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CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE IDEA OF ENMITY IN EARLY
GREEK PLURALISTS AND SOPHISTS:
FROM THE HEAVENLY TO THE EARTHLY

The article examines the conceptualization of enmity in the works of
early Greek pluralists and sophists, emphasizing its philosophical, social,
and rhetorical dimensions. It is demonstrated that enmity in the thought of
thinkers such as Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Antiphon, Gorgias, and
Thrasymachus is not merely an expression of personal hostility but a
structural component of cosmological, ethical, and political discourse.

Empedocles' cosmogonic model, in which Strife i.e. Enmity (Neixog)
and Love (@ulia) shape the formation and dissolution of the cosmos, is
analyzed in comparison with Anaxagoras' interpretation of separation and
ordering through Nous (vodg, Intellect). It is argued that both thinkers
reflect the ancient Greek understanding of opposition as a dynamic force
governing reality. The study of sophistic texts highlights how enmity was
adapted into legal and rhetorical argumentation, particularly in Antiphon's
critique of law as being "hostile to nature" (moléwo tjj @ioer) and in
Thrasymachus' reflections on power and inequality.

The research reveals that enmity in early Greek thought functioned both
as a cosmic principle and a societal phenomenon, forming the foundation
for later philosophical and political theories. The philological analysis of
key terms such as Neixog, éx0pdc, moléuiog, underscores the conceptual
fluidity of enmity across different intellectual traditions. Ultimately, the
study contributes to the understanding of how ancient thinkers viewed
conflict not as an anomaly but as an essential mechanism of order, shaping
ethical and political thought from the archaic to the classical periods.

Keywords: enmity, early Greek philosophy, ancient Greek literature,
sophists, pluralists, political philosophy, classical philology.

The concept of enmity remains highly relevant in the contemporary
world, marked by numerous conflicts, wars, and confrontations at
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interstate, ethnic, and ideological levels. Analyzing the early Greek
conceptualization of enmity among pluralists and sophists allows for
the identification of the philosophical roots of modern
understandings of contradiction, struggle, and their role in societal
development. A reconsideration of these ideas may contribute to a
deeper comprehension of the causes and possible means of resolving
conflicts by taking into account historical experience and
philosophical approaches to the problem.

In the context of classical philology, the study of enmity in early
Greek thinkers offers new opportunities for interpreting the texts of
influential intellectuals of antiquity. Particularly significant is the
examination of how the concept of struggle as the foundation of
being evolved within philosophical systems and its role in shaping
political, ethical, and rhetorical models of thought in the ancient
world. This research enables the refinement of methodological
approaches to the analysis of classical texts and reveals new
dimensions of ancient philosophy in the framework of contemporary
scholarly discourse.

The scholarly contributions of Western historians of philosophy
and classical philologists W. Allan (Allan, 2020), R. Beekes (Beekes,
2010), M. Bonazzi (Bonazzi, 2020), P.Chantraine (Chantraine,
1999), C. Ferella (Ferella 2024), M. Fongaro (Fongaro, 2022),
V. Hladky (Hladky, 2017), S.Kilgallon (Kilgallon, 2019),
K. Lampe (Lampe, 2020), K. Stefou (Stefou, 2013), D. Wolfsdorf
(Wolfsdorf, 2023). have formed the foundation of our research.
However, it should be noted that their works lack a comparative
analysis of the concept of enmity in early Greek philosophy.

Thus, the objective of this article is to investigate the
conceptualization of enmity within the philosophical frameworks of
early Greek pluralists and sophists from the perspectives of classical
philology and the history of philosophy, with a particular focus on
textual analysis and the historical-philosophical context.

Accordingly, the research aims to address the following tasks:

1) to examine how the concept of enmity reflects the socio-
political realities of ancient Greece and contributes to the formation
of ethical and rhetorical models;

267



2) to identify the philological features of terminology associated
with the concepts of struggle and enmity and to conduct a textual
analysis of key sources in which the idea of enmity is articulated by
early Greek pluralists (Empedocles, Anaxagoras) and sophists;

3) to trace the historical-philosophical development of the idea of
enmity and its connection with other key concepts of early Greek
philosophy, such as harmony, cosmos, and order.

Philosophical and philological dimensions

of the idea of enmity in early Greek pluralists

It is essential to note that the concept of enmity in early Greek
philosophy reflects the complex socio-political realities of ancient
Greece, characterized by internal contradictions and external
conflicts between poleis. The study of terms related to
struggle/dispute (épzg, udyn) and enmity/hatred (veikog, pBovog) not
only enables the reconstruction of philosophical ideas but also
provides insight into the cultural and linguistic features that shaped
their development. These and other lexical items were not merely
descriptive of cosmogonic processes but also served as reflections of
the political and social structures of the Greek world. They played a
crucial role in shaping notions of power, justice, interpersonal
relations, and ethical orientations.

In early Greek philosophy, the concepts of struggle and enmity
occupy a central place, particularly within the philosophical
frameworks of pluralists and sophists. Their approach to
understanding these phenomena reflects both the broader socio-
political context of antiquity and the evolution of philosophical
terminology. Therefore, the textual analysis of key fragments from
the works of Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and representatives of the
sophistic tradition aims to uncover the specific usage of terms related
to struggle and enmity, their function within philosophical
constructs, and their interconnections with other concepts.

As is well known, Empedocles’ philosophy is based on a
cosmogonic model in which two opposing forces — Love (®ilia) and
Strife (Neixog) — govern the formation, existence, and destruction of
the world. It is evident that the primary foundation of the early
Sicilian Greek thinker's reflections is likely Theogony by Hesiod.
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Indeed, it is in this work that we encounter the personification of
enmity — Neikos, who is described as the daughter of Night (Teog. 229),
as well as the cosmogonic views of Xenophanes of Colophon
(8 R30 LM). Notably, in the epic poet's work, the term veixog appears
in both a global and an individual sense, indicating its dual role in
conceptualizing conflict both within the cosmos and in human affairs
(Kilgallon, 2019, p. 14).

The etymological analysis of veikoc points to its roots in the
notions of division and opposition, which are reinforced by the
contextual use of related terms, such as pfdvog ("destructive force™).
The term veikoc derives from the Proto-Indo-European verb
neyk- ("to attack, to start violently"), which is cognate with
Lithuanian ap-nikti ("to attack™), su-nikti ("to attack™), Latvian nikns
("bad, gloomy, vehement"), Albanian nis, and possibly Ukrainian
e-nuxnymu ("to penetrate, to infiltrate™) and npo-nuxnymu
("to penetrate™). However, it should be noted that despite phonetic
similarities, veixoc likely has no common etymological origin with
the Greek term for "victory" (Nixn) (Chantraine, 1999, p. 754-755;
Beekes, 2010, p. 1022).

In the fragments of Empedocles’ poem On Nature, Neikoc
functions not merely as a negative force but as an essential
component of the cyclical process of cosmic development. Thus, in
the presocratic thinker's system, this term is used not only in the
sense of "enmity" but also as "separation" or "division". This
meaning arises from Empedocles' concept of the cyclical alternation
of the phases of Love and Strife. In certain fragments (e.g., 31 B 17 DK),
it is emphasized that Strife disrupts the bonds between the elements
(pilouara), separating them and causing chaos. This characterization
reflects not only cosmological struggle but also the conflicts among
different social groups within the polis, where a balance between
opposing interests was essential for stability. Empedocles' concept of
harmony, achieved through the opposition of Love and Strife,
resonates with the political reality of his time, in which alliances and
competition between poleis fostered both development and conflict.

With reference to the divine nature of the two powers, scholars
generally argue that we only have straightforward evidence for the
divine nature of Love, who is frequently called by the names of
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traditional goddesses such as Aphrodite, Cypris and Harmonia.
Strife, on the other hand, is not explicitly mentioned as a deity in our
extant fragments. Moreover, the gender of Strife's name in Greek
(N&ikog) is neuter, which, as V. Hladky points out, "already on the
level of grammar, makes it distinct from the other, more personal,
masculine or feminine gods that appear in Empedocles" (Hladky,
2017, p. 4). Nonetheless, "we do have some Empedoclean verses
in which Strife is referred to by the names Kotos and Eris (B 21.7
(= EMP D 77a7 LM) and B 20.4 (= EMP D 73.305 LM)).
Additionally, traditional gods such as Ares and Kydoimos
(see B 128.1 (= EMP D 25.1 LM) with n.8 above) may also be taken
as two names to indicate Strife, just like Cypris and Aphrodite are
names for Love or, assuming they are rather 'manifestations of the
cosmic super-god Strife', they can still be interpreted as signs of
Strife's divine nature. Be that as it may, Love's and Strife's divinity is
emphasized in B59.1 (= EMP D 149.1 LM) where they are both
referred to as daipovec" (Ferella 2024, p.201).

It is particularly important to highlight the role of metaphors in
Empedocles' texts. For instance, in fragment 31 B 35 DK, the struggle
between Love and Strife is represented through images of dance, battle,
and marriage. These metaphors reflect both physical and social
processes, underscoring the broad semantic spectrum of these terms.

In the preserved fragments of Anaxagoras' reflections, the idea of
separation and ordering through Nous (“vodg", Intellect) indicates the
necessity of rational governance, mirroring tendencies toward
centralization of power in ancient city-states. Although enmity is not
personified in his thought, it remains an integral part of the cosmic
process, in which conflict and movement serve as driving forces.
This philosophical model draws analogies with the political realities
of ancient Greece, where constant rivalry between poleis, as well
as internal conflicts within them, required rational mechanisms
for achieving order.

In Anaxagoras' philosophy, struggle and enmity do not take on
personified forms as they do in Empedocles, yet terminology related
to separation and opposition also plays a significant role. The central
concept of Nous ("vodg", Intellect) imposes order upon chaos through
an act that can be interpreted as a struggle of opposites. In fragment
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59 B 12 DK (which Simplicius gquotes in his commentary on Aristotle's
Physics), Anaxagoras describes the process of separating elements from
the primordial mixture (uiyua) through "“forces" that may be seen as
analogous to Strife in Empedocles (Fongaro, 2022, p. 2).

A lexical analysis of Anaxagoras' texts highlights the key role of
verbs denoting movement and separation (ywpilw, diapiBuévem)
(25 D, 25, 70 LM; 59 A62 DK). Although Anaxagoras does not use
the terms Neikog or ®Oovog, his description of cosmic formation
processes allows for parallels to be drawn with Empedocles' system.
However, in Anaxagoras, struggle is more structured and
rationalized, reflecting the general tendency of his philosophy toward
explanation through causal principles (aizia).

A textual analysis of the fragments of Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
and the sophists reveals that the terminology of struggle and enmity
is marked not only by conceptual diversity but also by stylistic
complexity. Empedocles employs metaphorical language to create
vivid images of cosmic opposition, whereas Anaxagoras emphasizes
an analytical description of processes. The sophists, in turn, extend
the notion of struggle beyond nature, adapting it to social and
political contexts.

An analysis of the lexicon in Presocratic fragments further reveals
that the concepts of struggle and enmity share common features
across different philosophical systems, particularly their association
with movement, change, and opposites. At the same time, their
semantic scope expands significantly depending on the general
methodology and objectives of each thinker, laying the foundation
for the further evolution of these ideas in philosophy.

A philological examination of the terminology of struggle and
enmity among early Greek pluralists and sophists attests to its
fundamental significance for ancient thought. Empedocles and
Anaxagoras developed cosmogonic models in which these concepts
function as primary driving forces. The sophists, in turn, provided
them with social and ethical dimensions. The study of terms such as
Neirog, éxOpog, moléuog, illustrates their transition from a natural to
a social context, underscoring the significance of struggle and enmity
as universal categories in ancient philosophy.
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Finally, it is worth noting that the concept of enmity also found
expression in Greek literature, particularly in tragedy. Sophocles and
Euripides explored both internal and external conflicts, bringing
ethical dilemmas to the forefront. For instance, in Antigone, Sophocles
presents the struggle between personal loyalty and state laws, forcing
the heroine to face a moral choice. Euripides, in Medea, portrays
how internal enmity and wrath can dismantle social bonds, while
simultaneously raising questions about the limits of justice and revenge.

Thus, the concept of enmity in ancient Greece not only reflected
the realities of political and social life but also provided a foundation
for the development of ethical and rhetorical models. Its universality
allowed the integration of ideas of struggle into various spheres of
life, from politics to morality, ensuring a harmonious progression
through conflict and its resolution.

The Sophists: a socio-political explication

of the idea of enmity

In the works of sophists such as Antiphon, Gorgias, Protagoras,
Prodicus, and Thrasymachus, terminology related to struggle and
hostility is frequently employed to explain social and political
phenomena. Consequently, this group of early Greek thinkers made a
significant contribution to political and ethical theory by integrating
the concepts of conflict and enmity into their analysis of human
nature and social relations.

However, it is particularly important to highlight Antiphon's
reflections, as he is virtually the only sophist who examines the
opposition between justice and nature as such. Criticism, which
occurs in P. Oxy. 1364 and which seems to be Antiphon's principal
concern is that conventional justice is "hostile" to nature. "The
examination (okéyig) is being conducted for the following reason:
many of the things that are just according to convention (t®v katd
voluov dwaimv) are hostile (moAepiog ... keiton) to nature
(tf] @Ooer)....The way in which Antiphon views conventional justice
as hostile to nature is made most explicit in the following passage,
also from...One would find that many of the things mentioned are
hostile to nature (moAépia f) pvcer), for there is present in them more
pain (dAyovecBai), when less is possible; less pleasure (fjoec0ar),
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when more is possible; and suffering (kokd¢ mhoyewv) when it is
possible not to suffer” (37 D 38 LM).

So, conventional justice is hostile to nature insofar as it enjoins
conduct that is more harmful to the agent or at least less beneficial
than what the agent, unconstrained by convention, could achieve.
It can be said that Antiphon occupies a marginal position between the
pluralists and the sophists. On the one hand, he does not conceive of
enmity as one of the fundamental principles of the world's existence,
yet on the other, he does not examine this idea within the framework of
political processes and phenomena of his time (Wolfsdorf, 2023, p. 308).

In this fragment, the semantics of the term “enemy" (roléuiog)
within the framework of classical philology acquires a distinctive
philosophical dimension, as Antiphon applies it not to a personal or
political adversary but rather to the antagonistic relationship between
conventional justice (za xaza véuov dikera) and nature (pdoig). The
phrase woleuiwg xeiroa (lit. "is set in a hostile manner') suggests not
merely opposition but an intrinsic enmity, a structural conflict
wherein justice as defined by human convention is positioned in
direct opposition to the natural order. This usage of zoAéuiog extends
beyond its more traditional military or political connotations and
enters the realm of philosophical critique, where the laws imposed by
human societies are depicted as restrictive, artificial constructs that
suppress the fundamental tendencies of nature.

The parallel construction in woléwa ] @ioer reinforces this
dichotomy, suggesting that conventional justice does not merely
deviate from nature but actively works against it, imposing
unnecessary suffering (kaxdag¢ wdoyerv), increasing pain (alydvesbar),
and diminishing pleasure (fidecfoz). By employing the language of
hostility and conflict, Antiphon casts human law not as a neutral
regulatory mechanism but as a force of oppression that subjugates
the individual's natural inclinations. This usage aligns with the
broader Sophistic discourse on the tension between véuog and gdoig,
where the former is often portrayed as an artificial constraint that
inhibits natural freedom. The deployment of zoAéuwog in this context
thus functions as a polemical strategy, amplifying the rhetorical force
of Antiphon's argument by framing the conventional legal system as
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not merely flawed but actively adversarial to human well-being and
the natural order.

Another sophist, Thrasymachus of Chalcedon, to some extent
continues Antiphon's reflections, as he considers, in the preserved
fragment praising Demosthenes' eloquence, ideas about human
nature, the instability of society, and the influence of wealth and
misfortune on human behavior, particularly concerning interpersonal
animosity. Thus, we observe the following (85 B1 DK):

"..] vyop dvaicOntog "...For someone would have
Kaptepotatdg  €otv, Ootig | to be unfeeling or entirely
g€opaptdvery  €avtov &t | uncomplaining, to  still  be
napé€el toig Povlouévorlg xai | willing to submit himself to men
g €tépov EmPouvAiic te¢ xai | who wish to do wrong and to
kakiag avtog vmooynoel tag | bear the responsibility himself
aitiag. &Ag yap mnuiv 6 | for other men's conspiracy and
napeAbov ypdvog kai avti pev | wickedness. Enough for us the
elpnvne &v moléue yevéoHan | time that has passed, and to be
Kai 810 kKvdvvev gic Tovoe Tov | not at peace but at war and in
ypovov, tv pev mapeibodoav | dangers until the present moment —
nuépav  ayoandotl, v o' | for us who desire the day that
émodoav deddot,  avti  d' | has passed but fear the day that
ouovoiag eic  &fpav «ai | is coming — and to arrive not at
Tapaytg — mpoOg  GAAMAovg | concord but instead at hatred
apwcéoBar. ol tovg pév | and troubles with one another.
GAlovg 10 TAT0og TV dyabdv | As for other men, the magnitude
OBpiCetv 18 mowel  «oi | of the goods that are theirs leads
otoolGlew, NUeic 0& peto pév | them to commit acts of wanton
TV ayabdv éowepovodpey, &v | outrage and of civil strife, while
8¢ 1oig kakoic €udvnuev, o | we ourselves remained temperate
o0  GAlovg  coepovilew | while we possessed our goods,
elobev..." but have gone mad in the evils

that customarily make other men
temperate..."

The sophist points out that past experience has already
demonstrated the destructive impact of conflicts, yet humanity
continues to return to the same state of discord. This is emphasized in
the phrase, "for us who desire the day that has passed but fear the day
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that is coming" (tv uév maperbodoov Huépov dyomdot, v o'
émodoav ded10ct), which highlights the cyclical nature of conflict
and its psychological consequences. The description of the social
condition, where people "instead of achieving concord, have arrived
at hatred and troubles with one another” (évti &' dpovoiag i £xBpov
Kol Tapoaytg Tpog aAARAovg dpikésOat), underscores that hatred here
does not emerge as a natural emotion but rather as the result of a
social condition in which individuals fail to cultivate political wisdom.

Structurally, the text is based on contrasts and antitheses, such as
"the magnitude of the goods that are theirs leads them to commit acts
of wanton outrage and of civil strife” (zoo¢ uev dAdovg to niijbog t@v
dyabiv VPpilerv te mowel kol otooidev). This rhetorical device
reinforces the idea that hostility not only fragments society but also
leads to a state of constant fear. The correlation between excess and
social disintegration is clear: material prosperity does not necessarily
bring stability but instead provokes arrogance and division.

The notion that even negative circumstances should contribute to
moral refinement is highlighted in the phrase, "we ourselves
remained temperate while we possessed our goods, but have gone
mad in the evils that customarily make other men temperate™ (év ¢
T0lg KoKolg &udvnuev, & tovg dAlovg coepovilew eiwbev). This
paradoxical observation suggests that adversity should ideally instill
wisdom, yet in this case, it has led to greater disorder. Here, hatred is
not merely a social phenomenon but a deeper moral issue: the very
factors that ought to foster temperance have instead exacerbated enmity.

Accordingly, this passage reflects the classical understanding of
hatred as a complex social and moral phenomenon. It arises not only
from individual flaws but also from social processes where the
absence of wisdom, political maturity, and balance between
prosperity and virtue contributes to its intensification. This aligns
with the ancient tradition, in which hatred is often considered a
destructive force leading to political disarray and instability, as
described in the historical works of Thucydides and the philosophical
reflections of Plato and Aristotle.

Conversely, Gorgias, in his rhetorical works, employs the
metaphor of speech (Adyoc) as a weapon, emphasizing that political
struggle takes place not only on battlefields but also in the realm of
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persuasion, argumentation, and interpersonal relations. The
conceptualization of enmity receives special attention in his speech
"Defense of Palamedes". This is particularly evident in the following

fragments of this oration:

"(17) kol  pnv - ovd'
aopodeiagl obvekd Tic Gv
tadTo Tpa&atl. maol yap 6 ye
PodOTNG  moAEulog, TR
vouw, 1] 0ikn, Toig Beoic, T@®
el 1@V avBpoTev: TOV
pev yop vopov mopafaivet,
Vv 0& dikMnV KaTeAVEL, TO 08
mAi0oc  SwagpOeiper, TO O¢
Olov atpalet. 1@ 6 T0100TE
<6> Piog mepl KvOOV@V TOV
ueyiotov 0vK3 £xet
acpdrewav. (18) daAha om
@iAoVG OEEAETV Povdouevog
N moleuiovg PAdmrtelv; Kol
yap TovT®V Evekd TIC GV
adwknoeley.  Epol 8¢ mav
ToVvVavTiov €YIVETO™ TOLG UEV
QIAOVG KoK €moiovV, TOVG
0¢ ExBpods mpélovv. dyaddv
pgv ovv «rficly  ovdepiav
glyev M mpafic kakde 8¢
nabsiv  008E &lg Embuudyv
novovpyel... (21) od unv
000¢ mopd ToOig PopPdipoig
TOTOG av  Olekelunv:  widC
yap, oftivec dmotdtaTov
gépyov  ovvnmictovtd  pot
TEMOMKOTL, TOVG QIAOVG TOTC
ExOpoic mopadedmroty; Pilog
8¢ o0 Pwwtog wiotemg
€0TEPNUEV®.  YPNUOTO  HEV
yop amoPardvta <i>

"(17) And again: no one would
have done these things for the
sake of safety. For a traitor is an
enemy to all, to the law, to justice,
to the gods, to the crowd of men:
for he transgresses the law,
abolishes justice, destroys the
crowd, dishonors divinity. For
someone of this sort, life posseses
no safety with regard to the
greatest dangers. (18) But (scil.
did | do this) wishing to benefit
friends or harm enemies? For
someone might commit an
injustice for these reasons too. But
for me exactly the opposite came
about. For 1 inflicted evils on my
friends and | helped my enemies.
So the action did not involve the
ac- quisition of any good things;
and no one acts wickedly out of a
desire to suffer evils... (21) And
again: Not even among the
barbarians would | be considered
trustworthy. For how could 1 be,
given that they knew (sunépistanto)
that | had committed the most
untrustworthy (apistotaton) of deeds
in betraying friends to enemies?
But life is not livable for a man
deprived of trustworthiness. For
someone might be able to restore
one who has lost his valuables,
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TVUPAVVIOOC EKTEGOVTO T TNV
watpida  euydvta dvardpor
TIG Gv* 6 8¢ mioTv amofaiwv
ovK av &t kthoouto... (25)
KaTNYopNnoag 0 Hov ol TV
gipnuévov  Aoyov obo  Td
EvavtioTote,  coplov Kol
naviov, Grep ovy 0ldv 1€ TOV
adtov dvBpomov Exev. 6mov
&V Yap pE QNG Elvon
TEYVNEVTA T€ Kol OOV Kol
TOPYLOV, copiav LoV
KaTNYopeilg, Omov 88 Afyelg
¢ mpovdidovy v EAAGSa,
povioav:  povio yép oty
Epyolg EmyElpely AGLVATOLC,
dovppopols, aioypoig, 4’
OV To0¢ P&V eilovg Praet,
T00¢ O Exfpods delnoel,
OV o¢ avTOD Biov
EMOVEIOIOTOV KOL GQOAEPOV
KOTOOTNOEL Kaitol mdG y¥pn
avopi  TOOVTE  TIGTEVELY,
60TIg TOV aDTOV AOYOV AéymVv
TPOG  TOVC OVTOVG  AvOpaG
weplt TOV adTOV 1A
gvavtuotata Aéyet,"”

been deposed from tyranny, or
been exiled from his fatherland;
but someone who has lost
trustworthiness  could  never
acquire it again... (25) You have
accused me, in the speeches |
have men- tioned, of two things
that are completely contrary to
one another, craftiness (sophia)
and madness, of which it is not
possible for the same man to
possess both. For you accuse me
of craftiness when you say that |
am skilled, clever, and
resourceful, but of madness when
you say that | betrayed Greece.
For it is madness to undertake
deeds that are impossible,
disadvantageous, shameful, ones
by which one will harm one's
friends, help one's enemies, and
make one's own life reproachful
and insecure. And how can one
trust a man like that, one who, in
saying the same speech to the
same men, says completely
contrary things about the same
matters?"

In this passage from Antiphon, the term "enemy" (moléuiog,
&xbpog) acquires a complex semantic range that reflects not only
political but also moral and metaphysical dimensions within the
ancient worldview. The term moléuioc is employed in the context of
state and legal treason, as evident in the characterization of the traitor
as an enemy to all — law, justice, the gods, and the human collective.
Unlike &¢fpog, which denotes personal enmity, wodéuiog signifies a
structural opposition between the individual and the community,
emphasizing antagonism at the level of the polis collective. Here, the
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enemy is not merely an individual but a threat to legal and religious
order, one who undermines not only human relationships but also the
divine cosmos. The transgression of vouog and dixn is thus not
merely a juridical offense but an ontological crime that leads to the
exclusion of the individual as a dangerous element of the social
fabric. At the same time, é¢fpog in this context pertains to a more
personal, individualized dimension of enmity, as particularly evident
in the phrase tovg uév @ilovg koxdg émoiovv, tovg 06 E&xbpovg
apélovy. Here, the expected ethical logic of goodwill toward gilo:
and hostility toward é&yfpoi is subverted, marking a moral
perversion (Stefo, 2012, p. 58).

This interplay between opposing categories carries a significant
rhetorical effect, highlighting the paradoxical nature of actions that
contravene fundamental moral norms. Notably, "in the subsequent
passage emphasizing the loss of trust (ziozic) as the ultimate form of
social downfall, the notion of the enemy transcends individual
opponents and extends to a condition of social alienation, where one
is rendered foreign both to their own people and to others
(BapPapor). This shift further redefines the meaning of the enemy,
moving from a concrete adversary to a state of exclusion in which
the restoration of trust is impossible. Ultimately, in the concluding
section, where the polemic shifts towards accusations involving the
paradoxical coexistence of copia and uavia, the enemy emerges not
only as a political traitor but also as an embodiment of irrational and
absurd actions — ones that harm gilor, benefit é6poi, and bring
disgrace upon oneself" (Lampe, 2020, p. 122). This construction
aligns with a distinct ancient typology of the political criminal, where
enmity is determined not only through personal or state treason but
also through the violation of the equilibrium between reason, virtue,
and social order.

Discussion and conclusions

The analysis of enmity within early Greek pluralists and sophists
reveals a complex interplay between philosophical, rhetorical, and
socio-political dimensions. The concept of enmity, as reflected in the
examined texts, is not merely a descriptor of interhuman conflict but
a fundamental principle embedded within cosmological and ethical
frameworks. The study of terms such as Neikog, éyfpog, moAéuiog,
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gpig, and pdyn illustrates how early thinkers sought to understand
opposition as a dynamic force shaping both the natural world and
human society.

Empedocles' dualistic framework, where Strife (Neikog) and Love
(Ohia) govern cosmic cycles, presents enmity as an essential
element in the perpetual transformation of reality. His cosmogonic
model, influenced by Hesiod's Theogony, conceptualizes struggle as
both destructive and generative. The etymological analysis of Neikog
further reinforces its association with division and opposition, while
textual evidence from Empedocles underscores its function as a force
of fragmentation in both cosmic and social structures.

In contrast, Anaxagoras' philosophy approaches enmity not
through mythological personification but as an inherent feature of
differentiation and organization within the cosmos. His concept of
Nodg (Intellect) as the ordering force echoes a rationalized
understanding of conflict, wherein separation and movement define
the very nature of existence. Although he does not explicitly employ
Neikog, the mechanisms of cosmic separation and recombination
mirror the role of enmity in structuring reality.

The sophists, particularly Antiphon, Gorgias, and Thrasymachus,
extend the notion of enmity beyond natural philosophy into social
and political discourse. Antiphon's critique of conventional justice as
"hostile to nature™ introduces an ontological dimension to legal and
moral opposition, suggesting that societal laws inherently conflict
with human nature. Thrasymachus' reflections, as preserved in later
texts, demonstrate how power dynamics and economic disparities
fuel interpersonal animosity, reinforcing the idea that enmity is not
only an abstract principle but also a lived social reality.

The rhetorical strategies employed by the sophists further
illustrate how enmity functions within persuasion and argumentation.
Gorgias, in particular, conceptualizes Adyog (speech) as a weapon,
framing political struggle as an arena of linguistic competition rather
than mere physical confrontation. His Defense of Palamedes exemplifies
this approach, portraying enmity as a product of manipulation,
perception, and rhetorical skill rather than objective wrongdoing.

From a classical philological perspective, the textual and
linguistic analysis of enmity across these philosophical traditions
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reveals its profound role in shaping early Greek thought. The dual
function of enmity — as both a cosmic necessity and a societal force —
demonstrates the adaptability of this concept within different
intellectual frameworks. Furthermore, the interrelation between
linguistic structures and philosophical meanings highlights the
significance of terminological precision in understanding ancient
philosophical discourse.

Ultimately, the study of enmity in early Greek philosophy
underscores its enduring relevance in contemporary discussions on
conflict, justice, and social cohesion. By tracing its historical-
philosophical evolution, we gain deeper insight into how ancient
thinkers conceptualized opposition, not as a mere obstacle but as an
integral component of reality — one that continues to inform modern
interpretations of struggle, ethics, and political order.
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KuiBcbkuii HarioHa pHUI yHiBepcHuTeT iMeHi Tapaca IlleBueHka,
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KOHIENTYAJIBAIIS ITET BOPOKHEYI
Y PAHHBOI'PEIIBKUX IIJIIOPAJIICTIB I CO®ICTIB:
BIJI HEBECHOI'O 10 3EMHOI'O

Y cmammi posensioacmuvcs Konyenmyanizayis 60pPOJCHeUI Yy meopax
PAHHIX 2peybKux napanicmie i cogicmis, Hazoroutyemscs Ha it ginocog-
CbKOMY, coyianbHomMy ma pumopuynomy sumipax. Iloxasarno, wo eopooicheua 6
oymkax maxux mucaumenie, ax Emneooxn, Anaxcazop, Anmughonm, I'opeaiii
i Dpacumax, € He NPOCMO BUPANCEHHAM OCOOUCMOT BOPOA*COCHI, A CIPYK-
MYPHUM KOMIOHEHMOM KOCMOIOIYHO20, emUyHO20 ma NOTIMU4H020 OUCKYPCY.

Kocmoeoniuna mooenv Emnedokna, 6 axiu Henasucms (Neixog) i JIobos
(DPidio) popmytoms hopmysanHs ma po3yuHeHHs KOCMOCY, AHANIZYEMbCA Y
NOPIGHAHHI 3 MAYMAUeHHAM AHaKcazopom nooiny ma 6nopsaoKy8aHHs yepes
Nous (vodg, Iumenexm). Cmeepdocyemoves, wo ob6udsa muciumeni
81000paxcaroms 0asHbO2peybKe PO3YMIHHSA ONO3uYil K OUHAMIYHOL CUIU,
wo kepye peanvricmio. JJocniodcenuss coicmuunux mexcmie nioKpecuioe,
K 8OpodicHeua Oyna aodanmosana 00 HOPUOUYHOL mMa PUMOPUHHOT
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apeymenmayii, 30Kkpema, y Kpumuyi cnpageoiusocmi Anmigonom 5K
"eopooicoeo sasuwa 0o npupoou” (moléua tTi] @boel) i 6 po3dymax
@pacimaxa npo 61ady ma HepieHICMb.

Hocniodcenns nokasye, o 60podicHeua 8 PAHHbOMY SPEYbKOMY VABIEHHT
@dyHKYIOHY8ANA SIK KOCMIYHUL NPUHYUN I K CYCRITbHUU (heHOMeH, ¢opmy-
104U OCHOBY 0714 Ni3HIWUX inocopcokux i norimuunux meopiu. Dinonoziy-
HULl aHaniz KIyosux mepminig, maxux ax Neikog, &xOpog, moléuiog,
NIOKpecnoe KOHYeNnmyaibHy WIUHHICMb BOPOJCHedl 8 DI3HUX IHmenex-
MYyanbHUX mpaouyisax. 3pewimoro, 00CHIONHCeHHs CRPUAE PO3YMIHHIO MO20,
SAK CMapoOasHi mucaumeni po3ensoanu KOHQAIKmM He AK aHoManiio, a aK
cymmesuti MexaHizm nopsoKy, wo Qopmye emuyry ma noAimuyHy OyMKy
810 apxaiuno2o 00 KIACU4HO20 nepioois.

KuarouoBi cioBa: eopoocreua, panuvocpeyvka @inocoqpis, 0asHbo-
epeyvka aimepamypa, cogicmu, nuoparicmu, noiimuuxa @gitocogis, xkia-
cuyHa Qinonocis.
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