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Abstract

The chief claim of this thesis is that the development of specialised complex reflexive
pronouns in Ancient Greek is linked to changing notions of self, and that the formation
of reflexive concepts using the pronominal system, many of which would later become
crucial to the development of the West, contributed in an important way to the thought
and culture of Greek society. According to Lehmann’s (1974) reconstruction, PIE had
no reflexive pronouns. Sometime during the Archaic age Greek grammaticalised a new
complex reflexive comprising a synthetic fusion of a personal pronoun and the
intensifier adtdc. Previously avtoc had been added independently to mark unexpected
coreferential use of the simple pronoun, but through comparison with better
documented cases of the same grammaticalisation process in English and other
languages, we can extrapolate yet an earlier stage in which the personal pronouns could
function reflexively without the addition of the intensifier. This development indicates
an increased use of the pronominal reflexive system as an extension of, and alternative
to, the timeworn verbal approach of middle reflexivity inherited from PIE. There are
subtle but crucial semantic differences between pronominal and middle reflexive
representations which must be grasped if we are to appreciate the implications of the
new pronominal approach. My thesis looks at the way in which the Greeks, and in
particular the early philosophers, exploit this system and its capabilities to form
fundamental and culturally important reflexive concepts such as political autonomy,
self-respect, care of self, and conscience.

As the English word self suggests, in origin a nominalisation of its reflexive
morpheme, reflexivity ties in closely with views on the nature and identity of the
person. Ultimately I argue that the development of the pronominal reflexive system, and
the Greeks’ experimentation with it, assists the construction of the self as a concept
rather than a complex, and as a being whose agency is typically directed towards itself
in various ways. This new construction is supported by changes in the socio-economic

structure of Greece that promote a sharper individuation of the human agent. My



approach is therefore a productive avenue for accessing and characterising the radical
social change that gave us the Classical age. Within the wider framework these results
bear on current debates concerning the relation of language and thought, and here I
weigh in, with qualification, on the side of neo-Whorfianism; within Classics they seek
to ground in contemporary grammaticalisation theory Gantar’s (1980: 41) speculation
that ‘[d]ie Entdeckung dieser inneren Welt scheint mit dem Vorkommen der
Reflexivpronomina auf das engste verbunden zu sein’; within intellectual history they
reveal the way in which the Greeks’ use of reflexivity has influenced and conditioned

the emergence of subjectivity in the Western tradition.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 Overview

Ancient Greek psychology, and more particularly Greek concepts of soul and self, have
enjoyed their share of scholarly attention." But the pickings for that word which
translates self in English most literally, the intensifier and reflexive morpheme avtog,
have been slim.” Unfortunately, the rather uncritical use of modern Indo-European
words such as self when interpreting Greek psychology — with little mind for its quite
narrow historical conditioning, the semantic influence of its etymology, and the peculiar
meanings it has accreted through the development of modernity — has obscured
important differences between the lexicalisation and construction of self in these two
worlds. Since, insofar as we approach history embedded in the comfort of our native
categories, that history must be comparative, negligence of these considerations will, in
addition to stoking an ignorance of what makes our own sense of self unique, also
distort our view of a Greek self.’

In an attempt to fill this breach, this thesis will explore the conceptual and
linguistic development of Greek reflexivity as it relates to self. This approach is

recommended by the fact that the English word for self is in origin a nominalisation of

! For recent general treatment see especially the excellent work of Sorabji (1999; 2006; 2008) and Gill
(1996; 2008).

? The attention given the reflexive pronoun has been almost exclusively syntactic, e.g. Dobrov (1988) and
Woodard (1990). Notable exceptions that consider the semantic import of the development of the
pronominal reflexive system are Gantar (1966; 1980), Seel (1953) regarding conscience, Bolling in a
footnote (1947: 29, n.4), and Havelock (1972: 6), who suggests that Socrates’ use of the reflexive is novel
in light of its early history.

3 For an overview of current interest in the comparative method, see Farenga’s (2006) introduction.
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its marker for syntactic reflexivity," which began its life as an intensive adjective
virtually identical to Greek avtog. As complex reflexives developed in English via a
grammaticalisation of the combination of simple pronoun plus intensive adjective, e.g.
him plus self, the self component was nominalised as the essential form of the human
being and the unity of personality and consciousness.” Insofar as we have taken the
reflexive morpheme and turned it into a noun, English thus joins modern thought in
conceptualising the self as an inherently reflexive structure. It is the being which
engages in reflexive acts, whether it be thinking about itself, helping itself, promoting
itself, determining itself, challenging itself, being with itself, fashioning itself, etc. As
Foucault, Giddens and others have argued, this reflexivity is a central feature in the
spirit of modernity.® To what extent does this apply to the Greeks?

Linguistically speaking, Greek develops complex reflexives in exactly the same
way as English. The process unfolds in three stages: simple pronouns functioning
reflexively, increasing addition of the intensive adjective avtog, and finally, fusion of
the two into a single form.” We find too that during the latter stage of this development
av1d¢ is nominalised in Aristotle: a friend is another avtdg, another self. Furthermore,
this nominalisation is foreshadowed by Plato’s development of at6¢ to mark essential
ontological form (with or without the prepositional reflexive phrase ka0’ ¢ovt-), and by
his characterisation of the soul and the human being in reflexive terms.

But there are at the same time some important differences. Surviving

nominalisations of avtog are exceedingly rare (the Aristotelian example appears a

* Cf. French le soi and German das Selbst.

> The nominalisation happened during the grammaticalisation process. The form that grammaticalised
first, himself, retains him as a nominal head, whereas forms that grammaticalised later have turned the
pronoun into a possessive pronoun modifying self as a noun: myself, yourself, ourselves instead of
*meself, *youself, *usselves. See van Gelderen 2000: 102 ff.

% Foucault (1966: 310) transforms this reflexivity into an socio-epistemological structure, defining the
modern age as one in which man shows himself ‘as the difficult object and sovereign subject of all
possible knowledge.” In Gidden’s (1991: 32) words, ‘the self [of late modernity] becomes a reflexive
project.” Note especially Sartre’s (1943: 76) analysis: ‘By nature [the self] is a reflexive, as syntax
sufficiently indicates — in particular the logical rigor of Latin syntax with the strict distinctions imposed
by grammar between the use of ejus and sui. The self refers, but it refers precisely to the subject. It
indicates a relation between the subject and himself, and this relation is precisely a duality, but a
particular duality since it requires particular verbal symbols.” Sartre is building on Kierkegaard (1849:
13): ‘But what is the self? The self is a relation that relates itself to itself or is the relation's relating itself
to itself in the relation; the self is not the relation but is the relation's relating itself to itself.” This
formulation suggests that the self refers to the actualisation of a generalised reflexive relation of the form
xRx, where R is a verbal idea bearing x to x — an idea we will return to, neatly expressed in Sartre’s
designation of the human consciousness as being-for-itself.

7 With the addition of an earlier stage in the case of Greek, inherited from PIE, where reflexivity is
encoded verbally (see Lehmann 1974). Cf. Hock (2006) for the development of a pronominal reflexive
strategy in early Sanskrit from the same verbal heritage.

2



somewhat bold innovation). The preferred Greek word for self is overwhelmingly the
independent noun yvyn and this is not without its conceptual consequences: where in
English self as a nominalised reflexive morpheme bears a deep syntactic connection to
the subject, there is no such connection necessary in the case of yvuyr. It, rather, is
hypostasised as an entity in its own right more or less independent of the subject.®
Modernity’s tendency to understand the human being in terms of abstract grammatical
relations, namely the subject and self, and also the ‘I’ — and, conversely, the relative
indifference of Greece to such categories — creates some of the most important semantic
contrasts between our and Greek notions of self.

Nevertheless, reflexive predications develop considerably from the time of
Homer to Plato and beyond, and this I will argue is linked to both the linguistic
evolution of a pronominal reflexive system (PRS) and changing notions of self. The
human being begins to enter into, and become defined by, a wide variety of reflexive
constructions. From a developmental perspective, such a move would be necessary for
any later redefinition of the soul as an inherently reflexive entity. For the human subject
or soul could not be conceptualised as just such a reflexive entity unless it had come to
be associated with reflexive predications in such an intimate way that these were
interpreted as definitional and absorbed by the subject as identifying descriptions. This
is the process by which a subject’s semes, as Barthes calls them, come to determine and
constitute the subject.’

Thinking of self in terms of reflexivity gives us a new way of thinking about
some old problems in classical scholarship. Many have tried to pin down the
revolutionary changes in thinking and society which turned out Classical from Archaic
Greece. These changes have often been held to entail a fundamental shift in psychology,

the most infamous example of which is Snell’s thesis that the developments that gave us

¥ Thus, in the view of contemporary thought, ancient psychology falls prey to the substantialist illusion.
To borrow Sartre’s (1943: 84, 103) terminology, it seeks to make the for-itself into an in-itself, to treat it
as a phenomenal object that, as created, participates in the contingency of created reality (ens creatum),
rather than apprehending it as a non-thing that founds itself. I agree with Sartre’s distinction between
these two views of the human being, yet disagree with his evaluation of the former as a mistake: in its
relevant cultural context the substantialist view is an experienced reality, providing, in extreme cases, the
physical manifestation of psychic substances — as in certain forms of shamanism — or more loosely a
general economy of the human being as a dividual substance. Rather than seeing himself as some kind of
limit of the world, the ancient sees himself as another of its creatures. For him the notion of a being-for-
itself founding itself is nonsensical since one is firmly founded in the being of god(s). For the radically
different epistemological frameworks of different historical epochs, and especially those of premodern
and modern thought, which naturally influence their respective views of the human subject, see Foucault
1966; 1981-2.

? The process is prevalent, and for an everyday example one can consider the way a person’s nickname
often derives from the acts, i.e. the predicates, which characterise her.
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fifth century Greece unified the fragmented mind of earlier Greek society into a single
holistic principle. I defend Snell’s claim that there is something fundamentally different
about the sense of self in these two periods, while arguing that he didn’t quite find the
right terminology and framework for elucidating just what composes this difference. I
argue that innovative application of the PRS, along with the development of the very
system itself, is important evidence for new conceptions of self. In particular, it is
argued that a transcendental notion of self, adapting Kant’s terminology, is generated by
the semantic effects peculiar to encoding reflexive events using a transitive conceptual
structure as opposed to encoding them using other strategies, for instance middle
reflexivity.

This approach brings with it the welcome bonus of connecting territories that
might otherwise seem distinct. For we will see how the use of reflexivity in three of the
dominant realms in philosophy — ontology (which for ancient philosophy is barely
distinguishable from cosmology), epistemology, and ethics — feed into, and are in turn
contingent upon, a burgeoning category of self qua reflexive structure. The thing-in-
itself of fundamental ontology comes into being alongside the soul as that which moves
itself, and these two, together with yet other reflexive concepts, are mutually dependent
within a general system of reflexivity. This approach is also fertile beyond the practical
limits of this thesis. It follows from the comparative method that in illuminating the
Greek notion of self we illuminate our own. Greece did not knit a connection between
the human being and reflexivity as closely as we do, but in many ways it laid the
groundwork for our current obsessions. At points throughout this thesis we will have
time and space to prefigure some of these movements. It seems that a reflexive meme
was initiated in Greece that now, operating the recursive machine of language, is
working its way deeper still into our thought. My thesis thus seeks to make a three way
comparison: classical Greece vis-a-vis Homeric and archaic Greece on the one hand,

and modernity on the other.

1.1.2 Methodology

This thesis is a meeting of the three disciplines: philological interpretation, linguistics,

and philosophy. As philology it is a survey of the thematic use of extant reflexive



constructions from Homer to Plato. Linguistics comes into the picture to supplement the
philological interpretation in both a synchronic and diachronic way. Synchronically, it is
argued that the semantic features of the novel reflexive concepts derive in each case
from the more general semantic features of the PRS, and diachronically, that the
system’s development bears the footprint of its broadening use for novel concept-
building. Lastly, philosophy makes its entrance because it has a particular predilection
for reflexive constructions, and these require a more technical discussion. Furthermore,
we will often wield this philosophy from a position of intellectual history, as it is
suggested that the development of the PRS, and its associated semantic feature — what I
call a transcendental construction of the agent/subject — condition the birth and ongoing
legacy of philosophy in a way that is still felt today.

The thesis’ interdisciplinary nature has necessitated the inclusion of a lengthy
introductory chapter laying out the relevant philosophical and linguistic background
material. I make use of work by the linguist Lakoff which explores the semantic fertility
of the English reflexive system and how it encodes different psychological models of
self-relation, before making my way towards Kemmer, who has shown subtle but
significant semantic differences in the diverse strategies of reflexive encoding. Once it
has been shown that (a) reflexivity and psychology are deeply related and (b) different
reflexive systems do different things semantically, then it is a plausible hypothesis that
(c) a large shift in reflexive strategy will correlate with a shift in the idea of self. I then
suggest approaching this shift in terms of Gill’s distinction between subjective-
individualist and objective-participant models of personhood — which he developed to
aid the differentiation of the Greek and modern views of self — and the idea of the
transcendental subject well-known from Kant.

Since the mechanism for diachronic language change is grammaticalisation, I
also outline a theory of it. The theory is conceived within the functionalist school but
extrapolated to what might be called a neo-Whorfian perspective. This is perhaps the
most controversial stage of my argument.'’ Having fallen out of favour for a while,
mainly through the disproportionate dominance of Chomskian linguistics, which draws
a formal line between syntax and semantics, and a fortiori cultural semantics (there are

subject-verb-object word order languages, but not subject-verb-object cultures), there

' However, since there is semantic variation in different reflexive strategies, they are not arbitrarily
equivalent ways of doing the same thing — as may be said of many of the variable parameters of
grammatical structure — and so the argument from syntax to semantics, and vice-versa, should in this case
not be so controversial.



has recently been something of a renaissance of Whorfian thought.'' As Evans argues, a
functionalist theory of grammaticalisation implicitly allows the encoding, in time, of
culturally specific patterns of language use, so that certain grammatical structures may
in part be motivated by the peculiar semantic needs of a particular culture. I thus argue
that the cultural innovation of the transcendental reflexive subject, against a backdrop of
key socio-cultural changes in Greek society, shaped the grammaticalisation of the Greek
complex reflexive system. This culture-specific adaptation of a functionalist theory of
grammaticalisation, in which the individual language used by speakers who frequently
talk about reflexive beings sediments into the linguistic macro-structure of a complex
reflexive pronominal system, allows us to tie together the linguistic and philosophical
threads of my thesis.

Given (c) above, and the grammaticalising mechanism that conventionalises a
favoured semantic strategy, in this case a reflexive strategy, it remains to propose and

show the following:

1. That there is formal linguistic evidence for a move from one reflexive
strategy, middle reflexivity, to another, pronominal reflexivity, or at least a
considerable growth in the latter. Given the paucity of data, much of the
growth can be inferred from the fact of the grammaticalisation of the
complex reflexive itself, since frequency is a key factor in this process. '

2. That this relatively new strategy, pronominal reflexivity, is indeed put to
interesting new uses that concern the nature of the person and instantiate
culturally important categories.

3. That these categories are becoming important because of a wider
sociological transformation that serves as a crucible for the complex
reflexive’s grammaticalisation and its accretion of new meanings, especially

its involvement in new psychological models of the person.'

"' See Evans 2003: 13-16, and especially Enfield (2002), whose volume is a selection of essays
considering links between grammar and culture.

'2 This paucity is also the reason for an absence of rigorous statistical analysis. Increasing use of the PRS
is inferred not from statistics, but from the fact of grammaticalisation itself — a useful indirect indicator of
statistical frequency when sufficient data are unavailable.

'3 This point is the reason for the breadth of my thesis. We must consider the use of reflexivity in as many
discourses and registers as possible since only a category that spans a large area of the cultural body will
be articulated with enough momentum and frequency to influence the grammar, and in particular the
semanticisation of certain meanings of the reflexive pronoun.
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For the thematic discussion I have limited myself to literal reflexivity and hence discuss
reflexivity only insofar as writers use reflexive constructions. Any detailed discussion
of the self is thus kept to a discussion of the self qua explicit reflexive being, though
scholarly work on other aspects of the self are brought in where they bear on my
argument. Points of key philosophical and linguistic interest are discussed on a case by
case basis and often referred to the background introductory material. Sometimes a
point is postponed because it is better dealt with in concert with another author’s use of
a similar reflexive idea. Though the bulk of the thesis concerns writers from Homer to
Plato, on occasion I will consider the reception and further development of reflexive
ideas in thinkers beyond this scope in order to properly contextualise the significance of
reflexivity in this early period and the developmental trajectory begun therein.

I have replicated the argument’s diachronic arc in the structure of this thesis by
dealing with the material chronologically. It may therefore feel that the argument
gathers momentum as historical time and the thesis itself progress. While earlier
chapters are relatively sparse and speculative, there is more to sink our teeth into as we
approach and finally arrive at the classical era. This effect is in fact a corollary of my
main point: besides the patchier literary record of the archaic period, there is less to talk
about in the early stages since the reflexive system does not yet deeply engage with
ideas of self. The majority of the linguistic discussion takes place in chapters 2 and 3
because this was the period during which the complex reflexive grammaticalised. By
the time of chapters 3-7, the complex reflexive is in common use and we can focus on
the increasingly rich applications of the reflexive system and their philosophical

consequences.

Since my argument makes claims concerning intellectual development, some
clarification of the term ‘development’ is required. According to Gill, both he and
Williams take issue with Snell and Adkins’ vision of ‘a step-by-step evolution towards
the modern concept of self’.'* But I think that if we reason carefully about the idea of
‘evolution’, with special attention to how this word is used in biology, some
reconciliation is possible. What is usually objected to in the notion of ‘step-by-step’ is
that it implies some sort of teleological progress, a groping after some final state of

Hegelian realisation. However the language of biological evolution has discovered a

14 Gill 2008: 39.



way of talking about step-by-step developmental dependency without connoting
teleology. For example, the differentiation of modern humans from chimps is the result
of cumulative adaptations since our last common ancestor. If any of these had not
occurred, we would not be who we are today. Yet this does not in any way entail that
the modern human was somehow destined to evolve, that having stepped through the
first stages of this developmental chain, reconstructed from hindsight, our ancestors
were fated to follow the remainder of a path laid before them by nature. At any point a
different route could have been taken. But, crucially, none of this vitiates the claim of
detailed structural dependency between each step once a certain path has in fact been
taken. If we remove the tone of normative teleology from Snell and Adkins’ argument,
the general architecture of their view, that when given the historical sequence a-b-c-d-e-
£, f wouldn’t be f without each of the previous steps, and owes its current form to the
vast conspiracy of historical movements that preceded it, can to my mind hardly be
doubted.” And one might expect this conditionality to be especially powerful in the
case of philosophy, because its major thinkers have consciously steeped themselves in
their tradition’s history and responded quite explicitly to the ideas of their predecessors.
The Presocratics conditioned Platonism conditioned Stoicism etc., with
innumerable other conditions also factoring into this equation. One doesn’t leap from
the Presocratics, over a byzantine skein of intervening conditions and sine quibus non,
to existentialism, anymore than one leaps immediately from the common ancestor of
chimps and humans to either of these contemporary species. Development is in fact
radically stepwise, provided that we understand by that conditional and cumulative. In
terms of our argument, I am suggesting that the later tradition’s use of reflexivity builds
upon its use in the period under study. Since reflexivity is a tool especially suited to a
subjective-individualist articulation of personhood, the development of reflexivity is an

important conditional ‘step’ in the eventual emergence of this articulation.

"> 1 have put this unilaterally, though of course the situation in reality is of an almost infinite variety of
variables working in a combination of succession and confluence, with new influences always arriving
from different directions.



1.2 Thought and language

1.2.1 The controversy of Homeric psychology

Insofar as I am endeavouring to tie together two developmental trajectories, one
linguistic and the other intellectual, the remaining sections of this chapter have been
devoted to a consideration of the relation between language and thought as it relates to
ideas of personhood. Within Greek intellectual history Bruno Snell is famous for his
seminal treatment of Homeric psychology, but he has had to weather a storm of
criticism from every quarter in recent scholarship on the issue. I am in conditional
agreement with Snell that Homeric psychology is substantively different from later
Greek ideas, though for me this difference is best thought in different terms, those of
Homer’s dialogical and non-reflexive conception of personhood. Arguments that
downplay the apparent distinctiveness of Homeric psychology assume a psychological
universalism that questions inferences from Homeric language to Homeric thought.
They impinge on my own thesis in holding a) that one can’t conclude that if a culture
doesn’t have a word for something, then for them it doesn’t exist, and b) that the
language one uses to narrate internal experience is simply a facon de parler with little
ontological traction.

Point a) is mustered against the claim that since in Homer there is no one word
to capture the psychological unity of the person, he has no concept of the person as a
psychological unity — yoyn, the word which later takes on this meaning, is never used in
a psychological sense in Homer. One grants that Snell may exaggerate his interpretation
of this absence by advancing a straightforward Whorfianism: what a culture doesn’t
have a word for, for them doesn’t exist.'® But if we weaken the correspondence between
language and thought a little, a milder version of his thesis should, to my mind, be

uncontroversial: what a culture doesn’t have a word for isn’t important for them as an

'® What Pelliccia, following Evans-Pritchard (1995: 20 n.18) criticises as ‘laundry list’” anthropology —
which is somewhat ironical given that Evans-Pritchard devoted himself to elucidating cultural ideas
which had no simple equivalent in the Western tradition. Pelliccia (17-27) is scathing of Snell and the
undue influence of Lévy-Bruhl’s anthropolgy on classicists, but fails to take into account the broader
anthropological literature. He misses the point on the correlation between language and thought by
choosing poor counter-examples, and would have done better to consider that Greek culture lacks, say, a
phrase for historical materialism or subjectivity, just as the West lacks a word for the Yolgnu concept of
djalkiri. 1t is self-evident that none of these ideas is culturally important to those that lack them. The
status of yuyn in Homer is considered in more detail in §2.3.
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object of inquiry or socio-cultural signifier. Accordingly, if Homeric psychology
doesn’t have a lexicalised short-cut for the person conceived of as an essentialised unity,
we infer that such a unity was not a popular topic of investigation and discussion. Nor
then would it have been a prominent signifier in any complex socio-cultural discourse
that builds on it as a well-established and familiar element.'” To be sure, recognition of
a unity of person is evident in the use of personal pronouns and names, but they are
used uncritically and never become an object of reflection.'® That is, the unity of the
person insofar as it is indexed by these pronouns is assumed by a fundamental, habitual
level of discourse, but is not objectified as a curiosity of thought for transparent
circulation and discussion, and cannot become part of any further and derivative
discourse which requires such objectification before its construction.

Point b), which is related to a), mistakenly takes psychic reality to be
independent of human subjectivity. But a universalism which treats the experience of
consciousness as an independent reality in the manner of trees, rocks and tables — which
are what they are regardless of our understanding of them — is in fundamental error,
since ‘[hJow we understand and are aware of it is constitutive of how we feel.”'” And
how we understand consciousness relates to the particular lexical resources we use to
narrate that experience. Such a universalism is often motivated, if only implicitly, by a
quarrel with the attitude of colonial anthropology, for it must be said that
anthropological difference has often been surveyed from the vantage point of cultural
chauvinism: the Homeric Greeks, for example, or the members of a technologically
primitive tribe, are not to be dignified with so progressive and noble a concept as the

self or individual. An implicit distaste for such chauvinism has, I think, swung many of

' How, for example, could the discourse of Christianity have been formed without a word for soul as the
personal and moralised essence of the human being, a concept required for the articulation of many of its
important ideas?

'8 Indeed nominalisation of pronouns (e.g. the ‘I’) for the purposes of philosophical inquiry is for the most
part a modern conceit. Before Aristotle (see below p.38) no essential connection is conceived between
the use of these pronouns and the form of the human being; they do not become a staple of human
ontology until much later. The preference for words like sou/ obviously influences the direction of ancient
inquiry into the human being. Due to the life-force connotations of soul words, and their connection to an
(often divine) source, ancient psychology does not seek an account of a unique human subject abstracted
from dependent relations so much as an understanding of her qua /iving being in relation to a source of
life.

' Taylor 1989: 262. He goes on: ‘We can’t interpret consciousness on the model of a representation,
where this means representation of some independent reality. For there is nothing which our awareness of
our feelings could represent in this case. There is no core of feeling an sich, separable from how we
understand it.’

10



his critics to a position of rather extreme universalism.” It is a shame that often this
universalism seems to me to be stirred more by a difficulty with the historical narrative
of progress than by a consideration of whether any difference is radical or not. That is, it
has an ethical problem with the position, not a factual one, which is entirely
understandable given the misuse of radical difference to justify any number of colonial
horrors. But another view of radical difference holds to the theory that cultures can
construct human identity and experience in such vastly different ways that a hiatus may
arise between one culture’s notion of self and another, such that application of a
universalist vocabulary becomes highly problematic.”’

Furthermore, the corollary of Snell’s thesis, that the Homeric self is somehow
fragmented since it is divided into a number of more or less discrete psychic agents, is
not ludicrous when situated in its broader anthropological context. On the contrary,
perhaps what is most bizarre in the long scheme of human history is modernity’s
subjectivisation of virtually all psychological predication — that is, its reduction to a
transcendental subject indexed by the personal pronouns, and above all ‘I’, and its
peculiar fascination with detailing, narrating and theorising internal life.”> Outside of
classics, anthropology has developed and applied the concept of a ‘dividual’ self to
great effect in describing ideas of self in traditional societies, many of which are
sociologically comparable to early Greece. Snell’s critics underestimate the extent to
which a society’s mode of material and social organisation is productive of certain types
of personhood and consciousness. Though, in the anthropologist Beidelman’s words,
‘Classicists have developed a useful picture of Homeric society that approximates the
accretive and dissolving kin and client groups made famous in ethnographies of Evans-
Pritchard and Lienhardt writing about the Nuer and Dinka of the southern Sudan’,”
Snell’s critics have not availed themselves of anthropological work on the psychological

models that complement these forms of society, namely small-scale societies with little

20 Which is not without its own ethnocentrism, since the sense of self universalised is most often one
limited to a particular historical conditioning, that of modernity.

21 Such a position needn’t make any evaluative claims whatsoever, and can even invert the traditional
ranking. Schmitt (1990) has argued that Homeric psychology captures some essential truths of
consciousness omitted in more modern models, for example the interleaving of emotion and reason, and
Naas (1995: 9) has rubbed together Snell and Derrida to praise the absence of the concept of a
psychological subject in Homer. There is also a degree of affinity between the multiplicity of Homeric
psychology and postmodern views of self.

*> By contrast, traditional societies as a whole are unconcerned with giving detailed accounts of internal
experience and introspection (see Hallpike 1979: 392-3; cf. Lee 1950: 543), in which regard the Homeric
epics are typical, especially in their focus on the outward manifestation of emotive states.

 Beidelman 1989: 230. Beidelman is here referring particularly to the influential work of Moses Finley
(1977). See also his introduction in Easterling and Muir (1985: xiii-xx).
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to no literacy functioning through face-to-face relations.”* Take as an example Ilongot
narrations of mental life, which reveal a certain harmony with Homeric idiom in
avoiding subjective predications of the personal pronouns, favouring instead the relative

externalisation of thought to personified agents:

nu kunidétak ’away ‘adun ’enu’nu nitu rvinawak, ‘empépedeg déken ma rinawak
‘away nemnementun békir — when 1 am lazy, discouraged, there is little

movement in my heart, my heart just stays with me and thinks of nothing else. %’

If anything, the drift of Ilongot psychology goes further in its concrete externalisation of
thought and its use of talking organs than Snell ever claimed for Homer, so that we
should be armed against appeals to putatively counter-intuitive bizarreness. Since these
and other expressions of a dividual self are everyday, cross-cultural parallels undermine
the dismissal of comparable psychological representations in Homer as artificial figures
of speech, poetic products of the conventions of the epic genre and metrical demands.?
In sum, what I retain of Snell is that how we theorise and talk about the reality

of our internal subjective experience, as opposed to the reality of the world “out there”,

** The notion of the dividual as opposed to the individual person has become a popular anthropological
term in the analysis of personhood in traditional societies (see e.g. Strathern 1988 and LiPuma 1998).
Snell’s critics have also failed to avail themselves of studies in Greece’s ancient neighbourhood. Ancient
Jewish psychology in particular shows remarkable correspondence with Homeric views. Indeed Wright’s
words concerning the Hebrew idea of man would not be out of place in Snell’s monograph as a
description of the Homeric idea: ‘There was no separation of body and soul, and man was conceived as a
unified psycho-physical organism in which the psychical functions of the ego were conceived as finding
expression in the various parts of the body’ (Wright 1952: 88). For this understanding of Jewish
psychology, see especially Robinson (1913; 1925), who also observes (1913: 366) that there is no word
for the body as a whole in Hebrew since it is not consciously contrasted with a psychic totality — just as,
we should add, there isn’t one in Homer either (there o®pa only refers to the corpse), nor for that manner
in many traditional cultures (note especially Leenhardt’s (1979: 165) observation of the importance of a
concept of body as a unified and independent entity in the process of individuating a self). So Lee (1950:
539) writes of the Wintu Indians that they use the phrase kot Wintu, meaning the whole person, instead of
a word for body, and that they similarly don’t have a word for the self as an established separate entity.
Furthermore, in Jewish thought the various parts of the body, for example the lips, eyes, bowels etc., are
also endowed with consciousness and take psychological predicates (see Owen 1956: 176; Johnson 1964:
45-8, 87), just as Snell and Onians argue that Homeric man as a psycho-physical fusion as divided into
different psychic organs. Cf. Read (1955: 265) of the psychology of the Gahuku-Gama: ‘To an extent to
which it is perhaps difficult to understand, the various parts of the body, limbs, eyes, nose, hair, the
internal organs and bodily excretions are essential constituents of the human personality’.

* Rosaldo 1980: 246, s.v. kidét. See also p.245, s.v. kalikal for an example of direct speech attributed to
the heart in quotidian fashion. Cf. also similar ascriptions of psychological activity to the heart by the
Dinka (Lienhardt 1985: 149).

26 Apropos the latter, cf. Jahn (1987), who treats the different psychic organs and their phrases as useful
metrical alternatives for the same idea. Metrical felicity does not determine semantic/idiomatic felicity,
meaning that listeners will not accept a strange psychological expression simply because it satisfies metre.
Though in time metre may well have produced synonymy between the terms, their provenance must
ultimately have been outside the epic language.
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is more than just a manner of speaking and contributes substantively to the construction
of this reality. As I outline further below and argue in chapter 2, psychological
representations in Homer steer clear of reflexive characterisation and avoid
essentialising the person as a unitary soul, and this an important difference between

Homeric and later ideas of personhood.

1.2.2 Pronouns constructing identity

It may at first seem farfetched to propose that reflexive pronouns, or pronouns more
generally, may encode culturally specific notions. That the various lexicons of the
world’s languages divide the world into different semantic spectra is obvious, but this
phenomenon, following Chomsky’s well-known separation of syntax and semantics, is
usually seen as confined to the more obviously denotative areas of the lexicon — words
for things, ideas, etc., and their combination into various complexes. But for the more
purely syntactic features, such as word-order and pronominal indexing, the possibility
of culturally-specific encoding is usually underplayed, or rejected outright.” The
various sets of syntactic features just represent so many arbitrary ways of skinning the
grammatical cat. However, while it is far more plausible that a parameter such as
grammaticalised word-order is minimally semantic,”® pronouns occupy a far more
ambiguous position, somewhere between syntax and semantics. We are all aware of the
distinction in German and French between formal and informal forms of the second-
person pronoun , the so-called T-V distinction. One can argue over whether this means
that such a distinction is any more important for German and French society than one
which does not employ such a distinction, but in other cases the cultural connection is

far clearer. The best examples are the pronominal systems of various Australian

*" However, as Evans (2003: 37) points out, Chomsky’s view seems to have softened of late.

¥ Though even here, the fact that in non-configurational languages the word order is heavily influenced
by semantically motivated hyperbaton, and that some such languages fixed their word-order over time,
leaves open the possibility that what began as a favoured type of hyperbaton (for whatever semantic
reasons), eventually conventionalised as the default word-order. Though the particular formalised word-
order may lose these semantic features as it conventionalises (the ‘semantic bleaching’ that usually
accompanies grammaticalisation), it is quite possible that they were an initial factor in its production.
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indigenous languages which encode complex kinship relations, the bedrock of their
cultural social life.*’

But since we are concerned with reflexive pronouns, before jumping straight to
the possibility of culturally-specific semantic variation, it must first be shown that they
have any semantic content at all beyond simply marking for syntactic coreference. Here
we may follow the lead of Lakoff who, drawing on the work of two of his
undergraduates, has analysed the rich array of conceptual models that different reflexive
constructions use.”’ Towards the end of his paper he compares the sentences ‘I found

myself in writing” and ‘I lost myself in writing’. He writes:

Although in surface form these sentences differ minimally in the choice of the
verbs “lose” versus “find”, they are understood in utterly different ways — in terms
of different models of the Person. The first sentence uses the Loss-of-Self model,
while the second uses the First True-Self Model. This difference in models of the

Person also has a reflection in syntax. Compare the following sentences.

He found his true self in writing.

He lost his true self in writing.

The first is a paraphrase of the corresponding sentence above, while the second is
ill-formed, since “true self” requires a True-Self model, while “lose,” which can
occur with a Loss-of-Self model, cannot occur with a True-Self model. The
conclusion: Reflexives are not necessarily instances of co-reference with an
antecedent; reflexives and their antecedents may refer to two different aspects of
the same person. Thus, grammars must not only make reference to a split of the
Person into Subject plus Self, but must also refer to different metaphorical models

of the Person.”!

* For the encoding of kinship relations in grammar, sometimes called ‘kintax’, see Hale 1966 and Evans
2003; for the importance of pronouns in constructing personal identity, and cultural variation thereof, see
Muhlhausler and Harré 1990; also Lee 1950. Note also Kashima and Kashima (1998), who demonstrate a
correlation between pronoun drop (the ability for a language to omit pronominal subjects) and lower
levels of cultural individualism. When omitted, the subject’s self is not the focus of conceptual attention;
rather, it is deemphasised and merges with its context.

% Lakoff 1992.

* Tbid.
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As Lakoff observes, the two sentences are syntactically identical reflexive
constructions. Yet the reference of the reflexive in each case is radically different, and
in combination with its governing verb calls upon a specific conceptual model of self-
relation. The first reflexive may be glossed as a true self, spiritually satisfied and
convinced of life’s meaning, but one which is easily alienated by the demands of a
dissatisfying job, indifferent friends etc., while the second refers to a self that is
involved in the worldly concerns and everyday maintenance of an interactive life. These
are not the only two possible models, and Lakoff’s paper does a good job of setting out

the semantic diversity of types of self relation. Here, for example, are two others:

Wash yourself!

Control yourself!

The first reflexive in this instance indexes a bodily self. One certainly isn’t washing a
true self or a socially-involved self! By contrast, the second refers to a psychological
agency, whether expressed in a set of behaviours, desires, or thoughts, that is to some
degree at odds with the subject, but which may be brought under its dominion.

Now returning to the original question of cultural specificity, not all languages
use their reflexive pronouns, or their functional equivalent, in each of these senses and
within the corresponding model of a particular subject-self relation. Homeric Greek
does not use the reflexive in psychological models at all, and Greek more generally does
not make extensive use of the true-self model. It has no natural reflexive equivalent, for
instance, of ‘he found himself in writing’, a phrase which is perfectly ordinary and
transparent in English.’> One might offer ‘He found happiness in writing’ or some such
paraphrase where the reflexive is substituted by a term denoting contentment — but
while we get the picture, the meaning is in a subtle way quite different. The Greek in no
way presupposes the existence of some metaphysical true self whose realisation will

bring fulfilment.” Nor could one find a Greek equivalent for the expression of the

32 The individualised true-self model is particularly productive in English, e.g. ‘I need to get in touch with
myself’, ‘She has finally woken up to herself’, etc. On the other hand, the Greek finds ample meaning in
his absorption into a rich array of other-relations, including those of kin, religion, and social duty. There
isn’t a single example in extant Greek literature of someone attributing unhappiness to a failure ‘to get in
touch with oneself’. Lack of wealth, human ignorance, the gods, the injustice of others, failure to act
morally oneself, even the poor condition of one’s soul — all the usual scapegoats are sufficient targets for
blame without needing to postulate a metaphysical being such as an authentic self over and above them.

33 Indeed the phrase true self does not have a convenient, direct translation in Greek. 6AnO¥g woyi| is
utterly without precedent. This is because yvyf may refer to the true essence of the human being
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same idea with a different sort of reflexive construction, ‘He is only himself when
writing’. There are in Greek similar expressions such as ‘he is not himself’, but these
apply to extraordinary states of madness. It is bizarre to say the least for the Greek not
to be himself because he is dissatisfied by his job, say, or the lack of a fulfilling hobby,
as though Greek society could so easily fail in providing one with a proper sense of
being. These expressions in English mark a typically modern project, the quest for
individual authenticity in a society where it is up to the individual to find it for herself
through a process of self-fashioning.*

There are, however, other models of subject-self relation that do become popular
in Greece, especially among intellectual circles. One would be the notion of self-
control, which gives rise to related ideas such as ‘conquering oneself’. This model
presupposes an unruly, intemperate self, which may bring social shame as well as
destroy the equanimity required for psychic happiness. Another is the Delphic
prescription to ‘know yourself’. While a modern reading of this advice might naturally
interpret ‘yourself” as ‘your true self’, this is not the original sense of the reflexive in
this context. It refers, rather, to a self enmeshed in a set of social relations (including
relations to gods): what one is being exhorted to know is one’s proper place relative to
others, whether in respect of knowledge, wealth, birth, beauty etc.’® Both these relations
require a disjunction between the subject and the reflexive. The dictum ‘know yourself’
only makes sense on the assumption there is an aspect of myself that is not completely
transparent to me and which one must work at to comprehend fully, while the split in
the case of ‘conquering oneself” is self-evident.

Neither of these subject-self relationships is present in Homer as a reflexive
construction. On the rare occasion that Homer does use a reflexive, its reference is
either the person as a vaguely defined whole, just as the personal pronouns in ordinary

usage, or more particularly the outward and bodily self. It never refers to some

understood generically but not to some personalised self that may only be realised by the individual
herself. Moreover, since it always retains its original sense as the principle of animate life and, after
Homer, of psychic experience — connotations absent in the case of self — the sort of alienation from one’s
self required for such English expressions as ‘she is not her usual self” is impossible in the case of yoyn —
it would absurdly entail unconsciousness or even death. The abstraction of individualised models of the
person from any life force allows moderns to enter into various complex relationships with self without
this affecting their vitality.

3 Cf. Gill (1996: 109-13, 125-29, 446) on the radically subjective interpretation of expressions like ‘be
yourself” and ‘be true to yourself’.

5 See Wilkins (1917), discussed further below. Note that Plato seeks to reinterpret the reflexive more
along the lines of a ‘true self’. He analyses knowing yourself as knowing your soul, a move which was
possibly anticipated by Heraclitus. This is an historical development within Greece itself, and evidence
that the reflexive has taken on new referential possibilities as the concept of the person has changed.
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predominantly psychological aspect of the person, let alone a metaphysical being like
‘true self’. As the point has often been made, a Greek hero doesn’t talk to himself but to
his Bvouodg. Neither, it can also be said, is thinking located in himself as a kind of
psychological container. Homer does have available to him a number of ways of
representing the types of relation above, but they do not use reflexive constructions and
the semantics are subtly but critically different. He might use, for example, one of the
various nouns that stand for aspects of the psyche, the so-called psychic organs, in place
of the reflexive. He might say ‘control your Bupdc’ instead of ‘control yourself’, where
Boudg stands for overly passionate inclinations; or ‘he said to his 6vudg’ instead of ‘he
said to himself’, where Bvpog refers to a psychic conversational partner. Is Bopudc, then,
just the Homeric Greek equivalent of self? Despite some degree of semantic overlap,
Boudg is impossible in other contexts where the reflexive is, or at least would have a
different meaning.*® For instance, to say in Greek ‘Know your Oupu6g’ would naturally
mean to know your desires, perhaps similar to English ‘Know your heart’ — though the
latter would normally refer to a deep, almost spiritual desire that has been concealed and
waylaid by other superficial and distracting desires, whereas I doubt that for the
Homeric Greek Oupdc would ever refer to something so opaque. But above all, as
Havelock notes,”” when one compares the representation of self-dialogue in the
Homeric expression Bupog dvwoyé pe with the later Herodotean gpovticag mpoc émutdyv,
one sees that the former leaves the subject and object conceptually distinct as two
relatively independent beings, while the latter attempts to identify and integrate the
subject and object by deploying the reflexive.

Perhaps another of the organs will substitute adequately for the reflexive here.
But these face the same problem as 6vpog in that they would most naturally refer to a
particular aspect of the person rather than the person per se. For example, ‘Know your
@péveg or vodg’ might mean ‘Know your mind’s content’, ‘Be clear about what you
think’, or, if the function of these organs is meant, ‘Learn to exercise shrewd thought’.
These substitutions become even more impossible if we attempt to construe them in the
original sense of the dictum and make them pick out the person as a node of social

relations. None of them could refer to the person in this capacity — they are all far too

3% It is also capable of hypostatisation as a particular emotion or inclination, as in ‘another Gupdg held me
back’ (0d.9.302), where words such as self or soul are not. According to Macdonald (2005: 225,
following Vygotsky), this ability characterises complexes rather than concepts, which often merge with
the particular concrete elements that compose it, while concepts maintain themselves as abstract entities
apart from the concrete experience in which they are embedded. See further §7.2.1 below.

3" Havelock 1972: 9, n.23.
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partial and psychological. But the reflexive pronoun is perfectly suited to this role
because it is just that, a pronoun, whose reference can easily take on the open-ended
totality that constitutes the human agent.

There is another way one can go about demonstrating the difference between the
reflexive pronoun and the psychic organs, and which also turns on the pronominal
nature of the former. The reflexive pronoun exhibits an unparalleled polysemy, so that it
can stand in a given context for just about any aspect of the person, whether it be qua
part or whole. It can refer, for example, to my bodily self, as in the expression ‘I washed
myself’, where a substitution like Bupog would produce nonsense. This polysemy, by
which it may pick out virtually any mode of human existence, yields almost unbounded
interpretative possibilities. It is why a dictum such as ‘Know yourself” can and was
taken in a variety of ways, where ‘yourself” may refer, for example, to a point defined
by a field of social relations, within which one should know one’s place, or, via Platonic
reinterpretation, to the soul as the essential form of the human being. Indeed the
reflexive pronoun is so protean that it may even appear to shift its reference within the
space of a single thought. We find, for instance, a fragment of Antiphon referring to
‘conquering oneself” and then directly after to ‘blockading oneself against desires’. In
the first idea the self invoked is one to be victorious over, while in the second it is one
whose victory is to be ensured by protecting it. In crude terms, the former is the person
in his objectionable, the latter in his commendable aspect.

The reflexive’s polysemy may also exhibit a developmental dimension, meaning
that the default interpretation, or possible interpretations, given to a reflexive
construction may change over time. As ideas of what constitutes a person change,
indexicals such as the reflexive pronoun will change their reference. For example,
interpretation of ‘Know yourself’ as ‘Know your soul’ owes to the idea, prominent in
Plato’s I Alcibiades, that equates a person with her soul. This is, largely, a historically
innovative interpretation of the dictum that reflects the endeavour of intellectuals to
essentialise the notion of the person. Without a historical context, most moderns (as I
first did) would probably interpret the reflexive’s reference as some version of a true
self, which must be known and discovered if one is to lead an authentic and deeply

satisfying existence.”® The dictum speaks to us according to our own preconceptions of

3% Cf. Nietzsche’s pessimism regarding this project: ‘One’s own self is well hidden from one’s own self.’
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what most fundamentally constitutes the person, preconceptions which are influenced
by our particular intellectual history and cultural development.

I have suggested that what these different interpretations of the reflexive share,
however, as opposed to a substituted psychic organ, is that they may stand for the open-
ended totality that constitutes the human subject. This contributes to the mystery of
expressions such as the Delphic dictum because it means that somehow, more than one
or two parts being unknown, an entire unity of personhood has somehow been ignored.
What one is seeking to know is thus one’s identity as a whole. This is a radical task,
because it assumes that for some reason or other the whole of what one is has escaped

notice. To emphasise, one could transform it into an indirect question as follows:

V&L GavTOV — YVOOL GoTOV HoTIC 0DTOG EL
We may compare a construction with vpdc, which couldn’t stand for the identity
of the person as a whole but is moved away from the personal subject to the third

person: yv@0t Boudév — yvdo1 Bopov dotig Eoti.

We see similar semantic effects in other uses. In the call to ‘Conquer yourself’, for
example, it is not just a particular unruly part of oneself that must be conquered but
rather an entire instantiation of the subject. To bring this distinction out we might

analyse it as follows:

viko cavtov Embopiong dyav yopilechor imbota.

It is not desires per se that are to be conquered but rather that version of the subject that
is in the habit of indulging them. The reflexive refers to a particular form of the subject
and not one of its states, properties, parts etc. Of course, this is precisely because the
reflexive is a pronoun that indexes the subject. Here we hit on an important difference
between the psychic organs and the reflexive which enables one to see the significance
of a shift from the use of the former to the latter. Namely, in moving to the latter what is
being reflexively engaged, and called into question, is the subject as a whole rather than
a restricted part thereof. This is a reflexivity that is far more radical, striking at the
foundations of what it is to be a subject. At the same time, because of the conceptual
separation between the reflexive and its antecedent generated by the PRS, the divisions

within the subject become more profound and problematic. For what we now have is
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not the hairline fracture of a subject differing from some aspect of its psyche, as in the
case of ‘I’ in contrast with my Bopdc, but the chasm of a subject differing from another
subject, ‘I’ from ‘myself’, but each of which may substitute for the other with a greater

degree of completeness.

1.2.3 Grammaticalisation

It is one thing to argue that psychological uses of the reflexive differ semantically from
similar uses of psychic organs. But I am claiming further that these uses influence a
change in the reflexive system itself, namely the formation of the complex reflexive.
How then does one get a cultural phenomenon, in our case a certain construction of self,
into a grammatical phenomenon, the emergence of the complex reflexive? I propose a
functionalist account of grammaticalisation, that grammars code best what speakers do
most.”® As Evans argues, the functionalist approach of repeated patterns of use

ritualising as grammar

can be as readily adapted to culture-specific patterns as to those patterns that are
universal. In cultures that talk frequently about kinship, for example, kin-based
categories could be structured into the core grammar, as brute frequency of token
appearance leads to phonetic erosion through Zipfian effects, resulting in the

reduction of free words to grammatical morphemes.*’

Just as highly developed kinship grammars emerged in Indigenous Australian languages
as a cumulative result of the individual speech acts of persons embedded in a social
structure of kinship organisation,*' it is our argument that a heavily marked pronominal
syntax emerged in the course of Greek social development because individuals

frequently referred to the various reflexive categories promoted by their society. The

3% This statement is in many ways the motto of the functionalist school, coined by Du Bois (1985: 363)
but incorporated by functionalists more generally.

Particularly influential within functionalism is Hopper’s idea of the ‘emergence’ of structured forms of
mental representation that are constantly adapting themselves to usage (Hopper 1987; 1988; 1998).
Important works in the functionalist school include Bybee 1985; Comrie 1989; Croft 1990; Givon 1995;
Hopper and Thompson 1980; and Haspelmath 1999.

“ Evans 2003: 16.

! Tbid.
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marked pronominal system therefore developed as a way of efficiently encoding the
semantic properties of such categories. The innovative reflexivisation of other-directed
relations necessitates the addition of avtog as a heavy reflexive marker. A ‘phonetic
erosion’ brought about by Zipfian effects eventually reduces the combination of
pronoun and intensifier into a single reflexive form.

Admittedly, that part of this thesis which connects the use of reflexivity to the
formalisation of the PRS will be met by the dyed-in-the-wool generativist with
incomprehension at best, and at worst, outrage.*> The generativist-functionalist divide is
as entrenched and polarised a division as has ever cleaved an academic field, and for the
most part each party ignores the other. If I cannot consider the arguments of both sides
without entering an interminable and perhaps irresolvable battleground that would more
than exhaust this thesis, I can do little more than place myself in the functionalist camp
and refer the reader to the wider debate.*

Evans also proposes another way in which culture-specific meanings can
grammaticalise, the process known as semanticisation. Given that a sign’s meaning is
enriched by contextual inferences, if these inferences become frequent enough they may
be absorbed into the sign as a context-free lexical meaning. Connotations a word
previously carried only in a given context are then carried inherently regardless of
context. Applied to our study, semanticisation may occur in the increasing use of certain
models of self-relation, which will in time shape the denotation of the reflexive, and
especially in the nominalisation of avtdg from reflexive contexts. Likewise, the
abstraction in English of an idea of self has acquired some of its semantics from

constructions in which the reflexive must refer to a personalised true self.**

2 Cf. n.61 for a weaker and potentially more palatable formulation of my argument.

# Newmeyer (1998) is a rare Chomskyan who attempts to bridge the divide, but only admits a relatively
weak form of functionalism. See Haspelmath (2000) for a lengthy functionalist review. Every
functionalist admits that there exists some arbitrariness in syntax, and that syntax is to a degree
autonomous (cf. Newmeyer 1998: 23-8), but typically claims that regularities of semantically motivated
language use can in some cases lead to regularities in grammatical structure.

* Note for instance the possibility of the reflexive’s decomposition in certain self-models, e.g. ‘I need to
get in touch with myself/my musical self’. In fact in the case of the reflexive system grammaticalisation
and semanticisation likely interact. The reflexive never becomes a purely grammatical element that has
lost almost all its content; it remains semantically affluent, as this study will show. Cf. Safir (1996), who
shows that the semantic content of reflexives affects their use. The reflexive’s ambivalence as a
grammatical and semantic constituent is one obstacle to an excessively generativist treatment of it.
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1.2.4 Semantic motivation in the shift to pronominal reflexivity

As stated above, the functionalist hypothesis is only plausible if the PRS is sensitive to
semantic motivation. Linguists have argued that the heavy marking of complex
reflexives flags that the pragmatic expectation of a non-reflexive argument has been
violated.*> The expectation is a semantic property of the governing verb: if a verb
prototypically takes a disjoint object, or in other words is other-directed (OD), then a
coreferring object runs counter to expectation and hence requires additional marking;
conversely, for a prototypically self-directed (SD) verb, a simple pronoun will do as
coreference is already expected. This principal is neatly illustrated in the case of
Standard Dutch, where the simple reflexive zich and the complex reflexive zichzelf are
in more or less complementary distribution between SD verbs and OD verbs; in verbs

which are ambivalent between the two (neutral-directed or ND), both are possible:

a. Max; gedraagt zich;/*zichzelf; (SD verb)
Max behaves himself.

b. Max; haat *zichy/zichzelf; (OD verb)
Max hates himself.

c. Max; wast zichy/zichzelf; (ND verb)

Max washes himself.

Sinar shows that as with Dutch and other languages, in English the complex reflexive is
a grammaticalisation of pronoun plus the intensive adjective self.*® The intensifier self is
used to force a coreferential reading where it isn’t expected. The semantics of self 'as an
intensifier are primarily those of focus. It contrasts the intensified element with an
implicit set of alternatives in respect of some particular value or context to which it is
central and the alternatives peripheral. For an OD verb, a coreferential object is more
significant than other peripheral disjoint objects. For an SD verb, there is no set of
alternative others so a contrastive intensifier isn’t called for. A large amount of variation

between different languages’ approaches to reflexivisation will thus consist in the

* Sinar (2006: 94-8) provides a good summary of the argument with references to previous scholarship.
The Dutch example is hers.
% Ibid. For a briefer survey, see Konig and Siemund 2000: 44 ff.
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pragmatic expectations that must somehow be encoded in nodal connection with each
verb in the lexicon.

These expectations will be to some extent socially constructed, as Sinar
speculates.’” The question is why speakers start using OD verbs with unexpected
coreferential objects with enough frequency for the x-self form to eventually
grammaticalise One infers that they are reflexivising ideas that haven’t been
reflexivised before, or only infrequently. This is a move towards subject-centrism, as in
reflexivisation the subject claims for itself and its own instantiation roles that originally
belonged to a bona fide other. It effectively ‘colonises’ these roles. In the broadest
terms, this innovative reflexivity is thus another expression of the individual as it comes
to differentiate itself in a new cultural context where various kinds of self-relation have
become vital.

The complex reflexive’s development in Greek interacts with an alternative
system of reflexivity, the middle voice, which is not present in Dutch but may function
as a light form of marking. Above all, the semantic feature of middle morphology is
affectedness. It denotes that a subject/agent is affected in or by the process of an event
rather than the effect of an action being confined and limited to another external entity.

The notion of affectedness can include such reflexive notions as the following:*®

e Motion, emotion and cognition: e.g. KAiv-e-cOat ‘lean’, mopev-e-cOar ‘march’,
f0-e-c0 ‘rejoice’, oi-e-cOau ‘think’.

e Inherent reciprocals: e.g. dymvil-e-60a1 ‘compete’, piiei-cOon ‘kiss’.

e Inherent self-directed action: e.g. Aov-g-cOot ‘wash’, koopuei-ocBotr ‘adorn
oneself’

e Goal in the sphere of the subject, as either part of her body or when it is owned
by her: e.g.© Aov-e-c0on Tag yeipag ‘wash one’s hands’, mepiPdAd-e-cOon apog
‘put on a cloak’.

o Indirect reflexive. The agent is the beneficiary of the action: mapackevial-g-cOat

vadv ‘prepare a ship for oneself’ vs. mopackevdletv vadv ‘prepare a ship’,

47 <A system along these lines makes several predictions. Firstly, it predicts that in a society where
shaving and washing are always performed by others it would not be possible to say He shaved, since the
verb would require further encoding to mark that the intended interpretation was contrary to expectations.
In such a society, shave would belong to the class of OD-verbs’ (Sinar 2006: 97).

* The following is excerpted from Bakker 1994.
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notel-c0on eipnvnv ‘make peace’ (with one’s enemy) vs. moteiv eipnvnv ‘bring

peace’ (to others).

In the terminology of Suzanne Kemmer, Greek exhibits a two-form non-cognate system
in the way it expresses middle and reflexive events.* These two forms are the middle
verbal endings and the reflexive pronouns respectively. But though they are
morphologically distinct, there sometimes seems to be overlap in the events they
represent. That is, in certain cases roughly the same event can be expressed using a
reflexive pronoun with a transitive verb, or an intransitive middle: &yspo épuavtov ‘I
raise myself’, éyeipopon ‘I arise’. As discussed above, where two or more strategies of
reflexivisation coexist, there are predictable semantic rules determining which system
takes on which events. Generally put, the rule is that the more heavily marked system
(in the Greek the reflexive pronoun) takes on those events which are not expected to be
reflexive, whereas the light system (in the Greek the middle voice) takes on those which
are.”® Since people do not, as a general socio-cultural rule, kill themselves, then Greek
will say kteive guontév rather than *kreivopar.”' On the other hand, since grooming
and motion are often self-directed, Greek will often use the middle for these events:
hovopon ‘I wash’, dAieipopon ‘I anoint myself’, tpémopon ‘I turn’.

Moreover, where the same event can be represented either by a middle marker or
a reflexive marker, Kemmer shows that there is a subtle but important semantic
distinction.”® Compare the following examples from Russian, a language which like
Greek is also a two-form system and exhibits a verbal/pronominal distinction between

middle and reflexive markers:>

Ja kazdyj den’ moju~+sja
I every day wash+MM
‘I wash every day’

* Kemmer 1994,

*% This rule is in turn derivable from the general law that heavier morphological material (in length or
accent) is more informative; something is informative only if it is not expected.

°! This is also the reason why, cross-linguistically, we don’t find forms such as *kteivopon ‘I kill myself”,
*opato ‘I see myself’, *uoodpor ‘I hate myself” as deponents. In the case of Greek a further fact results:
where these forms do exist alongside a present form, they cannot be interpreted reflexively and so are
interpreted passively.

32 See further Kemmer (1994: 202-9). Kemmer’s examples ultimately derive from Haiman (1983).

>3 But unlike Greek its two markers are cognates: -sja, sebja.

24



Ja myl sebja
I washed self

‘I washed myself’ (not someone else)

Citing the work of Haiman, she writes that the heavy form is used in the second case
‘because there the object is being treated in parallel fashion to some other potential
object in the discourse which is completely distinct from the subject.” Thus the heavy
form adds contrastive emphasis to the second example: myself and not some other
potential entity. From her own study of Haiman’s contrast of heavy- and light-marked
situations, Kemmer infers a general law from which the various semantic differences

between these situations flow:

[Heavy-marked situations involve] in one way or another a conceptual
separation in the mind of the speaker between the acting and acted-on
participants, a separation which is not part of the meaning of the light- form cases.
Such a conceptual separation arises in association with grooming and change in
body posture actions only under certain specific semantic/pragmatic conditions, as
for example when another actual or potential object is being contrasted with the
object, or when two potentially separable aspects of a human Agent, the physical
and the mental, are in opposition to each other. The light forms appear where
there is no special reason to make such a distinction between initiating and
affected entities. In the latter case, the nominal referent in the event is treated as a

single holistic entity.>*

The conceptual separation arises precisely because the heavy-marked situation keeps an
underlying transitive structure, and with it the prototypical semantic properties of this

structure, among which distinction of subject and object feature highly.” Particularly

> Kemmer 1994: 206. It should be said that the great Indo-Europeanist Delbriick (1888: 262 f.) seemed to
conceive a similar distinction when comparing the semantic difference of active and middle construction
with atman-, stating that the active diathesis is used ‘wenn die Gegeniiberstellung von Subject und
Object besonders deutlich empfunden wird, also armanam ganz so wie ein anderes Object behandelt
wird’. Kulikov (2007: 1423) identifies the semantic force of the active reflexive construction with the
early Vedic collocation of sva (/ svayam) tanii, thus interpreting it as a functional equivalent of the heavy
reflexive.

> For an exploration of the conceptual structure of transitivity, see Hopper and Thompson 1980.
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intriguing is Kemmer’s point that this separation may take place within the agent itself

and so create various shades of a physical/mental dualism. Compare the following:

He got up.
He lifted himself up.

He grew weary.

He exhausted himself.

Though English lacks middle markers, it can often reproduce the distinction between
heavy and light-marked situations by contrasting intransitive and transitive
constructions. The transitive reflexive sentence in both these pairs creates a division
within the subject between mind and body. As Kemmer notes, in the first example the
reflexive form ‘implies a physical barrier between the person intending to carry out the

action and the body on which it is carried out’.”®

It might be said for instance, of
someone who is handicapped or physically exhausted, whose condition required a
mind-over-matter attitude. In the second example, the dualism takes a similar but
slightly different form. The reflexive sentence is more volitional and purposeful: the
subject is an agent who has deliberately pushed himself and his body to its limits. In the
intransitive sentence, on the other hand, the subject grows weary as a unit, in unison
with her body. When it grows weary she does not take charge of it and drive it further.
The semantic difference also entails a typological constraint on the encoding of some of
Lakoff’s self-models. In other words, if you put a middle-reflexive ending on a verb
meaning ‘to find’, it will never mean ‘to find one’s true self’, because this event
requires a conceptual separation of subject and object.

The fact of a semantic difference between middle and pronominal reflexivity, or
light and heavy-marked reflexivity, is of considerable import if it is remembered that in
early Greek the pronominal system is only just getting underway, but is radically
extended in the Classical age. Since the particular semantic force of the pronominal
reflexive construction derives from the unexpected reflexive application of the transitive
structure, the growth of this system contributes to the same interpellation and marking

of a category of increased transitivity (and its associated semantic features, especially

3¢ Kemmer 1994: 205.
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volitional agency) that is also marked by the c-aorist, k-perfect, and inversely, by the n-
and O-passive.’’ Apropos the PRS, this particular semantic feature suggests the
conclusion that the Greeks themselves are, by expanding their use of the pronominal
reflexive, exploring new concepts of unexpected, emphatic reflexivity that also, in
certain contexts, generate complex models of self-relation and a subject marked by
increased reflexive agency. The development of the pronominal reflexive system and its
use of transitivity thus help create, together with the other developing verbal
derivations, a category of wilful subject.”® This links us with Vernant’s exposition of the

cultural correlates of the linguistic encoding of what he calls the category of the will:

What we see,...through language, the evolution of law, the creation of a
vocabulary of the will, is precisely the idea of the human subject as agent, the
source of actions, creating them, assuming them, carrying responsibility for

them.”’

One aspect of the human subject as agent, the source of actions, is the human subject as
a source of action onto itself. Comparatively, it has been argued for Latin that Seneca’s
introduction of the reflexive as an argument of verbs which are classically intransitive
engenders new ways of thinking about the subject’s relation to himself.’ T will be
exploring the cultural and conceptual changes that accompany the development of

reflexive arguments in Greek. On the one hand we consider the various semantic uses

>7 For the c-aorist and K-perfect (cf. SAmAa/OAdAeK0, Témodo/Ténsika etc.) as transitivising suffixes that
developed late in the language, see Drinka (1995) and Chantraine (1927: 47-70) respectively. The use of
suffixes -n- and -0- to mark passivity (which originally marked simple intransitivity) are also relatively
late innovations; their development naturally complements the development of the c-aorist and k-perfect
as their inverse, since all passive constructions imply an agent.

¥ Note especially Seel (1953: 307), who, quoting Snell (1952: 107), ensconces the development of
transitive reflexivity within the verbal system’s wider trend towards the construction of events as the
issuance of a highly active subject: ‘dhnlich die Entwicklung von fidopon zu fjd® und weiter zu unserem
»ich freue mich®, so da} die — in diesem Betracht einheitlichen — modernen européischen Sprachen die
begleitenden ,,Gemiitsbewegungen nicht als eine Art von innerer Wallung oder von innerem
Wellenschlag bezeichnen, sondern als eine Tétigkeit des Menschen auf sich hin“.” With this shift
emotional states are not conceived as an affective wave that envelops the subject, but rather as the
outcome of the subject’s exercise of its agency upon itself.

%% From the discussion of a paper by Roland Barthes 1970: 152.

50 Setaioli (2007: 340), building on work by Traina, Foucault, and Lotito. An example is acquiescit sibi,
where the reflexive ‘expresse[s] both the active and the passive role of the human subject in its
relationship with itself.’
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the pronominal reflexive is put to as it develops, on the other we sketch the cultural

. . 1
practices that sponsor such expressions.®

1.2.5 The transcendental self generated by pronominal reflexivity

Of course, one may again question whether there is a semantic distinction between ‘He
cheered his heart up’ and ‘He cheered himself up’. If not, it could be argued,
constructions such as the latter do not indicate a reconceptualisation of the self but
represent a superficially different paraphrase. First it must be said that the reflexive
pronoun and independent nouns denoting psychic agents have come to their positions in
the lexicon in different ways, and each bears the semantic effect of its particular history.
The reflexive pronoun is, to a degree at least, not in the same syntactic category as a
word like heart. It cannot be the subject of a sentence. It is in origin a product of two
already highly grammaticalised elements, a pronoun and an intensifier. Like the
pronoun its reference is relatively undefined and open-ended. It may thus shift its
particular meaning according to context, at different times taking on the meaning of
‘body’, ‘true self’, or ‘subordinate psychic agent’. Furthermore, the agreement of gender
and person between the subject and reflexive suggest the operation of an identity
function between the two that is not present between the subject and a noun like Aeart.
As a result, the statement ‘He is himself’ claims analytical truth, or truth by virtue of
syntax, in a way that ‘He is his heart’ doesn’t and can’t.

But if an identity function is supposed to hold between the subject and the
reflexive pronoun, how can the transitive reflexive event schema create a conceptual
separation of the two? It is in fact the very attempt to satisfy both these conflicting
conditions, one of identity and another of conceptual separation, that brings forth the

reflexive pronoun’s peculiar effect. For the contradiction can only be settled logically

6! Lehmann (1992: 143) seeks to explain the move from middle to pronominal reflexive markers within
some languages (e.g. Semitic) in the context of a broader shift from VSO to SVO syntactic order, the
latter requiring that reflexive objects pattern with other objects such as nouns and pronouns. However no
similar word order shift is apparent in Greek for the period under study, where another explanation is
needed. Even in cases where the primary motor of change is syntactic, nothing rules out there being
semantic consequences (e.g. the increased conceptual differentiation of the PRS) which then become
available for exploitation. Also, as a noun rather than an affix incorporated into a verbal process,
pronominal reflexives may easily take on semantic properties just like other nouns, and in time be
understood to denote a certain philosophical concept. A weaker form of my argument therefore claims
that there is a causal connection without fixing its direction.
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by splitting the subject into levels, and then claiming identity with the reflexive pronoun
on one of these and non-identity on the other.”> We then have a process which generates
another level of the subject. (On the other hand, since the subject and heart do not enter
into so formal an identity relation, no level of the subject is generated beyond that
which already exists and in which it is happily different from heart.) This other level of
the subject can be linked to that part of it which forever eludes objectification. If on a
certain level it cannot equate with the reflexive pronoun, it cannot be fully captured
even by self-directed predicates. One has thus arrived via a linguistic route at a Kantian

thesis:

It is ... very evident that I cannot know as an object that which I must presuppose

to know any object...*

What then of the maxim ‘know thyself’? If in the statement ‘I know myself” there is a
necessary conceptual separation between ‘I’ and ‘myself’, the myself which is known
can never reach identity with the ‘I’ which knows, hence leaving the function of
knowing incomplete. The ‘myself” is only identical with the ‘I’ insofar as the subject is
objectifiable — or, to put it in different terms, a patient. Indeed if one substitutes the
terms acting and acted-on in Kemmer’s formulation of the transitive reflexive event’s
conceptual separation, for determining and determined, a further point of Kant’s appears

derivable:

62 The classicists Snell (1930) and Seel (1953: 302; 313) have stressed the splitting and layering of the
subject (Spaltung und Schichtung) caused by reflexive relation apropos conscience as T0 €0VT®
ovvewdévatl. The phenomenon is explored abstractly and in depth by Sartre (1943: 77): ‘[T]he subject can
not be self, for coincidence with self, as we have seen, causes the self to disappear. But neither can it not
be itself since the self is an indication of the subject himself. The self therefore represents an ideal
distance within the immanence of the subject in relation to himself, a way of not being his own
coincidence, of escaping identity while positing it as a unity — in short, of being in a perpetually unstable
equilibrium between identity as absolute cohesion without a trace of diversity and unity as a synthesis of
multiplicity.” Sartre invokes the notion of haunting in order to convey this strange dyad of an absent-
presence. Cf. also Hegel (1832: §871), who sees this contradiction of self-differing self-identity in
everything: ‘a consideration of everything that is, shows that in its own self everything is in its self-
sameness different from itself and self-contradictory, and that in its difference, in its contradiction, it is
self-identical, and is in its own self this movement of transition of one of these categories into another,
and for this reason, that each is in its own self the opposite of itself.” And finally, Derrida (1981: 29): ‘the
subject is constituted only in being divided from itself’.

53 Kant 1787b: A402. This argument is taken over by others following Kant, e.g. Schopenhauer (1844:
vol. 2, 287): ‘That which precedes knowledge as its condition, whereby that knowledge first of all became
possible, and hence its own basis, cannot be immediately grasped by knowledge, just as the eye cannot
see itself.’
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Not the consciousness of the determining, but only that of the determinable self,
that is, of my internal intuition (in so far as the manifold contained in it can be
connected conformably with the general condition of the unity of apperception in

thought), is the object.”*

The determining self is ‘I” qua ‘the determining subject of that relation which
constitutes a judgement’, as for example of knowing. This ‘I’ occupies an extremely
privileged position in Kant’s system. It is a transcendental category, in fact the ultimate
transcendental category,” and as such is the condition of the possibility of knowledge
and experience. With it also goes the state of self-consciousness, but this is not,

importantly, consciousness of itself as an object:

In attaching ‘I’ to our thoughts, we designate the subject only transcendentally...
without noting in it any quality whatsoever — in fact, without knowing anything

of it either directly or by inference.®

In this act of attachment, Kant argues, we demonstrate a self-consciousness that does
not consist in noting certain descriptive properties that may be ascribed to oneself, as
one might do when conscious of and identifying any other object. This act of self-
consciousness is empty of such identifying descriptions and is a mere transcendental
designation.®” It is given before all else, and in particular before the presentation of any
object within one’s intuition.

I bring up Kant here because I believe that something very similar to a
transcendental category of self is generated through constructions with a reflexive
pronoun whose field of sense is psychological. Thus I differ from Kant in proposing that

this category is not given as a universal a priori condition of experience but is created

% Kant 1787a: 241.

6 As Rotenstreich (1981: 195) puts it, ‘the “I” is...the form of the form of forms’. We will later see that it
is precisely the reiteration of the transitive reflexive scheme that produces recursive reflexive concepts
like this.

66 Kant 1787b: A355. From the viewpoint of intellectual history, note especially the new interest in the
reference of the first person pronoun — which has now become a valuable term of human ontology — as
the most fundamental designation of the human subject. Soul is still retained, but only to refer to the
object of empirical self-consciousness, which is consciousness of what we undergo as we are affected by
the play of our own thoughts. It is the self in its determined rather than determining aspect.

Tt is empty of them precisely because they are irrelevant to such an attachment. According to
Shoemaker (1968: 558), in a statement such as ‘I feel pain’ the attachment of ‘I’ is not due to my having
identified as myself something of which I know, or believe, or wish to say, that the predicate of my
statement applies to it. [ am already given to myself before the need for any such identification.
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or constructed by certain types of events, namely reflexive psychological acts.®® It is
only in these contexts, which form a subset of possible human experiences, that the
subject takes on a transcendental character; elsewhere the subject is not transcendental,
or at least not to the same degree. On this view Kant has simply universalised a type of
experience particular, in the first instance, to a certain cultural fixation with the self, and
in the second, to a certain being within that tradition that practices this vocationally, the
philosopher, as the determining subject of thinking. Following Foucault, an exposition
of the immanent reflexive practices that sustain the idea of the transcendent ego helps
‘put the subject back into the historical domain of practices and processes in which he
has been constantly transformed.”® Yet qua reflexive these practices are beholden to a
more general reflexive mechanism which, under certain conditions, creates the
impression of a transcendental category.

A preliminary sketch of the mechanism that will be put forward here has already
been suggested: the transitive construction with a reflexive pronoun generates another
level of the subject that cannot be determined in any predicate. This happens as a
combined result of the conceptual separation inherent in the transitive structure between
actor and acted-upon, and the syntactic need, owing to agreement between the reflexive
pronoun and its antecedent, to still keep some relation of identity between the referent
of the reflexive pronoun and the referent of its antecedent. This relation of identity takes
place on one level, while another, transcendental level of the subject is brought into
being over and above it."”

One may take as an example of the sort of reflexive construction which

constructs a transcendental subject a famous Heraclitean fragment:

I searched for myself.

5 Or more weakly, that reflexivity amplifies interest in it in such a way that it is taken to be the real self.
0 1981-2: 525.

0 A similar idea is also present in Sartre’s (1943) ontology, where ‘each for-itself [i.e. each instantiation
of the being of consciousness] is a lack of a certain coincidence with itself” (100), and contrasts with the
complete self-identity of being in-itself — the being of the objective world — which is not a connection
with itself but is itself (xli). Sartre (xxvi-xxxii) examines the structure of what he calls the positional
mode of consciousness, which posits objects to reflect upon and thus works within the familiar knower-
known duality; his use of ‘positional’ is therefore equivalent to our use of ‘transitive’. As Jopling (1986:
77) writes: ‘Both Kant and Sartre hold that the fundamental asymmetry between the being of man and his
selthood, (and, derivatively, the self-dirempting and self-distancing characteristic of self-knowledge), are
to be explained in terms of a given structural disequilibrium or split at the heart of human being.’
However, this division has not to my knowledge been connected to the semantic properties of the PRS.
The notion of a subject divided from itself is also prominent in several of Heidegger’s concepts, e.g. in his
definition of care (Sorge) as being-ahead-of-itself, and Dasein’s flight from itself as comprehension
(Verstand).
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Interpreted psychologically, certain facts are immediately apparent. The ‘I’ is not
wholly ‘myself’, or otherwise it would already have what it is searching for. But
‘myself” is also not just any other thing of passing interest to the ‘I’, but something with
which it is to a degree potentially identical and substitutable. Moreover, in addition to
the question of the ‘myself” which it searches for, we may also question the peculiar
nature of an ‘I’ that goes looking for an authentic version of itself. This ‘I’ must be a
very curious thing indeed, if it is differentiable from some true self. It defies
objectification and therefore is the subject proper; where it seeks to be reflexive, the
object of its intention is not strictly identical with itself, and it becomes something
transcendent over and above this object.”’ It is, in other words, something very like the
subject of modernity. We thus propose that reflexive constructions like that above
contribute to the construction of a transcendental subject through the simultaneous
operation of the transitive conceptual scheme and the identity function that binds the
reflexive to its antecedent.

Kant’s argument has an ancient precedent in the Upanisads:”*

You can’t see the seer who does the seeing; you can’t hear the hearer who does
the hearing; you can’t think of the thinker who does the thinking; and you can’t

perceive the perceiver who does the perceiving. (BU 3.5.2)

Yijiiavalka’s reasoning to get to this point is very important:”> ‘When, however, the
Whole has become one’s very self, then who is there for one to smell and by what
means?’’* If one translates Yajfiavalka’s argument from the macro- to the microcosm,
one sees that this problem only becomes significant when all acts of thought and
perception have been grounded in a unified subject, since only then is there no other
psychic agent left over which might perceive this subject. If however there was another
psychic agent present, it could make any other subject an object of consciousness in its
own cognitive act. I have diagrammed the difference between these two psychological

models below:

"' If one sought to capture this searching subject, then a new, even more abstract subject would be
generated: I searched for the ‘I’ that searches for itself. This recursion is considered further below.

" See Ganeri 2007: 27-9; 217-23.

™ Tt is similar to that employed in the West by Sextus Empiricus (4dv.Log.1.311-312) to deny the
possibility of complete reflexive knowledge.

" BU2.4.14.
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Unified transcendental subject or self. As a

Society of mind constituted by partially independent singularity, it only perceives and cannot be

psvchic agents: each agent perceives but is also perceived. perceived by any other pyschic agent within it, since
these have all been subsumed.

The birth of the transcendental self is thus accompanied by a conviction that it cannot be
an object of consciousness.”” It is my claim that we see this kind of self emerging in
Greece, and that its construction is facilitated by reflexivity.”® Our argument here
perhaps gains surer footing when accommodated to terminology developed by
Christopher Gill. Gill’s methodological approach is comparative and ‘[combines] the
exploration of Greek thinking about selthood and personality with the re-examination of

""" He is thus concerned with theorising the differences

our own ideas on this subject.
between the Greeks’ and modernity’s view of selthood. He deploys the distinction
between objective-participant and subjective-individualist concepts of self to capture
this difference, arguing that the former best describes the Greek view while the latter
has arisen in the development of modernity where it competes with the objective-

participant view.” In the concluding section of his study Gill writes:

7 1t is interesting that the reduction of the human being to a unified self accords with the reduction of the
cosmos to the influence of a single god. Hence a monism of the human subject is homologous to a
cosmological monism. For the development of an increasing propensity for monotheism among Greeks,
and especially intellectuals, see West 1999. This correlation is one of many instances of a structural
homology between the macrocosm and human microcosm, explored further below.

76 Note however that while I am claiming that such a subject is an effect of certain forms of self-relation
that emerged in Greece, it never became an explicit theme of reflective discourse as it has in modernity —
a second-order self-consciousness which led to its intensification — but remained an implicit category.

7 Gill 1996: 4.

8 It doesn’t need to be a question of either-or, but rather the relative weighting of the two approaches
(Gill 2008: 39). More particularly, there has in recent times been a resurgence of the objective-participant
view within the anti-Kantian milieu of much contemporary thinking on the subject. We may place Gill’s
study within this trend in so far as it seeks to rescue Greece from an excessively Kantian interpretation.
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I have argued in this book that modern thinking contains (at least) two strands of
thinking about the person, the objective-participant and the subjective-
individualist, whereas Greek thought is pervaded by one conception, the
objective-participant...[I]n so far as my account implies any larger pattern, it is
that the combined influence of thinkers such as Descartes and Kant introduced a
distinctively new focus on the individual subject or agent as the locus of
psychological and ethical life, a focus which ran counter to much earlier Western

thought as well as the predominant patterns of thinking in Antiquity.”

Gill enumerates the content of these two conceptions as follows. I have reprinted it

verbatim as the scheme proves quite useful:
The subjective-individualist conception:

1. To be a ‘person’ is to be conscious of oneself as an ‘I’, a unified locus of
thought and will.

2. To be a ‘person’ is to be capable of grounding one’s moral life by a specially
individual stance (for instance, that of ‘autonomy’, in one of the possible
senses of this term). To treat others as ‘persons’ is to treat them as
autonomous in the same sense.

3. To be a ‘person’ is to be capable of the kind of disinterested moral rationality
that involves abstraction from localised interpersonal and communal
attachments and from the emotions and desires associated with these.

4. To be a ‘person’ in the fullest sense, is to exercise one’s capacity for
autonomy in establishing moral principles for oneself or in realizing one’s
own (authentic) selthood. Those capacities, in turn, presuppose a special kind
of absolute or ‘transcendental’ freedom.

5. To be a ‘person’ is to understand oneself as the possessor of a unique personal
identity; this necessarily raises the question of the relationship between having

personal identity and being human.

The objective-participant conception:

" Gill 1996: 466.
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To be a human being (or a rational animal) is to act on the basis of reasons,
though these reasons may not be fully available to the consciousness of the
agent.

To be a human being is to participate in shared forms of human life and
‘discourse’ about the nature and significance of those shared forms of life. The
ethical life of a human being is expressed in whole-hearted engagement with
an interpersonal and communal role and in debate about the proper form that
role should take. The ultimate outcome of these two types of participation is
both (a) objective knowledge of what constitutes the best human life and () a
corresponding character and way of life.

To be human is to be the kind of animal whose psycho-ethical life (typically
conceived as ‘dialogue’ between parts of the psyche) is capable, in principle,
of being shaped so as to become fully ‘reason-ruled’ by (@) the action-guiding
discourse of interpersonal and communal engagement and (b) reflective debate
about the proper goals of a human life.

To be human is to be capable, in principle again, of becoming fully ‘reason-
ruled’. But the extent to which any given human being is able to develop in
this way depends on the extent to which she is able to participate effectively in
these types of interactive and reflective discourse.

To be human is to understand oneself as, at the deepest level, a human being.
The fullest possible development of human rationality involves reflective
understanding of what ‘being human’ means, and how this relates to

participation in other kinds of being, such as being animal and divine.*

Gill’s distinction is in tune with previous anthropological work on traditional societies’

concept of the person, in which the notion of the ‘dividual’ person was formulated to

contrast with the paradigm of personhood predominant in the West.*' In many ways his

category of objective-participant repeats many views associated with a dividual

understanding of personhood. Though I largely assume the validity of this contrastive

scheme, whose two conceptions may be seen as complexes of mutually-supporting

views that tend to crop up together, there is one important difference in my and Gill’s

% Ibid., 11-12.
81 See above n.24.
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application of this distinction. While I agree that it deftly grasps many of the key
differences between Greece and modernity when Greece is thought of as a whole, the
distinction may also be applied internally within Greece itself. Applied thus, we see that
the concept of self emerging in the Classical age among the philosophers and tragedians
is subjective-individualist relative to the Homeric age, though not to the degree, say, of
Kant’s conception. Treating Greek thought as a whole, if left unqualified, risks
understating the changes in the conception of the person wrought by the various radical
socio-economic developments that made Greek history, and also the developmental
connection between Greece and modernity.*

First we must establish a ceiling to my claim. As Bartsch and Wray explain,
scholars like Gill, Inwood, Taylor, and Williams, have, in timely and influential fashion,
‘defamiliarize[d] for students of antiquity the widespread and nearly axiomatic modern
acceptance of the Cartesian ego: a model of the self as private, interior, discrete, and
possessing a uniquely privileged (because “subjective”) access to itself.’™ On the
whole, the self that interests the Greeks and Romans is one representative of universal
reason,* and is valuable insofar as it is an image of this universal. The ancients do not
seem so concerned with a radically individual self, personalised and unique to me, and
its private sense of me-ness,”” though according to Sorabji there was an increasing
interest in this aspect of personhood in late antiquity.*® Granted that we must agree with
Mauss in supposing ‘that there has never existed a human being who has not been
aware, not only of his body, but also at the same time of his individuality, both spiritual
and physical’,*’ the sense of me-ness has not been a universal object of philosophical
reflection, and nor has it been elevated, as it has in the West, to a privileged position.
The Greeks use phrases such as avtog €kooctoc, but they are deployed simply to

distinguish one person from another; the quiddity of the conscious quality of being

%2 Sorabji has been in dialogue with Gill over the nuances of his scheme, and rejects an excessively
dichotomous application of it. He argues instead that interpretations may freely combine different aspects
of each pole, and that in an important sense each pole presupposes and does not discount the other. For
example, ‘[a]ny attempt to include pictures of self must recognise the element of participation in society’
(Sorabji 2008: 15). Yet his claim that interest in the subjective individual increases in the later period
seems to require an emphasis on one aspect of personhood at the expense of another, for the idea of
increase only makes sense relatively.

% Bartsch and Wray 2009: 4.

% Hadot 1995a: 211.

% See Clay 1990.

%¢2008: 15-16, contra Gill.

¥71938: 3.
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a010¢ €kaotog is never considered, so that we do not find investigation of what in Greek
might be rendered as 1} £00t® 10D adTOG &V KpLTTH Elvan cvveidnotc.*

Despite this threshold, the formation of reflexive pronouns and compounds using
avtoc, and their use to depict the behaviour of persons and the cosmos, begins to
construct them as beings whose agency is essentially self-directed. Greek avtog is the
structural equivalent of English self in almost every way, and the fact that it becomes
central to various aspects of classical culture should not be overlooked. Indeed Gill

suggests that the word self'is in a way typically Western:

The terms ‘personality’ and self are modern English terms with no obvious
equivalents in ancient poetic or philosophical Greek. They are also terms which
are often associated with certain well-marked features of modern Western
thought, notably the placing of a high value on personal individuality and

uniqueness.”’

Let me expand on this statement by noting that self is in origin a nominalisation of the
reflexive morpheme, and that this is a clue to its association with the aforesaid features
of modern Western thought. Doesn’t then the growth of avtdg, the most literal
translation of English self, as a category of Greek language and culture, point to the
development of some of those same features — namely, a subjective-individualist
conception of selfhood? One could include as an extra entry in Gill’s definition of the
subjective-individualist concept that ‘to be a “person” is for one’s activity as an agent to
be essentially self-directed, i.e. reflexive.’

Reflexivity belongs to the subjective-individualist conception because it negates
the various participatory relationships that define the objective-participant model. Gill
views the objective-individualist conception through the figure of ‘the self in dialogue’.
The image has two aspects, that the self is not a solitary centre of consciousness but
partakes in dialogue with differentiated parts of the psyche, and that ‘the ethical life of a
human being is, at the most fundamental level, shared rather than private and

190

individuated.””™ In general, these relationships, insofar as they are participatory, are

8 Greek has no efficient equivalent of a word like me-ness. As I note below (n.92), interest in this aspect
of the self accompanies and overall shift in pyschological vocabularly from impersonal, externalised
terms such as soul to nominalised and abstracted pronouns and related categories.

* Ibid., 2.

* Ibid., 15.
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other- rather than self-directed. But in time pronominal reflexivity begins to appropriate
the various structures that underlie such participatory relations and through replacing
the other participant with a reflexive pronoun transform them into relationships with
self. This helps create the solitary world of the highly individuated subject of
consciousness, in which it is the only dweller and other dialogical participants have
been erased and substituted by itself. Otto Seel’s observation foreshadows our

argument’s trend:

Gerade das Reflexiv aber treffen wir in der homerischen Sprache an in statu
nascenti, unfertig...und erst allmédhlich werden die Beziehungen auf den Bvudc,
die wyoyn, das odpa abgelost durch das sich langsam verfestigende

. 91
Reflexivpronomen.

Looking ahead, the increasing reduction of other-directed relations to self-
relations involved in the subjective-individualist view is plainly demonstrated by
Aristotles’ analysis of friendship in his Nicomachean Ethics, normally understood as a
relationship between one person and another, as an extended form of reflexive
relationship. He argues that the specific relations that define friendship — such as
spending time with one’s friend, sharing pain and pleasure with him, and being of the
same mind as him — in fact derive from homologous relations one has with oneself (ta
QUMKAL 82 T0L TPOC TOVG TENAG...E0IKEY K TV TTPOG EonTdV EAnAvBévar’”). The virtuous
man, for instance, is of like mind with himself and enjoys spending time with himself in
contemplation. Viewing human interaction through the prism of reflexivity even leads
Aristotle to the first extant nominalisation of the reflexive morpheme avtdg as self.
Since relation with a friend is really a derivative reflexive relation, the friend must be

another self, that is, another instance of the subject (§ott yap 6 @ikog Ahog adTdC).

°! Seel 1953: 307.

*> Arist.Eth.Nic.1166al-2.

% Ibid., 1166a31-2. He elsewhere (Mag.Mor.1213a13) defines the great friend as an &ALog £yé. The use
of éy®d and a0tog in this way signals the introduction into human ontology of terms connected to the
abstract category of the subject, and moves away from the hypostatisation of the human being as an
objective substance or thing. Cf. the objective, externalised representation of the individual in Middle
English phrases such as ‘his own body’ and ‘his own person’ where we would use a pronoun, e.g. the
kyng his owne persone brought and ladde this worthy lady to the bisshops place of Wynchestre (see
Mustanoja 1960: 148-50). Aristotle’s nominalisation of avtdc is diachronically comparable to
nominalisation of self in English: both appear when the human being has been constructed as essentially
reflexive.
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1.3 Breakdown of Argument

Let me close this Introduction with an overview of the argument’s unpacking in the
body of the thesis. Chapter 2 argues that the pronominal reflexive system as we find it
in Homer is both a relatively new strategy and restricted in its semantic use, and that
these facts are related. Significantly, the Homeric notion of dialogical personhood
avoids subjective representations by eschewing both psychological uses of the reflexive
and the use of yuyn in the sense of a unified psychological subject.

Chapter 3 considers the grammaticalisation of the complex reflexive in early
lyric, elegy and iambus, and the first uses of the reflexive in a psychological sense, and
in richer semantic contexts more generally. I contend that the extension of reflexive use
of the personal pronouns into new OD scenarios encouraged their marking with avtoc.

Chapter 4 shows that the Presocratics explored the semantic potential of the
reflexive system in the various fields of philosophical inquiry, and that Democritus in
particular was instrumental in internalising its signification. It is argued that the
Presocratics’ reflexive characterisation of foundational entities points to the reflexive
construction of the human being itself via the macro- microcosmic analogy that is a
common heuristic in Greek thought. I propose that this construction rests upon the
emergence of a number of socio-cultural categories increasingly important in the
context of the Greek city-state, among which figure the ideas of npa&ig tdv ¢avtod and
a self-regulating human subject.

Chapter 5 considers one reflexive category of special developmental and
historical consequence, the lexicalisation of conscience as ‘knowing with oneself’, and
its deployment in legal and ethical argument. I argue that this lexicalisation is typical of
the development of ideas of personhood in Greece in that it reduces what was
traditionally a dialogical ethical relation to a relation of the subject with itself. This
reduction focuses a person’s attention on the state of his soul as the ultimate
consequence and index of ethical action.

Chapter 6 argues that Greek drama, but especially tragedy, responds to the
development of the reflexive subject so crucial to democracy and political autonomy by
problematising it and exposing its negative manifestations. I claim that tragedy’s

obvious concern with reflexivity corroborates its emergence as a cultural movement and
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object of fascination, but at the same time spotlights the difficult challenges posed by
this new way of understanding the human subject.

Chapter 7 deals with Plato and his extensive use of reflexivity. I argue that he
cements and further develops the connection between personhood and reflexivity while
also deepening the space of internal subjectivity through the reflexivisation and
internalisation of other-directed socio-political relations, and a new interpretation of the
reflexive as soul. I propose that he continues the project of refounding ethics in the self
and makes the critical move of interpreting both the human subject and its objects of
thought conceptually as avtd ka8’ avté, ‘entities in relation to themselves’.

The trend of argument in these chapters culminates in the conclusion that
reflexive categories are, throughout the historical period of this study, becoming
increasingly central to Greek culture and ideas of self; that such categories are
articulated through novel application of the reflexive system; and that these novel
applications are possibly one contributing factor in the emergence of heavily marked

reflexives.
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Chapter 2: Homer

2.1 Typology of Homeric reflexives

2.1.1 Introduction

Our purpose in this chapter is to review the state of the PRS in Homer and to propose a
connection between the Homeric idea of personhood and the semantic restriction of the
reflexive. The status of the third person pronoun in Indo-European, especially whether it
is reflexive or pronominal in origin, has always divided scholars.' The stem forms sewe-
swe- se-, which seem clearly modelled after the second person tewe- twe- te-, are well
represented throughout the Indo-European family, and must be distinguished from other
third person pronouns that develop from demonstratives (for example, Latin is, ea, id).
The unstressed enclitic forms se soi (cf. first person me moi, and second person te toi)
are also attested, and even better circulated. The principal difficulty is that these forms
seem to be put to both reflexive and non-reflexive use — usages which many think ought
to be kept distinct and must in fact have been so.

The predominance of non-reflexive use has not prevented many Indo-
Europeanists from claiming that the third person pronoun, unlike the first and second
persons, which can be either pronominal or reflexive, is exclusively reflexive. Perhaps
they have been unduly influenced by the reflexive use of the stem in contemporary
European languages, as in the case of soi in French and sich in German. Yet despite the
various ingenious, stipulative definitions of reflexivity to account for the instances of
non-reflexive use, the simple fact remains that in the older languages the pronominal

use of these forms, if anything, on the whole predominates. Avestan has the pronoun a

" The matter was already a bone of contention among the ancient grammarians. See A.D.Synt.ii.98-102
Uhlig.
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which on occasion is used reflexively; Old Persian has an enclitic genitive form -saiy
derived from soi, which out of its fourteen occurrences is reflexive only once; in Hittite,
meanwhile, the third person pronoun se may be reflexive but generally is not.>

In Homeric Greek this pronoun (o0 ot &) is also mostly non-reflexive but can be
used reflexively.” The prescription of early grammarians such as Aristarchus and
Herodian, that when reflexive it carries the accent but when non-reflexive it is enclitic,
can’t be taken as anything more than orthographic convention, with a dubious
connection at best to how Greek actually sounded in Homer’s day. Herodian’s
formulation of the rule, that when this pronoun translates a form of avtdv it is enclitic,
but when it translates €¢ovtdv orthotone, betrays a need to assimilate the strange and
archaic pronoun of its Homeric ancestor to the familiar distinctions of the current
tongue.4

Brugmann and Delbriick tempt unfalsifiability in claiming that the reflexive and
non-reflexive uses of what appears to be the same pronoun in Homeric Greek are
actually distinct, and that the non-reflexive uses are traceable to a separate
demonstrative so- stem. The reflexive and demonstrative stems are conveniently similar
enough for any problematic data to be subsumed by the latter. Besides the suspect
nature of its methodology, this position is made untenable by Hahn’s point that this non-
reflexive pronoun from a demonstrative stem should inflect for gender and also be
found in the nominative case, neither of which occurs. She also notes that ‘so-
demonstrative pronouns normally, indeed almost invariably, form their oblique cases,
and their entire neuter gender, from the fo- stem and not from the so- stem’.” Hahn’s
view on the matter is entirely reasonable: if the se pronouns are clearly patterned with
the me and fe pronouns, it is most natural to assume that like them it was originally
mostly non-reflexive but on occasion reflexive.® Wackernagel, for his part, contends
that the reflexive meaning was original and the pronominal usage developed later, while
Delbriick maintains the opposite. Since, if any diachronic generalisations are to be

made, the non-reflexive use of this pronoun predominates while reflexive uses are few

% Hahn 1963: 91-2.

3 The former is much commoner than the latter. See Monro 1882: 220.
*So Laum 1928: 269.

5 Hahn 1963: 98.

% Ibid.
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and far between, there is more reason to side with Delbriick than Wackernagel on this
particular point. Moreover, there are other good reasons that this is the case.

As it happens, Hahn’s position concurs with the great grammarian Apollonius
Dyscolus, whose insights anticipate our own position. Importantly, the oxytone
pronouns, including the third person, are in the first instance emphatic: ‘the most
general reason for accentuation [of oblique cases of pronouns] is when there is emphatic
contrast of one person with another.”” Reflexivity is a subcategory of emphatic usage
and therefore a secondary and derived property, especially since the possessive
pronouns (€u6g 66¢ 8¢/€6g), which are never enclitic, allow both reflexive and non-
reflexive interpretation. There was no natural necessity that ‘established a law that
accented forms of the third person pronouns invariably required reflexive
interpretation.”® Emphatic and reflexive usage are distinguished not morphologically but
by context.” Viewing reflexives in this way enables one to properly understand
reflexivity as a special case of emphasis. It also means that many reflexive uses inherit
emphatic (often contrastive) semantics, especially where there is a choice between
reflexive and enclitic forms.'?

Persuasive comparative evidence for the non-reflexive origin of swe- is found in
those Germanic languages which initially used the simple pronoun reflexively before
developing specialised reflexive pronouns.'' PIE originally constructed reflexivity
verbally through various intransitivising strategies that use bound affixes — for example,
by deriving reflexive verbal conjugations such as the middle — rather than analytically
and pronominally via the use of free-floating reflexive pronouns with transitive verbs.
Hence as a member of this family switches from the former to the latter strategy, there
will inevitably be a stage in which verbal forms still continue to carry a significant
portion of the reflexive workload while the reflexive use of pronouns is being explored
to an ever increasing degree. At this point the reflexive workload of the pronouns will

not be great enough to force morphological specialisation into differently marked

7 A.D.Synt.ii.58 Uhlig, tr. Householder 1981.

¥ Ibid., 99. Apollonius also recognises (§101) that it would be a particularly useful invention in the third
person if accented pronouns were always reflexive, to disambiguate between reflexive and non-reflexive
uses without the need of context. The need for a clear syntactical distinction would become ever more
pressing as the use of the PRS increased and expanded into novel territory.

’ Tbid., 102.

12 S0 also Sinar 2006: 97.

" Konig and Siemund 2000: 44.
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simple pronouns and reflexive pronouns. So in Homer the rarity of the reflexive use of
the third person pronoun enables the one form to do double duty.

In a note, George Bolling suggests an interesting reason for the rarity of
reflexive constructions in Homer beyond the contribution of the middle voice, which

my thesis is in many ways an extended exploration of:

[The rarity] is due partly to the competition offered by the middle voice, partly to
the psychological beliefs then current. In Homeric Greek one does not speak to

himself, he speaks to his Bupdc; one does not bid himself act, his Bopdc bids him. '

What we would describe reflexively — that is, as a relation between two coreferential
arguments — Homeric language describes as a relation between two more or less distinct
entities. In the terminology introduced earlier, the same situation can be construed by a
self- or other-directed predicate. I have offered some preliminary arguments that suggest
that in construing the same situation in such different ways we are in an important sense
not dealing with the same situation at all — rather we are faced here with different
models of psychological reality that cannot be reduced to semantically equal
translations of the same set of facts. One can thus bring the avoidance of pronominal
reflexives to bear on the wider debate concerning Homeric psychology in general. It is
my view that this phenomenon is far from peripheral and in fact crucial to conceptions
of self.

Bolling has surveyed the use of personal pronouns in reflexive situations in the
Iliad and I will be following his analysis closely, while also considering data from the
Odyssey and giving further discussion to the paucity of reflexive constructions in both
works. For his part, Bolling is quite aware of the grammaticalisation process, remarking
that the later contrast between the simple pronoun and specially marked reflexive
(aTov/EanTov) is ‘just beginning to emerge. The /liad would then record a transitional

stage in the development of the language.”"”

2 Bolling 1947: 29 n.4.
B Ibid., 23.
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2.1.2 Non-possessive reflexives

1.

The third person pronouns & and piv, when bound by the subject of their
governing verb (whether as a direct or indirect object), must be intensified with
avtéc.' By contrast, in the same syntactic context first and second person
pronouns may appear in their emphatic, oxytone forms, without the addition of

avTdC.
£ &’ avTov émotpuvel poyécacton (7.20.171)
avTOV v TAnyfiow dewerinot dopdocog (0d.4.244)
Coypeit’, avtap éymv éue Aoopat. (11.10.378)

However, unintensified forms of the third person pronoun are permitted in
prepositional phrases. Indeed unintensified pronouns predominate in this

context.
apol € mantvag (11.4.497)

In the Odyssey, and possibly in the Iliad, avtog by itself may be reflexive, in

which case it seems to have dropped its pronominal focus.

dAA® &' aVTOV POTi KotaxpuTteV Hioke (0d.4.247)

A complicating instance is found in the Odyssey, where an indirect object doesn’t take avtdc: 1 o’
gEoyxa Avypa idvio o Te kat’ aioyog £xeve (Od.11.433). It is likely that in this sentence oi is being
influenced by the tmetic verbal prefix xatd. Reflexive prepositional phrases typically take unintensified
pronouns, as stated in (2).
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4. Within the wider syntactic domain — for example, where a pronoun in a
subordinate clause refers not to the immediate verb’s subject but to the subject

of the main verb — sometimes avtog is added, sometimes it isn’t.

KkékAeto &’ GAAOvLG | OTpMpolg Oepdmovroc Guo omécbat €0l aVTH

(0d.4.37-8)

i T ékélevoev €0 pvnoacHor avaykn | Kol pdio telpduevov Kol &vi

opeoi mévBog Exovra (0d.7.217-18)

5. Reflexives are very often contrastive. Here their intensification with avtdg is
quite appropriate, since contrastive emphasis is one of its main semantic

functions.

péya pev KA€og avtii | motelt’, avtdp ool ye mobnyv moiéog Piototo.

(0d.2.125-6)

The person split noted in (1) has the concise pragmatic explanation alluded to
above. Since more than one third person may participate in a clause, specially-marked
reflexives are more useful in the third person as disambiguators."” There is therefore a
greater pragmatic incentive to develop special reflexives in the third person first.

As to the reflexive use of intensified piv, we see a form which is on the whole
overwhelmingly non-reflexive, and which has no connection to a putatively reflexive
Indo-European root, being recruited for reflexive constructions. One concludes that
Greek, at least in its earlier stages, is largely indifferent to an outright distinction
between reflexive and non-reflexive pronouns. It is instead happy to press any available
pronoun into reflexive service. In other words, as far as reflexives goes, the relevant
condition is pronominal status rather than any inherent reflexivity. This in turn puts the
supposed original reflexivity of the sewe- swe- se- stem on even shakier ground: if other
clearly non-reflexive pronouns can be put to reflexive use, what’s to say that the same
strategy isn’t being employed for the set of pronouns grown from these stems: an

extension of general pronominal usage to reflexive usage.

15 Cf. Faltz 1985: 43, 120; Comrie 1999: 337.
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There is also an evident pragmatic explanation for the second observation.
Actions that originate from the subject’s body and take that same body as their reference
point must be a prominent part of any human life-world — actions like shoving away,
pulling towards, etc. With verbs of this sort, the reflexive interpretation of a pronoun in
a prepositional phrase is obvious. Indeed these reflexive prepositional phrases are the
most prevalent form of reflexive construction in the /liad. English too regularly uses
simple pronouns instead of the complex reflexive in such contexts, and these naturally
translate the Greek orthotone pronoun: ‘Having peered about him’, ‘He clasped his
innards to him’, etc. One could also tender a syntactic explanation, that the pronouns in
such prepositional phrases are outside the governing category of the verb and therefore
don’t require reflexive marking. However, when the complex reflexive develops further
it replaces the simple pronoun in these prepositional phrases. Either the category of
governance has suddenly been widened, or, in my view, it isn’t the most important
factor for reflexive marking in this context. Alternatively, since reflexivity within the
governing category of the verb was originally covered by the middle voice or a similar
verbal derivation, originally the reflexive use of pronouns would only have been needed
outside of this domain, in adjuncts such as prepositional phrases. These prepositional
phrases would therefore represent an ancient form of reflexive construction.'®

To explain (3) we have two options. Either it is a simple case of pronoun
ellipsis, and/or a relatively late usage that also appears in Theognis and Epicharmus.
Av10g frequently drops its focus in non-reflexive usage, so option one is completely
plausible. Yet Theognis and Epicharmus use avtog reflexively but never in combination
with € or piv, suggesting that this lone form has grammaticalised in some dialects as the
sole reflexive for the third person. It is therefore possible that its use in Homer is
connected to its later use in Doric dialects, either as its developmental antecedent, or as
an incursion of that later use. It is perhaps not coincidental that two novel reflexive
strategies, piv plus avtéc and avtog by itself, appear in the same passage from the
Odyssey. They may well be evidence of comparatively late composition. These

questions bear on the reading of a vexed passage from the //iad:

' Bolling (1947: 27-28) notes that reflexive prepositional phrases can be prosodically distinguished from
non-reflexive ones. Connective particles often intervene between the preposition and the pronoun in non-
reflexive cases, whereas in reflexive instances the pronoun always immediately follows its preposition.
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"Q¢ toV¢ aueotépovg pdkapeg Beol OtpHvovteg | cvpparov, &v &’ avTolg Epda

pnyvovrto Bapeiav (11.20.54-5)

There are two main difficulties here. If avtog refers to the Trojans and Greeks, then it is
unusually weak, since there is no natural contrast present. The non-configurationality of
Ancient Greek, especially in its early stages, means that word order is often
pragmatically motivated. Here the fronted material bears sentence focus; the clauses are
designed to give information first and foremost about the Greeks and Trojans.'” But
there can be no contrast if the focus of both clauses, Tovg dpeotépoug in the first and €v
d’avtoig in the second, refers to the same set of entities. If avtdg is strong, which it most
usually would be, then it would naturally mean the gods themselves, triggering the
appropriate change of focus and contrasting the conflict among men with a conflict
among the gods. Leaf himself notes that the reflexive meaning is most natural, ‘but the
reflexive use of avtog is so doubtful in Homer that we must hesitate to adopt this
rendering.”'®  Yet if one cites Od.4.257, 2.125, 14.251, this usage becomes less
doubtful.

Moving to (4), things become hazy. Outside the immediate governing category of
the verb, avt6g appears somewhat optional. Whether it is added because it is
syntactically required or for emphatic contrast is hard to say.'” It is well known from
evidence in English that various types of emphasis wreak havoc with the binding
conditions and allow reflexives to be bound over longer distances than they otherwise

would be:*
John; thinks that Mary is in love with himself; not Peter.
With this we may compare the following instance:

otdov & 6 ye tevyea wohd | Tpwoi @épewv mpoti dotv, péyo KAEog Eppeval

avr®.2! (11.17.130-1)

"7 For the semantic motivation of word order in Greek, see esp. Devine and Stephens 2000.

' 1900: ad loc.

"% Simple pronouns and reflexives also alternate in English, and often with semantic distinction, when just
outside the verb’s governing category or even further afield.

% See e.g. Zribi-Hertz 1989.

2! The reflexive is also possible in English constructions of a similar type: ‘I gave them the picture to
hang up in the boardroom, to bring glory on myself.” There is argument over whether these reflexives are
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Here av1dc is clearly emphatic and expresses heroic self-interest: the arms are to be a
glory to him alone as opposed to any other Trojan. In fact every instance which does
add avtog is highly suited to an emphatic reading, so that emphasis is likely the key
factor determining its realisation in this syntactic context.’> Except for these

occurrences:
KékAeTo &’ dALoVG | dtpnpovs Bepdmovtog dpa onésBot ol avTd (0d.4.38)
TTOYOV &’ 0VK GV TI¢ kaAéot TpuEovta € avTov. (Od.17.387)

To claim emphasis for this instance would be to so weaken its definition that it covered
virtually any reflexive use — in which case Od.7.217-18, quoted above, should have
av1og too. There thus seems to be a modicum of arbitrariness to the addition of avtog in
these cases, although it is certainly heavily influenced, though not completely
determined by, the semantics of emphasis. It is likely that Greek is in the process of
setting a syntactic requirement for reflexive marking in participial and infinitival
clauses, since in later Greek the complex reflexive appears in these constructions. At
this point reflexive marking is not yet obligatory.

This leads into consideration of (5). Reflexivity and emphasis very often
coincide. Firstly, there is an expectation against coreference that the realisation of a
reflexive emphatically violates. The expectation varies with where exactly on the scale
of other-directedness a particular verb sits; reflexivisation of verbs high on this scale
often produces a rich effect, especially when the verb in question is already semantically
interesting. On other occasions the reflexive forms one branch of a rhetorical contrast
between self and other; both elements are realised and the full scope of a particular
action’s effect is contrastively presented, as in the example given above. Sometimes this
other is present but only implicitly. The three examples below compare these various

semantic effects of reflexivisation.

ENOETY &ic "Ionv €0 dvrovacay § adv (11.14.162)

in fact the intensive pronoun with a dropped pronominal focus or LDB reflexives proper. Against the
former view is that these reflexives may appear even where there is no contrastive emphasis, but instead
encode subjective point of view as so-called logophors.

*? See 0d.14.251,20.213-4.
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8¢ ¢ ke TAin — 01 T adT® KDSOG EPoLTo — | VAV AdKLIOPWV GYESOV ENOEpEV

(11.10.307-8)

otélhopat yop O KokoOoip®V £Y® TPOTOV TVOL VEKPOQOPDY ERAVTOV OOTEP €lg

npiov. (Philo in Flaccum 159 CW)

The first example reflexivises a banal verb, and the action presented is the everyday one
of the cosmetic adornment of one’s body. The verb évtove is other-directed enough to
require additional marking with avtég when reflexivised, but it carries a minimum of
emphasis since the action constitutes a natural kind of human behaviour. Any emphasis
is, as it were, purely syntactic. In the second example, however, the reflexive is clearly
semantically emphatic. The point is that the glory one would win on getting near the
ships would be entirely his own and no one else’s, and this is precisely why the hero
would venture such an attempt in the first place. The third example, taken from Philo,
reflexivises the extreme other-directed verb vekpopopéw, ‘to carry a dead body to
burial’. It crafts the surprising and piteous trope of a living exile carrying himself to his
own metaphorical burial.

Reflexivisations such as the last, as well as those like ‘Know yourself” which
reconstitute the nature of the person, are entirely absent in Homer. So too are uses of the
reflexive which reference some psychological aspect of the subject. Indeed the reference
of reflexives directly governed by verbs in Homer is overwhelmingly bodily: ‘adorning
oneself’, ‘covering oneself’, ‘defending oneself’, ‘debasing oneself physically’,
‘arranging themselves in a certain formation’, ‘stirring oneself’, and all the prepositional
phrases. The usual reference for indirect arguments is the self interested in its own
advantage. We don’t find in Homer any of the psychological models of self-relation

discussed by Lakoff.

2.1.3 Possessive reflexives

There is a particular possessive construction in Homer that connects via avtdc to the
later complex reflexive. In later Greek the complex reflexives are used in the genitive

case instead of possessive adjectives to denote possession. Cross-linguistically, use of
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complex reflexives in this way is relatively rare. Before the development of the complex
reflexive, Homer uses the possessive adjectives €udc c6g 6¢/é6¢, cognate with the
pronouns we have been discussing.

Compared with the pronoun, the possessive adjective shows a far greater
proportion of reflexive uses. As Bolling notes, only ten out of 164 instances of 6¢/€6¢ in
the Iliad are non-reflexive. It is assumed that the non-reflexive uses are a later
extension, just as others have claimed that the reflexive use of the pronoun is primary. |
have disputed this above in the case of pronoun, and it is similarly disputable with the
possessive. The discrepancy in the frequency of reflexive and non-reflexive uses is not
to be explained diachronically but functionally. As Haspelmath has shown, possessive
pronouns are far more likely to be subject-coreferential than disjoint.”> The asymmetry
is due to the stereotypical way in which humans interact with the world: humans, along
with their communicative acts, are more concerned with those things which exist in a
close relation of possession to them than in things in which they have comparatively
less vested interest — in much the same way as I would spend more time talking about
family and friends than relative strangers.

Now if Homeric Greek wishes to be particularly emphatic, then it can combine a
possessive adjective with avtog (it always drops its pronominal focus in this context) in

the genitive case:
6® o0’ avtod kpdartt ticelg (0d.22.218)
So too with the third person:
106xncg é€aipetor, ) 0l avTod | Oftéc T8 Spdic T8; (0d.4.643-4)

These early uses of the possessive plus the intensifier in the genitive case doubtless feed
into the later usage of the complex reflexive for possession. Not every use of this
combination is technically reflexive. The reflexive at Od.4.643 doesn’t have an explicit
antecedent. One could either adopt an approach like that of Zribi-Hertz and argue that
reflexives can be bound by prominent discourse subjects (here Telemachus, the

immediate topic of conversation); or one could argue that the association of av01d¢ as a

 Haspelmath 2008: 53. In his count of German ir- (‘her’, ‘their’) in 19 of Grimm’s fairy tales, 68% are
subject-referential and 31% disjoint (1% are conjunct coreferential).
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reflexive-marker when combined with either the pronouns or possessive adjectives is
. 24 .- o

not yet so fixed as to prevent non-reflexive uses.” Both add avtdg to an adjective or

pronoun derived from the same root.

The pronoun plus avtog can also be used possessively:
£0 0’ avTod mhvta kolovet. (0d.8.211)

However this possessive reflexive use of a pronoun plus avtdg is as rare as other
reflexive uses.” In both these cases a0tog contrasts what is possessed by another with
what is possessed by oneself. These facts again suggest that reflexivity and the
pragmatics of contrast are connected. In the case of the possessive adjectives, an
interpretation of avtdg as solely marking reflexivity would be problematic — as stated
above, these are by and large interpreted reflexively anyway, and additional marking
would be redundant. The presence of avtdg triggers an emphatic reading alongside
ordinary reflexivity. The contexts for this are various. In Od.22.218 the emphasis is
obvious: ‘you yourself and no one else will pay for this act’.** In Od.4.643-4 the
emphasis is slightly weaker; avtdg plays a less forceful contrastive role in
discriminating between the subject of the previous clause, over which Telemachus has

no claim of ownership, and those of the second clause, over which he does.”’

* As the possessive adjectives are cognate with the pronouns, both of their combinations with the
intensifier are morphologically similar, which would only have encouraged analogical treatment of the
two. This would be an example of what Faltz (1985:118-119) calls strategic streamlining. The eventual
reflexive pronoun and the reflexive possessive are outcomes of a single strategy that patterns one after the
other and finally assimilates them.

%% There are only two other instances: 1.19.302; Od.11.369.

*® The head, as the most important part of the body, is often made to stand for the person as a whole in
critical contexts where the very lives and fortunes of interested parties are at stake. As one’s most
cherished possession, it stands for everything which a person values, and so is often addressed and
appealed to in supplications as a kind of touchstone for empathy. Cf. Od.15.262 for the combination of
head, possessive adjective and owtdg in this context.

*" The contrast is aided by the disjunctive coordination. So too at Od.1.409.
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2.2 Semantics of avto¢ in Homer

2.2.1 External differentiation

Homer deploys avtog chiefly to distinguish an important, central actor or object (or
group thereof) from more peripheral actors or objects. The classical construction is one
in which he shifts attention from the latter to the former, leaving peripheral participants
aside and bringing protagonists into focus as he keeps the narrative on track. It often

takes place within a pév/d¢ contrast.

Tevyea pév ol keitan €mt yBovi movivPorteipn,

aVTOG 0& KTIAOC WG EMTOAETTOL OTLYOS AVOIPDV (11.3.195-6)

The exclusionary intensifier works by calling and then denying a set of alternatives. Its
use is important for the conception of the person since it differentiates self from other
and demarcates the individual. Things become more interesting than the example above
when the differentiation excludes those aspects of the person that merely respond to
external compulsion and social pressure, and highlight instead the individual as an

independent agent whose acts arise from himself:

T4 PPOVEMV VNEGGLY [Zevg] Emt yAapupiot Eyelpev

“Extopa [Ipropidny, péro tep pepadto kKol avtév. (1.15.603-4)

The Homeric poems are careful not to reduce heroes to puppets manipulated by the gods

against their will; even when the gods stir them on, it is said that they themselves are

8

cager.”® Here the differentiation intersects with the larger issue of ‘double

¥ Avtog is similarly used to distinguish internal motivation from the external influence of other humans,
eg. 11.10.388-9: 7 ¢ "Extop mpoénke duokomdcdor £xaota | vijog &m yAogupdc; 7 6> adTov Buudg
aviike; So too 11.22.346, 15.43; also with avtdg as possessive genitive at 11.6.439; Od.2.138, 4.712, 7.263.
For the redundancy of motivation by another human since one is himself already willing, see //.8.292,
3.32, 15.599, 16.548, 16.600. Especially noteworthy is the scene in book 9 where Diomedes is told to
choose a companion for the espionage mission himself. Agamemnon advises: ‘And you must not let
respect for persons make you leave the better man and take the worse. Do not be influenced by a man’s
lineage, even if he is more royal than that of your choice.” The intensification separates Diomedes from
those peripheral parts of him which are socially constituted, more particularly those socially conditioned
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determination’, the well-known narrative device by which any given event is both
divinely and humanly motivated; when applied to the human side of the equation, avtdg
thus delimits a field of human as opposed to divine agency.”

Such a form of differentiation is also important in human-to-human interaction,
especially in cases of conflict resolution. In these cases the parties to be reconciled are
at pains to claim their contribution to rapprochement, whether it be the giving of a gift
or a cessation of rancour, as offered autonomously and not under coercion. So, when
Antilochus and Menelaus dispute over foul-play in the chariot race at Patroclus’ funeral
games, in the end Antilochus makes an overture with the words inmov 8¢ To1 @VOTOG |
dhow, TV apdpmv>’ — to which Menelaus reciprocates with Avtikoye viv pév ot &yav
vmogifopon avTog | ywopevoe.”! Each thus portrays his contribution as an act of gracious
supererogation. Conflicts must be resolved as individuals, as a negotiation between one
self and another, because they represent a breakdown or lacuna, even if it is only
temporary, in the system of social regulation. In the absence of an automatic social
solution the individual is for a time brought into starker relief and must assume
responsibility. This autonomous self is marked with avtoc.

As another form of going beyond what is socially required or sanctioned,
transgression is supererogation’s flipside, and in this case too a more differentiated self
comes to the fore. As suggested, when persons operate within the bounds of society
they are more or less subsumed by the working whole and comparatively invisible. But
by stepping outside of these bounds, whether in transgression or supererogation, their

presence becomes marked. So avtd¢ characterises Agamemnon’s seizure of Briseis that

responses and feelings such as shame which do not arise from the individual proper but are elicited, even
at times extorted, by the social body — to use Mead’s (1934) terms, one might think of this separation as a
differentiation of the autonomous ‘I’ from the socialised ‘me’. Diomedes is being asked to choose free
from the expectations of the social body.

¥ Zanker (1994: 120, with references) also connects atdg to the human side of double determination.

0 11.23.591-2.

31 11.23.602-3. Cf. the use of owtdg in the reconciliation scene between Priam and Achilles (17.24.558,
589), particularly as applied to Achilles when he lifts Hector’s corpse onto the barrow himself as an act of
supererogation. The importance of this word to the characterisation of Achilles’ autonomous
magnanimity is pointed out by Zanker (1994: 120 f.)
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begins his feud with Achilles.’” It is an act of bald self-assertion that exploits a grey area
in the heroic code.”

One also sees that avtog is applied more regularly to some individuals than
others. Indeed its application is in many ways scalar. We may borrow Bakker’s

definition of scalarity:

I gods
et

Scalarity is a semantic notion which applies when entities or properties

2)

can be ordered on a scale, like gods, men. We may say that between
‘gods’ and ‘men’ a scalar relationship obtains. Gods have strength,
power and immortality and these properties are frequently measured
against the weakness and mortality of man. Accordingly, the items on the
scale in (2) can be ordered by degree of decreasing strength. Scalarity
and scalar relationships can be encoded in language by a number of
‘scalarity markers’.**

When used as a scalarity marker, avtog typically differentiates beings at the top of the
hierarchy. Hence gods are very often intensified with a0t6g, as are kings and other
important humans that for whatever reason stand apart from the rest.”” Such beings
often have increased agency, so that this use (often called the adnominal intensive) links

up with the adverbial sense of doing something (by) oneself:*® Recognition of this bias

32 71.1.130, 150, 345. Teffeteller (1990) shows that owtog in these instances signifies Agamemnon’s
autocratic imposition on Achilles. Note that while Agamemnon depicts his seizure as an act of self,
committed on his own agency and authority, he will later scapegoat dt. His about-face becomes an
episode of classic tragic irony, as we see him desperately trying to evade responsibility for what he was
initially so keen to claim it.

33 Viz., how does the leader’s claim for the best share of the spoil balance against the claim of others to be
compensated according to their merit? The code offers no prefabricated solution to this problem.

3% Bakker 1988: 28-29. Likewise, Konig and Siemund (2000: 41-3) analyse intensifiers as differentiating
central from peripheral elements.

35 Intensification of Zeus with avTog is so standard as to be almost epithetical (see /1.2.301, 4.127, 10.295,
12.230, 13.32, 13.29, 14.27, 14.292, 15.220, 15.592, 15.696, 16.659, 17.140). Of the other gods, but not
as frequently, cf. Apollo (/1.2.819, 5.416, 17.319) and Poseidon (//.12.1, 13.673, 20.309).

36 In English the adnominal and adverbial uses of the intensive are easily distinguished by position: the
adnominal sits right next to its focus, while the adverbial is free floating and typically accompanies the
verb. Cf. ‘Zeus himself ordered me’ and ‘Zeus did it himself’. Note that the former very often implies the
latter: ‘Zeus himself sent the omen’ — ‘Zeus sent the omen himself’.
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in the distribution of avtdg is important for it suggests that within the Homeric
worldview the dominant selves are gods and heroes. One should keep this in mind as we
will see that the marked level of selthood limited to these beings is later liberalised
through certain sociological and intellectual developments. Properties such as 10
avtokpotég and avtonpayio become available to the average citizen and are upheld as

ethical ideals to be cultivated by the good man.*’

2.2.2 Internal differentiation

We have been considering cases where avtog contrasts self and other externally within
a social domain. But when it is applied internally within the domain of a certain entity,
it has the interesting effect of contrasting the central, more essential aspects or versions
of that entity from those that are less essential, and promoting these more essential
instances, as paradigms, to the status of universals.’® The real versions of a type are set
apart from those that are less so. This usage is close to its usage in Plato to mark forms.

The two different domains of contrast may be elucidated by the following pair:

1. We don’t like the idea, and the prime minister himself doesn’t like it either.
2. Though they might seem courageous and expect a reward, courage itself can

never be compensated.

In the first sentence the contrast takes place within a contextually defined domain —
those that have an opinion concerning the proposed idea — that isn’t coextensive with its
focus, the prime minister, but rather with a class of which the prime minister is a
member. However in the second sentence those with specious claims to being instances

of the type of courage are contrasted with that which has the only true right to be called

37 The liberalisation of these qualities is in large part enabled by redefining them as a state of the soul
rather than the license of privileged political power. The story of Diogenes’ encounter with Alexander
(Dio Chrys.Or.iv.55-59) depicts the difference concisely. Flabbergasted when it is suggested that he is not
the most powerful man in the world, Alexander asks who there is left for him to conquer, to which
Diogenes replies, ‘Your greatest enemy — yourself.’

¥ The internal application of the centre-periphery distinction is not considered by Kénig and Siemund
(2000) in their brief analysis.
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courage. The domain here is coextensive with the intensive’s focus, courage. Compare

also the following:

3. Someone else must have done. I myself would never do that.

4. Idon’t know what got into me. I myself would never do that.

In (3) the contrast is between myself and everyone else, with the class of human beings
as the domain; in (4) the implied contrast is between a being which is essentially me and
the actions of something which is only me in a superficial or shallow sense, where the
type ‘I" or ‘me’ is the domain. Both these contrasts represent the same process of
individuation, albeit applied in domains whose limit is in differing proximity to the
focus, and coextensive with it in differing degree. Below I have compared the two

different contrastive domains of (3) and (4) diagrammatically:

the not so
real me

|
everyone clse the real me

domain of me

domain of human
beings

The application of contrastive awtdg in a range close to the domain of its focus, which
in effect essentialises the focus, is rare in Homer, and even rarer in the case of abstract
objects. The only proximal domain it uses with any frequency is in contrasting a hero
with his possessions. There is however a contrastive use of avtdg in the fourth line of
the Iliad that applies in a very intimate domain, making a distinction as to what
constitutes the real person. It deserves consideration since this ontological use of avtdg

is a precedent for its later philosophical employment:

ToALAG &' 1pBipovg yoyog Aidt mpoioyev
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NPO®V, aVTOVG 08 EAdpLa TeDYE KOveoow (1/.1.3-4)

Commenting on the use of avtdc here, Leaf notes that ‘the body is to Homer the real
self, the psyche is a mere shadow’.” He cites the use of a similar contrast at 4.257 (the
body as against the Bupog) and 23.65 (the real living body as against the dream shade of
Patroclus, his yoyn).*” In Odyssey 11, where Odysseus journeys to the underworld, the

same distinction is made:

OV 8¢ pét’ eiocevonoa Pinv Hpokineinv, | €idolov: avtog o6& pet’ dbavdroiot

Oeoiot | tépmetan v Oaking kai yel kaArlicpupov "HPnv (0d.11.601-3)

The genuineness of this passage has been disputed by both ancient and modern
commentators; the ancients were troubled by logical problems (how could the same
person be in both Hades and heaven?) and inconsistencies (Hebe is a virgin elsewhere in
Homer), and moderns are convinced that the apotheosis of Heracles, albeit an old
legend, is nevertheless post-Homeric.*' Whether interpolation or not, the metaphysical
contrast employed in this passage between body and soul is traditional to the core. Body
is above soul on the ontological hierarchy — the reverse of the Platonic and Christian
situation.

The Homeric ontology of the human being manifests clearly in eschatology.
There is no concept of a rich immortality qua soul separated from body in Homer and
the wider epic tradition. If there is to be everlasting life, it is within a body that doesn’t
perish. Just as Heracles goes to live with the gods, it is prophesied to Menelaus that he
will be transported alive to Elysium at what would otherwise be the moment of his

death.* The individual personality in Homer, just as in old Judaism,” is a fusion of

*1900: ad loc.

0 See also /1.22.351 and Leaf ad loc.

1 See Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 86-7, who agrees that these lines are an interpolation ‘inspired by the
desire to reconcile Herakles’ presence in Hades in this Nekyuia with the fact that in the assumptions of
the interpolator and his society his apotheosis was so well established as to raise problems in the reading
of the Homeric text.” These lines later sparked discussion among the Platonists of what Heracles’ true self
was (Sorabji 2006: 34, with references).

*20d.561-9. Other heroes of the Epic Cycle also receive an embodied afterlife, including Iphigeneia,
Achilles, and Penelope, Telegonus and Odysseus (Proclus Chrestomathia 1, 2). Sourvinou-Inwood (1995:
52) argues that these beliefs developed together with hero cults.

# Cf. above §1 n.24. The development from Jewish to Christian eschatology parallels, in important ways,
the transformation from Homeric to Platonic thought, with similar consequences for human ontology. As
Boyarin (1994: §3 n.8) writes, since in old Jewish thought the soul has no individual personality, and isn’t
the essence of the self, there can be ‘a fortiori no notion that an individual could be rewarded with a
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body and soul, not soul alone. This naturally affects the semantics of soul, as we will

now consider.

2.3 The idea of wyuyn and its connection to the

reflexive

Soul’s secondary place in Homeric ontology is borne out in the fact, no stranger to
comment, that yoyn never stands for the psychic unity of the person in either of the two
poems. It means either simply ‘life’, stripped of any affective or cognitive capacity, or
the shade of the individual that leaves the body at death for Hades, where it ekes out an
intellectually impoverished existence. In later Greek yvyr may be used in much the
same way as the psychic organs are in Homer, with the notable difference, however,
that it may be subject to all the psychological experiences that characterise the
conscious life of an individual and in this sense is identical to the person qua
psychological subject. The absence of a word for the psychological subject as a whole
in Homer is to be related to another datum, the matching absence of instances of the
reflexive pronoun referring to just such a subject. One gathers the reflexive pronoun
cannot take on these references because they haven’t yet lexicalised. Therefore, as yoym
does begin to develop the sense of the psychological subject, we see a parallel
development in the referential possibilities of the reflexive.** Both the reflexive and
yoyn reference this new concept of the person.

Let us then summarise Bremmer’s work on the development of the concept of
yoyn in Greece. Bremmer applies the work of Swedish anthropologist and Sanskritist

Ernst Arbman to systematise the Homeric account of the soul and bring the semantics of

disembodied bliss after death. To the extent that such ideas appear widely in Hellenistic Judaism and to
some extent in rabbinic Judaism...they are indeed, it seems, a product of the Hellenistic culture of which
Judaism was a part at that time.” See also Jeremias, s.v. “Hades” in Kittel 1964. For the development of
belief in an immortal disembodied soul in the deep sense and the eschatology of individual salvation, see
Burkert 1977: 285-301 and Sourvinou-Inwood 1995:173-2, esp. 413-41 where she demolishes Morris’
(1989) criticism of her earlier work (1981; 1983) examining the shift in Greek attitudes to death that arose
in the Archaic period and the emergence of the Eleusinian Mysteries — Morris sees no change and thinks
the idea of individual salvation is ancient. Note that she emphasises (420-1) the role of urbanisation and
the rise of individualism in this transformation, themes we will return to.

* To the degree that Plato interprets certain types of action towards oneself as action towards one’s soul.
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yoyn into relation with those of the other soul words. Arbman’s work was first
concerned with India, where he found that the concept of the soul was preceded by a
duality where eschatological and psychological attributes of the soul had not yet
merged. He found a similar development in Christian Scandinavia and Classical Greece.

Bremmer writes of Arbman’s study as follows:

In his analysis Arbman distinguished between body souls endowing the body with
life and consciousness and the free soul, an unencumbered soul representing the
individual personality. The free soul is active during unconsciousness and passive
during consciousness when the conscious individual replaces it. It is not exactly
clear where the passive free soul resides in the body. The body souls are active
during the waking life of the living individual. In contrast to the free soul the body
soul is often divided into several parts. Usually it falls into two categories: one is
the life soul, frequently identified with the breath, the life principle; the other is
the ego soul. The body soul, or several of its parts, represents the inner self of the
individual. In the early stage of the development of Vedic soul belief the free soul
and the body souls did not yet constitute a unity; later the concept of the Vedic
free soul, atman, incorporated the psychological attributes of the body souls, a

development that occurred among a number of peoples.*’

Bremmer borrows Arbman’s scheme and associates the yvyr of Homer with the free
soul, and Bvpog, voog etc. with the body soul. In his view the Homeric yoyn bears the

following similarities to Arbman’s description of the free soul:

* Bremmer 1983: 9-10. As Bremmer notes, ‘Arbman’s views have been elaborated by his pupils in two
major monographs on the soul beliefs of North America and North Eurasia, confirmed by the studies of
other scholars, and widely accepted by anthropologists.” One may add also the Akkadian notion of
etemmu (Abusch 1995) and the Dinka notion of atyep (Lienhardt 1985: 148), both of which, like Homeric
yoyn, are ghostly doubles of the individual primarily active when one has died, and do not represent a
unified centre of consciousness and personality when one is alive and active. On the other hand, Claus’
(1981) neglect of cross-cultural evidence is a major flaw in his attempt to explain the developing
psychological qualities of yoyn as the natural outgrowth of its ‘ability to be felt as a life-force word’
(181). Appeal to the notion of life-force alone is idle since a culture can simultaneously hold two distinct
conceptions of animating force, the body-soul and the free-soul, without one having to encroach on the
other. His idea that the absence of yvyr from psychological contexts in Homer is attributable to the
Homeric preoccupation with the yoyn as ‘shade’ (181) has some merit, but only if it is added that this
restriction is not the result of a convention of a specific genre outside of whose bounds yvyn would have
been used psychologically, but representative, given the cross-cultural anthropological evidence, of a
culture-wide psycho-eschatological system. But if there is a supposed incompatibility between the yoyn
that survives death and the yuyn involved in emotional life, then contrary to what we observe, this should
be even more of a problem in the post-Homeric landscape where there is an increased interest in the
eschatological yoyn as part of the burgeoning discourse of individual salvation.
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1. Both are located in an unspecified part of the body;

Both are inactive (and unmentioned) when the body is active;
Both leave the body during a swoon;

Both have no physical or psychological connections;

Both are a precondition for the continuation of life;

AN

Both represent the individual after death.

The one correlation missing, as Bremmer notes, is the agency of the yvyn in dream
states.*® The various parts of the body soul are denoted in Homer by psychic organs,
Bopog, epnv, voog, kapdia, etc. Following Homer, yoyr takes over the semantic field of
body soul as well, while these others fall out of use or are subordinated as parts of yoyn.
Thus the body soul and free soul were united in Greek yoyn just as they were in
Sanskrit atman. Scholars have often viewed the rise of the mystery cults, with their
emphasis on the soul’s salvation and its moral care, as a factor in this evolution."’

Now atman is also the pronominal reflexive in Sanskrit. Moreover, in much of
Hindu thought and its various philosophical traditions, as well as those of Buddhism, it
figures as the higher, true self of pure consciousness with which one ought to cultivate
identity. As a reflexive pronoun, arman can thus easily partake in models of self-relation
that require psychological interpretation of the reflexive or a well-formed concept of

true self. Crucially, just as I am proposing for Greek, the development of a unitary

% Probably more attributable to the stylised nature of literary dream accounts than to non-existence of this
belief; we know from post-Homeric sources that both dreams and shamanistic out-of-body voyages were
attributed to the yoyn. None of the other soul words are capable of acting outside of the body, so that
unless there is some mysterious word lost to us and to later Greeks, it can only have been the yoy.

4" The argument was pioneered by Rohde (253-389). See also Jaeger 1947: 83; Burkert 1972: 134. Claus’
scepticism (1981: 111-21) seems to me to abuse the argument from silence. If yvyn names what survives
death before this period, and is frequently used by later writers when discussing Orphic and Pythagorean
eschatology, then it would be bizarre indeed if in spite of both the tradition that precedes and that which
follows these cults chose some other word to denote the free soul as that which survives death. Even if
another word could be used in this sense — Claus suggests daipmv, which Empedocles (B115 DK)
employs — the well-established place of yoyr as the free soul would allow for an easy transference of
semantics from one to the other to the point of synonymity. There is a purely logical aspect to this
relation. If the soul which alone survives death is to become fully conscious, then it must become the
psychic organ principally responsible for such experiences, and thus commandeer or subsume the psychic
activities of the other organs of the body soul. As is often the case in sociological matters, the precise
direction of causality — whether both the new interest in individual salvation on the one hand and the
condition of the soul on the other are symptoms of a sharper socio-economic differentiation of the
individual in general, or whether one leads more or less directly to the other — is impossible to establish. It
is perhaps best to understand all these movements as interacting in a feedback system (similarly
Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 420-21).
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conception of body and free soul in Sanskrit is complemented by a development in its
pronominal reflexive system. The old reflexive of Vedic Sanskrit, tanii-, which, just as
in the early stages of pronominal reflexivity in Greek, does a limited amount of
reflexive work, leaving much of it to the verbal system,*® is pushed out of this role by
atman as Vedic morphs into Classical Sanskrit.* It remains in use but is restricted to its
corporeal sense of ‘body’, often opposed to atman within a dualistic framework, just as
odpa and woyn in Greek.”® We may thus propose that in both these languages a
development in the reflexive system is linked to a development in the conception of the

person, and also the development of culturally important reflexive categories.”'

* Hock (2006) sets out the evidence for the scholarly consensus that reflexive fanii- is a recent innovation
that signposts an emerging distinction between pronominal and verbal reflexivity. For the move from
middle to pronominal reflexive markers, see Lehmann 1992. In both Greek and Sanskrit, this new
pronominal strategy will come to have semantic implications as the reflexive pronoun develops a
referential connection to the ‘self” of the human being.

* See Kulikov (2007: 1429-31) for overview and further bibliography. dtman- is attested as a reflexive
from the late Rgveda and gathers steam to completely oust fanii- in vedic prose (which includes the
earliest Upanisads). The development of atman- as the reflexive of choice accompanies an increased
interest in the self as a philosophical and religious topic. We see this especially in the Upanisads, whose
new focus upon Adhyatmavidya (‘self-knowledge’) heralds a paradigm shift in the conception of
knowledge in ancient India (Black 2007: 2). As Vedanta they represent the end or culmination of Vedic
thought, the earliest of which are dated to around the seventh and sixth centuries BCE (Olivelle 1998: 12).
These were written either within an urban environment or during the process of urbanisation, and contain
reflections of a change in the socio-economic base of India (Olivelle 1998: 6-7, drawing on Erdossy
1988). In both Greece and India then we see three facts linking up: a socio-economic transformation from
village-based to urban society, the development of a new reflexive pronoun, and a new interest in the
reflexive as the essence of a person and a focus of thought and action.

> As the most prominent word for the individual in Early Vedic, tani- represents a fusion of corporeal
and non-corporeal aspects (just as the psychic organs do in Homer), until atman takes over the more
abstract qualities of personhood. See Gardner 1998: §5g, 6¢-f.

3! Since fanii- and atman- are both body-part reflexives, it is possible that as arman grew to be regarded
as constituting the real person it became a more salient candidate for standing for that person in a
reflexive relation. It should also be said that the degree of correspondence in the two languages’
generation of reflexive concepts is quite remarkable. Cf. avtokpérwp and atmesvara (‘master of self”);
avtovopio and atmavasah (‘self-control’, ‘self government’); 10 €avtov vikdv and atmajayah (‘victory
over oneself’); and 710 €ovtov yryvdokew and atmajiianam (‘knowledge of self or the supreme spirit’,
‘true wisdom’); ¢pidavtog and atmakama (‘loving oneself’, ‘possessed of self-conceit’; ‘loving Brahma or
the supreme spirit only’);  avtoyevig, avtoeung and atmayonih, atmabth (‘self-born’, ‘self-generated’,
epithets of Brahma,Vishnu, Siva, and Cupid god of love; ‘talent’, ‘understanding’). Taken from Apte
1970: s.v. atman.
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2.4 Conclusions

The gulf between Homeric and later Greek representations of psychology, and their
encoding in the reflexive system, is illuminated by a fortunate piece of evidence. In
Apollonius’ Argonautica we have a good measure of how things have changed in
reflexive usage and the psychological model supporting it. Though written in the third-
century BC, its diction is consciously epic and a testament to the Homeric
Kunstsprache. The ancient form of the reflexive, in which the pronoun and intensifier
are yet to fuse, is also retained. But though the forms are old the usage is new. Thus we
find év plus the reflexive being used to delimit the internal psychological space of the

subject:

"Ev0' adt' Aicovidng pv aunyavoc iv £ol avtdu
TOPPUPECKEV EKOGTO, KATNPLOMVTL E0IKMS

OV &' Gp' Vmoepacheig peydint omi veikeoev "16ag. (A.R.1.460-3)

As the Argo sets sail on its maiden voyage, Jason falls to brooding upon what lies
ahead. He ponders each thing in himself. If this were Homer we would expect a locative
expression with one of the psychological organs (e.g. é&v Buu®) instead of the reflexive
pronoun, which never appears in this usage. Since the form of the language is identical,
the new use of the reflexive here can only be put down to the semantic development that

produced new uses of the reflexive in the centuries after Homer.

To summarise the situation in Homer then, we conclude the following:

The pronominal reflexive system is relatively unmarked — evidence that it is a
new strategy. The complex reflexive does not yet exist, but is in the process of
grammaticalisation, as shown by the obligatory addition of avtdg in the third person
when within the governing category. By comparison with English and other languages,
we can extrapolate an even earlier stage of the language in which simple pronouns were
used reflexively without intensification. This usage still survives in Homer in the

reflexive prepositional phrase, where the simple pronoun reigns.
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In my view Bolling is right in attributing the dearth of Homeric reflexive
constructions to (a) the health of the middle-reflexive system and (b) certain
psychological beliefs then current. There are only eight examples where a reflexive is
governed by a verb. Moreover, none of the reflexives refer to a distinctly psychological
aspect of the person; they refer in the main to the person as a physical body.

The bias in the reference of the reflexive reflects a similar bias within the
Homeric conception of the person, which takes the body, or a body-soul fusion, rather
than a disembodied soul as the real self, and marks it with avt6¢ accordingly. Similarly,
the absence of a word for a unified psychological subject reflects the absence of
reflexive constructions portraying a relationship with this psychological subject. Where
referral to the body soul is required, instead of the reflexive the various psychic organs
are used. It was noted that Hebrew follows the same strategy in the OT.

We introduced evidence from Sanskrit to demonstrate a similar structural link
between the conception of the person and the reflexive system. One will remember that
there was also a link in the case of English, suggesting that this is a cross-linguistic
phenomenon.

The use of avtdg as an ontological differentiator was discussed, especially its
use to mark out the autonomous and responsible self, connotations which will
subsequently become of immense importance. I also drew attention to the internal
application of this marker to differentiate the real version of something from the not-so-
real. This use is important because it later becomes indispensable to philosophy’s
essentialist project; in cases where avtdg as the second element of the complex reflexive
is taken to perform just this function, it also influences some of the reflexive’s new

interpretations.
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Chapter 3: Early Lyric, lambus
and Elegy

3.1 Introduction

Between epic and the prose, tragedy and comedy of the fifth century stretches the
patchy terrain of lyric, iambus and elegy, and the fragments of the Presocratic
philosophers. The fragmentary nature of this period leaves much to reconstruction. This
is unfortunate, since this age must have been the crucible for the complex reflexive: by
the fifth century it is frequently attested in the lonic prose of Herodotus and its
possessive use especially has been conventionalised.' Significantly, innovative use of
the reflexive to denote the psychological subject parallels the semantic development of
yoyn as a body-soul term, each capable of substitution for the other.’

The first unambiguous instance of the complex reflexive is in Hesiod’s
Theogony: T'dia 8¢ To1 IpdTOV P&V &yeivato 1oV £ovutf | Ovpavov dotepdevd’.’ The -o-

in the lonic form leaves behind an important trace of its origin: it must have arisen in

" There is some dialectical variation in the form of the complex reflexive: Cretan Frawtod, lonic £ovtod,
Attic €¢avtod. There is also a Doric form which reiterates a0t0g to give adtovtod. The important thing to
remember is that these are all morphologically seavy reflexives. They therefore (generally speaking) bear
emphasis and signal the unexpected reflexivisation of an OD verb.

2 For the evolution of yoy into a psychic organ in the lyric age see Darcus 1979a: 34-9; Claus 1981: 69-
102. It may be asked why the reflexive can’t substitute for the other psychic organs. But in Homer these
are simply too differentiated from the psychological subject for such substitution to take place, and none
of them has the required scope to stand for it as a whole. The attempt to conceive of the subject as a
psychic unity underpins both the developing sense of yuyn and the reflexive’s use in psychological self-
relation. One notes however that at this stage the Greeks’ relatively ‘objective-participant’ view of
personality still wishes to maintain a distinction between person and yvyn: ‘a person remains distinct
from yoyn but acts in harmony with it” (Darcus 1979a: 39).

3 Hes.Th.126-7. Hesiod (Op.265) also uses the separated form as in Homer. The synthetic reading is
encouraged by the metre since £ol avtfj doesn’t fit. I am convinced by Janko’s (1982) statistical
arguments that fix Hesiod’s works after those of Homer. Indeed the presence of the complex reflexive in
Hesiod but not in Homer may be added to his list of linguistic features that distinguish the two
diachronically. The complex reflexive also occurs in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (239); Janko
demonstrates that these hymns are contemporary with Hesiod’s works or later.
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the genitive case through a contraction of €0 avtod and spread from there.” It is
therefore likely that the emphatic combination of the possessive adjective and the
genitive of avtdc in Homer is an influential precursor to the complex form. In
anticipation of an argument in subsequent chapters, the use of this marked form to set
apart what belongs to oneself from what belongs to others, and with enough frequency
to stimulate contraction, was perhaps central to the crystallisation of t& €avtod as a
central category of Greek society and thought. Apollonius Dyscolus had already realised
that as a possessive the complex reflexive regularly differentiates self and other in a
marked fashion. He compares the emphatic expression mpdg toig pnavtod viv B0parg
gomk’ éym with the weaker alternatives mpo¢ toic Bvupaig pov €otnka and mpdg Toig
guaig 00parg €otka. The strong implication in use of the former is not by someone
else’s door (Eppacty yip £xet GO od TpOG Toic GALov).”

The standard collections of fragments of other poetry contain precious few
reflexive constructions, and many of these do not come from original papyri but from
the quotations of later authors, outside of whose pages there is no further textual history.
Even where a reflexive is clear, scholars disagree on whether to read it synthetically, as
in later writers, or divisim, as in Homer.

Indeed the majority of instances for lyric come from a single passage of
Apollonius Dyscolus’ treatise on pronouns in which he considers precisely the issue of

synthetic and divisim readings of the reflexive:

It was also read separately among the Aeolic Greeks: &€’ adtg 1007 Eymv
couvowa, &L’ avte moiapdoopatl. But against this was voov 0¢ Favto mapmov
aéppet, unusual in its simple form without the addition of €. Likewise in Book 7
of the same Alcaeus: oV d¢ covTE TOUIONG E0T), AAAL COOTO PETEX®V GP0g TPOS
ndowv. For how do these come to be composite when the first are separate? It is
clear that the reading of the first (two) passages is inconsistent with that of the

following passages.

Of the first two passages, the first has been attributed to Sappho; the pronoun is

feminine and the phrase perfectly supplements a lacuna in an Oxyrynchus fragment

*So West 1966a: 81.
> A.D.Synt.ii.107 Uhlig.
% A.D.Pron.80 Schn., tr. Campbell 1982-93: vol.1, 365 ad. Alcaeus Fr.317.
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otherwise known to be Sappho. As the most obvious masculine Aeolic candidate, it has
been presumed that the second belongs to Alcaeus. According to Apollonius, the other
three also belong to Alcaeus.

We also find the Lesbian poets still using the simple, unintensified pronoun
reflexively alongside the intensified and complex forms, which is to be expected in this

transitional phase:’

Kompt xai] Nnpnideg, aprapn[v pot
10 Kaoi]yvntov o[6]te Tvid’ TkechHa[t
K&oca Flot 0bpm<t> ke BEAN yéveoHa

nwhvto te]Aéctnv (Sapph.Fr.5.1-4 LP)
auei 8 &fpots’ < > haciolg’ €0 <> émdkacoev  (Sapph.Fr.100 LP)
eaiverai Fou kfjvog. (Sapph.F7.165 LP)

If the editors are correct in their supplementation of the first two fragments,® then it is
possible that we see preserved here the very first stages of the PRS, since in Homeric
constructions analogous to the first two the pronoun is intensified,” and is orthotone
instead of enclitic. The third fragment reflexivises a verb of perception and is
comparable to the popular dox@® pot locution of later Greek,'® which is unusual for
allowing reflexive use of an enclitic pronoun. Impersonal construction with the dative,
such as dokel pot, is very common (so too in the case of @aivw), and the reflexive use
likely developed by simply switching the subject and retaining the enclitic dative
pronoun, rather than, as when reflexivising personal verbs, by substituting an emphatic
reflexive for a normally disjoint direct or indirect object, which would then have
required heavy marking.'' There are no examples of reflexivised cognitive acts in

Homer, but post-Homer we find a number of such locutions develop, not least Sappho’s

7 Note too that a poetic language well adapted to the vicissitudes of metre will often acquire a metrically
varied morphology by telescoping different historical periods of the language.

¥ See Voigt (1971: ad loc.) for the different proposals.

? Respectively, 11.16.47, 17.551. Note however that the dative of advantage in //.16.47 is ironic and thus
requires intensification for semantic reasons.

10 E.g. Hdt.2.93. See LSJ, s.v. dokéw 1, 3 for further examples.

""" A similar way of looking at it is to view the enclitic as the logical or semantic subject and the
impersonal syntactic subject as the semantic object in a cognitive act. The enclitic thus follows other
subjects in not being reflexive-marked.
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reflexivisation of covoido.'? It is this chapter’s main argument that these changes, and
the reflexivisation of traditional OD relations more generally, take part in the incipient
construction of the individual as a reflexive intellect and subject, encourage heavy
reflexive marking, and support the reflexive’s acquisition of new psychological

meanings.

3.2 Complex reflexives in early poetry

Let us now come to the meaning of the fragments containing intensified reflexives

quoted by Apollonius. The first four are relatively transparent:

&’ avta todt’ Eymv obvoda (Sapph.Fr.26.11-12 LP)
W’ avt modopdcopot (Ale.Fr.378 LP)

voov 8¢ Fadte" maurav déppet (Ale.Fr.363 LP)

oL 0¢ oavTE ToMaLg Eon (Alc.Fr.317a LP)

The reading of the last Alcaeus fragment is trickier:
GALL oavTO petéyov dfag mpog mocwy (Alc.Fr.317b LP)

If cavto is interpreted as the dative cavtm, then when put together with the genitive
aPag (Aeolic for fifnc), the construction follows a common syntactic projection for the
verb petéyw: genitive of thing and dative of person, in the sense ‘fo partake of
something in common with another’."* The phrase cavte petéyov dPag thus means
‘sharing in youth with yourself’. The final phrase mpog mdowv has been variously
interpreted. Edmonds proposes that moowv is accusative of moots (‘drinking’), so that the

youth taken part in is that which is given and suited to drinking. Bergk on the other

12 Cf. also AavOdve, where the substitution of a reflexive can have a comic effect: £€ng cavtov AdBoig
Sdwppayeis (Ar.Pax 32). That one could be split in two without being aware of it! Comic application of
the PRS is explored further in chapter 6.

" The form pavte appears to be a reduction of eatvtm, analogous to avtod from éovtod in Attic. For the
digamma see LSJ, s.v. éavtod, ov, 1. Aeolic loses the rough breathing of the original swe- stem and
retains the digamma.

Y 1SI, s.v. petéyo.
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hand takes mdowv as dative plural of movg (‘foot’) and interprets the prepositional phrase
as meaning in praesentia.” For this metaphoric use of ‘at one’s feet’ he compares
S.OT.130: 10 npog mooiv okomelv. Bergk’s interpretation certainly fits the very Greek
sentiment of youth’s evanescence. The youth one shares in is not tpdg moécwv for long,
and exists only in and for the present.

This fragment shares an important structural similarity with the fragment from
Sappho.'® Both take common other-directed syntactic structures — petéym plus genitive
of thing and dative of person; cOvowda plus accusative of thing and dative of person —
and substitute a reflexive pronoun for that other person. What is normally a relationship
with another is transformed into a relationship with oneself. These are precisely the
sorts of constructions which I think contributed to the grammaticalisation of the
complex reflexive. They are highly novel and semantically loaded, and as such require
the intensifier a0tog. At this early stage of grammaticalisation, the reflexive would
doubtless have been read emphatically in such innovative contexts. But subtending
these new uses is a changed conceptual structure. We see uncovered a new way of
interpreting certain event types. One doesn’t simply know something fota persona, but
knows something with oneself; one doesn’t simply share in something, but shares in
something with oneself.

Fragments 317a and 378 of Alcaeus both seem to be expressions of self-interest.
Regarding 317a, self-directed metaphoric use of tauiog (Aeolic ToOpg), meaning
‘steward’ or ‘dispenser’, is common in poetry of this period. Usually, one is steward to
another as their servant, and thus dispenses food from the storehouse or money from the
household treasury in the interest of their master. To be steward to oneself implies a
certain subversion of traditional power relations. In Aristophanes a similar effect is
achieved through the reflexivisation of the vocabulary of service, which is humorously
applied to the opportunist who is more concerned with his own interests than those of
his betters."”” In Theognis tapicg takes as its object various possessions of the self and

almost comes to mean ‘owner’:'®

OivoPapém kempainv, Ovopdkpite, kai pe Proton

01VOG TP YVMOUNG OVKET” £Y0 TAUING

' 1882: ad loc.

' This fragment is further discussed in another section dealing with the notion of conscience.
17 E.g. reflexive use of Ogpomedm (Ar.Th.172) and Staxovéw (Ar.Ach.1017).

'8 Cf. the couplets 1185-6 and 1241-2.
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NUETEPNG. .. (Thgn.503-5 West)

The speaker is drunk and no longer the dispenser of his own judgement. Self-directed
metaphoric interpretation of the prototypically other-directed tapiog, either as steward
to oneself or steward of what belongs to the self, is thus comparable to reflexivisation of

similarly other-directed verbal concepts of sharing and knowing-with.

I now turn to reflexive instances quoted by ancient scholars other than Apollonius. We
have a scholiast on Hesiod’s Theogony (v.767) quoting a line from Anacreon to support

the notion that the adjective y06viog may mean ctuyvoc:
¥06viov &’ épavtov T npev. (Anacr.Fr.405 Page)

Bergk corrects fjpev to fpov in his first edition,'® while others favour the variant reading
fyov. Campbell adopts the latter and translates ‘I behaved sullenly’. To bring out the
reflexive construction in English, one could instead render ‘I used to conduct myself
sullenly’.* However reading fipov neatly dovetails the literal and metaphorical senses
of ¥B6vioc. For the verb aipw is often used in the psychological sense of raising one’s
spirits, so that construal with an earthbound object encapsulates and unites the double
sense of both the verb and the adjective. We have the image of one lifting up his earthly
self, terrestrial under the weight of gloom, into a sky of light and floating joy.

Whatever the correct verb, reflexive use of either in a psychological sense is
unusual. To this point in time Greek has various ways of denoting behaviour, and
usually conceives it as a middle activity or else as an intransitive active. Similarly, to
denote the event of cheering oneself up Greek would ordinarily use a psychological part
(e.g. ppéveg) as object and not the reflexive pronoun, or else construe the verb in the
middle voice. Yet, following Kemmer, intransitive middle reflexives are semantically
distinguishable from the use of reflexive pronouns with a transitive verb, so that the use
of the latter in place of the former reveals a difference in the conceptualisation of a
given event. This has been generalised as an increased degree of conceptual separation

between the acting and the acted-on participants that may manifest itself in a number of

' In later editions (1882: vol.3, 272) he abandons his emendation of fipev to fipov, writing that gravius
vitium latet and proposing various conjectures that do away with a reflexive construction altogether.
*'So West 1966b: 154, no. 19.
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different semantic distinctions, often as a contrast between mind and body. But the
particular dualism can be enacted in any domain, including within the psyche itself,
where the contrast is then between one psychic agent and another. For example, in the
phrase ‘she cheered herself up’, it is decidedly not her body that is being cheered up.
Rather, one aspect of herself — a highly active and purposeful entity exemplifying the
properties that usually characterise the subject of a highly transitive event — directs its
action in a self-conscious and determined way towards another part of herself that is
brooding and refusing to cheer up. This action requires some effort on the part of the
agent, so that there is no seamless transference of intention to desired result. It is not
seamless precisely because the two are, to a degree, distinct and individual agents. One
is not automatically governed by the other, but that other may enforce itself on it given
its superior level of agency.

Now these observations bring one to the following generalisation, that a
psychological transitive construction with a reflexive pronoun divides the subject into
two more or less distinct entities, one of which is referenced by the subject and the other
by the reflexive pronoun. Though distinct, these two entities are not created equal, but
the subject, by virtue of the various semantic properties that belong to it as the actor in a
transitive event schema, is positioned higher on a scale of agency. It may force and
cultivate the object, and subject it to its ends. Thus we may say generally that such a use
of the reflexive pronoun as object generates a category of self of increased agency that
dominates other psychic aspects. This notion, the recursive generation of a
differentiated and highly agential subject (and the correlated subordination of other
psychic agents) through reflexivisation in psychological contexts will be explored more
fully when we come to a discussion of the thematic use of reflexives in Plato. It is
crucial to the construction of the semantic properties of the modern subject, and
epitomised in the practice of care of self. But in this fragment from Anacreon we see the
beginnings of the type of use that will conventionalise such a distinction. The self is
something to which the subject, through self-determination, may give a certain
behavioural deportment. Read with the verb &y, one is not so much behaving sullenly
as managing oneself in a sullen way. From this verb’s gamut of sense, from ‘lead’,
through ‘manage’, to ‘maintain’, one gains the impression of an individual wilfully
adopting and maintaining a particular deportment, perhaps, if we may conjecture a
context, in spite of social expectations, exhortation to the contrary by others, or his more

natural inclinations.
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There appears to be an instance of reflexive used possessively in the elegy of

Mimnermus:

[unte v Eetvov dnAedpevog Epypact Avypoic
unte v’ Evonumv, AL dikoog Emv, |
TNV 6avToD EPEVO TEPTE” OLONAEYEMVY O TOMTDV
dALoG T0l o€ KAKMG, BALOG dpevov Epel. (Mimn.F7r.12 Edmonds = Fr.7

West)

The first couplet is bracketed since it is only the second which is ascribed to
Mimnermus in the Palatine Anthology.*' The whole passage is found in the Theognidea,
a collection of elegy attributed to Theognis but interpolated with lines from earlier and
later poets. It is thus quite probable that the passage is originally Mimnermus’ and in the
course of time found its way into the Theognidea. As in the case of favtw above,
scholars differ over the precise reading of the reflexive. Some have suggested correction
into a bare intensifier (Ahrens, and Bergk as a possibility), with or without conversion
of the article into the possessive adjective orv.**> Either idiom is attested and entirely
possible here. The diachronic question is when these were replaced by a genitive
complex reflexive, and if this instance, together with that of pavtm, is one of the earliest
examples of such an incursion.

Linguistics aside, it can be said that thematically speaking the passage
foreshadows what will later become a philosophical quest. One should pay little
attention to the variable moral judgment of others, among whom there will always be
found some to condemn and some to praise, and concentrate instead on cultivating and
satisfying one’s own sense of justice. Thus a citizen should conduct himself morally
primarily to please himself and for the most part deafen his ear to the vox populi.

There is a shift in moral thinking here from what may be called, in the most
generic terms possible, an other-centred to a self-centred system. This is a reversal in
the being to whom one owes their first moral obligation. It needn’t have anything to do

with selfishness or egoism. If the cultivation of an inner conscience leads to the

*! Anth.Pal.9.50

2 The same phrase with ofjv avtod instead of covtod occurs at s.Merc.565. There too the possessive
seems to be emphatic, contrasting Hermes’ use of oracular bees in the first instance to please himself, and
then his passing on of that knowledge to others.
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aphorism that one is one’s own harshest critic, then justice in the eyes of oneself will be
the most rigorous standard of justice. This idea is prominent in modern culture and
voices the popular cliché ‘be true to yourseltf” — the implied conclusion being that if one
is, one will a fortiori be true to others. We can also compare a dictum of pop
psychology that says you can’t love others if you haven’t learnt to love yourself first.
This idea anticipates Democritus and Plato’s redirection of moral attention
towards a person’s essence, that is, towards cultivation and moral purification of the
soul. Indeed Plato reinterprets the proverb mpdooce 10 cavtod as counselling
management not of one’s own miscellaneous interests but of the self’s most intimate
and true possession, the soul. Good or evil begins with the state of the soul and flows
from there outwards; there can be no order in the world of men if there is none in the
soul. The passage from Mimnermus expresses a folk version of this idea in its
embryonic stage, without philosophical ornament and theorisation. In the phrase tv
covtod @péva tépme is suggested the notion that at the very least a person can content
herself with the knowledge that she has acted justly no matter what others say. This
private sense of justice is the most important thing. The reflexive cavtod is thus given
an appropriately emphatic and contrastive reading: please your own @pévo, your own
moral sense, rather than the tongues of hard-hearted fellow citizens. Tied up here is also
a subjective ontological bias. Constancy can be achieved in and belongs to the self, yet
the world of others is the flux of relativity, where the same act, so true to the self, can be
praised by one and censured by another. If one’s ontology displays such a bias, then the
fulcrum of concepts such as justice will in time shift in the direction of the realm of
constancy, so that being true becomes being true to oneself, or caring for others
becomes caring for oneself through others.
A further instance of a construal of the complex reflexive with an interesting verb
is found in a quotation attributed to Xenophanes of Colophon. The source is a gloss of

the word PAnotpiopdc in Erotian’s Glossary to Hippocrates:>

€YD O° ELOVTOV €K TOAL0G TOAY QEPMOV

épanotpillov  (B45 DK)

3 The quotation is usually, as here, rendered in iambic trimeter.
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The fragment presumably depicts Xenophanes’ wanderings as an intinerant sage and
refugee.”* Syntactically speaking it is ambiguous whether the reflexive should be
construed with @épav, épAnotpilov, or both. Tranlators have opted for €pAnctpilov,
presumably because it is strongly transitive and requires an object. Thus Edmonds: ‘But
as for me I went tossing myself from city to city.’® This particular verb seems to have
been a favourite of Xenophanes’. Diogenes Laertius quotes the following in his Lives of

the Philosophers as evidence of his longevity:*

fon &’ énta T oot Kai £ENRKOVT’ EviawTol
BAnotpifovteg Euny epovtid’ av’ EALGSa
8Kk yeverfic 88 10T Noav &eikoot TévTe Te PG TOiC,

ginep &yo mepl T®VS’ 01da Aéyey dtouwg. (B8 DK)

The passage takes on a certain impressionism with application of the verb fAnotpilm to
thought and depersonalisation of the subject into time. Edmonds interprets &unv
opovtid’ rather concretely as Xenophanes’ philosophic poetry, but there is no reason
why it shouldn’t be left as an expression of the sympathy of wandering feet to the
wandering of the mind, travel as a spur to thought. Also, if pAnotpilw is psychological
here it is quite possible that it carries this connotation in the other fragment: ‘I was
tossing myself about in mind and body.’*’

The former fragment succinctly illustrates Kemmer’s point concerning the
semantic inequivalence of middle and transitive reflexives. ‘I tossed about from city to
city’ as opposed to ‘I tossed myself about from city to city’. The transitive £BAnctpilov
éuavtov denotes a subject imposing its will on itself, more particularly on a part or
version of itself which is at least mildly resistant or indifferent to that subject’s
concerns. Xenophanes is self-determining in his wanderings, impelling himself from
city to city despite that version of him which wishes to stay — either, we may speculate,

in knowledge of impending war or in quest of wider wisdom. On the other hand the

** Xenophanes was apparently driven out of his homeland of Colophon in Ionia by the invasion of
Harpagus the Mede in 546-5 BC. He is also said to have spent time in Zancle and Catana, two Greek
settlements in Sicily (D.L.ix.18).

** Edmonds 1931: 214 ad loc.

*D.L.ix.19

27 Alternatively, the similarity of the two passages suggests contamination to Meineke, who proposes that
the former originates from an alien prose source (perhaps a letter) and became mixed up with the latter.
Bergk (1882: vol.3, 116) agrees that these words were taken from a letter but leaves the question of
authenticity open.
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middle formulation would denote a person moving with the vicissitudes of fortune,

kicking with the wind of fate and not manhandling his destiny.

3.3 Simple avtog as reflexive (Theognis and Pindar)

Besides use of the complex reflexive in this period we find avtog being used reflexively
by itself without a pronominal focus (or perhaps better as an emphatic pronoun in its
own right). As we have seen, this use is as early as Homer and Hesiod, but with one
exception confined to the possessive genitive. In the Theognidea, however, it alternates

with the complex reflexive in the dative case:*®

b4 14 /4 4 14 4 e ~ 2
Ovdroc aviip, eike Kopve, médag yalkeveton adtd,”

el un uny yvounv éoamatdot 0goi. (Thgn.539-40 West)

[ToALolc dyprioTotot Be0g d1d01 avopacty dABov,
6oTIc UNT aOT® PELTEPOG OVOLY £V

unte eiloig. (Thgn.865-7 West)

['voung 8’ ovdev duetvov avnp &xel avTog £V avTd

000’ dyvopoovvng, Kopv’, 6dovvnpdtepov. (Thgn.895-6 West)

All the reflexives here are emphatic and reverse an other-directed expectation. In the

first example a man is paradoxically forging fetters for himself instead of for another.*

¥ As a possessive genitive it occurs at lines 480, 955, 1009, 1218.

¥ There being no metrical reason for the complex reflexive here, it seems to me that it should be left
unaspirated as in all the other examples. So Edmonds 1931: ad loc.

3% This idea will be explored at greater length in the chapter on tragedy under the rubric of tragic
reflexivity, defined as the unexpected return onto the self of an action, often malicious, intended for
another. It is first evoked in Homer (11.16.46-7): "Q¢ ¢dto MocOuevog uéyo vimog: 1 yap Eueirev | ol
avt® Bdvatov e kaxov kai kfipa AtécOar. Cf. Hesiod (Op.265-6): ol ¥ a0t Koud Ted el 6vip BAAD
KOKO TELY@V, | 1| 8¢ Kokt PovAn T® PovAevcovtt kokiotn, and this notion’s inverse: @iAog IA® yap
ocvumovdv ovtd movel (Men.Mon.741 Edmonds). These latter two frame ethics as a question of the good
or not to the self; a certain treatment of another is justified or rejected depending on what it ends up
bringing to the self. On the other hand, within a collective consciousness the identity of one person’s
interests with those of another is so assumed that it doesn’t become a matter to be debated and explicitly
asserted or denied — which is not to say that people within such a culture do not argue about the course the
collective should take, but rather do not frame the debate in terms of good or not to a particular self
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In the second self is contrasted with others, and the useless man is of help to neither.
This idea, that a man, paradoxically, can even be an impediment to himself, becomes
important to Plato and the theory of self-development. In an orthodox interpretation of
human nature it is almost axiomatic that, if someone can be counted on for anything, it
is to help themselves. It seems natural that one should know their own needs and
advantage and be able to see to them better than to those of others. Plato reverses this
intuition: the no-good, immoral man, when acting out of apparent self-interest, is in fact
not acting in his own self-interest at all but is corrupting his soul and thereby his very
principle of being. Put differently, we could say that being avt® PéArtepog is
traditionally almost true by definition, so that the Platonic negation of it is a powerful
conceptual iconoclasm. So too Theognis’ denial of it within this traditional context
amplifies the emphasis of avt®: ‘He is not even of service to himself.” Coupled with the
fragment of Mimnermus considered above, both these fragments are inchoate forms of
what will later become important philosophical ideas. Both involve innovative
contextual use of the reflexive and suggest a rethink of the relation between self and
value.

In the third couplet, if it is authentic, we have the first example in Greek
literature of the emphatic combination of avtoc as intensifier and reflexive.”’ The usual
argument is that poems addressed to Cyrnus are by Theognis,” and thus quite ancient,
which would suggest that this is indeed an historic couplet. The phrase avtog €v avTd
seems to designate a particularly innate form of possession. The best thing to possess in
and of oneself — i.e. independent of wealth, friends, or generally of anything originating
outside the individual — is intelligence.*® Anticipating the use of the intensified reflexive
in Plato to distinguish forms, one could of course be more philosophical: man adtog &v
avT® is man in the abstract, man divested of external adventitious characteristics and in
his essence, whose yvoun is his best property. Thinking man in this way certainly

begins to sketch the outline of a self as an abstract philosophical category — a formal

decontextualised from the relations that constitute the collective. Cf. esp. Leenhardt (1947: 153-5) for the
contrast between the relational tribal self and the decontextualised self of modernity. The reflexivisation
of ethical relations is considered further below, especially in the section on Democritus.

3! For the idiom we may compare the combination of svayam (analogous to adtdg) and tanii- (analogous
to €avt-) in Vedic Sanskrit (see Pinault 2001: 188 f.). The construction in both is especially emphatic.
Other early examples are found in Epicharmus (Fr.158.4, 264.1, 279.2, 295.2 PCGj; the first is genuine,
the others doubtful).

*> Edmonds 1931: 7-8.

33 Given Theognis’ aristocratic sympathies, this interpretation would be particularly apt.
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concept rather than a complex.** Also significant is the prepositional phrase ‘in oneself’,
which delimits an internal psychological space. This place becomes home to essential
properties and psychological activities and as such defines a domain of the self.*’

Like Theognis, Pindar too doesn’t know the complex reflexive and uses avtdg
instead. He infers this moral from a catalogue of the hubristic crimes of Ixion, with

special view to his attempts on Hera:

APT) 0€ Kat' avToV aiel mavtog Opav pétpov.  (P.2.34)

Pindar seems to have generalised the marriage advice of Pittacus, narrated in an epigram

of Callimachus quoted by Diogenes Laertius, into a universal principle:*®

v katd eovtov Ela.  (D.L.i.80)

Thus the homely advice to take a bride in accordance with oneself, that is with one’s
station and rank, is transformed by Pindar into an epistemological principle to be
applied in every quarter of life: ‘One must always measure everything according to
oneself.” Gildersleeve glosses the phrase in more pragmatic terms: ‘to take one’s own
measure in every plan of life.””’ On one level Pindar’s advice may be read as yet
another paraphrase of an entirely traditional idea, namely the need to know one’s
inferiority, be it to gods or other men.*® It is a notion that found expression in as many
and variegated ways as the Greek genius could afford. Yet the particular formulation
offered here is perhaps novel in its use of a reflexive and may pave the way for an
expression of epistemological relativism. For removed from its context, and shifting the
modality of ypn from deontic to epistemic, this verse of Pindar’s could well be a
relativistic slogan: ‘it is a matter of factual necessity, i.e. it has to be the case that one
measures things not objectively but according to oneself.” One’s self influences the

outcome of the measurement.

3* Note especially the use of atog as ontological intensifier to mark out the idea of man — rather than, as
in Homer, an embodied instantiation of man as opposed to his disembodied yvoyn. The distinction
between concept and complex, and the consequence of the turn towards a conceptual anthropology, is
discussed below, p.191-2.

3 Tt also opens up a space for the housing of essence generally. Cf. e.g. Juv.i.3.12-3: nil habet infelix
paupertas durius in se | quam quod riduculos homines facit.

36 See Gildersleeve 1895: ad P.2.34.

¥ Tbid.

3¥ Though the Greek bore inferiority to the former with far more ease than to the latter.
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In the thirteenth Olympian ode, wherein Pindar celebrates the various myths

that touch on the city of Corinth, he names Medea in the following fashion:

Kol TV ToTpog dvtio Mndetav Bspévay yapov avtd  (Pi.0.13.53)

Here the reflexive is clearly unexpected and emphatic, appearing despite the cultural
custom that a woman ought never to contract a marriage for herself against the will of
her father. In fact all the uses of avtdg as a reflexive in Pindar and Theognis are
emphatic/contrastive; since these appear the only type of reflexive in either author, it is
a reasonable inference that reflexives are usually emphatic. Superficially the emphasis is
a product of av1d¢’ intensive semantics. But the reason why we have an emphatic form
in the first place is because the construction depicts an event-type which, according to
conceptual and cultural conventions, is not normally reflexive. The use of the complex

reflexive is often emphatic when construed with certain verbs it is rarely object to.

3.4 Conclusions

The first use of a reflexive pronoun psychologically occurs in this period, i’ avtq
00T’ &yov cvvowda (Sapph.Fr.26.11-12).

In the dialects of some writers the complex reflexive has grammaticalised, in
others avtoég by itself is used reflexively. The grammaticalisation strongly suggests
increasing use of the reflexive. This is possibly due to the rise of individualism in this
age which promotes emphatic distinction between self and other and the appropriation
of other-directed structures by the self.

Reflexivisation of other-directed verbs such as cOvoda and petéym points to the
conception of new kinds of self-relation. In these cases the reflexive can be omitted and
the general sense still maintained, so that the reflexive’s presence proposes a subtly
different event structure. When we compare the notions of ‘sharing in something’ and
‘sharing in something with oneself’, or ‘knowing something’ and ‘knowing something
with oneself’, we see that the latter of each pair portrays a relationship between the

subject and a differentiated self while the former does not. This distinction may be
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referred to Kemmer’s distinction between middle and direct (in our terms, pronominal
or transitive) reflexivity.

The reinterpretation of such events as comprising a relation with an abstract self is
evidence for the construction of a new type of subject for whom pronominal reflexive
acts are becoming essential.

We witness the first combination of the intensive and reflexive — in Theognis,
where it refers to an internal space within the subject for the containment of abstract
ideas. As above, we must distinguish between ‘The best thing a man may possess is
judgment’ and ‘The best thing a man may possess avt0¢ €v €avt® is judgment’. The
former does not abstract the subject, while the latter seeks to essentialise it as a concept
or form. Theognis thus anticipates the philosophers’ investigations into the subject

conceived as just such a space, usually hypostasised as soul.
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Chapter 4: The Presocratics

4.1 Introduction

I consider in this section thinkers found in Diels and Kranz’s edition of the Presocratic
fragments. I have already suggested that the growth of the PRS was to prove
particularly fertile for philosophy. It is in this field, and in its literary incarnation as the
subjective narration in which a subject is prone to muse at length on its own
psychological condition, that the reflexive pronoun has prospered more than any other.
It has been suggested too that the pronominal nature of this reflexivity, and its partaking
of transitive structures, has determined in no small way the nature of the reflexive being
so constructed, as a transcendental entity directing action towards itself. The myriad
philosophical applications of reflexivity will be considered more deeply in the chapter
on Plato, but a start must be made here with the Presocratics.

Although surviving material is very fragmentary, enough remains to get a sense
of reflexivity’s important role in the thought of the Presocratics. I argue here that their
creative and diverse use of reflexivity in interesting new ways, and especially their use
of it in depicting foundational entities and the normative human subject, evinces the
semantic productivity of the PRS and the development of a new type of self-interested
subject for a new type of socio-economic structure, the urban city-state. The reflection
of man’s reflexivity in his idealised objects of thought and philosophical apyai
demonstrates his new conception of himself and the further reduction of other-directed

to self-directed relations.
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4.2 Heraclitus

A good place to begin is an enigmatic saying attributed by Stobaeus (3.1.180a) to
Socrates, but which Diels reattributed to Heraclitus on the basis of apparent derivations
of the saying in the Hippocratic corpus and recurrence of the concept Adyoc g Wwoyfig

in B45. It reads:’

Yoy €01t Adyog £avtov abémv (B115 DK)

‘Soul has a Adyog which increases itself.” Adyog is for the moment best left untranslated
as its precise meaning is matter of some controversy. The difficulty lies in its historical
semantic development. Indeed there is scarcely another word in the Greek lexicon that
goes through so transformative a semantic odyssey as Adyog, and in a way so crucial to
the origins of philosophy. The transition is, put briefly, from the sense of what is said,
be it an account, story, description to reason. Is Heraclitus using the word in the former
and traditional way, in which case the saying would seem to express the difficulty of
giving a definitive account of soul? Just when he thinks he has grasped it, there always
appears more to say.” Read thus the saying has a mystical flavour not dissimilar to
expressions of the profound unaccountability of god. Or is the sense of Adyog not
objective in this way, that is as an account about soul, but is Adyog rather possessed by
soul as its own principle, its own facultas legendi, and of a special kind that can
increase itself? With such transitional thinkers as Heraclitus we are left with the
dilemma of assimilation to the past or future, of over- and under-interpretation.’

Let me first say that the mechanics of transition from sense one to sense two are
often not fully appreciated. To my mind the primary shift is the slippage between what

is said about a thing and why that thing admits of such an account. By this move the

! For further discussion of its attribution see Kahn 1979: 237, with references. Marcovich (1967: ad loc.)
argues against the attribution of this fragment to Heraclitus, and also against reading Adyoc, as Diels does,
in the sense of reason rather than physical proportion (but see n.3 below). Attribution to Socrates might be
supported by a passage from Plato, below n.4. Since I am concerned with the development of reflexive
ideas, the question for me is not so much the fragment’s author as its antiquity. Being plausibly at least
coeval with Socrates, I include it here for discussion.

* This reading is supported by the sense of Adyog in B45, below p.115.

3 For the different meanings of Adyog see Guthrie 1967: 420-4. Miller (1981: 68) collapses them into the
two broad groupings of oratio and ratio meanings. Though Burnet (1892: 133) rejected the imputation of
the latter to Heraclitus, since Jaeger’s (1947: 116) interpretation of it in certain instances as ‘divine law’
more recent scholarship has preferred ratio readings (see Miller 1981: 167-9 for references), or at least
some transitional mediation of old and new senses (see e.g. Nussbaum 1972b: 14-15).
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reason an account can be given of a thing is because that account is somehow internal to
the thing as ordered structure. In other words, I can talk about something because that
thing exhibits an order which allows me to understand and talk about it. It has Adyoc.
Ao6yog thus becomes the mute precondition for any account. If I can’t talk about
something, it’s because that thing’s behaviour doesn’t satisfy the conditions of
language; it is unruly, chaotic, and illogical.

Is the self-increasing language of soul an allusion to the intellectual development
and ongoing self-exploration of a philosopher in training? We note again that we have a
transitive reflexive and not a middle reflexive construction. This Adyoc which increases
itself is actively involved in the process of growth. Its growth is not spontaneous but
deliberate and self-determining, just as Socratic care of the self. The soul is resourceful
enough that it may develop itself without need of outside help. A reasoning soul is
sufficient for working out the truth of a matter.

In any case, this fragment is the first extant attribution of a reflexive activity to
soul. This is important as Plato and later philosophers, including those of our own era,
would conceive of soul (or later self) as essentially engaged in reflexive acts, whether it
be self-movement, self-consciousness, self-determination, etc. Many scholars see
Heraclitus as one of the first to begin moving in this direction of reflexivity. For

example Robb writes:

What is remarkable here, and emphasised, is the logos of psyche is self-
expanding, that is, interior to the psyche and not imposed from the outside; the
mental improvement proceeds from within as a concomitant of self-generated
effort and is not cast into the psyche (or noos or phren) from without by some
deity, the standard Homeric manner of conceptualizing all mental initiative. The
activity which results in the self-augmenting of logos is, then, both the self-
exploration of the inner cosmos, i.e., one’s own mental and speech acts, and the

exploration of the logos of the external cosmos.*

* Robb 1986: 338-9. See also Nussbaum 1972b: 169. A passage which should perhaps be linked to the
self-increasing Adyog is PL.Phdr.276e6-277a4, which features a similar metaphor. Socrates describes the
dialectician’s planting of self-helping Adyor within an interlocutor’s soul, which bloom into great
happiness and in turn spawn Adyot in others in an undying process of dissemination: utedn T€ Kol omeipn
pet’ émotnung Aoyovs, ol £avtoig 1@ € PuTedGOvVTL PBonbeilv tkavol kol ovyl dkapmor GAAL EYOVTEG
omépua, 60gv dAlol v dAlolg Tjfeol puopevol TodT del abdvatov mapéyew ikavoi, kol tov Exovia
€0d0OVETV TTol0dVTEG €lg doov avBpdnm duvatov piioto. The self-growing Adyog is endlessly self-
generating like nature, both intra- and intersubjectively.
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Robb thus seems to see the soul’s self-increasing Adyog as representing reflection upon
oneself using Adyog as a faculty — a notion which would also cover Heraclitus’ search
for himself.” In addition, that this self-increasing Adyog belongs to soul also redefines
the nature of its possessor.” Soul has a special type of Adyoc, one which is self-
increasing, and in this may be said to unite the oratio and ratio senses of the word, for
when it reflects upon itself it is the subject of Adyog as that which speaks or reasons
while at the same time the object of this reasoning, all in a process that goes through
developmental growth.’

In another fragment a reflexive is used to express one of his most famous ideas:

the unity and connectedness of opposites.

00 VAoV OKMG JLPEPOLEVOV EOVTH OLOAOYEEL TOATVTPOTOG ApHoVin OK®OoTEP

TO&OoV KOl Avp1NC. (B51 DK)

What differs paradoxically agrees with itself, analogous to the back-turning appovin of
the bow and lyre. The exact intention of the analogy has perplexed commentators.
Translation of appovin in the inherited modern sense of attunement, whereby different
pitches agree with each other as steps in the same scale, fits the lyre but not the bow. In
its root sense appovin simply means a fitting-together, broad enough to cover
everything from a ship’s joint and a betrothal to a musical scale.® Thus some have
suggested that it is the construction or framework of the bow and lyre meant by
appovin. As Snyder argues, the neck of the ancient lyre was not straight like a guitar,
but curved, so that in profile it describes part of a circle just as the limbs of a bow.’
According to her appovin is to be taken in a visual sense: ‘[T]he opposite ends of each
object, while apparently tending away from each other, nevertheless partake of the unity
of a circle.” However Vlastos, in keeping with the dynamism of Heraclitus’ cosmos,

understands the framework not to represent a static visual image but rather the bow and

> I have deferred discussion of this fragment to §4.7.2.

% Snell (1953: 17) claims that Heraclitus is the first writer to feature the new concept of soul as the central
faculty which unites all the others. In §2.3 I suggested the connection of this meaning of soul to new uses
of the complex reflexive, and this is exactly what one finds in this fragment.

71 see in this idea shades of a definition of thought as a dialogue of soul with itself. Heraclitus may be
trying to depict the peculiar nature of philosophical thought, which develops a Adyog or theory mostly
through pure reflection.

¥ Vlastos 1955: 350.

? Snyder 1984: 92-93.
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lyre’s modus operandi. Both do their work at the moment the plucking finger or
drawing hand releases the string and it begins to move in the opposite direction."

Heraclitus joins the other Presocratics in asserting the underlying unity of the
world, but differs in claiming that that unity is not so much despite the apparent
disagreement between its entities, but almost because of it. In fact it is quite possible
that the participle dapepouevov in the fragment is causal and not simply attributive.
Such a reading would certainly stand testament to his notorious obscurantism and
sympathy for the paradoxical: agreement is achieved precisely through difference, albeit
a special type of harmonic difference.

The exact interpretation of the fragment and the analogy within it does not
concern us so much as his invocation of the concept of self-agreement. Reflexive use of
the verb opoAoyéw becomes especially important for philosophy. Whether one is talking
about the cogency of an argument or whatever is ontologically highest in a particular
philosophical system, self-agreement seems a necessary property of truth. It is telling
too that we find this even in the case of Heraclitus, the philosopher who otherwise most
emphasises difference. There is a literal sense in which opoAoyéw means to have the
same AO0yoc as another. If this self-agreement is a property of the world as a whole, then
its Adyog must be a Euvog Adyog, ‘a common Adyog’. Now if the verb oporoyéwm can be
applied to things which do not speak in the concrete sense as a human speaks, then the
Adyog inherent in this verb must be meant in what I have called the subjective sense. A
(non-human) thing which agrees with itself has an internal consistency that may be
understood by humans and reflected in their account of it. Thus the use of opoloyém as
in fragment B51 suggests that Adyog has taken on some of the connotations that would
see it approach the meaning of ‘reason’, or more generally a condition of language.
Without this extension, application of a notion such as ‘speaking the same as’ to non-
speaking things is nonsensical. The two senses of Adyog in any metaphysics which holds
self-agreement as a condition of truth combine. Working from language to the world,
this metaphysics holds that an account of the world which doesn’t agree with itself, i.e.
is contradictory, can’t describe what is the case; working from the world to language, a

world which can’t yield an account which agrees with itself, can’t be the case.

10 Vlastos 1955: 351.
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4.3 The cosmology/ontology of Parmenides and

Anaxagoras

With Parmenides and Anaxagoras we see a use of the reflexive emerge which will
eventually give us the philosophical ‘in itself” so important for fundamental ontology.
In the beginning it characterises the behaviour of substances and entities imagined
physically rather than as conceptual abstractions. In Parmenides at least this particular
reflexivity is, it seems to me, a logical consequence of philosophy’s attempt to think
existence as a whole. If one sums all of Being, then any relation exhibited by this
totality will have to be reflexive, since there is nothing left over as an other with which
to relate instead. Although the self-relation of Being in Parmenides is not logically
derived, such an argument seems the natural logical exegesis of his intuitions. The

relevant passage reads:

Td Euveyeg mav €otv: €0V yap €6vtL melalet.
Avtap akivntov peydlov €v meipact deopdv
g€otv dvapyov dravotov, el yéveoig Kol OAeBpog
ThAE LAL" EmAdyOncav, andoe 6 TioTIg AANONC.
Tavtov 17 &v TadTd 1€ pPévov KaB” EavTo te Kelton

yobtog éunedov oo péver''  (B8.25-30 DK)

Being is by itself, remaining the same and in the same place. This last sentence also
connects TG as an attributive adjective and the cognate reflexive pronoun. If we were
to again flesh out Parmenides’ conclusions logically, then, since whatever is by itself
does not interact with anything else, it cannot import difference from outside and so
must remain the same.

Further on in this fragment Being is compared to the mass of the sphere. This is
one of the first examples of philosophy’s affection for the sphere as the geometric

paradigm of reflexivity, in that it is self-contained, equal to itself in all directions:

' Cf. the description of the idea of beauty in Plato’s Symposium (211b1): adtd kad’ avtd pued’ avrod
HOVOELdEG del dv
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Ovte yap ovk €0V €0TL, TO KEV TOVOL PV ikveioHat
€lg 6oV, 00T’ 80V €oTiv dnmC €l KeV £0VTOG
T uoALOV TH| 8" fiocov, énel mdv £6TY AGVAOV”

o1 yap mhvtobev icov, OudG &v meipact kvpet. (B8.46-9 DK)

In the last line we see the old reflexive use of the simple pronoun without avtog: ‘Being
is equal to itself in all directions.” Later, in his Timaeus, Plato describes the motion of
the philosophising, self-reflexive soul as appropriately circular — it revolves ‘in itself
and around itself”. Common to both Parmenides and Plato then is geometrical modelling
of important entities in dimensions of reflexive circularity and self-identity.'> The
entities so modelled are high, if not highest, in their respective ontologies. But is there a
connection between the two? Why is it that soul should take on the same characteristics
as Being, or indeed of the cosmos as a whole? As the highest principle in the human,
soul mirrors the highest principle in the world through a macro-/microcosmic analogy."
In one of his notoriously enigmatic statements, Parmenides appears to intimate a

philosophical basis for this analogy:

70 yap adTd Voglv dotiv t€ kai ivar. (B3 DK)

Leaving aside any attempt at a definitive analysis of this ridiculously vexed line, let us

merely stake out the position that it claims some deep relation of being and thinking."*

'2 When Parmenides turns to discuss mortal opinion, which divides the cosmos into ethereal fire and dark
night, the former is likewise characterised by self-identity, émvT@® mdvroce twvtdv (B8.57). Note too
Empedocles’ depiction of the divine sphere, in which Jaeger (1947: 141) sees the partial conservation of
Parmenides’ notion of Being: o0 ydp dmnd védrolo 800 kAGdol dicoovtat, | o mddeg, ob Bod yodva, ov
undea yevvnevta, | 6AAY cpoipog Env kai [mévtodsv] icog éavtdt (B29). Minar (1963: 133) claims that
‘the idea of sphericity, as applied to gods, was for Empedocles related rather to an anti-anthropomorphic
ideal, to the self-equality, consistency, and actual or potential omnipresence of divinity than to any
homogeneous or motionless quality.” But the philosopher’s conception of the form of man as mind rather
than body means that the apparent anti-anthropomorphic ideal is really a new kind of anthropomorphism
underpinned by a new construction of man. The god becomes an idealised philosopher. If Darcus (1977,
1977b) is correct in identifying the sphere with the holy @prjv of B134, then we have yet another case of
the mind’s transfiguration as geometric reflexivity.

" So in later, and especially Stoic philosophy, the self-identity of Being, Mind, etc., becomes an onto-
ethical human ideal: one should strive to become identical and equal to oneself by practicing constantia.
Thus Seneca: Homines multi tales sunt qualem hunc describit Horatius Flaccus, numquam eundem, ne
similem quidem sibi; adeo in diversum aberrat (Epistle 120.21). Cf. also Epistle 120.22, where being
inpar sibi is considered the ultimate disgrace. Whether the Presocratics also discussed identity with
oneself as a human ideal, or applied it only to preeminent cosmological entities, is shrouded in silence —
but it is present in a fragment of Euripides (Fr.963 TrGF, quoted below p.162).

' For an able history of this line’s interpretation see Long 1996. It hinges on whether the infinitives
should be read as old datives — in which case it states that the object of thinking and the subject of being
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This would entail that one could arrive at the structure of Being through an examination
of the structure of thinking and its agent the soul, and vice versa. Another way of saying
this is that thinking provides a reliable route to being — which would seem a necessary
presupposition for philosophy of any kind.'> Parmenides furnishes an ontology to house
Thales’ intuition that ‘there is continuity between the mind and the world out there that
the mind thinks’.'®

Parmenides’ rough contemporary Anaxagoras characterises the cosmological
element voiic in terms reminiscent of his own characterisation of being.'” The difference
here though is that vodg is one element among others and not Being as a whole. Nodg

set the world in order, knows about everything, and has power over everything. Unlike

the other elements, it does not partake in the various mixtures but remains by itself:

TO pev GAAL TOVTOG Holpav HETEXEL, VOUG O€ €0TIV GMEPOV Kol AOTOKPATES Kol
HEUEIKTAL 0VOEVL YPNUATL, GAAG HOVOG aUTOS £m° £VTOD £oTwv. & un yop €@’
£o0Tod MV, GAAG TEOL SUEPEIKTO BAAOL UETETXEV AV GMAVIOV YPNUATOV, &
EUEUEIKTO TeML €V TTavTL Yap TavTOg poipa Evestv, domep €v T0lG TPdchev pot
AédekTor Kol v EKOALEV ODTOV TO CUUUEUELYHEVO, OOTE UNOEVOS YPNLOTOG
KPOTEWV Opoiwg ™G Kol poévov €ovia €9’ £0vTod. 0TI Yap AENTOTATOV TE TAVI®V
YPNUATOV Kol KaBopdOTOTOV Kol yvouny ye mepl Tavtog macay ioyel Kol ioydet
uéylotov: koi oo ye yoyny €xel koi 1o peilo kol ta EAAcCm, TAVTOV VODG

kpotel. (B12 DK)

Anaxagoras argues that it is precisely because volg stays ‘itself by itself’ that it has

power over other things; if it were to mix with them they would hinder it. It appears too

are the same — or substantival subjects of the é5ti — in which case it states that thinking and being are the
same. Those favouring the former have often done so in order to avoid foisting on Parmenides an
allegedly anachronistic idealism. But that Being has Mind, a necessary consequence of the latter reading,
is, as Long argues, a completely natural position within Presocratic philosophy: reality is intelligent for all
of these thinkers.

'’ By the same token, as has often been remarked, it would also provide a metaphysical foundation for the
reality of logical truth. If mind cannot think a Adyog that contains contradiction (e.g. that what isn’t is),
then it can’t be the case, because what cannot be thought cannot be. Cf. Heidegger (1968: 242): ‘[This
saying] becomes the basic theme of all Western-European thinking and the history of that thinking is at
bottom a sequence of variations on this theme, even where Parmenides’ saying is not specifically cited.’

' Roochnick 1990: 138.

7 Coxon (1986) rightly derives Anaxagoras’ characterisation of vodg as pévog adtog én’ émvtod and mg
Spotog from Parmenides’ description of Being as povvoyevég...kad’ €avtd mav opoiov. Cf. Long 1986:
143. Plato’s characterisation of the forms as avto ko’ o016 continues this tradition.
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that its purity is linked to this isolation and freedom from mixture."® We don’t have
space here for an investigation of the primitive association of purity and lack of mixture
(cf. a-xéparog, a-knpartog in their evaluative sense of ‘incorrupt, guileless, upright’)
except to say that religious ideas of purity may well have informed a conception of the
in-itself and ensured its connection to the divine. Divinity is thought as a primeval self-
sufficiency that doesn’t deign to corrupt itself by coming into contact with others.

Besides the reflexive phrase £€¢’ €avtod we have the compound reflexive
avtokpotéc. As in other passages, what we are dealing with here is a whole network of
reflexivity. The attribute ‘self-controlling’ is connected to the fact that vodg is avtog &’
¢wvtod. One may first observe that éni with the genitive can be used in the sense of
authority over something, or, somewhat conversely, on condition of something." Since
it doesn’t partake in relations with another, it cannot be ruled by another, so must rule
itself. However this line of thinking quickly deconstructs itself or leads to the
conception of the reflexive entity as entirely irrelevant. For if relations with another are
ruled out, then not only should a thing such as vodg not be ruled by another, but it
should also not rule another itself. A purely reflexive entity that was by itself in the
extreme would engage with nothing, and like Lucretius’ gods or the Hindus’ Brahman,
having nothing to do with the world. It would go the way of everything abstracted into
itself: into the ether and never to be seen again.

In order to rescue any such concept from irrelevancy and solipsistic singularity,
some types of other-relation must be permitted. This is typically done by claiming that
the only relations it has with others are ones in which it determines them rather than
they determining it. The only relations in which it is determined are ones in which it is
determined by itself. Hence it determines others but is determined only by itself. This
effectively means that such a being always remains a subject because even when it is
determined it is also present as a subject in a reflexive construction. A being with these
properties is an important philosophical invention, and versions of it can be found far
and wide in philosophy’s history.

Keeping in mind Parmenides’ deep relation of being (gtvot) and thinking (vogiv),

Anaxagoras’ characterisation of vod¢ (the verbal agent noun from voeiv) in terms

'8 Conversely, for everything other than vodg the following holds: 003 ywpig Eotwv givar, GAAd mavTa
Tavtog poipav HeTéyel. 8te TOOAGYLGTOV N 6TV £lval, ovK v dVvarto yopiodijval, odd dv £¢° £ovtod
yevécOar, GALL Stwomep apymv elvar kai vOv mévto opod (B6). It wouldn’t be possible for anything to be
separated and come to be by itself.
L8], s.v. éni, A.iii.1,3. What is powerful can alternatively be understood as either above others or as the
very ground or condition of others.
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similar to Parmenides’ characterisation of Being is quite likely more than accidental >’

The qualities of Being, or what is, have been transferred to thinking or vodg as that
which thinks, and Parmenides’ theory of their relation would seem to provide just such
a conduit for this transference.”’ For a modern theorisation of the interdependence of
being and thinking we may compare Zizek’s metaphorical use of the concept of parallax
in physics, which captures the way in which a change in the observer’s line of sight

changes the apparent orientation of the observed object relative to other objects:

The philosophical twist to be added of course, is that the observed distance is not
simply subjective, since the same object which exists ‘out there’ is seen from two
different stances, or points of view. It is rather that, as Hegel would have put it,
subject and object are inherently mediated so that an ‘epistemological’ shift in the
subject’s point of view always reflects an ontological shift in the object itself. Or
— to put it in Lacanese — the subject’s gaze is always-already inscribed into the
perceived object itself, in the guise of its ‘blind spot,” that which is ‘in the object
more than object itself’, the point from which the object itself returns the gaze.

Sure the picture is in my eye, but I am also in the picture.*

Correlating epistemology and ontology is exactly what Parmenides is doing by linking
vogiv and etvar. By a kind of intellectual anthropomorphism, the early philosophers
propose objective substances that are nevertheless given form or ‘inscribed’ by their
human subjects — an anthropomorphism not so much of man’s body as man’s mind,
since for the philosopher man’s form is a thinking being. To extend Xenophanes’
famous comment, as the horse would draw an equine god, the thinking man imagines a
thinking god.”

One of the major ways in which this correlation manifests itself is in the linkage
of the reflexive subject with the thing-in-itself. To borrow Zizek’s Lacanese, it is the

inscription of the reflexivity of the subject in the object that produces the reflexive

 For Anaxagoras’ debt to Parmenides, and his adoption of the connection between what is and what is
knowable, see especially Curd 2007: 192-205.

! T am not so concerned here with the debate regarding the extent of Parmenides’ idealism (or whether he
was an idealist at all) beyond the claim that his equation of being and thinking at the very least sets up an
isomorphic relation between the two that allows for inferences about reality on the basis of pure thought.
22 Zizek 2006: 16.

2 Tronically, this is exactly how Xenophanes himself envisages god: ¢\’ dmévevde mdvov voov @pevi
mavta kpadaiver (B25). Cf. below n.70.
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object as the thing-in-itself. This particular correlation shows itself clearly in the similar
depictions of the thinking subject and what it thinks about that we see in a comparison
of Parmenides and Anaxagoras. In Plato I hope to show that the concept of a form as a
thing-in-itself depends on the concept of the soul as a reflexive entity and that one is the

dialectical reflection of the other.

4.4 Antiphon the sophist

Stobaeus (4.22b.66) quotes a lengthy fragment from the Ilepi 6povoiag of Antiphon the
sophist”* that contains a striking use of the reflexive. The fragment questions the
wisdom of marriage since it involves taking on the daily cares of another in addition to

the surfeit of one’s own. The relevant section reads:

gy® yép, £ pot yévorto oduo Etepov 1010010V 010V &Y0) ERaVT, OVK dv duveiuny
Ly, obtog povt® moAAd TPayHaTo TOPEY®V VTEP TE THG VYIElNG TOD CONOTOC
VEP 1€ ToD Kb’ Nuépav Plov €¢ TV Aoy v VIEP TE dOENG KOl GOPPOGVLVNG
Kkai evrAelog kai ToD €D dkovety. Tl 0V, €1 pot yévorro odpa Etepov totodtov, 8 Y€
pot obtmg mperdc ein; obkovv Sfjlov, dtL yovi avdpi, éav N kortabvpio, o0dEV
EMTTONG TAG PIAOTNTOG TTapEXETal Kol TOS 0dVvag 1| avTdg avT® VIEP 1€ ThG
Vylelog 0100V copdtov Vrép 1e Tod Pilov Thg cLAloYTg [Kkoi] Vmép Te Thg

ocwepoovvng kol th¢ evkAieiag; (F49, 11.19-32 Pendrick)

Pendrick translates c®pa as ‘person’ and €povtd as a dative of reference: ‘If I were to
have a second person like the one I am for myself, I would not be able to live, so many
troubles do I cause myself for the sake of bodily health...” This first use of the reflexive,
if it is sound,” requires that it refer to a subject of consciousness or perspective,
distinguished dualistically from a body. Such dative reflexives, where they encode a

point of consciousness, present an individual’s existence as a kind of self-relation in a

** For the major points of controversy over the identity or confusion of Antiphon the sophist with
Antiphon of Rhamnus, the speech-writer and oligarch, see Pendrick’s (2002) introduction. He was
apparently a rough contemporary of Socrates, with whom, according to Xenophon, he had a series of
conversations.

% See Pendrick (2002: ad loc.) for the various proposals to delete or supplement the reflexive. But
examples like E.A4lc.685, Men.Mon.132 Edmonds, Ov.Met.8.72-3 etc. should remove any difficulty.
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way that approaches Sartre’s concept of being-for-itself. One isn’t something simply —
what one is is complicated by being brought into relation with a further subject of
consciousness. This in effect destabilises the initial predication due to the usual
requirement of disjunction in an act of perspective taking: what I am to myself I cannot
really be, otherwise I would simply be what I am.”

The type of reflexive relation set up in this first sentence is abstract and highly
philosophical. It is the relation of one to oneself in the most general terms possible. In
the following lines other reflexives appear and it is contextualised as daily self-
maintenance, a job that provides the self with much trouble, pleasures and pains.
‘Trouble’ is the usual translation of wpdaypota when construed with mapéym, but more
literally it means business, things that require attention and work. Self-maintenance thus
provides much to work on and exhausts the conscientious man’s energies. Antiphon is
presenting here the worldly counterpart of the Platonic émpéiein €ovtod. The
body/person/‘I’ is émueléc, an object of care. In this environment there again appears a
subject to whom this job of reflexive caring falls, and who is separated out from this
object of care as transcendental. This subject conceives of existence as a prolonged
occupation with self-relation or self-maintenance. Farenga’s analysis of the subject
splitting involved in this passage matches our own in many respects, especially in its

theoretical aspects:

The first self hypothetically creates the second, and in order to place the second,
as a simulacrum or image of itself, within the frames of physis and then nomos. It
then observes this self-image as though it were a double, both familiar and
alien...This first, reflexive self is ephemeral too, existing only in the speech act
and in the hypothetical moment of this thought experiment. Here Antiphon
captures beautifully the operation of Mead’s “I” as it evaluates, in a performative

attitude that is also a burst of self-conscious, the conventional roles from which

%% Further uses of this existential reflexive are considered in §6. Insofar as it is a being-for-itself, the
human of Sartre’s philosophy can never simply coincide with its essence, in the manner say of a stone,
but is left incomplete. This is the modern’s curse as well as his salvation: what one is is contingent and
forever open to redefinition. One is, as Odysseus is, a Nobody, i.e. one whose essence is beyond the
determination of names. For Odysseus in the guise of nobody as the prototype of the modern subject, see
Horkheimer and Adorno 1947: 60. Cf. Peradotto (1990: 152): ‘The true individual is nameless or
withholds his name; he is Outis.” Odysseus represents a new type of subject, one which negates the heroic
culture of kAéog as a function of appellation (kaAeicOat). Just as the transcendental subject of modernity
is beyond objectification, so too is it beyond naming gua objectification.
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the “me” must choose if it wishes not merely to survive but to achieve recognition

from the dominant social other.?’

Farenga’s use of Mead’s ontology is welcome because Mead himself explicitly equated
his ‘I’ with Kant’s transcendental subject.”® His point that this transcendental ‘I’ is
temporarily created during the thought experiment is also fortunate, since it supports my
argument that this type of self is a product of internalised reflexivity. Its construction as
an ontological category is encouraged by the practice of evaluating oneself from a
distance in the performance of different social roles.”” With reflexivity such roles are no
longer the dominant mode of existence, compulsory scripts dictated by society. The
human being, in addition to being for another and open to determination by this other,
becomes for itself and open to determination and evaluation by that self as a more
radically autonomous subject.

A reflexive evaluation and conception of the task of human existence, this time
with a more normative bent, appears again in another quotation from Ilepi opovoiag by
Stobaeus (3.20.66). The fragment doubts the rationality of harming others and expecting

to be successful without suffering oneself. The portion relevant to us reads:

€Amideg 6° oL movTayod Ayabdv: TOALOLG Yap TolodTol EATIdEG KaTEPaAOV &g
avNKESTOVS GLUEOPAC, O O’ €JdOKOLV TOVG TEANG TOMOEWY, TUOOVIEC TODTO
avepdynoav avtol. cmPPOcLYNV O AVOPOg 0VK v dAlov OpBOTEPIV TIg Kpiveley
1} 6oTig T0D Bvpod Taic TapaypTite NOOVAIS EUPPAGGEL AVTOS £0VTOV KPATELY TE

Kol Vikav 6vvnon avtog £avTov. (F58.8-14 Pendrick)

It has been noted that harming others is not discouraged because it is inherently
immoral but because doing so without in turn being harmed oneself is so hard to
achieve. Theoretically, if this end could be guaranteed, then there is no reason why

vicious prosecution of any grievance should be avoided. The speaker is thus grounding

>72006: 465.

% Mead 1964: 141. His category of ‘me’ therefore becomes the self in its determined aspect as it engages
with various social others.

¥ argue further below in §6 that theatre going is an important component of this practice since it
provides a space for individuals to evaluate different characters and their roles as though they were
themselves.
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ethics in rational self-interest, a philosophical program that contributes at least one
current of thought to the intellectual milieu of fifth century Athens.*

Though his theoretical foundation may be different from Plato’s, even in a sense
opposed to it, a similar imperative is reached — namely the need to conquer oneself, and
block oneself to the pleasures of the moment.*’ Both these acts exhibit the typical
transitive conceptual structure of an agent wilfully bringing about an effect on some
patient, but a fine semantic distinction in the sense of the reflexive shows just how
varied such constructions can be in the psychological model they implement. The notion
of conquering and mastering oneself invokes the model of a transcendental subject
controlling a lower self which is consumed by certain desires. The separation between
the two is quite radical, which is entirely necessary for the conceptualisation of such an
event as a struggle. However the separation between the subject and reflexive in the
notion of fencing in and blockading oneself is not nearly so pronounced. It is the desires
which are separated out and externalised, but the self which is protected by this act is
kept close and identified with by the subject. But even here the identity cannot be
complete. The act of blockading is still presented as a transitive task that requires the
subject to direct its energies towards some goal. There could be no sense of task or
work, let alone a sense of will, if any volition were automatically achieved. Will
requires some impediment to its actualisation to be thought of as such, for otherwise it
would simply be spontaneous action. Nevertheless, leaving this limitation on identity
aside, we have in these two reflexive expressions a good example of how the reference
of the reflexive adapts itself to the semantic requirements of a particular verbal event.

In yet another quotation from Stobaeus (3.5.57), Antiphon makes the point that
the reflexive act of self-restraint presupposes the existence of a desire to be overcome.
He seems to be judging the relative virtue of those who are good naturally without ever
having to face temptation, and those who must wrestle with desire in order to self-
improve. That one is cd@pwv only through struggle shows the extra value accorded to

the individual who expresses himself deliberately and his self-making powers:

30 See Pendrick 2002: ad loc.
3! For the widespread conception of sw@pocivn as self-control in the later fifth and in the fourth century
see Pendrick 2002: ad F59, F58 11.11-12.
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6ot 0¢ TV aioypdv 1| TV Kak®v pnte €neBdunce pnte fyoto, ovk &oTi
cOEP®V’ 0V YOp €60’ 6TOV KPATHOAG AVTOG EANVTOV KOGLLOV TOPEYETOL. (F59

Pendrick)

One shows himself orderly and well-behaved only through an act of will, here of
overcoming desire.’”> One may therefore appreciate how dependent the reflexive virtue
of cwepocovvn is on the emphatic agency of the subject. In this reflexive usage
napéyw/mapéyopor is often translated ‘show’ or ‘exhibit’, but the verb also has the
senses of ‘render’ and ‘make’.”> Recognition of this is important as it restores the
appropriate degree of transitivity: I show myself well-behaved because I have made a
conscious effort to make myself such through overcoming certain desires.

I have already touched on the fact that ethical systems can be erected on the
basis of the self without necessarily being systems of self-interest in the ordinary and
narrow sense of the word. Though the prudential morality of early Greek thinkers seeks
to show that it is in one’s own interest to regard others, by reconceiving the notion of
the type of self to whose interests one should look and the nature of the good that
belongs to it — especially when construed as a higher or more spiritual soul, whose good
is a certain harmonious state of being — the result is very different from a subservience
to egoistic desires. Insofar too as reasoning or thinking is a dialogue of the soul with
itself, then an ethical system that prioritises such reflection is also in the same act
prioritising the soul. But one can also begin with a different understanding of the self
and thus end in an ethical system of a different verve — one of self-interest in the more
egoistic sense where there is little distinction between higher and lower pleasures. What
is shared, however, by those (often sophists) associated with an ethic of self-interest and

Socratic care of the soul, is that they both proceed from a category of self.** This shared

32 This and the previous quotations are the some of the first extant examples of reflexivised acts of ethical
care, to which may be added Hdt.2.173.2: & Baocied, ovk dpOdC cemuTod Tpodotnkac, & 1O dyav
QodAov podywv cemvtov. The first phrase suggests government of oneself, and anticipates Plato’s
reflexivisation of the political vocabulary more generally. As with other reflexive constructions of this
type, the second phrase’s notion of bringing oneself into a certain condition activates a specific kind of
subject, namely one which is self-consciously involved in the project of maintaining a certain type of self,
in this case a self with the proper measure of dignity.

3 LSI, s.v. mapéyom a.v., mapéyopar b.v. The reflexive use of mopéy® becomes a very popular term of self-
cultivation (e.g. Isoc.2.20; 3.34, 38, 45, 51, 60, 63), often uniting the senses of make and show to mean
making oneself such-and-such in a way that can be seen by others. The Greeks are also envisaging the
presentation of the social self as a reflexive technology of self-management.

* Nill (1985) gives a good account of the development of the idea of self-interest from Protagoras, to
Antiphon, to Democritus and Socrates. The moral theory of Democritus and Socrates differs from
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assumption, that morality must be grounded first in the self, I believe indicates the
increased emphasis placed on the self in the changed socio-economic climate of this era:
morality must be rethought and justified on its terms.

Let’s take as an example the following lines from a surviving papyrus fragment of

Antiphon’s treatise Iepi aAnOeiog:

p®T Gv 0OV &vOpomog PaMoTa EavTt®d EVUPEPOVIOS SIKOOGUVY, &1 PETO UEV
LoPpTOP®V TOVG VOLOLG UEYOAOVS (lyOl, LLOVOVUEVOG 08 LOPTUP®V TA THS PVCEMC.

(F44(a) 1.12-23 Pendrick)

Here the speaker is considering the use of justice in the service of maximising self-
interest or self-advantage. The expression of this idea requires first that this subject is a
well-defined entity whose interests are similarly well-defined.”® The socio-political
background of urbanisation and the privatisation of certain aspects of life that
accompanies it no doubt influence the formation of such a being. One might even take
the Greek phrase nmpéocetv 10 €avtod as a motto for urban living. Though of course the
Greek city demanded active participation in many aspects of public affairs, what is
remarkable and different in the transition to the city (and which confronts to this day
immigrants from more communal societies to the great cities of the West, divided as
they are into a myriad of self-contained private lives) is not so much the existence of a
public, which is familiar in one form or another in all societies, but the vastly expanded
realm of the private sphere.

The point here is that concepts such as mpdooewv 10 €ovtod and mphooew Ta
Eant® Evpeépovta are interconnected and borrow from one another. Ta €éowtod may
even be translated in many contexts as ‘things in which only oneself has, or should
have, an interest’. Thus the emerging importance of this idea should be linked to the
project of prudential morality. These thinkers wish to ground morality in the self
because as social actors their proper domain of activity has been defined as ta €owtoD,

things/interests which belong to oneself.

Antiphon in that they internalise the good for persons as a spiritual or inner good (74). In our terms, this is
because they understand the ‘self” component of self-interest in a different way.
3 For another use of the reflexive in the context of self-advantage, cf. F44(a) V.7 Pendrick.
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4.5 Democritus

So far we have seen reflexivity entering into fundamental ontology and cosmology,
while also making its way into ethics as thinkers seek to found morality in the self. This
is a decisive movement, and leading the way seems to be the atomist Democritus. The
project begins as an attempted solution to a dilemma stemming from a perceived
loophole in the conventional enforcement, or sanctioning, of morality. If it is only
convention that sanctions morality, then ‘someone who can escape conventional
sanctions, e.g., by doing wrong in secret, has no reason to comply with moral
demands.”*® Democritus and others sought to close this loophole and find a criterion of
morality that was absolute and not subject to the presence or not of a particular
convention. This was bound to be attached to some kind of essence as that which is
inalienable and given before all else. Since the human is the moral agent, it naturally
became the essence of the individual. For the acting individual presupposes just that, an
individual, so that if moral sanctions could be anchored there, they would be given,
inescapably, along with the act itself no matter where that act was committed. There
wouldn’t have to be a society, which could be sloughed by withdrawing into secret, to
establish moral sanctions; one would only need an individual carrying such sanctions
within herself.

Now the precise way in which this attempt was made was with a technique that
by now, I hope, is becoming familiar. Democritus unexpectedly reflexivised a
traditionally other-directed form of moral sanction, that of shame or respect, and even

claimed that one should be more ashamed before oneself than before others:

uNndév T paAlov Tovg AvBpdmovg aideichout EmuTod undé Tt paArov EEepydlechat

Kakov, €l péAdel undeic eidnoewv 1 ol mhvteg dvBpomor GAL’ £@VTOV poAoTa

36 Taylor 1999: 228. The problem is charmingly expressed in the famous ‘Sisyphus’ fragment

(traditionally attributed to Critias, F 19 TrGF, but more recently by Dihle (1977) and Kahn (1997) to
Euripides, though Winiarczyck’s (1987) confirmation of the traditional attribution is persuasive), where
an irreverent speaker claims that the idea of an all-seeing and all-knowing divinity was invented to stop
people from even acting, speaking, or scheming in secret. I take the fragment as a symptom of the current
socio-political context, in which the regulation of private behaviour has become a pressing issue,
especially since growing cynicism in some quarters has threatened traditional sanctions. Cf. Antiphon (F
44(a), I, 13-23 Pendrick), who asserts that one should abide the authority of @vo1g rather than vopog when
no witnesses are present.

96



aioeictal, kai todtov VvoOuov T oyl kabeotdvar, Gote UnNdEv  molEV

avemmoeov. (B264 DK)

This imperative, to feel shame before oneself, appears in two other fragments (B84,
244), prompting Gantar to claim it as the formula most characteristic of Democritus’
ethical views.’’” This reflexivisation of shame is treated by Gantar as an internalisation,
and here he seems to join the ranks of moral historians who view the internalisation of

shame as a development of conscience:

Das Schamgefiihl, das in den altgriechischen ethischen Auffassungen eine so
grof3e Rolle spielte, dal man sogar von einer Scham-Kultur gesprochen hat, wird
da ins menschliche Innere projiziert; im ,,eigenen Selbst” wird ein Sittenrichter
entdeckt, der wirklich autonom ist und erhaben iiber alle Vorurteile der dulleren
Welt. Es mag wie eine Umwertung der sittlichen Grundséitze der damaligen
Gesellschaft klingen, wenn statt des homerischen aidéopar Tpdag, wodurch etwa
Hektor sein Handeln begriindet, und bei Demokrit als die hochste Sitteninstanz

das aideicbon £wvtov aufgestellt wird.*®

Kahn’s description of the development is equally ardent:

The force of this expression [aid€icOar éwvtov] can only be understood in the
light of the traditional shame standard of Greek morality, which is here stood on
its head. In place of the hero’s code, which identifies his self-respect with his
status in the eyes of others, Democritus proposes an inner “law for the psyche”
that is an almost literal anticipation of Kant’s notion of the moral law as autonomy

or self-legislation.”

TCf. GV.11-12: mprigeic & aioypdv mote pfite pet’ dAkov, pit idin. maviov 8¢ pdhiota aioydveo
ocavtov. Of course, whether Pythagoras actually said this and anticipates Democritus is impossible to say
(though the fact that it is quoted and discussed by Galen (. yvyiic mabdv 26f.) gives at least some
longitude to the tradition). The saying was apparently a favourite of later philosophers: Stobaeus ascribes
it to Theophrastus (3.31.10), Musonius (3.31.6) and Cato (3.31.11).

% Gantar 1980: 46. Cf. Annas 2002: 174: ‘[I]n these fragments we can, it seems, see the other in the
process of becoming internalized.’

% Kahn 1985: 28. Yet cf. Procopé 1989: 322: ‘B264 has sometimes be read as a declaration of moral
autonomy, of a Kantian Autonomie des Sittlichen — a misleading interpretation, if “autonomy” is to mean
“laying down the law for yourself”. The fragment is certainly not telling you to “follow your conscience”,
your capacity for judging the rightness of actions, and to disregard everything else.” Note the difference in
connotation in English between laying down the law for yourself and laying it down for your soul. The
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These are grand claims, yet the boldness of the reflexive construction to some degree
credits the notion of it as a micro-revolution. The simple fact is that this sort of a
construction — or indeed any reflexivisation of a verb of moral treatment, e.g.
adcém/Scém, kaxilom — is conspicuously absent until the Greek of this period.*® Now
one will naturally wonder why such a notion should appear at this particular point in
history. Let it be said that there are many factors and processes that would feed into
such a result — we can only sketch a few. Outstanding among these would have to be the
proliferation of private spheres caused by the disintegration of tight-knit communities
and the increased social differentiation and labour specialisation consequent to the
urban revolution. For it is precisely the growth of private spheres from which the
conventional face-to-face gaze is excluded that undermines conventional morality.*' It
is this space that allows an actor to slip on Gyges’ ring and to conduct himself ‘in
secret’. A supplementary moral sanction is therefore needed which compensates for the
shrinking of conventional morality’s jurisdiction. This may be achieved by installing a
sanctioning gaze within the individual herself. In one way, then, nothing has changed.
Whether one is dealing with a small-scale face-to-face society where another’s gaze is
almost perennially present, or a post-industrial nation of highly individualised

consumers, the sanctioning field manages to conserve itself more or less regardless of

reflexive carries the notion of enlightenment autonomy that Procopé warns against attributing to
Democritus, whereas it is not present in the word soul because of soul’s greater disjunction with the
subject. One is not so much writing law for oneself as giving an already established law, ‘do nothing bad’,
to the soul so that it may enforce it. Kant’s position requires a further reflexivisation of the notion here in
order to make the subject herself the source of this law.

* One may of course argue that this is an accident of what texts have survived. But surely we have
enough Greek from before this time to claim with a high degree of probability that if such reflexive
constructions were in any way important to the society that used them some trace thereof would have
been left in the texts that have survived. Add to that my argument that the PRS was relatively
undeveloped before this time and such reflexivisation seems even more unlikely.

*I For the collapse of face-to-face society at Athens, see Farrar 2002: 178-9. The argument may be
extended to other large moAeilg. One is of course speaking relatively: Greek still retained many aspects of
face-to-face society, and many states incorporated the divisions of tribal hierarchy in some form or other.
Finley’s (1973: 17) position therefore provides a useful limit to the modernising treatment of this period
of socio-economic development. For the reflection of the disintegration of tight-knit communities in
changing attitudes to death and burial practices, see Sourvinou-Inwood 1981. For the urban revolution
that began in the Archaic age, see esp. Snodgrass 1977; 1980: 15-84. One ideological necessity of
urbanisation is the relative suppression of an actor’s primary identification with a local community and
his reattachment to the more universal signification of the moiig — while at the opposite end of the
spectrum limiting local identification to one’s family. This move spotlights the individual, on whose rise
see Snell 1953: 43-70 and Snodgrass 1980: 160-200. For an outstanding survey of the sociological
changes conditioning individualism and the development of critical reflexivity, with a special focus on the
processes of urbanisation, see Sandywell 1996: 102-135.
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the type of society in question by finding new means of expression when others have
been cut off.*

This gaze or ‘panopticon’ is traditionally conserved in private by invoking the
all-seeing gods. But if these can’t be sustained (whether because of a naturalism that
doesn’t countenance interventionist gods, or because inculcating such a conviction is
relatively inefficient, requiring constant reinforcement and social investment for what is
on balance a relatively weak sanction, etc.) one ‘falls back on largely psychological
sanctions, on the threat of emotional disquiet, to make good the inadequacies of law. In
so doing [Democritus] touches on what became a standard line of argument: injustice
should be avoided because it is bad for the soul.”* This ‘bad for soul’ manifests as a
weight on the heart or the pangs of conscience. Doing wrong is to be avoided not
because of the threat of the strong arm of the law or an accounting god but because it
leaves one feeling bad within herself.** In one telling fragment Democritus characterises

. . ’ ¢ r 4
this unpleasant state of mind as kaxilew éwvtodv, self-reproach:*

0 p&v evbopog gig Epya Empepdevog dikata Kol voppa kol droap Kol dvap yoipet
e Kol EppoTot Kol Avaknong oty 0¢ &° av Kol dikng AAoyf Kol T xpn £6vta un
gpon, TOVT® mAvTo TolwTo dtepmein, Otav TEL Avouvnod, kol dEdoike Kol

£mv1ov kakilet. (B174 DK)

The unpleasant psychological state of one who takes no account of justice and duty is
contrasted with the good cheer (evfBupia) of one who does. This cheerfulness holds for
the just man in both waking and sleeping life, which implies that a stock of nasty, guilty
dreams is in store for the delinquent. In fact the delinquent becomes averse to justice in

such a way that the mere thought of it troubles him and fills him with self-reproach. Key

*2 Durkheim had already realised the regulatory problem created by the anomie of excessive

individuation. As Dingley (2008: 100) puts it, ‘[w]hen the collective fails to exercise its moral and
integrative function, individuals become disordered and directionless in their behaviour, wants and
desires.” Our argument here is that one attempted solution of this problem is the introduction of an
ideology of the self-regulating individual that can order its behaviour even when decontextualised from
the integrative function of the collective.

# Procopé 1989: 320.

* According to Procopé (1989), Democritus is in part driven to psychology as a refuge by the particular
need to resolve the judicial dilemma of ensuring jurists cast their vote in accordance with the law when
this is impossible to legislate for (those interpreting the law are necessarily to some extent outside the
law).

* For self-reproach as an aspect of care of self, cf. Kierkegaard (1843: 79): ‘A free-born soul who caught
himself at this would despise himself and make a fresh start, and above all not allow himself to be
deceived in his soul.’
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here is Democritus’ focus on psychological (&vapvnc61)) and internalised phenomena
(¢ovtov koxkilet). The potential for an upset and self-destructive soul that can’t even
enjoy its usual function of memory without assailing itself is Democritus’ ultimate
sanction against immorality. This state stands in opposition to that of the self-controlled

person who, as Plutarch quotes Democritus, is one

€€ €avtod tag tépyiag £01lopevoy AapPavev. (B146 DK)

We therefore see two reflexive acts contrasting in Democritus’ account of human
psychology, the habit of deriving pleasures from oneself and that of rebuking oneself,
and these both take part in his ethical foundation. Insofar as one can judge out of
context, Democritus is probably here calling upon the virtue of self-sufficiency: one
who is satisfied with a modicum of external goods turns inward to derive pleasure from
himself,* which is conducive to peace of mind (edBvpic) and imperturbability
(60apupic).”” This reading is confirmed by B235, in which Democritus criticises the
short-sightedness of those who and yaotpog tag noovag notéovral. Pleasures are not to
be derived from any of the bodily organs but from the self proper which is differentiated
from these.*®

Back-pedalling a little, ‘Shame before oneself’ is thus a necessary adaptation for
a social system comprising so many private spheres, if it is to be sustainable and well-
regulated in a climate of secularisation where the gods have lost some of their force as
sanctions. Now the private sphere is constituted succinctly in Greek by a single activity,
npaéic v éovtd@v.” And in the imperative as a maxim exhorting each and every
person (mpdooe t0 cavtoD), it guarantees the construction of so many individuals and

so many private spheres as their domain of praxis. This maxim gets to the heart of

% That is, because true blessedness is a property of the soul (B170), it is from oneself as soul that one
ought to derive enjoyment (for this internalisation of happiness, see most recently Annas 2002: 172-80,
and below §7 n.70). Note therefore that here the reflexive seems to refer to the soul in the relatively new
sense of a psychological subject, or even the true self from which blessedness really arises. We again see
the development of new meanings in the reflexive mirror new meanings in yoyn.

7 For evBupia as a state of the soul, see especially B191; for a0aufia cf. B215. As Nill (1985: 91) argues,
Democritus’ internalisation of the good for persons as a psychological state anticipates Plato.

* B146 DK: &£ soavtod tag tépyiog £01iopevov Aapfavety There is some argument over whether these
include intellectual pleasures, as they do in Plato. See Nill 1985: 79. In B189 there is an intimation that
the higher pleasures of the soul are found in what is immortal: Tobto [t0 TOV Biov €00vpig didyewv] 8” v
€in, &l tig un €l toig Bvnroict T0g H60vag Toloito.

The sociological matrix for the promotion of this category is again complex, but an important factor is
the development of a form of mercantile capitalism in which one works for one’s own benefit in order to
exchange goods and services on an open market. For the impact of more liberal systems of exchange on
individualisation in Greece, see Sandywell 1996: 112-17.
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Greek individualism, and together with ‘know yourself’ forms a unity. One might see
the first as the instantiation of a private sphere, the latter as this sphere’s moral
regulation insofar as it seeks to bring individual actors into a deeper relationship with
themselves and thus attune them to self-regulation and limitation. For there is an
ambivalence in npdcoce td cavtod whose corrosive side must be defended against: is it
counselling discreet minding of one’s own business or selfishness?

Sanctioning the practice of one’s own interests so that state does not disintegrate
into an orgy of self-interest is a delicate balancing act of which the Athenians were well
aware.”® Thucydides’ Pericles paints the picture of a finely-tuned dialectic between ta

i010/t0 éowtod and ta Ko/t dnuocia in his famous funeral oration:

€levBépmg 08 1A € TPOG TO KOWOV ToMTevoUEV KOl € TNV TPOG AAANAOVS TMV
Kaf' Nuépav €mndsvpdTev vIoyiav, oV d' Opyfg TOV mEAAG, €l kKab' NdovV TL
opd, &yovteg, ovdE alnuiovg pév, Avmmpag o€ T dyel dyxdnodvag mpootiféuevot.
avemayfdg o0& ta O mpocophodvieg Ta OnMupdcto o d€og UAAGTO 0D
TOPOVOLLODUEY, TAV TE aiel £V apyl] dvTwv dKpodcel Kol TOV VOU®V, Kol LOAoTA
aOTdV 6ol Te €n' OEEAiY TAV AdKOLUEVEV KeTvtal kol dool dypagotl Svteg

aioyOvnv oporoyovpévny eépovaty. (Th.2.37.2-3)

The Athenians are said to be free from suspicion towards one other in day-to-day life.
They are as liberal in public governance as they are in private matters. The Greek word
for suspicion, of course, is the literal equivalent of our Latin root. Both refer to a
looking-under, a surreptitious gaze. Crawley translates it well as ‘jealous
surveillance’.”! The motif of the gaze is quickly picked up again with repetition of &yig
in the phrase ovoe alnuiovg pév, Aomnpadg 6 T dyetl ayxdnddvac mpoostiBépevor, ‘and
not assuming disapproving looks on our faces that, though they don’t break any bones,
are offensive’. In refraining from looking at one another thus, a private sphere is created
in which another’s gaze as moral sanction is absent, leaving each to do as he pleases.
But Pericles is quick to forestall the impression that this freedom might come at the
expense of public law and order: ‘But all this ease in our private relations does not make

us lawless as citizens.””* His move to qualify betrays that this harmony of the spheres is

>0 See especially Ober 1998.
3! Crawley 1910: ad loc.
32 Ibid., ad loc.
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tricky to manage and requires a complex set of cultural norms delicately arranged. It is
claimed that in public life they are obedient to the magistrates and the laws, especially
those that are established to assist the wronged as well as those unwritten laws that
enjoy accepted respect. Athenian politics walks a fine line familiar to any modern state
as it trades a liberalised private sector and civil society with the common good and
seeks the perfect amount of regulation.™

Democritus is more realistic than Pericles in his articulation of the private/public
relation (which may also be recoded as the problematic relation between the
autonomous ‘I’ and the socialised ‘me’) and appears to throw his hands up at an easy

solution:

TOIG XPNOTOIGLY 00 GLUPEPOV AUEAEOVTOS TV EAVTAY GALN TPAGGELY: T YOPp 1010
Kak®G &oyev. €l 0¢ dpeiéol Tic TOV OMUOCIWV, KOKDS AKOLEW YiyveTal, Kol fv
undev kKAEmTn pute Adki). €mel kol <un> dpedéovtt §j AdKEOVTL Kivouvog Kak®dg
axobvew Kal On Kol TobElV TU AvAyKn YOp GUOPTAVEL, cLYYLYVOokesHal O& TOVG

avOpOTOVG OVK EVLTETEC. (B253 DK)

The passage is classically aporetic: you are damned alike by a bad reputation whether
you enter public life or not. Athenian society is torn between the principle of non-
moAvTpaypoovvn, abstention from excessive curiosity concerning others affairs and
doing one’s own business — the sentiment of the first sentence in the above passage —
and the need in a democracy for everyone to intelligently engage in politics so that they

can vote in a responsible way. Pericles’ speech gives us the latter:

&vi 1 101¢ aToig oikelwv dpo Kol TOMTIKOY Empéletn, Kol £TEPOIS TPOG EPya
TETPOAUUEVOLS TOL TOMTIKO U] €VOEDS yvdVOL HOVOL Yap TOV 1€ PUNdEV TOVOE
LETEYOVTO OVK ATpdypova, dAL™ dypeiov vopuilopey, Koi ol adtol ol kpivouév ye

i évBopoduedo OpBddC ta mPAyuaTo, oV TOVG AOYOLG TOig &pyols PAAPnV

>3 Farenga (2006), building on Ludwig (2003), offers a fine treatment of the threat posed to the Periclean
and popular conception of democracy by excessive individual autonomy. In his words, the citizenship
paradigm of Periclean Athens tries to ‘inoculate each Athenian’s performance of citizenship from
susceptibility to the voluntarist dimensions of the inner life’ (425), and views the moral sense that
develops from an intense Socratic deliberation with one’s yuyr, requiring as it does withdrawal from the
social body and its norms, as potentially subversive of established vopot. Yet the paradox and difficulty
of democracy is that it must effectively limit the creative autonomy which is at the same time its founding
principle and raison d’étre. I consider this issue further in §6.2.6.
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nyoduevol, AL pn mpoddaydfvar pdidlov Ady®m mpodtepov 1 émi G Ol Epyw

é\Ogtv. (Th.2.40.2)

Important is his deployment of the adjective dnpdypova, which would usually be
interpreted as a positive term. But Pericles redefines the person who doesn’t partake of
the political not as admirably unintrusive but useless. However he omits the cost of
taking such a share diagnosed by Democritus. In entering public life you enter the
public gaze, the domain of dmowyia, and put your reputation on the line. Since you are
bound to make mistakes, your reputation is bound to take a blow. Furthermore, because
of the extremely problematic relation of the private and public sphere in a democracy,
there is always boiling away a suspicion that you are entering politics not for the public
good but to expand your private interests. Where the public good is at stake, by a total
reversal mpa&ic t@v €ovt®dv becomes entirely pejorative where elsewhere it was

glorified as non-moAvmpaypocvvn. Similarly, reflexivity becomes self-aggrandisement:

0 KOoTd TV TOMV Ypedv @V Aowmdv péyiota NysicOal, dkog dEeton €V, unte
QUOVIKEOVTA TTOPA TO EMIEIKES PNTE 1oYVV EVTH TePTIBEPEVOV TTAPA TO YPNOTOV

10 100 Euvod.  (B252 DK)

People are forever suspicious of politics becoming just another arm of the private
sphere. Their suspicions aren’t groundless precisely because of the ambivalent
reflexivity of self-interest, a protean category that is now a vice, now a virtue.>* The
ethic of being ashamed before oneself endeavours to rework this reflexivity in a more
positive light by including self-regulation alongside self-interest as its moderator, to
‘keep an eye on it’ as it were. Read in this way, Democritus’ philosophy is a response to
the problem of mpaig t@v éavt®dv and the private sphere. It introduces regulation of it
through shame of oneself while apparently keeping the sphere’s privacy intact since the
subject of the shame is oneself and not another.

The ancient connection between the reflexivity of doing one’s business and non-

moAvmpaypooHv, an accord lodged deep in Greek culture, will have a profound effect

> Note especially Nicias’ censure of Alcibiades as 10 &ovtod pévov okomdv (Th.6.12.2). Within a
Socratic frame, on the other hand, the moral examination of 10 £avtod and £avtdv to the exclusion of
other interests is one’s first ethical duty.
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on later intellectual development.”® The internalisation of this ancient form, by which
concern shifts from td £avtod to £avtdv, from mPalig TAOV EovTAV to EMPELELD E0VTOD
is a key transformation in the denouement of this history, and already present in
Democritus since the gaze as shame takes the reflexive directly as its object. While
Foucault is right to refer the practice of care of self to particular forms of life, to its
incorporation in the various religious, philosophical, and friendship networks, and to a
social structure which allowed elites the leisure to indulge this care,”® the platform of
Tpa&lg Tdv ovt®v on which care of self stands as a refinement had a very broad socio-
economic base.

The breadth of this base may be measured by a passage from Herodotus, which
admirably depicts the rising spirit of Greek economic liberalism productive of mpaig

TV E0VTAV:

Mol Gv todto 8Tt KoTeyOpevoL HEV £0ghokdKkeoy OG deomdT Epyalouevor,
ELevbepbéviav 08 avTog Ekactog VT Tpoehupéeto katepydlechar.

(Hdt. 5.78.1)

Herodotus is commenting on the flourishing success of Athens since she threw off her
tyrants. They deliberately played the coward and were apathetic when oppressed and
working for a master, but when freed to enjoy the fruits of their labour the
entrepreneurial agency of each individual was unleashed: each man was eager to work
av1o¢ €ovt®. The development of the material conditions of society to a point where
the individual may be posited as economically for-itself and therefore as constituting its
own telos, puts in some groundwork for the abstraction of this orientation as the for-
itself of consciousness prevalent in Hegel and Sartre. For consciousness as self-
production, which includes both production of the self and for the self, is in one sense a
subjectivisation of the individual’s economic state as one who works for himself. We

see this tangle of economics and ontology most clearly in the way the Greeks’ invest

> Foucault (1981-1: 217-23) considers its central place in Plutarch and Marcus Aurelius, where turning
one’s gaze away from others means turning to it to oneself.

>0 Ibid., 112-21. However he does state (115), correctly I think, that the practice was nevertheless
widespread, but divided between two major poles: ‘on one side a more popular, religious, cultic and
theoretically unpolished pole; and, at the other end, care of the soul, care of the self, practices of the self,
which are more individual, personal, and cultivated, which are more linked to and frequent within more
privileged circles, and which depend in part on friendship networks.’
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their gods with self-sufficiency at the very time this idea establishes itself as a socio-
economic ethic.”’

In fact the contribution of reflexivity to the idea of individuation is exhibited in
at least two concrete ways that have sedimented into common language usage. Firstly,
Greek &xaotog, which designates a being under its singular and differentiated aspect
just as in the Herodotean passage above, is built from PIE swe-. It analyses as ékoo-
0106 (< *fhe-kao-0t0G), which Pokorny glosses as ‘fiir sich stehend’ (for *rhe-kég as
“for itself” cf. Gvdpa-Kkac, ‘man for man’).”® Representation of the individual as a subject
standing for itself also surfaces in the popular Latin idiom combining the individuating
pronoun guisque with some form of the reflexive, e.g. sibi quisque and pro se, ‘each for

himself*.” Individuality is thought as self-involved being.

4.6 The roots of reflexive apyoti in the Presocratics

and their legacy

I have already observed the ascription of self-identity and the property of being avto
ka0’ antd to onto- and cosmological foundations. Within anthropology, Aristotle reports
the popular Presocratic understanding of soul as a self-mover, the first concatenation of
reflexivity and the human subject.”” Aétius claims that Pythagoras gave self-movement

to number, taking it as a substitute for vodg:

°7 Self-sufficiency is a very Greek obsession. For it as a human virtue, see Gigon 1966. The ideal of
economic self-sufficiency is interleaved with the ideal of individual self-sufficiency. See Most (1989:
127-30) for an overview and bibliography. Divine self-sufficiency becomes especially prominent in Plato
and his tradition and is discussed further below.

¥ Pokorny 1959: s.v. se- 5, p.883. In this sense, though in time it had likely bleached, &actog is a
primitive antecedent for the phrase avtog ka®’ avtdv, which also serves to differentiate via reflexivity,
albeit more emphatically.

% See L&S, s.v.quisque.

5 Arist.De anima 404b30 ff. In this work Aristotle (e.g. at 406al1-15) takes issue with his predecessors
and seems to reject soul’s self-movement in the holistic sense — preferring to analyse any apparent self-
motion as one part of it moving another — but his overall attitude to the possibility of self-motion in a
deep sense is complicated and appears conflicted. See e.g. Kosman (1994) for a discussion of the tricky
issue of whether the Prime Mover as an unmoved mover is self-moving or not. Self-motion is also
involved in Aristotles’ account of vodg (see Wedin 1994), but of special consequence is his turn to
intellectual reflexivity: vodg, mirroring the vodg of God, becomes thought which thinks itself: avtov dpa
voel, ginep €oti 10 kpdTioTOV, KOl 6TV 1) VONGO1G Vonoems vomolg (Metaph.1074b33-4). For the recursive
analysis of reflexivity as an x of x (i.e. a meta-x) cf. the notion of a ‘science of science’ in Plato’s
Charmides, discussed below; for vonoig vonoeag itself cf. Spinoza’s definition of consciousness as idea
ideae and Kant’s understanding of the transcendental subject as the form of the form of forms.
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[MuBaydpag apOpOV  avtov  Kwvodvta, TOV O0& aplBuov  avti 10d  vod

noparopPaver.’ (Aét.iv.2.3 Diels)

Since genesis is easily conceived of as a kind of motion, self-movement suggests self-
generation and vice versa. When attributed to what is ontologically highest, a reflexive
relation terminates an otherwise infinite causal chain of one thing determining another;
conversely, if a thing is truly highest and there is nothing higher than it, then it can’t
have been generated by anything else and thus must have generated itself.® Thus the
search for the fundamental origin of an activity such as motion or generation will
always lead, if the process is to stop somewhere, to an entity which directs that activity
onto itself. This metaphysical template of reflexivity is retained even where a quite
different being is substituted for the foundational being of God, or God vanishes and
leaves the world to found itself. So with the deconstruction of the transcendent God of
metaphysics in our own era, his disappearance in and merging with the world leaves the
world as all there is; nothing exists outside and beyond it by which it might be
determined as an object, so that world becomes a reflexive subject — a subject of itself
and immanent to itself — and assumes the familiar reflexive character of the self-creating
God: ‘If the world is the growth of/from nothing — an expression of a formidable
ambiguity — it is because it only depends on itself, while this “self” is given from
nowhere but from itself.”®*

The scope of this logic of reflexive foundations is comprehensive and seems to
cover all the domains of philosophy. Like those of cosmology, the dpyai of
epistemology must also be reflexive, which in their case means self-justified or

convincing in themselves:

Contemporary thought extends the reflexive conception of the subject of consciousness, though its typical
relations are even more abstract, eg. Sartre (1943: 85): ‘The for-itself can not sustain nihilation without
determining itself as a lack of being. This means that the nihilation does not coincide with a simple
introduction of emptiness into consciousness. An external being has not expelled the in-itself from
consciousness; rather the for-itself is perpetually determining itself not to be the in-itself. This means that
it can establish itself only in terms of the in-itself and against the in-itself.’

*' See also Arist.De anima 404b27-30, 408b32 ff.

62 Or it must have existed forever. So Epicharmus (Fr.275.1-4 PCG): 4\’ &ei tot Ogol mapiicav
YOTEMTOV 00 TOTOK(, | TAdE &' del Tapesd’ Opoia O1d T TdV avTdV detl. | (B.) dAla Aéyetan pav Xdog
paTov yevésBol T@V Bedv. | (A.) mdg 8¢ Kka, un Exov ¥’ Ao tivog und’ &g &1L TpaTov PHOAOL;

63 Nancy 2007: 51. The transfer of reflexivity entailed by God’s disappearance from ontology and world’s
promotion to what is highest is anticipated by Nietzsche (1901: §796, p.419): ‘The world as a work of art
gives birth to itself.” Again, these reflexive relations often come down from cosmology to human
consciousness, e.g. Sartre (1943: 101): ‘“The possible is an absence constitutive of consciousness in so far
as consciousness itself makes itself.’
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€011 € AANON pev Kol TpdTo TO U 01’ £T€pmV AALG 61 adT®V EyovTa TV TioTIV:
0V J&l yap &v Taig EmoTnUoVIKOic apyaic eminteicOot 1o i Ti, AL’ Ekbotny TOV

apy®dv avTiv Ka®’ favtny sivon motv. (Arist. Top.100b17-21)

Aristotle also applies this logic in his statement of the Good as the ultimate end of
action. The ultimate téAog must be sought on account of itself, and not on account of
something else, if it is to be truly fundamental;** otherwise an infinite regress of other-

determinations results:

&l 31 Tt Téhog doti TdV TPaKTAY O S abTd PovAdpeda, TaAla 8¢ Sio Todro, Kol
un mévto St Erepov aipovpcdo (mposiot yap obto el dmepov, Got’ sivan
Keviv Kol potaiov v dpelv), dfjhov o¢ todT’ dv €in tayadov kai 10 dpioTtov

(Eth.Nic.1094a18-22).

The same holds true of other categories that serve as argument stopgaps. There is
none more popular, then as now, than the idea of nature as the final determination of
why things are as they are. ®0o1g names for the Greeks the very process of generation;
as an originating power that is a prerequisite for anything coming to be in the first
place,” @voic itself could have only come to be by applying this originating power to
itself. Nature just is that which is generated by itself without external stimulus and
shaping by others, especially humans.®® We find mythic representations of this logic in
Hesiod’s Theogony, where Aphrodite must be promoted to a position of primordial
existence — for without her the gods couldn’t have procreated!®” And we see nature
being characterised reflexively just as other foundational beings, as in Epicharmus’

portrayal of instinctive intelligence:

6 Cf. Kierkegaard (1843: 83): ‘The ethical as such is the universal, and as the universal it applies to
everyone, which can be put from another point of view by saying that it applies at every moment. It rests
immanently in itself, has nothing outside itself that is its telos but is itself the zelos for everything outside,
and when that taken up into it, it has no further to go.” Cf. the characterisation of "Epwc in the Orphic
Argonautica (v.424) as avtotelic. LSJ translate ‘self-sufficing’, but perhaps ‘self-fulfilled’ or ‘self-
fulfilling’ gives a more appropriate force to the head’s verbal root.

65 Cf. Aristotle’s definition at Metaphy.1014b16: pvoig Aéyetat...60gv 1 Kiviolg TpOT &v EKAGT® TMV
@0OoEL HVTOV.

% Hence nature’s association with reflexive compounds. Avdtoguiig, for example, may simply mean
‘natural’ and contrasts emphatically with yeiporointog — ‘self-grown’ as opposed to ‘made by the hand’.
To avtopuéc may mean one’s own nature or natural state, in Aristotle opp. to 10 €miktnrtov. See LSJ, s.v.
avtopung, 3, 4.

67 A similar logic may also be behind her asexual birth from Uranus’ seething genitals. For how could
sexual reproduction produce the principle of sexual reproduction when she doesn’t exist yet?
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Ebpoate, 10 6opov €6ty o kaf’ €v poévov,
aAL” 6ooa mep (R, TavTo Kol yvopav Exet.
Kol yap O OTjAv v dAekTopidmV YEvog,

ol AfG Katapadeiv dtevég, ov Tiktel Tékval
Covi(a), GAL’ €nplel Kol TOET youyav Exev.
10 8& GoPOV & PUGIC TOS’ 0108V MC ExEl

nova: menaidevton yop advtavrag Hmo.*® (Epich.B4 DK)

This fragment can be referred to Homer’s characterisation of the bard Demodocos in the
Odyssey as self-taught. In other words, Demodocus is a natural bard — the implication
being that his song isn’t unduly influenced by counterfeiting human artifice but is
inspired directly by the Muses. Being taught by nature is tantamount to being self-
taught since the ability to sing arises avtoyevrig or avtopunc. In the Epicharmus
fragment, nature can only have been taught her wisdom by herself since there is nothing
prior which may have taught her instead.”

However we cannot pass over these metaphysical and cosmological ideas without
considering what they reveal about their human thinkers, for the Greeks aspired to
assume the attributes of whatever ontological foundation they looked up to. We see
operating here the familiar ascription of ideal traits to gods.”’ One of the earliest
expressions of the ideal of self-sufficiency is found in Democritus, who grounds it in

nature:

TOM HEYAAOd®POC, AL APEPatog, eUolg 08 avTapKNG O10mep VIKG T@ HIoooVL

kol BePaim o peilov tiig EAmidog. (Democr.B176 DK)

5 Note the emphatic reduplicated reflexive, abtavtov, a Doricism.

% However when nature is subordinated to a demiurge and becomes his product rather than a product of
itself, it can no longer logically retain the attribute of avtoyevrc. This attribute is instead reallocated to
the creator god as the new highest rung on the ontic ladder. E.g. Orph.Fr.245.8 Kern: £i¢ £61°, adToyeviig,
évoc Exyova mhvto tétukton; Oracul Sibylliii.11: el 0sd¢ dott pdvapyog aBécBotoc 0ibépt vaiov |
aVTOPVIG AOPATOG OPMUEVOS AOTOC TOVTO.

™ In Feuerbach’s (1854: 29 f.) immortal phrase: ‘Man — this is the mystery of religion — objectifies his
being and then again makes himself an object to the objectivized image of himself thus converted into a
subject.” Isocrates (3.26) comes closest to a Greek articulation of this perspective when he argues for the
superiority of monarchy: o0 yap &v mot’ avtij [tf] povapyie] xpflobat Tovg Beovds Epaypey, €l pun TOAD TdV
A @v avtv Tpoéyewv vopilopev. If the theist prefers it the other way, one may claim that ideal traits are
transferred from gods to their creation. Cf. Plato’s description of the creator making the universe like to
himself: wavta 611 pdAioto EBovAndn yevésbut napamiioia Eovt® (7:.29¢2). The structural outcome, an
analogous relation between humans and foundational beings, is the same whether man is viewed as an
image of the gods, or the gods an image of man.
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Though it gives less hope for extraordinary gain, the self-sufficient reliability of nature
trumps the promises of fortune. There is an implicit suggestion that one should try to
become self-sufficient like nature, especially when we join this fragment with others,
the advice to become used to deriving pleasures from oneself,”' and especially the

following fragment:

VYlEinV gvyfiot Tapd Bedv aitéoviar GvOpmmot, v 6& TavTNg dvvapy &v EavToig
&yovteg ovK Toool dkpacin 0 TavavTio TPNoCOTEG 0VTOL TPOJOTAL THG VYEING

ot émbopinow yivovrat. (Democr.B234 DK)

The reflexive relation of avtdpkela is retained in this circumlocution as power within
oneself.”” Independence is even carried in this fragment to the extent of independence
from the gods and interlocks with ideas which I will visit later, such as the ability of
mortals to cause their own suffering autonomously. The notion of inherent, autonomous
power is a two-edged sword. The power of self-sufficiency, the ability to supply one’s
needs from oneself, also entails the ability not to supply those needs, and even to supply

one’s own damages from oneself in their place.”

' B146.

2 Cf. Men.Mon.404 Edmonds: 6 6000 &v ot nepipépet Ty ovoiav; Sen.Constant.5.4: Sapiens autem
nihil perdere potest; omnia in se reposuit, nihil fortunae credit, bona sua in solido habet contentus
virtute, quae fortuitis non indiget ideoque nec augeri nec minui potest.

3 Misfortune self-chosen thus appears here as the negative incarnation of self-sufficiency, as I will later
explore under the general heading of tragic reflexivity. The scapegoating of gods for human ills is
hindered by a new conception of the divine as absolutely good, so that man reviews with increased
concentration his own fault and seeks to ameliorate his condition through self-improvement and
character-building rather than through ritual appeasement. Cf. Democr.B175: o1 8¢ Beoi toiot avOpmmoiot
ddodot tayada mavto Kol Tokatl kol viv, ANV 0koce Kokd Kol PAafepd kol dvoeeléa. Tdde 6 olte
nahor obte viv Beol avBpdmolst dwpodvtal, AL’ avTol toicdecty Eumerdlovot did vod TveAOTNTA Kol
dyvopocvvnv. Men.Fr.500.3-10 PCG: kaxdv yap daipov’ od vouotéov | eivon Piov BAdmtovia xpnotov,
008’ Exew | xakiov, émavta 8 dyadov eivar TOV 0gdv. | AL’ oi yevopevol Toig TpOmMoIS BHTOL KOKOf, |
TOAMT &’ €mumAoknv o0 Piov memompévor | T &l mavia v £avtdv dPoviiav | éktpiyavteg T
AmoPaivovct daipov’ aitiov Kol KOKOV EKEIVOV UGV dTOL YEYOVOTEG.
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4.7 The gnomic tradition

4.7.1 Pythagoras and the Seven Wise Men

With the apophthegmatic tradition we encounter the thorny problem of pseudepigraphy.
We may skirt a substantive treatment of the issue and state simply that the instances of
care of self offered here are meant merely as examples of the sort of transitive reflexive
construction that a teacher like Pythagoras may plausibly have used. I say plausible
since it seems that Pythagoras advocated self-examination in one form or another as part
of his regimen.”* Given this goal, it is quite possible that he or other wise men used
reflexives in a way that suggested the structure of the Delphic maxim. Here are some

examples from the Pythagorean Golden Verses:"

und’ dhoyiotmg savtov Exewv mept undev £0ie.”® (GV.14 Thom)
ToALO1 0" AvOp®dTO1oL AOYOL dE1M0l TE Kai £6OA01
npocminTons’, v it kmAncceo, pit &p’ &dong

gipyecBot savtév. (GV.21-3 Thom)

As 1 have previously argued, we must distinguish between the use of a reflexive

construction and an intransitive paraphrase. For the first example, the command pnd’

™ Foucault (1984: 60 n.58) cites Porph.Vita Pythagorae 40 and D.L.viii.22, which both mention a daily
practice of asking oneself what one has achieved today, where one has erred, and what remains undone.
Inwood (2005: 343), following Burkert (1962: 213 and n.19), is sceptical, arguing that the sources ‘in fact
contain recommendations for memory training rather than spiritual exercises as a means to character
improvement or transformation.” This is true, but I see no reason why the moral and mnemonic functions
have to exclude one another — as Thom (1995: 165-6 and n.2) argues, they are actually complementary. In
Plato too avéapvnoig diplays intellectual, moral, and eschatological aspects simultaneously and in an
interrelated way (see Men.81b-c; Phd.74b ft.; Phdr.74b ff.). One is at this point in danger of being swept
into the ongoing debate over the degree of continuity between some of the so-called shamanistic practices
of sects like the Pythagoreans and philosophy ‘strictly’ speaking, for a critical summary of which see
Hadot (1995b: 179-88). But for our purposes, since Pythagoras (and the Seven Wise Men) are roughly
contemporaneous with the appearance of the Delphic maxim, surely this latter is indicative of a concern
for self-examination among the wise men of the day and did not arise in a vacuum.

> See Thom (1995: 35-58) for the issue of dating. He himself favours a compositional date of 350-300
BC.

7% The construction covtov &01le also appears in Isocrates (1.15; 2.29). Note that he too displays a
predilection for reflexives when doling out yvadpo (e.g. 1.14, 21, 34, 38; 2.13, 20, 29), suggesting that
they were already a staple of the genre by this time, likely inspired, as proposed in §6.3.4, by the Delphic
maxim and other ancient reflexive templates.
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droyiotwg Exewv mepl undev €01le/é6ilov would have been a workable non-reflexive
alternative. Yet it differs in that it doesn’t present the imperative to be calculative and
thoughtful as a project of explicit self-habituation and therefore doesn’t create the
impression of a transcendental subject authoring and generating this act. To accustom
yourself to reasoning requires a subject making itself exist in such a state through the
force of its agency. It does this in accordance with some principle it has taken on for
itself. These effects, as I have argued in other cases, flow from the reflexivisation of a
transitive conceptual structure. There arises a division in the subject, with the higher,
transcendental component moulding its other aspect, albeit with some difficulty (that is
why we speak, and the philosophers speak, of self-cultivation as an ongoing project that
is not automatic but must be worked on).

The second example adopts an almost identical scheme, though here the form of
control is put as permission. That is, instead of making yourself be in a certain way, it
involves not letting yourself do such and such. Again we see a scheme of self-control in
which certain behaviours are to be admitted or not admitted of the self. The disciplined
man cultivates a transcendental self that is capable of such determinations and prides
himself on it. Beyond their psychagogical value, these notes of advice to oneself are
also useful aids for negotiating the complex world of human affairs as an individual, as
someone who has, comparatively speaking, been left to find his own way and who
therefore needs laws for himself to direct his conduct.”’” This practice would go on to
enjoy a prosperous future, particularly through the Christian Erbauungsliteratur and
works like Marcus Aurelius’ Ta €ig éavtov, whose title is indeed symbolic.

These Pythagorean sayings accord with others in the apophthegmatic tradition.
Stobaeus records a bunch of these, attributing them to the different Seven Sages.
Needless to say, the same problem of authorship, dating, and phraseology applies here
as it does in Pythagoras’ case. But it is again plausible, given the wise man’s metier of
self-examination and self-improvement, that these men were in the habit of using
reflexives, if not exactly, at least in ways similar to those given below in their proverbial

advice:”®

77 This involves viewing and dealing with others as individuals similarly defined by t& €avtod, eg.
Isoc.1.35: Gtav vmep ceantod pHEAANG Tvi cupPovAw ypTicbal, cKoOTEL TPOTOV TAG TE £AVTOD JIHKNGEV'
0 yap KakdG drovonOeic Tepl TAV oikelmv 0VOETOTE KOADG foviedoeTal Tepl TGV AAAOTPI®V.

8 Cf. the Maxims of Menander, which exhibit the same tendency to cast advice in the mould of a highly
transitive care of self: e.g. pvov 6¢ GEVTOV TOVTOG €K PAVAOL TPOTOV. GAVTOV PVAATTIE TOIG TPOTOLG
€\evBepov. undénote cavtov dvotuy®dv ameAmiong (Men.Mon.471, 485, 931 Edmonds). Here too
intransitive paraphrases, e.g. ‘keep away from every shady character’, have a different connotation.
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TPOYLG OV HOLYOV GEAVTOV TOPEYE, OMMG GE aioyVVOVTOL UAALOV T pofdvtat.
(10, 3 Chilon no.12 DK)

6£00TOV G0V Tapackevale T@v yovémv. (10, 3 Periander no.10 DK)

dpyov kocuel egavtdv. (10, 3 Thales no.20 DK)

Bedpel domep €v KATOMTP® TOC 6aVTOD TPALeElS, Tva TOC HEV KOAAG EMIKOGUTGC,

TAG 08 aioypag KoAvTTnG. (Stob.3.21.11)

Construction of verbs such as mopackevalo and mapéym with reflexives becomes
popular in Plato. We may also compare a fragment of Epicharmus (B52 DK): un (€)ri
HIKPOig adtoc antov 0&vBupov deikvue. They denote the practices of making, exhibiting
and showing oneself as such and such, and thus involve a careful concern with creating
and managing one’s self and self-image. In both uses here the self being moulded is on
display to society at large. In Chilon’s case the notion of self-control is implicit as the
addressee is told to make himself gentle despite the fact that he is harsh. One is
accordingly urged to remake his character when that given him by nature proves a
disadvantage. The third expression is a compact way of saying that a ruler should not be
so intent on ruling others as on ordering himself.”” It contributes to the program of
knowing oneself in seeking to correct the familiar human proneness to direct certain
critical and organising behaviours towards others instead of oneself — whether it be
finding the mote in the other’s eye and overlooking the beam in one’s own, or wishing
to direct and advise another’s affairs instead of taking care of one’s own.*® On this view
knowing oneself consists in scrutinising one’s faults and taking steps to correct them, an
ethic which develops the ancient virtue of non-moAvmpaypocvvn and becomes the
backbone of the gnomic tradition of self-improvement. Several other apophthegms

attributed to the Seven Sages also seek to counter this bias. For example:

6ca vepesds T mAnciov, avtog un moiet. (10, 3 Pittacus no.4 DK)

gbbvvav Etépouc a&dv dddvar kai avtog vreye. (10, 3 Solon no.11 DK)

7 This maxim gains special force from the cultural stereotype of the unruly tyrant. Rulers would be better
if they learnt also to rule themselves, and before thinking of ruling others he should first rule himself. Cf
Is0c.2.29: dpye cavtod pndiv Nrtov | TV FAoV, Kol T0d0° yod Pactkdtatoy, dv undepid dovievng
TOV NOOVAV, GALY KpaThig TdV EmBuidV HIAAOV T} TV TOAMTDV.

% For applications of the sentiment, cf. Isoc.2.38; 3.61. Cf. also Men.Fr.744 PCG: 000gic ¢’ abTod td
Kok ovvopd, [Taueiie, coedg, £1€pov 8’ doynuovodvtog dyetat. Men.Fr.710 Edmonds: dtav Tt péAAng
TOV TEAAG KOTNYOPELY | adTOG T0 600ToD Tp@dT’ Emtokomod kakd. Catullus 22.20-1.
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When taken together, such expressions provide a popular context for Plato and
Democritus’ aspiration to make the self, rather than the other, the initial ethical (and
also epistemological) priority.*' We should also make special mention of Isocrates’
anticipation of the ‘golden rule’, e.g. at 1.14 (tolodtog yiyvov mepi ToG YOVETS, oiovg dv
ebEato et GEAVTOV YevEsHaL TODG 6EAVTOD maidac ), which is historic because basing
altruism on the self only becomes a powerful argument when that self has become a
thing of singular value. One should value others because one values oneself and those
others are selves too. The valuing of oneself is culturally legitimised by the category of
T ¢ovtod and other practices that accentuate and sanction the individual’s interest in

himself.**

4.7.2 The Delphic dictum

Seldom has so terse an expression, seemingly innocuous in its brevity, ignited such
hermeneutical wonder as the dictum yv®61 covtov. It is a phrase, as it were, to launch a
thousand individual quests for knowledge. As a well of interpretative diversity it ranks
with some of humanity’s most powerful signifiers — god, truth, beauty. Its precise
origins are mysterious, but its engraving into the temple at Delphi symbolically
announces the arrival of a developing trend of reflexivity.* Linguistically, it gathers
much of its semantic impetus from the sudden unexpected substitution of the reflexive
for some other object of knowing. As such it is a paradigmatic example of the meaning

that can be generated through creative application of the PRS. The indefinite reference

1 In both expressions avtog differentiates the self and is the natural transformation of an emphatic
reflexive when it enters the nominative case, and vice versa. One can thus readily transform the second
clause of each proverb into a reflexive construction: 6ca vepesdc @ TARGLOV, covTd vepéoa. ebBuvay
£Tépoug a&LdV 0100vat Kol cavtov d&iov.

52 Cf. Isoc.3.61; 2.24, 38; 4.81.

¥ One such practice, which I have mentioned in passing, is the growing concern for individual
eschatalogical salvation evinced by the increasing popularity of the various mystery religions and cults,
movements which assert the individual’s ability to realise the soul’s full potential as divine and immortal
if one cares for it in the appropriate way. The means of purification may be ritualistic, moral, or both (see
Parker 1983: ch.10). Besides the prominence of this idea in Plato (e.g. Phd.64a ff.), the doctrine of the
soul’s immortality was already established by ancient Pythagoreanism and the Presocratic philosophers.
See Burkert 1977: 319-20; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield 1983: 238, 347-8.

# At the same time the idea was finding expression in India too: ‘You see, Maitrey — it is one’s self
(atman) which one should see and hear, and on which one should reflect and concentrate. For when one
has seen and heard one’s self, when one has reflected and concentrated on one’s self, one knows this
whole world.” (BU 4.5.6)

113



of the reflexive pronoun also provides a wealth of potential readings. Know yourself
qua what? What is ‘yourself” anyway?

The first quotations of the dictum in literature are in fragments of Heraclitus and
Ton, and in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound.*” The apophthegmatic tradition attributes it
to some of the Seven Sages, and Socrates in Plato’s Protagoras claims that the Seven
Sages came together and inscribed this, along with another famous Delphic dictum,
unogv dyav, as a dedication to Apollo of the first-fruits of their wisdom. The
apophthegmatic tradition is notoriously unreliable and Socrates’ testimony is casually
anecdotal. Who exactly inscribed the proverbs at Delphi and at what time is uncertain,
but ‘they must have been on the temple built toward the end of the 6, or early in the
50 century to replace the old stone structure destroyed by the fire in 548 B.C., and it is
possible, if not probable, that they were on the earlier temple of stone.”™ There are other
historical issues. Was the proverb born at Delphi and spread from there through popular
culture, or did it appear there after it had already become, or was becoming, a
commonplace of Greek thought? Some sources even ascribe the original occasion of
utterance to Phemonoe, the first priestess of Delphi — inspired, presumably, by the
god.®

From Wilkins’ extensive survey of the dictum one gleans that it was originally
interpreted as know your measure and place relative to the gods and other humans. Do
not over- or underestimate your wealth, physical appearance, knowledge, social status
etc., when dealing with others — when dealing with the gods the more so, being careful
to think the mortal thoughts that are appropriate for a mortal creature.®® What interests
us is that Plato appears to radically reinterpret the dictum as know your soul.”” He
essentialises the reference of the reflexive as soul, and it is towards this essence of the
human, her essential constitution, that the act of knowing should be directed. We can
think of this shift as a move from a relative interpretation of the reflexive, whereby one
knows oneself in relation to other men or the gods — e.g. ‘I have little wealth, he has

more,” ‘I am mortal, they are immortal’ — to an interpretation that reads it in itself. This

% Heraclitus B116 DK; Ton Fr.55 TrGF; A.PV.309.

* Wilkins 1917: 6.

*7 Cf. Alex.Strom.i.14.60; D.L.i.40.

¥ S0 too Courcelle 1974: 12 and Trénkle 1985: 23.

% Wilkins 1917: 60-77; Trénkle 1985: 25-6. Cf. Courcelle 1974: 15. Since grasping the essence of the
human being, the soul, as immortal is an integral component of this knowledge, the inception of this
interpretation is no doubt fostered by the ideal of Opoiwoig 0e® and the general belief in personal
immortality spread by mystery religion.
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follows from Plato’s attempt to separate rigorously the self from the possessions of the
self: a philosopher should not confuse himself with the latter but be careful to focus on
the former. Plato’s move seems to have been anticipated, to some degree, by Heraclitus.

Two of his fragments read like a coordinated response to the Delphic command:*

golnoaunyv épuewvtov. (B101 DK)

Yuyfic melpata idv ovk dv €Ee0poto, Tacav Emmopevouevog 000v: obtm Pabvv

Aoyov éxer.” (B45 DK)

The first seems to tell of his search for himself in response to being told to know
himself, the second reports back what he found. This is, of course, pure reconstruction,
but it must be admitted that it is at least contextually plausible. The verb é€gvpiokm is a
natural answer to di{npot, and if we read the two together it turns out that what
Heraclitus was looking for in his search for himself was some account of soul, a Adyog
yoyfic, which would later occupy Socrates and Plato. What he uncovered was
something unfathomable, the expanse of which to thought seemed infinite. [f B101, B45
and the Delphic dictum are connected, then Heraclitus’ quest for self-knowledge
initiates a new interpretation of the dictum in seeking an internalised metaphysical
essence as the reflexive’s referent. The semantics of searching seems to require some
hidden object for uncovering, while knowing oneself in the traditional sense can simply
comprise knowing that one is mortal and of low estate compared to the gods. That is, it
can be knowledge about oneself rather than knowledge of the self per se.”

It is clear then that shifting the interpretation of the Delphic dictum in this
direction moves one towards nominalisation of avtdg insofar as it takes the reflexive
pronoun to refer to some essential form of the human being. It thus falls within the

general diachronic scheme of our argument. We see also that this reflexive kernel

% So Gigon 1935: 111. They were also associated by later writers. See Plu.Ad Colot. c. 20;
Jul.Or.vi.185a.

! Cf. CU 3.14.3: “This self (atman) of mine that lies deep within my heart — it is smaller than a grain of
rice or barley, smaller than a mustard seed...but it is larger than the earth, larger than the intermediate
region, larger than the sky, larger even than all these worlds put together.’

%2 Kahn (1979: ad loc.) writes that ‘[w]e are surprisingly close here to the modern or Christian idea that a
person may be alienated from his own (true) self.” See further below p.216. I disagree with Wilkins’
conclusion, cautious though it is, that B101 and B45 are probably not connected with the Delphic dictum,
and that when Heraclitus uses the dictum (B116) it is in the conventional and traditional sense. The two
just seem to me too good a contextual fit not at least to be implicitly connected.
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becomes increasingly important to philosophy’s program — eventually it will make its
way up the hierarchy of philosophical studies to become the discipline’s very
culmination, and also its foundation,”” a development which is further proof of an

increasing inward turn.

4.8 Conclusions

At the birth of philosophy we find the formation of several foundational reflexive
concepts, which are regularly attributed to the highest beings in a given domain; in
ontology and cosmology they include self-identity and spherical reflexivity, self-rule,
self-movement, self-generation, and the idea of existence avtog €9’ €avtod/kab’
¢owtov.” The significance of this ancient connection of reflexivity and philosophical
apyoad for the later tradition can scarcely be overstated, and may be gauged, for example,
by the almost hysterical level of reflexivity reached in Hegel’s depiction of Absolute
Spirit:

It [Absolute Spirit] is the inner being of the world, that which essentially is, and is
per se; it assumes objective, determinate form, and enters into relations with itself
— it 1s externality (otherness), and exists for self; yet, in this determination, and in
its otherness, it is still one with itself — it is self-contained and self-complete, in

itself and for itself at once.”

% As Wilkins (1917: 66) notes, the Stoics began to ‘centre all their philosophy around yv@61 cavtov’. In
Julian’s words (Or.vi.185d), t0 T'v®01 cavtov kepdrotov tifevtar pihocopiog. The Neo-Platonists were
also keen to promote self-knowledge to a foundational status. Proclus’ commetary on [ Alcibiades (vol.
1, p.5 Creuzer) states: abtn toivov €ot® kal rrocoeiog apyn kal tii¢ [TAdtovog didaokoriog, 1| EavTdV
YVAHOIC.

* In the Upanisads too reflexive acts define primordial and ultimate beings, and the reflexive in its
substantival sense as self becomes the highest being, e.g. TU 2.7.1: ‘In the beginning this world was the
nonexistent, / and from it arose the existent. / By itself it made a body for itself” Cf. BU 1.4.1: ‘In the
beginning this world was just a single body (atman) shaped like a man. He looked around and saw
nothing but himself. The first thing he said was “Here I am!” and from that the name “I” came into
being.” The subjective affirmation of one’s existence as a self has been elevated to the position of the
world’s first act. Cf. BU 1.4.17: ‘In the beginning this world was only the self (atman), only one.’

% Hegel 1807: §25. Note however that Hegel takes this reflexivity further by developing the simple self-
identity of classical logic into a dynamic relation that transpires as a mediation with self which includes
moments of self-negation and self-transcendence typical of reflexivity in modern thought.
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This attribution has an implicit logic to it: if it is to foreclose an infinite regress,
whatever is most fundamental in a given respect, since it cannot be determined by
anything else, in that respect can only determine itself. This is generally true of all
principles, whether they be cosmological, anthropological, or ethical.

Microcosmically, the soul attracts reflexive characterisation. It possesses a A0yoc
that increases itself, while its characterisation as self-moving might go as far back as
Thales.

Thinkers begin shifting the centre of ethical gravity towards the self. Democritus
claims one should feel shame before oneself more than before others, that in suffering
certain emotions one becomes an enemy to oneself, and that the necessary resources for
happiness lie within oneself and the soul. Accordingly, happiness is internalised as a
state of the soul rather than consisting in the myriad relations one has with others,
including material goods. Antiphon the sophist makes self-control, victory over oneself,
and reflexive evaluation of the social self as it plays out different roles essential to
successful living. The importance to ethics of transitive action directed towards oneself
is thus taking shape as a developing technology of self-care, which coalesces in the
Delphic dictum and is further reflected in the reflexive use of mapéyw, and, though
somewhat apocryphally, in the predilection for reflexives in the apophthegmatic
tradition.”® The enormity of the task of ethical self-engagement calls to mind
Kierkegaard’s words: ‘to contend with the whole world is a comfort, but to contend
with oneself dreadful.”®” It is fascinating to find a similar ethic of self-care solemnised
by Confucius, more or less in time with the Presocratic developments, e.g.: ‘I suppose I
should give up hope. I have yet to meet the man who, on seeing his own errors, is able
to take himself to task inwardly.””® Confucius also identifies grappling with oneself as

the ultimate source of moral conduct: ‘If for a single day a man could return to the

% Cf. §7 n.21. That this concern for self, far from courting egoism, is taken to create a more rigorous
ethical standard, cf. Kierkegaard (1843: 102-3): ‘for someone who really respects himself and is
concerned for his own soul is assured of the fact that a person living under his own supervision in the
world at large lives in greater austerity and seclusion than a maiden in her lady’s bower.” The transitive
relation with self begun here has become highly fashionable in today’s society, where one encounters
slogans such as ‘Challenge yourself” (Australian Defence Force) and ‘Broadcast yourself” (Youtube);
even colloquial greetings have been turned into a query of self-relation, as when one asks, ‘What have
you being doing with yourself?” With the first cf. also the trite tendency of moderns to welcome difficulty
as an opportunity to learn something about oneself. The sentiment is rather Stoic: Opus est enim ad
notitiam sui experimento (Sen.Prov.4.3).

o7 Kierkegaard 1843: 138. Recall Diogenes to Alexander, §2 n.37, and Nietzsche (1885: §17, p.78): ‘But
the worst enemy thou canst meet, wilt thou thyself always be; thou waylayest thyself in caverns and
forests.’

% Analects V.27, tr. Lau 1979.
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observance of the rites through overcoming himself, then the whole Empire would
consider benevolence to be his. However, the practice of benevolence depends on
oneself alone, and not on others.””

Reflexive concepts are spreading through the various philosophical domains, and
there is a synergistic macro-/microcosmic analogy by which humans and the highest
cosmic beings share reflexive attributes.'® This spread indicates the value of reflexivity
to these new forms of discourse, and the general productivity of the PRS. And,
crucially, the propagation of reflexive dpyai points to the inscription of the human
being’s own reflexivity into its objects of knowledge.

I have proposed that the technologies of self-care, especially ideas such as
Democritus’ aidmg €owtod, are emerging partly in response to profound sociological
changes in Greek society, which require the development of self-directed regulatory
behaviours to compensate for the (comparative) weakening of other-directed
strategies.'”! The individual is encouraged by the structure of urban society to take an
interest in himself and ta €avtod; it is improper to meddle in the affairs of another,
especially when this means negligence in one’s own. The individual sees himself as
having the power to shape his destiny, not merely by appeal to the gods, but through
shaping his own character (tpoémoc, 100c), and in this way to attain a heightened level of

autonomy.

* Ibid., XIL1.

1% This analogy will be greatly facilitated as the goal of opoimoig 0e@ takes hold of Greek thought and
becomes an explicit ethical ideal. Though the phrase first appears in Plato (7/£.176b), Joly (1964) traces
the notion to ancient Pythagoreanism, so that it may already have been at work in this period.

%" For Democritus’ idea of making laws for the soul, cf. Isocrates (1.45) reflexivisation of the verb
émrboow to portray the earnest and disciplined man as one who ‘enjoins himself to do what is best’ (tov
vop avT® 10 PélTiota mpattewy €mrdttovra), and his passivisation of exhortative verbs with the
reflexive, e.g. at 2.13: pdhota & v adTog Y0 cavTod Toparkindeing. Cf. also Hermippus Fr.3 West:
&bveott yap oM deou<i>w pev ovdevi, | T toiol &’ Vmaywyedol toig Eovtod Tpdmoig T, i.e. ‘[He] is
acccompanied by no [external] bond, but rather by the mortar of his own [internal] ways/character.’
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Chapter 5: Conscience and the

reflexivisation of cuvoloa

In Chapter 3 we considered en passant Sappho’s reflexivisation of cVvowda and left
further discussion of its import to this section since its significance demanded a more
extensive treatment. My argument here is that the emergence of a specific category of
conscience is the perfect example of reflexivisation of a traditionally other-directed
relation, and a perfect case study for the semantic implications of such a move. Besides
Democritus’ notion of ‘shame before oneself’, conscience or ‘knowing with oneself” is
another key idea in the conceptual toolbox of self-regulation necessary for moral life as
a self-interested being in the Greek molic. Because conscience is interpreted as an
interior function of the soul, this particular reflexivisation also clarifies the relationship
between psychological uses of the reflexive and the idea of yuyn, and paves the way for
similar associations in Plato.

The speeches of the Attic orator Antiphon provide a window into the developing
discourse of legal rhetoric and the construction of the idea of conscience. In Greek this
takes a specifically reflexive formulation, which already suggests that conscience is
understood as an internalised equivalent, or metamorphosis, of an other-directed
counterpart. In the common syntactical projection of cvvoida, the complement of the
prepositional prefix — that is, with whom one knows — takes the dative case and is
usually disjoint from the verb’s subject. It is often left out and to be supplied by the
context. The base meaning of this verb is thus given by LSJ as ‘know something about a
person, esp. as a potential witness for or against him’." As LSJ’s definition implies, this

verb is especially applicable for the knowledge of facts which are not neutral but of

!'s.v. chvoda.
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normative interest. For example, I know with someone that he is an upstanding citizen,
or a shameless drinker.”
The verb, in its other-directed sense, is not found in Homer. It appears first in

Solon:

1} (sc. Aikn) ory®ca cuvolde Ta yryvopeva mpd T’ €6vta (Sol.4.15)

A word such as Bpotoig is to be understood as the complement of the prepositional
verbal prefix: justice takes silent note of present and past deeds as a witness for or
against mortals. The act of normative witnessing is understood as a dialogical relation,
in Gill’s sense, between two beings, a god and mortal. What German scholars have
called the objectification of conscience (Objectivierung des Gewissens’) is supposed as
the original manner of its representation; it is exemplified by the idea of the vengeful
Erinyes as a personification of the horror that afflicts the consciousness of a perpetrator.
The substitution of this self-other relation with the internal, psychological self-self
relation of conscience, in which one layer or level of the subject judges another, satisfies
the compulsion of a burgeoning rationalism to analyse the experiences of consciousness
as an effect of the psyche’s operation on itself without reference to external,
supernatural entities.* As Seel writes, it is the form, not the essence, which changes in
this transition, ‘so tief auch ,,Form™ in die menschliche Grundbefindlichkeit
einzugreifen vermag.”” But, as I argue further below, this form’s intrusion into the
human foundation may, within limits, reconstitute the way we experience conscience
itself.

With the reflexivisation of ctOvolwda one becomes a witness to the actions of
oneself. She becomes her own judge, and as such a second voice or perspective is

created that evaluates the actions or thoughts of the first. At this point, the connection of

? The semantic history of reflexive conscience, especially when nominalised as cvveidnotc, is largely a
story of the development and then predomination of its normative use. See Marietta 1970: 178; Bosman
2003: 276.

3 Snell 1930: 28. The idea is beautifully developed by Seel (1953: 313-14), who comments generally on
the experience of the world as personified exchange, which works ‘in die Fiille der Erscheinungen
Ordnung und Zusammenhang zu bringen, gefiihltes Erlebnis sagbar zu machen, Rangstufen,
Ursachenreihen, Daseinsbedingungen, ahnungsvolles Erschauern und begliicktes Schauen zu
repréasentieren.’

4 Euripides Orestes (395-6) is often taken to illustrate this replacement: Me. 11 ypfjpa whoyes; tig o
amOAALGLY vOGOG; | Op. 1 cbveotc, 6Tt cbvoda deiv’ gipyacuévos. See Seel (1953: 298-9) for a summary.
Rodgers’ (1969) insistence that translation of cOveoig as conscience is unjustified in Greek tragedy falls
prey to the overwrought ‘morphologische Spezifikation’ cautioned against by Seel (298).

> Seel 1953: 315.
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this process with other philosophical categories begins to suggest itself. Namely, that of
guilt as internalised shame. According to this view guilt arises when, independently of
the presence or absence of others, the affected individual takes a view on her actions by
assuming the perspective of another. Once internalised, she carries this viewpoint
around inside herself so that its effects can be felt even when she is alone. This view of
guilt is obviously incomplete or otherwise absurd, since if taken absolutely it would
mean that all moral affect is reducible to a response to the gaze of others. The self could
never author its own moral position more or less independently of others’ views, but
what at first glance appeared to be a position arising from itself would in fact merely be
an appropriation or internalisation of the views of others. Just how certain people could
come to judge themselves by unorthodox standards, even in the face of the hostility of
their peers, would then become quite difficult to account for, if there did not exist
another source of moral evaluation in addition to that of the other.°

Guilt derives its regulatory power from the transparency of consciousness.
Accordingly, there is nothing that I can do without being aware of it. I may commit an
evil act, and may conceal this from others, but may not conceal it from myself. In other

words, I know better than any other whether I have done wrong. As Isocrates writes:

undénote undev aioypov momoag EAmle Aoy kol yap v Tovg dAlovg AdOnC,

oeavT® cvvardnjoeic. (Isoc.1.16)

As suggested in the section on Democritus, this inability for the conscientious subject to
hide from itself thus assures the conservation of moral regulation even when others are
absent. Given the history of Greek moral thinking, what is unusual here is that the
appeal to limit wrongdoing in secret is not directed to the omnipresent gaze of the gods,
the traditional sanction, but rather to the subject of cuveldnrioeic as a site of conscience.
It is this subject which has become a forceful moral sanction, and thus a self-regulator,
by effectively taking over the role performed by Dike in the above fragment of Solon.
The reflexivisation of cOvowda thus foreshadows modernity’s attempt to construct the
individual as an autonomous self-regulating agent, and is at the same time dependent on

other developments in human ontology. For it is only when the subject of cuvoida has

% Cairns (1993) rightly acknowledges that from Homer onwards even aiddg, a word which has often been
treated as an essentially externalised and other-directed emotion, can be felt when a person fails to live up
to their own idealised self-image, which may be conditioned but not totally determined by what others
may say.
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assumed a form that emphasises its privileged intellectual access to its own thoughts
and acts, rather than finding expression as a society of mind in which certain agents are
opaque to others (as, for example, d1n is to Agamemnon in his famous apology), that
consciousness of immoral acts will become especially burdensome.’

One passage in Antiphon is particularly illustrative of the reflexive use of civoda
in the rhetoric of moral responsibility, with some philosophising about the involvement

of the soul in these reflexive acts thrown in to boot:

eV &' {ote 611 00K dv Mot RAOOV gig TNV TOALY, €1 TL EUVON EpaVT® TowoDTOV: ViV
8¢ motedov 1® Skaim, ob mAfovog o¥dEV dotv &Elov avdpi cuvaywvilesOat,
U1oEV aVT@ GLVELDOTL AvOoLoV gipyaouéve und' ig tovg Beovg NoePfnkott v
YOp T® TOOVT® TOM Kol TO o AmEPNKOS 1| Youyn cvveEéowoey, E0EAovoa
TOAITOPETY O TO pi) Euverdévar £0vTh. @ 0& EuveldoTt Todto avTd TPMDTOV
TOAEOV oty ETL YOp Kol TOD GOUATOG 1oYDOVTOG 1| Yoyl TPOATOAEITEL,
nyovuévn Vv Topiay ol fikew towtnv TV dcefnuitov: &ym o' EnavTd

TOLOVTOV 00OV EVvEld (G TiKm gig vuds.  (Antiph.5.93)

This passage reveals the inner workings of conscience as a sanction. For one who is
guilty (t@® &uvedot), the very fact of being conscious of an immoral act is one’s own
worst enemy (np®dTov moAépov), whereas the soul with a free conscience is often one’s
salvation. The use of moAéuov recalls Democritus’ and Plato’s reflexive use of these
words: in being conscious of an immoral act one is an enemy to oneself. The enmity
presumably refers to the self-torture of the guilt-ridden conscience. The guilty
conscience is therefore a kind of punishment, which Socrates in Xenophon’s Apology
warns lies in store for those who abetted his lying accusers (to¥vtoig dvaykn €oti
TOLM)V £00TOTS cuveldévan doéferav kai adwkiav), while he, guilt-free, may enjoy the
spiritedness that comes with a private sense of righteousness no less than before his
condemnation (€poi 8¢ ti mpoonkel vOv pelov @povelv 1 mplv katoakpdfjvol, pndev
gheyxOévt ¢ memoinkd T1 OV ypayavtd pe;).'  Both Antiphon and Xenophon

emphasise the deleterious effect that the mere intellectual act of conscience can have.

7 Since Isocrates’ observation that one is conscious of one’s own acts is in a sense self-evident, the
foundation of an ethical sanction on this fact is another manifestation of philosophy’s general endeavour
to found systems on infallible principles. For the search for perfect premises in ancient philosophy, see
Hermann (2004: 251-6).

¥ X.4p.24.
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As a secret form of interiorised knowledge it is quite naturally attributed by Antiphon to
the soul, especially if we look to soul’s characterisation in Plato as a reflexive being.
But most importantly, conscience is grasped as affecting the health of the soul, in a
manner that also anticipates Plato.” A free conscience empowers the soul and enables it
to strengthen a failing body, whereas a burdened conscience makes the soul give up in
advance, even when the body is strong.'® This focus on the state of the soul is consistent
with a self-directed ethics, in which the negative result of the guilty conscience is not, as
in the case of shame, damage in the way one appears to others — for instance ado&ia —
but an inner disease of the soul that compromises the agency of the subject.'’ In cases of
bad conscience it is the mere intellectual act of reflexive cuveidnoig that is destructive,
whose internality stands in stark contrast to dado&ia. Significantly, the speaker chooses
to emphasise not that he simply didn’t commit the alleged act, but rather that he isn’t
conscious of having committed it. This choice implies that the question of conscience is
becoming a focal-point for legal appeal, and therefore heavily involved in the
establishment of guilt as a prerequisite for punishment.'> And because an appeal to
conscience is an appeal to the state of the soul, in this way law joins the philosophy of
the day in conducting a portion of attention away from the aspect under which human
beings appear to one another (for philosophy, away from 86 as mere opinion, for law,
away from 66&a as reputation), and towards yoyn as the human being’s real form.

One story that is often told concerning the development of moral ideology in

Ancient Greece is that the primarily shame-oriented culture of Homeric Greece is in

? So too Isoc.3.59: {nhodte pi todG TASIGTO KEKTNUEVOLS, GAAY TOVS IMSEV KOKOV 6@icty avToig
GLVEWOTAS UETO YAp TOWDTNG Yuyiig oot v Tig ddvarto tov Biov dwayayeiv. The view that it is one’s
own rather than another’s sense of whether one has acted justly that ultimately determines psychological
wellbeing also occurs in Confucius (4nalects XI11.4, tr. Lau 1979): ‘If, on examining himself, a man finds
nothing to reproach himself for, what worries and fears can he have?’

19 Cf. Men.Fr.745 PCG: & cUVIGTOPGV BTG TL KV T Opacvtatog | 1 cvvESIC avTdV SethdToToy £ivon
TOLEL.

" One notes however that the cause of the soul’s failing is rationalised as fear of coming punishment, and
thus is still understood within a scheme of public reward and retribution — quite a different thing from the
guilt that persists even when there is little or no chance of discovery, as if the immoral act was sufficient
in itself to negatively affect the soul. Cf. Men.Fr.1137 Edmonds: 6 ur koAacbeic @ vOop® mpd&ag KokKd |
00TOG VO’ avTov T® EOP® KoldleTal.

"2 On the other hand, the question of conscience is largely irrelevant to shame. One feels shame when
exposed in a disgraceful act whether it has been committed in bad conscience or not, just as the raped
female is ashamed even though she has been violated completely against her will. So in extreme cases of
shame regulation, and especially in the case of women — to whom society often does not grant the
privilege of appeals to conscience, attempting instead to regulate their behaviour solely through shame —
violated women are punished severely. What matters from the point of view of society is that they have
been involved in a shameful act that needs to be appeased, regardless of any private intellectual or
volitional relation to this event.
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time superseded by the guilt-oriented culture of Classical Greece.”” This relates to the
question of conscience, or reflexive cOvoda, since guilt is interpreted as the price for
failure to act according to conscience. One must emphasise that for those who employ
the distinction between shame and guilt, or shame and conscience, as a tool for cultural
classification, it is not to be read absolutely in terms of the absence of one and the

presence of the other. As Heller says:

Conscience regulation can play the primary role, yet shame regulation never
entirely loses its force. I would rather speak of changing proportions between the
two and even of a kind of pendulum movement from conscience regulation to

shame regulation and vice versa.'*

She goes on to illustrate this pendulum effect:

The age of Enlightenment struck perhaps the hardest blow to shame culture by
devaluing traditional norms and rules, declaring them null and void. Yet, at the
same time, especially in the Victorian age, the so-called civilizing process, as
discussed by Norbert Elias, gathered momentum as tradition was replaced by class
conventions that were, perhaps, even more binding. The increasing indifference to
the opinion of others, the reliance on one’s judgement, has been accompanied by

the renewal of shame regulations.'’

B Dodds (1951) provides the canonical statement of the theory in the classical context, though the
distinction between shame- and guilt-oriented cultures has also been applied in other anthropological
contexts (see, e.g., Benedict’s (1947) analysis of Japanese culture, in contrast to the guilt-consciousness
of American culture, as shame-oriented). Dodds follows Freud in interpreting guilt as internalised shame.
For a general statement of the issue from the psychoanalytic perspective, see Piers and Singer (1953).
Recent scholars (especially Williams 1993) have, predictably enough, taken issue with Dodds’
progressive scheme, in which guilt is a more ‘advanced’ moral sense than shame, but I hope the terms of
my discussion have suggested that there is no better and worse forms of moral sense, just more or less
effective forms of social regulation adapted to different forms of social organisation. Guilt is far from
inherently better; indeed the anonymity of many contemporary societies is so extreme that guilt, a
comparatively weak sanction, is having trouble regulating behaviour effectively.

' Heller 2003: 1029. My argument, therefore, is not that guilt is altogether absent in early Greek society,
but rather, as Konstan (2003) points out, that modernity has sought a rigorous separation between shame
and guilt in the interests of downplaying the former as a kind of infringement on the self’s autonomy, and
elevating the latter as the moral sense appropriate to an authentic self. I take the development in Greece of
a specific vocabulary of guilt through reflexivisation as one of the first signs of this shift in focus.

15 Heller, ibid.
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Heller also makes the point that the distinctness of conscience from shame is already
present in the word’s etymology. Conscience is not, as shame is, an innate feeling,
affect, or instinct that is a species trait, but an intellectual construction on top of the
primogeniture of shame. She writes that ‘[tlhe word “conscience,” “conscientia,”

b

“Gewissen,” indicates that the role played by knowledge in the constitution of this
feeling is intimately connected to the activity of a reflective self-consciousness.’ If this
etymology is important, then it would seem the point can also be reversed: conscience
plays an important role in the construction of (self)-consciousness. In the third volume
of his History of Sexuality, Foucault gives an historical dimension to the interlocking
construction of conscience and consciousness. The technologies recruited for ‘care of
self’, especially the practices of self-examination in late Roman times and the
confessional during the Christian Middle Ages, unfurled a deepened internal landscape
of the soul and amplified the internal voice of conscience. Foucault finds the beginnings
of this development in Plato’s / Alcibiades, where Socrates defines care of the self as
the original philosophical project. We can trace the development even further if the
development of conscience is linked to the reflexive use of cuvowda, and in turn to the
linguistic development of pronominal reflexivity as a whole that cultivates the self as an
object of reflexive activity.

Reflexive use of ouvowda is first attested in a fragment of Sappho, where a
lacuna has been supplemented by a quotation from the grammarian Apollonius

Dyscolus:

LEyo O EW’ [adton TodTo cv]voda (Sapph.Fr.26 LP)

Without the context it is impossible to know whether the object of consciousness was of
moral interest, or simply a subjectively felt experience without any particular moral
connotation. Sappho certainly has a reputation for her intimate portrayal of human
emotional experience, so that the latter would certainly not be alien to her usual subject
matter. The tone of her poems is personal,'® and seems to give voice to an intimate self.
The relative subjectivity of Lyric compared Epic, mediated through didactic epic forms,

has exercised many scholars. The fact that lyricists speak in the first person is perhaps

' Though, as Tsagarakis (1977: 81-2) argues, mostly in the representative sense. That is, they are
somewhat conventionalised expressions of personal experiences common to many, and aren’t necessarily
autobiographical expressions unique to one particular subjectivity.
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most indicative of a shift in perspective.'” Reflexivity, insofar as it characterises the
subject, would thus not be out of place in this literary form, and scholars have fastened
onto lyric as the literary vehicle for the newly discovered sense of individuality fostered
by the major socio-political changes of the Archaic epoch. In Bowra’s words, a new
‘means of expression’ is needed for the individual to define himself."®

An old problem is about to resurface here, namely the question of whether it is
simply a case of finding a new means of expression for old troubles, problems, and
experiences, or whether a particular means of expression can actually create certain
experiences or magnify certain aspects of them. I refer the reader back to Taylor’s
destruction of the realist fallacy when it comes to ‘objects’ of consciousness.”” We may
further observe that there are culturally socialised patterns of emotional and experiential
response just as there are individually unique ones. I am not schooled in machismo, so
do not feel, for example, a challenge to my honour in being looked at in the wrong way,
nor do I feel the accompanying upsurge of indignation, whereas for some this is a
perfectly natural response. For those involved in this system of behaviour, there exists a
language of honour and respect that efficiently maps onto these socialised patterns of
experience and is available to actors for expedient self-expression. Differences in the
language we use to interpret our experience in many cases point to different habits of
emotive response.”’

If the reflexive use of cuvolda is a new expression, framed by the narratives of
lyric and legal rhetoric, an appreciation of this development can perhaps be gained by

briefly considering the extremes to which this notion is taken following the Classical era

' Yet one must keep in mind, as Tsagarakis is at pains to point out, that the lyric ‘I’ in many instances
does not stand for a particular identifiable subjectivity but is rather representative of experiences common
to human subjects. If one draws an initial distinction between subject and object, then the representative
lyric ‘I’ can perhaps be thought of as a conventionalised or objectified subject, rather than a subjectivised
subject — which would mean that subject whose experiences and views exclude all others. Once one has
the initial distinction, infinite varieties can be generated via recursive application of either of the two
principles. Eg. subject/object — subjective object/objective subject, subjective subject/objective object,
etc.

" Bowra 1961: 9. See also Jebb 1893: 107; Snell 1953: 43-70.

81 n.19.

? As an important general note, Wierzbicka (1986; 1999) has diligently demonstrated the linguistic
construction of human emotion, arguing that cultures generate specific emotive complexes by combining
certain universal semantic primitives in unique ways. Different cultures lexicalise different complexes
according to which emotions are key players in the performance of a particular socio-cultural life.
Apropos our current theme, she has some very interesting things to say about equivalents of English
‘shame’ in Australian Aboriginal cultures, especially concerning their embedding in specific cultural
practices and behaviours (1986: 591-2). Given quite vast cross-cultural differences, diachronic differences
in the conception of (moral) emotions within a specific culture are also completely plausible. The
development of reflexive cuveidnoig is one semantic thread that will eventually be weaved into the
modern conception of consciousness.
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and applying this as a limiting case. Such a consideration has the fortunate offshoot of
demonstrating the importance of nominalisation in creating psychic categories. In the
Classical era, reflexive knowing-with is almost exclusively a verbal phenomenon.
There are only two extant instances of the deverbal feminine noun cvveionoig from the

fifth century, in a fragment of Democritus:

Some men, not knowing about the dissolution of mortal nature, but acting on
knowledge (cuveidnoig) of the suffering in life (kaxompaypocsvvn), afflict the
period of life with anxieties and fears, inventing false tales about the period after

the end of life. (Democr.B297 DK)

Whether cvveidnoic carries ethical overtones here and is best translated as ‘conscience’,
or whether it simply denotes neutral knowledge or awareness is uncertain, and also
hinges upon the precise interpretation of kaxompaypoovvn. For this word could either
mean ‘faring ill’, 1.e. ‘lack of success’ (stronger, ‘suffering’), or ‘doing ill’, i.e. ‘evil
doing’. Translation of cuveidnoig as ‘conscience’ obviously fits the latter better and also
the eschatological context, which seems to presage punishment in an afterlife for the
evils committed when alive.

This scarcity may be compared with the popularity cuveidnoig assumes in the
Hellenistic Age and the New Testament, where it more clearly becomes the notion of
conscience moderns are familiar with.! In fact it takes its place within the psyche as a
fully-fledged agent, alongside the heart, reason, etc. This is consequent to the
nominalisation of what in classical times was emphatically a verbal notion, in an
important way. Only when it has become a noun may cvveidnoig take predicates of its
own.”” It may, in Barthes’ language, start to attract its own semes, and this assembly of

predicates around a noun begins to characterise and give it life as an active entity:

They show that what the law requires is written on their hearts, while their

conscience also bears witness and their conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps

2l For the sudden popularity of cuveidnoig in the Hellenistic Age, in particular its importance for
Stoicism, see Marrieta 1970. According to Bosman (2003: 276), the use of substantive forms really takes
off with Philo and Paul.

2 Of course, one may technically form a noun by articulating the infinitive, but this is a rather indirect
method. If the use of the concept is frequent enough, in time a regular nominal form will be derived.
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excuse them on that day when, according to my gospel, God judges the secrets of

men by Christ Jesus. (Rom 2:15 RSV)

Conscience has become a bona fide part of oneself that one can possess, and is now an
entity in itself that may confirm and bear witness as if it were an agent. In Classical
Greece, ouveidnoic simply isn’t an entity of this type and isn’t a member of the Greek
society of mind. When nominalised, it still retains its verbal aspect, and never takes its
own animate predicates as though it were an agent. However, it can be said that the
reflexive use of obOvowa is quite revolutionary and is necessary for the later
nominalisation which, when carried to a particular extreme, yields the personification of
Christian conscience.”” Personification may be viewed as an extension of
nominalisation if nounhood is correlated to animacy and agency hierarchies. Concepts
which animate and structure a culture rank highly on these scales and thus have a power
of animacy and agency normally only afforded to human agents.

We meet then a remark made in the Introduction regarding the development of
the psychological vocabulary from Homer to Plato, and which applies to lexical
evolution generally. For an idea to get a name is not for it to come into existence from
nothing. But in either being differentiated from a wide-ranging term that previously
engulfed it, or in rising from an implicit semantic background to its own position of
prominence, what receives an easily accessible signifier may assume a leading part in
the economy of signs that makes up discourse, and living there as a unique entity
impress the human mind with its significance. Speakers will make use of it to interpret
their experience; in the case of conscience, philosophers and preachers will refer to it,
and surely its use will magnify those aspects of experience it draws attention to. The
person socialised in the Christian way, who has learnt the discourse of conscience, will
learn to interrogate its condition with more solicitude than the Homeric hero. Words are
like lenses that may focus our consciousness on this or that colour of experience — in

conscience’s case, on the condition of the soul.

2 1 reiterate the point that nowhere when I make such historical claims are they to be taken in anything
other than a counterfactual non-teleological sense.
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Chapter 6: Tragedy and Comedy

6.1 Introduction

The following words of Lucian, though written centuries after the period under
consideration, are a fitting introduction to this chapter. They describe the reflexivity of
0¢a or Bewpia, the mode of theatrical spectation. The theatre-goer sees himself in the

proficient actor just as in a mirror:

Olog 8¢ 1OV Opynotpnv Sel movtayddev ammipiP®dclor, ®¢ eivar TO mov
gbpvBuov, edpopeov, CUUUETPOV, aOTO OaOT® £€01KOG, ACLKOPAVINTOV,
avemiinmrov, Undaud¢ EAMTEG, €K TOV ApioTOV  KEKPOUEVOV, TOG EVOLUNGELS
o0&V, v moudeiav Pabvv, tag Evvoiag AvOpdTIVOV HAAIGTO. O YOOV ETOVOG OOTD
TOT’ GV yiyvorto Eviec mapd T®V Beatdv 6tav EKacTog TV 0pOVI®V YVopiln T
a0ToD, LAALOV O DoTep €V KATOMTP® T® OpyNnoTti €avtov PAEnT kol & mhoysw
aVTOG Kol 0 molelv €lwbev: TOTE Yap 0VOE KATEXEW £0VTOVS Ol AvOpwmol VO’
ndovig dvvavtat, AL’ a0pooL TPOC TOV Ematvov Ekyéovat, TaG THS £0vToD YuyTig
€KOoTOC €ikOvag OpdVTEG Kol avToVg Yvopilovies. Ateyvde yop 1O AgAQikov
€xelvo 10 ['vdbt seavtov &k Thic B0g avTolg meptylyvetat, kol dmépyovat Amd Tod
Bedtpov G e ¥pN aipeicBot Kai & eedyev pepadnkdteg kol d TpdTEPOV NYVOHoLV

owayBévieg.  (Luc.Salt.81)

Lucian identifies the vicarious experience of the viewer as a lesson in knowing oneself.
In this sense Greek theatre is a cultural manifestation of the Delphic dictum, whose
aesthetic, defined as the way in which it is experienced, is the intellectual act of
knowing oneself. The characters are images of the spectator’s very own soul (tag TG
€avtod Yoyig eikovag), an idea indebted to the new meaning of yoyn as the essential

and self-contained person. Indeed Platonic anthropology and its antecedents may have

129



come to influence the way spectators relate to stage characters by directing their
attention beyond the mask of a mythical and numinous persona to the soul behind it, a
soul in essence like their own. In other words, rather than being an encounter with the
other, theatre becomes a demystified encounter with a version of one’s self.

Just as in the conceptual scheme of pronominal reflexivity, the act of spectation
occurs across a gulf. The audience see themselves objectified on the stage but from a
distance safe enough to allow dissociation with the events and selves portrayed thereon.
Thus one may suffer vicariously without really suffering, make mistakes without really
making them, and so learn through simulation & t& yp7 aipsicOon kol & eevyew.' As we
will discuss, the tragic characters themselves often display a self-awareness whose
topography reflects this theoric structure. That is, at times they step out of, or long to
step out of, their presence on stage in order to see themselves as the audience sees them.

Lucian’s is an optimistic, even positivist view of what one stands to gain from
tragedy. But one can also hear within certain tragedies themselves a conservative strain
in conflict with this former, according to which self-knowledge is the ultimate peril. It
asks the question of whether knowledge of self should be sought if in peeling back the
layers of self-deception an abomination is revealed. In such a case, Nietzsche’s
observation hits the target: ‘Not to know oneself: prudence of the idealist. The idealist: a
creature that has good reasons to be in the dark about itself and is prudent enough to be
in the dark about these reasons t0o.”

Like any cultural trend, the ethic of self-knowledge may be interpreted as either
a good or a bad thing, and tragedy is true to its name in responding rather
pessimistically to the emerging category of a reflexive self, whose darker implications it
exposes in an attempt to ritually appease them. The human ideal of self-knowledge may
in the end be hubristic and better left as the privilege of gods who may deservedly
delight in their immortal and shining selves; the mortal need only know of himself that
he is mortal — any more may on the one hand horrify him, on the other spark self-
conceit. If he seeks to know himself in the Platonic sense as an immortal soul, then truly
he has stolen more than fire from the gods.

This chapter explores the specifically tragic fascination with reflexivity,

especially in its more problematic guises. We also see tragedy adopting some of the

' This knowledge of self, especially when it takes form as consolation, may be comparative: dmavto yop
T peiov’ fj mémovog g | druyfuat’ EAAolg yeyovota EvvooDpevog | Tig adTog abTod GuUPopig HTTOV
otével (Timokles Fr.6.18-20 PCG).

* Nietzsche 1901: §344, p.189.
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concepts of the Presocratics and continuing the expansion of the PRS, struggling in a
rapidly evolving social context to come to grips with a new sense of self — celebrating it
one moment, wishing like Oedipus to blind itself to it the next. I then go on to discuss
reflexivity in comedy, which also inherits and modifies reflexive themes in its
idiosyncratic way. Together they paint a picture of self-concern propagating through the

various spheres of cultural discourse.

6.2 Tragedy

6.2.1 Tragic reflexivity

The combination of the intensifier and reflexive becomes especially common in the fifth
century. Since avtdg is present in both, the locution is an example of polyptoton. The
self interacts with another case of the self. Here are some examples from Aeschylean

tragedy:

dyBog ormAoilel @ memapéve vocov:
701G T VTG 0 0TOD oGt fapdveTon

kal Tov Bvpaiov OAPov eicopdv otével. (A.4g.835-7)

7Aoo TOV aVTdS TOGV av-

T{ Ogpéva T0060’ Etey’ (A.Sept.928-9)

The first passage makes use of an emphatic contrast between self and other (avtog
avtod vs. Bupaiov). The burden of the sick man is double since both his own private
pain and the sight of the happiness of others afflict him. In the second Jocasta gives
birth to Eteocles and Polyneices having made her very own son into a husband for

herself.?

3 Note that Shakespeare in particular likes to combine the intensifier and reflexive, possibly wishing to
mimic classical idiom, e.g. ‘So in thyself thyself art made away’ (Venus and Adonis, v. 763). So too vv.
161, 1129 of the same poem.
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The growing fondness for polyptoton of avtdc in the fifth century is one of the
clearest indications of an emphatic differentiation of self as an emerging social trend.
Each case of avtog categorically excludes from the relevant thematic roles everyone but
a single highly individuated actor. This actor’s appropriation of more than one role in
the event structure of a given act equates to a reduction of dialogical relation to
subjective relation and reflects the self-involved individual. But tragedy’s exploitation
of this device aims at something quite removed from the abstraction of transcendently
reflexive dpyoai and forms. In fact reflexivity in tragedy appears most often as its
problematisation. As the passage from Agamemnon illustrates, the human suffers as a
self, and the fact that it has its suffering for itself alone while happiness belongs to
another only amplifies it.

This problematisation may be categorised as a species of tragic irony. What [
will call tragic reflexivity transpires when actions initially intended for another instead
end up rebounding on oneself with disastrous consequences.” In the tragic universe an
individual is incapable, due to the contingencies of nature, the gods, and their own self-
conceit, to fully secure the goal of their actions. One has control over her actions insofar
as she acts, but once the action is initiated — once the ball is set into motion — its
unravelling, including who it lands upon as an object, lies beyond the human ken. In its
most general form a typically other-directed action becomes, unintentionally and
tragically, a self-directed action. The most famous example of this device is obviously

Oedipus’ curse against his father’s murderer which ends up being a curse against

himself:>

oipol Tahag o1k’ EROVTOV €iC APag

devag poPariov aptiog ovk gidéval. (S.0T.744-5)

Kai TS’ oBTig GANOG v

N ‘YO ‘T’ Epovtd 4o’ apag 6 mpootbeic.  (S.0T.819-20)

* As Zeitlin (1990: 148) argues, this dangerous reflexivity has settled into the landscape of Thebes as a
mythic locus. Bound in a web of autochthony, incest, and interfamilial murder, it is unable to distinguish
self from other, lost like Narcissus in self-absorption. It might easily make Narcissus’ wish to escape and
be separated from himself its own: o utinam a nostro secedere corpore possem! | votum in amante
novum: vellem, quod amamus, abesset! (Ovid Met.3.467-68). See further Gildenhard and Zissos 2000.

> Cf. also the hidden significance of OT.137-8: vmep yop ovyl TV ATOTEP® QIA®V, | GAL’ a0TOG aDTOD
00T’ dmooked® pooog. He will not only get rid of the pollution on behalf of himself, he himself will be
that very pollution.
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KEAMGT’ dviyp €i¢ &v e Taig OMPaug Tpapeic
AmeoTéPNG’ EROVTOV, DTOG EVVETWOV

®0elv dnavtag tov doefh (S.0T.1380-3)

oipotr POHVNGOV, ® KUGTYVATN, TATP
O VOV ameyOng SuokAenc T’ ATOAETO,
TPOC AVTOPOPOV AUTAUKLATOV SUTAGS

dyelg apdéog avTog avToVpY® Yepl. (S.4Ant.49-52)

The last passage is especially outstanding for its triplication of avtog (adTOPOPOV,
av10c, avtovpy®d) within a single clause, which defines and shapes its phrasal contour.
The polyptoton is cleverly divided between three cases — nominative, genitive, and
dative — and stitches together two main strands of reflexivity: the first is the sins that
Oedipus himself inadvertently committed and publicly condemned,® the second his self-
inflicted blinding when he became aware of the truth of his actions. Hence his response
to an unintentionally reflexive act, the cursing and condemnation of himself, is to
intentionally harm himself. He must follow this path of reflexivity, stumbled across
accidentally but scored into nature herself, to its end. Becoming actively involved in his
self-destruction is a way of reclaiming his destiny and making it authentic. A fatalism
which, paradoxically, becomes voluntary and all the grander for the fact that he senses
the pull of fate and willingly goes along with it. Oedipus says, ‘Gods, if you wish that I
curse myself, I will #ruly curse myself and destroy my own eyes!” By enacting his own
curse, Oedipus salvages honour as a man of his word.

But in the Oedipal story there are multiple tragic reflexivities reticulating the
myth. The second passage above alludes to another of these. Jocasta intends an other-
directed marriage, but instead she contracts an execrable union between herself (a0Td)

and what belongs to herself intimately, her own son (moida tOv avtdg). In a third tragic

% There is some obscurity to the meaning of the phrase avto@dpwv Gumiaknudtov. LSJ and Jebb
translate it as self-detected, Jebb commenting that they were detected by himself when he insisted on
investigating the murder of Laius. But we could also interpret adtopodpwv differently by taking a
different sense of the head, that of theft (LSJ, s.v. popd), and by extension commission of a crime, rather
than detection — in which case the phrase could mean ‘sins committed by himself’. We may add that the
ambivalence is in this instance serendipitous, since they are sins which have been both committed and
detected by himself.
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reflexivity, Laius intends an other-directed act of procreation, but instead gives birth to

his own doom:

KpotnOeig 6’ €k eAGY aPfovAtdv
€yetvoto Hev pHopov avTd

natpoktdvov Oidimddav (A.Sept.750-2)

Each of the familial members, then, issues a tragically reflexive action: Laius gives birth
to his own doom, Jocasta marries her own son, Oedipus curses himself. This tragic
reflexivity is a literary exploration of unexpected coreference as a theme. It is thus one
of the discourses whose birth is linked to the creation of the complex reflexive. It both
supplies the perfect context for its application and further cements its
grammaticalisation through the unexpected coreference of tragic reflexivity. In this way
it exemplifies the way discourse needs can shape a language’s functional grammar (and
how this grammar can then feed back into discourses that further quarry and develop the
grammar’s resources).

Tragic reflexivity is not limited to the Oedipal myth, though this is perhaps its
greatest realisation.” In Aeschylus’ Choephoroe, for example, Orestes claims his

mother’s murder will be hers rather than his:

K\. kteveiv owkac, @ Tékvov, THY untépa.
Op. oV T01 6EAVTI]V, OVK YD, KOTOKTEVETG.

KA. 6pa, pOha&or untpog €ykdtoug kovag.  (A.Cho.922-4)

The suggestion is that she initiated the chain of events that led to her death at his hands
and that ultimately she killed herself. The reversal is exceptionally dramatic, for killing
is the ultimate other-directed action and contains an extreme gulf between the state of
killer and killed. Blood for blood is not a new phenomenon, but the depiction of it here
is not of one life taken to satisfy the life of another (a relation between two others), but
of an individual who murders herself via the murder of another. The whole sequence of

events is chained to the perspective of a single individual as the origin and end of that

7 See also A.PV.920-1: toiov moAaiotiy Vv Topackevdletar £n° avTog adTd, SuopaydTaToV TEPOC.
A.Sept.405-6: yévort’ av 0pOdG EVOIKMG T” EMMVLLOV, KOVTOS KA’ adTod tvd’ Dpwv poviedoetol. Both
are threats. References to the same or similar idea, which also employ the reflexive, are found scattered
among the tragic fragments: A.F7.139; E.Fr.874; S.Fr.350; ad.Fr.573 TrGF.
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sequence, and drives home the Hesiodic principle that in harming another one is
harming oneself. Such representations are examples of a more general view that in a
world of self-involved individuals action begins and ends with the self: other-relations
are proxies for indirect reflexive relation.

Oedipus’ original reflexive curse reiterates itself in the next generation when the
two brothers Eteocles and Polyneices slay each other over the kingdom of Thebes.
Murder among kin is a prevalent tragic motif. There is evidence too that it is conceived
of as a reflexive act. Since a close relation is tantamount to another self, their murder
counts almost as a form of suicide. Thus Aeschylus uses the reflexive compound
avtoktdvog of the brothers’ reciprocal murder.

Moreover, we see that the semantic field of murder has an interesting affinity for
compounds of adtdc, especially av@éving and avtoxep.® Both these words restrict
agency, and therefore responsibility, to the self, marking out an individual as a self-
doer. Though the two different senses of av6éving as murderer and master have
troubled some, there needn’t be any difficulty. Murdering and mastering are at the
extreme end of the scale of transitivity and as such are two natural tokens of a generic
term designating highly transitive action.” Murder, as control over the life of the patient,
is the acme of domination.

One has to ask why suicide and murder of kin are so central to tragedy. I think
the reflexive language itself used to describe such episodes leads us in the right
direction. These obsessions are a natural, mythic symptom of a developing category of
the reflexive self. The killing of oneself, and the killing of one’s kin as intimates of
oneself, are perhaps the two most problematic reflexive events. As the most extreme
other-directed transitive act, killing, becomes self-directed, the subject’s agency
becomes problematic and self-destructs. Suicide is the price that must at times be paid

for the existence of a self.'” It is at once a last protest of agency in the face of complete

¥ a00évng means literally self-accomplishing (owtdc, dvow; see LS s.v.); adtdyelp is an exocentric
compound meaning self-handed.

? To relate this back to earlier point, o0t6g in agreement with a subject also contributes to the formation of
category of will, or the wilful subject, just as the development of the pronominal reflexive system does.
This co-contribution finds its expression in the intensive plus reflexive locution: the subject and itself
alone directs action onto itself alone.

' Excessive individuation, or insufficient integration into the social body and its norms, has been
theorised as a main cause of suicide since Durkheim, whose scheme has been applied to the Greek
situation by Kaplan and Schwartz (2000), and especially Garrison (1995) in the first book-length
consideration of Greek suicide. However 1 agree with one reviewer, L. McClure (1995), in finding
Garrison’s view that tragic suicide reinforces social values unconvincing. McClure suggests an historical
dimension to the development of the fifth-century obsession with suicide by highlighting the differences
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disempowerment — if I control nothing else, I at least may control myself, even to the
point of power over my life and death — and an abominable perversion of the Platonic
care of the self, a kind of disowned sibling.11 Both of these, as instances of reflexive
agency, rely upon the same category of self to employ a model of highly transitive
reflexivity. In a way, suicide takes the self-directed action espoused by phrases such as
yryvookew £avtov and vikav Eavtov to its logical conclusion, all the way up to killing
as the highest point on the transitivity scale. One could even associate the two practices
of philosophy in Plato, philosophy as peiétn Oavatov and philosophy as €mpéleia
¢avtod, and find an uneasy implication of suicide in the connection between care of
oneself and the practice of one’s own death.

The ad0éving is problematic for a Greek in a way that moderns have sought to
overcome. This word has been sublimated as ‘authentic’; it has somehow
metamorphosed from designating socially dangerous agency to authenticity as the
ambition of modernity and the individual. But in Greece, or at least in tragic Greece, it
is regarded with horror. For a human to act out avtdc, to try and impose her will on the
world as an agent, is bound to end in disaster."* With every new category there is a
perversion of that category, its distorted reflection, and tragedy explores this darker side

as its cost. Indeed in many ways tragedy seems to mourn the birth of the self and its

between the worlds of epic and tragedy, suicide in the former being given scant attention since it violates
the aristocratic code. If, in her words, ‘tragic suicide does not so much affirm social values, but rather
seems to stand outside the normative social and ethical system’, the tension between the individual and
normative social system exacerbated by the rise of the individual in the fifth-century may well explain
this newfound fascination with suicide. Theatre-goers see reflected in suicide, albeit in a greatly
magnified way, their own sense of being selves somewhat outside the normative social system (for
example, in being free to vote how they choose), and the struggle to reconcile the concerns of this self (ta
€avtod) with the social. Cf. Garrison (1991: 22): ‘Suicide happens at such a critical moment, when one
finds oneself in the marginal area in which one set of values is being replaced by another, but neither set
of values is completely established in society.” Such remarks capture well the transformative milieu of the
fifth-century. The femininity of suicide is likely a simple case of projection: women are used by male
citizens to scapegoat their own sense of dangerous autonomy. Cf. §6.2.6 below.

! Note that Oedipus’ chain of unwitting reflexive acts (his self-cursing, marrying his own mother, etc.)
culminates in the deliberate reflexive act of self-blinding. If the gods must grudgingly be given credit for
human happiness, there is at least some wry satisfaction in humans taking credit for their suffering by
getting in first and causing their own grief: in suffering they are free.

"2 Especially in the case of Antigone, who as adtéyvetog and avtéBovdog stands against the norms of the
state. The paradox is that democracy and urbanisation help construct the person as just that, self-
determined, so that they are, in a sense, complicit in individuals’ subversion of social norms. But here the
threat of self-determination is somewhat mitigated by its transference to a marginalised female character.
Outside of tragedy the outlook is more promising, where human freedom is asserted positively at the
expense of the agency of the gods, who have been demoted from their position as outright self-doers. For
instance, Isocrates (5.150-1) writes: o0 yap [ol Beol] avTodyepeg ovte TOV AyaddV 0obTe TOV KAUKDV
yiyvovtal T@v cupPavoviov adtols, GAL EkaoTolg oty Evvolay Eumolodoty, Gote ot AAMA®V Huiv
éxdrepa mopayiyvesOor tovtwv. See further §6.2.6 for further discussion. There is a sense in which
human beings become selves at the expense of the gods.
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reflexive acts. It treats this category, and the technology of self-care, with the conflicted
and sceptical attitude the luddite shows material technology. This is nowhere clearer
than in the case of Oedipus, whose single-minded pursuit of the Delphic exhortation to
know himself reaps not self-enlightenment but self-destruction. In tragedy, the Delphic
dictum is paradoxically the surest path to doom; it were better had Jocasta’s warning to

Oedipus been written in its place above the threshold:

o dvomoty’, €10 pumote yvoing dc &l. (S.0T.1069)

Kaplan and Schwartz compare the story of Narcissus. There too the seer tries to forestall
his quest for self-knowledge, but he endures anyway and garners self-destruction
instead."

It is to be expected that the portents accompanying a momentous birth are not
clear. At the inception of an idea like self-knowledge, tragedy cannot help but feel the
stirrings of the ominous. As a social discourse it is a way of approaching and appeasing
problematic categories that threaten to unweave society’s tapestry. It is the intuition of
life as a zero-sum game: along with every idea is generated its nemesis, and this must be
ritualistically satisfied. Tragedy’s portent is appropriately the thing eaten away and
destroyed by itself. So in Sophocles’ Trachiniae Deianeira observes too late the effect

of a love-charm given her by Nessus the Centaur on a piece of wool:

00T’ NPavioTol dS1Popov TPOG 0VIEVOG
TV EvOov, AAL’ £0e0TOV £ avToD EBivel,

Kol Wi kat® dxpag omAadog (S.Trach.676-8)

The love charm is a poison that precipitates self-destruction. We must be careful not to
exaggerate the role of divinity in tragedy — the sad fact is that the human, when left to

its own devices, is more than capable of self-destructing without the interference of a

'3 Though I do not agree with their analysis (2000: 97, n.4) of the relation between the Delphic dictum
and both these myths: ‘This constant discouragement of Oedipus’ and Narcissus’ search for self-
knowledge seems to contradict the dictum of the Delphic oracle—“Know Thyself.” The Delphic dictum
actually enjoins that man be aware of his loneliness and powerlessness before the gods and does not in
fact command a search for self-knowledge.’ It does contradict this dictum and that is precisely what is so
tragic and ironical: that which is meant to liberate and enlighten actually wreaks the exact opposite. In the
tragic cosmos, the enlightening reflexive act distorts into the destructive reflexive act. Oedipus may well
have kept his eyes and Narcissus his life if they had not known themselves: de quo consultus, an esset |
tempora maturae visurus longa senectae, | fatidicus vates “si se non noverit” inquit (Ovid Met.3.344-6).
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divine power. There would be at least small comfort in knowing that one suffers
because one is weak and ruled by greater forces. But in the greatest tragedy, and in
Oedipus’ case in particular, the point is rather that tragedy is so built into the human
condition that it is capable of generating itself spontaneously without outside help by
hijacking those very channels — most significantly, self-knowledge — that appear to offer

individual salvation.

6.2.2 Self-address

We may perhaps see the tragic reflexivity of self-cursing as an ironic form of self-
address. Drama is naturally given to the performance of reflexivity, and through the
technique of self-address presents the act of language, the ultimate other-directed
gesture, alighting not on another but on the speaker herself. I will treat this category
broadly and include the reflexivisation of both articulate and inarticulate expression. In
direct speech these occur as monologues in which the character, before a foreign
audience and foreign gods, alienated by her destiny, has no one left to address but
herself. When these are reported or narrated, they are introduced as conversations with
or to oneself just as internal dialogue. Euripides’ Medea provides good examples and is

an appropriate point of departure:'*

€YD O’ ERaVTH] 010 AOY®V APIKOUNV
KaAo1opnoa” TyetAia, Ti paivopot

Kai Suopevaive toict fovAsvovoty €V,
&xOpa 8¢ yaiog kolpdvolg kabioTapon
ool B°, 6¢ NUIV Opd TA GLUPOPDOTATO,
YOG TOPOVVOV KOl KOGLYVITOVG TEKVOLG
€LOTC PLTEVWV; OVK AmariayOncopot

Bopod; ti mhoyw, Bedv mopllovimy kaAds; (E.Med.872-9)

Internal dialogue has a venerable history in Greek literature, but tragedy’s treatment of

it both continues and breaks with tradition. In its Homeric form the character addresses

' The classic treatment of self-address in tragedy is Schadewaldt 1926.
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not himself but one his psychic organs. Here the reflexive éuovti) has replaced Boud or
a similar word.'> However subtle, this is an important difference, and the latter should
not be simply assimilated to the self.'® This instance of self-address is particularly
edifying because Medea is reporting to Jason a conversation with herself she never
actually had. It is a piece of deception concocted to regain his trust by portraying her
change of heart as the result of a process of deeply involved thought. Her ploy, and also
Jason’s falling for it, thus presupposes the belief that a decision arrived at through self-
dialogue carries a certain conviction, and that there therefore exists an essential bond
between dialogue with oneself and self-determination. The narration of internal
dialogue has become an important technique for the justification and explanation of
what one intends to do.

This same play begins with a monologue from Medea’s nurse lamenting the
current situation. She describes Medea’s descent into jilted despondency upon hearing

of Jason’s engagement to Creon’s daughter:

Keltan 0 do1tog, oA’ VEEIG” AAYNOOGL,

TOV TAVTO GLVTIKOVGO dAKPVOLS YPOHVOV,
€nel TpOg Avopog HobeT” NOKNUEVT,

oUT’ Sup’ €maipovs’ 00T’ dmaAldccovoa YT
TPOoOTOV* MG O& TETPOG 1 OohAcG10¢G
KMoV dKovel vovBeToupévn eilmv:

v un mote oTpéyaca TOAAEVKOV dEPNV

aUTT TPOC AVTNV TOTEP® ATTOLULD iAov
H@ar

'> Though the old usage continues alongside the new, especially where literary ethnopoiia has characters
speak in registers appropriate to their society. Thus many have interpreted the worried guard’s quoting of
his soul’s advice in Sophocles’ Antigone as a sign of rustic simplicity. However I cannot agree with
Pelliccia’s thesis (1995) that ipsa verba speeches of the organs are absent in Homer because of a certain
dignity in the genre that would be scotched by such colloquialism. According to him, Homeric epic’s
official line is that the various psychic organ’s cannot speak propria persona, but may be used according
to a principle he calls ‘belated discovery of error’, whereby problematic thoughts, originally thought in
the first person, are disowned and attributed to a psychological organ as a scapegoat. I think this absence
is rather due to the more general absence of extended internal dialogue seeking out the appropriate course
of action. Where such deliberative episodes do occur in Homer, the dialogue with one’s Bvudc is begun
only to be rejected in favour of a prefabricated and socialised response or an already reached conclusion.
There is not a single episode of dramatised internal dialogue in which thinking concludes in a productive
new course of action.

'® One obvious structural difference between a reflexive pronoun and Bvudg is the possibility of the latter
to be a subject in its own right. One cannot say *‘myself impelled me...” Bopdg does not need to be bound
by an anteceding subject and to this fact it owes its semantic independence as an entity more thoroughly
differentiated from the subject. Note also the related possibility of the attribution of an epithet like
peyoaintop to Bupog. It is capable of independent characterisation in a way that the reflexive isn’t.
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Kol yoiav oikovg 8°, odg Tpodods’ AeikeTo

Het’ avopog 8¢ ope viv atipacag yxel. (E.Med.24-33)

It is unclear whether Medea’s act of lament is articulate or simply primal wailing, but
the reflexive phrase uses the emphatic combination of reflexive plus avt6g. Medea is
stubbornly inconsolable, and her grief turns inward as she turns away from the comfort
of others. Yet the nurse too is indulging in a private lament of her own. When the

teacher arrives on the scene and interrupts her monologue, he questions her thus:

A0V olK®V KTHHa dgomoivng U,
Ti TPOC TOAALGL THVS dyovs’ épnuiav

g€omkag, avtn Opsopévn cavtii kaxd; (E.Med.49-52)

The reflexive is again combined with avtdg and particularly emphatic. The hint of
surprise in the teacher’s voice may even suggest that such monologues are culturally
unusual. Glen Most has stressed the importance of the monologue in the construction of
an autobiographical discourse which carves out the self.'” Such a discourse is almost
entirely absent even in Classical times and doesn’t emerge in anything like its modern
form until much later. The lyric ‘I’ and its narration of personal experience comes close,
but according to Most, autobiography isn’t autobiography unless it is articulated before
strangers and formally acknowledges the divide between the individual avtog and the
otherness of the audience. The monologues of tragedy are therefore historic since the
audience consists of strangers and the self-other divide is keenly felt; autobiographical
words fly from an actor in monologue as strange creatures from the distant world of
another subjectivity.

As we saw with the other forms of reflexivity, tragedy’s approach to monologue is
similarly one of problematisation. That is, the very isolation of the speaker, turning to
herself in the face of strangers, exacerbates her problem and is often an omen of

impending violence. In Electra’s case:

KATIKOKO® TATPOG

TNV SvoTaAdvaY ST’ ETOVOUAGUEVIV

17 Most 1989.
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0TI TPOS AVTHV' 0VOE Yap KAadGoL Tapa

T066vVd’ doov pot Bupoc ndovny eépet. (S.E1.282-5)

Generally speaking, the self in dialogue with itself emerges when the integrative
function of the social has failed to bring an alienated individual within its fold. The
paths of resolution given it by society have been followed to no profitable end. It cannot
exist stably in this state and so either self-destructs or becomes an agent of anomic
violence. The difficulty of alienation in general is compounded by the absence of
alternative methods of self-expression other than self-destruction. Indeed resolving that
her brother is dead, Electra determines to kill Clytemnestra and Aegisthus herself.
Without the modern cult of subjectivity, the alienated self of the ancient world is unable
to find satisfaction in the idea of authenticity; it finds little fulfilment in the mere fact
that it has chosen such and such a mould for itself and its life. In other words, a sense of
meaning is not conferred by simple individual autonomy, which in our view is a good in
itself: avt & £ovtrv aOla tdv movev Exel. Here one finds the seeds of an explanation
for tragedy’s obsession with self-destruction. At the birth of the self the techniques of
self-cultivation are insufficiently developed to compensate for its sense of alienation.
The concern for self-destruction effectively points to the transition from an old to a new
world. This latter, through the institutions of political autonomy, representations of the
person in law etc., makes increased demands of the human being gua individual self,
but then leaves it somewhat exposed and mourning for the integration of old. Because it
is an emerging form, this new self-consciousness is, in the beginning and before
compensatory values have evolved to contextualise it existentially, necessarily
experienced as a painful isolation.

The principle of individuation to the point of isolation is concisely put by
Alcestis’ father Pheres in Euripides’ Alcestis. He has refused to die on his son’s behalf,

and the backbone of his reasoning runs thus:

6OVT® Yap €lTE OLGTLYNG €T EVTVYNG

£€pug @ 0’ MUV (pTv o€ TVYYAVELY, EYELC. (E.Alc.685-6)
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This is a very interesting claim and the use of the reflexive recalls an instance in
Antiphon. You are what you are for or in relation to yourself (and no other)."® What you
are is yours alone to deal with, and the obligations of others towards you have their
limit. Statements such as this are the closest one gets to existentialism in Greek thought.
One finds the being-for-itself of Sartre by abstracting from the particular states of
fortunate and unfortunate to all states, and then to the act of existence itself. A
generalised interpretation is in fact favoured by the word order, which encourages
reading cavt® with &pug and taking gite dvotuyng €it’ evTVYMG epexegetically: “You are
for yourself, whether unfortunate or fortunate.” The reflexive’s dative case could encode
either relational point-of-view or advantage, but it is perhaps best to synthesise theses
senses. One is in relation to oneself as one is for oneself, such that the being of the
subject and its comportment for itself and for the future have now become deeply
connected. The individual is expected to be for himself not just in an economic sense —
though this is an important development, and perhaps the initial ground for this type of
being — but also in how he fares; he works (wdig dvip avt@® movel), suffers, and succeeds
for himself. What befalls him is his own business, T €éavtod. These isolated characters
are reflections of the audience members’ experience as increasingly individuated beings
who must face the particular problems thrown up by this form of existence. Where the
ideology of self-sufficiency extends to suffering, one must learn new techniques of self-
address, for example those taught by the Stoics, in order to mitigate the angst one might

otherwise resolve through incorporation with others."

6.2.3 Beginnings of an inward turn

Let us recall a couplet from Theognis:

'8 Note the emphatic position of the reflexive.

' On the other hand, isolation in a traditional society constituted by a tight-knit community is nearly
always interpreted negatively and the social body moves quickly to reintegrate the alienated individual.
This is an experience familiar to many westernised anthropologists habituated to the self-involvement of
urban life, whose need to be by themselves, even if only to read, is interpreted by their adopted
community as a signal that they are suffering and wish to be consoled. Musharbash’s (2008: 2) account is
typical: ‘Living in the camps of Yuendumu, I had taken quite some time to get used to being constantly
surrounded by and involved with other people all day and every day. Whenever I sat down with a book in
the shade of a tree, people immediately joined me and started conversations, assuming I was sad or
lonely.’

142



Yvoung 6’ ovdeV dpewvov dvip Exel aOTOG £V aVTO

000’ dyvouoovvng, Kopv’, 6dvvnpdtepov. (Thgn.895-6 West)

We claimed that this was both the first extant use of the reflexive plus intensive locution
and also the first use of the reflexive to denote the internal essence of the person where
abstracts are stored. Charles Taylor has underscored the ‘inward turn’ of modernity, but
insofar as it is here that we first find reflexive pronouns being used to denote that into
and towards which one turns inwardly, this move has its antecedents in the cultural and
intellectual revolution of Classical Greece.” This usage is developed further in the fifth
century and finds particular favour in the more philosophical discourses. It also occurs

in tragedy:

u| vov &v 70oc podvov &v 6anTd opet,

A¢ PG 00, KOLOEV GAAO, TODT’ 0pOdC Exev.  (S.4nt.705-6)

This usage is very close to the instance in Theognis. A psychological entity, §0oc, is
located in the self. You should carry in yourself a plural, flexible disposition — a set of
temperaments, each appropriate to a different situation. In Aeschylus’ Prometheus
Bound the wilful Prometheus is also counselled with the virtue of an adaptable

personality:

viyvooke 6avTov Koi pebdppoocat tpdmovg

VEOLG” VEOG Yap Kol TOpavvog €v Beoic. (A.PV.309-10)

The Delphic dictum is juxtaposed with a dictum advising that Prometheus fit to himself
a new character for a new situation; change oneself for a change in empire. There is an
implicit logical relation between the two imperative clauses such that the second follows
from the first. Knowing oneself in this instance entails knowledge of the self’s
constitutional character and the ability to adapt it. In this context the dictum’s reflexive
becomes the social self, and as elsewhere the transitive conceptual structure generates a

transcendental subject observing, knowing, and altering itself.

*% One must of course be careful in elucidating the relative continuity and discontinuity of Ancient Greece
and modernity. Its ‘inward turn’ is not identical to modernity’s, yet they share various structural
similarities — among which I count extensive psychological use of reflexives and the conceptualisation of
inherently reflexive beings and processes — and not least a chain of developmental conditionality.
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In Euripides’ Orestes there is another instance of &v plus reflexive. After his
murder of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus, and with the Argive political body about to pass
a sentence of death for his crime, Orestes supplicates Menelaus to intervene on his
behalf and secure asylum. But Menelaus must reckon with the competing claim of
Tyndareus, his father-in-law and father of Clytemnestra, that justice be done. He is

perplexed as he thinks what to do:

£a00V" €V ELAVT® TL GLVVOLUEVOG

Omot tpammpot The Toyms aunyavd.  (E.Or.634-5)

Menelaus places the act of reflecting ‘in myself’. If we remove this phrase the sense is
still serviceable. On the other hand, surely there is something named here that is beyond
mere pleonasm. The subject is linked to the location of thinking, and the action arises
and completes within that space. The subject, when thinking, is in itself, enclosed in a
self-contained capsule.

This prepositional phrase has another interesting use, related yet different. It is
used in the Greek idiom for being oneself as opposed to suffering an ecstasy of emotion,

be it anger or joy, in which the self is lost. Sophocles’ Philoctetes provides an example:

<GAN’> Gmod0C GAAL VOV £T° v covTd yevod.! (S.Phil.950)

The reflexive here refers to the essence of the person. The forces which alienate a
person from himself are typically extreme emotions.”> We don’t have enough surviving
Greek to determine with certainty whether I can be alienated from myself, say, when
suffering a bout of absent-mindedness and the depersonalisation caused by ennui and a
vaguely unfulfilling life, as the contemporary human being who declares ‘I haven’t been
myself this week’. My intuition is that these forms of not being oneself are distinctly
modern and would seem bizarre to the Greek — as bizarre as needing, in order to be
oneself truly, a therapist to work through outstanding psychic hang-ups.

This is another example of the reflexive taking over the roles of Homer’s psychic

organs. The appearance of the phrase v ¢ovt®d to delimit a chora of the subject is an

2L Cf. Hdt.1.119: obte Eemhiym €vidg te Emvtod yivetal.
2 Cf. Shakespeare (King Lear 11.iv.114-16) concerning the alienation of sickness: ‘we are not ourselves |
When nature, being oppress'd, commands the mind | To suffer with the body’.
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important redefinition of the essence of the person because it encompasses an
internalised totality.”> Contrary to being out of one’s wits, to be outside oneself denotes
an ecstasis from oneself qgua whole. Though Greek thought lets lie the myriad semantic
potentialities that become available when what is alienated is the reflexive, and
therefore capable of standing for a double of the subject in any of its aspects, its use
here is a prerequisite for later discoveries. So the thought which follows invents all
manner of ways in which the subject forgets itself, is distracted or flees from itself — for
example, from the duties that exasperate it, from its personality, the pain of its
existence, or, on the other hand, from its genuine realisation. Zarathustra’s envisioning

of the creator of the world may serve as an example:

The creator wished to look away from himself — thereupon he created the world.
Intoxicating joy is it for the sufferer to look away from his suffering and forget

himself. Intoxicating joy and self-forgetting, did the world once seem to me.**

None of these ideas acquire expression in the Greek world. For example the phrase
AavBdvo gpuovtov never means self-forgetting in the existential sense, but only ever
refers to my ignorance of being in a particular state. Their expression is encumbered by
soul’s status as the seat of consciousness; where it goes consciousness goes.” Hence
soul cannot stand for any type of alienated self, the self left behind, since it is precisely
that which is divorced from this self and leaves it behind. Unlike self, yoyn cannot refer

to different alienable editions of the subject.*

6.2.4 The theoric gaze: seeing oneself from a distance

Despite these limitations, as the passage of Lucian’s with which we began this chapter
indicates, certain models of self-distancing are implied by the theoric modality of

tragedy and developed therein. In this way tragedy reveals the division in the human

» Cf. the reflexivisation of mopé below p.152-3. Both these prepositional phrases introduce subtly new
ways of talking about the constitution and perspective of the subject.

* Nietzsche 1885: §4, p.41.

** Thus yoy1 leaves the body during syncope.

*® Moving philosophical concentration from soul to self will therefore facilitate production of the sort of
self-models employed in the Nietzschean example. Cf. §1 n.33.
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being familiar to the later philosophers of self-knowledge, who recognise ‘the
fundamental asymmetry between the being of man and his selfhood’.”” Theatre is
capable of representing this division by dividing the character as a self from the
spectator as another self. In this vein, towards the end of Euripides’ Hippolytus, the

distraught protagonist wishes the following:

10’ v £novtov TposPrénely dvovriov

otévd’, g £8pbipus’ ola mhoyouey ko,  (E.Hipp.1078-9)

He wishes, that is, that he could view himself from an outside perspective as if he were
another person — only from this perspective could he see his own physical weeping and
thus compass the true extent, bodily manifestations and all, of his suffering. Hippolytus
wishes for this concretely and in actuality, and the wish is naturally a pipedream. Yet
within the imagination seeing oneself from another perspective is entirely possible, as
when we imagine ourselves acting in a hypothetical scenario and project this image like
film onto a screen. Needless to say, the verb ‘see’ takes on a metaphorical sense when

used in this way:

I regretted what I had done and saw myself suffering for it in the future.

I don’t of course see myself in the flesh, but what this seeing preserves when it is
carried across from physical seeing is the strong distinction between subject and object
required by the verb. And this is precisely why the verb ‘see’ is appropriated for this
use, because the event being depicted has just such a distinction in it. The semantic

effect of an increased subject/object distinction can be seen from the following pair:

I felt happy.
I saw myself being happy.

In the former I am simply happy and I am a unity with my state of being happy. In the
latter however there is disjunction between the ‘I’ which sees and the ‘myself” which is

happy. In fact this tension is significant enough that in its default interpretation the

*7 Jopling 1986: 77.
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predication of ‘myself” would take on a future tense: ‘I saw myself being happy in the
future, if certain conditions should be satisfied or continue to be satisfied.” The normal
situation is that I can’t see myself being happy in the present, as it is and without
condition, because the feeling of being happy doesn’t involve any split in the subject —
if anything, such emotions produce the exact opposite effect, a complete absorption in
the feeling — and thus the event must be temporally displaced to avoid a contradiction.
Otherwise, the first predication, ‘I saw myself’, would be asserting a subject/object
distinction, while the second, ‘I was happy’, wouldn’t.

At least in its metaphorical sense, Hippolytus’ wish can be fulfilled, for we do in
Greek find a verb of seeing, 0péw,”® being used to denote viewing in the theatre of the

mind. Thus we find Prometheus digesting his maltreatment:

ouvvoig o0& damTopon Kéap,

OpdV Enantov Ode mpovsehovuevov. (A.PV.437-8)

How would the meaning differ if we eradicated the subject/object distinction? Consider

the following:

ovvvoig 8¢ damTopot kKéap OSE TPOVGELOVEVOC.

There is little to no construction of a transcendental subject, a remote viewer, when the
transitive seeing relation is replaced by an intransitive predication which belongs to the
subject copulatively and directly. The sentence ‘I see myself being maltreated’ involves
an intellectualisation — a representation — of the simple expression ‘I am being
maltreated’. This expression is quite literally presented again to a second generation of
the subject, just as it was presented first to the immediate subject, the one which is being
maltreated directly. The representation is linguistically encoded through recursive
subordination. This repackages one predication of the subject as an object in another
predication of that same subject: I see [myself being maltreated]. It makes use of the

transcendental subject’s ability to reform its own experiences as an object of

* But note that Hippolytus uses mpooPAénew instead of dpée for his verb of seeing precisely because the
former connotes a more concrete, spatial, and physical type of sight — ‘look at’ instead of merely ‘see’.
Note the near impossibility (or at least the creation of an even greater degree of subject/object
differentiation) of the former in the metaphorical sense in English: *?‘I looked at myself being happy’.
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consciousness. Typically the act of consciousness is one of reflection or intellection, and
here the verb dpdw approaches the sense of mental sight.”

Beside its creation of a second generation or transcendental subject, Prometheus’
expression has certain connotational effects that derive from its adoption of this model
of 3™ person or objective viewing. In being seen his maltreatment becomes a
problematic social event present to the public. This converts a private act of suffering
into an object of public outrage, upon which he or any other fellow onlooker may gaze.
Hippolytus too makes exactly this wish, that the full public manifestation of his
suffering be made known to him. In this way, above and beyond the torment he feels as
the being who suffers it, he wishes to feel also the pity another may have for him in
seeing his misfortune. He wishes to compound his suffering with sympathy — to have
his pathos reverberate through the soul of onlookers, and himself as one of them.
Prometheus too increases his sense of injustice by making his maltreatment an object of
sight for himself as another and thus a cause of shame. As he sees himself being
mistreated so, he feels the shame and outrage another might feel at such a sight. This
technique will be seen in the context of tragedy to enable a portrayal of the individual as
feeling such emotions towards himself as he might feel towards another in the same
predicament. When cast as an object of sight it attracts the various affectual complexes
— shame, pity, sympathy — that accompany one when viewing the suffering of another.
These augment the emotions already felt by the self, so that one ends with a tragic total
of suffering that sums the affect of self and other.

We can see too that seeing oneself from a distance is assisted by tragedy’s
apparatus of representation. For the purpose of the stage is to present objects of sight,
more technically 0éa or Bswpio as the sight of the spectator.’ Its modus operandi is
remote viewing, and the characters of Prometheus and Hippolytus mimic (or in
Hippolytus’ case, wish to mimic) this relation by viewing themselves as though they

were a member of the audience. There is a profound tragic irony then in Hippolytus’

¥ Though Greek appears far less liberal in this usage than English, where see in some contexts has
become a virtual synonym for understand.

30 Tt is notable that tragedy enters into a liaison with philosophy by loaning to it its mode of spectating,
Oedopar/fempém. The metamorphosis of myth from a thing heard to a thing seen, from an object of
axovom to Bedopon (even though the actors speak, the dominant perceptual mode is sight in that we go to
see, not to hear a play) radically alters the way in which it appears to us. In Rorty’s (1980) view, the
perceptual model of Bewpia has prejudiced the epistemology and metaphysics of the Western tradition:
the ocular master-metaphor of truth renders the philosopher’s object as something seen, a visual image or
gldoc over against his autonomous and self-sufficient spiritual eye as woyy or vodg. The same ocular
model of ‘representationalism’ is here structuring self-relation.
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wish, for of all those in the theatre he is the only one for whom it is not possible to see
his weeping. The audience may gorge themselves on it, but he to whom the suffering by
all accounts belongs properly is cruelly denied this grace. His wish also beautifully
presents one of tragedy’s deepest desires: that the character should, through an act of
reflexivity, become one of his own audience and thereby annihilate the alienation that
prevents the consummation, and thus the end, of his suffering. He wishes to mourn with
the audience his own fate, and in the solidarity of sympathy discover consolation. But
he and his suffering are ultimately trapped within the cage of his own subjectivity and
neither can be truly shared with the other. Hippolytus is thus another character who
learns the price of deepened subjectivity; in the last analysis, he is £éovT® dvoTuynC.

The separation inherent in the structure of representation becomes quite acute in
a form of self-address that appears to have been invented by Euripides. He mixes

second-person illeism and reflexivity to begin one of Hecuba’s monologues:

dvoTV’, EpavTiy Yop ALyw Aéyovoa GE,

‘Exapn, 11 dpbow; (E.Hec.736-7)

The distance has become so great that Hecuba can even inflect herself in the vocative.
He uses this technique again in Medea (873), quoted above, where she addresses herself
as Tyethio.’! Traditional self-address inflects one of the psychic organs, e.g. & vpé, but
in these two instances it is the person as a whole who is addressed, not one of their
parts. The characters of tragedy again seem to be reiterating the relation between
themselves and the audience who watches them by addressing themselves as if they
were another. One could speak of an internalisation or a reflexivisation of Bewpia in
which characters are aware of the fact that they are being staged and represented as an
object of theatre. This device presupposes a self-conscious split between the character
and the actor gua human being. Hecuba is characterising herself as d0otnv’ ‘Exafn, and
in making herself a character her consciousness shifts towards the perspective of the

audience who also sees her as a character.®® She is for a moment laying aside the tragic

3! Cf. Umberto Eco’s rather humorous portrayal of scholarly debates over the existence of a vocative case
for the first person pronoun in his /n the Name of the Rose. It is impossible because ‘I’ indexes the
speaker. If ‘I” could take the vocative, and thus indexed the addressee, what pronoun would the speaker
then take?

32 This technique, along with the portrayal of Hippolytus’ wish to see himself from a distance, would thus
be a form of Euripidean metatheatricality or metatragedy — though I am unaware of them being discussed
in this connection — in which a work self-consciously draws attention to its own production. For one of
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mask, the persona which Mauss saw in early ancient society as concealing and
suppressing, by superimposing the image of the socio-mythic role-player, the true

individual as an instance of the category of self.”’

6.2.5 Reflexivisation of the sailing metaphor

In Euripides’ Orestes Menelaus cautions him against seeking to overcome Argos’
demand that he pay for the murder of his mother and Aegisthus through inflammatory
force, counselling instead conciliatory speeches and a spirit that yields when it is

opportune.

dtav yap MPa dfpog gig Opynv mec®OV,
duotov dote Top katacPEésat Aappov:
€l 0’ NoVLYMG TIG ADTOV EVTEIVOVTL PEV
YOADV VTTEIKOL KapOV EDAABOVUEVOG,
{omg av ékmvevoeiey: fiv & avi] mvodc,

TOx01g v avtod pading dcov Béet. (E.Or.696-701)

The metaphor here is of sailing, as the verbs yaAdw and évieivo (to slacken and tighten
the sail), and reference to winds (wvon, ékmved®) make clear. But the object of the verbs
is not a sail but oneself, avtdv. In circumstances such as these, Menelaus says, you
should slacken yourself just like a sail in a storm and wait for the winds to blow
themselves out. Sailing metaphors are a Greek favourite, but this passage here is unique
for its reflexivisation of the trope. The act of controlling the tension in the sail is a
highly transitive event, and when the reflexive is substituted for the usual n6da this

conceptual structure of careful, conscientious management is preserved. Since sailing is

the first treatments of metatragedy in Euripides, see Segal (1982), especially p.370 for a seminal
definition.

33 Drawing on the meaning of persona and mpécomov as ‘mask’, Mauss (1938) outlines the development
of the Western concept of an individual self from the ancient notion of the person as a role-player,
identifying (13-19) several key transitional moments in the classical world, especially in the evolution of
the juridical and moral meanings of these words (and thus compliant with the argument of Vernant
apropos the development of a language of the will, above p.27). One may include the development of the
metatheatrical technique being discussed here as another moment in Mauss’ history, in that it draws
attention to and destabilises the function of the mask as a disguise by getting characters to step outside
themselves.
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a highly technical activity, there is an implication that this self-adjustment is a téyvn.

This brings us to Foucault, according to whom technologies of the self

permit individuals to effect by their own means or with the help of others a certain
number of operations on their own bodies and souls, thoughts, conduct, and way
of being, so as to transform themselves in order to attain a certain state of

happiness, purity, wisdom, perfection, or immortality.*

Here we are seeing the emergence of one such technology, and even the beginning of
the conceptualisation of these practices as a technology in the first place. We should
emphasise again that controlling oneself is different in an important way from
controlling one’s anger or emotions. The reflexive pronoun becomes, when an object of
control, a far-reaching project, for the technology of the self has now increased in scope
to apply to the whole person rather than specific aspects of it as a complex. Again it
follows that the subject must be distinguished from itself as the whole person indexed
by the reflexive pronoun — and in so doing it becomes above and beyond the limited
whole of the person, just as the subject of theoretical knowledge gazes upon the limited

whole of the world from a transcendent vantage point.

6.2.6 Problematisation of self-determination

The idea of self-determination is integral to the conception of democracy, not least
because each individual citizen votes autonomously.” Against this backdrop, tragedy is
drawn to problematic instances of self-determination just as we have seen it drawn to
problematic instances of reflexivity in general. Negatively, excessive self-determination
appears as a00adeta, pleasing oneself without taking others’ claims into account.

At the beginning of Prometheus Bound Prometheus, suffering vicious treatment
from Zeus, foretells that he will eagerly seek his friendship when misfortune turns on

him:

** Foucault 1988: 18.

% See Farrar (1988) for an excellent and in-depth investigation of democracy’s relation to a self-
conscious sense of personal agency, which also considers tragedy’s participation in this evolving
discourse.
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¥

010’ Ot TparyLG Kod ap’ EavTd

70 dikaov Eywv Zevg. aAL’ Eumag 6im
LLOAQKOYVOL®V

g€oton moB’, dtav tavTn ponco)

Vv 6’ ATEPOaVOV GTOPETAG OPYNV

€l apOuov guoi kai erAdTTO

onevdwv onevdovti o’ fi&et. (A.PV.189-95)

In Prometheus’ opinion Zeus is harsh and keeps justice to himself; as absolute king, he
has monopolised 10 dikonov. Here what may be called the self-righteousness of Zeus is
pejorative, though we will see that the exact same concept is ambivalent and can in a
different context be entirely positive. Zeus’ tyranny, when carried to an extreme of self-
indulgent wilfulness (av0ddewr), offends the flowering Greek notion of a justice
common to all and not kept in the hands of one individual. So Euripides adapts the

phrase in condemnation of human tyrants:

0VOEV TUPAVVOL SVCUEVESTEPOV TTOAEL,
OOV TO UEV TPMTIGTOV OVK €iGiv VOOl
KOWol, Kpatel §” €l TOV VOUOV KEKTNUEVOG

avTOG Tap’ AT Kol 108’ ovkéT’ €ot’ Toov. (E.Supp.429-32)

Nothing is more hostile to a city, claims Theseus, than a tyrant. He possesses the law
avToc map’ avtd, beside himself alone; he rules as one man. What is objectionable is
not that a person possesses aVTOg map’ aOT® per se, but that only the king in a tyranny
gets to possess in this way. Liberalisation of this form of possession is possible within a

democracy and might be put in Greek as follows:

TAV 0& TOMTAV EKOGTOS TOV VOLOV Kol TO dlKatov anTog map’ adTd Exel Kotd yop
yvouny v €ovtod meplt Tod vOpov Kol tod dkaiov, d¢ O0KET avTd, £KOGTOG

ynmoiletor.

In a democracy each citizen votes according to their own conception of justice, and thus

has the law in his own hands, and with himself. Democracy is a form of government in
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which each individual becomes a tyrant over the realm of what they consider just. The
individual possesses map’ avtd the law and justice as an idea of law and justice.’® This
subjectivisation of the sense of map’ avt® grants the individual his own perspective and
a greater sense of self-determination.

In the Aeschylean passage above Prometheus concedes that Zeus, as king of gods,
can do what he wants — since justice is firmly in his power alone — but he ought to
exercise some restraint, if only for the sake of justice herself. Neither Zeus nor
Prometheus will give an inch, and what eventuates is a stand-off. At the end of the play
Zeus sends Hermes to Prometheus to demand that he relent under threat of dire

consequences. Hermes has this to say:

avBadia yop 1@ povodVTL U KAAMS

0TI KaO’ a0TIV 000evOg peilov oOével. (A.PV.1012-3)

There is doubtless a play on avtog here, which appears three times: twice as a reflexive
morpheme (in the compound avBadio and the reflexive pronoun) and once as the
intensifier. Etymologically av0adia is a compound of avtdg and fidopar, ‘to please
oneself’. It is a stubbornness that takes little account of the needs of others, a brute ‘my
self versus your self’. The beauty of these lines is in the ironic play of the phrase avt
kaf’ avtnv on the selfhood inherent in adOadio. AvBadia is almost by definition o)
kaf’ avtv, restricted to itself, by virtue of the fact that it is already reflexive. It is thus
deficient in precisely the way that anything, considered alone and in itself, is deficient,
and only becomes powerful through combination with the right other, in this case proper
thinking.

Problematic self-determination is also a theme in Sophocles’ Antigone. Two
semantically related reflexive compounds, avtdévopog and avtdyvotoc, shape her
characterisation. Both terms are used pejoratively to refer to her wilfulness in acting
outside the sanctions of the state and determining for herself what the law is.*” The first

surviving use of avtovopog occurs at line 821 of Antigone, which was produced in

3% This use of map’ adT@ is common in Plato; it opens a psychological space in the subject, especially one
which encodes subjective point of view. See Phd.100d4, 107b2; Tht.145e9, 170d4; Sph.250c10;
Sym.200a2; R.440d3, 456d5, 477¢9, 523a6, 529a10, 554a6.

3" The matter is complicated by the fact that her laws are fs@v voppo. But the secularisation necessary
for the institution of democratic vépor must exclude the gods as law-makers, so that Antigone’s
excommunication repeats the mythic moment of democracy’s self-institution, refigured in human terms.
Tragedy is occupied with the question of whether man can liberate himself without offending the gods.
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441.°* Creon has condemned her to the symbolic death of solitary entombment for her
transgression of his stately power. In a lengthy exchange with the Chorus, the latter
weighs her case and taunts her with ironic praise. Smitten by neither sickness nor sword,
‘guided by your own laws and still alive, unlike any mortal before, you will descend to
Hades™*’ (GAL" avtévopog (oo povn o1 | Bvrdv Afsav katoproet). The adjective
avtdvopog speaks twice in Antigone’s case since she goes to her death of her own free
will, having committed an act for which she knew the consequence would be

destruction.*” A little further on the chorus repeats the point in less uncertain terms:

0¢ 0’ aVTOYVMTOS DAEG’ 0pYd. (875)

“Your self-determined disposition has destroyed you.” Antigone’s fate is thus graded as
yet another form of tragic self-destruction and her downfall a further example of
tragedy’s problematisation of self. This contextually ambiguous use of avtovopoc,
disturbingly combining the senses of both self-legislation and self-destruction, exposes
again a tension in the notion of autonomy which unsettles the very possibility of
positive reflexive agency.

Farenga finds a similar unholy union of self-determination and self-destruction
in Aeschylus’ Suppliants.*' The Danaids have fled Egypt and marriage to the sons of
Aegyptus on account of avrtoyevel ouEavopig (8), ‘self-motivated aversion to
marriage’. Like Antigone, their self-determination is excessively voluntaristic; it is both
extra-social in challenging the tradition of marriage and extra-political in putting at risk
by supplication a state, Argos, of which they aren’t citizens. At the same time the motif
of self-destruction also presents itself during the Danaids’ opening lament in polyvalent
form: they equate themselves with the archetypal lament performer, avtopovog Mijtig,
and threaten to hang themselves, while their eventual murder of their spouses — which in
Greek renders them avtopovol — looms in the dramatic irony of intertextual allusion.

Farenga identifies this passage as ‘the moment when an isomorphic link emerges

¥ If, as Ostwald (1982) argues, avtovopia first applied to independent states, it is certainly surprising that
it is first found applied to an individual. If he is correct, then it must have quickly crossed from collectives
to individuals. The subjectivisation of the term is comparable to the adaptation of other socio-political
relations for an internalised reflexive signification, considered in §7.2.3.

% Tr. Jebb 1891: ad loc.

* In Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes the herald warns Antigone against her intention to bury her brother
and also uses a reflexive compound denoting self-determination: 6AL’ adtépoviog ic0’, dmevvénw 8’ €ym
(1053).

*12006: 373-93.
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between autophonia and autonomia.”* Though Farrar reads the incorporation of the
Danaids into Argos as a reconciliation of individual autonomy and democratic order,"
their subsequent egregious act of kin-slaying severely undermines this claim. I would
instead understand this episode as teaching the self-destructive nature of radical
autonomy, and the trouble had by democracy in coming to grips with and containing the
seminal act of autonomy that founded it. The only act of radical autonomy that
democracy in the Greek conception may countenance is the act that instituted it in the
first place, alongside the repetitions that re-enact this moment in a controlled manner, as
for example in the resolutions of the assembly.** We therefore find the manifestation of
autonomy outside these limits displaced onto women who are only included in the state
at its own peril.

Antigone’s characterisation may be compared with avfdocio as a Promethean
trait. As the champion of humanity, Prometheus’ av0édsia is symbolically theirs; what
galls Zeus is human self-determination, their pleasing themselves beyond the sanction
of the cosmic powers. Antigone is to the sovereign state as Prometheus is to the
sovereign cosmos, and each opposition, as I will argue further below, both reflects and
problematises the Greeks’ current desire to differentiate an area of human self-
determination that is politically and cosmically independent.

The institution of democracy has meant the male citizens have become by
definition avtoéPovlrot, and political decisions, insofar as they result from the decision of
each voting individual, avtdyvota. Tragedy’s treatment of self-determination must
therefore be referred to this wider political discourse. This move is especially justified
when we look at the importance of related reflexive compounds in a passage from
Thucydides that defines the constitution of sovereignty. The sovereignty concerned is
that of the sacred precinct at Delphi, but the vocabulary is applicable to any autonomous
state. It is an article in the peace agreement between Athens and Sparta, the so-called

‘Peace of Nicias’:

* Ibid., 386.

3 1988.

* Cf. Derrida (2002: 268) in his exegesis of Walter Benjamin’s ‘Zur Kritik der Gewalt’: ‘The state is
afraid of founding violence — that is, violence able to justify, to legitimate, or transform the relations of
law, and so to present itself as having a right to right and to law.” Radical autonomy is a form of
foundational violence. Cf. Farenga (2006: 377), who calls attention to the Danaids’ extra-political claim
to the right of democratic law, which endangers the state.
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0 O igpdv kol TOV vewv TOV €v AgApolg T0D AmOAA®VOG Kol AgAPOVG
adTovopovg sival kol avToTehelg Kol avTodikovg Kol adT®V Kol tfig YTig ThC

£ovt®V Kot to matpia. (Th.5.18.2)

The anaphora of the avtog morpheme in this passage is quite unprecedented, totalling
five instances within the one sentence, three reflexive compounds plus two reflexive
pronouns. As Graves notes, ‘[t]he genitive avtdv depends on the idea of ‘control over’,

which is implied in the preceding adjectives, especially avtovopovg.”

We may thus
analyse the genitives as equivalent to a phrase such as kpatodvrog Eavtdv kol Thg Yig
g €avtdv. Sovereignty thus appears as a macrocosmic version of the philosophical
idea of self-control. Ideally the fully autonomous state ought to have control over itself,
just as an individual ought to have control over himself. It isn’t an accident that notions
such as political autonomy are surfacing as culturally important at the same time as self-
control is being philosophised as a key virtue. The two are structurally connected and
the same idea is being translated to different scales, from individuals to collections of
individuals and vice versa. The philosophical idea of self-control finds support in the
political institution that guarantees political self-control. One recalls Democritus’
application of the language of legislation to the individual, who makes the law of self-
respect for his soul as though he were a state. This transference is greatly facilitated by
democracy because democracy transforms the state into a sum of the decisions of
autonomous individuals; it becomes an easy metonymical slip since each individual
claims a more substantial part in the whole.

This socio-political context also helps explain the Greek intellectual’s (and by
extension his audience’s) newfound concern for considering a thing in abstraction, avt0
ka0’ avto. I would argue the Greeks are considering things in themselves, individually,
because they too have been constructed (or have constructed themselves)*® — socially,
politically, and philosophically — as individuals with a reflexive relation to themselves.*’
They view things sub specie sui. Now the philosophical dimension of this connection
will be explored when we consider Plato’s concept of the essence of the person, the

soul, as paradigmatically avtr| ka8’ avtv. But here we may take some initial steps in

#1891: ad loc.

%6 I make no claims as to whether this concept of the person is one that has mostly evolved naturally from
the self (as in Hegel) or whether it is mostly the creation of external social forces. Whatever the agent of
the construction, the important thing for us is that it takes such and such a form.

*" To borrow an expression of Sandywell’s (1996: 122), “The “natural universe” is a mythic projection of
sociomorphic operations.’
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uncovering the socio-political dimension of this construction. It must first be said that it
takes root within the creation of the city-state. For this city-state guarantees the
autonomy and civil liberty which constitutes a person as a reflexive individual.
Surviving political documents from the fifth century are rare, but Aristotle’s
Constitution of the Athenians, discovered only at the end of the 19™ century
independently of the Corpus Aristotelicum, gives a history of Athenian politics and
insight into the conception of persons gua citizens of a state. In his account of the
oligarchic revolution of the Thirty that followed the end of the Peloponnesian War, he
quotes one of the terms of agreement in the first settlement to resolve the dispute.
Previously the Thirty had withdrawn to Eleusis after the death of its leader Critias in a
battle over the Piraeus, which the Democrats now held. With the death of Critias rule in
the city passed to a more moderate board of Ten. The Spartan general Pausanias then
brokered a peace deal between the Democrats and those in the city. Key to the deal was
the option for any of those who had remained in the city to relocate to Eleusis if they

wished:

To0G Poviopévoug ABnvaiov T®v év dotel pewvaviov éowelv Exev EAgvoiva
gmtipovg Ovtag Kol Kvpiovg kol avToKpdaTtopas £0VTAOV Kol TO CVTAV

Kopmovpévovs. (Arist.Ath.39.1)

According to Carawan, the provision means that the émigrés will be fully enfranchised
and have full rights in their adopted community (émtipovg dvrag koi kvpiovg). The
phrase T avt®v Kaprovpévoug means that they will be in control of the proceeds from
their property. What then does avtokpatopag éavt®dv mean? It is surely an expression
of individual civil autonomy: they will be masters of themselves. The émigré is thus
guaranteed control of himself and his property.* These two notions are very close, a
fact baldy demonstrated by their frequent juxtaposition.*’ There is also the important
question of the relation between the self and private property: is the construction of a

reflexive self dependent on the institution of private property? Does power over what is

* It is technically possible that the phrase ovtokpdropac savt@dv is meant collectively: they as a group
will rule themselves as a group. However, since each of the other terms applies to them as individuals, it
is most likely that this phrase does also. Carawan seems to take it as a guarantee of property rights, and
thus seems to treat avtokpdtopag €ovt®v as a virtual synonym for avtokpdtopoag tdv avtdv. By
coincidence he is therefore illustrating my point concerning the metonymical slippage between self and
private property.

* We will later see some examples from Plato.
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one’s own lead, through ineluctable metonymy, to power over oneself? This would
amount to an internalisation of the relation between subject and private property so that
I have power over and ‘own’ certain abstract properties: my image, my political
opinions, my choice of friends, my actions, etc., all of which constitute me as myself.
The concept avtokpdropag Eavt®dv is the socio-political transcription of Anaxagoras’
conception of vodg as avtokpatng and pévog avtoc €n’ émvtod. The same reflexive
construct is translating itself from one domain to another; the independence of the mind

or soul and the political independence of the individual share the same provenance.

We conclude this section in a way that incorporates the ideas of tragic reflexivity and
the reflexivity of ontological foundations. The flowering of autonomy as an ideal led the
Greeks to consciousness of themselves as the source of their own norms.” There is a
diminished heteronomous externalisation of vopoc to a divine other for it now has its
foundation in man himself. But this consciousness necessarily includes as a corollary an
increased awareness of themselves also as the source of their own suffering. Tragically,
freedom entails the freedom to err. Qua free, the human being is often her own worst
enemy.”’

A sense of this tragedy first appears in the beginning of the Odyssey, where Zeus
claims that mortals suffer beyond their divinely-appointed measure through their own
recklessness.”® The anguish of such suffering is all the more brutal for having been self-

chosen, avBaipetog, and this is of course Oedipus’ predicament:

TAV O€ TNUOVAV

ndAota Avmods’ ol pavds’ avdaipeTor. (S.0T.1230-31)

The same idea is also phrased with reflexives:

TadT’ €oTiv dAy1oT’, v mapov 0€c0at Kaldg

%0 Castoriadis 1997: ‘The Greek polis and the creation of democracy’.

*!' In Menander’s view this ability to suffer on account of himself renders man the least blessed of all
creatures, even more wretched than the ass @ tot koxdv 81’ abToV 0088V yiveta, | & 8 1 PVoIC SédwKev,
<o0Te> TodT Eyel. | NUETS 3¢ yopic TV avaykainy Kakdv | avtol map’ avTdv Etepa mpoomopilopev
(Fr.844.5-8 PCQG).

2.0d.1.33-4: oi 8¢ xai avtol | ogficv dracborinow vrep popov dhye’ Exovowy Cf. GV.54: yvaon &
avOpdmovg avbaipeto mpat’ Exovrac. The moralised theology of the Odyssey’s proem in which humans
take an increased share of responsibility for their suffering has been interpreted by some, though not
without controversy, as an historical development (see Segal 1992: n.2). Cf. §4 n.73.
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aVTOG TIG AT TNV PAAPNY TpocOn eépwv  (S.Fr.350 TrGF)
Euripides goes so far as to claim that the majority of human suffering is self-chosen:
T TAgloTa Bvnroig TV Kakdv avBaipeta. (E.Fr.1026 TrGF)

The human naturally finds comfort in hiding itself from this fact and attributing its
suffering to a greater power, since there is some small solace in the belief that we are at
least not responsible for our torment. The idea of forfune is a convenient scapegoat

when we paradoxically wrong ourselves:

dvota Bvntoic dSvotoymu’ avBaipetov.

T 60VTOV AOIKAV TV TOYMV Katoty; (Men.Fr.709 PCG)

The stupidity (Menander &voia, Homer dtacOoliio) that is for mortals a self-chosen
misfortune is interpreted as a reflexive wrong committed against the self (covtov
adow@v). Menander has synthesised Homer’s notion with the new moral psychology
developed by Democritus and Plato in which ethics is founded in reflexive acts and care
of self — that is, in a transitive relation to self. Stupidity is a sin against oneself since we
have a duty to know ourselves. In Homer on the other hand, people suffer by their own
agency (kKoi avtoi cofiowv dracOoiinow vmeép popov), but this is not conceived
reflexively as wronging oneself. Folly is stupid and to be avoided, but its commission is
not conceived as a failure to treat oneself ethically. It is simply going astray, especially
against others and the gods, not going astray against oneself.

Democritus is particularly scathing of this proclivity, saying that men have
fashioned an idol of fortune as a cover for their own stupidity.” This form of
consciousness is typical of the fifth century, an age during which humans increasingly
rationalised their institutions as their own achievement rather than accepting them as the

gift of the gods.’® Because the Greeks now know themselves and their social

% B119 DK. Cf. Men.Fr.687 PCG: a80vatov ¢ oty Tt odpa tic Toxng: | 6 pi eépov 8¢ katd gpoowv té
TPAYLOTO | TOYMV TPOSYOpELGE TOV £00TOD TPOTTOV.

** Guthrie 1962-1981: vol.3, 60-3. Cf. Podlecki 2005: 16-27. This development has many aspects,
including the closing of the mythical ‘floating gap’ through historiography, which withdrew Greek
society from its mythic origins and hence made its foundation in a divine past more difficult, just as
Herodotus’ connection of the Greek historicum spatium to ancient Egyptian history problematises
aristocratic arrogation of divine lineage (cf. Sandywell 1996: 104). Note Isocrates’ (11.13) use of the
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significations, to an extent, as their own creation, they assume the reflexivity that we
have seen characterises ontological foundations. In the language of Castoriadis, the
Greek becomes conscious of the fact that the human being gqua being-for-itself creates
for itself its own world within which it also posits itself.> The tragic notion of 10
avBaipetov is thus properly a reflex of avtovopio, and one way in which tragedy in
general is cognate with democracy: suffering, like law, is self-determined and grounded

in the reflexive subject.

6.2.7 Dialogue with contemporary philosophical issues

Tragedy often displays a healthy intertextual concern with issues treated by philosophy
and on such occasions seems to borrow certain reflexive concepts that populate
philosophical discourse. This is especially the case in the tragedies of Euripides, who is
reported to have associated extensively with the philosophers and ideas of his day.’®
Here I divide the crossover into three categories: metaphysics, care of self, and ethics.
Two outstanding examples of metaphysical speculation come from fragments of the
play Pirithous, whose author may be Euripides or Critias.”” According to Collard and
Cropp, both fragments ‘are from the entry chant of the Chorus, comprised apparently of
dead initiates of the Eleusinian Mysteries; they come to pour offerings to the under-
world powers, but celebrate also physical and metaphysical aspects of the world

58
above.’

The first fragment conceptualises time as a being which gives birth to itself:
aKapoG T€ YpOvog TEPl T’ AEVA®

PELLLTL TAPNG POLTA TIKTMOV

a0TOG £00TOV, didvpol T dprTot

TOAG OKLTAGAVOLG TTTEPVYMV PTOIG

TOV ATAGVTEIOV THPOLGL TOAOV. (Critias Fr.3 TrGF)

phrase ad10g abtd KVpLog to denote independence of the gods: @V yap SuPpmV Kol TAOV adYU®OV TOIG pEV
dALo1G O Zevg tapiog €otiv, Ekelvav 8’ EKA0TOG AUPOTEPOY TOVT®V GVTOG QDTG KUPLOg KODESTNKEY.

> Castoriadis 1997: ‘Radical Imagination and the Social Instituting Imaginary’, 326.

*6 See Nestle 1901; Egli 2003.

> See Collard and Cropp (2008: 630-5) for a summary of the controversy.

* Ibid., 637.
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The author follows the trend of Presocratic thought in conceptualising ontological
fundamentals as reflexive. Beings such as time are thought as original principles of the
cosmos; since there is nothing higher than them on the ontic ladder, they can’t have
been created by something else but must generate themselves. This conception is
particularly apt in the case of time since it appears phenomenologically that each
present moment, as if with the inertia of a heavy object with great momentum, through
some inexhaustible and effortless internal principle generates the next present moment.
Furthermore, the circularity of time’s calendar means it repeats itself periodically. It
also appears transcendentally as a great container required before one conceives of any
physical event at all. The Greeks even found this temporal reflexivity embedded
etymologically in the word for year, éviavtdg, analysed as év €ovt®. The phrase’s
general interpretation is that time has the phenomenological world transpire within

itself.”” A Euripidean fragment plays with this etymology:

(“éviontog’...eipnton) 06ovveka

&v <aTog> avT® mhvta cvAlrhaPav Eyxet. (E.Fr.862 TrGF)

In Plato’s Cratylus Time takes on an intellectual attitude towards what transpires within
itself. Etymologising another word for year, £10g, as connnected to étdlw, he combines
both etymologies to define time as 10 év avt® &talov, ‘that which examines within
itself’.* As an entity that gives birth to itself, time is the inexhaustible spring that, like
the earth giving forth another yield of crops, continually gives rise to and harbours yet
another round of mortal affairs. It possesses the eternal fecundity of a self-sufficient
nature. As a totality that appears to contain everything, it is very difficult to think of
something which contains it, so that thought, capitulating at its limit, gives up and views
time as the source of time. We should also add that the apparent popularity of this
etymology among intellectuals suggests a concurrent fascination with the theme of
reflexivity, insofar as folk etymologies represent culturally important signifiers.

The second relevant fragment from Pirithous also refers to a self-generating

entity:

> Egli (2003: 51-3) traces the idea back to Heraclitus. It appears in Hermipp.Fr.73 and Epich.Fr.*295
PCG, and West’s restoration into tetrameter, following Wilamowitz, of Stobaeus’ quotation of Scythinus
(Fr.2), a contemporary of Plato and interpreter of Heraclitus.

80 Socrates’ characterisation of Time as an examiner doubtless draws on the commonplace of the test of
time, as in the English idiom ‘Time will tell.” Time eventually reveals a thing’s true nature.

161



o6& TOV aVTOPV], TOV €V aibepin

PVUPD TAVTOV ULV EUTAEEQVD’,
OV méPL PEV PAS, TEPL S’ dppvaio
VOE aioAdypmg GKp1toc T’ doTp®V

OyAog évdeheydg appryopevel. (Critias Fr.4 TrGF)

Clement, who quotes the fragment, identifies the addressee as Mind. If Euripides is the
author, this identification would be especially appropriate given his association with
Anaxagoras. Others have argued that the fragment addresses Time or Zeus. Though I
favour the ancient testimony, what is most relevant for us is that we again see an
ontological fundamental being conceptualised reflexively. Collard and Cropp’s
translation of the compound avtourg is particularly evocative: “You, who generate
your own self...”"!

Several Euripidean fragments also make use of the idea of self-care. The spread
of this notion into different discourses indicates its success as a general cultural
category and the importance of the discipline of care of self for the fifth century Greek.

Consider the following fragments:

doT1g vépEL KOAMGTA TNV GOTOD PUGLY,

00TOC GOPOC TEPVKE TTPOC TO GLUPEPOV. (E.Fr.634 TrGF)

und’ edtoymuo pndev 08’ Eotm péya,

0 o’ é€emapel peilov i} ypedV QPOVELY,
uno’ fjv Tt cupuPii dSvoyepés, 0LVAOD TAALY!
AL abTOg aiel pipve TV cavtod POV

omlwv BePaing dote ypvooc &v moupt. (E.Fr.963 TrGF)

Both these passages employ a combination of @Voig and a reflexive possessor. This
phrase functions as an essentialised substitute for a reflexive pronoun, e.g. v covtod
¢evowv for covtdv, and provides a useful gloss for the latter. Woyr| is also possible in

place of @voig:

6! Collard and Cropp 2008: 645 ad loc.
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0¢ 140 AevoomV oV TPod d]doKel

yoynv [ev]tod 0gov [yelicOo (E.Fr.913.2-3 TrGF)

The use of @voig in the sense required here, viz. one’s inner nature or character, is a
classical development and is likely influenced by the Presocratic physicists.®” Otherwise
there is only a single instance of a comparable sense in earlier literature, in the Odyssey
(10.303): kai pot pvow adtod [sc. 100 papudarov] £deiée.”> Where gioig does occur in
early literature as the result of growth, rather than as the principle or process of growth,
it means the outward form or appearance of a thing rather than its internal or
psychological nature. Thus Pindar (N.6.5) contrasts voog and ¢¥Oo1g, mind or character
and outward form. It seems that at some stage the meaning of ¢¥c1c was internalised so
that it could also refer to the inner as well as the outward form of a human being.64 The
practice of care of self, which teaches the training and maintenance of one’s character,
is the perfect social context for this semantic development. This practice is a type of
téyvn and as such suggests the management and modification of nature. Bias, one of the

Seven Sages of Greece, is reported to have said:

glg katomtpov, £on, EuPAéyavto Oel, i un KOAOC @aivi, KoAd TOlElv: €l 08
aioypog, 10 TS Puoemg EAMmEG dtopbodobat T karoyayabdiq. (10, 3 Bias no. 2

DK)

Expressions like this one encourage the essentialisation of the object of this concern, i.e.
one’s internal character. ® One such essentialisation is @voic, another oy These
differ from the Homeric psychic organs in that they are open to practices of character-
building and result from an intellectual search for the essence of the human being.

Homer is more interested in how different agents play a role in psychic life — in other

62 Cf. S.Ph.874, 902, 1310. Note Burkert (1962: 186 n.155): ‘The general idea of gvoc is scarcely likely
to have existed before the second half of the 5" century.’

53 Note however that it is not applied to a human being.

64 Cf. English ‘nature’ which in the case of humans may only refer to inner and not outward form: ‘She
has a beautiful nature.’

65 Cf. Democr. B61: olow 6 tpoémog £otiv ebtaktoc, TovTowst kai O Biog cuvtétatat. Note however that
the myth of Narcissus problematises Bias’ mirror metaphor: one must be careful to avoid the danger of
excessive fascination with one’s image. Nonetheless, the mirror is an important trope for moral self-
examination. Cf. Seneca De clementia 1.1: Scribere de clementia, Nero Caesar, institui, ut quodam modo
speculi vice fungerer et te tibi ostenderem perventurum ad voluptatem maximam omnium.
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words, in its plurality — whereas post-Homeric psychology is more interested in finding
which agent or internal form ‘is’ the real person, just as Presocratic physics searches for
which of the various elements is the most fundamental and thus really ‘is’. As just
proposed, this person becomes a focus of concentrated developmental attention. Indeed
for Democritus, nature and teaching become very close. What is taught can in time
become what is natural, so that teaching has the power to reshape the nature of the

individual:

N OUOLG Kol 1 Oayn TopamTANcIOV €o0Tl. Kol yap 1) dwayn petapvduiler tov

GvOpomov, petapvdpodoa 8¢ puotonotel.”® (Democr.B33 DK)

Such a view obviously shares something with Platonic care of soul or self, a practice
which seeks to produce a stable and harmonious state in the essence of the individual.
The psychological constancy advocated above in E.Fr.963 is another example of the
theme of action reflexively directed towards one’s nature. One should not be a slave to,
and derive excessive pleasure from, the vicissitudes of fortune.®” The fragment also
stands out in its praise of self-identity (a0t0g aiel pipve), an evocation of what will
become Stoic constantia; as a relation of the self to itself, this idea partakes in the
discourse of responsibility, for responsibility may only latch onto what reproduces itself
consistently across time, and is compromised by the disruptions in identity caused by
extreme emotional states such as &t and the ecstasy of madness, and to lesser extent,
by the playing of different social roles.”® The care for self-identity is thus at the same
time care for the responsible self, for its creation and preservation, and also for its
institution as the identical person that must make answer before the law. At this point
the onto-ethical push for identity moves together with the history of responsibility by

providing the ontological groundwork for that which is responsible.”’

5 Vlastos (1946) with whom Taylor (1999: 233) now agrees, refers the action of petopvBuilet to
Democritus physics, within whose context it becomes a technical term denoting the production of a new
configuration in the atomic aggregate that constitutes the soul. For teaching as constituting an individual’s
nature cf. the use of the verb éuoucidm: e.g. 10 aideicbut Eppvoidoai Tvi (X.Lac.3.4).

7 The speaker seems to agree with Democritus’ advice to derive pleasure instead from oneself.
dovroboBat vmo TVYi] seems an inverse of kpotelv Eavtod. Cf. PLR.589¢: 10 £awtod Betdtotov VIO Td
4BemTAT®...00VA0DTAL.

% The elaboration in the sense of mpécwnov and persona from role-playing mask to the subjective
identity behind the mask, above n.33, is also involved here. See Martin and Barresi 2006: 29-33.

% This history is treated briefly but concisely by Mauss (1938: 18), who notes the influence of the Stoics,
‘whose voluntarist and personal ethics were able to enrich the Roman notion of the ‘person’, and was
even enriched itself whilst enriching the law’, and at length by Patocka (1975), who marks the importance
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One Euripidean fragment paints a rather vivid and detailed picture of a technique
of care of self. It presents the act which Posidonius will later give the technical term
npoevdnueiv,”’ whereby one imagines to oneself all manner of potential misfortunes in

advance and is thus inured to them as if they had already happened:

€YD 0& < > mapd coPod Tvog pabav

€ilc ppovtidac voiv cupeopdc T’ ELaAAOUNY,
OLYEG T EnoVT® TpooTIBElC TATPOG EUTC
BovéToug T AdPoLS Kol KOKDY dALAG 0000C,
v s o ’ s ¥ oy ,

v’ el i mdoyoy’ wv £06&alov epevi,

un pot vedpeg tpoonecdv pdrlov dakot.”!  (E.Fr.964 TrGF)

The reference to a ‘wise man’ from whom Theseus learnt this technique perhaps points
to the various schools of self-cultivation and professional self-help instructors in
Euripides’ own age.”” It will be seen that this technique of scenarioisation, in addition to
being another internalisation of Oswpio and akin to the practice of viewing oneself from
a distance, is also a method for mediating suffering self-sufficiently. It attempts to
resolve the problem presented by the ideology of self-sufficiency as it relates to
suffering. If the individual cannot resolve his suffering by mediating with another, then

he must find a way of doing so through mediation with himself.

of Platonism’s repression and subjugation of myth and orgiastic mystery for the foundation of a
responsible self. Derrida’s (1992: 1-52) excellent reading of Patocka’s essay underscores the shadow cast
on this self by soul’s reflexivity in the Phaedo. The care of identity and semantic interchange of self and
same is considered further in §7.

0 poseidon.Stoic.3.131. Galen (59 A33 DK) glosses it thus: BovAeton 8& O ‘mpoevdnuelv’ pijpa @
Iocedmvip T 010V TPOAVUTAGTTEY T KOl TPOTLITODV TO TPdyIa Topd 0Vt TO uéALoV yevicechon Kai
¢ TPOG NN yevopevov DGOV Tiva TTotelcbot katd Bpoyv.

"' Cf. E.Fr.818c TrGF. Cf. also the use of mpoPérie Eavtd (Men.Fr.717.2 PCG, Epict.Ench.33.12) and
esp. €vdeikvoobar éovtd (PLPAdr.271e4) to denote presentation to oneself in the mind/imagination. The
development of this technique is significant in that it employs a representationalist model of mind, and
thus takes part in the beginning of a history of metaphysical thought in which mind objectifies reality
through representation, making it into, in Derrida’s (1973: 102) words, ‘the being-before-oneself of
knowledge in consciousness’. Cf. above n.30 and esp. Heidegger (1977: ‘The age of the world picture’,
149-50): ‘To represent means here: of oneself to set something before oneself and to make secure what
has been set in place, as something set in place...Representing is no longer the apprehending of that which
presences... That which is, is no longer that which presences; it is rather that which, in representing is first
set over against, that which stands fixedly over against, which has the character of object...Representing is
making-stand-over-against, an objectifying that goes forward and masters. In this way representing drives
everything together into the unity of that which is given the character of object.’

™ Galen (59 A33 DK) claims that the idea ultimately derives from Anaxagoras and that Euripides
inherited it from him.
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Euripides also weighs in on certain ethical debates current at the time. Important
among these is the sanction for virtue: why do good? Philosophies of self-interest were
keen to formulate a rational response to this question. Virtues such as kindness to others
become a means to the end of one’s own happiness, and vices such as the craving to
harm one’s fellows are to be avoided because one may be harmed in turn. An
impressive Euripidean fragment appears to offer a basis for virtue that contrasts with

rational self-interest:

T 10 dewdV < > VIEPPPOVA
00ovveka’ apetn TV v AvOpOTOIC LOVT
oVK €k Qupainv tamiyepa Aappdavet,

avth & avtiy adlo tdv novev Exel. (E.Fr.908c TrGF)

Virtue should be valued in itself: ‘Alone of those things among humans virtue doesn’t
receive rewards from others but has itself as the prize of its labours.” In the view of
rational self-interest, on the other hand, reward, or conversely punishment, comes
precisely from others. One wins good treatment from others, say, by treating them well
oneself, or harm from others by harming them oneself. The last line of this fragment is a
fine poetic expression of a justice which is to be sought for its own sake. It represents
justice as self-sanctioning. Related ideas can be found in Democritus, for whom justice
should not be sanctioned through the external forces of vopog, avéykn, and @6pog, but
rather through mei®®, which leads one to an understanding of t0 6¢ov and the internally
sanctioned conviction that justice is to be practised in itself, independently of the
compulsion exercised on one by other powers. The idea of self-justifying justice is also
involved in the attempt to resolve the problem of sinning in private. Since it has itself as
its own reward, one should pursue it even when public motivations — the avoidance of
punishment, maintaining a good reputation, etc. — are removed.”* Finally, as the dpyr of
ethics, like other ontological foundations it must be reflexive to prevent an infinite

74
regress.

3 See especially Democr.B181, but also B41. Cf. Adeimantus’ request for Socrates to avoid the trap of
others — those ovK 0OTO dkaocHVNY EmavodVTES, AAAL TOG A’ adThG evdokiunoelg (R.363a) — and give
an account of the effects justice and injustice produce avtr 8’ adTv on their possessors, rather than an
account of their reputations, since he claims that justice belongs to those things that should be possessed
avTd avT@v Eveka (R.367a-e). This request ultimately leads into Socrates’ exposition of justice as the
harmonisation of the tripartite soul.

" Cf. §4.6.
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The analysis of essential goods as to be pursued for their own sake is expanded
in Aristotle, for whom the highest goods are distinguished by this property. At the
beginning of his Metaphysics he defines the knowledge sought by the present inquiry as
having the least practical and utilitarian value — rather, it is sought purely on account of
itself, and this fact is the very reason for its esteem and divinity. He compares the free
and independent science with the free and independent man, both of which exist for the

sake of themselves:

3filov obv (g 81" 0dSepioy avtiv {nroduey ypeiav Etépav, GAL’ domep dvOpmmroc,
Qauév, Elevbepog 0 avTOD Eveka Kol U GAAoL dv, oUT® Kol adTV O¢ HOVIV
ovoov &levdépov TtV Emotnudv: poévn yop abdtn avtilg Evekév dotiv.

(Metaphy.982b24-8)

Aristotle’s choice of comparison is another example of how a reflexive ideal, here that
of individual freedom, and the individual himself who is so formed as avtod &veka, has
infused the understanding of philosophical dpyai so that they mirror his own reflexive
nature. The loftiest entities are causally reflexive in a normative sense and constitute
their own value. We see again that the political construction of the human being affects
the nature of its philosophical categories.

Let us consider now one last fragment, quoted anonymously by Philo:

€YD 0’ EpavTod Kol KAVEWY EmicTopLon
dpyewv 0° opoimg, Tapeti] oTAOUDUEVOS

TO TOVTOL (Ad.327 TrGF)

Striking here is the coordination of two verbs of opposing meaning, obeying and ruling,
to govern the reflexive, which asks that we interpret it differently in each case. The
speaker rules a lesser self, one presumably constituted by problematic desires, but
listens to the soul as a higher self in pursuit of virtue. While reflexive constructions with
dpyetv are common, the construction with kAvetv is unusual in that it invokes a true-self
model.” Though it is impossible to locate this fragment with surety, I would argue that

the reflexive could only easily take on this sense when yvyn has been reinterpreted as

™ “To be true to oneself” would be a good rendering of khbetv £avtod in idiomatic English.
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the real person, so that the fragment belongs to the milieu of late 5™ century Athens or
after. The self which is being listened to is a source of prudent judgment, and therefore
an intellectual principle; it is towards just such a principle that the philosophers are

pushing the human essence.

6.3 Comedy

6.3.1 Parody of philosophical reflexivity

Now with comedy we get a handle on just how pervasive the category of pronominal
reflexivity has become. It has percolated through the different registers, genres, and
discourses, present alike in the upper echelons of philosophy and the wvulgar
colloquialism of comedy. There are signs too of mediation and contact between these
realms. Comedy may borrow the reflexivity of philosophy for parody, as for example in
Aristophanes’ Clouds. Havelock has argued that the use of reflexives is a hallmark of
Socrates’ philosophical style, and was probably rather extraordinary at the time —
perfect for a comic send up.”® Aristophanes alludes to reflexive ideas such as shaping
one’s own character and being responsible to oneself for the direction of its
development,”’ as well as self-examination.”®

There are other signs of parody too. On first entering Socrates’ thinking-shop,
Strepsiades, like a prospective student encountering the menagerie of open day, is
confronted by the strange scene of pupils with their heads fixed intently upon the
ground. The disciple guiding him answers his question of what on earth they are doing

thus:

Ma. obto1 & gpePodipdoty Hd oV TapTapov.
1. 11 00’ O TPOKTOC £ TOV 0VPOVOV PAETEL,

Mo.. a0T0g K00’ aVTOV AGTPOVOUETV dIOACKETOL. (Ar.Nu.192-4)

’® Havelock 1972.

7 Nu.88: €kotpeyov GG Thy1oTa ToDg 6T TPOToVG. Niv.1454-5: adTodg eV 0DV 6avTd GO ToVTMVY
0iTI0G | oTPEYOG GEAVTOV €1 TOVIPA TTPAYLLOLTO.

8 Nu.695: k@povIicoV TL TV 6E00ToD Tporyidtov. Niu.842: yvdoet 5& 6avtdv GG duadig &l koi moydc.
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While their heads gaze down to Tartarus their bums gaze upon the stars and learn the
science of astronomy. They learn avtog kaf’ avtov, which in the first instance means
that the bums have gone their separate way from the rest of the body and have become
independent intelligent beings of their own. But given the obvious philosophical
context, the phrase avtoc Kab’ avtov takes on a further connotation. For we have seen
that such reflexive prepositional phrases characterise transcendent beings like
Anaxagoras’ Nodg, and are later used by Plato to mark the self-relation of the soul and
the forms. Since Aristophanes antedates Plato, it is possible that Socrates himself used
this vocabulary in a way that anticipated Plato, if one believes that the theory of the soul
contemplating the forms is not purely Plato’s own idea in Socrates’ mouth. At the very
least, given the philosophical tradition of such terminology prior to Plato, the joke is the
fundament being treated like a reflexive philosophical apyn.”

Further on in the Clouds we see Socrates attempt to disabuse Strepsiades of his
rustic anthropomorphic conception of divinity by offering naturalistic explanations for

ostensibly divine phenomena. He demystifies Zeus’ thunderbolt:

Otav &g tavtag [tag vepéhag] dvepog Enpog petempiobeig Kotakinaooi,
g&voobev antac domep KHOTY PLGE, KOTED’ VT Avaykng
pné&oc avtag EEm pépeTar cofapdc S1d TV TLKVOTNTO,

V7o 10D Poifdov Kai Thg pUUNG AVTOG £avToV KoTakdwy.  (Ar.Nu.404-7)

The encaged wind ignites itself through the whirl and force of its pressurised
containment. The emphatic locution a0tOg €0vTOV 1S, as we have seen, the language of
philosophy, and its placement here is most likely a transparent borrowing from the
jargon of naturalism. Without gods as external causes, physical processes must take on a
level of autopoiesis and cause themselves, and nature becomes @vcig avdtopuic. But the
naturalistic physics of philosophers is a marginal discourse, and the attribution of

reflexivity to the wind is likely to elicit a laugh for its absurdity. The words avtog

7 Though I would maintain that the similar characterisation of the star-gazing fundament and the soul as
it contemplates the forms is perhaps evidence for the origin of the idea of a soul that exists and
apprehends a0t ka®’ adiv in Socrates, which would also make for a better joke. For the pre-Platonic
tradition of the reflexive terminology of forms, see Kutash 1993, and Thgn.895-6 West, above p.76-7.
Havelock (1972: 16, n.48) suggests the possible parody of pronominal expressions for ‘per se’ in a note.
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€avtov almost seem to force an animacy on the wind that is misplaced; that a wind can

act in this way, itself directing action towards itself like a conscious being, is risible.

6.3.2 Parody of the reflexivity of conscience

We also find in Aristophanes a wonderful adaptation of the reflexivity of conscience.
The inveterate and litigious jurist Philocleon, who prides himself on always voting
against the defendant, is mortified when he learns that he has been deceived by his son

into placing his vote into the urn of acquittal. He is dismayed:

TG 0OV EpavTd 00T’ dYd Evveicopar,

QEVYOVT’ AMOAVGCAG BvopaL; (Vesp.999-1000)

A good translation of this sentence into idiomatic English, which preserves the
reflexivity of the original, might be ‘How then will I be able to live with myself when I
have acquitted a defendant?’ More literally the expression refers to the unbearable
trouble of having such an acquittal on his conscience, his knowing-with-himself.
Philocleon’s ironical use of cVvowda plus the reflexive is intended to be humorous.
Unlike conventional, or at least officially sanctioned moral sentiment, his conscience is
plagued not by the commission of an immoral act but by the failure to commit it. He has
failed to live up to his own lofty standards of unbridled litigiousness and this gives him
great scruple.

As suggested, comedy is a good measure of just how deeply a category has
lodged itself into the public consciousness. For it is only through a familiarity with the
detailed nuances of a category that these nuances can be manipulated to produce a
comic effect, and this same familiarity is assumed by the comedian of her audience.
Every joke is on some social scale an in-joke. The Athenian gets Philocleon’s ironical
use of ovvoida with the reflexive because he experiences in his day-to-day society the
prevailing use of this term, whether it is spouted as part of an ingenuous profession of
innocence, a self-righteous claim to moral purity, or the guilty expression of one sorely
afflicted by the knowledge he has with himself of having committed a inglorious act.

Thus the profanation of the orthodox use of the word reveals at the same time the
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central place the category it denotes has come to occupy. An idea, just as any public
figure, knows that it hasn’t truly made it until it has been satirised by society’s
comedians.

There are other suggestive signs of comedy’s satire of reflexivity. Apollonius’
treatise on pronouns, in a section discussing the impossibility of a nominative case of
the reflexive, cites an exception from the Métowcot of Plato Comicus, a contemporary of
Aristophanes.*® His use of the form &uavtdc is attributed to comic licence (Vmd K@pcHic
aoeiag). Later on he mentions this exception again as likely fishing for a laugh (xai icwg
gveka 100 yehoiov).! Unfortunately the relevant passage is not quoted, but the play’s
title, which means ‘immigrants’, hints that the form parodies the solecism of those for
whom Greek is not the native tongue.* But one wonders still whether this one instance
in Greek is not the tip of some greater iceberg.®’ If we take English as a guide and
widen our purview to the idiosyncratic and dialectal, it will be seen that jokey, playful
use of the reflexive in the nominative is not limited to Greek.*® Finally, as another sign
of the reflexive subject’s eventual materialisation as a popular category, we observe that
two of Menander’s plays even use reflexive constructions in their titles: 6 €ovtov

Topovpevoc (‘The Self-Punisher’) and 6 avtov nevbdv (‘The Self-Mourner’).*®

6.3.3 Substitution of an unexpected reflexive in playful abuse

I have argued that the pronoun turns into the reflexive pronoun by being emphatically
marked with avtéc for its unexpected coreference in prototypically other-directed

scenarios. Now this makes reflexivisation a technique perfectly meet for comedy, since

% A.D.Pron.69 Schn.

81 Pron.113 Schn. Schneider rejected the authenticity of the second mention since it disagrees with the
first in attributing the play to Pherecrates and not Plato. Is it possible that there was a similar instance in
the plays of Pherecrates and the two have been mixed up?

%250 Meineke (1839: vol.1, 70.175): inquilinos induxit soloece loguentes.

¥ Besides the reflexive pronoun, comedy also seems to have played with ovtog, deriving both
comparative and superlative forms: avtotepog avt@dv (Epich.Fr.5 PCG); avtétatog (Ar.PL83). They
appear to make fun of the ontological sense of the intensifier, and thus betray its fashionable use in
contemporary society — particularly, one suspects, in philosophical circles.

¥ E.g. in The Real Mother Goose by Blanche Wright, a self-conscious parody of contemporary
preoccupation with reflexivity in all its incarnations: ‘As I walked by myself, | And talked to myself, |
Myself said unto me: |“Look to thyself, | Take care of thyself, | For nobody cares for thee.” | I answered
myself, | And said to myself | In the selfsame repartee: | “Look to thyself, | Or not look to thyself, | The
selfsame thing will be.””

%> See Edmonds 1961: vol.3b, 572; 602-6.
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humour thrives on the unexpected. Reflexivisation can, in the right context, effectively
turn an otherwise prosaic sentence into a sort of punchline. This is especially the case in

idioms telling someone to get lost:

00K ATOSIDOEEL 6AVTOV ATO THG oiKiog;

@épe pot 1o kévipov. (Ar.Nu.1296-7)

As an OD verb anodwdkm sets up an expectation that it will be someone else other than
the subject that is being chased. But the sentence quickly counters this expectation and
substitutes the reflexive instead. Contrasting objects, one coreferential and the other not,

brings the playfulness even further to the fore:

®0e1 TOV dvov Kol 6avTOV £ic TV oikiav. (Ar.Vesp.196)

Such reflexive use of verbs of translational movement depicts a point of conscious
volition moving its body about through space. Here the effect is doubtless meant to be
humorous: one’s self is treated as being shoved about like an ass, or chased away as one
might chase away a flea-bitten dog. But such expressions also have another side. One
individual has encountered another with the expectation of doing business with him or
affecting him in some way — which may be represented schematically as events in
which he as agent carries out some more or less transitive action that affects the other as
patient — but that other has essentially told him, via telling him to get lost using a
reflexive construction, that the only person he will be affecting as far as he is concerned
is himself. In other words, these exchanges are motivated by the ethic mpdocoe
cavtdv/ta cavtod. Telling someone to haul himself away is a lively way of telling him
to mind his own business and not impose on another person’s agency and self. In
addition, the model also applies the dualistic concept of person inherent in transitive
reflexive structures of movement. In the hands of comedy the mind-body dualism of
philosophy has become a person hauling herself about like a sack of potatoes.

Such a command can stop short of breaking off a relationship altogether and end
instead in a cautionary defence of the boundary between one person and another. This
may manifest itself as someone affecting coolness and asserting their independence and
indifference to the claims of others on their person. This may again take the form of

reflexivising an OD verb, as in this example from a fragment of Aristophanes:
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@V &vdobev kal POopa Kal yevotplov

Kamerta Lobod 6avTOV AULPOPENPOPETV. (Ar.Fr.299.3)

The first clause is incomplete but obviously contains a command to bring out a stopper
and tasting-cup from the storeroom; next the addressee is commanded to hire himself to
carry the amphora. The verb ucBobuou is naturally other-directed and its reflexivisation
is unexpected and comical. ‘Don’t even think of getting someone else to carry the
amphora for you,’ says the speaker. The subtext is that he is an independent person and
will not suffer being imposed upon. Through devices such as these comedy depicts the
friction that arises when self-interested individuals rub up against one another and one
tries to affect the other in some way. The primacy of npdcoce ta covtod is asserted and
he who tries to affect another is told to affect himself.®

The dictum is a necessary corollary of the developing importance which the
category td €avtod holds for Greek society. Ta éovtod delimits a private sphere and
npdoce that sphere’s praxis — the two emerge together. At its core, the dictum oversees
the generation of multiple private spheres, each indexed to an individual, and the agency
of each individual, their praxis, restricted to this sphere as its scope. If I am to have my
private sphere and you yours, then I must refrain from acting in yours and you from
acting in mine. Even where the modern state talks of the ‘common good’, what is meant
when this phrase is decoded is that if we act together in this way, each of our private

spheres will enjoy mutual growth (in economic jargon, the individual’s utility).

6.3.4 The reflexive snowclone

The following Aristophanic expressions all involve a reflexive as object followed by a
substantival clause, put in bold, that expands upon and explains the precise respect in

which this reflexive is an object:

8 Cf. a similar comical substitution of a reflexive in the following unassigned fragment (Ad.664 Kock):
nepifeg 6gavt® TOV Tviyéa. [Iviyéa is another word for muzzle (puyog), but instead of muzzling some
kind of animal as expected the reflexive is thrown in.
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avTtoc T’ Epavtov Vo Kiémvog drabov

éniotapon S TV TéPLot kKopmdiav. (Ach.377-8)

YVOGEL & GonToV MG dpadng £l kol moyds.  (Nu.842)

dye 81, oV TOTEPOV GOVTOV HGTIG EL PPacELS,

1} Tami TovToIC Spd; (PL56-7)

Each of these phrases could do without the reflexive and reform as simple indirect
questions without suffering excessive semantic haemorrhage. For example the first
could be rephrased (disregarding metre) as avtog 0° Vo Khémvoc drabov mictapon did
v mépuot kopodiov and the second as yvdoet 8¢ O¢ dpodng el kol maydg. But they all
insert a reflexive as the most immediate object to the main verb while the substantival
clause becomes an epexegetical clarification of what it is about oneself that is known or
declared.

What is the semantic effect of turning otherwise prosaic indirect questions into
explicit reflexive constructions? The first two examples reproduce the form of the
Delphic dictum by promoting the self to a position of epistemic primacy, while the
substantival clause is reduced to describing certain aspects or properties of this self.®’
The intrusion of the reflexive is decidedly emphatic, which is particularly clear from the
first example since it adds atdg in the familiar collocation.

Such expressions appear to be tailored versions of a common snowclone — that
is, they are context-specific applications of a clausal shell outlining a fashionable
expression (the Delphic dictum, or more generally a reflexivised verb of
knowing/inquiring) that the author may customise by substituting the required
substantival clause or circumstantial participial phrase. Another way of putting this
would be to say that the author applies an emphatic object-raising, whereby the subject
of the secondary verb in the substantival clause is pulled out to become an object of the

main clause’s verb in order to evoke the Delphic dictum and make the action a case of

¥ Cf. Gantar (1966: 152): ‘Tv®6t cavtév ist wohl ein uralter Archetypus, nach dessen Vorbild andere
Reflexivformeln gepréigt worden sind.’
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explicit transitive reflexivity.* The popularity of this pattern is further evidence for this

structure’s seduction of the Greek mind.

6.3.5 The comic version of tragic reflexivity

The comic version of tragic reflexivity is when self-interest goes astray, when what you
think is in your best interest turns out through an ironical twist to in fact damage those
interests. Here are two pithy expressions of the notion from anonymous comic

fragments:

€v 10ig épavtod diktvolg ardoopat.  (Ad.560 Kock)

NV aVToOg AV TOoD Yap Bupav Kpovel M. (Ad.564 Kock)

The comic differs from the tragic version in that tragedy reverses a search for truth,
comedy a search for self-interest, each portraying the individual’s quest according to its
conventions.”” But the general template is the same: an action intended to land on
another unexpectedly lands on oneself. You are yourself caught in the very net you cast
to catch another, and in breaking and entering another’s house you have in fact broken
into your own.” Such expressions emerge from a melting-pot of influences, one of
which is the need for a rationalist ethics a la Antiphon demonstrating that harming
others is wrong because it doesn’t in the end advance one’s interests, even if it might at
first appear to do so. The first extant analysis of evil directed towards another as evil

directed towards oneself is found in Hesiod’s Works and Days:

o1y avT® KoKd TEVYEL Avip GAAD Kokl TEDY®V,

1N 8¢ koK1 PovAn T® Povievcavtt kakiot. (Hes.Op.265-6)

% The snowclone becomes particularly common in the gnomic tradition, eg. Men.Mon.571 Edmonds:
ELEYYE CAVTOV BGTIC £l TPUTTMV KOKAC.

% Macarius glosses the first fragment &ni tdv v1O AV idlov TavovpydY dhokopévay, the second £mi
TV &€ig 0 oikelo, mAnupeAovvtov. Note that ta oikeilo is a synonym for ta €avtod. Kock compares
Aeschylus (Fr.139 TrGF) for the first: 148’ oy 01’ A @V, ALY TOTG ADT®Y TTEPOIG AAoKOpPEGHO.

% Without context the second fragment is admittedly enigmatic, yet it does seem to use the image of a
robbery.
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It is worthwhile remembering that Hesiod is writing at the time of the formation of the
city-states due to land shortages and must therefore formulate his ethic in the prevailing
terms of the day. These are times when self-interest is hotly competed and Hesiod must
attempt to deconstruct this paradigm from the inside — that is, he must show that by the
selfish person’s very own guiding principle, that one should not seek T koo ol oOTd,
the apparent self-interest in plotting against others fails. The need is acute since on
balance the mode of city life is, as we have discussed, mpa&ig T@v €avtod, and any
system of ethics within this context must be adapted to this foundation. One can build
this foundation into a non-rationalist construction (or at least a construction that
purports to be non-rationalist), but it involves a reinterpretation of td £ovtod in the
manner of Plato. Comedy too is caught within this category of reflexivity, and thus

expresses the folly of roguish self-interest by having it backfire on that very same self.

6.3.6 Comic reflexivisation of the sailing metaphor

We saw in the previous section how tragedy had reflexivised the popular sailing
metaphor. This trope is not lost on comedy either, but we find it twice in Aristophanes’

Knights:”!

VOV 01 o€ Tavta 0&l KdAwv £E1évat oeavtod  (Ar.Eq.756)

gy® 8¢ ovoteilog ye Tovg GALIVTOG E1T° AQHOM

KAt KO EROVTOV 0VPLOV, KAGELY GE HLOKPO KEAEVGAG. (Ar.Eq.432-3)

As in the instance from tragedy, the reflexive has in both these cases replaced a word
for ‘ship’ or some part of the ship, for example the sail(s). The first instance is
particularly evocative: ‘Now indeed you must let out every sail-rope of yourself’. The
reflexive is a partitive genitive and replaces ship (vewg) or sails (iotimv, or more
technically, since the xdAwg are attached thereto, moddv). The partitive genitive is

unusual due to its heavy substantival nature. It tends towards nominalisation of the self,

°1 Cf. also an especially vivid use of the image in Menander (Fr.64.5-7 PCG): viv ddnOwov | gig méhayog
EUPOALEIG GEAVTOV YOP TPAYUATOV.
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and especially so in this context where the reflexive stands in for a fully referential
noun.”” The image requires that you imagine yourself as a ship complete with sail-ropes
and that you are sailing this ship of self.

Certain nouns, when possessed, bring forth a more categorical sense of the
reflexive than others. One’s father is possessed in a different way to one’s nature or
character; the former through an external alienable relation and the latter through an
internal inalienable one. In the latter case the genitive is close to the sense of the
partitive, since a whole-part relation is also typically an internal one. The Clouds has
numerous examples of this use of the possessive reflexive, which seem to take off the

popular philosophical idea of a mouldable character. Here’s one:

drye On Katewmé pot oL TOV 6aVTOV TPOTOV,
v’ adTOV €100C OOTIC £0TL PNYOVAG

81 "7l T00TOIC TPOC 6 Kovic Tpoopépm.”  (478-80)

Here the addressee is urged to consider what constitutes himself. The possessum is a
constitution that is possessed essentially. The reflexive possessive (cavtod) seems quite
attracted to this sort of possession. In the chapter on Lyric we found vodg and opnv
possessed by the complex reflexive even though extant instances of its possessive use in
this period are very rare. At this early stage of the reflexive’s grammaticalisation the
av1oc element without a doubt retained its emphatic force; one can imagine a lexical
choice between the weaker possessive adjective and the genitive of the emphatic
reflexive pronoun according to semantic needs. The latter effectively replaces the
emphatic combination of possessive adjective plus genitive of avt6g common in Homer.
The choice of the reflexive pronoun in these situations means that it involves itself in
internal possessive relations, and that things essential to the human such as vodc, ppnv,

@Vo1g become members of it as a reflexive possessor and the internal space it denotes.

%2 Cf. other partitive genitives at Ar.Lys.115-16, 131-2.
% Cf. reflexive possession of gvoig at v.960.
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6.4 Conclusions

Tragedy delves into the negative implications of an emerging self, whether it be
an individual who suffers for herself alone, the tension of individual self-determination
with the sovereignty of the state, or the dangerous siren song of self-knowledge. It
shows the self’s reflexivity metamorphosing into various degenerate forms: self-
destruction, incest, and the murder of kin. One sees that tragedy reverses the logic of
self-affirmation that Horkheimer and Adorno find represented in Odysseus as the
prototype of the bourgeois or ‘enlightened’ individual. While Odysseus, equipped with
the technology of ratio, ‘loses himself in order to find himself’**, Oedipus finds himself
in order to lose himself, his moment of enlightened self-knowledge degenerating into
self-destruction. More generally, the tragic performance of self-destruction illustrates
with concision Horkheimer and Adorno’s dialectic of enlightenment, insofar as it
presents a newly differentiated self collapsing, almost inexorably, back into the myths
from which it struggled to disentangle itself and a nature whose riddles it had apparently
solved — just as society has a hard time regulating the new sense of autonomy
(personified characters like Antigone) it itself has made possible. As a form of ritualised
self-sacrifice it tries to incorporate the legacy of myth into civilisation: ‘But the level of
mythology at which the self appears as a sacrifice to itself is an expression not so much
of the original conception of popular religion, but of the inclusion of myth in
civilisation.””” Tragedy is civilisation sacrificing itself to myth, a sacrifice of man as the
avtdyel and avOéving who claims for himself his own agency. The newly born self that
girds Greece’s democratic institutions quickly moves to undo itself and find existential
comfort in reabsorption into a mythic age.

A number of theatrical techniques reinforce the thematic concern with
reflexivity. The aesthetic mode of theatre itself, Oswpia, retools the transitive reflexive
scheme by presenting the actors as objectified forms of the audience’s selves or souls,
and this relation is reiterated in certain characters who address or see themselves from a
distance. Theatre therefore promotes a reflexive attitude to social roles that we also saw
in Antiphon’s thought, in that their performance is reformed as ‘for the self’ and

submitted to this theoretic self for evaluation. The technique of self-address signifies a

4 Horkheimer and Adorno 1947: 47-49.
% Ibid., 54.
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being left by society (often dangerously so) to involve with itself and narrate its
experiences and thoughts privately. It is often a further expression of the shadow of
autonomy: as one is left to one’s own interests (td €avtod), so is one left to one’s own
suffering.

Polyptoton of avtdc is particularly popular in tragedy. The development of this
rhetorical device indicates a new interest in emphatic forms of reflexivity generally and
the unexpected reflexivisation of OD structures. It is one linguistic sign of a human
subject coming to be defined by self-relation.

Comedy too cashes in on unexpected reflexivity, which demonstrates inventive
use of the PRS across a wide range of discourses. In particular, Aristophanes’ Clouds
shows the reflexivity of philosophy pollinating comic discourse. Since it is usually the
case that comedy parodies popular concepts, its parody of reflexivity is a test of

reflexivity’s emerging cultural currency.
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Chapter 7: Plato

7.1 Introduction

Of all the writers considered in the period of this study, Plato’s use of reflexivity is the
most substantial. This is more than simply an accident of the fact that more of his work
than others’ has survived. Many of his reflexive ideas, if not outright innovations,
elaborate, intensify and further internalise notions adumbrated by earlier thinkers.' He
reinterprets the reflexive’s sense in traditional expressions as soul: ta £€ovtod now refers
to the interior constituents and functions of yvyn, and the Delphic dictum’s yvd6ot
cavtéov commands one to know his own soul rather than his social position in a
relational hierarchy. Plato also appears to have invented one of the most intellectually
important categories of fundamental ontology, the idea of the ‘thing-in-itself’, which he
typically denotes with the intensified reflexive phrase avto ko’ abdtd. His intimate
reflexive characterisation of yoyn is another landmark in the history of ideas and sets
into motion the long tradition of thought which holds that the activity of the human
being’s essence is properly reflexive and that a person’s first ethical duty is care of self
as soul, émpédeia Eovtod.

In this chapter I continue the argument that the diachronic development of
reflexivity provides an interpretative backbone to Greek intellectual history and, as with
other thinkers, is particularly useful for understanding Plato’s place within this tradition.
But above all, his extension of the semantic range of the reflexive system and his
broadening of its application confirm the further development and ever deepening role
of reflexivity in Greek thought and practice. The erasure of external participants in

other-directed dialogical relations, and their substitution by instances of the self through

! See especially Gantar 1980.
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reflexivisation, lay bare a process of subjectivation that transposes the orientation of

Greek ideas of personhood towards the subjective.

7.2 The dialectical interdependence of Protagorean

relativism and Platonic absolutism

In chapter 3 I suggested that Pindar’s ypn 6¢ kot adtov aiel mavtdg Opdv pETPOV
(P.2.34) would, in a different context, be close to an expression of Protagorean

relativism.” One might couch the idea in Greek as follows:
£€K0oTog 0¢ KB’ avToV aiel TovTog Opd HETPOV.

Platonic absolutism makes similar use of a reflexive with the preposition, but here it is
the object rather than the subject that is in relation to itself. Indeed the objective and
subjective extremes of an epistemological continuum — the extreme at which the object
maximally determines a subject’s measurement or perception and we say the subject
perceives objectively, and the other extreme at which a subject maximally determines
its own measurements and we say it perceives subjectively — are well suited to
conceptualisation in terms of reflexivity. The former may be expressed as knowledge of

the object oo k0O’ avTo, i.e. as it relates to and is in itself independent of all else;’ the

% As almost no ipsa verba of Protagoras survive, we see him through the prism of others, and especially
Plato in the Theaetetus and Protagoras. Plato’s fidelity to Protagoras’ ideas is a matter of debate (see
Maguire 1973; 1977). Whether or not Protagoras held to the subjectivist relativism proposed here is not
really relevant to us (for an overview of the different historical and contemporary interpretations of ‘man
is the measure of all things’, see Glidden 1975). If Protagoras himself did not espouse the views presented
by Plato, then it is likely that someone in his intellectual milieu did. What is relevant is that both sides of
the subjectivist-objectivist antithesis, which we see taking shape here and which is seminal in the history
of philosophy, are well-suited to expression in reflexive terms.

* It is possible that the Platonic vocabulary of forms, and the practice of distinguishing between an
abstract universal and things which exemplify it, has pre-Platonic origins, if a fragment ascribed by
Diogenes (iii.12) via Alcimus to Epicharmus is authentic: odk ovv doxelc | oBtog Exetv <ko> kai mepi
Téryafod; 1O piv | dyabdv T mpdyp’ sipev kb’ abd', dotic 84 ka | £idf) pabov tHv’, dyadog fdn yiyverar
(Fr.277 PCG). The editors are suspicious of the Platonic language: nec 10 dyabov aut ko’ o016
Epicharmi esse facile credideris. Yet we have seen the philosophical use of reflexive prepositional
phrases prior to Plato, and his apparent originality may simply be the false impression of the patchy
historical record of pre-Platonic philosophy. Note that abstracts are variably marked as a1, ka0’ avtd,
or o010 Kb’ avto. For this use of the simple intensifier, a possible antecedent is Emp.B17.34-5 DK: ¢\’
ovTo oty TodTa, Ot AAAYA@V 08 Bfovta | yiyvetor dAlote dAlo kol Nvekeg aigv opoia. Empedocles is
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latter, if I am the subject, as knowledge of it kot puavtdv, i.e. as it is only in relation to

and in terms of me as the measuring subject. Here’s the contrast in Greek:

vo® Tt K’ Eavtd. (Platonism)

vo® Tt kot puavtov. (Protagorean relativism)

In each case the reflexive prepositional phrase effectively gives the power to determine
how a thing appears to the reflexive’s antecedent. For example, if [ am a dog and
contemplate the divine xat’ gpovtdv, then it will likely appear like a dog. But if [ am a
dog and contemplate the divine k08’ €avtd, then it will show itself to me on its own
terms and as it is, regardless of whether I am a dog or anything else. Both these
positions thus rely on a category of reflexivity, and this is why Platonic absolutism,
perceiving objectively, and Protagorean relativism, perceiving subjectively, come into
being as a natural antithesis: they are two different applications of the same category of

reflexivity. Thus reflexives are valuable for setting out both positions:*

el yap on éxdote dAnbec Eotar O dv O aicOnoemg 60EALN, kol pnte TO dALOL
wéOog dAhog PELTIOV Srakpvel, unte TV S0EAV KuPLOTEPOS EoTon EmokEyachal
g€repog TV £1épov OpOBN 1| wevdng, GAL' O moArakic sipnrtal, aOTOS TG AOTOD
gkaoTog povog Sofdoel, tadta 8¢ mhvta Opdd kai GAnOT, ti Y mote, @ Etoipe,
[Ipotayopag pev coeog, dote kol ALV dwackarog a&odobot dwaimg petd
HeydAmv oddv, Nueic 88 auadictepol te kol @orrntéov HUiv Nv mop' éxeivov,

HETP® OVTL aVTA £KAGTO THS avTod coeiag; (P1.7Az.161d3-e3)

GAN oipai oe GUYY®PEIV TV VIOV To PV avTh KO’ adTé, To 8¢ Tpog dAla el

AéyecBar. (PLSph.255¢12-13)

Now Socrates is never completely sold on the existence of abstract ideas as things-in-
themselves, especially following Parmenides’ deconstruction of the notion in Plato’s
dialogue. As Parmenides demonstrates, if these ideas have their essence only in relation

to themselves and not in relation to their likenesses among the world of mortals, then it

referring to the cosmic ‘roots’ which retain their identity — ‘are themselves/in-themselves’ — despite
diverse compounding. Avtdg asserts a conceptual identity/identities behind plural appearance.

* There is the same bilateral reliance on reflexivity in Sartre’s (1943) ontology, since both poles of being
— that is, both being-in-itself and being-for-itself — include the reflexive pronoun in their definition.
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would be impossible for us to know anything about them.’ The divine would have
nothing to do with us, nor us with it, each constituting a mutually exclusive dimension.
On the other hand, if one seriously denies the existence of ideas that remain the same
and which are instantiated or exemplified by particular things — irrespective of whether
we view them as artefacts of the mind or, like Plato, as transcendently existent entities —
one destroys the possibility of carrying on any discussion, and even the possibility of
language. If the word ‘just’ meant something completely different from one moment to
the next, it would be useless as a sign; I might as well use any other word in its place.’

A solution to the problem of relating to entities which only relate to themselves
may be reconstructed from a passage in the Phaedo, where Socrates describes a kind of
mystical reflection in which the thinker himself mirrors this property of self-relation and

withdraws into the abstract:

avTv 0¢ &ic avTnV [TV yuynv] cvAriéyecBor kail aBpoilecbor [ eriocoeia]
TOPOKEAEVOUEVT], TIOTELEY O UNdevi GAA® GAA’ §| avTNV avTi], 6Tl v vonon

adTi K00’ adTHY adTd Kod’ avTd TV Sviey.’ (P1.Phd.83a7-b2)

The soul becomes like a form among other forms, and as such may interact with beings
of its own nature.® There is an intriguing structural correlation here between the
thinking soul as that which should relate only with itself and shun any association with
the body and the senses, and the objects of its thought as things which similarly relate

only to themselves as things-in-themselves.” A self-relating subject thinks self-relating

> Prm.134d-5c. Cf. Socrates’ argument in the Theaetetus (201e-202c) that things-in-themselves, when
conceived as elements, can only be named and can’t be rationally analysed. If something is alone by
itself, a0to k0O’ a0, then one can add no additional qualification to it beyond the mere act of naming it.
Therefore, since a rational analysis consists in giving an account of how parts relate to one another to
create a whole, things-in-themselves cannot be rationally known. This reminds us of Kant’s claim that the
naming of ‘I’ is a purely transcendental designation that does not note in it any quality whatsoever, and is
not an object of knowledge. Both share the notion that what is purely reflexive is somehow beyond
determination.

S Similarly, if there are were only particulars, using the same sign for any two things — and therefore
language itself — would be ontologically false, at best a convenient mental fiction. Extreme nominalism
excludes the possibility of language.

" Cf. 80e5.

¥ It is unclear whether the soul is a form or merely /ike a form. The claim that it is a form is controversial
and the problem isn’t fully solved if it is just a likeness. Nevertheless, the application of the phrase a0t
ko’ antd to both the subject and objects of intellection makes it clear that this particular mode of being
is understood by Plato to mediate their interaction — especially on the side of soul, which grasps the
forms only by gathering to itself and becoming a0to ko8’ a6 just like a form.

? For the nexus of reflexive thought and being ka6’ o016, cf. Men.Fr.333 PCG: £pdv 11 PovAevcon Katdt
GOVTOV YEVOUEVOG' | TO SUUEEPOV Yap 0VY Opdtat T@ Bodv, | &v T@ TpOg aDTOV &’ Avaloyloud Qaivetat.
The solitary thinker is of course a common motif.
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entities. As I proposed earlier, ‘subject and object are inherently mediated so that an
“epistemological” shift in the subject’s point of view always reflects an ontological shift
in the object itself.” The inscription of the reflexivity of the subject in the object
produces the reflexive object as the thing-in-itself.'” Self-relation is therefore a
considerable factor shaping the structure of Platonic intellection, together with its
epistemology and ontology. What Plato says of entities in themselves, things ka0’ avTd.
TpdC TV abdTdV ovoiay Eyovta fimep mépukev,' may also, to an extent, be said of the
Platonic subject, and of the person more sharply individuated by the socio-economic
developments in Greek society and abstracted from some of his other-directed relations:
he is as is by himself and in relation to his own essence.

The link is also clear in the antithesis of Platonic absolutism:

A avOpdnm dp' dupotov kai ool eaivetor 6tiodv; Exelg TodTo ioYVP®S, | TOAD
HOALOV &TL 00OE GOl OTD TAVTOV O10 TO UNOETOTE OUOIMG AVTOV GEAVTD EYELV;

(P1.Tht.154a6-8)

The relativism that Socrates tables here goes further than simply admitting the
possibility of the same thing appearing different to different people; it suggests that
nothing even appears the same to oneself, since one is never in an identical state to
oneself — presumably, that is, from one moment to the next. A change in the state of the
perceiver effects a change in what is perceived. This is why self-identity in the subject is
so important for Platonic thought: without it, one can never be guaranteed of thinking
objectively, of ‘having the same thoughts about the same objects’ and coming into
contact with the forms behind the likenesses. We see too that Platonic epistemology,
ontology, and ethics, form a complete organism. For given the above relation between
perceiver and perceived, the search for objectivity requires the subject to strive to attain
self-identity within himself if he is to find it in what he comprehends. Socrates’ practice
of death is one method, which works towards self-identity by withdrawing soul from its

relation with others and having it gather entirely to itself. Another is the very process of

' Conversely, one infers that an other-related soul, a soul that relates intimately with the body and the
senses, would think other-related objects, objects that are what they are only by linking up with other
objects in fluctuating, perennially transforming relationships. This is precisely what we find in
contemporary thought’s turn to the body, which implicates a similar turn towards ontological systems that
favour relativistic, other-related beings.

"' PL.Cra.386€3-4.
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dialectical argument; one seeks a position that is not self-contradictory but in which one
agrees with oneself regarding previous and later assertions.

One last point should be made here, that Plato’s characterisation of the
philosophising soul as avt kaf’ avtiv, which ideally should not mix with the body and
its affect, echoes Anaxagoras’ conception of the cosmological Nod¢ as avtog €’
¢ovtod, which alone does not mix with the other elements. He is transferring the
properties of the cosmic apyr to a human apyr|. Furthermore, we see the Platonic forms
taking on the same attributes of self-identity that characterise Parmenides’ one and
Empedocles’ sphere. These thinkers are consistent in founding their respective

cosmologies on entities that are in or by themselves.'?

7.3 Building a reflexive subject

7.3.1 The reflexivity of yoyn

The Phaedo’s exposition of a reflexive soul has been taken to influence the idea of
conscience. In an essay on Jan Patocka, Derrida finds in soul’s turn to itself a gesture to

the privacy of conscience and consciousness as secret self-knowledge. The passage

describes a sort of subjectivizing interiorization, the movement of soul’s gathering
of itself, a fleeing of the body towards its interior where it withdraws into itself in
order to recall itself to itself, in order to be next to itself, in order to keep itself in
this gesture of remembering. This conversion turns the soul around and amasses it
upon itself. It is such a movement of gathering, as in the prefix syn, that

. . 13
announces the commg—to—consmence...

2 An interesting question, which unfortunately can advance no further than speculation, is whether
thinkers like Anaxagoras and Parmenides ever theorised the yvy1 or vodg of humans in the same way as
they did their fundamental cosmological or ontological categories. Was Plato the first to transfer these
properties to the ideal human and her essence, as a result of lengthy meditation on the constitution of the
soul, while the others were preoccupied rather with the physics and constitution of the macrocosm?

" Derrida 1992: 13.
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Reflexivity creates a secret space for the singularity of individual conscience and
responsibility.

Let us now further investigate the self-relation of the thinking subject as it
comprises this space. The activities of soul are often characterised as playing out wholly
within its own scope, meaning that the objects of these activities are not independent
entities but are enveloped by soul as a part or extension of it. The action does not
propagate from the domain or field of one entity to that of another, but stays within the
bounds of the subject. This effect is commonly achieved through a reflexive
prepositional phrase. For example, when it is said of the soul, kwvoboa &v €ovti] Vv

' “thought’ is characterised as internal to soul."” Other psychological objects,

gvvolay,
such as memories, are also portrayed in this way. Indeed memory is defined as the
repetition of experiences that originally arose through an interaction of psychic and

corporeal fields within the bounds of the soul alone:

‘Otav 6 petd 100 cdpotog Exacysv mod’ 1 yoyn,
tadT’ Gvev 10D cOUNTOS aVT &V £0vTi) OTL pdAoTO dva-

AapBévn, Tote avappviokeoBai oo Aéyopev.' (Phlb.34b6-8)

Interestingly, not all transitive relations between a whole and its parts are capable of
reduction to the domain of the subjective whole. For instance, in ordinary language my
body and its parts are not capable of internalisation, and if we are to squeeze any sense

out of such an attempt, a virtual simulation of the body has to be meant:

I scratched my arm *inside myself.

If this expression means anything, it could only be that I imagined scratching my arm.
These facts indicate a mental bias inherent in the reference of the reflexive pronoun
when used with prepositions denoting internality; reflexive internalisation tends to
exclude the body. Soul is thus unusual in that it is capable of enfolding the objects of its

intellectual actions whereas ordinary transitive action takes place between two

" R.524e5.

'3 Cf. the definition of thought as the dialogue of soul with itself, Sph.263e3-5: OvkoDV S1évota pév Ko
AOYOG TODTOV' ATV O PEV EVTOG THG WLYTIS TPOG AVTIV S1AA0Y0G Gvey @Vi|g YiyvOLevog TodT’ ovTo Muiv
€nmvouacon, diavoa;

' Cf. Tht.186a10.
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thoroughly distinct entities, neither of which is in or within the other. The use of the
reflexive pronoun with €v to denote internal psychological space is absent in Homeric
Greek, where internal spaces are instead located in organs such as Ovpdc, epéveg and
kfp. By the time of Plato, a significant portion of the territory of this internal space has
been appropriated by the subject and unified under it.'” This move in turn affects its
constitution, since the activities which take place in this internal space now define it. At
its extreme, the subject is exclusively identified with this internal space and the actions
it contains.

While most of us would view the conceptualisation of the internal world of soul
using spatial analogies as purely metaphorical, the materialism of Greek thought often
concerns itself with explicating the physical and geometric dimensions of soul, whose
harmonies and movements are viewed as no less physical than those of the astral bodies.
Indeed the rational movement of these bodies in the heavens are the proportioned
motions of soul. So in the Timaeus the soul is constituted by the respective orbits of the
same and other. But here too soul retains its association with reflexivity, which is
simply translated into geometric terms. Accordingly, gathering to itself becomes
circling back on itself. Here Plato continues a venerable tradition in Greek philosophy
discussed in §4, the representation of reflexivity by circular motion, and its ascription to
foundational beings. The internalised motion of soul as self-moving'® is connected to
the movement of the speech without sound, which, as the passage from the Sophist
noted above shows, can be identified with intellectual thought. These themes come

together in the passage below:

Bte obv éx Thc todTod Koi i Oatépov @vcEmC £k TE 0VGING TPIBV TOVTMV
ocvykpabeica popdv, koi ava Adyov pepiobeica kol ocvvdebeion, avTn TE
AvaKVKAOVEV TTPOG DTV, OTOV 0VGiaY OKESAGTNV EXOVTOG TIVOG EPATTNTOL KO
dtav apépiotov, Aéyet Kivovpévn S1d mhong Eavtiig Hto T v TL TanTOV ) Kai Tov
av &tepov, mpoOg OTL T& paAloTO Kol Omn Kol dmwe Kol 0mote cvuPaivel Katd To
Y1yvouevh Te TPOC EKAGTOV EKOGTO. EIVOL Kol TAGYEWV KOl TPOG TO KOTO TOVTO

gyovta del. Adyog 0& O KoTd TOOTOV AANONG Yiyvouevog mepl 1 Bdtepov OV Kol

"7 For early examples see §6.2.3 above. The use is legion in Plato: Grg.491el; Smp.222a4; Men.8d6;
Phdr.241a3, 278a7; Cra.384a2; Phd.93c6, 8; Phlb.38¢7, 39cl; Leg.645b5; R.409¢7, 435c6, 440b2,
442¢7,443d2, 558d4, 575¢8, 590c4. Construction with wapd. is also common, for which see §6 n.36.

'8 The idea of soul as self-moving is given more extensive treatment in the Phaedrus, and seems to have
been a rather popular philosophical notion, as discussed in §4.6.
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mepl TO TOOTOV, €V T KIVOLUEVE VO' aDTOD PePOUEVOS Bvev PBOYYOL Kol MYTg

(Ti.37a-b)

Further on in the Timaeus the node of self-movement, reflexive circular motion, and
reflexive thought becomes even more explicit. The passage describes the third kind of

soul that exists in plants:

Thoyov yop OaTeELET TAVTA, GTPOUPEVTL O AVT® &v £0VT® Tepl £00TO, TV UEV
EEmBev anwoapéve kivnow, T &' olkeig ypnoapéve, TV avTod TL AoyicacsOot
KATOOVTL PUGEL 0V TopadEdmKeEY 1) Yévesic. o0 on (T pev éotiv 1€ ovy Etepov
Cdov, povipov 68 Kai Koteppllopuévov TERNYEY 01 TO THG VO’ £0VTOD KIVICEWMC

éotepficbon.  (77.77b-c)

This type of living being is completely passive and lacks reflexive circular motion and
self-movement, and so is not endowed with the capacity to reflect on its own
experiences. Particularly striking is the triplicaton of the avt6g morpheme in the phrase
oTPaPEVTL &' adTd v EauTt® Tepl £ovtod, producing a phrasal structure that reads like a
rhetorical tricolon. The circular motion of the loftier soul capable of reflexive thought is
reflexive in two related ways: firstly, it rotates about itself relative to the centre (mepi
¢avtd), and secondly, this activity is contained within itself (év £avt®d), as the
movement does not project beyond the circumference. This motion is attributed
participially, and is best read as a cause of the phrase t®v avtod Tt AoyicacHot
katdov. It is by turning about itself within itself that a soul is naturally endowed with
the capability of seeing completely (katidovtt) and reflecting on (AoyicacOat) any of
the things which belong to itself as experiences (t®v avtod tt). The reflexivity of
thought is thus derived from a reflexivity of motion, and the objects of the thinking

process belong to the thinker, in this case soul.

Besides its connection with reflexivity, soul is also deeply implicated with the idea of
sameness. The two connections are best considered as a nexus, especially since avtdg

may mean both self and same."” But the interconnection is not limited to etymology. It

' Cf. German selbst (‘self’) and derselbe (‘the same’).The meaning of the avtdc as an adnominal
intensifier may also be explained as a function of sameness. A thing itself is a thing qua that which
remains the same in its essence regardless of the flux of shifting accidental properties.
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seems intuitively correct that it only makes sense to speak of me as having a self insofar
as I am the same being from one moment to the next. The doctrine of multiple selves
common in certain contemporary philosophical circles does not diminish or refute the
correctness of this intuition. If I exhibit more than one self, it still seems that it must be
the case that each of these different selves is the same as itself across a certain period of
time, namely that for which I am acting out that particular self. If not, I could not be any
particular self whatsoever for more than an infinitesimally small period of time, which
is clearly absurd. Each of the multiple selves will be opened to reveal another set of
multiple selves inside, and each of these in turn will contain another set, and so on ad
infinitum in an endless Droste effect.”

If the self is an entity which is in some way the same across (a period of) time, it
is different from other self-identical entities in that it maintains this identity through
inclination or conatus — or in the terms of systems theory and biology, through the self-
production of autopoiesis. It isn’t just the same from one moment to the next
indifferently, but is engaged in reproducing itself and the conditions of its existence.
Platonic philosophy, and especially Stoic philosophy following it, harnesses autopoiesis
as an ethical imperative. Because of the contingency opened by human freedom, a soul
or person can be more or less in accordance with its essence depending on how we act:
we should maximise our identity across time and reproduce ourselves consistently.'

An important passage uncovering the conceptual network of soul, same, and self
occurs in the Phaedo.” Socrates is developing one of his proofs for the immortality of

the soul. The overall argument is that the soul is like to that which it contemplates.

% In fact it seems a condition of naming any object that it remain the same object for a certain period of
time. No workable linguistic system of names could ever be constructed if these were changing their
reference every second, let alone every single moment. In the time it takes me to utter a sentence the
world would have changed so completely that my statement would by its end be entirely out of context
and incomprehensible.

I This normativity is emphasised by Gerson (2003: 4), who recognises its reflexive intention: the
embodied person can ‘strive to transform themselves into their own ideal.” The emergence of this idea
helps explain the reflexivisation of the vocabulary of pejorative evaluation conspicuous in Plato, for one
can’t find fault with oneself without presupposing an idealised self-image that one has failed to live up to.
Note esp. Lg.907¢5-d1: €i 8¢ 1 kai Bpoyd mpobpyov memomKaey €ig TO meibev 1ty Tovg dvopog E0VTOVS
pév piofjoat, ta & évavtio mog 70N otépéat, KaAdg NIV eipnpévov dv €in O mpooipov doefeiag mépt
vopwv. The notion of a perfectible self is certainly not a cultural universal. For example the great
anthropologist Bill Stanner (1979: ‘The dreaming’, 36) writes of Aboriginal Australia: ‘[Traditional
aboriginal life] knew nothing, and could not, I think, have known anything of the Christian's straining for
inner perfection; of “moral man and immoral society”; of the dilemma of liberty and authority; of
intellectual uncertainty, class warfare, and discontent with one’s lot in life — all of which, in some sense,
are problems of the gap between Ideal and Real.” Cf. the reflexivisation of aitidopon: Phd.90d3; R.619¢4;
Tht.150e2, 168a2; Phd.85d5; pépgopar: Prt.339d8; watapéueopor: Men.71b2; opyilopor: A4p.23c8.;
Hp.Ma.286d4; wmoéw: R.486c11; Tht.168a5.

** Phd.79d ff.
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Since it contemplates the forms, and these are unchanging and immortal (the former is
derived as a condition of the latter), it too is unchanging and immortal.” Now a soul
acting in the capacity it ought to is characterised by a certain reflexivity. It acts ot
kaf' avrtryv, and likewise becomes avt ko' avtiv. In relating only to itself, and the
forms with which it shares kinship, it makes sure that it always keeps the same
condition in the same respects (A€l Katd To0Ttd doavtrg &xel). The conclusion that soul
i1s more similar to what always stays in the same condition than what does not (6A® xai
TavTi OUOWOTEPOV €0TL Yuyn 1O Gl @GAVTMS EYovil pdAlov §| T® un), shows that
already at the inception of philosophy the concept of self (insofar as it is equivalent to
soul) had been connected to that of sameness and identity. Yet this connection is stated
somewhat differently in the case of Ancient Greece, where the question is not what
makes me the same person from one moment to the next — which then becomes the
question of the unity of consciousness and conscious experience — but how over and
against the ephemerality of the body and the phenomenal world the soul achieves
unchanging identity with itself and the forms. Ancient thought does not investigate the
identity of pronouns, and above all the subject, but of a substance, soul, for the most
part objectively rather than subjectively understood, but with a special ability — through
relating only to itself and to the forms, which are to it like another self — to maintain
itself in the same condition across time.

The normative contour to soul’s identity is apparent in other places. Divine
beings show an elevated identity by thinking thoughts the same as themselves, and
humans ought to aspire to the same state by developing a soul with a self-consistent
AOyoc, one that always thinks the same thoughts about the respective forms.”* While
self-identity as an ideal later becomes a keynote of the Stoic tradition,”” we see already
in Plato the various refractions of self-identity, such as opdvoln €ovt@® and Ooporoyio
€avt®, as goods. It also appears that self-identity is a result of being a0v10 ka0’ av1d: to
consider something avto kaf’ avtd is to consider it insofar as it is identical with itself;
it is to consider the concealed identity behind the multifarious phenomena of things
which are given the same name. A thing is altered by interacting with something

different and being brought into relation with something other — that is, by becoming

2 With the important condition that this identity with itself is not given but must be cultivated. Cf. Gerson
2003: 50-98.

 For this project of self, note especially R.500c. It is the philosopher’s duty to mimic the stable divine
order and liken himself to it (tadto ppeicfai te kol dt1 pdAioto deopotovcdar).

% See §4 n.13.
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kaf’ &tepov. What is in itself does not relate to anything other and so cannot suffer
alteration. Just as Anaxagoras’ Nobg, when soul relates to itself, and thus becomes like a
form, it attains self-identity in the manner of any abstract concept.

Now understanding soul as an abstract concept, by virtue of which it displays
self-identity, breaks with the general trend of ancient thought, which for the most part
interprets the human being, along with the rest of the world, complexively.*® According

to MacDonald,

[w]hile a cognitive concept groups objects according to their possession of at least
one common attribute, “the bonds relating the elements of a complex to the whole

and to one another may be as diverse as the contacts and relations are in reality.””’

This distinction happens to be very useful for elucidating the difference between the
Homeric and Socratic conceptions of the self, and also enables us to rescue the
importance of Snell’s point regarding the ambivalence of the psychic organs in Homer
between general faculties and the particular products of such faculties.*® Since concepts
rise above the concrete objects that compose them, while complexes frequently merge
with their elements, a Homeric soul word like Bupdc behaves like a complex in that in
some instances it stands for the emotive faculty, or the emotive self, while in others it
may refer to a particular instance of emotion, will or thought — as in the phrase ‘another
Bupog held me back’.” By contrast, a word like soul can never stand for a particular
which characterises it. It has or experiences particular affective states, but cannot itself
stand for such a state. In the language of subjects and predicates, the soul aggressively
defends its position as subject and resists merging with its predicates, whereas Bvuog
may be both a personified subject and the emotion experienced by such a subject. The

post-Homeric semantic development of yuyn introduces the concept of a psychological

%% In Greece’s case, Havelock (1963: 256-7) in particular has underlined the historic importance of Plato’s
vocabulary of forms: ‘The phrasing of the “itself per se”, stressing as it does the simple purity of the
“object”, gathered together so to speak in isolation from any contamination with anything else, indicates a
mental act which quite literally corresponds to the Latin term “abstraction”; that is, this “object” which
the newly self-conscious “subject” has to think about has been literally ‘torn out’ of the epic context ad
created by an act of isolation and integration. For example, the many (concealed) instances of proper
conduct are gathered up into “propriety per se, quite by itself”.

" MacDonald (2005: 224-5), quoting Vygotsky (1962: 41-2).

% As Russo and Simon (1968: 495) state, drawing on Snell’s (1953) notorious treatise, there is ‘no clear
distinction among the organs of mental activity, the activity itself, and the products of the activity.” The
metonymical facility also runs in reverse, so that Gaskin (1990: 3) stresses the ability of the different
psychic organs to go proxy for a word denoting self.

*0d.9.302.
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subject distinguished from its psychic experiences with a new degree of rigour, one that
is transcendental insofar as it rises above these particulars.

As a concept, the nature of soul concerns the idea of self-identity in a way that is
irrelevant for complexes. The problem of psychic identity that has so engrossed the
Western mind thus stems from a new conceptual understanding of the individual. It has
been argued that thinking in concepts was and is promoted by literacy (and so, in the
Greek context, by the revolution in literacy), because, among other reasons, readers are
confronted by signs removed from their actual communicative context, and as a result,
since there is no such particular referent ready to hand, are more sensitive to the
question of what the sign ‘really’ refers to — why is the same sign used for different
particulars?® Asked in relation to the individual, the concept of wuyr answers the
question of what is the self-identical unity that stands above and behind the manifold
experience of consciousness.”'

The human subject’s reflexivity is refined further by Aristotle, who locates a
special form of it in vobg as the best part of the person and what he ideally is, and
reworks it into a direct, transitive form. Thought is capable of thinking itself when its
potential to exercise its power through itself has been actualised.”® He also proposes
complete identity between the thinker and the thought (éni pév yap tdv dvev HAng 10
avTd 0Tt TO voolv Kol TO voobpevov>), a claim undermined by the conceptual
disjunction of the transitive scheme. But he seems to think his way around this problem

by viewing the identity as a communion between thinking and its object:*

30 This is, of course, the prototypical Platonic question. As suggested above, Plato’s philosophy, and
especially his notion of forms, is in a sense a philosophy of literate language — somewhat paradoxically
given Socrates’ disparagement of the written word. For literacy’s sponsorship of conceptual thinking, see
Eastman 1975: 83-5, and especially Ong 1982.

3! As noted above, n.8, whether Plato unequivocally equated the soul with a form in his sense of the word
is debatable. But insofar as he assigned existence adt0 ka0’ a0t6 to both and held the soul to constitute
what the human being essentially is, and since only forms exist essentially, the soul often approaches
identity to a form.

32 De anima 429b5-9. Aristotle is close here to the idea of an essentially reflexive entity. The first such
formulation appears in Plotinus, especially in the third chapter of the fifth Ennead, where mind is
analysed as activity directed towards itself: 0 pév vodg &v avt@® évépyeia (Enn.v.3.7.26). Since &vépyeia
may also denote active force in grammatical jargon, this idea is implicitly dependent on an underlying
structure of transitive reflexivity projected by the PRS. Reflexivity has advanced to become the definitive
property of the most divine part of the human person.

> Ibid.430a3-4.

3* The thinking treated here is specifically God’s thinking, but it is ideally also man’s.
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N 6¢ vonoig 1 kad’ avTiv T00 kab avTO dpicTov, kol 1 péAota Tod paAoTa.
aOTOV O VOel O VoG KaTh HETAANYIV TOD vonTod: vonTog Yap yiyveton Oryydvaov

Kal vo®dv, BoTe TaNTOV vodg Kol vontov. (Arist. Metaph.1072b18-21)

Not only does thought think itself by touching and partaking of its object, but both it
and its object are ka0’ avt0o, a continuation of Plato’s idea of the soul per se thinking its
objects per se. Aristotle has thus packed this relation inside a further reflexive relation
in which the two in-themselves become identical. Under this new umbrella, the
intellect’s engagement with the forms is thus reinterpreted reflexively as thought

thinking itself.

7.3.2 yoyn/voig as the real person

As has been proposed, the conception of soul as the real person relates to new semantic
possibilities for the reflexive; the reflexive may reference the person as a soul, an
internal and essentialised encapsulation of personality, normative agency, and the
experience of consciousness.” The conception of the person in this way, in which the
outward body is removed from all essential determinations of personhood — these are
instead gathered within the single entity of soul — is a major turn in the history of
thought.*® The idea of soul as the real person is a cornerstone of Platonic philosophy,
and some have seen it as primarily a Platonic invention.”” Yet its roots go back to the
soul’s acquisition of body-soul meanings following Homer and to the development of
mystery eschatology, which must assume the continuance of a person, enfranchised
with the full palette of consciousness and identity despite its lack of body, into the
afterlife qua soul.”®

The Laws (959a ff.) clearly states the identification of the real person with yoy.

The soul is that which makes/represents each of us (év avt® 1€ T® Piw 10 TOPEYOUEVOV

3 For a recent overview of the Platonic soul as person, see Long (2005). The personalised aspect seems to
be a comparatively recent development. It is especially corroborated by the myth of individual destiny
after death recounted at the end of the Gorgias (ibid., 185).

36 The idea of the essential person as an internalised being is carried over by Paul into Christianity as 6
gom GvBpomog. See Ep.Rom.7:22; Ep.Eph.3:16; 2 Ep.Cor.4:16. Cf. Philo De agricultura 9 CW.

37 E.g. Burnett 1916; Claus (1981: 182-3) sees the Platonic innovation as a ‘moralisation of the
psychosomatic yoyn of fifth-century medical and sophistic soul therapy’. With the Gorgias there appears
a ‘fully realized psychological version of the Pythagorean soul’.

3 See above p.58 ff.
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eV ékactov TodT sivar pndev 6AL § v wuxv’") and is what each of us really is.
This identification becomes a central step in the argument of / Alcibiades, where the
notion of caring for oneself is interpreted as caring for one’s soul. Here one sees that a
new interpretation of what constitutes the person enables a new interpretation of the
reflexive as an index of that person. Plato makes the same move with another famous
reflexive construction, the Delphic dictum, glossing the reflexive as an internalised
representation of the person, that is, as a soul. In both cases the reflexive borrows new
semantic ideas from the concept of soul. These meanings may semanticise in time so
that the default interpretation of the reflexive in these contexts is as an internalised
person more or less distinct from the body and other external relations, eventually
leading to the nominalisation of the reflexive morpheme itself as just such a being,
namely a self.

This identification is somewhat flexible, since later in the Republic Plato equates
the real person not with soul as a whole, but with its most rational part, an idea which
endures in Aristotle’s view of the true self as especially intellect.”” As I noted in the
introduction,*' in Greek ideas of the true self, beyond the self which one casually is by
virtue of being an embodied person, are hardly individual and personalised, which is
particularly conspicuous in this case because the true self as reason excludes the
emotions, character, personality, etc.*” One may improve oneself by having reason rule
the rest of the many-headed yoyn, but this is an ordering among parts — one does not in
the Greek view find one’s true self as a specific and holistic type of individual soul. The
not infrequent tendency for idealised psychic entities in Plato to be stripped of personal
characteristics is perhaps influenced by soul’s function as the non-personal principle of
biological life, including non-human life,* and the cast of ancient thought in general,
which strives to bring the individual into some concordance with an objective

metaphysical order that is universal.**

* 959a6-7.

0 See Sorabji 2006: 115-18.

181 n.33.

2 Cf. Sorabji, ibid.

* For yoyn as a life-force, and a discussion of how this primary sense has shaped its psychological sense,
see especially Claus (1981). Plato often mixes soul’s aspects in a way that impacts his arguments, for
which see Robinson (1995: 20, 34-7). However cf. Long (2005: 182-5), who foregrounds Plato’s
normative conception of soul.

# Gerson (2003: 3, 9, 277) makes the elegant argument that in Plato the embodied person stands in
relation to the disembodied person (i.e. soul) as the sensible images of the forms stand in relation to the
intellectual forms themselves, with the important exception that the person is capable of self-
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The outright equation of the human subject and soul is not without it difficulties,
as Aristotle intimates.” Psychic acts like pitying, learning and thinking are more
correctly predicated of man than they are of soul: to say that the soul feels anger is as
absurd as to say that the soul weaves or builds. Man (0 d0pwmog) thinks using soul as an
instrument. Aristotle is thus directing our attention to the subject which transcends the
soul. We may arrive at this subject through the logic of conceptual separation inherent
in the relation of possession. This is ironical, given that Socrates uses the same method
to differentiate the man as soul from his possessions in / Alicibiades; if the subject
possesses soul, then isn’t it rather than soul the true person, standing in relation to it as
soul itself does to T €avtod? To escape this difficulty the discourse of human ontology
must in the end turn its attention from soul as an objectified substance to the subject that

is always already presupposed by any objectification.*®

7.3.3 Psychic concord and the internalisation of socio-political

relations

We have seen that Plato’s epistemological and ontological position requires the
philosopher to seek self-identity. His theory of psychic concord lays down the method
and means for this project. Plato’s treatment of the soul as a state constituted by
different political classes is one of the most famous analogies in the history of
philosophy, and is significant for our study of reflexivity since it provides many
opportunities for the reflexivisation of various socio-political relations. In this way
traditionally other-directed relations such as ¢@wiia, &0Opo, and opdvolo — staples of
socio-political thought — are inventively reinterpreted as self-relations. The following
passage from the Republic, discussing injustice’s disruption of harmonious human

association, illustrates well the transition from the traditional use of such terms to depict

transformation and through philosophy may learn to identify with her ideal self. Because this ideal is
universal like a form it lacks personality.

* De anima 408b11-15.

* Tronically, Aristotles’ own argument would be as problematic for his identification of the real person
with vodg as Plato’s identification of it with yvyr. The Stoic Hierocles, scaling the aspects of the self
according to the degree of intimacy of possession (oikeimoig), realised that even vodg is said to be £avtod
and thus presupposes a possessor. In Sorabji’s (1999: 16) words, it is possible that Hierocles sees the
individual self as ‘something very abstract, a sizeless point round which the mind forms the first circle
and the body the next.” But as soon as this sizeless point is objectified in thought, another possessive
subject will be presupposed, and so on ad infinitum.
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socio-political relations between, or within groups of, different individuals, to their

application within a single individual.

ovKkoDV To16vde TveL paiveton [adikia] &xovso Thv dVvouy, olov, O &v &yyévnta,
gite moler twi eite yével €ite otpatonédw &ite GAA® Ot@olv, TPATOV UEV
GovVOTOV OVTO TOLETV TpaTTEY PeD’ avTOD S1d TO oTacLale Kol dopépesbar, Tt

&> &yOpov eivar £oTd Te Kai Td dvovtio movti kol T6 ducain; ody oBTog;

VL YE.

koi &v évi &1 olpar évodoa Tawth TadTo TOwoEl Bmep mEQUKeEV EpydlecOon
TPAOTOV PEV AOVVATOV aVTOV TPATTEWY TOWCEL 6TacLAlovTa Kol ovy Opovoodvta
adTOV £0vT®, Emcito £OpoOv kol EavTd xoi Toig Swkaiowg 1 yap; (PLR.351e9-

352a8)

This passage shows two levels of reflexivisation. The first is the community that
cooperates and is like-minded with itself, the second the individual. As reflexive
processes applying to a group, the former can be classed with other important socio-
political reflexive terms such as avtovopio, avtotéAetn, and avtdpkela. These, as we
have seen, characterise ideal states, to which the attributes mpa&ic ued’ avtig, opovola
npdg adTv etc., may be added.*” That the ideal characteristics of states and individuals
align is one of the commonplaces of ancient, and indeed any thought. Whether one
accounts for it by the human desire for a well-ordered, symmetrical, and fractal world,
in which the same order of logical relations reproduces itself across different scales and
thereby confirms the universe’s grand design and purpose,” or through various

psychoanalytic theories by which the human psyche internalises the symbolic order of

7 One must remember that analogies proceed by taking a standard, well-accepted descriptive model and
applying it to a phenomenon where it doesn’t originally, by convention, belong. We can therefore infer
that such terms were probably, and with some regularity, applied to social groups and states. Cf.
Pl.Leg.693b3-4: Sravon0évtag 10 to10ve, T1 oAV EAevBépoay Te sivarn S&i kai Eugpovo kol £avTh einy.

* As in the homological worldview of German idealism: ‘Such an image of a world infused with inner
purpose had a particular significance for the ways of thinking about the self that developed in Germany. It
depicted the world and the individuals who make it up as homologous or isomorphic, that is, as having
corresponding or parallel structures, pointing to a kind of original harmony between them’ (Seigel 2005:
297).
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social relations,” the macro-/micro-cosmic analogy is one of the most pervasive
tendencies, even heuristics, of human thought. Thus the autonomous city has as its
counterpart the autonomous individual, the city that is like-minded with itself the
individual that is like-minded with himself. To reiterate a point already made, one
should not, therefore, underestimate the degree to which sociological conditions
determine individual actors’ view of themselves. This is demonstrated nowhere better
than in reflexivity’s pervasion of politics as well as anthropology.

Stobaeus (2.33.14) quotes a passage from the Neoplatonist lamblichus’ Ilepi
opovoiag, in which he first sketches the traditional socio-political use of the term before

defining its reflexive signification:

&t 0 mepiéyerl [N opdvola] kai v EvOg €KAGTOV TPOG £0VTOV OLOYVOUOGUVIV'
VO’ €vOg UEV VAP TIG VONUATOG Kol UGG YvOUNG KLPBEPVAOUEVOS OUOVOET TPOG
£00TOV, dryoyvouovdY 08 TTPOg £0VTOV Kol Avopolo Aoylopevog dtootactaler
Kol O pev €mi TG del avThg EMUEVOV dLOVONGEMG OLOPPOGHVIG £0TL TAPNG” O OE
dotatog 10l Aoyiopoig kol dAlote VI’ AAANG dOENG PePOUEVOS AOTAOUNTOS £0TL

Kol ToAépog mpog £avtév. (Iambl.Ep.ITepi opovoiog = Antiphon B44a DK)

[amblichus presents the reflexivisation of opdvown as a development of the original
application of the word to various sorts of society, which is surely correct. There is
argument over whether the sophist Antiphon’s treatise Ilepi opovoiag, of which only
fragments survive, dealt with psychic concord in anticipation of Plato instead of the
more traditional notion of civic concord, or perhaps even in both senses as lamblichus
does. Though Pendrick strongly rejects this possibility, I don’t think his conclusion is as
decisive as he makes out.”® His commentary on F58-59, which discusses mastery of
one’s passions and thus provides a context for the potential use of opdvouwa in this sense,
claims that Stenzel’s imputation to these fragments of a concept of psychic concord

arising from the conflict of opposing wills ‘misrepresents the point at issue, which is not

* Take e.g. Elliot (2008: 146): ‘Many analysts agree that fragmentation, dislocation and contradiction are
key characteristics of postmodernity that are mirrored internally at the level of the self.” The £tepdvoia
poOg €avtnv of postmodern society conditions the £tepovola Tpog eavtov of the corresponding self.

*% Farenga (2006: 469 n.52) also finds Pendrick’s argument unconvincing, especially regarding its
philological point that the predominant sense opovola in Antiphon’s time was ‘civic concord’ (though use
in the context of friendship was also possible) and that there is no early use of this term in a psychic sense
(Pendrick 2002: 41-2). He approvingly cites Farrar’s (1988: 119) suggestion that opdvola is psychic in
Antiphon just as avtovopio refers to a personal characteristic in Antigone.
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the reconciliation of conflicting desires but the mastery of potentially harmful ones.’
But if we take such a distinction too seriously, it should have been impossible for Plato
to use opovown in this sense too, who leads into his own discussion of psychic concord
by examining just that, the notion of self-mastery.”’ If he freely uses phrases such as
ruling oneself when characterising such concord,’” then he clearly doesn’t see the two as
distinct psychic states. Pendrick seems to put too fine a point on the notion of
reconciliation as a reciprocal relation rather than a peace brokered and enforced by one
dominant entity. But the latter idea is surely present in Plato’s account, where
reconciliation takes place not between equal entities but under the authority of reason as
ultimate master. If Plato doesn’t finely distinguish between opovola and self-mastery,
then its use in a psychic sense in Antiphon is quite possible.

In the case of Plato’s reflexivisation of friendship, and its opposite enmity, the
thematic history is clearer.® The idea of self-love is, like mpa&ig TV €avtod, a torn
notion, and divided between self-interest and self-respect. The Greeks’ sense of it as a
universal human trait in the former sense will have been magnified by the
aforementioned forces of socio-economic individualisation which sanction an
individual’s interest in himself. There is, in turn, an idealogical tinge to its claim as a
universal, because it justifies as natural an economy in which each works for himself.

Self-love and working for oneself are of course very close:

AT. 7 mév0’ Spota g Gviyp aDT@ MOVEL.

OA. 1® yap pe paArov gikog 1 *povt® moveiv; (S.4;5.1366-7)

apTL YIYVOOKELS TOOE,
O¢ TAG TIG ADTOV TOD TEAAG LAAAOV QIAET,

of p&v dikaing, of 8¢ kai képdoug yapw;>* (E.Med.85-7)

But a second sense of self-love arises which directs itself towards an idealised form of

the self:

°! R.430e ff.

2 E.g. R.443d4-5: &pEovta adtdv adTod Kol koopioovta Kai GIlov YEVOUEVOY £0VT@ Kai GUVOPHLOGOVTOL
tpia dvta, discussed further below.

>3 See the excellent study by Gantar (1966), who correctly (150-4) interprets the positive sense of self-
love as originating through the internalisation of the reflexive’s reference and cites as antecedents many
of the reflexive phrases we have considered.

3% For the same sentiment see S.OC.309; Eur.Fr.452 TrGF.
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€YQD TEQLVKA T’ e0oePETV Kal fovAopal,
QG T” £novTV, Koi KAE0C TovUoD ToTpOg
oVK v dvaip’, o0dE cuyyove yapv
doinv av & fic SucKeng pavicopaL.
&veoTL 0’ igpov Th¢ ikng €uoi péya

&v i pvoer.  (E.Hel.998-1003)

Far from being selfish, Theonoe’s love of self is a pious act which honours the ‘great
temple of justice’ that inheres in her nature. This form of self-love has become available
due to major developments in psychology, including the moralisation of the soul as the
human essence and its investment with a divine nature, but it also depends upon a more
general categorisation of the individual as the privileged source of action. If I myself am
seen as the source of piety in the statement £yw gvoef®d, if this act is viewed as issuing
from my nature and soul, then the value attached to evcéfeia as piety will ultimately
devolve to me as its origin. In this context to love myself will be to love something
invaluable since I am the cause of piety. This is a markedly different situation than one
in which the source of piety is externalised and the individual’s role as subjective agent
downplayed. In this situation, though I may in a weak sense author the act, its ultimate
origin lies with another, say with a god or an ancestor — it is under obligation to them
that I act, and piety’s value remains firmly with them insofar as I am yielding to them
what is their due. The former model arises from the latter through an internalisation — in
this passage, the subject has explicitly engulfed the temple of justice — and the
internalisation is enabled by a much broader movement, the individual’s identification
of himself as awtovpydc and owtdyelp, the source of his action.”

Loving oneself or being a friend to oneself in this way is not to act for one’s own
advantage but to respect the internal condition that is a prerequisite for just and
thoughtful action in the first place. When conceived within the scheme of Platonic
psychology, becoming a friend to yourself is to become a friend to the self as a

(potentially) integrated psychic unity ruled by reason that better comprehends the forms

> This view is to be parcelled with the position discussed in §6.2.6, that individuals, rather than gods, are
responsible for their condition in life.
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of justice, the good etc.” Plato is thus applying a model of self-relation akin to Lakoff’s

True-Self model.”’

This well-ordered self is a thing to be cultivated and attained, and is
thus differentiated from the subject’s usual mode of being, which must strive to be
brought into a relation of friendship and love with this self.”® The model is continued by

Aristotle in his positive use of pilavroc.”

7.3.4 Internalisation of mpa&ic Tod £avTod

Plato’s debt to political and legal reflexivity is clearest in his appropriation of the
popular notion of justice as mpa&ic tod €avtod. He draws from its fount in several

places:

Kol tavtn Gpa i 1) Tod oikeiov te kol £avTod EE1G T Kal TPALLg dkatooHvn dv

opoloyoiro. (R.433e12-434al)

GAL €0 xoi méhow Adyeton TO mPATTEWV Koi yvével Té TE 0DTOD Kol £auTOV

cOEPoVL Pove mpoonkewv. (7i.72a4-6)
ocoEpocvvn av i 10 T0 £avTod Tpdrttewy. (Chrm.161b6)
As Adam comments, ‘Plato is looking for a point of contact between his own view of

Justice and the popular judicial meaning of the word, and finds it in &g o oikeiov.”®

gE1g tob oikeiov, interchangeable with £€£1g Tod €ovtod, means possession of what is

>% Conversely, hostility to oneself represents the way a person often sabotages the realisation of a higher
unity or happiness within themselves. This idea is also dependent on the notion of the individual as the
source of events. Suffering becomes tragically ‘self-chosen’, and hostile forces are internalised rather
externalised. Cf. Democr.B88 DK: 0 @Bovéwv éwvtov o¢ &xOpov Avméet. Men.Fr.634 Edmonds: 6
©BovepoOg avT® moAépog kobiotatal | avBapéTors yap cuvéyetal Amoug det.

>T Cf. Isocrates’ (1.49) reflexivisation of dpaptéve: dikaing 8 &v TodC To100TOVS DmOAGPOEY (1) HoVOV
gic adTOVg Auaptavey, ALY kol Tfig TOMC elvan mpoddtag. Such men sin against themselves by failing to
fulfil their potential to become serious men and wasting the good hand fortune has dealt them.

*¥ The production of this higher self can also be put in terms of recursive reflexivity, which I elaborate on
below. Logically, if the primary self is bad, then the self which conquers this self must be good, and
therefore love of this self is a good thing.

Y E.g. at EN.1169al2: tov dyabov 5¢i piavtov sivar. Note that the idea has by this point been efficiently
coded as a compound, suggesting frequent use and therefore significance as a socio-cultural category. The
pejorative use also continues, e.g. at MM.1212a29.

%0 Adam 1902: ad loc.
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one’s property by legal right. Similarly, npa&ig tod €avtod in a judicio-social sense
means managing, including the corollaries of controlling and possessing, what belongs
to one by legal and social right. As I have already suggested, these notions are
constructions of a certain type of political state, judicial and social system working in
concert, which forges the individual as defined by a set of private interests to which he
alone is entitled. This claim is enforced judicially but also regulated socially, through
the various forms of conventional wisdom and habitus that enculture citizens.

An argument was introduced in the section on Democritus that the development
of an ethic of mpd&ic tod £avtod has its wider cause in the breakdown of face-to-face
society in Greece and the formation of the city-states. In a face-to-face society, one’s
business is the other’s business, and one’s praxis is exposed to the regulation of that
other’s face. The responsibility and imperative to know and manage oneself and one’s
interests®' signposts a new direction in the history of Greek civilisation; a new code of
practice for the human actor is needed to suit the changing socio-political conditions. In
refraining from moAvmpaypootvn, the citizen is to refrain from imposing his face on the
business of others. The novelty of this idea peers through the expression’s form, for as
apophthegm it states what is not obvious and taken for granted.®®

Plato’s appropriation of this notion, and the theoretical use to which he puts it, is
dependent therefore on a far larger matrix of socio-cultural development which
constructs actors whose praxis is reflexive. This interdependence reveals itself openly in
the mobile transference of reflexive attributes from the state or political body to the
individuals that constitute that body and vice versa, and draws in its train a multitude of
related reflexive concepts, oa0OTAPKELX, ADTOKPATELD, AVTOTPAYIC, TO AVTOKEAEVGTOV, TO
avtdyvetov, T avtofoviov — all of which relate to the ideal of self-determination.®’
The self-determined, autonomous individual is the subject of Philo’s treatise Quod
omnis probus liber sit, where the truly free man and freedom itself are defined by these

reflexive qualities:

51 Observe the juxtaposition of ta éowtod and €avtov at 7i.72a5, one of many indications that the two are
a conceptual blend. Cf. Men.Fr.307 Edmonds: 10 yv®01 cantov 0Tt dv T Tpdypota | €idfig 0 cavTod
Kol T{ 6ot ToTéOV.

52 We may contrast the situation of modernity, in which the ethic of npa&ig Tdv €avtod is so internalised
that it scarcely needs apophthegmatic reinforcement. Pursuit of one’s own interests, friends, partner etc.,
have become the default setting of an individual’s praxis.

63 Cf. Xenophon’s (Mem.1.2.6) report of Socrates’ condemnation of the sophists as avOpaTOdIOTAG
EQUTOV.
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1OV Qyenddg Erevdepov dvalntdpey, ® HOVEO TO OVTOKPATES TPOGESTL, KAV

Hopiot Ypapmot decmoTos £0vTovg. (19)

YVOGETOL GOP®DS, OTL 0VdEV BALO FAL® GLYYEVEC OVTMG, ®OG OGVTOTPOYid
€levbepiq (21)

4

€levBeplag, NG 1O aVTOKELEVGTOV Kol £0chovpyoV KATipog 1d10¢. (22)

Like Plato, Philo is concerned with liberating these terms from their usual socio-
political context. Freedom is an internal state of the soul and not a socio-political
condition that exists between two people; it is about the development of the resources
for happiness that lie within, and the attainment of a soul not enslaved by the various
passions but free to act justly and determine itself in accordance with the contemplation
of god’s justice that is its proper nature.”* Both Plato and Philo internalise the
vocabulary of political autonomy, but Plato’s internalisation of mpd&ig tod €avtod in
particular is an ingenious example of reinterpretation. The argument climaxes in the
following famous passage from the Republic, which defines justice in terms of the

tripartite soul:

10 8¢ ye dAn0ég, ToodToHV TL Ny, Mg Eolkev, 1| Sucatocvvn AL’ ob mepi TV EEm
TPAEWY TOV a0TOV, AALG TEPL TV €VTOG, OC AANODS Tepl éavTov Kol T £0vToD,
U €4oavto TAALOTPLO TPATTEWVY EKAGTOV &V AVT® UNOE TOAVTPAYLOVETY TPOG
SAANA To &V TR Wuxdi Yévn, GAAG 1@ dvii o oikgia €0 Oéuevov kai EpEavta
aVTOV aVTOD Kol Koounoovto Koi @iAov yevopevov €0vT@® kol cuvoprocavTo
Tpia Ovta, domep Opovg TPEig appoviag Ateyvds, veatng Te Kal VIATNS Kol pHEong,
Kol €l dAlo dtto peta&d Tuyyavel 6vta, TAvVTo TadTe GLVONGAVTE KOl TOVTATAGLY
&va YevOUEVOV €K TOAADV, COGPOVA KOl NPUOGUEVOV, OVT® O TPATTELY 1joN, €4V
TL TpdTTN 1 TEPL YPNUATOV KTHoW §| TEPl cOMATOG Oepameiay 1 Kol TOAMTIKOV T )
mepl T 101 cupPoraia, v mhot ToLTOLG YovEVOV Kal dvopdlovta dtkaioy PEV
Kol KaAnv Tpdlv 1 av ooty v E&v odln 1€ Kai cvvamepydalntal, copiay o0&
Vv €émotatodoov TovTn Th Tpdael Emotuny, ddwov o6& tpatv §j dv del tadvTnv

AT, Guodiav 82 v Tavtn av émictatodoay d6Eav. (P1.R.443d-444a)

4 Cf. Inwood (2005: 303): ‘Freedom in Greek philosophical thought, especially in Stoicism, is an
internalization of a social and political reality.’
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The internalisation is clearly signed by the contrast between the ‘outside’ and ‘inside’
forms of npd&ic v &owtod.” Only the inside form truly concerns the self and what
belongs to the self (Og dAnOHC Tepi Eavtdv Ko Té £avtod).®® As if the divisions of the
soul were citizens in a city, the just person should allow each to do its own business but
not to interfere with others, and in doing so rule and order himself, as well as become a
friend to himself. Earlier the suggestion that justice is the greatest of goods that the soul
contains within itself, while injustice the greatest of evils, was stretched to a utopian
conclusion; if it were inculcated in humans from a young age, we would become
perfect self-regulating machines: o0k dv GAANAOVG EQLAGTTONEY UT| AOIKETY, GAL’ aOTOG
avTod NV EKaoToC EPLoTog GUAGE, Sedibe ui ddk®dV Td peyioto Kakd ovvoukog B.o7
That is, one would be concerned not so much with wronging another as wronging
himself, his soul, and would guard himself against ever coming into contact with this
greatest of evils. These words are spoken by Glaucon’s brother Adeimantus, who seeks
from Socrates not some account of justice’s indirect benefits, whether they be a good
reputation, honours, gifts etc., but a more fundamental account of justice’s effects in
and of itself on the soul, excepting the gaze of gods and men. Socrates sets out his
tripartite theory of the soul, the harmonic union of which constitutes justice, to answer
this challenge. Just like Democritus, he is looking for a moral sanction outside the
other-directed gaze of gods and men that, sunk deep into the self, requires less social
context. As I proposed in that section, such a sanction is required because the gaze of
the other has retreated as the individual’s praxis has been privatised into wpda&ig T®v
¢avtod. For moral regulation to persist in this new milieu, it must shift its basis to the
self, and prioritise its care before care of the body, political duties, etc.®®

Platonic epistemology and ethics thus continue the inversion of traditional

hierarchies by founding themselves in acts of self-relation. One must first know oneself

% The internalisation of t& éowtod figured here is followed up and adapted by Stoicism, which stores
one’s true propria, especially virtue, in the self, where they are inalienable and can’t be plundered like
merely adventitious propria. E.g. Sen.Constant.5.7: At ille victoriam illi [regi] excussit et se urbe capta
non invictum tantum sed indemnem esse testatus est. Habebat enim vera secum bona, in quae non est
manus iniectio, at quae dissipata et direpta ferebantur, non iudicabat sua sed adventicia et nutum
fortunae sequentia. Ideo ut non propria dilexerat;, omnium enim extrinsecus adfluentium lubrica et
incerta possessio est.

% For an internalised sense of t& éowtod cf. Xen.Mem.1.2.61: Toxpag 8¢ d1d movtdog tod Piov T
¢avtod [in Gantar’s (1966: 159) words his Seelenvermdégen] domov@dv T HEYIGTO TAVIAG TOVG
Bovlopévoug dPELEL.

" PL.R.367a2-4.

6% See §7.2.8 below.
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or care for oneself before one can know or care for others, and success in the latter rests
on success in the former. In his apology, Socrates depicts the foundation of ethics in

care of self as his life’s teaching, describing himself as

EMyEp®dV EkaoTov LUV meiBey un mpodTEPOV PNATE TOV £0VTOD  UNOEVOC
Empereiobon mpiv Eovtod Emipeindein Onwg ®g PEATIOTOC KOl QPOVILAOTOTOC
£€001T0, UNTE TOV TN TOAEWMC, TPV AVTHG TG TOAEMS, TOV 1€ ALV 0UTM KoTd

OV 00OV Tpomov Empereicbo.” (Pl.4Ap.36¢5-d1)

The reflexivisation of other-directed structures is part of what may be termed a wider
turn to soul, the broad context which also gives us, for example, Democritus’
transference of traditionally other-determined states that come from without, such as
happiness and misfortune, to the soul.”’ It makes heavy use of the PRS insofar as the
complex reflexive flags unexpected coreference. A symbiosis exists between the
complex reflexive’s semantics and the unexpected replacement of another with the self
as an inversion of traditional relational practices.

It is clear from the argument in the above passage that ¢avtod and avtfig TG
noAewg are parallel, which suggests a reading of the reflexive as €0d avtod and use of
adtog as the ontological intensive’' marking ideal forms, a reading that appears again in
1 Alcibiades. What one should care for first is the form of the person that is oneself, just
as one should care first for the form of the city. Thus Plato’s use of avtdg to identify

forms influences his interpretation of that same morpheme in the complex reflexive: the

% Cf. Phdr.229¢5-230al for the same attitude regarding epistemology: od SOvapoi o KoTd TO AsAPUOV
YPauo YV@VOL EpavTov: yeAoiov oM pot eaivetal TovTo €Tt dyvoodvta td GAAOTpLo okomelv. Note also
Confucius (4nalects XII1.13, tr. Lau 1979), who also prioritises spiritual care of self before political care
of others: ‘If a man manages to make himself correct, what difficulty will there be for him to take part in
government? If he cannot make himself correct, what business has he with making others correct?’

" See especially Democr.B170: bdarpovin yoyiig kol kaxodaipovin. Both blessedness and misfortune
are here expressed as compounds of daipmv, the divine power controlling the destiny of individuals.
Hence ebdouplovin is the state of having a favourable guardian spirit, kakodaiovin a hostile one. But
Democritus, in quite radical fashion, internalises this power by locating it in the soul. As a property of the
soul, it is determined by human agency (see Democr.B175). The idea first emerges in Heraclitus (B119),
M0og avOpdnm daipwv, where it contrasts with the Homeric view of man’s action as largely determined
by the external forces of gods, daimones, etc. Cf. Menander’s (Mon.132 Edmonds) comic application of
it: daipov povtd yéyova ynuog mhovciov — in turn a positive take on the notion of being-for-oneself
offered at E.4/c.685-6; and Ov.Met.8.72-3: sibi quisque profecto | est deus: ignavis precibus Fortuna
repugnat. In Kahn’s (1979: 261) words, ‘The cause [of our destiny] is not in the stars but in ourselves.’
Note also Isocrates’ (2.20) claim that the gods are more impressed by self-improvement than other
offerings: fjyod 82 Odpa todto KEAMGTOV Elvan Kai Oepameiay peyicy, v dg PELTIGTOV Kol SikatdToTov
GOVTOV TOPEYNG: LAAAOV YAp EATIG TOVG TOOVTOVG 1| TOVG iepeia mOAAA KaToBAAAovTag TPAEEY TL Tapd
TV Oe®dV dyadov.

"1 Le. where the intensive makes its contrast within an internal domain as outlined in §2.2.2.
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complex reflexive is to the person, or myself is to me, as the city in-itself is to the city.
The semantics of the complex reflexive draws on the theory of forms, or the

philosophical use of the intensive more generally — it refers to the person essentialised.

7.3.5 Self-directed speech and intellectual acts

I have already touched on the definition of thought as soul’s conversation with itself.
Self-directed intellectual activity is characteristic of the reflective mode of philosophy
more generally, and reflexive pronouns are often found with verbs denoting these kinds
of acts.”> What I claimed above in the case of the use of the reflexive pronoun with the
preposition ‘in’, that these phrases are different in flavour from its use with other
psychological agents, I believe also applies here: speaking to oneself, asking oneself,
and examining oneself must be distinguished from speaking to one’s heart, asking one’s
heart, or examining one’s heart. The difference again lies in the special identity relation
between the reflexive and its antecedent, which declares a subjective unity and renders
any potential division in the subject a problem which requires resolution. Moreover, as
argued above, in intellectual contexts the complex reflexive may be interpreted as a
transparent combination of pronoun plus intensifier, which returns a sense of the
reflexive as an essentialised version of the subject.

As an example, consider the following from Theaetetus, which is replete with
self-directed speech and intellectual acts. The topic is intellectual judgement (and the
paradox of false opinion), which is again defined as silent talking to oneself. The soul

and the person interchange as the reflexive subject:

Q. Mdyov Ov adTi Tpog abTRY 1 yoyn SieEépyeton mepl GV Av oKomf. MG ye UM
€lddg ool dmopaivopal. TodTo Yap pot ivodAdetar S1ovoovpévn ovk GAAO T 1
SwAéyechat, avTi) £0VTV EpOTACH Kol ATOKPIVOUEVT, KOl PACKOLGO KOl OV
eackovoa. dtav 6¢ Opicaca, gite PBpadvtepov gite kol 6&vTEPOV EMGEAcA, TO AOTO

fon o1 xai pn ootdln, 00&av Tavtnyv tibepev avtig. dot Eywye 10 do&dlev

7 Isocrates (3.8) characterises the sage as those best at conversing with themselves: edbpodrovg 8&
vouilopev oitveg v avTol TPOg aOTOVS (pLoTa TEPL TOV TPAYLATOV dSodeXODOY.
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Aéyev KOA® Kol TV 06&av Adyov gipnuévov, o pévtotl mpog dALOV 00OE V),
AL o1y TPOC AVTOV OV OE Ti;

OF. kdyo.

2Q. dtav dpa 116 10 ETepov ETepov 00EALT, Kol eNotv, g Eotke, TO Etepov ETepoV
givol Tpog £avTév.

OE. ti unv;

Q. dvapipvickov 81 &l TOTOT £lneg mPOG 6EAVTOV BTt TOVTOS HAAAOV TO TOL
KOAOV aioypov €otv 1 10 ddwov dikatov. §j xai, T0 Taviov kepdroov, okonet €1
ot €neyeipnoog 6eavToV elfey g Tavtog HOAAOV TO Etepov ETepdv 0T, 1|
v Tovvavtiov ovd' &v UMV ToOmWoTE ETOAUNCAG EIMEV TPOC GEAVTOV (OOG
TOVTOTOGLY Gpa TO TEPLTTA APTLA EGTIV 1) TL AALO TOLODTOV.

OFE. 4An01 Aéyeic.

2Q. dAlov d¢ Tva ofel VYloivovTa T HOVOUEVOV TOAURCOL GTTOVOT] TPOS EAVTOV
einelv avomeifovia adTov dc avaykn tov Podv tmmov evar fi T dbo Ev; 7

(Tht.189¢6-190c2)

One sees in this exchange the pervasive reflexivisation of speech acts and the portrayal
of judgment as the outcome of internalised dialogue, and these reflexive acts are
appropriately assigned to the soul as a reflexive being. But perhaps the most important
reflexivisation of a speech act for philosophy is that of opoloyéw. That a Adyog or
thinker agrees with himself becomes a logical condition on truth; if an argument can,
through the dialectical method, be shown to yield conclusions inconsistent with itself,
then it must be false. This is a bold move and shares something with Parmenides’
reduction of the conditions of being to the conditions of thinking: in both methods truth
has become in the first instance a property of a certain reflexive relation in thought and
language, from which truth in the world is then inferred. If the Adyoc is consistent with
itself then such and such has to be the case in reality. This is an idea crucial to
intellectual history, as self-contradiction is held to be fatal for truth in every form of

discursive thought that has developed since.” Even in areas which are avowedly a

7 For further examples of speaking to oneself, see Phlb.38d2.
™ For the importance of the emergence of self-refutation and self-agreement as criteria for falsehood and
truth, see Hermann (2004: 7-8), who finds them first being applied by Parmenides.
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posteriori, or empirical, self-consistency constrains the set of tenable hypotheses for an
observed phenomenon.”

Though this position may seem to us, embedded as we are in its legacy, self-
evidently unassailable, it is nevertheless a metaphysical position. Nothing (or at least
nothing /ogical) guarantees that the self-consistency of the Adyoc should map onto the
world. Isn’t it possible that the world is at least in part, or indeed even as a whole, self-
contradictory in such a way that a self-consistent A0yog doesn’t grasp it at all, and
projects a fantasy rather than a reality? One may naturally appeal to the technological
success of this method for such a guarantee, but if a deeper justification is sought
beyond the pragmatic, the obvious path is to propose that the world is structured
according to an inherent A0yog that human argument mirrors, or is an extension of,
when practised according to certain rules. Platonic thought, and Christianity following
it, is famous for depositing this Adyog in the guarantee of God, but a cosmic Adyog is
often tacitly assumed even in the most secular of sciences.’® While making no claims as
to the ultimate origin of this Adyoc, every new scientific success in rendering account of
a physical phenomenon, by precisely demonstrating that such a phenomenon admits of
an account — or in the Greek idiom, that it has Adyog — proves the intelligibility and logic
of the world in some new degree, and reaffirms the uncanny affinity between the
structure of the world and human thought.

As a metaphysical condition of truth, self-agreement entwines with other
reflexive properties, especially self-identity when thought as an intellectual function, a
function of Adyoc. The highest beings are marked by their having the same thoughts
about the same things; insofar as such beings are constituted by these thoughts, such

self-agreement translates into their own self-identity from one moment to the next.”’

™ With the possible exception of the quantum world’s violation of Bell’s inequality, which means that at
least one of the three assumptions made in order to derive the inequality is false. One of these three is that
logic is valid.

76 For example in the conviction that the world is explicable in rational terms, which seems a necessary
assumption before even bothering with scientific endeavour in the first place. Cf. Leibniz’s nihil fit sine
ratione. As suggested, one can perhaps induce this from the success of the method in providing
explanation in many other instances, but an induction, if it is not outright illogical, is at best only
probabilistically and not necessarily true.

7 A member of the divine class of beings is depicted as mepi TV oOTdV del T8 AVTY EAVTH SLAVOOLUEVE
(P1.77.40a8-b1), where the reflexive refers to the identity of such a being and strictly complements the
phrase ta avtd. The idea that it thinks thoughts which are the same as itself appears to identify what it
thinks and what it is. For a more contemporary formulation of the idea of self-agreement in thought
leading to self-identity, we can compare the way a more or less consistent set of opinions and tastes forms
a human persona. It is in large part the very act of giving the same Adyog to oneself and others concerning
the same subject — for instance, a political opinion concerning the utility of war — that constructs a person
as a stable entity. Even where we change our opinions, we do not simple state outright that before time ¢ |
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The reflexivisation of intellectual and speech acts, especially those of questioning,
interrogating, and examining, is therefore concerned with forming a stable identity that
mirrors the immutability of the gods by ironing out contradictions in Adyog. A person
cannot believe p and not p simultaneously without being split into two fragments or
levels, each of which contradicts the other.”® Hence self-agreement, and the dialectic
technique which fosters it, is an important therapeutic art for producing a unified
intellectual subject. As Socrates states in the Gorgias, to be disharmonious with himself

is anathema, much worse than other forms of discordance:

Kaitol Eymye oipar, @ BEATIOTE, Kol THY ADPAV Lot KPETTTOV E1VOL BVAPHOGTOV TE
Kol Slopoveiv, Kail xopdv @ yopnyoinv, Koi TAEIGTOVS AvOpdTOVS Ut} OLOAOYETY
pot 6AN évavtio Aéyetv pdAkov fi éva Svia €ug Epnovt@® AoOueovov eival Koi

évavtio Aéyew. (Grg.482b7-c3)

7.4 The reflexivity of macrocosmic beings

Alongside the soul, another important reflexive entity in the cosmology of the Timaeus
is the global living creature which contains all the other living creatures. We see again
the familiar reflexivity of beings high in the ontic hierarchy, and especially self-

1.79

sufficiency as a divine ideal.”” The following passage depicts the nature of its creation

by the demiurge.

@ 0¢ T0 mhvta &v avT® (Do mepExey péAlovil (O® mpémov av €in oyfuo To
TEPIEMNQOG €V ADTD TAVTO OTOGO GYLATA 010 KOl GQALPOELDES, EK LECOV TAVTY

TPOC TOG TEAEVLTOC 100V AmEYOV, KLUKAOTEPEG aVTO £TOPVEVCATO, TAVI®V

thought x, but ever since I have thought y, the two positions being separated by a chasm that is never
bridged by some kind of narrative — we are prone rather to give an account (if not overtly to others, at
least to ourselves) of our transformation, and to tell a story that connects our self before that time to the
our self after that time: ‘I used to think that until I experienced such and such’, etc. The self’s identity ‘is
just that identity presupposed by the unity of the character which the unity of narrative requires’
(MaclIntyre 1984: 216-17, quoted in Martin and Barresi 2006: 278).

’® See McCabe 1994: 276-7.

7 Cf. especially the reflexive characterisation of ovpavoc (P1.7i.34b4-8): kai kOkA® 87 KvKAov
oTpePOEVOY oVpovov Eva pdvov Epnuov [0 dnpovpydg] katéotoev, Ol Apetnv 0& avTOV VT
duvapevov cuyyiyveshat kol 003eVOG ETEPOV TPOGOEOUEVOV, YVDPLLOV 3E Kol IAOV IKav®DG dDTOV aVTE.
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TEAEDTOTOV OLOLOTATOV TE AVTO EAVTA CYNUATOV, VOLIGOS Hupim KAAALOV Opotov
dvopoiov. Aglov 8¢ On kKOKA® wav &Embev avtd AmnkplPodTo TOAADY YapLv.
OUUATOV TE YOp £medETo 0VOEV, OpaTOV YOp 0VOEV Vmeheimeto EEwBOev, 00O
dcofc, 00OE YOp GKoVETOV: TVEDUA TE OVK TV TEPIEGTOG SEOUEVOV GvOmVoTic, 00’
ab Tvog Emidedg NV dpyavov oxelv ® TV PEV €l £ontd Tpopv SéEotto, TV 88
TPOTEPOV EEIKUAGUEVIV ATOTEUYOL TOALY. ATNEL TE YOP OVOEV 0VOE MPOGHELWV
aOT@ modev — 00SE Yop NV — aDTO YUp 00T TPoPRV TV E0vTod POicly Tapéyov
Kol ThvTa £V £00Td Kol VO £aVTD TAoYOV Kol OpdV €K TEYVNG YEYOVEV' 1YCATO
YO0p avtO 0 cvvbeic avtapkeg Ov duevov E€cecbot PAAAOV | TPOGOEEG BALMV.

(Ti.33b2-d3)

The living world is imagined as the ultimate self-sufficient organism. Because it
contains the whole of living creation within itself, nothing exists outside of it for which
it would need external sense organs to detect. The shape of the sphere, just as in the case
of the circular revolutions that constitute soul, is deployed as the stereometric image of
reflexivity. Just like the philosopher’s soul, the tension of its surface seems to be
focussed inwards.* Since nothing enters or leaves it, it is self-sustaining, feeding on its
own waste. But what’s more, this reflexivity is generalised to everything it experiences:
everything it does and suffers plays out within and by itself, and the heavy anaphora of
the reflexive within the one clause (four reflexives plus the intensifier) indicates the
depth and degree of its reflexivity. Again, the conception of totalities naturally leads to
them being thought of as essentially reflexive: with nothing left over, there is nothing
with which a totality could have a disjoint, non-reflexive relation, so that all that
remains is for it to have a relation with itself.

The idea of divine self-sufficiency taps into the current of thought, discussed in
§4, that is fond of establishing reflexive apyoai. It applies, just as the attribute of being
avTOYEVNG, to Whatever is highest in a particular system. This is especially obvious in
the philosophy of Philo, who, gesturing to his Neoplatonic leanings, characterises god
as radically self-sufficient. Similarly to Plato’s living world, god isn’t even in need of

external organs for perception:

80 Cf. the depiction of the living cosmos in the Politicus as émuéleloy Kol Kpatog Exov avTdg TV &V
aOT@ € Kol £aVToD, TNV T0D dNUIoVPYOD Kol TaTpOg Amopvnpovedv ddaynyv ig ddbvauw (PLPI.273a7-
b2). It has been weened from the creator as helmsman and now left to direct itself, which it does
admirably at first since its memory of his teachings is fresh. Its care for and control over itself and the
things in itself is a macrocosmic image of the philosopher who exercises care of self and control over
what resides and transpires in his soul.
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dPOOAUGY Ye PV ovK £8€iT0, 01C GveL POTOC aicOnTod KatdAnyig ob yivetor 1o
0¢ aicntov e yevntov, empa 6 O Be0C Kol TPO YEVECEMG PMOTL YPOUEVOC

£0vT®. (Philo Quod Deus sit immutabilis 12, 58-9 CW)

£€oTL yOop O pEV Bg0g Avemdenc, ovdevog ypelog v, GAL’ aVTOS AVTUPKEGTOTOS

savt®.” (Philo De virtutibus (De fortitudine) 9 CW)

As the only self-sufficient being, and the only principle of generation, god is the only
being that can produce & 0vt00.*” Even thoughts and impressions, which would
otherwise be viewed as spontaneously generated by the thinker, are not strictly self-

generated:

nataog 8¢ 6 vopilwv mpog tov ANt Aoyov gk oD vod Tt GUVOAWMG Yevvachal iy

€€ ¢avtod. (Philo Legum allegoriae ii 13,46 CW)

This is of course an extreme position and serves to highlight the radical dependency of
the human on the other of god, and god’s dependency on no one except himself. But
like Plato, Philo also transfers the reflexive attributes of his highest being, god, to the
highest of faculties in humans. Thus he writes of the rule of vodg over the lesser

faculties:

M €RSOUN dvvac 1 Tepl TOV Nyepudva vodv, 0¢ dTav EmKLIESTEPOG YEVNTAL TV EE
Kol SUVOTOTEPY POUN KATOKPATHOOS AVOY®PN O], LOVOOIV ACTOGAUEVOS KOl TOAG
€0vTod mPOC £ovTOV <yoipwv> OWAMolg O¢ OGmPOGOENG @V E£TEPOV Ko
OVTOPKESTATOS £0VTOD, TNVIKODTO PPOVTIO®MV Kol TPOYHOTEWDY AmaAAAYES TOV
&v 1® Bvnt®d véver Plov bdov kal yaAnvov acmdletar. (Philo De Abrahamo 30

CW)

#1 Note the triple anaphora of otdc in the phrase atdg avtapkéctatog savtd, where avtog and Eavtd
might seem pleonastic, as though the writer cannot emphasise greatly enough the reflexive self-
sufficiency of god.

%2 Though he also characterises the cosmos as self-sufficient (De aeternitate mundi 74 CW). Philo is not
strictly monotheistic in our sense, but admits of the divinity of the planets and stars, as well, just like
Plato, of the cosmos as a whole. He would presumably rationalise the cosmos’ self-sufficiency as
ultimately inherited from its maker. All such observations contribute to our more general point, that
whatever is considered divine is also considered highly self-sufficient.
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Nodg rejoices in the association of itself with itself, and needing no other is self-
sufficient. Its characterisation is almost identical with that of god in the passage quoted
above. Socrates’ description of the philosophising soul in Plato’s Phaedo is an obvious
antecedent, and one may also detect a hint of Anaxagoras’ Nodg as poévog avtog &’
¢mvtod.” The important conclusion for us is that these philosophical foundations or
apyoi are acquiring reflexivity just as the human subject which thinks them is acquiring
it also. By Feuerbach’s principle, this is good indirect evidence that the human being’s
conception of itself has become more reflexive and that this change is reflected in a new

conception of ideal entities.

7.5 The science of science and care of self in

Charmides and 1 Alcibiades.

The two dialogues whose argument involves a more technical analysis of reflexive
structure, and therefore demand a more thorough treatment, are Charmides and 1
Alcibiades. Let us begin with Charmides, whose topic is the definition of temperance.
Charmides adopts the popular definition of temperance as doing what belongs to
one: coepocsvvn Gv €in O T £ovtod mpdrttewy (161b6). Critias takes over from him
when he runs into difficulty and goes on to tweak the definition as in fact equivalent to
knowing oneself, to prevent the absurdity of being temperate and not knowing that one
is being temperate. This self-knowledge is of a rather special kind: it is knowledge of
what one knows and doesn’t know (167a). Thus the science of oneself (émotiun
€avtod) becomes a science of science, which includes both itself and the other sciences:
poévn TOV ALV ETGTNUOV DT T€ aOTG 0TV Kol TV GAA®V EMGTNUAV ETIGTAUN
(166e5-6). We are now faced with a fully blown meta-science, the possibility of which
Socrates seriously questions by analogy with other faculties (duvapueic). For example, if
one takes the faculty of sight, its objects must possess colour, which would seem to

require that sight or vision itself have some colour if it is to see itself, just as it would

8 PL.Ph.80e4-5: pehyovoo avtd [10 odpo] koi cvvndpotopévy adty &ig éavtiv. Cf. Philo’s poetic
periphrasis poévoov donacdpevog with Anaxagoras’ povog,.
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seem that hearing must possess sound if it is to hear itself. This seems intuitively
absurd. Sound is possessed by the objects of hearing, not by hearing itself, which is
empty of sound without the appropriate object. However the argument here rests on the
transitive conceptual structure that underpins the grammar of faculties. As we have
seen, this structure prototypically demands disjoint reference between a thing and its
object. The overwhelming predominance of this pattern allows Socrates to treat the
Emomun €owtijc as a surface variation of an underlying transitive relation without
raising too many objections. The émotun €avtiig is thus pressed to give the same

account of itself as any other type of science:

To this I replied: What you say is true; but I can point out to you what is the
peculiar subject of each of these sciences, distinct in each case from the science
itself. Thus reckoning, I suppose, is concerned with the even and the odd in their

numerical relations to themselves and to one another, is it not?

Certainly, he said.

And you grant that the odd and the even are different from the actual art of

reckoning?

Of course.

And once more, weighing is concerned with the heavier and the lighter weight;
but the heavy and the light are different from the actual art of weighing: you
agree?

I do.

Then tell me, what is that of which temperance is the science, differing from

temperance itself?®  (166a3-b6)

8 Tr. Lamb 1927: ad loc.
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Critias is finding it hard to defend his formulation since the very grammatical nature of
it begs an analysis in terms of transitivity, which prototypically requires that subjects
and objects be distinct, and therefore that the object of the temperance differ from
temperance itself. If one could at this point rally to Critias’ cause, it may be argued that
what holds for the concrete does not necessarily hold for the abstract, and that Socrates’
attempt to assimilate the émotiun €avtiic to other forms of practical knowledge, let
alone concrete faculties — and to hold it to the same criteria — ignores a qualitative
difference between the two types of structure. In Socrates’ view the faculty of vision is
itself invisible and contentless, taking colour as its object. But what about vision in its
metaphorical sense, for example in the phrase ‘I see what you are saying’? Its content
here surely isn’t colour. Indeed when used in this sense its content could be virtually
anything.® If the faculty itself is not nothing, which would of course be absurd, then
vision in the metaphorical sense could take itself as its object.

Because Socrates misses this abstraction, namely that there are types of content
other the sensual that may become the object of an abstracted perceptual faculty, and
therefore misses the possibility of recursive perceptual relations, the promise of dialectic

eventually gives way to aporia:

So what we want, my friend, is some great man who will determine to our
satisfaction in every respect whether there is nothing in nature so constituted as to
have its own faculty applicable to itself, and not only some other object, or
whether there are some such, and others not such; and whether, again, if there are
things that have such relation to themselves, they include a science which we

assert to be temperance.® (169a1-7)

McKim’s interpretation makes the point that Socrates comes to realise that the utility of
the knowledge of knowledge is severely limited. It can determine only whether
somebody knows something, but not ‘whether that person knows what he claims to
know, for example, medicine.”®” To evaluate this claim, the investigator must himself

know the science of medicine. In Socrates’ own case, he may know that he lacks

% So Sorabji (2006: 202), who notes that knowledge may take any fact as its object, whereas vision
requires colour — the analogy therefore breaks down.

% Tr. Lamb 1927: ad loc.

¥ McKim 1985: 69.
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knowledge of virtue without knowing the difference between good and evil.*® But
McKim does not consider the power of this knowledge of knowledge when combined
with specific types of knowledge like virtue. For then, and only then, does a radical
rethink of a specific type of knowledge, in which the whole frame of reference is
altered, become possible. For example, to argue, like Nietzsche, that approaching virtue
in terms of good and evil is fundamentally mistaken, requires a meta-critical perspective
that delegitimises the very status of virtue as knowledge.

While Socrates leaves the science of science to a great man, modernity has taken
up its challenge with such gusto that it has become one of the definitive questions of our
age. In Foucault’s analysis, the science of man heralds the modern intellectual age, an
idea comparable to the science of science. To continue Socrates’ analogy of vision, by
applying the science of science one dissects the preconditions that support and enable
the operation of knowledge in the same way an anatomist might dissect the eye in order
to discover the secrets of its mechanism. The science of man turns around the torch of
reason, science’s instrument, to illuminate its wielder, hitherto invisible, so long as the
object of science had been directed at beings other than man, and man remained in
darkness just behind the point of origin of light as its plume expanded outwards. I have
diagrammed the recursive procedure which generates a science of man from the science
of other-than-man below. That which lies outside the scope of science is constituted by
what philosophy typically calls the preconditions of science. It is commensurable to the
notion of the problematic in critical theory, defined as the structural preconditions
determining what a text can and cannot perceive. In this context, the structural
preconditions determine the scope of science, namely what objects it can illuminate and

what objects it cannot.”

88 11.:
Ibid., 73.

¥ Cf. Wittgenstein (1921: 57), whose diagram of the eye situated just beyond the field of vision’s point

of origin — an analogous representation of the subjects relation to the world — I have adapted to include

multiple iterations:

5.632 The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the world.

5.623 Where in the world is a metaphysical subject to be found? You will say that this is
exactly like the case of the eye and the visual field. But really you do not see the eye.
And nothing in the visual field allows you to infer that it is seen by an eye.

Using Wittgenstein’s terms and analogy here, one should say that the subject limits what can be seen in
the “visual field’ — i.e. in the world. If one wishes to bring it into this world, to make it an object of gaze
of the science, one can never bring it in foto. Rather, some subjective limit is always left over. The idea of
the evasiveness of the subject to objectification is first intimated by Aristotle (On the Soul 425b12-28),
where he attempts to solve the infinite regress of self-awareness spawned when one makes the self an
object of the perceptual field. Cf. also Sextus Empiricus’ (4dv.Log.1.311 ff.) argument against the
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My contention is that the structure of the problematic is derivable from the grammatical
structure. So long as science conserves its transitive orientation and takes an objective
genitive, any reflexively applied science will never fully capture the subject, since the
transitive conceptual structure requires some degree of distinctness between its
arguments. Each reflexive iteration will thus generate a slightly altered reiteration of the
subject, which means that the subject that applies a science of man is in some way
different from the subject that applies the science of the other-than-man. It determines
the modern subject as a unique creation: ‘Man emerges not merely as both subject and
object of knowledge, but even more paradoxically, as organizer of the spectacle in
which he appears.”®® There is little one can do to avoid this trajectory. If it is claimed,
for example, that the science of man does not take a subject, then we simply say that the
science of man itself has become the subject, and the question then becomes whether it
can completely illuminate itself and its own set of preconditions. The same conclusion,
namely that this is impossible given the nature of reflexivity, which reproduces its
subject differently — we might even say, following Derrida, with différance — applies

whether it is man who is the subject, or some abstract faculty. In other words, the result

possibility of holistic reflexivity. Pace Sorabji (2006: 206), I think he misses an important point when he
thinks ‘there is nothing objectionable about admitting that one act will be overlooked’ in a chain of self-
awareness. This one act is no small thing but the very ground of the possibility of all knowledge (see
Jopling 1986: 76).

% Dreyfus and Rabinow 1982: 29.
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is a product not of a particular type of existent, but of the grammatical category of the
subject in general.

The philosophical maxim ‘Know yourself” is in this way programmatic of the
philosophical project as an enquiry into the preconditions of the determining subject. It
generates an abstracted sense of ‘know’ and with it an abstracted sense of the subject,
differentiated from its other senses. What Charles Kahn has written of the Heraclitean
fragment ‘I went in search of myself’, that it can only make sense ‘if my self is
somehow absent, hidden or difficult to find’,”' equally concerns the Delphic inscription:
knowing yourself cannot merely mean being able to differentiate oneself from any other
person, which is a condition of life in general and given, almost tautologically so,”* in
every situation. This knowledge must rather be contingent, and its object must be
complex and difficult to know. This complexity is generated precisely by the transitive
reflexivity that differentiates different parts or senses of the subject. Inwood expresses

moderate scepticism towards Kahn’s position, arguing that it is overblown:

Can I not somehow need to investigate myself without having a concept of a
normative self that is distinct from the enquiring human being or a quasi-Platonic
division within one human being? Why should enquiry into myself divide me or
alienate me any more than feeding myself, scratching myself, or loving myself

does?”?

In light of the discussion thus far one could reasonably answer negatively to the first
question, provided that all that is claimed is a certain division within the human being.
Whether the distinct self created by such a division is necessarily normative, or whether
the division is necessarily quasi-Platonic, is a further matter. To reiterate Kahn’s point,
if the Heraclitean fragment is not meant in a trivial and absurdly tautological sense (as
in the expression, ‘I went looking for my hand’), then the searcher and what is searched
for must in some way be distinct. As to the second question, feeding myself and
scratching myself do divide the person, just in a way that is so grammatically ingrained
and everyday that it passes beneath our notice. These expressions make use of what I

will call folk dualism, borrowing Lakoff’s term. The dualism inherent in these

*' Kahn 1979: ad loc.

%2 The pronouns already refer to entities in a primary differentiated sense, so that their usage entails this
ability to differentiate.

% 2005: 328.
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expressions, theoretically stated as a minimal non-identity of the agent and patient, is

easily demonstrated.

I scratched my arm — I scratched myself — *my arm scratched myself/itself.

The agent and patient are not completely interchangeable, and thus not identical. If they
are non-identical, and both contribute to the constitution of the person, the person is
divided. It is interesting that there is an asymmetry in degree of substitutability and its
direction. The patient is not substitutable for the agent, but ‘I, in so far as it is identical
to ‘myself’, can substitute for ‘my arm’. This asymmetry derives from the inanimacy of
body-parts, and indeed the body as a whole, in normal contexts. They cannot be selected
as volitional agents by verbs that require them, except when the implication of such
expressions is an exclusion of the pronoun or noun it stands for as the author of the act.
I do not say ‘my arm raised itself’, unless I mean that it did so without me as a being
distinct from my body consciously initiating it to do so, as might happen if I have
suffered some kind of spasm. Pronouns and the nouns they replace are higher on the
agency hierarchy than the body and its parts, which accounts for the infelicity of ‘my
arm raised itself” in unmarked contexts where it would simply be equivalent to ‘I raised
my arm’.
But the division inherent in statements such as ‘I went in search of myself’, or
‘know yourself’, on the other hand, is remarkable in that it divides the person not simply
from her body but, paradoxically, from what she really is. Operating in the concrete
domain, a verb such as ‘search for’ selects volitional, highly animate agents and objects
in the perceptual world of phenomena. But when the volitional, highly animate agent, in
its capacity as a subject of consciousness, directs this action of ‘searching for’ towards
itself not as a body, but as just that, a subject of consciousness, the degree of
distinctness between agent and patient required by the transitive relation splits the
subject. The dualism between mind and body is replicated within the subject herself.
This division often assumes a normative configuration that also makes ontological
claims. The person is divided between an ignorant searching subject and a hidden true
self marked and differentiated by adtdg in the compound reflexive. We have seen
already how avtdg as an intensifier may mark the essential form of a thing stripped of
its more peripheral relations, limiting the extension of a term in a manner similar to

restrictive adjectives, and this semantic function doubtless prepares the passage from
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avT1dc as an intensive adjective of essence to its nominalisation as the essence of the
human being, the self. The ontological function of avtdg within the reflexive is
confirmed by the paraphrase of knowing oneself as an indirect question, a
transformation in which the reflexive pronoun is moved to the subject position and
becomes a pronoun plus avtdg as intensifier. It occurs in / Alcibiades, where Socrates
argues that care of the self cannot proceed without first coming to grips with what this

self is, that is, without knowing oneself:

Q. Ti §¢; tic tévn Pektio molel avtdv, ap’ &v ToTe
yvoipev dyvoodvteg Ti ot’ €ouev avTol.

AA. Advvatov.

Q. [16tepov oDV 31 PASI0V TUYXAVEL TO YVAVaL EQVTOV,
Kxai Ti¢ v podrog 6 todTo dvadeig gig ToV &v ITuboi vemv,

YOAETOV T Kal oVyl Tavtog; (AL 1.128e10-129a4)

Thus the accusative construction ‘to know ourselves’ can be transformed into another
which implements an indirect question, ‘to know what we ourselves are’, where ‘we
ourselves’ means ‘we in our essence’. During the transformation, the adt6¢ morpheme
in the complex reflexive follows its focus into the nominative case, where it pops up as
the intensifier. Finding out what we ourselves are consists mainly in distinguishing
oneself (¢owtov) from one’s most personal possessions (T €avtod) and is investigated
at length in the dialogue through a number of comparisons. It yields the important
generalisation that we care for a thing itself with one art, but for the things which belong
to it with another — just as we might care for our feet with athletics but with what
belongs to our feet with shoemaking.”® Here too the essence is separated from its
possessions through the intensifier. Socrates goes on to make clear that the body and its
parts also belong to the category of personal possessions and not oneself: what one uses
must be distinguished from that which uses, and since one uses the body, one must be
other than the body.

Elsewhere in Plato the distinction between £ovtov and td €avtod appears more
negotiable. Indeed the possessive and non-possessive forms of the reflexive are often

phrased together as coordinate arguments of a verb to create the rhetorical and

% Alc.1.128d3-4.
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conceptual effect of polyptoton. We have already seen that the two are partners in an

ancient proverb:

GAL' €0 Kkad médon Adyetan T TpaTTEY KOd Yvévar Td T 00Tod Kod EanTdv GOMPOVL

uove mpoonkewv. (7i.72a4-6)

Conventional idiom would normally have us read té te avtod with Tpattev and Eavtov
with yv@®vai, since these are popular maxims by themselves. But the phrasal structure
lends the expression to a reciprocal reading in which ta avtod and €avtdv alternate as
arguments of both verbs. This reading might translate as ‘to discern and know oneself
and one’s property/affairs/interests, and to act accordingly, belongs to the wise man
alone’. The thought/action binary is a staple of Greek thought; it is wisdom to bring
these opposed notes into a harmonic chord.

A lengthy excursus is ideally required here which would continue the discussion
of ta ahTod begun in previous chapters, but we must stay within the thesis’ latitude and
be brief. It would pertain to the involvement of the category of private property in the
construction of personal identity and the self, and its connection to the processes of
urbanisation and colonisation in early Ancient Greece, culminating in the great city
states of the classical age. Tda avtod and €éovtov are manufactured as a double, such that
a sense and definition of self needs a set of things that belongs to it. It may of course be
observed that Plato far from endorses the institution of private property. Bound in his
own historical conditioning, he is unaware of the extent to which the material conditions
of society, and more particularly that of private property, indirectly or directly mould
his notions of the self, and even provide the basis for an idea such as self-cultivation to
take shape in the first place.”” Indeed it is arguable that the notion of a soul or self takes
the concept of the proprium to an extreme.”® In I Alcibiades, for example, Socrates
invokes a scale of entities proper to the subject, on which the self ranks highest,

followed by its possessions, followed by things yet more removed than its possessions:

Q. OvkodV oAy 86TIC av cdpa Oepamevet, o E0VTOD

% He belies himself by his interpretation of the parts of the soul as T ovtod and his frequent rhetorical
combination of abtod and €avtdv. See Cra.386e3, 440c4; Ly.209¢6; R.443d1, 553b2; Grg.481a4, 509b8;
Leg.739b6, 913a8, 927¢6, 932b1; 7i.72a5.

% Seneca (Constant.6.3) makes the move explicitly by making oneself one’s only true possession: unus
idemque inter diversa sit nec quicquam suum nisi se putet, et se quoque ea parte qua melior est.
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AL o0y a0TOV Bepamedet;

AA. Kwdvvevet.

>Q. OoTig 6¢ ve ta yprnata, oV’ EavTov ovTE TA
£00ToD, AAL’ ETL TOPPOTEP® TOV £0VTOV;

AA. "Eporye dokel.””  (131b10-c2)

In terms of degree of propriety, one’s soul ranks higher than one’s body, and one’s body
higher than private property. The scale shows that the self may be understood
comparatively as a demarcation of essence that divorces it from metonymy with its
other-directed predicates such as possession, and its logic is again indicative of a
conceptual theory of the human being: an ontological wedge divides the possessor from
the possessed just as the abstract concept is divided from the concrete objects that
compose it.”

Yet in Plato, and indeed in all of extant Greek philosophy (with the exception of
the covert signs of the impending nominalisation of the reflexive morpheme that we
have been considering) yvyn is the favoured term for the agentive essence of the human
being. Indeed, when Socrates seeks to identify the entity that is the focus of reflexive
cultivation, the person and reflexive pronoun are simply equated outright with the

1. Nevertheless, Socrates’ framing of the question which he thinks might help

sou
pinpoint the reflexive’s reference appears to nominalise the reflexive morpheme, if only
in passing. For following the passage cited above, in which it is concluded that I cannot
begin to work out what will make me into a better person without first knowing what I
myself am, the answer to the identity of the person is seen to hinge upon the denotation

of the reflexive/intensive morpheme:

Dépe o, tiv’ Gv TpoOTOV gVPEDEiN aTO TAVTO; 0hTM
Hev yap av téy’ eVpotpev i Tot’ EGUEV ADTOL, TOVTOL & &Tl

6vteg &v ayvoiq advvartoi mov. (129b1-3)

7 Cf.Prt.133d-e.

% This way of thought also leads to what Barthes calls the ideology of the person, the belief that the
individual remains as an atomic residue after all predicative classifications have been removed.

%9 130d8-10: ovkodv kahdc Exet obt® vopile, &ué kai of TPOGOUAETY GAAYAOLG TOIC AOYOLS YPOUEVOVC
Th WOxT TPOG TNV YuxAv.
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The phrase a0t0 ta0T6 is sometimes translated ‘the self itself’. The logic is that if we
can find out what ‘ourselves’ refers to, we can find out what ‘we ourselves’ are. But
knowledge of oavtd tawtd is more demanding than just this. The addition of the
intensfier to the nominalisation makes it clear that the search is looking for the general
form of the avt6, not merely one particular self among others, in accordance with

typical Platonic usage. In the words of Denyer:

Thus ‘to discover the itself itself” would be to find a formula which spells out the
common feature of those cases in which the expression avtdg can rightly be
applied. This formula would explain the common feature that entitles us to speak
of e.g. the Oresteia itself (as opposed to e.g. its various productions and
performances), of Athens itself (as opposed to e.g. her various territories and
inhabitants), and in particular Alcibiades himself (as opposed to e.g. his various

. 1
possessions and organs).'”

Denyer translates o010 tavtd as ‘the itself itself’, presumably to avoid any false
associations with consciousness and reflexivity that the word ‘self” would bring with it.
His interpretation is cited approvingly by Inwood, who criticises Foucault’s insistence

11 What Foucault is

that the phrase is to be read with precisely these associations.
claiming, in Inwood’s words, is ‘that the relation of reflexivity involved in taking care
of oneself is itself an independent object of enquiry, the ‘subject’ or the ‘self’ in a robust
sense.”'* I think the truth lies somewhere in the middle. Foucault is too eager to see
modern notions of the self in this text, Inwood and Denyer too reluctant.

On the side of Foucault, a number of points can be made. Though, according to
Inwood, very little argument is offered in support of this reading, Foucault’s underlying
intuition seems to me correct. Inwood’s criticism relies on an overly rigorous separation
of av1dg as intensifier and avtog as reflexive marker. I hope that the argument of my
thesis has weakened the grounds for just such a separation. The complex reflexive is
after all a combination of pronoun and intensifier, and in situations of self-fashioning

the intensive semantics of avtog are retained: ‘know yourself’ is equivalent to ‘know

what you yourself are’. The play of substitution throughout the relevant passage

1% Denyer 2001: 212.
""" Inwood 2005: 335-6, critiquing Foucault 1981-82: 52-60.
12 1bid., 335.
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between avtdg as intensifier and avtog as reflexive marker more than demonstrates their
conceptual affiliation. Indeed it is a central aim of the enquiry to address the question of
the reflexive’s reference in the idea of care for oneself. And even if one for the moment
accepts Inwood’s point that the nominalisation is of the intensive, not the reflexive, a
more thorough investigation of how the intensive works in ontological contexts to
distinguish subjects from properties will eventually lead us back to the reflexive. Used
in its ontological sense, avtdg gets at the essence of a thing and abstracts it from its
external relations, placing it in relation with itself, ka8’ a016.

Nevertheless, some deflation of Foucault’s argument is in order. Nowhere else
in Plato is avt6g nominalised (and a masculine or feminine form is not found until
Aristotle), so that the novelty here appears more attributable to the vagaries of passing
context than to any systematic interrogation. If this question was a matter of central
concern, it surely would have surfaced elsewhere. But perhaps most tellingly, at the
point where the dialogue begs and seduces the modern mind into anticipating the
materialisation of the reflexive subject, named ¢ avt6c and sealed to the reflexive
pronoun, Socrates is quick to bring the argument back into his philosophical comfort
zone. Where he diverges from the modern is precisely where he equates the reflexive
pronoun, and the human subject, with the soul. Thus, what for a moment appeared to be
a relation between the subject and itself has shifted to one of increased disjunction by
becoming a relation between the subject and another entity, the soul.

Perhaps then Foucault’s exaggeration and Inwood’s understatement can be
bridged. While Inwood denies that there is anything ontologically new in the idea of self
presented by I Alcibiades and in the writings of his other concern, Seneca, he does think
that a novel sense of self can be generated by the use of certain literary techniques — in
Seneca’s case, by ‘his self-assertion as an independent thinker, his readiness to use
himself as an exemplum or as particularly persuasive evidence, his peculiarly dialogical
technique in the letters and in at least some of the dialogues’.'” He is unsure, however,
‘whether we may reasonably regard such literary artefacts as philosophical innovations.’
Yet his difficulty may be overcome if we realise that there exist processes which
transform the one into the other diachronically and compress the contextual innovation
of literary artefact into the innovation of philosophical ontology. As previously

suggested, through semanticisation a word internalises over time meanings triggered by

1832005: 352.
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common contextual environments as an induction from contingent to essential semantic

19 It then carries these meanings even in other settings where that context is

properties.
absent. Because this process alters, albeit gradually, the entity in its essence, an
ontological shift does take place, but in such a way that it takes a long time to manifest
as an overt lexicalised category.

Such a view is beneficial, for it doesn’t overstate ontological change in the
language of personhood, yet doesn’t understate the importance of innovation in the
literary contexts in which the entities of personhood are deployed, since these contexts
may eventually be semantically absorbed by such entities as ontological change. Our
point is that the increasing deployment of these entities in reflexive contexts provides
the basis for a reconceptualisation of the self as an inherently reflexive structure. During
the unfolding of the history of philosophy, the frequent association of reflexive
language and the subject saw reflexivity assigned to the subject as an essential
characteristic. Before the subject can be essentialised as reflexive, its predicates must,
with sufficient frequency, be reflexive, either directly or indirectly, from which a
general abstract reflexive relation may be induced that is then inextricably attached to
the subject as an essential property.

We may conclude this section by adapting the diagram given above for the

science of science to the idea of care of self, as both follow the same reflexive structure:

man reiterated differently, as a -~
transcendental subject directing action P e
towards itself - —
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1% Cf. above p.21. The process is effectively the same as the interchange between a name and its semes
proposed by Barthes, which links a name to specific predicates and signifiers.
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In learning to care for himself, Alcibiades has brought himself within care’s scope, and
with that his former preoccupation with td €avtod is brought into perspective. He may
thus distinguish himself from his interests, but in the process becomes a different type
of subject.

This reflexive recursive engine may even be interpreted as an historical principle
whose operation extends well beyond Plato. As discussed above, its repeated
philosophical application produces ever more transcendental forms of the subject, which
in turn become new objects of knowledge and new terms of human ontology.'” The
procedure is often implied by the developmental analysis of intellectual historians. For
example, while he rejects ontological novelty in Seneca’s philosophy, Inwood does
claim that his interest in the self and the practice of self-formation is ‘second-order’ in
comparison to the character-shaping ethic of traditional Stoicism. However Seneca
stops short of theorising this practice as such, which would have demanded that he
consider a new entity, the wi