
 1 

 

Elke Stein-Hölkeskamp 

"Money Makes the Man": Wealth as a Distinctive Feature of Ancient Elites 

 

The Alkmeonids were known in Athens from time immemorial, according to 

Herodotus. But it was Alkmeon, the son of Megakles, who was said to have been a 

contemporary of Kroisos, who made the family "famous" throughout Greece. 

Alkmeon had helped the envoys of the king of Lydia when they came to Delphi to 

consult the oracle. Kroisos repaid this favour with an invitation to Sardeis, which was 

to prove extremely profitable for the Athenian. The king of Lydia, in whose chambers 

"great and rich treasures" were stored, offered Alkmeon a generous gift in return for 

his help. He was to receive as much gold "as he could carry away on his body at one 

time" - a generous offer that Alkmeon took advantage of. Alkmeon allegedly prepared 

his visit to the treasure house carefully. He dressed in a wide robe and put on the 

"biggest boots he could find" so that he could carry away as much gold as possible. 

But that was not all: Moreover, he rubbed plenty of gold dust into his hair and stuffed 

it into his cheeks. When he left the treasure house with his booty, "he resembled 

everything else more than a human being". "He could hardly drag his shoes" and "his 

mouth was stuffed and all swollen". The king of Lydia was rather amused by the 

Athenian's greed and left him the gold he had gathered and gave him other 

valuables. The gifts of Kroisos thus established the extraordinary wealth of the 

Alkmeonid family. Alkmeon was now able to keep a four-horse chariot and 

successfully participated in the Panhellenic Games in Olympia - a success that 

brought his family considerable and lasting fame on the Panhellenic 

stage.(Hdt.6,125) 

 

In the following analysis, the story of Alkmeon's rapacity will be placed in the context 

of the lively debate about the Greek elites of the archaic period. My proposition is 

based on an interpretation of the relevant evidence of archaic poetry from 

Archilochos, Tyrtaios, Solon and Xenophanes to the poets of the Corpus 

Theognideum. These authors discuss a number of distinctive features that were 

perceived as typical of members of the elite: Wealth and the freedom to live a life free 

from the compulsion to work, a tall, trained and therefore strong body, an attractive, 

well-groomed outer appearance, strength and dexterity, courage and bravery, beauty 
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and grace, musical talent, power of speech and eloquence. These marks of 

superiority were all based on individual merits and achievements, primarily in 

competitive cultural practices. They were and remained purely personal qualities 

based on a variety of activities in which any individual who had the necessary 

material resources could invest time and energy. The general prerequisite of this 

habitus was the cultivation of an exclusive lifestyle that included hosting symposia, 

cultivating hospitality, athletic training, participating in sporting competitions and 

investing in pastimes as costly as they were purposeless, such as horse breading 

and hunting. The aforementioned characteristics of superiority distinguished 

members of the elite from other social groups. Their consistently critical treatment in 

the texts reveals that they were not readily recognised as qualities that would have 

constituted or legitimised the superiority of individuals, let alone a group of 

individuals. In their texts, however, the authors only vaguely formulate a canon of 

alternative qualities whose common denominator is that they call for a responsible 

sense of community and thus a stronger connection of the elites to the community. 

But even these new community-related attributes of excellence are ultimately based 

on personal qualities and are therefore just as unsuitable as a basis for defining and 

delimiting an alternative leadership group at the top of the social pyramid.  

At the same time, the above-mentioned texts already mention a number of 

different fields of action in which the members of the elite act and acquire the very 

prestige and prominence that distinguishes them: The battlefields, the domestic 

agora, the Panhellenic arenas and the andrones of the aristocratic oikoi may be 

mentioned here - quite different forums that demanded a successful performance 

from ambitious individuals in a variety of activities. An overview of these fields of 

action will start from the individual oikos. The fundamental importance of this unit for 

the rank and status of the individual emerged all the more clearly as the traditional 

pattern of interpretation, which assumed the importance of comprehensive kinship 

associations as the basis for the supremacy of an 'aristocracy' over the emerging 

civic association, was disproved. The resulting change in perspective focused the 

interest of research on the individual oikos, in which the members of the elite acted 

as heads of families and owners of the family estates successfully increasing its 

wealth. Numerous passages from the texts of the archaic poets attest to the 

importance of this sphere, in which the resources for financing the typically 

aristocratic lifestyle were generated, which was essentially based on the ability to 
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participate in agonal demonstrative consumption and the competitive practices of 

athletics and sociability. The aspirations of the oikos owners were directed towards 

the acquisition of as large an estate as possible. "If you wish for wealth," one of the 

texts says, "strive for a fertile field, for a field, it is said, is considered the horn of 

Amaltheia" - that nymph who, according to myth, was transformed by the goddess 

Rhea into a beautiful white goat.(Phokyl. frg. 7 Gentili-Prato) As can be seen in 

Hesiod's Erga, a permanent competitive situation developed between the owners of 

the oikoi for the land and its yields. Substantial landowners were motivated by the 

good Eris always to rival their peers and, if possible, to surpass all others in the 

pursuit of wealth. The individual should improve his economic situation through 

tireless work and increase his kleros - even at the expense of his neighbour, if the 

opportunity arises. And when the goal is achieved and "goods in abundance" are 

available, the new wealth results not only in "envy", but above all in "honour and 

prestige".(Hes. Erg. 11-26 etc.) Generations later, Solon explicitly criticised the 

aristocrats of Athens: they "know no sufficiency", but use every legitimate and, above 

all, illegitimate opportunity to increase their wealth ever further, whereby they not only 

take advantage of "the goods of the gods", but even more so of "those of the people". 

(Sol. frg. 4 West) But Solon's attitude towards wealth is on the whole rather 

ambivalent. "Goods", he emphasises, "he would like to have", but he does not want 

to possess "unjustly acquired" ones. Power and wealth go hand in hand, and the rich 

"are admired for the sake of their possessions". Accordingly, the dispossessed, to 

whom the "works of poverty do violence", do everything to escape this situation. 

Some venture out to sea, "without any sparing of their lives", in order to "bring home 

profit" on ships. Others "plough the land" and thus perform "arduous service" 

throughout the year. What they all have in common is that there is ultimately no limit 

to their pursuit of wealth.(Sol. frg. 5; 13 West) "Therefore”, as the Corpus 

Theognideum says, "beware of the crooked speeches of unjust men", "who, without 

fearing the immortal gods, always set their minds on other people's wealth". (Thgn. 

227-322; 1147-1150) 

This intense competition for wealth and possessions necessarily produced 

winners and losers. Accordingly, complaints about "dire poverty" and the loss of 

possessions are a frequent motif in archaic poetry. Poverty, as Alkaios puts it, "is an 

unbearable burden". (Alk. frg. 364 LP) As one of the poets of the Corpus 

Theognideum puts it, it "conquers a good man more than grey age and disease". To 
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be "dead" was "better for a poor man than to live and be worn down by pressing 

poverty". (Thgn. 173-182) There was no illusion that chremata alone "make the man", 

for "a poor man", according to Alkaios, "is neither noble nor respectable". For men 

there was "only one virtue", namely wealth. The others "are of no use to you, not 

even if you had a mind as sharp as Radamanthys' or more knowledge than Sisyphus. 

And even the eloquence of Nestor, the swiftness of the Harpies and the Borean 

children find no mercy before his eyes: in the end, he sums up, "all must agree that 

wealth has the greatest power among all". (Thgn. 699-718) 

 

The grave social consequences of losing one's wealth and falling into poverty are 

again illustrated by a number of passages from archaic poetry. The poets lament the 

strong fluctuation of property and the resulting instability of family and friendship 

relationships. Wealth was often no longer in the possession of men worthy of it. Men 

were all too easily corrupted by wealth and led to hybris by abundance because they 

were "ignorant" and "useless". "The mere prospect of gain" tempts people to do bad 

things. In addition to this general moralising criticism of "the many stupid people" who 

now have wealth, the poets repeatedly lament the effects that the loss of wealth had 

on social relations. Those who had lost their fortune would no longer be respected by 

their former friends and had to reckon with "slights". No one would want to be "the 

friend" of a man "to whom bad things happen" any more. Indeed, his former friends 

would "turn their heads away" when they met him on the street. (Thgn. 83-86 etc.) 

This kind of public distancing from the losers manifested itself, for example, in 

the evening drinking parties, which represented a central ritual of aristocratic lifestyle 

and can thus be seen as a sensitive indicator of individual acceptance by peers. 

However, the always precarious character of belonging to aristocratic networks was 

not only evident in the social gatherings of the symposiasts, but also in the marriage 

ties that connected members of the elite beyond the borders of their own poleis. In 

this area, too, which was central to the constitution and reproduction of the elite, 

wealth played an increasing role, but one that was ultimately perceived as fatal - at 

least this is what the texts of the Corpus Theognideum suggest, whose authors 

complain that even a good man no longer minded "marrying the bad daughter of a 

bad man". He would take her into his house "persuaded by money", if only she 

brought in great wealth. The amount of the dowry, and thus wealth, became the only 
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criterion that overrode all other advantages of the future spouses' family or 

camouflages their deficits. (Thgn 183-196 etc.) 

 An interim conclusion could be as follows: The members of the elite who did 

not succeed in managing their oikoi and generally their economic resources and 

failed in this central field were threatened with exclusion from the typical aristocratic 

networks and thus from further social spheres of action that were of central 

importance for the actors. The loss of economic resources was accompanied by a 

restriction of the possibilities to accumulate social capital by distinguishing oneself as 

an attractive marriage candidate, reliable friend and generous host. As a 

consequence the social prerequisites for participation in a series of activities that 

served the performative self-presentation in a culture of visibility and accordingly 

could demonstrate rank and status were simultaneously removed. Here we should 

once again remind ourselves of the Panhellenic competitions as well as the symposia 

and the performances at the domestic agora. Those who could no longer keep up in 

these fields of action and could no longer publicly demonstrate their wealth and 

cultural competences in competition with their peers failed to achieve those assets 

and premiums that, as deposits in their symbolic capital, formed the basis for their 

claim to belong to the elite.  

 

And this raises the question of the role and significance of an elite that competed so 

intensively for wealth and prestige in the process of the emergence and development 

of the polis. The members of the elite had to enter the new political field of action as 

defined by Pierre Bourdieu. In this process, the emerging offices were of particular 

importance: initially the allocation of these offices was still ascriptive, i.e. these new 

roles of prominence were filled according to the traditional, still 'pre-political' 

characteristics of superiority. The magistracies were thus held by those who had the 

corresponding economic, social and symbolic capital that allowed them to effectively 

assert their claims to these new positions of superiority in the political field. The 

pronounced competitive ethics of the members of the elite, who now also competed 

for rank and influence in the political field, probably contributed to the fact that formal 

regulations for the appointment to offices and for the limitation of tenure were already 

developed at a very early stage of the institutionalisation process. It was probably 

also important for the regulation of access criteria that the social mobility resulting 

from the excessive pursuit of profit by members of the elite made it necessary to 
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define the distribution criteria more precisely. Moreover, with an ever volatile circle of 

aspirants for these new roles, it also became necessary to create regulations that 

actually ensured the rotation of offices. In the process, these regulations were 

certainly also a reaction to the way in which some aristocrats tried to assert their 

claims to the positions of superiority that elevated them above the other members of 

their status group in new, qualitatively different ways. Moreover, in the understanding 

of contemporaries, these positions of power were almost automatically associated 

with considerable opportunities for enrichment for their holders. Here we are 

reminded once again of the rapacity of the hegemones in Solonian Athens. Solon 

himself emphasised, that he had not taken "the booty", which he could certainly have 

claimed on the basis of his supremacy: for only one day as sole ruler of Athens could 

have brought him "immeasurable wealth". (Sol. frg. 33 West) And the poets of the 

Corpus Theognideum on the one hand complain again and again about the 

excessive profit-seeking of those who hold power in their hands and harm the 

community - a behaviour that ultimately leads to "revolts, civil wars and autocrats". 

On the other hand, those who are stricken with poverty, they emphasise elsewhere, 

have no influence in the community: "Poverty" makes them mute and they do not 

appear "at the meetings and in court". (Thgn. 267-270)  

 

The complaints about the greed of the powerful lead back once again to the 

rapacious Alkmeon. His behaviour - as the attempt at contextualisation should have 

shown - makes him appear as a typical member of a status group for whom the 

uncompromising pursuit of riches was part of their competitive ethos. And it was 

precisely this striving that motivated them to compete with each other in various fields 

of action and to distinguish themselves from others. Wealth was at the same time a 

prerequisite, object and result of (successful) participation in these intense 

competitions. And this leads to the question of how the generations of Alkmeonids 

following Alkmeon used the gold from the treasury of Kroisos. To put it in terms of the 

framework of categories formulated here: did the gift of the Lydian king enable them 

to participate successfully in other typically aristocratic activities? Could success in 

the acquisition of material goods be transferred to other fields of action and did it 

enable individuals to accumulate different roles of prominence? Alkmeon  
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invested some of the gold in a four-horse chariot and won a victory at Olympia in 592. 

To wealth, then, was added the fame of the victor in the most prestigious competition 

at the Panhellenic Games, which must have spread rapidly throughout Greece.  

Less than a generation after the first Olympic success of an Alkmeonid, 

another member of the family, Megakles, the son of Alkmeon, was the winner in a 

very special kind of competition: Kleisthenes, the tyrant of Sikyon and another 

Olympic winner in the chariot race, chose him as his son-in-law from among 13 

promising candidates from leading families of Greek and southern Italian cities. The 

marriage to the daughter of one of the most powerful men of the time impressively 

proves that the Alkmeonids were very well integrated into the panhellenic networks, 

which were based not least on this kind of connections. And the family also played a 

leading role in the domestic political disputes in their home polis. The aforementioned 

Megakles competed with Lykurgos and Peisistratos for supremacy in Athens around 

the middle of the 6th century. According to Herodotus, he relied on a local faction 

composed of inhabitants of the coastal region. So the Alkmeonids had a following at 

the local level as well, but it was not strong enough to secure sole rule for their 

leader. And even the marriage of his daughter to Peisistratos only temporarily 

established Megacles as the tyrant's 'co-ruler'. (Hdt. 1, 59; 1, 61) 

In the exile that followed, the Alkmeonids again made use of their financial 

resources in a special way. They were commissioned by the Amphictyons to rebuild 

the temple of Apollo, which had been destroyed by fire in 548/7. And "because they 

were rich and an old, respected family, they built the temple more beautifully than the 

plan prescribed" - an excellent investment, as was soon to become apparent. For the 

family used the intense relations that resulted from this act of aristocratic generosity 

to exert political influence; they convinced the priesthood at Delphi to persuade the 

Spartans to expel the tyrants in Athens. (Hdt. 5, 62-63) In the internal conflicts that 

followed the tyranny, Kleisthenes, the son of Megakles, was finally able to assert 

himself. As the initiator of a fundamental reform of the phylai, he was regarded by 

later generations as the founder of democracy. 

In the following decades the Alkmeonids were extremely active both in Athens 

and on the Panhellenic fields of action. Megakles, a nephew of Kleisthenes, won the 

chariot race at the Pythian Games in 486, thus successfully continuing the tradition of 

his family, which at that time could look back with pride on "five victories at the 

Isthmus", "one at the Olympiad of Zeus" and "two at Kirrha". Pindar, however, points 
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out "with distress" the ambivalent reactions to these "beautiful deeds", which were 

also envied - possibly an allusion to the ostracism of Megacles, which occurs in the 

same year as his Pythian victory. (Pind. Pyth. 7) The inscriptions on a few of the total 

of 4438 ostraca bearing the name of Megacles once again impressively point to the 

intensive network of wealth, panhellenic victories and the struggle for influence and 

precedence in the home polis, which was associated with the name of Alkmeon and 

his descendants. Megacles was regarded by his critics in Athens as one "who loves 

silver too much". His greed for money and his ostentatious involvement in horse 

breeding provoked one of his opponents to such an extent that he wanted to send 

not only Megacles, son of Hippocrates, but also his horse into exile. And another 

critic even took the trouble of adding a finely carved drawing to his ostracon showing 

a rider on a horse. Wealth, an exclusive lifestyle and panhellenic prestige did not 

easily prove to be promising 'starting capital' in the potential struggle for power and 

influence in times when the Athenian people regularly decided the outcome of the 

competition between the aristocrats. Especially under the new conditions of popular 

rule, the victories in the panhellenic fields of action were not interpreted as 

achievements for the benefit of the polis community, but rather aroused suspicion 

and mistrust.  

Megacles’ failure in the internal political competition, which manifested itself in 

the banishments of the years 486 and 471, does not, however, fundamentally call 

into question the overall conclusions: the generous gifts of Kroisos helped the 

descendants of Alkmeon to increase their prestige and influence. They achieved 

considerable prominence as winners in panhellenic competitions, marriage 

candidates, aspirants to tyranny and legislators, and even under democratic 

conditions they were still among the most powerful actors on the political field. In their 

case - to quote Alkaios once again - "chremata undoubtedly made the man". 
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Alkaios 
 

frg. 101 D. = 360LP /Loeb 

ὢς γὰρ δή ποτ᾿ Ἀριστόδαμον φαῖσ᾿ οὐκ ἀπάλαμνον ἐν Σπάρτᾳ λόγον  

εἴπην· χρήματ᾿ ἄνηρ, πένιχρος δ᾿ οὐδ᾿ εἴς πέλετ᾿ ἔσλος οὐδὲ τίμιος. 

 

frg. 142 D. = 364 LP/ Loeb 

ἀργάλεον Πενία κάκον ἄσχετον, ἂ μέγαν 

δάμνα λᾶον Ἀμαχανίᾳ σὺν ἀδελφέᾳ 

 

 

Solon  

 

frg. 4  

ἡμετέρη δὲ πόλις κατὰ μὲν Διὸς οὔποτ᾿ ὀλεῖται 

αἶσαν καὶ μακάρων θεῶν φρένας ἀθανάτων· 

τοίη γὰρ μεγάθυμος ἐπίσκοπος ὀβριμοπάτρη 

Παλλὰς Ἀθηναίη χεῖρας ὕπερθεν ἔχει·    

αὐτοὶ δὲ φθείρειν μεγάλην πόλιν ἀφραδίῃσιν   5 

ἀστοὶ βούλονται χρήμασι πειθόμενοι, 

δήμου θ᾿ ἡγεμόνων ἄδικος νόος, οἷσιν ἑτοῖμον  

ὕβριος ἐκ μεγάλης ἄλγεα πολλὰ παθεῖν· 

οὐ γὰρ ἐπίστανται κατέχειν κόρον οὐδὲ παρούσας 

εὐφροσύνας κοσμεῖν δαιτὸς ἐν ἡσυχίῃ    10 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

πλουτέουσιν δ᾿ ἀδίκοις ἔργμασι πειθόμενοι 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

οὔθ᾿ ἱερῶν κτεάνων οὔτε τι δημοσίων 

φειδόμενοι κλέπτουσιν ἀφαρπαγῇ ἄλλοθεν ἄλλος, 

οὐδὲ φυλάσσονται σεμνὰ Δίκης θέμεθλα, 

ἣ σιγῶσα σύνοιδε τὰ γιγνόμενα πρό τ᾿ ἐόντα,    15 

τῷ δὲ χρόνῳ πάντως ἦλθ᾿ ἀποτεισομένη. 

τοῦτ᾿ ἤδη πάσῃ πόλει ἔρχεται ἕλκος ἄφυκτον, 

ἐς δὲ κακὴν ταχέως ἤλυθε δουλοσύνην, 

ἣ στάσιν ἔμφυλον πόλεμόν θ᾿ εὕδοντ᾿ ἐπεγείρει, 

ὃς πολλῶν ἐρατὴν ὤλεσεν ἡλικίην·    20  

ἐκ γὰρ δυσμενέων ταχέως πολυήρατον ἄστυ 

τρύχεται ἐν συνόδοις τοῖς ἀδικέουσι φίλαις. 

ταῦτα μὲν ἐν δήμῳ στρέφεται κακά· τῶν δὲ πενιχρῶν 

ἱκνέονται πολλοὶ γαῖαν ἐς ἀλλοδαπὴν 

πραθέντες δεσμοῖσί τ᾿ ἀεικελίοισι δεθέντες   25 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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οὕτω δημόσιον κακὸν ἔρχεται οἴκαδ᾿ ἑκάστῳ, 

αὔλειοι δ᾿ ἔτ᾿ ἔχειν οὐκ ἐθέλουσι θύραι, 

ὑψηλὸν δ᾿ ὑπὲρ ἕρκος ὑπέρθορεν, εὗρε δὲ πάντως, 

εἰ καί τις φεύγων ἐν μυχῷ ᾖ θαλάμου. 

ταῦτα διδάξαι θυμὸς Ἀθηναίους με κελεύει,    30 

ὡς κακὰ πλεῖστα πόλει Δυσνομίη παρέχει, 

Εὐνομίη δ᾿ εὔκοσμα καὶ ἄρτια πάντ᾿ ἀποφαίνει, 

καὶ θαμὰ τοῖς ἀδίκοις ἀμφιτίθησι πέδας· 

τραχέα λειαίνει, παύει κόρον, ὕβριν ἀμαυροῖ, 

αὑαίνει δ᾿ ἄτης ἄνθεα φυόμενα,     35 

εὐθύνει δὲ δίκας σκολιάς, ὑπερήφανά τ᾿ ἔργα 

πραΰνει, παύει δ᾿ ἔργα διχοστασίης, 

παύει δ᾿ ἀργαλέης ἔριδος χόλον, ἔστι δ᾿ ὑπ᾿ αὐτῆς 

πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνθρώπους ἄρτια καὶ πινυτά.  

 

frg. 13 

Μνημοσύνης καὶ Ζηνὸς Ὀλυμπίου ἀγλαὰ τέκνα, 

Μοῦσαι Πιερίδες, κλῦτέ μοι εὐχομένῳ· 

ὄλβον μοι πρὸς θεῶν μακάρων δότε καὶ πρὸς ἁπάντων  

ἀνθρώπων αἰεὶ δόξαν ἔχειν ἀγαθήν· 

εἶναι δὲ γλυκὺν ὧδε φίλοις, ἐχθροῖσι δὲ πικρόν,    5 

τοῖσι μὲν αἰδοῖον, τοῖσι δὲ δεινὸν ἰδεῖν. 

χρήματα δ᾿ ἱμείρω μὲν ἔχειν, ἀδίκως δὲ πεπᾶσθαι  

οὐκ ἐθέλω· πάντως ὕστερον ἦλθε δίκη. 

πλοῦτον δ᾿ ὃν μὲν δῶσι θεοί, παραγίγνεται ἀνδρὶ 

ἔμπεδος ἐκ νεάτου πυθμένος ἐς κορυφήν·   10 

ὃν δ᾿ ἄνδρες τιμῶσιν ὑφ᾿ ὕβριος, οὐ κατὰ κόσμον 

ἔρχεται, ἀλλ᾿ ἀδίκοις ἔργμασι πειθόμενος 

οὐκ ἐθέλων ἕπεται, ταχέως δ᾿ ἀναμίσγεται ἄτῃ· 

ἀρχὴν δ᾿ ἐξ ὀλίγου γίγνεται ὥστε πυρός, 

φλαύρη μὲν τὸ πρῶτον, ἀνιηρὴ δὲ τελευτᾷ·   15 

οὐ γὰρ δὴν θνητοῖς ὕβριος ἔργα πέλει, 

ἀλλὰ Ζεὺς πάντων ἐφορᾷ τέλος, ἐξαπίνης δὲ 

ὥστ᾿ ἄνεμος νεφέλας αἶψα διεσκέδασεν 

ἠρινός, ὃς πόντου πολυκύμονος ἀτρυγέτοιο 

πυθμένα κινήσας, γῆν κάτα πυροφόρον   20 

δῃώσας καλὰ ἔργα θεῶν ἕδος αἰπὺν ἱκάνει 

οὐρανόν, αἰθρίην δ᾿ αὖτις ἔθηκεν ἰδεῖν· 

λάμπει δ᾿ ἠελίοιο μένος κατὰ πίονα γαῖαν 

καλόν, ἀτὰρ νεφέων οὐδ᾿ ἓν ἔτ᾿ ἐστὶν ἰδεῖν— 

τοιαύτη Ζηνὸς πέλεται τίσις· οὐδ᾿ ἐφ᾿ ἑκάστῳ   25 
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ὥσπερ θνητὸς ἀνὴρ γίγνεται ὀξύχολος, 

αἰεὶ δ᾿ οὔ ἑ λέληθε διαμπερές, ὅστις ἀλιτρὸν 

θυμὸν ἔχει, πάντως δ᾿ ἐς τέλος ἐξεφάνη· 

ἀλλ᾿ ὁ μὲν αὐτίκ᾿ ἔτεισεν, ὁ δ᾿ ὕστερον· οἳ δὲ φύγωσιν 

αὐτοί, μηδὲ θεῶν μοῖρ᾿ ἐπιοῦσα κίχῃ,    30 

ἤλυθε πάντως αὖτις· ἀναίτιοι ἔργα τίνουσιν 

ἢ παῖδες τούτων ἢ γένος ἐξοπίσω. 

θνητοὶ δ᾿ ὧδε νοέομεν ὁμῶς ἀγαθός τε κακός τε, 

†ἐν δηνην† αὐτὸς δόξαν ἕκαστος ἔχει, 

πρίν τι παθεῖν· τότε δ᾿ αὖτις ὀδύρεται· ἄχρι δὲ τούτου  35 

χάσκοντες κούφαις ἐλπίσι τερπόμεθα. 

χὤστις μὲν νούσοισιν ὑπ᾿ ἀργαλέῃσι πιεσθῇ, 

ὡς ὑγιὴς ἔσται, τοῦτο κατεφράσατο· 

ἄλλος δειλὸς ἐὼν ἀγαθὸς δοκεῖ ἔμμεναι ἀνήρ, 

καὶ καλὸς μορφὴν οὐ χαρίεσσαν ἔχων·   40 

εἰ δέ τις ἀχρήμων, πενίης δέ μιν ἔργα βιᾶται, 

κτήσεσθαι πάντως χρήματα πολλὰ δοκεῖ. 

σπεύδει δ᾿ ἄλλοθεν ἄλλος· ὁ μὲν κατὰ πόντον ἀλᾶται  

ἐν νηυσὶν χρῄζων οἴκαδε κέρδος ἄγειν 

ἰχθυόεντ᾿ ἀνέμοισι φορεόμενος ἀργαλέοισιν,    45 

φειδωλὴν ψυχῆς οὐδεμίαν θέμενος· 

ἄλλος γῆν τέμνων πολυδένδρεον εἰς ἐνιαυτὸν 

λατρεύει, τοῖσιν καμπύλ᾿ ἄροτρα μέλει· 

ἄλλος Ἀθηναίης τε καὶ Ἡφαίστου πολυτέχνεω  

ἔργα δαεὶς χειροῖν ξυλλέγεται βίοτον,    50 

ἄλλος Ὀλυμπιάδων Μουσέων πάρα δῶρα διδαχθείς,  

ἱμερτῆς σοφίης μέτρον ἐπιστάμενος· 

ἄλλον μάντιν ἔθηκεν ἄναξ ἑκάεργος Ἀπόλλων, 

ἔγνω δ᾿ ἀνδρὶ κακὸν τηλόθεν ἐρχόμενον, 

ᾧ συνομαρτήσωσι θεοί· τὰ δὲ μόρσιμα πάντως   55 

οὔτε τις οἰωνὸς ῥύσεται οὔθ᾿ ἱερά· 

ἄλλοι Παιῶνος πολυφαρμάκου ἔργον ἔχοντες  

ἰητροί· καὶ τοῖς οὐδὲν ἔπεστι τέλος· 

πολλάκι δ᾿ ἐξ ὀλίγης ὀδύνης μέγα γίγνεται ἄλγος, 

κοὐκ ἄν τις λύσαιτ᾿ ἤπια φάρμακα δούς·   60 

τὸν δὲ κακαῖς νούσοισι κυκώμενον ἀργαλέαις τε 

ἁψάμενος χειροῖν αἶψα τίθησ᾿ ὑγιῆ. 

Μοῖρα δέ τοι θνητοῖσι κακὸν φέρει ἠδὲ καὶ ἐσθλόν,  

δῶρα δ᾿ ἄφυκτα θεῶν γίγνεται ἀθανάτων. 

πᾶσι δέ τοι κίνδυνος ἐπ᾿ ἔργμασιν, οὐδέ τις οἶδεν   65 
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ᾗ μέλλει σχήσειν χρήματος ἀρχομένου· 

ἀλλ᾿ ὁ μὲν εὖ ἔρδειν πειρώμενος οὐ προνοήσας  

ἐς μεγάλην ἄτην καὶ χαλεπὴν ἔπεσεν, 

τῷ δὲ κακῶς ἔρδοντι θεὸς περὶ πάντα δίδωσιν 

συντυχίην ἀγαθήν, ἔκλυσιν ἀφροσύνης.    70 

πλούτου δ᾿ οὐδὲν τέρμα πεφασμένον ἀνδράσι κεῖται· 

οἳ γὰρ νῦν ἡμέων πλεῖστον ἔχουσι βίον, 

διπλασίως σπεύδουσι· τίς ἂν κορέσειεν ἅπαντας; 

κέρδεά τοι θνητοῖς ὤπασαν ἀθάνατοι,  

ἄτη δ᾿ ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀναφαίνεται, ἣν ὁπότε Ζεὺς    75 

πέμψῃ τεισομένην, ἄλλοτε ἄλλος ἔχει. 

 

frg. 33 

“οὐκ ἔφυ Σόλων βαθύφρων οὐδὲ βουλήεις ἀνήρ· 

ἐσθλὰ γὰρ θεοῦ διδόντος αὐτὸς οὐκ ἐδέξατο· 

περιβαλὼν δ᾿ ἄγρην ἀγασθεὶς οὐκ ἐπέσπασεν μέγα  

δίκτυον, θυμοῦ θ᾿ ἁμαρτῇ καὶ φρενῶν ἀποσφαλείς·  

ἤθελον γάρ κεν κρατήσας, πλοῦτον ἄφθονον λαβὼν   5 

καὶ τυραννεύσας Ἀθηνέων μοῦνον ἡμέρην μίαν, 

ἀσκὸς ὕστερον δεδάρθαι κἀπιτετρίφθαι γένος.” 

 

 

Theognis  

 

173-78 

ἄνδρ᾿ ἀγαθὸν πενίη πάντων δάμνησι μάλιστα, 

καὶ γήρως πολιοῦ, Κύρνε, καὶ ἠπιάλου· 

ἣν δὴ χρὴ φεύγοντα καὶ ἐς μεγακήτεα πόντον   175 

ῥιπτεῖν καὶ πετρέων, Κύρνε, κατ᾿ ἠλιβάτων. 

καὶ γὰρ ἀνὴρ πενίῃ δεδμημένος οὔτε τι εἰπεῖν 

οὔτ᾿ ἔρξαι δύναται, γλῶσσα δέ οἱ δέδεται. 

 

179-80 

χρὴ γὰρ ὁμῶς ἐπὶ γῆν τε καὶ εὐρέα νῶτα θαλάσσης 

δίζησθαι χαλεπῆς, Κύρνε, λύσιν πενίης.    180 

 

181-82  

τεθνάμεναι, φίλε Κύρνε, πενιχρῷ βέλτερον ἀνδρὶ 

ἢ ζώειν χαλεπῇ τειρόμενον πενίῃ. 

 

227-232 

πλούτου δ᾿ οὐδὲν τέρμα πεφασμένον ἀνθρώποισιν· 
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οἳ γὰρ νῦν ἡμῶν πλεῖστον ἔχουσι βίον, 

διπλάσιον σπεύδουσι. τίς ἂν κορέσειεν ἅπαντας; 

χρήματά τοι θνητοῖς γίνεται ἀφροσύνη,    230 

ἄτη δ᾿ ἐξ αὐτῆς ἀναφαίνεται, ἣν ὁπότε Ζεὺς 

πέμψῃ τειρομένοις, ἄλλοτε ἄλλος ἔχει. 

 


