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Antiphon the Sophist and Democritus 

By Carroll Moulton, Princeton, N.J. 

Of the men whom Eric Havelock selected as the principal exponents of the 

"liberal temper" of Greek thought, only Antiphon and Democritus have survived 
in their ipsissima verbal. In an additional note to rus chapter on Antiphon, Have
lock observed three striking paralleIs between the fragments of Democritus and 
Antiphon's work 'On Concord', containing explicit verbal reminiscences (whoever 
wrote first) on the subject of marriage and parenthood2• In trus paper, I propose 
to examine further connections in the two men's thought; I will attempt to exer
cise due caution with the 'Democrates' materiaP, and will focus, not on 'Concord'4, 
but on the papyrus fragments of Antiphon's 'Truth' (FVS 87 B 44), and most 
particularly on what I take to be the central (and generally ignored) point of trus 

treatise, namely legal criticism5• Let us begin, however, with a summary of the 
most common recent view of the relationsrup between Antiphon and Democritus, 

1 Eric A. Havelock, The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics (New Haven 1957) 255. 
• ibid. 419. The most important and elosest paralleis are given here, with references to Diels

Kram, FVS', vol. H. With Antiphon 357,16 compare Democritus 202,8; Antiphon 358, 3 
is similar to Democritus 202, Uf., as is Antiphon 358, 6 to Democritus 202, 10. 

I The problem of the identity of 'Democrates' and the authenticity of FVS 68 B 35-115 has 
received no definitive treatment; Z. Stewart has recently presented good arguments for 
detached, cautious interpretation of the material, the survival of which he explains in terms 
of Cynic interest and, quite probably, distortion: see Z. Stewart, Democritus and the Cynics, 
HSCP 63 (1958) 179ft'. Cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History 0/ Greek Philosophy 2 (Cambridge 
1965) 489-490. The meshing of Democritus' ethical thought with his physical theories, per· 
haps more reliably reported by the doxographers, has also been a project for the more ad
venturous; the skepticism of Guthrie (ibid. 496-497) does not diminish the interest of 
G. Vlastos' perceptive analysis in Ethics and Physics in Democritus, Part 1 in Philosophical 
Review 54 (1945) 578-592, Part 2 in Philosophieal Review 55 (1946) 53-64, referred to in 
subsequent notes as Vlastos (1) and VIastos (2). Also see C. C. W. Taylor, Pleasure, Knowl· 
edge and Sensation in Democritus, Phronesis 12 (1967) 6-27. 

, The fragments of Concord,like mueh Democritean material, are largely known from Stobaeus; 
as an index of Antiphon's views, the papyrus fragments of Truth (FVS 87 B 44) are obviously 
more reliable. A minority of seholars have even refused to accept the gnomie Concord frag
ments as genuinely Antiphontic; see Wilamowitz, Der Glaube der Hellenen 2 (Berlin 1931) 
217-218, W. Nestle, Vom MythoB zum Logos' (Stuttgart 1942) 387-388. 399, and Havelock 
(above, note 1) 419, who accepts only sections of B 49. 

• See my article Antiphon the Sophist, On Truth, TAPA 103 (1972) 329-366, and the analysis 
there of the fragments. In his useful analysis of Antiphon, E. Bignone noted in passing 
certain "dottrine affini" with Democritus: moderate hedonistic premises, moral autonomy 
and conscience as troer and more reliable guides than the laws, emphasis on concord and 
friendship, and a general "tono triste"; see Studi sul Pensiero Antico (Napies 1938) 81-85. 
But Bignone confined his eomments on Demoeritus almost entirely to eomparison with 
Concord. So too, with the more obvious paralleis listed by J. H. Finley (on the subjects of 
enjoyment, misers, concord, and children) in Three Essays on Thucydides (Cambridge, Mass. 
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i.e. that their ethical and social outlook shows few similarities, or even that, as 
Havelock puts it, "they represent within the liberal camp diametrically opposed 
positions" 6. 

The 'polarity within "liberalism" implied by the last quotation has usually been 
applied to Antiphon and Democritus in the following terms. Democritus' frag
ments, it is said, suggest rational optimism, and are linked by commentators to 
the flourishing spirit in the Athens of the 440's. Antiphon's fragments, on the 
other hand, seem starkly pessimistic and are perhaps to be dated later, during 
the war and after the death of Pericles, in the more self-questioning decade of the 
420's. Secondly, whereas Democritean support for co-operation with nomos can 
be found with little searching, Antiphon's sharp division at the beginning of 
frg. 44 A between nomos and physis, and his strident criticism of the former's 
inequities, prove that he despaired of nomos. The assumption of many that Anti
phon wrote his book 'On Truth' to combat the 'Truth' of Protagoras (who through 
Plato's reports, especially in the Theaetetus, can be assumed to have been a 
partisan of nomos) is held to reinforce Antiphon's intellectual and political separa
tion from Democritus7• Thirdly, there emerges from the fragments of Democritus 
more stress on the community, as opposed to the individual, whose champion is 
Antiphon. And finally, there is the difference in the two philosophers' "hedonism" : 

1967) 96 and note 101 (originally The Ongina 01 Thucydide8' Style, HSCP 50 [1939]). Finley 
accepts W. Aly's claim for the priority of Antiphon, based on the treatment of mathematical 
problems by a method of endless repetition of the same process (the problems are squaring 
the circle in Antiphon, cf. B 13, and the section of a cone in Democritus, cf. B 155); see 
W. Aly, Form probleme der frühen griechischen Prosa, Philologus Supplementband 21, 3 
(1929) 115-116 (and note 123), and compare Finley 97-98. AB evidence for dating all the 
remaining Democritean fragments (very few of which are established by book title by the 
te8timonia) as composed subsequent to On Truth, Aly's argument is shaky at best. 

S. Luria thought Antiphon clearly a follower of Democritus; see Wann hat Demokrit 
gelebt? Arch. f. Gesch. d. Philos. 38 (1928) 205-238, especially 209-218. In fact, he regarded 
Antiphon as a translator of Democritean phrases into Attic (232), and claimed that Demo
critus must have published between 430 and 425, since Antiphon was parodied in the Clouds 
of 423, where he was not named because he published pseudonymously (220-224). This is 
not good argumentation and is il1 supported; the only c10se parallel Luria is able to adduce 
is between the guomic B 51 of CfYlllXJrd and Democritus B 285. He lays grast stress on 
Democritus A 166, from the later testimony of Epiphanes ("al TO !50,,00v d"'cuov oWc elva& 
dt"cuov, l1d,,,ov de TO baVTlov Tij<; fP'laew<;); it seems unlikely that the papyrus fragments are a. 

translation of, or even have much to do with, this sentiment. Other parts of the argument 
are also weak: to establish that Antiphon was amid to publish openly because of the pro
secutions for daefJem sparked by Diopeithes, Luria deduces that Antiphon was an a.theist 
from Plato, LaW8 88ge, which suddenly becomea Antiphontic (cf. 224). On the chronological 
questions, J. Ferguson's arguments for dating Democritus significantly later (with his ethical 
works in the early 4th century) are highly conjectural, and unpersuasive in the main; see 
On the Date of DemocritUB, Symb.Os1. 40 (1965) 17-26. The same is true for Ferguson's 
theory that Plato reports a Democritean version of Protagoras in the Protagora8; see Plalo, 
Protagora8 and DemocritUB, Bucknell Review 15 (1967) 49-58. 

• Havelock (above, note 1) 255. 
7 Even if Antiphon did write to confute Protagoras, he is not therefore to be placed any 

further away from Democritus; the latter's statement in B 69 and Plutarch's report in B 156 
indicate that DemocrituB may have differed substantially from Protagoras' views. 
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Democritus is held by many to conceive of 'rEetpu; far more inte11ectua11y and 
mora11y than Antiphon thought of TCI i}�OV'ra: Antiphon's approach, according to 
one recent scholar, is "unitary", "naturalistic", and "biological"8. 

It is true, with regard to the first of these generalized differences, that the frag
ments of Democritus point to a confidence in the promise of human nature, in 
leamed capacities, and in the state-nomos as potentia11y benevolent, working sys
tems that may co-ordinate men into a viable social unit. Preservation of the polis 
and its smooth operation are objectives demanding men's fuH energies; Democritus 
explains: �6Ä,t, yae w ayo!-,bTj P.SytUTTj lJe-Dwut, sun, xai lv TOVTCP navTa 811t, xal 
TOVTOV ucpCo!-,bov navTa u�CSTat xal TOVTOV &aqyf}ueO!-,EVOV Ta naVTa &arpOsteSTat 
(FVS 68 B 252; vol. 11 195, 15-196, 2). Justice WXTj: B 215), intelligence (q;e6-
vTjUt,: B 119. 193), moderation (!-'STet6TTj, or uwq;eoUVVTj: B 19l. 208.294; cf. 
B 284-286) are a11 commended values for the individual in Democritus. Practice 
(lJ.uxTjUt,: B 242) in virtue and cultivation of these values make for the good in
dividual, as opposed to the fool (avo�WJ)v, cf. B 197. 199-202) and the unhappy 
man, condemned to envy, jealousy, and spite (q;-D6vo" CijÄ,o" �VU!-,EVtTj: B 191, 
vol. 11 185, 9). With regard to states, nothing is worse than UTaUt, (B 249) ; o!-,6vota 
in the polis, on the other hand, can support the greatest of projects (B 250), and 
an economic and social concordia ordinum is idealized in B 255 and pictured as 
the best of a11 possible worlds9• 

Reverence for, and obedience to, nomos are incorporated in Democritus' ideal 
vision. For instance, it is characteristic that, toward the end of the long fragment 
on sv-Dv!-'ta (B 191), he pictures the unhappy, envious, over-aggressive man as 
fina11y mastered by his desire (sm-Dv!-,{a) and compelled (avayxa�eTat) to commit 
an irredeemable transgression (a�xeUT6v n) of the nomoi (vol. 11 185, 1-2). In 
another fragment, Democritus speaks of nomos as of a benevolent person, that 
wishes to bless human life, if men only possess the corresponding will to be 
blessed: 0 v6!-,0, ßovÄ.eTat !-'& eVeeyeTe'iv ßtov av-Dew�wv' �vvaTat �E, öTav aVTol 
ßovÄ,wnat �aUxetv w· To'iUt yae nu-Do!-,botUt TTJ)J Mt Tjv10 &.eßT"'V blJe{xvvTat (B 248). 

• For optimism and the 44O's, see Havelock (above, note 1) 256. 266-267; C. P. Segal, Rea8oo, 
Emotion and Society in the Sophiat8 and Democritus (unpubl. diBB., HarvaTd 1961) 264. 391 
(on Democritus B 181). For the a.ssumption of Antiphontic reaction against Protagora.s, see 
Segal 378. For the community a.s opposed to the individual, see Havelock 130; for hcdonism, 
see Segal 365 and his chapter 2 on Democritus, pa.ssim. 

• It appea.rs, from the legal 'suit' between body and soul reported by Plutarch (B 159) that 
Bome such concordia may weIl have been Democritus' ideal for the individual also, given his 
repea.ted insistence on intelligence and plea.sure a.s complementary ideals. Such seems to be 
the thrust of the short fragment B 188, connecting Te(!f{J'� with (]V/lcpeeav, and the longer, 
paych,ologica.l fragment B 191, recommending a sensible enjoyment of what one has, in con
junction with the intellectual power neceBSary to ward off envy and 1tkavE�{a, which may 
result in irreparable damage (cf. vol. II 184, 16-185,2) and which, per se, make life miserable. 
For social concordia a.s a locus communia in the fifth and fourth centuries, see G. J. D. Aal
ders, The PoUtical Falth 0/ Democritus, Mnemosyne IV 3 (1950) 308. 

10 TTtv lIi{TP' d(!ET,p. - not the laW'8 own d(!ET� (a.s in Diels' translation, vol. II 195), but the 
individual' 8; cf. lIi{T} l�ov(]tT} in B 245. 
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Not only respect for the law, but also its enforcement, are essential to the main
tenance of justice. A man who subordinates nomos to "t(!�O� or ��ov�, says Demo
critus, and remits a criminal's penalty naea v6p.ov is guilty of injustice (a�t"ei); 
it is �{"atOV for criminals to be punished severely (B 262. 261). 

It is highly likely that Antiphon would not have agreed with the last statement. 
Nothing in his fragments paralleIs the explicit recommendation of Democritus in 

favor of vengeance (B 193) and the exaction of penalties, extending even to the 

taking of life (B 258. 259) for the sake of good order (,,6(1p.o�). The consistency of 
Antiphon's argument, which derives much of its emotional power from its protest 
against harm of any kind (cf. FVS 87 B 44, P. Oxy. 1797, hereafter referred to as 
frg. 44 C, co1. 2, 12-17), militates against any straightforward acceptance of a 
usual punishment theory. Such a theory might provide that the unjust suffer for 
their transgressions either because retributive action is morally right, or because 
the suffering acts as an effective social deterrent. Because we do not have an 
Antiphontic 'system' that is complete, we can never know how he would have 
proposed to punish the not only demonstrably, but also truly, guilty, i.e. those 
who committed a ßA&.ß'Yf against physis or cU�Deta and were convicted of suchll. 

The crucial thrust of Antiphon's inquiry into justice and punishment, however, 
as I hope to have shown elsewhere, lies at another point in the process, a point 
arrived at long before the question of punishment need logically be considered. 
This point is, of course, the phase of demonstration, or determination, of true 

innocence or guilt in the eyes of a society working Wlth a human, imperfeet legal 
mechanism. "Your punishment theory, Democritus, may or not be humane", 

Antiphon may have reasoned, "but you have missed the important point. Even 
you have admitted that for human beings' advantage and disadvantage, pleasure 
and the lack of it are the boundary markers; how can you then fail to treat the 
enormous disparity between the traditional claims of nomos and the suffering, 

inequity, and falsehood that its practical operation entails in Athens 1 Instead 
of worrying about punishing people, why do you not consider the ö(!D())(1!�, ,,6(1p.o, 
and eVDvp.{a possible in a society where men p.�-r' a�t"ei'v p.�-r' a�t"ei'aDat, or where, 
if they did, nomos could be relied on to support the truth1"12 

Such may have been Antiphon's rejoinder to the theories of Democritus if he 
was familiar with them. Historical priority of either figure, however, is not im
portant to this analysis. What we are concemed with are the probable doctrines 

'in the air' in the late fifth century, and those reflections on law and justice which 
may reasonably be assumed to form a background to Antiphon's works and which 

he may have developed or modified. And here, I think, Antiphon is philosophically 

11 It is possible that he thought that punishment came automatically in these cases; cf. FVS 
87 B 44 A, co!. 2, 10-23. 

12 öeo, Gvp.rp6eW1l "al dGIJp.rp6(!W1I Tit}tpt, "al dTEenlTJ (B 188; cf. B 4). I have given Vlastos' inter
pretation of {Jeo, as "landmark", or boundary marker; cf. Vlastos (1) 588, and R. Ferweda, 
Democritus and Plato, Mnemosyne IV 25 (1972) 368-369. On Antiphon, see frg. 44 C &nd 
TAPA 103 (1972) 348-349. 
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more compatible with Democritus than is generally recognized. AB we have seen, 
they are not likely to have agreed on punishment. But an equitable assessment of 
Democritus' ethical fragments must aHow for a constantly lingering disquiet on 
the strength of man's moral will. And we must remember that co-operation of 
that will was a necessary condition in the optimistic statement on the benevolent 
potential of nomos; cf. B 248: [0 v6,uo,] (Jv"amt (Je [eveeyeutv], 8-rav av-roi ßov
Awv-rat naaxetv w. 

Besides his keen psychological insight concerning the obstacles to happiness and 
-rE(!"pt, in the private life of the individual, Democritus was equally acute in dis
cussing men's conduct and hazards in public life. And it is here that we must 
recognize more than occasional pessimism. Take the statement in B 253: -rOt, 
xerJa-rotatV ov av,urpeeov o.,ueAEOV-ra, -rwv ewv-rwv a.Ua ne�aaelV" -ra yae ,(Jw �a�w, 
laxev. el (Je o.,ueUot n, -rwv (JrJ,uoatwv, �a�w, a�ovetV ytyvemt, �ai IJv ,ur/(jev ,u�-re 
�Aen-rrJ ,u*e o.(Jmfj. enei �ai <,u�)18 a,ueAeovn IJ o.(jL�eOVn �{v(jvvo, �a�w, o.�OVBtV 
�al. (J� �al. naDetv n· o.vaYX1J (Je a,uae-ravetV, aVYYtV01a�eaDat (je -rau, o.vDe01nov, ov� 
wne-re,. AB with the man who tries to obey traditional nomos in Antiphon in 
the matter of witnessing (FVS 87 B 44 C), here the public servant, basically good 
(xerJa-r6;), is trapped. In terms of -ro av,urpeeov he loses if he is zealous in his job 
(since his private affairs suffer), and he loses if he ignores such jobs (since he is 
subject to back-biting)14, even if he remains an honest, upright citizen (�ai IJv ,u1J(Jev 
,u�-re �Mn-rrJ /-l�U o.(jt�'fi). Still worse, if he is zealous and manages to avoid o.(Jt�ta, 
there is the danger that he will be subject to actual harm, as weIl as a bad reputa
tion. And there is the third factor of inescapable a/-lae-rta; though it is inevitable 
for men to err, forgiveness for such error is rare. With the whole fragment, it is 
especially relevant to compare Antiphon, frg. 44 C, describing the undesirable 
consequences for the man who undertakes the 'just' and 'useful' duties of witness
ing in court: ... av-ro; (j' o.(Jt�et-rat MO -rov �am/-lae-rve1JDeno;, Sn /-ltact-rat vn' av-rov 
-ra d),1JiHj /-lae-r1)e�aa;· �al. ov ,u6vov -rcp /-ltaet, o.AAa �ai Sn (jct av-rov -rdv alwva 
nana qJVAanEaDat -roii-rov oV �a-rE/-lae-rVerJaBV· w; Maexet y' av-rcp exDeo, -rOtOv-ro;, 
oEo; �al MyEtV �al. (Jeiiv ei n (Jvvat-ro �a�ov av-r6v. �al-rot -rav-ra rpatve-rat ov a,ut�ea 
ma -ro.(jt��/-la-ra, oi5u d amo; o.(jt�etm, otJu d o.(jt�et (co1. 1, 35-2, 17). 

11 Here the meaning is substantially affected depending on the acceptance or rejection of 
Meineke's emendation <�fJ>. Diels·Kranz accepted and printed the conjecture in the text, 
rightly I think; the consequent sense continues one of the main ideas of the fragment: "Ist 
doch selbst für den, der nicht nachlässig ist oder Wlrecht tut, Gefahr ... " (tr. Diels 11 196), 
i.e. "heads I win, tails you lose". This sentence is, then, a slight amplification of the preceding 
one - "those who do no injustice (whether or not they are guilty of d�eM,a) are subject to a 
bad reputation, and sometimes harm" - and the d�Cl(!T{a of the last sentence may perhaps be 
interpreted, not as an dt5"da solely, but as the inevitable intellectual error involved in what
ever attitude a citizen takes on public affairs, given the stacked odds against him. 

lt Contrast Pericles' optimistic comments in the fWleral oration, where he maintains that in
dividualism is not resented in Athens, even with hard looks (Thuc. 2, 37, 2); Havelock's 
statement (above, note 1) 147, on the affinities between Democritus and Pericles, needs 
qualification. 
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It may be objected that Democritus' sympathy is not with the individual, but 
with the 'system', in which he was occasionally obliged to note defects. We may 
note at once that the 'individual-system' dichotomy, at least with regard to 
Athenian citizens, possesses anachronistic overtones. In the direct democracy in 
Athens in the late fifth century, every citizen could reasonably expect the tenure 
of some sort of aex� at least once during his lifetime, and probably more often 
than thatl5• Thus every adult Athenian citizen of some means (cf. Democritus' 
phrase in B 253, TWV lwv1'wv) was potentially an official in the 'system', and the 
likelihood for individual service as a magistrate was probably lar greater than the 
probability 01 jury-duty in the United States today. Sympathy for the magistrate 
is thus to a large extent de facto sympathy for the conscientious individual. Let us 
now consider the following Democritean statement on those who hold aexai: 
o'Mep.ta p.1)XaV'Yj np viJv 'KaUoe(J't'w't't evu.WP p.� 011" d<5L'Keiv TOV� t1QxoV't'a�, �v "al 

, , �Q. \ 11 , J> . \ \ >111 11 .lI '  - \ 18 '  \ .2 , • , :reavv aya'Vot tiwatv. ovuevt yat! WLJICP tiot"ev '/ ewv1'cp TOV .•• av1'OV tigJ eTeeOLa 
ytyveaUoat· <5ei tJs "w� oiJ1'W 'Kai raVTa "oap.1)Uoijvat, lJ"w� <> p.1)<5ev dtJt"iwv, �v "al 
:rea'VtJ ETaCn 1'OV� d<5txiovTa�, p.� 151i E'KetVOV� ye�ae1'at, <.UÄa 't't� � Uoeap.a� 11 't't 
Wo dp.vvei np Ta tJt"ata :reoteVv't't (B 266). The current arrangement of society 
(evf}p.6�) possesses no device to prevent the occurrence of injustice. We may here 
compare the complaint of Antiphon that nomos cannot prevent the fact of injus
tice, or adequately anticipate aggression: viJv <5e gJatvETat Toi� :reeoatep.ivot� 1'a 
1'otaV1'a Ta E'K v6p.ov M"atOv OVX ["avov Em"oveeiv' lJ ye :reeWTOV p,iv bUTei:reet T«p 
:reaax01l't't :reaUoeiv "ai 1'«p tJewv't't tJ2iiaat' 'Kai o15Te EvraVf}a <5te"cb,tve TaV :reaaxOV't'a 
p.� :reaUoeiv, 0151'e TOv tJ.qwna <5eiiaat (frg. 44 A, co1. 6, 3-18). 

The second part of the Democritus fragment asks about <5 p.1)<5e1l d6t"wv. And 
here Democritus comments once more with the double-edged pessimism of B 253. 
The upright official who indicts the unjust man falls himself under the latter's 
power, and the current establishment has no remedy for this eventua1ity either. 
Even if one be honest, and do no wrong, one may be wronged. The situation 
paralleis the dilemma of the man who, though he may witness to Antiphon's truth 
(cf. frg. 440, co1. 1, 17-18ff.), must fear unjust reprisa1. The difference is that 
Antiphon proceeds with a more complex, and more damaging, complaint. The 
witness to the truth is put in the position 01 doing injustice (as well as suffering it), 
because of the fact that his testimony will result in a wrong to a man who may 
never have wronged him (but rather some third party)17. The complaint might be 
solved by a theory of social cohesiveness thus: even though B did no wrong to A, 
A may still give testimony against B, since B wronged someone (0), a member of 

16 Cf. M. I. Finley, Democracy, Anciem and Modern (New Brunswick 1973) 20. 64. Even Socra� 
tes, who was far from being interested in seeking public office, saw service as a magistrate; 
cf. Plat. Apol. 32 b-d. 

11 Diels�Kranz assumed a lacuna at this point; cf. note a.d 100. (II 200). The mea.ning of the 
fragment's middle sentence is obscure. 

17 See frg. 44 C col. 1, 30-35, and TAPA 103 (1972) 345--350. 
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the social group to which A too belongs, and therefore B may be said to have 
wronged A (cf. the rationale for 'honor systems' in schools). The extant fragments 

do not indicate whether Antiphon had recourse to, or commented on, such a 
theory in the 'Truth'. Democritus was a partisan of co-operation and harmony 
(cf. B 255 on concord), and it is significant that as a remedy to the conflicts ob
served in B 266 he speaks in terms of P'Y}Xavlj, uoa"''Y}1}fj'Pat, and 1}sa",6r;: all suggest
ing a tinkering with, or reordering of, the social unit. The phrase iin Wo near 
the end of the fragment yet suggests that its author is none too clear about what 
can be done. What emerges most powerfully from the passage is the plight of the 
good and just man, who under the established order faces the danger of intimida
tion in public life, and who is plainly in need of defense (cf. ci"'V'JIsi)18. 

That Democritus sympathized with the plight of the individual is hardly sur
prising. In a sense, he recommended that plight. Though B 287 speaks of Wr,O(!t'Y} 

�tm7 as worse than individual distress, the reason given is that in the former case 
no hope of succor remains: one may imagine Democritus' thought proceeding 
ultimately, then, from the individual's point of view19• But it is in the well-known 
statement of B 264 that man's individual responsibility, as opposed to the social 
pressures upon him, receives Democritus' emphasis: pfjlJev 1'l pa)J.ov 1'ovr; av1J(!w
novr; alMia{)at EWV1'OV P'YIM n ",fi)J.ov l�s(!yaCsa{)al uau6v, sI peÄÄet p'YIlJs1r; sllJ�astV 
I} 01 navrsr; lJ.v1J(!amot· ill' EWVl'Ov ",aÄta1'a allJsia{)at, ual1'ov1'ov v6",ov 1'fj vroxfj 
'Xa{)sa1'avat, roms P'YIlJev notsiv avE3tt1'�lJsto'P. As usual in the longer fragments (cf. 
B 215), Democritus here launches two imperatives: do not endanger your personal 
self-respect by relying too much on others, and do not esteem their opinion so 
highly that it becomes your deterrent from evil. It is a man's own judgment which, 
as nor1IOS to his soul, must direct his action and restrain him from evil. 

Democritus plainly shared with Antiphon the recognition that the nature of 
men's deeds varied depending on the public or private status of the deed20• In 

Democritus, the second imperative of B 264 aims at combatting this implied fact 
of human conduct; the same objective underlies B 244 (IPavÄo'P, uli'P ",6'Por; nr;, 
pf}'t'e M�Tlr; pf}'t" E(!yaaTl) and B 41 (p-YJ lJui IP6pov, a)J.a lJta 1'0 lJeov Wr,exsaUat apa(!1''Y}
pu1'wv), where it is reasonable to conjecture that IP6Por; is the fear of getting caught. 
Antiphon suggests that, given a definition of justice as not transgressing the laws 
of one's city, justice and advantage might best be combined if a man obeyed 

18 Though ex silentio, the point should be noted that Democritus often emphasizes the evil 
consequences of injustice for the individual self, and omits the consequences for the social 
unit; see, for example, the conclusion of B 262, where the man who naed VOJ.lov releases a 
criminal dd",,;:i, "at ol ToVTO ey,e�IOV avaY"1/ elVQI. 

11 This has recently been emphasized by Aalders (above, note 9) 313, and Ferweda (above, 
note 12) 369-370; the latter presents an illuminating contrast with Plato. 

10 Guthrie (above, note 3) seems guilty of exce88ive generalization and of a misleading judge
ment of the evidence when he claims that Democritus B 264 "sounds like a deliberate 
rebuttal" of an "Antiphontic immoralist idea" (350). See, for another view more harmonious 
with my own, L. A. Stella, Valore e po8izWne 8torica deU'etica di Democrito, Sophia 10 (1942) 
244; F. Altheim, Staat und Individuum bei Antiphon dem Sophi8ten, Klio 20 (1926) 266-267. 
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nomos when there were witnesses, and physis when witnesses were absent (frg. 
44 A, col. 1, 6-23), although this compromise must entail disadvantageous trans

gressions at least part of the time, and probably does not constitute Antiphon's 

final recommendation. Democritus probably did not analyze such cases because 
for him, as will be noted more fully below, nomos and physis were not conflicting. 
But he is comparable to Antiphon at the point of the latter's utmost seriousness. 

Men are tempted, Antiphon implies, to behave in any way they choose when they 

are in private. But if they do violence to physis, the consideration of privacy is 
irrelevant. The M�a of other men counts no more, and the transgressor is con

victed independently, CJt' aA�Detall (cf. frg. 44 A, co1. 2, 10--23). Democritus' tack 
here is perhaps more traditional and less categorically explicit. On the one hand, 
even if the unjust man is not caught, there are the disadvantages for him of fear 
and the absence of -r:fetpu; (cf. B 174, where Democritus seems to be speaking of 
some type of conscience). On the other hand, there is the chance that :ne01:eo:n� 
and :netfhh may produce the desirable results of good conduct; a man's tendency 
to break the law in secret may be countered more effectively through these means 
than by simple mandate (nomos) or compulsion (allayx17): XeeüJr1WlI l:n' aeen)lI 
epalle'i7:al :ne01:eo:nfj Xewf1ello� xat A6yov :netf}oi 1f:nee 1I6flq> xat allayxrl. Aa:{}erl flElI Y<le 
aflae1:Eel1l ely.o� TOll el(!Yflf1l01l aCJlxt17� v:no 1I6floV, TOll CJE l� 1:0 CJfO'V f}Yflelloll :netf}oi 
ovx el"o� ovre A&{}erl ovre epalle2w� l�CJel1l Tl :nATJflfle;.e� .. . (B 181)21. The implica

tion in this fragment, that nomos is not enough by itself to insure justice, is 
substantially the point of Antiphon's complaint that nomos cannot prevent "the 
sufferer from suffering, and the aggressor from acting" (frg. 44 A, co1. 6, 14--18). 

Let us now examine the Democritean material on nomos and physis. It will be 
recalled that Democritus, while he attributed good intentions to nomos, added 
that men's good will was also necessary to bring forth in them their own particular 

aeeT� (B 248). At other points, Democritus can speak of nomos as so important 
a value that its preservation must be strenuously fought for (B 262). Physis as wen 

is a subject for broadly varied statements. It is a quantity with a small edge over 
TVX17 in B 176, since nature, unlike chance, is self-sufficient (avT&ex17�) in the gauge 
of the fulfilment of hope. When the objective is TO aya{}611, however, physis is less 

reliable than l1.ax'l'W � (B 242).1t seems likely, if Sextus' testimony is correct (and 
part of it is independently echoed by Galen), that Democritus used nomos as a con-

21 C. P. Segal's observations notwithstanding, this fragment should not be taken as a touch· 
stone for showing the dift'erences between Democritus and Antiphon. Dift'erences there are, 
but it is confusing to subsume them exclusively under the rubrics of optimism and peBBimism, 
adducing as support the two authors' view of 1'lEI'f)W (cf. Segal [above, note 8] 391). Anti· 
phon's distrust of rhetoric occurs in an entirely different context, as a careful reading of 
frg. 44 A, co!. 5, 25-7, 12 makes clear. And even Democritus, it should be noted, was 
quite aware that dyal}a and :>1:a:>1:a could result from the selfsame thing (cf. B 172. 173), 
depending on how it was used. Altheim (above, note 20) takes note of the fragment (263-264. 
269), but somewhat misleadingly paralleIs Critias, FVS 88 B 25, 9ft'. He is correct in showing, 
however, that ).atJea U,LWeTaVEw is not "ein Prinzip des HandeIns" for Antiphon, but rather 
simply part of his argument (264). 
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trast to (lÄ.�1hta (or b:ei�) in the exposition of his physical theories (cf. B 9. 125. 
117). Havelock's perceptive commentary on one of the fragments dealing with 
children (B 278) shows that Democritus is able to speak of 'l'op.ti;O'l' (B 278) or 
nonws superimposed on physis, "without appearing to feel that there is any 
inherent conflict." Again, "it is fairly clear that for Democritus the two are not 

antithetic22". The evidence certainly points this way. Granted that I5tl5aX?J (teach

ing) is not quite the same thing as nonws, the statement of B 33, where I5tl5aX?J 
interacts with physis, is suggestive of Democritus' probable view: 1j qn5at� xal1j 
I5tl5ax� 1Caean).?Jat6'1' BaTt. xal rae 1j I5tl5ax� p.e-raevap.oi -rO'l' äV1?eW1CO'l', p.e-raevap.ovaa 
158 ({Jt,aW1COte'i. At its best, nomos can interact with and shape physis coopera
tively and fruitfully, producing aee-r?J23. With this view, Antiphon is not likely 
to have agreed. Yet, since we do not know his resolution to the problems he 

explicated, since even Democritus is pessimistic and vague about solutions to 
some of the problems, and since the pragmatic criticism of both writers seems at 
least as important as their generalized, and not wholly explained, concepts about 
the relation of nonws to physis, it is judicious to regard the two men's rela
tionship as one of interaction, rather than of polar opposition. 

It remains to discuss the attitude of the two philosophers toward pleasure24• 
Democritus, though an advocate of 'rie1jJt� (cf. the poetic B 230), commended 
aWf{Jeo(J'/)'I'r/ in the highest terms (B 11. 191. 233. 284. 285. 286. 294). Along with 

believing that the true aWf{JeO'l'e� were the men who were masters, rather than 
slaves, of their pleasures (B 214), he can be said, as Vlastos has pointed out, to 
have further analyzed such mastery in terms of its object: pleasure itself is "the 

creature, not the creator, of the good life"25. In 'Concord', at least, Antiphon seems 
to agree. B 53 exposes the duality of pleasure and pain involved in making money 
and spending it; Antiphon's fuller remarks on the miser in B 54 make the analysis 
of this duality reasonably clear. A man's attitude towards his material possessions 
determines their quantum of pleasure. Not only eav-rw'I' xea-rEet'l' (B 58. 59)26, but 

also xaÄw� f{Jeo'l'e'i'l': these are the two key factors producing restraint and proper 
enjoyment (1jl5o� for Antiphon). Similarly, in 'Truth', Antiphon while arguing 
for the -ra -rfj q;Vaet �vp.f{Jieo'l"ra, does not simultaneously recommend unrestricted 

pleasure, not does he exalt hedonism; Antiphon must be sharply distinguished 
from the argument of the Unjust Logos in Aristophanes' Clouds 1071ff.27 

The words 1jl5o'l'?J and de1jJt� seem interchangeable in Democritus28; aWf{Jeoa"y,,'Y} 

•• Havelock (above, note 1) 122; cf. Aalders (above, note 9) 307, F. Heinimann, Nomos und 
Physi8 (Basel 1945) 88-89 . 

.. Cf. Eur. 1. A. 558-562, and Protagoras, FVS 80 B 3. 
M See Ferweda (above, note 12) 368-369 and Taylor (above, note 3) for recent opinions on 

pleasure in Democritus' thought; on Antiphon, see TAPA 103 (1972) 336-343, especially 338. 
a6 Vlastos (2) (above, note 3) 58 . 
• e Parallel to Democritus noticed, ibid. 58, note 17. VIastos also noted the interesting echo of 

the Democritean (and rare) word SVSGTW in the aSlsGTw of Antiphon B 22; see VIastos (1) 
(above, note 3) 583, note 30; for divergent comment, see Taylor (above, note 3) 11-12 . 

• , See TAPA 103 (1972) 336-343. 357-360. 18 See Ferweda (above, note 12) 368-369. 
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is connected with the multiplication of Ijdcwal in B 211, whereas in B 191 the phrase 
PeT(!w-r1]' -rE(!VJtO' is employed as conducive to eVfJvpta. Hence the artificiality, it 
seems to me, of C. P. Segal's terminological distinction between "Antiphontic" 
IjdoVl] (said to be biological) and "Democritean" -rE(!tp" (said to be more intellectual 
and moral)29. The absence of the word -rE(!tp" from the Antiphontic fragments 
is no argument for a deliberate shift in the concept of pleasure on the part of 
Antiphon, or for a shift betokening a more biologically "hedonistic" emphasis30• 

The coincidences of observation on both the public and private spheres by 
Democritus and Antiphon are sufficient, it seems to me, to warrant a cautious af
firmation of interrreiationship. It is impossible to judge at precise points who 
borrowed from whom; putative chronology and fragmentary material are hardly 
firm enough bases for such a judgment. In hazarding that Antiphon may have 
been a contemporary borrower and expander, I merely suggest what I take to be 
a fruitful way of looking at the connections, in contrast to the 'polar opposites' 
theory. These connections between the fragments of the two men do not confirm 
that theory. Rather, they suggest that Antiphon was Democritus' continuato:r31, 
that he expanded on the ideas of a contemporary whose style, like his, tended to 
that of case-Iaw32, and that he shifted the emphasis of those ideas, complicating 
and sharpening their substance with the addition of a new theoretical construct. 

" See Segal (above, note 8) 365. 
10 That this idea may be a subtle importation from a moralistic bias more modern than fifth

century attitudes is suggested by the general remarks of Vlastos on the pleasant and the 
good; see Vlastos (1) (above, note 3) 586-587. It may be added that Democritus' thought, so 
far as we may judge from the extant fragments, was hardly a purely "moral", "intellectual" 
construct in terms of its application to human beings (see, for example, the biological tone 
of the word tpOOQf/ in B 249). In four places (B 154. 164.257.259), Democritus uses paradigma 
from the animal world (a frequent sophistic device) to suggest either a) human debt, or 
b) the desirability for human mime8i8. AB noted above, Antiphon would probably not agree 
with Democritus' recommendations for pUDisbment and vengeance, suggestions deriving 
sanction from the animal kingdom in the latter two fragments cited (B 257. 259); Antiphon's 
ideal was in all probability "neither to commit injustice nor to sutrer it". But Segal employs 
the dichotomy of "intellectual" and "moral" VB. "biologieal" only in a selective fashion, e.g. 
to distinguish between the uses of hnnjdelOv in Democritus (B 264) and Antiphon (B 49); cf. 
Segal 338 and 730-731, note 91. To reject any consideration of B 264 in an analysis of Anti
phon on such grounds is a mistake. 

It may further be observed that the question of the "right attitude" ("aÄW� 'Peoveiv) may 
reasonably be conjectured to have been the main psychological objective of the TBX"'fl 
d).1mta� attributed to Antiphon of Rhamnus by ps.-Plutarch (cf. FVS 87 A 6). The probable 
psychological insight therein may parallel such recommendations as Democritus B 284 and 
290. See Vlastos' summary remarks on Democritus' conception of the ethical power of TiX"'fl: 
"it can operate within the limits fixed by necessity to advance man's 'power' (dynamis) and 
'self-sufficiency' "; cf. Vlastos (2) (above, note 3) 63. Concerning Antiphon, see Bignone 
(above, note 5) 83. I think our judgment must be non liquet on the identity or separation 
of Antiphon of Rhamnus and Antiphon the Sophist. 

11 I cannot accept the dating proposed by Ferguson for Democritus; see above, note 5. The 
fact that there are no allusions to the atomic theory in fifth-century comedy or in Plato until 
the Sophist means little; it is also highly conjectural that Democritus borrowed from Pro
tagoras or Socrates. 

n Cf. Havelock (above, note 1) 255. See, for example, B 159. 
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That construct, arising from an increased pessimism (perhaps the fruit of concrete 
experience), was the categorical assertion that Ta :7toÄÄa nov "aTa v6ftov �L"a{wv 
:7toÄeft{w� Tfi qn)(feL "ei-,;aL (frg. 44 A, col. 2, 26-30)33. 

Democritus and Antiphon were both preoccupied with namos and justice, physis 
and temperance, and each employed different tacks to explore the position of 
man in society. Brooding in the minds of both was the central concem of 'social' 
man: what to do about aggression 1 Democritus was certainly more optimistic 
about namos, and if he had heard Antiphon's caustic criticism of its restraints he 
could only have wistfully answered: OV" dv l"w).vov oE V6ftOL Cifv l"a(f7:ov "a"r' 
Ibt1Jv l�ov(f{1JV, el ftiJ l-,;e(!o� lu(!ov l).vfta{ve-,;o . .. (B 245). Yet the optimism was 
certainly guarded, given the implication that individual l�ov(f{a must be 
restrained, because sooner or later it will involve harm to an individual. Democri
tus' realistic assessment of the likelihood of evil is so scrupulous that in three 
places in the 'Democrates' material (B 62. 68. 89) he points out that men's wishes 
for evil are as dangerous as their evil deedsM• The vagaries of man's moral will, 
when set against a11 that namos, concord, and qJ(!6V1J(ft� could potentially achieve, 
set up a disturbing counterpoint in Democritus' thinking. It did not escape his 
contemporary Sophocles, who at the end of the most prosperous decade in Athenian 
history eulogized man's dxvaL, his progress, and the open-ended future possible 
through his ingenuity. Yet even in the late 440's, man's moral instability threatened 
to eclipse the bright picture (Ant. 354-367): 

"al qJf}eyfta "al aveft6ev 
qJ(!6V1Jfta "ai a(fTvv6ft0v� 
ö(!ya� l�L�a�aTo .•• 

••• tmO(!O� bt' ov�ev l(!xe-raL 
\ '11 TO ftelVlov •.• 

(foqJ6v TL TO ftaxav6ev 
Texva� .me(! lh{�' lxwv 
-,;6-,;e ftEv "au6v, dllo-c' l:n' l(ff}).ov l(!:7teL35 • 

.. Such an increase in pe88imism (easily, but not necessarily, expIicable by the outbreak of 
the war) is observable in Antiphon's fragment on marriage (B 49), when compared to 
Democritus' observations on children (B 275-279). It is very likely that, given the verbal 
reminiscences, one author knew the other's work. Havelock (above, note 1) proposes the 
priority of Democritus (420). It is suggestive in this regard that here again Antiphon centers 
his criticism on an earIier phase of the subject than that with which Democritus is con
cerned: whereas the latter points out the hazards involved in having children, Antiphon 
begine with the pitfalls of marriage itself, and only USeB the birth of children to support bis 
peBBimism a fortiori. One may recall here that with the law, Antiphon's preoccupation is 
not with punishment, but with the prior phase of determining guilt or innocence. On children, 
cf. also Eur. Med. 235ft". 

N See Vlastos (2) (above, note 3) 61 and note 27; similar sentiments are to be found in Demo
critus B 193 and Thuc. 6, 38, 4. 

11 I adopt, with Jebb and againet Pearson, the punctuation of a full stop at the end of 367, 
which shows the sense of the whole stanza more clearly than a comma. My thanks to Pro
fessor A. T. Cole, for many helpful comments and suggestions. 


	Antiphon the sophist and democritus



