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I. Introduction

For Plato’s Socrates, prométheia (mpouffgia),' conventionally translated “forethought,”
is the quality that identifies the right principles on which to act. In Republic 4, Socrates suggests
that the soul’s rational part should rule because it “is wise and has prométheia on behalf of the
entire soul” (6o GvTL %ol ExovTL TV Ve dmdong Thg Yuyfs meoun Oy, 441e4).” That
is, it watches over, guards, deliberates, uses knowledge for, and coordinates the other parts. In
the Gorgias, Socrates praises technai over empeiria because the former “have some prométheia
about what is best” (ai pev teyviral, mpounfeldv tiva €yovoal Tod Peltiotov, 501b4). At the
close of the Protagoras, encouraging Protagoras to share in his investigation of virtue, Socrates
says that he “exercises prométheia over the whole of my life (mgounBotuevog Ve tod Plov
ToD €pavtod movtog, 361d4). Socrates sets this term at the center of constituting oneself as a
unified, thoughtful, and responsible person.’

Despite the importance of this term for Plato’s epistemology and ethics, modern scholars
have given moounOeia little attention. The word-group did give out quite early; we do not see it
in the extant works of Aristotle,' Xenophon, the Athenian orators, or many Hellenistic writers,
really not again until Philo.” This is a strange phenomenon, but not one to be explained here. The
question motivating this article is about the earliest meanings of this morally and epistemically
provocative term. I investigate whether the term always had the connotations Plato ascribed to it,
or whether Plato radically innovated, or, in some middle way, whether the term become
increasingly intellectualized before Plato and Plato simply brought out its latent significance.

Lexica do not answer these questions. The LSJ and recent linguists have given
moounOeLa, in the early centuries of its use (probably since Archilochus), a pair of equivalences:
foresight, forethought, or providence, on the one hand; (to hold in great) consideration, or taking
care, on the other.’ The first we might call the “temporal” reading, referring either to insight or to
calculation about the future. The second we might call the “due regard” reading, referring to
taking a broad view of a situation. Scholars have not explained the origins of these two sets of
meanings, the relationship between them, or the way they signified the highest activities of the

' And its cognates: the noun is also spelled moopd0eLa (Doric), moopun0in (Ionic), moounOia (tragedy); the verb is
mpopun ot pan, the adjective mpounO1Mg, the adverb moounOuwdg. I often refer to the word-family with the Attic
noun alone, and always transliterate as prométheia.

* All translations unless noted are the author’s; Plato’s text and pagination from the OCT.

? I discuss below the Protagoras passage at this article’s end. I discuss in another work Plato’s other uses: those
mentioned above, and Lach. 185a9, 188b4, 197b9, 198e3; Cr. 44¢e2, 45a4; Le. 730a; Minos 318e, Alc. II 138b.

* The collection of Aristotle fragments by Rose does include under the heading of Aristotle’s Symposium “On
Drunkeness” the following maxim: “speed without prométheia is harmful, but judgment with good hope is
beneficial” (00 moounBeg pev yao téyos Prafeodv, foafevtilc 6¢ pet’ evehmotiog déipov: 1.16.102.31),
but it is a paraphrase, and a purely conjectural attribution, by Philo, Plantat. Noe. 161.7 (§39). In the very slight case
it were from an Aristotelian dialogue, its form suggests a preexisting bromide; but the fact that Philo uses

mpopn Beta-group words frequently (42 times per TLG), and Aristotle nowhere else appears to have used one, tells
even more strongly against attribution.

> Significant exceptions: Polybius 3.76.3.1; Aristophanes Gramm., Hist. Anim. 2.228.6; Arius Didymus, 100.1.9;
Nicolaus Hist. 96.9, 101.674,

% Frisk 1954: “Vorsicht, Fiirsorge,” Chantraine 2009: “prévoyant, précautionneux,” Beekes 2010: “forethinking,
premeditative” and “cautious, careful.”



soul, of fechnai, or of Socratic reflection. Nor have they explained what they mean by
“forethought,” the commonest translation of mpout0eLa.

Questions about the meaning of moopt0eta are made difficult for two main reasons. One
reason is its remarkable orthographic similarity to moopavOd&vw (“to learn before hand,
gradually, by rote”)’ and to mpopavtevopol (“to foretell, prophesy”), and its apparent
morphosemantic similarity to verbs like mpoyryvawoxwm (“to give a prognosis”), tpovoéw (“to
have foresight”), mpoonuaivw (“to foretell”), and poeidov (“to foreknow”).*

Second, the word has an uncertain etymology. I[Toou0gia comes from either (i) the
appellation ITpoun0evg (“Prometheus”), in which case the meaning of mpou0eio depends on
the meaning of the god’s name, or (ii) some independent origin, and the noun may or may not
itself have given rise to the god’s name.’

(1) Rudolph Roth argued for the Indo-European origins of the appellation “Prometheus.”
He claimed that it came from Sanskrit pramdtha (“theft,” i.e., of fire) and pramantha (“twirler,”
i.e., to kindle fire), and refers to a version of the Vedic god Matarisvan.'® But three decades ago
Kuiper overturned any easy equation between these two gods. While Prometheus stole fire from
the gods, Matarisvan stole Agni (fire) “for the gods.”"' Thus the superficial resemblance between
the verb used in the Vedic myth, pari math-, and the Greek god [Tooun0etc, has wrongly been
taken to be etymologically significant. Even were Prometheus’ name explicable in terms of
Vedic roots, it is hard to see how that origin would explain the meaning of moopt)0¢eia, whether
it has temporal import or the implication of broad attention.'”

Indeed, the appeal of the temporal reading of mpounOeia seems to have come about late,
from Hesiod’s descriptions of Prometheus and frequent punning on his name." Hesiod contrasts

7 See, e.g., Pindar 0.8.59-61: ...106 810GEacOaL 8¢ Tol | eidOTL OGTEQOV: AyVmUOV O TO UY) TEOOELY: |
©oVPOTEQUL YO ATELQATOV PpEVES (“...to teach is easier for one who knows: not having learned beforehand is
senseless: for the minds of the inexperienced are weaker”).

¥ On these verbs, see Lloyd 1987, 34-49, Apfel 2011, 145-150, 158. There is further large mpo-prefixed vocabulary
concerned with reporting one’s prognoses: TQOay0QeV®, TQOAEYW, TQOQONUATAL.

? On the derivation of the god’s name from some form of pouf0ewa: e.g., Sikes 1906, OCD 2™ ed. (“IIpoun0eve,
‘the forethinker’; all other etymologies of his name are merely fantastic”), Beekes 2010 s.v.

' Roth’s 1855 remarks were accepted in Kuhn 1859, 12-16, who conjectured the name *Parmathyus, “the robbery-
loving,” and then by many other scholars. See Kuiper 1971, 85-86, 91-92, and Sulek 2011, 13-28, for a detailed
history of the debate. Narten 1960 distinguishes between Vedic math- (“snatch, steal”) and manth- (“stir”).

" Kuiper 1971, 95-98, argues that “the whole theory of an Indian Prometheus is based exclusively on Roth’s
interpretation of the form devébhyah as an ablative in I11.9.5,” and shows that Roth’s is the wrong interpretation.
12'Sulek 201 1, 13, 28, observes that Prometheus seems to lack forethought, and to be instead a clever fire-priest, the
founding figure of the worship of gods, a sexual predator, and pre-moral; but he supports the Vedic roots of the
appellation Prometheus (seeming not to know of Kuiper 1971). West 2007, 273, by contrast, conjectures a transfer
from “one who loves to rob/rape” to “forethought” on analogy with the English transfer from “to grasp” to “to
understand.”

" Epicharmus fr. 12 K-A: 6 moopa0gvc. .. mopopadevdpevog (“Prometheus. .. being forethoughtful”); [Aesch.] PB
85-7 and perhaps 506, discussed below; Aristophanes, Birds: €0 y* ¢émevonoag adtod xoi meopunOxdg (Pisthetairos
addressing a badly-disguised Prometheus upon learning his scheme both to avoid being caught by Zeus and to report
on the status of heaven: “you have contrived this well and prometheically,” 1511; see Dunbar 1994, 693-4 for
discussion); Eu. Ion 448, 455. There is a possible pun in Plato Comicus: ITgoun6ia ydg ¢otv dvBommoig 6 voig
(“for humankind, the mind is prométhia” 136 K). Storey 2011 estimates the play is from the 410s. Syncellus, from
whom we have the fragment, introduces the remark as: “Prometheus is said to have molded men from out of
ignorance and irrationality leading them over to learning, per Plato, the old comedian, in Sophistais, for...” (p.
174.22 Mosshammer = 1499282 Dindorf). Textual uncertainties, discussed in greatest detail by Pirotta 2009, 288-
90, make the direction of the pun hard to establish: where Syncellus has ITooun8ia, a scholiast has ITpopn0evg,
and some MSS have ITpoun0eia (Edmonds 1957 prints ITgpoun6iog).



the atoAountv (“quick-scheming,” Th. 511) Prometheus with his dmaQtivoov (“mistaken-
minded,” 511) brother Epimetheus."* Prometheus is mowiAofovlov (“shifting-planning,” 521);
ayrvhountng (“crooked-counseled,” 546); dohodoovéwv (“plotting deception,” 550); and
¢0(Ceto Pouvrdg (“contended in planning,” 523). Zeus speaks of Prometheus as mwavtmv méQL
pndea eidwg (“knowing counsels beyond all others,” 559). From Hesiod, it looks like the word
compounds mo-, “fore-,” “ahead,” and -pundea (“counsels”) or -ufjtig (“schemes”). But this is
simply a just-so story."

(ii) Thus a relation between mpopun0¢eta and a lost form of some relevant Greek verb is
more likely. The challenge in this view is explaining the long vowel in -un0-, which root
otherwise does not exist in Greek.'® Schmidt conjectured *pa0og and *un6og as lost forms of
paviavo (“learn by inquiry, understand, perceive”) on an analogy with -An01c-/AavOdvm and -
NoNc-/adewv."” Alternatively, with Klingenschmitt we might understand -un0- as reflecting a
verbal stem *meh,-d"- which stands in relation to Lithuanian matyti “see” (denominative to
*mh,-to-) just as A\avOGvw stands to Latin lateo (IE *leh,-db- : *1h,-to-)."®

The etymology is thus uncertain. Probably poun0r|g, the adjective, began by meaning a
kind of thinking, learning, or seeing prior to, or on behalf of, something else. I say “prior to” and
“on behalf of”” because Q0- has two meanings."” It is possible that the two meanings of p0-
explain the two definitions given by lexica: the temporal tQo- accounting for the “temporal”
reading of mpounO¢eLa, the instrumental spo- for the “due regard” meaning. But we know too
little about the early meaning of the conjectured -ui0- root or the effect of prefixes on it, under
either reading, to give a more specific definition on the basis of its morphemes. So I turn to the
history of its use in poetry and prose before Plato.

The story this tells is a fascinating one. We find a word whose few extant uses point to its
frequent employment in ideological and political language and its always charged employment in
critical ethical discussion. It is closely related to key virtue terms like aidds and séphrosuné, and
is contrasted with acting impulsively, heedlessly, and hubristically. It is the virtue appropriate in
contexts of ignorance about the future, and involves acting on a determination about what is
important. This suggests that Plato may have innovated little when he used the word to mean, in
effect, “rational reflection.”

I1. The pre-Platonic history of mgoun0eia words

We see mpout0ewa words earliest in the mid-seventh century. For the first several
centuries, the “temporal” reading is at once too narrow, the “due regard” reading too broad. The
uses imply, rather, an acknowledgement of one’s effect on others, and an appreciation for the
significance of such effect in deciding what to do. This is “conscientiousness’ or
“consideration,” cognizance of how the things over which we have control might turn out, and
their relative importance to us.

' Translations from Most 2006.

"> Wood 1966; West 1966, 305-8 ad 510-11, following Bapp 1896 and Fink 1958.

' Wood 1966 makes this criticism and thus posits a (unrecoverable) non-IE origin to prométheia.

'7'Schmidt 1975. The most recent discussion, Beekes 2010, 1237 s.v. mooun0Ong, largely follows Schmidt 1975,
Frisk 1954, and Chaintraine 2009, comparing pevOnon (= ¢oovtic, “thought, care”), qualifiedly conjecturing ablaut
on analogy with pf)dopat and pfjTic.

' Klingenschmitt 2004, 239-40. I am especially grateful to an anonymous referee for numerous corrections and
elaborations on the account in the last four paragraphs.

19 Griffith 1983, 2n5, observes that mpo- means both “before” and “on behalf of,” citing LSJ s.v. A.L.3.



Archilochus
The earliest extant use of the term is as a verb, mpoun0eoau (second person singular) in a
fragment attributed to Archilochus:*

...Jvron vijeg év tovtwr Boal | ...tlodlov & totimv Dhhueda | ... Adoav]teg dmha
vnog: ovEiny O €xe | ...Joovg, dpoa oeo pepvempeda l ...] dmoye, unde todtov
eupaAng | ...]v lotaton xvrdpevov | ... Jxng ahAa oL popnBecan | ... Jupog

...our lightweight ships on the sea | .. let us slacken the great... of the sails | .. .loosen the
ships’ cables. Bear fair winds | ..., so that we remember you. | ...hold back. .. and do not
hurl upon us [e.g., a destructive storm?]...\ ... [the surf] is high and churned up | ... but
you: consider us | ... (106 West)

In the first three lines of the poem the narrator looks to give technical instructions to a ship’s
captain, and in the remaining five lines he changes addressee, presumably to whatever divine
agent controls the weather.” In the fragment’s last discernable word the narrator seems to pray
that this god act considerately toward the ship. This request summarizes the earlier requests
made to the divine agent that he bring good fortune and forbear from meting out disaster. The
ship has not yet sunk, and so admittedly any disaster would occur in the future. But the narrator
need not be telling the god to turn his attention (contrary to inclination?) to the future, either to
the possibility of sinking or the chance of sailor death such sinking would cause. All actions
concern future results, and yet not all reflection on one’s actions is called poun0Oeia. The
narrator appears to be asking the god to be moved by the value of the sailors and to be
sympathetic to their plight.”

Alcman

Later in the seventh century, Alcman innovated on Hesiod’s genealogy of moral terms,
possibly for the purpose of political propaganda or more simply for reflection on political order.”
A fragment from his work preserved by Plutarch provides the earliest instance of the noun, in the
genitive.” “Fortune” (T0ya), Alcman explains (yevealoyel), is:

3

Evvoptiag <te> »al [Telbdg adelpa
roi [TpopoOnag Ouydtne

Sister of Good Order and Persuasion,

Y Wood 1966, contrary to Adrados 1955 (who follows Croenert’s original attribution), denies that the poem can be
by Archilochus on the grounds of its use of mgounOecai, which he argues cannot be from the seventh century;
Boserup 1969 says we cannot determine the poem’s authenticity, and discusses mgopun0ecoun at 32-33; Garcia Lopez
1972 takes a more optimistic view of authenticity, arguing that the hapax status of the verb does not tell against the
poem’s authenticity. A discovery that this passage is not seventh century would not undermine my argument.

*! Diehl 56a conjectures cdov 0’ étai]loovc; West 1980, 47, wonders whether Zed mdte preceded that.

** Lasserre 2002, fr. 104 translates prométhesai “garde-nous,” and reconstructs the final line edHv]v Hog, “et ton
nom nous restera propice” (“and your name will remain favorable to us™).

Bt Tigerstedt 1965, 381-2, Wood 1966, 231-2, Bowra 1967, 72, Buxton 1981, 41-2 (expressing uncertainty about
the significance of prométheia), Calame 1983, 500-1 (observing that we cannot suppose an archaic cult of Tuché in
Sparta), Irwin 2005, 191.

** De fort. Rom. 4.318a, asserting that fortune is neither unpersuadable (GuwelBng) nor a double steering-paddle.



and daughter of Prométheia® (fr. 64 Davies = 105 Calame)

Alcman must be speaking about fortune for a city, given its connection with eunomia (in contrast
to violence or stasis) and peitho (in contrast to force or anarchy).”® He says that this sort of civic
fortune comes from mpopoONa. It would be an unduly narrow understanding of good fortune to
think it comes from prediction, calculation, or some other generic future-orientation alone.”’ Nor,
even were Alcman especially conservative, ought we to think that fortune derives from cautious
hesitation alone. Presumably Alcman has something like “prudence” in mind.

Xenophanes
About a century later, Xenophanes concludes his instructions for holding a righteous
symposium with the following pious recommendation:

Oedv <d&> mpounOeiny aigv &xewv ayadnv?® (fr. 1.24 West)
but to hold the gods in good prométheia always.

With the noun poun0einv, Xenophanes epitomizes the second half of his increasingly didactic
moralizing fragment. His narrator has already told the revelers to hymn the gods with well-
spoken words and pure language (e0dpnuolg pvbolg ratl rabagoiol Aoyolg, 14); to pray for the
power to do justice (eVEauévoug Ta dixawa dUvaoOoul moNHooev, 16-17); to drink only while
one has self-control (17-18); to praise him who, drinking, tells great deeds of striving toward
virtue (19-20); and to ignore the useless tales that imagine gods fighting among themselves (21-
23).” Should spour0eLo. summarize this, it must have adequate weight to express a thick moral
recognition of the gods in particular and the cardinal virtues in general. Here the “temporal”
reading seems unapt, and the “due regard” reading must be heard with profundity.”

Whereas for Archilochus the god was to be considerate of the sailors, here the human
symposiasts are to feel reverent consideration for the gods. This reciprocity entails that while
having pounOewa means acting well toward those vulnerable to one’s actions, it also means

> A scholion on Pindar, Py. 5.28 supposed that prométheia (personified) was the daughter of Prometheus; see
Calame 1983, 500.

2% On eunomia as a civic virtue, see Andrewes 1938, Ehrenberg 1946, 70-93, Myres 1947, Ostwald 1969, 62-95.

%7 Contra Bowra 1967, 72, who surmises that prométheia refers to the Spartan proclivity to plan ahead and carry out
tasks as intended. Calame 1983, 500-1, translates “prévoyance” (forethought, thinking ahead), noting that in Pindar
it is put in relation with “destiny” (aloo, potoa), and appears as a means of exercising a certain control over it.

*¥ Lesher 2001, accepting Aaya06v (with Diels-Kranz 1966 and others), translates it “but it is good always to hold
the gods in high regard,” taking cdryaB06v as a predicate of the infinitive rather than as a modifier of mpounOeinyv,
and arguing that Xenophanes would be making a worthwhile claim if he said that one should always honor the gods
but not if he said that it is always good to honor them. Gentili 1988, following Athenaeus 462C and Ziegler 1921,
108, argues for dryaO1v generally on grounds of overall poetic structure and in parallel with Solon 1.4 (&vOowmov
aiel 00Eav Exetv dyadnv). I would take moounBeinv ...cyad1v to emphasize not its contrast with a (non-
existent?) bad variety of prométheia but its moral (and not merely cognitive) significance.

? Lesher 2001 , 51-54, refers to the “progressive elevation of sentiment,” the “demands of moral seriousness,” and
the poem’s theme: “even on occasions of great conviviality men must be mindful of the gods and do what is right.”
%% Diels-Kranz 1966 translates: “aber der Gotter allzeit fiirsorglich zu gedenken, das ist edel,” emphasizing “caring.”
An unusual translation of 1.24 is found in Janko 2006, 52, who takes Xenophanes as promoting allegorical
interpretation of the Homeric battles between gods: “but ([we should] say) that God eternally has excellent
foresight” rather than that Titans or Giants fight.



acting well toward those to whom one is vulnerable. These two meanings share the sense of
acknowledging the degree to which something should matter to one’s decisions. It is possible to
express this sentiment without implying either that one should predict or foresee the way in
which impious activities would yield bad results (via some egoistic calculus) or that one must be
hesitant and cautious around the gods.

Pindar

Pindar uses poud0eLo-group words three times in his extant victory songs and once in a
paean. The first three uses are in gnomes; this fact itself emphasizes the rhetorical and moral
significance of the term.”

Isthmian 1.40
As part of his praise of his fellow-Theban Herodotus, Pindar remarks on the recovery of
the career of the charioteer’s father after some downturn.

0 movnooug 8¢ vom rai popdOelav gpéel (1. 1.40 Race)
And the one having suffered brings even prométheia, with respect to mind

We know nothing about the career of Herodotus’ father, Asopodorus. He or his goods may have
suffered a literal shipwreck, from which (financial?) disaster he only gradually recovered,
perhaps through dogged pursuit of success. Or the shipwreck may have been metaphorical, a
name for exile due to political unrest or for fighting on the side of the Persians at Plataia, an exile
he outlasted.” The suffering or toil (;tovfjoaug) would refer either to bearing (patiently?) under
the disaster—being pressed hard (¢0eld0pevov) and being in “icy misfortune” (¢v #QUo£ooq...
ovvtvyio) —or the effortful return from disaster to “fair weather” (ebaueotac).” The gnome
implies that whatever tOvOG is at issue, it ferries the poudOeLov.

The breadth of meaning of movijooug may be intentional, so that it includes not only
Asopodorus in business, and anyone like him, but also his son in sport, and thus too athletes in
general .** Pindar turns to this other individual and group immediately after the gnome. They
deserve glory, he says, who make a wholehearted commitment to virtue through the outlay of
expenses and toil (dammdivaug te »al movolg, 42). Pindar glosses this outlay as “labors of all
kinds” (Lo Owv avtodamdv, 46), “work” (gyunaotv, 47), and “straining” (tétatal, 49). He
has Herodotus’ athletic preparations in mind. Those preparations could be physical training,
since Herodotus has in fact, and exceptionally, piloted his own chariot (15); but they could also
be his making or saving money to pay for the chariot, horses, and trainers (cf. mhotov, 67).

This background still leaves uncertain the meaning of the gnome; it is does not articulate
what exactly the prize, mpopaOeia, is. A scholiast cites Alcman in explanation: TijQd tToL
poOnolog aEyd (“trial is the beginning of learning,” fr. 125 Page). Alcman recommends, or
vindicates, experience; without it, presumably, we learn nothing. This is a variant of the

’ At least in the view of Bundy 1986, 47-53.

32 Race 1997, 139n3. Slater 1969, s.v. vavayia, expresses uncertainty about the shipwreck’s metaphoricity here.

*3 Indeed, Pindar only says that the Potmos of his family has brought him back to success; we do not know how. On
Pindar’s vagueness here and elsewhere, see Norwood 1945, 59-60. On the likely meaning of moveiv see Thummer
1969, 40.

** Thummer 1968, 131, and 1969, 40, argues for this simultaneously retrospective and prospective relevance.



observation that one learns through suffering (td0eL udBog). Unfortunately, the scholiast’s gloss
only goes so far to help us; whatever mpopaOela is, it is not identical to some poOnpota. So the
efficacy of experience or suffering to bring about learning or knowledge does not speak directly
to its efficacy in bringing about popud0sia.”

The dative vO might help limit the possible meanings of mpoudOeia here, but its
grammatical role is difficult to determine. It could a dative of advantage, instrument, or respect
and modify either pépel or movioaug.”® Many take it in the first way, as the “mind” gaining the
mooudOera.”’ This is sensible, and ¢pépet could use an indirect object. But this specification
might also seem otiose: no other body-part would readily gain mooud.0g1a.*® On the other hand,
Pindar might simply be marking the intriguing contrast between physical exertion (traveling for
Aposodorus, training or working for Herodotus) and mental gain.”® But Richard Lattimore,
translating “the man who has had labor of mind wins forethought also,” thinks that the relevant
exertion was itself mental.* Perhaps it was clever dealings for the father, and concentration and
doggedness by the son. Those who take the vO@ instrumentally also think mentality plays at least
a role in generating moopd.0era. Woodbury, for instance, argues that hard experience alone
would bring only hindsight, disappointment in what one has done. Only mindful reflection on
that experience would bring any improved intellectual competence.*'

This syntactical ambiguity limits what we can say about pou(0sia.*> But we might at
least rule out Instone’s (qualified) gloss, “enlighten[ed]... with regard to the future.” Suppose
mooudOelo meant predictive foresight. The aptness of the gnome would imply that the father
met disaster, presumably his first and only, because he lacked moopaOeia. At least this would be
the implication were the meaning “only he who has suffers gains poud0eto.” That the disaster
depended on his lack of foreknowledge is possible though not necessary; the misfortune may
have been unavoidable. But the gnome would further imply that suffering and effort would instill
one with poudBela. And yet I cannot see that such experiences would improve one’s ability to
predict or see into the future. Even more, following Thummer’s persuasive claim that the gnome
should apply equally to the son, it is very difficult to imagine how training or preparing for
chariot-races would issue in, or be benefited from, predictive foresight.

We might also have to qualify any meaning connected to a “hesitant caution.” The father
could conceivably have overextended himself before his fall, and only suffering and effort would
teach a proper diffidence. But Pindar does not attribute the father’s great recovery to meekness or
modesty. Further, if the champion himself, Herodotus, is to win mpoud0eio from his own
efforts, it is difficult to see on what grounds Pindar would be recommending any sort of

> Werner 1967 avoids addressing just what experience brings when he translates “bringt als Frucht Erfahrung ein.”
%% A scholiast’s gloss, 6 TGOV #ai T v mopndng yiyvetow (“the sufferer becomes forethoughtful with (?)
mind”), followed by Bundy 1986, 52n44, does not really help.

" Thummer 1968, 1.163 (“erwirbt seinem Geist auch Voraussicht”), Nisetich 1980 (“and suffering brings the
sufferer’s mind foreknowledge™), Race 1997, 139 (“also gains foresight for his mind”). Svarlien 1990 is locative
with approximately the same meaning (“And he who has suffered toils gains foresight in his mind”).

** Thummer 1969, 41, observes that this would appear pleonastic.

3 Thummer 1969, 41.

* Lattimore 1947.

* ' Woodbury 1981, 242-244 (paraphrasing: “Though he has gone through troubles, if a man have the guidance of
understanding, he can produce even forethought™); also Werner 1967 (“wer die Not zwang mit Verstand...”),
Instone 1996, 182-3 (“toil in the past can bring you positive consequences, if you are wise”), and Verity 2007 (“The
man who has toiled with understanding also wins foresight”).

*2 Rumpel 1883, 394, defines all uses of the noun and related verb in Pindar as “providentia, prudentia,” and Slater
1969, s.v., gives “foresight.”



reluctance. Granted, “caution” need not be glossed solely as diffidence, meekness, modesty, or
hesitance. The poem does not rule out that “caution” could have a more intellectual, deliberative
flavor. But our usual use of “caution” does not itself capture the sense of poudOeLa.

Our best clue to the meaning of mpoudO¢eia in the First Isthmian may come from the
song’s repeated emphasis on the right discernment and employment of one’s assets, skills, and
efforts (to the above add 6, 18,45,47, 62). Such discernment requires understanding what really
matters (41-6, 50-2, 67-8). It is not implausible that toils, suffering, and effort would instill a
sensitivity to what matters. The reference to vOw in the gnome could mean either that the
sensitivity is mental, and thus deliberative, or that it comes about only with reflection on such
experiences. In this light, mpoud0Oelo could be glossed as precaution, but with an especially
deliberative aspect, where one must determine what actions are important before deciding what
to do. Such a determination, Pindar might be saying, is hardly possible for those whose lives
have heretofore been only peaceful, anxiety-free, and simple; in such ease, there is no cause to
learn to be able to make hard decisions.

Olympian 7.44
In the seventh Olympian, in a gnome, Pindar relates aid@mc—reverence, shame, even self-

consciousness —to mEopaOmg, the adjective related to mpopdOeia:

... €v O’ dpetav
EPalev nal xdouot’ AvOomImoLot TRONAOE0g aldmg (0. 7.44)

the aidos of promathés shoots excellence and joy into men.

The song, which celebrates Diagoras, includes a sequence of serendipitous mistakes in the
history of Rhodes.” This gnome introduces a passage that notes a particular sacrificial mistake of
the early Rhodians. Helios instructed his sons to erect an alter to Athena. Unfortunately, on the
way to their work, an unheralded cloud of forgetfulness came over them, pulling their minds
from the correct path of action (& pav Paiver te ol AMBag dtéxpogta vépog, | nai
TaéAreL ToayHATmV 000V 680V | EEm Ppoevarv, 45-47), and they neglected to bring fire.
Fortunately, their oversight was made good by both Zeus and Athena (49, 51). This story
explains the origins both of fireless sacrifices (iepd dutvpa, cf. =* ad 86b) of the Rhodian
Athena and of Rhodian prowess in various visual arts.

The question then concerns the way the gnome and mgoua6éog aidmg fit into this
progression of thought. Pindar has just sung about the ability to concentrate unfailingly on one’s
duty (“confusions of mind lead astray even a wise person,” ai 0¢ GpQEVMOV TAQAY 0L
maémharyEav »ol codpov, 33), but then has just gone on to say that Helios’ sons are “to ensure
that they will fulfill a coming duty” (uéALov Evteihev GpuAaEaaBon xéog, 39-40). Boeckh-
Dissen explains the gnome by saying that “he has ad® of ITpopaBéog who does not neglect
foresight, as fickle men do, but who especially takes the effort to be respectful. Indeed the
Rhodians do not reject this; they however have been forgetful, as is common even in the
presence of prudence.” But this does not specify the sort of genitive that tpopaf£og is, and
thereby what the relationship between it and aidmg is. I canvass several possibilities.*

* On the unity of the myths in the poem, see Young 1968, 78-89.
#1811, vol. 2, part 2, p. 171, ad loc.
* Further bibliography may be found at Farnell 1932, 54, Fernandez Llorenz 1956, 370n21, and Young 1968, 85n2.



First is the genitive of origin. As with Alcman’s genealogy, the genitive could stand for
parenthood: aiddg, daughter of mpouaOfc, with or without deifying capitalization.** Evidence
for this genitive of offspring is the great frequency with which Pindar includes genealogies in his
poems.*” On the genealogical interpretation, aiid®¢ could help one keep on one’s path because it
is the offspring of mpopaO1g. Accordingly, prométheia would help people stay focused on
what’s important well enough that they come to share in virtue and happiness; and it would help
people do this better or more notably than aidmdg would, though aidmg would still have to have
some of this anti-straying property.”® But there are two arguments against the genealogical
interpretation. First, there is no explicit word for offspring, and other relations besides offspring-
parent are possible. Second, this interpretation focuses on aid®¢ even when the important
quality is or is found in woopaOTc. It is hard to justifying talking about the child when the parent
is doing the explanatory work."’

Next is the objective or subjective genitive, which are syntactically ambiguous. Here it
would be the aidmg felt toward a mpopaO1|g (objective) person or thing or the aidwg felt by the
moouaOfc person or thing.” In the objective case, presumably Boeckh-Dissen’s reading, the
gnome says that the correct (reverential, respectful, self-applying) attitude toward being
moouaO1)¢ brings great goods. This presumably means that it is being popo01g that Pindar
thinks is important. In the subjective case, it is the fact that the moopaO1g person expresses
aidMmg that brings great goods. This could imply the importance of the simultaneous expression
of two (quasi-)virtues —being moopaOng and feeling aiidwg—or it could imply that the
moopaONg person has aidmg as a central part of that nature. Perhaps the latter of these is more
likely.

A subset of this objective-subjective genitive case involves taking moopaO1g to refer to
Prometheus.” This reading is encouraged by Pindar’s mention of fire-stealing, of Zeus’
dominance, and of the dissemination of human technai, all of which earlier myths connect with
Prometheus. Against this tantalizing view, the poem does not seem to address how aidmg of
(reverence toward, shame before) Prometheus (objective), or Prometheus’ reverence or shame
(subjective) would bring great goods to men. So it must be the character-trait and not the
personage that is meant here.

* This approach is found in Gildersleeve 1885 (“Reverence... daughter of Wisdom™), Nisetich 1980 (“Care born of
forethought™), Svarlien 1990, Verity 2007; cf. Lehnus 2004, 110.

*" Most relevantly, P.5.278: towv ' Empafioc... Ouyatéoa Ipddaotv (“Excuse, daughter of Afterthought™), noted
in Gildersleeve 1885 ad loc. and Verdenius 1972 ad loc; see also O.11.3,N4.3,0.2.17,0.7.70, 0.2.32, cited by
Willcock 1995, 20.

* Lehnus 2004, 109, seems to turn this reasoning around when he translates it as “la cautela del preveggente” (“the
caution of the prescient”): for him, it is the aidds aspect of promathés that is responsible for those goods, rather than
the promathés aspect of aidés. But this suggests that (i) promathés is the main virtue at play, but (ii) only the aidds
elements of it contribute to excellence. In this case, it is hard to explain (a) why not mention aidds alone, and (b)
what parts of promathés are irrelevant.

* Willcock 1995, 124-5, accepts these two arguments.

% Willcock 1995, 124-5, glosses the objective sense as either “a sense of respect for the person who has shown
foreknowledge” or “respect for forethought [itself],” and the subjective sense as “the sense of respect felt by the
person who has been forewarned.” Lattimore 1947 translates with the second option, but Lehnus 2004, 109, thinks it
is redundant (because one could just say “forethought™).

> A possibility first proposed by Ribezzo 1925, 92, cited with mixed judgment by Young 1968, 85n2 (who
otherwise calls the gnome “rather obscure” and says the “problems of vv. 43f are great”).



A final possibility follows =* ad 79¢ and Wilamowitz, reading AIAQX as the genitive
aid®¢.” In this case mpopabéog would modify aiddg; and taking yGouota as nominative
rather than accusative, we would have something like “the joy of a precautionary reverence
shoots excellence into men.” This blends the qualities of being mpopuaONg and aiddg. Yet it
blends those qualities in just about the same way as the other (non-Prometheus) interpretations of
ATAQZ do. So for all the debate about the syntax and correct reading of AIACQX, we probably
do not need to determine the precise relationship between the two terms.

In his book on aidwg, Cairns gives a clear analysis of this blending, arguing that aidwmg
depends on being mpopoO1|c:

The link with foresight and clear-sightedness... corresponds to the traditional association
of aidds and “good sense,” and indicates that aidds, since it involves an evaluative
response, must proceed from an accurate perception of the given situation, and that, as a
prospective, inhibitory response, it must involve an appreciation of the possible
consequences of one’s actions, an anticipation that a given action is unacceptable or
disgraceful.”

Cairns assumes that being moopa01g means understanding the outcome of one’s actions, and
that one can be aidds only with that understanding.

But another avenue of interpretation makes being popa01|g less dependent on a clear
view of the future. Consider the song’s earlier gnome: “uncountably many faults drape the minds
of men: and this is inconceivable to discern, toward what now —and in the end —it is best for
men to aim.”* The faults (dumhaxior) may be the inclinations to act as momentary whim impels
(cf. 31); their appeal, even to wise people, preempts the more deliberate choices of action.” They
make it terribly difficult to determine and pursue one’s more important goals. Perhaps being
mpooua01)c means being able to discover what is best for oneself despite the distracting haze of
immediate desire-satisfaction. If so, aidwg is the commitment to being popaO1g, a disposition
to plan and stick to duty and what’s important.

Nemean 11.46

Near the end of the eleventh Nemean, Pindar notes that in nature, good fortune is
inconstant: sometimes it comes, sometimes it does not (37-42). The same applies to humankind
(42-3). He explains: we receive no sign about what comes from Zeus (10 8™ €% Al0¢ dvOodmoLg
oodeg ovy Emeton | TERPAQ, 43-4). In this we hear echoes of the seventh Olympian, the line
immediately following the gnome there: the cloud of forgetfulness approaches without a sign
(aténpata, 0.7.45). Despite Zeus’ silence, humans embark haughtily on their desired great
projects. This is for three reasons: because our limbs are bound to shameless or irreverent hope
(Avoudel EAmidL, 45-6); because the madness of unattainable desire is so keen (48); and because

moopafeiag O dmdnervtan Qoai

*2 Wilamowitz 1922, 366n1.

>3 Cairns 1993, 176n107,

* auei 8 avBpdrov ppaciv dumiakio | dvapiduntol kpépavtar: TodTo 8 dpdyavoy edpely, | § TL viv &v koi
TEAEVTH PEPTATOV AVOPL TVYELV. (24-6)

> Young 1968, 81-2: “the sentence clearly makes an important general statement about the human inability to
foresee outcomes; ... Verses 24-31... form a clear statement about man’s lack of prescience”; cf. 85.
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the streams of prométheia lie far off (N. 11.46).

As in the seventh Olympian, we humans act willfully despite our bouts of ignorance and our
failure to exercise aidmg or moopdOela. Pindar seems not to be treating mooudOeia as the
knowledge of the future. He speaks of the obscurity of the future—our lack of prescience —by
saying that Zeus’ actions are unprecedented by signs. He then speaks to our unmitigated, even
overzealous ambition, unqualified by the least aidmg or mpoudOeia. Given the other song,
presumably these are the recognitions of what is appropriate and best. Indeed, Pindar goes on to
recommend seeking gains in a measured way (#€00¢wv 8¢ Y1) uéTeov Onoevépeyv, 47).%

Paean B3 Rutherford (= VIIIa)

* * *1 . ]v tayv[g | ...]v vevol... | omevdovt, EnhayEé <0™> iegl... |
dapdviov néa Ohoal- | oL otovoyais ddag, | xal Toudde xoQuPEQ od- | powvev
MOywv- O ovost ... €0- | o[0]omo Koovimv teleic of... | mempmpévoy mddav o- |
wira Aapdavidarg Exdpl...1 ...] mot eidev 0Umd omhdyy[volg | pégoroa TOVS dvép .
£00E[e yag | texelv muppdoov ¢ouf | Exatoyyeoia, oxined[ | TAwov wdodv viv €
n[é€dov | natepelpou- €eume O¢ [... | ~3 17[.Jou téoag vmva[rléov | ~5 Jhe mooudBela

... fast...breathed...[seeing Paris] hastening forth, at once...her inspired heart cried aloud
with grievous moanings and uttered this culmination of words: ‘O infinite, o far-seeing
son of Cronos, surely now you will fulfill the doom that was destined long ago, when
Hekabe [told] the Trojans [the vision] which she saw, when she carried this man in her
womb. She seemed to bear a fire-carrying strong-... Hundred-hander, who with his stern
[strength] hurled all Ilium to the ground; and... told the marvel of her slumber. ...
mooudOela ...>’

A scholion (at IT” fr. 29.9-13) suggests that the song begins with the tale of Paris’ expedition to
the oracle at Delphi.” Then the narrator speaks of a woman who “cried” (§xAayE€) and “uttered”
(0Gpouvev), both terms often —though not necessarily —associated with prophecy.” This woman
is likely Cassandra, who figures in the story elsewhere. Cassandra, if it is she, reports on the
murky but prophetic dream that once came to Hekabe. Hekabe saw that she would give birth to a
monster who would grow up to overturn Ilium. The €eute 8¢ (“and he/she said”) in the
antepenultimate line could be taken in three ways. Cassandra could continue reporting what
Hekabe was saying. Or Cassandra’s direct speech could have come to an end, and the narrator
might continue in paraphrase about Cassandra’s remarks, here about the dream monster. Some

>% Contrast Cairns 1993, 177, who also draws out the similarity between this passage and the seventh Olympian:
“The intelligence... which enables one to foresee the consequences of one’s actions and properly to characterize
one’s own conduct is... indispensable to aidds in its prospective sense.”

37 Text and translation from Rutherford 2001, 233-4, modified in eliding the lone v- in the first recoverable line,
replacing Rutherford’s “forethought” with “prométheia,” deleting the conjectured remainder, and adding uniform
ellipses before or after each bracket in all cases except the last two lines.

>¥ Rutherford 2001 notes two other paeans that begin with invocations to Delphic prophecy: B2 Rutherford = VIII,
D6 Rutherford = VI.

%% Rutherford 2001, 235n3, citing Aesch. Ag. 156,201, Cho. 535; Sim. PMG 511 fr. 1(a) 4; Heraclitus B 93 DK;
Pindar A1.13 Rutherford.
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versions of the myth have Cassandra herself giving the warning to kill baby Paris (e.g., Eur.
Andr. 293-300). Or Cassandra continues in direct speech, with a report about someone else’s
interpretation of the monster (i.e., his or her having spoken about a tépa.c).” This last possibility
is made somewhat likely by the story that Aisakos studied the dream and judged it to be about
Paris, and recommended exposing him.*'

The final legible line speaks of mpoudOeia as subject. When Grenfell and Hunt 1898
published the poem, they conjectured “(?) €o¢pa]le mopoudOela,” reasoning that on Aisakos’
“recommendation the child was exposed, but ineffectually.”*> We might translate their conjecture
as “[the] moopdOeira baffled,” where moop0gLa. refers to Aisakos’ warning or advice.”
Herodotus uses opdAlm when a certain interpretation of an oracle (here, about building ships in
response to the charge to build “wooden walls,” 7.142) seems blocked by other pieces of
evidence. Perhaps then the warning could not be understood adequately, and thus it had to be
ignored or taken not seriously enough. Alternatively, we might translate the same conjecture
“[the] moopudOeLa ruined [sc. the Trojans].”* This would make sense on the grounds that
Aisakos recommended exposing Paris, who survived the attempted infanticide and came back,
eventually to bring doom to his city. Werner conjectured the opposite of Grenfell and Hunt, 000’
g€oda]he moopdOela, taking opdrhhm as “deceive” (triigen), perhaps an elaboration of “baffle,”
thus reading “and it did not deceive, what she foresaw.”* ZdpaAlw as “deceive” seems poorly
evidenced for the classical period; an alternative translation would be “but [the] poudOeLa
didn’t even stop [sc. them, her, it]”**—that is, Paris still grew to adulthood —and so the
moounOela was ineffective.

Whatever the plausibility of Grenfell and Hunt’s original conjecture and later
developments, we might step back and reflect on the possible referents of mpoud.0¢eia, and thus
on the word’s meaning. There are three: Hekabe’s dream; the interpreter’s interpretation
(whether Cassandra’s or somebody else’s); or Cassandra’s cry to Zeus reported in this stanza of
the paean. (i) Hekabe’s dream is a promonitory vision. It is literally false, since Hekabe did not
give birth to a monster. It is also purely descriptive, apparently not itself giving advice or
explanation. IToopd0eia would then be a illustrative vision—either true or false—of the future.
(i1) Aisakos’ or another seer’s interpretation involved an account of the future, and a warning or
advice: let the child die. Here, moopd.0eia would not be the vision itself; it would not be giving
new information about the future. The information came encoded in the dream. So it would be
either the understanding of the dream (which is about the future), a prediction on that basis about
what might happen in the future should certain actions not be taken, and advice about the actions

% Race 1997, 281, translates “And she said... ... the dream-omen,” the first possibility; Rutherford 2001, 236,
suggests the second possibility.

%1 Apollodorus 3.12.5, Lycophron Alex. 224-8, Hyginus, Fab. 91 (name of seer not mentioned), Cicero, De
divinatione 1.21.42 (citing an earlier poem; seer is Apollo).

62 Similarly Bowra 1964, and dA)\’ §odpa]he mooudOeia in Sitzler 1911.

% For opdMiom as “baffle,” see LSJ s.v. Al

% For opalhw as “overturn” or “destroy,” see Pindar /. 4.35, P. 8.15, 0. 2.81, and Slater 1969 s.v., where Pindar, as
with all classical authors, uses the term transitively (LSJ s.v. A). Rutherford 2001, 234, translates: “[Nor was her]
forethought [mistaken]” (his brackets); but if he thinks Pindar wrote o d&Alw, he would seem to need it to be
instead in the middle-passive.

% Werner 1967, reconstructing: £eute 8¢ plévtig | auv dina tépag vmva[Aéov: 00d | Eopalle moopdbeio (“—
(Die Seherin) sprach (mit Recht) vom Schreckbild des Schlafs; (und es trog Nicht,) was sie voraussah”).

% Werner 1967. In support of this reading, compare Soph. Aj. 452 (Athena “halted” Ajax as he was about to attack)
and Eur. Alc. 28 (Death says that Apollo “prevented” the death of Alcestis by tricking Fate).
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to be taken; or it could be some combination of these. (iii) Cassandra’s cry announces that Zeus
will bring about (teheic) the fated suffering (sremowuévay mdOav).” She seems to see that the
interpretation of Hekabe’s dream remains true. Because she appears to be crying this as Paris
leaves, she may not be giving any advice. She may believe, as she is saying, that the Trojans’
fate is quite terribly (0Aoatot) sealed. In this final possible referent for mpoudBeia, mooudOela
would be a warning about what is to come, perhaps grounded in Hekabe’s dream, the vindicating
interpretations, and Cassandra’s own prophetic powers.

Without the accompanying verb, negative or intensifier, object, or even subject, we can
hardly know which referent to take. But Pindar does not elsewhere use mpopud0¢eio to mean
“premonition.” He generally uses it to mean “consideration about what to do in challenging
circumstances.” Hekabe and her family are confronted with an awful decision: whether to kill or
otherwise abandon their son. The interpretation of the dream says that Paris must be killed,
despite the unpleasantness of the deed, and the indirectness of the evidence. So I suspect that we
should take moopdBeia as referring to some or all of those items listed in (ii) above: an
interpretation, prediction, and advice.

Herodotus

Several decades later in the earliest prose instances of our family of words, Herodotus
uses the term poun0in mostly to refer to the social attitudes of “conscientiousness,”
“cognizance of another’s needs,” or “consideration of,” what we might call active evaluation of
another person’s needs. Cyrus “kept a close eye on” Croesus (though Herodotus does not say by
doing what, 1.88.1); Darius “worried” that he might accidentally stab Gobryas (3.78.4-5); and
“out of consideration” for his brother, Xerxes would not force himself upon his sister-in-law
even though he had fallen in love with her (9.108.1). One instance emphasizes the active
valuation encountered in the texts of Xenophanes and Archilochus: Amasis tells the Egyptians
over whom he has placed himself “to honor and show respect for him” (%ol Tpav te zol
moounBéecbon Eémvtod énéheve, 2.172.5).

Just as these uses pick up the high-evaluation sense of the term, one Herodotean use
highlights a focal point for moral reflection as Alcman’s and Pindar’s uses did. Herodotus
reports that Croesus chides Cambyses, who is plainly out of control, with a jingly maxim: “Do
not sacrifice everything to youth and temper, but restrain and control yourself: it is a good thing
to be provident, but ipounOin is something wise” (AAA’ (oye ®al xoTOAAUPOVE CEMVTOV:
AyaBov T TEAVOOV eival, copov Ot 1) mpoun0in, 3.36.1). Croesus contrasts pronoia and
moounOin: it is an unalloyed good to have a real vision of what will happen, but it is unrealistic
to expect to have it. Thus one must exercise poun0in, the self-management or judgment
necessary under such conditions of ignorance. In the same chapter, Herodotus has Croesus warn
Cambyses that his actions may very well lead to Persian revolt, and has Cambyses’ servants
recognize that Cambyses hardly knows who he wants killed. So for those who lack
foreknowledge (pronoia), only mpoun0in will control their actions. It is notable that Croesus
links popun0in with wisdom, which means general competence in living, an ability dependent
on making priorities, evaluating one’s goals, and responding correctly to situations, generally

%7 The papyrus was corrected from te)eic to télet (the imperative “bring about!”) but Grenfell and Hunt 1908, Race
1997, and Rutherford 2001 print teAeic, in accordance with the scholion’s implication and on the assumption that
Cassandra would not want Zeus to bring down her family and city. This is perhaps not a incontrovertible
assumption, given her dAodict (also “murderous”?) groanings.
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without reliance on foreknowledge.”® So poun0in allows consideration, when the future is
unclear, about what it would be best to do; for Cambyses, it is not to kill so indiscriminately and
with such an assuredness of impunity.

Thucydides

Thucydides uses pounOeia group words four times, two of which deserve close
attention. In his meditation on the linguistic strain civil revolution causes, he writes that men
came to disdain actions that used to be celebrated, and vice versa. TOAua ... GAOYLOTOG
(“heedless boldness”) became dvdeia dLrétangog (“comradely courage”); LEAANOLS. ..
mooun Mg becomes dethio evmemig (“nice-seeming cowardice™); 10... oOPpoV (“sound-
mindedness”) became ToD dvavdoov mpdoynua (“the excuse of an unmanly person”); and tO
7ROG dmav Euvetov (“breadth of wisdom™) became €t v YoV (“ineffectual in all fields”)
(3.82.4).

The fact that poun 01 g modifies “delay” suggests that the typical feature of pounOeia
is not launching oneself into action. The fact that being poun07g is called evmpemng, “nice-
seeming,” suggests that it has a respected, even venerable aura. And the fact that péAAnoic. ..
meoun 01 is grouped with sound-mindedness, breadth of wisdom, and the lack of heedless
boldness, suggests that it has an cognitively and morally richer, and less temporal, sense than
“farsighted delay.”® It seems to mean something like “deliberateness” or “reflective patience,”
not thrusting oneself blindly into action.”” Cowardice probably results from feeling that the value
of one’s life outweighs the value of the goals its sacrifice could advance. If the exercise of
mpoounOeLa appears to cynics as cowardice, then it must look like a way of deciding what has the
greatest value; in the case of cowardice, one’s life. So the morally-exemplary exercise of
moounOela must involve surveying the values one could potentially promote and discriminating
between them. Such exercise could appear a mode of hesitation or caution only to the extent that
one does not yet know whether to protect oneself or not.”

This sense of mpoutOelo emphasizing “deliberation” or “circumspection” rather than
“seeing into the future” is specifically thematized in the following book of the Peloponnesian
War. ITgopun0ewa is precisely the needful thing when we cannot see into the future. Reflecting
on the considerations to fight the Athenians, the speaker explains that it is

% Gogin characterizes Solon in his advice to Croesus about the uncertainty of the future (so wait till you are dead!,
1.30), Anacharsis (4.76), Themistocles (8.124), Athens (1.60), and Hellas (7.102); see Bischoff 1932 on the trope of
the sage advising the powerful against rash actions. Lichas, an elder, solved a Delphic riddle with wisdom (1.67-68);
Babylonian customs concerned with overall social benefit (a marriage market, crowd-sourced medicine) are thought
wise (1.197); Darius observes that “where wisdom is called for there is no need for force” ("EvBa ydo codping det,
Ping €éoyov ovdév, 3.127).

% Hornblower 1997, who also argues that while “delay” is a key word, it is not a Spartan code word, contra some
recent speculation. Compare “prudent hesitation” (Rhodes, using “forethoughtful”’); “provident deliberation”
(Hobbes).

70 This is the sense Pagondas the Boeotian gives it when saying that those invaded have little chance for careful
reflection: 00 Yo T mEouN0£g, oig Av GAhog &mtin, el Thg odeTéoas Opoimg evdéyeTal hoyopdv xol otig
TO UEv EovtoD €xeL, Tob mAéovog 08 0QEYOUEVOG ExMV TIVL EméQyeTal (“the same prudence in calculation is not
allowable in the way it is for those who are invading others by their own choice, secure in what they hold and
grasping for more,” 4.92.2 tr. Lattimore), in contrast with the person who deliberates before deciding to invade
someone else, thinking whether acting on his greed is worth it. See Hornblower 1997 ad loc. for parallel passages.

! Thucydides later mentions actual hesitation: dopaheiq O T émpPovietoacOo AToTOMAS TEOGAOLS EBLOYOS
(“prolonged deliberation with a view to avoiding mistakes was thought to be just a plausible excuse for avoiding any
kind of action” 3.82.5, tr. Hornblower).
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from fear [i.e. of the uncertain future]* that we all alike are circumspect about going at
one another (4.62.4.5, tr. Lattimore).

This speaker suggests that because we do not know how things will turn out, humans must
engage in various nuanced judgments about what we most ought to seek. This use emphasizes
the term’s human, rational quality, what we are left with when we lack prophecy. Having
mooun0gia is the human virtue for acting under conditions of ignorance.”

Gorgias
Gorgias’ use of mpoun0eta in the “Helen” corroborates Thucydides’ usage. He explains
why we should hold god responsible for the seizing of Helen, should it have been by divine fiat:

OeoD yap mpoBupiov dvOowmivy mooun i ddVvatov nwhiely

it is impossible through human mooun0ewa. fo resist divine caprice (6)
The word-choice here of mpoOupiav (“caprice,” “eagerness,” “will,” “zeal”) and pounOiq is
obviously influenced by the orator’s concern for alliteration; this may suggest that Gorgias is not
putting too fine a point on it.”* But in fact the sentence reveals an important point about
moounOeta. It cannot mean knowledge of or insight into the future, since neither would hinder a
god’s desires. Further, Gorgias uses mpovoiav (11) when he is speaking about memory,
awareness, and the acquisition of perfect knowledge about the future, a skill glossed as
pavtevoooan (“to predict the future”). Nor can mpout0ewo simply be the passive or quiet
virtues of “care” or “caution,” since these would not raise even a prima facie hope for
triumphing against a god’s will. So moou 0o must be something more active: an intention,
choice, or considered plan, in this case what Helen could think it best to do. Gorgias
characterizes it negatively, as weak, in contrast to our other authors, who have valorized it as the
virtue to be practiced in the absence of absolute knowledge. All the same, he seems to imply that
human spounOeLa is morally praiseworthy, something we would wish to win out.

Antiphon
One of Antiphon’s moots plays on the strength of mopoun0eLa, if it is fact the word
Antiphon uses:

210 8¢ dotdOunTov ToD péEALOVTOC

7 See also Thuc. 6.80.1: “and in your prométheia do not consider, to be equitable to us and safe to you, to help
neither given we are allied with both” (zoil pi) éxelvv Th)v toounBiav doxelv Tw Nuiv pev lonv elvar, Vuiv 8¢
aocdpali], 1o undetégolg dM g ral Appotéomv dvtag Evupdyovg Bonbeiv.) The meaning of mpounBiav has
been open to some controversy and uncertainty: “caution” (Marchant) and “that prudent course” (Charles F. Smith)
but “the common sense” (Lattimore) and “your purpose” (Hobbes).

™ George Kennedy’s concern for clever translation, “for god’s predetermination cannot be hindered by human
premeditation,” in Sprague 1972, favors the temporal reading. Cf. Thuc. 6.80.1 for a similar collocation.
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TOUG PV Yoo 6 Te POPog 1 Te aduxia inaviy v maboon ThHg mpopnOiag [eobuuiag
AN],” 7oig 8¢ 8 te nivduvog #) Te aioybvn peilCwv ovoa tig dadodg, el xal
dtevonOnoav tadta meagat, agrovoa 1V cwdovioal TO BupoUUEVOV THS YVOUNG.
(2.3.3)

For the latter, fear and the great wrong they had suffered overcame their caution;
whereas for the former, the danger and disgrace of the crime outweighed their dispute
and moderated the vehemence of their spirit. (tr. Gagarin and MacDowell 1998)

If Bekker had good grounds for swapping the words that Gorgias used in antithesis, Antiphon
implies that pounOela can have more power than fear and the desire for injustice. He goes on
to gloss it as cognizance of risk (x{vOuvog), the sense of shame (aioyvr), and something that
does the work of sophrosuné. We have seen similar glosses above. It is clear that the term would
not simply mean “calculation about the future.”

Hippocratics

Certain Hippocratic authors use the verbal form, meaning “to take care” not to miss a step
or do something rashly, often in the formula AMG 1) eouNn0€ecOau (“but one must take care
t0”).” It seems to have become a formula with little meaning beyond emphasizing what follows.

Athenian Tragedy

The works of Aeschlyus, Sophocles, and Euripides considered together contain the
largest selection of mpourn0eta words. All support the claim that such words mean something
like rational consideration.

Aeschylus uses the noun twice. The first time is in the Prometheus Bound (if he is the
author), a play in which intelligence and Prometheus’ powers are thematized.”” Kratos excoriates
Prometheus for hubris and taking the gods’ prerogatives, and makes a pun:

PYevomvopwg oe daipoveg [Toounbéa
rahoDoLy: adTOV Yo ot del mpounOiag,™
OTwL TEOTWL THOO™ ExnvAoBNoNL TéEYVNG.

falsely the gods call you Prometheus:
for you yourself need prométheia

» moounOiac] Bekker, understanding the sentence to demand it, and relying on Valckenaer 1755, 496-7 (on
Euripides Phoenissae 1475) and Heindorf 1802, 15 (on Plato Lysis 207e4), who discuss the frequent scribal
transpositions between prométh- and prothum-; accepted by Gagarin 1997, Gernet 2002, Dillon and Gergel 2003.
"® De diaeta: 72.7;73.8,74.12,76.8,77.5,79.7,81.7,82.7,89.90; De articulis 11.45,13.6, 14.5,47.54, 69.16,
69.23; De natura hominis 9.44; De fracturis 20.13,26.40; De mulierum affectibus 69.8; De diaeta in morbis acutis
4.33. A similar imperative construction is in Chares: stJoloD poun0iacg, “exercise forethought” (fr. 1.21,
reconstruction from Young 1971, citing [Plato] Minos 318e, moAA)v mpopi)Belarv motetoBa).

77 Cf. Griffith 1983, esp. 167, 177-8; Said 1985.

" While on line 86 all the MSS have TeoUN0£wg (i.e., a person with prométheia), most modern editors since
Elmsley have mopoun0iog (i.e., the attribute itself); the interpretative question is whether Prometheus needs a
“forethoughtful” person or only “forethought” itself. Griffith 1983 supports the MSS reading by pointing to a
parallel play on Prometheus’ name at 506: ool téyvol footototv éx mooun0émg. The scholiasts gloss the line 6
00OV TA uHdea (rat Td Povievpata, add others), or moyvdotng: Herington 1972, scholia 85a-c; but the
context does not recommend rendering the word these ways.
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to find a way to roll free of skilled handiwork like this
(PB 85-87 West, tr. Collard modif.)

Kratos’ treats the word as “cleverness” or “ability to scheme.” Since this is a snide joke, we
cannot derive much about the word’s meaning from it. For the joke to go through, however, its
pretended meaning must be compatible with its actual meaning. Prometheus will need to think
skillfully about his situation —including his strengths —before acting.

Aeschylus’ other use of the noun is preceded by Danaos telling his children to be
thoughtful and saying that he himself already has been thoughtful (poovelv xon: Euv
PpoovobdvL, Supp. 176). He now asserts that he will here “take mopoun0eia” (pounOiav
Mafdv, 178),” and charges the children to listen carefully to what he will say. He infers what
may have happened: messengers likely saw them land on this unknown land, and so they may
send others to accost them. He does not pretend to know precisely what will transpire (it
ampowv eite nal Tednypévog mpuf EVv 00vf, 186), however, and so he advises his daughters to
act well (Quewvov €otL mavtog oUver’, 188) irrespective of eventualities. The Chorus deems
this advice “thoughtful” (poovolvtwg pog poovouvtag, 204), echoing the doubling in line
176. Exercising poun0ela means acting appropriately —as virtuously as possible (190-204) —
exactly because one realizes that one lacks important information.

The Sophoclean and Euripidean uses evoke both this sense of mental investigation into
the relative unknown and the sense of considering another’s needs and practicing the kind of
rational reflection that is more virtuous than acting on impulse.” In Oedipus at Colonus, Ismene
explains that she has come to see her father out of concern for him (of), mdte, mpounOiq, 332),
a concern discharged by telling him some news. In his retort, Oedipus wonders whether Ismene
also comes from another motivation: longing or affection. This contrast in motivations requires
distinguishing Ismene’s thoughtfulness from Oedipus’ family feeling and thus from mere
sentiment or good-natured impulse. This does not leave only ratiocination of the sort tacticians
perform. But it suggests something more reflective than the natural desire of familiars to be close
to one another. Sophocles uses the term again later in the play when Oedipus thanks Theseus for
his “nobility and righteous mpopn0eta” (6voro, Onoed, Tod Te yevvaiov xaoLv | nol Thg meog
Nuas evainov moounOiag, 1042-3). This again suggests a conscientiousness more flexible than
inborn desire."

The term oo 0eta shows up, most interestingly, in the Electra. Once it means simply
“thinking about someone’s best interests,” when Orestes observes that Electra had exercised
forethought in sending the infant Orestes away with the Pedagogue (1350).* Two other times

7'M has moouf0etary (with a T above the iota) AaPetv

% Text of all Sophocles from Lloyd-Jones.

81 Similarly, as part of his scheme with Odysseus to capture Philoctetes, Sophocles’ Neoptolomus thanks the Trader
for telling him about the Greek designs on him, and continues: “but the graciousness of your prométheia, stranger,
will, unless I am corrupted, remain in my friendly thoughts” (&AL’ 1) xdoig pev tig moopnOiag, Eéve, | el un
1OROG TEPURAL, TOOOPLANG pevel, Phil. 557). IloounBeta’s consonance and metrical parallel with mpooduing
draw their meanings together; the sentence’s structure suggests that the latter reciprocates the former. The Trader’s
prométheia involves him thinking about Neoptolomus’ vulnerabilities and acting charitably toward him.
Neoptolomus’ friendly feelings would include respect, concern, and thoughtfulness for the Trader. Both the
prométheia-involving care and the friendliness are ways to serve the good of others. That such a virtue is at play is
clear from the qualification that Neoptolomus be a good person (i.e., not corrupted).

%2 00 10 Pwnénv mEdov | DeEeméudOny of) meoundic xeotv.
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Sophocles goes some way toward defining the term as the disposition to think how things might
turn out for others and oneself. The Chorus and Chrysothemis exchange these words:

€V Tolg TOLOVTOLS €0TLV 1] TEOUNOia
nal T AEYOVTL nal *ADOVTL CUUUOYOG.

®ol TV Ye Gwvely,  yuvaireg, el poevdv
eTuyyov’ adTn pun nandv, Eomiet’ av
TNV eVAGPELOY, MOTIEQ OVYL OMTETAL.

CHORUS: In such a thing as this, prométheia is
both to speakers and to listeners an ally.

CHRYSOTHEMIS: And so, women, before she [sc. Electra] spoke, if she’d had
an uncorrupted mind, she’d have preserved
caution, even as she does not preserve it now. (990-4)

Chrysothemis glosses the Chorus’ oo 0Ogio in terms of a sound mind ($pevv) and the
preservation (¢0Cet’) of caution (eVAGPeLav). Over the next twenty lines, Chrysothemis
excoriates her sister for wanting to kill Aegisthus, appeals to a range of considerations about the
future, admonishes Electra’s rashness (6pdcog, 995), and encourages her to become mindful
(vobv oyéc, 1013). Electra does not think beyond her narrow rage. We see a direct contrast
between mooun0ela, eulabeia, sophrosuné, etc., and thrasos, the contrasts we saw in
Thucydides. Chrysothemis later defends her charges against Electra, saying that they do not
dishonor her but provide instead prométheia (atiog pev o, moounBiog &¢ ood, 1036) for
what is best for her.* In the fourth use of the word in this play, the Chorus says that Electra
“gives no weight” to death (oUte TL To0 Oavelv mpounO1g, 1078).

One Sophoclean fragment, recorded in Stobaeus (Anthology 4, 50 1II), draws a link
between moopf0eio and profit.*

o0 £0TL YRioog TV 6oPpdV, £V oig 6 voig
Oea EVveoTv Nueoa teBopévos:
moounBia Yo #€pdog dvBommoLs péya

old age does not come to the wise, who live with an intelligence
nurtured by the daylight of the gods
for prométheia is great profit to humans (fr. 950 Radt, tr. Lloyd-Jones)®

The passage expresses the importance of rpouf0gia to living a bountiful human life.** Another
Sophoclean fragment suggests that the lost Hipponous might have made the same link:

** Cf. Van Hook 1918.

% Stobaeus introduces this passage with the following: “It is intelligence which relieves old age of its burdens and
makes it worthy of much reverence” (&1L T0 yfjoog dvemay0eg nal OGS aidoDg dylov 1 oUveoig
ameQydletau, tr. Pearson).

% Pearson 1917 translates: “There is no old age for the wisdom in which the mind has been nurtured ere it reaches
length of days.” There are many conjectures about the text and meaning of Belq.... NpeQQ.

18



oWTNEIOG YaQ GAQuar oYL TToVTaOD
Brépou mdoeoTy, €v O¢ Tf) eopunOiq. ..

for a saving remedy is not to be caught sight of
anywhere; but in prométheia... (fr. 302 Radt, tr. after Jebb)

IToopnOewa is treated as the way for humans to deal with hard and uncertain conditions.*’

Euripides uses poun0eia terms to express himself in a similarly gnomic way, speaking
of its value to happiness. In the Andromache, Menelaus, having just denigrated quick-temper
(6Ev0vuf), 689) and having praised wisdom (codot, 645), self-control (¢owpoodvouv, 686), and
thoughtfulness (g0 ppovdrv, 688), closes his great speech of cynical consideration with the
conclusion that pounOeia, presumably some sort of consolidation of those intellectual virtues,
yields himself profit (ot 8¢ xédog 1) meounic, 690).** Almost the same formula—elaborate
speech of advice about what is really best to do, charged with terminology of wisdom (Supp.
504, 506, 509), timeliness (rouQ®, 509), and the claim that all men really know what is good and
what is bad (586-7), concluding with a gnomic summary that mooun0ewa is part of courage
(TodT’ €pol Tavdpelov, 1) mpounbia, 510)—is found in the Suppliant Women. The reasoning for
the relationship between moout0elo and courage must be akin to that reconstructed in our
discussion of Thucydides 3.82.4.

Euripides’ uses of mpoun0eia in general express a range of attitudes connected with
rational reflection, consideration, and care of others. Polynestor vindicates his killing by saying
that his action was done with pouf|0eto and wisdom (co¢f), Hec. 1137), all things considered.
Ton says that one should not hasten toward pleasures before having moouf0gwa (Ion 448);*
Iphigenia says that it is consistent with piety and justice (/7" 1202);” Creon’s messenger
observes that it prepares one for all eventualities (Phoenicians 1466); and Hecuba notes that it is
general concern for others (Hecuba 795). These usages show that poun0eia is much more
connected to moral decision-making than planning for the future (which it infrequently connotes)
or hesitation about the present.

Prométheia before Plato
In its least complicated uses, mpoun0Oeio means recognizing the most relevant or
valuable bases for action, looking beyond whatever is momentarily appealing. Sometimes

% Pearson 1917 explains: “wisdom is not something drawn from without, but a natural indwelling force which
increases with length of time and depends for its permanence upon the co-operation of the human intelligence with
the divine capacity which is inherited at birth. ... The wise, whose mind has been reared in habitual converse with
inspired vitality, never come to a useless old age; for their foresight is a great book to their fellows.” Lloyd-Jones
1996 thinks the third line is an intrusion.

%7 There is sometimes explicit concern with the temporal shading of this idea: In the Electra, the Chorus summarizes
Chyrsothemis’ advice: “Nothing yields more profit to humans than the gain from foresight and a wise mind.
(mpovoiag ovdev avBommols Epu | EQdog hafelv duervov ovde vod codpol, 1015-16)

% Lloyd 1994: “Menelaus appropriates the political catchword meounOia, which connected cautious and rational
conservatism.” Lloyd connects the term to evAdfeLa.

% Burnett 1970: “this is the quality which above all, Ion asks of his god.”

%0 Kyriakou 2006: “Iphegenia’s forethought is motivated by, and demonstrates, her piety. ... Thaos may imply that a
less diligent priestess would take care only of the most urgent need, the purification of the victims for the sacrifice,
and put off the purification of the statue, which would potentially create problems for the community later.”
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manifesting moout0ewo means directing one’s attention outward, toward people whose
wellbeing or respect is important. Sometimes it means reflecting on what would actually rather
than seemingly promote one’s wellbeing. The meaning of mpout|0elo becomes especially clear
in conditions of ignorance about the future, as does the feeling of its exercise. When the future is
fairly certain and the sky is clear, the actions needed to secure pleasure, ease, or some other goal
will be obvious, and these are thereby performed without reflection. This clarity does not justify
any one goal rather than another, but the path to any particular goal is well lit, and so it is easy to
go down that path without doubt or anxiety. When the future is foggy or stormy, however, it
becomes unclear how to pursue any particular goal, and so no obvious path beckons. One must
instead decide on a goal, and approach it by dead reckoning. If all paths are equally treacherous,
the only reason to take one rather than another is that the one could lead to a better end. The
practice of mgopt0¢eLa involves deciding on this better end. In doing so, it may end up
considering future results, since the better end may amount to good future effects on oneself and
others. But it may end up not considering future results, if the better end amounts to following a
law, or working on oneself, or something else whose importance in the present matters most.

I am inclined to say, on the basis of this analysis, that mpoun0ewa is a proper part of
rational agency. Harry Frankfurt, for example, treats personhood as the result of a reflective
judgment on one’s desires, and a decision about which desire to try to put forward as one’s will:
that is, which one to commit wholeheartedly to.”! David Velleman, similarly, treats agency as the
ability to choose to act on those desires that makes sense of or in one’s life so far.”> ITgouf0gio
seems to be this selection among one’s given desires for the decisive or reason-giving desire, the
one that a person judges most appropriate for leading her into action. If this decisive or reason-
giving desire is, like Hume thought, the cool and long-lasting one, then always acting on its basis
provides some unity to one’s actions and character. It means setting otherwise intense, powerful,
appealing, and often will o’ the wisp impulses in the background, and pushing forward the ones
that after sustained rational consideration seem best. The mwpo- of poun0Oeia has both temporal
and adjunctive meanings, as we have seen; this reflects the fact that one engages in rational
reflection before entering a difficult moment, or one engages in rational reflection in addition to
making a practical decision.

I turn now to the Platonic dialogue where the history of the term moout0elo has greatest
play; indeed, Socrates makes a pun on it.

I11. Plato’s Protagoras

The Protagoras contains two uses of mpoun0eia. Early in the Protagoras, Protagoras
thanks Socrates for his mpoun0ewo about him that he showed in asking about the best way for
them to talk (0000G... mooun01)... vmeE €uod, 316¢5). Protagoras worried that he faced
suspicion among Athenians as a visiting foreign sophist. Some would suspect his retiring into
private colloquy, others might disdain his public appearances. Socrates exercised what we might
call “discretion,” reflecting on the broader ramifications of whatever kind of conversation they
might have.”

°! Frankfurt 2004.

”? Velleman 2006.

%3 Gagarin 1969, 140, 161, drawing attention to this early comparison between Socrates and Prometheus, observes
that Protagoras is also showing foresight for Socrates, in keeping the conversation public.
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The second use was quoted in the Introduction. It is worth discussing in some detail. At
the end of the Protagoras, having refuted Protagoras but still eager to continue the conversation,
Socrates says (361d3-5):

floeoev 0OV pot 1ol &v Td O O TTpounBevg palhov tod "Emun0éng: ¢ xohpevos
gy %ol oo 0ot pevog VmEQ Tob Blov ToD EHOVTOD TOVTOS TAVTO TADTA
TQAYUOLTEVOLOLL, ROL €L OV €0€AOLS, OTeQ ol xaT’ AOY OGS EAeYOV, LETA 00D OV
NOLoTa TODTO CVVOLAOROTOMV.

The Prometheus in your myth pleased me more than the Epimetheus: making use of the
former and prometheizing over the whole of my life I busy myself with all this [sc.
questions about the nature and teachability of virtue, 360e7-361c2], and if you should
wish it, just as I was saying from the beginning, I should like to scrutinize this jointly
with you.

We see a grammatical structure very similar to the one at 316¢5: mpounBovuevog VEQ TOD
Blov ToD éuavtoD. Socrates makes two points here. First, he uses Prometheus, presumably as a
model or an ideal. Second, his efforts concerning virtue and his desire to investigate it with
Protagoras share as explanatory background his prometheizing.

This remark is Socrates’ most explicit autobiographical claim in the dialogue. It shows
what Socrates believes differentiates himself most from Protagoras, who parts ways with him
shortly after this remark. Despite some scholarly attention to the figure of Prometheus in the
dialogue, and mention of the pun and its back-reference to Protagoras’ Great Speech,” there has
been little satisfactory attention to the meaning of Socrates’ self-revelation with the vocabulary
of mpopnOeLa.

Socrates’ self-proclaimed use of Prometheus is initially hard to square with the Socrates
we know. Protagoras’ Prometheus leaves questions of virtue to Zeus (321d5-8, 322c1-d4), but in
this very passage Socrates says he wants to take them up (360e8-361c8).” Prometheus seriously
errs in allowing his brother Epimetheus to foul up the distribution of powers to the species
(320el, 321c4-7, 322a2-3), but Socrates endeavors to prevent Hippocrates from hiring
Protagoras without due diligence (313e3-314b9, 316b8-c2, 318al-4, d1). Nothing in Protagoras’
story suggests that Prometheus engages in abstract conversation or joint inquiry into moral
concepts and civic pedagogy —indeed, he seems instead to go headlong into things—but
Socrates’ constant refrain is his commitment to both (e.g., 348c7-349a5). Given these apparent
differences, we should look more closely at Socrates’ claim.

Some commentators take the verb mpoun0otuevog, which they translate “using
forethought,” to mean thinking about the future. Thorpe’s dissertation on this passage concludes
that Socrates’ skill “is providential or promethean... [in that it is] nothing but a science of
looking ahead to outcomes, of taking the long view of one’s actions.””® Lampert’s recent study
states that Socrates out-prometheized Protagoras because he

% Cf. Adam and Adam 1893, Denyer 2008. Taylor 1976 treats the passage only as a reference to 321b6-c7.

% Cf. Beresford 2013. Lloyd-Jones 1983 argues that Prometheus leaves matters of virtue up to Zeus not just in the
Protagoras but probably also in the Aeschylean trilogy that starts with Prometheus Bound; he conjectures that the
trilogy may have Prometheus and Zeus compromising in a way that involves Zeus granting diké to humans (95-103).
% Thorpe 1989, 126. The dissertation as a whole discusses how Socrates’ self-revelation at 361c notes the
superiority of his forethought to all significant persons in the dialogue: Epimetheus, Hippocrates, Hippocrates’
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came [to Callias’ house] well briefed, having worked out in forethought just what he was
compelled to say to the founder of sophism at a meeting with young Athenians. He could
direct the conversation as he did, he could rule it, because through forethought he knew
what he would have to convey. A more strategic claim is also implied in Socrates’
assertion that he is Prometheus: he is the teacher of virtue who had the forethought to
think through the whole nature of virtue and the manner in which to teach it.”

These two authors take the word to mean thinking about the consequences of one’s actions and
in this way looking forward in order to decide about now. They, with others,” treat
mpounOodpan as generally synonymous with Greek’s mpo-prefixed verbs of prognostication.
Taking mpounOovpaw as a species of this class of thinking-ahead activities, Socrates implies that
he thinks about the consequences of his actions or forecasts the situations he will find himself in.
He states that he prometheizes to highlight his temporal sensitivity.

But the temporal reading lacks compelling evidence. As we have seen, no earlier author
uses oo 0ela-group words to mean prediction, divination, or forecasting. Socrates’ proposal
about a method of measurement in the same dialogue (356d1-357b10) is concerned less with
knowing what will come (such as long-term pleasures) than with deploying a present-tense
metrétiké techné meant to achieve the good in the face of noisy appearances (e.g., 352b1, c7,
354cd, 356b1). The local context of the remark also makes the “temporal” reading implausible.
Socrates says that his prometheizing is the background for his having talked about the nature and
teachability of virtue and for his desiring to continue the investigation. But the conversation has
not concerned the ways by which present decisions inform future outcomes, and Socrates does
not say that he wants his future investigations to cover this. It is conceivable that knowing more
about virtue and its teachability would help one predict the outcomes of choices one makes. But
for a person really worried about seeing how the future might go, the conversation Socrates just
had with Protagoras—about the unity of virtue, the best mode of intellectual debate, and
Simonides’ poem—seems, at least on the surface, highly roundabout. That he cares to “look
ahead” over his entire life would not be a transparent explanation for his wanting to continue
joint investigation with Protagoras.” We should therefore consider an alternative understanding
of Socrates’ prometheizing.

Socrates goes on to say that he prometheizes on behalf of the whole of his life. As we saw
in the Republic 4 passage glossed in the Introduction, as well as at Prot. 316¢5, mpout0ela may
take the entirety of one’s life or soul as its object; Plato wants to emphasize the appropriateness
of this wide scope. This whole-life attitude tells us that when I prometheize I consider how best
to live, given the many things I would like now to do that may conflict with one another.

Socrates ends his remark saying that it is his prometheizing on behalf of the whole of his
life that explains why he busies himself with questions of virtue and why he would like to

family-members, Protagoras and even Prometheus himself. Thorpe brings to the front forethought’s connection to
courage, and ends with an intriguing thought that if courage is in an important respect ignorant (per the Laches) but
also a kind of wisdom, then courage, like Socrates, combines ignorance and wisdom (130). She also shows how the
dialogue thematizes “thinking ahead.”

7 Lampert 2010, 122, cf. 38, 54, 68, treating prométheia as thinking ahead, predicting what will happen, planning
for long-term goals, and foresight at 37-8, 42,47, 48, 61.

% Detienne and Vernant, in their 1991 study of pufjTig, equate ovoia with moounOeia. (3, 18), as does Kesters
1930, 49, both without evidence.

% The joint investigation is important to Socrates: see 348d1-349b2.
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continue a joint investigation into those questions with Protagoras. Coby suggests that getting
knowledge of virtue prepares one to know, for example, about its teachability:

Having forgotten to define the nature of virtue, [Protagoras and Socrates] set out blindly
to decide whether virtue is teachable. Socrates compares this procedure to that
Epimethean misstep which delivered men into the world ill-prepared for survival. As a
consequence of Afterthought’s taking precedence over Forethought, primordial men
found themselves without an adequate defense for their lives. Socrates suggests that the
human soul is similarly hazarded when men endeavor to expound on the attributes of
virtue without first knowing what virtue is. This, too, is an example of afterthought’s
supplanting forethought.'”’

Socrates is surely concerned about acting without adequate preparation. But Coby’s view
confronts two interpretative difficulties. Unless Socrates is constantly seeking to know about
virtue with the goal of making statements about the features of virtue, his previous concern with
virtue would not be instances of “forethought” about virtue. He says that he exercises
moounO¢eta over his “entire life”; the importance of oo 0ewo for him seems not, then, to be in
getting knowledge that is logically prior to some other knowledge, but rather to be living in a
virtuous way. The second and related difficulty is that for Coby forethought is like a set of
beliefs one might possess; but the history of the word’s usage presents it as being more like an
ability than some information. Naas realizes that moop|0eLa cannot be simply a sort of
preliminary thought or a kind of knowledge. He denies that Socratic moopn0eLa is

mere calculation of future gains or losses based on past experiences, but an openness —
perhaps even a skepticism—with regard to the future... a sort of knowledge of what is to
be dreaded—a knowledge of what is not to be done.... more a cautionary voice than an
advisory one... an attempt to envision and determine such ultimate questions as the
nature of the Good and the relationship between human life and Necessity, human life
and death.""’

This account, that poutOeLa registers what is important and what is prohibited, rings truer with
the history of the word. Of course, Naas’ account is too abstract as well.

Socrates helps his friends largely through presenting them with their own views until they
see that they are conflicted. He then has them decide which views seem to them most worth
saving. If they cannot yet decide, he recommends further conversation. The Protagoras depicts
Socrates taking this attitude toward both Hippocrates and Protagoras. He makes them see that
they should not go forward with their intentions until they have reflected on the demands of

1% Coby 1987, 175-6. “To be epimethean in this dialogue is to be chronically afterthinking, not occasionally so [as
Socrates was, at the dialogue’s beginning, in thinking virtue is not teachable].” This explains how Socrates can be
Promethean, for even though Prometheus too made an error, he does not always err, and is able to salvage the
situation in the end. “Socratic philosophy is promethean because it responds to a crisis (for which it may be partially
responsible, as was also Prometheus) that is brought about by epimethean sophistry.”

""" Naas 1995, 134-5. Naas observes further that in the Gorgias, Zeus had Prometheus strip people of their
“foreknowledge (tpoeld0tag) of their death” (Grg. 523d, cf. PB 250-253) so that people could not, in their wish to
meet their final judgment well, calculate their good and evil deeds; they would have instead to act well throughout
their lives. In this spirit, the forethoughtful conversationalist would look forward not to a particular ending of his
discussion but to aporia; he would be eager to meet new challenges and be optimistic in confronting them (135-6).
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goodness. This reflection —whether to study with Protagoras or not, or with what critical eye;
whether to treat virtue as teachable, and as a single thing to be taught or not, and with what
qualifications —is necessary for treating oneself and others as rational human beings. Socrates
appears to believe in the Protagoras that one grows in conscientiousness through conversation.
We have good reason to think that Socratic prometheizing is trying to be thoughtful in this broad
and plausible and familiar and civically- and socially-relevant way, and that Socrates takes his
overall task—in relation to but in some departure from Protagoras’ —to be to encourage such
conversational conscientiousness among his fellow citizens.

Understanding moopt)0¢eta helps us understand the pun on Prometheus’ name.
Protagoras’ Great Speech contrasts Prometheus with Epimetheus (320d4-322a2). This contrast
does not reiterate Hesiod’s contrast between “Forethought” versus “Afterthought,”102 and indeed
says nothing about any purported ability to look into the future. In the Speech, Prometheus
accedes to Epimetheus’ request that he be allowed to distribute the abilities to the new-formed
animals. (That Epimetheus ultimately fails means that this Prometheus lacks clairvoyance, and
even lacks the presumption of having it.) Epimetheus goes about the distribution. “To some he
assigned strength without quickness; the weaker ones he made quick. ... And so on down the
line, balancing his distribution (¢mavio®v €vepev), making adjustments (éunyavaro), and
taking precautions (eUAGPelav) against the possible extinction of any of the races” (320el-
321a6, tr. Lombardo and Bell)."”” Epimetheus seems to have done so with reasoning and process,
and indeed with e0A&Perav, which we saw connected to though not identified with moounOewa
at Soph. El. 994.' Yet Protagoras says that Epimetheus was “not very wise” (00 mwévu Tt
00¢6¢) and “forgot himself” (EAaBev aToV) and “didn’t know what to do” (n76QeL T
yofoarto) when he ran out of powers to distribute. But this lack of wisdom is not a lack of
calculative ability. Protagoras is not judging his thinking ability: nobody criticizes the allotment
among the animals. What Epimetheus fails to do is retain any abilities to distribute to the
humans, the species he arrives at last (321c1-2). In time Epimetheus notices this. Prometheus
does so as well, and realizing that the humans were about to be exposed to the world and its
elements, decides to steal from the gods fire and “skillful wisdom” or “life-wisdom” (¢vteyvov
ocodtav, 321d1, immediately glossed as Tov Biov codiav, 321d4). He is later punished for this
transgression.

The story may seem to show the value of considering all of one’s needs before acting on
any of them. But it has a more important lesson. The story admits that while many agents, like
the good-natured, eager, and methodical Epimetheus, are thoughtful and capable of both
complex instrumental reasoning and decent execution, they still lack a key trait.'” This

192 Cf. West 1966, 305-8.

193 Toig pgv iy dvev Téyovg mEOGTTTEY, TOUS & A0BEVESTEQOVC TAYEL EXOOEL. .. XOL TAAAM 0DTWC
Enaviov Evepev. todta 8¢ eunyoavato evAdpelav Exmv un T yévog diotwOein:

1% Contrast Thorpe 1989, 60-66, who after acknowledging that Epimetheus is often read as working “deliberately
and self-consciously, adapting means and ends towards a perfect conclusion,” failing exclusively in forgetting to
deal with the humans, claims that Epimetheus failed from the start. He neglected to compare the number of species
and powers he had to distribute; “he simply doled out willy-nilly what appears only in hindsight to be a thoughtful
balance of powers” in a process that was nothing more than “a continual process of self-correction.” In giving out
one power at a time, moving on to the next power only once he ran out of the first, Epimetheus showed he reacted
only to the immediate circumstance. Using no calculation or paradigm he failed to exercise mpouf0eia.

19 Contrast this view with Beresford 2013, 144, who argues that “Epimetheus is the god who blunders and learns
from his mistakes,” and that Prometheus (i.e., our cleverness) cannot deliver ethical wisdom and is the god of
deliberation and reasoning; but deliberation is about means, not ends.
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additional quality is concern for humans. We need to explain not the general fact that
Epimetheus failed to distribute powers to every species, but the specific one that the only species
he neglected was the humans. (Protagoras gives no reason given for his leaving them for last.)

Aeschylus calls Prometheus ¢prhavBowmov (PB 11, 28); Plato has Socrates say he acts
from GpuhavOowmiag (Euthyp. 3d7)." Prometheus throughout Plato models those skills
appropriate for specifically human flourishing. In the Philebus, Prometheus’ gift, which Socrates
says he will try to practice (18b), is the ability to “lead the good human life,” as it happens,
through a comprehensive practice of talking and reflecting.'”’ In the Statesman, the same
Promethean gift is associated with “teaching and education” and the capacity for self-sufficiency
(269a-274d).

In saying that he uses Prometheus and that he prometheizes, then, Socrates seems not
merely to be punning on Prometheus’ name, making a joke at the expense of Protagoras’ mythic
speech. The Prometheus that Protagoras depicts strikes us as remarkably similar to Socrates, the
man who worries over and cares most about people (470Q{CL OVV £xOpEVOG. .. ivTivay
owtnelav T® avlpmmw Vo, 321c6-d1), the one willing to go to trial and sacrifice himself
for the good of the people (8ixn petfAbev, 322al-3). Protagoras might, in contrast, seem rather
more like Epimetheus, eager to distribute goods to all (cf. 317¢10), inadequately thoughtful
about the needs and capacities of humans. Socrates models himself on Prometheus by caring less
to develop his skills of instrumental reasoning than his sensitivity to others, Protagoras included,
and in this way taking as decisive to his actions the most important consideration: human
wellbeing and integrity, others and much as his own.'”®
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