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One to rule them all: The yonc of (Plato’s) Ancient Athens

Marta Antola — Durham University

INTRODUCTION

Best translated as “sorcerer” or “enchanter”, the yong (goés) played a prominent role in Ancient
Greece by means of the influence he was capable of exerting on others through his words.! This
paper will analyse a pivotal stage in the development of this intriguing figure. By adopting a
historical perspective, in what follows I will first illustrate the main features of this figure, with a
focus on Euripides’ Bacchae and Hippolytus and on Plato’s Laws. The goés will emerge as a
liminal figure, an outsider and lawbreaker relegated to the edges of society because of his very
psychagogic powers (i.e. powers that move the soul). The bulk of this work will be devoted to
Plato’s Athens as depicted in three dialogues (Euthydemus, Gorgias, and Republic).? A careful
reading suggests a crucial shift: the goés is now refashioned as a Sophist, and as such, far from
being an outcast, he can exert his power on the City overtly and gain a central role in its dynamics
of power. Ultimately, and paradoxically, Athens itself will turn out to be a goés, exerting the
strongest influence on Athenians, non-Athenians, and Sophists alike.?

U'Cf. LSJ s.v. For the literary evidence cf. e.g. A. Ch. 823; Hdt. 2.32.6-33.4; E. Ba. 234; Hipp. 1038. For an analysis of the non-
fragmentary, literary occurrences of the term up to Plato cf. Antola 2016.

The figure of the goés remains object of interest in later periods, however it becomes harder to distinguish from other figures such as
the payot (magoi). The terms goés and pdyog (magos) are in fact used as synonyms already in the fifth-century BC (cf. Bernard 1991,
p. 46). On the different figures cf. e.g. Graf 2009, pp. 21-34.

2 For an exhaustive study of goés, yontebo (goéteud), and yonteia (goéteia) in Platonic dialogues cf. Antola 2016, pp. 54-128. For
editions and translations see bibliography. All translations are modified by me. The translation of Plato’s Euthydemus is my own. I refer
mainly to A.T. Murray 1919 for the Odyssey; Kovacs 1995 and 2002 for Euripides’ plays; Bury 1967 & 1968 for the Laws; Rowe 2012
for the Republic; Lamb 1967 for the Gorgias.

3 Cf. Antola 2016, esp. pp. 113-128, for a different reading. In this paper, | refrain from treating the figure of the goés as an analogy or
a metaphor in reason of the historical approach I endorse. Looking at literary evidence up to Plato, it would seem that the original
“magical connotation” of the activity of the goés never fades as the figure evolves and is associated with different fields of expertise
(i.e. rhetoric; for one, we note that in P1. Lg. 1.649al-6 the “magical aspect” remains noteworthy) — cf. Rinella 2010, esp. pp. 177, 186-
187, 205. Therefore, in this study I will not differentiate the passages analysed according to different fields, and I will take the term goés
at face value. With regards to Plato, I will be focusing on the figures of the yonteg (goétes)-Sophists and on the City of Athens. Cf. n.
16 for other goétes in Plato, and n. 2 for Platonic passages grouped under different fields of expertise.

1



THE GOES

Notwithstanding a renewed interest in recent scholarship,* the figure of the goés remains in many
respects still surrounded by mystery, because of the sparse literary evidence and the ambiguity
that characterises its depiction. Still, it is possible to point out quite safely a few elements.

Scholars generally agree that, since the Greek term goés derives from the verb yodw (goao),
“lament”,’ at least at the beginning the goés was connected to the world of the dead, and engaged
in a number of activities related to the chthonian sphere, using Y601 (gooi), “laments”, to appease
restless shadows, or to instigate them against the living.® Through what can be described as
psychagogic skills, he would communicate with the souls of the dead, and he would lead them to
do his bidding.” Far from being limited to the Underworld, however, the psychagogic power of
the goétes proves to be just as capable of moving the souls of the living. As is clear from literary
evidence,® in the day-to-day world they could bend the will of those who listened to them through
their most effective words. This paper will focus on this latter aspect of the activity of the goes,
a figure that can at last be defined as a “sorcerer”, and “enchanter” gifted with the power of

influencing other people’s souls.

Before delving into the main argument, it is important to highlight the most striking features that
characterise these individuals; this will allow a more in-depth understanding of the figure of the
goeés. In this section, we will look into Euripides’ depiction of two goeétes before moving to Plato’s
Laws. These examples, to be kept in mind during the analysis of the goétes portrayed in Plato’s
Euthydemus, Gorgias, and Republic, will also offer the opportunity to see the development of the
figure of the goés in different authors.’

At first, the goétes are described by literary sources as foreigners and outsiders.!® Two instances
fitting this description can be found in Euripides’ Hippolytus and Bacchae: the main characters

4 Cf. infra, n. 6.

5 Cf. Chantraine 1968; Frisk 1972; Beekes 2010, lemma yodo (goad). On the formation of the word cf. Chantraine 1933, p. 267. Contra
Buck and Petersen 1949, p. 451.

¢ Cf. Burkert 1962, p. 44; Vermeule 1979, p. 17; Dickie 2001, p. 30, n. 45; Collins 2008, p. 59; Graf 2009, pp. 24-26. On Greek lament
see Reiner 1938 cit. ap. De Martino 2000, pp. 189-191; Alexiou 2002, esp. pp. 102-103.

7 On the relation between goés and yuyaywyia (psychagogia) cf. Carastro 2006, pp. 55-56. For a detailed account of the “goals” of the
goés cf. Johnson 2009, pp. 14-15.

8 Cf. infra. For the relationship between goéteia and Adyog (logos), and for the power of the latter to influence people’s emotions and/or
opinions cf. Gorg. Hel. 8-14. Cf. Antola 2016, pp. 23-30; Antola 2018, pp. 45-49.

° For a different reading cf. Antola 2018, pp. 49-58.

10 Cf. Hdt. 2.32.6-33.4; 4.105.1-12 for the first (non-fragmentary) evidence on this regard. For an analysis of this feature in connection
to the figure of the goés cf. Antola 2016, pp. 15-22. On magic as a prerogative of foreigners cf. e.g. Luck 1997, pp. 8-9.
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of the plays, Hippolytus and Dionysus, are in fact both called goeétes by their counterparts in the
plays (Theseus and Pentheus respectively). The former, son of Theseus and of the Amazon
Hippolyta (thus only half-Greek), leads an ascetic and uncivilized life, refusing to take part in the
activities of the City of Troezen to spend time hunting and honouring Artemis;!! the latter, son of
Zeus and Semele, is a foreigner just arrived in Thebes from Lydia, determined to revolutionise
the City by introducing his own initiatory rites.'? Refusing to abide by the rules and customs of
the Cities in which the events take place, these goeétes can also be called lawbreakers (Hippolytus
is accused of raping his stepmother at 943-945, and Dionysus of spreading chaos in the City of
Thebes at 216-232),!* who, through their psychagogic power and charming ways, appear most
capable of moving people’s souls.

On the one hand, Hippolytus is described by his father Theseus as follows (Hipp. 1038-1040):

ap' 00K Emw1d0¢ kai yong méeuy' 88,/ 6¢ TV unv mémodey edopyncial yoymyv Kpatioey

[...]

“Is this man not a chanter of spells and a sorcerer?/ He is confident that by his gentleness
of temper/ he will overmaster my soul [...]”

On the other hand, at Ba. 217-218, Dionysus’ persuasive power is exemplified in primis by
Pentheus, the ruler of Thebes. After having entered the city as an envoy of Bacchus, the god led
the women away from Thebes:

[...] yovaikog uiv dopot' ékiedowméval/ maiaotoiot fakysioow |[...]

29

“Our women have left the houses, /under the influence of Bacchic rites [...]
And, at Ba. 233-238, the king of Thebes himself describes the newcomer as follows:

Aéyovot &' g Tic eioehivbe EEvog,/ YoMg €mwiddg Avdiag amd yBovog,/ EavOoiot
Bootpvyolcty €DOGHOGC KOUNV,/ olvedrdc, 666015 xapitag Appoditng Exmv,/ 0¢ NUEPOS TE
KEVQPOVAG GLYYIYVETOU TEAETOC TPOTEIVOV EDIOVE VEAVIGLY.

'L Cf. E. Hipp. 10-19; 952-954; 986-987. Cf. Segal 1978, p. 134; Kovacs 1987, pp. 30-31; Mitchell 1991, pp. 105-106. For a different
interpretation cf. Antola 2016, pp. 37-38, n. 203.

12 Cf. Foley 1985, pp. 205-258. On “Dionysian xenia” cf. Massenzio 1969.

13 For a different interpretation cf. Mirto 2010, p. 4; Susanetti 2016, esp. p. 288.



“They say that a foreigner has arrived/ a sorcerer, an enchanter from Lydia,/ his blond locks
reeking of scent,/ with a face wine-colored and the charm of Aphrodite in his eyes./ He
consorts day and night with/ young women, offering them ecstatic rites. ”

Amongst the incredible feats he is capable of performing,'* unlike Hippolytus, the goés Dionysus
is also characterized by another ability, a trait that we will find in the goéfes portrayed in Plato’s
Euthydemus and Republic; he is capable of changing in shape, or shapeshifting,'> as reported by
the god himself at Ba. 4:

[...] popoenv o' apetyag €k Beod Bpotnoia [...]
“Changed in shape from god to mortal.”
And by the chorus of Lydian Bacchae at Ba. 1017-1019:
@avn 01 Tadpog 1 ToAOKPAVOG 10TV/ dpdKmV 1| TUPLPAEY®V/ OpacOat Aémv.
“Appear as a bull, or a many-headed/ snake [for us] to see or a fire-blazing/ lion to behold.”

Owing to all these skills, and in particular to their psychagogic ability, Euripides’ goetes, already
outsiders and lawbreakers, appear set to stand at the edges of society, as liminal figures in
opposition to the extant rulers.

This notwithstanding, depictions highlighting the goeétes’ power and liminality are not a
prerogative of Euripides. One last general representation worth mentioning in this regard is found
in Plato’s Laws,'® where the Athenian Stranger, main character of the dialogue, is talking about
papuoxa (pharmaka), “drugs”,'” at Lg. 1.649al-4:

elev, 0 vopuodéta, Tod pdv 81 eoPov oyeddv odte 0cdg Edmrev AvOpdTOIC TO1ODTOV
QApUOKOV 0VTE TOL pepnyavieda - Tovg yap yonTag ovk &v Boivn Aéyo |...]

!4 For a detailed account of Dionysus’ powers and “miracles” cf. Antola 2016, pp. 45-50. For a different interpretation and a more
detailed analysis of the two Euripidean instances cf. Antola 2016, pp. 31-50.

15 The ability of shapeshifting in connection to the goétes is first attested in Hdt. 4.105.1-12, where the Neurians are said to be capable
of turning into wolves. Cf. Buxton 1987, esp. p. 68; Colonna 1996, p. 737 ad loc. For “stories of wolves on the outskirts of the city” cf.
Svenbro 1989, pp. 148-163. On Dionysus’ transformative abilities cf. Bollack 2005, pp. 107-108; Buxton 2010, pp. 85-86. See also
Marietti 2002, pp. 47-48.

16 For other occurrences of the term goés in Plato’s dialogues cf. Plt. 303b8-c5; R. 2.383a3-5; Sph. 235al; 241b6-7 for the plural form;
Hp.Mi. 371a2-bl; Men. 79¢7-80b7; Plt. 291¢3-6; R. 2.380d1-6; 10.598c7-d5; Smp. 203d4-8; Sph. 235a8 for the singular form.

17In this instance @pappakov (pharmakon) has been translated as “drug” taking into account the mind-altering qualities that it shares with
wine, as wine (and the intoxication it provokes) was discussed up to this point (cf. Lg. 1.635b-648e). For wine as a “mind-altering drug”
cf. Rinella 2010, pp. 3-16, esp. pp. 3, 8-9, 12. See also Rinella 2010 for a study on pharmakon within the full Platonic corpus, esp. pp.
59-63, 186 on the Laws. On Lg. 1.649al-4, cf. Schopsdau 1994, p. 249.
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“Be it so, O lawgiver, that for producing fear no such drug apparently has been given to
men by god, nor have we devised such ourselves (for sorcerers I count not of our
company) [...]”

From the passage one gathers that no man can devise a pharmakon to produce and instil fear,'®
only the goétes are capable of such an achievement. Owing to this powerful, dangerous ability
and its harmful effect, they are not to be counted as a part of the company of civilized men who,
with the Athenian Stranger, are reunited in Crete to discuss the Laws of Cities. Once more, the
goétes appear as liminal (though incredibly powerful) figures, estranged from civilization.!

GOETES IN (PLATO’S) FIFTH AND FOURTH CENTURY BC ATHENS

In this section we turn to Athens, the setting for the remainder of this paper. My argument will
proceed as follows. First, I will introduce the goétes-Sophists, and illustrate their role and
influence in Athens, using by way of exemplification the Euthydemus. Then, taking my cue from
the Gorgias, 1 will focus on another goés, namely the City of Athens. I will argue that Athens is
the main competitor of the Sophists in the battle for influence and power that shapes the City par
excellence. Finally, I will illustrate who appears to be the most powerful goés in Plato’s Athens.

So far, the goétes have emerged as individuals extraneous to/estranged from civilised Cities. In
the fifth and fourth century BC, however, a new development occurs: Plato’s Athens is inhabited
by several Sophists labelled as goétes.

Foreigners and outsiders like Dionysus and Hippolytus, the Sophists come from different places:
Abdera (Thrace), Leontinoi (Sicily), Chios, to quote a few.2 What role are they to play in Athens?
And why are they called goétes by Plato??!

13 In this passage, pace Burkert 1962, p. 42 and Belfiore 1986, p. 421, the pharmakon is employed to harm. Cf. Lg. 11.933a2-5. On the
pharmakon and its “neutral power” cf. Gorg. Hel. 14. See Segal 1962, p. 116.

9 Cf. Lg. 10.909a8-c4, where the Onpiddeig (thériodeis), “the wild”, capable of bewitching (the verb goéteud is used in this instance)
people and gods, are given a similar depiction. Cf. Antola 2016, pp. 67-70, esp. p. 69, n. 365. See Carastro 2006, p. 189 for magic as a
“public danger”. Cf. Viano 1965, pp. 426-427; Luck 1997, p. XV. On the passage see also Leszl 1985, p. 67; Eidinow 2007, p. 344, n.
3; Eidinow 2016, p. 318, n. 30.

20 Protagoras, Gorgias, and Euthydemus and Dionysodorus respectively.

2! The very definition of “Sophist” in the homonymous Platonic dialogue is more than once characterized by the term goés. Cf. Sph.
235al; 235a8; 241b6-7.
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The Sophists were professional teachers:?* they would come to Athens when the power of the
City was at its zenith to provide a specialised education as well as persuasion techniques, which
were in high demand in Athenian democracy.?® For this very reason it was not long before they
gained a central position in the City, taking on the power to interact and “play” with the people
who considered themselves to be the rulers of the City: the Athenians.?*

On the basis of the literary evidence, it can be argued that the power of persuasion the Sophists
teach and have mastered is in truth hardly different from the psychagogic ability of the goétes
encountered in the tragedies (both move people to do things via words). It is this which in the end
marks them as goetes, “enchanters”, who despite not having the ability to raise the dead, certainly
have the power of influencing the living through the “art of the word”.?> The mastery of this art
is what would seem to give the Sophists an advantage over the Athenians, who, as it would appear
from the Euthydemus, cannot resist the goétes-Sophists’ influence.

At the beginning of the Euthydemus, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus,* two elderly brothers from
Chios who have recently turned into Sophists are represented whilst exerting their action on
young Athenians and a vast audience. Under the guise of teaching virtue to a young aristocrat,
they launch into a verbal skirmish, displaying an impressive mastery in endorsing a definition
only to rapidly shift to its opposite. At 288b7-8, Socrates describes their ability as follows:

[...] ook €0éhetov Muiv €mdeifacBor omovddlovie, aild tov Ilpwtéa ppeicbov OV
AlydmTIoV COPIOTIV YONTEVOVTE MULOC.

“The two have not wanted to show us [their knowledge], continuing to joke; rather, they
imitate Proteus, the Egyptian Sophist, bewitching us.”

In this passage, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus are said to imitate the Greek divinity Proteus,
who, like the already encountered Dionysus, has the ability of shapeshifting.?” The parallel
unfolds as follows: just as Proteus changed form in order to avoid capture by Menelaus in the

22 Cf. Marrou 1948, pp. 84-85. On the Sophists cf. also Guthrie 1971; Kerferd 1981; Untersteiner 2008; Corey 2016.

23 Cf. Monoson 2004; Wallace 2004. In general, see Sluiter and Rosen 2004. For a useful sourcebook on education cf. Joyal 2009.

24 This is true especially for Periclean Athens, cf. De Romilly 1992. On the “ideology of power” cf. Th. 2.61.2, 4; 64.3. Cf. Raaflaub
1994, esp. pp. 115-118; Henderson 2003.

25 Cf. Antola 2018, pp. 49-52 for a different reading and an in-depth study on the goés Hippolytus. On persuasion see Worthington 1994.
Cf. also Buxton 1982; Rothwell 1990.

26 On these individuals, cf. Nails 2002, pp. 136-137, 152.

27 Cf. Hom. Od. 4.456-8: 4)\\' 1} To1 mpdTicTo AMéwv yévet' fiyéveloc,/ odtdp Emeita Sphxav kol wapdodic 18 péyag odc/ [yiveto &'
VYpOV DOmp Kai 6Evipeov Dymémiov. “At first he turned into a well-maned lion,/ and then into a serpent, and a leopard, and a huge
boar;/ then he turned into flowing water, and into a tree, high and leafy.” This very ability of Proteus is contested by Plato in the Republic,
cf. R. 2.381d1-5. See e.g. Bordoy 2013, p. 18-20.



Odyssey,*® so the two goeétes avoid direct confrontation; rather than giving one, straight definition,
they keep on shifting from one to the other.?” Their teachings are devoid of knowledge, and truly
aim only at winning the verbal battle in progress.*® However, their “logic and linguistic artifices™!
bewitch (the verb goéteuo is used) their audience, and are described as a part of the “art of
enchantments” which succeeds in moving the souls of its listeners. At 290al-4:

N HEV YAP TV EMMIGV ExedV TE Kol poiayyiov Kol okopmimv kol TdV dAlov Onpiov te kol
VOo®V KNANGIG €0TLV, 1] O OIKAGTMV TE Kol EKKANCIOOTAV Kol TOV ALV dyAwov KNANGIG T¢
Kol Topoapvdia Tuyydvel ovca:

“That of the enchantments is the art of bewitching vipers, venomous spiders, scorpions and
other beasts and diseases, that [of the Sophists] turns out to be the art of bewitching and
gently persuading judges, assemblymen, and other crowds.”

The effect of the Sophists’ teaching is such that everyone is conquered by their words and
persuaded of/by their ability, even those who at first refrained from approving of the Sophists’
method. At 303b1-7:

gvtovBo pévrot [...] ovdeig 6oTIC 00 TOV TOPOVI®V VTEPEMNVESE TOV AOYOV Kal T® GvOpE,
Kol yeADVTEG Kol KPOTOOVTIEC Kol yoipovieg OAMyov mopetddnoov. €mi eV Yap TOIG
gumpocbev €¢' €kdotolg miot maykdAmg £0opvPovv povol ol tod EvBudnuov E€pactai,
gvtodBo d& OAlyov kal oi kioveg oi €v 1@ Avkeim €0opOpnodv T éni Tolv dvdpoiv Kai
fiencav.

“In this circumstance, there was no one amongst those present who refrained from praising
the speech and the two men above all measure, and who did little but wore himself out by
laughing, clapping his hands and rejoicing. For whilst before only Euthydemus’ followers
caused an uproar at each speech beautifully proclaimed, then the very columns of the
Lyceum all but joined the men in the general confusion and delight.”

28 For the whole episode cf. Od. 4.351-570.

2 Quimby 1979, p. 23. It is noteworthy that at Euthd. 297¢2 the Adyor (logoi) of the Sophists are compared to a hydra, to whose aid a
crab comes. Following Decleva Caizzi’s suggestion (Decleva Caizzi 1999, p. 90, n. 80-82), it could be inferred that the crab is
Dionysodorus himself, considering he is sitting on the left of Socrates (273b), side from which the crab is said to attack. If this reading
is accepted, this is another case in which a goés morphs, albeit only in Socrates’ words, into an animal.

30 On “eristic”, the Sophists’ method, cf. e.g. Giannantoni 2005, pp. 85-86. See also Skousgaard 1979, p. 379; Nehamas 1990, pp. 6-7;
Denyer 1991, pp. 8-19.

31 Erler 2008, p. 58.



Athens itself, as embodied by the crowd as well as by the very columns of the Lyceum, appears
to be bewitched and to yield to the psychagogic enchanters.*

There is no need to pursue this matter any further; it seems quite clear that the ground-breaking
power of the goeétes-Sophists is fully capable of enchanting and dominating their audience. It
would seem that it hardly matters that their teachings are nothing more than an illusion, in that
they do not convey any knowledge;* the techniques that succeed in winning the verbal battle in
the end also allow them to influence, persuade and conquer anyone who listens. The goetes(-
Sophists) have truly entered the City of Athens, where they seem to have found the perfect place
to stay.

With all their charming power, the goetes-Sophists would seem to be the most powerful
individuals in (Plato’s) Athens, and could be considered (in a way) the “rulers” of the City.
Another dialogue, the Gorgias, however, shows that the picture 1s much more nuanced.

A pupil of the Sophist Gorgias, Callicles,** Socrates’ third interlocutor in the dialogue, speaks of
himself and of his fellow Athenians in these terms (483e4-484b1):

[...] TAdTTOVTEC TOVC PEATIOTOVG KO EPPOUEVESTATOVG MDYV AVTDV, £K VEDV AAUPAVOVTEG,
domep AEOVTOC, KATETHAOOVTEG TE Kol YonTEVOVTES KaTadovlovpueda Aéyoviec ®¢ TO ooV
o1 Exev kol 1ot £0Tv TO KaAOV Koi TO Sikoov. éav 8¢ ye oipon @OoY ikoviy yévnta
Exaov avnp, Tévia tadta amocelcduevog kol dtppnéag Kol Slouguydv, KoTamatnoos T
NUETEPA YPAULOTO KOL LLOLYYOVEDUATO KOl ETMOOC KOl VOLOLS TOVG TTapd OOV AmovTag,
EMOVOOTAG AVEPAVT 0ECTOTNG MUETEPOS O OODAOC, Kol EvTadBa EEEAayEY TO THG PVOEMC
dikatov.

“We mould the most excellent and powerful of us, catching them young, like lions, and
subduing them by enchantments and bewitching them, we enslave them, telling them that
they must have but their equal share, and that this is what is fair and just. However, I believe
that if a man gifted with a nature of sufficient force were to be born, then he, having shaken
off all that we have taught him, would burst his bonds and would break free; having trampled
down our writings, our enchantments, our spells, and our laws, which are all against nature,
our slave would rise in revolt and would show himself our master, and then the just according
to nature would shine.”

32 Spatharas 2001, p. 165 speaks of “incantatory speech.” Cf. Prt. 334¢7; 339d10 for a similar reaction to another Sophist’s (Protagoras)
words.

33 For a depiction of other similar “Sophists” cf. Antola 2016, pp. 88-95.

34 On this individual, cf. Nails 2002, pp. 75-77.



The City itself, and not the Sophists, is depicted as using every means it has to mould and subdue
its most excellent youths. Laws/writings and enchantments/spells are adopted as “instruments of
persuasion™’ to allow the state to rule undisturbed, and Athens itself, by implementing these
methods, turns at last into a goes. No more liminal, no more extraneous to/estranged from
civilisation, or embodied by strangers who make their way into the City; the goétes, the
“enchanters”, are the Athenians themselves. Through their magical-persuasive-normative
speeches, they move young men’s souls (and in truth the souls of anyone who lives in Athens).

According to this reading, Plato’s Athens features two contestants, two goétes who fight for
power, namely the Sophists and the City itself. With that in mind, we now move on to the
Republic.

A passage in book 6 allows to shed light on the relationship between the Sophists and the City;
at 493a9-c3:

olovrep Gv &l Opéupatog peydiov kai ioyvpod Tpepopévov tog Opydc Tic Koi émbupiog
KatepdvOavey, 6mn te Tpocselbelv ypn kol 6mn dyachal avtod, Kol OTdTE YOAETMOTATOV T
TPQOTATOV Kai €K Tivov yiyvetal, kai mvac 81 €' oig £xdotac elmdev pO&yyeshar, kol olog
av ALov pOgyyouévou fuepodtai Te kKai dypraivet, kotapadov 8¢ todta mévta cuvovsiy Te
Kol ypoévov TPBf coplav te KOAECEIEY KOl OG TEXVIV GLOTNCAUEVOS &Ml J1d0cKOAOY
Tpémotto, UNdeV €10m¢ TN aAndeig TovTOV TOV doypdtwv Te Koi Embupudyv 6Tt KoOAOV
aioypov 7| dyaBov 1 kaxov f| dikatov §j ddkov, ovoudlot 0¢ mavta tadto &mi Toig TOD
peyérov {mov 6Eamg, oig piv yaipot keivo dyadd koAdv, oic 8¢ dybotto koxd [...]

“It’s just as if someone observed well the mood and appetites of a mighty and powerful beast
he was rearing up, how one must approach and handle it, when it was at its most difficult or
most docile and for what reasons, in which circumstances it was used to utter each sound,
and moreover what sort of sounds uttered by another would placate it or send it wild, and
when he had learnt all this by spending time in its company, he decided to call it wisdom,
and turned to teaching, claiming to have established a body of expertise, when in truth he
would be no expert of any of the opinions and appetites [he was dealing with], and of what
in them was beautiful or ugly, good or bad, just or unjust, but would simply name all these

35 Cf. Carastro 2006, p. 204. On the polysyndeton/chiasmus, pace Dodds 1959, p. 269 ad loc., see Antola 2016, p. 66, n. 349.
36 For the polemics in Callicles’ argument in respect to the corrupting action of the City cf. Antola 2016, pp. 65-67. On Callicles’ speech
cf. e.g. Motte 1981, pp. 563-565. Also, for the deceptive, disrupting activities associated with goes and its cognates which fall beyond
the scope of this paper, cf. Lg. 10.908d1-909c4; 11.933a2-5; Mx. 234c6-235¢c5; R. 10.597¢1-602d4; Plt. 291a8-c6; 303b8-c5; Sph.
234c2-241b7. See Antola 2016, pp. 58-61, 67-72, 85-96.
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things after the beliefs of the mighty beast, calling what gave it pleasure good and what upset
it bad.”

The subject in this scenario is a Sophist,?’ depicted as the tamer of a mighty and powerful beast.
After having observed closely its behaviour, and having learnt which sounds one has to utter to
placate or send it wild, he appoints himself as the beast’s worthy teacher. The Sophist’s
(educative) action is effective: as we have seen their words can and do influence those who listen
to them; however, they clearly lack an independent agency.*® The Sophist is doing nothing more
than idolising the powerful beast, whose opinions, whims, and emotional state define his notion
of the good and the bad, his “wisdom” consisting in nothing more than an ability to slavishly
reproduce the beast’s beliefs/opinions.** The Sophist, in sum, depends from the beast. But who is
this beast? Animal metaphors aside, it is the City itself that subdues everybody, including the
Sophists who are ultimately its slaves rather than its masters.*’

In conclusion, the Sophists are not the most powerful goétes, the tamers of the City; while capable
of enchanting the Athenians, their powerful skills still depend on the City itself. The City turns
out to be the real tamer and most powerful goés who, consciously or unconsciously, leads their
actions. Therefore, the Sophists assume a central position in Athens’ dynamics of power because
the City appoints and keeps them in check by forcing them to teach what it wants and needs,
namely a number of persuasion techniques that leave the City’s corruptive action unscathed. Far
from being lawbreakers, that is the likes of Hippolytus and Dionysus, the goéfes-Sophists have
to abide by the laws of the Athenians in order to live and prosper in the City par excellence.
(Plato’s) Athens then morphs at last itself into an animal, into a mighty and powerful beast, and
proves to be in the end the most powerful, the most influential goés, and the Athenians the most
influential people who rule over outsiders, individual teachers/Sophists, and fellow citizens alike.
At Republic 6.492b, Plato’s Socrates goes as far as to call the Athenians the “most influential”

37 Cf. R. 6.493a6-9.

38 Cf. Corey 2015, p. 208. Cf. also Grote ap. Adam 1902 ad loc.; Levi 1966, pp. 12-19; Capizzi 1982, p. 431.

39 Cf. Poulakos 1995, pp. 92-93; Gastaldi 2003, p. 215.

40 As shown in the pages that lead to this passage (cf. R. 6.492b-c; 5.475d), the (only) focus of the City is on pleasures, beautiful words,
and sounds, and thus, behaving non-rationally, no differently from an animal, the City is at last equated to one. Gastaldi 2003, p. 212
points out that the beast is the Athenian “demos”. Considering that Athens is a democracy, and that what is depicted in this passage and
in the Stephanus pages quoted above is in fact a representation of the people who assembled together form the City, seeing in the animal
the corrupted City itself seems a logical follow up. For other Platonic passages in which the Athenians are depicted as animals cf. R.
6.496d; Grg. 516a-b.

We recall that at R. 1.336b1-d7 the rhetor-Sophist of the dialogue, Thrasymachus, is portrayed as a magical creature, most likely a
werewolf (cf. e.g. Pisano 2011, pp. 94-96). Following my reading, one could say that in this case, far from appearing as the City’s tamer,
the rhetor-Sophist himself has turned into a beast. We note that neither goés nor its cognates are employed referring to him.
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Sophists,*' and one of the reasons for this astonishing statement lies in the power they exert over
the Sophists.

CONCLUSION

To sum up, at the beginning the goétes were liminal figures, outsiders and lawbreakers. This paper
has shown that, from Euripides to Plato, the goétes turn from liminal figures into functional cogs
in the social machine. In Plato’s depiction of Athens, the goéfes morph into Sophists who are
integral to the City; they are foreigners who are granted a central position in the dynamics of
power in Athens. The psychagogic power of these newfound goétes is noteworthy. But, as it has
been revealed, it is limited by an even greater power: that of those who make the rules in Athens,
the “Sophist-in-chief”,*? the Athenians themselves. In the end, it would seem that the one to rule
them all, the true goes of (Plato’s) ancient Athens, is Athens itself.

41 Cf. R. 6.492a8-bl: [...] peyiotoug [...] copiotdg [...]. I translate with Waterfield 1998 péyiotog (megistos) as “most influential”
considering that these figures’ main power is the influence they exert on others.
42 Rowe 2012, p. 213 ad loc.
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