVeLOEVOS!
ATIATEQWV Kol DTTOKQLTNG.

2% This is also obvious from some renderings. Cf., e.g., Ribbeck 1876: 382 (Flausenmacher),
Biichner 1941: 343 (Bescheidene und Hilflose), Stark 1953: 81-2 (abgefeimter, heuchlerischer
Schwindler).

29 Fr. 93.6-7 PCG (= 89.6-7 Kock): o0k €01’ dAwmné 1 pév elowv ) Ppvoet / 1 0
avBéxkaotoc. Cf. also Markantonatos 1975: 16.

30 EN 1127a23 ff. In other passages, Aristotle uses truthfulness (&An|0ewx) as the mean
between these two extremes (see below).

169



4.1.2. Plato

Sokrates is the most famous eipwv in the Greek literature.® In Plato,
Sokrates never uses the word eipwv for himself or his method.*”? Even in
Ap. 38a, where he uses a participle from the word eipwveveoOay, he is
actually presenting the words of his opponents: ov meloec0¢ pot wg
elpwvevouévw. This is not surprising, for an eipwv usually does not
claim to be one (cf. Bergson 1971: 410, n. 2). He can, however, claim that
he is not one.3®

Plato uses the term in speaking of some sophists, e.g. in Sph. 268a,
where he mentions people who are puntat dwkaoovvng, leaving the
impression of having some sort of knowledge but not really believing it.
He distinguishes two types of puuntai: amAovg piuntrg and elpwvicog
uuntrc. In the case of the latter, there are further subtypes (268b): Tov
HEV dnuooia te Kal Hakols Adyols mEog mMANON duvatov elpwvev-
eo0at /---/, tov d¢ la te kal Poaxéol Adyols dvaykalovia Tov
TEOOdIXAEYOHEVOV EvavTioAoyely avtov avt@. The first is called a
dnuoAoywog, the second is a sophist (cf. Bergson 1971: 410). This is
deliberately wrong behaviour, just like in the case of Cra. 384a-b. There,
Hermogenes tells Sokrates that Kratylos did not want to clarify his claim
that names (ovopata) are given to things being (6vta) by nature, but
was just trying to leave the impression of knowing: oUte dmooadet
0VdEV elpwvevetal Te MEOC UE, TTQOOTIOOVHEVOS TL AVTOG €V EVTQ
dlavoetobat wg eldwg mepl avtov. Here, as in the case of the previous
passage, we are dealing with a different kind of eipwvela than that of
Sokrates: Kratylos does not pretend not to know, he pretends to know.
In Lg. 908d—e, Plato uses the word cipwvikov for the kind of atheists
who are not willing to publicly show their contempt for sacrifice and
oaths but pretend that they are believers (cf. Ribbeck 1876: 383). In
Euthd. 302b there is a discussion between Sokrates and Dionysodoros,

301 He is “I'uomo-simbolo dell’ironia greca” (Beta 2004: 248).

302 Xenophon never uses the word. Cf. Gooch 1987: 100, n. 11; Ribbeck 1876: 382.

303 Cf. Cicero Fam. 4.4.1: Et ego ipse /---/ me non esse verborum admodum inopem agnosco
(elowveveoOat enim non necesse est), sed tamen idem (nec hoc elpwvevouevog) facile cedo
tuorum scriptorum subtilitati et elegentiae.
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and Sokrates describes the latter making an “ironical” pause in his
speech (elowVIKWGS TAVL ETUOXWV).

At the same time Plato lets some sophists use the word elpwv for
Sokrates. Thus, in R. 336b—e, Thrasymachos vehemently intervenes in
the conversation and demands that Sokrates at last state his opinion.
When Sokrates dodges, Thrasymachos accuses him of his “customary
dissembling” .3 As the passage shows, the behaviour and response of
Sokrates was predictable and characteristic to him. Indeed, in Smp. 216e,
Alkibiades characterizes Sokrates’” way of life as dissembling and
dallying: elpawvevdpevog d¢ kal maillwv TavTa tov Plov 1EOS TOLG
avOowmnovug dixteAel.

Thus, the word elpwv and its derivates are used by both the sophists
and Sokrates, whereby both use it for the other party. A good example is
Grg. 489, where Kallikles rejects praise that is not meant seriously,
reproaching Sokrates for eipwveia (eipwveln, @ Lwkoates). Sokrates,
however, directs the same reproach against Kallikles himself (moAAx
vuvdn) elgwvevov mEOG pe). In this situation it is not at all surprising
that people made no distinction between Sokrates and the sophists, but
found that Sokrates, as the most famous elpwv, is also the most
dangerous specimen of the “species” (cf. Ribbeck 1876: 384).

4.1.3. Aristotle

One might expect that Aristotle tries to define eipwveiae when occasion
offers, or at least to specify its meaning in his systematized approach.
However, he seems to have been inconsistent in this.

Starting with the Rhetoric, Aristotle’s approach indeed seems to be
controversial. In the second book of the treatise, Rh. 1379b30-1, he
briefly notes that the “ironists” (toig elpawvevopévoic) make angry those
who speak seriously (mpog omovdalovtac), and that eipwvela indicates
contempt (katadovnTKov YAQ 1) eipwveia). Aristotle’s attitude here is
not entirely clear; his aim is probably only to enumerate the causes of

304 337a: abTn "Kelvn 1) elwbvia elpwvelnr wkQATOvS, Kal TadT €y 101 Te Kal TovToLg
mEovAeyov 08Tt oU amorpivacBat pév ovk €0eAnools, &AA’ eipwveboolo kal TavTa
HaAAov momools 1) dmokovolo, el tic Tt oe épwTa.
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anger, and not to distinguish them into just and unjust (Pavlovskis 1968:
22; cf. Bergson 1971: 412).

A little later in the same book (Rh. 1382b19-22), Aristotle deals with a
more refined type, noting that “of those we have wronged, and of our
enemies or rivals, it is not the passionate and outspoken whom we have
to fear, but the quiet (roaot), dissembling (elpwveg), unscrupulous (mtav-
ovpYou); since we never know when they are upon us, we can never be
sure they are at a safe distance.” Here, eipwveia is a kind of dissimula-
tion, something that might be unpleasant to notice in one’s opponents,
but not to notice it may be disastrous (Pavlovskis 1968: 22). But perhaps
elpwvela is so dangerous only if it is found together with other negative
qualities found in a mavovEyog? (ibid.)

In any case, near the end of the Rhetoric, 1419b8-9, Aristotle notes that
elpwvela is more suitable for a free man (éAevOeguotegov) than buf-
foonery (PwpoAoxia), because the eipwv jokes to amuse himself, where-
as the buffoon jokes to amuse other people. Here, Aristotle is speaking
about various kinds of jests (eldn yeAoiwv) and refers the reader to his
own classification in the Poetics.3%

The last passage of the Rhetoric, 1420al-3, suggests that one may
want to compare his own case with that of his opponent, and one way to
do this would be to use modest “irony” (¢£ elpwvelag, sc. MaQaBAaA-
Aew), as in “He certainly said so-and-so, but I said so-and-so” (o0Utog
Yoo TAd’ eimev, €yw d¢ tdde) or “How vain he would have been if he
had proved all this instead of that!” (kat Tl av émolet, el t&de €del&ev,
AAAx ) tadt) Thus, Aristotle does not explain in the Rhetoric what he
considers the nature of eipwveia. The reason may be that he presumed it
to be well known (Bergson 1971: 412).

In the pseudo-Aristotelian Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (ch. 21.1-2), we
see the term eipwveia used in the way it was generally understood in
later times:

305 This must have been in the second book of the work that has been lost (see also
Nesselrath 1990: 125 ff.). Theophrastos also wrote a work titled ITeot yeAoiov (D.L. 5.46);
it has been suggested that he may also have covered eipwveia in it (Markantonatos 1975:
19, n. 1).
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Elpwveia d€ éott Aéyewv Tt un Aéyewv mEOOTIOOVMEVOV 1) {€V}
TOLG £VAVTIOIG OVOUAOL T TIOAYHATA TIQOOXYOQEVELV.

(“Irony is to say something and pretend that you are not saying
it, or else to call things by the names of their contraries.” [Transl.
E.S. Forster.])

Turning to Aristotle’s ethical treatises, we may ask whether the situation
with eipwveia is different there. Of course one has to take into account
the different aims of these works. In ethical writings, Aristotle uses
elpwvela to describe social behaviour of men, and also attempts to
define it. Here, eipwvela is introduced into the tripartite system of
ethical qualities that focuses on the doctrine of mean (10 péoov; see
above, ch. 1.3.1). One of the best-known passages is EN 1108a19-23,
where eipwvela and aAalovela are two extremes of the positive mean,
viz. aAn0Oewa:

TeQL UEV OVV TO AANOEC O eV HECOG AANONG TIS KAl 1) HECOTNG
aAnOeix Aeyéobw, 1 0¢ mEoomolnolg 1) Hev €mt to pellov
aAalovela kat 6 éxwv avtv adalwv, 11 0 émt 10 éAattov
elpwvela kal elpwv <6 Exwv>

(“With regard to truth, then, the intermediate is a truthful sort of
person and the mean may be called truthfulness, while the
pretence which exaggerates is boastfulness and the person char-
acterized by it a boaster, and that which understates is mock
modesty and the person characterized by it mock-modest.” )3

The same kind of division can be seen in EN 1127a21 ff.

DOKEL 0N O HEV AAalwV TIEOOTIOMTIKOG TWV EVOOEwV elval kal
u1) VTTAEXOVTWYV Kat pelldvwy 1) VTTAEXEL O 0¢ elpwV avATaAy
apveloBat tax Vmdoxovia 1 EAdTTW TOLELY, O O& WECOS
avOEkaoTog TG WV dANOevTIKOG Kal TQ PBlw Kal T Adyw, Ta

3% “Mock modesty” and ‘mock-modest’ are used by W. D. Ross in his translation (revised
by J. O. Urmson) published in Barnes 1984. Cf. also Table 1 above, ch. 1.3.1.
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VAQXovVTAa OpoAOYWV eival meQl avTdV, Kal oUte pellw ovte
EAATTO.

(“The boastful man, then, is thought to be apt to claim the things
that bring repute, when he has not got them, or to claim more of
them than he has, and the mock-modest man on the other hand
to disclaim what he has or belittle it, while the man who observes
the mean is one who calls a thing by its own name, being truthful
both in life and in word, owning to what he has, and neither
more nor less.”)

There are further instances of the same division in other ethical works of
the Aristotelian corpus, cf. EE 1233b38 ff., MM 1193a28 ff.

In the case of Aristotle, one may presume that while describing
eipwvela he had the personality of Sokrates in his mind. This may have
influenced the way in which he composed these descriptions. In the
fourth book of Nichomachean Ethics (EN 1127b22 ff.), Aristotle even
mentions Sokrates in the course of the discussion:

oL’ elpwveg €mi tO éAattov Aéyovteg XapLéoteQot pev ta 1on
datvovtal, ov yap kEQOovg Eveka dokOLOL Aéyewv, AAAA
devyovteg TO OYKNEOV. HAALOTA d¢ Kal ovtol Tt &vdola
ATIAQVOLVTAL OOV Kol LwKQATNG €moleL.

(“Mock-modest people, who understate things, seem more
attractive in character; for they are thought to speak not for gain
but to avoid parade; and here too it is qualities which bring
reputation that they disclaim, as Sokrates used to do.”)

It has been noted that usually Aristotle does not give illustrations to the
types he describes, especially as specific as this (Gooch 1987: 95).
Sokrates may be the reason why eipwveia can, in some cases, have
positive connotations. In discussing the peyaAoypuvyxog, Aristotle notes
that this type is “given to telling the truth, except when he speaks in
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irony to the vulgar.”” The communis opinio is that here Aristotle has
Sokrates in mind.

Note also that right after mentioning Sokrates as an example of elpwv
in EN 1127b25-6, Aristotle goes on to distinguish worse types of elpwveg
(EN 1127b26 ff.):

oL 0¢ T Pk Kat pavepa [toomolovpevoL] favkomavovgyot
Aéyovtal kat evkatapoovntoteQot elowv: katl éviote adalovela
datvetat, olov 1) TV Aakdvwv E¢00nc kat ya 1) UTteQPoAT) katl
N Alav EAAenig dAalovucov.

(“Those who disclaim trifling and obvious qualities are called
humbugs and are more contemptible; and sometimes this seems
to be boastfulness, like the Spartan dress; for both excess and
great deficiency are boastful.”)

Then he returns again to the more “attractive” kind of eipwveia, although
not mentioning Sokrates as an example any more (EN 1127b29 ff.):

oL d¢ petElwg XQwpevoL TN elpwvelx kal mepl T un Atav
EUTIOdWV Kal PaveQa elQwVELOEVOL xaplevTes palvovtat.

(“But those who use understatement with moderation and un-
derstate about matters that do not very much force themselves
on our notice seem attractive.”)

If one knows how to control one’s eipwvela, it can have positive applica-
tions. It can even be practical in pedagogical matters (cf. Pavlovskis
1968: 25). Thus, it seems likely that Aristotle’s attitude towards Sokrates
formed the background of his treatment of eipwveia (see Biichner 1941:
344; Pavlovskis 1968: 24 f.; Bergson 1971: 413, n. 4). Sokrates may have
been “the controlling model for the analysis rather than an innocuous
example” (Gooch 1987: 95).

307 EN 1124b30f.: ... kai aAnBevtikde (sc. 6 peyaAdpuxog €ott), mATV 6oa pr) o
elpwvelav: elpwv d¢ EOS ToLg moAAove. Here, elpwv is the conjecture of Fr. Susemihl;
most of the MSS have eipwveia, while N® has eipwvar.
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The opinion that the person of Sokrates, and his individual usage of
elpwvela, gave the term a new content cannot be accepted without
limitations. According to Ribbeck (1876: 386), the opponents of Sokrates,
who did not like his methods, started to call him an eipwv (cf. Plato
R. 337a), but later when he was generally acknowledged and admired,
the meaning changed.?® It is probable, however, that the original eipwv
lived on and only for posterity did “Sokratic irony” become the model
(Bergson 1971: 414; cf. also Markantonatos 1975: 17, n. 4). The expression
elpwvela Zwrpatouvg then denoted deliberate modesty which was used
to help a collocutor towards real understanding.

In his ethical works, Aristotle systematically introduces a more
positive picture of the eipwv than the one found in Aristophanes or
Plato. By doing this he unintentionally idealized the Sokratic eipwveia,
as Sokrates did not use eipwveia only when talking to ot moAAot, but
also in associating with the ommovdalovteg, who did not really like it at
all (cf. Rh. 1379b31 {.). That the inclusion of eipwveia into the tripartite
system of ethical qualities did not restrict the use of the word is shown
by passages in Aristotle himself (cf. Bergson 1971: 414). The meaning of
elpwvela depends on the situation, the motives of the eipwv, his person
and social context. Aristophanes used the word in a not so pleasant way
for both the sophists and Sokrates, as did Plato for some sophists. On the
one hand, Aristotle frees the word from its everyday context to intro-
duce it to his systematic account, but on the other hand he uses it the
same way as Aristophanes and Plato, i.e. in a regular “practical” sense.’”

Something similar is done by Demosthenes in the First Philippic,
when he describes the idleness and verbosity of the Athenians as
opposed to Philip’s untiring urge to take action, and characterizes the
defeatists as elpwveg (cf. Bergson 1971: 414)—see 4.7 and 4.37. In both
passages eipwveia is opposed to words denoting acting and action
(moattewy, moayua); cf. also 60.18. The eipwvela, as described by
Demosthenes, consists of unwillingness to participate in what is socially
beneficial and necessary. It may be reminded that Sokrates was not one

38 See also Stark 1953: 82 f., Steinmetz 1962: 35 and cf. Bergson 1971: 414, Pavlovskis
1968: 25.

39 Also for sophists, cf. Pol. 1275b26, where Gorgias is said to have spoken ta pév iowg
QATIOQWV TX O EIQWVEVOLEVOG.
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of the passive citizens, as he even took part in the Poteidaia campaign
(432-429 BCE,; cf. Plato Smp. 219e ff., Chrm. 153a ff.).

The Aristotelian corpus also contains hints to physiognomical represen-
tation of the elpwv. Eyebrows that curve out towards the temples are
said to be a sign of humour and dissimulation.?"® The eipwv is described
as having a chubby and drowsy face and wrinkled eyes.?!! This physio-
gnomical image may well have been suitable for marking those political-
ly passive persons that were reproached because of their cipwveia by
Demosthenes (see above) and Deinarchos (2.11).

4.1.4. Theophrastos

In the Characters of Theophrastos, eipwvela is the first of the types de-
scribed. The most common translation of the word has been ‘dissem-
bling” (Diggle, Rusten, Edmonds), although some (Vellacott, Jebb &
Sandys) have used ‘irony’. For the convenience of referral I quote the
text of the chapter in its entirety according to the edition of Diggle (2004:
64, 66):

[1] [H pev odv elpwvela d6&etev av etval, wg tomw Aaely,
TIQOOTIOM LG €TTL XEIQOV TRAEEWV KAl AGYwV.]

[2] O d¢ elpwv TOLOLTOG TIC Olog MEOoeABWV Tolg €XOQO0I1g
E0€éAev AaAelv tov poetvt kat émavety mapovtag olg émédeto
AdBoa kat TovTolg CLAALTIEITOAL TTNUEVOLS” KAl CLYYVWOUNV
0¢ €xev Tolg aLTOV Kakws Aéyovot kat Tt Tolg kaB' éavtov
Agyouévolg <yeAav>. [3] kal 'mEOc TOLG AduKOLUEVOLS Kol
ayavaktovvtach mpdws daxAéyeoOat. [4] kat tolg évTuyxAavewy
Kt omovdnV PovAopévols mpootalal émaveADety, kat pPndev
WV MEATTEL OHOAoYNoatL AAAX Prjoat BovAevecOal kat mEoo-
niomoacBat &ptL mapayeyovévat kat ope yiyveoBal [avTtov]

310 HA 491b16-17: ai (sc. 0dpQveg) d¢ TEOS TOVS KQOTADOLS HWKOD Kal elpwvog (sc.
onueiov).

311 [Arist.] Phgn. 3.808a27-29: elpwvog onueix miova T TeQL TO MQOTWTIOV, KAl TX TeQl
T SppaTa QUTWON VTTVWdES TO MEOTWTOV T 1)BeL paivetal
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kat paAaxwoOnvat [5] kal mEOg Tovg davellopévoug kol
éoaviCovtag < > WG OV TwAEL Kal M) MwAwv ¢roat
TIWAELWY. Kal axovoag T i) pooTotelobat kat dwv Pnoat un
fwoarévat kal OpoAoynoag pn pepvnoBar kat T pEV
okéPeoOal pdorery, Ta d¢ ovk eldéval, T d¢ Bavpalewy, Ta
non mote kat avtog oVTw dwxAoyloacOat. [6] kat to OAov
DEVOG TQ TOLOVTW TEOTIW TOL Adyov xenobar “Ov motevw”,
“Ovy vmoAauBavew”, “ExmAnttopal”, wat *Afyel eavtov
étegov yeyovévalf, “Kai unv ov tavta mEog éupe diefnjel”,
“TIax@AadoEOV pot T0 mpayua”, “AAAw Tvi Aéye”, “Ondtegov de
00l ATOTNOW 1) €Kelvou Katayvw amogovpal”’, “AAA" 6pa, pn)
ov Battov motevels”.

[7] [touxvtag pwvag kat mMAokag kat TMaAAAoyiag ebgely
€0TL TOL elpwvog. tax O1 twv NOWV un anAa dAA’ éniBovAa
PvAdTTETOAL HAAAOV DELT) TOUG €XELC.]

The presentation of the eipwv here is twofold. The spurious definition
says that “Dissembling, to define it in outline, would seem to be a
pretence for the worse in action and speech.”?'? Thus, the dissembler
makes his deeds and words appear poorer than they really are. This
recalls Aristotle’s definition in EN 1108a19 ff., quoted above in ch. 4.1.3.
There are some differences: Aristotle uses the word mpoomoinoig in
absolute form, whereas the definition in the Characters connects it with
‘action and speech’ or ‘deeds and words’ (moa&ewv kat Adywv).3® The
same phrase can, however, be found some lines before the quoted
passage in Aristotle, EN 1108a10 f.: maoat pev ya&o (sc. pecotnteg) eiot
miepl Adywv kal mpdéewv kowvwviav. In addition, Aristotle uses the
comparative éAattov, while the definition of the Characters has xeipov,
perhaps influenced by 0 ... émti T xelpw kKO’ avTOL PevdOPEVOS pn)
ayvowv elpwv in EE 1233b39 ff. This does not affect the meaning of the
phrase, even if yxelpov might refer to more qualitative self-denigration
than éAattov (Biichner 1941: 347; cf. Stein 1992: 64).

The definition refers to self-denigration at both verbal and practical
levels. The man who is described in the following situations is a

312 This is the translation of Diggle (2004).
313 Cf. also the definitions of Char. 6, 8, 13 and 14.
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dissembler. Whether he dissembles for the sake of the action or has any
motive in doing so is a question of dispute.®* In any case, this is not
what is meant by the definition. The latter is, rather, connected with the
picture of elpwv drawn by Aristotle (cf. also Stein 1992: 63).

M. Stein (1992: 63) believes that the definition has been composed by
an unknown author on the basis of Aristotle’s parallel expression. Both
the definition and description have been connected with the person of
Sokrates (see, e.g., already Ribbeck 1876 and cf. Gomperz 1889ab).
P. Steinmetz (1962: 42) has tried to show that the aim of Theophrastos in
this chapter is to combine the broad and the narrow, Sokratic meaning
of (quasi-)modesty of the word eipwveia (cf. the critique of this theory in
Gaiser 1964: 27-8).

Theophrastos must have been aware of the way the eipwv was
treated in his teacher’s ethical works. The question is, how much did he
consider this while composing this sketch? The spurious definition
seems to fit with Aristotle’s attitude, whereas the description leaves an
impression of a more negative type. It seems probable that Theophrastos
depicts the so-called original elpwv, and the more positive image of the
type, connected with Sokrates, is an exception for him.

He most probably knows that Sokrates has been considered one of
the most prominent eipwvec, but deliberately avoids mentioning his
name, just as he never mentions a possible example in the case of other
sketches. In this he differs from Ariston, who mentions Sokrates
explicitly several times. The negative attitude towards Sokrates as seen
in Ariston does not, however, mean that the author could not have been
a Peripatetic.

The sketch that follows the definition depicts the behaviour of an eipwv
in various situations. The topology of Theophrastos’ descriptions is
usually quite similar—he shows his types at the market, courthouse,
theatre, on the streets, etc. In the case of elpwveia, the situations are not
marked so that we could easily locate the man in one of these arenas.

It is the description of a man who pretends to feel the way he really
does not feel, and conceals his true feelings. In §2 we have a description
of the ipwVv’s behaviour towards people with whom he is in some kind

314 See Diggle 2004: 167, who cites opinions of both sides.
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of conflict. He will turn to his enemies and chat with them, not letting
his hatred show. Note that the author speaks of a deliberate encounter
(mpooeABwv tolg £€x0polc), not an accidental one (Stein 1992: 46, Diggle
2004: 169). The end of the sentence, é0éAetv AaAelv ov poely, is
textually problematic, therefore o0 pioetv is obelized by Diggle (and
athetized by some; cf. a summary of emendations by earlier scholars in
Diggle 2004: 169-70). Some (e.g. Steinmetz 1962: 32, 37) have suggested
that pwoetv here denotes an expression of feeling, and indeed this is the
way the epitome M interprets the passage (moooeAOwv Toig €x0poig
évdelicvuoBat ov pioetv). This does not exclude the possibility that we
are dealing with a gloss, but it need not be as unfortunate one as has
been thought (e.g. Stein 1992: 47).

What is important here is that conventional morality dictates that
enemies should be treated as enemies, and one’s hatred towards them
should not be concealed.’™> While going to an enemy and chatting (or
talking, AaAetv is used in both senses in the Characters) to him may be an
indication of dissembling, the way how this is done seems to be even
more indicative. Thus, I do not agree with Diggle (2004: 170) on the
point that concealment of hatred, passive behaviour, is a less telling
detail than chatting to enemies, active dissimulation. In addition, similar
parallelisms also occur in the next scenes.

The elpwv as depicted in this scene can be compared with the
arrogant man (Ortepripavog) of Char. 24, who will never be the one to
make the first approach (§6), and does not speak to passers-by while
walking in the street, keeping his head down and looking up only when
it suits him (§8). Some scenes further, the elpwv is, however, quite
similar to the arrogant man (see below). This reminds us that single
types in the Characters should never be studied isolated from the whole
work (cf. Stein 1992: 46).

Why the elpwv dissembles and wishes to chat with his enemies may
remain unclear. Those who have searched for motives in the chapter
have usually come to a conclusion that the man dissembles to avoid
trouble and inconvenience (Biichner 1941: 348, Gaiser 1964: 28, Bergson
1971: 415, Stein 1992: 61-2, Rusten 1993: 168). This, however, does not

315 See Biichner 1941: 347 f., Dover 1974: 181 ff., Diggle 2004: 170; cf. Plato, R. 332d, 335d-
36a. According to Aristotle (EN 1124b27), he who conceals his hatred is afraid.
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explain why he turns to his enemies, when he could have avoided them
(Diggle 2004: 167). Biichner (1941: 348) has also suggested that the man
just want his enemies to become angrier or wishes to hurt them even
more under the disguise of a friend, but this evidently does not belong
to the behavioural traits of the eipwv (Stein 1992: 46). However, there is
no need to look for a motive. The man does these things just because this
is his behavioural regularity (see Gomperz 1889a: 15, Fortenbaugh 1996:
454 and elsewhere, Diggle 2004: 167). Assuming that the figure of
Sokrates is somehow behind the eipwv, the enemies could be under-
stood as the sophists (Ribbeck 1876: 394).

The next scene depicts the dissembler praising to their face the
people whom he has attacked behind their back, and commiserating
with them when they have lost a lawsuit. One may compare the descrip-
tion of elpwv in the fragments of Ariston, where we learn that the man is
in the habit of praising someone whom he faults (PHerc. 1008 col. 22.4 =
21m.4 SFOD: wot’ énawvetv Ov Péye[y cf. Steinmetz 1962: 38, Stein 1992:
48). Those who see the figure of Sokrates behind the sketch have inter-
preted the phrase érutiOeo0at AdOga as ‘secretly attack in the conver-
sation’, thus referring to the Sokratic ways of leading a discussion
(Ribbeck 1876: 394). Diggle connects “those who have lost a lawsuit”
with the previous phrase, but this has also been considered a separate
scene.’!® The verb 1ttac0ai®” need not denote losing a lawsuit, in fact it
often does not, unless it is qualified by some object (e.g., peyaAnv dixknv
in Char. 11.6; cf. Stein 1992: 47), but this would seem to be the simplest
interpretation in this passage. In addition, the word is also found
unqualified in several texts (see Diggle 2004: 170). Some scholars have
argued that the verb may suggest that someone is a “loser” in a discus-
sion, as often in the Platonic dialogues, thus once again referring to
Sokrates (Ribbeck 1876: 394).

In the next scene the cipwv forgives people who speak abusively
about him and, accepting Darvaris’ conjecture <yeAav> as Diggle does,

316 Thus the emendations, such as <oig / Tog ovg dikaletor> ToVTOLS ... (Rusten 1993: 52;
cf. Stein 1992: 48).

317 Diggle changes the present fttwpévolg found in the MSS to perfect frtnuévor,
following Schwartz. This is unnecessary, unless one wants to find more support to the
verb being applied to a state of legal defeat (cf. Diggle 2004: 170).
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laughs at their abuse. This conjecture had already been adopted in the
most common English edition by Rusten (1993). The reason for the
conjecture is, as Diggle has put it (2004: 171), that in the sentence kai
oLYYVOUNV d¢ éXewv Tolg alTOV Kakwg Aéyovot kal €mi toig kad’
éavtov Aeyouévolg, “the second phrase is feebly repetitive and needs a
colourful verb to give it point.” The second part also seems pleonastic,
which is usually not the case in the Characters (cf. Stein 1992: 49). I am
not sure yeAav is the best suggestion, though, as it does not seem to fit
the behaviour of the eipwv; if anything, perhaps pewiwxv as suggested by
Biichner (see Diggle 2004: 171) would suit better. Leaving the pleonastic
final part in the text, one could interpret it in the way that the dissembler
forgives people who speak abusively about him, and he also does not
mind anonymous gossip.

It remains unclear whether the elpwv really forgives people who
speak abusively about him, and clearly states this, or is just concealing
his actual emotions. The text also does not say whether he is abused to
his face or behind his back. Again, what is important is that the man acts
contrary to the rules that the Athenian popular morality has set, just like
in the first scene of the sketch.

The next scene depicts the elpwv talking mildly to those who have
been wronged and are outraged. Diggle obelizes mpoc tovg adikov-
uévoug kal ayavaxtovvtag, arguing that if the point is that the
dissembler takes too lightly the grievances of others, then this point is
“unclearly formulated and of doubtful aptness” (2004: 172), adding that
“[i]f the wrongs have been suffered by others, then a dissembler will
feign indignation, not mildness” (2004: 173). This passage shows how
important it is to keep in mind the general background of the work,
which focuses on deviations from socially acceptable and commendable
behaviour. There would be nothing socially unacceptable in the dis-
sembler’s feigning indignation if someone else has been wronged. In fact,
vigorously sympathizing, perhaps even encouraging revenge (feigned or
not), would have been normal according to Greek popular morality. This
is exactly what the dissembler fails to do. Compare a similar picture
from Xenophon’s An. 1.5.14, where Klearchos resents the fact that, when
he had nearly been stoned to death, Polemarchos made light of his
naBoc.
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The passage of Rhetoric (1382b20; see above, ch. 4.1.3) in which
Aristotle links moaot kai elpwveg is also relevant in this context.
Although in his ethical works (e.g., EN 1125b26 ff.), Aristotle considers
mildness or ‘good temper’ (mpa0Tng) a mean between the deficiency
inirascibility (dooynoia) and the excess irascibility (0oyilotng), he
admits that good temper inclines towards the deficiency. The good-
tempered man is angry at the right things and with the right people, as
he ought, when he ought, and as long as he ought.

Further, the next scenes show the dissembler’s behaviour towards
those who approach him with some request. Thus, when people ur-
gently seek a meeting, he tells them to come back later; he never admits
what he is doing, but says that he is thinking it over (BovAevecOat), and
pretends that he has just arrived or that it is too late or that he fell ill.>!®
This behaviour can again be compared with that of the arrogant man
(OmteonPavog) of Char. 24, who tells someone who is in a hurry that he
will meet him after dinner while he is taking his stroll (§2). A similar
situation is also seen in Char. 20, where the disagreeable man (andnc)
asks visitors to wait until he has gone for a stroll (§4). Each of these
types acts for different reasons, but we do not really need specific mo-
tives to explain their behaviour. The arrogant man lets his visitor wait
because he is arrogant; the disagreeable man because he is disagreeable;
and the dissembler because he is a dissembler. That is just something he
does, and whether he is motivated by a desire to avoid inconveniences,
or something else, is not important.

The topic of the next scene is very common in the Characters, dealing
with lending and contributions, buying and selling,*"® but unfortunately
the passage is corrupt. We learn that the dissembler does or says some-
thing to people who apply for a loan or a contribution (£pavoc), then
there is a lacuna, and then the man says that he has nothing for sale, and
when he has nothing for sale he says that he has. Various supplements
have been suggested to fill the lacuna, which seems to extend to two
situations. The sense of most of the supplements is to say, in the first

318 Rusten (1993: 55) suggests that the verb uaAaxiCw is used not of illness (as most
translators understand it), but of cowardice or irresolution. This does not seem probable;
cf. Diggle 2004: 174.

319 See Millett 1991: 5-6.
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sentence, that the man has no money or that he is not rich enough, and
in the second sentence, that selling something he will say he has nothing
for sale.3?

Further, if the dissembler has heard something, he pretends he has
not; if he has seen something, he says he has not; if he has made an
agreement, he does not remember it. He says about some things that he
will look into them (oxkéipecOat), about others that he does not know,
about some that he is surprised, about others that he once had the same
thought himself. The situation is not specified and the phrases are
general enough to be used in all circumstances. A comic fragment has
often been compared to this passage. The men in Menander’s fr. 460 are
arrogant and lowering philosophers, ot tag odovg aipovrtes wg
apéAtegot / kat ‘oképopal’ Aéyovtec. The behaviour of the elpwv, how-
ever, is not connected to arrogance (Stein 1992: 57 f.; cf. Ilberg in LA
1897: 8).

The sketch ends with a list of expressions that the dissembler
commonly uses: ‘I don’t believe it’, ‘I can’t imagine it’, ‘I'm astonished’,
“You're telling me he’s become a different person’ (obelized by Diggle,
but this seems to be the meaning of the phrase), ‘But that was not the
account he gave to me’, ‘This thing is a mystery to me’, ‘Tell that to
someone else’, ‘I don’t know whether I should doubt you or condemn
him’, ‘Be careful you don’t make up your mind too quickly.” What all
these expressions have in common is that the dissembler never lets his
opinions show. In this respect, the last sentence is especially telling: the
elpwv mentions both alternatives, but never says which one he prefers.
His attitude remains hidden from the others (cf. Stein 1992: 58). One can
compare this with the reproach to Sokrates in Plato, R. 336b-37a (see
above, ch. 4.1.2).

The Byzantine cauda is moralizing in tone and adds nothing to the
sketch (cf. above, ch. 2.1.5).

320 Thus, Steinmetz (1960a) prints <eimeiv w¢ oV MAovTel kal MwAwv ¢roar>; Rusten
(1993) has <pnoat we xonUATwWV AMoEEL, Kal MwAwv Tt Pnoacr>, mainly following
Kassel. For an earlier synopsis, see Steinmetz 1962: 41, for a more recent one, Diggle
2004: 175 £. The passage has some similarity with Cicero Off. 3.15.61.
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The question of possible motives of the behaviour of the eipwv has
already come up several times. Already Theodor Gomperz (1889a: 15)
had suggested that what is important is the external behaviour of the
man, not the motive behind it. Similar arguments have been most
vehemently defended by William W. Fortenbaugh (1975: 62 ff.; 1996: 454
etc.), who has argued that what we see in the Characters are behavioural
regularities (Verhaltensregelmdfigkeiten) which do not need a motive to
explain them. Motives are referred to in some definitions, but these were
probably not part of the original work. Of course motives can be sought,
and found, but one should not claim that each type is motivated by one
certain desire.

4.1.5. Ariston of Keos

One of the crucial passages in Ariston’s sketches is the description of the
elowv, ‘the dissembler’ (see above, ch. 3.1.2). This is indeed an instruc-
tive case, as it shows that we should not expect to find exactly the same
ideas within the same school, but rather some different evaluations due
to contemporary ideas and values (see Vogt 2006: 275). Ariston, as
Theophrastos, was certainly aware of Aristotle’s milder attitude towards
the elpwv. One of the reasons why both of them choose to depict a more
negative type, the so-called original e¢ipwv, may be that their basis was
popular usage. As mentioned already, the difference is that Theophras-
tos never mentions Sokrates by name, but Ariston does. Some scholars
have taken this to prove that this Ariston cannot have been a Peripatetic.
It seems entirely acceptable, however, to suggest that Ariston is just
trying to combine two conceptions of dissembling that are not really
compatible. This is what Aristotle had to do, as well, but for him, the
overall result was more positive. Ariston, on the other hand, has come
up with a mixture that is more negative. The reasons for this are not
clear, but these may have included a change in the contemporary
evaluations of Sokrates.
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4.1.6. Eigwveia and aAaloveia

In the text of Ariston of Keos, preserved in Philodemos’ Ilegt kaxiwv,
elpwv is also said to be a kind of &Aalwv (col. 21.37-8). This is not
entirely new, for Aristotle also notes that it éviote dAaloveia dpatvetal
(EN 1127b28). It well illustrates the changes in the relation between these
two terms. Eipwv and &Aal@v are connected already in Aristophanes,
although they are not opposed or subordinated to each other. They both
belong to the catalogue of invectives in Nu. 449 (cf. also Nu. 102, 1492).
Thus, both could be used by Aristophanes for Sokrates and his followers
(cf. Bergson 1971: 415). Plato also does not oppose the two terms, using
aAalovela in its traditional meaning, although in some cases it could
just signify ‘lying’.

As noted above (ch. 4.1.3; cf. also 1.3.1 and 2.1.8.23), in Aristotle’s
ethical works, both eipwveia and dAaloveia have been included into
the tripartite system of ethical qualities that focuses on the doctrine of
mean. Thus, in EN 1108a19-23 eipwveia and dAalovela were seen as
two extremes of the positive mean aAnOewx. Both eipwv and aAalwv
are prAoPevdrc (EE 1234a3; cf. Bergson 1971: 413), but the &Aalwv is
more blameworthy (EN 1127a30). The definitions of both qualities
contain a reference to pretence: the elpwv pretends to have less than he
has (mpoomoinoic éni 10 éAattov), and the dAalwv pretends to have
more than he actually has (mpoomoinoig émt to petCov).

In Tractatus Coislinianus, three characters of comedy are mentioned:
NON Kwpwdiag T& Te POHOAOXA KAL TX EIQWVIKA KAl TX TV dAalovwv
(TC 12 Janko; see above, ch. 2.2.3). This also reflects the long-time
connection of eipwveia and dAalovela.3?!

321 For the connection of eigwveia and PwuoAoyia, cf. also Arist. Rh. 1419b8-9.
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4.2. BoeAvgia in Theophrastos and Aischines’ speech
Against Timarchos®?

Repulsiveness is not a character trait anyone would wish to be detected
in oneself. It can, however, be an effective instrument in abusive
contexts. In the following, I will first discuss the history and earlier
usage of the words 3deAvpdc/BdeAvpia, then focus on the presentation
of BoeAvpia in the Characters of Theophrastos, and finally analyze the
first speech of Aischines, where the word comes up most frequently.
Some comparisons with the speeches of Demosthenes are made, as well.

4.2.1. Etymology and early usage

Attempts have been made to trace the meaning of 3deAvpog in our
extant texts, to reconstruct what constitutes the behaviour of such a type.
The lexical meaning of the word suggests etymological connections with
scatological vocabulary (Bdctv, “to fart’), and the originally medical verb
poeAvoooual (‘to feel a loathing for food’, then also more general ‘to
feel a loathing at’). However, it seems that there are no specific beha-
vioural patterns or traits that are always characteristic to someone
labelled deAvpdc. The confusion of Aristophanes” scholiast illustrates
this well; he explains, commenting on Nu. 446: $deAvQdg” kai TOV
TOEVOV 0VTWGS EKAAOLY, KAl TOV Hiooug A&Lov, Kal Tov dveAevOegov.

It has been suggested that the original, strong meaning of the word
has weakened in the course of time, which would be an indication of
colloquial language.’® P. Steinmetz (1962: 142) has pointed out that
[F0eAvEOG can be a synonym of toovog (as already noted by Aristopha-
nes’ scholiast),*?* and concludes that the meaning of the word becomes
quite general and is applied for any kind of loathsomeness.3® He

322 A part of this chapter was read at the conference Colloquium Balticum V in Lund,
October 2005.

323 Steinmetz 1962: 142; see also Ussher 1993: 112.

324 In this sense it is often used by Aischines for Timarchos, see 1.189; cf. 1.26, 1.105, 1.70,
1.41, 1.60, and Dem. 25.27.

325 See And. 1.122; cf. Aischin. 1.107; Ar. Ra. 465; Is. 8.42; Dem. 17.11, 19.206, 208.
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suggests that the word can also obtain a nuance of wishing to joke and
make other people laugh, referring to Aisch. 1.31, where it said that the
man who is [deAvpdc also uses his body katayeAdotws. This,
however, does not tell us anything about the intention of the man, and,
in any case, his behaviour is not funny but ridiculous, and this is also the
meaning of katayeAdotwe in the passage. Steinmetz’ other example of
using the word of a person who makes improper or unpleasant jokes,
with or without sexual content, comes from Plato’s R. 338d, where
Thrasymachos uses it for Sokrates: BoeAvpog yao ei, £pn, @ Lakoateg,
Kat TavT) OMOAAUBAVELS 1) &V KAKOLEYNOoALS HAALOTA TOV AGYOV.
Here, the meaning is something like ‘blackguardly” and may express
some playful protest (cf. Ussher 1993: 112), but it does not mean the
person who behaves in this way is funny. He is rather a tomfool or an
irresponsible buffoon.

The word is quite well attested in comedy. As far as we can tell,
Aristophanes is the first author who uses 30eAvpdc. We encounter it in
eight of his extant eleven comedies, in altogether eleven instances.’? In
most passages it is used in the company of other offensive and more or
less low-register terms, such as pxpdc, dvaioxvvtog, ToAunEodS, Top-
Hvoaag, and in two cases its emotive meaning has been intensified by a
prefix mav-52 In Nu. 446, it is part of a “catalogue” of abusive words
that the creditors could shout at Strepsiades after he has got rid of his
debts thanks to the tricks learned from Sokrates.’?® Although this is just a
row of invectives, these have one thing in common: they can be used of
sophists, thus they are to a great degree related to verbal communication
and rhetorical skill (see MacDowell 1990b: 288; cf. also Beta 2004: 102 ff.).
For ancient attempts to explain these invectives see the scholia to
Aristophanes.

326 Nu. 446, Ach. 288-9, Eq. 134, 193, 3034, V. 914, Lys. 969, Ra. 465, Ec. 1043, PI. 993 and
1069.

327 Ach. 288-9: Avaioxvvtog el kal fdoeAvodc; Eq. 303—4: 'Q piapé kal fdoeAvoé koakta...;
Lys. 969: 1 mappdeAvoa kal mappvoaoa; Ra. 465-6: Q) BdeAvoé kdavaioxvvte kal
ToApuNEE OV / kail pagé kat mappioge kot pagotate; Ec. 1043: @ napBdeAvoa. For
pxdg, cf. also Dickey 1996: 167 ff.

328 Nu. 445-51: Bpaovg, evyAwTtog, TOAUNQEAG, (TN, PdeAvQdc, PevdwV TLYKOAAN TN,
ebENotemMc, MeQITOIHHA DKWV, KVOPLS, KEOTAAOV, kivadog, Tovun, paoOAng, elowv,
YAowde, aAaldv, kKéVtowv, Hadc, oTEOBIS, AQYAAE0C, HATIOAOLXOG.
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For comedy, there is also one instance of BdeAvog in the fragments
of Eupolis,®” and later perhaps in Menander,®® as well as in some
fragments of unknown authors.®* The exact meaning of the word, how-
ever, or what constitutes the behaviour of the type, is not clear from
these passages.

4.2.2. Theophrastos

In the gallery of types presented in Theophrastos” Characters, the repul-
sive man (BdeAvog, Char. 11) is certainly one of the coarsest. Com-
parable in this respect is perhaps the offensive man (dvoxnorg, Char.
19).3%2 Again, I quote the text of the chapter in its entirety according to
the edition of Diggle (2004: 100):

[1] [OV xaAemov d¢ ot Vv BdeAvpiav doploacBar €otL Yo
iadLx ETPavg kal €moveldloTog. |

[2] 6 8¢ BdeAVEOC TOLOVTOG <TIC> 0l0g AmavTHOAS YuvatéLy
EAev0épais dvaovoduevog det&at To aldolov. [3] kat £v Oeatow
kpotelv Otav ol dAAol mavwvtal kat cvplttely obg Mdéwg
Oewpovotv ot mToAAoL kat OTav oMot To B€atoov avakvag
éouyely, vt tovg kaBnpévoug mowjor petaotoadnvat. [4] katl
ntAnOovong ¢ dyopag mEooeAbwV TEOG T kdQua 1) T HUETA
N T AKEOdQLA €0TNKWG TEAYNHATICeoDaL, dua T MwAoLVTL

329 Fr. 57 PCG (= 50 Kock): dvekdg 1’ émaipw kat BdoeAvpog o 10 okéAog. This could be
earlier than Aristophanes, but the fragment consists of only one line and we have no
way of dating it.

30 As identified in Sandbach’s edition, Sicyonius 209 = Adespota novae comoediae fr. 19.4
Demianczuk: kov] mavteAws fv fOeAvQOG...

331 Fr. 260.1 PCG (= 6.1 Kock): 3deAvoov pév odv 10 moaypa..., and perhaps fr. 1018.25
PCG (= Adespota novae comoediae fr. 15.25 Demianczuk): [oV d¢ BdeAvgev]n TEOGS He...
(Kassel & Austin print the supplement of Koérte-Edmonds, aAalove]un, so it is not
certain what the text originally had.)

332 Translations vary, I here follow the latest editor (Diggle); BdeAvoog has also been
translated as, e.g., ‘the obnoxious man’ (Rusten), ‘the offensive man’ (Anderson), or ‘the
abominable man’ (Vellacott), and dvoxnonc has been rendered as ‘the squalid man’
(Rusten), or ‘the repulsive man’ (Anderson). Note that Anderson’s renderings are
opposite to those of Diggle.
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TMEOOAQA@V" [5] kal KaAéoal d¢ TV MAQLOVTWY OVOUAOTL TVX
@ M ovvnOng éotlit [6] xkal omevdoviag O€ TOL OQWV
< > [7] xat Nrnuéve d¢ peyaAnv dlknv amovtt
Aamo Tov dkaortneilov mooeAbetv kai ovvnoOnval [8] wai
opwvelv £avte kal avAnTEidag pobovodatl kal detkvoely d&
TOLG ATIAVTWOL T WPWVIHEVA KAl TTAQAKAAELY €Tl TavTax. [9]
Kat dyetobatl mMEOOOTAC TEOG KOVQEELOV 1] HUQOTIWALOV OTL
pneOvokeoOat pEAAEL

The sketch consists of eight situations: the repulsive man is shown lifting
up his clothes in front of ladies (§2), disturbing spectators at the theatre
by applauding when others have finished, hissing actors whose perfor-
mance the audience is enjoying, and when the audience is silent, burp-
ing so that others would turn around (§3)**® and troubling shopkeepers
on the agora (§4), calling out people he does not know (§5), stopping
those who hurry somewhere (§6),°* congratulating someone who has
just lost a lawsuit (§7), buying food himself, hiring aulos players and
inviting people to join the party (§8), and finally stopping at the hair-
dresser’s or the perfumer’s and explaining that he intends to get drunk
(89)-

Diggle (2004: 314) has listed an array of adjectives, which characterize
the behaviour of the man in these situations: indecent (§2), disruptive
and crude (§3), discourteous (§4), over-familiar (§5), tactless (§7), taste-
less (§8), and tiresome (§9).

This might be telling us something about the ways in which
Theophrastos worked when composing his Characters. Although we do
not know what the purpose of the collection was (see ch. 2.2), we could
imagine that the author first had a word, or a notion, before him,

333 The Athenian audience was emotional and let it show when it did not like the play.
See Pickard-Cambridge 1968: 272-3 and cf. Aischin. 3.231, Luk. Nigr. 8, 10. (In Aischin.
3.76, the audience is hissing Demosthenes because of his unseemly flattery towards some
ambassadors.) Thus it is not the action of the BdeAvpdc that is improper, but the time
when he is doing it. He opposes himself to the rest of the audience, thus showing
contempt to the opinion of others and undermining the performance that was an
important public event in Athens.

33 The text in this passage is corrupt, but this may be the sense; cf. Steinmetz 1960a: 33,
Steinmetz 1962: 145 and Diggle 2004: 318.
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[FoeAvEOG in our case. He then probably tried to think of what comes up
first when one thinks of such a type. Perhaps some specific person
known from the past or the contemporary Athenian community had
influence on some of the sketches.? Theophrastos may also have asked
his students to pronounce on the topic and collected emotions and
reactions to complete his model sketches. In the case of more narrative
chapters, like that on the coward (detAdg, Char. 25), he may have found it
more convenient to focus on only a few situations, whereas in some
cases the sketch consists of quite loosely connected situations and the
reactions of the specific type in these situations.

One can notice that the author has often tried to describe the beha-
viour of a type in circumstances that were most common in ancient
Athens. These include behaviour as a guest at someone’s house, conduct
in theatre, on the street, at home, at the market, in the baths, in gym-
nasia, in the assembly, or in the court (cf. ch. 2.4). Many of these situa-
tions can be seen in the sketch of BdeAvpia. We certainly have scenes on
the streets (§2, 5), in theatre (§3), on the agora (§4, 8), or near the court
house (§7). Here, too, Theophrastos may have had a list of possible
situations in his head or put before the students, imagining the be-
haviour of one specific type in concrete situations.

The problem with the sketch of BdeAvoia is that it is not very easy to
define the type. Sure, we have the definition of the Characters: Ov
XaAemov 0¢ €ott Vv PdeAvplav dogloacOar €0t Yoo moadx €mti-
davng kat émovedlotog (“It is not difficult to define Repulsiveness. It is
conspicuous and reprehensible tomfoolery” [tr. Diggle]). The prevailing
opinion nowadays is, however, that the definitions have been added
later (but at least by the 1st century BCE) by someone other than
Theophrastos.®* But, for lack of anything better, we might take this
definition to start with and see where it takes us. First of all, is it in
accord with the following sketch? Markus Stein, who has thoroughly
analyzed the suitability of the Theophrastean definitions, has little to say
on PBdeAvoia (1992: 189-90). It differs from the other definitions by its

335 Cf. the possible influence of Sokrates on Char. 1, the elpwv (above, ch. 4.1.4).
3% See above, ch. 2.1.3. Like many other definitions, however, this one also contains
Peripatetic phraseology. There is, e.g., some similarity with the description of the
BwpoAoxor in Aristotle, see EN 1128a4-7 and cf. also EN 1108a23, EE 1234a4 ff.
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introductory formula, but this is hardly significant for the content. Stein
concludes that the definition is not incorrect, but it is also not very
precise, as the word émudavrc only implies that the jokes of the
repulsive man are plain to see, not that he makes them in the public.
Thus, one could also understand these words as an opposite to hidden
jokes, and the definition could similarly be used for aioxpoAoyia.’¥” In
any case, the definition explicitly connects fdeAvpia with some kind of
joking (madk).

Might some textual loss have occurred? After Giovanni Cristoforo
Amaduzzi had first published chapters 29 and 30 of the Characters of
Theophrastos in 1786, modern editions of the work contain thirty
chapters and usually also thirty character types. It is not surprising,
though, in the case of a work with manuscript tradition sometimes
considered the most corrupt in all of Greek literature, containing several
later additions (preface and epilogues, definitions, several interpola-
tions), that many editors believe the Characters once contained more than
thirty chapters, parts of which have been lost (see ch. 2.1.6).

One of the suspicious passages is Char. 11 (BdeAvpdc), which is
relatively short in comparison with others. Thus, one has sometimes
suspected some text loss at the end of this character description. It is
followed in MSS AB by the text in modern editions found as Char. 30.5-
16. This shows that textual contamination has occurred. We do not know
how far this kind of contamination goes, and there may be other
passages in the Characters that belong elsewhere. Thus, e.g., some
sections of Char. 19 (dvoyxépeix) do not seem to belong to that sketch, but
it is not certain whether they should belong to some other sketch or are a
relict of some sketch not preserved.®® Many have suggested that these
(usually §8-11) should be part of Char. 11, or else we must assume a lost
column of text that contained the end of Char. 11 and the beginning of
the now lost anonymous sketch.

337 Stein 1992, 189; cf. also Aristotle’s account in EN 1128a23 f., where he distinguishes the
vnévowx of the New Comedy from the aioxgoAoyia of the Old Comedy. Of course there
is no sketch on aloxpoAoyia in the Characters.

338 For relevant discussion see Steinmetz 1962: 220 ff. (who has defended the integrity of
the chapter), Stein 1992: 205-6, Rusten 1993: 176 and Diggle 2004: 386.
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4.2.3. Aischines

The word group $deAvpoc/BdeAvola is restricted mainly to two genres:
comedy and oratory. It is well known that the orators used character
denigration and slander as a standard device in their speeches. Some
orators are more inclined to it than others, but there is hardly one who
would avoid it completely (cf. ch. 4.4.1). It has even been claimed that
unless a speaker in a forensic speech can show that his adversary is a
man of bad character, acting from discreditable motives, or that he
himself is of good character and well-motivated, he has no case to
present to the court (Pearson 1981: 78). The orators can get away with
only a limited amount of direct fabrication, knowing that it would
destroy their credibility if they were seen to be flagrantly lying (cf.
MacDowell 1990a: 1). But they have other devices than fabricating facts
and events for influencing the mind of the listeners, including the jury.
The powerful rhetorical techniques of abuse, which most of the orators
use, are much more difficult to refute but have a considerable impact on
the listeners, leaving a generally negative picture of the defendant in the
minds of the public.

BdeAvodg and its derivatives occur 29 times in Demosthenes, 14 times in
Aischines, once in both Isaios and Andokides, and in a fragment of
Demades;* it is not found in Isokrates, Lysias or any of the other
orators. The speeches that mention it most frequently are Aischines 1 (In
Timarchum; 13 times), Demosthenes 21 (In Midiam; 8 times) and 19 (De
falsa legatione; 6 times). This usage focuses on certain characters in these
speeches, which in the case of Aisch. 1 and Dem. 21 are evident from the
titles of the speeches. In the case of Dem. 19, the defendant is Aischines.
The chronological sequence of the speeches is the following:3+

339 [s. 8.42.2; And. 1.122; Demades fr. 75.17.

340 The dates are those of delivery, but the texts we have are published, and probably
revised, versions of what each said in the court (cf. Fisher 2001: 3; on the issue of revision
see further Dover 1968: 167-9, Worthington 1991 and Worthington 1994a: 115 ff.).
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Demosthenes, In Midiam (21): 347/346%4
Aischines, In Timarchum (1): 346/345 (Timarchos is convicted)
Demosthenes, De falsa legatione (19): 343/342 (Aischines is acquitted)

Naturally, BoeAvpdc/BdeAvpia are not the only abusive words used by
either orator, and they are also not the main argument of any of the
speeches. There are various negative attributes that the orators employ
to denigrate and to assault their opponents. Sometimes these are used in
connection with BdeAvpdc/BoeAvpia, sometimes they stand for them-
selves or form pairs with other derogatory terms (cf. below).

As mentioned above, the orator who uses the words BdeAvpdc/
BoeAvpiar most extensively is Demosthenes. In the following I will,
however, focus on Aischines’ speech against Timarchos, which has the
greatest concentration of these terms and will therefore serve as an
example. It is possible that Aischines borrowed the term from De-
mosthenes” abusive repertoire and used it with the intensity that was pe-
culiar to him in a speech that was formally directed against Timarchos,
but in fact also against Demosthenes, who was Timarchos’ supporter.
The source may have been Demosthenes’ speech against Meidias (21), in
which case it probably was delivered, but this remains a speculation.
That the argument of FoeAvdc/BdeAvola is taken up by Demosthenes
again in his speech On the false embassy, i.e. against Aischines himself, is
somewhat a curiosity (cf. 19.175). Although here Demosthenes may
actually consider the argument his own, he is known to have tried to
turn arguments of Aischines against him (cf. Fisher 2001: 24); this may
perhaps have been a common practice. Aischines himself uses several
humiliating accusations (although not deAvpoc) against Demosthenes
in his second speech, perhaps trying to repeat the successful tactics that
he used against Timarchos (cf. Buckler 2000: 139).

Aischines’ description of Timarchos in the speech Against Timarchos is
one of the most conspicuous depictions of a deAvpog in the Greek

31 There is some doubt as to whether the speech was actually delivered or not (cf.
Aischin. 3.51-2, later taken up by Plutarch in Dem. 12.3-6). According to MacDowell
(1990a: 28) there is no proof for either; a compromise before the trial could have been
reached; cf., however, Harris 1989. See also Wilson 1991: 187, Worthington 1992: 169, and
Ober 1994.
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oratory.*? The speech is an important testimony of Greek attitudes to
sexuality and connections between sexuality and politics. The high
sexual content of the speech, although mostly inexplicit, has been one of
the major reasons why most classical scholars had, until recently, quite
neglected it.> In connection with this, the speech makes repeated and
rhetorically effective use of the term 0f3gig.3*

The speech originates from the time when Athens had agreed to
make peace with Philip II of Macedon and was full of debates over this.
Aischines was facing a trial for his part of the embassy, and in this
speech brings charges against his prosecutor Timarchos. These included
the allegations that in his youth, Timarchos “had permitted acts of dis-
graceful sex to be performed on his body by a succession of men for
material rewards” (Fisher 2001: V).

In the speech against Timarchos, Aischines draws a vivid picture of
the defendant and his behaviour. He turns to the character of Timarchos,
as promised in the beginning of the speech,? in 1.37. There he thinks it
necessary to ask the jury to forgive him if he should speak about
practices that are ignoble by nature—he says he uses plain language
because he wishes to inform the jury of the facts. Thus, as the defendant
happens to have lived his life so shamefully (aioxowg), it becomes
impossible for a man describing his deeds to speak as he himself wishes
without uttering some of these types of expressions, which, however, he
will try to avoid if possible (1.37-8).

Although Aischines uses various negative attributes to describe Ti-
marchos and his behaviour, by far the most frequent of these is

32 Aischines uses the term only once in his other speeches (3.246).

33 The most important treatment of the speech that has opened up the text for other
scholars is Kenneth Dover’s Greek homosexuality (1978; updated edition with a new
postscript 1989). The first, and excellent, commentary of the speech is Fisher 2001. The
speech has, especially in 1990s, become a very popular source in the discussions over the
history of democracy and freedom of speech (see, e.g., the works of Robert W. Wallace or
Paul A. Rahe, with Sissa 1999).

34 Fisher 2005; for various aspects of Ooic and/or the law of OPBoLc (Yoadr) UBewc), see
also Cairns 1996, Cohen 1991, Fisher 1976, 1990, 1995 and especially 1992, Gagarin 1979,
MacDowell 1976 and 2000b.

351.8: [...] povAopat, @ ABnvaioy, [...] dvte&etaoat Tovg Toomovs Tovg Tuaoxov [...].
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oeAvEOc/BdeAvola, which is used 13 times.** In fact, no single work of
a Greek author contains more references to these words than this speech,
up to Cyril the theologian in the 4th-5th century CE. If we consider the
nature of the speech, the frequent use of a word group that suggests
disgust and repulsion is perhaps not surprising. The word BdeAvgia has
been considered “the most telling word to encapsulate his [sc. Ti-
marchos’] generally disgusting behaviour” (Fisher 2001: 223). It is
always used with reference to Timarchos” behaviour, whether his alone,
that shared with his friends, or behaviour of people like him (Fisher
2001: 155). The abundant use of BdeAvE6c/BdeAvoior may be compared
to the Leitmotiv-technique that Demosthenes exploits in his speech on the
false embassy (19). There, the repetition of terms such as dwpodokia,
dWEOdOKELY, dwEA AapPavely, éavtov TUMEATKEW/HoBOovY, puoboo-
VELV, XONHATWV dTtodidooOal Tt etc. are seen throughout the speech (see
Paulsen 1999: 481 ff.).

It has been stated that although BdeAvpia is a strong term, it is fully
acceptable in the normal register of oratory, for behaviour that is
revolting and disgusting, and makes people feel sick.?*” Aischines’ regis-
ter is not, however, the normal one for oratory. As Burke (1972) has
shown, Aischines” employment of character denigration is unique
among the orators, and the speech against Timarchos is, as V. Hunter
(1990: 309) has put it, “a masterpiece of abuse and vilification.” Indeed,
Aischines himself insinuates, as it were, that it is more important to
judge a man by the facts (or “facts”) that are known about him—his
habits and associates, his style of life, the way in which he manages his
household —than to make one’s decision on the basis of what witnesses
might say about him.3® Thus, it seems that in cases like this, proof may
be neither necessary nor available, and the prosecutor depended on
gossip instead.3*

3% That the speech was notorious for its use of the term is evident from another scholion
to Aristophanes’ Nu. 446: fdeAvoov, g év 1@ kata Tiuagxov Ailoxivng (RVM, ed. D.
Holwerda).

347 Fisher 2001: 155, with Dickey 1996: 171.

348 Cf. Aischin. 1.90 and 1.153 with Hunter 1990: 309.

349 Hunter 1990: 310; cf. Dover 1989: 22, 39-40.
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The occurrences of [(deAvEog/BdeAvolar in Aischines” speech against
Timarchos are the following:3*

1.26: Timarchos threw off his cloak and did all-in fighting routines
naked in the assembly (6tac Ooipdtiov youvog émaykoatialev €v Tn
¢kkAnoiq), his body was in a dreadful and shameful condition through
drink and disgusting behaviour (kakwg kal aloXQws dlaKelpevos TO
owpa VIO HEONC Kal PdeAvoing). Here, oeAvplar must be something
that, together with extensive drinking, could make his appearance so
repulsive that ‘men of sound judgement’ (¢0 ¢poovovvtec) covered their
eyes and were ashamed for the city. Fisher (2001: 155) has noted that the
term “covers more than his [sc. Timarchos’] sexual acts, and may include
violence, and as here perhaps excessive consumption of food and drink.”
Dover (1989: 69) suggests that “the latter phrase [sc. drunkenness and
disgusting way of life] most naturally refers to his gluttony and hetero-
sexual over-indulgence.”

1.31: Aischines relates the law: the words of a debauched man
(avBpwmov BdeAvov), who has used his own body in a contemptible
way (katayeAdotws), and consumed his ancestral estate shamefully
(atoxowg), however well expressed, would not bring benefits to their
audience. Compare also the verb form &oeAyaivy (‘behaves disgus-
tingly’) in 1.32.

1.41: Aischines is giving account of those in whose houses Timarchos
stayed while prostituting himself. The first one is a certain Misgolas, a
man who in all other respects is said to be ‘fine and good’ (kaAog
kaya00c),%! but is phenomenally (datpoviwg) devoted to ‘that thing” (to
TIEAYHA TOUTO), i.e. pederasty. Now this man paid a sum in advance and
kept Timarchos at his house, ‘since he had a good body, was young and
disgusting, and fitted for the act which he had made it his choice to
perform and Timarchos his to endure’ (eboagrkov Ovta kal véov xkai
OeALEOV Kal EMITHOEOV TIOOG TO TMOAYHX O TQOTQELTO EKELVOG UEV
TEATTELWY, 0UTOg d¢ mdoyewv). Here, BdeAvpdc is used almost as an
approbatory term from the point of view of Misgolas (something like

30 The translations and paraphrases are adapted from Fisher 2001.
%1 On various interpretations of the term in this passage cf. Ober 1989: 257, and Fisher
2001: 171.
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‘nasty bitch’, i.e. prepared for any sexual acts that the partner might
fancy).

1.46: Misgolas, the active part (0 moa&ac) of the claimed homosexual
acts is ashamed and chooses to pay 1000 drachmai so as not to come and
testify, but Timarchos, the passive part (60 memovOwc) comes forth and
addresses the people. Thus, Aischines proceeds, the lawgiver who
debarred such disgusting persons (touvg oUtw PdeAvgovg) from the
platform was indeed wise. One notes the implicit connection of BdeAvoia
to the homosexual passivity in this passage.

1.54: After living with Misgolas, then with a certain Antikles, Ti-
marchos started to spend his days in the gaming-house where men
played the dice and set the cocks fighting (1.53). From there, a wealthy
state-slave named Pittalakos took him up and kept him at his house.
Thus, Timarchos, ‘the polluted wretch’ (6 paog ovtoot), did not care if
he had sex with a public slave, so far as he could have him as a ‘sponsor
for his foul debauchery” (xoonyov 0 BdeAvoia 1) éavtov).®? It has been
noted that the rhetoric of denunciation in this passage is “fierce and very
pompous in tone” (Fisher 2001: 191-2). Indeed the text contains, in
addition to strong words like papdc and PdeAvola, verb forms that
indicate shame and degradation (ovk édvoyéoatvev, kataoxvvewv). We
also have two references to ‘public slave-fellow, a servant of the city’
(&vOpwmog dNUOOIog oikéTng TG TTOAewC) in this short passage.®® In the
next section, Aischines makes a great fuss about not being able to utter the
words that would describe the deeds of Timarchos (cf. 1.37-8).

1.60: When Timarchos was staying with Pittalakos, a man named
Hegesandros arrived from the Hellespont. He had acquired some wealth
and visited the gambling den where he saw Timarchos and desired him
at once. Pittalakos refused to give him up, but Hegesandros quickly per-
suaded Timarchos. Indeed, Aischines emphasizes, Timarchos” wicked-
ness and infidelity have been remarkable (detvr) 1) kakia kal dmiotia,
1.57). It ended with Hegesandros and Timarchos together with some

352 Cf. Aischin. 3.240, where Aischines uses similar rhetoric against Demosthenes: ov d¢
TAOUTELS Kol TALS 1)00VALS TAIS CAVTOL XOONYELS.

33 See Fisher 2001: 190 f. on the problem of the status of Pittalakos: it seems that he was,
at the time of the speech, a freedman, perhaps as a result of having been able to
accumulate some wealth as a public slave. For dnuootog oikétne g moAews, cf.
Aischin. 1.62. See also Fisher 2004.
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other men, drunk, bursting in at night into Pittalakos” house, smashing
up everything, killing the cocks, tying the man himself to a pillar and
beating him up (1.58-9). On the next day, when Pittalakos came, without
clothes, into the agora and sat down at the altar of the Mother of the
Gods, Hegesandros and Timarchos are said to have taken fright, in case
their disgusting conduct (deAvpia) became proclaimed throughout the
city. Here it would be natural to suppose that by disgusting conduct
Aischines means the plundering of Pittalakos” house and beating him up,
but it may also be an implicit allusion to the nature of the sexual relation
of Hegesandros and Timarchos, meant to reinforce the picture in the
minds of the listeners. At last the two surrounded Pittalakos and begged
him to get up from the altar, excusing themselves with their drunkenness,
and in the end persuaded him (1.61).

1.70: When Hegesandros refuses to swear to his testimony (where the
nature of his relation with Timarchos is put forth only implicitly),
Aischines carries on more explicitly, saying that Timarchos prostituted
himself with a prostitute (7pog Tov mopvov memogvevoBat). This sen-
tence emphasizes the moral equivalence of Timarchos and Hegesand-
ros.®* Further, he says, we can only imagine what ‘excesses of loathso-
meness’ (0TteEPoAAS ... BdeAvplac) the two committed when offensively
drunk and on their own. This is only rhetoric: no one knows what the
two did; and the nature of their alleged acts is derived directly from the
nature of the men themselves, and vice versa.

1.88: Here, Aischines is concerned with the juridical problems of
evidence of the misdeeds: the fact that one party does not give evidence
that he hired someone else for 0UBoig, or the other party that he hired
himself out for Ui, does not mean that those accused should in fact be
acquitted. Comparing the case of Timarchos with some old members of
the assembly or the court, who were accused of bribery and condemned
to death, Aischines claims that they could not defend themselves against
old age and poverty, and that is, in a way, their excuse, whereas
Timarchos cannot restrain his own disgusting behaviour (fdeAvoiav)
and should be put to death because of this. The argument, however, that

%4 Fisher 2001: 208. As Fisher points out, the outrage here is directed on the nature of the
acts a mogvoc must commit rather than the numbers of partners he may have (ibid.)
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anyone who hired out an Athenian adult, or an adult who agreed to be
hired out, for OPoLg, was liable to a capital charge, is fallacious.?*

1.95: As long as the property lasted, Hegesandros and Timarchos
lived in conditions of abundant and unstinting debauchery (¢mi TOAANG
aoceAyelag kat apOoviag). When the property of Hegesandros had been
wasted and Timarchos himself was “past his bloom” (¢£w00c),** no one
would give him anything any more. But his revolting and unholy nature
(BdeAvoa Ppvoig kal avoolog) still desired the same. It is then that he
turned to the eating (and drinking) up of his inherited property. Fisher
(2001: 229 f.) emphasizes that “the same things” Timarchos’ nature desires
are probably all concerned with the activities listed in 1.42 (i.e., gambling,
food, drink and sex with hetairai), and this does not mean that Timarchos
actually enjoyed being penetrated, as he is nowhere in the speech
presented as a kivadog, as a man who “positively enjoyed, rather than
merely accepted, the ‘woman’s part’ of being penetrated” (Fisher 2001:
339—41). Indeed, when Aischines uses the term ktvadia in 1.131 (together
with avavopia), he has Demosthenes in mind. And when the names of
Timarchos and Demosthenes occur in the same sentence, it is again
Demosthenes who is described as such (1.181: Tipagxov 1 Tov kivaidov
AnuooOévnv); this is also evident from the mention of his effeminate
clothes and ambiguous sexual practices with his pupils.3>”

1.105: A powerful rhetorical opposition is built between what Ti-
marchos once had, and what is left to him. He has no house, no
ovvolkia,®® no land, no slaves, no money out on loan, ‘nor anything else
from which those who are not criminals earn their living.” What is left to
him, are, in the first place, debauchery (3deAvpia), but also sycophancy
(ovkodpavrtia), insolence (Bpdoog), luxury (tovdn)), cowardice (dehin),

355 See Fisher 2001: 223 and cf. Aischin. 1.72 and 1.90.

%6 Once the beard was grown, a young male was supposed to be passing out of the
£owuevog stage (see Dover 1989: 86 and Fisher 2001: 267, 229).

37 Cf. Fisher 2001: 48, 272, 340; see also Worman 2004: 14. Aischines is the only one of the
orators who uses the words kivawdoc/kivadia at all; see also Aischin. 2.88, 99, 151, and
cf. 2.23.

38 The word can mean both cohabitation in the sense of marriage (= ovvoiiknoic), and a
multiple-dwelling, a tenement-house. The last sense seems probable in this passage, for
that would be something one can earn living from (cf. also 1.124 where the term is
defined, and also 1.125).
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shamelessness (avaideia), and the inability to blush at his shameful acts
(to un émtotacBat égubowav €mi toig aloxpois). With these, he has
become the worst and the least beneficial of citizens (0 kakiotog Kal
aAvotteAéotatog ToAlTNG).

1.107: Timarchos is said to have consumed not only his inheritance,
but also common possessions of the polis. In addition to taking bribes
and bringing sycophantic charges while holding the office of an auditor
(Aoyotc),®® he supplied his debauchery (evmoptav T BdeAvola )
éauTtov ... mowovpevog) from Athenian allies in Andros, i.e. by bor-
rowing money (and at a very high rate, see Fisher 2001: 245). Further-
more, he revealed an unprecedented level of wantonness (doéAyeixv) in
relation to the wives of free men.® For doéAyewa, which in 1.32 was
used in verbal form in connection with sycophancy (kat cvkopavtn kat
aoeAyatvn), and in 1.95 together with adpOovia, cf. also 1.108, 1.37, and
1.190.

1.189: In the conclusion of the speech, Aischines turns to the jurors,
posing a rhetorical question: “To which of you is the repulsiveness
(BdeAvpia) of Timarchos not known?” We all recognize, he says, the
athletes by their good condition, and in the same way we recognize
those who have prostituted themselves (tovg memogvevpévoug) from
their shamelessness and boldness (¢k tn¢ dvaweiag kat Tov Opdoovg).
The ignoring of laws and of ocwdgoovvn that such a person displays is
strongly emphasized. The final sentence of the section employs terms
that are connected with philosophical discussions on character forma-
tion (e.g. £€€ig, a condition, or a disposition, even if it also refers to
evella, ‘good condition of body’, used above for the athletes; see also
Fisher 2001: 346-7). It should be noted, with Fisher 2001: 346, that the
argument here has shifted: instead of arguing about the lasting physical
effects of their activities on the mogvoi, Aischines “suggests that their
repeated activities have a permanent deleterious effect on their
characters (or ‘souls’). This is designed to provide a more intellectual

39 For the nature and possible dating of this and other posts Aischines held, see Fisher
2001: 243-5.

360 This allegation points towards a tyrant, see Fisher 1992: 30-1, 128-9, Omitowoju 1997:
4-6 and Fisher 2001: 246. On the portrayal of Timarchos as a tyrant cf. Meulder 1989 and
Davidson 1998: 282.

201



justification of one basic assumption behind the law, that voluntary
involvement in shameful sexual practices makes men unsuitable
characters to lead their city.” Fisher has also noted (ibid.) that the term
BoeAvola is here and in 1.192 employed again “as the final emphasis is
on the physical unpleasantness of what he did, and its effects on his
body.”

1.192: The last instance of PdeAvgia in this speech occurs in the fifth
section from the end. Aischines admonishes the jury to listen to him
very carefully and to remember his words. He claims that if Timarchos
is declared guilty, the jury will have established the basis for good order
(&oxnv evkooutac) in the city. If, however, he is acquitted, it will induce
many others to do wrong, leading to a critical situation (kapdg). When
presenting the two possible results, Aischines does not forget to
emphasize once again the repulsiveness of the defendant: Timarchos is
said to be the first, and best known, in BdeAvoia. This demonstrates
Aischines” wish to let the allegation he has used throughout the whole
speech stay in the minds of the jury.

As mentioned above, Aischines uses various negative attributes for
Timarchos and his behaviour, as well as for any of his defendants.?!
Employed in connection with BdeAvpdc/BdeAvpia, we can see expres-
sions conveying shameful behaviour or shamelessness (kaxwc kal
aloxows dwxkeipevog, of his body, 1.26; aioxows, of consuming his
ancestral estate, 1.31; 0 ur) éniotaoBat éouOoaxv Emi tolg atloxolg, of
his inability to blush at his shameful acts, 1.105; dvaidewx, 1.105; together
with boldness, éx t¢ avaweiag kat Tov Opdoovg, 1.189; Opaoog also in
1.105); wantonness (¢mtt TOAANG aoeAyelag kal apOoviag, of the living-
style of Hegesandros and Timarchos, 1.95; acéAyeiwav, in relation to the
wives of free men, 1.107); contemptible behaviour (katayeAaotws, of
using his body, 1.31); sycophancy (ovkodavtia, 1.105); luxury (tovdn,
1.105); cowardice (deAia, 1.105); unholiness (avooiwog, 1.95); and
pollutedness (0 pxpog ovtooi, on having sex with a public slave, 1.54).
In sum, he is the worst and the least beneficial of citizens (0 k&kl1oTOG KXl
aAvotrteAéotatoc moAltng, 1.105). One notices that a lot of these

%1 For some of these, see also Diggle 2004: 314.
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attributes are accumulated in §105 of the speech, which indeed displays a
strong rhetorical attack on the character of Timarchos.

Similar and other negative attributes are found throughout the speech,
and although these are not always directly connected with the picture of
Timarchos as a oeAvog, they contribute to it. This character denigra-
tion is mainly directed against Timarchos, but also against some of his
associates such as Misgolas, Hegesandros and also Demosthenes.

Thus, shamelessness is one of the most common charges against
Timarchos (aioxows BePlwkoty, 1.3; tovg aloxews Befwrotag, of those
men that the lawgiver does not allow to address the people, 1.28:
Aischines still relates the law, and although Timarchos is not mentioned,
he is included implicitly; o0 yap aioxvvovtat, 1.34; obtw Yo aloxows
Tuyxavel Pefuwkwg, 1.38; év taic oiklalc yéyove KAtaloxUVwV TO
owHa TO EaVTOL Kal TV mMOAw, nuobagvwv ém’ avte tovtw, 1.40;
HEAAWV £aVTOV KATALOXVVELY ... TV 0& KAAWV 1] TWV aloXQwv
ovdeplay T ToTE TEOVOLAY éTtorjoato, 1.54; v matewav ovolav we
atoxowes avnAwke, 1.116).

He is also reproached for wickedness and infidelity (kaxia kat
aruotia, 1.57), sycophancy (avtog wia ovkodavrovuevog, 1.1; ovko-
davtety, 1.3; ovkodavtr) kat aoeAyaivr, 1.32), and of course UPoig
(1.15-17, 1.55, 1.62). He is pixpog (1.42, 1.54) and moovog (pepodagvn-
KOTA AUTOV £€TTL T CWUATL ... TTETOQVEVHEVOG, 1.52; 00 dokel DULV TEOG
Tov opvov mertopvevoBay;, 1.70; dokel memopvevoOat Tipaoxog, 1.79;
OVK AvOQOGg €0ty €AevO£pov, dAAX Ttdovov, 1.123; 1.130; eig Omotépav
ta&wv Tlpagyov katavéuete, mOTEQA €lG TOUG EQWHEVOLS 1) €IS TOLG
niemogvevpévovg, 1.159), his deeds are contemptible (katayéAaorta,
1.43; twv ool katayeAdotws TEMEayHEVwy £oywv, 1.76), he is also
known as a thief (tic Vuwv ovk oidev wg meQPonTws EENA&yxOn
KkAémnc wv;, 1.113), etc.

At the same time, Aischines emphasizes the difference between his
own and the defendant’s behaviour (cf. pétolov in 1.1, petoiwg in 1.3,
1.39). He claims that he thinks it one of the most shameful things (tt t@wv
atoxlotwv) if one does not help the city, the laws and all people (1.2).

The opposition between Timarchos and the polis, the laws, the jury
and people in general is evident throughout the speech. One can
compare, for example, the mention of cwdooovvn in connection with
the old lawgivers such as Solon and Drakon in both 1.6 and 1.7. The
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laws are concerned with orderly conduct (1.8 evkoopia) and the well-
being of the city. The opposition is explicitly declared by Aischines
himself in 1.8: he contrasts the laws of the city and the character of
Timarchos. The conclusion should be clear: Timarchos has lived in a
manner contrary to all the laws (évavtiwg &maot toig vopolc). One of
the causes of this would be bad education, for Aischines says that if a
person receives a bad start (tovnoav &ox1nv ... ¢ maweing), the result
would be similar to Timarchos. In fact, Aischines claims that the law-
giver thought that the result of such badly brought-up (¢x T@v xaxwcg
tefoappévwv) boys would be citizens similar to the defendant.’ The
fine and morally proper (kaAwv kat cwdeovwv) laws, and the character
(tedmov) of Timarchos are opposed also in 1.20. The panegyric characte-
rization of Autolykos, a member of the Council of Areopagos who made
fun of Timarchos before the assembly (1.81: kaAwc vi) Tov Al kat TOV
ATOAAW kal oepuvag kal aiwg éketvov tov ovvedpiov BePlwrwc), can
also be seen as implicitly opposed to Timarchos.

As has been pointed out, there appears to have been nothing illegal

about selling one’s body, as long as the man who did it did not a)

address the Council or Assembly; b) hold any public office (whether the

post be appointed by lot or by election); or c) bring a public charge.’¢

The law, Aischines relates, denied the privileges of public office to a

man who:

1) Has treated his parents dishonourably (beats his father or mother,
fails to support them, fails to provide a home for them, 1.28);

2) Has failed to perform military service or thrown away his shield in
battle (1.29);

3) Has prostituted himself or acted as an escort (1.29: 1) memogvevuévog
... ) Ntapnkawc), which means that the man has sold his own body in
OPOLS (TOV Y T0 owua TO £avToL ¢’ DPBEeL memEakoTa);

%2 This tactic, speaking as if the lawgiver’s main intention was precisely to prepare a
legal system to deal with Timarchos, is one used repeatedly (cf. 1.18; Fisher 2001: 134-5
and 143).

363 See Aischin. 1.19-21, where this law is related and read out. For the distinction of
private and public sphere, and the absence of legal regulations of private life, see
Wallace 1994. Cf. also Sissa 1999: 154 ff.
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4) Has consumed his ancestral goods, and whatever else he was heir to
(1.29).

Our sources claim that the citizen who stood up and expressed his
opinions about public matters, after having committed one of these
deeds, was liable to be denounced. If proved correct in court, the accusa-
tion determined the formal loss of public rights, atipia (Sissa 1999: 154;
cf. Aischin. 1.19-32). This was what Aischines tried to obtain from the
judges. The four types of ‘shameful lives’ that he details “constitute
major failings to live up to the fundamental ideals of the city and what it
required of its male citizens” (Fisher 2001: 159; cf. Fisher 1998: 68-73), i.e.
protecting the family, fighting for the city, upholding an independent
and non-mercenary sexual identity, and maintaining the family property
for his heirs.3¢4

Prostitution is here only one rhetorical argument among others. Thus,
acting against nature (Ttapax pvowv) is not specific to prostitution; using
one’s body in a certain manner, feminizing it is not peculiar to a
monetary exchange; and the fact that Timarchos’ sexual restlessness has
shaped his body goes far beyond simply selling oneself (Sissa 1999: 157).

Actually, the case against Timarchos was weak, and Aischines was
probably well aware of this. He has no solid proof, and defends his use
of hearsay and rumour as proof of the misdeeds of Timarchos (cf. Fisher
2001: 54). Sordid as it may sound, this was the way one played the game
of politics in classical Athens, and not only then and there. Aischines
could expect his opponents, especially Timarchos” supporter Demosthe-
nes, to resort to the lowest forms of character assassination, so it was a
good idea to strike first. His aim was, as it seems, to win a conviction on
moral grounds, not on political, presenting a powerful image of the
apparently respected politician who was in reality a die-hard degenerate
(see Fisher 2001: 55).

34 For the (unsurprising) overlap with the list of questions asked of potential archons
and with the list of especially shaming allegations, which if made in a public place, may
entitle the abused man to bring an action for slander, see Fisher 2001: 159 and Todd 1993:
258-62. Cf. Lys. 10 and Dem. 57.30.
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So what does Aischines tell us about Timarchos” behaviour and char-

acter?

1) First, Timarchos behaves indecently in public places, leaping around
half-naked in the assembly where the laws rather require modest
dress and deportment. Especially important in this connection is 1.26,
which contains a powerful visual image of the disgrace Timarchos
was bringing on the city.3

2) Timarchos served as a prostitute, using his body in a contemptible
way (e.g. 1.31, 40, 41, 42, 46, 52, 54, 75, 76).

3) Timarchos hung around in gambling dens and dicing houses (e.g. 1.42,
53, 75, 95).

4) He consumed his patrimony (e.g. 1.31, 42, 94, 105, and elsewhere).

5) He bought his way into public office (e.g. 1.105, 106 £f.).

All these characteristics serve as a purpose to condemn Timarchos
legally. In describing him, Aischines accumulates negative attributes,
which repeat themselves and often form so-called invective groups that
can contain several insulting and derogatory terms (cf., e.g., 1.105).36¢
This tendency to form such invective groups is perhaps most conven-
tional in ancient comedy, especially Aristophanes, but also in the Attic
oratory.

This brings us back to the Characters of Theophrastos. Assuming that
most of the types Theophrastos included in his work were well known
to his public, and the basis of his selection was more or less popular
usage, we may search in the Greek literary works for invective groups
that contain one or more of the types also present in the Characters.
Indeed, we can see that in this regard the role of oratory becomes
eminent. This may also be another indication of the main role of oratory

365 [...] Exetvol pév ye foxvvovto éEw v xeloa €xovtes Aéyelv, ovToOL D€ 0V TaAat,
oA mownv moté oipag Bolpatiov Yupvog Enaykoatiolev év T ékkAnoiq, oVtw
KAKQWG Kal aloXows dlakelplevog o0 owpa IO péng kal PdeAvoiag dote Tovg Ye €v
doovovvtag EykaAvpaocOat, aioxvvOévtag DméQ TS MOAewe, el ToloVTOIS CLUHPBOVAOLS
xowueba. Cf. Fisher 2001: 55-6.

36 My usage of the term ‘invective group’ can be compared to “moral clusters” (Fuqua
1993) or “sections of personal abuse’ (Burke 1972: 11), although their range may vary.
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in studies of popular morality.>” It is especially noteworthy that the use
of some of the so-called Theophrastean types in invective groups is
limited only to oratory and comedy: one of these is amovowx (cf. Char. 6),
and the other is foeAvola (cf. Char. 11), which is in this position mainly
due to the speeches of Demosthenes, and especially Aischines’” speech
against Timarchos.

4.2.4. Demosthenes’ counter-attack

In his De falsa legatione (or. 19),°® Demosthenes attacks Aischines and
Philokles with much the same rhetoric that Aischines had used against
Timarchos, Demosthenes’ protégé.

He tells the jury that ‘this horrible shameless man” (6 fdeAvog Kkai
avaudnc ovtoot) —meaning Aischines—stayed with Philip for a night
and a day when the rest departed (19.175). Demosthenes and Aischines
each had separate meetings with Philip, and each later accused the other
of using these meetings to plot against Athenian interests (cf. MacDo-
well 2000a: 277). It should be noted that this is the first instance of using
the same word against Aischines that he had exploited in his speech
against Timarchos.

Further on, in 19.206, he builds tension with three anaphoric tiva-
questions to the jury (see Paulsen 1999: 215), which he himself answers
one by one:

1) Which man is the most obnoxious (fdeAvowtatov) and the most full
of arrogance and audacity (mAeiotng avawelag kat OArywEing
peotov) in the polis? — Philokrates.

2) Who has the loudest voice and can say the most clearly whatever he
wishes? — Aischines.>”

37 See especially Dover 1974; cf. also Taylor 1990, Herman 2000. The great importance of
forensic oratory for the understanding of popular moral standards had also been
recognized earlier (see, e.g., Earp 1929: 11). These standards may also have influenced
the orators and their usage of certain rhetorical devices.

38 The translations and paraphrases are adapted from MacDowell 2000a.

39 In some manuscripts, the nouns are given in reverse order; see MacDowell 2000a: 291.
370 On the vocal qualities of Aischines (including his career as an actor), see also Dem.
19.336 ff. and cf. MacDowell 2000: 351-2. See also Worman 2004.
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3) Which man do they call timid and cowardly (&toApov kat delAdv),
but I call cautious? — Myself, i.e. Demosthenes.?”!

Here, Demosthenes uses essentially the same words for Philokrates that

were seen in 19.175 for Aischines (BdeAvgoc — BdeAvowrtatov; dv-

adng — avawelag). As Philokrates and Aischines were on one side,

Demosthenes makes no difference in choosing the abusive language

when attacking them.

In 19.208, again the most impudent men (BdeAvowrtatot) of Athens,
and the loudest speakers are mentioned, to whom Aischines, in the
opinion of Demosthenes, clearly belongs. In 19.287, Demosthenes
stresses the fact that while Aischines was talking about prostitution
(reot mogvelag, sc. of Timarchos), he had two brothers-in-law standing
by: one was Nikias ‘the loathsome’ (deAvov), the other the ‘damned’
(katapatov) Kyrebion. In 19.291, the term 3deAvog is again used for
Philokrates, but he is explicitly connected with Aischines. Finally, in
19.309, Philokrates is the one who is said to be notorious for his
disgusting life (foeAvowc BePuwkévat) that no additional degrading
(aloxov) or offensive (dvoxepéc) epithet needs to be applied to him.

4.2.5. Concluding remarks

Aischines is especially fond of the terms [30eAvpog and BoeAvgia in his
speech against Timarchos, which has the greatest concentration of them
in the classical Greek literature. Thus we could attempt a comparison
between his description of Timarchos as a deAvpdc and the sketch of
BoeAvpog in the Characters of Theophrastos, taking into account that
BoeAvdc in Aischines is only a part of the abusive repertoire he uses to
denigrate Timarchos.

We can see direct similarities only in respect of the man’s exhibitio-
nist behaviour. The BdeAvpdg of the Characters lifts up his clothes and

371 That Demosthenes is considered a timid politician is also known from other passages.
Cf.,, e.g., Dem. 8.68, Plu. Dem. 6.5 and ch. 4.4.3 below; see also Paulsen 1999: 215 and
MacDowell 2000a: 291.
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exposes himself in front of ladies (Char. 11.2),%”2 and Timarchos is related
to have thrown off his cloak and done all-in fighting routines naked in
the assembly (1.26).5® Other features of the Theophrastean sketch seem
to have no direct parallels in Aischines, although the repulsive man’s
announcement that he intends to get drunk (Char. 11.9) might be
compatible with the excessive consumption of wine noted in the case of
Timarchos (cf. 1.26).

As already mentioned, one has suspected some text loss at the end of
this chapter of the Characters, due to its relative shortness when com-
pared to others. If it was longer, would it contain references to beha-
viour like that of Timarchos (serving as a prostitute, gambling, eating up
one’s patrimony, etc.)? In other words, does Aischines use BdeAvodc
simply as an abuse,®* or are the traits of Timarchos’ behaviour related to
his being a BdeAvpdc? One possibility would be that the term functions
both as a sort of cover term for various repulsive acts or coarse beha-
viour, and as a more specific notion connected with sexual practices.
This would also, to some degree, account for the confusion seen in the
comment of the scholiast to Aristophanes.

572 Cf. Char. 4.4: the boor just does not care that he sits with his cloak hitched up above
his knees, thereby revealing his nakedness.

373 Note that in 19.196, Demosthenes accuses Aischines of insolence and drunken vio-
lence towards a free woman of Olynthos. Aischines finds this accusation offending but at
the same time he is glad, because the Athenians would not listen to Demosthenes, as he
was dwelling on the charge (Aischin. 2.4). Cf. also Dem. 19.309.

574 Beta (2004: 104) has interpreted deAvpdg and other originally scatological words as a
mark of “degenerate oratory”, especially of politicians.
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4.3. Illiberality and servility:
avedevOegia in the Greek world®”>

4.3.1. General questions and sources

This chapter deals with some aspects of ancient Greek moral vocabulary
against the background of the concept of liberality in ancient Greek
society. I will distinguish between popular morality and moral philo-
sophy, and this distinction is to be understood the way that Sir Kenneth
J. Dover has defined it in his fundamental and still important book Greek
popular morality in the time of Plato and Aristotle: “morality’ of a culture
denotes the principles, criteria and values which underlie its responses
to various moral experiences; while ‘moral philosophy’ or ‘ethics’
denotes rational, systematic thinking about the relationship between
morality and reason (Dover 1974: 1). In addition, Dover asserts, there are
other types of rational thinking about morality, which can be assigned to
linguistics, psychology and sociology. The existence of the distinction
between popular morality and moral philosophy or ethics should, in
fact, be self-evident, and has been considered as such by recent writers
(e.g. Taylor 1990: 233).

Thus, two approaches are possible in this kind of study: theoretical
and practical. Theoretical discussion on ethical subjects from the anti-
quity is well preserved in the works of philosophers, whereas from the
practical side, everyday use of moral language and the so-called popular
morality, very little is known (see below on ancient sources available).
At the same time, the question of how things were functioning in
practice is very intriguing, especially when Aristotle, the most important
ancient theoretician on moral philosophy, particularly emphasizes
practice (see, e.g., EN 1103b26 ff.).

In the preface of Greek popular morality, Dover has expressed his surprise
on the fact that although there are many books about the history of
moral concepts in early Greek poetry and in Attic tragedy, as well as
treatises that follow the history of these concepts in the historians and
philosophers, “none has treated works composed for the persuasion or

%7 Previous version of this chapter was published as Volt 2003.
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amusement of large audiences as the primary evidence for the moral
assumptions made by the average Athenian citizen during the years
when Plato was writing the Republic or Aristotle the Nicomachean Ethics”
(Dover 1974: XI). Although carefully avoiding the use of philosophical
works in his treatment of popular morality, Dover agrees that the
opinions and statements of the two great theorists whose works have
survived, viz. Plato and Aristotle, form an inevitable background of the
study of ancient Greek morality and values. Thus, they even appear in
the title of Dover’s book, although primarily as an indication of the
temporal scope of the work.

The reason for this limitation in time is the fact that we are much
better informed about the period 428-322 (from the birth of Plato until
the death of Aristotle) than about any previous or subsequent period of
Greek history. In these roughly one hundred years we find the whole
Attic oratory, historians such as Thukydides and Xenophon, most of the
surviving plays of Euripides, some of Sophokles, all comedies of
Aristophanes, and nearly all the quotations from Old and Middle
Comedy. The circulation of Herodotos” work almost coincided with the
birth of Plato, and Menander’s career began immediately after the death
of Aristotle (see Dover 1974: 4).

The second limitation is in space. Since the literature of the period is
practically all written by Athenians or by participants in Athenian
culture, it is reasonable to concentrate on moral phenomena of Athens
(see Dover 1974: 2, Pearson 1966: 2).

Finally, the third limitation is in gender. It goes without saying that
all of the moral philosophy of the period is written by men. Even if we
would leave aside the philosophers, all other material that would tell us
anything about popular morality is also written by men. Thus, we are
dealing with the Athenian society in the 5th and 4th century BCE, as
seen and depicted by men. In studying the above-mentioned authors
and works we shall learn something about what men believed women to
think and portrayed them as thinking, but not necessarily anything
about what women actually thought (Dover 1974: 2).

In respect of sources, Dover has claimed that in the study of popular
morality, the main genre that gives us plausible information is practical
rhetoric, i.e. the Attic oratory. He warns against imagining that either
Plato’s work or Aristotle’s represented an intellectual systematization of
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the principles which were manifested in the moral choices and judg-
ments of the ordinary unphilosophical Greek (1974: 1-2), stating that
studies of ancient Greece have suffered already from assuming Greek
morality to be ‘epitomised in Plato and Aristotle” (1974: 2, n. 1; see also
Pearson 1966: 210-12). While this is certainly true, one should not, at
least not without good grounds, accept the other extreme either, namely
the view that Plato and Aristotle should be left aside when talking about
popular morality.

So, the question is whether Plato and Aristotle are reliable sources of
evidence for the moral views current in their time. It has been claimed
that their writings may be expected to provide, in addition to their
theoretical views, some evidence of current moral attitudes. In Plato’s
dialogues, for example, some characters do not express Plato’s own
beliefs, but rather views which Plato presumably believed to be current
at the time. Aristotle, on the other hand, counts some current moral
beliefs as those which the ethical theory has to systematize and har-
monize.”¢ In his words, “we must examine the principle (sc. the defini-
tion of good for man, or happiness) in the light not only of a logical
argument, its conclusion and premises, but also of what is commonly
said about it”, and after mentioning a few typical concepts of happiness,
“some of these views are popular and traditional (literally, held by many
people and from ancient times), others held by a few distinguished men;
and it is not reasonable that either class should be wholly wrong, but
more likely that they should be right in one respect at least, or even in
most.”377

The question as to what extent a scholar setting out to diagnose and
analyze the sentiments, emotions and behavioural patterns that were
predominant in a “dead” society is entitled to draw unselectively on a
wide range of dissimilar sources has been emphasized by G. Herman
(2000: 11). He, too, values the forensic speeches most highly, suggesting
that they should be privileged above other sorts of evidence.?”® Compared

%76 EN 1095a28-30, EE 1216b26-35, 1235b13-18; see Taylor 1990: 233, and cf. Dover 1974:
7 for opposite opinions.

%77 EN 1098b9-11, 27-9.

378 Herman 2000: 13, with an addition that this is true at least in so far as the problem he
is analyzing, viz. revenge in Athenian society, is concerned.
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to Aristotle, the passages from the Attic orators, he says, by virtue of the
context in which they were pronounced and of their lack of reflexivity
cannot but be read as direct, straightforward expressions of Athenian
social mores.

In this chapter, I have not confined myself to practical rhetoric, as the
various sides of the concept of liberality and illiberality can more effecti-
vely be seen in comparison of different genres. In drawing conclusions,
however, the two sides—i.e. popular (actual) morality and philosophers’
ideas about morality —should be kept apart.

The paper has its origins in the work on Theophrastos” Characters.>”
While it contains various interesting social types that have deserved and
deserve scholarly attention, choosing dveAevOegia has special reasons
that will be explained below.

4.3.2. Freedom and slavery

Status as one of the determinants of moral capacity has been observed,
in the context of Ancient Greece, from three aspects: 1) wealth and
poverty, 2) town and country, and 3) freedom and slavery (Dover 1974:
109-16). Freedom (¢Aev0¢eplar) is one of the most important social values
for the Greeks of classical Athens, and terms connected with it, both on
the positive and negative scale, are extremely important in Greek social
and ethical context3®® M. H. Hansen has distinguished three different
meanings of éAevOepia, depending on context: freedom as opposed to
slavery (social), freedom in the sense of the autonomy of the polis
(political), and freedom of the individual in public and private spheres
(constitutional).! Various sides of linguistic and semantic questions that

3 It may be argued that Theophrastos does not wholly fit in the temporal scope de-
scribed above. He is, however, a pupil of Aristotle, and can be discussed in Aristotelian
tradition, and his work Characters is usually dated to the year 319 BCE, i.e. only three
years after the death of Aristotle.

30 For thorough treatises on the Greek éAevOeoia, see Raaflaub 1981, 1984, and
especially 1985 (English translation Raaflaub 2004). Raaflaub follows its historical
development from the archaic times on, covering various spheres of its use (e.g., inner
liberty, liberty of a state, liberty outside the state, etc.).

%1 Hansen 1991: 75-6, paraphrased after Kallet-Marx 1994.
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should be taken into account in a terminological study have been
thoroughly discussed by K. Raaflaub (1985: 13 ff.). Thus, in examining
the notion of ‘liberty’, we should not confine ourselves to one specific
word (viz. éAev0Oepla), but rather examine a broader semantic field that
includes terms more or less connected with ‘liberty’. In addition, one
also has to take into account various contrastive and complimentary
notions (Raaflaub 1985: 16). I am aware that the approach used here
may, in some case, be too focused on some specific words. This does not,
however, affect my principal conclusions.

It has been stated that the slave was not expected —as the citizen
was—to display the virtues of loyalty, good faith and self-sacrifice. It
was usually taken for granted that a slave could not be trusted, which
does not mean that there were no exceptions (see Dover 1974: 114; cf.
Lys. 13.18). We may even find the sentiment that a slave of good
character is a better man than a free citizen of bad character.®? In
contrast with the slave, the free man was expected not to be dominated
by fear, but to take the path of toil and sacrifice wherever there was a
choice between pleasure or safety on the one hand, and honour or
service to the community on the other (Dover 1974: 115). According to
Demosthenes, the most important difference between a slave and a free
man in Athens was that for any wrongdoing the slave had to answer
with his body, while the free man could, in most cases, satisfy the law by
paying the necessary amount of money, and corporal punishment was
the last penalty to be inflicted on him.3?

In addition, the very contrast between democracy and other forms of
constitution, in which the distribution of power was restricted, could
easily be expressed in terms of freedom and slavery (see Dover 1974:
116). Compare, for example, Herodotos 5.78, who offers the opinion that
when the Athenians were ruled by tyrants, they fared poorly in war
because their hearts were not in the doing of their masters” bidding, but
when Athens became a democracy, they fought with greater success
because each man felt that he was fighting for himself. Aristotle
identified the sovereignty of the majority and freedom as the two things
which were considered to be the defining features of democracy, and

382 Cf. Eur. Ion 8546, Men. fr. 722; see also Dover 1974: 115.
38 Dem. 22.55, 24.167; see also Sinclair 1988: 28.
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noted that people asserted that freedom was the aim (téAoc) of every
democracy.®* The most important freedom that was often emphasized
was lonyopla: the right of the citizen to address the sovereign assembly
of the people. This inevitably led to a more generalized freedom of
speech (rtaponoia).3

The state of not being free can be expressed by a special word like the
English ‘slavery’ or Greek douvAeia, or by means of negative prefix.
Thus, we have the word dveAevOepia, derived from the adjective
aveAevBepog, which in turn is an opposite of éAev0epog ‘free’.3% The
specific words dovAog and dovAeix are mostly used for slaves and
slavery in the strict sense of those words. The form with negative prefix
covers a wider semantic field and has stronger ethical connotations.

Starting from the positive side, the key word is the adjective
éAev0églog, from which we have a derivative abstract noun éAevOe-
owtnc. Both the adjective and the abstract noun have two major
meanings: 1) speaking or acting like a freeman, fit for a freeman, liberal
resp. liberality (broad sense); and 2) freely giving, bountiful resp. freeness
in giving, generosity (in relation to money, narrow sense). Negative
counterparts reflect the same distinction; aveAevOepla means: 1) illibe-
rality of mind, servility; and 2) illiberality in money matters, stinginess.

These meanings are widely known and reported by any major Greek
dictionary (see, e.g., LS] s.v.; cf. also Raaflaub 1981: 299). It is interesting
to see how those parallel meanings are reflected in Greek texts: some-
times both appear in one genre, author or group of authors, while in
other cases we can see strict usage of the words in only one of the
meanings distinguished above. Thus, I will discuss the background of
these concepts and follow their use mostly in philosophical, but also in
historical and rhetorical, as well as dramatic context.’¥” I will also touch

384 Pol. 1317a40-b16; cf. also Ober 1989: 295, Sinclair 1988: 21.

35 On those two terms and their application see Ober 1989: 296 and especially Raaflaub
1980 and 1985: 277-83, 325-6; cf. also Finley 1983: 139-140.

36 Formally, because actually the adjective éAev0égiloc forms a more exact opposite (cf.
Latin liber and liberalis), but éAe00epoc is also used in this sense (see Plato Lg. 914c¢, 669c).
37 Dramatic is, in this case, restricted to comic, as the words dveAev0epoc/aveAevOepia
are almost never used in Greek tragedies (with the exception of Soph. fr. 314.149). We
can, however, see many references to the opposition of éAev0egoc and dovAog, e.g. Eur.
Andr. 433-4, Hec. 234; Soph. Tr. 63, etc.
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upon the relation between these two concepts, for I believe that they
have much in common.

4.3.3. Theophrastos

As mentioned above, it is characteristic to the structure of the Characters
that at the beginning of every chapter we find a definition of the abstract
noun, which is followed by a description of the character trait in various
situations; this description, in turn, begins with the agent noun. The
spurious definitions in the Characters differ from the definitions of
Aristotle (see below, ch. 4.3.5) in that they almost entirely lack allusions
to the tripartite system, where character traits are defined as negative
extremes at both sides of a positive mean.

The description part of the character sketch consists of common,
everyday situations and the reactions of different character types in
them. The aim of Theophrastos is not the creation of ethical theory; his
description is concerned with prototypes of behaviour and follows the
occurrence of those types in real situations.

The definition of dveAevOeoia in the Characters (Char. 22) is corrupt.
Diggle (2004) prints ‘H d¢ aveAevOepla €oti fegovoia tig amo Ppro-
Tplag damavny éxovoat. (“Illiberality is **** % expense.”).
Traditional reading, which follows Schweighduser’s conjecture, would
be ‘H d¢ dveAevOepia ¢otiv dmovoia Tig GrAoTipiag damdvny éxovong
(“illiberality is the lack of any ambition connected with expenses”).
Although I use the translation ‘ambition” for ¢prrotiuia, it should be
noted that the Greek word is mainly used in a positive sense to denote

ambition

the behaviour of those who value and treasure honour. Honour (tiur) is
a reciprocal phenomenon, which includes the ways in which others
value my conduct and achievements.

The following description of the illiberal type shows that he does not
wholly lack ambition—he just tries to satisfy it at the lowest possible
cost. Compare also EN 1122b19, b35, where Aristotle mentions some
expenses that are connected with magnificence (ueyadompémewx): 1)
things connected with the worship of gods (§§ 2 and 4 in the Characters);
2) social obligations (§§ 2, 3, 5, 6); and 3) personal expenses (§§ 6-13).
The definition also has similarities with Aristotle’s definition in EE
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1221a33, and the Pseudo-Aristotelian definition in VV 1251b13 f. The
characterization by Theophrastos has much in common with his own
description of pucgoAoyio “pettiness” (Char. 10) and ailoxooképdelx
‘shabby profiteering” (Char. 30; see especially Ussher 1993: 103 ff., 184 ff.
and 254 ff.).

Thus, Theophrastos understands the word in the narrow sense as
‘stinginess’” or ‘meanness over money’. The description is given in de-
creasing gradation—in the final situations the expenses that are needed
become smaller and smaller.

It should be mentioned that the real-life images of Theophrastos
follow their own logic and differ essentially from philosophical treat-
ment. The opus of Theophrastos is unique in that it sketches the most
typical outlines of character types. The habits of behaviour are mainly
described in their external manifestations as behavioural regularities,
and the discussion of the motifs that lie behind them is almost absent.*
The description of each individual in the Characters presumably has the
sole purpose of revealing the character trait he is supposed to possess. In
this they differ from Aristotle’s descriptions which aim primarily to
illustrate a philosophical, or specifically ethical, principle. The aim of
Aristotle is to reach an ethical conclusion, and occasional descriptions of
traits help him reach that aim, but are not an aim in their own. (At the
same time, Aristotle stresses that his goal is practical and concerned
with moral improvement; see EN 1103b26.)

Now, if we search for occurrences of those words which Theophras-
tos uses to denote specific character types, in other Greek authors of the
same or preceding period, it appears that most of those words denote
well-known social types. In addition, they are very often found in
bundle with each other or with other words and expressions denoting
negative social behaviour in the Greek literature of the 5th and 4th
century BCE. Thus, 25 out of 30 Theophrastean character types are
somehow connected with each other in the authors of the period.®® It
can be speculated that some kind of hierarchy of the Greek moral and

388 This has been stressed many times, see especially Fortenbaugh 1975.

3% Excluding Char. 6, 8, 16, 21, 29. It should be recalled that five out of 30 abstract nouns
are found for the first time in Theophrastos (Char. 8, 16, 17, 27, 29), and both
pkgodprotipia and pkgodpAdtipog in Char. 21 are found only in Theophrastos.
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social values may be revealed through the most widely used character-
istics in Theophrastos and the earlier and contemporary tradition. Also
it is expected that Theophrastos deliberately chose character types that
were better known to his audience and important in the society. The
most eminent character type on this negative scale is &veAevOegia
‘illiberality” resp. aveAeVOegog ‘illiberal” (Char. 22 in Theophrastos). It
has to do with questions of submissiveness and dependency on the one
hand, and self-reliance on the other. Freedom has an economical side
which is connected with the use of money and the question of how and
how much one spends it. This is what we can explicitly see in the work
of Theophrastos, exemplified by the description of a negative counter-
part.

4.3.4. Plato

Unlike Aristotle (see below, ch. 4.3.5), Plato does not give a systematic
overview of negative character traits; he just mentions them here and
there. Two of the most important places are R. 590a-b and Lg. 649d. In R.
590a-b, Plato attempts to show that the bad reputation of certain
activities and traits is not simply arbitrary but is the result of their
connection with certain conditions of soul which Plato has already
argued to be undesirable (White 1979: 236). Here, both illiberality and
flattery (koAaxeto)®® are connected with money (xorjuato).

The adjective aveAevOegoc and the agent noun derived from it are
used abundantly in the dialogues of Plato, also in connection with
various words and phrases expressing value judgments. In general, it is
associated with a) desire of profit (through money or power), and b)
servility. In both cases we can see connections with flattery (R. 590b,
Smp. 183a-b). Servility is often used by Plato as a synonym for unworthy
and illiberal behaviour—cf., e.g., Lg. 880a, where he speaks of a 40-year-
old man, who at this age is bold enough to fight with someone, either in
attacking or in defending. Plato states that this kind of man is boorish

30 Flattery is another important negative characteristic in ancient Greek (and not only)
society. For an old, but still valuable study of it see Ribbeck 1884. Some new inter-
pretations can be found in Nesselrath 1985: 88-121. See also ch. 2.1.8.2 above.
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(&yoowkog), illiberal (dveAevOepog) and slavish (avdoamodwdnc).>!
Friendship, which plays an important role in Plato’s theory, is not
possible in a state where rulers and the ruled ones live like master and
slave (hence liberty and friendship go closely together), nor, on the other
hand, if the good and the worthless are treated alike, for “equality
between unequals is inequality” (Lg. 757a). Either extreme leads to
discord (cf. Guthrie 1978: 340).

In Lg. 919e, Plato asserts that although in a polis one should in most
cases observe attentively that the citizens do not become infected with
impudence (&dvaioyxvvtia) and illiberality (dveAevOepia), it is not easy
to determine by laws what exactly is appropriate to freemen and what is
not. Liberality is often described in terms of what it is not, e.g. by saying
what a liberal man must not do, and not what he has to do to be liberal.
Theft (kAomm), in any case, is considered unworthy and illiberal, see
Lg. 941b (where we also read the word avaloyvvtog ‘impudent’
again).®? By theft Plato (in the ideal state of Magnesia) also means
appropriation of things one has found.

AveAevOegpia is also connected with meanness or petty behaviour
(R. 486a: opwpoAoyia, R.469d: ouwkoon didvowx). Even some kind of
music can be &veAeVv0epoc (Lg. 802c—d).

In R. 486b, Plato talks about the distinction between philosophical
and unphilosophical disposition. He explains that a man with a
cowardly (detAoc) and illiberal (aveAevOepoc) nature is not able to have
a share in true philosophy. In the following section, he adds the
adjectives puAoxonuatog ‘money-loving’ and &Aalwv ‘boasting’.
Although the adjective dveAev0epog is used here in the broader sense,
we can notice an allusion to financial interests, denoted by the word
Pprroxonuatoc.

In two cases, dveAevOepla in the works of Plato is connected with
vmeondavia ‘arrogance’, which is treated as an opposite of it. We are
reminded of Aristotle’s tripartite system in Criti. 112c, where Plato
describes the former size of and living conditions in Athens and its

¥1Cf. R. 577d, where Plato uses dveAevOepia together with the word explicitly denoting
slavery (dovAeiar).

32 Cf. Lg. 857a: a thief will be detained in prison until he has paid twice the value of the
theft unless excused by his prosecutor.
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acropolis, here specifically the soldiers” quarter: in building houses (incl.
temples) no gold or silver was used, but a middle way between arro-
gance and illiberality was followed. Thus, Plato actually talks about a
positive mean here, but does not specify it. In R. 391b—c we are dealing
with criticism of Homer: what Plato does not like is that the poet
ascribes to heroes and gods qualities that they could not possibly have
possessed. For example, we cannot believe, according to Plato, that
Achilleus, who was of divine descent, possessed two antagonistic
qualities—illiberal love of money®® and arrogance towards gods and
men. Here, too, the connection of aveAevOepia with money matters is
explicitly stressed. Compare also R. 560d, where aveAevOepia in narrow
sense as ‘stinginess’ is opposed to kooula damtavn ‘modest (i.e. proper)
spending’.

In Tht. 184c, the word dveAevOepog is used in opposition with
adjective ayevvr|g “ignoble’: here, Plato makes his case in saying that the
easy use of words and phrases and the avoidance of strict precision is, in
general, a sign of good breading (ovk ayevvég), whereas the opposite is
aveAevOepov. This manifestation of Plato’s dislike of technical precision
in the use of words has been emphasized when dealing with his own
philosophical key terms, which can also be “multivocal” (Guthrie 1978:
97).

In Grg. 465b, Sokrates describes self-adornment (kopupwTucr))®* as
kakovEyog ‘rascally’, amatnAr] “deceitful’, dyevvrg ‘ignoble’ and dv-
eAev0egoc. In Grg. 518a, he continues on the theme: in comparison with
gymnastics and medicine, other arts are slavish (dovAomemeic), menial
(dtaxovikag) and illiberal.

In R. 400b, dveAevOepia is used together with UPoic ‘wantonness,
insolence’” and pavia ‘madness’ (following dAAN kakia ‘other evils’) in
the context of rhythm and metrical feet (fr. 8 of Damon the musical
theorist). A bit later, in R. 401b, we are told that in the ideal city there

33 Literally aveAevOepla petar prroxonuatiog; cf. R. 485e-86a, where honesty, the love
of truth and the rejection of both ¢prAoxonuatia and dveAevOepia are hallmarks of the
philosopher. The last two are considered characteristic to Egyptians and Phoenicians in
Lg. 747b.

34 In his treatment it is flattery disguised as gymnastic, because it deceives men by forms
and colours, polish and dress, so as to make them, in the effort of assuming an extrane-
ous beauty, neglect the native sort that comes through gymnastic.
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should be a watch over craftsmen to forbid them to represent malice
(kaonOeg, literally ‘having bad 1100¢’), the licentious (&xoAaotov), the
illiberal (dveAevOegov) and the graceless (doxnuov), either in the
likeness of living creatures or in buildings or in any other product of
their art. In R. 422a, Plato asserts that both wealth and poverty should be
kept from slipping into the polis without the knowledge of the guards,
for one of them brings along soft luxuriousness (toudn), idleness
(&oYyta) and innovation (vewteplopog), and the other illiberality and the
evil of bad workmanship (kaxoegyio).

In Lg. 644a, Plato states that an upbringing which aims at money-
making or physical strength, or even some mental accomplishment
devoid of reason and justice, would be vulgar (Bavavoog), illiberal and
utterly unworthy of the name ‘education” (tawelo).

In Lg. 728e, we see Plato prefer the mean position between opposite
extremes in the case of honour, for one extreme makes souls puffed up
(xavvog) and over-bold (Opaotg), the other makes them base (tamet-
vog) and illiberal (&«veAeVvBeoc). The connection with tamevog ‘mean,
base’ is seen again in Lg. 774c and 791d. In Lg. 843c-d, dveAevOegia
appears with dvaidewx ‘shamelessness’ (in the context of neighbourly
relations); in Lg. 914c, aveAevOegog is connected with axowvavntog
vopwv ‘having no share of, i.e. disregarding, laws’.

Thus, &veAevOepla in Plato’s works is connected with both servility
(i.e.,, behaviour that is inappropriate to freemen) and, in a narrower
sense, stinginess. Nevertheless, the broad sense prevails, although some-
times there are allusions to the financial side, as well. As has been
mentioned, Plato finds it quite difficult to determine by laws, what
exactly would be appropriate to freemen.
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4.3.5. Aristotle

Aristotle divides human ethical qualities into three groups: positive
mean (ueootng), which is the ideal form, and two negative extremes,
deficiency (éAAenpic) and excess (Urte@PBoAn).> The positive mean is the
way of behaviour which is accepted in society and considered desirable.
The extremes are, eventually, reproachable. The aim of Aristotle is to
demonstrate the negative qualities of the extremes, thus reaching the
conclusion that the middle way is the best. Extremes are opposite to the
mean, but also to each other, and the mean is opposite to the extremes.
At that, the reciprocal opposition of the extremes is greater than oppo-
sition to the mean; some extremes may even have some similarities with
the mean. It should also be remembered that the mean is sometimes
more opposed to one extreme, sometimes to other (see EN 1108b13 ff.).

In connection with aveAevOepla, let us first deal with a triad that in
Aristotle’s treatment falls under liberality: aveAevOepioa—éAev0Oe-
owtnc—aowrtia. The third term (dowrtia, ‘prodigality, wastefulness’) is
not very important for Aristotle (as mentioned already, the parts of the
tripartite system do not have to be of equal importance). He writes that
prodigality is not really vicious and only appears when a person has
nobody to guide him; with the help of guidance, the prodigious man can
achieve the positive mean. AveAevOepia, on the other hand, is incor-
rigible, and it is caused by two things: a) old age (ynoac), and b) any kind
of inability (maoa advvapia, EN 1121b13-4). Both of these are related to
some deficiency and inability to act in a useful way. As an extreme
illustration of dveAevOepia, Aristotle mentions usurers (toxiotai), who
lend small sums at high interest: this is because they “take more than they
ought and from the wrong sources” (by which Aristotle presumably
means poor citizens, EN 1122al-3). At the opposite end of the scale, the
‘generous man’ gets his wealth from proper sources (e.g. his own private
means, EN 1120b1), and gives it in the right amounts at the right time to
the right people (EN 1120a24-6). Again, we may presume that Aristotle
has in mind “the deserving poor” (Millett 1991: 43).

3% See, e.g., EN 1107a33-8b7, EE 1220b38 ff. The general view that moderation is good,
and excess to be avoided, had been anticipated by popular morality and by poets as well
as by Plato. See also ch. 1.3 above.
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Aristotle also mentions subgroups of dveAevOepia, which are in turn
divided in two: one group is characterized by the too small a wish to
give something away (éAAenig tn¢ dooewc), and the other one by the
too great a wish to acquire something (OmtepBoAr e AfPews, see EN
1121b16 ff., cf. also EE 1232a6 ff. and Rh. 1366b15). In MM 1.24.1
(1192a9 ff.), we also find a general note that there are many kinds of
aveAevOepia,®® with the reason that the vice has often many forms,
whereas the virtue does not. A medical parallel is offered to illustrate
this claim: illness has many forms, while health has only one. Thus, in all
passages mentioned above, the term &veAevOepia is used in the narrow
sense.

A short treatise with traditional Latin name De virtutibus et vitiis,
which we find in Aristotle’s corpus (see above, ch. 1.3.1), should also be
taken into consideration, as sections 1250b25-35 of this text are devoted
to the term éAevOeguotne. Liberality is, first of all, characterized as a
quality of being generous in money matters (although not in every
situation, but only in case of praiseworthy activities), spending a lot on
necessary things and offering help in the case of important expenses. It
is probable that the author here combines the treatment of liberality with
that of friendliness, as both assume mutual relations and depend on
reciprocal opinions. The term aveAevOegia is discussed longer in the
same treatise, sections 1251b4-17, where it is again divided into three
subgroups: a) aioxookedix ‘pursuit of disgraceful gain’, b) dpedwAia
“parsimony’, c) xiuPela ‘stinginess’ (an abstract used only in this
treatise). It seems that the author tries to combine both meanings of the
word here, because he ends the treatment of aveAevOeplar with the
assertion that life characteristic to an dveAe00epog is commonly lived by
servants, and is slavish and dirty.

Ethics and politics constitute for Aristotle an interrelated study,
which he calls the philosophy of human life (] meot T dvOowmelx
P oocodia, EN 1181b15). The subject of both is the good for man, the
end to which all human activities are directed, and the happiness of each
individual and that of a whole state are the same thing (Pol. 1324a5 ff.).
But does his treatment of aveAevOepia in political works coincide with
what we have seen in his ethical treatises? First of all, the tripartite

3% The author actually uses a rare parallel form aveAevBegiotng.

223



system that is central to his ethical (and, one should add, biological)
works—viz. that the mean is natural and the best, whereas excess in
either direction is a disorder—is not used in the Politics; 10 péoov
appears only in a few normative generalizations (see Finley 1983: 10).

Pol. 1336a29-30 mentions conditions that should be observed in
bringing up children: among other things, the games that children play
must not be &veAevOepot—here ‘not appropriate to freemen’—and also
not too weary or disorderly. In Pol. 1336b3 ff., the author continues on
the upbringing of children and the word &veAevOepia is again used in a
broader sense: children up to seven years of age should by all means be
kept at home, so that they could not acquire unworthy habits from what
they hear and see. Here, dveAcvOepia is also connected with aioxgo-
Aoyia ‘foul language, obscenity’ and &vdpoamodwdia ‘servility’. The
same context is found some sections further: in Pol. 1337b4 ff., Aristotle
states that the youth should be taught useful skills, but not everything
that is useful, and only what is necessary and appropriate to freemen. It
should be monitored strictly that young people do not engage in some-
thing that would turn a man Bavavoog ‘vulgar’. Vulgar, in Aristotle’s
definition, is something that in practice acts contrary to principles of
apet), be it in connection with body, soul or mind.>” At the same time
the goal of doing or learning something is important. If something is
done in the name of itself, friends or &per), i.e. out of inner motivation
and without external force, this behaviour is not unworthy (ovk dv-
eAev0egov); but he who acts for the sake of others, i.e. not on his own
initiative, is often slavish.

Activities are illiberal mostly for two reasons: a) because they prevent
men from living an honourable and liberal life, tying their mental and
physical powers with a specific skill, thus making it impossible to achie-
ve real happiness (evdaupovia); and, b) because they have a serving
function, they are done on someone else’s demand, they aim at financial
profit and make people materially and mentally dependent on others
(Raaflaub 1981: 305).

Thus, the Politics uses the term aveAev0epog and its cognates in the
broader sense, differing from Aristotle’s ethical works.

%7 For a recent ethical and social examination of Aristotle’s use of “vulgar”, see Adams
2001-2.
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4.3.6. Historiographers

Compared to Plato and Aristotle, other authors of the period use the
word aveAevOepla and its cognates relatively seldom. We may find
some phrases and words expressing value judgment connected with it
in Xenophon, e.g. o0 mEénov avdol KaA@ kayab@ ‘not appropriate to
good and noble man’ (Mem. 1.2.29); dxoatr|c ‘incontinent, intemperate’
(Mem. 4.5.4). In Smp. 8.23, it is stated that union with someone whose
regard is for the body rather than for the soul, is dveAevOegoc. In
Sokrates” defence, Xenophon lets him say that he will prefer death to
begging meanly (&veAevOépwc) for longer life and thus gaining a life far
less worthy in exchange for death (Ap. 9). An interesting passage is
Xenophon’s Mem. 3.10.5, where Sokrates formulates some antitheses,
including éAevOéplov/aveAevBepov:

“Moreover, nobility (t0 peyadompemnéc) and dignity (t0 éAevOé-
owov), self-abasement (10 tamewvov) and servility (10 dveAevOe-
oov), prudence (10 cwdovikov) and understanding (to GpoOVI-
pov), insolence (to VPoLoTKOV) and vulgarity (T0 amelpdkaAov),
are reflected in the face and in the attitudes of the body whether
still or in motion.”%

Finally, in the Constitution of the Lacedaemonians, Xenophon compares
some Spartan habits to those of other poleis. He says that in other states
the most powerful citizens do not even wish it to be thought that they
fear the magistrates; they believe such fear to be a badge of slavery
(&dveAevOepia). But at Sparta the most important men show the utmost
deference to the magistrates: they pride themselves on their humility, on
running instead of walking to answer any call, in the belief that, if they
lead, the rest will follow along the path of eager obedience (Lac. 8.2).

Thus, the broader meaning of the terms can be seen in the historio-
graphical works.

38 The translation is that of E. C. Marchant (in Loeb Classical Library series).
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4.3.7. Comedy

In comedy, we have some occurrences of aveAevOepoc in Aristophanes:
in PI. 591, aveAev0epog is connected with GprAokepdr|c ‘loving gain” and
denotes the behaviour of a rich man, thus having the narrow meaning.
Aristophanes, fr. 706 PCG (= 685 Kock), opposes average Attic usage of
language to usages typical of townsmen or countrymen. The usage of
the “city fops” is much too elegant and feminine, whereas the country
language is dveAev0epog and overly boorish.*® Here we can see a po-
pular representation of the opposition between extremes and the middle
that is so characteristic to Aristotle. The word aveAe¥0epoc is used here
in the broad sense.

From fragmentarily preserved comic texts, a fragment of Pherekrates
consists of a single line, &veAev0egov owua “un-free body’ (fr. 131 PCG
= 8 Demianczuk). Although we have no context, it is difficult to interpret
the use of dveAevOepoc here otherwise than as a synonym of “servile’.
The last known occurrence is in Alexis’ fr. 265 PCG (= 263 Kock), where
an unknown character expresses the view that an awkward and un-
dignified gait is a mark of the dveAev0eQog.*®

That &veAevOeola was connected with flattery (koAakeia), has been
shown above in connection with Plato. We can also see this in comedy,
although without direct mention of the negative term itself. Thus,
according to Eubulos, Dionysios, the tyrant of Syracuse, was hard on
flatterers but well-disposed to those who made fun of him, “thinking
that such a man alone was free, even if he was (sc. formally) a slave.”4"

Thus, the comic writers use the term dveAevOegog in both narrow
and broad sense, and no preference can be deduced from the material
available to us.

39 diaAektov Exovra péonv moAews, / ovtT aoteiav voBNAvTéQay [/ oUT AveAev-
Bepov vTIaryQoKOTéQAV.

400 Cf. also Dover 1974: 115, in whose interpretation the point of this passage presumably
is that a free man should suggest even by his physical movements that he is, as it were,
in control of the situation.

401 Fr. 25 PCG (= 25 Kock): aAA’ €0t Toig oepvois avBadéoteQog / Kal Toig kKOAaEL Taat,
TOIG OKWTTOVOL O¢ / EUTOV €DOQYNTOC" T)YELTaL «dé> dT) / ToUTOLS HOVOoLG EAgvOépoug,
Kav dovAog 1; cf. Dover 1974: 115-16.
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4.3.8. Oratory

If we look for examples of aveAevOepoc and its cognates used in the
texts of the orators, we only find four. Lysias notes that to go to court
because of slander is characteristic to men who are aveAev0egot and too
drAoducol ‘litigious” (10.1.2). Aischines, too, uses the word in a broader
sense; this is illustrated by the attribute ayevvrc ‘ignoble” (3.46; cf.
above, Plato Tht. 184c). Demosthenes uses the word dveAevOepog for
Megarians in the narrow sense (‘stingy’), which is also supported by a
word of similar meaning, pwkoAodyog (59.1.36). The same meaning is
also found in Hypereides” fragment 255.

The orators usually do not associate this word with servility, which
was common in, e.g., Plato. We can see, however, that some other words
connected with money-loving, such as prAoxonuatety, were considered
derogatory and expressed servility (cf. Isokr. 10.17), and a man could be
blamed as “‘worsted by money’ or ‘enslaved .../, or praised as ‘superior to
money’ (e.g. Dem. 58.29; see also Dover 1974: 171-2). At the same time it
should be stressed that the opposition between slaves and freemen or
persons with slavish character and those acting as is proper to a freeborn
man, was abundantly exploited by the orators. They attack political
opponents for their slavish actions or behaviour.*? Attacks upon the
former “servile” occupations of an opponent or members of his family
(incl. ancestors) are common in the political, although not so much in
private speeches (see Ober 1989: 277-9 for a more thorough discussion
on this subject).

4.3.9. Concluding remarks

What was the role of aveAevOepia in the context of ancient Greek
popular morality and moral philosophy? The evidence from the orators
and comedy, which, if anything, could give us reliable information on
actual morality of the time, is inconclusive. Taking into account the
relatively infrequent use of the term in popular language (as based on

42 E.g. cowardice, which was considered a natural characteristic of a slave; see Dem.
19.210, 22.53, 24.124; Aischin. 1.42; with Ober 1989: 271-2.
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rhetoric and comedy), it should be concluded that the concept of
aveAevOepla probably did not play a very significant role in popular
morality.

Looking at other kinds of literary evidence presented above, it is clear
that the broader concept prevails. Its use is especially abundant in the
works of philosophers such as Aristotle (except in his ethical treatises)
and, even more so, Plato, and it is seen in connection with numerous
other (negative) notions from the field of moral vocabulary. Now it may
seem strange that Aristotle, in his ethical works, is mostly talking about
avedevOepla in the narrow sense of the word, i.e. as meanness over
money. However, his aim here is to illustrate a specific ethical principle.
This can be compared with Theophrastos who describes the lack of
positive individual character traits with the help of explicit examples
that are visible in everyday life and have practical output in social
relations. He exemplifies moral qualities that he believes to be important
in the society. Meanness over money is just one of these. I do not think,
however, that this narrow concept should be separated from the broader
background that prevails in the rest of our evidence.

Plato is a special case. No other author from the period uses the term
aveAevOepia and its cognates as frequently as he does. Relying on him,
we can see that éAevOegin, and its opposite dveAevOegin, bear a social
value and form a basis for the relations between the members of the
polis. AveAevOepia in Plato fits well with his idea of an elitist society and
supports the system of the privileged and suppressed levels of the polis.
The negative aspect of this concept focuses on meanness in every sense,
although there are often allusions to its specific connections with
money-matters. EAevOepotlar combines respect of the person’s self with
the care for others. It is a basic concern for every well-functioning so-
ciety. AveAevOeglar in the broad sense is something that denotes
suppression of the individual initiative and subjection to constraint. Its
connection with servility and submissiveness makes it a remarkable
ethical category on the negative scale. This is also reflected in Aristotle’s
Politics, and can be seen in Xenophon, especially in the defence speech of
Sokrates.

Thus, the major part of the philosophic approach to aveAevOepia
seems to treat it as a limited-range cover term that embraces many kinds
of negative qualities and dispositions, including dveAevOegia in the
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narrow sense. For example, every type in the collection of Theophrastos
has something aveAeV0egov in it, i.e. not appropriate to a free man (cf.
Arist. Pol. 1342b18-20). I would say that here we can see signs of the
social values characteristic to the members of the democratic society.
Democratic values were opposed to slavery and tyranny, and this
meaning is reflected in the broad concept of éAevOepia—aveAevOepia.
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4.4. Characters in oratory: the case of Deinarchos
4.4.1. Introduction: invective and oratory

In a book that appeared almost a century ago but is still often used and
cited today, Wilhelm Siiss emphasized that rhetorical theory and rheto-
rical practice, or oratory, are two independent fields, and specifically
that the aim of rhetorical theory is not to copy the practice (Siiss 1910:
225 ff.). Of course it is natural to suppose that the theory grew out of
practice, but that does not mean that the theory always came after
practice or that practice always developed independently from theory
(cf. Schenkeveld 2007: 25-6). Indeed, both had developed independently
and at the same time had many points of convergence. The topic of the
interdependence between rhetoric and oratory is an interesting one, and
lately extensive research has been done on it.*”® The question is of some
relevance here.

Aristotle speaks about the topoi to be used in psogos, but he associates
this practice with epideictic speeches, not forensic speeches.** The
fourth-century Attic orators, however, are famous for excessive use of
invective and abuse in their forensic speeches. Indeed it has been noted
that Demosthenes and Aischines do not seem concerned to stick to the
issues which Aristotle authorizes forensic or deliberative rhetoric to deal
with, but work in topoi usually associated with epideictic rhetoric
(Conley 2007: 235).

In their speeches, the Attic orators make use of various rhetorical
devices for showing their opponents in bad light and for drawing atten-
tion to their negative characteristics. As already mentioned (ch. 4.2.3),
character denigration and slander are a standard device in this regard.*>
One means of character denigration is to heavily use attributes that have
explicitly negative flavour, some of which will have a long tradition of
being used for describing negative social types in the Greek literature.
As such, the character types depicted by Theophrastos in his Characters

403 See, e.g., Worthington 1994a, and cf. Schenkeveld 2007: 26 for more references.
404 See Rh. 1366a36-b22, 1368a36-7, and cf. Rh. Al. 1441b15-29, with Conley 2007: 231.
405 In addition to Siiss 1910, see Koster 1980, especially 76-90.
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are called to mind immediately, as well as some negative types men-
tioned in the ethical works of Aristotle. It should come as no surprise
that many of the traits sketched by Theophrastos in the Characters turn
up in this context. The reason may be that Theophrastos has generally
chosen types that are remarkable for their deviations from the socially
acceptable behaviour, and thus well suited for using in the abusive
context.

The basis of calling an attribute negative should perhaps be clarified. In
the character denigration employed by the Attic orators, Burke (1972:
10-11) has distinguished three basic divisions:

1) Simple disparagement (terms which are only mildly pejorative in
connotation, and elicit little significant emotional response).

2) Terms of abuse (more violent and personal, generally employed less
frequently, usually aimed at vilifying an opponent or at creating a
definition of his attitudes and actions which transcends the legal
force of the issues of the indictment).

3) Invective (employed less frequently, more violent in tone; generally
aimed at the person of the antagonist himself; appears in the vocative
case or else is applied in appositional fashion to a person’s name.)

Other devices mentioned by Burke include sarcasm, irony and lengthy

sections of personal abuse. This classification can, however, be more

complex, and it is sometimes quite difficult to distinguish between the

above-mentioned groups. Indeed, it might be impossible to distinguish

exactly between insult, abuse, invective, disparagement, slander etc.
Most of the terms used can be classified as insults, and as Dickey

(1996: 166) has emphasized, the social meaning of an insult is not

determined by its lexical meaning, although classifying insults by their

lexical meanings can produce interesting results. She also notes that “[i]t
is very often the case that words with certain types of lexical meaning
are more likely to become insults, or more likely to become particularly
offensive insults, than are other words, but such rules are not absolute
and cannot be relied upon by themselves when we are trying to deter-
mine the social meaning of a particular word.”

Most of the terms that also appear as types in the Characters of

Theophrastos are actually pure invectives and retain that meaning in the

Greek literature as a whole. Some can be used in both negative and posi-
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tive sense, depending on the context and/or the extent of the occurrence
of the quality that they mark.

4.4.2. Oratory and popular morality

Certain similarity in the use of character traits in the speeches of orators
and the comedies can be observed. The orators, however, try to present
their opponent’s bad character in a more well-reasoned way. In the case
of forensic oratory, leaving good impression of one’s own and bad im-
pression of one’s opponent’s character was one of the most important
elements of the defence.?® At the same time, the speaker had to avoid
overly harsh words that could somehow insult the judges.®” In the case
of a political speech, one had more liberty, because one did not speak
under the threat of immediate penalty. In the case of a funeral oration or
a panegyric, negative expressions were completely out of place (see
Dover 1974: 6).

In drawing conclusions about real situations and arguments from the
speeches, one has to be cautious, because the orators paid attention to
various aspects: what really happened, what they themselves thought of
the matter, what rhetorical devices were most appropriate for the occa-
sion, what was the personality of the one charged, what were the inten-
tions or expected intentions of his opponent, what reaction may come
from the judges, etc. (Dover 1968: 71-2). In addition, some of the texts
are of uncertain origin, although they are traditionally listed under the
name of one of the ten Attic orators.“® This last point, however, need not
worry us in a study which encompasses a larger tradition and does not
focus on specific historical details.

46 See, e.g., Voegelin 1943; cf. also Lane Fox 1996: 139.
407 See Dover 1974: 5-6, Dover 1968: 768, Earp 1929: 11.
408 See Millett 1991: 242-3, Dover 1968: 23-7, Dover 1974: 8-10.
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4.4.3. Deinarchos’ style and character denigration

Deinarchos*” is a somewhat special case among the Greek orators, be-
cause we know from several sources that he was a pupil of Theo-
phrastos.*® One has to keep this fact in mind when reading his speeches,
although it should not force anyone into implicit arguments for a
relation between the texts of master and student. We are not dealing
with direct loans but rather influence that may originate from the
lectures of the teacher (cf. Immisch 1898: 207).

Deinarchos was included in the so-called Canon of the Ten Attic
Orators, which testifies to his reputation.#!! His style, however, has been
the subject of criticism from antiquity up to the present times.*> He is
often reproached for incoherent arrangement of his speeches, long and
formless sentences, absence of logical connection between sections of the
speeches, excessive use of invective, plagiarism of earlier orators, etc.®
On the other hand the criticism of his compositional abilities has been
refuted by the identification of complex ring composition in his
speeches.** It has also been pointed out that his use of vocabulary and
means of expression often resulted in later authors quoting him and
elevated his speeches above the ordinary (Worthington 1992: 15-16).
What seems to be an important issue in connection with this study is the
assertion that there is a “close association [sc. of Deinarchos] with the
vocabulary and, at times, style of Middle Comedy” (ibid.). Given that the

409 For a thorough overview of Deinarchos’ life, and a translation and commentary of his
speeches (excluding fragments), see Worthington 1992. (The book draws heavily on an
unpublished PhD thesis of G. Shoemaker, Dinarchus: traditions of his life and speeches and
commentary on the fragments of the speeches [Columbia University 1968], unavailable to
me.)

410 Cf. 18.7 FHS&G. The main source is D.H. Din. 2.

41 For the Canon in general see, e.g., Worthington 1994b.

412 See Worthington 1992: 14 ff. Among other things, he was called &ygoucoc Anuoo-
0évne (“rustic Demosthenes”; D.H. Din. 8) and 1xo(Owog Anupoo0évng (“gingerbread
Demosthenes” in the translation of LS], or “small-beer Demosthenes” in Burtt 1980: 162;
Hermog. Id. 2.11); cf. Burtt 1980: 162.

43 Cf., e.g., the assessment of Burtt: Deinarchos “was not a great orator” (1980: 162);
“though the attack is vigorous, no logical sequence can be traced in the argument and

2

much that he says seems unconvincing” (of the speech Against Demosthenes, 1980: 168).
414 See Worthington 1991: 58-9, Worthington 1992: 27-36 and cf. Worthington 1994b: 248.
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information we have on Middle Comedy is not exactly vast, one expects
a more thorough survey of these lexical and stylistic similarities.
Worthington refers to heavy use of fopoi and especially invective, which
“had its basis in Old and probably Middle Comedy” (1992: 23). But
invective is something that is not limited to Deinarchos. As has been
shown, there are ingredients of vilification and ridicule of individuals
that are common property of comedy and oratory.#'> Thus, the argument
amounts to postulating that invective is used both in the speeches of the
orators and in comedy. The best that could be said is that the topoi of
invective used by the orators have been “perhaps even influenced by the
pejorative terms of Old and Middle Comedy” (Worthington 1992: 261).

Invective is, of course, related to character portrayal, which is an
essential part of most of the speeches. Character portrayal in Dei-
narchos” speeches has been dealt with before.*¢ In the following I will
first review and expand some of the ideas found in earlier studies, and
then try to apply these to the speeches of Deinarchos.

Otto Immisch considered the Characters of Theophrastos to have been
written with a practical purpose. According to him, such writings are to
be understood not only as studies and models, but also as a collection of
literary motifs, as a paint-box (Immisch 1898: 207). This he illustrates
using a comparison with the speeches of Deinarchos (1898: 207-8).
W. W. Fortenbaugh has, in addition, shown that the speech Against
Demosthenes (1) of Deinarchos*” can be used as an illustration of how
Theophrastos” method of sketching superficial behavioural regularities
has been applied to practical oratory.*

415 See Dover 1974: 30-3. Cf. also Burke 1972 for Aischines’ excessive use of character
denigration.

416 See Immisch 1898: 207-8, Fortenbaugh 1994a: 25-8 (= 2003: 234-7).

417 The attribution of this speech to Deinarchos was queried in antiquity by Demetrios of
Magnesia (as reported but not really endorsed by Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Din. 1).
Modern scholars rarely consider the judgment of Demetrios to be of any importance, see
Worthington 1992: 12, Fortenbaugh 1994a: 26 (= 2003: 234), n. 38, also referring to Lesky
1963: 657; but cf. Burtt 1980: 162.

418 Fortenbaugh 1994a: 25-8 (= 2003: 234-7).
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4.4.4. Historical background of the speeches of Deinarchos

The three extant speeches of Deinarchos are all connected with the so-
called Harpalos affair.#’* Harpalos was a Macedonian noble who served
as Alexander’s treasurer. He was left in charge of the Persian treasures
at Ekbatana, when Alexander’s army proceeded eastwards. Believing
that Alexander would not return, he indulged himself with despotic
liberty, and on realizing his error he sought refuge in Athens. In Athens
he was arrested and his money was deposited on the Akropolis.
Harpalos said he had brought seven hundred talents with him, but the
amount deposited on the Akropolis was found to amount to no more
than half of this sum. When some time later Harpalos managed to
escape and flee to Crete, it seemed obvious to many Athenians that
Harpalos had ensured his escape by extensive bribery. Demosthenes
himself proposed that the council of the Areopagos hold an inquiry.
After six months the Areopagos published a list of names with a sum of
money imputed to each. This list included, in addition to Demosthenes,
the names of Aristogeiton and Philokles, the defendants of Deinarchos’
second and third speech. The suspects were prosecuted; Demosthenes
was one of those who were found guilty; Aristogeiton and perhaps
Philokles were acquitted.

4.4.5. Against Demosthenes (Dein. 1)

Demosthenes was the first prominent citizen to come up for trial in
connection with the Harpalos affair. It was reported that he had received
twenty talents from the man (Dein. 1.6). Of the accusers, Stratokles
spoke first and was followed by the (unknown) orator who delivered
the speech written by Deinarchos. Demosthenes was condemned to pay
a fine of fifty talents, and being unable to do this, was imprisoned, but
soon escaped to Aigina.

In the case of the speech Against Demosthenes the first speaker,
Stratokles, had probably mentioned everything pertinent to the case (cf.

49 For the affair and the story behind it, see, e.g., Worthington 1992: 41-77 and
Worthington 1994c; cf. also Burtt 1980: 165-7 and Eder 2000.
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Dein. 1.1), and therefore it has been suggested that the second speaker
was compelled to resort to excessive abuse and same kind of arguments
that had been used by Aischines (Burtt 1980: 168-9). This is probable,
and although at some points this excessive abuse is deliberately focused
on love of money and profit, which is natural considering the nature of
the charge against Demosthenes, Deinarchos also accuses him of an
array of other vices, many of which have a parallel in the Characters of
Theophrastos. Sometimes the parallels are verbal; sometimes we are
reminded of the behaviour of a Theophrastean type. Deinarchos even
offers something like a mini-sketch quite in the Theophrastean manner.

Fortenbaugh (1994a: 28 = 2003: 236) has also emphasized another side
of this excessive abuse: a clever orator may first try to establish some
behavioural regularity in the defendant, and only after this slip in all
kinds of motives, so that these motives are accepted uncritically by the
jurors, because they often (but not always!) explain the regularity.
Indeed, details that are not substantiated by evidence may be more
readily believed if they fit into the pattern of behaviour suggested by the
character sketch. Additionally, in the case of longer speeches, it becomes
necessary to recapitulate and re-elaborate the portrait at intervals (cf.
Pearson 1981: 81).

Let us examine the speech more closely, keeping in mind that the
Demosthenes that emerges from the accusations of his opponents need
not necessarily resemble the real man in every detail; as in the case of
many speeches, we may expect the scales would be heavily weighted
towards rhetoric as opposed to objectivity (cf. Worthington 1992: 168).
The orators wish to create prejudice; they do not offer any level-headed
discussion of motivation (cf. Harvey 1985: 103). It is more important to
pick out characteristics that the audience will understand and that will
arouse the reaction that the speaker wants (cf. Pearson 1981: 80).

One of the main topics of the abusive charges in Dein. 1 is connected
with greed, avarice and meanness. This is a favourite topic of many
orators, who accuse their opponents of mAeovelia, PLAapyvoia,
atoxpoképdewx or other similar vices (cf. Harvey 1985: 102-3). Verbally,
Demosthenes is accused of avarice (cf. Char. 30) in two passages. In 1.21,
Demosthenes did not want to give ten talents to the Theban envoys for
bribing the Arcadian general in order to ensure that the Arcadians help
the Thebans against Alexander. Instead he “hung around” waiting for
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others to furnish this money.*® He is described by Deinarchos as o
HLxQ0G 00TOG Kat &oePng katl aloxookednc. In 1.108, near the end of
the speech, Deinarchos returns to Demosthenes” aioxpoképdeia. Here it
is described, together with movnola, as something which is natural
(¢éudutog) to Demosthenes: 1 ... éudutog aioxokédela kat ovnoia.
There is also a passage in which he is reproached for prAagyvola (1.22).
Note that in his speech against Philokles, Deinarchos uses very similar
rhetoric, although here the aioxooképdewx of the defendant is men-
tioned only once (Dein. 3.6); compare, however, Dein. 3.18: tov d¢
HLaQOV AvOQwTOoV Kal TeodITNy, ... TV éudutov movnelav ...

Another section of the speech against Demosthenes recalls the beha-
viour of the illiberal man of the Characters (Char. 22). Here, Demosthenes
is pictured as proposing that others contribute heavily from their own
possessions, even to the point of melting down the private ornaments of
their wives and the drinking cups, and then personally contributing
perhaps only fifty drachmas, the sum that he had paid at the previous
levy (Dein. 1.69). It has been suggested®!' that this description is a
variation on—or intensification of —Theophrastos’ illiberal man who
gets up and slips quietly out when emergency donations are being
promised in the assembly (Char. 22.3).

In addition to these passages, the depiction of Demosthenes’ concern
with money while on public embassy recalls Theophrastos” shabby
profiteer who turns a public trip to his own material advantage.*? The
aloxpokedNg in the Characters leaves his official travel allowance home
when he goes abroad on public service, and borrows from the other
delegates (Char. 30.7). Demosthenes is described (Dein. 1.80) as having
himself appointed envoy—to escape from the city —after he had heard
that Philip was intending to invade Athens, and having snatched up
eight talents from the treasury at a time when everyone else was con-
tributing from his own resources to the safety of the city. The shabby
profiteer in the Characters also leaves town when his friend is getting
married or marrying off a daughter, so that he won’t have to send a

420 For the actual role of Demosthenes in the “betrayal” of Thebes, see Worthington 1992:
164 ff.

#21 See Fortenbaugh 1994a: 26 (= 2003: 235) and cf. already Immisch 1898: 208.

422 See Fortenbaugh 1994a: 26 (= 2003: 235).
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present (Char. 30.19), but in the case of Demosthenes the reason would
probably be cowardice.

Cowardice actually is one of the best-known vices Demosthenes is
accused of. The charge of cowardice in battle is often brought against
Demosthenes by Aischines (e.g. 3.175); it is mentioned by Plutarch (Dem.
20) and in the spurious Lives of the Ten Orators traditionally attributed to
Plutarch (Mor. 845f). As Fortenbaugh has noted (1994a: 26 = 2003: 235),
the orator realizes that when jurors think someone generally vicious,
they are likely to think him capable of whatever crime happens to be
under consideration. In 1.12, Deinarchos imagines Demosthenes
claiming to have brought everyone into line at Chaironeia (‘éyw
naQétala mavtag eig Xawwvelwav’) and then retorts that Demosthenes
alone fled from the line there (éAinteg ... TV ... T&&wv). Similarly in 1.71,
Demosthenes is described as ordering others to take the field while
himself deserting the battle-line. We are reminded of the military scene
in the Theophrastean sketch of cowardice (Char. 25, starting section 3).
There, the coward tells others that he was in such a hurry that he forgot
to bring his sword, runs to his tent, sends his slave outside with
instructions to see where the enemy are, and hides it under the pillow,
spending a long time pretending to look for it. A Theophrastean ring has
been recognized in 1.82:4%

TOLOVTOG 0UTOG, €V UEV TALS TTAQATAEETLY 0lKOVQEOGS, €V OE TOlG
olkoL pévovot mEeofevtr|g, év 0¢ TOIC MEETPREVLTALS DQATIETNG
gotiv

(“Such is the man: in the battle-line he is a stay-at-home, among
those who remain at home he is an envoy, and among envoys he
is a runaway.”)

It has been suggested that most of the depictions of Demosthenes” be-
haviour are manifestations of a general shiftiness attributed to him.*
According to this, the main portrait painted by Deinarchos would be
that of a petafarrouevog (cf. Dein. 1.17, 94, 97), the sort of man who

423 See Fortenbaugh 1994a: 27 (= 2003: 235).
424 Immisch 1898: 207-8; Fortenbaugh 1994a: 27-8 (= 2003: 235-6).
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keeps switching back and forth, a kind of political chameleon who
makes a multitude of differing statements, but never the same one
(Dein. 1.91). The manifestations of this shiftiness may be his greed, his
cowardice, his ambition etc. There is even something like a mini-sketch
that illustrates this shiftiness (Dein. 1.94-5):

L YaQ TAAA 60a HETAPAAAOUEVOS €V TOIC TIOAYMAOL Kal
ONUNYORWV 0VdEV UYLeS dlateTéAeke, Kal TOTE HEV YOADWV Kol
AToryoQeVwVv pndéva vouiletv dAAov Oeov 1) toug Tapadedo-
HéVoug, ToTE d& Aéywv wg oL del TOV dNUOV AUPLOBNTELV TV
&V ovpave THWV AAeEavdow, Otav d& PEAAT) kolOroecOal
i’ Optv, KaAApédovt' eloayyéAAwv ovviéval év Meyagolg
0l PuYAOTV €Ml KATAAVOEL TOL ONUOVL, Kal TavTNV TV
eloayyeAlav eVOUG QXN AVALEOVUEVOS, €V D& TN €KKA-
nola tavT) T TEWNV YEYEVNUEVI] TTEOOAYWV KAl KATAOKE-
VALV PevdN UNVLTIV WG EMBOVAEVOUEVWV TV VEWRLWYV, Katl
TeQL TOVTWV YOADPWV HEV 0VDEV, alTlag O’ éveka TOL TAQOVTOG
AYWVOG TAQATKELALWV TOVTWV YAQ ATIAVTIWV UVUELS TOUTQ
HAQTLOEC €0Te.

(“I disregard any other changes in his policies and unwise
speeches he has delivered, how at one time he introduced a
proposal banning anyone from believing in any god other than
the traditional ones, and then said that it was necessary for the
people not to dispute deifying Alexander. Or when he was about
to be tried before you, how he impeached Kallimedon for
scheming with the exiles at Megara to subvert the democracy,
and then forthwith rescinded this impeachment, bringing for-
ward and priming a false informer at the recent meeting of the
assembly to say there was a plot against the dockyards. He
produced nothing for these proposals and only allegations for
the present trial, for you yourselves are witnesses of all these
things against him.” [Transl. Worthington 1922: 102.])

This suggests that Deinarchos’ depiction of Demosthenes relates to
Theophrastos’ sketches in presenting typical pieces of behaviour, which
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are not tied to any particular deeper lying explanation (Fortenbaugh
1994a: 27 [=2003: 235]).

Deinarchos does not confine himself to these few Theophrastean
behavioural regularities (shabby profiteering, illiberality, cowardice) in
attacking Demosthenes. Without presenting enlarged descriptions, he
associates Demosthenes with flattery, claiming that he was the first one
to introduce into Athens the custom of flattering Macedon (10 xoAa-
Kevew tovg Makedovag, 1.28; cf. Char. 2).

Deinarchos also reproaches Demosthenes for his anovoiwa (cf. Char.
6): ednte Vv AnpooOévoug andvolav (1.82); tov éavtov TEdTOV KAl
v dntdvoray (1.104).4%

Although the depiction of Demosthenes is certainly the most conspi-
cuous use of Theophrastean behavioural regularities as invectives in
Deinarchos, his other speeches offer some examples, as well.

In Against Aristogeiton, the depiction of the defendant as having spent
more time in prison than out of it (2.2; cf. 2.18) recalls the behaviour of
the Theophrastean dmovevonuévog (Char. 6.6; cf. already Immisch 1898:
208). While he has been in debt to the state, he is said to have prosecuted
men with citizen rights (kata Tov émitipwv) and committed numerous
other offences. This is comparable to the Theophrastean type, who
slanders men of influence and is ready for anything and everything
(Char. 6.2). Aristogeiton did not pity his own father when reduced to
starvation (2.11; cf. 2.18), and the Theophrastean dmovevonuévoc lets
his mother starve (Char. 6.6).42¢

We should be careful in claiming any direct influence of Theophrastos
on Deinarchos, or vice versa. W. W. Fortenbaugh has suggested that
perhaps Deinarchos used the Characters when he studied under
Theophrastos, or that perhaps he reversed the teacher-student relation-

42> Deinarchos also reproaches Aristogeiton for it (see below), and Hypereides has used it
for Demosthenes, as well (In Demosthenem fr. 3 col. 7.17-23: 1} yap] | or) anévo[iax @
Anud]loBeveg Om[ép amavtwv] | Twv ad[ko[V]vtwv | vov meox[tJvduve[v]l et kat moo-
availox[vv]Itel, also a case over the Harpalos affair).

426 For some other possible illustrations of the Theophrastean types see Immisch 1898:
208.
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ship and instructed Theophrastos by practical example (1994a: 28 [=
2003: 237]). It should be noted, however, that although there are
similarities in their using of behavioural regularities, Deinarchos also
stands in the tradition of rhetorical invective, which can be seen in the
speeches of most of the orators, and perhaps has some connections with
the comic invective (cf. above). This is especially evident in the use of
invective groups, like 0 Hxpog o0UTOg KAl ACEPNG KAl AloXQOKEQING
(1.21) cited above, or the depiction of Demosthenes as dwodoKov dvta
Kal KAETTNV KAt meoddtnv twv GAwv, kal TG MOAews dva&lov Katl
avTOV Kal TNV meQL TovToV TOUXNV Yeyevnuévny (1.41), or yong ... kai
HLAQOGC AVOQWTIOG ... kal 0UTE TQ YEVEL TG TTOAewS MOALTNG oUte TOlg
TEETOALTEVIEVOLS avTe Kal mempaypévols (1.95). In addition, there are
important differences between the Characters and the depiction of
behavioural regularities in the oratory. Above all, in oratory we notice a
complete lack of the comic that is so peculiar to the Characters.
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CONCLUSION

The topic of this thesis has been character description in the Peripatetic
tradition and its various connections with ethics, comedy and rhetoric. It
has also included specific studies on character types in action outside
this tradition. The study of the changing and evolving tradition of
character studies within the Peripatetic school, although beginning with
some forerunners and Aristotelian corpus, was focused on the Characters
of Theophrastos and character descriptions in the work of Ariston of
Keos.

It was first shown that although character descriptions had sporadically
appeared in earlier literature, Aristotle was the first one to submit them
to theoretical systematization. We find character (1100c) to be an im-
portant element in his ethical, rhetorical and poetical works, as well as in
the physiognomical works belonging to the corpus Aristotelicum. Aris-
totle does not write character sketches in the manner of Theophrastos,
but his works provide a seed from which the Theophrastean types grow.
Thus, comparison between the Theophrastean character sketches and
the theoretical studies of Aristotle is a legitimate approach in the study
of the Peripatetic tradition. At the same time, there is no need to look for
complete compliance between the Characters and Aristotle’s systema-
tized account. It was suggested that one reason why character studies
especially flourished in the Peripatetic tradition was the £égyov-oriented
approach of the Peripatetics, which necessarily focused on social
practices, thus leading to the observation and evaluation of social types.
The role of Theophrastos, who advanced the ideas of Aristotle and
developed a practical application of this focus on social practices, is not
to be underestimated.

The Characters of Theophrastos is the most significant contribution to
character studies in the Greek literature, but it is by no means easily
interpreted. This thesis has touched upon questions of the structure and
integrity of the work, its purpose and function. Discussions about the
purpose of the Characters, in particular, have occupied scholars for many
centuries; it has been connected with ethics, comedy (poetics), rhetoric,
or considered to be written with the aim of entertainment, or as a collec-
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tion of illustrative showpieces for a course of lectures. What I have
attempted to show is that the issue of the purpose seems to have been
for the most part too constrained and aimed at reconstructing something
like an Ur-Theophrastos on the background of genres known to us from
the antiquity. It seems to be more important to consider the function of
the work than its exact purpose. In fact, it might be a new genre or a
mixture of genres that cannot be categorized as a sub-genre of some-
thing else at all. Most of the suggestions of modern scholars reflect
important features of the work itself and the Peripatetic tradition
surrounding it. None of these possibilities can actually be dismissed, but
at the same time none of them should be treated as a sole possibility
available. Thus, it seems wrong to claim that the work has no ethical
dimension. It certainly has an ethical dimension, too, although ethical
theorizing was not Theophrastos” aim in writing the work, and the
ethical dimension is not of the same kind that can be seen in Aristotle’s
works. The same holds true for possible rhetorical and poetical connec-
tions. No one would doubt, for example, that the pointed presentation of
vices and the creating of stereotypes helps to create the comic effect. But
the relation between the Characters of Theophrastos and, e.g., Menan-
der’s plays, may be that of having a common ground and similar
approach to human character, not dependence on each other.

Another important aspect of the Characters is the integrity of the
work. While accepting the view revived by recent commentators and
editors that the definitions appended to the character sketches are
spurious, I have emphasized the importance of the definitions in the
reception history of the Characters. They are not a late addition to the
text, such as the moralizing conclusions appended to the end of some
sketches. Similar definitions occur already in papyrus fragments of the
first century BCE, which does not prove that the definitions were part of
the original work, but shows that they were added very early. The
tradition of the definitions is a topic worth exploring, for they certainly
contain, among others, Peripatetic phraseology, and form a part of the
Peripatetic tradition. They are not just “banal” or “inept” (J. Diggle);
they are a useful evidence of the text’s reception, and a traditional (and
early) part of the corpus. They can also be an important source for the
study of differences between philosophical and everyday, popular
language.
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Further, I have suggested that in general, Theophrastos deliberately
chose character types that were better known to his audience and
seemed to be more important, and perhaps more conspicuous, in his
contemporary society or in his own opinion. If we accept that the defini-
tions and, following James Diggle, the abstract titles are later additions,
we would only have one character trait introduced by Theophrastos as a
neologism (Char. 21 pukoopiAoTipog, a specific case anyway, as this
seems to be a restriction of the Aristotelian ¢pAoTipoG). But we are still
dealing with a selection. There are other character types that were as
important but have been left out for some reason. No attempt has been
made to find a solution to this problem, which may also to some degree
depend on the state of the transmission.

Attempts of regrouping the character sketches are in this study
considered futile, at least when the aim is to present the thirty chapters
in an order that is somehow less uncomfortable for the reader. Some
formal or structural grouping is, however, possible and may help to
better understand the differences between some sketches. There are
small groups of types that share some common trait, but this does not
seem to be essential to the work. Nor does this lack of systematized
presentation seem to be a problem for the author. There is no reason to
reproach Theophrastos for not having presented a more systematic
account of character sketches, as this probably was not his aim.

More important for the understanding of differences and similarities
between the sketches is the final chapter of the second part of this study.
Here, I have analyzed the levels of social communication in the
Characters. The types depicted in the Characters all represent deviations
from socially acceptable and commendable behaviour. I have focused on
these deviations and the specific ways in which Theophrastos draws his
details, i.e. what makes the types socially unacceptable. He analyzes
nothing, draws no moral, and seeks no motive. He presents pictures of
some basic social roles of active participants in the life of the polis. The
pictures are, however, twisted, as most of the cast display a deformed
kind of &petr), in the case of which even positive characteristics are seen
as excessive and inappropriate. Many of the actions depicted are not
negative per se, and some of them would be entirely positive if
performed in a proper situation, at a proper time, in a proper place or
towards the right person. In short, the types display a general lack of
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social intelligence. The characters are depicted in a limited variety of
situations and locations that are all important parts of the social network
of the city (specifically Athens). They convey several levels of social
communication related to these situations or locations, and can,
therefore, be analyzed at various levels of social engagement. The
reactions of various types differ in similar situations and locations,
which is an important aspect in assessing each type. The chapter
includes analyses of the following levels of social communication, which
are not always mutually exclusive: a) polis and public sphere (behaviour
at the court, in the assembly, participating in delegations, being a
trierarch, etc.); b) religious sphere (behaviour towards deities, partici-
pating in religious festivals and rites, religious behaviour in specific
situations, etc.); c¢) economic sphere (business relations, buying and
selling, etc.); d) cultural and educational sphere (theatre, sports, gym-
nasia, etc.); e) social sphere (friends, symposia, baths, visits, invitations,
lending and borrowing, etc.); f) oikos and family sphere (relations with
household members, women, children, slaves, behaviour at home). The
specific locations include home, market (with various subdivisions, such
as women’s market), baths, theatre, gymnasia, assembly, court, porticos,
street, etc. In some cases, a specific location cannot be determined with
certainty. I have suggested that the main reason why the behaviour of
the types is socially unacceptable is that they abandon certain basic
communal values that are important for the functioning of the society.

After Theophrastos, virtually all we have on Peripatetic character types
are fragments, most important of which are the passages of Ariston’s
work On relieving arrogance quoted by Philodemos. Although there is a
debate over his identity (the Peripatetic Ariston of Keos or the Stoic
Ariston of Chios), arguments seem to weigh slightly on his Peripatetic
origin. There are discrepancies between Ariston’s presentation of some
types and the Peripatetic tradition (including the Characters of
Theophrastos), but these discrepancies do not seem to be strong enough
arguments for attributing the work to the Stoic Ariston. The case of the
elowv, who is studied by Aristotle and described by both Theophrastos
(Char. 1) and Ariston, is the most important in this connection. Ariston’s
attitude towards elpwv-Sokrates in these passages is explicitly hostile,
whereas Aristotle tends to be more positive when analyzing the type.
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Theophrastos does not name Sokrates by name, although he is de-
scribing a more negative kind of elpwv. The inclusion of Sokrates among
examples of arrogance (of which elpwv is one) is, however, no evidence
of Stoicism, for there were critics of Sokrates among the Peripatetics, as
well. A clash of two different ideas within the same school should come
as no surprise. Even if the tradition of the Peripatetic school and ana-
logies with the Characters of Theophrastos are not sufficient to claim that
the author is the Peripatetic Ariston of Keos, the arguments for the
opposite are faced with the same problem: they are not sufficient to
establish the Stoic authorship. In addition, the arguments are connected
with the purpose of the work, but as this cannot be established for cer-
tain, the arguments themselves tend to stay on a very subjective ground.

The fragment of Lykon, the successor of Theophrastos’ successor
Straton as head of the Lykeion, consists of a description of a drunkard.
An analysis of the passage and other quotations suggests that Rutilius
Lupus, the author who quotes the text in his Latin treatise, probably
tried to reproduce the Greek original as much as he could. Although
Rutilius Lupus uses the quotation to illustrate a rhetorical figure, the
original description was not necessarily composed for a similar reason,
although this is not ruled out, either. Ethical concern or pedagogical
purpose remain speculations, as well. The difference between Theo-
phrastos” Characters and Lykon’s sketch of the drunkard is that the latter
is to a large degree a physiological description, while the sketches of
Theophrastos feature this kind of detail only very seldom and focus
more on social context. The sketch is entirely comparable with the
Theophrastean descriptions in both liveliness and presentation of
details, although it is not set in the social context as those of Theo-
phrastos.

From the Peripatetic biographer Satyros, we have a fragment on pro-
digality from a work On characters. It is generally agreed that the work is
part of the Theophrastean tradition, but clearly inferior to the Characters
of Theophrastos. However, it was not necessarily the intention of the
later Peripatetics to imitate Theophrastos in composing this kind of
character descriptions.

In the fourth part of the work I have presented some specific studies on
character types in action, mainly outside the Peripatetic tradition. I
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study the usage of three types in the texts of mainly the 5th and the 4th
century BCE, focusing in each case on specific aspects related to that
type. In the case of eipwv (Char. 1), the focus is on its connections to
Sokrates. In Greek literature, Sokrates has been labelled with a great
number of notions that are used for negative character traits in the
Characters of Theophrastos, e.g. elpwv, BdeAvedg (Char. 11), OPpyuadnc
(Char. 27), aAalwv (Char. 23), Omeonipavog (Char. 24). The figure of
elpwv is, however, an obvious one to begin with when talking about
Sokrates and his representation in the Greek literature. I first trace the
possible origin of the word, and then compare the evidence found in the
comic writers, Plato, Aristotle, Theophrastos and Ariston.

In the case of BdeAvpdg (Char. 11), the main focus is on its presenta-
tion in the speech of Aischines against Timarchos, which uses the word
more frequently than any other text from the Greek literature until Late
Antiquity. Taking into account the few direct parallels to the sketch of
Theophrastos, and the confusion of the earlier scholiasts in explaining
the meaning of BdeAvoia, it is suggested that the term may function
both as a sort of cover term for various repulsive acts or coarse beha-
viour and as a more specific notion connected with sexual practices.

A similar conclusion was reached in the case of &veAev0epoc (Char.
22) and its derivates. After an analysis of its usage it is concluded that
the concept of dveAevOepia probably did not play a very significant role
in popular morality, but was important for philosophers, especially
Plato. A major part of the philosophic approach to &veAevOeoiax seems
to treat it as a limited-range cover term that embraces many kinds of
negative qualities and dispositions, although there are often allusions to
its specific connections with money-matters. This specific use of the term
can be most explicitly seen in Aristotle’s ethical works and in the Char-
acters of Theophrastos.

Most of the types depicted by Theophrastos are, due to their
behaviour which transgresses social norms, very popular in genres that
naturally feed on this kind of deviations, particularly comedy and ora-
tory (forensic speeches). These two genres, especially oratory, have also
been considered our most important source for the study of actual,
popular morality in the ancient Greek society. Relations of the Theo-
phrastean types to comedy and rhetoric are touched upon in virtually all
parts of this thesis. The final chapter, however, focuses on one specific
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case, where the relations may be especially strong. In the speeches of the
orator Deinarchos, who was one of Theophrastos” students, one can see
many similarities with the character sketches of Theophrastos. At the
same time we should be careful in claiming any direct influence, as
Deinarchos also stands in the tradition of rhetorical invective where this
kind of words with strong negative implication had been extremely
popular.

The main focuses of this study have been on the continuity of the
Peripatetic tradition on the one hand, and popular usage of character
traits, on the other. Popular attitudes towards social types may be
observed above all in the speeches of the orators and in comic texts. This
may tell us something about the sources and background of Theophras-
tos” work. Its implicit sources probably included both theoretical back-
ground of the Peripatos and popular usage in the contemporary oratory
and perhaps comedy. Proceeding from this basis, Theophrastos has
chosen one specific topic and an original approach to it, which proved to
be relevant for ethics, comedy, and rhetoric.

By analyzing lexical and semantic features of these two traditions,
one can see that the various value systems are reflected in the language,
i.e., lexical and semantic features can, with some reservations, be
correlated to the social phenomena; the lexical context helps to recover
the social background. Therefore, a larger study on the use of character
types in the oratory is recommendable, although not in the scope of this
thesis.
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KOKKUVOTE

KARAKTERIKIRJELDUS JA INVEKTIIV:
PERIPATEETIKUD EETIKA, KOMOODIA JA
RETOORIKA VAHEL

Kaesoleva doktorit6o uurimisteemaks on eelkdige karakterikirjeldus
peripateetikute traditsioonis ning selle mitmesugused seosed eetika, ko-
moddia ja retoorikaga. Lisaks sellele kasitletakse t60s moningaid karak-
terikirjelduse praktilisi avaldumisi véljaspool seda traditsiooni. Peripa-
teetikute koolkonna karakterikéasitluse traditsiooni uurimine keskendub
Theophrastose teosele Inimtiiiibid ning tiitibikirjeldustele Keose Aristoni
fragmentides, ehkki vaadeldakse ka selle traditsiooni moningaid eel-
kaijaid ning karakterikasitlust Aristotelese teoste korpuses.

To0s ndidatakse, et ehkki tiitibikirjeldusi leidub sporaadiliselt ka vara-
semas kirjanduses, on Aristoteles esimene, kelle teostes leiame vastava-
sisulise siistemaatilise kasitluse. Eetos (1j00g) on oluline element tema
eetika-, retoorika- ja poeetika-alastes to0des, aga ka corpus Aristotelicum’i
kuuluvais flisiognoomiakasitlusis. Aristoteleselt ei leia selliseid tiitibikir-
jeldusi nagu Theophrastosel, ent tema teostes on alge, millest Theophras-
tose tiilibikirjeldused lahtuvad. Seetottu on peripateetikute traditsiooni
uurimisel Theophrastose tiiiibikirjelduste ning Aristotelese teoreetilise
kasitluse vordlemine igati digustatud, ehkki tdielikku vastavust ei ole
tarvidust taotleda. Kédesolevas t60s vadidetakse, et iiks pohjus, miks ka-
rakterikirjeldus oli eriti peripateetikute traditsioonis nii levinud, on peri-
pateetikute €gyov’ile keskenduv ldahenemine, mille tahelepanu alla satu-
vad valtimatult sotsiaalsed tavad ning seeldbi ka sotsiaalsete tiilipide
jalgimine ja kirjeldamine. Theophrastos arendas edasi Aristotelese ideid
ning 16i sellele sotsiaalseile tavadele keskendumisele uue praktilise
valjundi.

Theophrastose Inimtiiiibid on kreeka kirjanduses karakterikirjelduse
vallas olulisim teos, ent selle tolgendamisega on seotud mitmed rasku-
sed. Kéesolevas t60s puudutatakse teose struktuuri, terviklikkuse, ees-
margi ja funktsiooni kiisimusi. Mitme sajandi klassikalisi filolooge on
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eriti painanud arutlused Inimtiiiipide voimaliku eesmadrgi iile. Teost on
seostatud eetikaga, komoodiaga (poeetikaga), retoorikaga; seda on pee-
tud meelelahutuslikuks kogumikuks vo6i loengukursuse illustreerivaks
abimaterjaliks. Siinses t60s vaidetakse, et Theophrastose teose eesmargi
kiisimus on sageli olnud liialt kitsa suunitlusega ning selle eesmargiks
on olnud n-6 alg-Theophrastose rekonstrueerimine meile tuntud antiik-
kirjanduse Zanrite taustal. N&ib olevat olulisem arvestada teose funkt-
siooni kui selle kirjutamise algse eesmargiga. Tegemist voib olla tdiesti
uue Zanriga vOi Zanrite seguga, mida ei saagi millegi muu alazanriks
klassifitseerida. Samas peegeldab enamik teose kasitlejate ettepanekuid
Inimtiiiipide ning seda timbritseva peripateetikute traditsiooni olulisi
aspekte. Uhtki neist arvamustest ei saa taielikult vilistada, ent samal ajal
ei tohiks iihtki neist kdsitleda ainsa voimaliku variandina. Seetottu ei ole
nditeks Oige vdita, et teosel puutub eetiline dimensioon, ehkki see ei
pruugi olla Theophrastose eesmirk ning tegemist ei ole sellise eetilise
dimensiooniga nagu me ndeme Aristotelese teostes. Sama kehtib voi-
malike sidemete kohta retoorika voi poeetikaga. Nii ei ole kahtlust, et
pahede teravdatud esitus ning stereotiilipide loomine aitavad saavutada
koomilist efekti. Samal ajal vdib Theophrastose tiiiibikirjelduste ning nt.
Menandrose komoddiate seose aluseks olla sarnane ldhenemine inimloo-
musele, mitte teineteisest soltumine.

Inimtiiiipide oluliseks aspektiks on teose terviklikkus. Siinses t60s
aktsepteeritakse viimaste viljaandjate ning kommenteerijate vaadet, et
Theophrastose tiitibikirjeldustele lisatud definitsioonid ei ole autentsed.
Samal ajal rohutatakse definitsioonide olulisust Inimtiiiipide retseptsioo-
nis. Tegemist ei ole hilise lisandusega tekstile, nagu on moraliseerivad
epiloogid mone tiitibikirjelduse 16pus. Definitsioone voi nende jalgi voib
leida ka 1. sajandist e.m.a périnevaist papiitirosefragmentidest; see ei
toesta kiill nende autentsust, ent nditab, et nende korpusele lisamine
pidi toimuma vaga vara. Definitsioonide traditsioon on oluline teema,
sest ka need sisaldavad peripateetikute sonavara. Need ei ole lihtsalt
,banaalsed” voi , ebapddevad” (J. Diggle); tegemist on olulise tdendus-
materjaliga teksti retseptsioonist ning korpuse traditsioonilise ning
varajase osaga. Definitsioonide pohjal on voimalik teha jareldusi ka
filosoofilise ning igapdevakeele vahekorra ning erinevuste kohta.

To0s oletatakse, et Theophrastose alus tiitipide valikul oli enamasti
nende iildine tuntus ja olulisus voi silmatorkavus kaasaja iihiskonnas.
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Kui aktsepteerida definitsioonide ning—jargides James Diggle’i ette-
panekut—abstraktnoomeni kujul esitatud pealkirjade mitteautentsust,
jaab alles ainult iiks tiitibinimetus, mille ndol on tegemist Theophrastose
neologismiga (Char. 21 pucQodAoTipog, ent siin on tegemist erijuhuga,
kuna see ndib olevat Aristotelese pLAoTIpOC e teatud variant). Valikuga
on tegemist sellegi poolest. Leidub mitmeid olulisi tiilipe, mida ei ole
Theophrastose teosesse voetud. Sellele probleemile ei ole t66s lahendust
pakutud; teatud maaral voib siin rolli méngida ka teksti transmissioon.

Tiitibikirjelduste timbergrupeerimist peetakse kdesolevas t60s koha-
tuks, eriti kui imbergrupeerimise eesmargiks on peatiikkide esitamine
jarjekorras, mis oleks lugejale n-6 mugavam. Samal ajal on teatud for-
maalne grupeerimine véimalik ning voib aidata tiitipide erinevusi pare-
mini silmata. Teoses on moned vadiksemad grupid, mis jagavad {iht
kaitumisjoont; see aga ei tundu teose terviku seisukohalt olevat eriti olu-
line. Siistemaatilise esituse puudumine ei ndi ka autori jaoks mingi
probleem olevat. Ei ole mingit pohjust heita Theophrastosele ette seda,
et ta ei ole tiitibikirjeldusi esitanud siistematiseeritumalt, sest see ei
olnud ilmselt tema eesmark.

Tiitibikirjelduste erinevuste ja sarnasuste moistmiseks on olulisem
kdesoleva to0 teise osa viimane peatiikk, kus analiilisitakse Inimtiiiipides
esinevaid sotsiaalse suhtluse tasandeid. Theophrastose poolt kujutatud
tiitibid esindavad koik korvalekaldeid sotsiaalselt aktsepteeritud ja
soovitavast kditumisest. Siin on keskendutud nendele korvalkalletele
ning Theophrastose spetsiifilisele detailikujutusele ehk sellele, mis teeb
tiitibid sotsiaalselt mitteaktsepteeritavaks. Tiilipide esitamisel Theophras-
tos ei analiilisi, ei moraliseeri ega otsi tiitipide kditumise motiive. Ta
esitab kujutisi polise elu aktiivsete osaliste pohilistest sotsiaalsetest rolli-
dest. Need kujutised on aga esitatud teatud koverpeeglis, sest osaliste
apet) on moondunud ning selle puhul ndivad isegi positiivsed oma-
dused f{ileliigse ning kohatuna. Paljud kujutatud tegevused ei ole
iseenesest negatiivsed ning moned neist oleksid isegi positiivsed, kui
need toimuksid diges situatsioonis, digel ajal, diges kohas ning odigete
inimeste suhtes. Tiilipide puhul ilmneb iildine sotsiaalse intelligentsuse
puudumine. Theophrastos kujutab tiilipe piiratud hulgas situatsioo-
nides ja kohtades, mis on koik (Ateena) linna sotsiaalse vorgustiku
olulised osad. Tiiiibikirjeldustes valjenduvad situatsioonide voi kohta-
dega seotud sotsiaalse kommunikatsiooni eri tasandid. Tiitipide hinda-
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misel on oluliseks osaks ka nende erinevad reaktsioonid sarnastes
situatsioonides. To0s vaadeldi jargmisi sotsiaalse kommunikatsiooni
tasandeid: a) polis ja avalik sfaar (kditumine kohtus ja rahvakoosolekul,
osalemine saatkondades, liturgiate tditmine jne); b) religioosne sfaar
(kditumine seoses jumalustega, osavott religioossetest pidustustest ja
riitustest, religioosne kditumine eri situatsioonides jne); c) majanduslik
sfddr (drisuhted, ost ja miitik jne); d) kultuuri- ja haridussfaar (teater,
sport, giimnasionid jne); e) sotsiaalne sfadr (sobrad, siimposionid, sau-
nad, kiilaskdigud, kiillakutsed, laenamine jne); f) oikos ja perekonnasfaar
(suhted pereliikmetega, naistega, lastega, orjadega, kaditumine kodus).
Seejuures ei ole need tasandid alati {iksteist vélistavad. Spetsiifiliste koh-
tade hulka kuuluvad kodu, turg (koos alajaotustega, nagu nditeks
naisteturg), saunad, teater, giimnasionid, rahvakoosolek, kohus, sam-
maskdigud, tdnav jne. Teatud juhtudel ei ole voimalik tegevuse kohta
kindlalt maarata. Toos vaidetakse, et tiilipide kditumine ei ole sotsiaal-
selt aktsepteeritav peamiselt seetottu, et nad hiilgavad teatud pohilised
tthisvaartused, mis on olulised kogukonna funktsioneerimiseks.

Theophrastose-jargsete peripateetikute tiiiibikirjeldustest on meieni
sdilinud ainult fragmente. Neist kodige olulisemad on katkendid Aristoni
teosest Korkuse vihendamisest, mida tsiteerib Philodemos. Kuigi Aristoni
koolkondlik kuuluvus ei ole tdiesti selge (teada on samanimeline peri-
pateetik ja stoik), leitakse kdesolevas to0s, et enamik argumente raagib
pigem peripateetiku kasuks. Aristoni tiilibikirjelduste ning peripatee-
tikute traditsiooni vahel on teatud vasturdakivusi, ent need ei ole piisav
argument fragmentide omistamiseks stoik Aristonile. Siinjuures on
olulisim elpwV'i (silmakirjatseja) kirjeldus, mille leiame nii Aristonilt kui
Theophrastoselt (Char. 1) ning keda kasitleb ka Aristoteles. Aristoni
suhtumine eipwV’isse, kelle esindajaks on Sokrates, on otseselt vaenulik,
sellal kui Aristoteles kaldub silmakirjatseja kasitlemisel teda pigem posi-
tiivses valguses nditama. Theophrastos kirjeldab kiill negatiivset eipwv’it,
ent ei nimeta nditena Sokratest. Sokratese arvamine korkuse ndidete
hulka, kuhu elpwv Aristonil kuulub, ei ole aga tdendus autori stoitsist-
likust taustast, sest Sokratese kriitikuid leiame ka peripateetikute hulgast.
Tegemist on teatud suhtumiste kokkupodrkega iihe koolkonna raames,
mida voib naha teistelgi juhtudel. Isegi kui analoogiad Theophrastose
Inimtiiiipidega ei ole piisavad vaitmaks Philodemose poolt tsiteeritud
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Aristoni kuulumist peripateetikute koolkonda, on sarnased probleemid
ka tema stoitsistliku tausta pooldajail: argumente ei ole piisavalt. Lisaks
on argumendid alati seotud (nii Aristoni kui Theophrastose) teose
eesmargi kiisimusega, millele on antud vaga erinevaid vastuseid, mistottu
ka need argumendid on alati paratamatult subjektiivsed.

Toos kasitletakse ka peripateetikute kooli Theophrastosest arvates
tilejargmise juhi Lykoni fragmenti, mis sisaldab joodiku kirjeldust. Tekst
on sdilinud Rutilius Lupuse ladinakeelses tolkes. Selle katkendi ning
teiste Rutilius Lupuse poolt tsiteeritud tekstide analiilis nditab, et
toenaoliselt piitidis autor kreeka originaali keelt ja struktuuri edasi anda
nii tapselt kui voimalik. Kuigi Rutilius Lupus tsiteerib joodiku kirjeldust
teatava retoorilise figuuri illustreerimiseks, ei pruukinud Lykoni ees-
mark kirjelduse koostamisel olla tingimata seotud retoorikaga, kuigi
seda ei saa ka valistada. Spekulatsiooniks jadb ka seos eetikaga voi peda-
googiline eesmdrk. Suurim erinevus Theophrastose tiiiibikirjelduste
ning Lykoni kirjelduse vahel on selles, et viimases on tilekaalus fiisio-
loogilised detailid, sellal kui Theophrastos kasutab seda votet viga
harva ning keskendub enam sotsiaalsele kontekstile. Samas on kirjeldus
oma detailide esituse ning elavuse poolest tdiesti vorreldav Theophras-
tose tiitipidega, kuigi ei ole esitatud sotsiaalses kontekstis.

Viimasena vaadeldakse liithidalt peripateetikust biograafi Satyrose
fragmenti, mis kirjeldab priiskamist. Uldise arvamuse kohaselt kuulub
see Theophrastose traditsiooni, ent on n-0 kvaliteedilt viletsam. Tuleb
aga moonda, et hilisemate peripateetikute eesmark seesuguste tiiiibi-
kirjelduste esitamisel ei olnud tingimata Theophrastose jdljendamine.

Doktoritod viimases osas kasitletakse karakterikirjelduse praktilisi aval-
dumisi, enamasti véljaspool peripateetikute traditsiooni. Vaadeldakse
kolme tiiiibi esinemist peamiselt 5.—4. sajandi kirjanduses, keskendudes
igatihe puhul konkreetse tiiiibi spetsiifilistele aspektidele. Eipwv’i puhul
(Char. 1) on selleks voimalikud seosed Sokratesega. Kreeka kirjandusest
ndeme, et Sokratese kirjeldamisel on kasutatud mitmeid tiitibinimetusi,
mis esinevad ka Theophrastose teoses. Nii leiame, et Sokrates voib olla
elowv, PBdeAvoog (Char. 11), opyuadng (Char. 27), aAalwv (Char. 23),
vreonidpavog (Char. 24). Seejuures on elpwV’i kuju selgelt olulisim ning
Sokratesega eksplitsiitselt seostuv. To0s kasitletakse elpwV’i tausta ning

253



selle kasutamist komoddias, filosoofilises kirjanduses, Theophrastosel
ning Aristonil.

BoeAvpoc’i puhul (Char. 11) on pohitdhelepanu selle kasutamisel
Aischinese kones Timarchose vastu, kus see esineb sagedamini kui
iiheski teises kreeka autori teoses kuni hilisantiigini. Vottes arvesse va-
heseid paralleele Aischinese kone ning Theophrastose kirjelduse vahel,
aga ka varaste skoliastide segadust pdoeAvgia tdhenduse selgitamisel,
jareldatakse to60s, et FoeAvog vois olla kasutusel nii erinevaid tiilgas-
tavaid tegevusi ning jamedat kditumist holmava katusterminina kui
spetsiifilises, seksuaalseid toiminguid kajastavas tdhenduses.

Samalaadse jarelduseni joutakse ka aveAev0egoc’e (Char. 22) puhul.
Selle kasutamist analiitisides leitakse, et dveAevOegia kasitlemine oli
oluline kreeka filosoofilises kirjanduses, eriti Platonil, samal ajal kui
tavamoraali uurimise jaoks olulistes tekstides, eelkdige praktilises retoo-
rikas, ei poorata sellele nii suurt tdhelepanu. Suur osa kreeka filosoo-
filisest traditsioonist kasitleb dveAevOepia’t katusterminina, mis holmab
mitmeid negatiivseid kaditumisjooni, kuigi sageli leiame ka vihjeid selle
kitsamale, rahalise aspektiga seotud tahendusele. Seda spetsiifilist
tdhendust kohtame koige selgemalt Aristotelese eetika-alastes kirjutistes
ning Theophrastose Inimtiiiipides.

Enamik Theophrastosel esinevaist negatiivseist tiitipidest on oma
sotsiaalseid norme rikkuva kaitumise tottu vdga levinud Zanrides, mille
olemuse jaoks on siadrased rikkumised iihel voi teisel pohjusel olulised —
eelkoige komoddias ja praktilises retoorikas ehk Atika reetorite (kohtu)-
konedes. Neid Zanre, eriti praktilist retoorikat, on peetud ka olulise-
maiks allikaiks vanakreeka tavamoraali uurimisel. Seoseid komdoddia
ja/voi praktilise retoorikaga vaadeldakse t60 enamikus osades, ent
I6pupeatiikis keskendutakse iihele spetsiifilisele juhtumile, mille puhul
on alust oletada eriti tihedaid sidemeid peripateetikute traditsiooniga.
Theophrastose Opilaste hulka kuulunud kdonemehe Deinarchose teksti-
des voime ndha Theophrastose tiiiibikirjeldustega sarnaseid jooni, ent
otsese moju tuvastamisel tuleb olla ettevaatlik, sest samal ajal kuulub
Deinarchos ka praktilise retoorika traditsiooni, milles sddraste negatiivse
sotsiaalse varvinguga tiitibinimetuste kasutamine vastase mustamiseks
ja kohtu silmis pahelisemana naitamiseks oli viaga levinud.
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T606 peamised rohuasetused on olnud tihelt poolt peripateetikute tradit-
siooni jarjepidevusel ning teiselt poolt tiilibinimetuste populaarsel kasu-
tusel ehk nende esinemisel valjaspool seda traditsiooni, eelkdige kom&o-
dias ja praktilises retoorikas. Nende seoste pohjal on voimalik viita, et
Theophrastose teose allikmaterjali hulka kuulusid nii osad peripatee-
tikute eetikakasitluse teoreetilisest baasist kui kaasaegne komoddia ja
retoorika. Sellelt aluselt ldhtudes on Theophrastos valinud iihe konkreet-
se teema ning selle originaalse kasitlusviisi, mis on osutunud oluliseks
nii eetikale, komoodiale kui retoorikale.

Peripateetikute traditsiooni ning tavamoraali jaoks oluliste tekstide
leksikaalsete ning semantiliste isedrasuste analiilisimisel voib naha
vadrtussiisteemide peegeldumist keeles. Seega on teatud madéaral voi-
malik leida leksikaalsete ja semantiliste ndhtuste korrelatsiooni sotsiaal-
sete ndhtustega; leksikaalne kontekst tootab kaasa sotsiaalse tausta
avamisele. Selle teema edasiseks arendamiseks on soovitatav uurida
erinevate negatiivsete sotsiaalsete tiilipide kasutamist kogu kreeka
retoorikas, ent see jaab kaesoleva t60 ulatusest valja.
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