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This dissertation deals with the role of the teacher in fifth- and fourth-century Athens
through an examination of the scope of the Greek word didaskalos. The first part of this
investigation consists of an analysis of the various types of educational figures whose
roles overlapped to some extent that of the didaskalos, beginning with the legendary
educators Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor, and touching upon the characters of the
erastés, the paidagdgos, and the Sophist. The second part is a study of the mechanism
and process for teaching as described in the literary sources, focusing in particular on
the importance of imitation in the student-teacher relationship. The third part
approaches the aims and effects of teaching as described by Greek authors, especially
the various ways that physis can be influenced by ones teacher, especially for the
worse. The final part deals with the figure of Socrates, in particular, the way he is

portrayed as a didaskalos in the texts of Aristophanes, Plato, and Xenophon.

All'in all, the pattern of Greek authors’ usage of the word didaskalos suggests a strong
societal belief in the potential power of the teacher - both inside and outside of the

schoolroom - to improve or harm the polis.
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ANOTE TO THE READER

Unless otherwise marked, all translations of Greek text are my own.

For author and work abbreviations, | follow the list in the Oxford Classical Dictionary,

online edition.



INTRODUCTION

As modern students, we have very specific expectations about what constitutes great
teaching, and these expectations are deeply ingrained in us from childhood: we expect
our teachers to be inspiring, compassionate, dynamic, and thorough. We can all tell the
difference between a good teacher and a great one because as a society, we have
established standards for great teaching and we know that our teachers have been
systematically and uniformly trained to meet those standards. As a result, we expect
that our teachers will all do their jobs equally effectively and as faithful representatives
of our educational system. From time to time, we may have an especially memorable
teacher, but on the whole, the specific educational practitioners are inseparable, and to

a certain extent, indistinguishable from their institutional context.

In Ancient Greece, on the other hand, the situation could not have been more different.
Whereas modern education has been established as an institution, no such institution
existed in antiquity prior to the Hellenistic period. Hence, for philosophers, historians,
and poets from Homer to Aristotle, individual, private teachers were at the center of
Greek education. What’s more, bad teachers were just as interesting for these writers
as good teachers, and the unconventional or controversial teacher could be a polarizing
figure. And yet, to date, no modern scholar has acknowledged the importance of the
didaskalos in ancient Greek education. To understand why, we need to look deeper into

the history of scholarship on Classical education.



1. Ancient Education Too Broadly and Too Narrowly Conceived

1.1 Beck and Marrou

There have been relatively few comprehensive treatments of education in Classical
Greece, especially in the latter half of the 20th century. As Frederick Beck notes in the
introduction to his 1964 work, Greek Education 450-350 BC (7), generally speaking,
education scholars lack either the training or the interest to deal with Classical texts in
detail and Classicists tend not to care about issues of educational philosophy. Beck
himself is, of course, an exception to this trend, as is Henri-Irénée Marrou, whose
groundbreaking monograph A History of Education in Antiquity (1956) is still valuable for
the study of ancient education.! Indeed, after the temporally and thematically limited
treatments of ancient education from the late 19th and early 20th centuries,? these two

scholars’ studies were viewed as extraordinarily thorough.3

' There has been a recent update and re-reading of Marrou (Que reste-t-il de I'éducation classique?
Relire << le Marrou >> Histoire de I’éducation dans I’Antiquité, eds. Jean-Marie Pailler and Pascal Payen)
published by the University of Mirail Press in 2004 which details both the strengths and weaknesses of
Marrou’s approach in each chapter. Rather than treat the entire work at present, | will cite and comment
on various sections at the appropriate places below.

2 There were two general trends in ancient education scholarship during this period: The first was to treat
all ancient education as a synchronic phenomenon and to discuss the education systems of Greece,
Rome, and Egypt simultaneously and without distinguishing between them. For example, see Lorenz
Grasberger (1881) Erziehung und Unterricht in Klassischen Alterthum. The second (and more common)
trend was to treat Greek and Roman education as completely separate and unrelated systems. For
example, see Paul Girard (1891) L’éducation athénienne, Kenneth Freeman (1912) Schools of Hellas,
Emile Jullien (1885) Les Professeurs de Littérature dans I'ancienne Rome, Aubrey Gwynn (1926) Roman
Education from Cicero to Quintilian, and Werner Jaeger (1939) Paideia. The first approach has
(fortunately) been abandoned, while the second has become the default method for studying ancient
education. In fact, it is the second approach that I will employ in this study. Although Beck himself may
appear to use the second method - after all, his major study on the subject is titled Greek Education
450-350 BC - he actually spends a good deal of time connecting Greek education practices with their
later Roman counterparts.

SFora comparison of Marrou’s work with that of his predecessors, see Yun Lee Too “Une << Nouvelle
Histoire de L’'Education dans L'Antiquité >>"in Pailler and Payen 2004, 41-3.



Nevertheless, their works are by no means flawless. Both Beck and Marrou see
themselves as historians rather than philologists, and as such, they both tend to stray
from the ancient texts: neither quotes them at any length. Although this method makes
for a smoother read, it is not without its costs. This type of scholarship often results in
broad summaries of the texts with very little analysis, argumentation, or comparison
between them. Their works are what Teresa Morgan (1998, 19) describes as “sweeping
portraits heavily reliant on a few vivid details to back up a general impression.” On top of
this, they each have their own scholarly tics: for Beck, this is the tendency toward
making unsubstantiated generalizations# and imposing modern educational structures
on antiquity,> and for Marrou, over-romanticizing® and taking an anachronistic view of

antiquity through the lens of contemporary politics.”

In addition, both of these scholars approach the topic of education in antiquity with

limiting assumptions about the kinds of evidence that they should consider and the

4 For example, Beck begins his monograph with the claim that 450-350 BC is the “most important period
in the whole history of education” (7).

5 Beck (1964) organizes the ancient material around modern assumptions about age divisions in schools
(80-4), the routine of the school day (96-100), holidays from school (109-10), and the primacy of a
reading-writing-arithmetic curriculum (114-26).

6 See Marrou’s treatment of the pederastic relationship as the ultimate realization of paideia, “a
relationship on to which the fire of passion threw warm and turbid reflections”, and his description of
pederasty as “the most beautiful, the perfect, form of education... carried out in the atmosphere of spiritual
communion that was created by the disciple’s fervent and often passionate attachment to the master to
whom he had given himself’ (1956, 31-3).

7 To cite one example: concerning the Spartan education system, he draws connections between their
militaristic training and the ideals of the Nazi Third Reich. According to Jean-Marie Pailler and Pascal
Payen in the Introduction to Que reste-t-il de I'éducation classique? Relire << le Marrou >> Histoire de
I’éducation dans I’Antiquité (2004, 13), Marrou felt the true historian researches the past in order to better
understand and deal with the problems of the present.



conclusions that can be drawn from that evidence. In particular, the type of scholarship
both Beck and Marrou engage in excludes texts from genres that aren’t traditionally
thought of as “educational” and privileges material that confirms the default
understanding of ancient education (i.e. that it dealt exclusively with the training of
young men in music, gymnastics, literature, and oratory and was entirely distinct from
adult political activity). Further, they treat education in the fifth and fourth centuries as
though it was already an institution, and as a result, they have neglected to focus in any

depth on the specific figure of the teacher?

1.2 Contemporary Scholarship

In contrast to Beck and Marrou, the current trend in scholarship on ancient education is
to delve deeply into one sub-topic or to focus on a limited number of authors or texts. To
list just a few examples: William Harris (1989) has provided a thorough analysis of the
evidence for and against widespread literacy in the ancient world; Yun Lee Too (1995;
1998; 2000) has offered a new perspective on the nature of education in the works of
Isocrates; and Jean Ducat (2006) has investigated the extant accounts of education in
ancient Sparta. There is nothing inherently wrong with this type of study. In fact, many
contemporary Classicists - like those listed above - who work on education have done
exactly this and their contributions have added valuable depth to the field. | would

argue, however, that something may be lost when one limits oneself to a subject without

8 More on this to come at the end of the following section.



reference to adjacent disciplines? it is all too easy to neglect the broader context and to

ignore patterns that cross genres and subject matter.

1.3 A Third Approach

From my comments so far, it may seem that there is no kind of scholarship that I find
satisfactory, but that is not at all the case. If | am equally critical both of general
summaries and of hyper-specialized analyses, it is because | would like to propose a
fusion of the two. My goal in the present study is to investigate all ancient Greek
literature pertaining to education during a given time period (from Homer to
approximately 320 BCE), but to do so using a lexical lens that helps bring into focus the
centrality of the teaching dynamic in ancient education. That lens is the didaskalos and
his sphere of activity (didaskein). Unlike the Sophists, the liberal arts curriculum, or a
dozen other topics on which modern education scholars have based their studies, the
didaskalos is found wherever education is being discussed. If you follow him through
the literature, he will lead you to the most interesting and important passages and he

will show you the broader patterns in the way the Greeks thought about education.

Now, it seems, we are better positioned to solve the conundrum with which we began
this introduction: if the didaskalos is so central to an understanding of ancient Greek

education, why hasn’t anyone investigated him? The answer is this: no one has yet

9 This most often takes the form of neglecting other contemporary literature from different genres in favor
of studying a single author. For example, although Yun Lee Too offers insightful and thorough analysis of
the works of Isocrates, because she does not draw very many connections between his writing and those
of contemporary authors like Demosthenes, Aristotle, Xenophon, and Plato, in some ways, Isocrates
appears in her analyses as the lone representative of an educational school of thought, as opposed to
what he actually was: one member of a larger philosophical movement.



done a study on the didaskalos because no one has seen him as more than a minor
subordinate figure in a larger institution. That is to say, while other scholars have treated
ancient education as if it were entirely contained by the broader concept of school - both
the institution and the location -, the present study, on the other hand, treats it as
inextricably linked with the dynamic of teaching, and the person of the teacher,
specifically. In studying ancient education too generally, scholars like Marrou and Beck
have underestimated the importance of the didaskalos, while on the other hand, in
focusing too narrowly on a sub-topic of education, modern scholars like Too, Harris, and

Ducat (among many others) miss how ubiquitous the didaskalos is in the ancient texts.

2. Studying Ancient Greek Education Through a Didaskalic Lens

As we saw above, ancient education has generally been treated via a purely thematic or
single-topic-based approach. Although valuable work has been done using the thematic
method, there are two potential problems with this type of scholarship: 1) scholars have
tended to only use material from Greek authors who were already considered
educational philosophers; and 2) scholars using this method often pay little or no

attention to the vocabulary being used to describe the educational process.10

The present study takes a different approach. That is, | have focused my investigation
on identifying and analyzing occurrences of key vocabulary items without regard for the
genre or author of the texts in which they appear. Specifically, this study began as a

lexical analysis of the word didaskalos, especially as it pertained to non-school-room

10 Juan Antonio Lopez Férez is a notable exception to this trend.



contexts, and the first step in the process was to find and catalog as many instances of
didaskalic vocabulary as possible. Although | initially only searched for didaskalos and
didaskein, these items led to other words'! - trephein, paideuein, paideia, physis,
ethizein, nouthetein - and when we chart their usage and co-occurrences, there emerge
similarities, oppositions, and subtle distinctions between lexical items that correspond to
overarching patterns of thought. For example, as we will see in Chapter 1, someone
who teaches (didaskein) does not necessarily also educate (paideuein) or nurture
(trephein). Likewise, in Chapter 2 we will learn that although the verbs for teaching
(didaskein), habituating (ethizein), and admonishing (nouthetein) are often linked in the
literature, habituation is used as an alternative to teaching, while admonishment can be

an action undertaken only after teaching has failed.

While others have been limited in scope by the types of evidence they were willing to
consider, by seeking out the didaskalos before anything else and assuming that its
occurrence in any text can potentially provide evidence, | have been able to cut across
generic boundaries and open hitherto unexplored lines of enquiry. As a result, | have
discovered that some of the most important texts dealing with the didaskalos are those
that are not generally considered to be educational, and some figures previously

assumed to be didaskaloi - Cheiron, the erastés, the Sophist - are not actually

11 A few words about translation: in the interest of both being consistent and also not repeating myself
excessively, | often alternate between a Greek word and a designated English equivalent. For didaskalos,
that is “teacher” (and for didaskein “teach”); for paideia “education” and paideuein “educate”. A
paidagdgos is a “tutor” or “pedagog”. Physis is “nature”, “natural ability”, or “innate ability.” When a
broader category of educational figure not tied to a specific Greek word is intended, | use “educator” or
“‘instructor”.



described in those terms, while others not traditionally thought of as didaskaloi - in

particular, Socrates in Aristophanes’ Clouds - are.

Despite the obvious and overwhelming benefits of this type of investigation, there are
potential pitfalls. First, it is easy to fall into the trap of assuming in each case a historical
reality from the textual evidence. My aim, however, is not to piece together a definitive
account of actual educational practices, but to explore the ideas, philosophies and
controversies in the air at the time. That is, I'm less interested in what a didaskalos

actually was than in what contemporary authors thought he could or should be.

Second, it is potentially problematic to ignore a passage’s context - both literary and
historical. The world of Homeric epic is not the same as the world of Aristophanes,
hence the mentor relationship will differ accordingly. Similarly, a poet recounting the
wartime deeds of a small number of aristocratic heroes will have different priorities in
terms of content than a democratic-era Athenian philosopher. While remaining aware of
this potential pitfall, | have chosen not to restrict myself generically or chronologically,
with the only self-imposed limitation being that | do not cross the temporal threshold
between the Classical and Hellenistic periods (ca. 323 BC). That is, with a few notable
exceptions - Plutarch, Diogenes Laertius, Strabo: all of whom treat the history of the
Classical period - my study is limited to authors from the mid-fourth century and earlier.
This means that, although they are rich with educational content, the texts of the
Second Sophistic and the early Christian era are not discussed here. | conduct my

investigation in this way in part because the education-related evidence from Greco-



Roman Egypt is abundant and of a completely different nature from the evidence of the
Classical period (i.e. ostraca, inscriptions, and documentary papyri versus literature),
and in part because there is a great body of thorough and up-to-date contemporary
scholarship on the educational system in the Hellenistic period (e.g. see especially the
work of Raffaella Cribiore and Teresa Morgan). Moreover, whereas the scholarship on
Hellenistic education paints a largely unified portrait of the period, there is significant
disagreement between scholars about even the most basic details of educational
practice and philosophy during the Classical period. As Teresa Morgan observes in the
introduction to her study on Hellenistic education (1998, 8), “we know almost nothing
about the institutions of education in the Classical period”, and from a certain
perspective, this is true. We don’t have any examples of student exercises; we can’t see
how they wrote, how they thought, the mistakes they made; we don’t know where the
schoolhouses were, what the teachers were paid, and which textual passages they
taught from. We do not have students’ homework assignments, teachers’ journals, or
letters from parents to their school-aged children. What we do have is literature, a lot of
which was (probably) not intended to convey information about education. This is all to
say that while we have copious and detailed evidence of day-to-day teaching practice
from the Hellenistic period, the evidence from the Classical period is scarcer and
considerably more abstract. If we know which texts to read, we can pick out scraps of
information that hint at the authors’ ideas and philosophies of education and sometimes
also those of their contemporaries. It is by painstakingly gathering and weaving together
these seemingly unrelated strands of information, that we see gradually unveiled before

us the broad tapestry of Greek educational practices with the didaskalos at its center.
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3. An Initial Sketch of the Athenian Schoolteacher

From this investigation emerges a model of an ordinary Athenian schoolteacher. This
portrait is consistent across the literature and provides a default for comparison over the
course of this study. By using this model as the standard set of criteria for the
didaskalos, we can see that some figures we might previously have assumed to be
teachers are not actually described that way, and likewise, other figures we do not think
of as teachers prove to be so. In addition, beginning with a standard point of
comparison allows us to identify and analyze the way that the intellectual and political
culture in Athens during the Classical period bred interesting variations on the default

model that had not occurred before or afterwards in the ancient world.

Hence, the aim of this section is to answer the following questions, thereby providing a
basic sketch of the Athenian schoolteacher: What are we to assume a teacher in

Classical Athens did? What was his social standing? Where did he carry out his work?

3.1 Location for Teaching
The final question is the easiest to answer: the didaskalos taught in a designated,

stationary location which was often referred to as a didaskaleion. Although we have no
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extant references to didaskaleia in Athens before the fourth century,'2 both Herodotus
and Thucydides provide evidence for the existence of schoolhouses in other city-states
starting in the early fifth century and it does not seem unreasonable to presume their
existence in Athens at this time as well. In his account of the events preceding the Battle
of Lade in 494 BCE, Herodotus describes how the roof fell in on a group of boys
learning their letters so that of the 120 students there, only one escaped (6.27.5: maiol
YPAUPaTa OIOAOKOUEVOLOL EVETIEDE 1] OTEYN, MOTE ATT €KATOV Kal (Kool maidwv
glg podvog aneduye).® Similarly, in recounting the Sack of Mycalessus in 413 BCE,
Thucydides explains that the Thracians were so ruthless that they “even fell upon a
schoolhouse full of boys, which was the largest in the area and where the boys had just
entered, and they massacred all of them” (7.29.5: kal erunecovteg di1daokKaAleiw
naidwv, émep HEYLIOTOV NV aUTOOL Kal ApTt ETuXOoV ol MaldeC €0ANAUBOTEG,

katékoyav navtag). From these two passages, we can assume that there were large

12 According to Beck (1964, 77ff), just because there is no mention of didaskaleia prior to the 4th century,
this does not mean there were no schools during the Archaic and early Classical period. He argues that
Pausanias describes Tyrtaeos as an Athenian schoolteacher, which would mean that there had to be
schools in Athens as early as 650 BCE. Given that this evidence is sketchy at best, Beck concedes that
the earliest schools may actually have been established near the end of the 6th century. Since
Cleisthenes introduced the institution of ostracism in Athens between 507 and 508, and this presupposes
the widespread knowledge of writing among the majority of the citizenry, Beck assumes that letter schools
existed at this time in order to teach writing. Harris (1989, 54ff), on the other hand, has expressed some
misgivings about the use of ostracism to argue for majority literacy (and, by extension, elementary
education), citing two post-Beck discoveries: 1. During the first decade or so after its start, ostracism
probably did not require a 6,000 vote quorum, but rather only 200 votes; and 2. Archaeological evidence
has revealed that there were likely mass-produced voting tiles for ostracisms - of the 191 ostraca we have
against Themistocles, only fourteen different hands can be distinguished -, which means that voters did
not have to be literate. He concludes (55) that ostracism “does not prove very much about schools, which
are not otherwise attested quite as early as Cleisthenes’ time, but it certainly suggests that a number of
elementary schools existed, and taught writing, by about the turn of the century.” This does not seem far-
fetched, especially considering the evidence from Herodotus and Thucydides for schools during this
period.

13 Pausanias (6.9.6) describes a similar event: in 496 BCE the athlete Cleomedes, angry because he was
stripped of his winnings for killing his opponent, stormed into a school in Astypalaea and crushed 60 boys
by pulling down the pillars supporting the roof.
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buildings - capable of holding between 60 and 120 students, if Pausanias and
Herodotus are to be believed - dedicated to didaskalia in the fifth century in Greece.
Further, in each of the passages, the schoolhouse is a minor, incidental detail,
mentioned only obliquely and as part of some larger event. This likely indicates that the
system of schoolhouses was widespread at the point that these accounts were written:
schools were so much a part of the Greeks’ daily life that their existence did not merit

special comment.

3.2 Curriculum and Methods
As for what and how the didaskalos taught, let us turn to the Douris School Cup (fig. 1

below), an early 5th century red-figure kylix which depicts a schoolroom scene.

Figure 1
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In the center, there is a bearded didaskalos who is directing a youthful male student in
what looks like some kind of poetry lesson, probably a recitation, while his paidagdgos,
another bearded man holding a crooked staff, looks on at the far right. The youth is
dressed in the typical style of the Greek schoolboy: bare-footed and wearing a himation.
The didaskalos, who is always shown as an older male seated on a thronos, holds a
scroll inscribed with a line of poetry that the student has presumably memorized and is
now reciting. To the left, we see another bearded instructor, possibly a hypodidaskalos,
or teacher’s aide,'* conducting a music lesson. The two appear to be holding their harps
in exactly the same way, and we can imagine the teacher demonstrating the proper
fingering for a particular note and then instructing his student to copy him. Suspended
behind the figures are spare harps, a flute case, two drinking cups, and a basket for
holding book-rolls. From this depiction we can draw two major conclusions about the
curriculum and methods of the didaskalos. First, we can see that a student would have
learned two subjects from the didaskalos: letters and music. And second, the primary
teaching methods used in this context were memorization - often followed by recitation

-, and imitation.1®

The literary sources corroborate this description. Xenophon tells us in his account of the

Spartan education system (Lac. 2.1.6ff) that boys in the other Greek states (presumably

14 There is no evidence to suggest that more than one didaskalos would have worked at a single school,
but there is also scant evidence to suggest that there were hypodidaskaloi working alongside didaskaloi
already in the fifth century. To account for this discrepancy, Beck (1975, 15) has suggested that the
scenes on this vase are probably not occurring simultaneously but rather represent a montage of the
types of instruction that would have occurred at different times in the didaskaleion. Hence, the second
seated figure on the lefthand side would represent the same didaskalos as the center figure.

15 See Beck 1975, Chapter 2 for further discussion of the Douris Cup and related vase paintings.
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including Athens) are first put under the care of a paidagdgos, and then, when they are
old enough to understand what is being said to them, they are sent to a didaskalos to
learn music (musiké), and letters (grammata).'¢ Likewise, in Plato’s Protagoras
(325d-327a), the Sophist describes how Greek youths learn both letters and music: first
they learn letters by tracing over the outlines of the alphabet their teachers make for
them, then once they are able to read, by memorizing the works of good poets, and they
learn to play music by memorizing the songs and imitating the movements of their

teacher.

The teaching exchange as described by Plato and Xenophon in the passages cited
above was often described in the literature like a formula with three parts: 1) the innate
ability of the student: physis; 2) the instruction of the teacher: didaskalia (or didaché);
and 3) the investment of effort by the student (and sometimes also the teacher), which
could take the form of epimeleia (attention), askésis (practice), or empeiria (practical
application).!” If all three elements were present, an ideal outcome for the educational
exchange was possible.'8 The clearest articulation of this idea comes from Isocrates’

Antidosis (187-8):19

16 Both Plato and Xenophon also mention physical education (gymnastics or wrestling) as the third branch
of the curriculum, but this would have been taught by a separate instructor, the paidotribés, and as such,
it does not concern our discussion of the didaskalos.

17 For a complete discussion of the relative importance of these three elements in an educational context,
see Chapter 3, Section 1. For other ancient examples of the three traditional elements of the educational
exchange, see Hippocrates Lex 3.2, Plato Protagoras 323e.

8 There was some debate in antiquity about the degree to which each element could affect the outcome
of the educational exchange or if all three were truly necessary. For example, see Plato Meno 70a or
Aristotle Eudamian Ethics 1214a14-19.

19 For a thorough discussion of this passage as it pertains to the nature-versus-nurture debate in antiquity,
see Chapter 3, Section 1.2.
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gruotnuny, fiTig &v ) mepl €kaotou, Tpitov EvipPelq yevéobal kal yupvaobivat
riepl TV xpelav kal v éunepiav avtd®v-...Elval 8¢ ToUTwV TIPOORKOV EKATEPOLC,
Tolg Te diIdAoKouaoly Kal Tolg pavedavouaty, (dlov Yev TOlG eV eloevéykaoBal v
¢Uolv olav del, Tolg ¢ dUvaobal madeloal TOUG TOLOUTOUG, KOLVOV &' AUPOTEPWV
TO Mepl TNV Eunelpiav yupvaaoiov:

| say that it’s necessary for those intending to excel in the pursuit of words or deeds or
any other work first to be naturally gifted in whatever activity they have chosen to
undertake, second to be taught and acquire knowledge, whatever that entails for each
pursuit, and third to become practiced and trained concerning the use and practical
application of their art... And in this, there is a role for both those who teach and those
who learn: the learner alone provides the necessary innate ability, and the teacher
alone has the power to educate, but together they undertake the exercise of
practical application.

According to the tradition to which this passage belongs, both teacher and student must
participate equally in the educational exchange in order for learning to take place and
for the student’s nature to be assimilated to the teacher’s. It follows, then, that if any one
of the elements is missing, the educational dynamic falls apart and learning - in its
traditional guise - cannot occur. This distinction will become important for our discussion
of Socrates as a teacher in Chapter 4. For now, it is enough to note that a standard
educational exchange was generally thought to comprise three elements - physis,
didaskalia/didaché, and askésis/epimeleia/empeiria - and that the goal of the exchange

was assimilation.

3.3 The Teacher’s Role
According to the literary tradition starting as early as Homer, a teacher was, first and

foremost, a parental substitute.2® Particularly in the early days of private education,

20 For more on the Homeric educators Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor as surrogate parents, see Chapter
1, Section 1.
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when teachers were few and far between, a young man might have had to stay away
from his parents for great lengths of time in order to receive an education, and in the
absence of the parental influence, the didaskalos stepped in.2! In this surrogate parent-
child relationship, not only did the didaskalos take on the role and responsibilities of the
parent, but the student actively adopted the role and responsibilities of the child. As
Aristotle explains in the Rhetoric (1398b26), a young man is bound to obey and honor
the gods, his parents, and his didaskaloi, in that order. An extreme articulation of this
dynamic comes from the Hippocratic Oath (4-10):
nynoacOai pév Tov 31I8a&avra Pe TRV TEXVNV TAUTNV ioa yevETnoiv €poial, Kal
Biou KowvwoaoBal, kal xpe®dv Xpnifovtt peTAdoOoLv MolthoacBatl, Kai yévog 10 £
wUTEOU AdeAdoig ioov EMKPIVEEIV APPEDI, Kal DIBAEELY TNV TEXVNV TAUTNV, NV
xpniCwol paveavetv, dveu pioBol Kai Euyypadng, MapayyeAing e Kai AKpoNnoLog
Kal TAG Aoumig andong padnolog petddoaolty noinoacal vioioi Te €uoial, kal Tolol

To0 €ue d1dAEavTog

[I swear] to consider my teacher in this art equal to my own parents; and to share
my livelihood with him; and to share my money with him when he is in need; and to hold
his family as equal to my own brothers; and to teach them this art - if they want to
learn - without fee or contract; and to impart to my own sons and the sons of my teacher
the precepts, lectures, and all the rest of the instructions.
In this passage, the student explicitly swears to treat the didaskalos and his sons as
though they were his own family, even promising to share his income and livelihood with
them and to train them alongside his own children. Given that this passage describes

training in a specialized trade (i.e. medicine), however, we should be careful not to apply

it too literally to elementary education. Rather, in conjunction with later texts from the

21 This practice appears to have been the precursor of the type of training relationship that would later
come to be called apprenticeship. However, whereas apprenticeship involves training in a specialized skill
(or techné), the kind of teaching dynamic described above was not limited to technical pursuits. In
antiquity, this type of relationship seems to have existed primarily because of a shortage of teachers and/
or great distances between where a didaskalos lived and where the student lived. Additionally, there are
no specific terms in Greek either for an apprentice (or his instructor) or apprenticeship generally.
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Classical period, it may be taken as evidence that didaskaloi were thought of in some

ways as operating in loco parentis.

Another example comes from Plato’s Protagoras, in which the Sophist explains how a
boy is initially schooled at home by his parents and family servants, and when he
reaches the proper age, he is sent to school to be taught further by a didaskalos (325d):
Enedav BATTOV OUVIH TIG TA Aeyoueva, Kal TPodog kal PiTnpe Kai nadaywyog Kkat autog 6
natnp nepl ToUToU dlapdyovTdal, OTwg we BEATIOTOG £0Tal 6 Talg, rap' EkaoTtov Kal Epyov
Kal Aoyov 318aoKovTEG Kal £vdelkvUuevoL OTL TO HeV dikalov, TO 8¢ AdLKov, Kal TOdE PEV
KaAov, T6de d¢ aioxpov, Kal Tode pev dolov, T6de &€ avooiov, Kal Td v roiel, Td d€ un
roicl... HeTd 8¢ TalTa €ig¢ 510a0KAAWVY MEPTIOVTES TIOAU HGANOV EvTEANOVTAL ETipeAEToBal
eUKoouiag TOV Maidwv N ypauuatwy Te Kal kiBapioewg:
As soon as [a boy] can understand what is said to him, the nurse and the mother and the
paidagdgos and the father strive hard so that the boy will excel, and for each act and
word they teach and impress upon him what is just and unjust, what is good and
shameful, what is holy and unholy, and what he should do and not do... and after this,
[the parents] send their sons to the didaskaloi and they enjoin on these men to take even
more care concerning the good behavior of the boys than concerning their letters and
harp-playing.
It is important to note that Plato uses the same verb here to describe the actions of the
parents and those of the teacher: didaskein. Both literally and conceptually, teachers
are expected to take over where the parents leave off. Just as the parents have taught
their child right from wrong and good from bad, the didaskalos, acting in place of the
parent, is responsible for continuing the child’s character education. In fact, Protagoras
implies that over and above the standard curriculum of music and letters, the most

important thing a didaskalos would have taught was proper behavior (eukosmia).22

3.4 Social Status

22 This type of character education is subtly different from that which the paigagégos was responsible for.
Whereas the paigagégos is often described as nurturing (trephein) like a parent, the didaskalos only
teaches.
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Given that didaskaloi were expected to act as surrogate parents to a child, one might
think that the teaching profession would have been held in high esteem in ancient
Greece, but this was not the case. Teaching was among the lowliest of professional
pursuits; it was a common insult in Classical antiquity to call someone a teacher or the
son of a teacher. Indeed, in the Antidosis (25), Isocrates recounts how Lysimachus once
insulted him by calling him a teacher of men, and Demosthenes used this same insult to
discredit his political opponent Aeschines (De cor. 258):

naiq pev v peTd MoANAG TG Evdeiag €Tpadng, dua T NaTpl MPog Td

d10aoKaAeiw TPooedpeUwy, TO peAav TpiBwv kal Ta BaBpa omoyyilwv kal 1O

nadaywyeiov Kop®v, oikETou TAELV, oUK EAeUBEpPOU TAIDOG EXWV.

As a child, you were raised in abject poverty, helping your father in the chores of the
schoolhouse: grinding the ink, sponging the benches, and sweeping the classroom. You
held the position of a household slave, not that of a free-born boy.

Teachers were the ultimate banausoi, i.e. menial workers. Not only did they have to do
the physical labor that went along with keeping up a classroom - as we see in the
passage above -, but they also had to deal with a group of rambunctious boys all day
every day. In the Classical period, the didaskalos did not have to have any special job
training;23 there was no certification process for teachers, and higher education was
reserved for the wealthy. Ordinary schoolteachers simply had to be literate and
passable at playing the harp. Since there was no government-run system of public
schools in the Classical period, being a didaskalos was equivalent to running a private
business, like a shoe shop or a bakery, except that instead of selling shoes or cakes,

the didaskalos sold childcare and knowledge-transfer. Given that the knowledge on offer

23 When we look later at the extension of the term didaskalos to describe a teacher of higher (i.e.
secondary or post-secondary) education, we will see that this is not entirely accurate. Additionally, when
didaskalos is applied to the teacher of a specialized skill like medicine, he obviously had some special job
training. What all of these teachers lacked, however, was any special education training.
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was very basic, and many families already had a nurse or paigagdégos to provide

childcare, we begin to see why the didaskalos was so poorly regarded.

3.5 Summary

In short, the didaskalos of the Classical period was a low-status day laborer who worked
in a dedicated schoolhouse (or at least a classroom) and acted as a parental substitute.
He taught a basic two-part curriculum consisting of music and letters, although it was
generally understood that in his role as surrogate parent he was also responsible for
some degree of behavioral training. His lessons were conducted through a combination
of memorization and imitation, depending upon the subject matter being taught. And
finally, we can assume that a didaskalos would have taught a class containing more

than one boy.

This somewhat crude sketch will be filled in and given nuance over the following
chapters. Indeed, these details describe what a teacher did and what a teacher was, but
they do not explain why the conceptual framework of teaching appealed to the Greek
mindset in such a deep and metaphorical way. Specifically, the language of teaching
was extended to nearly every sphere of Athenian public and private life. Moreover,
because there was not yet an institution for education in the Classical period, the
process and purpose of teaching, as well as the hypothetical role of the teacher,

provided controversial and interesting material for Greek writers.24 This study takes as

24 Cf. Ober 2001, 179: “The issue of education was particularly salient for Athenian democracy and its
critics in that it necessarily asks what premises should be common to the members of a political
community, whose responsibility it should be to teach those common premises, and in what institutional
framework they should be taught.”
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its jumping off point the basic facts of the teaching profession as it was understood in
antiquity and uses these facts to make sense of the widespread literary debate about

teaching in the fifth and fourth centuries at Athens.

4. The Structure of This Study

The current study consists of four chapters and an epilogue. Each chapter explores a
facet of the literary discourse concerning teaching during the Classical period (with
some reference to earlier Archaic sources that treat these same issues) by seeking to

answer a key question about the figure of the didaskalos and his role in Greek society.

4.1 Chapter 1 - Tutors, Mentors, and Sages

What makes the didaskalos distinct as an educational figure? Almost as important as
knowing who the didaskalos was is knowing who he wasn’t. This chapter uses the
portrait of the didaskalos that we established above in order 1) to determine which other
educational figures from the Archaic and Classical periods were thought of as didaskaloi
and which were not, and 2) to work towards an understanding of the chronological
development of the teacher in antiquity, and thereby to more clearly delineate the
independent figure of the didaskalos. Specifically, this part of the study investigates the
following figures: the legendary educators Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor; the

paidagbgos; the erastés; and the Sophist.

4.2 Chapter 2 - The Process of Education
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Is teaching - and should it be - a banausic pursuit, a techné, or a philosophical activity?
In other words, the goal of this chapter is to pinpoint the nature of the educational
process: Is it a type of menial labor requiring minimal qualifications? Is it the work of a
skilled craftsman that is carried out via specific steps and mechanisms? Or is it an
intellectual art to be undertaken by the greatest and most sophisticated minds? This
investigation is conducted in three parts: first, through a comparison of the education
systems at Athens and Sparta (as described by Plutarch and Xenophon), including their
respective philosophies of education, their methodologies, and their curricula; second,
through an analysis of the intra-Athenian debate between Aristophanes, Plato, Aristotle,
and Isocrates over the ideal curriculum focusing on the importance of so-called useful
versus useless subjects; and third, through an exploration of the ways Greek authors
extended the concept of teaching into other spheres of civic life - i.e. political oratory

and theater - and ultimately into the realm of metaphor.

4.3 Chapter 3 - The Teacher’s Impact

To what extent is a teacher able to influence the moral development of a student and to
what extent should he be held responsible for doing so? Specifically, is a student’s
nature or the teacher’s influence thought of as a more important factor in the success of
the teaching relationship, and did these ideas evolve from the Archaic to the Classical
period? Through a diachronic treatment of the literature, this chapter seeks to identify
and analyze the possible outcomes of the educational exchange and determine how

these two factors - nature and teaching - are seen as contributing to the outcome. The
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key authors whose views we will discuss are Pindar, Theognis, Euripides, Sophocles,

Thucydides, Isocrates, and Xenophon.

4.4 Chapter 4 - Socrates the Teacher

How does the literary figure of Socrates personify both sides of the Classical Athenian
debate over the role and responsibilities of the didaskalos? This chapter seeks to
answer how the issues discussed in the previous chapters affected the literary accounts
of the trial and execution of Socrates, and how our newfound understanding of the role
of the didaskalos changes the way we interpret these accounts. In particular, this
chapter focuses on the depiction of Socrates as a didaskalos in Aristophanes’ Clouds
and the way in which Plato and Xenophon responded to this depiction in their later

defenses of Socrates.

4.5 Epilogue

What happened to Classical education after the death of Socrates? The epilogue aims
to do three things: 1) to sum up the most important points of continuity and difference
between Classical and Hellenistic education, 2) to trace the fate of the didaskalos and
his curriculum and methods in the Hellenistic period, and 3) to track the development of
the “Socratic movement” from the decades after Socrates’ execution, through the
philosophical schools of the Hellenistic period, and into modern day pedagogical

discourse.



23

CHAPTER 1

TUTORS, MENTORS, AND SAGES

Although the primary focus of this study will be the role of the didaskalos in Classical
Athens, in order to understand the importance of this figure we must take a conceptual
step backward and consider the educational precursors and contemporaries of our
didaskalos. In particular, it is crucial to distinguish the didaskalos from other figures
whose roles - to varying extents - seemed to overlap his, specifically the parent, the
Homeric educators Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor, the erastés, and the Sophist. If the
Introduction sought to answer (albeit cursorily) the question “who was a didaskalos?”’,

then the purpose of this chapter will be to determine who wasn’t a didaskalos.

1. The First Educators

The one-on-one mentoring relationship did not begin with the emergence of the
professional educator in Classical Athens. Rather, this dynamic had already existed for
several centuries in Ancient Greece. Before there were schools and professional
teachers - not to mention the words to describe them - there were the iconic educators
of the Homeric texts: Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor.! Scholars have been tempted to

see all three of these figures as interchangeable, fulfilling their respective instructional

1 Although there are two different characters in the Odyssey, one named Mentor and one Mentes, there
has been some conflation of the two and most scholars treat them together, if not as the same person.
For the purposes of this section, when | refer to Mentor generally, | am also referring to Mentes. When |
mention a specific passage from the Odyssey, however, | will refer to either Mentor or Mentes as
appropriate.
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roles in exactly the same way,? but this is not so. Each of these literary characters
represents one of three distinct pre-Classical models for an educational relationship
between an older teacher figure and his younger charge. By laying these three models
alongside one another, we can begin to describe the boundaries of the specialized
educational relationships that existed in the pre-Classical period, and in so doing, to

understand the ways these figures developed into the educators of the fifth century.

1.1 Cheiron

We begin with Cheiron, the noble centaur of lliad Book 11, educator of heroes, and
expert in the healing arts. Despite his important role as friend of Peleus and teacher of
Achilles, however, Cheiron is only mentioned a mere handful of times in the lliad. At
16.143 and 19.390 Homer makes brief reference to the ashen spear of Peleus which
only Achilles is able to wield, and which was a wedding gift from Cheiron:3 peAinv, v
ratpl ¢iAw nope Xelpwv. (...the ashen spear which Cheiron gave to the dear father [of
Achilles]). This implies that by the time that the Homeric epics were recorded there
already existed a tradition of Cheiron as a skilled hunter and fighter, but the two passing
mentions from the /liad are the only textual evidence to support this assumption. There
is a similar dearth of Homeric evidence for Cheiron as a teacher. At lliad 4.217-19,

Machaon, son of Asclepius, is summoned to help treat the wound of Menelaos, and we

2 Marrou (1956) places Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor in one category: “And so at the very beginning of
Greek civilization we see a clearly defined type of education - that which the young nobleman received
through the precept and the practice of an older man to whom he had been entrusted for his training” (8).
See also Beck 1964, 49-50.

3 Later sources are consistent with this account. See Apollodorus Bibliotheca 3.170 and Quintus
Smyrnaeus Fall of Troy 1.592ff. One account has Cheiron simply cutting the wood, while Athena polished
the spear and Hephaistos fashioned a head for it (Cypria fragment 5 from the Scholiast on Homer’s lliad
17.140).
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learn in these lines that Machaon is thought to have inherited his father’s knowledge of
nrua ¢appaka (that is, soothing remedies), which Cheiron had given to him:

auTap enel idev EAkog 60' Eureos TIKPOG 0I0TOG, / aly' EKuulHoag & dp' firua
ddpuaka €idwg / mdooe, Ta ol mote TaTpl diAa ppoveéwy TOpe Xeipwv.

But when he saw the wound where the sharp arrow had been embedded, he sucked out
the blood and he sprinkled the area with soothing medicines which he knew because
Cheiron had once furnished them to his father with friendly disposition.

It is of note that the transfer of knowledge in this passage is described in the same
terms as the transfer of goods or property, that is, with the verb nmopw, “to furnish, offer,
or give.” Cheiron is not referred to as a teacher of Asclepius; he has given him the
knowledge of medicine in the same way that he gave Peleus the ashen spear, as a gift

motivated by feelings of deep friendship.

The third and most important (for our purposes) Homeric reference to Cheiron occurs at

lliad 11.829-32, where Eurypylos begs Patroclus to tend his wound, assuming that

Achilles must have taught his companion the medical skill that Cheiron taught him:
uNnpod &' £ktap' 6ioToév, At auTtol &' aida kehawvov / vig' 1datt Alapd, ém &' frua

dapuaka nacoe / €06A4, T4 o MPoTi pactv AXIANjog dedi1dax0al, / Ov Xeipwv
£dida&e dikalotatog Kevtaupwy.

But cut the arrow out of my thigh, and wash the dark blood away from it with warm water,
and sprinkle effective and soothing medicines upon it which they say you were taught by
Achilles, he whom Cheiron, the most just of the Centaurs, taught.

This, then, is our first glimpse of the tradition that names Cheiron as the teacher of
Achilles. For the first time, in this passage, Cheiron’s method of imparting knowledge to
Achilles is described by the verb didaskein, and his subject of instruction is the

specialized application of the healing arts. It is worth mentioning that the speaker in this

4 This point may be weakened somewhat by the fact that mope Xeipwv is a convenient line-end formula
that fits easily into the dactylic hexameter.
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passage is Eurypylos, and it is he who uses didaskein to describe the instructional
relationship between both Cheiron and Achilles and Achilles and Patroclus. Homer’s
narrator uses different language to explain this kind of knowledge transfer,> reserving
forms of didaskein and its root verb daémenai for divine and semi-divine teachers,® but
his human character Eurypylos has no other framework with which to conceptualize
these educational relationships.” Hence, according to the passage above, Cheiron and
Achilles are both described as teachers of medicine, despite only one of them being so
in terms of narrator-text. Regardless of this distinction, however, based on Homer’s
casual use of the language of teaching here without any further elaboration, | agree with
Beck’s conclusion that there must already have been some kind of pre-existing tradition
of teachers and men of specialist knowledge providing individual instruction to selected
students at that time (1964, 51). Cheiron is simply the best-known literary exemplar of

this category of individuals.

If Cheiron in Homer is a teacher, then in Hesiod he is a surrogate parent, a figure
somewhere between a foster father and a nurse.8 In each of the three passages in
which he is mentioned in the Hesiodic corpus, the wise centaur takes on the
responsibility for nurturing and bringing up his respective charges the way a trophos

would, an act which is signaled by the verb trephein. As Beck (1964) has rightly noted:

5 See discussion above on lliad 4.217-19.

6 In the handful of cases in the reduplicated aorist in which daémenai is used transitively to denote a
teaching relationship, the “teacher” is always a god and the “student” a mortal needing to acquire a
specific skill from the deity (see Od. 20.72, 5.233, and 23.160). The focus of such passages is on the
acquisition of a divine techné by a given mortal and not on the process of education itself.

7 Cf. Il. 8.442 for Phoenix’ use of didaskein to describe his teaching role.

8 For Cheiron as a trophos, see Mathé 1995, 49-50.
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In these references the verb Tpépw “rear” is used of his relationship to his pupil, not
d1daokw “teach”. This implies that Chiron was responsible for the whole development of
his pupil, moral, physical, and intellectual, and not merely or solely for the imparting of
specific aspects of knowledge. (49)
According to Hesiod, Cheiron reared Medeius, Jason, and Achilles. At Theogony 1001
he is described as raising Medeius, the son of Jason, in the mountains. Similarly, in a
fragment preserved by the scholiast on Pindar’s Nemean 3 (Hes. fr. 40), we learn that
he raised Jason in the Pelian glade ('Ioova..., 6v Xeipwv €6pey’ evi MnAiwt
UANevTl), and in another fragment from the Catalogue of Women, Cheiron is in charge
of tending to (komizein) the personal development of the young Achilles. The verb
komizein here is virtually synonymous with trephein, and most importantly, it also
denotes the kind of nurturing relationship a boy might have with his parent, or at least
with a parental substitute.® Indeed, aside from acting the part of the nurse, the Cheiron
of the Hesiodic corpus seems to be a stand-in for a missing parent:'0 according to most
versions Alcimede (Jason’s mother), Medea, and Thetis were all absent from the lives of
their young sons when they were handed over to Cheiron for tutelage. This represents
an important extension of Cheiron’s character from a simple teacher of medicine in the
lliad to an all-out caretaker who reared his charges through their entire childhood,

teaching them everything they needed to know to survive and thrive in the world.

Although Hesiod does not mention his special subject of medicine, he does add another

9 For a complete discussion and analysis of the language of nourishing in Greek, see Moussy 1969. For
the various uses of trephein, see Demont 1978.

Komizein was also frequently the verb used in later Greek literature to describe the act of
entrusting a child to Cheiron.

10 According to some scholars, Cheiron is specifically a divine stand-in for a missing divine parent. If for
whatever reason a divine (or semi-divine) mother could not raise her child, she would send him to study
with the immortal, half-human Cheiron in order to get in touch with his divinity. See Mathé 1995, 52ff.



28

important element to the Cheiron myth: a location for instruction, i.e. in the Pelian

glade.!

It is also at the time of Hesiod that Cheiron’s educational role splits into two distinct
categories. The first is that of the parent/teacher/nurse described above; the second is
that of the oracular sage who dispenses pithy advice and pearls of wisdom. It is this
second role that gave rise to the pseudo-Hesiodic ‘Yrio8fikat Xeipovog, or Precepts of
Cheiron, one of the earliest extant examples of the genre of advice poetry. What
remains of this text, a small collection of fragmentary one-liners and gnomic statements,
appears to be the beginning of the persistent later tradition ascribing to Cheiron “virtual
omniscience and a practical monopoly of the art of teaching” (Beck 1964, 73). Both of
these strands of the tradition continue in the Odes of Pindar and beyond, sometimes
operating simultaneously. In Pythian 6, for example, the poet recounts some of the
precepts which Cheiron handed down to Achilles when he was under the centaur’s
tutelage (21-7):

T4 MoT' €v oUpeot pavTi peyarooBevel / DINUpag uiov opdpavilopéve / MnAeida

nmapaiveiv- paAtota pev Kpovidav, / Bapulora otepomndv Kepauvav Te puTtaviy, /

Be@v oéBeoBal Tautag de un mote TIPAG / Aueipely YovEéwy Biov METPWUEVOV.

The things which they say once the son of Philyra advised the powerful, orphaned’ son
of Peleus in the mountains: first of all, of the gods, to worship the deep-voiced son of
Kronus, the ruler of thunder and lightning. And also to never deprive one’s parents of
honor during their allotted lifetime.

1 For more on the importance of Cheiron having a set location for instruction, see Beck 1964, 73.

2 The use of orphanizomai here requires some explanation, given that both Peleus and Thetis were still
alive in the context of the passage. We have to assume that the implication of the verb is not that
Achilles’s parents are dead, but that they are absent from his life in any meaningful way, and for this
reason there is a parental role available to be filled by Cheiron.



29

What initially seems like a simple mention of Cheiron as the teacher of Achilles is
revealed to also be a reference to the tradition in which Cheiron is a master of gnomic
statements on life. The verb napatvelv “to advise” situates this passage in the same
category as the Precepts of Cheiron, that is, the genre of advice poetry. As such,
Cheiron’s wisdom is of use not just to Achilles but also to Pindar’s entire audience: we
all could benefit from a little reminder about how to behave toward the gods and our
parents. Cheiron’s sphere of influence is so great in Pindar’s Odes, in fact, that in
Pythian 9, Apollo himself, the god of prophecy, seeks Cheiron’s advice on his intention
to rape the maiden Cyrene (29ff):
auTtika d' ek peyapwv Xipwva ripoorvene pwvad- / ‘oepvov avipov, PAAupida
TPOAINMWV BUHOV YUVAIKOG Kai peyalav duvacty / Batpacov.../ TiG viv aveparwv
Té}I(SV; / 0ola KAUTAv X€pa ol mpooeveyKeTV Npa Kal €k Aexéwv kelpal peAladéa
rofav;

Immediately Apollo summoned Cheiron from his halls and addressed him: “Son of
Philyra, leave behind your hallowed cave and marvel at the spirit and great power of this
woman...What mortal bore her?...Is it sanctioned for me to lay my glorious hand upon
her and to crop the honey-sweet meadow of her bed?”
No better indication of Cheiron’s perceived omniscience can be found than an example
of a god asking the centaur whether it is allowed that he pursue a particular mortal

woman.13

Let us now set aside the evidence for Cheiron as a sage, and consider how Cheiron is

treated elsewhere in Pindar’s Odes. Although the two strands of the Cheiron tradition at

13 Pindar is certainly playing with the tradition and his readers’ expectations here, but this does not mean
that this passage should be discounted. On the contrary, in order for him to be able to manipulate the
tradition in this way, there had to already exist a cultural notion of Cheiron as the omniscient sage. That
being said, we should be careful to remember that Cheiron is a naturally paradoxical figure: the immortal
who dies, the centaur who represents the height of civilization, the prophet to whom the god of prophecy
turns for help.
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times are intertwined in the poems of Pindar (and Hesiod), as time goes on, the strands
diverge widely, and the tradition of Cheiron as teacher/parent will ultimately prove much

more applicable to the present enquiry concerning the teachers of the fifth century.

In the rest of the Pindaric corpus there is a blending of the Homeric tradition of Cheiron
as teacher and the Hesiodic tradition of Cheiron as parent. In Pythian 3, Cheiron is
described as having reared (5: trephein) Asclepius and having taught him (45:
didaskein) how to heal painful afflictions for mankind. The dual function of Cheiron as
teacher and parent is evidenced again in Pythian 4 when Jason addresses Pelias
(102-4):

daul di1Idackaliav Xipwvog oloelv. Avipobe yap véopal / map Xapik'Aolg Kai

®I\Upag, iva Kevtalpou pe koUpal BpgPav ay'vai. / eikool &' EkteAEoalg
gviauTtoug olTe €pyov / oUT' €Mog EvTpdmneAov Keivololy einwv (kopav olkade

“I say that | will bring the teaching of Cheiron, for | come from his cave, from the side of
Chariclo and Philyra, where the holy daughters of the Centaur raised me. And having
spent twenty years there and not having done or said anything shameful in their
presence, | have come home.”

This passage is interesting for several reasons. First, in it Jason describes what he has
learned from Cheiron as d1daokaAia, “teaching”, which implies that Cheiron taught him
at least one specific discipline (perhaps hunting or warfare?). Second, here Jason offers
a rare window into his life in the cave of Cheiron; we see that he was raised by the
centaur, together with Cheiron’s mother Philyra, his wife Chariclo, and their daughters
for the bulk of his young life, and that he was taught by them the correct way to behave

in the outside world.
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The most detailed Pindaric account of Cheiron as teacher/parent occurs in Nemean 3
(43-9 and 53-60):

EavBog &' AXIAeUG TA PEV HEVWYV DINUpag €V dOOLG,

naig éwv Abupe peyadha Epya- xepol Bautva

Bpaxuoidapov dkovta MaAAwV (oa T' avéuolg, 45
€V HAXQ AEOVTEOOLY AYPOTEPOLG EMPACTEV POVOV,

KArtpoug T' évalpe: cwpata d¢ mapa Kpovidav

Kévtaupov acBuaivovta KOUIZeV,

€EETNG TO MP®TOV, OAov d' EmelT' v XpoOvov-...

Babuufta Xipwv Tpade Aibivw

ldooVv' Evdov Téyel, Kal Emeltev ACKAATIOV,

TOV dapuakwyv dida&e palakoxelpa vouov: 55
vUpgpeuoe &' alTic AyAadKoATov

Nnpéog BUyaTt pa, yovov T€ ol pépTatov

atitaAlAev v dpuévolol maot Bupov alwy,

0¢'pa Balaooialg Avéuwv puralol MepPOeiq

Umo Tpotav dopikTumov AAaAav Aukiwv Te mpoouévol kal dpuy®dv 60
Aapddavwv Te.

And golden-haired Achilles, while staying in the house of Philyra (mother/daughter of
Cheiron) as a child, accomplished great deeds. Brandishing a short-bladed spear in his
hands and moving as quickly as the wind, he brought death in battle to savage lions, and
he slew boars, and he brought their panting bodies back to the Centaur son of Kronus,
for the first time when he was six years old, and then afterwards for the remainder of his
time there...

Deep-thinking Cheiron raised Jason under his stone roof, and then later Asclepius,
whom he taught the gentle-handed law of remedies. And he arranged marriage for the
glorious-bosomed daughter of Nereus, and he nurtured her incomparable son (Achilles),
fostering his spirit with all fitting things so that when he was sent to Troy by the blasts of
the sea-winds he might stand his ground against the spear-shaking battle-cry of the
Lykians and the Phrygians and the Dardanians.
This passage offers the only definitive piece of pre-Classical evidence for Cheiron as a
teacher of hunting and warfare,'4 a theme which will come to dominate the Cheiron
tradition in later texts. In the first six lines, we see Cheiron implicitly encouraging
Achilles to treat wild animals like the foes he will one day face in battle, and indeed, this

lesson is given real-life application a few lines later when Achilles is sent to Troy and he

14 Although it can be argued that the Homeric reference to the spear Cheiron gave to Peleus is, in fact, a
veiled reference to his having taught Peleus to hunt.
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must exhibit the same courage and ruthlessness that he showed with the lions and the
boars in the woods surrounding Cheiron’s cave. The centaur himself has provided all of
the appropriate training for Achilles to be a skilled fighter (58ff). Just before, at lines
54-55, Pindar mentions that Cheiron also taught (didaskein) Asclepius the law of
remedies, continuing the tradition begun with Homer. So in this one passage, then,
Cheiron is said to teach hunting, warfare, and medicine, while also raising (trephein)
both Jason and Asclepius and nurturing (atitallein) Achilles. Rearing and teaching go
hand-in-hand in Cheiron’s care, and he teaches morality and comportment just as much
as medicine and other skilled pursuits. The use of the verb atitallein in line 58
underscores this point. While this verb is an hapax legomenon in Pindar, in pre-Pindaric
archaic poetry (i.e. Homer, Hesiod, and the Homeric Hymns) atitallein nearly always
occurs in conjunction with trephein (or komed/komizd) and is used to describe the
relationship between a child and a non-biological parental figure, usually when the
child’s mother is deceased, absent, or unable to care for her offspring.'®> For example, in
Hesiod’s Theogony 479-80, Rheia gives up the baby Zeus to Gaia to take care of so he
will be protected from the wrath of Kronus: tov pév ol €d€§ato Mata neAwpn / KpAtn
ev elpein Tpedépev atitalAEpevai te. (And vast Gaia received him (Zeus) in wide
Crete to raise and nourish.) Similarly, in the Homeric Hymn to Dionysus (3-5), the baby
god is given to the nymphs of Nysa to raise (trephein) and nurture (atitallein) since his
mother, Semele, had been burned to death. The combination of these verbs points to a
holistic care-taking relationship, the purpose of which is to provide not only simple

sustenance (food, shelter, etc), but also wisdom and important life skills. Pindar’s

5 See Hom. Hymn to Aph. 115; Hesiod fr. 165.6; lliad 14.202 and 303, 16.191, 24.60; Odyssey 18.323,
19.354.
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singular use of atitallein (58) along with trephein (53) and didaskein (54) in the passage
above from Nemean 3 emphasizes Cheiron’s role as a surrogate parent - particularly

for boys whose mothers are absent - as well as an educator.

After Pindar, Cheiron’s literary and iconographic legacy takes on a life of its own.
Beginning as early as Xenophon and continuing into the Roman period, the wise
centaur quickly acquires an impossibly large number of students and subjects of
instruction. In On Hunting 1-2, Xenophon recounts how Apollo and Artemis gave hunting
as a gift to Cheiron, who taught this and many other noble things to his students, 21 in
all, including not only the heroes mentioned in the earlier poetic tradition, but also
Cephalus, Nestor, Theseus, Hippolytus, Telamon, Odysseus, Diomedes, Aeneas, and
both Castor and Pollux. To this number Apollodorus (Bibl. 3.30) adds Actaeon, and one
third-century bronze statue even includes Hercules among them.'® By the Roman
period, Cheiron is not only the teacher of all students, but the teacher of all subjects.
Statius’ Achilleis 2.96ff lists hunting, warfare, wilderness survival, music, wrestling,
medicine, and the precepts of divine justice among the subjects Cheiron taught to
Achilles, while a well-known fresco from Herculaneum shows Cheiron teaching Achilles
to play the lyre, and one of the reliefs of the Tensa Capitolina shows Cheiron instructing

Achilles on how to throw the javelin.’” In Homer, Cheiron had one student - Achilles -,

16 London, BM 1242. See LIMC on “Cheiron” p. 246.

17 For these specific works of art, see Marrou 1956, 360, n. 11. For many iconographical examples that
match up to the text of the Achilleis, see LIMC on “Cheiron” pp. 242-5.
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and one subject - medicine - ,'8 but by the latter half of the fifth century he had become
the teacher of all noble subjects to all extraordinary men, or at least to all men a
respectable upper class person might want to claim descent from. | would suggest that
this expansion of Cheiron’s sphere is the result of poets recognizing a clear correlation
between Cheiron’s educational role and that of the Classical didaskalos. Cheiron was a
teacher before a name for this profession existed in Greek, and later writers
acknowledged this and assimilated his role to that of the didaskalos, the existing model
closest to what he did. In other words, Cheiron is a proto-didaskalos, the functional
predecessor of the didaskalos, and as such, he exhibits a number of characteristics
(although not all) that will come to be associated with the didaskalos of the Classical

period.

According to Beck (1964, 72-3), there are three aspects which define the public school
system at Athens from 450-350 BC:

1. “The education provided was cultural, not technical, directed towards
character training and citizenship, not towards craftsmanship and personal
profit.” This means that trades like tanning, carpentry, and metal-working
would not be taught in schools.

2. “The teacher was a professional taking more than one pupil and offering
instruction to all who could afford it. In this sense he is to be opposed to the

private tutor.”

8 As mentioned above, it is possible that Cheiron’s gift of a spear to Peleus hints at his participation in the
sphere of hunting and warfare as well, but there is no other evidence for his teaching of these subjects in
Homer.
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3. “The instruction offered was given in some definite building or locality.” This
place was separate from the student’s home; the very necessity of travel to
the schoolhouse is a defining characteristic of the educational system at this
time.

To this list, | would add that the duration of instruction was traditionally on the order of
years, but not a lifetime. This distinction will become important later when we compare

the didaskalos with the paidagdgos.

How does Cheiron fit into this Classical paradigm? First of all, in Cheiron is combined
both technical and cultural instruction. He specialized in medicine (although it is
debatable whether he taught this as a craft to practice or simply for its usefulness as a
survival skill),® but he also sought to make his students whole people and functional
citizens. This aspect of his teaching is brought to the fore in Statius’ Achilleis with the

increased number of non-technical subjects Cheiron teaches.

Second, although Cheiron was, by definition, a private tutor who only worked with one

student at a time, he did have more than one student in total (at the very least he taught
Asclepius and Achilles, and probably Jason), and this aspect is also exaggerated in the
later authors who list all the heroes as students of Cheiron. He certainly can’t be said to

ever have taught a whole class of boys at one time like the didaskalos, but given his

19 Although medicine is likely exceptional as technai go, given that it was clearly not considered to be a
low-class pursuit in the Homeric corpus, nevertheless, by the Classical period it was being equated - at
least by some - with such banausic professions as cooking, captaining a ship, farming, and cobbling. For
example, see Plato Republic 332c, Hippocrates On Ancient Medicine. For this reason, | follow Beck
(1964, 143) in placing instruction in medicine in the category of technical education. For the status of
medicine in Archaic Greek poetry, especially Homer, see Kudlien 1968, 310ff.
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immortality he doesn’t quite fit the traditional model of a private tutor?® who could only
have worked with one or two boys in his lifetime either. Despite his immortality, however,
Cheiron was a temporary figure in a boy’s life. The longest duration of stay we know of
is Jason’s: he lived with the centaur for twenty years. Unlike household slaves and
nurses, Cheiron did not continue to see a boy after he reached the age of maturity. In

this way, his function is much closer to that of a professional teacher than anything else.

Finally, starting with Hesiod, Cheiron’s instruction did take place in a definite location
outside of the home of his student where a boy would be sent or brought: a cave in the
Pelian glade. Although the student lived in the cave with Cheiron, as opposed to making
the journey daily, this is most likely a function of the relative isolation of Cheiron’s cave
from centers of civilization. Because of this difference, however, Cheiron had to function
as a parental substitute and nurse for the boy, since he would not have been able to
return home for his day-to-day care. Setting aside his working with only one student at a
time, this role of substitute nurturer - marked by the use of the verb trephein - is the

biggest difference between Cheiron and the Classical figure of the didaskalos.?!

1.2 Phoenix and the paidagégos

20 |.e. the paidagdgos. For further discussion see below, Section 1.2

21 As we saw in the Introduction, the didaskalos also acted as a surrogate parent, but his role did not
extend to the kind of nurture and rearing that Cheiron is described as performing for his students.

Although the relationship between Cheiron and Achilles looks very much like the type of
relationship a modern reader might call “apprenticeship”, there is no evidence for the specific language or
concept of apprenticeship in ancient Greek literature. It is my contention that the primary reason why a
student would live for a period of time with his teacher was because of the logistical difficulty presented by
a long commute to the house of the teacher. While modern “apprenticeship” is, by definition, training in a
skilled trade, the equivalent ancient relationships - like that between Cheiron and Achilles - were not
necessarily about technical training alone.
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If Cheiron is a proto-didaskalos, then Phoenix must represent a different model of
education. At Republic 390e4, Plato refers to Phoenix as Achilles’ paidagégos, a Greek
term which is most often translated as “tutor.” However, this figure did not exist in the
literature of the archaic period, so we must look at later evidence for an explanation of
Plato’s anachronism. The paidagdgos first appears in literature in Herodotus Book Eight
(Ch. 75.1-7). In this passage, Themistocles undertakes a calculated deception in order
to bring about the Battle of Salamis:
'EvBalta OeploTokAENG WG £0000TO TI} YVQOUN UTO TAV MeAomovvnaoiny, Aabwv
e€EEpxetal €k To0 ouvedpiou, eEeABwV OE MEUTEL £€G TO OTpATOTIESOV TO MNBWV
avdpa moiw, EvTelNapevog Ta Aéyely Xpedv, Td olivopa pev Nv Zikivvog, oikétng
8¢ Kai Madaywyog AV TOV OeuloTokA£0C Taidwv: TOV &f UoTEPOV TOUTWV TAV

mENYHATwV [0] OeuloToKAENG OeoTuéa Te €Moinoe, wg EMEdEKOVTO o OsoTuéeg
TOAINTAG, KAl XprHaot OABLOV.

Then Themistocles, since he had been defeated in the vote by the Peloponnesians, left
the assembly in secret, and having gone out he sent a man by boat to the encampment
of the Medes, enjoining on him what he should say. The name of this man was Sicinnus,
and he was the household slave and paidagdgos of the children of Themistocles. Later
on, Themistocles made him a Thespian when the Thespians were accepting new
citizens, and he made him rich with money.
The success of Themistocles’ plan in this scene depends upon the actions of the
paidagdégos Sicinnus.22 It is worth noting that Themistocles did not entrust anyone else
with the important mission of bringing the false message to Xerxes. Sicinnus is clearly a
trusted member of his household, a point which is doubly determined in the Histories by
the use of both “household slave” and paidagdgos to describe him. As Beck has rightly
observed (1964, 105), oiketés often describes a servant who is seen as a member of

the family and is frequently used in opposition to a lowly slave, or dodlos. Not only is

Sicinnus trusted with the care of Themistocles’ children, he also shares an intimacy with

22 This does not mean, of course, that in actual fact, Themistocles used the word paidagdgos to describe
Sicinnus, but rather, by the time Herodotus was writing about this figure, paidagdgos seemed to be the
best word to describe him.
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the family that belies his social status. Given this, it comes as no surprise that
Themistocles ultimately rewards Sicinnus with citizenship and wealth befitting a person

held in high esteem.

Evidence of this intimacy and esteem can also be found in the tragedians. In Euripides’
Electra (285-87), Electra counts her father’s elderly paidagégos among the number of
those dear to her (Ep@v piAwv), recalling the way he once saved Orestes from death.
Similarly, in the lon (725ff), Creusa addresses her father’s aged paidagdgos as ¢ilog
(dear) and €Uvoug (kindly) and assures him that she will take care of him as if he were
her own father, to which he responds in kind by calling her 60yatep, “daughter.” The
motif of paidagdgos as parent will prove important later in our discussion of Phoenix and
Achilles. The most developed example of this theme comes from the opening scene of
Sophocles’ Electra (1-75). The play begins with the paidagégos giving Orestes a sort of
mini-lesson on the topography of his homeland as they pass through it, at the end of
which he recalls the way the two of them had been forced to flee after the murder of
Agamemnon when Orestes was still very young (11-14):

00ev 0g MATPOG €K POVWV £Yw TOTE / IPOC ONG OPAipoU Kal KaotyviTng Aapwv /
Nveyka Ka&éowoa KAEeBpePaunVv / Toodvd' €¢ PRNG Natpl TIHWPOV ddVou.

Long ago | took you away from the murder of your father on behalf of your blood kin and
sister and | saved you and raised you to adolescence to avenge your father’s death.

The paidagdgos in this scene first treats Orestes like his student, pointing out all of the
sites along their route, but he explains his relationship to Orestes in terms of rearing to

manhood (katatrephein) like a parent. Then, acting in the role of advisor, he goes on to
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lay out the plan of action against Clytemnestra and Aegisthus for his youthful charge, to
which Orestes responds gratefully (23-4 and 29-31):
"Q ¢iAtaT' AvdpdV MPooTOAwY, WG Lol oadri / onuela daivelg 060G €ig NUAG

YEYWG-... / Totydp Ta pev d6€avta dnAwow, ou 3¢, / dEelav dkonv Tolg £UoIg
AOYoIG d1doug, / el un TL Kalpol TUYXavw, HEBApUOCOV.

Oh dearest attendant, how clearly you have shown yourself to be loyal to our
family...Therefore | will explain my idea, and you, give a sharp ear to my words and
correct me if I miss the mark in some way.

In this brief passage Orestes demonstrates neatly the multiplicity of the roles
encompassed by the figure of the paidagdgos at this time. In the first two lines, he
addresses his companion as “dearest”, and “loyal”, but hints at a status disparity with
the word prospolos, which is most often used to denote a member of the servant class.
In almost the same breath, however, Orestes shows a student’s respect for the
paidagégos by seeking his advice and offering to defer to his judgment concerning their
conspiracy. Like Themistocles’ paidagdgos, the paidagdgos in this play is trusted with
delivering a very important message on which subsequent events depend. In the
Electra, in fact, the paidagégos is responsible for coordinating and executing the plot to
take vengeance on Clytemnestra and Aegisthus; he comes up with all of the lies to be
told and manipulates everyone beautifully, giving Orestes very specific instructions
about how he should carry out the plan (660-770; 1326-70). In addition, he even
intervenes to rebuke Orestes and Electra for making too much noise in their reunion
scene, and in this way, he also enacts the usual role of the paidagdgos as disciplinarian.
It must be pointed out, however, that the paidagdgos does not teach (didaskein) per se

in the Electra or in any of the other extant literature, nor does he instruct in any
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particular subject. His specialty seems to be in moral and behavioral advice; he is a

guide and a governor, not a teacher.

One of the tragedians’ most important additions to the paidagégos tradition is his age.
The paidagdgos in Sophocles and Euripides is always elderly; he is described as a
presbus?3 or a gerén?* who takes care of a child. By the end of the fifth century, this
system was already established to the point that Euripides could make a pun in the
Bacchae wherein Cadmus offers to act as a paidagdgos for his blind friend Teiresias,
even though they are both elderly (193): {Ka.} yépwVv yépovTa Maldaywynow o' Eyw;

(I myself, being an old man, will be your paidagdgos, although you are also elderly).

Less than fifty years later, the paidagdgos had become intimately linked with the day-to-
day life of the family and was frequently mentioned in conjunction with parents, nurse,
and didaskalos as one of the key formative figures in the life of a young boy.25 At the
same time, he was no longer thought of as a dear friend, although he was still treated
with great respect considering his slave status. In Plato’s Lysis (208c), Socrates
questions the boy Lysis about the authority figures in his life, and we learn the basic
Classical function of the paidagégos:

ZOK: AN\' dpxel Tig oou; AYZ: “Ode, maldaywyog.
>OK: M@v do0Aog wv; AYZ: ANG Ti unv; NUETEPOG YE.

23 See Euripides Medea 53, lon 725. It is possible that these terms denote some degree of honorific in
addition to, or even instead of, actual years of life.

24 See Euripides Electra 287, Sophocles Electra 73.

25 See Plato Republic 373c, Protagoras 325c; Xenophon Constitution of the Lacedaimonians 2.1.6; and
later Plutarch Aemilius Paullus 33.6.3 and Alexander 5.7.2.
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>OK: "H de1vov £AelBepov dvta Umo doulou dpxeoBat. Ti 8¢ motdv ald oUTog 6
nadaywyog oou dpxel; AYZ: "Aywv dnrou eig d1daokaAou.

SQK: M@v ) kal o0Toi cou &pxouaty, oi didaokahot; AYZ: Mavtwg dfrou.
>OK: MaunoAloug Gpa ool deomdTaAC Kal ApXoVTag EKWV O TATNP £pioTnaly.

SOC: But does someone rule over you? LYS: This man here, my paidagdgos. SOC: He
isn’t a slave, is he? LYS: Sure he is, but he is our slave. SOC: It is remarkable that a free
person is ruled by a slave. How does this paidagdgos rule you? LYS: He brings me to
my teacher’s place. SOC: Don'’t they also rule over you, your teachers? LYS: By all
means. SOC: Well then, your father intentionally sets up all kinds of rulers and authority
figures for you.
It is clear from this passage that by Plato’s time, the paidagdgos was little more than an
escort. He was a slave assigned to stay with one boy throughout his youth (and
sometimes beyond),26 to work as a parental substitute in conjunction with the trophos,
and to act as the intermediary between the safe spaces of the home and the
schoolhouse. He protected his boy from the advances of an erastés,2” attended classes
with him,28 carried his books,2? disciplined him when necessary,30 and taught him

comportment and good behavior.3! As a live-in care-taker, the paidagégos would have

dealt with all aspects of a boy’s raising, from infancy through young adulthood.

Now we can return to Phoenix, the anachronistically-labeled paidagégos who makes

only one significant appearance in the lliad. In Book 9, when the embassy is sent to

26 See Plutarch’s Life of Demosthenes 5 for the paidagbégos as an escort for the adult statesman when
traveling to and from the assembly.

27 See Plato Symposium 183c.
28 See discussion of the Douris Cup at Introduction Section 3.2
29 See lulius Pollux X.59.

30 See Plato Protagoras 325c¢. For the comedic literary afterlife of the paidagdgos as failed disciplinarian
see Plautus Bacchides 420-45.

31 See Plutarch An virtus doceri possit 2.
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Achilles to beg him to return to the fight, Phoenix presents his case as surrogate parent
and caretaker of the youth:

n®dg Av Emelt' Ano osglo ¢pilov TEKog albt Amoiuny

olog; ool 8¢ W' Enepure yépwv rmmAata MnAsug

NHatt I® 0Te 0' €k POING AYAUEUVOVL TIEUTIE

vAruov ol nw £id606' duoliou TOAEHOLO 440
oUd' ayopéwyv, (va T' Avdpeg aplrpemneeg TeAéBouaL.

TolUveKda pe mpoénke d1daokEueval Tade navTa,

MUBWV Te PNTHP' EPEVal TIPNKTHPA TE EPYWV.

WG Av Enelt’ ano ocio piAov TEKOG oUK €BEAOLLL

Aeineobe

How then could | remain here alone, apart from you, dear child?

Peleus, the aged horseman, sent me with you

on that day when he sent you from Phthia to Agamemnon

as a mere child who knew nothing of joining battle

nor of assemblies, where men become outstanding.

For this reason he sent me along to teach you all of these things,

to become a capable speaker and a man of action.

Therefore | would not be willing to be left behind apart from you, dear child.
Here we see Phoenix acting as both parent and teacher to the youthful Achilles. He
addresses his charge as “dear child” and expresses great distress at the prospect of
ever being separated from his adopted son, but in the same breath he recalls how
Achilles’ actual father Peleus had sent him along with the boy in order to teach him
proper conduct. Although the verb Phoenix uses for his instructional relationship with
Achilles is didaskein, the “subjects” he teaches him are oral communication and proper
behavior - the domain of the private tutor or later paidagdgos.32 The juxtaposition of
muthén and ergdn in line 443 also hints at the later literary use of the combination of

“‘word” and “deed” to describe a well-rounded, properly-educated person. In this way,

Phoenix, like Cheiron, is a general educator of sorts, blurring the boundaries of the

32| qualify the topics Phoenix teaches in this way in order to make clear that | do not believe Homer was
actually arguing for a developed curriculum of any kind that was taught by the noble paidagégos at this
time. Instead, oral communication describes the broad skill of being able to express one’s opinion in a
group discussion, and proper behavior describes all of the interpersonal actions a Homeric hero might
need to take part in, including battlefield etiquette, hunting, sports, etc.
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paidagégos and the didaskalos. In fact, it seems likely that Beck’s observation on this

phenomenon is accurate:

In early times the Classical functions of paidagdgos and teacher, that is, of moral training
and of technical, including literary, instruction, were combined in the one person. In fact,
since in those early aristocratic days there was little technical and literary instruction, the
paedagogic function would predominate. (1964, 107)

This is certainly what we see in the speech Phoenix gives to try to convince Achilles to
stay. He begins by reminding his charge of the ways he took care of him as a child
(9.485-95):

kai oe Tooo0ToV £6nKa Beoilg érueikeN' AXIAAED, 485
€K Bupol PINEwWY, emel oUK EBENEOKEG Al' AW

oUT' ¢ dalt' iéval olT' €v peydpolol macaobalt,

mplv y' 6Te ON O' €T €pololy €yw yoUveool kaBiooag

dYou T' Goatul TPOTAUV Kal olvov ErmoxX®V.

TOAAAKL ol KaTédeuoag i 0T Beaol XITOvVA 490
oivou amoPAUCwV €v vNTIEN AAEYELV]].

™G €ml ool pdAa MoAAd radov kal MoAAd poéynoa,

TA ppoVvEWV O polL oU TL Beol yovov £EsTEAELOV

€€ ¢ueld- AANG oe nalda Beolg erueike' AXIAAED

noleuunVv

And | made you what you are, godlike Achilles,

loving you from my heart, since you would not go to

feast with anyone else nor would you eat in the halls

until I had sat you down on my knees and had cut up

your food and given you all you wanted, and held your wine for you.

Often you soaked the chest of my robe, spitting up your wine

in the troublesomeness of your childhood.

So | have suffered many things because of you and | have endured much trouble,
thinking about how the gods would not bring about any offspring for me.

But | made you my child, godlike Achilles.

Aside from demonstrating the deep, paternal love Phoenix has for his young charge,
this speech is clearly intended to remind Achilles of his familial obligations to his aged
tutor and to engender enough guilt to nudge him in the right direction. In case this is not

effective, Phoenix goes on to recount a thinly-veiled allegorical tale whose outcome
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parallels the worst possible outcome of Achilles’ current situation.33 Like a paidagdgos
whose job it is to guide his charge toward the most prudent course of action, Phoenix
presents Achilles with an instructional parable in the hopes that the lesson of another’s
experience might make clear to the young man his own folly (/. 9.529-605). To this
lesson, however, Achilles responds with impatience and anger, addressing his dtta
vepale dlotpedeg (aged, illustrious, father) like the paidagdégos whose advice he

believes he has outgrown.

So what makes Phoenix more of a proto-paidagégos than a proto-didaskalos? How is
he so different from the model represented by Cheiron?34 While Cheiron and Phoenix
both serve as teachers and parental substitutes selected by the boy’s parents, their
similarities end there. Phoenix, like the paidagdgos with whom he shares so many
characteristics, stays with the boy to whom he is attached, only serving as tutor to one
boy in his lifetime. In contrast, Cheiron has many students over the course of his life,35

and they come to him, stay for a limited time, and then return to their lives apart from

33 For discussion of the method of teaching by example, see Chapter 2, Section 1.3

34 At this point, it is worth addressing the controversial and much-discussed question of why Homer
included both Cheiron and Phoenix as teachers of Achilles in the lliad. In this, | follow the argument of
Mackie (1997) that goes as follows: Homer included two different teachers for Achilles in order to account
for his extraordinary nature. He couldn’t very well have a centaur be the primary teacher of behavior and
morals for an aristocratic hero, so he gave the role of community instructor to Phoenix. This meant that
Phoenix taught Achilles all of the standard things that every prince needs to know to participate in
community life (i.e. interactions in the army). However, Achilles is far too unusual to just have an ordinary
education, so to account for his less ordinary qualities, including his training in medicine and
marksmanship, Homer provided the figure of Cheiron. This seems to me a tidy and reasonable solution to
the problem of the presence of both Cheiron and Phoenix in the /liad, while not discounting either of their
roles. | would simply add to this argument that if we view Cheiron and Phoenix as acting in different
educational capacities (i.e. as proto-didaskalos and proto-paidagdgos, respectively), the issue of both
their continued - and potentially conflicting - presences in the lliad is minimized even further.

35 If we are to take as fact the list of Cheiron’s students, then there would inevitably have been some
overlap between their tenures with the centaur. However, for our purposes, it is only important to note that
Cheiron is never described as leading a class or as teaching more than one student at a time.
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the centaur. While Cheiron does provide a complete education in the way a paidagdgos
would have, he also has specialties that a general educator would not have (medicine,
music, hunting). Phoenix, on the other hand, is almost solely a behavioral coach with no

specific areas of specialization.36

1.3 Mentor

When placed alongside the figures of Cheiron and Phoenix, Mentor does not appear to
fit into either of these two models, despite some scholarly arguments to the contrary.3”
Mentor is an older adult male who advises Odysseus’ son, Telemachus, in the Odyssey,
and that role earned him immortality as the namesake of the English word for an older
adviser to a younger person, i.e. a mentor. The word “mentor” is thought to have been
brought into English in the mid 1700’s via the French political novel Les Aventures de
Télémaque by Mothe-Fénelon, in which there was great emphasis on the role of Mentor
as a counselor. Following the novel’s translation into English in 1700, the word “mentor”
began appearing in English literature of all genres, and until the late 1800’s it was
always capitalized, presumably because it came from the character of Mentor.38 As the
derivative noun implies, Mentor does indeed act as a counselor to a young man in the
Odyssey, but that educational relationship does not take the same form as those we

have discussed above.

36 |t is certain that agonistic skill and military conduct would not have been considered specialized
subjects in the heroic age, but rather more general areas of knowledge necessary for success as an
aristocrat.

37 See Marrou 1956, 8; Beck 1964, 49-50.

38 See “mentor, n.” in Oxford English Dictionary, online version. June 2011.
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Mentor’s role is complicated by the fact that Athena impersonates him throughout the
Odyssey in order to intervene in Telemachus’ life.3? That the goddess chooses Mentor
as the individual to impersonate is most relevant, since this indicates a recognition on
her part that Mentor, as a trusted friend of Odysseus and counselor to Telemachus, is
the most appropriate person to dispense the sort of advice she wishes to give. Athena’s
approach here stands in contrast, of course, to the way she intervenes with Achilles in
the first book of the lliad (188-214), when she appears as herself and grabs him by the
hair in order to prevent him from attacking Agamemnon. This implies that Achilles needs
a different kind of instruction than Telemachus, a fact which underscores the differences

between the respective educations offered by Mentor, Cheiron, and Phoenix.

While Cheiron shares his most salient features with the didaskalos and Phoenix with the
paidagégos, Mentor seems to represent a third category. However, these three figures
do share one important characteristic: like Phoenix and Cheiron, Mentor does act as a
stand-in for a missing parent. At Odyssey 1.307-8, Telemachus compares the kindly
advice Mentes has given him to the way a father would treat his own son, and at 2.225ff
Mentor is described as the person to whom Odysseus had entrusted the care of his
home during his absence:

Mévtwp, 6¢ p''Oduofiog Aulpovog ReV £TAlpog, / Kai ol v &v vnuolv énétpenev
oikov dravta, / MeiBeoBai Te yépovTl Kal Eumneda nmavta pulacoeiv:

And Mentor stood up, who was the companion of blameless Odysseus, and when he
went away on the ships, Mentor was the one to whom he entrusted his whole household,
so that they might obey the old man and keep everything safe.

39 In fact, Mentor’s sole existence for us in the Odyssey is as a disguise for Athena. We never meet the
“‘real” Mentor/Mentes.
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For all intents and purposes, Mentor is Odysseus’ designated representative for the
duration of the war, and that means not only overseeing the day-to-day workings of the

estate, but also acting as a surrogate father to his son.

Other than this one similarity, however, Mentor represents an entirely different
educational model than either Phoenix or Cheiron. Unlike the other two models, Mentor
does not live with his young charge,*0 and there is no set locale where his interactions
with Telemachus occur. In fact, the most important conversation between Mentor and
Telemachus (in Book 2) takes place in a neutral location, outside of the Ithaca assembly
building, while a similar conversation between Mentes and Telemachus (in Book 1)

takes place outside the banquet hall at the house of Odysseus.

The most important difference between Mentor and the other archaic educators is his
mode and subject of instruction. Mentor does not teach; he gives advice, and only on a
very limited and specific set of topics. His tenure with Telemachus is designed to be
short, since his literary purpose is to help resolve a specific problem in the story, after
which time he is no longer needed. Mentes is only in Ithaca for a day, but that is time
enough to help Telemachus sort out his confusion around the fate of his father and how
to deal with the uncontrollable suitors at his house (Book 1.269-71):

o€ 3¢ ppaleobal Avwya, / OTNWS Ke MVNOTHPAG Arwoesal €K peydpolo. / €i d' dye
vOv Euviel kal EudV eunaleo HUBwWV-

40 In fact, Mentes is the leader of the Taphians, and has only just arrived on ship from far away, allegedly
to check in on Odysseus, but we know that he is actually the disguised Athena, come to encourage and
advise Telemachus. See Odyssey 1.105ff.
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And | urge you to think about how you might get the suitors out of your house. So come
now, listen up and take heed of my words.

He goes on to advise Telemachus first to call an assembly of all the statesmen in Ithaca
in order to force the suitors to go home, and second, to fit out a ship to go looking for his
father. Then he leaves. In similar fashion, after the assembly in Book 2, when
Telemachus seems to be disheartened from the harassment of the suitors and in need
of a pep talk, Mentor offers the youth some practical advice (281-95):

T® vOV HvnoTpwv HEV €a BOUANV TE VOOV TE
adpadéwy, enel ol TL vonuoveg oude dikalol:

oud¢ 1L loaotv Bavatov kal kfjpa peEAawvay,

g oM adplv oxXedOV £0TLV M NUATL MAVTAG OAETBal.
ool &' 000G oUKETL Bnpov anecoetal v U pevolvag:
Tolog YAp TOl £TAIPOG £YW TATPWIOC EljL,

0¢ Tol vija Bonv oTeAéw Kal du' EPopat auTog.
AAAQ OU peV POGg dwaT iwv HvnoThipoly OuiAel,
OmM\looov T' fiia Kal dyyeowv Gpoov amavTa,

oivov év audipopelol kal AAPLTa, HUEAOV AVBPQV,
dEpHacty v MUKLVOTOLY: €yw d' ava dfjlov £Taipoug
aily' £€6shovTtiipag cuAEEoual. siol &€ vijeg

ToAAal ev audlaiw '184akn, veal nde nalawai:

TAWV PEV TOL YWV EruoYopal 1) TIg apiotn,

WKa &' époricoavteg Evioouev eUPET TIOVTW.

Now, leave alone the plot and intention of these senseless suitors, since they are not
thoughtful or just. And they do not know that death and black doom are near them so
that they will all die on one day. And that journey for which you are eagerly desiring is no
longer far off, for | will be the same sort of companion to you that | was to your father,
and | will make ready a fast ship and | myself will accompany you on the journey. But
you should go home now and join the company of the suitors, and prepare the
provisions and pack everything into containers, the wine in two-handled jars and the
barley, the marrow of men, in leather vessels. And straightaway | will gather a group of
volunteers from the area to be companions on the voyage. Further, there are many ships
in seagirt Ithaca, both old and new, and | will look over these to find which one is best,
and once we have made it ready we will swiftly set sail on the wide sea.

Counseling Telemachus to stop worrying about the situation with the suitors, Mentor
urges him instead to focus his energies on finding out what happened to Odysseus. To
that end, he offers to do all of the planning: he will find a crew, select a ship and fit it out,

and go along himself on the voyage. All Telemachus has to do is gather the very specific
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list of supplies Mentor provides him. This, then, is Mentor’s main educational function in
the Odyssey; he steps into the story briefly to take charge when Telemachus is

overwhelmed and unable to make decisions on his own.

Although there is no named category in Greek for the type of educator that Mentor is,
we can see later literary examples that indicate a continuity of this model from the
Odyssey through to the Classical period. The one-to-one counseling relationship that
Mentor shares with Telemachus seems to have a later parallel in the relationship of the
sixth-century elegiac poet Theognis to his youthful friend Cyrnus, and this relationship,
in turn, has later parallels in the relationship of the poet to his addressee in the genres
of wisdom literature and didactic poetry. It is tempting, on the basis of this connection, to
retroject the erotic elements of Theognis’ Elegies onto Mentor’s relationship with
Telemachus, assuming this interaction to be one of the first literary examples of the
institution of pederasty. However, this assumption has no textual basis, and in fact, as
will be discussed at length in the next section, the assumption that Theognis’

pedagogical relationship with Cyrnus was in any way erotic is equally problematic.

1.4 Three Different Models for Educators

By way of summation, | offer this graphic representation of the way Cheiron, Phoenix,
and Mentor each embody a different archaic educational model. Through an
examination of the characteristics of these figures in the literature, an evolutionary tree
emerges which connects each of them to a respective later educational paradigm. The

vertical axis of this chart represents the chronological development of these three
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teaching figures from the archaic period to the fifth century and beyond into the Roman
period, while the horizontal axis depicts the way each of these figures acts as a different

kind of surrogate for the parent based on tenure and methodology.

Educational Timeframe

Short-term Long-term
Parental Surrogate Parental Surrogate
Homeric Epic Mentor Cheiron Phoenix
Evolution : _ .
A4 "
of narrator of <
i - wisdom lit./ sage ", noble
Educational ArchaicPeriod | agvicepoetry = (e.g.Solon) " - paidagdgos
(e.g. Theognis) Al _
Dynamic didaskalos v
; ; . oiketés as
Over Classical Period : paidag6gos
v :
Time A 4
narrator of slave
Roman Period | didactic poetry paidagdgos

v (e.g. Lucretivs)  PaCagCUOs

Figure 2

The table below lays out the specific differences between the educational figures of

Cheiron, Phoenix, and Mentor systematically.
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Cheiron

Phoenix

Mentor

Tenure with
“student”

Medium (a number
of years)

Long (life-long)

Short (during a
particular event)

Subject matter

general education
and medicine

general education,
behavior, ethics

advice on specific
situation

total

Locational “student” came to lived in the same lived apart from

relationship to him and stayed household as the “student” and they

“student” there for duration of | “student” and met in a neutral
instruction followed him to war | location

Number of probably one at a one total one at a time

“students” time; several in (possibly only one

ever)

Educational role

surrogate parent
due to location;
proto-didaskalos

surrogate parent;
nurse; proto-
paidagbgos

surrogate parent;
counselor

2. Pedagogical Pederasty?

As we determined in the previous section, of the three iconic literary educators from the

archaic period, Cheiron is the one who shares the most characteristics with the

didaskalos. Be that as it may, it seems unlikely that Cheiron is the only pre-Classical

embodiment of this figure. The question to be addressed in the following section is this:

was the erastés a didaskalos? Or to put it another way, did the older partner in a

pederastic relationship represent a stage in the development of the teacher figure in

ancient Greece? If we were to look exclusively at the evidence presented by Plato and

Xenophon, the answer would unquestionably be “yes”. However, there is no evidence of

educational pederasty prior to the fourth century, and it was not until the advent of the

idealized Platonic love extolled by Pausanias in Plato’s Symposium and Socrates in
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Xenophon’s work of the same name that Greek literature began to associate
educational relationships with eros and vice versa. It is mainly Plato’s description of this
new type of relationship that has led scholars to make broad, poorly-supported
statements about the nature of Greek education throughout the ages, like Dover’s
generalization that “the philosophical paiderastia which is fundamental to Plato’s
expositions in Phaedrus and Symposium is essentially an exaltation, however starved of
bodily pleasure, of a consistent Greek tendency to regard homosexual eros as a
compound of an educational with a genital relationship” (1978, 202). A mere two
decades earlier, Marrou had boldly concluded on the basis of the same scant evidence
that “Matdeia found its realization in matdepaoteia... Throughout Greek history the
relationship between master and pupil was to remain that between a lover and his
beloved...a relationship on to which the fire of passion threw warm and turbid
reflections” (1956, 56-7).4' This view of the educational system in Classical Athens is
characteristic of a certain type of romanticizing scholarship based on the projection of a
faultless heroic ideal onto all aspects of antiquity. There is no textual (or material)
evidence to support the assertion that Greek education at any point involved a
passionate relationship between teacher and student, let alone that this was the case

for the entire course of Greek history.

2.1 Reinterpreting Plato and Xenophon

41 Hubbard (2003) has also declared his allegiance to this viewpoint, using this very passage from Marrou
to defend his theory that the athletic trainer was also an erastés. Hubbard’s argument will be discussed in
more detail below.
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The texts we have, however, do provide some cause for confusion. Hence, | would
argue that the evidence presented by Plato and Xenophon in this connection is
misleading and ultimately inaccurate for determining whether pederastic relationships
were by nature educational and vice versa. In fact, far from describing historical reality,
Plato and Xenophon are trying to re-envision erotic relationships, especially in the
context of the symposium, in more idealized terms. Just as the gymnasium had an ideal
purpose - cultivating a healthy body and mind through athletic competition - which was
corrupted by the reality of older men ogling attractive adolescent boys,*2 in the same
way the symposium had an ideal purpose - the exchange of philosophical eros - which
was corrupted by the reality of drunken debauchery. In other words, in order to restore
the institution of the symposium to a place of honor, these Greek writers had to reinvent
it in terms of an exchange of wisdom and inspiration rather than alcohol and bodily
fluids.#® The homoerotic interactions that took place in this context (for which vase
paintings provide ample evidence) were no longer about unbridled lust but rather about
the transfer of philosophical eros from one party to another. For example, in Xenophon’s
Symposium (8.12-28) Socrates reminds the assembled friends at length that spiritual
love is far superior to carnal and should be the basis of all homoerotic relationships, and
furthermore it is this kind of philosophical eros that Achilles felt for Cheiron and Phoenix,
his tutors (8.12.5-13.2 and 8.23.1-5):

BoUAopat alT® HapTuprical wg Kai oAU Kpelttwyv €oTiv 0 TAG Yuxfig 1) 6 To0

OWMATOG EPWG. OTL MEV Yap dn Aveu PIAiag ocuvouacia oUdepia dElAoyog TAVTES

eérmotdueoa...

g d¢ Kal aveAeuBepog 1) ouvouasia T TO o@ua HaAAov ) T TNV Yuxnv
ayan@vTi, viv To0To dNAwow. 0 HeV yap Naldelwv Aéyelv T A el Kal MPATTELY

42 See below, Section 2.3 for more detailed discussion of pederasty in the gymnasium.

43 Plato executes a similar reinvention of the gymnasium in the Lysis. See below for discussion.
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dikailwg av worep Xeipwv kal Poivig Ut AXIANEWG TIHPTO, O 8¢ To0 owuaTog
OpPEYOPEVOG EIKOTWG AV WOTEP TITWXOG MEPLETIONTO.

| wish to bear witness to him that the love of the soul is far better than the love of the
body. For we all understand that no sunousia is worth mentioning without friendship...
And now | will show that sunousia is servile when one loves the body rather than the
soul. For the man who can instruct how to say what is necessary and how to act justly
may be honored just as Cheiron and Phoenix were honored by Achilles, but the man
who seeks after the body may be rightly treated like a beggar.

Here we see the literary beginning of the conflation of the ideal educational relationship
with the ideal pederastic relationship; nowhere before this has there been any hint of
eroticism in Achilles’ relationships with his teachers, nor has there been any mention of
teaching in the context of pederasty. However, in order to legitimize the homoerotic
relationships that he claims are utterly ubiquitous in Athens (Xen. Symp. 8.1-3),
Xenophon’s Socrates makes these relationships essential to the health of the city by
casting them as educational. Similarly, in Plato’s Phaedrus (253b5-c2), Socrates
describes the way the lover in a pederastic relationship teaches the beloved in order to
make his conduct and nature more like the gods, and he admits that in this process
some physical intimacy is necessary for true inspiration or exchange of wisdom to occur
(255b3-d3), but he is quick to qualify this with the warning that if the lover allows his lust
to overcome him and he engages in homoerotic contact that oversteps the bounds of
friendship, they two will never reach the height of philosophy and virtue that is the goal
of such relationships (255e5-256d12). Physicality is explicitly made secondary to
philosophy, a view which is taken further in the speech of Pausanias from Plato’s
Symposium. Here Plato’s mouthpiece describes the ideal pederastic relationship,
insisting that the only circumstances in which it is acceptable for a beloved to gratify his

lover physically are when the two have come together with the understanding that the
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lover will make the beloved wiser in some way and the beloved will repay him for this

accordingly (Symp. 184d4-e5):
otav ydp €ig TO auto EABwOlY £pacTng Te Kal Matdikd, VOOV €XwV €KATEPOG, O
MEV Xaploapevolg matdikolg UrmpeT®v OTIodv dikaiwg Gv UTMPETELY, O de TQ®
roto0vTL aUTOV 0odpoV Te Kal dyadov dikaiwg al 6Tiolv av Uroupydv
<UTIOUpPYETV>, Kal 0 pEV dUVAUEVOG €ig ppovNnaoLy Kal THV AAANV Apetnv
oupBAaAAeacBal, o de deduevog eig aideuaty Kal v AAAnV codiav ktdobal, T6TE
on ToUTWV CUVIOVTWV €iG TAUTOV TOV VOPWV povaxol évtaldba cuumnirrel 10
Kalov elval madika £paocTii xapioaoBal, GANoBL 5¢ oUdapod.
For whenever the lover and his beloved come together, each one holding fast to his own
rule, the one that he is justified in doing any service to the beloved who has gratified him,
and the other that he is justified in doing anything for the one who is making him wise
and good; the former having the power to add to the intelligence and other virtue of his
beloved, and the latter needing to acquire paideusis and other sophia, then when these
two principles come together in one place, only at that time can it happen that a beloved
can honorably gratify his lover, and at no other time and place.

Hence, according to Plato, just like Xenophon, the true purpose of the pederastic

relationship is the exchange of philosophical eros; pederasty is defensible and even

honorable when it is primarily about education rather than sex.

At this point it is important to note that the pederastic educational exchange (idealized
or not) described by both Plato and Xenophon is written about not in terms of
didaskalia, but rather in terms of paideia and sophia. This vocabulary indicates that the
perceived nature of the pederastic relationship was like the nature of the relationship a
boy would have with his paidagdgos; there was a formal and semantic distinction
between education (paideia) and teaching (didaskalia).** According to Plato and
Xenophon a lover could help his beloved to acquire wisdom and virtue and would
undoubtedly shape his character, but he did not teach him a concrete set of facts or a

body of knowledge, per se. This task was left to the private instructor (like Cheiron), and

44 For the differences and similarities between a paidagdgos and a didaskalos, see the preceding section.
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later to the didaskalos. Be that as it may and despite the prevailing belief in the modern
scholarship, it must be emphasized that there is no pre-Platonic textual support for
paideia (or education of any kind) in the context of pederastic relationships. Based on
the evidence we do have, in actual fact pederasty and paideia/didaskalia, although both
dealing to some degree with the formation and socialization of young men, were two

distinct cultural institutions in ancient Greece.

2.2 Pederasty and Education in Theognis
The earliest textual evidence (setting aside vase paintings)4® for pederasty and
homoerotic desire in Greece is from the sixth century and consists primarily of the
second book of the Elegies of Theognis,*¢ in one of the most famous passages of which
he extolls the virtues of loving boys and compares his passion to Zeus’ love for
Ganymede (1345-50):
NatdodIAelv O€ TIL TEPTIVOV, £Tel TOTE Kal Mavuundoug / fpato kal Kpovidng,
abavatwyv BaciAelg, / apmnid&ag d' €g "OAupTov aviyaye Kal piv €6nkev / daipova,
naideing dvbog €xovt' €patov. / oUtw un Bavpale, ZIPwvidn, olveka Kayw /
e€Eepavnv kahol natdog EpwTl dAUE(G.
There is some pleasure in pederasty, for once even the son of Cronus, / king of the
immortals, fell in love with Ganymede, / and after he seized him, carried him to Olympus
and made him / a divinity, preserving the lovely flower of his boyhood. / So don’t be
amazed, Simonides, that | / also have been revealed as having been tamed by the love
of a beautiful boy.

The explicit homoerotic content of this poem and many others of the Elegies*’ is

indisputable, and this combined with the fact that Book One of the Elegies comprises a

45 For just a handful of examples, see ABV 102 no. 99, ABV 315, Boston 08.292, Oxford 1967.304.

46 For much more complete discussion of the homoerotic content of Theognis’ poetry, see Dover 1978,
57-9.

47 See Elegies 1235-8, 1249-52, 1263-6, 1267-70, 1287-94, 1299-1304, 1329-34, 1335ff, et al.
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collection of advice poems written to a young man named Cyrnus has led some
scholars to conclude that herein lies the origin of Plato’s educational pederasty.48

After all, Theognis himself (that is, his poetic persona) begins the Elegies by stating his
intention to advise Cyrnus (and later others)#? in a variety of matters, both personal and
political (27-8):

S0l d' eyw 0 ppovéwv UToBNoopuat, oid nep avTodg, / Kipv!', anod Tdv ayab®dv naig
ET' €V Euabov-

And |, since | feel kindly toward you, will advise you in the same way that I, / Cyrnus,
when | was still a boy, learned from noble men.

However, the vocabulary item Theognis uses to describe the transfer of information is
neither paideuein nor didaskein, but rather hypothésesthai,>° the verb characteristic of
advice poetry (also called wisdom literature) of the same stripe as the pseudo-Hesiodic
‘YroBfkal Xelpwvog, Hesiod’s Works and Days, and the Old Testament books
Ecclesiastes, Wisdom, and the Song of Songs5' This must have been a well-thought-
out decision on the poet’s part, since specific teaching terminology (and presumably the
attendant concept of knowledge transfer) already existed at the time Theognis was
writing. In fact, others are said to teach (didaskein) in the Elegies, including Poverty,
who teaches lies, deceit and many bad things (388-91 and 649-52), and a wise man at
a dinner party from whom a young man might learn all kinds of skills (563-6). Theognis
wholeheartedly ascribes the role of teaching to those entities whose practice it is to

pass on some essential truth or body of knowledge to their “students” while he himself

48 For example, see Kurke 1990, 94-5.
49 For Theognis’ declaration that he will advise all men, see 1007-8.
50 Elegies 27, 1007, 1049.

51 For a more extensive discussion of the genre of advice poetry in the archaic period, see Kurke 1990,
89-91.
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claims only to offer advice concerning his own experiences and beliefs. He does not
view himself as a teacher, but rather as a counselor. The bulk of his advice is dedicated
to helping his reader(s) avoid the same pitfalls that he has endured; in particular, he
offers principles on which to determine the character and trustworthiness of a friend,
warnings against disrespecting the gods and the fates, and strategies for avoiding
poverty, as well as a number of pithy one-liners about things like obeying one’s parents
(131-2), drinking wine in moderation (211-12), and treating one’s servants and

neighbors well (301-2).

This sort of advice is a collection of life lessons that a father might share with his son52
or an uncle with his nephew, and it is clearly a piece of wisdom literature,53 as opposed
to some kind of educational treatise.>* The character of the named addressee (in
Theognis’ case, most often Cyrnus),3® far from disqualifying the text from inclusion in

this body of literature, may well have been a trope of the genre, like Hesiod’s use of his

52 At 1049-54 Theognis declares that he will give good advice of the sort which a father gives to his son:
>oi &' éyw old te Tadi ratrp UroBARooual alTdG E0OAA

53 According to many textual critics, much of the Theognidean corpus is actually a collection of
anonymous extracts from prior wisdom literature. See Martin Litchfield West " Theognis (1)" The Oxford
Classical Dictionary, online edition. For a discussion of archaic Greek wisdom literature and its Near
Eastern antecedents, see Adrados 2009, 45-55.

54 For this part of my argument, paideia and didaskalia are categorized together under the heading of

“education” as opposed to hypothéké, “advice”.

55 For other addressees: 453-6 and 595-98 are addressed simply to “man”, 753-56 are addressed to
“dear friend”, and many other poems are not addressed to anyone, and yet use a first or second person
verb. 903-30 are addressed to Democles in advice about being careful with money. 1211-16 are
addressed to the woman Argyris, asking her not to mock the speaker’s parents. 1059-62 are addressed to
Timagoras concerning how to tell the true disposition of a person. 1085-86 are addressed to Demonax,
an apparently irritatingly indecisive person. 467-96 (although debated to be written by Euenus), 667-82
and 1341-50 are all addressed to Simonides, 503-08 to Onomacritus, 511-22 to Clearistus, 825-30 to
Scythes (the latter three in the context of the Symposium). He also frequently invokes various deities and
abstracts (Artemis, Apollo, the Muses, Zeus, Castor and Pollux, Wealth, Poverty, wine, etc). On occasion
he even addresses his own heart (1029ff, for example).
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brother Perses or Lucretius’ (admittedly much later) address to his associate Memmius.
It only seems natural that advice intended to influence a reader’s beliefs and behaviors
on a personal level be addressed to a specific (if hypothetical) person; the named

addressee becomes a stand-in for the reader himself.

So, it is apparent that the Elegies are not didaskalic poems. Nor could one argue that
the advice poems of the first book are pederastic or even erotic. Theognis routinely
addresses Cyrnus simply as “friend” rather than “beloved” or “darling”¢ and none of the
poems which address Cyrnus contain any erotic material whatsoever. In fact, 1225-6
provides evidence against an erotic relationship between the poet and his addressee. In
this short poem, Theognis raves to Cyrnus about the sweetness of having a good wife,
asking his friend to attest to the truth of this statement:

oUdév, KUpV’, Ayadhig YAUKEPOTEPOV ECTL YUVALKOG: / HAPTUG €YW, OU &’€uol yivou
aAnboaolvng.

Nothing, Cyrnus, is sweeter than a good wife; / | will testify to this fact, and you can be a
witness to the truth of it.

There is no other literary example of an erastés writing to his beloved about how
wonderful his wife is. This is undoubtedly because (with very few exceptions) pederastic
relationships were undertaken by unmarried men, and generally these interactions
ceased after the marriage of one or both parties.5” Besides the lack of erotic language in

any of the poems addressed to Cyrnus, Theognis’ mention of his wife is the most

56 See 38, 99, 181, etc.

57 See Dover 1978, 171: “In general the pursuit of eromenoi was characteristic of the years before
marriage.” See also Blundell 1995, 103: “Since the majority of men in Athens probably married at about
the age of thirty, homosexual activity may therefore have been confined by and large to unmarried men,
although we do hear about a few homosexual relationships which were maintained after marriage.”
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definitive piece of evidence we could hope for against his taking part in a homosexual/

pederastic relationship with his addressee.

Pederasty and advice do not mix in the Theognidean corpus, let alone pederasty and
teaching. Indeed, none of the poems which might be argued to be “advice poems”
contain any explicit or implicit eroticism, and as for the explicitly erotic poems in Book
Two, these are mostly addressed to an unnamed pais - never to Cyrnus -, and they are
very definitely not advice poems. Given the mere coincidence of advice and pederasty
in the poems of Theognis, scholars have been too quick to use this as a basis on which
to argue for a correlation in the Elegies - and in Greek literature more generally -

between the relationship of lover to beloved and teacher to student.

2.3 Gymnasium Literature

One other category of texts has been brought to bear as evidence in this discussion, a
set of works that | will refer to as gymnasium literature. These texts, including an
inscribed Hellenistic decree from Verroia, several of the plays of Aristophanes, and at
least two Platonic dialogues, are relevant to this issue because they describe the
intersection between pederastic practice and the educational institution of the
gymnasium in Athens. More specifically, each of these texts addresses the pervasive
(and not unjustified) Greek concern with and recognition of the potential for homoerotic
encounters at the gym. Across a hundred-year-span of literature (and certainly after the
texts mentioned here as well), it remained evident to Greek writers just as it has to

modern scholars that where young men in peak physical condition wrestle naked, there
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will be sexual predators. The gymnasium had its seedy underbelly just as the
symposium did; despite the philosophical rationalizations of Plato and others, pederasty
and athletics were understood to be unfortunately but unavoidably linked. As Hubbard
(2003, 4) has rightly observed: “The private wrestling school (palaestra) is certainly
identified as the prime arena of pederastic courtship in a range of texts from a variety of
genres in both the fifth and fourth centuries. Numerous Greek vases depict scenes of
clothed men or youths admiring, crowning, or presenting gifts to naked athletes”. This is
clearly borne out in Plato’s Lysis (203-7), a dialogue set in the gymnasium and
describing a scene where an erastés, Hippothales, is desperately in love with the boy
Lysis and seeks advice from Socrates and others on how to approach him. Socrates, of
course, obliges and demonstrates for Hippothales a purely philosophical conversation
with Lysis concerning the nature of friendship and the role of parents and educators in
society. The image of the gymnasium where erastai and would-be erastai hover around
the edges of the ring watching their youthful beloveds is common in ancient texts, but
while Plato tries to frame the scene as purely noble, Aristophanes offers a somewhat
more likely (albeit comedically exaggerated) picture.58 At Clouds 973-85, the Better
Argument describes the traditional Athenian education system, focusing on the ways the
boys in the past had to guard against unwanted sexual advances from spectators at the
trainer’s place - even going to the extreme of smudging out the marks of their genitals in
the sand after wrestling practice:

év mawdotpiBou d¢ kKabilovtag TOV unpov £€del poBaiéabal
ToUG matldag, Onwg T1o1g EEwbev undev dei€elav Armveg:
elT' au madAwv auBig aviotauevov cupyrical Kal povoesiobal

58 For a further Aristophanic exaggeration of pederasty connected with the gymnasium, see Birds 137-42.
For more examples from Aristophanes and other comic poets, see Dover 1978, 135-52.
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eldwAov Tololv €épaotaioly TG NPRNG K KATaAg(TELy.

nAsigato &' v Touuparol oudeic maig UnEvepbev TOT' Av, WOTE
Tolg aidoiolol dpbdoog Kal xvolg worep UNRAololy €mmvoeL.

oUd' Av HaAAKNV GUPACAPEVOG TNV GWVNV TIPOG TOV £pACTNV
aUTOG £AUTOV TIPoaYwWYeUwWV TOlV OpOBaApoly €BAdIleV.

At the trainer’s the boys had to cross their thighs when sitting, so they wouldn’t reveal
anything that would torment the onlookers; and when they stood up again, they had to
smooth the sand and take care not to leave behind an image of their pubescence for
their lovers (erastai) to find. And in those days, no boy would oil himself below the navel,
and so his privates bloomed with dewy down like apricots. Nor would he liquefy his voice
to a simper for his lover (erastés) and walk around pimping for himself with his eyes.5°
The setting Aristophanes presents in the Clouds is one in which pederasty is just an
expected (if sometimes distasteful) aspect of gymnasium culture; every boy had an
erastés, and the gymnasium was the place where the two could interact publicly.
Pederasty was simply the natural byproduct of the older system of education described
by the Better Argument. However, although these types of erotic encounters were
envisioned as taking place in an educational setting (i.e. the gymnasium), it is important
to note that there is no mention in the Clouds of an erotic relationship between teacher
and student, nor is the erotic encounter between older male and younger boy described
in specifically educational terms. Aristophanes presents a stage in the development of
education that includes pederasty, and one can see why other scholars have linked the

two institutions. But despite pederastic courtship and gymnastic education having taken

place in the same physical space, there is no clear evidence from archaic or even

59 Translation by Jeffrey Henderson
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Classical times for a pederastic relationship between a teacher (or trainer)s% and a

student at the gymnasium.

2.4 Aeschines’ Against Timarchus
One final text must be mentioned in this connection because it is often wrongly cited®?
as evidence that teachers were frequently sexually involved with their students, or at
least wanted to be. In Aeschines’ speech Against Timarchus the speaker begins by
enumerating and explaining the laws of Athens in order to ultimately show how
Timarchus violated all of them. In this process, he explicates the existing laws
concerning the operating hours of educational institutions, namely the didaskaleion and
the palaestra (sections 9-12). More specifically, these laws dictate that educational
centers may not be opened before sunrise or remain open after sunset, and that a
certain number of paides must go to school together, and finally, that during school
hours no person except the teacher (or his immediate kin) who is older than the paides
may enter the didaskaleion. Aeschines takes these things primarily as regulations
against teachers taking advantage of their students (9.1-4):

‘O YAp VOUOBETNC TIPATOV PEV TOIG dIBACKANOLS, O1Q £E AVAYKNG

MAPAKATATIOEUEBA TOUG HUETEPOUG AUTAV MAIdAC, 0IG £0TIV O pév Biog amd Tol
owdpovely, n &' anopia €k TOV EvavTtinv, OHWS ATIOTAOV daiveTal

60 Hubbard (2003, 7-16) cites a number of Attic red-figure vases as evidence for trainer-student
pederasty, arguing that these scenes between a trainer and a youth parallel traditional pederastic
courtship scenes in composition and visual motifs. His argument, although thorough, is not compelling
from an art historical standpoint, as it is often unclear in the vases he cites if the older figure is in fact a
trainer. Furthermore, none of the so-called pederastic trainer-student vases depict any physical contact
between the parties, an element which is present in most of the classic pederastic vase scenes. Hubbard
himself agrees in his conclusion (16) that none of the evidence he cites, either textual or iconographic is
by itself definitive.

61 See Hubbard 2003, 5.
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First of all, concerning teachers, to whom we necessarily entrust our children, and
whose livelihoods are dependent upon their self-discipline, and for whom poverty would
result from behaving contrary to this, nevertheless the lawmaker is apparently distrustful.

However, as Aeschines states, didaskaloi (and paidotribai) were trusted authority figures
who exercised a tremendous amount of power and responsibility over the youth of the
city. Since their livelihoods depended upon their outstanding moral character, it follows
that instances of inappropriate relations between a teacher and his student would be
almost unheard of. Hence, it seems much more likely that these laws were intended not
to prevent educational authority figures from corrupting their charges, but rather to
prevent any other sexual predators from having access to the youths. Since the laws
limit the people other than the didaskalos who may enter the school with the paides, this
would imply that it is other men who are the risk, not the teacher. Similarly, by limiting
the operating hours of schools to the daylight hours and requiring the boys to travel in
groups, the lawmakers were probably trying to protect the boys from traveling alone
through the dark streets where they could more easily be accosted by older men. This
interpretation is further supported by the stated requirement that the chorégos be over
forty, so that he will have reached an age when he can most easily exercise self-control
around the paides (section 11), and the subsequent warning that if the gymnasiarchos
allows anyone to enter the gymnasium who is outside of the age limits, he will be
subjected to the punishments befitting one who has seduced a freeborn person (section
12). These laws indicate a real societal concern in Classical Athens about older males
preying on youths at the gymnasium, a concern which continued into the Hellenistic
period. According to an early Hellenistic decree tablet found at Verroia in Macedonia,

the gymnasiarchos must be over the age of thirty (presumably for the same reason as
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above), nor can he allow any person to enter or disrobe in the gymnasium who has
prostituted himself (hétaireukds).62 This concern, however, does not indicate an
understanding even in the Hellenistic period that education (particularly physical
education) and eroticism belong together; rather, it indicates a recognition that the latter

is often an unfortunate side-effect of the former and one that must be guarded against.

2.5 Was the Erastés a Didaskalos?

Now, at last, we can return to the question with which we began this section. After a
careful examination of the evidence, it is clear that a non-sexual one-on-one mentoring
relationship - a sunousia of sorts - between an older male and a youth represents a
specific stage in the development of the teacher figure in ancient Greece, beginning
with the relationship between Mentor and Telemachus in the Odyssey. By the time of
Plato’s Symposium and the works of his contemporaries (especially Xenophon), this
sunousia was being described as overtly and explicitly erotic as well as educational, but

as we have seen above, there is no other evidence to support this characterization.

So, if the erastés-eromenos relationship provides the wrong framework for these
interactions, what is the right framework? According to Robb, this type of relationship
was in origin a benign relationship between an older adult mentor figure and a younger

adolescent associate, often along the lines of the relationship a boy might have to his

62 For a translation of the Verroia tablet, see Miller 2004, 137-42. For the Greek text of the inscription see
"Beroia. Gymnasiarchical law, middle of 2nd cent. B.C. (SEG 27-261)." Supplementum Epigraphicum
Graecum. Current editors: A. Chaniotis; T. Corsten; R.S. Stroud; R.A. Tybout. Brill, 2011. Brill Online.
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uncle or a trusted friend of his father. | believe he has pinpointed the essence of these
relationships in his 1994 monograph Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (203):

Fundamentally, Greek sunousia was familial, tribal, and civic, not sexual. The essential
male virtues are transmitted across generations by constant association of younger men
with older, the guiding elders of the group, its Mentors and Nestors; this is what Greeks
in the fifth century understood to be the purpose behind sunousia.

Pederasty could - and did - exist as a separate institution based on erotic exchange and
intended as a sort of cultural initiation, and although there was inevitably some overlap
between the values and customs transferred to the youthful recipient in each type of
relationship, the ancient literature points to a pre-existing and entirely distinct system of

mentorship based on non-sexual bonds of kinship and guest-friendship.63

3. The Sophists as Educators

No treatment of categories of ancient educators would be complete without addressing
the Sophists. Whether they are described as maligned philosophers, practically-
omniscient sages, charlatans, superstar teachers, or whipping boys for their
contemporaries (including Socrates), the Sophists loom large not only in the modern
scholarly debate over education in Athens during the Classical period, but also in the
ancient texts from this era. However, despite their ubiquity in philosophical and historical
accounts from the fifth and fourth centuries, there has been a considerable amount of
ink spilled over the questions of who these Sophists really were, what profession they
practiced, and in what ways (if any) they represented a new category of educator,
distinct from their predecessors. The following section will attempt to answer these

questions in order to determine whether the Sophist was a didaskalos.

63 On which, see discussion above on Mentor at Section 1.3.



67

3.1 The Development of the Word “Sophist”
In order to make sense of the Sophists, we must first understand the development of
the term “sophist”, especially prior to the the fourth century. According to Diogenes
Laertius in the Prologue to Lives of the Philosophers (1.12), in the past, any wise man
was called a sophist (sophistés)$* including the poets of old:

ol &€ oogdoi kal coplotal EkalolvTto- Kal oU poévov, aAAa kal ol mointai codloTtali,

Kaba kal Kpativog €v ApxiAoxolg toug repl "Ounpov kal ‘Holodov enavdv oltwg
KaAel.

And, in fact, wise men were called sophists. And not only they, but the poets, too, and for
this reason Cratinus, when praising Homer and Hesiod in the Archilochoi calls them
sophists.
This is evidently also the case in Herodotus’ Histories, where Solon (1.29.1),
Pythagoras (4.95.2), and Melampus and his followers (2.49.1) are all referred to as
sophistai, and in the works of Herodotus’ contemporary, Diogenes of Apollonia, where
he labels the lonian natural philosophers as sophists (Tell 2010, 25). Indeed, as Kerferd
has rightly observed (1981, 24):
The term sophistés is applied to many early “wise men” - to poets, including Homer and
Hesiod, to musicians and rhapsodes, to diviners and seers, to the Seven Sages and
other early wise men, to Presocratic philosophers, and to figures such as Prometheus
with a suggestion of mysterious powers. There is nothing derogatory in these
applications.
By the final decades of the fifth century, the situation could not have been more
different. Not only does the label of “sophist” come to be treated as tantamount to a dirty

word, but the variety of its usage seen in earlier authors is greatly reduced in the

literature of the Classical period. However, although much less, variety of usage was not

64 See also Photius Lexicon 528 and Clement of Alexandria Sfromata 1.3.24 for wise men as sophists.
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nonexistent. In Aristophanes’ Clouds, in particular, the word sophistés seems to have
two different meanings, one as a general wise man,%5 and another as a specific type of
sophistic educator.66 For this reason, Guthrie has speculated that Aristophanes
represents a transitional author in the development of the term sophistés, and that by
applying it to a specific set of people and then satirizing this group so harshly, he may
have been partly responsible for the word’s semantic shift (1971b, 33). Outside of
Aristophanes, however, the usage of the term narrows even further, to the point where
Plato lists as sophists only Hippias, Gorgias, Prodicus, and Protagoras, and Isocrates
names Empedocles, lon, Alicmaeon, Parmenides, Melissus, and Gorgias. Tell has
recently argued - contrary to popular scholarly opinion - that the discrepancy between
these two sets of names means that there was no defined group of Sophists
representing a distinct category of educator in late fifth and early fourth century Athens.
Rather, he sees the Sophists as individuals continuing the wisdom tradition of the Seven
Sages (2010, 6-7). | would argue, however, that these two theories are not mutually
exclusive, that is, the Sophists could easily have functioned in two separate capacities
simultaneously, one as wise men and the other as teachers. Furthermore, as we will
soon discover, there is another reason for the discrepancy between the lists of Sophists

according to Plato and Isocrates.

65 For another usage of this kind during the Classical period, see Plato Protagoras 316c-e. This is the only
such usage in the Platonic dialogues, and | would argue that it is an intentional move on Plato’s part to
put this word in the mouth of a Sophist whose goal is to legitimize his own profession by connecting it
lexically with past educational models.

66 This ambiguity and the use of sophistés in the Clouds will be treated in much greater detail in Chapter
4, Section 2.1 below.
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No matter the cause, it is clear that by the time of Plato and Isocrates, the semantic
category demarcated by the word “sophist” had narrowed considerably from its earlier
use. A Sophist was not simply any man who possessed sophia, but a man who
exhibited certain other defining characteristics in his educational methodology and self-
presentation. As such, it did not matter which men were labeled as Sophists, only that
they all shared the distinctive traits that defined the practice of “sophistry,” and hence,
they could all be referred to by category - as Sophists - and a reader or audience was
guaranteed to understand what was meant. For this reason, as Romilly has noted,
although they do refer to certain individuals as Sophists, “neither Plato nor Aristotle nor
Isocrates nor Xenophon ever attacks those major Sophists whom we have mentioned
by name. But all do criticize the “Sophists” in general or the “Sophists of today™ (1992,
27). While Tell (2010) sees this use of the term as “vague and unspecific” (51), the
opposite is true. Within the sphere of contemporary literature that dealt with education,
the word sophistés could be used by so many different authors in such different types of
texts precisely because it had a very specific connotation for an Athenian reader. A
Sophist was a charismatic, itinerant polymath who competed with other Sophists in
speeches and debates, proudly called himself a Sophist, taught disputation, and
promised to make his students wise or virtuous for a fee. Plato and Isocrates place
different people into this category because they have widely divergent agendas for their
respective texts. Since Isocrates believes education should be concrete and practical,

consisting of realistic lessons and specifically aimed at producing skilled teachers and
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orators,’” he scoffs at the Sophists’ extravagant promises and vague claims.88 For this
reason, he emphasizes the number of natural philosophers and sages among the
Sophists, highlighting his implicit claims that the lessons these men impart cannot be as
practical as those Isocrates himself provides. Likewise, Plato’s educational theory is
based on the belief that virtue can’t be taught, so he lists as Sophists men who claim to
teach exactly that. For each of these authors (and their contemporaries), the Sophists
serve as a foil for their respective intellectual positions. That is to say, for Plato and
Isocrates, the Sophists represent a category of people onto whom a number of

unattractive qualities can be projected and subsequently criticized.9

That the Sophists became the whipping boys for the authors of the fifth and fourth
centuries may have been due in part to their novelty. According to Marrou, they were
“the first teachers of advanced education, appearing at a time when Greece had known
nothing but sports-trainers, foremen, and in the academic field, humble

schoolmasters” (1956, 49).70 On the arrival of the Sophists in Athens and the way they
overturned the existing status quo in which private educational interactions were free

and athletics had pride of place over intellectualism, Romilly writes:

67 See Too 1995, 64-71; Marrou 1956, 80ff.
68 See Against the Sophists 291-293.

69 This means that the list of the defining qualities of the Sophists that follows is inevitably colored and
shaped by Plato’s and Isocrates’ political and intellectual agendas. Hence, it is not our goal to recover the
historical reality of the Sophists’ practices so much as to understand the ways they were portrayed and
viewed (especially as these portrayals differed from those of Socrates) in contemporary and later
literature.

70 Cf. Teresa Morgan 1998, 17: “Young men of intellectual inclinations attached themselves to a Sophist,
perhaps more than one, as fancy and fashion took them, and none of the disciplines they were taught
constituted a normal or necessary part of the education of a free man in the way that mousiké and
gymnastiké did.”
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Suddently, these ambulant teachers appeared upon the scene, offering, or rather selling,
an education. They taught how to speak, how to reason, how to make decisions... And
they purveyed this knowledge to young people who had already gone through a
traditional education... The Sophists gave them arms to win the kind of success that did
not depend on strength or courage, but on the deployment of their intelligence. (1992,
33)

The consensus of these two scholars is that the Sophist as a category of educator per
se (and not simply as a synonym for a wise man) did not exist prior to the Classical
period. As with any paradigm shift, however, the new thing is inevitably compared with
the old, not necessarily favorably. According to Isocrates in the Antidosis (sections 235
and 313), the name of “sophist” which is now associated with dishonor, wasn’t always a
bad thing:

ZOAWV HEV TOV £TTTA 0OPLOTOV €KANON Kal TauTnV €oxe TNV Enwvupiav v vov
ATIHalopMEVNV Kal KpLlvopévny Tap' UMIV...

OUKouv £mi ye TOV Mpoyovwy oUTwe eixev, AAAA TOUG HEV KOAOUMEVOUG 0OPLOTAG
€0aupalov kal Toug ouvovTag auTolg EZNAouUv.

And Solon was called one of the seven sophists and he had that title which has now
been dishonored and is on trial here before you...

But it wasn't like this in the time of our ancestors, for they admired the so-called sophists
and envied those who associated with them.

The contrast here between the earlier, admirable figure of the wise man and the
contemporary, base figure of the Sophist emphasizes the newness of the category;
determining the exact ways in which this figure was novel has been a favorite task of
scholars, both ancient and modern. Defining the category of the Sophist is, in fact, the
focus of Plato’s Sophist, in which the Stranger and Theaetetus attempt to quantify and
pinpoint the origin of the Sophists’ newness via deductive logic, eventually narrowing
their definition to a short list of guises in which the Sophist commonly appears (231c¢9-

e2, 233 b1-2, and 235 a1-2):
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{ZE.} Np®ToV &1 0TAVTES olov ¢EavanveUowEeY, Kal TIpog fUAg alToug
dlaloylowpeda Aua avarauouevol, pEpe, OMOCA NUIV 6 coPloTNG MEPAvVTAL. SOK®D
MEV YAp, TO TPATOV NUPEBN VEWV Kal TAouoiwv Euplobog Bnpeutng. {©EAL} Nal.
{ZE.} TO d¢ ye delTepOV EUMOPOG TIQ Mepl TA TAG YuxAg nadnuata. {OEAL} Mavu
YE... {ZE.} TAQ Yap AywVIoTIKAG Tepl AOYOUG AV TIG ABANTAG, TNV EPLOTIKAV TEXVNV
APWPLONEVOG...

...ouvartol Tolg véolg d6&av napaockeudlely wg eiol MAvTa MAVTWY auTtol
gopwTATOL...

repl &' o0V 100 0oploTOD TODE poL Aéye: OTEPOV 11dN TO0TO cadég, OTL TOV
yonTtwv £€0T( TIG

STR: First, let’s stop and take a breath, and while we are resting, let’s go through for
ourselves all the forms in which the Sophist has appeared to us. For | think, first of all,
that he has been found as a wage-earning hunter of the young and the wealthy. THE:
Sure. STR: Then second, he is a trafficker in the lessons of the soul. THE: Absolutely...
STR: Further, he is a competitor in the contest of words, appropriating for himself the art
of disputation...

...and they are able to manipulate young men into thinking that they are the wisest of all
men in every respect...

And so, concerning the Sophist, tell me this: first, is it not now clear that he is one of the
sorcerers?

3.2 What Makes a Sophist a Sophist?

From these passages we can begin to narrow down the qualities that make a Sophist a

Sophist:

1.

The Sophist is a professional, that is, he is paid for his associations with young
men. He is described as a hunter, which implies that he actively seeks out -
indeed, some would say preys upon - associates, and while he is said to rub
elbows with young men, it seems safe to assume these are not boys, since the
word pais is conspicuously absent and the word neos is commonly used for
youths in adolescence or later. By stressing that the Sophist seeks out wealthy
young men, Plato is implying that Sophists are greedy, or at the very least, are

driven by desire for profit.
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2. The Sophist is itinerant in his trade. The word emporos means a wayfarer or
traveller, and by extension, a traveling merchant or trader who sells his goods
wherever he can. In the case of the Sophist, the goods are mathémata, lessons,
but instead of lessons of the sort that a boy would learn at school, the Sophist
sells the less tangible and more complex lessons for the soul. Hence, we learn
here that the Sophist is a traveling educational salesman who specializes in
lessons for more advanced students.

3. The Sophist is an expert in disputation. It is unclear from these passages
whether this means that the Sophist himself engages in competitive
argumentation (presumably against other Sophists), or whether disputation is
simply the subject about which he teaches his youthful associates. | would
argue that both of these are true.

4, The Sophist is thought to be a manipulator and (probably facetiously) a sorcerer.
He is able to persuade young men that he is the wisest person in every subject,
which implies that the Sophist a) is very charismatic, b) wants to come across as
a polymath, and c) probably makes extravagant promises about his abilities as
an educator in order to attract students.

In short, the qualities that define the distinct and novel category of the Sophist are
polymathy, charisma, mastery of disputation, itinerancy, the promise of results, and
professionalism in the field of advanced education. It must be noted here that very few
of these qualities taken individually are unique to the Sophists. Hence, although none of
them is a sufficient condition (logically-speaking) of Sophistry, each of these traits is

necessary to our understanding of the Sophist, and taken altogether they define and
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delimit the semantic and conceptual category. Given this list, our next task is to make a
brief survey of these traits and relate them to the educational tradition of which the

Sophists are indisputably a part.

3.2.1 Polymathy

One of the more remarkable qualities of the Sophists is their seeming ability to teach
almost any subject. As Marrou has said, “The perfect Sophist...had to be able to speak
and hold his own on any subject whatsoever: this meant his competence had to be
universal, his knowledge had to extend over every kind of specialized study” (1956,
54-5). In the passage above from the Sophist, the Eleatic Stranger emphasizes the way
the Sophists marketed themselves as the wisest of men in every respect, and according
to Jacqueline de Romilly, “They knew everything and taught everything, even the
sciences” (1992, 35). In Plato’s Hippias Major, Socrates questions Hippias on the
subjects that he taught to the Spartans when he traveled there, and during the
conversation we learn that Hippias is capable of teaching a wide variety of things
including astronomy, geometry, critical thinking, poetry, musical theory, and mythology,
as well as advanced mnemonics (285cff). In the Hippias Minor, this list is expanded to
include the skilled crafts of metalworking, weaving, and cobbling, and the literary arts of
epic, tragedy, and dithyramb (368bff). Gorgias is said to have been an expert in rhetoric,
but there is also some evidence that he was interested in theoretical astronomy (DK 82
B31 and 82 A17). Protagoras, too, is said to have been qualified in a number of different
subjects. According to Diogenes Laertius (9.55), he wrote treatises on topics as diverse

as wrestling, mathematics, politics, ambition, virtue, history, and justice, as well as a few
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tracts of general advice, one of which is simply titled A Book of Precepts. Further, in
Plato’s Sophist, the Eleatic Stranger lists a number of subjects about which Protagoras
and many others (presumably the other Sophists) are able to teach, including things
divine that are mostly unseen, the coming into existence and the being of all things,

laws and all matters of politics, and each and every techné (232b11-e2).

The most important byproduct of this polymathy is that the Sophists were treated as all-
knowing sages and consultants on major political decisions. According to Hippias in the
Hippias Major, his services were employed most frequently in the role of envoy from
one state to another, since he was seen as articulate and wise (281a1ff):

OU ydp oxoAR, ® ZwKpatec. 1 Yap "HAG dtav Tt déntal dtanpdEacdat mpdg Tiva
TOV MOAEWV, del énl MPMTOV EUE EpXETAL TV TIOAITOV AlpOUMEVT TIPECREUTN Y,
nyoupévn dikaotrv kal dyyeAov ikavotatov eival TV AdOywv ol av Tapd Tdv
MOAEWV €KAOTWV AéywvTatl. MOANGKIG pev o0V Kal eig BAAag TOAeLG émpéoBeuoar

| don’t have any free time, Socrates. For whenever Elis needs any business conducted
with one of the city-states, she always comes to me first of all the citizens and chooses
me as envoy, considering me to be best-suited judge and messenger of the words that
are spoken by each of the city-states. So | have often traveled as an envoy to the other
city-states.

A little later in the dialogue, Socrates confirms this claim of Hippias’ and goes on to
describe the ways that Gorgias and Prodicus also have taken part in the public political
life of their respective cities (282b-c):

Fopyiag Te yap oUTog 6 AgovTivog 0odLong delpo ddikeTo dnuoocia oikoBev
npeoBelwy, ®g ikavwTatog WV AgovTivwv TA KOLVA TIPATTELY, Kal £V TE TQ ONUWw
£do&ev dplota einely, kal idiq erudeifelg moloUpevog Kal ouvaV Toig VEOLG... €l BE
BoUAel, 6 NUETEPOG £TATPOG MPddikog 0UTOG MOANAKIG MEV Kal GANoTE dnpoaia
agikeTo, atap ta TeAeutaia Evayxog aAPIkopevog dSnuooia ek KEw Aéywv T' ev Th
BouAfj mavu nudokiunoev Kkatl idia erudeifelq MoloUpevog Kal TOlg VEOIG CUVWV...

For this man, Gorgias, the sophist from Leontini, came here from home in the public
capacity of envoy, since he was the most qualified of the citizens of Leontini to act on
behalf of the common interest, and he was said to have spoken eloquently in the public



76

assembly, and in his private capacity he gave demonstrative speeches and associated
with the young... but if you like, take our companion Prodicus, who often has come at
other times in a public capacity, but the most recent time he has just now come in a
public capacity from Ceos and he gained a lot of renown by speaking in the assembly
and in his private capacity he gave demonstrative speeches and associated with the
young...
This, then, is the primary way in which the Sophists continued the intellectual legacy of
the Seven Sages, and the way in which they took part in the genre of wisdom literature
extending back to Hesiod and Theognis, that is, by acting as public consultants and
envoys. It is worth noting, however, that their wisdom serves them in both the public and
private spheres; Socrates makes a point of mentioning that both Hippias and Gorgias
not only acted publicly as envoys, but they also associated privately with young men
and taught them through epideixeis. In this way, the Sophists’ teaching is bound up in

both the wisdom tradition and the tradition of one-on-one education. Their polymathy

serves them in both capacities, as sages and as teachers.

3.2.2 Charisma

Without a doubt, the Sophists as a group were unusually charismatic. According to Tell,
“Empedocles, Protagoras, Hippias, and Thrasymachus all figure in contexts where they
are said to have enchanted or made their audience possessed... This Orphic power of
attraction is intrinsically linked to their connection with Delphi, and consequently, to its
divine protector as the ultimate authority and guarantor of their sophia” (2010, 124). Tell
calls this power, “philosophical magnetism”, but based on the textual evidence and the
implication of his statement about Delphi, the Sophists’ power comes across more as

magical than intellectual. As we learned above in Plato’s Sophist, the Sophists were
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described - albeit mockingly - as having some share of mystical power that enabled
them to ensnare young men and convince them to pay money for lessons. In other parts
of the dialogue, the Sophists are variously described as conjurers (235a9), wonder-
workers (235b7), imitators of reality (235a2), and ones who are capable of bewitching
the young through their ears with words (234c3-4). In fact, in the Protagoras, Socrates
uses this trope against Protagoras, mocking the Sophist by claiming that he feels
himself to be under Protagoras’ spell,”* and he even jokingly compares Protagoras to
Orpheus, describing his band of followers in the same terms as one might describe the
followers of Dionysus (315a7-b2):
ToUTWV 3¢ ol 0ruoBev NKoAoUBOoUV EMAKOUOVTEG TOV AEYOUEVWV TO uéV”TIOAL‘J
E&vol €daivovTto — oUg Ayel €€ ekAoTwy TOV MOAewv O MpwTtayopag, ot' wv
dleE€pyxeTal, KNAGV T} VA wortep 'Opoelg, oi 8¢ KaTa TNV PWVNV EMovTal
KEKNANUEVOL — Noav &€ Tveg Kal TV eruxwpiwv ev I® Xopd.

Of these, the ones who followed behind listening to the speech seemed for the most part
to be foreigners - those whom Protagoras brought from their respective cities through
which he travels, enchanting them with his voice like Orpheus, and they, bewitched,
follow the sound of his voice - but there were also some local youths in the chorus of
students.

The group of students following Protagoras around the courtyard has - like the coterie of
Dionysus - accompanied him from far away, drawn by the sound of his voice, and they
appear to Socrates now in the manner of a chorus. The implication is, of course, that
these young men had no choice; they were held spellbound by the Sophist, whose

mystical power - not his skill as an educator - is the real cause of his students’ loyalty.

This quality of potentially-magical charisma certainly set the Sophists apart as

educators. Contemporary didaskaloi were never described as inescapably compelling or

71 328d: Mpwtayopag peEV TooaldTta Kal Tolaldta erdel§auevog ancnavoato o0 Adyou. Kal €yw &
MEV TIOAUV XpOVOoV KEKNANMEVOG £TL TIPOC AUTOV EBAETIOV WG £POUVTA TL, ETMBUU®Y AKOUELV:
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even charming; having a connection to Orphic (or Delphic) powers would put the
Sophists much more in line with the seers of old like Calchas and Tiresias and the
natural philosophers like Democritus and Empedocles, than with modern

schoolteachers.

3.2.3 Mastery of Disputation

The Sophists were experts in agonistic oratory, both as teachers and practitioners. In
Plato’s Sophist, the Eleatic Stranger and Theaetetus conclude exactly this, namely that
the Sophist is both a disputer and a teacher of disputation (232b7-8):

{ZE.} AvTiAoyIKOV auTov Epapev givai mou. {OEAL} Nai. {ZE.} Ti 8'; oU kal T®V
AA\wv autol ToUTou diIdaokalov yiyveobal; {OEAL} Ti unyv;

STR: So we said that [the Sophist] is given to disputation. THE: Yes, we did. STR: Well
then, didn’t we also say that he is a didaskalos of this art for others? THE: Certainly.

As teachers of disputation, the Sophists are seen, by Plato at least, as akin to
didaskaloi. As practitioners, they are described as skilled in the art of contradiction (PI.
Soph. 268¢9), and they were said to have given public speeches (epideixeis) which
often turned into debates”2 or competitions with other Sophists (antilogikoi),”
presumably both in order to attract potential students and also to win glory. Most
famously, these speeches took place at the Panhellenic games; there is evidence for
Zeno and Parmenides presenting at the Panathenaea (PI. Prm. 127b), for Hippias

giving speeches and answering audience questions at Olympia (PIl. Hp. mi. 363c-d),

72 See Hippocrates On the Nature of Man 1

73 For example, Protagoras is said to have written works entitled Overthrowing Arguments (DK 80 B1) and
Contradictory Arguments (DK 80 B5), and Antiphon is said to have engaged in opposing argumentation
(antilogoumenos) (DK 87 B98).
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and for Gorgias appearing at the festivals at Delphi, Olympia, and Athens.”* According
to Hippias in Plato’s Hippias Minor, he would offer to speak on one of a number of
prepared topics and to answer subsequent audience questions. At this time, another
Sophist could make an opposing speech, but Hippias expresses confidence that he
would always win these sorts of encounters (363c7-364a9):

{II'I.} Kal yap av detva rnotoinv, @ EUdike, i ’'OAupriale pev i Tr‘]v TV ‘E)\)\r']vwv
navnyuplv otav 1a O)\uuma ﬁ ael Emaviwv oikoBev éE "H)\léoq elc 1O iepov
MapEXW suaumv Kal )\syovm 6TL &v TIG BoUuAnTal BV Av Kot etq sruBs:lElv
napscKsuacuevov M, Kal AMOKPLVOHEVOV TQ BouAopev OTL v TIG EpwTq, VOV 8¢
mv ZpraTouq apwmow q;)UYOL}J.l SE o0 yap npypal ‘'OAupuniaoty aywviCeaBal,
0oUdeVi IOTIOTE KPEITTOVL €iG 0UBEV EUauTOl EVETUXOV.

HIPP: It would be pretty strange, Eudicus, if | should, on the one hand, always go up to
the festival of the Greeks at Olympia to the sacred precinct there from my home at Elis
and present myself whenever the Olympics are being held both speaking on whatever
subject anyone chooses of those things | have prepared for epideixis and answering
whatever questions anyone wishes to ask, were, on the other hand, now to avoid the
questions of Socrates... for from that time when | began to compete at Olympia, | have
never encountered anyone who is better than | am in anything.

This competitive spirit and extreme confidence are hallmarks of the Sophists as a
group, and not just Hippias. According to a fragment of Gorgias preserved by Clement
of Alexandria, Sophistic speech competitions require daring and skill, and the winner is
the ablest of those who are called to compete (Strom. 1.11.51.3 = DK 82 B8):
Kal «TO AyWVIoPa» NUAV KATd TOV AcovTivov Mopyiav »dITT@v [d€] dpeT@v deltal,
TOAUNG Kal codiag: TOAUNG MEV TO Kivduvov Uropelval, codiag d¢ 10 aiviypa
yvaval. o yap tot Adyog kabdarmep 10 KNpuyua» T0 'OAUpTiact «KaAel Hev TOV
BouAbpevov. otepavol &€ TOV SUVAUEVOV.»
According to Gorgias of Leontini, “A contest such as we have requires two kinds of
excellence, daring and skill; daring is needed to withstand danger, and skill to

understand how to trip the opponent {?}. For surely speech, like the summons at the
Olympic games, calls him who will, but crowns him who can.”®

74 Philostratus Lives of the Sophists 1.9, and Plutarch Advice to Bride and Groom 43p (DK 82 B8a)

75 Translation by Rosamond Kent Sprague
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In similar fashion, Protagoras boasts that he has competed in many speech contests
(PI. Prt. 335a5: dydva Adywv) but that his methods are far superior to those of the

other Sophists.

Given that their public speeches are one of the Sophists’ means of attracting
prospective students, it seems only natural that they would offer disputation and
competitive speechmaking as a major part of their curriculum. As a teacher of this kind,
Hippias promises that he can teach Socrates how to answer any question in a way that
cannot be debated (Hp. mai. 287b):

{IN.} kal yap, 6 vuvdn eirnov, o0 péya £oTi 1O £pOTNUA, AAAA Kal oAU ToUTOoU

XOAETIOTEPA AV ATIOKPivacBal Eyw oe d1Idagaiyl, ®ote undéva avepwnwyv duvaodai
oc EEENEYXELV.

HIPP: So, as | just said, this question is not a big deal, but | could teach you how to
answer much more difficult questions than this in such a way that no man would be able
to refute you.

This is, of course, the ultimate aim of a Sophistic education: to be capable of articulating
policy positions compellingly in the context of democratic debate. The language used
here is that of traditional schoolroom education; the Sophist is called a didaskalos by
the Eleatic Stranger,”¢ and Hippias describes his own method with the verb didaskein.
This implies that at least some of the Sophists viewed themselves (and were sometimes
viewed by others) as belonging in part to the same category of educator as the humble
didaskalos. Each of these figures has a given body of knowledge he needs to transmit,
and as Isocrates scoffs in Against the Sophists (10.2ff), the Sophists “undertake to pass

on an understanding of disputation as simply as they would teach the letters of the

76 See above on Plato’s Sophist
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alphabet”.”” It is important to note, however, that while a didaskalos would have taught
the alphabet and other basic lessons,’8 the Sophists began their instruction at the
secondary or post-secondary level.”® Although Kerferd is correct in stating that there
was no such thing as a standard sophistic curriculum (1981, 37), the Sophists were
linked instead by their methodology. They all taught about and through disputation, and
they treated their subjects as a discrete body of knowledge which could be transmitted

to their students through traditional educational interactions.

3.2.4 ltinerancy

A life of near-constant travel was one of the perks of being a Sophist in the fifth and
fourth centuries.80 This is another way in which the Sophists were distinct from other
educational figures of their time. Whereas a didaskalos was a stationary figure with a
specified place of employment (the didaskaleion) where his students would come to
receive his services, the Sophist had no headquarters. He traveled from place to place,
presumably only staying as long as he had work or a place to stay. It is likely that while
the Sophist was in each city, he would stay at the home of a friend, and young men
would come there to call upon him.8! Naturally, as a result, a Sophist’s teaching

engagement in any city was temporary. This meant that when a Sophist left town, the

77 See also Plato Protagoras 312b-c for comparisons of Sophists with schoolteachers.

78 Here begins the tradition of the didaskalos as dim-witted drill master who only engages students in
mental acrobatics of limited value, as he appears in the Hellenistic period. See Cribiore 2001, 55-6.

79 See Kerferd 1981, 37 and Romilly1992, 33; Protagoras 328 a-b

80 For textual evidence of the itinerancy of the Sophists, see Plato Protagoras 309d3 and 310e5, Hippias
Major 281a1, and Gorgias 447b.

81 See the beginning of the Protagoras when Hippocrates and Socrates call upon Protagoras at the home
of Callias.
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young men who studied under him either had to find a new teacher, or (more rarely)

accompany their instructor on his travels, as seen above in the Protagoras.

The system of Sophistic travel is summed up elegantly in the Apology (19eff):
énel kal To0T0 Y€ Hot dokel Kahov eival, i TIg o1dg T' ein madeleLv dvepo’onouq
wortsp Fopylaq TEO Aeovnvoq Kai I'IpoBLKoq o} KSlOC,‘ kal ‘lrrdag 6 'HA€log. ToUTtwv
Yap £kaoTtog, ® &vdpeg, oldg T' €oTiv {wv &ig smomv TOV MOAEWV TOUC,‘ véoug —
0iG £E0TL TV £aQUT@V MOALTOV Tipoika ouveival @ dv BoUAwvtal — TOUTOUG

neiBouol Tag ékelvwv ouvouaoiag AroAnovTag ogiolv ouvelval xpripata didovtag
Kal xaplv mpooeldéval.

Then this seems to me to be a good thing, that is, if anyone is able to educate men the
way Gorgias of Leontini and Prodicus of Ceos and Hippias of Elis can. For each of these
men, gentlemen of the jury, is able to go to any of the cities and persuade the young
men there - who can associate with whomever they wish of their fellow citizens for free -
to abandon those relationships and pay money to associate with them instead, and
what’s more, to be grateful to do so.

Under this model, the Sophists traveled for the sake of business, and this set them
apart from the tradition of travel by wise men before them; they each had a limited
number of stock lessons prepared, and once they had dispensed their prepared lectures
and received as many fees as possible in a given place, it was time to leave. In the
Hippias Major (282¢), Hippias talks of earning an immense sum of money in a brief
period of time when he traveled to Sicily and made 150 minas there, with over 20 minas
coming from one very small town called Inycus. Despite the likely exaggeration of the
monetary figures involved, the point is that the Sophists made many lucrative but brief
trips all over the Greek-speaking world. Although constant travel was also characteristic
of the earlier sages, while Solon and company traveled to learn more about the world
and to foster guest-friendships in foreign lands, the Sophists traveled to practice their

profession and to increase their wealth.82 In this respect, they are an entirely unique

82 See Tell 2010, 98-9 and 105
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category, and fundamentally different from both the sages and the didaskaloi. It is likely
that, in this respect, the Sophists are the precursors of the later Hellenistic kathégétai,
itinerant private teachers who traveled in search of better employ and who only taught

advanced students.83

3.2.5 Professionalism: Title, Pay, and Promised Results
Three different qualities fall under the heading of professionalism as it relates to the
Sophists, but these qualities are intricately connected and must be treated together.
First, Sophistry was a self-conscious profession, i.e. the Sophists had a title that they
used to describe themselves: sophistés. This is perhaps the most basic distinction
between earlier sophoi and the later sophistai; men like Protagoras, Hippias, and
Gorgias were proud to call themselves Sophists. According to Xenophon in On Hunting,
the Sophists choose to go by this name even though (in Xenophon’s view) it is an insult
among intelligent folk (13.8):

AAAd Kal ApKeT EKAoT® coPLoTNV KANBTvald €0ty 6veldog napd ye €U ppovolat.

But it is enough for each of them to be called “Sophist”, which is a term of reproach
among sensible people.

He elaborates on this view in the Memorabilia, where he insults anyone who offers
wisdom for a fee, in the manner of a prostitute, claiming that whoever does this is called
a Sophist.84 This animosity is surely what Protagoras is referencing when he explains to

Socrates why he has agreed to go by the name of Sophist (PI. Prt. 317b):

83 For more on this Hellenistic educational figure, see Cribiore 2001, 53.

84 Memorabilia 1.6.13.7: Tv Te yap Gdpav £av HEV TIG Apyupiou TAR TG Boulopévw, Mopvov alTov
arnokaAodaty, £av € TIg, Ov Av YV® KaAOv Te KAyaBov €pacTrv 6vTa, To0Tov Ppilov eaut®d
rolfital, cwppova vouifopev: Kai TNV codpiav woauTwg Toug HEV Apyupiou T BOUAONEV®
MwAoJvTag 0oploTAg [WoTieEp OpVoUG] arnokalolaly
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Kal OHoAoYy® Te 0oPLOTAG eival Kal madelelv AvBpnrioug, kal eUAABelav TalTny
olpal BeATiw €kelvng eival, TO opgoAoyelv udAAov 1) €Eapvov eival:

And | agree that | am a Sophist and | educate men, and | think that this precaution,
namely agreeing, is better than denying it.

Indeed, the self-proclamation of sophistry seems to be an integral part of what makes a
Sophist. Later in the same dialogue, Socrates facetiously praises Protagoras for being
open about his profession (Prt. 348e10-349a3):
oU ¢ kal alTdg ayabog el kal AA\oug oldg T' el rolelv dyadolg, kai oUTw
MeMioTEUKAG 0aUT®, MOTE Kal AAAwV TaU TNV TNV TEXVNV ATIOKPUTITONEVWY OU V'
avagpavdov oeauTov UTIOKNPUEANEVOG €ig MAvTag Toug “EAANvVag, coplotnv

£MOVOMACAG 0eaUTOV, ArEpnvag madelosws Kal ApeTAC 81I8A0KAAoV, PO TOG
ToUTOU HIoBOV AElwoacg Gpvuaobal.

But you are yourself good and are able to make others good, and you are so confident in
your ability that while others conceal this art, you have had yourself publicly proclaimed
to all the Greeks by the name of Sophist, calling yourself a didaskalos of culture and
virtue, and you are the first to demand payment for this.

Three things about this passage are worth noting. First, Protagoras and the other
Sophists boldly proclaim themselves as such in comparison to other educators who are
unwilling to operate under the title of Sophist.85 Socrates links this self-proclamation
directly to Protagoras’ confidence in his educational skills; we will return to this issue
shortly when we discuss the promises of the Sophists. Second, again we see the
Sophist being placed in the same category as the didaskalos with respect to the subject
matter of culture and virtue. Third, and most important for our current discussion,
Socrates reveals that Protagoras is the first to demand payment for teaching wisdom, a
practice which sets the Sophists apart as educators. They were professional teachers
and related in this way to the didaskalos as opposed to the sage. Some modern

scholars have argued that the Sophists as paid teachers is a trope invented by Plato in

85 For Hippias describing himself and his colleagues as Sophists, see Plato Hippias Major 282e.
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an attempt to invalidate their intellectual program and undermine their educational
method,? and given the widespread contemporary antagonism against the Sophists,
and in particular Plato’s disdain for them as a group, this is a logical conclusion to make.
However, at the very least, regardless of whether the Sophists actually took fees, the

belief that they did was not confined to Plato.

The final aspect of the professionalism of the Sophists was their practice of promising
particular results for those who engaged their services. As Romilly points out in her
discussion of the ways the Sophists were unusual as educators, “there was no limit to
their promises, no end to their claims” (1992, 35). In the Protagoras, the title character
tells Hippocrates that he promises his students constant improvement with the ultimate

result being that he will make them good citizens (318a, 319a):
"Q veavioke, £otal Toivuv oot €av €pol oUVAg, N v Huépa €pol ouyyévn, aruévat
olkade BeAtiovi yeyovoTl, Kai ev Tfj UoTepaia TavTa tadTa- kal ekaotng NUEPAg
ael e 1O BEATIOV €TUdIWBOVAL.. "Apa, EPNV £Y®, EMopai oou T® AOyw; SOKETG yap
Mol AEyelv TNV TIOAITIKNV TEXVNV Kal Utioxvetobal molelv dvdpag ayaboug ToAlTag.
AUTO pev o0V To0TO €0TLY, £dN, ® SOKPATES, TO EndyyeAua 6 EmayyEAAoual.

[Protagoras said,] “Young man, this will be the benefit to you if you associate with me,
that on the very day you first attend, you will go home a better person, and on every
subsequent day it will be the same. Every day will bring constant improvement”... “Well
then”, | (Socrates) said, “Am | following what you are saying? For you seem to be talking
about the political art and promising to make men good citizens.” “That is exactly the
promise | am making, Socrates”, he said.

This attitude is not limited to Protagoras, either. In the Gorgias, the title character
promises to make his students rhetoricians like himself (449b), and in the Hippias Major,

Hippias claims that his wisdom makes men better with respect to virtue (283c). This is a

86 See Tell 2010, p. 8 and Chapter 2. For the Sophists’ fees see Blank (1985), especially pp. 2-6. For
ancient sources on the Sophists and fee-taking, see Plato Protagoras 310d, 313c; Meno 91b; Laches
186¢; Hippias Major 282b4-c1, 300d; Hippias Minor 364d; Gorgias 467b, 519c-d; Xenophon Cynegeticus
Chapter 13; Memorabilia 1.2.6, 1.5.6, 1.6.5; and Isocrates Antidosis 155-8; Against the Sophists 291.3.
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new development in ancient education; a person receiving lessons from a sage or a
didaskalos might have certain expectations about the outcome of his instruction, but
these educators never made specific professions or guarantees about results. The
didaskalos undoubtedly realized that too many things are left to chance in an
educational relationship and each student is different from one another. However, the
Sophists did not acknowledge this subtlety, and for this reason, they were often
maligned as being overly cocky and for treating the teacher-student relationship like a
formula into which one simply plugged preset values in order to produce a perfectly
educated person.8” As Romilly notes, “The Sophists’ most revolutionary innovation was,
precisely, that, faced with nature, they set up teaching to counteract it and considered
that virtue could be learned by attending their classes” (1992, 45). In the Protagoras
(357e), for example, Socrates pokes fun at Protagoras, Prodicus, and Hippias for
professing to cure ignorance, while in the Cynegeticus (13.1) Xenophon complains that
the Sophists promise to lead men to virtue but do just the opposite. It is Isocrates (Antid.
147.9), though, who is most offended by what he considers the extravagant promises
(ka®’ umepPoAnv uTHoxvoupuevoug) of the Sophists. His work Against the Sophists (1)
opens with a denouncement of those educators who give teaching a bad name by
promising results they cannot produce:

Ei mavteg n6eAov ol naudeleLy emyelpolvteg AANOR Aéyelv Kal un peifoug

noleloBal Tag UTooxEoelg wv EUeANOV EMITEAETV, OUK GV KAK®MG KOUuoV UTIO TOV

dlwTOV- VOV &' oi TOAp@VTES Alav dreplokémwg dAaloveleobal TIEMOIKACLY OOTE

dokelv duelvov BouAeleaBbal TOUG PABUUETY aipoUPEVOUG TAV TiEPL TNV
dlAocodiav dlaTplBOVTWY.

If all those practicing the profession of education were willing to speak the truth instead
of promising greater things than they can possibly provide, they would not be thought of

87 See Marrou 1956, 75
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so badly by the public. But as it is now, those who have the audacity to brag
thoughtlessly have brought it about that it seems like a better idea to choose idleness
than the pursuit of philosophy.

Isocrates’ greatest concern in this passage is that the Sophists give all teachers a bad
name, and his denouncement is designed to put distance between their indefensible
practices and his own educational methods. He recognizes - as the Sophists do not -
that people are repelled by excessive confidence. As Romilly has observed, “In the case
of many Athenians, who were certainly attracted but also alarmed by the Sophists’
teaching, amazed yet at the same time inhibited by their own experience of daily life, it

was this overweening assurance that provoked their antagonism” (1992, 51).

3.3 The Sophists as Didaskaloi?

As educators in fifth and fourth century Athens, the Sophists represented an important
nexus of and point of divergence from several pre-existing instructional models. While
they shared their polymathy and their itinerancy with the sages, they used their
knowledge of many subjects for private gain as much as to benefit the public, and the
motivation for their travel was monetary as opposed to intellectual. On the other hand,
this type of travel combined with their focus on post-secondary education connects
them with the later Hellenistic figure of the kathégétés, since the Sophists appear to
have been the first paid teachers for advanced students. Their seemingly-divine
charisma can be traced back to the mystics and seers of old, but their practice of
agonistic speech appears to have originated with them, although it did persist in

rhetorical education well after their time.
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The most significant comparison to be made is, of course, between the Sophist and the
didaskalos. It is undeniable that these two figures shared a common paid profession -
education - by which they earned their respective livings. They even seem sometimes to
have shared a methodology, as evidenced by the occasional use of the verb didaskein
to describe the teaching of both Sophists and didaskaloi and by at least one reference
implying that the Sophists treated disputation like the lessons of a schoolteacher.
However, this is where their similarities end. While the didaskalos was the ancient
equivalent of an elementary school teacher, the Sophist taught at a level closer to that
of a college professor; and where the didaskalos gave instruction straightforwardly with
no guarantee about results, the Sophist claimed he could teach any student wisdom

and virtue regardless of character or age .88

What distinguished the Sophists most as a new category of educator, though, was their
self-awareness of their role. They practiced a type of education that was conscious of its
own potential by identifying themselves as outstanding teachers and professing to
produce results via intellectual instruction. Romilly has summed this quality up neatly:

[The Sophists’] totally novel ambitions marked an absolutely new point of departure in
our history: an advance was made over ground that has never been lost since. As we
have seen, the idea of an intellectual education from which each and every adult could
benefit, an education designed to improve their aptitudes in every domain, thanks to
intellectual techniques and human knowledge, was completely new. (1992, 55)

Although related to and undoubtedly exercising influence upon many other types of
educators, including our didaskalos, the Sophists clearly represent an entirely distinct

category of teacher in the Classical period. To sum up with the words of Marrou, “It is no

88 For example, see Plato Euthydemus 303-4.
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exaggeration to say that in the field of Greek education the Sophists accomplished a

veritable revolution” (1956, 59).

4. Didaskaloi and Non-Didaskaloi

In the preceding sections, we established that although there were a number of
educational predecessors and contemporaries who shared certain characteristics with
him, the didaskalos was a distinct figure in the landscape of Classical Greek education.
He fulfilled some but not all of the same functions as the parent, the paidagégos, and
the mentor. Unlike the erastés, his role did not include any erotic element, nor did he
make any promises about the results of his instruction the way the Sophists did. While
all of the other figures (except the proto-didaskalos, Cheiron) followed their “students”
around and interacted with them in whatever place was convenient, the didaskalos had
his own center of operations. And, most importantly - as we will see illustrated in the
next chapter - his methods differed dramatically from those of the other educators we
discussed above. Keeping all of this in mind, let us turn now to a detailed investigation

of the process of Athenian education as it was conducted by the didaskalos.
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CHAPTER 2

THE PROCESS OF EDUCATION

So far we have distinguished between the didaskalos and other figures whose roles
might be interpreted as instructional, namely the parent, the paidagégos, the Mentor,
the erastés, and the Sophist. However, in the process, we have come to know the
didaskalos and his methods only as they differ from the other figures under
consideration. That is, we have learned who the didaskalos was by determining who he
wasn’t, and for this reason, till now our enquiry has inevitably focused on the traits of the

non-didaskaloi.

The goal of this chapter, then, is to refocus our investigation on the didaskalos and the
mechanism, process, and purpose of his instruction. Specifically, now that we
understand the “who,” we must seek to understand the “what,” the “why,” and the “how”
of Athenian education. We have to ask ourselves how our Classical Greek authors
define the relationship between a didaskalos and his student and what precisely they
think his day-to-day work consists in. But most importantly, we need to interrogate the
assumptions implicit in the texts in order to understand why the Athenians chose to
structure their education system the way they did (and not, by extension, the way any
other city did). To this end, | will use the same technique favored by ancient authors like
Thucydides, Xenophon, and Plato for the purpose of analyzing their city’s institutions: a

comparison of Athens and Sparta.
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1. Athens versus Sparta

Before we commence with the comparison, however, a word about methodology. At this
point, one might rightly ask: why Sparta? Why not compare Athens with Crete or Corinth
or even Persia (as Xenophon did in his Cyropaedia)? For my part, | take a page from
Isocrates’ Panathenaicus. In this text, the elderly orator lays out the praise of his city in
the form of a comparison of Athens with Sparta, which he prefaces with the following
rationale (39-40):

I think that for those wishing to accurately and justly praise any given city-state, it is
necessary not to simply praise the one city they have chosen, but just as we examine
purple and gold and test them by placing them side by side with items of similar
appearance and of the same estimated value, in the same way with city-states, one
should not compare small ones with large ones, nor ones which usually dominate with
ones which are usually subjugated, nor ones which need aid with ones which are able to
provide it, but rather ones which have similar powers, and have engaged in the same
deeds and enjoyed a similar freedom of action. For this is how one may best arrive at
the truth.
While Isocrates claims that his program aims at uncovering the historical truth about
Athens and Sparta, my goal is much less ambitious. | seek, in laying the educational
systems of these two cities side-by-side, not to uncover the reality of their systems, but
to tease out how Athenian authors distinguished the two.' Hence, my comparison is not
meant to be a thorough examination of the nuts and bolts of Spartan and Athenian
education as much as of the difference in the attitudes towards education of these two
cities. By measuring Athenian institutions alongside those of their greatest political rival

and by identifying the ways Athenians believed themselves to be different and even

1 For a similar approach to Athenian and Spartan education but with a focus on Spartan education see
Ducat 2006, Chapter 2.
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unigue, we can begin to grasp far more clearly the fundamental character of their

education.

1.1 The Basics of Spartan Education

While we already made a survey of the basic format of Athenian education in the
Introduction, we have not yet given Spartan education the same treatment. Fortunately
for our purposes, among the minor works of Xenophon there is a short, informative
treatise on the Constitution of the Spartans (Lacedaimonion Politeia, hereafter referred
to as Lac.), in which several chapters are dedicated to summarizing their educational
system and the ways it differs from that of the other Greek states (Lac. 2.1-2):

TOV YeV Toivuv AAwV ‘EANAVV ol pAoKovTeG KAAALOTA TOUG Ulelc matdeUely,
eneldav taxlota auToig ol maideg Ta Aeyopeva Euvidoly, eUBUG HEV ETT aUTOoIg
naidaywyoug BepdnovTag €PLoTaoty, eUBUG d€ TIEUMOUCLY €i¢ S18A0KAAWY
Mabnoopévoug Kal YpAappaTa Kai HOUGLKNV Kal Ta £v MaAaioTpa. mpog &€ TouTolg
TOV NMaidwv nédag pev uTodnuaocty anallvouat, cwpata o€ (patiov petaBoAaig
dlabpumrouot: oiTou ye UnVv auTolg yaoTépa UETPOV VOUIloualy.

0 d¢ AukoUpyog, avti pev 100 idig EkaoTtov Tadaywyouq douAoug eplotavalt,
4vdpa énéotnos Kpatelv aut@v €€ @vrep ai péylotal dpyxai kabiotavrat, 6 dn kal
nmaidovopog kKaleital, TodTtov 8¢ KUplov Emoinoe kal adpoilelv Toug naidag kal
erwokomodvTa, el TIG padloupyoin, ioxupdG kOAAZeLV. EdwKE d' AUTY Kal TOV
NBOVTWV HAOTIYOPOPOUG, OTIWGS TIHWPEOTEV OTIOTE dEOL, WOTE TIOAANV PEV AIdD,
TIOAAT)V 3¢ meIbw £KeT oupTapeival.

Those of the other Greeks professing to give their sons the best education place them
under the care of a paidagégos as soon as the boys understand what is said to them,
and they send them to a didaskalos to learn letters and music and wrestling. And in
addition, they soften the boys’ feet with sandals, and they pamper their bodies with
changes of clothing and it is customary to allow them as much food as will fit in their
stomachs.

But Lycurgus, on the other hand, instead of allowing each citizen to appoint a slave to
act as paidagdgos, set up to rule the boys a man chosen from the class from which the
highest offices are filled, and he is called the paidonomos, and Lycurgus gave him the
power to gather the boys together and to inspect them, and, if any one of them should
misbehave, the paidonomos has the power to punish the offender violently. And
Lycurgus also gave him a staff of young men to be whip-bearers (mastigophoroi), in
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order to chastise the boys when necessary, with the result that respect and obedience
go hand in hand in Sparta.

The passage begins with the information we already know: Athenian boys are placed by
their parents under the authority of a paidagdgos and a didaskalos in order to learn the
standard curriculum of letters, music, and gymnastics. For their Spartan counterparts,
on the other hand, the situation is much different. There are no kindly slave tutors or
schoolmasters here. Instead, the boys are taken from home young - Plutarch tells us
they were probably around the age of 7 (Lyc. 16.4) -2 and subjected to group training
and discipline by an all-powerful paidonomos and his band of whip-bearing lackeys. In
the chapters that follow (Lac. 2.3-9), Xenophon tells us that (as we might have guessed)
in contrast with the Athenian system wherein boys are allowed comfortable and
seasonally-appropriate clothing and satisfying meal portions, in Sparta the boys wear no
shoes, possess a single cloak for all seasons, and are given less food than they need.
Purportedly the smaller portions both teach Spartan boys to endure the discomfort of
hunger and encourage them to resort to theft in order to survive, with the goal being that
they become more resourceful and skilled fighting men.3 However, if they are caught in
the act of stealing food, they are beaten severely, not for the theft itself, but for carrying

it out sloppily.

2 0On which, see Ducat 2006, 85: “From [Xenophon’s] silence it is normally inferred that in this respect
Sparta was no different from other Greek cities, and thus that Spartan education began around the age of
6 or 7. And since Plutarch gives the figure of 7 years, Xenophon’s implied position is generally accepted.”
According to the literature, Athenian boys started school sometime between the ages of five and seven.
For example, see Aristotle Politics 7.1336.

3 Lac. 2.7: tadta o0v &1 avTa 3HAOV OTL UNXAVIKWTEPOUG TAV érutndeiwv BouAduevog Toug
naidag molelv Kal MoOAEIKWTEPoUgoUTWG EMaideuaoey.
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When an Athenian boy becomes a young man (meirakion), Xenophon tells us that he is
released from his paidagdgos and didaskalos and is free to live as an adult under his
own authority. In Sparta, however, Lycurgus imposed on young men at this age a period
of mandatory community service, and the penalty for shirking this would be exclusion

from all future civic honors (Lac. 3.1-3).

The picture of Spartan education that emerges from this text is harsh and unforgiving.
As Freeman has observed in his 1972 article on the topic, “The objects of the Spartan
education were not intellectual acuteness and the accumulation of knowledge, but
discipline, endurance, and victory in war. Discipline was taught by the perpetual
presence of authority, and by very severe punishments” (22). Even the word
paidonomos emphasizes the authoritarian nature of the system; whereas the Athenian
paidagdgos guides and accompanies a boy, the Spartan paidonomos lays down the law
upon him. Spartan education expert Jean Ducat is right to note that the paidonomos
with his coterie of mastigophoroi “symbolized the authoritarian and repressive face of
education” (2006, 160). Regardless of its apparent strictness, however, as Xenophon
points out above, the system seemed to be effective, since its natural byproducts were

respect and obedience.

1.2 Philosophy of Education: Nature or Nurture?
It is worth pausing for a moment here to consider what it was about being a Spartan that
resulted in such a different philosophy of education from that of an Athenian. | would

submit that this disparity comes down to a fundamental difference between Spartan and
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Athenian attitudes toward innate nature and character development in their citizens. In
particular, the Spartans viewed children as if they were unformed lumps of clay needing
to be shaped and habituated in order to fit properly into their society. Good qualities
were not innate but had to be acquired through careful and thorough training; Spartan
citizens were not born, they were made.4 As Freeman has noted:5

Education was the most important thing at Sparta. It was both regulated and enforced by
the State. It was exactly the same for all. The boys were taken away from home and
brought up in great boarding schools, so that the individualizing tendencies of family life
and hereditary instincts might be stamped out, and a general type of character, the
Spartan type, alone be left in all the boys. (1972, 19)
This certainly sounds to a modern ear like a cruel form of cultural brainwashing, but it
should come as no surprise in light of what Plutarch tells us about Lycurgus’ interest in a
program of eugenics as a way of controlling the education of his citizens (Lyc. 14.1):

Thg 8¢ nadeiag, v péylotov fyetto To0 vouoBEéTou Kal KAaAAtoTtov Epyov elval,
noppwOev ApXOUEVOG eUBUG EMECKOTIEL TA TIEPL TOUG YAUOUG Kal TAG YEVEDELG.

Concerning education, which he considered the greatest and most noble task of the
lawgiver, he began at the source by carefully regulating marriages and births.

This meant that all women of marriageable age had to undergo a strict program of
physical fithess in order to be completely prepared for the ordeal of childbirth and to
produce offspring with the greatest likelihood of being healthy and capable of enduring
hardship. It also meant that there were incentives in place surrounding early marriage
so that young people of ideal child-bearing age might pair off and produce the best

possible offspring (Lyc. 14.2-15.2). Already before conception, Lycurgus sought to begin

4 This is not to say that the Athenians did not believe education to be valuable or potentially formative, or
that the Spartans did not recognize the role innate nature plays in the process of education. Rather, it is to
point out the fundamental dichotomy between the educational philosophies of the two cities: on the whole,
Spartans placed more value on education than nature, and Athenians placed more value on nature than
education.

5 See also Marrou 1956, 22: “The whole purpose of Spartan education was to build up character
according to a clearly defined ideal.”
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shaping his future citizens into ideal Spartans; he left no part of their children’s

educational process in the hands of individual citizens.

For the Athenians, on the other hand, simply living in Athens was believed to turn
people into citizens whose values lined up with the city’s own. Not only was it thought
that the city’s philosophical values would inevitably rub off on any person who spent
time there, but the Greeks even felt that certain places were naturally superior at
producing men of a particular type,® and Athens was perfectly suited for producing
model citizens. In fact, according to Plato (7im. 24c-d), Athena chose the location for the
city because she believed it to have the greatest potential to bring forth men just like
herself. Hence, in his debate with Protagoras over whether virtue is teachable (PI. Prt.
319c-d), Socrates points out (perhaps sarcastically) that it must be innate for when the
Assembly seeks expert advice on matters pertaining to the administration of the city,
any citizen is equally qualified to serve in this capacity just by virtue of being an
Athenian. Thucydides takes the point even farther: not only does Athens produce
innately virtuous citizens, it even acts as an education of sorts which distills their virtue
into a more concentrated and refined form. As Pericles famously brags in the funeral
oration in Thucydides Book 2 (Ch. 41), Athens herself is the school of Greece (Aéyw
Vv Te mdoav TOAv g 'EANAdOC Taideuoly ivat), a sentiment that is echoed and

expanded upon in Isocrates’ Panegyricus (47-50):

1 MOAIC NUAV KaTEdelEev, Kal AOyoug ETiunoev, @V MAVTEG HEV EmBUPoloLy, ToIg
o' eruotapevolg pBovodloly, ouvelduia HEV OTL TOOTO pOVOV EE ANAVTWV TOV {OwV
{dlov Epupev €xovTteg Kal dLOTL TOUTW TAEOVEKTNOAVTEG Kal Tolg dAAolg draacty
auT@OV dInvéyKapev... TooodTov &' AroAéAolmnev N MOAIC NUAV TiEPL TO Pppovelv Kal

6 On which, see Plato Laws 747d.
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Aéyelv Toug dAAoug avBpwroug, ®oB' ol TauTNG pabntai Tdv AAAwv d1dackalol
yeyovaolv, kal T0 TV ‘EAAAVwV Ovoua Temoinkev UNKETL To0 YEvoug, AAAA TAG
dlavoiag dokelv gival, kal pdAAov "EAANvag kaleioBal Toug Tg Madeloswg THG
NUETEPAG 1) TOUG TG KOLVAG dUCEWS HETEXOVTAG.

Our city introduced [philosophy] to the world, and she honored eloquence, which all men
desire and envy in those who have it, for she realized that this is the only part of our
nature that distinguishes us from all other living things and by taking advantage of this
we have surpassed them in all other respects as well... And so far has our city
outstripped the rest of mankind in thought and speech that her students have become
the teachers of others, and she has brought it about that the name “Hellenes” no longer
denotes a race but rather an intellectual spirit, and those people are called “Hellenes”
who share our common paideia rather than those who spring from a common stock.
By this token, being Athenian is not a common bloodline, but a state of mind that is
cultivated and perfected in Athens, and for those living in the city it requires no further
training. For this reason, Athenians were inherently distrustful of formal education. They
generally believed that they were good by nature” and did not need to be taught to be

citizens, and while they recognized that education could enhance a person’s preexisting

qualities,® they also knew that it could just as easily harm them.

Ultimately, this difference between the Athenian and Spartan approaches to character
formation came to influence every aspect of their respective education systems. What
they chose to teach their youth, who they made responsible for teaching it, and how it
was taught were all shaped by these views. As Ducat rightly notes in this connection,

“‘each method of education reflected and at the same time conditioned the political and

7 As opposed to the Spartans. On which, see Thucydides Book 2, Chapter 39: Spartans are trained from
an early age to pursue courage by discipline and hard work, while Athenians have an unrestricted mode
of life and yet do not fare worse in battle for it.

Plato was a notable exception to this trend. See Laws 7.808d-e for boys as savage before experiencing
the mellowing influence of education.

8 For a complete discussion of the various possible outcomes of the educational exchange according to
Greek authors, see Chapter 3, Section 2.
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social system of the city in which it functioned” (2006, 40). In the case of Sparta, the
resulting education took the form of a strict, tradition-based, State-regulated (i.e. public),
military training program characterized by harsh corporal punishment. Athenian
education, in contrast, was a private institution distinguished by formative (rather than
punitive) interactions between students and teachers. Unlike the Spartan system, which
sought to instill particular qualities in its students, education at Athens aimed to improve
and foster the preexisting qualities of the citizenry - particularly the well-known Athenian
tendency toward self-reflection and philosophical enquiry.? And while Spartan education
was structured in such a way as to produce blindly obedient citizens, the Athenian

system endeavored to produce citizens who were obedient by choice.?

So, with an eye to answering the questions posed at the beginning of this chapter, the
following sections will explore in more detail the ways these two cities’ different
approaches to citizen formation were manifested in their respective education systems.
In particular, the discussion will center on aspects of the interaction between the

teacher-figure and his student, especially curriculum and methodology.

1.3 Methodologies: Emulation, Habituation, and Punishment
In Sparta, the ideal outcome of education was unquestioning obedience to the laws of
the city. According to Xenophon (Lac. 8.3), the Spartans believed that obedience was

the greatest good, whether it be in the city, on campaign, or in the household (€yvwoav

9 As described by the Corinthians speech in Thucydides Book 1, Chapter 70ff.

10 See below on Thucydides 1.39; see also Plato’s Laws Books 1 and 2.
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10 neiBeoBal péylotov Ayabov eival kai &v MOAeL kal &v oTpatid Kal €v oikw), and
they looked down on the Athenians for holding a different view. In his speech in
Thucydides Book 1 (Ch. 84.3), the Spartan king Archidamus claims that Spartans “are
educated too crudely to scorn the laws and with too much severity of discipline to
disobey them” (8¢ duabéoTtepov TOV VOPwV TAG UTepoYiag madeudpevol Kai Euv
XAAETMOTNTI CWPPOVEDSTEPOV N WOTE AUTAV AvnKouoTelv), while the Athenians are
so arrogant as to believe themselves above the laws. While Archidamus clearly views
his city’s education as superior, as Ducat has observed, “the image of Spartan
education to which this text bears witness is that of a harsh education...which prefers
integration of the individual into the collective to his own development, and which
disciplines above all because it scarcely teaches” (2006, 39). In similar fashion, in the
Laws (634d-e), Plato describes how young men in Sparta are not allowed to either
question the laws of the city or tolerate any person who does, but they must declare in
solidarity that all of the laws have been justly enacted by divine decree. Although Plato
is generally complimentary of the Spartan education system, in this passage he is
clearly uncomfortable with the idea of a whole city of Spartans blindly pledging
obedience to the laws, no matter how unreasonable those laws might be. Plutarch
would later expand upon Plato’s image of the Spartan youths declaring allegiance to the
laws “in unison and with one mouth and one voice” (634e1: pid 8¢ ¢pwv1) Kai €§ evog
otopatog) in his own description of Spartan education:

To d€ OAov €i01Te ToUg MoAiTag ur BoUAeoBal unde emiotacOal kat' idiav Zriv, AAN'

WoTep TAG PEAITTAG T® KOV oUpPUETG OvTag ael kal peT' AANNAWV eiloupévoug
nepl TOV dpxovTa.
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In sum, [Lycurgus] accustomed the citizens to have neither the desire nor the ability to
live for themselves, but, like bees, they were to make themselves always integral parts
of their community, clustering together around their leader.

This depiction is far from flattering. In Plutarch’s estimation, the Spartans are as
brainless as worker-bees whose entire existence consists in following their leader’s
every command. The use of the verb ethizein here is telling;'" Plutarch is making it plain
that he believes the Spartans only achieve this degree of assimilation and obedience
through habituation. In other words, they educate their youth by subjecting them to
endless repetition of the same action until the desired outcome is attained. It is this
same theory that underlies the educational practice of rote memorization; if you walk a
specific path over and over for long enough, you will inevitably wear a groove in the

earth.

For the Athenians, on the other hand, the habituation method was inherently flawed.
While Spartan citizens were courageous because they were required to be by their city,
the Athenians wanted their citizens to possess the courage of personal conviction. In
fact, the trait for which Archidamus ridicules the Athenians is the very trait which they
most prized in their citizens: the ability to think for themselves. Instead of simply
punishing them into obedience, the Athenian education system taught the citizens to
understand why the laws existed and why it was right to obey them. As Pericles says in
his praise of the Athenians in the funeral oration (Thuc. 2.39):

Kal ol auTol fjTol Kpivouév ye 1 EvBupolueda 6pO®CS TA MpdypaTta, oU Toug

Aoyoug Toig €pyolg BAABNV fyoUpevol, AAAA ) mpodidaxenvar pdAAov Aoyw
npoTepoV ) €T A Ol Epyw €ABEelV. dladpepdvTwg yap d1) Kal TOdE EXoueV WOTE

11 Isocrates also uses this verb to describe the education of the Spartans. On which, see Panathenaicus
209.
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TOApAV Te oi auTol pAAloTa Kal repl GV Eruxelprioopev EkAoyileoBal 6 Toic AANOIG
Aauabia pev Bpacog, AoyLlopog de OKVoV PEpPEL

And we Athenians decide matters for ourselves or we at least endeavor to thoroughly
understand them, and we do not consider discussion a hindrance to action, but rather
not having been taught by discussion when the time comes for action. For we excel
others in this respect also, that we are most daring in action but also most given to
reflection on the actions we intend to undertake. For other men, however, boldness
entails ignorance and reflection brings hesitation.

According to Thucydides’ Pericles, then, it is preferable to deliberate freely, and in so
doing, create the potential for improvement, than to simply obey without question or
reflection, as he implies the Spartans do. It was as a result of this mentality that the
Athenians were open to innovation and creativity in their education where the Spartans
were conservative and rigidly traditional. In the Protagoras (342d), Socrates observes
that the Spartans do not allow their young men to travel lest they unlearn what they
have been taught at home. At the same time, as Plutarch notes (Lyc. 27.3-4), Lycurgus
placed limits on who was allowed to enter the city so that visitors could not become
teachers of wickedness (d1ddokahol kako() to the youth,'2 for with new people come
new ideas, and he viewed new ideas as more dangerous to the health of the city than a
plague. Meanwhile, at Athens, Thucydides tells us (2.39), no person is excluded simply
because he might, by learning about Athenian methods, be able to hurt the city. Rather
than rely on secrecy and deception or strict discipline for victory, as we are meant to
understand the Spartans do, the Athenians depend upon the innate courage of their

souls.

12 For Sparta as an intellectually-conservative society, see also the speech of the Corinthians in
Thucydides 1.70-71.
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So if the Athenians did not conduct their education through habituation, what method did

they use to create free-thinking yet willingly-obedient citizens? One answer is emulation.

In Plato’s Protagoras (325e-326a) the title character explains the process in this way:
napatiféaotv auTtolg i TV Bdepw\f AvaylyvwoKeLV ToINTOV ayabdv momuata
Kal €kpavedavelv avaykalouaoty, €v oig TIoAAal gev vouBeTtnoelg Evelolv ToAAal de

O1EEodol Kal Emalvol Kal eyKmula Talatdv avdpdv ayabdv, iva o6 nailg nAdv
MIpgATaI Kai 0pEynTal Tol00TOG yevEéaDal.

[The teachers] place before the boys the works of the good poets to read at their
benches and they are required to learn by heart these poems, in which there are many
admonitions and descriptions and praises and eulogies of the great men of the past, in
order that the boy in envy may imitate them and strive to become the same as they.

According to this passage, the Athenian education system took advantage of the
universal human desire for greatness. It held up before the youth examples of
praiseworthy men with the implicit promise that if they were to imitate these exemplars,
they too would become praiseworthy. Indeed, as modern pedagogical expert Bryan
Warnick has observed (2008, 32), “Human examples function in education as
representations of a self that is not yet realized. They act as mirrors that reflect not who
we currently are, but who we could one day be.” For the Athenians, the most readily
available models for emulation would, of course, have been the heroes of the Homeric
epics, but given that any effective pedagogy must appeal to an individual’s personal
circumstances,'3 an Athenian didaskalos would inevitably have sought additional
exemplars closer to home. For this, one possible paradigm he would have offered was
himself. From tracing the alphabet on a student’s tablet for him to copy over, to
delivering a practice speech for students to use as a template, Athenian teachers

encouraged their students to emulate and imitate them.

13 See Warnick 2008, 17 on the educational philosophy of John Locke and the need for children to have
excellent exemplars within their own sphere of knowledge.
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In fact, a didaskalos came to be thought of as a person who operated specifically by
offering himself as a paradigm for others to imitate, and this meant he had to exhibit
behavior that was worthy of imitation.'# As Xenophon points out in the Memorabilia
(1.2.17), all didaskaloi show their students how they practice what they teach (navrtag
5¢ ToUg d1dAoKovTag Op® auTtolg delkvUvTag Te Tolg pavBavouaty frep autol
noto0olv G didackoual). Isocrates is even more specific in his description of this
process in Against the Sophists (17.5-6):

TOV 8¢ d318aoKahov Td PEV oUTWG AKPIB®G oldV T' eival dieABeiv MOoTe PNdEV TOV

SIBaKTOV MAPAALNELY, Mepl 5 TAWV AoV ToloJTOV AUTOV MAPASEIYMA TAPACXEIV

WOoTe TOUG EKTUTIWOEVTAC Kal MIMAoacBal duvapévoug eUBUC avenpotepov Kal
Xapléotepov TV AAwV paiveobal AéyovTag.

The didaskalos needs to expound as precisely as possible so that he leaves out nothing
that is teachable, and as for the rest, he must provide himself as a paradigm with the
result that those who have been shaped on this model and are capable of imitating him
will immediately show themselves to be more eloquent and charming speakers than
other people.

In this passage, the education process has two distinct parts. The first part is the
transfer of knowledge: the didaskalos hands over whatever factual knowledge he can to
his students in as precise and straightforward a manner as possible. Not all knowledge
can simply be handed over in this fashion, however, so the second part of the
educational interaction consists in the teacher providing himself as a paradigm to be
imitated. In this way, didaskalia is not synonymous with imitation; rather, teaching and
imitation are complementary parts of the process of education. The didaskalos teaches
what he can, but for what is not teachable, he must rely on his students’ desire to imitate

an outstanding exemplar. In other words, after doing as much lecturing as possible,

4 On which, see Marrou 1956, 313: “As the mainspring of all education is imitation, the most important
thing was a good example.”
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Isocrates, the skilled orator, offers himself as an example for his students to imitate so
that they might turn into skilled orators, too. He does not simply issue directives to his
students with the expectation of blind obedience. Rather, he gives them an ideal
template to work within in the hopes that they will become at least identical to and

possibly even better than their teacher.

At this point, a few words need to be said concerning the role and responsibility of the
teacher in each of the cities in question. In Sparta, youths were absorbed into the
collective; they were trained by the State and when their education was finished they
became a part of the State. The figure of the individual instructor (the didaskalos) is
completely absent from discussions of Spartan education because this figure did not
exist in their society. Although there were undoubtedly authority figures in the Spartan
education system (i.e. the paidonomos, the eiren, etc), their duties are described in the
sources as directed toward either military training or disciplinary action. At no point are
they described as teaching (didaskein). Instead, every Spartan adult could and did take
part in the education of the youth. Plutarch tells us (Lyc. 17.1, 24.1) that older men
watched over the boys during their training with the understanding that they were the
fathers and paidagogoi and governors of all of them, and according to Xenophon (Lac.
6.1), Lycurgus gave every father authority over other men’s children as well as over his
own. While in other cities it was the father’s job to make sure that his son one day would
be fit to discharge his duties as a citizen, in Sparta all the citizens felt themselves
involved in the education of every boy and personally bound to take an active part in

this process.
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The situation at Athens could not have been more different. Because an Athenian
student interacted so closely with his teacher not only in the exchange of information but
even in the imitation of behavior, the lion’s share of the responsibility for the outcome of
the interaction naturally fell upon the teacher. As long as students turned out correctly
and the education system functioned as it was intended, this did not pose a significant
problem and could even lead to renown for a teacher if his students became
outstandingly good citizens. For example, in the Antidosis (95), Isocrates tries to
persuade his imaginary jury that they should praise him for his students’ achievements:
"Hv Te yap UToAaBnTe cUuBoulov eivai pe kal 31Iddokalov ToUTwY, diKaiwg av
EXOLTE poL TAEiw XApLV 1) TOTG dI' APETTV €V TPUTAVEIW OLTOUPEVOLG: TOUTWYV HEV
YAp €KAOTOG AUTOV HOVOV TIAPEDXE KAAOV KAyaBov, Eéyw 8¢ ToooUToUg TO TA60G
600ug OAlyw TPOTEPOV SIHABOV UUIV.

For if you suppose that | was the counsellor and teacher of these men, you would
rightfully hold me in greater esteem than the men who dine in the Prytaneum because of
their excellence. For each of the latter has only provided his own goodness, but | have
provided all of those many men whom | have just named for you.

This appeal is clearly based on the understanding that the praiseworthy behavior of any
given citizen can and should be attributed to the positive influence of his teacher.
Hence, the teacher of many outstanding citizens should, at least according to Isocrates,
receive the greatest possible reward for his contribution to the city. However, with
reward comes responsibility, and in the cases when education failed and a boy
committed some transgression, the Athenians turned to that boy’s teacher to place the
blame.’® In Plato’s Laws (808e), the Athenian stranger tells his companions that in

Athens, if a boy does something wrong, any freeman may punish him and his

15 For which see a little farther on at Antidosis 104. See also Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1385a5: men should and
do feel shame for the base actions of those whose didaskaloi they themselves have been.
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paidagégos and his didaskalos for it. Similarly, in Plutarch’s Life of Galba (17.2.6), he
informs us that in all civilized cities the people have the right to demand punishment for
the paidagdgoi and didaskaloi of men who become tyrants. Furthermore, it is this very
societal belief that Socrates is calling on in the Euthyphro when he jokes that he should
become Euthyphro’s student in order to pass off blame for his own behavior onto his
“teacher” (5b):

“kal el pév, @ MEANTe,” painv dv, “EuBiudpova dpoAoyeic copov eival Td ToladTa,

[kal] 6pO®G vouilelv kal €pe Nyold Kal un dikalou- el d€ YN, EKeivw TR d13A0KAAW

Aaxe diknv nMpoTepoV N €Uoi, WG ToUg TPeoBUTEPOUG dlapBeipovTL EUE TE Kal TOV
auTtol matépa, EUE pev dIdAOKOVTL, €kelvov O€ vouBeToOVTi TE Kal koAalovTl”

| would say to him, “If, Meletus, you agree that Euthyphro is wise in these matters,
consider me, too, to have the right beliefs and do not bring me to trial. If you do not think
so, then prosecute that didaskalos of mine, not me, for corrupting the older men, me and
his own father, by teaching me and by exhorting and punishing him.”16

Even Socrates, who himself was prosecuted (at least in part) for being the didaskalos
and corruptor of a group of irresponsible young men - as he refers to in this passage
with the verb diaphtheirein -, recognized that the buck has to stop somewhere. And if
teachers are given practically unlimited control over the formation of young students into
proper Athenian citizens, then those teachers must expect some repercussions when

their efforts do not produce acceptable results.’”

16 Translation by G.M.A. Grube.

7 For more on educational outcomes as they pertain to teacher responsibility, see Chapter 3, Section 3.
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One final thing needs to be discussed in connection with methodologies of education,
and that is the purpose of punishment in a pedagogical setting.'® Without a doubt,
punishment (or, as we might call it today, discipline) had its place in the classrooms of
both Sparta and Athens. Indeed, authority figures in both cities used punishment to deal
with unwanted behaviors in the youth,'® but they did so with approaches that differed in
the same way that their respective educational systems differed. Concerning the
Spartans, Xenophon tells us (Lac. 2.8) that they chastise (timérein) any boy who gets
caught stealing for carrying out the crime badly. The beating the boy receives is not
meant to stop him from stealing; on the contrary, it is intended as a kind of reprisal for
getting caught in the act. As Ducat has noted, “stealing was considered as a test in
Sparta; the blows were a sanction against failure” (2006, 205). By this token,
punishment at Sparta worked through the understanding that if a boy were to make a
mistake, he would be punished, and when he did in fact slip up, the punishment was

harsh enough that the fear of further punishment prevented repeat failures.

18 | qualify my discussion of punishment in this way in order to avoid the complex discussion of political
and civic punishment in antiquity. Hence, this section will not treat capital punishment for crimes against
the state or the theories behind this type of punishment in Athens or Sparta. For paradigms of punishment
in the Classical world, see Danielle Allen (2003) World of Prometheus, especially Chapters 2, 3, and 7-9;
for theories of punishment more generally, see Michel Foucault (1995) Discipline and Punish, especially
Parts 2 and 3. The discussion here will be limited to the pedagogical use of punishment on youths and the
differing attitudes toward this practice at Athens and Sparta.

19 There is some question about whether it would primarily have fallen to the paidagégos or the
didaskalos to punish in the Athenian schoolroom. See Beck 1964, 103: “The teacher, though empowered
to punish, was not expected to have to use this power very often; his function was to teach, not to police.
Policing was done for him by others.” Indeed, some of the texts do not specify who in the classroom is
doing the punishing, and it could arguably be either authority figure. However, there are several texts that
name the didaskalos as disciplinarian specifically. (For these, see discussion below.) This would certainly
imply that even if he was not always the one carrying out the punishment, the didaskalos did possess that
power and at least occasionally wielded it.
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In addition, as Xenophon explains, for the Spartans, punishment and obedience to
authority were inextricably linked. At Lac. 4.6, he points out that if any boy refused to
obey the paidonomos, he was severely penalized ({nuio0ol peyaAeing) in order that
he realize he should never yield to the sudden impulse to disobey the laws. The use of
the verb zémiodn here is telling; rather than kolazein, a verb which Danielle Allen
argues places the focus on the “idea of how the nature of the wrongdoer is affected by
the punishment” (2003, 70), Xenophon uses a verb which emphasizes the necessity
that a penalty be paid by the wrongdoer in retribution for his failure. Hence, Spartan
punishment was - at least in Xenophon'’s estimation - more about retribution than
reform. That is, the Spartans punished boys to discourage behavior that was
incompatible with their societal values, instead of punishing to transform the boys into

individuals whose behavior naturally fit with those values.

In Athens, on the other hand, punishment in an educational context was designed to
correct and reform, so it was aimed not so much at removing the behavior as improving
the character.20 As part of the process of educating the youth, punishment was seen as
a way of teaching people how to be good citizens.2! However, while for the Spartans -

as we saw in the Xenophon passage at the beginning of this chapter (Lac. 2.2) -

20 There is extensive evidence in the form of vase paintings for the use of corporal punishment in the
Athenian schoolroom (and in other educational contexts, as well). The paidagdgos or didaskalos would
have beaten a disobedient boy with a sandal (see Leipzig, University T 643, Tubingen 1609, Leningrad
317), with a narthex or walking stick (see Bari R 150, Berlin (East) F 3043), or simply with his hand (see
Melbourne 1644/4). The most complete extant schoolroom punishment scene comes from the last of
these (Melbourne 1644/4), an Attic red-figure cup from approx. 450 BCE, which depicts what appears to
be a musical contest in which two boys competed on the lyre. The victorious boy is being crowned by the
goddess Nike, while the loser holds out his hand to his teacher, who has a hand raised and ready to slap
his pupil’s knuckles. All of the vases mentioned above can be found in Beck 1975, Chapter 6.

21 See Allen 2003, 70, and Foucault 1995, 211: “punishment functions as a technique for making useful
individuals.”
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punishment was a central component of the educational process, for the Athenians,
punishment was a measure of the last resort. An Athenian teacher would only punish his
student when teaching and admonishment had failed. The clearest articulation of this
can be found in Plato’s Apology, when Socrates claims that Meletus has not followed
the proper protocol by taking him to be punished in court without first teaching
(didaskein) him about his transgressions:
el d¢ dkwv dladbeipw, TOV TOOUTWV AUAPTNUATWY OU delpo VOUOG eloAyeLlV
€otiv, dAAa iBdla AaBovTa di1dackelv kal vouBeTeiv: Sfilov yap OTL €av padw,
rnavoopal 6 ye Akwv Told. oU € ouyyevéaBal pév ol Kal 818a&ar £puyeg Kal oUkK
nBéAnoac, delpo d¢ elodyelg, ol vopoc £oTiv eiodyely ToUG KOAGoEwg SEoPEVOUQ

AAN' oU poBnoewC.

If | corrupt the youth unwillingly,22 the law does not require you to bring people to court
for these kinds of wrongdoings, but to take them aside privately and to teach and
admonish them. For it is clear that if | learn better, | will stop doing what | am unwillingly
doing. But you have avoided conversing with me and you were unwilling to teach me,
but you bring me here, where the law requires you to bring those who need punishment,
not instruction.

According to this text, punishment is the last of a three-step educational process
beginning with teaching (didaskein), followed by admonishment (nouthetein).23 Only if a
student has still failed to exhibit the appropriate behavior after the first two steps is
punishment undertaken. In the Apology, the punishment is carried out in the legal
sphere: Socrates is being taken up on criminal charges. However, in the context of

elementary education, the punishment would most likely have come in the form of a

22 The distinction between a crime that was committed willingly/intentionally (hékén) and one that was
committed unwillingly/unintentionally (akén) was considered to be essential for the determination of the
proper punishment. See Plato Laws 859c¢ and following.

23 For the conjunction of teaching and admonishment in education, see also Plato Protagoras 325c,
Republic 399b, Laws 788a and Plutarch De Recta Ratione Audiendi 39a and 46b. In the Hellenistic period
and beyond, these two concepts were treated as essentially synonymous, especially in the Scholia (e.g.
On Aristophanes’ Nubes verse 369c, 929a, 987b, 1442a, 1483c and On Aeschylus Prometheus Vinctus
verse 264) and in the work of later Christian writers (e.g. New Testament Letter of St. Paul to the
Colossians 1.28.2; Eusebius Praeparatio evangelica 6.6.12.2; Gregory of Nyssa De Instituto Christiano
vol. 8, 1, p. 58.10; Joannes Chrysostomus De Sacerdotio 3.6.49; efc).
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beating. In the Protagoras (325d), the Sophist describes how parents and paidagdgoi
teach (didaskousi) and admonish (nouthetodsin) the boys from early childhood on by
demonstrating to them what is right and what is wrong. If a boy readily obeys, fine; but if
not, they subject him to corporal punishment:
worep EUAoV dlaoTpedPpOUEVOV Kal Kaumropevov eUBUvouaoty Amellaig Kal mnyaig.
Just like a piece of bent and twisted wood, they straighten him with threats and blows.
Here we see clear evidence of the reformative goals of Athenian pedagogical
punishment. A boy who is disobedient is likened to a bent piece of wood: there is a flaw
in his character which punishment must reform. Just as the proper application of torque
upon the bent stick will eventually straighten it, so the proper application of threats and
blows upon the boy will eventually reform him. As was mentioned above, this type of
punishment was not aimed at the wrongdoing, but rather at the wrong-doer.24 As such,
its goal was not to exact retribution for past offenses but rather to prevent future ones,
an opinion which is expressed by the title character a little later on in Plato’s Protagoras
(324a-b):
oUdeig yap KoAAZel Toug adikolvTag mpog ToUTw Tov volv Exwv kal TolTou
g€veka, 0TI Ndiknoev, 60TIC un worep Bnpiov AloyioTwS TIHWPETTAL 0 dE YETA
AOyou Eruxelp®v koAalelv oU To0 MapeAnAuBOTOC EveKa ASLKAUATOG TipwpETTaL —
oU yap av 1o ye r[paxef‘,v ayévntov Bgin — aAAa to0 pEAAovVTOG XApLy, (va un aubig
adiknon ufTe alTog outog uUNTe GAAOg O TolToVv Idwv KoAaoBevTa.

No one punishes a wrong-doer in consideration of the simple fact that he has done
wrong, unless one is exercising the mindless vindictiveness of a beast. Reasonable
punishment is not vengeance for a past wrong - for one cannot undo what has been

24 However, just because pedagogical punishment in Athens was aimed at reform did not mean it was any
less brutal than the retributive punishment in Sparta. For example, see Stalley 1983, Chapter 13 on
punishment in Plato’s Laws. Athenian literature is littered with descriptions of the harshness of the
teacher’s discipline. To cite just a few examples, in the Anabasis (2.6.12), Xenophon describes the
relationship between a didaskalos and his students as harsh and severe; in Aristophanes’ Knights
(1228ff), the sausage-seller recalls how he was taught to behave by the blows of his schoolmaster; and
again in the Clouds (980ff) the Better Argument explains how the boys would be subjected to a shower of
blows by their music teacher if they deviated from the traditional mode of singing.
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done - but is undertaken with a view to the future, to deter both the wrong-doer and
whoever sees him being punished from repeating the crime.25

So along with being reformative, Athenian pedagogical punishment was also intended to
be a deterrent. Punishing a boy who misbehaved would simultaneously turn him away
from the wrong path and help to transform him into a person who would automatically

choose the right path in the future.26

The preceding section has dealt with the methodology, that is, the “how” of teaching in
Athens and Sparta. Our next move from here is to take stock of the curricula - the

“‘what” - of these two education systems.

1.4 Curricula: Military Training versus the Liberal Arts

According to the ancient sources, Spartan education consisted almost exclusively in
military training. In a fit of anti-Spartan exaggeration in the Panathenaicus, |1socrates
claims that the Spartans are so backwards that their children do not even learn letters in
school (209), and Plutarch compares the city to a military encampment (Lyc. 24.1)
where the boys learn only enough letters as is strictly necessary, and the rest of their
training is directed toward teaching them to obey commands, endure hardship, and
conquer in battle (Lyc. 16.6). Indeed, Sparta’s unusual educational ideology concerning
the learning of letters has led some modern scholars to improbably assert that Spartan

youths didn’t learn their letters at all and that this is evidence of the intellectual poverty

25 Translation by Stanley Lombardo and Karen Bell.

26 Stalley (1983, 150) observes that there is, paradoxically, a depersonalizing effect from this kind of
punishment: “To punish someone as a deterrent is to treat him, not as an end in himself, but as a means
to some supposed social good. “Curing” or “reforming” the criminal may in practice mean “brainwashing
him” or remoulding his character to a pattern approved by the authorities.”
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of the Spartan system.2” On the contrary, Spartan education did not prize illiteracy, but
the Spartans simply placed far less emphasis on learning letters than the Athenians did.
The Spartans believed literature was only worth learning for its usefulness in civic life
and for continuing the transfer of traditional knowledge from generation to generation.28
In fact, the famed Sophist Hippias tells Socrates that when he visited Sparta, the
inhabitants didn’t want to hear about astronomy, geometry, or eristic, but rather about
history and archaeology, specifically the genealogies of heroes and the founding of
cities (PI. Hipp. Maj. 285d). Any field that offered the opportunity for discovery and
innovation would have held little value for the Spartans; instead, they wanted to
understand the origins and history of their society. For the Spartans, the subjects we
refer to as the liberal arts were simply a practical supplement to the standard military

curriculum that formed the real basis of their education system.

Unfortunately, our comparison between Athens and Sparta becomes a bit less fruitful at
this point because Athenian authors universally agreed that in contrast with an almost-
exclusively military training system, a program of instruction in the so-called liberal arts

was far superior.2® However, whereas in Sparta, education was a static institution with

27 For this view, see Freeman 1972, 25: “While the boys’ bodies were developed and trained almost to
perfection, their minds were almost entirely neglected”; and Marrou 1956, 19: “In its Classical form,
Spartan education...always had one clear aim - the training of the hoplites, the heavy infantry who had
been responsible for Sparta’s military superiority...they learned to be soldiers: everything else was
sacrificed to that. The intellectual side of their education was reduced to a minimum.”

28 See Ducat 2006, 120-2; Plutarch recounts in Lyc. 4.2 and 4.4 how Lycurgus made the poetry of Homer
and Thales a mandatory part of the curriculum because these works taught boys to follow the time-
honored ways and to be obedient and disciplined.

29 By the liberal arts, | simply mean the non-military, non-technical branches of study, the subjects
Aristotle claims at Politics 1337a-b (as we will see later) are most suited for a free-born person. Hence,
under this definition, music, letters, astronomy, arithmetic, drawing, gymnastics, etc would all potentially
be considered liberal arts, while military strategy, medicine, blacksmithing, etc would not.
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no room for dissenting opinions, the Athenian tendency toward debate and
intellectualism resulted in significant disagreement about precisely which subjects
constitute the liberal arts and what the ideal school curriculum should look like. So
instead of comparing the curricula of Athens with that of Sparta, let us now entertain a

comparison between differing attitudes within Athens herself.

2. Internal Athenian Curriculum Debate

Public opinion about the curriculum in Athens during the Classical period was divided
along both practical and philosophical lines.30 Aristotle sums up the situation best at the
beginning of his discussion on education in Book 8 of the Politics (1337a35-b1):

vOv yap auolopntettal mepl TOV Epywv. oU yap TauTd navteg UToAauBAavouaot delv
Mavedvely Toug véoug oUTe TPOg apetnv olTe TPOG TOV Biov TOV AploTov, oude
pavepov ndTepov PG TNV ddvolav Mpénet paAAov 1 Tpodg 10 TAG Yuxhg NBog- K
Te TAG eUnodwv Maldeiag Tapax®dng N okEYIS Kal OAoV oUdEV MOTEPOV ACKETV
Oel Td XpNoLua TPOg TOV Bilov 1) Ta TeivovTa MPoOg ApeTnV 1) TA MEPLTTA (MAvTa yap
elAnde Talta KPLTAG TIVAG)-

For currently there is a dispute about the tasks [of education]. For not everyone assumes
that it is necessary for the young to learn the same things with an eye to virtue or the
best life, nor is it apparent whether it is fitting for education to be directed toward the
mind or the character of the soul. Because of the current state of education, this
investigation is confusing and it is not clear whether it is necessary to be trained in
matters that are useful for life, or aimed at virtue, or out of the ordinary (for all of these
have some advocates).

According to this passage, dissenting opinions are expressed in Athens concerning both
the goals and content of the school curriculum, and for every possible curricular model
there is at least one proponent. As it turns out, Aristotle himself is among those who

have a stake in this debate, along with other noted intellectuals of the period writing in

30 For the duration of this section, we will be leaving aside our primary discussion about the didaskalos.
For whatever reason, in the context of the debate about a theoretical ideal curriculum, all of the authors
discussed here neglect to mention the person doing the teaching; they focus entirely on the subjects that
should be taught.
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all different genres, including the comic poet, Aristophanes; the orator and teacher of

rhetoric, Isocrates; and the philosopher - and Aristotle’s own mentor -, Plato.3!

If we were to lay the curricular models presented by these four authors along a
spectrum from most conservative to most progressive, Aristophanes would sit near the
conservative end, Plato and Aristotle would fall somewhere in the middle, and Isocrates
would represent the most progressive. For our purposes, a conservative curriculum is
defined as one that trains boys exclusively in the traditional, heroic pursuits of music
and gymnastics, with the primary focus on conditioning the body, and admits little or no
innovation in terms of content. A progressive curriculum, on the other hand, places the
training of the intellect above that of the body, and it recognizes the value of
inventiveness for the health of the state. With these definitions in mind, let us turn to the

texts.

2.1 Aristophanes

Aristophanes’ Clouds is a uniquely valuable text for the study of Classical Athenian
education. Not only does it shed light on the issues surrounding Socrates’ role as an
educator and his consequent indictment,32 but it also rehearses in miniature, in the agén
between the Better and the Worse Arguments, the contemporary debate between

conservative and progressive curriculum models. First, the Better Argument

31 These four authors can be assumed to provide a diverse sample of the types of concerns Athenian
intellectuals had with different curricular models. Hence, they were probably not the only writers who
addressed educational topics during this time, but they offer remarkably straightforward articulations of
their respective philosophies.

32 For a complete discussion of which see Chapter 4, Section 2.
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summarizes the apyaia nawdeia that he offers, the curriculum of which is strictly limited
to the traditional study of music (965) and gymnastics (973-4), and which is enforced
with corporal punishment (969-72). He points out that in his system, self-control
(owdpoolvn) goes hand-in-hand with physical discipline (961-5), and that the best
education must be conducted by conditioning the body in the gymnasium and not by
chatting about current events and philosophy in the agora (1002-4). If this curriculum
seems somewhat rigid, that is only because it has been proven to work; at lines 985-6,
the Better Argument boasts that it is in this way that “my education bred the men who
fought at Marathon” (Avdpag Mapabwvoudxag nun naideuotg €8pePev). An
Athenian can hope to achieve no higher level of virtue or valor than this. The
conservative curriculum Aristophanes’ Better Argument describes, then, is aimed at
producing citizens who are as physically fit, brave, and dedicated to the service of the

city as those men who fought in the legendary battle of Marathon.

The Worse Argument, on the other hand, offers a curriculum composed mainly of
lessons in oratory, specifically how to argue what is contrary to established principles of
justice (1038-40).33 He scoffs at the Better Argument’s concern with being decent (1061:
owdppovelv), instead encouraging his listeners at line 1078 to “indulge your nature,
romp, laugh, think nothing shameful” (xp® tfi pU0el, okipTa, YEAQ, vOUIE undev

aloxpov). The goal of this instruction is to become capable of talking your way out of

33 Aristophanes probably also intended the subject matter of the natural scientists to be included in this
curriculum. Based on the unflattering treatment of them at the beginning of the Clouds (135ff), their area
of expertise certainly did not fit into Aristophanes’ ideal curriculum, and he does lump them in with the
Sophists as a type of “intellectual.” See Chapter 4, Section 2 on Aristophanes’ views concerning
“‘intellectuals” and the “New Education” in Athens.
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any problem (880ff), and the way Aristophanes describes it, there is very little
redeeming value to this type of education. It is contrary to what is right and it flies in the

face of traditional Athenian values.

As if all this were not incentive enough to choose the conservative model of education,
the Better Argument finishes his pitch with a comparison of the outcomes a student can

expect from each of the two curricula (1009-23):

v TadTta rnofig ayw $ppalw / kai mpog TouToLlg TIPOoEXNG TOV volv / E&eig alel /
otA00g Almapodv, xpoldv Aaumpayv, / Wpoug ueyaloug, YA@Ttav Baidy, / muynv
MEYAANV, TOGONV HiIKpAv- / fiv &' dmep ol vOv erutndelng, / mp®dta pev &g /
Xpolav wxpdv, WHoUg HIKpoUg, / oTRB0g AeTrov, YA@TTAV HeYAANY, / KWARV
MIKpAv, Ynolopa pakpodv, / kai o' avaneioel T0 eV aioxpov drav / kahov fyeiobal,
TO KaAOv &' aioxpov, / kai mpog TouTolg TG AvTindxou / kataruyoouvng
Avar\noel.

If you follow my recommendations, and keep them ever in mind, you will always have a
rippling chest, radiant skin, broad shoulders, a wee tongue, a grand rump and a petite
dick. But if you adopt current practices, you’ll start by having a puny chest, pasty skin,
narrow shoulders, a grand tongue, a wee rump and a lengthy edict. And he will persuade
you to consider all that’s foul fair, and fair foul, and furthermore he’ll infect you with
Antimachus’ faggotry.s4
According to this, alumni of a conservative curriculum can expect to become physically
magnificent and (presumably by extension) morally upright. Meanwhile, students of the
Worse Argument can look forward to physical infirmity, moral relativism, and sexual
deviance. This is, of course, a greatly simplified and intentionally polarized depiction of
the two curricula. It must be said that although Aristophanes presents the Better

Argument’s education in a much more positive light than that of the Worse Argument, he

does not wholly endorse either one. The concern that underlies Aristophanes’

34 Translation by Jeffrey Henderson
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assessment of both models of education is civic stability.35> He sees in the traditional
curriculum a model that has worked for generations to create Athenians who understand
their duties to the city. If this model is tainted a little by pederastic voyeurism, at least it
is still the lesser of the two evils. The progressive curriculum, in contrast, is untested
and untenably risky. And when it comes to the health of the polis, in Aristophanes’ view,

one cannot be too careful.

2.2 Plato and Aristotle
Although their views fall in the middle of the spectrum, Aristotle and Plato offer a
significantly different take on the ideal curriculum from that of Aristophanes. While they
both agree with the conservative belief that innovation and creativity in the schoolroom
should be strictly prohibited,3¢ and that the training of the body should be given
precedence over the training of the intellect,3” this is where their similarities with
Aristophanes end. According to Plato in the Laws, education is a form of “right
nurture” (6pON TPOPN; Leg. 643d) that affects the souls of the youth and draws them
toward virtue (643e-644a):
TV O€ MPocg ApetnV €K Maidwv nadeiav, molodoav ErOUUNTV T Kal €paocTtnV 100
ToA(TNV yeveéaBal TéAeov, ApXELV TE Kgi dpxeoBal ermoTauevov HeTa dikng. TautnVv
™V TPpodPNnV ddoploduevog 0 AOyog oUTog, wg eUol paivetal, viv BoUuAolt' v
pHovNnyV radeiav mpooayopeUely, TNV d€ €i¢ xpnuata Telvouoav fj Tiva mpog ioxov,

1 kal mpog EAANV Tva codiav dveu vol kal dikng, Bavauoodv T' eivat kal
avelelUBepov kal oUK G&iav TO mapdmnav nawdeiav kaletobal.

Education [consists of] training from childhood with an eye to virtue (areté), which makes
a man eagerly desirous of becoming a perfect citizen, understanding how to both rule

35 See longer discussion in Chapter 4 on Aristophanes’ concerns about the role of education in the polis.
36 Aristotle Politics 1336b and Plato Laws 656d-e

37 Aristotle Politics 1336a and 1338b; and Plato Laws 659d and 790-91



118

and be ruled justly. And this is the type of nurture which, it seems to me, our current
argument would wish to call “education”; meanwhile that which is directed toward
making money or gaining strength, or toward obtaining any other type of wisdom that is
lacking reason and justice, is banausic and illiberal and entirely unworthy of being called
“education.”
Hence, in this passage, the ultimate goal of education is to produce citizens who
possess the proper degree of virtue in their souls. On the flip side, a proper education
must be limited to those subjects which help to achieve this end; any other pursuit is
unsuitable for a free person and will be labeled banausic. For Plato, then, it is essential
to distinguish between trade-based education and liberal education. Only the latter is

appropriate for creating “perfect citizens”, while the former is the way farmers and

carpenters and peddlers are trained for their professional lives.

So, what are the subjects that Plato suggests his “perfect citizens” pursue? For starters,
military training and gymnastics, then lyre-playing, literature, arithmetic, and
astronomy.38 In his explanation, he takes the reasons for undergoing physical training
and learning the traditional curriculum of music and letters to be self-evident, but he
makes a point of justifying the study of arithmetic and astronomy (Leg. 809c):

MépL Kal AOYLoP®V, OV édpapev delv doa Te MPOC TOAEOV Kal oikovouiav Kal v
KATA MOALV dloiknaotv xprival €kdotoug AaBelv, kal mpog Ta altd tadta €Tt Ta
XPNOIMa TAV £V TAIG Meplodolg TOV Beiwv, AoTpwV T MEPL Kal NAiou kal oeAnvng,
60a dlolkelv dvaykaiov €0ty Mepl TalTa naon MoAeL

Also arithmetic, of which | have said that that every person should know enough as is
needed for the purposes of war, and of household management, and of civic
administration; and for these same purposes, one must also learn what is useful of the
courses of the heavenly bodies, that is, the stars and the sun and the moon, inasmuch
as this information is necessary for the administration of every state.

38 See Stalley 1983, 132ff for a discussion of the subjects Plato chooses for his curriculum.
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Plato uses two words in this passage that bear heavily on his (and Aristotle’s)
philosophy of education: xpnotpog (useful) and dvaykaiog (necessary). Certain
subjects - namely the traditional pursuits of music, letters, and gymnastics - are both
useful and necessary for life. A non-traditional subject like arithmetic can be useful, but
not too useful;? if it offers the opportunity for profit, then it is banausic and no longer
suitable for study. Under Plato’s curriculum, there is no such thing as a useless subject.
Every one of the subjects he lists is useful insofar as it contributes to the virtue of the

student’s soul.

Just like his mentor, Aristotle also believed that education should aim for what is
virtuous and noble in every person and that the banausic must be avoided at all costs.
He, too, struggled with finding a balance between teaching what is useful and
necessary and teaching too many useful things and thereby making someone unfree
and banausic (Pol. 1337b4-14). He followed Plato’s lead in describing the subjects of
the ideal curriculum as “those useful things that leave the mind free to pursue

virtue” (1337b10). But he was unsatisfied with the way Plato’s system did not account
for the possibility of studying some things that are not useful or necessary. So he
expanded upon his teacher’s curriculum, and in his programmatic statement for his own
educational philosophy, Aristotle famously says that “there is a kind of education that
sons must be given not because it is useful or necessary but because it is free and
noble” (EoTL mawdeia TIg NV oUX WS XpNoipnv NaideuTéov ToUg UIETS o0Ud' WG

avaykaiav aA\' wg EéAeuBépiov kal kaAnv). This idea forms one of the three branches

39 In particular, Plato sees arithmetic as a preliminary study on the path to the pursuit of dialectic. On the
mathematical curriculum at Plato’s Academy, see Fowler 1999, 103-112.
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of Aristotle’s curriculum. First, we must teach things that are useful and necessary for
life, like letters, drawing, and gymnastics: letters because they help with money-making,
household management, and political activities (1338a15); drawing because it helps
one to make better judgements about the products of craftsmen (1338a17); and
gymnastics because it contributes to courage (1337b27). Second, we must teach those
things, like music, that are neither useful nor necessary but are the domain of the noble
and free person. Finally, - and in Aristotle’s view, most importantly - we have to teach
some subjects not because they are useful but because many other studies become
possible through them (1338a37-b2). For example, drawing should be studied not
because it helps in commerce but because it makes people contemplate the beauty of
bodies. Although he spends a great deal of time discussing the proper way to teach
useful things to the youth, it is clear that Aristotle’s main concern is with those subjects
that are not particularly useful for life. Indeed, he finishes the discussion of his
curriculum at 1338b3 with the reminder that “to search everywhere for what is useful is
what least suits those who are great in soul and free” (10 d¢ {ntelv mavtaxol TO

XPNOLHOV NKIOTA APUOTTEL TOIG peyaAouxolg Kal Toig EAeubepiolg).

As the moderates on our imagined curriculum spectrum, Plato and Aristotle offer a
mixture of traditional and innovative approaches to education. Like Aristophanes, they
seek to limit students’ exposure to potentially-damaging unapproved subject matter, but
they have a much more relaxed view of what constitutes unapproved material. Whereas
Aristophanes’ Better Argument represents a heroic, physically-focused training program,

Plato and Aristotle are concerned with the education of the soul. However, while these
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three authors have some disagreement about what types of subjects the curriculum
should consist of - music, gymnastics, letters, arithmetic, etc - they all are concerned
with the same thing: the consistent formation of Athenian citizens. In this way, Plato and
Aristotle fall closer to the conservative end of the spectrum than one might have initially
thought; they do not want to introduce anything unstable into the curriculum. The non-
heroic subjects they advocate including are in the first instance useful and necessary for
life. The most progressive thing about the curriculum described by Plato and elaborated
upon by Aristotle is the focus on fostering the life of the mind. Whereas Aristophanes’
Better Argument might view the intellectual pursuit of drawing for its philosophical value
as too similar to the education offered by the Sophists, for Aristotle especially the

education of free and noble adults requires some philosophy.

2.4 Isocrates

At the far end of the spectrum, Isocrates stands as the champion of the progressive
intellectual curriculum for which the Sophists were so often maligned. Although he does
not neglect gymnastics - indeed, he believes it to be a parallel art to philosophy (Antid.
179ff) -, for Isocrates, the primary goal of education is to lead students to the pursuit of
philosophy. In the eyes of an orator, of course, philosophy and oratory amount to one
and the same thing, and in fact, at Antidosis 271, Isocrates explains that he considers a
man to be a philosopher who occupies himself with the studies from which he will most
quickly gain the insight to know what to do or say in any circumstance. One can only
assume that the studies he is referring to include oratory. However, a person cannot

simply set out to study philosophy from scratch, so Isocrates’ ideal curriculum consists
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of a program of study in subjects which prepare a student for philosophy. At
Panathenaicus 26, he argues that young men should pursue geometry, astronomy, and
eristic, since there is no more helpful or fitting pursuit to be found. He does not
elaborate on the reasons for this in the current speech, but at Antidosis 264-6 he takes

up the same subject again in greater detail:

Ta pev yap dAAa 161" wdeAelv NUAG MEPUKeV OTAV AABWHPEV AUTOV TNV ETUCTAUNY,
TaldTta 8¢ ToUG HEV ATMKPLBWHEVOUG OUDEV AV elepYETNOELEV TIANV TOUG €vTelBev
(fiv mponpnuévoug, Toug d¢ pavbdavovtag ovivnaolyv-... ev ToUTOlG YUHVAOBEVTEG
Kal apo&uvBEvTeg pdov kal BaTTov Ta oroudaldtepa Kal MAeiovog Ggla Tdv
nmpaypdtwyv anodéxeobal kal paveavelv duvavtal. Phocodiav pev olv ouk oluat
Oelv IPooayopeUELY TNV UNOEV €V TO MAPOVTL UNTE TPOG TO AEYELV UNTE TIPOG TO
npattelv wpeloloav, yuuvaoiav pévrol TAG Yuxig Kai mapackeunv ¢plthocodiag
KaA® TNV dlatpiBnv v tolaunv.

For the other subjects help us after we gain an understanding of them, whereas these
studies (geometry, astronomy, eristic) are of no benefit to us after we have mastered
them unless we have chosen to make our living from them, but the very process of
learning them is beneficial to us... For after we have been exercised and sharpened on
these subjects we are able to grasp and learn much more quickly and easily those
subjects that are of more importance and of greater value. | do not think it is right to term
“philosophy” a pursuit that is of no help to us at present either in word or in action, but
rather | call this occupation an exercise of the soul and a preparation for philosophy.
Like Aristotle, Isocrates sees the basic subjects of the curriculum as a stepping stone
toward a deeper study. Elsewhere in the Antidosis (85), Isocrates describes his teaching
as inherently useful (chrésimos), and as with Aristotle and Plato this articulation is
essential to our understanding of Isocrates’ views on curriculum.* Whereas Aristotle
termed useful those pursuits that were applicable to daily life, for Isocrates, a subject is
only useful if it leads directly to the study of oratory, and by extension, philosophy. So,

as he sees it, astronomy, geometry, etc are not useful in and of themselves, but they do

bring the learner one step closer to learning what is useful. In fact, this is the heart of

40 On which, see Too 2008, 218: “Utility and benefit are the prime imperatives of Isocratean discourse and
education.”
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Isocrates’ progressiveness. He does not really believe that there are core subjects that
must be taught in order for students to achieve success; instead, they must take enough
steps along the path of learning how to learn so that they can begin to study philosophy.
By this token, Isocrates’ curriculum is much more open-ended than any of the others we
have looked at, since its progression depends upon the cumulative skills of the student
and not on the sequence of a set body of knowledge. This means that there was far less
regulation of the material Isocrates’ students learned, a prospect that would have been
unthinkable for the other authors. Indeed, the creative oratorical spark that Isocrates so
carefully cultivated in his students was precisely the thing Aristophanes, Plato, and

Aristotle feared in theirs.

Ultimately, the major differences between the curricular models we have examined in
this section can be attributed to differing views on what is best for the health of the city.
For Aristophanes, it is creating citizens who respect the values of their forefathers above
all; for Plato and Aristotle, it is creating citizens whose souls are directed toward virtue;
and for Isocrates, it is creating citizens who can think for themselves and speak

eloquently in order to contribute to civic life.

3. Didaskaloi and Didaskalia Beyond the Classroom

It is apparent from the preceding discussion that there was something about the
relationship between a student and a didaskalos that the Athenians were intensely
interested in. Unlike the Spartans, for whom education was confined to a straightforward

interaction between authority figures and students, the Athenians found in education a
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productive conceptual framework for many other types of instructional interactions. The
following section will examine this uniquely-Athenian extension of didaskalia to the civic

and even the metaphorical realm.

3.1 Civic Instruction: Public Speakers and Dramatists

In literary discussions of the city, educational vocabulary was applied to nearly every
activity of Athenian life, including warfare, and especially public business. In fact, one
could say that the Athenians saw their democracy as nourished and defined by the
educational process.*! As Neil Croally has observed, “All the main institutions of the
polis were presumed to have educative effects” (2005, 65).42 Even more specifically, |
contend that Athenian authors viewed the civic instruction offered by public figures in
the polis as an extension of the classroom; both the relationship between a public
speaker and his listeners and that between a dramatist and his audience were often
described in terms of didaskalia.*3 In other words, while formal childhood education

taught Greek youths the basic skills to function in civilized society, taking part in the

41 Indeed, Athens saw herself as the paideusis of Greece. On which, see above Thucydides 2.41 and
Isocrates 4.47-50. See also Demosthenes 9.73 for Athens as duty-bound to instruct the rest of the Greeks
because of her superior knowledge.

42 See also Croally 2005, 59 for the power of rhetoric in the democratic/educational process: “Athens was
a logopolis, a “city of words”, and the Athenians were, according to the Thucydidean Cleon, “spectators of
words”, (3.38.4). Athens took a tradition that was already astonished by the powers of language and
added to that a political system in which language, and more particularly rhetoric, was essential.”

43 For the purposes of this discussion, the term “public speaker” will be used to encompass all men who
stood up and delivered speeches before large groups in the polis, including litigants, political leaders, and
professional orators.
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democratic life of the city by attending speeches and theatrical performances taught
Greek adults how to be citizens. To quote Paul Cartledge:#+

Participation in the democratic process, including being present to hear public civic
orations, was conceived primarily as an education for Athenian citizens, most of whom
had received no formal schooling during childhood beyond the inculcation...of basic
literacy, numeracy and musical appreciation. For such average citizens, ...theatre was
an important part of their learning to be active participants in self-government by mass
meeting and open debate between peers. (1997, 19)

However, while Cartledge, Croally, and others (Dover, Ober and Strauss) have
recognized the public institutions of Athens as generally educative, none have drawn an
explicit connection between the vocabulary and methods of school-room didaskalia and

those of political instruction.

If democratic life was thought of as analogous to formal education, then the students
were not only the individual citizens but also the polis as a whole, and the teachers were
the leaders of the city. As Dover notes (1974, 30), “There existed a traditional role...into
which a man addressing an Athenian audience was permitted to step”, and | submit that
the role in question was that of the didaskalos. Like a schoolroom teacher, a public
speaker in Athens was believed to possess a specific body of knowledge that he
needed to transmit to his audience. As Ober and Strauss point out (1990, 251) “The
public speaker’s role was, in its essence, a didactic one: he attempted to instruct his
listeners in the facts of the matter under discussion and in the correctness of his own
interpretation of those facts.” Whereas Ober and Strauss argue that he did this through

his superior rhetorical skill, | maintain that a public speaker instructed the polis, in fact,

44 See also Ober 1990, 159-60: “A major part of a citizen’s education came through performance of his
political role.”
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by appropriating and exploiting the pre-existing authority of the didaskalos. By stepping
into the traditional role of the teacher, a public speaker could present the information he
communicated as true and authoritative without coming across as patronizing or
bombastic. In turn, the Athenian audience, viewing him as a beneficent and trustworthy
instructor, was much more receptive to his advice. This kind of information transfer took
place in every sphere of Athenian political life, including legal proceedings, public
assemblies, and military strategy sessions.#*> When it occurred in the courtroom, it was
used by a litigant in laying out for the jury his side of the case and the reasons why his
opponent’s side was wrong.46 For example, in Against Andocides (35), Lysias insists
that it is necessary to instruct (didaskein) the jury in the defense that his opponent will
make in order that they may form a better decision, and in Plataicus (7), Isocrates
explains that it is his responsibility to counteract the opposing side’s deceptions with his
teaching. The clearest formulation of this idea can be found in the Antidosis (197):

Agl 31 und' AuEG npoarelnelv 31I8AcKovTag Kai Aéyovtag, ¢€ Qv duolv Batepov, n

METAOTAOOMEV TAG YVOUAG AUTAV 1 TAg BAaoonuiag kal katnyopiag, aig xpdvtat

KaB' nuav, eEeAéyEouev Peudeic olioag.

I must not stop teaching and speaking until one of two things happens, either | manage
to change the minds of [my accusers] or | prove that the slanders and charges they are
using against me are false.

According to this passage, it is the duty of the litigant-cum-didaskalos to shed the
clarifying light of truth on the false arguments given by the opposition. In the same way,

a speaker in the assembly could also act as a didaskalos in order to give the people

45 This is not to say that every public speaker who stood up before an Athenian audience was an expert
political instructor, but rather that the didaskalic role existed and was available for a qualified public
speaker to step into.

46 For examples, see Lysias 3.21, 7.3, 9.3, 12.3, 12.62, 13.4, 14.3, 19.12, 32.3; Demosthenes Against
Timocrates 71.3, Against Aphobus 1 3, Against Aphobus 3 1 and 5, Against Oneitor 15, Against
Timotheus 59, Against Evergus and Mnesibulus 13; Isocrates Antidosis 29.3, and 58.7, On the Peace
18.2.
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clearer information about a matter of civic importance.4” For example, in Xenophon’s
Cyropaedia (8.1.2.1), an assembly is held at which one of Cyrus’s political advisers,
Chrysantas, attempts to clarify some aspects of the king’s policy decision:#8
K0pdg 1€ pot SoKel vOv cUPBOUAEUELY UV Ad' OV HAALOT' GV eUSAIHOVOOVTEG
dlateAoluev- 0 O€ pol dOoKeT EvOeETTEPOV 1) WG EXPHV dNAdoal, ToUTo EYw

MelpAcopal Toug ) €idotag didaga.

Cyrus seems to me now to be giving us counsel how we may best continue to prosper.
But there is one thing that he hasn’t made as clear as he should have, and | will try to
teach this to any who don’t know about it.

Again, as in the examples above, we see that the goal of political instruction is
increased clarity resulting in improved decision-making. This also holds true when the
instruction occurs in the context of war, as when a designated authority figure explains a
tactical or strategic matter to the army or their allies.#® As the Spartan general Brasidas
in Thucydides (4.126.4) explains, where an enemy seems strong but is actually weak, a
true didaché of the facts makes his adversary bolder (kai yap 6ca pev 1d OvtL AoBeVvi
OvVTa TOV TOAeiwV dOKNoLY €xel ioxUog, d1daxn AAn6ng mpooyevouévn mepl
auTt@v €6apouve pdAAov Toug apuvopévoug:) In other words, the best way to dispel
someone’s misconceptions and correct his mistaken opinions is to teach him the truth.
And, as the examples above all show, public teaching was the job of a person with

some claim to true information and the ability to convey it.

47 For examples, see Thucydides 2.42.1; Demosthenes Against Aristocrates 25.9; Isocrates
Panathenaicus 23.3

48 Although it’s true that this passage describes a political assembly taking place in Persia, Xenophon’s
depiction is clearly that of a democratic Athenian assembly. For other examples of political didaskalia in
the assembly, see the preceding note.

49 For examples, see Demosthenes Third Phillipic 71.3, Second Olynthiac 11.3, For the Freedom of the

Rhodians 26 and 27; Thucydides 2.93.1, 4.126.1, 4.46.5, 5.27.3, 5.86.1, 7.18.1; Xenophon Cyropaedia

2.1.8.6, 3.1.13.8, 5.3.14.4; Isocrates Archidamus 13.6, On the Peace 68.4, Euagoras 55.3, Panegyricus
15.2, Phillip 6.7.
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This meant that any public figure possessing some specialized knowledge and
rhetorical skill could present himself as a didaskalos to the city. The only requirement
was that a teacher had to know more than the people he claimed to be teaching, since,
as Thucydides tells us (6.80.3), it is useless to try to teach someone what they already
know as well as you do.5° For this reason, we never hear about ordinary citizens acting
as didaskaloi to the polis, but only politicians and orators whose professions endow
them with a greater-than-average degree of expertise in civic affairs. Indeed, according
to Meletus in Plato’s Apology (24e), it is the jurymen, council members, and
assemblymen who are responsible for educating the citizens, and in Thucydides Book 2
(Ch. 2.60.5-6), Pericles claims that he is an extraordinary political leader in large part
because of his ability 1) to discern (gndnai) what policies are expedient and 2) to teach
(didaskein) those policies clearly to the city. Specifically, Pericles provides the demos
with practical information about current military and financial conditions that is vital for

them to make informed decisions.

This is the key to the equation of public speaker and didaskalos: the shared goal and
methodology. Just like the teacher we saw above in Isocrates’ Against the Sophists
(17.5-6), the public speaker acts, in the first instance, as a knowledge transfer
professional. He offers a specific body of information to his students through his

rhetorical skill, with the aim of improving their ability to make decisions in the context of

50 See above on Cyropaedia 8.1.2.1. For other examples, see Aristotle Metaphysics 981b8, Eudemian
Ethics 1245a16-18, and especially Physics 257a13: teaching necessarily implies possessing knowledge
and learning not possessing it.
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the democratic process. As Yunis has observed (1991, 185-7), “The crucial factors of
Athenian decision-making are an exemplary interaction of leader and demos... A mature
demos decides best because, when properly instructed, it tends to act with intelligence
and responsibility.” This is the same kind of instruction that Pericles refers to in the
funeral oration (Thuc. 2.40.2).51 It is the kind of instruction that is necessary for the city
to receive prior to making an important decision. As Demosthenes explains (Lept. 166),
it is the job of the courtroom orator to instruct (didaskein) the jury thoroughly about the
case so that the best verdict can be reached; after all, the more accurate one’s
knowledge of the facts is, the more just the verdict will be (Aphob. 3 4). In fact, as he
points out in Against Aristocrates (25), it is unconscionable for a jury to hand down a
verdict and punish the accused without first being taught (didaskomenos) the facts of

the case.

What’s more, there seems to have been a conceptual link for the Athenians between the
improvement of the citizens’ decision-making process and the improvement of the polis
as a whole.52 According to Isocrates in Nicocles (10.1-9), the best forms of discourse
are those that teach the city how to be the most prosperous:

Eyw &' drodéxopal pev dnavtag Toug AOyoug ToUG Kal KATA PIKPOV NUAG wpeAelY
duvapévoug, oU pnv AaAAd kaAAiotoug nyodual...Toug Tepl TOV ETMTNIEUPATWY Kal
TOV TOATEIRV TIapalvolvTag, Kal ToUuTwv alt®v 0ool d18acKouail ToUg Te
duvaoTelovtag wg Ol TP MA\NBeL XpfioBal, kal Toug IBlwTag wg XPr MPog Toug
dpxovtag dlakelobar d1d yap ToUTwy 0pd TAG MOAEIS eUdALHOVECTATAG Kal
MEYIgTag Yiyvouévag.

51 For a more complete discussion of this part of Pericles’ speech, see the comparison between Athens
and Sparta above. See also Demosthenes Against Aristocrates 25.9 for another example.

52 For example, see Demosthenes On the Chersonese 72 and Against Aristocrates 21
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For my part, | welcome all forms of discourse that can benefit us, even in a small degree;
however, | regard those as best which advise about habits and civic life, and especially
those that teach how leaders should treat the masses, and how the people should be
disposed toward their leaders. For | see that it is in this way that cities become the
greatest and most prosperous.

In this way, public speakers - like teachers - can have a significant impact on their
students. Ideally, the result for the polis will be as Isocrates describes: prosperity.
However, not all public speakers have the city’s best interests at heart. As Demosthenes
warns in For the Megalopolitans (3.6), he considers himself duty-bound to do what is
best for the city by preventing it from being led astray by bad speakers. The
understanding in this passage is that a good speaker should operate in a fundamentally
different way from a bad speaker. A good public speaker (or political didaskalos, if you
will), must not try to impose his own will on his audience either through persuasion or
exhortation without first informing (didaskein) his listeners of all of the facts.53 As
Isocrates points out in the Panathenaicus (271.10), he has written the preceding speech
as a good public speaker, that is, one who aims at the truth rather than seeking to lead
astray the opinions of the listeners (kal ToUg g aAnBeiag otoxalopuévoug TV TAG
d0&ag TV akpowpéVwy Tapakpoleabal {nTouvtwv). To do otherwise would be to
stray into the realm of the demagogue, whose highly persuasive and self-serving
discourse represented a real threat to the autonomy of the polis.5* As Ober notes (1990,
161ff), “Good political decisions would improve the citizenry; poor decisions might
worsen it... Hence, the orator who could deceive the people into voting wrongly was a

manifest danger to all other citizens.”

53 See also Demosthenes On the False Embassy 156; Thucydides 4.17.3 and 5.98.1.

54 On which, see Yunis 1991, 186-90.
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Public speakers weren’t the only authority figures in classical Athens who took on the
role of didaskalos to the polis. The comic and tragic poets, too, thought of themselves -
or were thought of by their audience - as teachers, but unlike the public speakers, they
had a pre-existing educational tradition to draw on.%® Beginning already in the late
archaic period, long-deceased poets like Homer, Hesiod, and Orpheus were described
as didaskaloi because their poetry was used to teach school-age children. It is for this
reason that Xenophanes describes Homer as the teacher of all (0 d1ddokaAog
navtwv),56 and at Frogs 1030ff Aristophanes’ Aeschylus explains the ways the poets of
old teach their readers:

SkEYal yap art apxic / wg wdEALUOL TOV TOINTOV oi yevvalol yeyEvnvTal.

‘Opdpelg PEV Yap TeAETAG B' NIV KaTEdelEe pOVwY T' ATEXE0Dal,

Mouoaiog d' éEakéaelg Te VOOWV Kal Xpnououlg, ‘Hoiodog d¢

YAQ €pyaociag, Kapmdv ®pag, ApoToug: 0 d¢ Belog "Ounpog

aro 1o TNV Kal KAEog Eoxev TANV To0d' O6TL XpNoT' £didatey,

TdEelg, apeTdg, omioelg avdpv;

Just consider how beneficial the noble poets have been from the earliest times. Orpheus
revealed mystic rites to us, and taught us to abstain from killings; Musaeus instructed us

55 The conception of drama as teaching can probably be found in the poetry of the archaic period. See
Woodbury 1986, 248-9: “There is an important element in early, archaic, and classical verse that might be
called, broadly, “educational” or “culturally formative.” Homer, Hesiod, Solon, Xenophanes, Theognis, to
name a few, all address themselves in greater or lesser degree, to the information and admonition of their
audiences... To say then that a poet was a didaskalos and his poetry didaskalia would have been to
compare him with a school-master and his poems with lessons for children” and Croally 2005, 56-7:
“Poetry was generally regarded as having educative effects...and poets were viewed as teachers.”

This educative type of poetry is not to be confused with the separate and specific genre of
didactic poetry as described by Katharina Volk (2002, Chapter 2, especially pp. 36-40): “The view that
one can, or ought to be able to, learn from poetry remains commonplace throughout antiquity. However,
even if it is true that the lliad can teach us about the Trojan War, and perhaps even about the art of
generalship, as the rhapsode lon contends in Plato’s dialogue (540d1-541d7), this does not make it a
didactic poem. Whether one can in fact learn something - anything- from a text is a useless criterion since
by that token, there would be very few, if any, poems that could not pass as didactic.” With a few notable
exceptions (e.g. Hesiod’s Works and Days), the genre of poetry that modern scholars describe as
“didactic” was not fully realized until the Hellenistic period (see Volk pp. 56ff), although it undoubtedly
developed from the early Near Eastern tradition of wisdom/advice poetry. For more on the place of advice
poetry in the didaskalic tradition, and the work of Theognis in particular, see Chapter 1, Section 2.2.

56 DK 21 B10. For more examples of poets - especially Homer - and their poetry as teachers see
Heraclitus DK 22 B57, Xenophon Symposium 3.5, Isocrates Panegyricus 159, and Aristophanes Birds
912.
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on oracles and cures for diseases; Hesiod on agriculture, the seasons for crops, and
ploughing. And where did the godlike Homer get respect and renown if not by giving
good instruction in the tactics, virtues, and weaponry of men?

As Aristophanes makes clear, the works of the ancient poets were thought of in the
Classical period as indisputable reference guides for living, and as fellow poets, the

dramatists could follow directly in their footsteps.

Over and above the question of poetic lineage, however, there is also evidence that
comic (and to a lesser extent tragic)3’ poets occupied the same political space as public
speakers.® Indeed, as Ober and Strauss point out (1990, 237-8), “Political rhetoric and
drama can be seen, and analyzed, as closely related forms of public speech... In each
case, the mass audience faced, listened to, and actively responded to, the public
discourse of individual speakers.”™® In addition, both public speakers and dramatists
aimed at the improvement of the citizens, but they went about it in slightly different

ways. While public speakers (and comic poets in their parabases) sought to improve the

57 Given that comedy will play a much greater role in our discussion in Chapter 4, and because its
instruction operated in a fundamentally different way than that of tragedy, the following section will focus
mainly on the political and dramatic instruction offered via comedy, particular Aristophanic comedy.

58 On which, see Dover 1974, 29: “We can observe a striking continuity from the didactic and moralizing
tradition of archaic poetry, through the late fifth- and early fourth-century comedy, to the lashings which
Demosthenes administers to his fellow citizens”. Tragedy, on the other hand, operated a little differently,
since it lacked the meta-theatricality offered by the comic parabasis. Instead of giving explicit political
instruction in the same way comedy did, tragedy’s teaching worked at a deeper level. See Gregory 2005,
Cartledge 1997, Croally 2005, 64-5: “The language of tragedy, though often stylized and poetic, is on
other occasions strikingly similar to that used and heard in both the assembly and the law courts”; and
Ober and Strauss 1990, 270: “Oratory drew on the audience’s experience of theater; drama drew on the
audience’s experience of political and legal speeches. By so doing, each genre implicitly taught its
audience that being an Athenian was a comprehensive experience, that there was no compartmentalized
division between esthetics and politics... Athenian political culture was created in part in the theater of
Dionysos, theatrical culture on the Pnyx.”

In opposition to the view that either comedy or tragedy were intended to act politically, see Heath
1987a, Chapter 2 and Heath 1987b, 28-9.

59 See also Cartledge 1997, 3.
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polis by increasing their knowledge and thereby helping them to make better political
decisions, dramatists hoped to improve the citizens mainly by presenting them with
models of behavior to imitate. In this way, dramatic didaskalia represents the second

part of the teaching interaction described by Isocrates (C. soph. 17.5-6): mimesis.0

Prior to the fifth century, poetry was often thought of as generally instructional, but it was
Aristophanes who first described it as analogous to political oratory.6' Indeed, in the
parabasis of Peace (735ff), we learn that Aristophanes sees himself as the best
kémdidodidaskalos for having elevated comedy to a serious and important art from its
traditional role as sheer buffoonery. As Henderson has pointed out (1990, 271-2):

The comic poets pictured themselves as...public voices who could, indeed were
expected to, comment on, and seek to influence public thinking about matters of major
importance - the same matters that were being or might be presented to the voting
démos in other settings and in different ways, by competitors in a tragic competition, for
example, or by speakers in an assembly, or by litigants in a law court.62

In fact, we can observe several major correspondences between the textual
descriptions of dramatic and political instruction. For example, echoing Demosthenes’
claim above in For the Megalopolitans (3.6), in the parabasis of Acharnians, the chorus
leader tells his audience that the poet (i.e. Aristophanes) believes himself to be
deserving of rich rewards for keeping the city from being deceived by foreign speakers
(633ff). Similarly, when the chorus leader tells us that Aristophanes promises to continue

teaching the citizens good things in order that they might be happy (656: ®noiv &' Uuag

60 In using mimesis in this way, | follow Gebauer and Wulf (1992, 34): “Mimesis is thus defined as the
imitation of role models, whereby the goal is to become like the models.”

61 Comedy, at least. In addition, if we are willing to take it as such, Aristophanes’ Frogs provides some
evidence for the didaskalic function of tragedy and the tragic poets in particular.

62 Although Henderson speaks of the comic poets in the plural, the only examples we have for comic
didaskalia come from Aristophanes.
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ToAAd 18AEeLv Ayald', hot' eudaipovag ivat),s3 we can see a clear parallel with
Isocrates’ praise of speeches that teach (didaskein) the people good habits so that the
city will prosper.84 In this way, as Ober and Strauss note (1990, 248), “Both dramatic
poets and political orators could see themselves as teachers: both aimed at the

improvement of the citizen, both communicated through rhetoric.”65

However, there was an added sense in which a dramatist taught that a politician did not,
that is, through dramatic directorship. Most likely originating from the head (didaskalos)
of the lyre schools of the archaic period,®¢ in the Classical period, the director and
composer of a play (or of a dithyrambic chorus) was called by the technical theatrical
term didaskalos.6” To quote Claude Calame (1997, 230):

The poet retains a specific function marked with the feature “to compose.” In this
function, his role is the intermediary between the community and the chorus members to
whom he transmits the cultural patrimony, of which he is the traditional repository in
Greece...The poet is thus the perfect instructor, since he can communicate through his
musical skill and his songs the knowledge necessary to maintain the social system.
Hence, a poet like Aristophanes taught his audience 1) as a composer and director of
plays, 2) as a public speaker of sorts addressing the polis through the chorus leader,

and 3) as a poet whose plays presented paradigms of behavior for his audience. In

other words, by addressing the Athenian audience in the first person through the mouth

63 See also Frogs 687 for another example of this.

64 See above on Nicocles 10.5

65 See also Gregory 1991, 2 : “...the improvement of the polis is the goal of the poet’s instruction.”
66 On which, see Calame 1997, 221-38.

67 This is the standard terminology of the dramatic records, including the hypotheses of the plays and the
didaskalic inscriptions. For textual examples see Demosthenes Against Midias 58.7, 59.8; Aristophanes
Birds 1403, 1405.
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of the chorus leader, Aristophanes could interact with his listeners in a way that was
similar to a public speaker giving political instruction to the city. At the same time, he
could also take advantage of the didaskalic function of poetry to instruct his audience
through the actions and words of his characters. For example, in Assemblywomen
(583), Praxagora says that she will teach (didaskein) useful things to the spectators, but
it is unclear whether she is referring to the political instruction that she will give to the
assembly in the internal context of the play, or to the teaching she will give to the
Athenian audience as a character in a drama. It is likely that we are meant to

understand both types of didaskalia to be operating simultaneously.

In a way, dramatic didaskalia both encompassed and expanded upon political
didaskalia. As we have seen from the above examples from Aristophanes, comic poets
could interact with their audiences in the same way and for the same reason that public
speakers did with theirs. However, because of the mimetic response poetry naturally
engendered,®8 all dramatic poets (not just comedians) could also improve the polisin a
way that politicians couldn’t: through paradigms. Aristophanes’ Aeschylus refers to this
process explicitly in Frogs during the contest between himself and Euripides. At line
1009, Euripides proclaims that poets should be admired because they make people
better citizens (011 BeATioug Te TIOLOTPEV TOUG AVOPWTIOUG €V TATG TIOAEGLY).

Aeschylus agrees, bragging (1021ff) that by staging (didaskein) Seven Against Thebes,

68 For example, see Plutarch Life of Solon 29.4-5: Solon attended a tragedy of Thespis after which he
asked the playwright if he was ashamed to tell lies to so many people. When Thespis responded in the
negative and asked Solon why it mattered, he answered that if you put something in front of the masses
in jest it will eventually show up in serious matters, too. That is, the people will imitate what they see on
stage and apply it to inappropriate situations.
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a warlike play, he made his audience hot for the fight and (1038ff) by depicting the
deeds of brave men like Patroclus and Teucer he inspired men to measure themselves
against their heroes in war. In other words, his depictions provoked a mimetic response
in the audience. This is fine if you are composing a play that is “full of Ares” (1021) in
order to incite the Athenians to courageous action, but problems arise when you write
about something shameful or controversial, as Aeschylus believes Euripides to have
done with his depictions of Phaedra and Stheneboea. As Justina Gregory rightly notes
in this connection, Aeschylus is concerned that “Euripides has made people worse
instead of better because his characters exhibit moral weaknesses that have inspired
the audience’s imitation” (1991, 2). According to Dionysus (1012), this is an offense
punishable by death,5® and Euripides clearly should have known better. Both he and
Aeschylus must be aware that as dramatists they are doubly accountable in offering
guidance to the city: they have to teach the Athenians how to become better citizens,
yes, but they also need to provide appropriate examples of statesmanship for them to
follow. At lines 1053-6 Aeschylus explains this second aspect of the duty of the dramatic
poet in more detail:

AAN' ArokpUTTELY XPT) TO TIOVNPOV TOV YE TIoNTAV,

Kal un mapdyelv unde didaokelv. Tolg eV yap nadapiolov

€oTl d1ddokalog 00TIC ppalel, Tololv d' RO ronTal.

Mavu on del xpnotd Aéyelv NUaGg.

It is necessary for the poet to hide what is shameful,

and not stage or teach it. For in the case of small children

it is the didaskalos who explains things, but for young men it is the poets.
So it is essential that we say good things.

69 This is, of course, a joke, since Euripides is already dead. However, the consequences Dionysus jokes
about will become very serious when Socrates is later taken to court.
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On this view, the polis cannot operate without the constant guidance of the poet;
everything the citizens are exposed to must be filtered through him so as to prevent
imitation of the wrong example. Euripides doesn’t agree; he wants to present the
citizens with un-doctored scenes of complex, everyday situations so that they will be

forced to think critically about which example to imitate (Ran. 953-79).

Ultimately, the argument between the two poets comes down to the question of
oversight and regulation in the context of civic instruction.”® If the polis cannot be trusted
to decide the correct paradigms to imitate, is it then the task of the dramatist to limit
which paradigms are put before them? If the answer is yes, and the dramatist takes full
control of the citizens’ education, he also takes on the responsibility for the outcome of
that education. And as we saw above in the discussion of Athenian school-room
instruction, a didaskalos - or in this case, a political adviser - who fails in his duty can

rightfully be punished.”

In classical Athens, democracy was not just a form of government, it was a process, a

mentality, and a way of life. It was carried out in the theater, the courtroom, and the

70 This is also Plato’s main concern in setting up the training for the guardians of the ideal state in
Republic 376-7.

71 On which, see Henderson 1990, 275-6; for an ancient example, see Demosthenes Against Aristocrates
97: a juror who doesn’t understand a point that is explained to him should not be punished, but instead,
the litigant who made his case so poorly must be held responsible.

In some examples, a public speaker expresses concern that his listeners will hold him
responsible for the outcome of his advice, whether he is truly to blame or not: Thucydides 1.140.1, 7.14.4.
This will become especially important later in our discussion of Socrates in Chapter 4.
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assembly, but especially the theater.”2 For the average Athenian citizen, the fulfillment of
his political role consisted in attending theatrical performances, and it was in this setting
that he would receive civic instruction. As Neil Croally has observed (2005, 65),
“Tragedy filled a real need in fifth-century democratic Athens. On the one hand, there
was no public system of formal education;”® on the other, the Athenians were very
interested in education... and also believed - along with Pericles in the Funeral Oration -
that their whole city could be an education, to themselves no doubt, but also to others.”
And if Athens herself was an education and all her citizens students, then the public
figures of the city - the beacons of learning and rhetorical skill - were its teachers. Any
collective political experience had the potential to improve the citizenry, both on an

individual level and as an entire polis.

3.2 Metaphorical Teachers: Need, Poverty, and War
It isn’t surprising then, in the circumstances described above, that the vocabulary and
concept of education was extended by Greek authors even further - well beyond the

civic sphere - and into the realm of abstracts and metaphors. That is to say, any

72 For the theater as a site for the fulfillment of civic and democratic duties, see Winkler 1990, 20-21 and
Goldhill 1987, 60-70, esp. p. 68: “The four moments of ceremonial preceding the dramatic festival are all
deeply involved with the city’s sense of itself. The libations of the ten generals, the display of tribute, the
announcement of the city’s benefactors, the parade of state-educated boys, now men, in full military
uniform, all stress the power of the polis, the duties of the individual to the polis. The festival of the Great
Dionysia is in the full sense of the expression a civic occasion, a city festival. And it is an occasion to say
something about the city, not only in the plays themselves. The Great Dionysia is a public occasion
endowed with a special force of belief. This is fundamentally and essentially a festival of the democratic
polis.”

73 This does not mean, of course, that there was no education at all in Athens other than the democratic
institutions (cf. Cartledge quote above) As we have seen in the preceding sections of the chapter, there
was already structured schooling by a didaskalos in Greece as early as the beginning of the fifth century.
However, the formal schooling that existed was not available to all and it could vary widely from
didaskalos to didaskalos.
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abstract noun which was seen to profoundly affect the nature of the polis (and its
individual citizens) could be personified and described as a didaskalos. This was
possible because the use of didaskalic language to describe metaphorical teaching
relationships was anchored in the understanding that a teacher always interacts with his
student in a particular and recognizable way, whether that teacher is Pericles,
Protagoras, or Poverty. In this final section of the chapter, we will examine a few
especially fruitful examples of metaphorical teachers in order to identify what was for a

Greek author the practice of the didaskalos.

In the example below from Theognis (1.387-92), using the same subject - Need - the
poet contrasts the teaching metaphor in a very suggestive way with the metaphor of
giving birth:

TOApAL &' oUK £€0€AWV aloxea TIOAAG dEpeLY

Xpnuoaouvnt eikwv, 1} dn Kakd MoAAd 818A0KEl,

Pelded T' ¢€amndtag T' oUAopévag T' €pldag,

avdpa Kal oUK €0EN0OVTA- KOKOV O€ Ol 0UdEV EOIKEV:

N Yap Kal XaAetmVv TIKTEI Aunxavinv.

Although unwilling, a man brings himself to endure much that is shameful,

like Need, which teaches many evil things,

including lies and deceptions and deadly strife,

even against his will. And there is no evil like Need,

for it gives birth to painful helplessness.
The view of Need expressed in this passage is pessimistic in the extreme. According to
Theognis, when a man is set upon by Need (chrémosuné), he will resort to any manner
of base behavior in order to survive. Even though he does not want to, he will lie, steal,
cheat, and fight. In other words, with Need as his teacher, a previously morally

upstanding person is fundamentally changed, in Theognis’ opinion, for the worse. This

characterization of the teaching process is consistent with the accounts we examined
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earlier in the chapter: a didaskalos is described as a constant companion who interacts
with an individual (or group) and as a result of this interaction changes him for better or
worse.” Surprisingly, after first describing Need using the metaphor of teaching, the
poet provides us with additional insight by further characterizing the same abstract as a
mother. In purely theoretical terms, the former type of interaction is seen as changing an
existing situation while the latter produces a new one. Specifically, the metaphor of birth
- unlike that of teaching - entails the independent creation of offspring by a parent, in
this case helplessness and need, respectively. This means that in the role of a parent,
Need naturally produces helplessness, regardless of the disposition - or even the
contribution - of the affected person. That is to say, where there is Need, there is always
helplessness, but only when a person has had a sustained educative relationship with

Need is he made capable of doing evil things.

It is clear, therefore that the metaphor of teaching was thought of in antiquity as
essentially different from the metaphor of giving birth, the latter being a generative
relationship and the former a transformative one. Further, we are given to understand
that when the teacher is a powerful negative force - like Need - the transformation does
not always take place with the willing participation of the student. Elsewhere (1.649-52),
Theognis curses Poverty for similarly forcing its education upon him:

"A deIAn mevin, Tl €uolo’ Erukelévn WHOLG

o®ua KataloxUvelg Kal voov NUETEPOV;

aioxpd 3¢ W' oUK €6€AovTa Bint kal TOAAG JIBACKELQ

€00AA pET' AvOpWTNWV KAl KAA' ETHOTAUEVOV.

Ah wretched Poverty, why do you lie across my shoulders

74 For a complete treatment of the outcomes of the teaching relationship, see Chapter 3, Section 2.
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and debase my body and mind?
Forcibly and against my will you teach me many shameful things
although | know what is good and noble among men.

As Theognis presents it, Poverty drapes itself like a heavy mantle over the poet’s
shoulders and teaches him shameful things by force (Bint), even though he is an
unwilling student (u' ouk €8€Aovta) who knows better. Unlike in the previous passage,
we are not told exactly what Poverty teaches,”> but Theognis describes the training
process and its outcome in consistently violent and negative terms: wretched (d€1A\0g)

Poverty teaches its own brand of wretchedness to its student.

Theognis isn’t alone in his pessimism about education. The same process of forced
conditioning and assimilation by a (metaphorical) teacher is explained in greater detalil
by Thucydides in reference to War (3.82.2):
€V PEV Yap eipfvn Kal ayaboig mpdypacty ai Te MOAeLG Kal ol {di@Tat apeivoug Tag
YVOUAG £Xouot d1d TO Wn) £¢ dkouoioug avaykag rirrelv: 6 8€ MOAeHoC UPeAwV
v elmopiav 100 Kad' Huépav Bialog d1dAokaAog Kai MPOg TA MAPOVTA TAG OPYAG
TOV TOAAQDV OlolOoT.
For in peace and prosperity cities and individuals have better sentiments because they
do not experience imperious necessities. But war is a violent didaskalos that takes away
the easy supply of daily sustenance and assimilates the temperaments of the people to
their circumstances.
As in both of the Theognis passages above, according to Thucydides, the education
given by War is compulsory (Biatog; cf with Theognis Bint) and profoundly debasing. By
forcibly taking away the people’s access to the necessities (presumably clothing, food,

and shelter), War teaches them the violence that comes from desperation. Using the

teacher’s tool of assimilation, it changes their personalities (6pyai) to match their

75 According to Antiphanes (fr. 293-4.2), Poverty is the teacher of character: mevia yap €otiv 1] TpoTIOV
d1daokalog.
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situation, that is, life in wartime. In short, a ruthless teacher makes his students ruthless,

too.

So far, we have seen that in Theognis’ and Thucydides’ view, a wicked teacher
inevitably transmits his villainy to his students through assimilation. However, just as
there was disagreement about the goals and methods of schoolroom education in
Athens, there were also conflicting viewpoints about education when the teacher is a
personified abstraction. For example, Need (or Necessity) was thought of by three
different Greek authors as teaching three different things. In other words, teaching
wasn’t seen as a straightforward equation wherein one teacher plus one student always
equals a positive learning outcome. Depending upon one’s beliefs about teaching, the
role of the teacher himself, and human nature more broadly, the same teacher-student
interaction could be seen as resulting in a number of different outcomes.”®¢ So while
Theognis’ view of Need’s teaching is downright negative, Aristotle and Xenophon each

offer an alternative to this scenario.

For Aristotle, Need is the universal motivator of human progress and development from

a bestial existence to civilization. All societies begin with Need and progress to luxury,

and as a result, he sees Need as a very powerful positive force (Pol. 1329b.25-30):
oxedOV pev oUV Kal Td BAAa del vopiely eUpabat MOAAAKLG €V T® TOAAGD XPOVW,
pMAAAoV &' AmelpdKIG. TA YEV yap avaykaia TRV Xpeiav 318A0KEIV €iKOG auThv, TA d'

eig eloxnuoolvnV Kal meplouciav urapxoviwyv \dn Toutwv eUAoyov AaupBavelv
™V al&nolv: ®oTe Kal Ta nepi TAg MoAlteiag oiecBal del TOV AUTOV EXELV TPOTIOV.

76 This will be important for our argument in Chapter 4 concerning Socrates, since this phenomenon
explains why Plato, Xenophon, and Aristophanes can each have such different views on the teaching of
the same person.
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In fact, it is necessary to realize that nearly everything has been discovered over and
over again over a long period of time, or rather infinitely often. For Need itself is likely
to teach the necessities, and then, once these things are present it is reasonable to
assume that things that contribute to refinement and abundance will increase. And so it
is necessary to suppose that what pertains to polities happens in the same way.

On this model, every person is a student of Need, and as we are faced with a lack - of
food, clothing, etc - , Need teaches us how to provide for ourselves. In this way, Need’s
teaching is the mode by which humans attain survival and eventually civilization.”” And
as the final line of the passage implies, Aristotle believes this process applies not only to
the development of primitive civilizations, but even to the formation of political society: a
city needs leaders, and so Need teaches men to rule; it needs craftsmen to build
houses, and make textiles, and bake bread, so Need teaches these skills. As Aristotle
sees it, far from teaching us to be cruel and immoral through assimilation - as Theognis
argues - Need teaches us the practical skills to survive and to fulfill our potential as

social and political beings.

Unlike both Theognis and Aristotle, Xenophon sees Necessity as teaching physical
endurance through habituation to unpleasantness. According to Xenophon, Necessity
does not teach by breaking your moral spirit and reducing you to lawlessness, nor does
it teach by inspiring the discovery of new skills. Rather, it teaches by habituating you to
painful circumstances and forcing you to develop self-discipline.”8 In fact, according to

Pheraulas’ speech in the Cyropaedia, the poor soldiers hold a distinct advantage over

77 This passage may be based on Democritus’ description of the rise of humanity as quoted by Diodorus
Siculus (DK 68 B5.60): ka@6Aou ydp mavTwy TRV Xpeiav aluThv diddackalov yeveodail Toig
avepwroig [For on the whole, in all things necessity itself became the teacher for mankind.]

78 This is strikingly similar to some aspects of the Spartan education system as described by Xenophon
and Plutarch in the first section of this chapter.
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their upper-class counterparts since they have received their training from Necessity
(2.3.13):
Kaitol, £¢n, oida 6TL oUTOL HEya ppovololy OTL nemaideuvTtal 81| Kai pog AoV Kal
diYav Kal mpog Plyog KapTepelV, KAKDG £id0TeC OTL Kal TaldTa NUEIS UTo
KpeitTovog di1daockdlou memaldeUueba 1} ouTol. oU yap £oTi 818AokaAog oUdeig

TOUTWV KPEITTWV TAG AvAaykng, 1 UGG kal Alav TalT' akplBolv £didake.

“And yet,” Pheraulas said, “I know that these [upper-class] men pride themselves on
having been trained to endure hunger and thirst and cold, but they don’t know that we
have been trained in these same things by a better teacher than they have. For in these
matters there is no better teacher than Necessity, which has taught us exceedingly
thoroughly.”

The educational model in this passage is clear: Necessity’s teaching operates through
continuous exposure (i.e. habituation to cold, hunger, and thirst) to produce a desired
quality (i.e. physical endurance) in its students. It is worth noting that the teaching is

described as a positive thing, even if it is carried out by unpleasant means.

Ultimately, the three above depictions of Need/Necessity as a didaskalos have a
common thread: they all highlight the way a teacher can form and transform his
student’s character. But although all three texts treat the same teacher, they depict very
different outcomes of the teaching exchange. The democratic Athenian view as
expressed by Aristotle and Xenophon is decidedly optimistic. That is to say, they
describe teaching as an improving process by which a person can reach his potential as
an individual and a citizen of the polis. However, there also existed a pre-democratic
tradition, beginning with Theognis in the Archaic period and later taken up by
Thucydides, that describes teaching as a potentially damaging influence that results in

students being worse off than when they started.
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Generally speaking, beyond simply making someone better or worse, teaching was
seen by Greek authors as resulting in a number of different outcomes ranging from
fulfillment to perversion. A thorough investigation of these outcomes will be the subject

of the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

THE TEACHER’S IMPACT

In the preceding chapters, we investigated the textual tradition surrounding the figure of
the didaskalos and his methods. What remains to be treated is the literature concerning
the respective roles played in the educational exchange by the influence of the
didaskalos on the one hand, and the physis of the student on the other, and the degree
to which the potential outcomes of the exchange depended upon these two factors.
That is to say, in the following chapter we will explore the range of possible effects of the
teaching relationship upon a student’s innate nature as described by the Greek authors,
and whether teaching or innate ability (or something else altogether) was seen as

playing the greatest role in creating these effects.

1. Nature versus Nurture’

1.1 The Primacy of Nature

As we saw in Chapter 1, the earliest examples of a structured teacher-student

relationship come from the lliad and the Odyssey. But the noble centaur Cheiron and

' This debate, which in contemporary educational theory is referred to as the nature-vs-nurture problem,
was already being discussed in these terms in antiquity. For nature, the Greeks used physis, and for
nurture sometimes the more general trophé, but more often paideia or didaché. As early as Homer, Greek
authors were interested in the potential value of education and the role played by nature in the attainment
of virtue. For a survey of the Greek texts that address these issues, see Lesky 1939. Lesky concludes
(378-81) that although the Sophists tried to elevate teaching above all other factors in the educational
exchange, the rest of the Greeks remained unconvinced and gave teaching the lowest priority in the
teacher-student relationship after nature and effort on the part of the student. As we shall see below, this
is not entirely borne out in the texts.
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the aristocratic Phoenix and Mentor didn’t simply offer their services to anyone needing
advice or instruction. On the contrary, education in the Homeric period was strictly
limited to the children of kings. Beyond the fact that a working-class family could spare
neither the time nor the money to send their children to a tutor, there was also a
prevailing belief (as expressed by Pindar and Theognis) that education would be wasted
on such people because virtue was innate to the aristocracy and unattainable by
education alone.2 As Theognis explains (1.429-38) it comes down to the fact that nature
is a stronger force than nurture in character formation:

oudeig nw To0TO V' éneppdoarTo,

Ol TIC o dpoV' EBnke TOV APpova KAK KAKOT E0BAOV...

el &' v moinTédv Te Kal EvBeTov Avdpi vonua,

oUroT' av €€ dyabol matpog £yeVTo KAKOG,

neldéuevog HUbolol caddppoaty: AAAA S1I8ACKWV
oUmoTe Moinoel TOV KaKOv avdp' dyadov.

No one has yet devised a way in which one has made a fool wise and a noble man out
of one who is base... if it were possible to place good sense in a man, there would never
be a base son of a noble father, since he would listen to words of wisdom. But you will
never make a base man noble through teaching.
For Theognis and his contemporaries, no amount of coaxing will turn lead to gold; a
base nature will never be made noble by external intervention.3 Rather, a person was

believed to be capable of achieving greatness because he could trace his lineage back

to a hero or demigod: virtue traveled along bloodlines via divine endowment.4 In the

2 Of course, from a purely political standpoint, it was advantageous to the aristocracy to insist that their
superior position was a result of heredity and therefore inaccessible by learning. See Beck 1964, 307 and
Kerferd 1981, 37: “The widening of education throughout Athenian society...was not popular with those
who looked back to an age of greater aristocratic privilege in such matters...If areté or excellence can be
taught then social mobility is immediately possible.”

3 The idea of a person who cannot be improved by teaching (or any other means) will return in the next
chapter in our discussion of the figure of Socrates in Aristophanes’ Clouds. In the play, Strepsiades
represents a base nature that Socrates cannot affect any positive influence upon, and he is subsequently
expelled from the Phrontistérion.

4 On which, see Pindar Olympian 11.11 and 20 and Romilly 1998, 45: “In an aristocratic society virtue is
regarded as innate. If one possesses it, it is either a chance of birth or, more usually, a result of heredity.”
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minds of the Greeks, this meant that a man was born who he was and there was no
sense pretending otherwise. As Pindar notes (O/. 13.13), it is impossible to hide one’s
inborn qualities (Auayov 8¢ kpUuYal TO ouyyeveg RB0G), and (OL. 11.20) like the fiery
fox and the loud-roaring lion, man cannot change his innate nature (10 yap €udueg
oUT' alBwv AAG™ME / oUT' épiBpopol AéovTeg dlaANGEalvto RB0Gg).5 Rather, a person
begins with a certain amount and type of virtue, which education can refine so as to
help him reach his full potential. At Pythian 2.72, the poet encourages his aristocratic
addressee to “by learning, become who you are” (yévol' oiog €00l pabav). Pindar is
not fundamentally against education, but in his view, it only makes sense when given to
a person of noble birth, and he has nothing but contempt and outright insults for the
non-aristocratic educated man. At Olympian 9, he scorns the learned man because a
god had no part in his excellence (103ff), and reasserts the superiority of innate virtue
over education (100-02):

TO O€ Pud KpATLoTOV ATav- TIoANOL 3¢ 31daKTaig / AvBpwmwv ApeTailg KAEOG /
wpoucav apéabat

What is inborn is always best; but many men strive to pluck glory by means of virtues
that have been taught.

Similarly, at Olympian 2 (86-88), he describes the man who has only learned compared
with the man who is skillful by nature as a squawking crow compared with the divine
bird of Zeus.® According to Pindar, true excellence is only accessible to those with the
proper pedigree; all others, no matter how learned, are simply pretenders. This doctrine

was always implicit in the aristocratic mindset, but it was only when educational

5 See also Sophocles’ Philoctetes 79, 88, and 1310-11: “You have shown the nature that you were born
with” (Thv ¢Uotv &' £8s1Eag, O TEKVOV, €E N)g EBAAOTEG)

6 See also Nemean 3.42ff and Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1365a30.
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opportunities began to become available to those in the lower classes that staunchly

elitist writers like Pindar were forced to articulate it.

For several decades the debate seems to have died down, but by the mid fifth century,
the question of nature or nurture had reappeared in the public consciousness, and this
time it took hold. Overnight, writers from all genres, including Euripides, Democritus,
Protagoras, “Hippocrates”, and Isocrates became fixated on the questions of whether
virtue can be taught and if teaching is more important than heredity.” On one side,
continuing a modified version of the aristocratic view, Euripides has one of the
characters in the Hippolytus point out that education is a fine thing, but on its own it is
not enough.8 Like Theognis, he describes nature as the crucial factor in the acquisition
of virtue: nurture can never turn a base man into a good one (T0 yap Kakov oUdelg
TPédwv 0 XpnoTov Gv Bein moté).? Moreover, like Pindar, he also recognizes that for
a noble person, education has an enhancing power. For instance, in the Suppliants
(911ff), he has Adrastus tell Theseus to have his children educated since noble nurture
can remove unwanted behaviors:

TO Yap Tpadnval un Kak®g aid®d dEpet

aloxUvetal 8¢ t1aydld' doknoag avnp

KaKOGg yevéoBal ag Tig. 1) &' evavdpia
O1OAKTOV... / oUTw Taldag €U MaldeUETE.

For noble nurture brings reverence with it. Every man, once he has practiced good
things is ashamed to be base. And courage is teachable... so have your children
educated well.

7 See Romilly 1998, 45-53, esp. 49: Athens in the fifth century was “positively obsessed with the problem.”

8 See Euripides Hippolytus 79ff: those who are innately chaste may pluck the flowers of the pure meadow,
but not those who have been taught for they are base men.

9 See Euripides Phoenix fr. 810; see also Hecuba 592ff
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This passage hints at what may have been the Greeks’ understanding of how education
could change a person. That is, education is described here as a way of altering one’s
behavior and thereby his character. Put another way, a person’s actions can shape his
personality; he literally becomes what he does.'0 Of course, this process is strictly
limited by a person’s nature: you can only change as much as your physis has the

potential to allow.

1.2 The Potential Power of Teaching
Despite seeming to lean toward the aristocratic view, Euripides also acknowledged that
there was a conflict brewing in Athens and that others were either strongly opposed to
or at least somewhat-less-than-supportive of this old-fashioned educational philosophy.
In the Hecuba (595-602) he has the title character express some internal turmoil over
the validity of the aristocratic view, initially agreeing with it but ending her speech on a
note of uncertainty:

...avBpwTtiol &' del/ 6 pev MovnNPOg oudev AANO TNV KaKOG,

0 d' €06A\0G £€0OA\OG 0UdE cuppopdg Uto

$UoLv dledBelp’ AANA XpNOTOG £0T' Ag;

ap' oi TekOVTEG dladpEpouaiv i Tpodai;

€XEl YE MEVTOL KAl TO BpedOBRival KAADG

dida&v £06A00: To0TO &' )V TIG €0 pABNL,

oidev 1O Y' aloxpov Kavovi To0 Kahol pHadbov.

Among men is it the case that the base man is nothing other than wicked,

and the noble man is noble and his physis is not changed by misfortune
but he is always good?

10 On the idea that environment, education, and personality reinforce one another, see Galen Quod animi
mores..., especially sections 798-803 on Hippocrates’ Airs, Waters, Places and the ways physical
environment can affect someone’s natural disposition.

11 Despite the significance of this passage for our purposes, it does not express an important sentiment in
the play, but rather represents a mere random digression. At line 603-4, immediately following the
passage quoted here, Hecuba chides herself for straying from her point and the subject is never revisited.
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Do they differ then by birth or upbringing?

Positive nurture has the power to provide

noble instruction, and if someone learns this well,

by learning he knows what is shameful by the measure of the good.

In sharp contrast with the bold assertions of Pindar and Theognis that a base man can
never be made good by teaching, this passage touches on the key educational
philosophy question of the time: can a man’s personality be traced back to his
parentage or his education, to nature or nurture? Euripides’ Hecuba does not claim to
know the answer to the question she poses, but the end of the passage implies that she
is leaning toward nurture. After all, even a base man, she theorizes, can be taught right
from wrong, and then, even if his own nature opposes, he can always act nobly by
comparing possible courses of action with what he knows intellectually to be right. It
should be recognized that this is not quite the same as turning a base man into a noble
one. The base man in this case would only be acting like a noble man and ignoring his
own natural impulses; perhaps it is Hecuba’s belief that by being nobly trained and

acting nobly a base person may eventually become noble.

It was in response to the elitist view as expressed by Pindar, Theognis, and more
recently, Euripides, that Democritus'2 is reported to have said that more men are
virtuous through practice than by nature (fr. 242: M\éoveg €€ aoknaolog ayabol
yivovTal 1} ano ¢uaolog), a sentiment that paved the way for the Sophists!3 who set

themselves up as the anti-aristocrats. In terms of education, when faced with the

12 Most likely, this fragment attributed to Democritus was not actually spoken (or written) by him, and
should be more properly labeled Pseudo-Democritus. However, for our purposes, it does not so much
matter whether the fragment is truly from Democritus, but rather that it represents one side of the
educational philosophy debate that was raging during this particular period in Athens.

13 With the exception of Protagoras, whom we will discuss shortly.
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argument for nature, the Sophists established teaching to counteract it and claimed that
they could make anyone virtuous through their lessons.’ For example, in Plato’s
Protagoras (318a-319a), the famed Sophist promises that any person who attends his
classes will experience constant improvement and will eventually become a good
citizen. Similarly in the Gorgias (449b), the title character informs Socrates that he
makes all of his students into skilled rhetoricians.’> This is, as we will see in the next
chapter, the same promise that Aristophanes’ Socrates makes to Strepsiades in the
Clouds, that is, to take a student of any type and produce a capable public speaker.
However, like the uncompromising elitism of the aristocrats, this view, too, proved
untenable when it became clear that the Sophists (and Aristophanes’ Socrates, for that
matter) could not possibly deliver all that they had promised. As Isocrates famously says
in Against the Sophists (10), the Sophists “do not attribute any power either to practical
application or the innate ability of the student” (kal Taltng TAg duvauewg oudev oUTE
Talg eunetpialg oUte T PUoel Tf T00 pabntol petadidoaaty) but assert the

supremacy of teaching above all else.

While the Sophists and the elitists sat staunchly at either end of the educational
spectrum, many of the thinkers of the period, including Protagoras, “Hippocrates”, and

Isocrates, sought a workable compromise between the two views. The first to bridge the

4 The Sophists’ apparently democratic view of teaching does, of course, present us with a paradox: it is
easy to say that you can make any of your students virtuous when you only accept upper class students
who can afford to pay your exorbitant fees.

15 For other examples of Sophistic promises, see Plato Protagoras 357e, Hippias Major 283c; Xenophon
Cynegeticus 13.1; Isocrates Antidosis 147.9, Against the Sophists 1. For more on the extravagant
promises of the Sophists and the way these promises distinguished them as educational professionals,
see Chapter 1.
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gap was Protagoras, who stood with the other Sophists in asserting that virtue could be
taught to all, but he insisted that the process required a combination of nature, teaching,
and practice in order to be successful (pUoewg kal doknoewg didackaia dettat).1®
In similar fashion, the Hippocratic corpus describes nature as the most important factor
in all good qualities and a prerequisite to learning while emphasizing that many other
elements are needed for education to take place (Lex 2.2ff):17
Xpn yap, 00TIic HEAAEL INTPLKAG EUveaLY ATPEKEWS ApuOleabal, TOVOE LV
ermpBoAov yevéabal: pUol0G: d1dAoKaAING: TOTOU eUPUEODG: Taldopabing:
dhoroving: xpdvou. Mp@Tov pev olv Maviwyv del pUoLog: pUOLog yap
avtinpnooolong, Keved MAavta- pUolog d¢ £€¢ TO AploTov 6dnyeouong, dIdATKaAAIN

TEXVNG YiveTar

It is necessary for anyone intending to acquire a precise understanding of medicine to be
in possession of these things: the proper physis; didaskalia; an appropriate location for
learning; the chance to learn from an early age; an industrious spirit; and time. But
above all, it is necessary to have the proper physis, for if physis opposes, everything
else is pointless. But with physis guiding someone toward the best outcome, a didaskalia
in the [medical] craft can happen.

So, in addition to the usual duo of nature and teaching, according to Hippocrates, the
student must also make an investment of effort in the form of good work ethic
(philoponia),’® and a number of other circumstantial factors must align with these (time,
location, etc). However, he makes a point of emphasizing the primacy of physis. A
student could have all of the other elements of the exchange, but without physis, it

would all be in vain.

Isocrates takes this two-part physis-didaskalia formulation to heart, on the one hand

criticizing the elitists for their scorn of education (Antid. 210ff, 291) and on the other

16 DK 80 B3. Cf. Plato Protagoras 323c and 327c. See also Beck 1964, 158-9.
17 See also De Decente Habitu 4.3ff.

18 Cf. with askésis/epimeleia/empeiria at Introduction, Section 3.2.
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rebuking the Sophists for refusing to take into account the innate natures of their
students and giving too much credit to teaching (C. soph. 10).7° He clearly still clings to
the aristocratic belief in the importance of inborn talent in the attainment of virtue, but as
a teacher himself, he also has faith in the power of education to shape and improve the
character of his students. The compromise he settles on is one in which virtue is
produced through the combination of nature, experience (or practice), and teaching, in
that order of importance.2® However, he is quick to point out (Antid. 185-6; C. soph. 15)
that teachers (of oratory) cannot make capable orators out of just anyone. It’s true, they
can contribute to the results, but these powers are never perfected except in those who
also possess preexisting talent and engage in practice. At Antidosis 187-92 he explains
this belief in detail:

Aéyopev yap wg del Toug péEANovTag dloloety 1) Tepl Toug Adyoug 1 mepl TAg
npdﬁslq N r[spi TAGQ (’i)\)\aq épyaoiaq r[p<I)Tov MEV TIPOC TolTo r[sq)UKéval Ka)\(bq,
rtpoq or[ap av nponpnusvm Tuyxavwolv €nelta natdeubnval Kai )\alev mv
emomunv ATig av i napl ekdoTou, TplTOV 8VTplBSlq yevéoBal kal yuuvaoenval
repl TV Xpeiav kal v éuneipiav alt@v-... Elval 8¢ ToUTwV NMPOoHKOV eKcTepOLq,
Tolg Te d1dACKOUOLY Kal Tolg paveavouow, {dlov pev Toig pev eioevéykaobal TAV
¢$uUaolIv olav del, Tolg d¢ dUvacbal maideloal ToUg ToloUTOUG, KOLVOV &' AudoTEPWV
TO Mepl TAV EUMEIpiav YUUVAGCLOV-... €1 € N TIG... £pOLTO UE, Ti TOUTWV peyiotnv
gxel dUvauly TPog TV TOV Aoywv mawdeiay, Arnokplvaiynv av 6T 1o TG pUoswg
AvumnEpBANTOV £0TIV Kai MOAU mavTwv diadépel-... Kal pev on kakeivoug iouev
ToUG Kaméeecnépav MEV TOUTWV TNV qJL’Jow éxovmq, Taiq o' épnmpialq Kal Talg
smus)\smlq npoéxovtag, 0Tl YlYVOVTO.l KpeltToug oU povov auTtdv, AAAa Kal TV
gl Pev T[S(])UKOT(J.)V Alav &' auTtVv KO.TT]p.S)\T]KOT(.OV ®oo' SKOTSpOV TE TOUTWV
S€Ivov av Kai Afyeiv Kai npaTTsw TIOINOEIEV, AUPOTEPA TE vsvopsva nepi TOV
auTov uvunspBAn'rov av TOlq aMmq anoteA€ociey. I'Ispl usv o0V Thc dpUoEwCS Kal
TAQ eumelpiag Talta yiyvwokw: nepl ¢ Thg mawdeiag ouk €xw TolodTov AGyov
einelv- oUte yap opoiav oUTe maparminaiav €xel ToUTOIG THV dUVAMLY.

| say that it’s necessary for those intending to excel in the pursuit of words or deeds or
any other work first to be naturally gifted in whatever activity they have chosen to
undertake, second to be taught and acquire knowledge, whatever that entails for each

19 |n fact, Isocrates repeats the established aristocratic doctrine that there is no way to make base natures
good through education. See Against the Sophists 21 and Antidosis 274.

20 On which, see Beck 1964, 288. Cf. Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1103b.
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pursuit, and third to become practiced and trained concerning the use and practical
application of their art... And in this, there is a role for both those who teach and those
who learn: the learner alone provides the necessary innate ability, and the teacher
alone has the power to educate, but together they undertake the exercise of practical
application... But if anyone were to ask me which of these is the most important for
oratorical training, | would answer that physis is paramount and comes before all
else... Indeed, we know that those men who are lacking in innate ability but excel in
practical application and diligence not only improve themselves but surpass others who
are naturally talented but have been too negligent of their gifts. This means that either
of these things can produce a capable orator and man of action, but both of them
together might result in a man surpassing all others. These are my thoughts
concerning physis and practical application. But | can’t say the same thing about
education for its power is neither the same nor comparable to theirs.

This passage sums up Isocrates’ own personal conflict over the issue of nature versus
nurture in the achievement of virtue. In the beginning, he expresses a definitive opinion
about the relative importance of nature, teaching, and practice in education, claiming
that they are all part of the pursuit of excellence in any field since nature is provided by
the student, teaching by the didaskalos, and practice by the two of them working
together. However, he then qualifies his previous statement by reasserting the
importance of physis above all. But only a few lines later, he equivocates, insisting
instead that practice and diligence can result in the same level of success as innate
ability alone, especially if a naturally talented person neglects his gifts. Of course, it
would be best, in Isocrates’ view, to combine innate ability with practice, but either of the
two alone will suffice. Despite being a teacher by trade, he does not place this same
degree of faith in education, saying that its power cannot hope to rival that of physis or
empeiria. In the section that follows the passage above, he goes on to contradict
himself yet again by reminding us that an orator can have all the training and practice in
the world, but if he gets up to speak and is lacking the proper innate ability, he will

always fail. In the end, Isocrates could not quite reconcile his profession with his
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aristocratic beliefs, and the formula he settles upon is one in which nature, practice, and

teaching are all important elements in education, but nature is essential.

This passage from Isocrates perfectly encapsulates the spirit of the nature-versus-
nurture debate in fifth- and fourth-century Athens. Despite a growing interest and faith in
the potential improving power of education, for the Athenians, innate nature was what
made them who they were,?! and it was unthinkable to suggest that with enough
teaching and practice a foreigner (or a commoner, for that matter) could achieve the
same things as a noble-born Athenian citizen. Hence, according to all of the literature,
education is, at best, a supplement to natural ability, and none of the authors abandon
nature altogether: after all, teaching must have something to act on.22 This was,
arguably, the Sophists’ fatal flaw - they tried to remove nature from the discussion. As
Lesky (1939, 378) has noted, “The concept of nature as determined by birth was
planted too deeply in Greek thought for it to have been easily swept away by the new

confidence in the power of education and teaching.”23

2. Outcomes of Teaching

21 See Chapter 2, Section 1.2 discussion on the Funeral Oration and the Athenian view of their own innate
nature versus Spartan habituation.

22 This explain’s Galen’s observation at Quod animi mores... 817 that children who have had the exact
same upbringing often turn out very differently; the deciding factor is each child’s innate nature.

For a further ancient example see Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1179b21-23: virtue may be
obtained through teaching, but only if the student possesses the proper nature.

23 This discussion would continue in the literature well past the Classical period. Cf. Plutarch’s De Liberis
Educandis 2a: Nature without teaching is a blind thing, teaching without nature is an imperfect thing, and
practice without both is an ineffectual thing.
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By the end of the fifth century, it was more or less established that the process of
education consisted at the very least of a contribution on the part of the teacher -
didaché - and one on the part of the student - physis.2* However, the potential outcome
of the educational exchange was thought to depend heavily on the type of didaché and
physis involved. Specifically, good and bad teaching could have vastly different effects
on a student’s physis. Three different categories of outcome are described in the
literature based on whether the student’s nature and the teaching are good or bad:25

fulfillment, mitigation (often followed by relapse), and perversion.

2.1 Fulfillment

When a noble physis is acted upon by positive teaching, the result is, in a Greek
author’s mind, the default educational outcome: fulfillment (téAog). That is to say, for
the Greeks, a human physis is designed to do a particular thing and it is good teaching
that helps them do it. Put another way, the proper role of teaching is to help a person
turn into what he has the potential to become.26 So, for Isocrates, the ideal teaching
outcome was the production of the best possible orator, for Hippocrates it was the best

possible doctor, and for Protagoras, the best possible citizen. As Teresa Morgan (1998,

24 Some kind of practice or attention on the student’s part was also expected, but for some reason this
element of the teaching exchange attracted much less interest in the literature. For the three traditional
elements of the teaching exchange, see Introduction, Section 3.2.

25 The Greek terms of this discussion kaA6g and kako6g are used just as vaguely as the English “good”
and “bad”. Occasionally the word for “good” will be £06A6¢ and the word for “bad” movnpo6g, which
implies that the distinction is one of moral disposition, e.g. noble versus base, at least when discussing a
person’s preexisting nature. Concerning the types of teaching, however, | take “good” and “bad” to
designate both the intent and the result of the teaching; that is, “good” teaching is both kind-hearted, and
it also is likely to produce a “good” person, while “bad” teaching might be described as both mean-spirited
and corrupting. In the following section, | will refer to good nature as “noble” and good teaching as
“positive”, likewise bad nature as “base” and bad teaching as “negative”.

26 Cf. Pindar Pythian 2.72; on which, see discussion above at Section 1.1.
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256) has noted, “[Education] is presented [by ancient authors] as natural because it
complements and fulfils the pupil’s natural tendencies.” Because the specific nature of
each student would have dictated the proper outcome of his educational experience,
Greek authors tended not to write about this type of outcome with any degree of
specificity. Instead of recounting the particular educational exchange of a given person,
they chose to describe the interaction in much more abstract terms by using the
metaphor of instruction as farming.2” The earliest complete articulation of this idea
comes from the Hippocratic corpus (Lex 3.3ff):28
‘Okoin yap t@v ev T Yij puopevwy 1) Bewpin, Tode kal TG INTPIKAG 1) uabnoig.
‘H pev yap 001G NUEWY, OKOTOV 1] XWPeN- TA d€ doyuaTa TOV dIdOATKOVTIWY, OKOToV
TA omEpata: 1) 3¢ madopabin, 10 Kab' ®pnv alTa nMeoelv €ig TV dpoupav: O de
TOTOG €V @ 1) HABNOLG, OKOTOV N} €K TOU TEEPLEXOVTOG NEPOG TPOPT) YLyVOpEVT ToloL
duouévolaly: 1) d€ PLhorovin, Epyacin: 0 d€ xpovog Taldta EvioyxUel TMAVTA, WG

Tpadnval TEAEWG.

Instruction in medicine is like the culture of the products of the earth. For our physis is,
so to speak, the soil; the lessons of our teachers are like the seeds; instruction in
childhood is like the planting of those seeds in the ground during the proper season; the
place of instruction is like the nourishment provided to the plants by the surrounding
atmosphere; diligence is like working in the fields; and time imparts strength to all things
and brings them to maturity.

For Hippocrates, there are a number of elements that must be present for effective
education to take place. Not only do the expected pieces of the puzzle - nature,
teaching (and a teacher), and work ethic - have to be provided, but also the right season
of life for education, a good location for instruction, and a sufficient duration of time to
complete the lessons. Recalling the earlier passage from Hippocrates, we know that the
most important of these is physis, but it is unclear from either passage whether the

author felt that education would fail if any of the other elements were missing.

27 On which, see Morgan 1998, 255-60.

28 For a brief mention of this idea in the contemporary literature, see Antiphon DK 87 B60.
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The assimilation of teaching to agriculture here shows us that a student’s growth and
development were conceived of by the Greeks as a natural process involving set steps
and a predetermined outcome. As with a healthy seedling that is planted in the right kind
of soil and given the proper nutrition and cultivation, positive lessons when imparted to a
person with a noble nature and reinforced with the appropriate practice will yield the
best possible fruit: a fully developed Greek citizen. This concept is taken up in even
more simplistic terms by (Pseudo-) Plutarch in De Liberis Educandis (2b-c):
worep &' émil TAG yewpyiag mp@dTov pev ayabrnyv urap&al dt v vy, eita 8¢ Tov
puTOUPYOV ETUOTAHKOVA, €(TA TA OTEPUATA oTIoUdaAld, TOV AUTOV TPOTOV Vi MV
golkev 1) pUOLG, YEwpYD O' 0 madelwy, oneppatt 3' al T@v Adoywv UnoBfikal kai Ta
napayyéApata. TadTa mavra dlaTeIvapevog av imoiy’ 0TI ouviABe Kai

OUVETIVEUOEV £ig TaG TV map' anaciv adopévwv Yuyxag, NMubayodpou kal
SwKpAatoug Kal MAAdTwvog Kai Tdv 000l BOENG AEIUVI|OTOU TETUXNKAGLY.

Just as in agriculture first of all the soil must be good, second, the farmer must be
skilled, and third, the seeds must be sound, in the same way physis is like the soil, the
educator is like the farmer, and the verbal precepts and lessons are like the seeds. And |
would strenuously insist that all of these things met together and formed a unity in
the souls of those who are praised by all, namely Pythagoras and Socrates and
Plato, and all those who have achieved everlasting fame.

The focus here shifts from all of the other elements that will make for a successful
educational exchange (location, timing, etc) in the Hippocrates passage, to the three
most important: the teacher, his lessons, and the student’s physis. Not only must all
three of them be present in an ideal educational exchange, but the physis must be
good, the didaskalos must be skilled, and the precepts must be sound. When these
three things are found together, Plutarch tells us, they form a unity (sumpnein) in the
soul of the student which allows him to achieve the same level of excellence as the
most virtuous men of all time (e.g. Plato, Socrates, and Protagoras). Although this is

clearly an exaggeration - most men will never attain the same degree of virtue as Plato
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et al - the intent of the passage is clear: successful education consists of a positive
contribution on the parts of both teacher and student. By this token, the task of the
teacher is to use his precepts to foster and enhance the preexisting qualities of a

student in the hopes that if the exchange operates as expected, a good citizen will

emerge, and if it operates flawlessly, an extraordinary one will emerge.

These examples of ideal teaching outcomes demonstrate two things about Greek
attitudes concerning education: 1) that it was possible - indeed, expected - for a student
to emerge from a teaching interaction having been changed for the better; and 2) that
Greek authors were much more interested in the negative outcomes than the positive
ones. In other words, when the system functioned as it was intended, there was no
need to describe the outcome of education in detail, hence we hear about the
straightforwardly positive outcomes infrequently and only in theoretical terms. The

negative outcomes, however, were a different story, as we will see below.

2.2 Mitigation and Relapse

Being Athenians, and therefore in their own estimation innately virtuous, the authors of
this period clearly preferred not to admit that on occasion a teacher might encounter a
person with a base nature.?® In those few cases (e.g. Hecuba) where a base nature was
met with positive teaching, the result was a significant improvement of the student’s

preexisting character to the extent that even savage natures might be tamed by

29 Plato is a notable exception to this. At Laws 7.808d-e he explains that all boys must have a teacher for
without education, they are insolent and treacherous, not to mention sly, wild, and ignorant.
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teaching. For example, the so-called “Sisyphus Fragment”0 describes an early period of
human history when lawlessness ruled and men behaved like beasts (1-12) until an
unnamed person introduced “the sweetest of teachings” (24-5: ToUode TOUG AOYOUG
Aéywv didayudtwy NdloTtov eionynoato). However, the message of the fragment is
not that of the unqualified success of teaching. The early lawgiver is credited with
eradicating lawlessness, but he does so by tricking the people into fearing divine
retribution for criminal behavior. His instruction does not remove their desire to act
criminally, but rather it creates a disincentive for doing so. Hence, teaching is seen here

as a mitigating force on base natures, but not a transformative one.

In fact, some Greek writers believed that all it takes for a student’s nature to lapse into
wickedness after any improvement is the removal of the positive influence that brought
about the change. In practical terms, this meant that without the constant exercise of
self-discipline, a person - whether initially virtuous or not - would fall into base behavior.
Indeed, this is exactly what Xenophon describes in Cyrus’ speech to his men in the
Cyropaedia (7.5.75):
oU yap Ttol 1o dyaboug dvdpag yevéoBal To0To Apkel WoTe Kal dlateAelv 6vtag
ayaboug, v un TIg avtol di1d Téhoug ErupeArTal AAN' worep kal ai AAAatL Téxval
aueAnbeloal peiovog d€lal yiyvovTtal... oUTw Kai N cwppoouvn Kai n €ykpdatela Kai
1 AAKn, onoTav TIg alTAOV avfj TNV AoKNnotv, €K TOUTOU €ig TNV movnpiav MaAwv
TPETETAL
Having been noble men at one point is not sufficient for the continuation of goodness in
the future if one does not maintain this quality continuously. But just as other arts

retrograde when neglected, in this same way self-control and temperance and strength
will turn back to vice as soon as one stops cultivating them.

30 Attributed to either Critias or Euripides; DK 88 B25, quoted in Sextus Empiricus Against the
Mathematicians 9.54
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According to Cyrus in this passage, the catalyst for relapse may simply be neglect.
Although Cyrus does not describe his men as having been especially wicked prior to
their victory, the concern he expresses is that any man - especially one who feels safe
and relieved after a long battle - can fall victim to laziness and greed. In the context of
education, this means that when separated for long enough from the improving
influence of his teacher, a student is likely to revert to a lesser state of virtue or, as the

case may be, even to relapse into baseness.

Although he describes this principle as it applies to all people’s natures in the
Cyropaedia, Xenophon applies it very specifically to students with base natures in an
important passage about Socrates and his pupils Critias and Alcibiades in the
Memorabilia (1.2.24-5):31

Kai Kpttiag dn kal AAKIBLAONG, EwG HEV ZWKPATEL CUVAOTNY, £dUVACONV EKEIVW
XPWHEVW CUMHAXW TOV U KAADV ETUBUMLAV KpaTelv: Ekeivou &' AmaAAayEvTe,
Kpttiag pev puywv eig Osttaliav ekel ouviv avBparolg avopuia pdAlov 1
dikatoolvn xpwpévolg, AAKIBLAdNG &' al S1d HeV KAANOG UTO TOAA@V Kal OEUVOV
Yuvailk®v Bnpwpevog, dia duvaly 8¢ TV v Tfj TIOAeL Kal TOIg ouppaxoLg UTo
TIOAAQ@V Kal duvaTt®v avepwnwyv dlabpurrOUeVOG... TOOUTWY d€ CUUBAVTWY
auTolv, Kai WYKWHEVW PEV £ YEVEL, EMMPUEVW &' €M TAOUTW, MepuonpEVw &' €mi
duvapel, d1aTEOPUPHEVW &€ UTIO TTOAA@V AvOpwNwyv, £ni 8€ ndoil ToUToIg
d1ep0apuEVWL Kai TTOAUV XpOVOV ATIO ZWKPATOUG YEYOVOTE, Ti 0QUHAOCTOV £i
Uniepndavw £ysvéodbnv;

And so Critias and Alcibiades, as long as they were with Socrates, were able - with him
as an ally - to master their wicked desires. But when they left his company, Critias fled to
Thessaly where he associated with men who practiced lawlessness rather than justice;
and Alcibiades, because of his beauty, was hunted by many great women, and because
of his influence in the city and among her allies, was spoiled by many powerful men...
Such was the fortune of these two men, and when on top of pride of birth,
confidence in wealth, arrogance concerning ability, and temptation by many men,
were added complete corruption and the fact that they were apart from Socrates
for a long time, is it any wonder that they became overweening?

31 For a more thorough discussion of this passage as it relates to the trial and execution of Socrates, see
Chapter 4.
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As Xenophon points out, Critias and Alcibiades were already arrogant and overly proud
before they went to study under Socrates, but his mitigating influence kept these
negative traits in check for the duration of their association. It was only when they had
been away from him for a long time and had spent that time in the company of other

base-natured people that their original personalities took over again.

The view of education that emerges from these two Xenophon passages is a decidedly
pessimistic one. It’s true that teaching can have a positive impact on a base nature, but
that impact will almost certainly be temporary. Teaching is not conceived of here as
producing a permanent effect, and despite the best efforts of the teacher, a student’s
physis must revert to its original state (or at least degrade to a less desirable state),
even after instruction directed to the opposite end. In this way, Xenophon shows himself
to be aligned with the prevailing contemporary view that physis is the most important
element of an educational exchange and as we saw in the passage from Hippocrates

above (Lex 2.2), if physis opposes, everything else is pointless.32

2.3 Perversion

The least desirable but most interesting outcome of the educational relationship for
Greek authors was perversion: when misguided or intentionally wicked instruction
degraded a noble physis. Already in the Archaic period it was believed that a person’s

good qualities were vulnerable to corruption simply through casual contact with less

32 It is presumably for this reason that there is no mention in the literature about educational exchanges
wherein negative teaching is applied to a base physis: nothing wholly good or even good enough to be
worth discussing can possibly come of it.
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virtuous people. In his advice to his young friend Cyrnus, Theognis warns him not to
associate with base men but only to cling to the noble, for “from noble men you will
learn noble things; but if you mingle with base men, you will lose even the sense that
you have” (1.35-6: €00ADV pev yap Art €06Aa pabnoeat v d¢ Kakoiaoty /
ouMpioynLg, AroAelg kal Tov €6vTta voov).33 On the face of it, this passage would
seem to contradict the aristocratic view that virtue is innate and therefore beyond the
control of the individual who possesses it. However, it is worth noting that the passages
touting the supremacy of the aristocratic physis do not claim that this physis is
necessarily immutable. Just because you are born possessing areté does not mean you
don’t have to work to hold onto it. In fact, as we saw above, Pindar, Isocrates, and
others believed it was the duty of those who had been endowed with natural talents to

cultivate them through education rather than allow them to be corrupted or to wither

away from neglect.

But what if the teacher to whom you turn to preserve and enhance your noble physis
turns out to himself be base?34 This is the very scenario Aeschines warns about in
Against Timarchus (11):
0 VOUOBETNG NyNoato ToV KAA®G TpadévTta naida dvdpa YEVOUEVOV XPN OOV
€oeoBal T MOAel: Otav 8' 1) pUoIg Tol avBpwriou eUBUG Tovnpav apxnv Aapn tfg

nadeiag, €K TOV KAK®OC TEBpaUPEVOV MaidwV Taparinoioug nynoato mnoAitag
g€oeobal Tiuapxw TouTw.

33 The same theme is taken up later by Menander in the famous fragmentary maxim from Thais, “bad
company corrupts good character” (pBeipouaiv 116n xpnotr ouiAial kakai). This passage is quoted in
St. Paul’s Second Letter to the Corinthians and in the later Christian tradition seems to be a piece of
cautionary advice about minding the company you keep.

34 The theme of the bad teacher will also be important for our later discussion of Socrates, especially as
he is portrayed in Aristophanes’ Clouds.
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The lawmaker believed that a well-nurtured boy would be a useful member of the city
when he had grown up, but when a person’s physis is subjected at the outset to base
education, the lawmaker believed that the children produced by this kind of wrong
nurture would become citizens like this man Timarchus.

Timarchus, of course, is presented as an immoral villain in the speech, and the last type
of person a parent would want his/her child to turn out like. With this passage,
Aeschines is able to simultaneously malign Timarchus and emphasize the importance of
maintaining regulations concerning the types of people who are allowed to have
educational interactions with children. This only makes sense given that children were
(and still are) perceived as especially vulnerable to corrupting influences, particularly by
those whom they are expected to emulate,35 i.e. their teachers. However, a teacher is
still a teacher, even when his students have grown up, and a teacher’s potential ability
to ruin his student’s physis does not necessarily diminish if the student is no longer a

child.

For example, in the passage from Thucydides that we discussed in Chapter 2, War is
seen as a negative teacher (3.82.2):

€V PEV Yap eipfvn Kal ayaboig mpdypacty ai Te MOAELG Kal ol (di@Tal apeivoug Tag
YVOUAG £Xouot d1d TO Wn) £¢ dkouaoioug avaykag rirrelv: 6 8€ MOAeHoC UPeAwV
v elmopiav 100 Kad' Huépav Bialog d16ACKANOG Kal TPOG TA TAPOVTA TAG OPYAG
TOV TOAAQV OlolOoT.

For in peace and prosperity cities and individuals have better sentiments because they
do not experience imperious necessities. But war is a violent didaskalos that takes
away the easy supply of daily sustenance and assimilates the temperaments of the
people to their circumstances.

For our purposes, the most telling word in the passage is Bialog, “violent, forcible”.

When Thucydides says that War is a violent teacher, the implication is that War not only

35 For the role of emulation in education, see Chapter 2, Section 1.3.
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conducts its teaching violently, but also that the result of the instruction for the people is
an increased level of violence in their natures. Indeed, this is what we learn in the next
line when the author tells us that War assimilates the personalities of the people to their
circumstances. Given that desperation, ruthless self-preservation, and wanton violence
are all characteristic of life in wartime, according to Thucydides, previously noble people
living through war will inevitably take on these negative traits as a result of their (albeit
metaphorical) teaching relationship with War. In other words, when a noble nature
comes into contact with a negative teacher, the result will never be improvement of the
physis. On the contrary, a noble physis cannot withstand the degrading effects of a base
influence like War, especially when that influence is acting in the role of the didaskalos.
As we saw in the previous chapter, Athenian education operated in large part by
exploiting a student’s natural tendency to admire and emulate his teacher, and when
that teacher was War, there were only negative traits for a student to emulate. If we
apply the metaphorical teaching relationship from this passage of Thucydides to a
hypothetical Athenian classroom, it is clear what would have happened: a group of
impressionable, noble-natured youths would have paid rapt attention as their base-
natured teacher encouraged them to conduct themselves wickedly, and by imitating

their didaskalos, in no time they would also have become base.

Indeed, if what Thucydides says about the teaching influence of War is true, this paints
a rather bleak picture of the positive potential of education, i.e. a noble student who
comes into contact with a negative teacher will always be corrupted. Fortunately, as the

passage above tacitly implies, at least in the case of War, the effect may have been
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temporary. That is to say, the first lines of the passage describe how people are kinder
and happier when living in peace and prosperity, but it is the intervention of War that
causes them to become base. Thucydides doesn’t say so in as many words, but by
reading between the lines we can envision a time after the war when peace has
returned and with it the better natures of the people. As in the Xenophon example above
where the positive influence of a teacher only lasts as long as his association with the
student and in his absence the student’s original base nature reasserts itself, perhaps
the unspoken implication of the passage from Thucydides is similar: the negative
influence of the Bialog d1ddokahog only lasts for the duration of the war and in its

absence the people’s original noble natures reemerge.

The most detailed example of the perverting effect of base teaching upon noble natures
can be found in Sophocles’ Philoctetes. The premise of the play is simple: the Trojan
seer Helenus has told the Greeks that in order to win the war they will need to recover
the crippled archer Philoctetes and his bow - the bow of Heracles - from the island of
Lemnos where they abandoned him ten years prior. Given that Philoctetes harbors
extreme hatred toward the Greeks who left him alone on the island, the cunning and
amoral Odysseus is sent to persuade him. As part of his plan to win Philoctetes over,
Odysseus enlists the help of Neoptolemus, the son of Achilles, who will earn the
archer’s trust by pretending to have been similarly maltreated by Odysseus. At lines
383-8, Neoptolemus tells Philoctetes:

TAEW TPOG OIKOUG, TV EUDOV TNTWUEVOG

TPOG ToU KaKIOTOU KAK KAK®V 'OdUCCEWG.

KoUKk aitidpal Ketvov wg Toug €v TéEAEL
TOALG YAp £0TL MAOA TAOV NYOUUEVWV
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oTPATOG TE OUMTAG, Oi &' AKOOHOUVTEG BPOTOV
818a0KAAWV AOYO0I0I YiyvovTal KAKOI.

| am sailing home, deprived of what is mine

by the most wicked of wicked men, Odysseus.

And | do not blame him as much as those in authority.

For a city, like an army, is entirely dependent upon its leaders,
and those men who do wrong

become wicked because of the lessons of their teachers.

In this way, as in the Thucydides passage, Odysseus’s wickedness is the result of the
influence of wicked didaskaloi. Hence, Neoptolemus does not hold Odysseus entirely
responsible for his base actions, since a negative teacher can destroy even the noblest
of natures. However, regardless of whether Odysseus is to blame for his own
wickedness, as Philoctetes points out later in the play, he is certainly responsible for the
wickedness of his protégé, Neoptolemus (1013-15):

AAN' 1] KOKN or) 3ld pUX®V BAETIOUC' Ael

Yuxr viv aguf T' 6vta Kou BEAoVE' Opwg

€U MpoUdida&ev £v KAKOIG gival codov.

But your wicked soul, always looking out [for opportunity] from hidden corners, taught
[Neoptolemus] to be skilled at wickedness, even though he is neither willing nor well-
suited.

Again we see a significant point of connection between the description of teaching in
this play and the Thucydides passage above. In both texts, the training given by wicked
didaskaloi (Odysseus and War, respectively) is seen as both compulsory and contrary to
the natural disposition of the student.36 Like Thucydides’ citizens whose natures in
peacetime tend toward kindness and virtue, Neoptolemus is described here as lacking
the predisposition toward wickedness (a¢unj). But in the same way that War forcibly
assimilates the people’s natures to their circumstances, Odysseus, acting in the role of

the didaskalos, imposes his own baseness upon his student anyway. Neoptolemus may

36 For another example of negative education given to unwilling students, see Plato Timaeus 86d-e.
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not be innately base, but that won’t stop Odysseus from exerting influence to make him
act basely. In this passage, we receive a harsh reminder that in the Greek view,
paradoxically, the teacher held far more power than the student over the outcome of an

educational exchange.3’

From an educational philosophy standpoint, the situation described in the Philoctetes is
distressing on another level as well. According to this play, base teaching can be seen
as setting in motion a kind of domino effect. That is, base teachers make base men (like
Odysseus) who, by imitating their teachers and assimilating their own students to
themselves, go on to make more base men (like Neoptolemus). In this way, the harmful
influence of a single bad teacher could spread exponentially, and the whole virtuous
Greek world might be corrupted very rapidly.38 However, the final scene of the
Philoctetes offers some hope. After successfully tricking the crippled archer out of his
bow, Neoptolemus is preparing to depart with Odysseus when he undergoes a crisis of
conscience. Ignoring his teacher’s orders to stop, he runs back to Philoctetes, returns
the bow to him, and offers to bring him back to Troy so he may receive the proper
medical treatment for his foot. Upon receiving the bow, the surprised and grateful
Philoctetes praises Neoptolemus for living up to his innate potential (1310-13):

..THV pUOLY &' £BEIEAG, O TEKVOV,

€€ NG £PAAOTEG, OUXI ZI0UPOU MATPOG,

AAN' €€ AXIAAEWG, OG META WVTWV OT' NV
nkou' dplota, viv 3¢ TV TEBVNKOTWV.

37 For teachers as always more blameworthy than their students for negative educational outcomes, see
Plato Timaeus 87b. Cf. above Chapter 2, Section 1.3 on teacher responsibility.

38 For the way this idea informed the contemporary discourse concerning Socrates’ teaching, especially
as depicted in Aristophanes’ Clouds, see Chapter 4.
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Child, you have shown the physis

from which you were born, and Sisyphus was not your father,
but Achilles, who was the greatest among the living,

and is still so even now among the dead.

The message here is clearly that even despite the most corrupting of teaching, a noble
nature can still win out in the end, for teaching can affect how you act but it cannot
change who you innately are. In the same way that Critias and Alcibiades relapsed into
wickedness once they had left Socrates’ noble company, in this play, Neoptolemus’
innate goodness was able to overcome Odysseus’ base teaching once the latter had
ceased actively trying to influence his student. In short, in this particular battle between

nature and nurture - and in the one described by Xenophon -, nature prevails.

3. Character Formation and the Role of the Didaskalos

The above discussion of education in the Philoctetes brings us full circle to the point
where we began this chapter: with the importance of physis. Despite their authors’
varying degrees of conviction in the matter, all of the passages we have examined
exhibit a belief in the power of nature to shape personality in a way that nurture alone
can never achieve. As Heraclitus is quoted by Strabo as professing (DK 22 B119), “A
man’s character is his destiny” (180g avBpmnwt daipwv). Try as he might, an innately
base person can never hope to attain the same degree of virtue as one who is innately

noble.

However, this does not mean that character formation was thought to be impossible.
When faced with concrete examples of the ways teaching could change a person’s

behavior (and possibly even his nature) for better or worse, Greek authors reconciled
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this information with their long-held beliefs about the primacy of physis in a variety of
ways. As the passages in this chapter attest, teaching was seen to profoundly affect
both base and noble natures. Exemplary teaching was believed by Greek authors to
have a positive effect on all types of physis, while unscrupulous teaching could only

result in debasement of the student’s physis.

As a result, writers like Thucydides and Xenophon came to the conclusion in their
writing that although nature is a prerequisite to virtue, nurture can sometimes overcome
it, at least temporarily. Specifically, a base nature can be improved by good teaching,
but the improvement will only last as long as the teaching relationship. However, in the
opposite circumstance, that is, noble natures acted upon by base teaching, the outcome
was slightly less predictable. Negative teaching corrupted noble natures without
exception, but in some cases the corruption was temporary. The Greek writers
themselves do not explain why this could happen with some students but not others, but
by setting the examples side-by-side as we have done above, we may come to some

tentative conclusions.

First, the corrupting effects of base teaching seem to have been more permanent for
younger students. As both Aeschines and Theognis warn, a young person who is
exposed to bad nurture will be made wicked, and neither author mentions the possibility
of reversing this effect. This only makes sense given that children were believed to be

more vulnerable than adults to the influence of an authority figure, particularly a teacher.
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Second, the likelihood of a person’s nature returning to its original noble state correlated
to some extent with the duration of the corrupting influence. That is, it may have been
that the longer the base teaching went on, the less likely a person’s physis was to
recover from it. Hence, in the examples from Thucydides and Sophocles, both War and
Odysseus have only short-term interactions with their students, and as a result, the
students’ original natures are able to overcome the negative effects of the teaching. This
would also explain why a well-known Menander fragment (¢Beipouoiv 161 xpnot
oM ial kakai)3® tacitly implies that the corruption of good character by bad company is
a permanent state. The noun 0IAia meaning “company” or “association”, is often used
to describe continuous and ongoing contact between two parties, and if that is the case
with the bad company in the fragment, it would be nearly impossible for a noble
person’s physis to recover from it. After all, people tend to act in ways that correspond
with the behavior of their associates - through emulation or otherwise -, and if one

behaves badly for long enough, his physis may change to match the behavior.

These conclusions raise an important question about the character of the didaskalos
that will prove vital to our discussion in the next chapter. That is, given that it is possible
for a base teacher to permanently corrupt a noble child through the process of
emulation, should some steps be taken to ensure that base teachers are held
accountable for doing so? More specifically, is it acceptable to punish a didaskalos for

ruining a previously noble physis?

39 As we will recall, this is the same thing that Socrates is accused by Meletus of doing to the youth of
Athens: dia¢dBeipelv
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As we saw in Chapter 2, for the Athenians, the answer to this question was undoubtedly
“yes”. Indeed, it is this very thing for which charges are brought against Socrates by
Meletus and for which Aristophanes lampoons him in the Clouds. Socrates himself tries
to refute the accusation by denying that he is actually a didaskalos, or that didaché as
such even exists.*0 As we know, the jury was unconvinced by Socrates’ defense, and it
was only posthumously that Xenophon was able to redeem his friend by explaining that
Critias and Alcibiades had never had noble natures to begin with so Socrates could not
have corrupted them. He simply mitigated their preexisting baseness and as soon as
they parted from him, they relapsed completely. In Xenophon’s view, far from receiving
blame, Socrates should have been commended for the ennobling influence he exerted

upon his pupils while they were in his company (Mem. 1.2.26).

Let us turn now in Chapter 4 to a more complete investigation of the issues surrounding
Socrates’ trial and execution and the question of whether or not he was a base - or
indeed any kind of - didaskalos. We will begin our discussion with Aristophanes’ Clouds
where we will see many of the ideas presented above - the unteachable student, the
bad teacher - recurring in the most sustained ancient depiction of the teacher-student

relationship from its promising beginning to its catastrophic end.

40 For complete discussion of the passages in which Socrates denies the existence of teaching, see
Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4

SOCRATES THE TEACHER

At this point, in light of our earlier investigation of the didaskalos, we can undertake the
re-interpretation of the literary accounts about Socrates. In this chapter, it will be seen
that the whole complex of ideas surrounding teaching and the role of the teacher in
Classical Athens had a large part in shaping the depictions of Socrates by Aristophanes,

Plato, and Xenophon.

1. The Real Problem of Socrates

The overwhelming trend in scholarship about Socrates has been to try to reconcile the
picture of him in Aristophanes’ Clouds with his defense speech in Plato’s Apology, and
then to look for a way to fit the evidence from Xenophon’s Memorabilia into this
framework. To do this, scholars have come up with all sorts of more or less plausible
theories: one or the other or all three of these authors were incorrect about Socrates’
personality; they each were writing about different times in Socrates’ life; one or more of
them lied in their depictions of him. The goal of the final part of this study is not to add
another theory to the already vast collection; instead, | submit that theories of this sort

are unnecessary.

In the following chapter, | hope to show that the previous approaches to how Socrates is

characterized in the literature have been missing the crucial point. There is no need to
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massage the texts in order to achieve a unified picture of Socrates, for there is a
substantive continuity between the charge against Socrates in the Clouds and the
defenses of him by Plato and Xenophon. The point of Aristophanes’ depiction of
Socrates in the Clouds is not mischaracterization, stereotyping, or mockery, but rather
crime and punishment. The crime, as Aristophanes presents it, is improper didaskalia,
and the punishment is the burning of the Phrontistérion. In other words, the most
serious charge against Socrates in the Clouds is that he teaches in the manner of a
didaskalos, and it is for this crime that he is punished both in the play and (at least in
part) in reality. Even more importantly, in response to this depiction in the Clouds, it is
the charge of being a didaskalos that Plato’s Socrates contests most strongly in the
Apology and the Euthyphro and that Xenophon spends the bulk of the Memorabilia

qualifying and accounting for.

2. Aristophanes’ Accusation: The Case of the Clouds

Aristophanes’ Clouds is the only extant work about Socrates that was written during his
lifetime, and as such, the portrait of Socrates in it inevitably influenced the later
depictions of him by Plato and Xenophon. The premise of the play is simple enough —
after attempting unsuccessfully to get his spendthrift son Phidippides to go to school,
the middle-aged, bumbling Strepsiades goes to the Phrontistérion himself to learn from
the eccentric, subversive, and somewhat pompous Socrates figure how to talk his way
out of his debts. At the Phrontistérion, Strepsiades interacts with a variety of ridiculous
characters: some of Socrates’ students who are learning natural science; the Clouds,

who are the patron deities of argumentation in the play; and Socrates himself, who
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attempts to give Strepsiades a one-on-one lesson in grammar and music. When
Strepsiades fails to learn what Socrates teaches, he is expelled from the Phrontistérion.
As a last resort, he finally convinces his son Phidippides to submit to Socrates’
teachings instead, and Phidippides is subsequently courted by two Arguments, each
representing a contemporary educational model on offer at the Phrontistérion, before
choosing to learn disputation from the Worse Argument. The play concludes with
Strepsiades talking his way out of his debts, then coming to fervently regret his decision
to send his son to school when Phidippides uses his skill in disputation to justify beating
his father. Desperate for revenge, Strepsiades seeks advice from Hermes on the proper
punishment for his son’s teachers, and the final scene depicts a crazed Strepsiades

burning down the Phrontistérion with Socrates and all of his students inside.!

As was mentioned briefly above, Aristophanes’ Socrates is interested in a variety of
ordinarily unrelated fields of study.2 In this connection, Konstan has pointed out (2011,

85), “Aristophanes assembled a hodge-podge of intellectual pursuits, from eristic

' The final scene of the play described above is, of course, the re-written and possibly re-staged version
that survives. It is not part of my argument to speculate on the changes that may have been made
between the first version of the play and the one we have. The only thing that matters for our purposes is
that the extant version of the play was written and made public during the last quarter of the fifth century.

2 Some scholars (e.g. Vander Waerdt 1994, 61) have made much of the distinction to be drawn based on
who is speaking in the play, arguing that the educational and intellectual practices of the Socrates
character must be kept separate from the ideas and practices of his students, the Clouds, and the two
Arguments. For example, Vander Waerdt has asserted that because Socrates says at line 882ff that the
Worse Argument will teach Phidippides because he himself will be elsewhere, we cannot associate the
Sophistic training of the Worse Argument with Socrates. However, this claim has been thoroughly refuted
by Nussbaum (1980, 48) et al who point out that the Socrates character is probably just following
theatrical convention whereby (excluding the chorus) only two actors could be present on stage at a time,
and further, Socrates is not exempt from the abuse heaped on the two Arguments in the play and his
teaching is never clearly distinguished from the other intellectual activity taking place at the
Phrontistérion. It seems clear to me that Aristophanes intended his audience to associate all of these
activities with Socrates, and this is certainly the impression we are left with at the end of the play.



177

argumentation to speculation about the gods, astronomy, meteorological phenomena,
biology, poetry, and grammar and combined them all in Socrates.” The resulting
amalgamation has drawn much scholarly attention, and a number of different
explanations have been given for the portrayal of Socrates in the Clouds.® Most
commonly, Aristophanes’ Socrates is said to be a Sophist, like Hippias or Prodicus.*
Sometimes he is seen as a natural philosopher of either the lonian or Milesian school.5
Occasionally, he is called some combination of these two things as a sort of neo-

intellectual figure or phrontistés,® and for a handful of scholars Aristophanes’ character

3 All of the current scholarly theories will be treated below, save one: There are undeniably some aspects
of mystery cult parodied in the Clouds (e.g. 140ff), and some scholars have made much of this in their
analyses of the play (e.g. Konstan 2011, 86), but since | do not believe these bear directly on the question
of Socrates’ teaching, they will not be treated in this chapter.

4 This is the prevailing view. Robb 1993, 97: “In fifth-century conservative eyes, the differences between
Socrates and a Sophist - ones that Plato was at such pains to demonstrate - were, it seems, not
perceived as overly relevant, as the nomenclature used in Old Comedy reveals. Socrates is never a
philosophos; he is another sophistés, one of the sophoi, figures who were, in the fifth-century literature,
often considered too clever by half. It is in their role as innovative educators, teachers of the young, that
they were most deeply resented.” Konstan 2011, 77: “Aristophanes’ Socrates will thus emerge as a
composite figure, representing not a single individual but Sophists in general, bearing whatever traits
were most striking and likely to amuse.” Guthrie 1971a, 51: “[Socrates in the Clouds] is in fact a replica of
Protagoras.” For further examples, see Strauss 1966, 3; Guthrie 1971a, 39-57; Kerferd 1981, 56; Dover
1968, lii-liv; Romilly 1992, 43-4; Blackson 2011, 92 n. 3.

5 Burnet 1914, 118: “The Phrontisterion, in fact, is a burlesque of an organized scientific school of a type
which was well known in lonia and Italy... If [Aristophanes] had voluntarily or involuntarily confused
Sokrates with anyone, it is not with sophists like Protagoras and Gorgias or their followers, but with
Anaxagoras and Archelaos.” Vander Waerdt 1994, 61: “Socrates is consistently represented in the Clouds
as an adherent of the views of Diogenes of Appollonia.” Konstan 2011, 80-1: “Aristophanes aligns his
Socrates principally with the mechanistic views of thinkers such as Anaxagoras and the lonian
cosmologists.” Blackson 2011, 47: “Socrates was firmly within the tradition of the Milesian revolution.” See
also Taylor 1911, 135ff; ; Edmunds 2006, 416; Woodruff 2011, 95; Navia 1993, 50.

6 Scott 2000, 185: “Socrates was some kind of marginal Sophist crossed with a natural philosopher.”
Woodruff 2011, 94: “Aristophanes imagined a school, run by Socrates, that promotes both natural science
and persuasive argument; thus Aristophanes conveniently painted one human target for the conservative
wrath that both of these trends aroused.” Guthrie 1971b, 100; Navia 1993, 49. For the coinage of
dpovTIoTNG by Aristophanes to describe Socrates and his circle in the Clouds, see discussion below, and
also Edmunds 2006, 416-18 and Taylor 1911, 134-5.
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primarily represents the historical Socrates with all of his well-known idiosyncrasies.”
Still others resist a simple classification, settling instead on a multi-stranded argument,
like Guthrie’s claim that in the Socrates of the Clouds, “we can recognize at least three
different types which were never united to perfection in any single person”: first, the
Sophist, who teaches the art of making a good case out of a bad one; secondly, the
atheistic natural philosopher like Anaxagoras; and thirdly, Socrates himself, the ascetic
moral teacher, ragged and starving through his indifference to his own worldly interests.8
In my view, none of these theories is entirely wrong. However, despite this variety of
treatments and analyses, no one has yet associated the character of Socrates in the
Clouds with the figure of the didaskalos, and this, | would argue, is his primary function

in the play.

In the rest of this chapter, | hope to show that scholarly neglect of the didaskalic
elements in Aristophanes’ portrayal of Socrates has been a critical error for our
understanding of the Socratic works of Plato and Xenophon, and of ancient education
more broadly. | am not arguing that Socrates in the Clouds was simply a didaskalos.
Rather, | would submit that Aristophanes’ character is a blend of all types of
contemporary intellectual - including the Sophist, the natural philosopher, Socrates

himself, and the didaskalos - but that the evidence for the didaskalos is most pervasive

7 Andic 2001, 163: Socrates is “the same person that we find in the Platonic dialogues.” Edmunds 1986,
210: “We are facing the same Socrates known to us from Plato and Xenophon.” See also Nussbaum
1980, 70ff; Mignanego 1992, 98.

8 On which, see Guthrie 1971a, 52. The issue is further complicated by the fact that there was significant
overlap between all of these categories in antiquity, and the categories themselves were far from the
black-and-white labels scholars use today to refer to them by. For category confusion in the Clouds, see
Konstan 2011, 80: “Comedy has its own license, and the picture of Socrates that emerges from Clouds is,
as one might have expected, inconsistent.”
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in the play, and for our purposes, this final figure is the most important. In order to show
this, in the remainder of this section, | will make a brief survey of the evidence for each
of the theories presented above - including the hitherto unacknowledged evidence for
Socrates as a didaskalos - and conclude with analyses of two important scenes from

the Clouds.

2.1 Socrates as a Sophist

The prevailing view concerning Aristophanes’ Socrates is that he is presented as a
Sophist. According to Blackson (2011, p. 92 n. 3), “The parody of Socrates in
Aristophanes’ Clouds shows that the Athenians were not concerned to distinguish
Socrates and his methods from those of the Sophists.” But what exactly were the
methods of the Sophists, and how are these portrayed in the Clouds? The following
table presents the seven qualifications of a Sophist as they were determined in Chapter

1 and lays the evidence from the play alongside them.?®

9 Numbers in the table denote line numbers from the Clouds.
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Table 2

Qualities of a

Evidence for Socrates as a Sophist in the Clouds

Sophist

Polymathy He studies geometry, astronomy, geology, geography,
meteorology, and biology: 144-407; He teaches grammar and
music: 636-95

Charisma n/a

Mastery of He teaches how to make the Weaker Argument the Stronger:

Disputation 112-16, 429-36, 1229, 1000-1105, 1399-1405

Itinerancy n/a

Promise of After instruction, Strepsiades will be identical to Chaerephon (one

Results of Socrates’ students): 500; Phidippides will be made into a clever

sophist by the Worse Argument:1111

Self-Professed
Title of sophistés

n/a

Pay

Strepsiades says the men at the Thinkery will train people in
disputation for pay: 98; Strepsiades offers to pay tuition: 245,
1146

Clearly, there are some key points of connection between Socrates and the Sophists in

the Clouds, namely the character’s promise of results and his instruction in disputation.

As for the others, there has been some debate about whether Socrates actually accepts

any money from Strepsiades;'° regardless, the evidence of pay to denote sophistry is

not very strong, given that a didaskalos would also have taken money for teaching.

10 See Vander Waerdt 1994, 59; Nussbaum 1980, 73; and Dover 1968, /iv.



181

Furthermore, Socrates’ polymathy, since it comprises science'! and music,'2 works
better as evidence that Socrates is a natural philosopher and/or a didaskalos. The most
definitive difference between Aristophanes’ Socrates and a Sophist, however, is the
latter’s itinerancy. The Socrates figure in the Clouds is clearly stationed in a specific
building longterm;'3 no parallel for this exists with any of the Sophists. Additionally,
Socrates in the Clouds never claims the title either of sophistés'# or sophos,'® nor is he
ever described as being enchanting or irresistible, as Protagoras and others were.6 In
sum, then, Socrates in the play displays 3 (perhaps 4) traits that are associated
specifically with the Sophists. Yet as we determined in Chapter 1, the Sophists
themselves shared a number of characteristics with other categories of intellectual,
specifically public wise men like the Seven Sages, and it is only by taking all of their
defining qualities together that we can distinguish a separate category of the Sophist.

Since Socrates in the Clouds possesses some, but not all and not only Sophistic traits,

1 The experimental and observational science were the field of the natural philosophers. According to
Kerferd 1981, 39, “The sophists were simply not interested in physical speculations.” Cf. Beck 1964, 142
for the Sophists, “astronomy, geometry, and the like could be studied, but rather as a basis of
philosophical speculation than as experimental or observational sciences. Hypotheses might not be
tested experimentally in nature - the only test was that of internal logical consistency.”

2 Which would have included grammar. For grammar and music as more didaskalic than Sophistic, see
the discussion below under “Socrates as a didaskalos.”

13 See discussion under “Episode One” below for more on Socrates’ schoolhouse in the play.

14 At line 360, the Clouds lump Socrates together with Prodicus under the heading of petewpocodlotai,
but it seems unlikely that this is being used in the specialized sense of a Sophist qua educator, but rather
like phrontistés to describe the general type of intellectual who studies both argumentation and celestial
phenomena.

5 At lines 94, 491, 517, and 841 Strepsiades refers to the Thinkery as a place where one can find wise
men and/or learn wise things, and at lines 955 and 1024 the Chorus refers to the two Arguments as
practitioners of sophia. At no point in the play does anyone refer to Socrates specifically as sophos. |
would argue as well that there is a significant difference between the connotations of sophos and
sophistés in Aristophanes’ plays. For sophos as a value-neutral term for intelligent folk in the Clouds see
Dover’s (1968, 106) discussion on line 94.

16 See Chapter 1, section 3.2.2 for examples.



182

he cannot simply be a Sophist, as we have defined this type. The character of Socrates

may resemble a Sophist, but he is not identical with one.

2.2 Socrates as a Natural Philosopher

The evidence for Socrates as a natural philosopher in the Clouds comes primarily from
lines 144-424. This episode consists of Strepsiades’ discovery of the scientific subjects
that are studied at the Thinkery - astronomy, geometry, geography, and experimental
biology (144-216) - and then a lesson from Socrates on meteorology (220-424). Each of
these fields was known already in antiquity as the pursuit of one or more of the pre-
Socratic natural philosophers, specifically Anaxagoras, Anaximander, Anaximenes,
Thales, and Diogenes of Apollonia, and it is in their footsteps that Socrates and his
students are following in this scene.'” As with the previous section on Socrates as a
Sophist, the evidence for this character as a natural philosopher is undeniable. Certainly
scholars who have made claims to this effect are not wrong, but in this analysis they are
leaving out the rest of the play. How can Socrates’ promise to teach Strepsiades to

make the Weaker Argument the Stronger be reconciled with the view of Socrates as a

17 Astronomy and meteorology were the province of Anaxagoras: see Navia (1993), 50; Plato’s Phaedrus
270a3-8; Diogenes Laertius Lives of the Philosophers 2.4. Geometry was the field of Thales, who was
said to have been the first person to measure large distances on land and at sea using geometry: see
Diogenes Laertius Lives of the Philosophers 1.24. Geography belonged to Anaximander, who was listed
in Strabo’s Geography (1.1.1; 1.1.11) as one of the first cartographers. Experimental biology was
dominated by Diogenes of Apollonia: see Vander Waerdt 1994, 74 for Diogenes as an experimental
scientist; see DK 64 B8 for a Diogenean parallel with the gnat buzzing problem that Socrates solved at
Clouds 155ff. In fact, the famous image at Clouds 232-4 of Socrates observing the sky from a basket
suspended in midair draws on a theory of Diogenes of Apollonia that moisture inhibits the mind, since the
mind itself is made up of Air. On which, see Vander Waerdt 1994, 61; for the texts and translations of the
fragments of Diogenes of Apollonia, see Laks 1983.

Lines 220-424 provide a further example, for Socrates is seen worshipping a set of female deities
that he calls Clouds (316-18; 365) and some relatives of theirs he refers to as King Air (264) and Dinos
(378-81), the latter of whom has displaced Zeus from his position as ruler of the gods. According to
Diogenes of Apollonia, Air is the single source from which everything comes into being (DK 64 B2), and
Air is the ruler of all (DK 64 B5), while Anaximenes claimed Air as a deity (Burnet 1914, 19).
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natural philosopher? The pre-Socratics did not take theoretical interest in rhetoric and

argumentation, just as the Sophists did not study observational science.

2.3 Socrates as Himself

Some scholars have advanced an interpretation of the Clouds wherein the figure of
Socrates reflects more or less the person we have come to think of from Plato and
Xenophon as the historical Socrates. As Kierkegaard famously stated in the seventh
thesis of his dissertation (1965, 349), “Aristophanes has come very close to the truth in
his depiction of Socrates.”’8 Although most people would not go quite that far, all would
agree that as a public figure in Athens in the fifth century, Socrates came to be
associated in the historical record with a number of odd personal characteristics and
unusual teaching methods which must have offered irresistible fodder for comedians
like Aristophanes, as we can see from the evidence of the other surviving fragments of
Old Comedy,'? as well as from the Clouds. For example, in the play, Socrates is

depicted as unshod (103; 363) and casting his eyes sideways as he walks (362),2° both

18 See also Andic 1992, 161.

19 Ameipsias in Konnos (fr. 9 = Diogenes Laertius 2.27-8) says that as well as “being foolish, going
hungry, having no decent coat and being “born to spite the cobblers” (since he never wore shoes),
Socrates had great powers of endurance and never stooped to flattery” (Guthrie 1971a, 40). Eupolis is
said to have described Socrates as a beggar who contemplates everything but doesn’t know or care
where his next meal will come from (fr. 386 = Asclepiades on Aristotle, Metaphysics (Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca V1.2.135.21) and Olympiodorus on Plato, Phaedo 70b), and in one fragment he is
said to have been attacked by Eupolis even more than by Aristophanes in the entirety of the Clouds (fr.
395 = Scholia on Aristophanes’ Clouds 96). For a translation of these fragments, see Rusten 2011, 356-7
(Ameipsias) and 271-2 (Eupolis).

20 The other Socratic traits that are most frequently referred to in the play (and which match up with the
other fragments of Old Comedy) are the ability to endure unpleasantness and a concomitant tendency
toward asceticism. For example, at lines 415-17, this takes the form of being on one’s feet all day (415),
being constantly cold and hungry (416), and abstaining from wine and gymnastics (417). Socrates himself
was said to have spent all of his time walking around and conversing with young men, he supposedly did
not care about physical discomfort, and he made a point of living like an ascetic, particularly with respect
to drinking (see Plato Symposium 200, Crito 34b; Xenophon Memorabilia 1.1.10, 1.2, 1.3).
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of which were unique traits of the historical Socrates as described by Plato.2! In
addition, at lines 385 and 740-5 Aristophanes references specific Socratic teaching
methods: maieusis, diairesis, and aporesis.22 At line 385, Aristophanes’ Socrates offers
to teach Strepsiades “from himself” (ano cautold’ yw og d1dAEw), which recalls
Socrates’ maieutic methods from the Meno and the Theaetetus.2® Then, at lines 740-5,
the character of Socrates employs a kind of deductive reasoning with his student that
closely resembles Socratic diairesis2* and he follows this by applying the doctrine of
aporia.2® Aristophanes clearly exploited the most recognizable Socratic traits as material

for parody and lampoon in several scenes in the Clouds.

2.4 Socrates as a Didaskalos

Up to this point, with each of the other types of intellectual, | have merely summarized
the arguments that other scholars have made concerning Socrates in the Clouds. Here,
however, | will shift tactics. Whereas it was sufficient above to make a general survey of

the well-established evidence for each category, with the didaskalos we are on an

21 Cf. Symposium 174, 220

22 For a survey of each of these methods in the Platonic corpus, see Beck 1964, 190-8. For further
elaboration on the Aristophanic parody of the methods of the historical Socrates, see Konstan 2011, 83-4,
especially note 14.

23 More on this below under “Plato’s Response”.

24 First, at 740-2, he instructs Strepsiades to “cut up his thinking and refine it; examine the problem piece
by piece, correctly sorting and investigating,” a method that echoes the way Socrates, Theaetetus, and
the Eleatic Stranger go about categorizing the figure of the Sophist in Plato’s Sophist. This is also the
method used in Plato’s Statesman.

25 At lines 743-5, when Strepsiades has expressed resistance to the first method, Socrates tells him that if
he hits a dead end (aporia) in his thought process, he should simply skip to another train of thought and
come back to the first one later. Aristophanes makes the connection with the Socratic doctrine of aporia
clear by using the verb aporein at line 743. On which, see Konstan 2011, 83: “This sounds like a parody
of the Socratic procedure of driving deliberation to the point of aporia (the scholia...already noted the
resemblance).” See also Clouds 702-5.
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untrodden path. Not even Konstan, the scholar who recognizes the greatest number of
Socrates’ pursuits in the play, has acknowledged his role as a didaskalos in it. Hence,

since the evidence below represents a new interpretation of Aristophanes’ Clouds, | will
spend much more time analyzing each passage, focusing on specific word choices and

turns of phrase in the Greek text.

From a didaskalic standpoint the two most important passages from the Clouds are 1)
the one-on-one lesson between Socrates and Strepsiades (476-790), and 2) the agén
between the Better and Worse Arguments over who will teach Phidippides (889-1113).
Although both of these scenes have been described as generally Sophistic by other
scholars, it is my aim to show that the curriculum and methodology employed by
Socrates and his representatives (i.e. the Arguments) in the given passages are the first
sustained statements of what would come to be associated with the traditional work of a

didaskalos.

First, let’s consider the individual lesson between Socrates and Strepsiades at lines
476-790, beginning with the curriculum Socrates offers his student (476-7, 636-8, and
655-8):

{Xop.} AAN' €yxeipel TOV TPECBUTNYV OTIMEP HEAAELG TIPODIOAOKELY Kal SlaKivel TOV
voOv auTtol Kai TAG yvhung Arnomelp®...

{Zw.} dye 8N, Ti BoUAeL TE®TA VUVL HAVBAVELY @V OUK £d18AXONG NOTOT' OUdEV;
EIME PoL. MOTEPOV TEPL HETPWV T} TEPL ETIAV 1) PUBUQV;...

{Z1.} 00 yap wqupe TOUTWV ETWOUPD pavBAveLV OUDEV.

{Zw.} Tl dai;

{Z1.} €kelV' €kelvo, TOV AdkwTATOV AGYOV.

{Zw.} AA\' ETepa del o MPOTEPA TOUTOU HAVOAvVELY, TOV TETPATIOdWV ATT' €0TIV
opd®G dppeva.
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CHOR: So go ahead and give the old man whatever preliminary lessons you want and
stir up his mind and test his intelligence...

SOC: Okay then, what do you want to learn first of the things you’ve never been taught
before? Tell me, would you rather learn about measures or words or rhythms?...

STR: The truth is, poor man, | don’t want to learn any of these things.

SOC: What then?

STR: That one there, the Very Worst Argument.

SOC: But you have to learn other things before you can learn that, for instance, which of
the quadrupeds is actually masculine.

Socrates’ curriculum, as Aristophanes describes it, has three characteristics: 1) It covers
measures, rhythms, and words (638); 2) It begins with the most basic level of instruction
(636-7); and 3) It proceeds in a set sequence (476-7; 655-8). All three of these

characteristics are specific to the instruction of a didaskalos.

Concerning characteristic (1), course content, according to Beck (1964, 311), at the
elementary level of education, a student would receive instruction from a didaskalos in
basic arithmetic, music, literature, poetry, and often grammar.26 This matches up with
Socrates’ offer to teach Strepsiades “measures” - which could refer to both
mathematical lengths and volumes and also musical meter - “rhythms”, and “words”.
Similarly, at lines 641-54 Socrates’ dispute with his student about which measure is the
most beautiful is clearly a parody of an elementary music lesson,2” while the instruction

on grammatical gender at lines 660-93 is an exaggeration of the “incessant mental

26 See also Marrou 1956, 142.

27 For rhythms and meter as a subject of elementary education, see Plato Protagoras 326b.
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gymnastics” taught by a grammarian or grammatodidaskalos (Cribiore 2001, 205).28 As
Cribiore (2001) has pointed out regarding the lessons of the grammar teacher:

Not only did exercises include unusual tenses and forms that were rare in... correct
common usage, but they also called for practice with nonexistent forms, purely artificial
constructions such as future imperatives, born out of artificially logical thinking. In his
niche of expertise, the grammarian was king and he dictated the rules of the game. (215)

This fits the ridiculous drills Aristophanes’ Socrates puts Strepsiades through on the
grammatical gender of various common nouns and personal names, and although some
scholars have associated this episode with the linguistic teaching of Prodicus or
Protagoras, the kind of language play seen in these lines is without a doubt the province
of the didaskalos. The Sophists, inasmuch as they were interested in language and
linguistic theory, are known for their concern with the philosophical basis of words, not
with the specifics of usage.2® Even so, it would not be surprising if there were some
intentional blending of Sophistic and didaskalic traits in this passage. In this way,
Aristophanes could hint at (and therefore make fun of) the linguistic interests of some of
the Sophists, while still keeping the focus of the scene on his parody of the lessons of a

didaskalos.30

28 This person was often simply referred to as a didaskalos, although more specialized terms existed, e.g.
grammatistés or grammatikos. Complicating this matter is the fact that the boundaries between the
functions of the elementary schoolmaster and the grammarian were often nonexistent and “secondary
teachers might be called simply didaskaloi’ (Cribiore 2001, 53).

29 See Kerferd 1981, 46. Cf. Plato Cratylus for the sort of linguistic theorizing that Protagoras and
Prodicus were thought to have engaged in.

30 Aristophanes may be doing something similar in the Banqueters. In fr. 205 and 233 of the play, the
father who has sent one of his sons to a didaskalos and one to a Sophist engages in a back-and-forth
with the latter over useless Homeric glosses he has learned from his smooth-talking teacher. However,
compilations of Homeric glosses and related grammatical minutiae were not the domain of the Sophist,
but of the didaskalos (Cribiore 2001, 142). Aristophanes, knowing that it would make the scene even
more laughable, may have put this material in the mouth of the Sophist-trained boy, with the expectation
that his audience would recognize the conflation of the two types of teacher. For a translation of the
fragments of the Banqueters, see Henderson in Rusten 2011, 302 and 304.
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As for the starting point of the curriculum (characteristic (2) above) provided by
Aristophanes’ Socrates, only a few things need to be mentioned. First, Socrates, like a
didaskalos starting a new student off on his initial course of study, offers to begin
teaching Strepsiades one of the subjects about which he has not previously learned.
This is made more comical, of course, by the fact that Strepsiades is a middle-aged
man, and the normal starting age for elementary education would have been
somewhere between ages five and seven. As a result, Strepsiades has already had a
small amount of education - enough to read his account books, at least - and does not
have to begin with the alphabet. So, Socrates in the play begins with the level of
instruction immediately following basic familiarity with letters and words. This contrasts
sharply with the way the Sophists operated - that is, by teaching students who had
already completed their elementary and secondary education and were sufficiently

advanced in literacy to study rhetoric and argumentation.

The last thing to note about the curriculum in the Clouds is its rigid sequencing
(characteristic (3) above). At lines 476-7 (see above), the Chorus leader tells Socrates
to give Strepsiades his “preliminary instruction” (mpodiddokelv) before the Clouds will
teach him how to make the Weaker Argument the Stronger, and at lines 655-8, when
Strepsiades throws a tantrum because he is being made to study grammar and music
instead of learning the Very Worst Argument, Socrates insists that there are other things
that must be learned first. Strepsiades does not have the requisite background in the
basic rules of syntax to attempt the study of advanced rhetoric. The curriculum at the

Thinkery, like that of a didaskalos, was organized into stages of ascending difficulty and
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complexity, beginning with the alphabet and progressing all the way up to rhetorical
theory; each preceding stage had to be completed before the student could advance to
the next. In this way, as Raffaella Cribiore argues (2001, 222), “learning was organized
into a series of tightly connected links, each joined to the previous and giving a base to
the next” in a system that was very familiar to a student from the earliest levels of
schooling onward. Although the discussion about grammatical gender that follows at
lines 660-93 is certainly exaggerated for comedic effect, the strictly enforced
progression of Socrates’ lessons, and the focus on the nuts and bolts of the Greek

language seem to reflect the curricular practices of a typical school-teacher.

From the discussion above, we can conclude that Socrates’ curriculum at lines 476-790
is indistinguishable from that of a didaskalos. But what of his teaching methods? Before
Socrates begins his course of instruction with Strepsiades, he takes some time to learn
about his pupil’s innate abilities (478-80; 481-8):

{Zw.} dye dn, KATEIME Hol oU TOV cauTtol TpodToV, (V' alTOV €ldwg 6OTIC £0Tl
pNxavag ndn 'm ToUToIC MPOC O KAIVAS TPOOHEPW... AANA Bpaxéa cou TubEabal
BoUAoual, i HVNUOVIKOC £l.

{Z1.} 800 TPoOMW, VN TOV Aid. v HéV V' dpelAnTal Tt HoL, HVAMWY TIAvu, €av &'
odeilAw OXETALOG, ETUANOUWV TIAVU.

{Zw.} EveoTL dNiTA cOL AEyeLv €V T dUOEL;

{Z1.} Aéyelv PEV OUK EvenT', ArooTepelv d' EvL.

{Zw.} T®C o0V duVAHOEL HavBAVELY;

{Z1.} AuéAel, KaAQG.

SOC: Well then, tell me about your character, so that I, once | know about that, can
apply the appropriate current teaching methods... so | want to ask you a few questions,
for example, do you have a good memory?

STR: Yes and no, by Zeus. If | am owed something, it’s very good, but if | am wretchedly
in debt, | am quite forgetful.

SOC: Then are you naturally gifted at speaking?

STR: Not at speaking but at fraudulence.

SOC: Then how will you be able to learn?

STR: Don’t worry; I'll be fine.
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This passage reflects the importance of natural ability, especially memory,3! in
elementary education. As Leo Strauss (1996, 21) has noted with respect to the methods
of Classical didaskaloi and their connection with modern teaching techniques, “different
pupils need different approaches.” The first step for a didaskalos is to determine the
basic ability level of the student, and according to Socrates in the Clouds, the two most
important innate characteristics for learning are a good memory and eloquence. Without
them - as he wonders in the passage above - how will a student learn anything at all?
Strepsiades tells him breezily not to worry, but his teacher is not reassured, and with
another nod to the practices of a didaskalos,?? at line 493 Aristophanes has Socrates
suggest that perhaps his difficult student will need to be literally whipped into shape
(6€d01KA O, ® MpeoBiTa, Ur) MANYQV d£el). The threat is defused when Socrates
decides to turn it into a teachable moment,33 and he has almost convinced his pupil to
doff his cloak and enter the Phrontistérion when Strepsiades asks him one more thing
about the educational transaction about to take place (500-3):

{£1.} eine &1 vuv pol TodI: MV EMPEANG @ Kal TIPOBUU®WG HAVOAVW, TR TOV HABNT®OV
EUdpepNG Yeviooual; {Zw.} oUdev dloioelg XalpepdvTog TV dUaCLv.

STR: Tell me this, then: if | am attentive and study hard, which one of your students will |
become like? SOC: You will be indistinguishable in your nature from Chaerephon.

31 See also line 414 for the Clouds’ statement that memory (mnémdn) is the most important pre-requisite
for admission to the Thinkery. For the importance of memory in ancient elementary education, see
Cribiore 2001, 166-7: “A more capacious and elastic memory had to be nourished with tender care from
the early years of childhood. Early education was not so much concerned with developing artificial
memory, but rather with nurturing the natural memory of children: memory was the “store-house of
education” and had the capacity to create and foster.” For the role of memory in antiquity, and esp.
education see Carruthers 2008, Chapter 1 and Small 1997, Chapter 7.

32 For corporal punishment in ancient education, see Cribiore 2001, 65ff and Beck 1964, 104-5.

33 Socrates asks Strepsiades what he would do, legally speaking, if someone were to assault him.
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Taken along with the preceding dialogue about innate qualities (478-88), this passage
describes what were thought of in antiquity as the three key elements of a traditional
educational exchange - physis, epimeleia and/or askésis, and didaskalia/didaché - 34
and the result to be expected if all elements of the exchange are present. The student
himself provides the first two of these: he must have some innate ability (i.e. a good
memory, eloquence, etc); and either he must devote his whole attention to the endeavor
or he must work hard at whatever his teacher tells him to do. The teacher, in return,
offers his expertise in the form of instruction. If all goes well, the student can expect to
be assimilated to a model, either a paradigm of some kind or the didaskalos himself.35
In the case of Strepsiades, his educational exchange with Socrates will result in his
becoming identical to Socrates’ close friend and presumably his model student,
Chaerephon. Whereas a Sophist would educate through epideixis and expect his
students to absorb whatever was given to them on their own, regardless of their ability
level,38 the instruction of a didaskalos was based on innate ability and often tailored to
the individual needs of each student.3” Paradoxically, despite the Sophists’ extravagant
promises of results, they didn’t adapt their teaching to each student to produce those

results, relying instead on their own skill to bring about the learning outcomes they

34 For a complete discussion of which, see Introduction, Section 3.2.

35 For a more thorough treatment of imitation and assimilation of the didaskalos, see discussion under
“Episode Two” below. See also Chapter 2, Section 1.3 for Athenian education as characterized by
emulation of the didaskalos.

36 On which generally, see Chapter 1, Section 3. For an example of a Sophist promising instruction and
results to all comers regardless of age or innate ability, see Plato Euthydemus 303-4

37 For the afterlife of this practice by grammar teachers in the Roman period (approx. first century CE),
see Aelius Theon Progymnasmata 134.24-135.1
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guaranteed and not taking responsibility if the student did not turn out as promised.38 A
didaskalos, on the other hand, while generally refraining from making promises about
the results of his instruction, was much more likely to achieve the desired results
because he took his students’ innate abilities into account. Hence, in this scene from the
Clouds, Socrates’ grammatical lesson would, under normal circumstances, most likely
have been followed by a more in-depth study of poetry. However, Strepsiades, having
proven himself to be a terrible learner (627-31), would certainly not have succeeded in
studying poetry, and so Socrates substitutes some preparatory instruction on how to
think about one’s own affairs instead (694-790).3° Even in this he approaches the
situation the way a didaskalos would have, by leaving Strepsiades with a specific
problem to solve and in the care of the Chorus Leader, his hypodidaskalos,*® while he
goes back into the Thinkery, presumably to check on the progress of his other students.
It is clearly Socrates’ hope that this independent problem-solving will spark Strepsiades’
intellect, but it is not to be. At line 780ff, when Strepsiades suggests that he might
escape impending litigation via suicide, Socrates gets fed up and expels his elderly
pupil from the Phrontistérion. In this way, just as innate ability makes a difference in the

course of instruction a didaskalos will choose for his student, it also makes a difference

for learning outcomes; a teacher provides as much as he can in whatever way will help

38 For Gorgias denying any responsibility for his students’ behavior, see Plato Gorgias 456¢c-461b.
Isocrates criticizes the Sophists for this very practice at Against the Sophists 3-6, where he argues that
the problem is not teaching for pay (since he himself does this), but making promises that you cannot
keep about individual results and requiring your students to pay in advance. According to Gray 1998, 45,
this practice is proof that the Sophists know they are not successful teachers.

39 On which, see Strauss 1996, 25.

40 For the hypodidaskalos working one-on-one with a student while the didaskalos is busy with other
students, see the Douris Cup (ARV 283, number 47) and discussion thereof at Introduction 3.2.
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a student to be successful, but not all educational exchanges result in knowledge
transfer. In the admittedly extreme case of Strepsiades, a student who proved to be
impossible to teach could simply be expelled.*' The entire scene between Strepsiades
and Socrates at lines 476-790 can be lined up, point for point, with an educational
exchange between a student and his didaskalos, and it seems indisputable that

Aristophanes intended this parallel to inform the way his audience understood the play.

Next, let us turn to the agon between the two Arguments at lines 889-1113. In this
scene, the Better and Worse Argument spend seventy lines insulting one another before
each presents his case for why Strepsiades should choose him to educate Phidippides.
As with the scene above, it will be easiest if we examine these lines with two different

points of comparison in mind: 1) curriculum, and 2) methodology.

The place where parallels with the didaskalic curriculum are evident in this scene is the
speech of the Better Argument.42 At lines 961-972, he describes what is essentially the
teaching of a didaskalos: the boys would travel in orderly groups to the didaskaleion, or
house of the music master (964: Badilelv €v Talolv 0301 eUTAKTWG €ig KIBaploTol)
who would teach (966: £didaokev) them songs in the traditional mode (968: v

appoviav fyv ol matépeg napedwkav), and would punish them (972: enetpifeto

41 Although there is scant literary evidence for didaskaloi expelling students, it only makes sense given
that didaskaloi were poorly paid (so the money did not matter very much), and unlike the Sophists, they
did not profess to be able or willing to teach absolutely anyone regardless of innate ability. For the power
of the teacher to choose his own students in the Hellenistic period, see Cribiore 2001, 54.

42 Due to the length of this scene, | will not provide the full text, but will summarize the most relevant
points for our discussion, providing small passages from the text where useful.
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Turttéuevog MoAAQg) if they tried to modify the traditional music.43 Although the word
kitharistés is used here for the music teacher, the audience would almost certainly have
understood - especially given the use of the verb didaskein to describe the way the
music master teaches - that this was another word for a didaskalos in this case.
According to Beck (1964, 89), “letters and music were normally taught in the same
establishment, and the grammatistés and the kitharistés would often have been the
same person.” Indeed, the famed Douris Cup shows a student being instructed in both
poetry and the lyre by a single didaskalos, and writers from all genres in antiquity were
known to refer to musiké as the domain of the Muses in the widest sense, that is, it

encompassed reading and writing as well as musical performance.

The remaining content of the Better Argument’s curriculum is basic training in Ta dikaia
and 11 cwdppoaouvn (justice and decency, 962). He boasts about how the students under
his care were seen and not heard (963), knew how to smudge out the marks of their
genitals in the sand of the gymnasium to avoid tempting their lovers (975-6), ate
delicately (981-3), obeyed their elders (994) and avoided bathhouses and the agora
(991-2). This resembles, more than anything, the basic moral training that Protagoras
describes in Plato’s Protagoras 325d-e, where he explains that when parents send their
sons to the didaskalos, they expect him to take even greater pains over their child’s
behavior than over his letters or music, and accordingly, the didaskalos teaches his
pupils about the admirable men in the Homeric epics in the hopes that his charges will

seek to emulate them. This seems quite the opposite of the traditional conception of

43 See discussion of Clouds 493 above on corporal punishment in elementary schools.
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Sophistic education.44 Certainly it is the opposite of the case presented by the Worse
Argument wherein he promises that Phidippides will not have to consider anything
shameful for he will be able to talk his way out of anything if he studies disputation with
him (1077-80):

€HoL O' OMIADV Xp® TH PUOCEL, OKipTa, YEAQ, VOMIZE HNJEV aioXpPOV. HOLXOG YAp TV
TUXNG GAoUg, TAd' dvtepelg MPog alTov, wg oUdeEV NBIKNKAG:.

If you associate with me, indulge your nature, run around, laugh, consider nothing

shameful. For if you happen to get caught playing the adulterer, say this in reply: that

you’ve done nothing wrong.
So it is clear that the Better Argument represents the education offered by a
didaskalos,* and the Worse Argument - in content, at least - the education offered by a
Sophist. However, we mustn’t neglect our discussion of methodology, for even though
the Worse Argument teaches a Sophistic curriculum, he does so as a didaskalos. At
lines 916-19, the Better Argument accuses the Worse Argument of ruining traditional
education, using the verb didaskein to describe what the Worse Argument does:

{Kp.} dla o€ d¢ polTdv oudelg £0EAEL TV HELPAKIiWV.

Kal yvwaoBnost mot' ABnvaiolg ola 3184okeIg ToUG AVONTOUG.

BETTER: Because of you, none of the youth wants to come to [my] school,*¢ and one
day it will become clear to the Athenians what sort of things you are teaching the idiots.

44j.e. An education made up primarily in learning disputation. For the Sophists as above all teachers of
disputation, see Chapter 1, Section 3.2.3.

45 This is true for both curriculum and methodology. At line 929, the Worse Argument states that his
adversary will never teach (didaskein) Phidippides, and at 936 the Chorus Leader tells the Better
Argument to describe how he used to teach (didaskein) the ancestors, both of which show that the Better
Argument teaches like a didaskalos, or is at least viewed by the other characters as doing so.

46 Although its basic meaning is simply “to frequent”, the verb phoitén is used regularly in the fifth century
and after to describe the action of a boy going to the schoolhouse: Aristophanes Knights 1235; Plato
Symposium 206b, Protagoras 326¢, Alcibiades 1 109d, Gorgias 456d, Laws 804d; Xenophon Cyropaedia
1.2.6; Demosthenes De Corona 265.4; Isocrates Antidosis 183.4
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By choosing the verb didaskein, Aristophanes is signaling that in the Clouds, the
Sophists are above all didaskaloi of disputation, and given this, we can see that the
training offered by the Worse Argument, although Sophistic in content, is didaskalic in
mode of instruction.4” In fact, this is clearly the impression Aristophanes wishes to leave
the audience with; the temporal particle rote foreshadows that it is this crime - i.e.
didaskalia - for which Socrates will be punished at the end of the Clouds and, of course,
in his actual trial. Indeed, the Worse Argument’s final question for Strepsiades is framed
in these same terms (1105-6): Ti dfiTa; NMéTepa TodTOV AndyecBal AaBwv / BoUAel
TOV UlOV, 1 d18aokw ool Aéyelv; (What now? Do you want to take your son home, or
shall | teach him to make speeches for you?) When Strepsiades agrees to the training
in public speaking, the Worse Argument reassures him by promising that Phidippides
will be made into a clever sophist (dexios sophistés), that is, a didaskalos of disputation,
just like the Worse Argument himself. Once again, an aspect of the play that initially

seemed to be directed at the Sophists turns out to actually be about the didaskalos.

At this point, a note is needed on Aristophanes’ motivation and rationale. The problem of
authorial intent is one that | cannot hope to solve at present, nor is it in the purview of
this study to do so. However, insofar as we can speculate on the reasons for
Aristophanes’ depiction of Socrates in the Clouds, it may prove useful to our

investigation to follow this speculation through. In this connection, two questions present

47 This simply means that the instruction provided by a didaskalos would have been carried out like a
simple exchange of goods for money, the transmission of a finite body of knowledge to another person in
the manner of handing someone an object. This exchange would have been conducted at least in part via
imitation, and as will be discussed below at length, it would have resulted in the student being a copy of
his teacher (or an idealized model).
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themselves: 1) Why does Aristophanes lampoon Socrates specifically? and 2) What
exactly is the nature of Aristophanes’ concern about education, or, in other words, why

does he use this particular depiction of Socrates and the Phrontistérion?

The answer to the first question is simple. Socrates was an unmistakable public figure
with peculiar physical characteristics; he never left Athens, was known to associate with
Sophists, and famously held long dialogues with young men all over the city on such
novel ideas as whether virtue is teachable. As Konstan (2011, 88) has noted, in an
Athens where so many new types of intellectuals seemed to spring up overnight,
Socrates “was typical enough to represent the movement as a whole and at the same
time sufficiently idiosyncratic enough to be identifiable as a unique personality.” The
combination of these factors must have made him the ideal proprietor for Aristophanes’

Phrontistérion.

The answer to the second question is more complicated, as it depends upon some
speculation about Aristophanes’ views on education as they can be extrapolated from
the play itself. As the historians tell us, Athens in the fifth century was a hotbed of
political and social change, and educational institutions were far from immune to these
forces. In the Clouds, we see Aristophanes venting his (or at least some Athenians’)
fears about the ways that new educational systems may affect the stability of the entire
polis. Guthrie (1971a) has summarized these fears:

Aristophanes was deeply concerned at the decay of the old ideals of conduct, the
lowering of moral standards which was corrupting the youth of Athens. This he attributed
to a variety of influences in the education and environment which all alike tended to
undermine the sense of loyalty to the old-fashioned values and virtues formerly accepted
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without question. To attack these tendencies through the medium of comedy, they must
all be embodied in a single individual, and the obvious person was Socrates. (51)

Aristophanes, like many social critics before and since, recognized that the values of a
given society are safeguarded and perpetuated by its teachers.*® For this reason, it is
absolutely imperative to separate the positive teachers from the harmful. Hence, in the
Clouds, Aristophanes does not distinguish between Socrates, Sophists, natural
philosophers, phrontistai, and didaskaloi. Rather, as Dover has pointed out:

He drew one basic distinction, between the normal man and the abnormal man. The
normal man works and fights, and takes as much as he can of song, dance, food, drink,
sex, sleep, and good company. The abnormal man is essentially parasitic on the normal;
he does no real work, he undermines the loyalties on which the city’s continued
existence depends, and he casts a shadow over the ordinary pleasures of life by the
unspoken implication that there may be other, secret pleasures accessible to him alone.

Aristophanes characterizes the abnormal men with words like apyoi, “idlers”, and
dpovTiotal, “intellectuals,” and at Clouds 331ff he lists under the same category
sophists, seers, medical writers, and dithyrambic poets. As becomes clear early on in
the play, in Aristophanes’ view none of the men at the Phrontistérion is suitable for
inculcating the youth with the proper values,*® and to the contrary, association with
these sorts of people could actually do harm to the fabric of Athenian society. It is telling
that the word Aristophanes coined for Socrates’ school in the play is Phrontistérion.
According to Goldberg (1976, 255), Aristophanes almost always used words for places,

and for places of business in particular, that had been formed by adding the nominal

48 This is a theme of several of Aristophanes’ other plays, specifically Knights, Wasps, and Frogs.

49 Even though Aristophanes presents the Better Argument (i.e. the “Old Education”) as the most
favorable of the many choices at the Thinkery, he doesn’t make it out to be very good either. According to
Nussbaum 1980, 89: “We cannot read the play as advocating a simple return to the old education...we
have been given reason to be suspicious of his intolerance and irrationality.” However, this
characterization may have simply served a comic purpose. See Strauss 1996, 312: “By presenting as
laughable not only the unjust but the just as well, he brings it about that his comedy is total: there is no
Aristophanean character of any consequence who does not act laughably, let alone who is good sense
incarnate.”
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suffix -elov to the chosen stem.50 By using the far less common suffix -thplov,
Aristophanes added the Phrontistérion to the pre-existing small number of politically and
socially significant Athenian locations like the BouAeuTtnplov, the dikaotrplov, and the
xpnotplov. However, instead of a place where the traditions of Athens were

perpetuated, Aristophanes’ Thinkery was a center for anti-traditional innovation.

Keeping this in mind, let us return to our previous discussion about the type(s) of
intellectual being parodied in the Clouds. We have seen that there is evidence for all of
the theories about Socrates in the play, including and especially the didaskalos. A brief
analysis of two further episodes should serve to demonstrate that Aristophanes is
intentionally blending several different figures together in his depiction of Socrates and
company, but that in each instance the characterization of Socrates as a didaskalos is

the most important for our understanding of the play.

2.5 Episode One

The first episode takes place at the very beginning of the Clouds, and as such, it is an
opportunity for Aristophanes to demonstrate early the types of people he intends to
mock in the rest of the play. At Clouds 94-118, Strepsiades argues with his son,
Phidippides, about the kind of education offered at the Phrontistérion in an attempt to
convince him to go study there:

{Z1.} Yux@®v cop@v To0T' €0Tl ppovTioThpLlov. / €vTale' évolkolao' Avdpeg ol Tov
oUpavov / AéyovTeg avaneibouolv wg £oTlv Tiviyelg, / KAoTLV mepl NUAg ouTog,

50 For just a few examples, BaAaveiov, a bathing place (Clouds 837, 1054; Frogs 1279; Wealth 952),
koupelov, a barbershop (Birds 1441; Wealth 338), and navdokelov, an inn (Frogs 550).
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fuelg &' dvBpakeg. / oUToL 818A0KOUT', ApyUplov AV Tig 318G, / Aéyovta VIKGAv Kal
dikala kadika.

{®e.} eloiv d¢ Tiveg;

{Z1.} oUK 01d' AKpIBDC ToUvoua. / peptuvodpovTioTal Kalol Te kayadoi.

{®de.} aipoi, movnpol y', oida. Toug dAaldvag, / ToUG OXPIOVTAG, TOUC AVUTIOdNTOUG
AEYELG, / DV O KaKodaipwVv ZwKPATNG Kal Xalpedp®dv.

{ZT.} N 1), owwna. undev elrmg viATov. / AN’ el Tt KNBEL TOV TATPOWV AAPITWY, /
ToUTWV YevoD Pol, OXaodUeVOG TNV ITTIKNAV.

{®e.} oUK v pa Tov Aldvuoov el doing yé€ pol / Toug pactavoug olg Tpédel
Newyopag.

{=Z1.} 18", AvTIBOA® o', ® PIATAT AvBpOTWV Epoi, / ENBLV SIBACKOU.

{®e.} kal Tl ool pabricouat;

{=1.} eivai map' autolg paolv dupw TH AOYw, / TOV KpeittoV', doTIg £oTi, Kal TOv
nTToVa. / TOUTOLV TOV £TEPOV TOIV AGYOLV, TOV NTTOVA, / VIKGV AéyovTd daact
TAdkOTEPA. / v 00V HAdNG pot Tov Adikov TodTov Adyov, / & viv Opeilw did o€,
TOUTWV TV XPEWV / OUK Av arodoinv oud' av 6BoAOV oUdeVi.

STR: That is a Thinkery for sage souls. Some gentlemen live there who argue
convincingly that the sky is a barbecue lid, and that it surrounds us, and that we're the
coals. These people train you, if you give them money, to win any argument whether it’s
right or wrong.

PHI: And who are they?

STR: I don’t know the term exactly. Thoughtful cogitators, fine and genteel people.

PHI: Yuk! That scum. | know them; you mean the charlatans, the pasty-faced, the
unshod, like that miserable Socrates, and Chaerephon.

STR: Hey, hey! Be quiet, don’t say anything so childish! Now, if you care at all about
your father’s daily bread, cut out the riding and please become one of them.

PHI: No way, by Dionysus, not even if you gave me those fancy pheasants that
Leogoras breeds.

STR: Come on, I’'m begging you, dearest of all to me, to go and be trained.

PHI: And what am | supposed to learn?

STR: I'm told they have both Arguments there, the Better, whatever that may be, and the
Worse. And one of these Arguments, the Worse, I'm told, can plead the unjust side of a
case and win. So, if you learn this Unjust Argument for me, then | wouldn’t have to pay
anyone even a penny of these debts that | now owe on your account.5?

In this fairly short exchange, we can see mention of four (arguably five) different
categories of intellectuals mixed together to make up the club at the Thinkery. As far as
Strepsiades is concerned, they all fall under the heading of sophoi (94), and despite the
fact that certain characteristics belong to each type, he makes no distinction, simply

assimilating all of the traits to one category.

51 Translation by Jeffrey Henderson
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The most obvious figure here is, of course, the phrontistés, or neo-intellectual for whom
the Phrontistérion is named. At line 101, Strepsiades refers to the inhabitants of the
Thinkery as pepiuvodpovtiotai, which Henderson translates as “thoughtful
cogitators,” but in fact, uépiuva is a favorite word of the pre-Socratic natural
philosopher Empedocles,52 and ¢ppovTtioTtng is (most likely) an Aristophanic coinages3
used by the characters in the play as a nom de profession that covers both the sophistry
and natural science practiced at the Thinkery.5* Indeed, in this passage, the figure of the
natural philosopher is present - albeit at least in part for the sake of a joke - in
Strepsiades’ claim that the wise men at the Thinkery argue that the sky is a barbecue
lid®®> and we humans are the coals (95-7).56 Meanwhile, the Sophists can be seen at
lines 98-9 where Strepsiades tells his son that if he pays them, the men at the Thinkery

will train him to win any argument, and at lines 112-16, where he claims that they teach

52 See DK 31 B2.2, B11.1, and B110.7

53 There has been some scholarly debate about this based on a testimonium from Athenaeus (218 C)
about Protagoras that says that Ameipsias in Konnos “oU kataptBuet altov (sc. Mpwtayopav) ev Id
dpovTioT@V Xop®.” | agree with the conclusion of Dover (1968, /-l)) and Guthrie (1971a, 41) that there is
no reason to believe from this fragment that Ameipsias actually used the word ¢povTtiotal in the play,
and | think it likely that Goldberg (1976, 254) is correct in calling this an Aristophanic coinage.

54 For example, at line 1039, the Worse Argument describes himself as a phrontistés because he can
make the Weaker Argument the Stronger. For more on this word, see Edmunds 2006, 416; ¢povTIOTAG
occurs 5 times in the Clouds (101, 266, 414, 456, and 1039), while ¢ppovTioTrplov occurs 6 times (94,
128, 142, 181, 1144, and 1487)

55 This view is attributed in the scholia to the pre-Socratic scientist Hippon: see Dover, loc. cit. It is
possible the scholia on Aristophanes’ Clouds is correct and he was following the lead of Cratinus, who
made fun of Hippon in his play Panoptai (fr. 167). For Jeffrey Henderson’s translation of this testimonium
from the scholia, see Birth of Comedy 2011, 279.

56 This probably refers to a view preserved in a fragment of Heraclitus (DK 22 A16).
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two Arguments at the Thinkery, and one of them can plead the unjust side of a case and

win.5”

Socrates himself can be identified in this passage by Phidippides’ reference at lines
102-4 to unshod people like Socrates and Chaerephon.58 In addition, kaAoi te kayabol
in line 101 may be a reference to Socrates’ concern (as recorded in Xenophon’s

Oeconomicus) with the proper way for a man who is kaA0g kaya60g to live.

Finally, we come to the didaskalos. Although pushed into the background a bit by the
other figures crowded into this passage, the didaskalos is present here in a couple of
important ways. First, in the location for instruction. Although the building where
Socrates teaches is called the Phrontistérion and not the didaskaleion, the fact that he
conducts his classes in a stationary and specific location is a definite point in the
didaskalos column. The Sophists certainly did not have schoolhouses that they
operated out of, and Socrates can be argued to have taught in a different location in
each dialogue. While the natural scientists may have had physical school buildings in
lonia,?® there is no evidence for the existence of any establishment of this kind in Athens

by the fifth century, nor do any contemporary authors mention such locations.

57 See Clouds 419 for an echo of this: vikav mpattwv Kal Bouhelwv Kal TH YAOTTN MOAgpiwy.
“Fighting with the tongue”, meanwhile, sounds a lot like the kataBaAAovteg Adyol, “overthrowing
arguments,” of Protagoras and Gorgias (see Tell 2010, 142-3). This recalls Hippias’ claim at Hippias Major
287b that he can teach Socrates to answer any question in such a way that no one will be able to dispute
him.

58 See Plato Symposium 174 and 200 for Socrates as “shoeless”. For Chaerephon as a close companion
of Socrates, see Plato Gorgias, Charmides, Apology; Xenophon Memorabilia; and Aristophanes Wasps,
Birds.

59 On which, see Burnet 1914, 147.
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The second, and most important set of references to the didaskalos in the passage
above is lexical. The verb that Strepsiades uses at lines 98 and 111 to describe the
methodology of Socrates and the other intellectuals at the Thinkery is didaskein.
Aristophanes could easily have used sophizein or paideuein for the training of the
Sophists; both of these verbs existed and were in use for instructional interactions
during the Classical period,° and Aristophanes himself uses both of these verbs in
other plays,®! yet he did not use them here. Even the verb epideiknunai (and the noun
epideixis), which was frequently used by Aristophanes’ contemporaries to describe an
educational demonstration,2 especially in connection with the Sophists,3 only appears
3 times in the play.%4 In fact, when one conducts a basic lexical analysis of the Clouds,
the results are overwhelmingly didaskalic. The words phrontistés, phrontisma, and
phrontistérion together show up 12 times in the play, while sophistés and paideusis
each occur 4 times, as compared with 30 times for all forms of didask- (including the

verb didaskein, and the nouns didaskalos and didagma). Clearly, Aristophanes’ choice

60 sophizein occurs as early as Hesiod Works and Days 649, Ibycus fr. S162.3, and Theognis fr. 6.2 in the
sense of “to instruct” (especially in the middle-passive “to be educated in something”) It is also used
frequently by Aristophanes’ near contemporaries including Euripides, Sophocles, Demosthenes, and
Herodotus. paideuein is used specifically to describe the teaching of the Sophists in Isocrates Against the
Sophists 291.1, and in Plato’s Sophist 223b4 and Hippias Minor 364d2.

61 sophizein is used at Knights 299, 721; Birds 1401, 1619, and 1642; the latter two references describe
sophistic disputation. paideuein is used at Knights 636, 1099; Frogs 1502.

62 This was a value-neutral term, for it is the word Plato’s Socrates uses in the Apology for his own
defense (22a7, 24¢9), in the Phaedo when he is explaining something to Cebes (99d2), and in the
Sophist for his investigation with Theaetetus (217e2); Isocrates also uses it frequently to describe his own
speeches to the imaginary jury in Antidosis. See also Thucydides 5.77.8, 6.47.1, 3.16.1.

63 See for example Isocrates Antidosis 1.2, 55.5, 147.6; Plato Sophist 224b5; Euthydemus 293b5, 278c5;
Protagoras 320b8; Gorgias 447b2.

64 And only one of these occurrences describes a Sophistic-type epideixis (935): the Chorus tells each of
the arguments to demonstrate (epideiknunai) how he teaches.
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of didaskein is integral to an understanding of his depiction of Socrates in the play,
indicating as it does a definite acknowledgement of the connections between Socrates

and a didaskalos.

2.6 Episode Two
The second episode is much shorter than the first. Consisting of only six lines and
located near the end of the play, this passage offers a neat summation of the outcome
of a course of instruction at the Thinkery, and a reminder of all that is wrong with this
type of education. At lines 1399-1405, Phidippides waxes poetic about the way his
newfound skills in argumentation will allow him to justify beating his father:

{®e.} g NdU Kalvoig rmpdyuacty kal de€lolg OMIAETY

Kal TOV KaBeoTwTWV VOPwV Utepdppovelv duvaaohal. 1400

EYW yap OTE pev ImuKr Tov vodv povn mpooeixov,

oUd' v Tpl' elnelv pRad’ oldg T' AV Tplv EEapapTelv:

vuvi d', émeldn W' outool ToUTwy Enauoey auTog,

yvoualg d€ Aerraic kai Adyolg Euvelul Kal pepipvaig,

oilpal d18AEeLv g dikalov TOV MaTéPa KOAATZELY. 1405

PHI: How sweet it is to be familiar with new and clever activities, and to have the ability

to scorn established customs! Back when | only paid attention to horse racing, | couldn’t

say three words in a row before making a mistake. But now, since this man here has

stopped me from engaging in those pursuits, and I'm at home with subtle ideas,

arguments, and contemplations, | think | can teach that it’s right to punish one’s father.
Most scholars would say that Aristophanes’ primary concern with the “New
Learning” (Woodruff 2011, 91) is summed up in the first two lines of this passage. And
indeed, it is clear throughout the play that he sees a real threat from men who use new

(kainos)85 and clever (dexios) things to scorn the established nomoi of Athens. At line

1404, he has Phidippides list the types of interests these men have, and we are

65 Cf. Clouds 896 for the Worse Argument’s claim that he will defeat the Better Argument by inventing new
ideas (Yvouag Kawvag).
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reminded once more how many different types make up the category of abnormal men
for Aristophanes. Leptai gnémai and logoi recall the slippery argumentation of the
Sophists, while merimnai reminds us of Empedocles and the natural philosophers.6
The most important part of the passage for our purposes, however, is the final line,
where Phidippides claims that as a result of his training at the Thinkery, he now feels
confident that he can teach (didaskein) his listeners that it is acceptable to beat one’s
father. This, | would argue, is the real source of Aristophanes’ fear about new types of
ideas. As we have seen in the previous chapters, a didaskalos does his work through
mimésis; that is, he provides his students with a paradigm which they should imitate.
Sometimes this paradigm comes in the form of a piece of literature, particularly
Homer,%7 but most often, the model for correct behavior is the didaskalos himself.68 If we
apply this information to the above episode from the Clouds, we can begin to see why
Aristophanes was so concerned about teaching. Socrates in the Clouds is depicted as a
didaskalos who teaches his students how to win any argument regardless of what is
just; his students learn through imitation with the ultimate goal of becoming just like their
teacher.5® This means that Socrates is not only teaching values that contradict the
established customs of Athens, but he is also teaching his students how to become
didaskaloi of this material in their own right. Indeed, this is what we see at line 1405

above, where Phidippides, after learning this lesson from his own didaskalos, turns

66 See Episode One above for citation.
67 On which, see Plato’s Protagoras 326a.

68 For the role of imitation in ancient education see Chapter 2, Section 1.3 above, and also Cribiore 2001,
132ff. For examples of the ancients’ understanding of the teacher as model for his students to imitate, see
Xenophon Memorabilia 1.2.3 and Cyropaedia 2.29.3; Thucydides 3.82.2; Plato Euthyphro 3c-d and
Protagoras 312a, Antiphon (fragment in Stobaeus, DK 87 B62); Isocrates Against the Sophists 17.5-6.

69 Cf. Apology 23c, discussed below in Section 3.
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around and offers to didaskein the audience why it is just to do something that
contradicts all established principles of decency and honor, i.e. to physically assault
one’s parent. On this model, the Thinkery could be turning out impious, disrespectful,
subversive didaskaloi every day, with the result that a small group of intellectuals like
these could hypothetically overturn the entire social order in a short time. It is this very
threat that Aristophanes is responding to in the Clouds when at lines 1478-92, he has
Strepsiades consult Hermes to determine how he should properly punish the men at the
Thinkery for destroying his son’s morals. The outraged father had been intending to take
the phrontistai to court, but given that these men know how to refute any argument
regardless of justice, Hermes advises him to take more drastic action by burning down
the Thinkery. As he is climbing up onto the Phrontistérion and setting fire to the roof,
Strepsiades mockingly spouts Socrates’ own words from the beginning of the play
(225ff) back at him (1496-1503). Hence, we are given to understand that in
Aristophanes’ estimation, improperly conducted didaskalia should not and will not go
unpunished; an immoral didaskalos (i.e. Socrates in the Clouds) must be prevented at

all costs from producing more copies of himself.

From the examples above, we can see that the evidence for Socrates as a didaskalos in
the Clouds is truly pervasive, whereas the evidence for each of the other intellectual
figures is limited in scope to individual scenes and episodes, and even when a
characterization seems straightforwardly just Sophistic or natural philosophic or

Socratic, Aristophanes often evokes the didaskalos at the same time with his word
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choice. With this in mind, we are now ready to address the literary backlash from

Aristophanes’ Clouds in the works of Plato and Xenophon.

3. Plato’s Response

That the accusation of sophistry and natural philosophy was not so threatening to
Socrates and his followers as that of didaskalia is apparent in the way Plato’s Socrates
treats both the implicit and explicit charges presented by Aristophanes.”® At Apology
18a8-b10, Socrates recounts the charges of his first accusers, emphasizing that he
believes these to be the most dangerous of the accusations against him:

Mp®Tov pev olv dikatdg il aroAoyhoaodat, @ vdpec ABnvaiol, MPOg Ta MPATA
MoU Peudn Katnyopnuéva Kal Toug MPWTOUG KATNyopoug, EMelta d& Tpog Td
Uotepov Kal Toug UoTEpPoug. €uol yap ToANOL KAt yopol yeyovaol Tpog UPAG

Kal rmaAat moAAd 1101 £1n kal oUdev AANBEG AéyovTeg, oUg £yw pdAAov poBolual 1y
Touc audl "AvuTov, Kainep 6vtag Kal Toutoug detvolc: AAN' EKelvol SelvOTEPOL, O
Aavdpeg, ol U@V Toug TIOAAOUG €K Taidwv TapalapBdvovieg ENelBov T Kai
Katnyopouv euold pAAAoV oUdEV AANBEG, WG 0TIV TIC ZWKPATNG 00dOg Avip, Ta
TE HETEWPA PPOVTIOTNG Kal TA UTO YAG MavTa avelnTnKwg Kal ToV NTTw Adyov
KpelTTw mMoldv.

First, gentlemen of the jury, it is right for me to defend myself against the first false
accusations and the first accusers, and then against the later accusation and accusers.
For many accusers against me have appeared before you and they have been speaking
false things for many years now, and | fear these men more than those in Anytus’ circle,
although the latter are also dangerous. But the former are more dangerous, gentlemen,
since they, getting ahold of you as children, have convinced you, and they have accused
me entirely untruthfully, saying, “There is a certain Socrates, a wise man, a phrontistés
who has discovered the things in the heavens and all that is beneath the earth, and one
who makes the weaker argument the stronger.”

The charges leveled by the first accusers here are two:7' 1) Socrates is a phrontistés

who studies geology and astronomy; and 2) he is a Sophist who practices disputation. It

70 On Plato’s subtle recognition that most Athenians would have viewed Socrates as a teacher, see Pucci
2002, 9: “In the mind of the Athenians Socrates was a political teacher... Plato thought it important to
discuss, even if indirectly and elusively, this deep-seated image his fellow citizens had of Socrates.”

71 Cf. Xenophon Memorabilia1.1.1
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is clear from the language and phrasing of the accusation that Plato’s Socrates is
responding to the depiction of himself in Aristophanes’ Clouds and his supposed interest
both in natural science and unjust argumentation.”2 However, Plato’s Socrates spends
almost no time rebutting the two above charges,”3 choosing instead to redirect the
beginning of his speech toward what he sees as a more troubling accusation. At
Apology 19b, using the didaskalic language from the Clouds, he takes the charge
against himself (above) - which does not mention teaching - and rephrases it in an
attempt to clarify his role as an anti-didaskalos (as opposed to an anti-Sophist or an
anti-natural-philosopher):
i 81 Aéyovteg SIEBANAOV oi BLIaBANNOVTEG; MoTep o0V KATNYOpwWV THV
avtwpoaoiav det avayvaval autdv: “Zwkpdtng adikel kal meplepydletal InT@OV Ta
Te UMO YQ Kal oupdvia Kai Tov ATTw Adyov Kpe(TTw Toldv Kai dAAoug TauTa TadTa
81840Kwv.” TolauTn Tig €0TLV-

What then did those who slandered me say? | have to read their affidavit, so to speak,
as if they were plaintiffs: “Socrates breaks the law and is a busy-body, since he
investigates what is under the earth and in the heavens and he makes the weaker
argument the stronger and he teaches these things to others.” The accusation would be
something like that.

Whereas the earlier accusation in the Apology only condemns Socrates for investigating
things in the sky and below the earth and for making the Weaker Argument the
Stronger, Plato’s Socrates claims the real accusation is not that he studies certain
subjects, but that he teaches these things to others. Indeed, this is the same charge that
Socrates describes in more detail to the title character in the Euthyphro, when asked to

explain why Meletus is taking him to court (3c):

72 See discussion above on Clouds for examples.

73 As will be discussed below, scholars who have seen Socrates’ defense as primarily about Sophistry are
neglecting the nuance of the evidence. For example, see Leibowitz 2010, 52ff. For Socrates’ comparison
of himself with the Sophists in the Apology, see 19e.
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"Q dike Eueuq>pwv AAAQ TO PEV Kamys}\aoenval lowg oUdev r[payua Aenvalmq
Yap ToL, WG €0l JoKET, oU oq>o6pa MEAEL Av Tiva devov ofwvTal givat, P gEVTOL
818a0KaAIKOV TG auToU codiag: 6v &' Av kal GAAoug oiwvTal olgiv ToloUTOoUG,
BupolvTal, it olv POOVW WG oU Aéyelg, eite L' GANO TL.

My dear Euthyphro, perhaps their ridicule doesn’t matter. For it seems to me that the

Athenians don’t get upset when they think someone is clever, as long as he does not

teach his own wisdom. But if they think that he is making others like himself, they get

angry, either out of jealousy, as you say, or for some other reason.
In Socrates’ view, the Athenians are most concerned with men who act as didaskaloi
and in so doing, make their students similar to themselves, as Socrates in the Clouds is
believed by Strepsiades to have done with his son Phidippides (Nub. 1338-41). Hence,
instead of rebutting the original charges of Sophistry and natural science, Socrates uses
a disproportionate measure of his defense contesting what he perceives as the real -
and most dangerous - accusation of the Clouds, i.e. that he is a didaskalos.”* At
Apology 33a-b, Socrates denies being a didaskalos outright”> and proceeds to list the
reasons why the Aristophanic picture of him as such is wrong:

Eyw O¢ 318A0KAAOG LEV 0UDEVOG MIWTIOT' £yevounv- i 8¢ Tig pou AéyovTog Kal Td

€MauTol mpatTovTog €rmbupol dkouely, eite vewTepog eite MpeoBUTEPOG,
oudevi nwmoTe €pOOVNOA, oUdE XpHata pev AapBavwy dlaAéyopat un AapBavwv

o€ oU, AAN' 6uoiwq Kal Thouoiw kal r[évnn napéxw éuaUT(‘)v épwrdv Kal €av Tig
Bou}\nml anoxplvousvoq AakoUELV @V Gv }\ayw kal TolTwv ayw eite TG XPNOTOG
yiyvetal gite pn, oUk av 6LKouooq TV aitiav UMEXOLUL, @V MATE UTIEOXOUNV undevi

UNBEV MOTOTE HABNUA UNTE €8idaga-

| have never been anyone’s didaskalos. But if anyone wishes to listen to me speaking or
going about my business, whether he is a young man or an old man, | have never

74 As Leibowitz (2010, 50) has noted, teaching was not on the minds of Socrates’ first accusers when they
made the accusations described at the beginning of the Apology (except, perhaps, Aristophanes).

75 There is considerable modern debate over whether we can take this statement of Socrates at face
value. A number of scholars have opted in reading this passage to take Socrates’ rejection of the role of
teacher as ironic, therefore removing the necessity for an explanation of what many have seen as a
paradoxical situation, i.e. Socrates who is clearly a teacher denying being a teacher. For Socrates’
defense as ironic, see Vlastos 1991, 32; Leibowitz 2010, 21-37. Contra see King 1976, 223; Brickhouse
and Smith 1989, Introduction; Reeve 1989, xi and 3-9. Given the interpretation | offer in this chapter, | do
not believe the theory of Socratic irony is needed to explain Socrates’ denial. | agree with Nehamas
1992b, 295ff: “It is true that both his enemies and his friends considered Socrates a teacher, but that is no
reason to refuse to take his own disavowal of that role at face value.”
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begrudged this to anyone, nor do | converse with someone who pays me and not with
someone who doesn’t, but | provide myself equally to rich and poor, and | ask questions,
and if anyone wishes to answer they can hear what | say in response. And whether any
of these people turns out good or not, | should not rightfully be held responsible, since |
never promised any learning to nor did | teach (didaskein) anyone.

By enumerating here the ways he is not a didaskalos, Socrates also reveals what he
believes to be the salient characteristics of an actual didaskalos: 1) A didaskalos may
reject prospective students on the basis of age (and presumably, ability level); 2) A
didaskalos demands payment for instruction; 3) A didaskalos gives lessons that consist
in more than just asking and answering questions; and 4) A didaskalos is thought to be

responsible for the conduct of his students.

The qualities Socrates emphasizes in the passage above are the same traits that
Aristophanes focuses on in the Clouds. As was discussed in detail above,
Aristophanes’ Socrates charges tuition and expels Strepsiades for being too old and
forgetful to learn - characteristics (1) and (2) above -, and although Socrates in the
Clouds does ask a lot of questions, many of his lessons are conducted through
persuasive exposition (characteristic (3)).76 As for characteristic (4), at Clouds 1446-66
Strepsiades curses Socrates and the Clouds and the Worse Argument for ruining his life
and turning his son against him, but when he asks Phidippides to come destroy
Socrates, the young man refuses to harm his teachers (1467: AAN oUK Qv AdIKNOALLL
ToUG d1daokdaAoug). At the morbid and unsettling end of the play Strepsiades burns
down the Thinkery as revenge for the wrong he believes Socrates, his son’s didaskalos,

has perpetrated against their family. We are left with the understanding that for many an

76 For example, see Clouds 350ff.
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Athenian a bad didaskalos would absolutely have deserved to feel a parent’s ire for not

holding up his end of the educational bargain.

This gets at the heart of the rationale for Socrates’ denial in the Apology that he has
ever been anyone’s didaskalos. As we saw above, there are several specific didaskalic
traits that Plato’s Socrates tries to distance himself from, and | would argue that he does
this in order to escape the jury’s pre-existing expectations about the way a didaskalos
operates. In particular, a panel of Athenian citizens would have understood three things

about the profession of a didaskalos:

1. Teaching was a banausic (i.e. low social status, wage-earning) profession. Teachers
in antiquity were paid only slightly better than skilled laborers, and there were no
specific qualifications for becoming a teacher.”7 Given that for most boys, their formal
schooling only covered the barest essentials - the alphabet, simple arithmetic -,
teaching was thought to be a very low career. In the De Corona (258), for example,
Demosthenes mocks Aeschines for growing up in poverty since he was the son of a
didaskalos and for helping his father with the preparatory tasks of the schoolhouse in
the manner of an oiketés. That Socrates would probably have agreed with this is
evidenced by a passage from Xenophon’s Oeconomicus (4.2-3) in which his Socrates
character denounces all Bavauoikai téxval for the ill effects they have on

philosophers and laborers alike.

77 For the low social status of teachers, see Marrou 1956, 145-7, Cribiore, 2001, 59ff; see also
Introduction, Section 3.4.
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2. A didaskalos was, by nature, a knowledge transfer professional. That is, he was
contracted by a parent to transmit a specific body of knowledge to his student in
exchange for payment. Socrates, a man whose entire persona was built on the
premise that he knew nothing, was very uncomfortable with the contractual nature of
didaskalic instruction through which he would be required to deliver something to
students who were paying customers. At no point in the extant literature does
Socrates endorse the commodification of knowledge. As distinguished philosopher
and Plato scholar Gary Alan Scott has observed (2000, 26), “Socratic education is
incompatible with a conception of the education process as some kind of knowledge

tEA b

transfer and of the teacher as a mere “content provider”.

3. Because one of the didaskalos’ primary teaching methods is assimilation, he is held
responsible for the conduct of his students - both current and former. For Socrates,
this is by far the most dangerous implication of didaskalic instruction. It was widely
known that he had conversed with Critias and Alcibiades, and in order to exculpate
himself from any responsibility for their crimes, he had to convince the jury that he
had never been in a position to influence his associates’ behavior in the first place. A
friend or companion cannot be held legally responsible for another man’s bad
behavior, but a person whose very job description includes moral instruction is a

different matter altogether. In the fraught political climate at the end of the fifth century
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at Athens, Socrates could not afford to be mistaken for a behavioral coach.”® As Scott
rightly points out (2000, 19), “In declaring, “| have never been anyone’s didaskalos,”
Plato is, in the first place, making Socrates respond to quite concrete circumstances
and very recent political events. What the philosopher is denying is playing the role of
mentor or advisor to anyone, since if he never advised anyone at all, he could not

have been a mentor or advisor to the Thirty oligarchs.”

It is quite clear, then, why Socrates would have eschewed the title of didaskalos. The
question that inevitably follows is, if Socrates does not want to be called a didaskalos,
then what words does he use to describe the educational interactions in his dialogues?
For the answer, we turn to the Meno, in which the title character claims that it is
impossible to learn without a teacher, and in response, Socrates attempts to
demonstrate that it is not only possible to learn without a teacher, but that it is not
possible to learn any other way.”® The example he uses is a slave boy who has not
been taught any geometry, but who Socrates will demonstrate can solve a geometric
proof because he has correct opinions which simply need to be transformed into
knowledge through intensive questioning. At 82a1 Socrates sets the stage for his

reinvention of education by telling Meno that there is no teaching, but only recollection

78 Someone could point to Apology 23c as evidence that Plato’s Socrates is a didaskalos since he admits
that his young companions (neoi) imitated him. He could not simply deny that they did this, considering
that his dialectic style was so distinctive, so in this passage Socrates emphasizes that his associates did
this of their own accord (automatoi) since they enjoyed hearing people being examined dialectically. At
worst, this would make him an unintentional didaskalos, i.e. someone whose associates treated him as a
didaskalos despite his own protestations. Although Plato has Socrates deny that he is a didaskalos, and
Plato never characterizes Socrates as one, Socrates’ associates could still have seen him as one, just as
Aristophanes did in the Clouds. This corresponds with the way Socrates defends himself in the rest of the
Apology and the way Xenophon defends him in the Memorabilia (on which, see below).

79 On Socratic teaching in the Meno, see Devereux 1978, 118-20.
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(00 pnut ddaxnyv sivat AAN’ avauvnotv), and so, he will do his best to demonstrate
(erudei&eoBal) this by conversing with the slave boy. The demonstration begins the way
most Socratic interactions do, with the elenchus that proves the interlocutor’s ignorance.
At 84b-c, after proving the slave wrong in all of his assumptions, Socrates convinces
Meno that he has helped the slave boy to find the truth, namely that he does not
actually know what he previously thought he knew. He has awakened the boy’s desire
to learn, and it is only at this point that the true Socratic education can begin, when his
interlocutor recognizes his own aporia and wishes to reverse it. Hence, at 84d, Socrates
explains to Meno the instructional method he plans to undertake now that he and the
slave boy are on the same page:

SkePatl o1 £k Taltng g aropiag 6TL Kal Aveupnoetl INTOV YET' €U00, OUDEV AAN'T)

EPWTAOVTOG €Mol Kkal oU 31ddckovTog: puAatte de dv Tou elipng pe diIdBaokovTa

Kai dle§lovTa auT®, AAAa pn tag TouTtou d6Eag avepwt®vTa.

So observe how, because of this aporia he will discover something by joint enquiry with
me, while | do nothing other than question him and do not teach (didaskein) him. But be
on the lookout if you find me teaching (didaskein) and expounding to him rather than
simply questioning him about his opinions.

Socrates is careful to point out that the only way he will contribute to the learning of the
slave boy is through his questions.8 At this point, he still needs to emphasize that he is
not a didaskalos as much as he needs to present an alternative model. So he will not
teach (since he does not believe teaching exists) and he will not expound; he will only
investigate the question together with the boy by seeking out his interlocutor’s pre-
existing opinions. In this way, Socrates shifts the emphasis of his learning model to the

autonomous intellectual capacities of the answerer, and as a result, he is able to give

80 For an echo of this method, see Apology 29e.
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over responsibility for the boy’s answers to the boy himself.8! As Scott has aptly
concluded concerning Socrates’ pedagogy (2000, 46):82

His educational approach is not designed to instill in others something that was entirely
absent before, as the “additive” or “knowledge-transfer’ method of pedagogy presumes
to do. In his role as teacher, this philosopher knows that he can only nourish seeds that
are already within his students. He is depicted in the dialogues as teaching primarily by
guiding and questioning, leading others to pay attention to, to recollect, what is in some
pre-philosophic way already within them.

This theory does, of course, depend upon the boy having some correct opinions in his
soul at the outset. As Socrates explains at 86a5, the slave boy has always had true
opinions inside him which needed only to be awakened by questioning to become
knowledge (€vécovtal aut® aAnBeig d6&al, al epwTnoel eneyepOeioal ETuoTHpAL
yiyvovtal).83 On this view, education does not involve teaching at all, and the
established educational exchange wherein the teacher provides the lessons and the
student provides his memory and attention is utterly invalidated.84 All that are needed for
a Socratic education are the recognition of one’s own general ignorance, a few correct
opinions, and the willingness to learn. Add to these some questions from a person who

is admittedly ignorant, too, and anyone can recollect real knowledge.

81 On which, see Teloh 1986, 153-8.

82 While Scott’s primary aim is to show that Plato’s Socrates is not a didaskalos, but a failed educator of a
different sort, it is my aim to demonstrate that Plato’s Socrates isn’t an educator at all.

83 This claim by Socrates has surprising implications concerning the so-called “Socratic method” of
education. According to the passages discussed above, investigation and questioning - far from being the
ideal mode of teaching - are, in fact, Socrates’ alternative to teaching and the most important way in
which he distances himself from the methods of traditional education.

84 For more on the three elements of educational exchange, see Introduction, Section 3.2 above. For an
example of this trope in antiquity, see Isocrates Antidosis 187ff. See also Teloh 1986, 154-5.
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In this dialogue, Socrates begins with the traditional mode of education, that is, didaché,
which he rejects in favor of questioning and joint enquiry, and ends with a new theory,
anamnesis. In this way, the Meno acts as a transitional dialogue, a sort of way station
between the familiar world of didaché and the novel Socratic methods of anamnesis and
maieusis. By the time we see Socrates treat this subject again in the Theaetetus, the
transition is complete. At no point does he call himself a teacher, nor does he refer to his
associates as students.8> We can clearly see that he has moved beyond refutation of
the Aristophanic picture of him as a didaskalos,® and his focus now is on recasting his
relationship with his associates. However, the role he chooses in the Theaetetus is
more metaphorical than any of his previous guises; he sees himself as a midwife of
men’s souls (150b-d):
Th 6€ ' €un TéXvn TAQ paleloewg Ta pev AAAa UTiapxel 6oa ekeivalg, dladpepel de
TQ Te AdvOpag AAAQ ur) yuvaikag pateleobal kal T( Tag YPuxag autdv Tikrtoloag
ETIIOKOTIETV AAAQ UN TA oWUATA... Kal OTiep 1)dn MoAAoi pot wveidloav, wg Toug PEV
AAAOUG €pWT®, AUTOG d€ oUdEV arnodaivopal Tepl oUdeVOQ dld TO UNdEV EXELV
00OV, AAnbeg oveldifouoltv. TO d¢ aitiov ToUToU TOdE: paleUeoBal ue 6 B€0G
Avaykalel, yevvav 8¢ AnekwAuoeyv. giul &1 o0v alTog pev ol dvu Tt 0o$pog, oUdE
Ti pot €oTiv eUpnua TolodTov yeyovog TG €URg Yuxnig Ekyovov: oi &' €uol
ouYYLlyvOUEVOL TO MEV TIPMOTOV daivovTal £VIol JEV Kal TAvu Auabeig, mavteg o€
npoioliong Tfig ouvouaiag, oiomep Gv 6 Bedg Mapeikn, Baupaotov boov

EmdIdovTeg, WG auTolg Te Kal Tolg AANolg dokolaol- kal TodTo évapyeg 0TI map'
£€MoU oUdEV MWNOTE HaBOVTEG, AAA' alToi map' auT@V MOAAAG Kai KaAd eUpOVTEG

85 On which, see Hansen 1988, 221.

86 There has been much ink spilt over the question of whether the Socratic “midwife” image was already
well-known enough by the time Aristophanes wrote the Clouds for him to have been referencing it at line
137 when the student at the Thinkery berates Strepsiades for causing the “abortion of a newfound

idea” (ppovTid EENUBAwKaAg EEnupnuévnv). Dover (1968, xlii-xliii) offers what | find to be a compelling
answer to this question: “If this is a genuine point of contact [between the Clouds and the Theaetetus],
some remarkable conclusions follow. The first is that Aristophanes is so well acquainted with Socrates’
terminology that he can allude to it in a single word, without any enlargement - without even ending the
line within the same field of metaphor. The second is that, if this is so, the play should be full of similar
allusions; yet, as we read on, we find that the words and phrases which sound like allusions...are not
attested in Plato... The third conclusion is that a Socratic metaphor so important and well known that one
word in Clouds sufficed to make a humorous allusion was wholly neglected by Plato in his earlier
representations of Socrates (including Apology) and exploited, at a comparatively late date, in one
dialogue alone.” For further discussion see Nussbaum 1980, 73 n. 60; Burnyeat 1977.
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Te Kal TeKOVTEG. TAG MEVTOL paleiag 0 Be6¢g Te Kal eyw alTiog.
Now my art of midwifery is just like [traditional midwives’] in most respects. The
difference is that | attend men and not women, and that | watch over the labor of their
souls, not of their bodies... The common reproach against me is that | am always asking
questions of other people but never express my own views about anything, because
there is no wisdom in me; and that is true enough. And the reason of it is this, that God
compels me to attend the travail of others, but has forbidden me to procreate. So that |
am not in any sense a wise man; | cannot claim as the child of my own soul any
discovery worth the name of wisdom. But with those who associate with me it is
different. At first some of them may give the impression of being ignorant and stupid; but
as time goes on and our association continues, all whom God permits are seen to make
progress — a progress which is amazing both to other people and to themselves. And yet
it is clear that this is not due to anything they have learned from me; it is that they
discover within themselves a multitude of beautiful things, which they bring forth into the
light. But it is I, with God’s help, who deliver them of this offspring.87
This, then, is the true Socratic education: maieusis. There can be no blame laid on
Socrates in this type of interaction. We would never say that it is the midwife’s fault if a
child is born with a birth defect; only the mother and father (and chance) are
responsible. As with the slave in the Meno, Socrates’ associates here bring ideas and
seeds of beautiful things within themselves to their conversations with him, and it is
through this maieutic gift that the God forced upon him that Socrates is able to help
them give birth to the fully-developed offspring from those seeds. At the end of the
passage, he points out that no learning (mathein) takes place in these interactions, only
self-discovery (heuriskein) with the God’s help. In this short passage, the God compels,
permits, and aids; Socrates sets himself up simply as a divinely-appointed facilitator of
God’s will for other wise men. Hence, he takes all responsibility for the educational
exchange off of himself. He has no wisdom of his own, nor does he claim to, so he
cannot teach anything, and when he offers his aid to others who have ideas needing to

be delivered, he is only fulfilling his obligations to the God.

87 Translation by M.J. Levett
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This approach allows Plato’s Socrates to finally address the issue of Critias and
Alcibiades from a position of blamelessness. At Theaetetus 150e, Socrates observes
that there have been some people who, believing that they themselves were
responsible for the delivery of their ideas, left his company too soon and either
miscarried or gave birth but did not know how to properly rear their offspring. He does
not mention these two men by name, but there can be no doubt that he is referring to
them. Under this model, Socrates could no more be responsible for the conduct of his
associates than the midwife can be responsible for the personality of a child she
delivers.88 Socrates, acting under instruction from the God, took Critias and Alcibiades,
pregnant with the seeds of ideas, into his company and spent time with them so that
they could progress to a point of self-discovery where they might deliver full-grown
offspring. But all did not go to plan. Critias and Alcibiades terminated their association
with Socrates before they had delivered their offspring, and the results were malformed

children who did not bear any marks of Socratic influence.

4. Xenophon’s Response

That Socrates’ concern about being perceived as a didaskalos is not just Plato’s
invention is also suggested by passages from Xenophon’s Memorabilia and Apology of
Socrates to the Jury. As we have seen above, Plato tries to eliminate the problem of

Socrates as a didaskalos by having his mentor deny the very existence of teaching

88 This matches up with the discussion above on Apology 23c. Socrates admits that his youthful
companions imitated him, but he implies that because they did so under their own steam, he should not
receive any share of the Athenians’ blame or anger for their behavior.
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(didaché). Xenophon, on the other hand, simply sees Socrates as a good teacher
(didaskalos) who was treated unjustly, despite his denial of this role. For this reason,
Xenophon begins the Memorabilia by faithfully restating Socrates’ own rebuttal of the
various premises of the charge against him - especially the accusation of being a
didaskalos -, but proceeds to demonstrate that despite his denial, nevertheless, both
Socrates’ associates and detractors attempted in their conversations with him to
understand these interactions in terms of traditional education (Mem. 1.2.2-3):
nAC oUv autog Qv Tolo0Tog AAoug av fj doeBelg 1) mapavouous A Aixvoug i
adpodioiwv AkpaTtelg 1) POG T Movelv HaAakoug Enoinoev; AAN' Eénauoce peEv
ToUTWV TOAAOUG APpETAG MoINoag emOUUETY Kal EATIdag mapacXwyv, Av EQUTOV
EMUeA®VTAL, KAAOUG KAyaBoug €oeaBal: Kaitol ye oUdeTwNOTE UTIECXETO

d15aokalog elval ToUTou, AAAA TG pavepog elval Tolo0Tog Wv EATZeLV EMoiel ToUg
ouvdlatpiBovTag £aUT® HIHOUPEVOUG EKETVOV TOloUTOUG YeviiosaBal.

How then can such a man have made others impious, criminal, gluttonous, lustful, or
lazy? On the contrary, he stopped many from doing these things by instilling in them the
desire for virtue, and providing them with the hope that if they were prudent, they would
become kalos k’agathos. And yet, he never promised to be a didaskalos of this, but he
caused his companions to hope that by imitating such an exemplary person as himself
they would become the same as he.

In Xenophon’s view, it is true that Socrates never promised to be a didaskalos, but he
did set himself up in his relationship to his associates in the same way as a didaskalos
does to his students. As Xenophon points out here, Socrates encouraged his
companions - whether implicitly or explicitly - to imitate him in order to become kalos
k’agathos. As we have seen above numerous times, this is the same method a
didaskalos would have employed with his students, and although there was - strictly
speaking - nothing wrong with being a didaskalos, with this title came specific

connotations of responsibility.82 For this reason, Xenophon’s Socrates also refuses to

89 See above on Aristophanes’ Clouds “Episode Two” and Plato’s Apology and also Chapter 2, Section
1.3 above for a thorough discussion of imitation in education and the resulting responsibility of a teacher
for his students’ actions.
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take on the title of didaskalos, claiming instead that he simply interacts with his
associates as friends on whom he hopes to confer some moral benefit through his
friendship.?0 However, despite allowing his Socrates character to distance himself from
the role of didaskalos and even agreeing with Socrates’ self-portrayal as helpful to
others with respect to virtue,®" Xenophon himself,°2 in practice, presents him otherwise.
Throughout the Memorabilia and the Apology, Xenophon’s Socrates is described by the
narrator and treated by his interlocutors the way a didaskalos would have been. He
adapts his instructional approach depending upon the innate nature of each student®3
(Mem. 4.1.3ff); he believes the teaching relationship must consist of the three traditional
elements of physis, epimeleia/askésis, and mathésis - the flip side of didaché - (Mem.
3.9.1-3); and both he and his students explain what he does with the verb didaskein
(Mem. 2.6.32-3; 3.5.24; 3.13.2; 4.2.4-6). At the end of the text, at Memorabilia 4.7.1-2,
Xenophon sums up the ways that Socrates embodied the ideal didaskalos:
MAvTwv pev yap @v éyﬂo‘) oida pdAiota Euehev aUTd eidéval dTou TIg ETuoTHWY in
TOV oUVOVTWV aUT®): WV O€ MPOONKEL Avdpl KAAD Kayad® eidévatl, O TL HEV AUTOG
eidein, naviwy mpodupdtata £3idaokev-... £8idaoKe d¢ Kal HEXPL OTOU déol
EUTELPOV €lval EKAOTOU TPAYHUATOG TOV 0pOMG TMEMAIDEUPEVOV.

Of all the men | have known he was the most careful to learn what knowledge each of
his associates had. And he taught most zealously everything that is fitting for a man who

% For example, see Memorabilia 1.2.8 and 1.6.13-14. Cf. Pucci 2002, 19: Socrates’ “main activity (see
Mem. 1.6.14) consists in teaching what is good, and in providing an enticing and happy model of spiritual
control over needs and desires.”

91 See Xenophon Apology of Socrates to the Jury 34: “If among those who make virtue their aim any one
has ever been brought into contact with a person more helpful than Socrates, | count that man worthy to
be called most blessed.”

92 That is, the persona of Xenophon in the Memorabilia, at least.

9 According to Morrison (1994, 183), Socrates in the Memorabilia used three traits as requirements of the
people he associated with: 1. the ability to learn quickly; 2. the ability to remember what has been
learned; and 3. the desire to learn. These things, Morrison argues, are natural gifts, varying from soul to
soul, and they determine the outcome of Socrates’ interactions. This is also true for a didaskalos.
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is kalos k’agathos to know, in as far as he himself knew it... And he taught the degree to
which it is right for a well-educated person to make himself familiar with each subject.

In this depiction, Socrates was careful, zealous, thorough, and moderate - the very
image of a kalos k’agathos himself.%4 However, not everyone saw Socrates this way. In
a conversation with Antiphon at Memorabilia 1.6.3, the Sophist accuses Socrates of
being a kakodalpoviag di1dackalog, or teacher of unhappiness. The premises of his
argument are these: 1) Socrates must be miserable since he eats and drinks poorly, his
cloak is thin and tattered, and he does not charge money for his company; 2) Socrates
is a didaskalos; and 3) The other didaskaloi at Athens try to make their students imitate
them. Therefore, according to Antiphon, Socrates is a teacher of misery. This
conclusion, like Antiphon’s later claim (1.6.15) that Socrates makes others into
politicians, demonstrates a dangerous lack of understanding of Socrates’ methods on
the part of his contemporaries. They saw him as indistinguishable in teaching technique
from a garden variety didaskalos, but with much more subversive ideas. According to
Xenophon, this treatment resulted in the people of Athens unfairly blaming Socrates for
the criminal behavior of his so-called former students Critias and Alcibiades.? As
Morrison astutely points out (1994, 182), as a didaskalos, “Socrates gave his young
associates a mental training that amounted to a powerful tool or weapon that they could
then use for the good or ill of the society around them. If Socrates were to hand out this

weapon indiscriminately, that is without regard to the character of the recipient, Socrates

94 For another example of Socrates as an ideal teacher in the Memorabilia, see 1.2.17.

9 For example, Aeschines (1.173) takes as a foregone conclusion that Socrates was executed because
he was shown to have taught Critias, who was one of the Thirty. See Morrison 1994, 181: “The most
important test cases for the charge of Socrates’ corruption of the young were Critias and Alcibiades.” For
a thorough discussion of Xenophon'’s treatment of the problem of Critias and Alcibiades in the
Memorabilia see Gray 1998, 45-51.



222

himself would be a danger to society.” For this reason, Xenophon works hard to show
that Socrates was not just a didaskalos, but a good didaskalos; he encouraged positive
moral values in his associates, he taught them prudence before political science, and he
was choosy about the moral character and intellectual gifts of his associates. However,
the Athenians - like some modern scholars -9 believed Socrates to have been criminally
negligent in this process. At Apology of Socrates to the Jury 26.8-27.1, Xenophon’s
Socrates is clearly responding to this implicit charge when he denies ever having made
anyone more wicked through his teaching:

old' 6Tt Kal éuol papTupnoeTal UM Te To0 ErmdvTog Kal Unod Tol MapeAnAuBdTOG

XPOvou OTL NBiknoa Pev oUdEva NMWTIOTE OUDE MOVNPOTEPOV EMoinoda, eUNPYETOUV

3¢ ToUC £uol SLaAEYOUEVOUC TIPOTKA S1I8AOKWV O TL £dUVAUNV AyaBov.

| know that both the time to come and the time past will bear witness to the fact that | did
not do anything wrong, nor did | ever make anyone more wicked, but rather, | benefitted
those who conversed with me by teaching them for free whatever good thing | could.

Quite the opposite of Plato’s Socratic Apology, this passage shows Socrates as a self-
professed misunderstood and mistreated didaskalos. Xenophon chooses not to take the
route that Plato did in defending Socrates against the Athenians’ charges by denying the
role of didaskalos for him, so other grounds are needed for his defense. At Memorabilia
1.2.21, Xenophon explains that even the best teaching can be forgotten by those who

do not care to follow it, and so it was with Critias and Alcibiades. Before they began to

% For example, Nussbaum (1980, 70) argues that Socrates in both Plato and Xenophon was not a good
teacher because he did not take students’ innate ability into account: “Socrates teaches everyone he
encounters; he neither conducts an initial test of the interlocutor to determine whether his moral training
has prepared him adequately for questioning and dialectic, nor takes the responsibility for having
concluded the educational process in a satisfactory way before discharging the pupil.” Concerning the
Socrates of Plato and Xenophon (and even Aristophanes), the first part of this seems patently false. Time
and again we see Socrates conducting an initial elenchus on his would-be interlocutors, and in the
continuation of the passage of the Theaetetus discussed above, Socrates explains how he has turned
some people away, either because he was not the right associate for them or because they were not
properly suited to the process of birthing ideas. This is, in fact, one of the few ways one could argue that
Plato’s Socrates is actually similar to a didaskalos.
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study with Socrates, Critias and Alcibiades had base natures, which were kept in check
by Socrates’ influence, and after they had spent some time away from his company they
forgot his precepts and their original personalities reemerged by association with other

wicked men (Mem. 1.2.24-6):

Kail Kpttiag dn kai AAKIBLAdNG, Ewg HEV ZWKPATEL CUVNOTNYV, EdUVACONV EKElVW
XPWHEVW CUMHAX® TOV un KAAQV ETUBUMLOV KpaTelv: Ekeivou &' anmaAAayEvTe,
Kpttiag pev puywv eig OeTTaAiav ekel ouviiv avBpmolg avopia pdAAov 1
dikatoolvn XpwHéVoLg, AAKIBLAdNG &' al d1d pev KAANOG UTO TOAA@V Kal OEpVOV
yuvailk®v Bnpwuevog, dia duvaly de TV v Tfj TOAEL Kal TOI§ GUPNAXOLG UTO
TOAAQ®V Kal duvaTt®v avepwnwyv dla6pUTTTOUEVOG. .. TOOUTWY € CUMBAVTWY
auToly, Kal YKWHEVW peV eI YEVEL ETMPHEVW O £l TAOUTW, TEPUONuEVW ' ET
duvdpel, dlaTteOPUUPEVW BE UTIO TIOAAQV AvBpwTiwY, €T 0€ ACL TOUTOIG
dledpBappévm Kal TIOAUV XpOvov Ano ZwKpAToug yeyovoTe, Ti BaupaocTov &l
Unepndavw £yevéaBnv; elta, el HEV TL EMNUUEANCATNV, TOUTOU SWKPATNV O
Katnyopog aitidrat; 6Tt 8¢ véw Ovte auTtw, Nvika kal dyvwpoveotatw Kai
AkpateoTATw £lKOG elval, ZWKPATNG MApPEoxe owPPOVE, oUBEVOC Emaivou doKel
TQ KaTNYOpw AElog elvat;

And so Critias and Alcibiades, as long as they were with Socrates, were able - with him
as an ally - to master their wicked desires. But when they left his company, Critias fled to
Thessaly where he associated with men who practiced lawlessness rather than justice;
and Alcibiades, because of his beauty, was hunted by many great women, and because
of his influence in the city and among her allies, was spoiled by many powerful men...
Such was the fortune of these two men, and when on top of pride of birth, confidence in
wealth, arrogance concerning ability, and temptation by many men, were added
complete corruption and the fact that they were apart from Socrates for a long time, is it
any wonder that they became overweening? If these men did wrong, then, is the accuser
going to hold Socrates responsible for it? And does Socrates not seem to his accuser to
be deserving of some praise for keeping these men disciplined when they were young
and most prone to be lawless and ungovernable?

He goes on to argue that no other cases are judged in this way. For example, no one
would hold the previous flute teacher responsible if his student left to study with another
instructor and then turned out incompetent. For Xenophon, there is nothing inherently
wrong with being a didaskalos, but there are limits to the influence of didaché, even that

of an extraordinary didaskalos. Far from proving Socrates to be a bad teacher, the case
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of Critias and Alcibiades simply shows that his didaché - like any teacher’s - is fallible.%”
Successful teaching depends almost as much upon the student as upon the teacher,
and a teacher cannot really be said to teach what a student does not actually learn. As
Morrison has noted (1994, 190), “Critias and Alcibiades came to Socrates, met his tests,
and learned reasoning and dialectical skills from him, as well as temperance. Later
when they parted from Socrates their temperance left them; but the reasoning and
dialectical skills they learned from him presumably remained, to be put to evil ends.” In
other words, just because a student turns out badly, this does not mean he had a bad
teacher, or that his teacher is responsible for the student’s villainy. In the case of
Socrates as the ideal didaskalos, it is Xenophon’s goal to show that a good teacher can
only make his students better, not worse, and we see an echo of this concern in
Socrates’ conversation with Critobulus in the Oeconomicus. At 3.11.6, Socrates explains
to his friend that if a man instructs (didaskein) his wife in the correct things and she
behaves badly, it is her own fault, whereas if he had not taught her the correct things
and she behaved badly, he would be to blame. The reader is clearly meant to connect
the former case with that of Socrates and his two wicked ex-associates. As Xenophon
implies, Socrates is like the man whose wife, having been taught the correct things, still

misbehaves, and like that man, he should not be held to account for the misbehavior.

97 Cf. Gray 1998, 58: “[Xenophon] does not deny that Critias and Alcibiades were corrupt, but argues
about Socrates’ influence. Nor does he deny outright any of the specifics that the accuser says he taught
- merely that he was not properly understood, or deliberately misinterpreted.”

Pucci (2002, 32) presents an interesting paradox inherent in this argument: at Memorabilia 1.6.15
“Socrates implies that those whom he instructs as politicians will act in accordance with his teaching, in
fact, as mere clones of himself. Should we think of Critias and Alcibiades as two clones of Socrates or
consider them, as Xenophon states, pupils with a limited interest in Socrates’ teaching, and a corrupt
nature (Mem. 1.2.16, 24-25, 39, 40-46)?”

98 See also Navia 1993, 102 for the reason for the reversion of Critias and Alcibiades to wickedness after
associating with Socrates
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Instead, the Athenians should simply be grateful that Socrates was able to restrain the
wicked impulses of his associates for so long through the beneficial influence of his
company. By reminding his readers of the positive — if temporary — affect Socrates had
on the base natures of Critias and Alcibiades, Xenophon is able to portray Socrates as a
praiseworthy didaskalos while simultaneously releasing him from Meletus’ charge of

corrupting the youth.

5. Socrates the Didaskalos

My aim in the preceding two sections has been to demonstrate that despite their
differing approaches, Plato and Xenophon both consider it to be essential to refute the
perceived accusation present in Aristophanes’ Clouds that Socrates was by trade a
didaskalos who should be held responsible for his students’ misconduct. Plato finds it
easier to do this by having Socrates simply deny the existence of teaching — especially
the teaching of virtue — thereby relieving the philosopher of the title of didaskalos;*°
Xenophon, on the other hand, believes not only that good teachers exist, but that
Socrates exemplifies this category. He balks, however, at subscribing to the preexisting
cultural conception of a teacher as the sole source of moral influence and responsibility
for his students, choosing instead to focus attention on the ways the outside world can

corrupt a student despite his teacher’s best efforts and preparations to the contrary.

99 Cf. Morrison 1994, 207: “By denying that dialectic is teaching, Plato’s Socrates emphasizes that the
origin of the views arrived at is within the interlocutor himself; and he deflects responsibility for the
outcome from himself onto the pupil... By accepting the designation “teacher”, Xenophon’s Socrates -
quite properly - accepts responsibility for the moral consequences of his dialectical conversations.” For
more on this view, see also Morrison 1994, 191; Teloh 1986, 106.
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In opposition to common scholarly prejudice, | hope to have shown that Socrates was
treated by his contemporaries not as a Sophist, but rather as a didaskalos, a charge
which can only be understood in the context of the preexisting literary debate over what
constitutes a good or bad teacher.'% Socrates was thrust into this debate and thereby
focused attention on the figure of the didaskalos much more keenly than had been done
before, not as a theoretical or methodological issue but as a personal day-to-day issue
concerning the functioning of the city. Using Socrates as their exemplar, Aristophanes,
Plato, and Xenophon each confronted in a different way the idea that a bad teacher
posed a threat to the fabric of Athenian society as no other corrupt or incompetent
professional could. A teacher's job was to shape the natures of his students into the
appropriate forms to provide for their success as adults in society, and in the eyes of
many of his friends and detractors, Socrates claimed to do just that. Despite his
unwillingness to be a figurehead for traditional pedagogical practice — indeed, he
thoroughly rejects the existing models of didaché, especially concerning the teaching of
virtue —,'91 among his contemporaries, Socrates came to stand for both the best and

worst possible teacher in a way that no one before or after him has.

100 See especially Chapter 3 above.

101 See Griffin 1995, 7: “The Sophists believe that one can, through their teaching, exchange money for
virtue. But Socrates, although he makes speeches about virtue every day, does not believe in the
exchange of money for it.”
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EPILOGUE

1. Looking Back

As the preceding chapters have shown, it is neither an oversimplification nor an
exaggeration to say that the didaskalos was invented in Classical Athens. In all of extant
Archaic Greek literature, there is only one occurrence of the noun didaskalos and fewer
than three dozen occurrences of its attendant verb didaskein, whereas these words
occur over 1,000 times in the extant literature of the fifth and fourth centuries.! Based on
this evidence, even taking into account the relative sizes of the corpora under
consideration and allowing for some distortion of the numbers due to the differences
between poetic and prose conventions, it is still undeniable that starting around 480
BCE, there was a sudden surge in literary concern with the teacher and his work. All at

once, the didaskalos became ubiquitous in Classical literature of all genres.

Further, this new focus on the didaskalos corresponded with a growing concern in
Athenian culture about the importance of teaching and the effect a teacher could have
on the stability of the polis. Specifically, during this time, authors from Euripides to
Xenophon to Thucydides used the didaskalos as an entrée into a practical and
philosophical discussion about citizen formation and its impact on the future of the city.

This discussion took many forms during the fifth and fourth centuries: in some cases, it

1 It should come as no surprise based on my argument in Chapter 4 that the Classical text with the
greatest concentration of didaskalic vocabulary is Aristophanes’ Clouds (with a relative occurrence rate of
29 times per 10,000 words), followed by Xenophon’s Socratic works, including the Memorabilia (with a
relative occurrence rate of 17 times per 10,000 words).
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was a debate over the subjects that should make up the ideal curriculum; in others, it
was a comparison of Athenian education with Spartan; and sometimes, it was a dispute
over the relative value of teaching versus natural ability. What was almost-universally
understood, however, was the tremendous power a teacher had to shape his students’
natures - to change them for the better or the worse - and the responsibility that
accompanied that power. What’s more, the discussion about education in Athens spilled
over into other types of civic discourse, and the teacher-student relationship came to be
seen as the default dynamic for many kinds of political interactions. Orators,
playwrights, and other political leaders were thought of as - and often framed
themselves as - didaskaloi of the city: capable of guiding the citizens toward virtuous

behavior and rightly held responsible for leading them into vice.

Into this situation stepped Socrates, whose indictment and trial marked the culmination
of a crisis in Athens that was neither military nor political, but philosophical. Socrates, as
he is depicted in Aristophanes’ Clouds, and to a certain extent, also in the Platonic
dialogues, was a proponent of the use of certain novel methods and principles in
secondary education. These methods simultaneously drew both praise and criticism
from his contemporaries, and by the last quarter of the fifth century, the literary figure of
Socrates had become a framework upon which both sides could hang their opposing

ideas about education.

As an educational philosopher, Socrates encouraged his associates to think differently

and to question their assumptions. In a way, then, Socrates’ trial and execution sent a
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message to the people of Athens - and especially Socrates’ proponents - that the
traditional content and mode of education were not to be tampered with. However, the
literary discussion about education did not disappear with Socrates’ execution, but
rather, over the course of the following century, it shifted away from both the familial
sunousia of the heroic age, and the imitation-based didaché of the fifth century, and

toward the establishment of a systematic, institutionalized paideia.

Despite the Classical conception of Socrates as a teacher, the afterlife of Socratic
education does not overlap very much with that of the didaskalos: the two strands of our
inquiry diverge widely in the Hellenistic period and beyond. While the teacher has faded
into the background of institutionalized education, Socrates still looms large in modern
pedagogical theory and practice. In the following pages, our purpose will be first to track
the ways the didaskalos (along with his curriculum and methods) developed in the
Hellenistic period, and second to trace the evolution of Socratic education from the
decades immediately following the death of Socrates through the Hellenistic and Roman

periods and into modern day.

2. Looking Forward

Because teaching in the Classical period had not yet been systematized, discussion
about education at that time was uniquely theoretical, self-reflective, and wide-ranging.
Arguments were made and sustained over whether education was even a worthwhile

endeavor, and if so, what its aims should be, and who should be responsible for
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carrying it out. By the Hellenistic period, however, it was more or less agreed upon that
education was important, and the institution was well on its way to being organized and
regulated. It was no longer up for discussion whether education should be undertaken
and why; the focus shifted instead to reflection on the pros and cons of existing
practices. That is, for the most part, authors in the Hellenistic period stopped
speculating as much about the potential of education and turned their attention to the

reality of it.

2.1 What Became of the Didaskalos and His Curriculum?

The move toward institutionalized education had unexpected consequences for the
didaskalos. In a world where education was being increasingly systematized into a
standard set of subjects and practices, the role of the teacher came to be taken for
granted; teachers were everywhere, uncontroversial and uninteresting, all-but-invisible
in their ubiquity. Any person whose role could be interpreted as even vaguely
instructional was called a didaskalos: everyone from the humble grammarian up to the
teacher of rhetoric and philosophy, as well as anyone who taught a specialized technical
skill like hairdressing or sewing.2 And, in fact, this continued to be the case throughout
the Hellenistic and Roman periods, and into Late Antiquity, when even the scripture
teachers in the early Christian schools were called didaskaloi3 In other words,
paradoxically, during the Hellenistic period (and beyond), references to the didaskalos

increased in all other types of literature while simultaneously disappearing from

2 See Cribiore 2001, 50-51; Morgan 1998, 27-28.

3 See Marrou 1956, 342; Watts 2006, 14-17.



231

substantive discussions about educational philosophy. If one could say that the
didaskalos had been elevated to a place of philosophical prominence and influence for
a brief time in Classical literature, by the Hellenistic period he had been relegated to the

schoolhouse once more.

At the same time that education at all levels was being institutionalized, the teaching
profession was undergoing an accompanying move toward further specialization.* Any
kind of teacher could be called a didaskalos, but not every didaskalos taught all
subjects. To cite just a few examples, although any of these instructors might also have
been referred to as a didaskalos, the grammatistés specialized in elementary level
reading and writing, while the rhétdr taught secondary- and post-secondary-level oratory
and rhetoric, and the kathégétés tutored individual advanced students in literature and

mathematics.>

But in spite of the changes the Hellenistic period brought to the terminology and
institutional nature of the teaching profession, the practices, curriculum, and social -
albeit not philosophical - status of the didaskalos at that time were consistent with those

of the Classical period.t In other words, we should not make the mistake here of

4 Alongside this specialized system of formal education there also emerged a new and complementary
concept of paideia as not simply general education, but the participation in and possession of culture and
refinement. See Marrou 1956, 98-99; Watts 2006, 2-8.

5 For more on the delineation of tasks in formal Hellenistic education and the names given to educational
professionals, see Cribiore 2001, 50-57.

6 On the social status of teachers in the Hellenistic period, and the teacher’s role as disciplinarian, see
Cribiore 2001, 59-65 and 65-73, respectively. On the Hellenistic teacher’s curriculum and methods, see
Cribiore 2001, Chapters 6 and 7 (pp. 160-219), Morgan 1998, 67-73.
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overstating the differences between Classical and Hellenistic education. It is tempting to
assume that the abrupt late-fourth-century change in the quantity and type of evidence
we have concerning education must have accompanied a similarly dramatic change in
its content. This is not at all the case. In the Hellenistic period we do finally get evidence
of the daily life realia of education that we so desperately wanted for the Classical
period,” but instead of revealing Hellenistic education to be a completely new system,
the evidence shows that it had much in common with Classical education. For example,
the ideal Classical curriculum as described in detail by Plato and Aristotle and that we
can see evidence of in the description of the Phrontistérion in Aristophanes’ Clouds,
persisted in the Hellenistic period. In fact, the sequential study of grammar, geometry,
astronomy, literature, music theory, rhetoric, and dialectic was referred to as enkyklios
paideia, and these subjects came to be considered the basis for advanced study in any
field.8 All of them were taught in some form in Classical Greece, but in the Hellenistic
period they were expanded and developed into a regularized curriculum (Morgan 1998,

38).

This Hellenistic curriculum was admittedly very different from the original trio of subjects
- grammata, musiké, and gymnastiké - championed by the Better Argument in

Aristophanes’ Clouds and described in detail by the title character in Plato’s Protagoras.

7 This includes a large number of schoolroom papyri and ostraca of homework assignments and other
scholastic exercises written by both teachers and students, sets of letters between parents and their
children who had been sent away to school, journals and other personal documents kept by teachers,
and even, in the case of Graeco-Roman Egypt, a few schoolhouses complete with intact wall paintings
and inscriptions.

8 For example (Morgan 1998, 35), in the opinion of Philo and Plutarch, they were a preparation for
philosophy; in Vitruvius’ view, for architecture; and for Strabo and Pliny the Elder they were the necessary
foundation for any other activity in life. On enkyklios paideia generally, see Morgan 1998, 33-39.



233

Indeed, as we saw in our discussion of the Classical Athenian debate about the ideal
curriculum in Chapter 2, the notion of the three-part Old Education was already coming
into question during the later Classical period. By the early Hellenistic period, grammata
had been given pride of place in the new curriculum, while the traditional pursuit of
musiké, which consisted in learning to play and sing along with the lyre, was demoted to
the status of a skilled techné, and from this field only the study of music theory
continued as a core subject (Morgan 1998, 13). The physical side of education (i.e.
gymnastiké), was removed entirely from elementary schooling and was conducted in
part as a specialized pursuit under the supervision of paidotribai in the gymnasium,® and
in part in the context of the recently established Athenian institution for military training:

the ephébeia.’®

As we saw above, if we were to identify the most important point of departure between

Hellenistic and Classical education, it would be their respective degrees of

9 The gymnasium was, starting in the Hellenistic period, a state-controlled building and institution for
physical training (both military and athletic) that was open to all free-born citizens. Although the ephéboi
are thought to have undergone some of their military training in the gymnasia, these facilities were
primarily dedicated to general athletic training in competitive physical activities (like wrestling) for post-
adolescent young men (aged approximately 18-30). Athletic training for boys and adolescents (under age
18) took place at the palaistra, or wrestling school.

For the gymnasium as a location for physical education only, see Gauthier 2010, 90-94, esp. 91:
“The gymnasion was entirely dedicated to athletic and military training.” It was only much later and in
certain prosperous cities like Athens that some intellectual education began to be offered at the
gymnasium in addition to athletic training.

10 According to Ober (2001, 203), the ephébeia was “Athens’ first major concession to the idea that it
might be desirable to teach the youth of the city about their civic obligations in a structured and state-
sponsored setting.” The set-up of the system was as follows: at age 18, Athenian males were inducted
into a two year program of conjoined military and moral education in which they were personally overseen
by paidotribai operating under the command of ten séphronistai (one from each tribe). In the first year,
they underwent extensive physical training, and in the second year, they served at frontier military
outposts.

It is likely that there was some form of military training in Athens prior to the late fourth century,
but there is no hard evidence for a formal ephebic system prior to the mid-330’s when Epicrates
introduced a law about it, and no ephebic inscription has yet been found dated securely before 334 BCE.
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institutionalization and concomitant specialization. Whereas education in the Classical
period can legitimately be described as a disorganized collection of individuals teaching
whatever they wanted or were able, by the Hellenistic period, the system had developed
into a consistent sequence of subjects and set of educational practices. In light of this
fact, the movement toward separating letters, music, and gymnastics into three distinct
educational systems is revealed to be just another manifestation of the Hellenistic shift
toward systematizing every aspect of civic life. As Teresa Morgan (1999) has observed
in reference to this shift (61):

The achievement of Hellenistic Greeks was to turn literacy and literate education into a
state-encouraged instrument of socio-political regulation... But though the status of
education in the early Hellenistic kingdoms changed significantly, its contents and
taxonomy did not. Those had all been put into place by the mid-fourth century.

In other words, in many ways, Hellenistic education simply built upon the foundation that
Classical education had established.'” Far from being an anomaly in the history of
education, the Classical period turns out to be the seminal era in the development of

pedagogical practices that persist even in the present day.

Keeping in mind our observations about the development of education as a whole
between the Classical and Hellenistic periods, let us turn now to a discussion of the

aftermath of the educational crisis brought on by Socrates.

2.2 The Heirs of Socrates in the Hellenistic Period and Beyond
Despite the focus of the final chapter of this study, Plato and Xenophon do not represent

the last word on Socrates in Greek literature and thought. On the contrary, the quarter

11 On which, see Marrou 1956, 95ff.
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century after his trial and execution saw the publication of approximately 300 texts
about or involving Socrates, and the emergence of a specific genre of Socratic
dialogues and recollections called Sékratikoi logoi (Ford 2008, 30). Among the
participants in this “Socratic movement”12 were not only Socrates’ contemporaries, Plato
and Xenophon, but also Plato’s students Aristotle and Heraclides Ponticus who
continued to compose prose dialogues,'3 in addition to the numerous fourth- and third-
century members of Plato’s Academy - especially the Stoic Zeno and the Academic
skeptic Arcesilaus, originators of the two most influential Hellenistic schools - who
recognized Socrates as their chief authority and who viewed their own philosophical

activity as a continuation of his (Vander Waerdt 1994, 4).

Different philosophers, however, took up different parts of the Socratic legacy.
Specifically, both the early Stoics and the Academic skeptics represented themselves as
Socrates’ true heirs, with the latter claiming the mantle of Socratic dialectic and the
former developing a philosophy based on Socratic ethics, and both groups believing
their interpretation to be best (Vander Waerdt 1994, 7-8; 12). That is, the Stoics, led by
Zeno, took up Socratic doctrine concerning virtue, and existence, and the nature of

good and bad, and turned it into the basis of their philosophy.14 They were not

12 On the scope of the term “Socratic movement”, see Vander Waerdt 1994, 3-4.

13 Unfortunately, none of the dialogues of Heraclides Ponticus have survived, and of Aristotle’s dialogues
we have only fragments preserved in later authors like Cicero.

4 On which, see Long (1992, 68-94), esp. 68: “Stoic philosophers had drawn heavily on Plato’s and
Xenophon’s Socrates... the details cover numerous doctrines in ethics, moral psychology, and theology,
including the priority of the soul’s good over everything else, the unity of the virtues, the identity of virtue
with knowledge, and divine providence... The Stoics also treated Socrates’ life as a virtual paradigm of
Stoic wisdom’s practical realization, and they were especially impressed by accounts of Socrates’
fortitude, self-control, and imperviousness to physical and emotional stress.”
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interested in the dialogue form as a vehicle for communicating philosophy, Socratic or
otherwise. The early Academic skeptics, on the other hand, were headed up by
Arcesilaus, who continued the Socratic tradition of conducting elenchic-style dialogues
that were only preserved in writing by his students, most notably Pythodorus.'® Like
Socrates, the Academic skeptics believed that they knew nothing - and, further, that
nothing is knowable - and their dialectic interactions were designed to reveal this fact.
Quite unlike the Stoics, they did not subscribe to a common set of ethics or beliefs save
for their belief in the nonexistence of knowledge. To put it another way, generally
speaking, the Stoics believed Socrates’ true legacy was the content of his interactions,

while the Academic skeptics believed it was his method of non-didactic questioning.

These two philosophical schools - the Stoics and the Academic skeptics - represent
Socrates’ afterlife via Plato. Yet Xenophon’s Socrates also lived on in the philosophy of
the Hellenistic period. In fact, Xenophon'’s interpretation of Socratic ethics provided a
model that competed with Plato’s for the allegiance of Socrates’ Hellenistic heirs. As
Paul Vander Waerdt (1994, 12) observes:

Xenophon does not accept the Platonic characterization of Socrates as the wisest of
human beings on account of his knowledge of his own ignorance...; he rather finds the
foundation of Socratic virtue to consist in €ykpatela, or self-control, in a kind of self-
sufficiency to which knowledge makes some, but perhaps not even the most important
contribution. The central differences in the Platonic and Xenophontic accounts of
Socratic ethics - on such questions as the unity of virtue, the possibility of dkpaoia, the
relation of virtue to the goods of fortune - all are related to this fundamental difference.

5 For more on Arcesilaus and the beginning of the school of Academic skeptics, see Brittain 2008.

The chain of Skeptic Socratic teachers whose ideas were only written down by one of their
students continued after Arcesilaus. The ideas of Arcesilaus’ student Carneades were recorded by his
student, Clitomachus, whose pupil Philo of Larissa was likewise memorialized by his own student, Cicero.
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Hence, while the Stoics and Academic skeptics primarily developed Plato’s model of
Socratic ethics and methodology, according to Vander Waerdt, a third philosophical

school, the Cynics, followed Xenophon’s (12).

Further, in terms of genre and structure, Xenophon’s prose memoirs of Socrates
prefigured the biographical tradition that was later taken up by Plutarch and Diogenes
Laertius. Plato’s dialogue form, on the other hand, appears not to have played a big part
in Hellenistic philosophy from 300 to 100 BCE.¢ After the Socratic dialogues of Plato’s
contemporaries and students in the late Classical period, this form effectively died out

until Cicero all-but-single-handedly revived it briefly in the Roman period.!”

Only a few decades after his death, Socrates’ philosophic legacy had been separated
into two distinct strands: the dialectic of the Academic skeptics and the ethics of the
Stoics. Finally, in the second century CE, these two strands seem to have been drawn
back together by the Stoic sage Epictetus, who conducted elenchic-style dialogues on
Socratic ethics that were recorded by his student Arrian.'® Unlike his Stoic
predecessors, in both his methods and the content of his lessons, Epictetus modeled

himself on Socrates. As Anthony Long (1992, 67) has observed, “It is Socrates who

16 On which, see Robb 1994, 239: “The dramatic prose dialogue devoted to a philosophical topic is a
transition piece that will soon give way to the expository prose treatise that became so firmly established
in Aristotle’s school. The Athenian philosophical dialogue, like the Sicilian mime before it, was a feature,
perhaps a necessary one, of the developing alliance between literacy and paideia that marks the fifth and
fourth centuries but becomes an anachronism when that alliance has at last been completed.”

7 On the ways Cicero responded to the dialogues of Plato and Aristotle, see Schofield 2008, 63-84.

18 In almost every way, Arrian positioned himself as the new Xenophon, both in the subjects of his other
prose treatises (e.g. the Anabasis of Alexander, or On Hunting with Dogs), and also in his role as
memoirist to a great Socratic philosopher. In particular, he greatly admired Xenophon'’s straightforward
prose style and he modeled his Discourses of Epictetus directly on Xenophon’s Memorabilia.
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authorizes everything Epictetus is trying to give his students in terms of philosophical
methodology, self-examination, and a life model for them to imitate.” In one important
way, however, Epictetus diverged from his Socratic model: he fashioned himself as a
teacher. Tad Brennan has summed this difference up neatly in his chapter “Socrates

and Epictetus” in the 2009 Blackwell Companion to Socrates (291-2):

[Epictetus] has students - there is no coyness or qualification, none of the Socratic
dance of disclaimers, in his institutional relation to them. He wants to teach them, and
takes his role as teacher seriously... He sometimes expresses annoyance at his own
limitations and failures,... but it is fundamentally different from the Socratic stance of
being in principle incapable of teaching, of having nothing to teach.

As we saw in Chapter 4, it was fundamental to Socrates’ self-presentation that he not be
seen as teaching his associates, in large part because of the potential responsibility and
punishment that would have come down on his head with such an admission. One can
only surmise that for Epictetus, on the other hand, there was no inherent risk in being
thought of as a teacher. Indeed, it may even have been an imperative part of his role as
a philosopher to teach the correct doctrine to his companions.'® Socrates’ fate was, in
large part, a result of the socio-political climate in Athens at the beginning of the fourth
century. With the institutionalization of education in the Hellenistic period, being a
teacher became essentially harmless, and by the time of Epictetus in the Roman period,
most of the earlier negative and dangerous implications of teaching seem to have faded
away. Today we don’t usually speak of bad teachers as ruining their students so much

as inadequately preparing them for later pursuits.

19 See Long 1992, 94: Epictetus “was obviously aware that Stoicism, however much it was prefigured by
Socrates, was a subsequent development. Under his Stoic identity he presents himself as a pedagogue
with a range of definite lessons to teach his students.”
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Although the written dialogue ultimately died out in the Christian era, some of Socrates’
methods continued in a different form, and they persist in contemporary education in a
way Plato, at least, could never have anticipated. Ironically, Socrates, the man who was
executed in part on the accusation of being a bad teacher, is memorialized today as the
ideal educator and the originator of one of the most effective pedagogical techniques of
all time: the so-called “Socratic method”. The modern Socratic method, however,
represents quite a departure from the literary Socrates’ characteristic elenchus, wherein
the educator (i.e. the Socrates-figure), while making no positive claims of his own,
interrogates and breaks down the interlocutor’s beliefs until the latter reaches the point
of aporia, or recognition of his own ignorance. Only then does the educator, through a
process of question and answer, move with his student toward the apprehension of
some basic truth. While Plato’s Socratic method pre-supposes Socrates and his
interlocutor to be equally ignorant co-travelers on the road to truth, the modern Socratic
method is based on the understanding that the teacher knows something his/her
student does not. So instead of questioning with the goal of dismantling the student’s
beliefs, the modern Socratic educator uses the technique of question and answer to
build up his/her student’s knowledge. Further, in contemporary education, the Socratic
method might be employed in a class of 20 or more students, almost as a way to
encourage general class participation, instead of one-on-one as a tool for deep

investigation of a designated philosophical question.

In the most fundamental way, what we call the Socratic method bears very little

resemblance to the educational practices described by Plato, and is, in fact, antithetical
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to Socrates’ beliefs about education.20 Socrates vehemently denied being a teacher, but
as we saw in the last chapter of this study, he was tried and executed in large part
because he was seen as one, and both Plato and Xenophon worked hard to
posthumously defend their idol against this very charge. And yet, regardless of what
Socrates and his followers wanted, today he is remembered as the paradigm of the
good teacher. Over the past two centuries, entire books - not to mention hundreds of
articles in scholarly journals - have been devoted to praising the Socratic method and
demonstrating its relevance and usefulness in teaching every possible subject. Unlike
with Plato, for whom the dialectic method was a way for Socrates to educate without
teaching, for us, using the Socratic method is considered one of the best ways to teach
effectively. Paradoxically, Socrates, the self-professed anti-teacher, unintentionally
originated one of the most influential teaching techniques in the history of Western

education.

20 For modern misconceptions about the true Socratic method, see Fishman 1985, 185-88.
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