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Introduction

As an Athenian statesman in the sixth century B.C,, Solon enacted legis-
lative reforms which ended the exclusive political control of the aristoc-
racy in Athens. His legislation began a process which culminated in the
Athenian democracy of the fifth century. As a poet, Solon is the first
Athenian (and the only Athenian untl Aeschylus) whose compositions
have survived from antiquity. His poetry marks a starting point on both
a political and a literary level, and, at the same time, a starting point
that must be understood in the context of the intense poetic activity
elsewhere in Greece which both preceded and coincided with his own
efforts. There is a need, therefore—although Solon’s verses have cer-
tainly not suffered from scholarly neglect—for a re-examination of his
poetry in the context cf archaic ethical and political thought. Neither
his position nor his contribution has been sufficiently determined.

Solon was appointed Chief Archon at Athens for the year 594/593
B.C. during a period of acute conflict between the noble ruling families
and the impoverished peasants, many of whom had already been
reduced to debt slavery. Fearing the possibility of a general uprising
and the installation of a popular tyrant, the nobles appear to have been
willing to make certain concessions. Although Solon was born into a
noble family, he was not himself wealthy. He was perceived as a
moderate, and yet, remarkably, each faction apparently expected him
to protect its interests.

Solon was not a revolutionary. He did not redistribute the land, as
many of the populace undoubtedly wished, nor did he make himself
tyrant, as might have been expected. Instead, he instituted an
unprecedented set of economic and political reforms. The former,
called the Seisachtheia ‘shaking off of burdens’, cancelled existing debts
(either all debts, or only those secured by the person of the borrower),
abolished the use of personal security for debts, and freed those already
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enslaved under such contracts. The Seisachtheia further abolished the
terms of serfdom under which peasants were obligated to pay
landowners one sixth (or, possibly, five sixths) of their annual produce.
Solon combined these reforms with others intended to ease Athens’
economic troubles by promoting trade and industry.

His constitutional reforms were even more innovative. He divided
the citizenry into four classes based on yearly income and ascribed
political responsibilities accordingly, with the two highest classes
entitled to hold the highest political offices. The lowest class gained
voting power in the general assembly (Ekklésia), whose activities Solon
was probably the first to delineate. It is also likely that Solon established
a Council of Four Hundred with probouleutic functions. By substituting
wealth for birth as the criterion for political office, Solon ended the
nobles’ exclusive control of political power. In addition, he granted to
all citizens the right of appeal to popular courts (Héligia), thus freeing
them from the arbitrary decisions of noble magistrates. He also created
a new, more humane law code to replace the severe code of Draco
except in cases of homicide.

Although democracy was as yet unimagined, Solon’s reforms must be
seen as the first pre-requisites for it. How did he come to these ideas?
On what understanding of human nature and of the problems of
communal existence must he have based his decisions? Our knowledge
of the details of Solon’s life and work is sketchy and open to various
interpretations. The earliest biographical accounts were probably not
written until the fourth century B.C. Later ancient accounts, based
upon these, are riddled with puzzling inconsistencies and frustrating
omissions.! Thus, our best source of information about Solon’s thought
remains Solon’s own poetry. Only his own verses can reveal the way in
which he took traditional forms and ideas and transformed them into
the novel bases for radically new political structures, thus setting the
stage for democracy.

1. The earliest accounts were based upon Solon's poems, surviving fragments of his
law code, and on oral tradition. Surviving are extended (often conflicting) accounts
drawn from these earliest sources. These were written by Aristotle, Diodorus Siculus,
Plutarch, and Diogenes Laertius. Solon is also mentioned by Herodotus, Plato,
Demosthenes, Aristides, and others.

For detailed modern studies of Solon’s life and work, see; K. Freeman, The Life and
Work of Solon (London, 1926); 1. Linforth, Solon the Athenian (Berkeley, 1919); W. J.
Woodhouse, Solon the Liberator (London, 1938).
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The problems which confront the literary and intellectual historian
exist on three levels. They derive, first, from Solon’s general
uninformativeness about his political program, second, from the
continued uncertainty as to where to place him in an assessment of the
Greek moral consciousness, and, third, from the difficulty of adequately
evaluating his poetic achievement. The persistence of scholarly
disagreement in spite of extensive examination testifies to the difficulty
of finding a practicable approach to Solon’s poetry. A more unified,
thematic approach is needed, one that resists creating artificial
distinctions between poems and seeks not simply to understand Solon
as a moralist but to examine his general position as an Athenian
politician and poet.

As political history or as treatises of political theory, Solon’s poems
are decidedly cryptic and uninformative, at least to the modern reader.
But since, as a statesman, Solon is a figure of considerable historical im-
portance, scholars have, understandably, sought to find in hi.s poetry
descriptions, explanations, and clarifications of his political actions and
views. The results of such inquiries have been dissatisfying. Solon’s
statements seem straightforward on the surface but perplexing when
examined more closely. One critic comments that Solon’s verses “speak
to us in terms that seem to bear their meaning on their face, but prove
on closer scrutiny to carry no really intelligible, certainly no indubi-
table, significance.” If, as seems probable, the lack of specificity is due
neither to accident nor to deliberate selection by later authors, one
might well conclude that Solon employed generalities because his ver-
ses were designed for his contemporaries.® Yet, granted that the details
of Solon’s legislative achievements are likely to remain forever disput-
able, one may still ask why Solon would choose to address his contem-
poraries in generalities, and whether the modern reader should be so
reluctant to suspect that Solon had a desire to address posterity as well.

If Solon’s poems are frustrating to the historian, they are not less so
to the literary critic. Little of his poetic achievement survives, ar}d the
surviving sample is sadly fragmentary. One consequence of this is that
in comparison with the work of other poets whose work has been bett.er
preserved, Solon’s poetic efforts tend to be overshadowed. Often, in
studies of archaic thought, his verses come to provide a context for

2. Woodhouse, Solon the Liberator, pp. 9-10.

3. Woodhouse, Solon the Liberator, pp. 12-13.
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examination of other poets, rather than a focus for examination in
their own right. Not surprisingly, there is as litde consensus of opinion
about the significance of his poetic activity as there is about the
interpretation of his ethical and political theories.

The lack of agreement as to the substance of Solon’s ethical and
political contribution makes it difficult to assess his position in the
Greek moral consciousness. Scholars debate heatedly Solon’s position
in the development of archaic thought. The question of development is
itself controversial. Some literary critics reject the view that the ethical
conceptions manifest in Homer or Hesiod are significantly different
from a modern, post-Kantian understanding of morality. But neither
they nor those who argue in favor of a developmental process agree as
to Solon’s contribution. Some ascribe to him a virtually modern ethical
viewpoint, seeing in his verses reference to concepts of moral
responsibility,4 universal truths, immanent laws binding communiu'es,5
and moral self-consciousness.® In contrast, other scholars do not
consider Solon’s ethical conceptions to be significantly different from
those of Homer or Hesiod. They see little difference between his
conception of Diké ‘Justice’ and Hesiod’s,” and reject the view that his
imagery depicts universal ethical truths or adds significantly to the
ethical contributions of Homer and Hesiod.8 According to this view,

4. Thus W. Jaeger describes his “dynamic didactic ethos which lays hold of men as
responsible agents” (“Solons Eunomie,” in Five Essays translated by A. M. Fiske
[Montreal, 1966], p. 88).

5. In Jaeger’s view, the “recognition of the universal truth that every community is
bound by immanent laws implies that every man is a responsible moral agent with a duty
to be done” (Paideia, translated by G. Highet, vol. I [New York, 1939], p. 143).

6. According to F. Will, Solon’s “self-consciousness is distinctively moral and radiates
an appeal to moral self-<consciousness in other men” (“Solon’s Consciousness of Himself,”
Transactions of the American Philological Association 89 [1958], p. 311).

7. A. W. H. Adkins comments that “Hesiod’s Dik3 Justice’ complains to Zeus, whereas
Solon’s silently punishes on her own account; but we are in the same world of thought”
(Poetic Crafl in the Early Greek Elegists [Chicago and London, 1985], p- 117).

8. In the opinion of E. A. Havelock, Solon’s imagery contains no “conceptual grasp of
a profound moral and cosmic principle” and “his elegies make no conceptual
contribution which carries one beyond Hesiod” ( The Greek Concept of Justice From Its Shadow
in Homer to Its Substance in Plato [Cambridge, Mass., 1978], p- 262).
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Solon’s poems reveal that inherited traditional concepts could easily be
applied to situations occuring in the new polis ‘city-state’ of his time.%

Some literary critics reject both the opinion that Solon’s ethical views
are essentially modern and the conclusion that his doctrines come
directly from Hesiod and from Homer. These scholars adopt an
intermediate position, recognizing that Solon opposes greed for wealth
and power not with a conscience which reminds one of one’s duty—
since the conscience as such did not exist yet—but rather with concern
for reputation, that is, respect for public opinion.1% Perhaps because
the text is so fragmentary, it can be (and has been) interpreted to
support such widely differing conclusions. The range of opinion
indicates the need for a re-examination of Solon’s poetry in the
appropriate context.

That context will, inevitably, include not only archaic thought, but
poetry in its formal, stylistic, and occasional aspects. The tendency to
neglect Solon’s achievement in that area may, in part, be a further
consequence of the loss of most of his work. Much critical debate
reveals an interpretive bias in favor of viewing him as primarily a
statesman and political thinker rather than as a poet.!! It has been
argued that, in fact, Solon is neither a true philosopher, in that he does
not construct a closed system, nor a true poet, in that he does not
create a new world of thought and form.!2 Be that as it may, Solon, at
least, seems to have considered himself a true poet, inasmuch as he
sought to make a permanent contribution to political and ethical
discourse in Athens, a contribution over and above the immediate
political value of his efforts. This point is essential to a re-examination

9. Although he is far from sharing Adkins' position, H. Lloyd-Jones makes this
argument and insists: “Jaeger’s attempt to mark him off from his predecessors by drawing
delicate distinctions seems to me to be a failure” (The Justice of Zeus [Berkeley, 1971], P
169). He concludes that “it is no disparagement of the achievement of the great
statesman and political thinker to point out that the doctrines he puts forward come to
him from Hesiod and from Homer” ( The Justice of Zeus, p. 45).

10. H. Frinkel makes this argument (Dichtung und Philosophie des frihen Griechentums
[New York, 1951] p. 297). E. R. Dodds explains that a shame culture acquires elements of
guilt culture only through the internalization of conscience, which does not occur until
late in the Hellenic world (The Greeks and the Frrational [Berkeley, 1951], pp. 36-37).

11. Lloyd-Jones’ comment (note 9 above) is a good example.

12. Frankel, Dichtung und Philosophic des frithen Gricchentums, p. 313.



6 Imtroduction

of his ethical, political, and social vocabulary, as well as the similes and
metaphors he employs. Comparison of his usage with that of Homer,
Hesiod, and other poets of the period down to, but not including,
Aeschylus reveals not only Solon’s sensitivity to the relationship
between the individual and the community, but also his acute aware-
ness of his own poetic activity, of the relationship between poet and
audience, and of the social purposes of his poetry. Examination of his
understanding of these issues facilitates appreciation of the extent of
his contribution to the problems posed by the concept of community.

In seeking to appreciate Solon’s contribution, rigid distinctions
between periods and types are likely to be as unhelpful as distinctions
between ‘Solon the statesman’ and ‘Solon the poet’. It is, for example,
limiting to divide Solon’s poetry into categories such as “early” vs.
“late”; “political” vs. “not political”; or “general (or religio-ethical or
political) theory” vs. “self-explanation.” Such categories limit
interpretation because they limit the possibilities for comparing Solon’s
poems with one another and with other poems of the archaic period.
So much of archaic poetry failed to survive; it seems a shame not to
make full use of what little is available to us. To the modern reader,
Solon’s poetry often appears vague and puzzling. The only hope for
understanding both its emotional impact and its political import lies in
examining it in its archaic context, free from artificially and
anachronistically imposed distinctions.

Even obvious categories based on metrical distinctions have their
pitfalls. The difference between epic and lyric poetry, vast as it is, need
not obscure the fact that all poets drew on Homeric poetry, that epic
poetry informs lyric. In regard to modes of poetic compositon, there is
significant continuity between epic and lyric poetry, and oral
compositional techniques were, arguably, used in lyric poetry as well as
in epic.!3 In any case, whether Solon composed orally or in writing, it is
impossible to imagine his composing without assimilating and
responding to other poetry of his period and earlier, without drawing

13. B. Gentili, Poetry and its Public in Ancient Grezce, translated by A. T. Cole, (Baltimore,
1988), pp. 19-21. G. Nagy provides ample support for this view, arguing persuasively
against the assumption that archaic Greek poetry required the medium of writing for its
performance and composition. Nagy differentiates oral poetry (dactylic hexameter, elegaic
distich, iambic trimeter) from song (optionally accompanied by aulos ‘reed’ or kithara
‘lyre') and argues that the former actually derives from the latter (Pindar’s Homer: The
Lyric Possession of an Epic Past [Baltimore, 1950], especially c. 1),
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upon familiar themes and associations and manipulating their
emotional resonances and social purposes.

In the case of elegy and iambus, it is important to remember that
meter never fully determined subject matter. Elegiac meter was
undoubtedly employed for diverse themes and functions, and what was
considered “iambic” subject matter, the poetry of blame as against the
poetry of praise, could also be treated in a variety of meters, including
elegy and hexameter.!4 The antithesis between praise and blame, which
has been shown to be powerfully pervasive in archaic thought,!® found
expression in diverse meters. More important than such traditional
associations was the occasional or non-occasional character of the
poetry. Epic poetry contains praise (or blame) of people and events
from the past; occasional poetry accords praise or blame to people of
the moment. One consequence of this difference is that, unlike
narrative poetry, occasional poetry at times requires a certain tact or
veiling of language depending upon the composition of the audience.
Solon manipulates many of the poetic traditions associated with praise
and blame in reassessing the relationship between poet and audience.
Although his attitudes about the social function of poetry and of the
poet derive from traditional archaic views, he must adapt them to fit a
new political situation. Traditional poetry is designed, by and large, to
serve the needs of small, cohesive (and exclusive) groups of philoi
‘friends’; Solon seeks to create poetry that will serve the needs of the
polis as a whole.

Each of the three chapters which follow examines one of the three
largest surviving fragments of Solon’s poetry (Poems 13, 4, and 36
respectively).1® All three poems share important themes and
preoccupations. All three emphasize Solon’s consciousness of his role
as a poet, his understanding of the causal connections between actions
and their consequences, and his assessment of human nature and the
problems of communal existence.

14. Gentili, Poetry and its Public in Andient Greece, pp- 33-34, and 109. And see M. L.
West's discussion in Studies in Greek Elegy and lambus [Berlin and New York, 1974},
especially pp. 4, 7, and 22-24.

15. M. Detienne, Les mailres de vérité dans la Gréce archaique (Paris, 1981), pp- 18-25.

16. All references to and quotations of Solon's poetry will be from M. L. West's
edition, lamdi et elegi Graed, vol. 11 (Oxford, 1972).
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Chapter 1 discusses Poem 13, probably the most difficult of Solon’s
extant poems. Is this a single, unified work? Does the invocation to the
Muses relate to the rest of the poem and, if so, in what way? The
question is more than merely academic since upon it must rest full
appreciation of the content of Solon’s message. Pursuit of this question
will reveal Solon’s innovative interpretation of crucial terms in the
invocation, namely Mnémosuné ‘Memory’, olbos ‘prosperity’, and doxa
‘expectation’ or ‘reputation’. The novel emphases that Solon gives to
these traditional terms clarify later transitions in the poem. Exploring
the relationship between human actions and human fortunes, Solon
finds in human nature the key to the form that human fortunes take. In
so doing, he challenges, in subtle and unexpected ways, unexamined
acceptance of conventional goals of human achievement in general
and of poetic sophié ‘skill’ or ‘wisdom’ in particular.

Chapter 2 examines Solon’s Poem 4. In contrast to poem 13, which
scholars tend to classify as “ethical,” Poem 4 is generally considered
“political” and, as a result, examined under a different microscope.
Nevertheless, thematic similarities between the two poems are marked.
Both stress the value of intellectual understanding, human
responsibility for human fortunes, and optimism and insatiability as
elements of human nature. Although Poem 4 identifies the
interrelationship between individuals in the polis, the responsibility of
individuals for the consequences of their own actions, and the
interdependence between individual fortunes and the fortunes of the
polis as a whole, the poem is vague and unenlightening when read
simply as “political theory.” What is Solon actually advocating? How is
the modern reader to interpret Eunomié ‘good order’? Examined as to
its language, imagery and emotional impact, however, the poem
becomes far more informative. In this chapter it will be seen that Solon
shares with other poets the recognition that the relationship between
individual satisfaction and communal harmony is problematic, but
questions the language and imagery traditionally employed to address
the problem. His use of words such as episkopos ‘guardian’, koros
‘satiety’, and euphrosuné ‘festivity’ simultaneously recalls and re-evaluates
conventional ideals of communal organization and of the role of poetry
in the furthering of communal harmony. Poem 4 thus reveals, as does
Po=m 13, both Solon’s awareness of the traditional attitudes and
functions of poetic composition and the novelty of his own vision.

In Chapter 3 it will be seen that Poem 36 explores many of the same
themes as Poem 4 and presents a similar problem. As in Poem 4, here,

\
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too, Solon acknowledges the dire threat of enslavement, the direct
responsibility of human beings for the consequences of their actions,
and the sensitive relationship between the individual and the
community. While Poem 4 considers the possibilities for conflict and
resolution in the relationship between citizens of the polis, Poem 36
reveals Solon’s view of himself and his own relationship to his fellow
citizens and to his city. But, just as Poem 4 seems vague as political
theory, Poem 36 seems unaccountably abstract if it is read merely as a
defense of Solon’s political actions. The poem contains frustratingly
little reference to the specifics of his legislative reforms. It concludes,
moreover, with a surprising simile, explicable only by reference to
other similes and metaphors in Solon’s poetry as well as to the
connotations of its terms in epic poetry and the poetry of praise and
blame. In voicing his understanding of his own relationship to his
fellow citizens, Solon expresses the interconnection between his
political and his poetic activity. Far more than simply a defense of his
political program, the poem invites scrutiny of the act of poetic
composition itself and of the way in which that act may, in fact, be
Solon’s most successful political achievement.

The modern reader needs to overcome the perhaps natural
temptation to view Solon as a statesman who happened to compose
poetry as a convenient means of disseminating his views. Rather, one
may recognize that in composing his verses, Solon considered himself a
poel,”who happened, perhaps, also to be a statesman. That is, he
considered that his primary function in demonstrating his sophié ‘skill’
or ‘wisdom’ was to transmit and improve upon traditional wisdom,
whatever the subject of his discourse.

17. In justification of my title, Solon the Singer, | cite Plato Timaeus21b. In this passage,
Critias describes contests in which boys recited the poems of well-known poets and many
boys sang (aeds ‘sing’) the poems of Solon.



Chapter Two

Poem 4: Poetry and Community

The themes that Solon emphasizes in Poem 13 occur elsewhere in his
extant poetry and are perhaps particularly visible in the two next largest
poems, 4 and 36. Scholars have been reluctant to view Poem 4 in the
same light as Poem 13, considering the former “later” in Solon’s
career,! and “political” rather than purely “ethical.”? And yet, as already
suggested, given the scarcity of Solon’s extant poetry, such distinctions,
although not untenable, may obstruct rather than promote clear
understanding of his views. Undue emphasis on distinctions between
the two poems may impede recognition of themes stressed in both.3
Although poem 4 treats Solon's political ideology more exhaustively
than poem 138, Athenian literature is more or less always occupied with
the problem of political organization.4 Moreover, consideration of
Poem 4 as “political” has led scholars to identify important Hesiodic
parallels and one striking Homeric precursor, but may have contri-

[

1. E.g. M. Croiset, “La morale et la cité dans les poésies de Solon,” Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles Lettres, Comptes Rendus (1903), pp. 583ff.

2. Eg. F. Solmsen, Hesiod and Aeschylus (Ithaca, N.Y., 1949), p. 112. W. Jaeger thinks
that both Poem 13 and Poem 4 must date from an early period in Solon’s life, but argues
that Poem 4 is in a middle position between “those poems which are political in a
narrower sense (where Solon takes a stand against the disastrous behavior of the political
factions and leaders of his native city or where he justifies his own official line of action),
and the pure reflection of the ‘Prayer to the Muses’” (“Solon’s Eunomia,” in Five Essays,
translated by A. M. Fiske [Montreal, 1966], p. 81).

3. Jaeger does acknowledge that “although he does not say so explicitly, all his words
and deeds give the impression that his whole political effort was inspired by a religio-

political philosophy of life” (“Solon’s Eunomia”, p. 81).

4. A. Masaracchia, Solone (Florence, 1958), p. 246.

67
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buted to the neglect of other archaic parallels which provide the
necessary context for Solon’s views. Poem 4 shares with both epic poe-
try and the genre of praise-blame poetry its pre-occupation with the
problem of consumption and the requirement of society that it be
4:_é:;ggl_ated. Examination of Poem 4 in this context reveals Solon's
awareness that the traditional language and imagery no less than the
traditional solutions offered by other poets are inadequate. Where
these are inherently exclusionary, Solon recognizes that his poetry, like
his polis, needs to_include all members of society. In attempting to
resolve the political conflict in Athens, Solon was battling not only
political realities but poetic conventions as well.

Important thematic similarities exist betweeen Poem 4 and Poem 13.
Both, for example, stress the value of intellectual understanding. Just as
in Poem 13, in his conception of success and good reputation for an
individual, Solon includes the knowledge of the causal connections
between specific actions and their consequences, so, too, in Poem 4 he
emphasizes the necessity of this knowledge for the well-being of a
community. The troubles threatening the survival of the_polis are the

result of intellectual failings on the part of the inhabitants.> The astoi

5. In this context, one may contrast Theognis 833-836:

navta 168’ év kopdxeoat kai év pBGpwr- 098¢ T fijuv
aitiog davdtov Kdpve Oedv paxdpmv,

&AL’ avBpdiv te Pin Kol képdea Sethd xod $Ppig
noAADv €€ dyaBdv &g xaxdmt' EBadev.

All these things have gone to the ravens and to ruin,
nor is any one of the blessed immortal gods the cause of it for us, Kyrnos,
but the violence of men and their miserable profits and reckless arrogance
have thrown us from much good into evil.

Both Solon and Theognis attribute the cause of the destruction to men in contrast to
gods, but whereas Theognis describes a fait accomplit, Solon is detailing a future
possibility: that is, the hope remains that destruction may still be averted. Moreover,
Theognis blames the &i¢ ‘violence’, kerdea ‘profits’, and hubris ‘reckless arrogance’ of men.
In contrast, Solon blames aphradia ‘folly’, khrémata ‘property’, and hubris ‘reckless
arrogance’. The second and third terms are parallel, but the first are not. Solon is
emphasizing the intellectual limitations of human beings. (He continues: od y&p
énigtovtar ‘for they do not understand’.) The problem is not ié¢by and of itself but the
way in which it is used. Compare, for example, Solon’s claim in Poem 36 that:

Poem 4: Poetry and Community 69

‘citizens’ are willing to destroy the city aphradiésin ‘by folly’ (4.5-6), and
dpov 6’ Nyepdvev dducog véog ‘the mind of the leaders of the people is
unjust’ (4.7). The difficulty is that
00 yap ériotavrar katéyew kdpov 0bSE napoioag
£0QpocHvog KOOHETY Satdg v Hovyint
(Solon 4.9-10)
they do not know how to restrain their greed [koros], nor

how to order their present festivities in the peacefulness of the
banquet.

In contrast, Diké ‘Justice’ is characterized by her knowledge for

1l orydoo ovvorde T& Yiyvbpeva npd 1’ Edvia
(Solon 4.15)

silent, she knows about what is happening and what has happened.

Solon seems to share the traditional archaic view which considers as
intellectual deficiencies what we might term “moral” faili 6

tadra pEv kpdteL
opod Binv te xal Sixmv Evvappdoag
épeka
(Solon 36.15-17)

[ did these things
by my power, joining together force [é) and justice [diké].

6. See, for example, W. S. Barrett regarding Hippolytus 377-381. Barrett explains that
“Greek usage does not distinguish the intellectual from the moral and volitional faculties
of the mind, and commonly describes moral attitudes, etc. in the same words that it uses
for intellectual ones: e.g. yvaun here, 427, 1304; niyvdoxo 380; énictapar 380, 996;
gpovelv 378, 920; vodg 920" (Euripides, Hippolytus, edited by W. S. Barrett [Oxford,
1964], pp. 227-228). See also E. R. Dodds regarding the archaic “habit of explaining
character or behavior in terms of knowledge.” Dodds maintains that, as a consequence,
“the so-called Socratic paradoxes, that ‘virtue is knowledge,’ and that no one does wrong
on purpose,’ were no novelties, but an explicit generalized formulation of what had long
been an ingrained habit of thought” (The Gresks and the Irrational [Berkeley, 19511, pp.
16-17).
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In emphasizing the importance of intellectual understanding, Poem
4, like Poem 13, acknoyylﬂe_g_gie»gﬂt}}e extent to which human beings
contribute to the form that their own fortunes may take, stressing the
knowledge of predictable and direct relationships between specific
actions and their consequences.” As discussed in Chapter 1 above,
Poem 13 explores in some detail the way in which human beings
participate in the shaping of their own destiny, and in Poem 4,
responsibility is transferred emphatically from gods to men.8

Both poems also perceive optimism and insatiability as elements of
human nature. In Poem 18, Solon suggests that human optimism is
independent of actual circumstances and leads to incessant human
activity in all its diverse forms as oneddet 8’ &AAoBev &Alog ‘one rushes
off in one direction, another in another’ (18.43). Moreover, the desire
for wealth is insatiable, since

nAobTov ' 008V Téppa Tepacpévov dvSpdot keiton-
ol yop viv fipéwv tAeiatov Exovot Blov,
Sinddorov omebdovor- tig v xopéoetev dnaviag;
(Solon 13.71-73)

Of wealth no limit lies visible for men;
for those of us who now have the most property
strive with double zeal; who could satisfy all?

In Poem 4 Solon also links the optimism and insatiability of human
nature, maintaining that
abrol 8¢ pBeiperv peydAny noéAv dopadiniow
aotot BodAovron ypfipaot meddpevor
(Solon 4.5-6)

But the citizens themselves, persuaded by money, are willing
to destroy this great city by their folly,

and that

o0’ tepdv ktedvav olité T Snposiov
pe1ddpevor xAéntovow dgaprayit EAAoBev &Adog
(Solon 4.12-13)
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sparing neither possessions that are sacred nor those belonging to
the public,
they steal rapaciously from every direction.

In their ignorance and, by implication, their optimism, the citizens of
the polis are unaware of the danger they are risking, and Solon must
insist that dnudoiov kaxdv Epyetar oikad’ Exdoter ‘the public evil comes
homeward to each man’ (4.26).

Such thematic similarities between Poem 4 and Poem 13 indicate
that rigid categorization of the former as part of Solon’s “political”
poetry is unhelpful. The label “political” itself adds little to one’s under-
standing of the poem. Poem 4 has been called “the program of a
reformer,”™ but as political theory the poem is remarkably vague. Thus,
for example, astoi ‘citizens’ (6), khrémasi peithomenoi ‘persuaded by
money’ or ‘trusting in money’ (6), éluthe ‘comes’ (18), doulosunén
‘slavery’ (18), and hé ‘which’ (19), are all ambiguous in their refer-
ence.!® The poem’s lack of specificity as political theory encourages
one to seek archaic antecedents which scholars have neglected,
passages with comparable themes, emotional overtones, and social
function.

Many have noted similarities between Poem 4 and passages of
Homer and Hesiod. Several compare the opening lines of Solon’s
poem with Zeus’ speech in the first book of the Odyssey (1.32—43).11
Arguably, the antithesis between theoi ‘gods’ and autoi ‘themselves’, that
is, anthrépoi ‘men’, and the assertion of human rather than divine
responsibility for human fortunes recalls Zeus’ speech, and perhaps the
causal motif of the passage in the Odyssey was Solon’s model.!2

7. Specifically: unjust actions and the dire consequences which result directly from the
actions themselves, not through divine intervention.

8. H. Frankel, Dichtung und Philosophie des frihen Griechentums (New York, 1951), p.
293,

9. U. Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aristoteles und Athen, vol. 11 (Berlin, 1893), p. 307.

10. A. W. H. Adkins, noting these examples, explains that “the pervasive, deliberate
ambiguities are produced by linguistic skill, not ineptitude.” He concludes that the poem
is neither history nor political theory, but rather “a work of rhetoric concerned to
persuade via emotive language, not to convey precise information” ( Poetic Craft in the Early
Greek Elegists [Chicago and London, 1985], pp- 113-124).

11. Jaeger, “Solon’s Eunomia,” pp. 82-84. See also: Frinkel, Dichtung und Philosophie
des frizhen Griechentums, pp. 293-294; C. M. Bowra, Early Greek Elegists (Cambridge, Mass.,
1939), p. 78; AdKins, Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, p. 1183,

12. Jaeger, “Solon’s Eunomia,” pp. 82-84. Jaeger also stresses the importance of
foreknowledge in both passages, which makes the human individual responsible.



72  Chapter 2

Hesiodic elements in Solon’s poem have received even more
attention. The opening language of the poem seems to show Homeric
influence, but the succeeding lines resemble more closely Hesiod’s
warning to Perses and his account of the nobles’ wrongdoing.!3 And,
indeed, Solon’s description of the function of Diké does seem to echo
Hesiod.!* The formal structure of Solon’s praise of Eunomié recalls the
proem of the Works and Days, and Hesiod’s lines may well have been
Solon’s model.!5 But now the same praise is applied not to the gods but
to good social order (Eunomis).16

The formal structure of the entire poem, in fact, appears to be
Hesiodic. The first thirty-one lines present an analysis of the trouble the
city faces, and lines 32-39 propose a solution. This diptych structure
may recall the contrast between the just and the unjust city in the Works
and Days.!7 And Hesiod’s combination of dire warnings against unjust
actions, and advice on good, may have provided Solon with a structural
model for his own elegy.!

Considerations of formal structure aside, however, thematic echoes
in Poem 4 suggest other early parallels to Solon’s poem. Both epic and
praise-blame poetry recognize as problematic the relationship between
individual satisfaction and communal harmony. Just as in Poem 13
Solon’s invocation to the Muses simultaneously recalls and re-evaluates
conventional attitudes regarding the poet and the social function of his
poetry, so, too, in Poem 4, Solon’s concern for the survival of his polis
and his criticism of immoderate consumption reveal both his
indebtedness to and his departure from archaic tradition.

In the opening lines of the poem, Solon is attempting to evoke for
his audience the immense horror of the imminent destruction of their

13. D. Campbell, The Golden Lyre: The Themes of The Greek Lyric Poets (London, 19883), p.
92.

14. Jaeger, “Solon’s Eunomia,” p. 89; E. A. Havelock, The Greek Concept of Justice
{Cambridge, Mass., 1978), p. 260; Adkins, Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, p. 117.

15. Jaeger, “Solon’s Eunomia,” p. 96.
16. Frinkel, Dichtung und Philosophie des frihen Griechentums, p- 295.
17. Jaeger, “Solon’s Eunomia,” pp. 88-89.

18. Bowra, Early Grezk Elegists, p. 78.
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city. Destruction of the form Solon envisions, a devastation originating
from within the city, is without exact precedent in earlier poetry. But
precedent of a sort exists in the form of discussion of countless
(celebrated) cities destroyed by external enemies. The most famous
example in extant archaic poetry of a city haunted by the specter of
imminent destruction is Troy in the Iliad. And Solon’s initial lines must
owe a debt to Homer.
Solon begins his poem by saying:

fuetépn 88 mdAig xatd piv Adg obrot’ dAgiton
aloav xai paxépov Bedv ppévag dBavdtov-
toin y&p peydBupog énicxonog OBprpondtpm
MoAAdg "ABnvain xeipag Unepbev Exer-
(Solon 4.1-4)
But our city will never be destroyed by the dispensation of Zeus
and the intentions of the blessed immortal gods;
for such a great-hearted guardian [episkopos], daughter of a mighty
father,
is Pallas Athene who holds her hands over it [kheiras huperthen ekhei].

Scholars are not in agreement as to whether these lines actually began
the original poem. Demosthenes may have only cited part of the
poem.l9 It might seem implausible, however, that an orator would fail
to cite the opening lines of a well-known work, the lines which make an
elegy recognizable and memorable to an audience. If so, we may, in
fact, have the entire poem with the exception of the lacunae at lines 10,
11, and 25.20 But this argument would be more convincing if
Demosthenes were giving only a brief citation of the poem rather than
invoking such a large amount of text. The presence of 8¢ in line 1 does
seem to suggest that the initial part of the poem has been lost, and if
the particle is given its clearly antithetical value, one might suspect
preliminary mention of one or several cities destroyed by divine will.
Troy would certainly seem to be a well-known example.?!

19. Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aristoteles und Athen, pp. 305-306.
20. Masaracchia, Solone, pp. 247-248.

21. B. A. van Groningen, La composition littéraire archaique grecque (Amsterdam, 1960),
pp- 131-132. One might, perhaps, compare Simonides 531, in which the discussion of the
dead at Thermopylae may form the culmination of a discussion of the transience of most
types of achievement.
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Whether or not the analogy was explicit, in any case, the opening of
the poem as we have it does begin to suggest the analogy between
Athens with its internal troubles and a city at risk from external
enemies. The assertion that Athena is Athens’ divine protector
(episkopos) serves to emphasize the contrast between divine and human
responsibility for the fortunes of the polis. But it serves another purpose

jjas well: it enables Solon both to identify the striking fact that the

 devastation threatening Athens originates not from outside the city but
| from within it, and, at the same time, to produce in his audience the
emotional reaction appropriate to the more familiar threat of utter
destruction by external enemies.

To be sure, other archaic passages refer to gods’ roles as protectors
or guardians of particular cities, although they do not use the term
episkopos. In Iliad 4.30-67, for example, Zeus, Athena, and Hera discuss
their respective attachments to particular cities and their occupants,
and Hera admits to Zeus:

fio1 £pol tpeig piv noAd pidtatal elot noAneg,
"Apyog te Zndptn te xal e puayvia Mukdvn-
¢ Sromépaat 8t v tou anéyfoviar nepl kipr-
6oV ob tot dyb npded’ Yotapar odE peyaipa.
el mep yap ¢Bovéw 1e xai ovk eid Swanépoar,
odx dvbw eBovéovs’; Enei f mord oéprepdc oot

(Iliad 4.51-56)
Of all cities there are three that are dearest to my own heart:
Argos and Sparta and Mykenai of the wide ways. All these,
whenever they become hateful to your heart, sack utterly.
I'will not stand up for these against you, nor yet begrudge you.
Yet if even so I bear malice and would not have you destroy them,
in malice I will accomplish nothing, since you are far stronger.

The implication of the statement is that cities dear to a particular god
will not be destroyed unless a stronger god wills their destruction.
Tyrtaeus 2.12-18 seems to offer similar reassurance:
abt0¢ yap Kpoviov kaAMoTepdvoy méaig “Hpng
Zevg 'HpaxAeidaig dotv 5é8wxe 168e
(Tyrtaeus 2.12-13)
For Zeus himself, the son of Kronos, husband of beaut.ifully-garlanded
Hera,
has given this city to the descendants of Herakles,

And elsewhere Tyrtaeus encourages his countrymen:

Lot
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&AL’ ‘HpakAfiog yp dvixfiton Yévog éaté,
Bapoein’- obnw Zebe avyéva hokdv Eyer-
(Tyrtaeus 11.1-2)
But, since you are all of the race of invincible Herakles,
take cqurage; Zeus does not yethold his neck aslant [ i. e. has not
yet averted his eyes, is still sympathetic].
In all three of these passages, the danger facing the city comes in the
form of assault from outside. But Athens is not threatened by external
enemies, nor is the city endangered by a god stronger than Athena. In
addition, Solon’s point is, of course, the opposite of reassuring. In spite
of the fact that Athens has a divine protector,
avtol 8¢ eBeipewv peydAny méhw agpadiniow
dotol Bodrovial
(Solon 4.5-6)

The citizens themselves, by their folly, are willing
to destroy this great city.

Solon’s collocation is both disturbing and unusual. The expected
assertion would be either that the gods are providing protection, and,
therefore there is no need to worry, or that the gods are not to blame,
but we are destroying ourselves. Solon himself makes the latter
assertion in Poem 11.1—4. Solon’s formulation is unHomeric: in the
Homeric epics if someone’s destruction is imminent, the implication is
that he has been abandoned, deservedly or undeservedly, by the gods.
Thus, for example, in Iliad 22, when Hektor recognizes that he is about
to die, he acknowledges that Zeus and Apollo have withdrawn their
protection (22.296-303). Solon suggests, rather, some limitation on
divine power, and, in a way, makes men more powerful than gods. His
statement rais€s an essential question: in what does the city consist?
Whatis it that the god is protecting? What is it that we are destroying?

- If Athena cannot protect Athens from destruction from within, in
what sense can Solon claim that she is the city’s episkopos? When a god
or goddess chooses to protect a city, this is usually because the people
of that city are dear to the god. This seems explicit, for example, in Iliad
4.40-41 and 44-47 and implicit in Tyrtaeus 2.12-13. But Athenians are
not behaving as a unified people. They are not united, for example,
against an external enemy. They do not acknowledge an identity of
interest among themselves. When Solon claims that the city risks
destruction in spite of the fact that Athena is its episkopos, he begins to
suggest that somehow the polis itself is a separate entity from its
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inhabitants. Athena’s role as episkopos of the polis cannot prevent the

people from destroying one another. But what is a city if not the people
in it? Perhaps Solon’s implicit answer is that the relations between the
people, not merely the people themselves,.are. the city. One Homeric
use of episkopos suggests this as a possible answer. At Ikad 22.255, Hektor
refers to the gods as marturoi and episkopoi harmoniadén ‘witnesses and
guardians of agreements’. One may speculate that Solon has this
objective genitive in mind when he refers to Athena as the episkopos of
Athens, that is, as the guardian and protector not of the people
themselves but of a kind of tacit civic bond.22

Perhaps, then, Solon is thinking of a city not simply as a collection of
individuals but as a compact or.agreement between individuals. In any
case, the use of the epithet episkopos encourages the identification of
Athens’ plight with Troy’s. Nowhere else in extant epic or lyric poetry is
a god called the episkopos of a city. In a fragmentary passage, Hesiod
appears to refer to Hermes as episkopos of shepherds.2? Simonides
addresses Kleio as

22. Achilles’ response to Hector's proposal emphasizes the difficulty of establishing
such bonds:

“Exvop, uf pot, Ghacte, cuvnpocivag &ydpeve:
& ovx EaTi Aéovot xai av3pdowv Spria mota,
ovdE Adkor te kol Gpveg dpdppova Bupdv Exovarv,
GAAG kaxd gpovéovar Srapnepig SAARAoLGLY,
&g ovk Eat’ Epne xai o& QrAfipevar, 00 T vidiv
Spxia éocovran, npiv y' fi Erepdv ye nesdvia
afparog doot “Apna, tahabpLvov TOAEpIOTHY.
(lbad 22.261-267)

Hektor, argue me no agreements. I cannot forgive you.

As there are no trustworthy oaths between men and lions,

nor wolves and lambs have spirit that can be brought to agreement

but forever these hold feelings of hate for each other,

so there can be no love between you and me, nor shall there be

oaths between us, but one or the other must fall before then

to glut with his blood Ares the god who fights under the shield’s guard.

Solon focuses on this difficulty with particular poignancy in Poem 36. (See Chapter 3.)

23. Fr. 217.24:

[ ] 6dv ‘Epufit MoadSog viel
[ ] énioxomog AdE vopnwv
[ 11 ddpara koA
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ayvav éxioxone xepvifov
(Simonides 577(b)1)

episkopos of pure water vessels.
And Pindar refers to the Graces as

naioydvev Mivuay énicxonor
(Pindar Olympian 14.4)

episkopoi of the Minyans born of old.

The latter reference is close to the identification of a divinity as episkopos
of a particular city, but it is worth noting that Pindar does not call the
Graces episkopoi of Orkhomenus.

The word also occurs five times in Homer, once in the Odyssey, and
three more times in the /liad in addition to its use in lliad 22 mentioned
above. In Odyssey 8, Euryalos taunts Odysseus, telling him that he does
not look like an athlete but rather like a merchant, one who

9OpToL TE pvTiHeV kal éniokonog Hiow 68aiwv
xepdéwv 0° dprariov-
(Odyssey 8.163-164)

careful of his cargo and grasping for profits,
goes carefully on his way.

In Iliad 10, the word seems to have the sense of ‘spy’ rather than
‘guardian’ or ‘protector’, as Menelaus asks Agamemnon
N’ Etaipov
otpuvéeig Tpdeoov énickomnov;
(Iliad 10.87-38)

Is it some one of your companions
you are stirring to go and spy on the Trojans?

And Odysseus, speculating about Dolon’s intentions, comments

obx 013’ fi viiesaw énioxonog hpetépmicty,
7 1vé ovAficwy vekbov katatedvndrav
(1had 10.342-3483)

I do not know whether he comes to spy on our vessels
or to strip some one of the perished corpses.

Aside from Solon’s use of the word, the only other passage in extant
epic or lyric poetry in which episkopos refers to the guardian of a city
occurs in lliad 24, where the word refers to Hektor as episkopos of Troy.
Grieving over Hektor’s corpse, Andromache foresees the destruction of
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Troy. She herself has been left a widow, and her son will never reach
manhood:
Tpiv y&p mOA H{8e ko’ Expng
népoetal- 1 yap SAwhag Enioronog, 8¢ té Hv odthv
phoxev, Exeq 8’ dAdyoug kedvig kal vima tékva
(Tliad 24.728-1730)
for before then head to heel this city
will be sacked, for you, its defender [episkopos] are gone, you who guarded
the city, and the grave wives and innocent children.

Solon’s use of the term episkopos suggests that Athens is facing troubles
not only comparable to the ones Troy faced but even worse. The loss of
its human episkopos will lead to the destruction of Troy, whereas the
presence of a divine episkopos will not serve to protect Athens; a human
being might defend his city against external enemies, whereas even a
goddess cannot defend hers against internal ones.

The phrase yeipag Jneoley £yt ‘holds her hands above it’ (4. 4) also
encourages the identification of Athens with Troy. It is a variation of an
epic phrase which uses a form of drepéyw and yeipa. This phrase occurs
once in Hesiod, four times in the liad, and once in the Odyssey in
connection with a god or goddess’ protection of someone or some
thing. It is used of Athena’s protection of the oven used in baking
pottery (Hesiod fr. 302.2), and the protection of individuals by Zeus or
11 Bedv ‘some god’ (lliad 4.249, and 24.374; Odyssey 14.184). In Iliad 9,
Achilles angrily advises the Greeks to go home, claiming that

ovkért diete téxpwp
TAlov ainewiig: pého yép eev edpiona Zede
YElpa ENv brepéoye
({liad 9.418—420)
No longer shall you find any term set

on the sheer city of Ilion, since Zeus of the wide brows has strongly
held his own hand over it.

The statement recurs at 9.685- 387 when Odysseus repeats Achilles’
words to Agamemnon. But Acailles is mistaken. Troy does fall, and
Zeus’ protection does not prevent it. Strictly speaking, Zeus withdraws
his protection. In the same way, Athena’s protection cannot be counted
upon to prevent the destruction of Athens.

While the opening lines of Poem 4 derive emotional power from the
suggestion of parallels in epic poetry, the rest of the poem contains
themes and images which find enlightening parallels in praise-blame
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poetry. For Solon, immoderate consumption poses the essential threat
to Athens’ stability. Both epic and praise-blame poetry recognize the
social necessity of regulating individual consumption. But Solon’s
analysis of the problem is subtler than that of other poets, and the
solutions he articulates reflect both this more accurate assessment of
the problem and a novel vision of the social purposes of his poetry.
Solon claims:
oV yap éniotavial katéyew xSpov ovdE Tapovoag
£0QpooHVag Koo ey Sattdg Ev Novyint
(Solon 4.9-10)

they do not know how to restrain their greed [koros], nor
how to order their present festivities in the peacefulness of the
banquet [dais].

In this passage, he is simultaneously acknowledging and criticizing
other poets’ depictions of the problem. In criticizing the Athenians for
their inability to caontrol their koros and to feast in an orderly manner,
Solon is employing a traditional archaic analogy.

Potentially devastating, unrestrained, and improper consumption is
a central theme in archaic poetry.24 In the Homeric epics, improper
consumption characterizes the threat to Troy and to Ithaca respectively.
In lliad 24, for example, Apollo, describing Achilles, says that

Mov 8’ &g &ypra oldev,
O¢ 1’ Emel Bp peydAnt te Bin kal dynvopt Bopdn
etkag elo’ Emt pida Bpotdv, tva Saita AdBniow -
(Iliad 24.41-43)

his purposes are fierce, like a lion
who, when he has given way to his own great strength and his haughty
spirit, goes among the flocks of men, to devour them [daita labéisin] 25

24. For a discussion of of the symbolic association between the orderly distribution of
meat and the social order of the polis, see G. Nagy, Gresk Mythology and Poetics (Ithaca and
London, 1990), pp. 269-275.

25. In addition, Hekabe describes Achilles as oméstés ‘eating raw flesh, savage’
(24.207). This adjective and the synonym émophagos do not refer to human beings
anywhere else in epic or lyric poetry. In Homer, both words occur only in the féad and
only in reference to undomesticated animals (with the exception of Hekabe’s statement).
Birds (11.454), dogs (22.67), and fish (24.82) are oméstas; lions (5.782; 7.256; 15.592),
jackals (11.479), and wolves (16.157) are émophagoi. In Hesiod, the monsters Echidr.la
( Theogony 300) and Cerberus (Theogony 311), in Alcaeus Dionysos (129.9), and in
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In the Odyssey, the suitors’ shameless consumption of the absent
Odysseus’ livelihood threatens Odysseus’ marriage and household and
the stability of Ithaca.26 In praise-blame poetry, greed is a traditional
target for blame, and the expression of that blame typically uses the
imagery of the greedy consumption of food, particularly of meat.2’

The converse, orderly, controlled eating, serves to represent peace
and political tranquility. In the Iliad, the accord between Achilles and
Priam is sealed and life is resumed when the two feast together. The
meal is emblematic of the restoration of order and the return to proper
consumption. Achilles’ companions prepare it b xatd xéopov
‘according to good order’ (Iliad 24.622), and the formulaic description
of the meal contrasts markedly with Apollo’s description of Achilles
noted above:

Aéov 8’ &g dypra oldev,
8¢ 1" énel dp peydAnt e Bini kal dyfvopt Bopdr
ei€ag elo’ Ent pfido Ppotdv, tva Sotta AdPmniouy -
(Iliad 24.41-43)

Bacchylides a lion (13.46) are all éméstés In the Homeric Hymns, théres ‘beasts’ are
mophagot (Hymn to Aphrodite 124), as are fish in Ibycus (321.4), and Centaurs in Theognis
(542). Using an adjective appropriate to beasts or monsters, Hekabe thus powerfully
emphasizes Achilles’ inhuman and unnatural voraciousness and lack of restraint.
Achilles’ behavior only leads to more inhuman and unnatural voraciousness. Still
speaking of Achilles, Hekabe maintains:

0D &yid péoov fimap oy
€oBépevan npoogboa: 161’ &v tith Epya yévorto
nondog Epod,
(1lkad 24.212-214)

I wish I could set teeth
in the middle of his liver and eat it. That would be vengeance
for what he did to my son.

26. G. Nagy argues that the story of Iros and Odysseus in Odyssey 18 emphasizes that
“one is not entitled to feel phthonos ‘en’ /» jealousy’ about things that are not one’s own
(18.16-18).” He explains that “the suit.rs merit their death—and Iros, his beating—not
for eating the food of Odysseus but for actually denying it to him” (The Best of the
Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry [Baltimore, 1979], p. 230). But one
suspects that this contention is a bit extreme. Surely in part the suitors and Iros must be
culpable for actually consuming Odysseus’ possessions.

27. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans, pp. 223-229 and 2877. Nagy explains that in the
diction of praise poetry, gluttony is a prime characteristic of phthonos.
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his purposes are fierce, like a lion
who when he has given way to his own great strength and his ha}lghty
spirit, goes among the flocks of men, to devour them [daita labéisin].

Achilles and Priam eat to repletion, and for this Homer has the
formulaic phrase
adtép Enel ndorog kal Edntvog € Epov Evto
(lliad 24.628)
but when they had put aside their desire for eating and drinking.

The analogy is evident in the poetry of Theognis as well. When
Theognis seeks divine protection for Megara, he prays:

Zevg ubv tHode ndAnog vrerpéyor aifépr vaiov
alel Se&irephv xeip’ én’ drmpocdvnt
&Ahot 1" dBdvator pdxapeg Beoi- abtdp "AnoARwY
opBdoat yAbooav kal véov finétepov
0bpuryE 8’ od féyyor0’ tepdv péhog e xai abAdg:
Nrelg 8¢ onovdig Beolow dpeoodpevor
nivopev yapievia pet’ dAAfAoor Adyovreg,
undiv tov Mfidwv de181dteg noAepov.
(Theognis 757-764)
May Zeus who dwells in the upper air always hold his right hand
over this city to make it safe [hupeirekhot kheira)
and the other blessed immortal gods; and may Apollo
set straight our tongue and our mind;
and may the lyre and the pipe sound out a holy song;
and let us pour a libation to the gods and drink,
speaking gracious things among one another,
fearing not at all the war with the Medes.

Throughout the Theognidea, the descriptions of communal eating .an.d
drinking parallel the descriptions of the polis, that is, the .polzs is
described in terms of a symposium, and the symposium is described in
terms of a polis.28 In lines 757-764, Theognis’ implication '{s that,
protected from external enemies, the citizens are able to enjoy the
pleasures of the symposium. Unlike Solon, Theognis does not deﬁne
the polis geographically. Rather, for him it is equivalent to a collection
of “right-thinking” people, that is, his political party. (So, too, for
Alcaeus.)

28. D. B. Levine, “Symposium and the Polis,” in Theognis of Megara, edited by. T. J.
Figuiera and G. Nagy (Baltimore and London, 1985), pp. 176-196.
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But if Theognis’ language suggests that the symposium is a micro-
cosm of the state,?9 Solon’s usage reveals that the analagy is-flawed. To
be sure, both Solon 4.5-10 and Theognis employ the same
terminology,3® but Solon’s criticism reveals the inadequacy of the
aristocratic symposium as a paradigm for political organization. Both
aim at harmony and proper order, but attaining this is more difficult in
a political context.3! The Athenians already have divine protection, and
this does not enable them to enjoy communal harmony. Solon’s
criticism recognizes a fundamental flaw in the analogy: the appetite for
food is not, in fact, parallel to the appetite for wealth. The former has
an inherent physiological limit; the latter has none. This difference is
reflected in Solon’s use of the word koros ‘satiety, surfeit’.

Solon appears to differ from Homer and Hesiod in acknowledging
an inherent interrelationship between satiety and insatiability. Both
epic poets use the noun koros and verb korennumi in the same way to

29. Levine, “Symposium and the Polis,” p. 194. Levine also discusses the paradigmatic
function of eating and drinking in Aristophanes’ Ackamians and Plato’s Laws. He
maintains that Aristophanes “treats the peaceful polis as though it were a banquet,” and
that Plato, insisting on the close association between community and common eating and
drinking, “makes the symposium a model for the establishment of an ideal community.”
The Republic, too, Levine notes, contains a “metaphorical description of an intemperate
democracy (562d)” which Plutarch also repeats ( Greek Questions [ Morakia 295 c-d]). Both
Plato and Plutarch “treat citizens who have had too much freedom in the polis as
banqueters who have indulged excessively in wine. The intemperance of their political
actions is compared to overindulgence at a banquet, much like the intemperate leaders
of the démosin Solon 4.9-10" (Levine, pp. 194-196).

30. Levine explains that in lines 5-10, Solon “dramatizes the destruction of a city by a
reference to the citizens’ excesses and inability to behave themselves properly at a
banquet.” He notes that both Solon and Theognis use kosmos and its derivatives to
describe the ordering of both a symposium and a polis or lack of kosmos for improper
ordering of both a symposium and a polis (“Symposium and the Polis,” pp.185-186).
Adkins comments that in the Jkad the verb kosmein is used only of marshalling men and
chariots. In the Odyssey it is used for the arranging of a meal for Nausikaa. In Solon’s
lines, “the full sense of ‘order, rule, discipline’ must be present” (Poetic Craft in the Early
Greek Elegists, pp. 114-115). The Homeric usage may thus reveal the seeds of the analogy.

31. W. Donlan recognizes that the symposium is not in fact a satisfactory descriptive or
prescriptive analogy for political organization, but he suggests that this is because of the
rigid rules in effect at symposiaand because discord in this context is of comparatively
little consequence. He maintains that while the polis should be like a properly ordered
symposium, it fails to be (“Thiotdg gihog Eraipog,” in Theognis of Megara, edited by. T. J.
Figuiera and G. Nagy [Baltimore and London, 1985], pp. 237-238).
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describe a condition of satisfaction or sufficiency and one in which the
component of restraint or cessation is inherent. They reserve Fhe
adjective akorétos for the sense of insatiability or incessant desire. Hes.10d
contrasts koros with obAopévn mevin ‘accursed poverty’ when h.e cla1rr35
that women are willing to share the former but noF .Lhe latter w1t‘h their
men ( Theogony 593). He uses korennumi in the p051.L1ve sense of ‘fill up,
satisfy, have one’s fill’ when, for example, he desc'rlbes?[he Rleasgref of
sitting in the shade, drinking wine and xexopnuevov 11op £8wdfig ‘my
desire for food completely satisfied’ (Hesiod Works qnd Days ,59'3).
Similarly, he uses the verb to refer to ‘filling up’ or ‘being filled’ with
grain (Works and Days 33), wine (Works and Days 3.68) and a meal
(fr. 274.2). It is not koros but the adjective akorétos which has ‘the sense
of ‘insatiate, unable to be satisfied’. It occurs only in the Shield, three
times in the phrase dxépntog dutiig ‘insatiate of the war-cry’ (Shield 346,
433, 459). . -

Homeric poetry, too, uses both verb and noun in a pOSlt.lVC sense to
describe the condition of satisfaction and satiety. In the Iliad the verb
refers to satiety of eating in both human beings and animals (8.379,
13.831, 17.241, 11.562, 16.747, 19.167, 22.509), satiety of work (11.8_7),
war (18.635), being confined (18.287), and weeping and lamentagon
(22.427). The noun occurs twice, in reference to sleep, love-making,
music, and dancing (13.636-637) and to combat (19.221). The
implication of all these passages is that when one has koros 'of a.tl-nng,
one wants no more of it. The adjective akorélos indicates the mablllt.y to
achieve satisfaction, the inability to stop wanting more of sornethlr'lg.
People are described as akorétos ‘insatiable’ mothou ‘of batﬂe—dm:
(7.117), polemou ‘of war’ (12.335), autés ‘of the war-cry’ (18.621), makhés
‘of battle’ (15.639; 20.2), and apeilain ‘of threats’ (14.479). One
passage in particular illustrates the way all three of these words are used
in the poem. Menelaos describes the Trojans,

v pévog aitv drdoBarov, 008t Sovavron
pvAdmBog xopésachor dpotiov nroréporo.
névtov ptv kbpog Eoti, xol nvou xai eiddtmrog
poARHg Te YAvkephig Kol dpbpovog dpxnBuoio,
v mép Tig xal pdAhov EéAdeton &€ Epov glvat
7 moAépou- Tpdeg 8% pdyng dxépnrot Eaciv.

(Ihad 13.634-639)

whose fighting strength is a thing of blind fury, nor can they ever
be glutted full [korennumi] of the close encounters of deadly waffare.
Since there is satiety [koros] in all things, in sleep, and love-making,
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in the loveliness of singing and the innocent dance. In all these
things a man will strive sooner to win satisfaction
than in war; but in this the Trojans cannot be glutted [ akorétoi easin].

Odysseus similarly associates koros with cessation—or at least respite—
from battle, for he insists:

alyd te puAdmog médetar kbpog avBpdroioy,
fig te mAeiomy pév xoddpuny ¥8ovi yaxde Exevey,
auntog 8’ dAiyiotog, Enhv xAivnict tdhavra
Zebg, 8¢ t* avBpdrav toping moAéporo tétuktal.
(J£ad 19.221-224)
When there is battle men have suddenly their fill [koros] of it
when the bronze scatters on the ground the straw in most numbers
and the harvest is most thin, when Zeus has poised his balance,
Zeus, who is administrator to men in their fighting.

In the Odyssey, koros and korennumi are used in the same way, and the
suggestion that the condition of koros leads to cessation is even more
explicit. The adjective akorétos does not appear, but the verb is used to
refer to satiety of grief (4.541, 10.499), food (10.411, 14.28, 14.456,
18.372), food and music (8.98), food and wine (14.46), and contests
(28.350). When one has reached the point of satiety, as described by
the verb, one stops the particular activity. All but two of these passages
proceed to mention the new activity which then follows. The same is
true of the noun, which only occurs once in the poem. Menelaos makes
clear the connection between koros and cessation when he explains:

ToAAGK1G &V peydpoiot kabfpevog fipetépoioty
dAAote pév te yéwu ppéva tépropan, AAote 8’ adte
Tobopat aiynpdg & kdpog kpvepoio ydoo.
(Odyssey 4.101-103)
many a time when I am sitting }\1ere in our palace
I'will indulge my heart in sorrow, and then another time
give over, for surfeit [koros] of gloomy lamentation comes quickly.

Here, koros of lamentation causes Menelaos to stop grieving. The two
instances in the Homeric Hymns seem consistent with Homeric and
Hesiodic usage. In the Hymn to Demeter, the verb seems to indicate
repletion in a favorable sense. The daughters of Celeus are described
¢ 1" fi Ehagor | ndprieg flapog dpmu
GAlovt’ Gv Aewpdva xopesoduevar gpéva gopPt,
(Hymn to Demeter 174-175)
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as deer or young heifers in the time of spring .
leap throughout a meadow, sated [korennumi] in their hearts with
pasture.

In the hymn to Aphrodite, the adjective akorétoi is used of pardalie:
‘leopards’ to convey the sense of ‘instatiate’ (Hymns 5.71).

But Solon’s usage seems semantically different. He does appear tc
use the verb in the same sense as Homer and Hesiod in maintaining:

ol vap vdv Npéwv mAeiotov Exovot Plov,
SunAdorov onebdovot- tig v xopéceiev Graviag;
(Solon 13.72-73)

for those of us who now have the most property
strive with double zeal; who could satisfy [korennumi] all?

But the noun, rather than having the positive, favorable connotation o
satiety or satisfaction, with cessation of the pursuit as an inheren
component, takes on, in Solon’s usage, the negative, dangerous sens
of insatiability, excessiveness, incessant greed for more. Solor
admonishes the wealthy citizens:

bueic 8’ hovydoavreg Evi gpect xaptepdv ATop,
ol moAADY &yabdv &g xépov [f]Adoate,
¢v petplowot 1i0ecBe péyov vov - obte yap Nuelg
ne1odped’, 080’ bpiv Epria tafd)t’ Eoetan.
(Solon 4c.1-4)
But you who have pushed to a surfeit [koros] of good things,
quieting the strong heart in your breast,
place your great mind in order; for we will not
be persuaded, nor will these things be suitable for you.

The context suggests that koros is a dangerous thing. This implication i
strengthened by the claim that
tixter yop xdpog VP prv, Srav moAbg GkEog gt
avBpdnoig dnécoig uh véog dpriog Nt
(Solon 6.3-4)
Satiety [koros] breeds reckless violence [hubris], whenever much

prosperity comes
to men whose mind is not suitable.

This claim contrasts markedly with Homeric usage, in which not on.
does koros never produce hubris. it is the lack of koros which is associate
with hubris. Menelaos refers to
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WBprotiiot,
Tpwoty, tdv pévog aitv dtdcbarov, obdt SHvavion
poAémdog kopéoacBat dpotiov ntoréporo.
(ltiad 13.633-635)
these outrageous people [hubristai], these Trojans
whose fighting strength is a thing of blind fury, nor can they ever
be glutted full [korennumi] of the close encounters of deadly warfare.

The alleged hubris of the Trojans is, in this statement, coincident with
their inability to be sated with war, their inability to have koros—which
would, presumably, cause them to stop fighting. If koros, in Solon’s view,
produces Aubris, it must be checked. The difficulty is that od y&p
éniotovion katéyew kdpov ‘they do not know how to restrain their koros’
(Solon 4.9). Solon identifies Eunomié ‘Good Order’ as the remedy for
hubris because it stops koros (Solon 4.84). Thus, while for Homer and
Hesiod the component of restraint is inherent in the condition of koros
itself, for Solon the condition is one which requires restraint if cessation
is to occur.

In lyric poetry, koros often retains its Homeric and Hesiodic sense of
satiety leading inevitably to cessation of the activity in question. A few
passages are too fragmentary to be of use, but others are more helpful.
Tyrtaeus admonishes the Spartans for their unwillingness to continue
fighting or fleeing the enemy, asserting

& véo, dppotépav 8’ & képov HAdoate.
(Tyrtaeus 11.10)
Young men, you have reached a surfeit [koros] of both.

The Spartans have koros of both flight and pursuit, that is, they want no
more of it. Alcman seems to use koros in the the sense of ‘sufficiency’ or
‘abundance’ in the Parthencion:

obte yép 11 mopgHpog

16660g kOpog Bot’ dpdva.

(Alcman 1.64-65)
nor is their any surfeit [ koros) of purple dye
sufficient to defend us.

In another lyric fragment the phrase t&v dxépeotov addray ‘insatiate
ruinous folly’ uses the adjective akorestos for the sense of ‘insatiate’.32

32. Fragmenta adespota 973 in D. L. Page Poctae melici Graeci (Oxford, 1962). Another
fragment refers to koros as satiety of food and drink followed immediately by the
conclusion of the meal (Melic minores 836(b)39) in Poetae melici Graeci
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But if the pursuit of koros has a terminus for Homer and not for
Solon, this may largely reflect the fact that epic poetry is praise poetry
of a certain type and gives relatively little emphasis to faults which stem
from heroic excess.3 In the praise poetry of Pindar, too, koros retains its
Homeric sense of a condition with a built-in limit. But although
Pindar’s usage is semantically close to that found in epic poetry, his
perspective is different than Homer’s. Whereas Homer describes the
condition from the perspective of the consumer, Pindar examines it
from the viewpoint of the producer. For both poets, koros contains its
own inherent limit, but for Pindar, as a performer, satiety in his
audience is a bad thing since it will lead them to want no more of his
song. Pindar retains the Homeric notion that koros leads to cessation (at
least temporarily):

GAAd yap dvéman-
o1¢ &v mavtl yAvkeia Epyor: xdpov §' Exer
kal péht kal T tépnv’ &vBe’ "Appodicia.
(Nemean'1.52-53)

But in every matter
intermission is sweet:
even honey
and the flowers of Aphrodite
bring satiety.

He also uses the absence of koros, that is, akoros for the sense of
‘insatiable’ or ‘ceaseless’ in the statement
eipecio §' bneydpn-
OEV TaYEWAV £ TaAapdy dxopoc.
(Pythian4.202)

Under their swift hands then the oar blades
dipped insatiably.

But in contrast to Homer, Pindar takes a dim view of koros. He refers to
it as aianés ‘wearisome’ (Pythian 1.82, and Isthmian 3/4.2), and plagios
‘treacherous’ (Nemean 1.64~65), maintains that it is darus ‘burdensome’
to encounter (Nemean 10.19-20), and appears to contrast it with areté
‘excellence’ (Fragment 169a.15). Pindar’s condemnation derives from
his position as a peformer: he denounces koros not joined with diké

33. One notable recipient of blame is the figure of Thersites in the /&ad. (See Nagy,
The Best of the Achaeans, pp. 253ff.)
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Justice’ for attacking ainos ‘praise’ (Olympian 2.95),34 and suggests that
it might cause irritation if a singer goes on too long, explaining:
eipi 8’ doyohog dvabBépuev
Tdoav paxpayopioy
Aopat te xal gBéypatt parbaxdn,
ui k6pog EABOV kviont.
(Pythian 8.29-82)
But I am without leisure
to set the whole story down
in melody and lyrics.
Tedium [koros] would surely come
and chafe my audience.

One can compare the Homeric passage cited above in which koros of
song is one of several natural and, by implication, desirable limits.
Menelaos describes the Trojans,

1dv pévog aitv drdoBalov, 008t SHvaviat
PvAdmBog xopéoacBar dpotiov mroAéuoo.
rdvtav pév kdpog doti, kai Brvov xal grAdmroc
HOARTG Te YAvKepTg Kol dpbpovog dpxnBpoio,
1@V nép T1g Koy paAtov EéASetar ¢E Epov elvan
7 moAépov - Tpdeg 8¢ péyng dxdpnror Fagw.

' (Jtiad 13.684-639)

whose fighting strength is a thing of blind fury, nor can they ever
be glutted full [korennumi) of the close encounters of deadly warfare.
Since there is satiety [koros] in all things, in sleep, and love-making,
in the loveliness of singing and the innocent dance. In all these
things a man will strive sooner to win satisfaction
than in war; but in this the Trojans cannot be glutted [ akorétor easin).

Only Pindar’s claim that koros led Zeus to curse Tantalus (Olympian
1.55-56) seems to require an understanding of the word that is similar
to Solon’s. In this passage, koros preceeds até. Although hubris is not
mentioned, clearly that was Tantalus’ sin. His desire to share the gift of
immortality with others results in the sort of disaster that comes not
from ‘fulness’ but from ‘over-fulness’. It may not, perhaps, be
surprising that this Solonian interpretation occurs in a modernizing of

the myth by Pindar. Like Solon, too, Pindar proclaims the necessity of
restraining koros:

34. Regarding ainos see also Chapter 1, p. 20 and note 27.
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el 115 Av8pdv edtuyioaig fi obv ev86Eo1g &éBroig
i oBéver mAovTov xatéyer ppaciv alavii kdpov,
&&0g edhoyiaig dotdv pepixbar.

(Isthmian 3/4.1-3)

If a man, fortunate in the enjoyment
of glorious prizes or the might of wealth,
keeps his thoughts above restless ambition [koros],
then he deserves
the praise of his fellow citizens.35

In this passage, koros could be translated as ‘excess’, and so, too in
Olympian 13.10 (VBpig xépov potépa ‘hubris, mother of koros), but the
reversal of Solon’s genealogy in the latter passage suggests that Pindar
is thinking of the way a singer’s arrogance and insensitivity migh:
cause his audience to be sated with him. And the koros that is checked
in Isthmian 3/4.1-3 may be the same satiety rather than the victor’s
own excess. However the passages are interpreted, koros continues tc
be, by and large, the same thing for Pindar as for Homer. It is
something that contains its own inherent limit, and, as such, is from
Pindar’s perspective (as the supplier rather than the consumer)
undesirable.

The view that Pindar’s genealogy was the prevalent formulation and
Solon’s something of an unaccepted variant is supported by additional
passages from Herodotus and Sophocles. Herodotus cites an oracle
which has koros as the child of hubris (Herodotus 8.77). The reference i
to the koros and hubris of the Persians who have every expectation o!
destroying the Greeks at Salamis, but, according to the oracle, Dik
‘Justice’ will grant victory to the Greeks. The story of Xerxes (and ol
Croesus, too, for that matter) suggests the Solonian idea that hubris ha
its origin in insatiability and excess. That Herodotus, nevertheless
makes hubris, and not koros, the engendering agent, may reflect the
continuing influence of a pre-Solonian formula. Sophocles, too, seems
to accept the un-Solonic view when the Chorus, chilled by Oedipus
relentlessness and Jocasta’s rejection of the validity of prophecies
laments:

35. Compare Solon 4.9: 00 ydp énioravton xatéxewv xdpov ‘they do not know how
restrain their koros'.
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BBprg puteder Topavvov
(Oedipus Tyrannus 873)

hubris breeds the absolute ruler.36

Vegetal imagery is traditional in the representation of these concepts,37
and Solon employs it, too, when he maintains that Eunomié

abaiver §' dng avleo guépeva
(Solon 4. 85)

withers the blooming flowers of ruinous folly [até] .38

But Solon’s identification of koros as the engendering agent (Solon 6.3)
may be a reversal of the traditional imagery.39 His formulation is mare
specific: the root of the problem is not hubris in_general but,
specifically, greed, greed without any inherenti—ﬁ}n’_i‘tr which therefore
needs to be controlled from outside.

The earliest trace of an attitude toward greed and insatiability
roughly comparable to Solon’s occurs in Theognis. Like Pindar and
Solon, he criticizes koros, but his criticism begins to distinguish between
koros in general and koros of wealth in particular. Like other poets,
Theognis uses the verb in the sense of ‘to satisfy’ (for example, 1.229,
2.1249, 2.1269), but maintains, with Solon, that koros can produce hubris
(1.152). He claims, moreover, that koros is highly destructive (1.693),
more destructive than limos ‘hunger’ (1.605), in fact, and refers to it as
leugaleos ‘baneful’ (1.1174) and the worst evil for mortals (1.1175). But
Theognis indicates that koros in general is not the problem: rather it is

36. This reading has been disputed, but Blaydes’ alternative, UBpiv gureder tupavvic,
accepted by R. D. Dawe (Sophocis tragoediae [Leipzig, 1975-1979]), for example, has not
remained popular. H. Lloyd-Jones and N. G. Wilson (Sophoclea: Studies in the Text of
Sophocles [ Oxford, 1990]), among others, accept the manuscript reading.

37. A. Michelini. “"YBpig and plants,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 82 (1978),
pp. 35-44.

38. Nagy explains that “Greek botanical lore recognizes that plants are capable of
indefinite expansion, and thus the growth of plants is for the Greeks appropriate for
visualizing hubris: like some exuberant plant, huéris keeps advancing until it is checked by
an external force” (“Theognis and Megara: A Poet’s Vision of his City,” in Theognis of
Megara, edited by T. J. Figuiera and G. Nagy [Baltimore and London, 1985], p. 61).

39. B. L. Gildersleeve maintains that such a reversal of the genealogy is irrelevant
since “according to Greek custom, grandmother and granddaughter often bore the same
name. It is a mere matter of hubnis—koros— hubris” (Pindar: The Obympian and Pythian Odes
[New York, 1979], Pp- 229-230), but this seems to trivialize the issue.

Poem 4: Poetry and Community 91

the pursuit of the unattainable koros of wealth, specifically, which is so
destructive. This is because:

ANV TAoUToL Tavtdg xpApatde Eoti kdpog.
(Theognis 596)

There is koros of every thing except wealth.

This corroborates the claim attributed both to him and to Solon that
ol y&p vV Nudv tAeigtov Exovor Biov,
Simhdorov oneddovot. tig Bv xopéoerev dravrag;
(Theognis 228-229 = Solon 13.72-73)

for those of us who now have the most property,
strive with double zeal. Who would sausfy all?

Because Theognis begins to distinguish between koros in general and
koros of wealth in particular, his use of the verb in connection with
wealth begins to take on the sense of ‘to glut’ or ‘to oversatisfy’.
Otherwise, if there can be no koros of wealth (596), he could not assert
that someone bBpilnt tAodrar kexopnuévog ‘commits outrage, having
been glutted with wealth’ (751). The phrase indicates that the verb can
be used negatively as leading to hubris. In another passage, however,
Theognis seems to adhere to the Homeric usage in suggesting that the
problem is that over-satisfaction is not perceptible to the individual:

obte ydp &v mhobdtov Bupdv Vrepropéoaig:
(Theognis 1158)

for one cannot oversatisfy [ huperkorennumi] the heart with wealth.

The compound form of the verb suggests that koros itself is good, but
excessive koros (huper) is bad. The implication of these examples is not
simply that, where wealth is concerned, one cannot get enough, but,
rather, that one cannot get enough without getting too much.

The close verbal parallels between Theognis and Solon suggest that
at least one of the authors of the Theognidean corpus was familiar with
Solon’s poetry. Alternatively, it is possible that at a later date than
Solon, other poets were thinking along the same lines as he. Since,
however, nothing in the Theognidean corpus is demonstrably earlier
than Solon, the former possibility seems not unlikely. In any case,
Theognis’ statements indicate that Solon is not unique in his concern
about the delicate relationship between satiety and insatiabiliey—But
Solon recognizes the threat that this issue poses to the community-Eor
Homer, there is no delicate balance between satiety and insatiability;
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when one reaches satiety, one stops. But Solon suggests that the
condition of satiety as perceived by the individual may only become

apparent once the point has been reached—and passed. Moreover, in
the view of others, an individual may appear to have reached satiety
when the individual himself still feels unsatisfied. Pindar, recognizes
this difference in perspective in the situation of the performer who may
feel that he has not said enough when others think that he has. But
Solon is thinking more of the acquisitive individual whose greed for
wealth remains unsatisfied even though in the view of others he may
seem to possess more than enough. For peaceful coexistence within a
community, this disparity is all-important. In Solon’s view, the collective
(if not the individual’s own good sense) must be able to determine—
and control—when an individual has enough. If this is left to the
individual, perception of the point of satiety may never occur.® In fact,
the more one has, the more one wants. This is particularly true where
the pursuit of wealth is concerned. Other activities—eating, sleeping,
working, fighting—seem to have builtin physiological limits. One may
not stop until one has passed the point of satiety and become over-
sated, but one must, eventually, stop. This is not the case with wealth.
There is no inherent physiological limit to its acquisition (mAobtov &’
008V Téppo mepacpévov GvSpdot keltal ‘of wealth no limit lies visible
for men’ [Solon 18.71]),#! and for the community this difference can

40. Solon’s focus on koros contrasts with Hesiod's empbhasis on lLmos ‘hunger’. Solmsen
notes that Hesiod mentions hunger more frequently than any other evil (Hesiod and
Aeschylus, p. 89). Hesiod, too, is concerned with the problem of sufficiency, but he views it
from the perspective of insufficiency rather than that of over-sufficiency (e.g. Works and
Days 366-367). Koros might be seen as the antithesis of limos—although koros, as Solon
understands it, like &mos, also leads to desire for more. But unlike koros, limos appears to
be a purely subjective emotion. One has hunger when one feels hunger. There is not the
same possibility for self-deception; it is impossible for someone to have hunger and not
know it. In contrast, Solon argues that the rich have satiety and do not know it.

41, One thinks, too, of Solon’s comment in Poem 16:

vopoodvng 8’ dgavis yalendratdv dott voficon
pétpov, 8 8 ndvrwv nelpata podvov et

It is very difficult to perceive the unseen measure of good judgement
which alone holds the ends of all things.

Solmsen interprets this as a reference to the difficulty of finding where to draw the line
between the rights of one group and the next (Hesiod and Aeschylus, pp. 122-128). But
very possibly the statement also relates to the internal counterpart of this problem: the
individual himself cannot even determine when he has had enough or too much.

Nt 5
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be devastating. When Solon claims that Ebvopin...nabel képov Eunomié
stops koros’ (4.32-34), he is asserting the need for communal., rather
than individual, regulation of individual consumption and acquisition.

And yet, who comprises that community? In recognizin thaF the
process of eating is not actually parallel to the process of acquiring
‘wealth, Solon identifies a central flaw in the symposium paradigm asa
model for, and means of encouraging,

“social order. But there is
another, perhaps greater, flaw. In the poetry of Théognis, for example,
the symposium is the ideal place of education and a microco.sm of L-he
larger community, in that it is the place to associate exclusively with
agathoi 'noble or good men' and avoid kakoi 'low-born or bad men'42 In
contrast, Solon recognizes that the paradigm fails to account for the
fact that, in the polis, members of all Jevels of society will nece'ssaril} be
present, not only the aristocrats. His criticism of fiyepdveg dfpov 'the
leaders of the people’ for their inability to control their koros or to
regulate properly the manner of their feasting is, therefore, bot:h a
criticism of the failure of aristocratic political organization to achieve
social harmony in the polis and a criticism of the exclusivity of
symposiastic praise-blame poetry.

As already noted, for the symposiastic praise-blamf: .poet, the
purposes of poetic sophiéare potentially exclusive.*3 Praise is inherently
aristocratic, intended to be acceptable to the few.4* As specified in the

42. Levine, “Symposium and the Polis,” pp. 179-180.
43. See Chapter 1, pp. 20-21.

44. M. Detienne, Les maitres de vérité dans la Gréce archaigque (Paris, 1981), p. 21, quoting
Pindar Pythian 3.112-115:

Néoropa xai Adxiov Zapnndov’, dvBpdnwv gdtig,
.EE énéav xehadevvadv, téxtoves ola copol

&ppooav, niyvdoxopev. & 8’ dpetd xAavais dodaig
ypovia teréder. nadporg St npalach’ edpapéc.

We know of Nestor and Lykian Sarpedon
from resonant words, such as skilled craftsmen of songs
have welded together.
It is radiant poetry
that makes virtue long-lived,
but for few is the making easy.

Similarly, A. P. Burnett, The Art of Bacchylides (Cambridge, Mass., 1985), p. 41.
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agathoi to the exclusion of the kakoi and intended to be understandable
to the sophoi ‘wise men’.30 This orientation can be seen, for example, in
his claim that:

tixtel To1 k6pog VP prv, Stav xaxdr SABog Frntal
&vBpdner xoi dran pi véog Epriog .
(Theognis 153-154)
Satiety [koros] breeds wanton violence [hubris], whenever much
prosperity [olbos] comes
to a bad [kakos] man whose mind is not suitable [artios).

This statement is by no means the same as Solon's assertion that:
Tixtel yap x6pog HBprv, Stav modg EABog Emmron
&vBpdmoig dndooig pfy vboc Epriog f.
(Solon 6.34)
Satiety [koros] breeds wanton violence [hubris], whenever much

prosperity [olbos] comes
to men whose mind is not suitable [artios] 51

Theognis’ introduction of kakés adds a “natural” or ethical
condemnation of the ill-fated possessor of olbos (“natural” if kakos =
‘low-born’; ethical if kakos = ‘coward, evil man’). Solon’s lines maintain
that hubris results if olbos is present and a certain intellectual
development is lacking. Unlike Theognis, he accepts that a person’s
mind could be not artios regardless of whether this person is kakos or
agathos, and leaves open the possibility that this same person’s mind
could become artios. Theognis accepts neither the possibility that the
mind of an agathos could be not artios nor that the mind of a kakos
could become artios. Solon does not veer away from either possibility. If

50. Nagy, “Theognis and Megara: A Poet’s Vision of his City,” pp. 24-25; Cobb-
Stevens, “Opposites, reversals, and Ambiguities: The Unsettled World of Theognis,” p-
166. See also Edmunds, “The Genre of Theognidean Poetry,” pp. 105-106 regarding
Theognis 681.

51. Nagy notes that such discrepancies may be meaningful, and not merely textual
variations, arguing that “such patterns of phraseological convergence and divergence in
parallel passages ascribed to different poets, or even textual variants of the same poem,
are a reflex of the workings of oral poetry.” He maintains that such differences “reflect
for the most part not editorial deterioration in one direction or another, but formulaic
versatility corresponding to different compositional needs” (“Theognis and Megara: A
Poet's Vision of his City,” pp. 46-51). And see also Chapter 1, note 72 above regarding
the view of Wilamowitz.
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olbos here is equivalent to material wealth, Theognis’ claim that xai y&p
tor Thodtov pev Exew dyaboiow Foikev,/ N mevin 88 kakd cOUEOPOG
av8pl @épewv ‘it is fitting for the agathoi to have wealth, and poverty is
suitable for the kakoi to endure’ (Theognis 525-526) may highlight the
difference between him and Solon on this point. For Solon the issue is
purely one of intellectual understanding or lack of it. Unlike Theognis,
he recognizes that wealth can be dangerous for everyone. It may well be
that the Theognidean idea is the earlier, and that Solon is applying to
all society norms which aristocrats once prescribed for the kakoi.

Elsewhere, too, Solon seems to minimize differences between kako:
gnm galhoi. Distinction between them is notably absent in Poem 27,
discussed in Chapter 1, which contains no suggestion that the potential
for intellectual development is in any way dependent upon one'’s status
as agathos or kakos. Similarly, in Poem 13, Solon claims:

Bvnrol 8’ O vofopev dpddg Gyofdg e xaxdg e
(Solon 13.33)

this is the way we mortals think, both agathos and kakos alike.

One suspects that this statement would have been something of a shock
to any audience conditioned to the elitism and exclusivity of the praise-
blame genre, that is, to a poetry traditionally asserting rigid distinctions
between kakoi and agathoi.5?

To be sure, the categories of kakoi and agathot were undoubtedly in
flux throughout this period. Whereas the terms originally connoted
high or low birth, Theognis uses them on occasion as ethical categories
(‘noble’ or ‘base’) in reference to intrinsic worth rather than birth.52 If
this linguistic shift represents an ongoing struggle for political power,34

52. Bacchylides, too, maintains that hope deceives high and low alike (8.74; 9.18; f.
13.157). Burnett comments that gnémai such as this, being true for all mankind, have a
leveling function and serve to make the praise song less exclusive (Burnett, The Art of
Bacchylides, pp. 50-51). But whereas Pindar and Bacchylides use this to avoid “the envy of
the excluded” (see Burnett, pp. 48ff.), Solon seems to have a more constructive social
purpose, namely, political unity.

53. Nagy, “Theognis and Megara: A Poet’s Vision of his City,” p. 54.

54. Cobb-Stevens argues that “the reversal in position of the kakoi and agathoi” is “the
very substance of the turmoil of a polis, that those who were agathoi by birth become
morally or economically kakoi, and that those who were kakoi by birth come into power
above those who were by birth (and sometimes morally) agathoi” (“Opposites, reversals,
and Ambiguities: The Unsettled World of Theognis,” pp. 159-165).
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Solon seems less concerned with this issue than with a pragmatic
solution. Accordingly, he insists that:

Beopobe 8’ bpotwg Tdt kaxdt te xdyaddr
evBelav eig Exaotov &pudoag Sixny
Fypayo.

(Solon 36.18-20)

I wrote laws for the base and the noble alike,
awarding each man his just due.

His purpose is not to negate the categories, nor even to reevaluate
them. He did not intend, for example, to equalize the distribution of
property, since it did not please him:

mei[plng xBovog
nratpidog xaxoiowy éoBAodg icoporpiny Exew.
(Solon 34.8-9)

[itis not desirable that] the base have an equal
share of the rich fatherland with the noble.

Distinguishing between equality of possessions and equality of political
rights, Solon acknowledges that failure to do so, failure to differentiate
between economic equality and political equality, is an impediment to
political unity.

As a result, the ambiguities in Solon’s verses serve a different
purpose than the ambiguities in the verses of Theognis. Theognis uses
ambiguity to convey an aristocratic message. His ultimate hope is the
resumption of political power by the agathoi. To this end, his poetry is
directed toward them and is entirely preoccupied with deceiving and
avoiding being deceived.55

In contrast, the ambiguities in Solon’s poetry do not distinguish
between members of his audience; they are equally ambiguous to all.
Poem mﬁaes numerous ei(amples. As noted above, astoi ‘citizens’
(6), khrémasi peithomenoi ‘persuaded by money’ (6), hégemonén ‘leaders’
(7), éluthe ‘comes’ (18), doulosunén slavery’, and hé ‘which’ (19) are all
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ambiguous in their reference.5® Similarly, in lines 21-23, the precise
identity of ‘friends’ and ‘enemies’ is impossible to ascertain, and en
démdi (23) might mean ‘among the common people’ or ‘in the land’.
No doubt, such ambiguity is excellent rhetoric in a political speech
designed to reach and persuade two different groups.57

As a result, far from employing deception (haimulioi logoi ‘wily words’
in Theognis), Solon criticizes the démos ‘the people’® for being taken
in by the words of a haimulos ‘wily’ man:

el 8¢ mendvBate Avypd 81’ buetépny xaxdmia,
uh Beoiory Todtwv poipav Enappépete:
avtol yap tovtovg nv&foate popata évreg,
xai b1k tadta xaxv Eoyete doviocdvnyv.
péov 8’ el uiv Exactog dAdnexog xveor Baiver,
odunaciv &' buiv xadvog Eveott vdog:
£¢ yap YA@ooav dpate xal gig £mn aipdiov avdpds,
elg Epyov &' 0bdEv yryvopevov BAénere.
(Solon 11.1-8)

If you have suffered miseries through your own baseness,
do not ascribe this fate to the gods;

for you yourselves have strengthened these men, giving them protections,
and on account of these things you have evil slavery.

55. Levine, “Symposium and the Polis,” p. 186. Cobb-Stevens explains that, for
Theognis, “persuasion must take the form of wily words (haimubioi logoi [704]), words that
can make deceitful things be like genuine (718). Yet it must be a persuasiveness at all
times opposed to the ploys of the many, whose deceptions need not be even remotely like
the truth” (“Opposites, reversals, and Ambiguities: The Unsettled World of Theognis,”
pp. 172-175).

56. See note 10 above.

57. Adkins, Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, pp. 113 ff. B. Gentili points out that
while both Theognis and Solon use the same mode of expression and nearly identical
language (Solon 4.6-11 and Theognis 39-50), their intentions differ: Theogn.is contrasts
citizens (astor) and leaders (hégemones); Solon criticizes both (Poetry and its Public in Ancient
Greece, translated by A. T. Cole [Baltimore, 1988], p. 62). In Solon’s lines, astoi might rcfelj
to the whole body politic, to the nobles, or to prominent citizens, and khrémasi pa‘t{wmmm
might mean ‘persuaded by (someone else’s) great wealth’ or ‘persuaded by (their own)
great wealth’ (Adkins, Poetic craft, p. 113). Nagy argues (in disagreement with \fVesl) that
hégemones means not ‘popular leaders’ but ‘the elite of society’ in the descriptx.on of th.e
coming of the euthuntér ‘corrector’ (Nagy, “Theognis and Megara: A Poet’s Visllon of his
City,” p. 43). Masarracchia explains that regardless of who Solon means by astoi, they arc
like the démou hégemones in their greed for wealth, which is destroying the 'cny
(Masaracchia, Solone, pp. 253ff., 267ff.). Similar ambiguity occurs in Poem 36, in which
the identity of contending parties is also unclear (36.22-25). (See Chapter 3, note 34.)

58. D. L. Page notes that Homer, Hesiod, Alcman, and Alcaeus use the word to signify
the entire populace of the state in contrast to the rulers (Sappho and Alcaeus [O.xford,
1955], p. 177). Solon seems to use the word in the same way to refer to those without
political power.
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Each one of you steps along in the tracks of the fox,
but the mind in all of you together is foolish;

for you look to the tongue and the words of a wily man,
but as to his actual deed you see nothing.

In criticizing the démos for being taken in by the man who says one
thing and does another, Solon is objecting to precisely the kind of
aristocratic deception advised and employed by Theognis. Theognis
actually advises saying one thing and doing another, as, for example,
when he urges:

&b xdmide ov ExBpdv- Brav 8’ bmoyeiprog EABm,
teioal pw npdgacty undepiov Oéuevoc,
Toye vowr, yYAdaom 8t 10 peihiyov aitv énéoto:
ded@v to1 tedéBer xapdin d&vtépn.
(Theognis 363-366)

beguile your enemy with fair words; but when he comes under your hand,
take vengeance on him without pretext.

Be firm in your mind, but let gentleness always be upon your tongue;
the heart of cowards, you know, is rather quick to anger.

Solon is, in a sense, “squealing” by urging the démos not to allow
themselves to be deceived any longer, and by explaining how, in fact,
the deception occurs: it is a disjunction between word and deed, that is,
a deception not simply on the level of language, but, more importantly,
on the level of actions. More often elsewhere, the distinction is between
saying one thing and thinking another (as, for example, in Iliad 9.312-
813; Odyssey 8.165-167; Theognis 91-92, 93-94, 95-96, 365-366), but it
is characteristic of Solon to look to the gffect of such deceitful thinking.
One thinks of his concern to identify the direct consequences of
specific actions in Poems 13 and 4.

Solon’s attitude toward the démos in Poem 11 is consistent with his
explanation of his actions in Poem 5: in which he claims:

Mo piv yap Edwxa téaov yépag Sacov Enapxeiv
(Solon 5.1)

To the démos 1 gave as much privilege [geras] as was sufficient.

In this statement he pointedly reverses the traditional relationship as
itis understood in Homer. In the world of the Odyssey it is the collective
which gives geras ‘privilege’ to the ruler. Odysseus speaks of the yépog 0’
8 T 8fipog E8wkev ‘the rights the people have given’ to Alkinoos ( Odyssey
7.150). For Hesiod, geras refers to divine privilege; it is never the
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possession of mortals (Works and Days 126; Theogony 393, 396, 427). In
Homer, however, geras is something accorded mortals—certain mortals,
that is. It can be a prize awarded an individual warrior (Iliad 1.123 and
276; Odyssey 7.10 and 11.534) or servant (Odyssey 20.297), rites due to
the dead (lliad 23.9; Odyssey 24.190 and 296), privileges of old men
(lliad 4.323) or grieving mortals (Odyssey 4.197), or the rights and
powers of a king in his homeland (Odyssey 11.175, 184; 15.522). Geras in
Homer is a mark of distinction. It differentiates certain individuals from
other individuals. The conferral of geras on the démos—the distinction
of a collection of mortals—is, therefore, a startling inversion of a
Homeric concept. It underscores Solon’s effort to distinguish the démos
as an actor in the political process.

The realization that the symposium is an inadequate paradigm for
political organization, the avoidance of the exclusivity of praise-hlame
poetry, and the rejection of aristocratic deception in the. desire-to
include all listeners in a community of those who.will-understand. derive
from Solon’s perception of the problem of consumption-and aver-
consumption and his concern for the relationship-between-public.and

Pprivate. When he criticizes the citizens of Athens, it is not only for their

lack of restraint but also for their inability, or unwillingness, to
distinguish public from private:
ob0’ tepdv kredvov obté 1t Snuociov
perdépevor kAéntovow deaprayiit dAroBev &Akog
(Solon 4.12-18)59

59. The nouns harpaktér ‘robber’ and apharpagéor harpagé ‘robbery, rapacity, rape’ are
not common in epic or lyric poetry, and are extant only in Solon, Hesiod, and Homer. In
addition to apharpagéi (or eph’ harpagé) here at Solon 4.13, Solon also reproaches his
critics for indulging in harpagé in Poem 34.1. Hesiod says harpakia ‘stolen’, which he
criticizes in contrast to theosdota ‘god-given’ ( Works and Days 320), and harpakios, referring
to a seizure of sailing opportunity without thought of possible consequences ( Works and
Days 684). In this passage Hesiod also connects such improper seizure with intellectual
limitations, claiming that men do this aidreiéisi nooio ‘through ignorance’ (Works and Days
682-685). When Priam castigates his surviving sons, he calls them harpakizres epidémio
‘plunderers of their own people in their land’ (/kad 24.262). The adjective epidémios is
also not common in epic or lyric poetry. It occurs only three other times in Homer, and
elsewhere, not at all. In the Odyssey it seems to mean ‘in the country’ or ‘at home’,
referring to Odysseus’ presence in Ithaca ( Odyssey 1.194 and 233). In the J&ad Nestor uses
it of war among one people, as opposed to war between different peoples, in asserting:

aophitep ABémotog dvéctidg éotv éxeivog
06 moAépov Epatar Emdnpiov dkpudevtoc.
(1kad 9.63-64)
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sparing neither possessions that are sacred nor those belonging to
the public,
they steal with rapacity [apharpage] from every direction.

Solon’s metaphorical use of helkos ‘wound’ also reflects this concern
for the relationship between public and private, because while
distinctions can and must be made in the polis between public and
private property, public and private fortunes are inevitably interrelated.
Having described the avenging function of Diké ‘Justice’, Solon insists:

oYt {8n ndont néher Epyetan ¥Akog deurtov
(Solon 4.17)

This comes immediately upon every city as an inescapable wound
[helkos].

In Solon’s metaphor, the city itself receives a wound as if it were a
warrior on a battlefield.50 The martial metaphor seems to recall the
opening lines of the poem in suggesting again a city under siege by
external enemies.b!

Out of all brotherﬁood, outlawed, homeless shall be that man
who longs for all the horror of fighting among his own people.

Priam’s combination of the two uncommon words is thus quite striking. His phrase,
harpaktéres epidémioi suggests, as do Solon’s lines, the dangers of uncontrolled
consumption and the confusion of public with private.

60. Adkins notes that “those who portray Solon as a political theorist render helkos as
‘sore’ or ‘sickness’ resulting from the disease of injustice in the city. But helkos at this
period is used of wounds inflicted from without by persons or animals (/kad 2.723, 4.217,
5.361, 11.267, etc.). It never means ‘disease’ or ‘sickness’, and its first appearance in the
sense of ‘sore’ seems to be in Thucydides 2.49.5” (Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, p.
118).

61. And again there may be a parallel to Troy. The reference to helkos might recall the
wounds of any number of warriors throughout the &ad or even, more specifically,
Hektor’s wounds at 24.420. But the suggestion that one wound (or one man’s wounds)
can affect an entire city is, perhaps, pre-figured in /kad 24. When Kassandra sees Hektor’s
corpse, she cries out n&v xatd &dotv ‘to the entire city” (24.703), and recalls that, while
alive, Hektor péya ydppa néret © v novl te Sfipw ‘was a great joy to his city, and all his
people’ (24.706). Solon’s suggestion that one wound can affect the whole may recall the
way that the wounds of one warrior affect the survival of Troy in J&ad 24.
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And, as is the case with a besieged city, here, too, the stakes are not
trivial, for

&g 8¢ xaxnv taxéwg {Aube Soviootvny,
§ otdow Epgulov néhepdv 0’ eldovt’ Eneyeiper,
8¢ moAAdV Epathv BAecev hAkiny:
(Solon 4.18-20)

it swiftly comes to evil slavery,
which wakens intestine discord and sleeping war,
that destroys the lovely youth of many.

The emotional overtones are unmistakable: slavery is the punishment
that external enemies inflict on the inhabitants of a city they have
defeated.5?

But Solon also intends this reference to slavery quite literally. He
explains that

T@v O& meviypRdV

tkvéovtor noAdol yalav &g dArodamnv
npadéviec Seopoiot v deweAiotor debévreg
(Solon 4.23-25)

many of the poor
are wandering in a foreign land
having been sold and enslaved in shameful bonds.

In addition, the mention of slavery evokes the dire prospect that the
entire city may come under the rule of a tyrant. Solon thus not only
draws upon the familiar, emotionally charged theme of the inevitable
enslavement inflicted by external enemies, but also refers to specific
contemporary circumstances which his audience would recognize.

Although not further elaborated in this poem, Solon’s attitude
toward tyranny, expressed elsewhere in his poetry, reveals a re-
evaluation of some of the traditional standards of praise and blame. In
Poem 32, his reply to criticism of his decision not to assume absolute
power, Solon maintains:

el 8¢ yfi¢ (pnow) Eperoapny
natpidog, Tupavvidog 8¢ xal Ping apetiiyov
ob xafnyduny pdvag kal xatawsyovag kAEog,

62. Thus, for example, Andromache, grieving over Hektor's corpse, spells out the
grim future for the wives and children of Troy (/liad 24.724ff.), and Priam refers to the
many children of his whom Achilles has already sold into slavery (l8ad24.751-753).
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obdév aidfopar nAéov yap Hde vikioew Soxéw
néviag avBpdnovg,
(Solon 32.1-5)
IfT have spared my
fatherland and have not grasped at tyranny [turannis) and implacable
violence [ 4ié ameilikhos)
staining and shaming my glory [kkos],
I'am not ashamed [ouden aideomai]; rather, in this way I think I will be
victorious [nikas)
over all men.
The poet’s insistence that he is not ashamed on this account indicates
his unwillingness to accept unquestioningly all popular standards for
praise and blame. In his view, becoming tyrant would be a defilement
and a disgrace of kleos This suggests a decidedly more restrictive
definition of kleos than that held by others who evidently would not
consider holding tyrannical power to be a violation of kleos. Moreover,
in the concluding sentence, Solon seems to offer a somewhat
idiosyncratic interpretation of what it means to be victorious over
people. His victory will not be in terms of turannis and bié ameilikhos. By
suggesting his own specific interpretation of such traditionally potent
praise-blame terms as aideomai, kleos, nikaé, Solon not only attempts to
explain his own actions but also to re-educate, that is, include his
audience in a departure from traditional standards of praise and blame.
A second reply Solon places in the mouth of a hypothetical critic:
“obx Epu ZoAwv BabBbopav obdE BovAieig dvip-
€08l yip Be0d 8186vtog arlitdg odxk 288Eato-
nepBakdv 8 dypny dyaoBeig od énéonacev péya
dixtvov, Bupod B’ dpaptit kal ppevidv anocpaieic:
Ti0eAov dp xev xpathicag, tAodtov &phovov AaBov
xai tpavvedoag "ABnvéav podvov fpépny piav,
&oxog batepov SedépBar kémiterpipBar yévog.”
(Solon 33.1-7)
“Solon is not by nature a deep-thinking nor wise man;
for he himself did not accept good things when the god offered them;
having made a cast about his prey, he was amazed and did not draw up
his great net, having been deprived at the same time of both his
intention and his thoughts;
for if Thad this power, having seized bounteous wealth [aphthonos ploutos
and ruling Athens for one single day,
I'would be willing to be flayed afterward as a wineskin and have my
race [genos] after me wiped out.”
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In this poem, the poet uses traditional concepts to ridicule his
opponent. The persona loguens is a characteristic device in blame poetry.
According to Aristotle (Rhetoric 3.1418b 28), if a character’s words
begin the poem, the procedure is particularly useful for psogos ‘blame’
because it enables the poet to conceal his own identity, and avoid
incurring resentment.5® But Solon is inverting this procedure,
implicitly blaming the speaker by revealing the corruptness of his
values, and, conversely, implicitly praising the object of the speaker’s
blame. The speaker is evidently someone who is foolish enough to
think that it is possible to take by force aphthonos ploutos ‘bounteous
wealth’ (5).%4 Elsewhere, Solon has argued that one can never with
impunity take wealth by force (Poem 13). Moreover, this speaker is also
willing to sacrifice kleos in the process, as indicated by his willingness to
forfeit his own genos (7). This “critic” appears to be someone whose own
standards are so corrupt as to indicate that he has forfeited the right to
utter praise or blame—or, at any rate, to be listened to as he does so. In
this poem, Solon uses traditional concepts of praise and blame to
define and thereby to defuse his opponents.

While other poets, too, cast unfavorable judgements on tyranny, they
tend to do so from the perspective of exclusivity, that is, from the
perspective of the (potential) tyrant, and conclude that the tyrant’s lot
is not enviable. Thus, Pindar, for example, maintains:

1BV Yap ava réhv ebpiokav 1é& péoa paxpotépm
{ovv} 6ABer teBardra, pépgop’ aloav Tupavvidey-
(Pythian11.52-53)

for, having searched
into the city's ways, and having learned
that moderation blooms
with a longer happiness,
I'have no fondness for the tyrant’s lot.

Similarly, Archilochus presents the carpenter Charon’s critique of the
wealth and power of Gyges:

ob pot 1a Moyew 1od nodvyplhoov péier,
008" e1Aé 1 pe LRrog, 008’ dyaiopon

63. Gentili, Poetry and its Public in Ancient Greece, p- 109.

64. For phthonosas an important term in the diction of praise-blame poetry, see Nagy,
The Best of the Achaeans, pp. 224-228.
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Bedv Epya, peydAng 8’ obx Epéw tupavvidog:
andnpobev vép éotv dgBoApdy Epdv.”
(Archilochus 19)
I do not care for the life of Gyges and his abundance of gold;
Jjealousy has never seized me; nor do I envy the works of the gods,

and I have no love for great tyranny;
for that is far away from my eyes.

Still, it is not a tremendous leap from favoring the rule of the few to
accepting the rule of a single man. Thus, Simonides, for example,
suggests that tyranny is acceptable if one can still enjoy life’s pleasures
(584). These comments consider only the advantages or disadvantages
of tyranny for the tyrant himself or for a select and fortunate few under
his tyranny.

In contrast, Solon’s rejection of tyranny derives not merely from
a concern for his own welfare but from a désife to find a balance
between corfﬂi{_cmtjpgwf tions in his community. Thus, in Poem 34, he
maintains: T

018’ £g’ &pmoyfitov AADov - EAniS’ elyov dovedy,
x6.36x[e]ov Exactog adtav SABov ebprioev moddy,
xai pe xot{iAdovta Aciwg Tpoybv Ekgavelv voov.
xodvo pév 1ét’ Eppdoavto, viv 8¢ pot yoAoduevor
Aokdy dpBakpoic bpdat névieg Bote Siov.
ob xpedv- & piv yap eina, gbv Beolow Hvvoa,
&[A]o 8’ o pdrnyv Eepdov, 0084 por topavvidog
avdéaver Biny il .).e[1)v, 0b8t mei[plng xBovoe
natpidog kaxoiow aBlodg iooporpiny Exev.
(Solon 34.1-9)

But some came for the purpose of robbery; they had rich hope,

and each of them thought that he would find much prosperity,

and that although I was chattering gently I would reveal a harsh mind.

They thought foolish things then, and now, angry at me,

they all look at me aslant, as at an enemy.

Itis not necessary, for with the help of the gods, I accomplished what I
said,

and as to the rest, I acted not without reason, nor was it pleasing to me

[to do] anything by force of tyranny, nor for the base

to have an equal share of the rich fatherland with the noble.

Theognis, like Solon, contemplates the prospect of tyranny from the
perspective of the well-being of the community. In two almost parallel
passages, he maintains:
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Képve, xber ndAig 11de, 8édowka 8¢ pn téxm &vdpa
evBuvrnpa xaxig BPprog Huetéprs.
dotol pév yop ¥’ oide cadppoveg, Nyepdveg St
teTploatal TOAAV £1¢ kKakdTNTO TEGELV.
(Theognis 39-42)

Kyrmnos, this city is pregnant, and I fear that it may give birth to a man
who will be a straightener of our [hémeterd evil wanton violence
[ hubris];
for these citizens are still temperate, but their leaders
have been turned so that they are going to fall into great evil.

and:

Kbpve, xder ndAig e, édorka 8 un téxem &vdpa
VBprotiyv, yoAeric Nyepdva otdorog:
doroi piv yap #0' oide cadppovee, yepdveg 8¢
teTpdatal TOAMV £1g KAKITNTO TECELV.
(Theognis 1081a-1082b)

Kyrnos, this city is pregnant, and I fear that it may give birth to a man
of wanton violence [hubristés), a leader of harsh discord:

for these citizens are still temperate, but their leaders
have been turned so that they are going to fall into great evil.

The two passages might seem to reflect some ambivalence regarding
the emergence of a tyrant. The first seems to view it somewhat
favorably, the second without doubt unfavorably,®5 but any
contradiction between the two statements may be more apparent than
real. The two passages may be evidence of the sort of tact or etiquette
required at symposia, the former for use when the would-be tyrant is

65. Nagy sees some contradiction between the two passages, arguing that whereas the
latter passage is “one-sidedly negative about the emerging tyrant,” the former reveals “a
more even-handed—one might say ‘Solonian’—stance” (“Theognis and Megara: A Poet's
Vision of his City,” p. 46). But this use of “Solonian” seems questionable, since Solon is
unequivocally opposed to tyranny. The contention is in support of Nagy's argument that
the two stretches of the Theognidean corpus—1-1022, containing 39-42 (tyrant as
regulator of hubris) and 1023-1220, containing 1081a-1082b (tyrant as exponent of
hubris)—are from different phases of the Theognidean poetic tradition. He suggests that
the two passages may represent “the ‘same’ poem in different phases of Megarian history,
the former corresponding to a later ‘pan-Hellenic' orientation, the latter to an earlier,
more ‘provincial’ period” (pp. 46-51). In this view, Nagy is in disagreement with M. L.
West who argues that the two stretches are superior and inferior excerpts (Meliora and
Deteriora) from a larger corpus (Studies in Greek Elegy and Iambus [Berlin and New York,
1974], pp. 40-61).
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present in the audience, the latter for use on other occasions. Still, it is
hardly inconsistent to acknowledge that a tyrant can be the regulator of
others’ hubris (39—42) (note hémeteré at line 40), and at the same time to
recognize the tyrant’s inability to regulate his own hubris (1081-1082b).
Thus, Theognis, too, recognizes that tyranny is no solution to the
problem of human acquisitiveness and its regulation. No single
individual can create communal unity and harmony, since he is
unlikely to be able to control his own greed, to observe distinctions
between that which is his and that which is not, between that which is
private and that which is public.

Solon concludes his discussion of the problems confronting the city
and their results with a striking and unusual metaphor:

otrw dnudoiov xaxdv Epxetal ofkad’ txdotor,
abAewor 8’ Ex’ Exew odk 88éhovor Bdpat,
bymAdv 8’ brtp ¥prog brépBopev, edpe 8t ndvrac,
el xai 1ig pedyov év puxdL At Baddpov.
(Solon 4.26~29)

Thus the public evil comes homeward to each man,
the courtyard doors [auleoi ...thurai] are no longer still willing [ouk
etheloust] to keep it out,
but it leaps over the high wall [Aerkos], and inevitably finds a man,
even if, fleeing, he runs to hide in the corner of a room.

Although it is quite comprehensible, the picture Solon has drawn is
odd. What does it mean to say that the courtyard doors are unwilling to
keep evil out, particuliarly since it is over the fence, not through the
doors, that the evil enters? A simple explanation is that Solon is not
overly concerned with these details,% but perhaps one need not dismiss
the puzzle quite so readily, for, alternatively, perhaps Solon intends the
oddness of the metaphor to be arresting. And, indeed, although the
metaphor is unusual, one Homeric antecedent in particular may help
to clarify the implications of this passage.

66. Thus, Adkins explains that “one might suppose that the gates do not wish, or are
unable, to keep out the woe either because they open to let it through or because the woe
Jjumps over them. (If the woe can jump, presumably the gates can have wishes.) But the
woe jumps over the high fence. The wishes of the gates are consequently irrelevant, and it
is the fence which is unable to protect its owner.” Adkins concludes that “Solon is more
concerned to present an emotive image than to offer reasoned exposition” (Poetic Crafl in
the Early Greek Elegists, p. 121).
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The aulé ‘courtyard’, thuré ‘door’, and herkos ‘wall’ {or herkion) are
standard domestic features in the Homeric epics. Solon’s image
generally recalls Homeric similes in which lions attack domestic animals
in the fold such as, for example, Iliad 5.186-142.57 More specifically,
however, in Iliad 9, Phoenix relates that, having been tempted to
murder his father, he managed to flee his home, in spite of being
closely guarded by his kinsmen, by leaping out over the courtyard wall.
He explains:

elvévuyeg 8¢ pot Guo’ avtdr tapd vixkrag iavov:

ol puév &uetBopevor guraxag éxov, ovdé not’ Eafn

np, tepov piv br' aiBodon edepréog adAfg,

&AA0 8’ évi mpodopawl, mpdabev Bardpoto Bupdav.

GAA’ Gte O Sexdim pot EmhAvBe vHE Epefevvn,

xai 1ot ¢yd Bardpoio BOpag nukivadg dpapuiog

phag ¢EqADov, xal brépBopov Epxiov adAfig

pela, Aabov pOraxdg T’ GvBpag dpwidg te yovaixag.
(Ttiad 9.470-477)

Nine nights they slept nightlong in their places beside me,

and they kept up an interchange of watches, and the fire was never

putout; one below the gate of the strong-closed courtyard,

and one in the ante-<chamber before the doors of the bedroom.

But when the tenth night had come to me in its darkness,

then I broke the close-compacted doors of the chamber

and got away, and overleapt the fence of the courtyard [huperthoron
herkion aulés)

lighdy, unnoticed by the guarding men and the women servants.

The verb huperthriské (476) occurs elsewhere in epic or lyric poetry only
three other times, all in the Jliad and all three in reference to horses
leaping over the taphros ‘ditch’ of the Greeks (Jliad 8.179 and 16.380)
or fearing to leap over it (fliad 12.53). Phoenix’s use of it in reference
to his leap over the courtyard wall is, therefore, unusual, and the phrase
huperthoron herkion aulés (9.476) is noticeably similar to Solon’s huper
herkos huperthoren (4.28).

As the barrier to the aulé, the herkos seems to be that which separates
the private residence from the rest of the community—in civilized
societies. It may be worth noting that the cave of Polyphemos, in Odyssey
9, although it has an aulé (184, 239, 338, 462), thurai (243, 417), and

67. Adkins, Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, p. 118.
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even a thureos ‘doorstone’ (240, 340), has no herkos. By jumping out
over his herkos, Phoenix, one individual man, reduced the trouble
accruing to the community. Solon’s metaphor is, in a sense, an
inversion of this situation: in his view the communal trouble jumps in
over the herkos to cause trouble to an individual man. Solon’s ouk
ethelousi ‘they are not willing’ might simply be equivalent to ou dunantai
‘they are not able’, but the fact that he does not use this or maintain,
'for example, that the doors are not high enough suggests that the
?rrelevance of the doors is Solon’s point. His image seems to emphasize,
intentionally, not inadvertently or carelessly, the multiplicity of ways in
which public evil penetrates into the house of different iin uals.and,
therefore, the insignificance or irrelevanc ot merely of the thurai or
their wishes, but of the herkos as well, that s, of all traditional barriers
'between public and private, when the survival of the community is at
issue. Thus, not only is the community threatened by the fact that
necessary distinctions between public and private are difficult to
disc?rn or maintain (Solon 4.12-13): it is also not protected by the
traditional, readily discernible boundaries between public and private.

Justas tyranny is no solution, in Solon’s view, neither is the Homeric
conception of harmony and order achieved by means of a coincidence
of divine and human actions. The solution he proposes in the
concluding lines of Poem 4 is in marked contrast with such a view.
Solon claims that

Edvopin 8’ edxoopa xai dpria néve’ anogaivet
xol Bapd 1oig a8ixoig duerrifno nédag-

Tpaxéa Aewrivel, nade képov, HPpwv dpavpoi,
abdaiver §' drng dvBea pudpeva,

e0fbver 8t Sixag oxohide, brephoavd 1’ £pya
podiver norder 8 Epya Siyootacing,

moder 8' dpyadéng Epidog xShov, Foti 8’ b’ adrig
révta kat’ avBpdrovg Gptia kol mvutd.

(Solon 4.32-39)

Thus Good Order [Eunomié) makes all things orderly and fitting
and often places fetters around those who are unjust;
it smoothes the rough, stops koros, enfeebles wanton violence [hubris)
withers the blooming flowers of ruinous folly [ate],
straightens crooked judgements, and gentles overweening deeds;
it stops acts of dissension,
and stops the anger of troublesome strife; and by its action
all things among men are made fitting and wise.
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Does Solon understand Eunomié as a divine force? Experts are not in
agreement,68 but the more popular view recognizes that Funomié for
Solon is not a divine force but rather a desired social condition,®9 a
goal of Solon’s personal policy.”0

Moreover, the conflict, as Solon has described it, is not amenable to
resolution explained in terms of divine intervention. He has stressed
that human beings, not gods, are responsible for the city’s troubles.
Human beings, therefore, must find entirely human solutions. One
may contrast the Homeric resolution presented in Iliad 24, in which
order is restored by means of a coincidence of divine and human
actions. In that passage, divine intervention figures prominently,71 and
the strands of human and divine will are tightly intertwined. Achilles
agrees because Zeus wills it.’2 The importance of human will is not

68. Adkins argues that Eunomié s, in fact, a divine agent and that Solon’s description
functions like multiple determination in which there is both a divine and a human agent.
He comments: “Note that many of the good results ascribed to Eunomié suit the actions of
a person but not the existence of a condition of ‘good order’ in which the bad situation
would not prevail at all” (Poetic Craft in the Early Greek Elegists, p. 124). But it is not at all
clear that the continual restoration of order can only result from the actions of a person
or that a condition of ‘good order’ can only be one which precludes trouble from ever
arising in the first place.

69. M. Ostwald, Nomos and the Beginnings of the Athenian Democracy (Oxford, 1969), p.
64.

70. V. Ehrenberg, Aspects of the Ancient World (New York, 1946), pp. 84-85. Solmsen
explains it as “sound moral condition” ( Hesiod and Aeschylus, p. 116).

71. Apollo protects Hektor’s body from defilement (Jlad 24.18-21), and Zeus
determines that Priam should give gifts to Achilles and that Achilles should release
Hektor’s body (74-76). He sends Hermes to guide Priam (334ff.). Hermes tells Priam
that the gods are protecting Hektor’s body (411-423), and also helps Priam to leave
Achilles’ camp safely (679ff.). Zeus’ message to Achilles (113-116) is repeated by Thetis
(134-137), and his message to Priam (117-119) is repeated three times during the book
(145-147, 175-176, 194-196). The repetition not only serves a narrative purpose in
helping to advance the plot: it also emphasizes the fact that the resolution is both pre-
determined and determined by multiple agency.

72. Achilles answers Thetis:
w8’ ein- O¢ dnowva pépot xal vexpdv &yorto,
el 8N npdopovi Bupdr "OAdumLog obTdg dvdryet.
(Jliad 24.139-140)
So be it. He can bring the ransom and take off the body,
if the Olympian himself so urgently bids it
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minimal in the Homeric model; the resolution is based no less on
human will than on divine.”® But Solon’s description of Eunomié seems,
by contrast, to prescribe an mFe[yT}uma_n solution—Dby referring to that
which needs 16 be done in order to achieve good order—and suggests that

73. Although the ransom has been mandated by Zeus, and in spite of the emphasis
throughout the book on the gifts Priam brings to Achilles, these gifts do not actually
determine Achilles’ decision. Although he will later excuse his action to Patroklos by
citing the gifts he has received (/&ad 24.592-595), Achilles becomes angry when Priam
offers him gifts, insisting

Enxét viv p’ épébile yépov - voéw 8t xal adtdg

“Extopé, to1 Aboar, AdBev 8¢ pot &yyehog HABe

pienp, §j p' Erexev, Buydmp dhiowo yépovrog.
(Jhad 24.560-562)

No longer stir me up, old sir. I myself am minded
to give Hektor to you. A messenger came to me from Zeus,
my mother, she who bore me, the daughter of the sea’s ancient.

This speech indicates the importance of Achilles’ will as well as Zeus’, for in spite of the
divine message, in spite of the knowledge that Priam could never have entered the camp
without divine aid (/kiad 24.563-567), Achilles is still dangerous. He still suggests the
possibility that he may attack Priam, warning him:

0 viv u pot pdiAiov Ev dhyest Bupov dpivmc,
1 og, Yépov, 008’ adtdv évi KhMoimow édcw
wai ixémy nep édvta, Adg 8’ dhitopan épetpde.

(lliad 24.568-570)

Therefore

you must not further make my spirit move in my sorrows,
for fear, old sir, I might not let you alone in my shelter,
suppliant as you are; and be guilty before the god's orders.

Priam’s actions also emphasize the importance of human will and action. Hermes may
presage the resolution when he tells Priam il 8¢ o€ natpi &loxw ‘You seem to me like a
beloved father’ (IEad 24.371). He advises Priam:

Tovn &’ eloehBiv Aaft yodvara MnAeiwvoc,

xal g brep rotpds xal punrépog fvkdporo

Aioaeo xai téxeos, Tva ot gbv Bupdy dpivc,
(fliad 24.465-467)

But go you in yourself and clasp the knees of Peleion
and entreat him in the name of his father, the name of his mother
of the lovely hair, and his child, and so move the spirit within him.

But, in the event, Priam only entreats Achilles in the name of his father ([bad 24.486—
506), and the appeal has the desired effect. It enables Achilles and Priam to grieve
together (507ff.) and causes Achilles to feel pity (516ff.)
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the harmony he envisions for the polis is not a Homeric harmony of
conflict utterly resolved but an ongoing, controlled tension.

As such, it encompasses neither tyranny nor the conception of
political order embraced by praise-blame poetry: aristocratic rule, the
idyllic exclusion of the kakoi exemplified by the symposium paradigm.”
Solon recognizes that, like tyranny, aristocratic political organization
has only produced, and can only produce, conflict and disorder since,
again like tyranny, it does not account for individuals’ inability to
control their own acquisitiveness.

In sum, thematic similarities betweeen Poem 4 and Poem 13 suggest
that there is little to be gained from viewing the former as “political”
and the latter as “ethical” or “religious.” Both poems emphasize the
importance of intellectual understanding, both recognize the difficulty
and dangers in achieving human satisfaction, and both attribute to
human beings responsibility for the outcome of human actions. Unlike
Poem 13, however, which seems merely to hint at a solution, Poem 4
offers a deliberate prescription. And yet, if viewed as political theory,
this prescription seems vague at best.

If, however, one examines the emotional impact and imagery of
Poem 4 as well as its literal content, one finds a number of archaic
passages which provide the context for Solon’s reflections. Comparison
of Poem 4 with these passages reveals the way in which Solon is able to
present an unprecedented analysis of Athens’ problems, while drawing
upon familiar themes, as well as’traditional images and language.
Solon’s solution to the problem of civic conflict becomes not only more
comprehensible than it might otherwise appear, but also all the more
strikingly novel in comparison to the solutions presented by other
poets.

74. The virtue of Funomiéis that:

nover 8 dpyodéng Eprdog xdhov
(Solon 4.38)

It stops the anger of troublesome strife [ &rs].

If, as Nagy maintains, in the diction of praise poetry eris is (like nekos ‘quarrel’), in fact, a
programmatic word which has the specific function of designating the opposite of praise
poetry (Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans, p. 224), Solon’s assertion that Eunomié can put a
stop to it may specifically indicate his rejection of the use of invective, and, therefore, of
the attempt to achieve social harmony by strengthening the bonds of philotés ‘friendship’
among members of a select portion of society ( The Best of the Achaeans, p. 241, and see also
“lambos: Typologies of Invective and Praise,” Arethusa 9 [1976], pp. 191-206). Solon
attempts, instead, to strengthen philotés not by exclusion but by inclusion.
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The difference between Solon and other poets in their prescriptions
for the resolution of civic conflict and the restoration of order may
provide something of an answer to those who would argue, with
Havelock, that “Solon’s elegies make no conceptual contribution”
beyond that of earlier poets.”> Sensitivity to differences between an
individual’s perceptions of himself and his world and others’
perceptions of that individual makes the relationship between public
and private intensely problematic for Solon. Unlike other poets, he
recognizes that, where wealth is concerned, human insatiability can
find no analogy in other human desires which have inherent
physiological limits. The traditional poetic imagery is, therefore,
inadequate because it is inaccurate. Moreover, Solon recognizes the
universality of the problem of human acquisitiveness. The agathoi are
no more immune than the kakoi This understanding of the danger of
human insatiability thus dictates the social function of Solon’s poetry.
In rejecting the exclusivity of the aristocratic solution—which is no
solution—Solon attempts to make his poetry equally comprehensible
and acceptable to all hearers, not merely a select few.

The implication in Poem 4 is that harmony is possible within the
polis but it is neither a Homeric harmony in which divine and human
will act together and-conflict can be resolved utterly nor an aristocratic,
utopian vision in. which conflict never arises. Solon’s solution would
neither preclude problems nor ever resolve them completely. Rather,
he envisions a community in which Eunomié is a dynamic force
perpetually creating-balance and order. Itis not a divine agent,.buta_
communal commitment to good ord-el:.‘76 It prevents Aubris from
getting out of hand by dictating the limits of satiety.”” By advocating the
determination of limits not by individuals but by the community, Poem
4 thus progresses from the attribution of individual responsibility to the
attribution of communal responsibilities. Solon’s vision suggests, unlike
other poets’, that the potential for human concord, for mutual
identification, understanding, and compassion, lies not in the
individual but in the community as a whole.

75. Havelock, The Grezk Concept of Justice, p. 262.
76. See note 16 above.

77. Contrast Theognis 39-42. Theognis can only envision the act of setting limits
being the work of an individual, that is, a tyrant. See p. 107 above.

Chapter Three

Poem 36: Poet and Polity

Poem 36 is generally considered part of Solon’s “political” poetry, and,
undeniably, in it Solon defends his political actions. But just as in Poem
4 the lack of specificity limits any attempt to understand the poem as
political theory, in Poem 36 Solon’s omission of legislative particulars
leaves open many questions regarding the specific details of his political
reforms. Moreover, emphasis on the political aspect of both poems
does not adequately account for the emotional power of either. Poems
36 and 4 both explore many of the same themes, and, like Poem 4,
Poem 36 evokes and manipulates the imagery, implications, and
emotional resonances of epic and praise-blame poetry. This intensifies
its emotional impact and reveals Solon’s awareness of the social
purposes of his poetry. Although in structure and style t.hi.s poem
appears less Homeric than either Poem 4 or Poem 1.3, it gains
persuasive power through being simultaneously Homeric and un-
Homeric. Moreover, in rejecting the exclusivity of praise-blame poetry
in this poem, as he did in Poem 4, Solon does not so much reject the
terms of evaluation as reverse them. The reversal enables him to use
the familiar theme of the scapegoat for his own political and poetic
purposes. In the process, he reveals an acute awareness of his own
poetic activity, of the relationship between poet and audience, and of
the interrelationship between his poetry and his political activity.

While Poem 4 considers the possibilities for conflict and resolution
in the relationship between citizens of the polis, Poem 36 reveals most
clearly Solon’s view of himself and his own relationship to his fellow
citizens and to his city. Nevertheless, in their concern for communal
harmony, both poems emphasize some of the same themes. The threat
of slavery, for example, both real and metaphorical, receives partic.ular
attention in both poems. In Poem 4 Solon criticizes the unjust actions
of the Athenians and the inevitable vengeance of DikZ ‘Justice’, insisting
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