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Abstract - Making use of classical Greek texts, in this paper we try to explore certain supposed values that operate as moral 
norms within many Philippine contexts. As sample explorations of this type, first, the Filipino notion of hiya or shame is 
considered in view of this dynamic already present in The Iliad and The Odyssey of Homer; second, the Filipino notion of 
pagkalalaki or manliness is explored through a consideration of the examination of andreia in Plato’s Laches.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
The notion of national values has been a matter of 
both strong enthusiasm and sceptical review in 
varying sectors of Philippine academe.  On the one 
hand, we can find a host of writings dedicated to the 
ideal of moral regeneration of the populace, such as 
some of the works of Tomas Andres and then-Senator 
Leticia Ramos-Shahani. This finds its successors in 
the efforts within the basic education sector to 
promote values formation in the form of a steady 
stream of required classes on, “Edukasyon sa 
pagpapapahalaga” (or Education on Values), which  
has more recently been revised to, “Edukasyon sa 
pagpapakatao” (or Education on Being Human).   
 
On the other hand, we have the substantial 
sociological work that has been examining to what 
extent there is evidence to support the idea of these 
supposed “Filipino” values. Ground-breaking work 
was started in the 1960’s by the likes of Frank Lynch 
and colleagues of the Institute of Philippine Culture 
of the Ateneo de Manila University. This was 
followed by the work of Virgilio Enriquez who 
pioneered the Sikolohiyang Pilipino (Filipino 
Psychology) initiative of the University of the 
Philippines. Significant contributions to the discourse 
were further made in the late 1990’s by F. Landa 
Jocano.   
 
It is between these two opposed poles – of, on the one 
hand, a potentially uncritical moral earnestness, and, 
on the other hand, of a critical and perhaps even 
sceptical descriptive objectivity – that I locate the 
pursuit of this paper. Being neither a sociologist nor a 
basic education teacher, I am not constrained by the 
antagonistic concerns of needing to exhort and 
fearing to prescribe. Instead, as an Ethics teacher in 
the tertiary level, I have both the privilege and the 
duty of aiding not children but young men and 
women through an exploration of moral norms that 
they have perhaps long taken for granted. Further, as 
a scholar of Greek literary and philosophical texts, I 
can make use of such significant classical resources 

that may be of relevance to a review of the concern 
for values. The goal is to explore those values their 
elementary teachers had simply promoted as what 
should be and what the sociologists see as data to be 
assessed from the outside; instead, through the 
literary and philosophical texts, these values may 
perhaps be studies as norms operative within the 
college student calling for critical consideration.  
 
I plan to discuss briefly a couple of examples on how 
this might be effected. The first is through exploring 
how the notion of shame is operative in the Homeric 
works, The Iliad, and The Odyssey, and see to what 
extent this can inform the Filipino value of hiya. The 
second is through a consideration of how the notion 
of manliness is operative in the Platonic work, 
Laches, and see to what extent this can inform the 
Filipino value of pagkalalaki.  
 
II. HIYA OR SHAME IN HOMER’S ILIAD AND 
ODYSSEY 
 
Hiya is a common term in Filipino that translates 
most easily to English as shame. A teenager upset 
that he had been put to shame in a gathering of fellow 
students would say in Filipino, “Napahiya ako.” A 
woman exasperated by a no-good son-in-law might 
say that he has no shame, or in other words, “Walang 
hiya siya.” A mother scolding her son for some bad 
behaviour might tell him that he ought to be ashamed, 
or simply, “Mahiya ka nga!” And if one were to 
reproach one’s self for doing something that turned 
out to be silly or offensive, he might hang his head 
and mutter how ashamed he is by what he did: 
“Nakakahiya.” 
 
What must be added is how the English word 
“shame” and the Filipino word “hiya” do not only 
have a semantic overlap between them, but share this 
with the Greek term aisch-. By looking at the use of 
shame in the Homeric works, particularly on the 
various forms of aisch- present in the texts, we can 
arrive at a sense of how shame or hiya was an 
operative normative condition in ancient Greek 
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culture. This would then give us an opportunity to ask 
ourselves whether there are new and better ways for 
us to rethink our notion of kahihiyan. 
 
Other early Greek terms such as aidos and aeikes 
generally express a sense or feeling of discomfort that 
would accompany failing to act in a way that is 
considered appropriate (and thus compelling one 
towards that action). As a norm, in addition to it 
being a compulsion to act in a certain way, it also 
involves a judgment against one – who may be 
another or my own self – who fails to act 
appropriately, or, in an even worse scenario, who acts 
inappropriately. This negative feeling of discomfort is 
the internal (from within) or external (from without) 
reproach that is the result of having failed to meet 
societal expectations. The scope within which the 
sentiment can be expressed can apparently range 
from the relatively trivial (propriety in bathing) 
through the distasteful (abusing a host’s hospitality or 
desecrating a corpse) and to the injurious (Cyclops 
blinded and humiliated) and even the outright lethal 
(matters of life and death).  
 
Let us turn now to the word (aischos) and its 
cognates, and how this expresses this same sentiment 
as discussed above. We can thematize the discussion 
into distinct – although interrelated – aspects of the 
sense of shaming. These themes, to give a quick 
verbal shortcut, are a matter of warning, reproach, 
and exhortation.  
 
First: as a compulsion for certain acts and against 
other acts, shame is operative in the agent prior to an 
action as a warning. This can be further distinguished. 
 
On the one hand, the warning might be against a 
failure to act, such that the result of this is unfortunate 
or disadvantageous to the agent, in such a way or to 
such an extent that it means a loss of face. And so to 
juts give one example, in Iliad 2.298, Odysseus states 
the opinion that it is quite comprehensible for the 
men to be anxious to return home after a protracted 
war lasting almost a decade; however, what would be 
a shame (aischron) is if, after the long siege of Troy, 
the Achaeans should return home empty-handed.  
 
On the other hand, the warning might be against a 
performance of an inappropriate act, with the result 
being a loss of face on the part of the agent that 
would be deserving of reproach. In the Odyssey we 
see this at least a couple of times: in Od. 7.305 
wherein we find Odysseus speaking of fear of acting 
in a way that would shame him (aischunomenos) 
before his host; and in Od. 18.225, when Penelope 
reminds her son Telemachus of the shame (aischos) 
that would follow from treating poorly a stranger 
whom one had welcomed into the household.  
Second: as a response to a violation of what is 
considered acceptable, shame is operative as a form 

of reproach.  One such violation is to fail to exhibit 
the appropriate courage or manliness to do whatever 
it is that needs doing. And so in the Iliad, we see 
numerous occasions of Hector reproaching his 
younger brother for what he takes to be unmanly 
behaviour: he chides Paris for the shame (aischros) of 
shrinking away from a confrontation with Menelaus 
(in Il. 3.38) and he berates him for the shame 
(aischrois) of staying in the safety of his home with 
his wife rather than joining in the battle (in Il. 6.325); 
and finally he scolds him for the shame (aischrois) of 
retreating after taking heavy losses in the field (Il. 
13.768).   
 
Another instance wherein the term is used for 
reproach is when some impropriety is perceived that 
calls for censure. At a certain point in the Odyssey, 
the son, Telemachus, is unable to restrain his sense of 
indignation at the affront to his father by the 
imperious guests and he expresses his resentment 
against these suitors. The response by Antinous (in 
Od. 2.85) is that by speaking to them in this way, 
Telemachus has shamed (aischunōn) the suitors.  
 
Third: as an instrument by which one saves face, or 
that is to say, maintain one’s good social standing, 
shame is operative in the agent as an exhortation. We 
can distinguish this from the earlier thematic of 
shame being a warning, in that we are not speaking 
here of a compulsion for or against any specific act, 
but rather, one is enjoined to be mindful of one’s 
responsibility of not doing anything that may make 
one lose face.  
 
We find in Iliad 6.209 the young man named Glaucus 
who is recounting the heroic feats of his forefather, 
Bellerophon, ending the story with the admonition 
placed upon him to not do anything that would bring 
shame (aischomenōn) to his illustrious lineage. 
Similarly, close to the end of the Odyssey (Od. 
24.508-512) we see father and son having a similar 
discussion, with Odysseus charging his son to not 
bring shame (kataischunein) to the family, and 
Telemachus responding with a promise to not in any 
way be the source of the family’s shame 
(kataischunonta). 
 
As we can see from these previous examples, in the 
ethos of shame and loss of face, the dynamic of my 
being a social being is made more complex by the 
fact that I am not only an individual involved in a 
relation of scrutiny and judgment with others, but a 
member of a more intimate social group (in this case, 
my family and its story) whose collective “face” is 
my responsibility.    
 
We see then that these different words express a 
complex ethos that directs a particular way of 
thinking and acting in the ancient Greeks which we 
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can take as an instructive background in helping us 
understand hiya better.   
 
Jaime Bulatao speaks of hiya as, “the anxiety that 
comes when one’s ego is threatened with loss of 
group support.” It can be a point of valuable ethical 
reflection to consider what actions are rightly ones 
that may be censured as nakakahiya or shameful, and 
to read the Homeric stories is to also learn how there 
may be different ways some better than others – to 
address an experience of shame. It might also be an 
opportunity to learn or at least rethink about  what 
occasions truly deserve a reproach of being 
something nakakahiya. 

 
III. PAGKALALAKI OR MANLINESS IN 
PLATO’S LACHES 
 
Lalaki is the Filipino word for “man” and pagkalalaki 
would translate to “manliness.” In some very 
common uses of the word, the moral norm of, “being 
a man,” is operative in the sense of magpakalalaki, 
just as the moral judgment attends the notion of not 
being a man: “Hindi siya tunay na lalaki.” This, of 
course, is not a question of gender; and so the 
question can be asked: what do we mean by this mark 
of approbation (or lack of it)?  
 
One of the objectives of this project therefore is to 
consider how exploring the concept of andreia in the 
ancient Greeks might be beneficial in our effort to 
provide some clearer understanding to our own often 
expressed and yet inadequately conceptualized or 
reflected ideal of “pagkalalaki”. This is because the 
concept of andreia was not only discussed by the 
Greeks, but problematized by them. Perhaps learning 
how the Greeks tried to think about andreia will give 
us directions and maybe even motivation to do the 
same. In Plato, this struggle with the problem is most 
clearly seen in the short dialogue entitled Laches.  
And so we’ll begin with an exposition of this work, 
seeing whether the contours of its discussion can 
reveal a certain progress in our own understanding of 
andreia, in spite of the dialogue’s ostensibly aporetic 
conclusion.  I will present a way that we might reflect 
on how this text might provide us an avenue of 
thinking of what it means to be a man. 
 
Modern classical scholarship tends to translate the 
Greek word andreia with the English word, 
“courage,” which, while politically correct, leaves 
something ignored: the pre-reflective or pre-
philosophical exhortation we still find in common, 
modern-day parlance to “be a man”. The following 
discussion explores this.      
 
The starting point of the Laches is a debate on the 
merits of a certain form of martial fighting in armor, 
and the context of the debate was pedagogical: was it 
worthwhile to train one’s sons in this kind of fighting 

if the objective is for them to attain excellence, that is 
to say, to become the best.  The two concerned 
fathers and the two military generals advising them, 
Nicias and Laches, invite Socrates to join them in an 
assessment of this problem.  
 
The two generals embody two opposing and yet 
complementary poles in the discussion of andreia: the 
rational aspect that decides on the rightness or 
wrongness of pursuing a course of action, and the 
emotive, non-rational side that is a necessity for any 
action to be pursued.  The tension between these will 
be explored in further detail as we proceed.     In the 
face of the disagreement between Nicias and Laches 
on, respectively, the worth (or lack of it) in learning 
to fight in armor, Socrates asks his interlocutors to 
reconsider what is truly at the heart of the issue.  And 
this is made clear (in 190d): that the main concern 
really was the part of virtue that this kind of fighting 
is supposed to promote and develop: andreia.  This 
then is what now becomes the true object of inquiry. 
 
Putting forward his understanding of andreia as the 
characteristic of a soldier on the field, Laches speaks 
of this virtue (in 190e) as a matter of staying at one’s 
post, facing the enemy, and not running away. 
Socrates then presents to him a problem with this way 
of defining courage: how do we categorize “running 
away” as cowardice when it could be argued that 
“running away” actually might be a sound military 
tactic (fighting in flight) depending on the specific 
military unit concerned, for instance, cavalry.  Since 
this is what cavalry does best – slash and run – these 
particular soldiers are then actually doing what they 
would best be doing, and this cannot be called a lack 
of courage.  
 
Socrates advises that perhaps what Laches had given 
is one instance of courage, but this is not sufficient to 
define what courage is. Laches concedes this flaw in 
his previous assertion, and strives to meet this more 
stringent demand for a definition at his next attempt.  
Laches’ new answer (in 192b) is to say that courage 
then must be some kind of endurance of the soul 
(karteria tes psuches).  In the succeeding interrogation 
of him by Socrates, problems emerge as, for instance, 
Socrates gets Laches to concede that if courage is a 
fine and noble thing, a beautiful thing (kalon), then it 
must be admitted that there are forms of endurance 
that wouldn’t merit the term “courageous” (for 
example, enduring thrift for better earnings).   
 
The next difficulty they come across involves the 
relation of courage to knowledge.  The question is 
asked: within the context of fighting (i.e., a military 
context), who shows true courage?  Is it the one with 
knowledge of his superiority and his possible 
advantages, and on that basis engages in the fight?  
Or is it the other person, the one who has no such 
knowledge (and apparently, no such advantage) and 
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plunges headlong into battle anyway?  They arrive at 
the confounding dilemma: on the one hand, we would 
generally call such a person a fool, and recognize 
nothing fine or noble there, but instead dismiss this 
action as base and shameful; on the other hand, isn’t 
it the case that there is something in us that would 
want to call this man the truly courageous one?       
 
With this conundrum still on our minds, Laches 
subsides in embarrassment, and Nicias then steps 
forward as Socrates’ interlocutor.  And concerning 
this dilemma on the place (or lack of it) of knowledge 
in a discussion of courage, Nicias is quite clear on his 
stand: courage must be a kind of wisdom if we are to 
call courage something good (in 194d).  He expounds 
on this idea, putting forward the view that courage 
may be rightly called knowledge as it means knowing 
what one ought to fear or dread (deinon) and of what 
one ought to dare or be confident about (tharraleon).  
 
When Laches brings up the challenge that not all 
kinds of knowledge, for instance of medicine or 
farming, may be called courage (echoing the same 
challenge Socrates had set him earlier, when made to 
admit that not all forms of endurance are 
courageous), Nicias responds by bringing the 
discussion towards the topic of life and death.  His 
claim seems to be that the courageous man is the one 
who would know when something one usually fears – 
death – might be better faced rather than something 
else that is more to be feared: dishonour. 
 
The dubious challenge Socrates then puts forward is 
as follows.  He expands the realm of knowledge of 
the courageous man to require knowing not only what 
is to be feared and dared in the future, but even 
knowing this for past and present, since all 
knowledge is one (i.e., the same whenever it might 
be).  And having complete knowledge of what one 
should do, apparently in the past, the present, and the 
future, and therefore in all possible situations, it 
seems that this knowledge would also include that of 
knowing the right occasion to act with temperance, 
and the right context in which to act piously, et 
cetera.  But then, says Socrates, we are no longer 
speaking simply of the virtue called “courage” but of 
virtue as a whole, and so it seems we have not really 
been able to pinpoint what the specific virtue, 
courage, in itself is.  Since Nicias agrees to this, they 
arrive at a standstill, and the dialogue ends with 
Socrates suggesting that instead of looking for an 
instructor for the sons, they themselves – fathers, 
generals, and Socrates as well – ought to find 
someone to instruct them on courage.  
 
Some scholars see the distinction between the 
accounts of Nicias and Laches as Plato striving to 
overturn the established martial ethos that dominates 
the contemporary (for him) understanding of 
“manliness” and to bring the discussion towards a 

more internal context.  Put differently, this would 
make “being a man” be less about external 
consideration of what one owns, or accomplishes, but 
becomes a more personal virtue.   
 
As a personal virtue, must it be an intellectual one? 
Againt such a view, one might recall the importance 
of Laches’ position, one that  favors an “anti-
intellectualist” approach that emphasizes the non-
rational or emotive aspect within us, which is what 
actually leads us to action. Of course, there is the 
view that straddles the fence on this issue, trying to 
recognize the joint value in the apparently opposing 
contributions of Laches and Nicias.  This, for me, 
might actually be the most fruitful way by which we 
could proceed, particularly as it allows us to 
emphasize, rather than diffuse, the tension between 
the rational and the non-rational aspects of courage.     
 
For our concern on pagkalalaki, I think we might be 
able to posit three potentially significant moments 
that the Laches allows us to consider:  
 
The first is the recognition of the need for reflection 
to go beyond simply accepted ideas and rethink what 
we mean when we posit the idea of pagkalalaki.  The 
second is the reminder of the nobility of courage.  
Socrates reminds Laches that courage is beauty, and 
in doing so, the discourse now changes because what 
will now be said of courage must fit the norm of what 
is fine and noble.  Whether that norm has content or 
not, the idealization of the concept is acknowledged.  
The value of this is to remind ourselves that we are 
often speaking of “pagkalalaki” in a moral sense, that 
is to say, an idealized norm.  We might disagree on 
what this means, we might even disagree on whether 
thinking of it as a norm is the right way to think of it, 
but it is important at the start of such a discussion to 
recognize that popular thinking does think along 
these lines, and that has to be addressed.  And the 
third moment is, as I stated earlier, considering the 
tension between the rational and the non-rational.  Or 
perhaps another way to put it is to consider the 
relation between knowledge and courage.  There is a 
part of us that acknowledges that thought ought to be 
important, but at the same time there is also another 
part in us that looks admiringly at the manliness of 
the one who simply acts, even if he might be acting 
rashly.  Maybe recognizing the conflict and staying 
there for a while is important, and is better than one 
trying to dissolve the tension immediately.  
 
The character named Laches reminds us of the need 
for that spirited element that actually allows one to 
fight, to be steadfast, to stand one’s ground.  But then 
the character of Nicias reminds us of the importance 
of thought, the need to be able to think: “What am I 
fighting for?” or “What is it for which I am standing 
my ground?”  And we would not call one a real man 
if for some reason there was a lack of either of the 
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two: the willingness to fight, and a good reason for 
fighting.    
 
CONCLUSION 
 
These have been two tentative explorations on how 
we might engage in an education in virtue in a 
philosophical way in the most noble sense: trying to 
get someone to think carefully and critically of the 
norms that he or she finds operative in his/her own 
moral consciousness. The presence of moral 
considerations predating any reflection is accepted; 
however, rather than just be resigned to it or to 
imagine one can assess this from a distance, the 
invitation is to use one’s moral imagination and see 
how classical texts can illuminate one’s thinking 
about these operative norms.  A statement may also 
be made on the value of an interdisciplinary approach 
to such a pursuit, recognizing the sociological data, 
but being inspired by the literary masterpieces while 
not shying away from the rigors of philosophy. 

REFERENCES 
 
[1] Tomas Andres. Developing Positive Behavior by Filipino 

Values. Quezon City: Divine Word, 1991. 
[2] Leticia Ramos-Shahani. A Moral Recovery Program: 

Building a Nation, Inspiring Our People to Action. 
Philippines: Senate Publication and Editorial Division, 1988. 

[3] Frank Lynch, editor. Four Readings on Philippine Values: 
IPC Papers, No. 2. Quezon City: Ateneo de Manila 
University Press, 1962. 

[4] Virgilio G. Enriquez. “Mga Batayan ng Sikolohiyang Pilipino 
sa Kultura at Kasaysayan.” (The bases of Filipino psychology 
in culture and history). General Education Journal (1975) 29, 
61–88. 

[5] F. Landa Jocano. Filipino Value System: A Cultural 
Definition. Quezon City: Punlad Research House, 1997. 

[6] Homer, The Iliad, translated by Robert Fagles. New York: 
Penguin, 1990. 

[7] Homer, The Odyssey, translated by Robert Fagles.New York: 
Penguin, 1996. 

[8] viii Plato, Laches, translated by W. R. M. Lamb. 
Cambridge:Harvard University Press, 1924. 

[9] Jaime Bulatao,”HIya,” in Philippine Studies XII (1964) 424-
438. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 


