THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

READING DEMOSTHENES

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED TO
THE FACULTY OF THE DIVISION OF THE HUMANITIES
IN CANDIDACY FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS: CLASSICAL LANGUAGES AND LITERATURES

BY

BRANDEN DAVID KOSCH

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

AUGUST 2017



Table of Contents

LISE OF TADIES ..o Y%
LEST OF FIQUIES. ...t b bbbt %
ACKNOWIBAGEMENTS ...t Vi
INEFOAUCTION ..ttt 1
1. PrOJECT OVEIVIEW ....oecviiieieie ettt et e e sraenne e nneenne e 2
P Y [=11 T o [0] [0 SR USUSSPRSI 4
3. The Elite REAUET ..o 9
4. HEIMENBULICS ..ottt bbbttt 13
5. Note on Texts and Translations ..........cccooeveriieiineneee e 21
Chapter 1: REAGING . .......cciiiiiiieieiee ettt 22
1. Isocrates” Encomium of Helen ..........cooooeiiiiiiiiicee e 22
2. ISOCTAteS” EVAGOIAS. .. uiiiiiiieiiiieiiite it sieeesiee s site e siae e e b e s s bn e s bn e e sseeesnnee e 28
3. Plato’s PRABATUS .....c.ooiiiiiiiiceee e 34
4. Isocrates’ Philip and Letter t0 DIONYSIUS......cc.coivviriierinieienene e 53
5. ISOCTates” ANTIAOSIS ....cvviiveeiriiiie ettt re e s e aeenrne s 56
6. Isocrates’ PanathenaiCuUS ............cooiiiiieiiiieie s 61
7. Conclusion: Toward a Hermeneutic for Demosthenes ...........cccccoeeviniicincnn 69
CRAPLEE 2. STYIE... oot 71
1. TR PRFASE ...t 78
2. TNE CIAUSE ...t bbbt 93
3. THE SENTENCE ...t bbb 108
4. The PathetiC PAratoX .........coviiieieirieiieisisieeese e 116
5. Conclusion: Py KOl VEOVUKOV PPOVIIIOL. ...ververeririesieasreseeresreseessessessesseeseenees 127
CRAPLEr 3: STFUCTUIE......ei e ae b e 131
1. The First PRITIPPIC ....cc.oiiiiiiiieee e 138
2. The FIrst OIYNThIAC .......coviiiiiiieee s 147
3. The Second OIYNTNIAC .......c.oiiiiiiiieeee s 153
4. The Third OIYNthiac........ccoviiiiiec e 158



5. The Second PhIlIPPIC ....c..oiviiiiiiiiiiieeee s 165
6. The Third PRIHIPPIC ....c..oiiiiiiie s 169
7. CONCIUSION .t 176
Chapter 4: Inter- and Contra-Text: Reading alongside Thucydides and Isocrates 179

1. Thucydides and the Athenian Character.............cccooevviieiievii e 181
2. ISOCTALES ...ttt 192
3. CONCIUSION ..t 222
CNAPTEE 5. TOXES ..ttt bttt 224
1. The Public Trial SPEECNES ......ccoviiieieee e 225
2. The Deliberative SPEECNES.........c.coviiiiieeie et 250
3. CONCIUSION .ttt bbb 272
ConCludiNg REBMATKS ........ooviiiiiiieiee e 274
BIBIIOGIapNY ... 278



List of Tables

Table 1. Gildersleeve’s and Wagner’s statistics for the articular infinitive

Table 2. Frequency of DISCONTINUILY ........cccovveveiieiieie e



List of Figures

Figure 1. Wooten’s analysis of the structure of Dem. 9.47-75



Acknowledgements

First and foremost | would like to thank the Chair of my committee, Helma Dik. From the
time she graciously agreed to serve as external reader of my B.A. thesis, she has continued to
support and cultivate my intellectual development. Through her influence and the insight of her
scholarship I have come to experience a fullness of meaning in the Greek language that I could
not have otherwise. With regard to the dissertation in particular, she has been patient with me
and steered my ideas in the right direction when they have gone astray. Further, in our weekly
meetings she tirelessly worked with me to help me understand Demosthenes’ at times enigmatic
language, and any insight the dissertation provides on this subject owes its genesis in large part

to her feedback. The errors are all my own.

I would also like to express my deepest gratitude to the other members of my committee,
David Martinez and Elizabeth Asmis. Both began working with me when | started my Special
Field project on Isocrates’ Antidosis. It was in large part through my discussions with them that |
was able to conceive of this dissertation project in its current form. Professor Martinez has
profoundly contributed to everything ranging from the smallest details of each chapter to the
overall conception of the project. He not only carefully worked through my translations with me
and identified points at which I had misinterpreted the Greek but also pointed out significant
problems with my methodology for each chapter as a whole. 1 also had the privilege of taking
several courses with him during my time at the University of Chicago. The sensitivity to the
nuances of Greek syntax he displayed in his teaching was critical to the development of my own
Sprachgefihl, and | could not have undertaken a project on Demosthenes without him. Elizabeth

Asmis, in turn, constantly challenged me when my ideas were incoherent or when my

Vi



methodology was problematic, but she also fostered the best parts of each chapter and helped me

turn them into a dissertation.

| am also grateful to the faculty of the Classics Department as a whole for their support
over the years. Their feedback on material from the dissertation I presented at the Rhetoric and
Poetics Workshop proved invaluable to the further development of the project. 1 would like to
thank Sarah Nooter and Mark Payne in particular for the interest they have shown in the project
and for teaching me verse composition, without which I would not have as distinct a conception
of Attic prose. To Ralph Johnson too I owe my understanding of prose as well as the cultivation
of my humanitas more generally. | would also like to thank Kathy Fox, the department
administrator, who over the years has repeatedly gone out of her way to help me when | have

gotten myself in a bind.

The Franke Institute for the Humanities provided me generous financial support to finish
the dissertation. The fellows also created a warm and collegial atmosphere which allowed me to
be much more productive than | would have otherwise. | am also grateful for their sensitive

feedback on one of my chapters.

To my family and friends | owe a tremendous debt of gratitude for all the support they
have given me over the years. Leon Wash and Jeremy Thompson kept my soul intact, and David
Williams, as Hafez would say of a good friend, talked with me deep in the night. | am grateful to
my sisters for their moral support. Finally, I would like to thank my parents. Without their

material, intellectual, and moral support, this project would not have been possible.

vii



Introduction

According to Plutarch, Demosthenes, when asked whether he wrote out his speeches

before delivering them, gave the following response:

... 00 movTdmacty v EEapvog, 6AL obte ypayag obT’ Sypaga kopdf Adyey dpordyst ...t

Demosthenes’ speeches are neither written nor unwritten. Yunis understands the significance of
this statement in a literal sense: “Demosthenes’ speeches as we have them are designed for
delivery; yet it is inconceivable that while addressing the Assembly he merely reproduced
prepared texts.”? To be neither written nor unwritten means to be a blend of improvised with
written elements. While this is certainly true for Demosthenes, throughout the dissertation I will
argue that the claim has a deeper significance for his self-fashioning. For tension between the
oral and written can be said to characterize each level of the formal and substantive elaboration
of his speeches. The style of the speeches is dense like Thucydides (but not as dense) and
mellifluous like Isocrates (but not as mellifluous) but yet immediate and at times blunt. Structure
seems to be non-existent while at the same time aptly addressing Isocrates’ kopdg and achieving
organic unity a la Plato. Finally, the forms in which the speeches are preserved as texts make it
impossible for the reader to engage with them simply as writing or as a transcript of the speech
he actually (may have) delivered.

Accordingly, when reading these text-speeches or speech-texts, one has to occupy a
liminal space between the written and the oral. This makes for a somewhat peculiar reading

experience, as is suggested by a remark of Demosthenes’ contemporary Aesion:

L Plut. Dem. 8: All translations are my own unless otherwise noted. “... He did not altogether deny it (that he wrote
out his speeches beforehand), but he admitted that he delivered speeches that were neither written nor entirely
unwritten.”

2Yunis (1996), 245. He doubts the authenticity of the statement. However, | will argue at length in my fifth chapter
that the sentiment if not the form in which Plutarch presents it can be attributed to Demosthenes himself.
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Aiciova 8¢ pnow "Eppinnog énepotbévta mepi t@vV mdhior pntopmv Kol tdv Kab’ adtov gineiv, dg aKovmv
pev av Tig E0avpocey Ekeivoug EDKOGUMS Kol LEYOAOTPETMG TG SNU® SAAEYOUEVOVS, AVAYIVOCKOUEVOL O’
oi AnpocBévoug Adyot ToAd fi katookev kai Suvépet Stapépovsty.®

For Aesion Demosthenes’ speeches are only superior when read. This statement provokes
several questions: What for Aesion distinguishes the reading experience from the original
delivery of the speeches? What does he mean by e0kdoumg Kol LEYOUAOTPETMDS Versus T

Kataokevt] kai duvauel? And on what sort of theory or set of ideas was his assessment based?
1. Project Overview

The subject of this dissertation is the difficulty involved in reading Demosthenes’
speeches, as opposed to hearing them presented in the Assembly or law courts. The speeches |
examine, which all were composed during Demosthenes’ “mature” or middle period (351-341
BCE),* are the following: the First, Second, and Third Philippic; the Olynthiacs; On the Peace;
Against Meidias; and On the False Embassy. Although the periodization can be disputed, there is
general agreement among scholars that Demosthenes’ first speech against Philip marks a definite
turning point in the development of his oratory.® For the purposes of my analysis this period will
be treated as synchronic; as a result, I will not take into consideration any possible developments

that may have occurred in Demosthenes’ practice between one speech and the next.

In the first chapter | show that, by the time Demosthenes’ speeches were first distributed,

a variety of approaches to interpreting oratory had been developed. In order to reconstruct the 4%

3 Plut. Dem. 11.4: “Hermippus says that Aesion, when asked about the speakers of old and those of his own day,
said that one would have marveled when hearing the former speaking gracefully and solemnly, but that the speeches
of Demosthenes when read were far superior in construction (devices?) and power.”

4 As opposed to the early deliberative speeches (On the Symmories, For the Megalopolitans) on the one hand and
the late On the Crown on the other. Ronnet (1951), and Pearson (1964) use this rough periodization as a basis for
understanding the development of Demosthenes’ style.

5 Pearson (1976), 122: “The purpose of the present discussion is to show how much these five speeches [First
Philippic, On Financial Organization, First, Second, and Third Olynthiacs] have in common, in sentiment, literary
style, and vocabulary.” Cf. Wooten (2008), 11.



century reader’s horizon of expectations, | examine the debates between Plato and Isocrates on
the issue of literary interpretation. However, in certain cases, Isocrates’ Helen for example, the
modern reader becomes acutely aware that he is incapable of interpreting and experiencing the
work in the same way as his 4" century counterpart did. | argue that authorial intention would
have been a central issue for these readers and that, in the wake of Plato’s criticism of writing
and Isocrates’ multiple responses to it, readers would have defined the process and goal of

interpretation in a variety of at times conflicting ways.

In the second chapter I turn to the difficulty of interpreting the style of the speeches. |
argue that across each level of grammatical elaboration Demosthenes expands and condenses
constructions so as to create the ethos of an almost divine counselor who can see beyond the
surface of things. In response to the problem of whether the style was revised for the publication
of the speeches, | show how certain features seem designed to position the speeches in a liminal

space between the written and oral, for example his use of hyperbaton.

In the third chapter | analyze the structure of the deliberative speeches. Using Isocrates’
and Plato’s ideas on the subject as a starting-off point, | examine the unity of the speeches and
their relation to the political situation as presented in the text itself. | argue that, whereas
previous scholars have posited a single structural principle that informs all the mature
deliberative speeches, Demosthenes was actually experimenting with different methods of

structuring his speeches in the Philippics and Olynthiacs.

In chapter four I look at the intertextual relationship between Demosthenes and his two
greatest influences, Isocrates and Thucydides. In examining the ways in which he does not
simply appropriate but rather meaningfully develops material from these authors, | demonstrate

the possibility of an intertextual reading of the speeches which has to be contrasted in certain
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respects with the experience of the original audience. With regard to metaphor and to imagery
more generally, I argue that Demosthenes’ usage represents a conscious break with Isocrates’
prescriptions: whereas the latter severely restricted the use of this figure, Demosthenes radically

expanded its role and used it in innovative and more versatile ways.

In my fifth chapter | examine the status of the speeches as written texts distributed to
readers. The texts of the political trial speeches Against Meidias and On the False Embassy have
clearly only been preserved in draft form. | argue that this would have created productive
problems for the interpretation of each speech and that distributing them in this form would have
had rhetorical (and aesthetic) advantages for Demosthenes himself. With regard to the
deliberative speeches, | examine the issue of occasionality. The content of the texts is not as
generalized as that of Isocrates’ fictional deliberative speeches, but they clearly are also not
simply transcripts of a speech composed for a specific occasion. This ambiguous status allows
Demosthenes to negotiate the dangers of writing deliberative oratory in fourth-century Athens by

destabilizing the reader’s relation to the work as being neither text nor transcript.

2. Methodology

A. Reading Speeches

When interpreting Demosthenes’ speeches, modern scholars have explicitly or implicitly
focused almost exclusively on their reception by the Athenian demos when they were originally
delivered in the Assembly or in court. Reading Demosthenes properly involves imagining
oneself away from the text: “The modern scholar, reading Demosthenes in his study, must in

imagination transport himself to the Athenian court-room ... or he must imagine himself in the



crowded ecclesia on the hill Pnyx....”® Similarly, Pearson laments the fact that unfortunately all
we have is texts and that as a result we cannot say just how accurately what has been preserved

for us reflects what Demosthenes said in the moment,” and Yunis figures textuality as pure loss:

... only the text survives; the acting, the gesture, the voice are gone. Like the text of an Athenian tragedy,
the text of a Demosthenic political speech reveals the skeleton of a performance...®

If one is only interested in reconstructing the effect of the speeches on members of the Assembly
or jurors, then Yunis’s assessment is accurate. If, however, one focuses instead on the reception
of these speeches by fourth-century readers, then their status as texts actively contributes to the
production of meaning. In the wake of the hermeneutic debate between Plato and Isocrates,
written texts as such were a subject of interest. Readers would have been interested not only in
what is lost when a speech becomes a text but also what is gained. In the chapters that follow |
will articulate the ways in which the textuality of the speeches distinguishes the reading

experience from the oral and creates a new set of interpretive concerns.

With respect to style, intertextuality, and the problematic form in which the speeches
have been preserved as texts (i.e. as unrevised drafts or with pieces missing), the experience of
readers must be strongly contrasted with that of the original audience. However, when it comes
to structure, the contrast is less marked: whereas certain qualities were associated with a written
as opposed to an oral style, it is not clear that so strong a distinction was made with reference to
structure. Accordingly, when dealing with interpretation of this aspect of form, 1 will assume that

the experience of the two audiences was not as distinct as it was in other respects.

& Adams (1927), 91-2.
" For example Pearson (1976), 8: “We must be content to pass judgment on the written version that we have.”
8 Yunis (1996), 244. Cf. MacDowell (2009), 407.



B. Historicism

Pearson, whose monograph represents one of the major relatively recent attempts to

understand “the art of Demosthenes,” polemically adopted a non-historical approach:

The technical vocabulary of rhetoric was highly developed in antiquity, but the existence of this ready-
made apparatus of criticism does not excuse us from seeking our own criteria of artistic excellence.®

Pearson never identifies the sources of what he conceives of as “our own criteria”’; however,
based on the fact that in his analyses he places strong emphasis on the role of narrative, it seems
likely that he was influenced by the advent of narratology. At the opposite end of the spectrum,
there is no historicizing analysis of Demosthenes’ speeches. Wooten, in his commentary on the
First Philippic and in an article on Demosthenes’ style in general, has applied elements of
Hermogenes’ theory and has argued that it accounts for his style remarkably well.X° However,
this theory has a very tenuous connection with that of the fourth-century, so it has no special
claim to authority. Other general studies, Blass and Ronnet for example, have structured their

analyses around the rhetorical figures and other formal features.!

In developing my own methodology, | have not opted for a purely historicist alternative
to previous approaches. On the one hand | do focus on reading practices in fourth-century
Athens, and | use them to orient my own interpretation. This approach, | would argue, has two
advantages: first, by characterizing in detail the perspective of his original readers, | am also able
to shed some light on Demosthenes’ own approach to composition since [ will assume that both
shared a common form of rhetorical training and exposure to the same basic influences (e.g.

Isocrates, Plato’s Phaedrus, and Thucydides). Secondly, it has become clear that the reception of

® Pearson (1976), VI.

10 Wooten (1989) and (2008). See in particular Wooten (2008), 15 for his practice of using Hermogenes in his
commentary to elucidate aspects of Demosthenes’ style.

11 Blass (1893) I1l; Ronnet (1951).



Demosthenes in later antiquity does not clearly reflect what his own contemporaries thought of
his oratory, with Bompaire going so far as to refer to an “apotheosis” in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and Cicero.!? By examining how his original readers would have interpreted his
speeches, | hope to contribute to a better understanding of the history of their reception.
However, at the same time | also reject a purely historicist approach. While | seek to reconstruct
and engage with the perspective of fourth-century readers, I do not work “...from the naive
assumption of historicism, namely that we must set ourselves within the spirit of the age, and
think with its ideas and its thoughts, not with our own....”*® Rather, my interpretations of
Demosthenes’ speeches represent in some sense a “fusion of horizons”* according to which
meaning is generated by a productive interaction of my own presuppositions with the
(fragmentary) perspective of his original readers. But | also do not gloss over moments when the
two perspectives cannot be fused. In my interpretations of the expressive function of elements of
Demosthenes’ style, I take a position far more skeptical than that of previous scholars about our
ability to gauge the effect that figures like hyperbaton and constructions like the articular
infinitive would have had on their original audience. In the case of the Third Philippic, the
existence of two significantly different redactions and the jarring juxtaposition of the two in
modern editions dispel any illusion of a fused experience. Finally, as I will show in my reading
of Isocrates” Helen, the modern reader of Demosthenes at any given moment is probably either

interpreting too much or too little.

12 Bompaire (1984). See also Cooper (2000).

13 Gadamer (1975), 264.

14 This term is taken from Gadamer (1975), 273. Its meaning and methodological implications are not altogether
clear; see Rosen (1999), 182-201. My understanding of it is based on Renaud (2000), 381: “The concept of the
‘fusion of horizons,” understood here as contemporaneity, transcends the historical difference of two diverse
horizons and hence minimizes ‘the dialogical process of interpretation as translation of and exchange with tradition.’
In the end, this leaves one single horizon, whereby the fusion is supposed to have already taken place.”
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With the New Historicism I share an interest in the text’s role in a power dynamic. As
my discussion of Isocrates in chapter 1 and my arguments in chapter 5 about Demosthenes’
possible motives for publishing his speeches will show, written as opposed to oral speeches were
viewed with suspicion and potentially with contempt, so orators who published their works had
to do so in such a way as to deal with this prejudicial reception and situate the “helperless,”

impotent text in a position of dominance in relation to the reader.

C. Among other things Style

Stephen Usher, one of the most prominent recent scholars of Demosthenes, has

repeatedly called for a new comprehensive study of his style:

A comprehensive stylistic study of all the speeches ascribed to Demosthenes has yet to be made: the task
still awaits a scholar with the time, the technical expertise, and the chalcenteric perseverance necessary for
its accomplishment.®

This demand reflects a more general feeling among scholars of Demosthenes that Blass and
Ronnet are inadequate.'® However, leaving aside Usher’s irony, his demand is problematic. What
does he mean by “technical expertise”? There has been no study of Demosthenes’ style since the
advent of modern linguistics, and, in light of his at times idiosyncratic manipulation of elements
of syntax and semantics, for example word order and the order of entities, one would want a
scholar with a background in linguistics. However, an intimate familiarity with the rhetorical
figures and there use by the Attic orators would also be a desired element of technical expertise.
And in another era one might also have demanded taste.

This dissertation makes no claim to represent an adequate response to this call (especially

to the last requirement). In my analysis of Demosthenes’ style, | have sought to incorporate the

15 Usher (1993), 19. Cf. Usher (2007), 235.
16 Cf. Gagarin (2010), 16: “...there is much room for further work.”
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insights of modern linguists working on Ancient Greek, those of Helma Dik in particular. In
certain cases this has allowed me to characterize with greater precision and rigor the phenomena
to be analyzed. For example, instead of looking at Demosthenes’ use of the at times vaguely
defined figure hyperbaton, | have restricted myself to discontinuity, a specific type of
linguistically defined deviation from normal word order. And, in order to characterize with
greater specificity Demosthenes’ usage relative to other orators in the tradition, | have taken
advantage of digital corpora: my analysis of his development of a form of argument known as
the pathetic paradox is based on an examination of all the instances in the Perseus corpus within
certain parameters.

Although style plays an important role in the dissertation, I would argue that Usher’s call
for a study of Demosthenes’ style in isolation is perhaps misguided. As I will demonstrate in the
chapters to follow, it is preferable to examine his style in connection with other elements of his
oratory; for certain distinguishing features can be better understood when viewed in relation to
aspects of the structure and argumentation of his speeches. Also, the fact that the style belongs to

the written text of the speech, as opposed to a transcript, must be taken into account.

3. The Elite Reader
Before characterizing their perspective, it will be necessary for me to establish that the group
of elite 4™ century Athenian readers to which | have referred is not merely a construct. For
though one naturally assumes that, because he enjoys reading Demosthenes with visions of Plato
and Isocrates dancing in his head, there must have also been an original audience who shared the
same experience, he comes to find that to a degree at least the evidence for the existence of such

an audience is limited.



That there was a group of educated elites at Athens and that they were reading things is of
course indisputable. Aristotle, as Ober notes, lists moudeia as one of the four defining attributes of
the elites (yvdpipor);’ Ober further notes that ... Aristotle’s list parallels the constellation of
elite attributes used by modern students of elites.”*® Education, then, was and is generally
considered an integral part of elite identity. However, it is not entirely clear how and when elite
and common education diverged: Harris, for example, disputing Flory’s claim that “almost all”
adult male Athenians received some level of education,® asserts that parents were required to
pay for schooling. Citing the passage from Plato’s Protagoras (326¢) where Protagoras says that
the wealthiest provide their children with the best educations and that their children stay in
school the longest, he concludes “... that everyone other than the plousiotatoi ... is to a greater
or lesser extent influenced by the cost of education.” 2° Although this passage does confirm that
the education of elites was distinctive even at an elementary level, it provokes as many questions
as it answers, and the other primary evidence that is cited in this context suffers from a similar
degree of vagueness. Demosthenes in On the Crown claimed that he “attended the right schools
as a child,”?* which may suggest that there were wrong schools--or perhaps he was just
contrasting education with banausic activity. There is also a reference to paid tutors in
Xenophon’s Memorabilia.?? In conclusion, it seems clear that elite primary education was
distinctive in terms of length and quality even if the details are more than a bit fuzzy.

As far as secondary education is concerned, there is a much greater abundance of evidence

available, although unfortunately there are still some significant gaps. Plato was training young

17 Arist. Pol. 1291b14-30.

18 Ober (1989), 11.

1% Flory (1980), 19.

2 Harris (1989), 101.

2L Dem. 18.257: "Epoi ... Omfip&ev ... maudi pév dvrt ortdv &ig Té TpocTKovTo S1800KAAEID . . ..
22 Xen. Mem. 2.2.6.

10



men to become philosophers at the Academy, and Isocrates from his Trojan horse of oratory was
producing genteel statesmen, for the curricula of both of which there is significantly more
evidence available than there is for primary level education.?® However, the number of students
attending these two schools at any given time would only have represented a fraction of the
eligible elite population. Unfortunately the evidence seems too meager to make any precise
statements about other contemporary “institutions of higher learning.” Bolgar, in an article that is
devoted to assessing the nature of elite education during this period, comes to the following

conclusion:

The social influence of these various institutions is not easy to estimate: As far as numbers go, the rhetorical
schools were probably the most important .... though we have no firm evidence, it is impossible to avoid the
impression that there was a substantial number of rhetoricians around.?*

Although he is certainly right that it is difficult to gauge the social influence of these institutions,
the evidence for the number of rhetoricians is perhaps slightly stronger than he suggests. If we
only had late testimonia such as Plutarch’s account of Demosthenes’ education,? which seems to
suggest that prominent orators would work as teachers apart from any institutional framework,
the evidence would indeed be quite weak. However, there is strong contemporary evidence for
such a practice as well.

Aeschines’ repeated claims that Demosthenes taught rhetoric, even if they are false,
presuppose that there existed and was common a type of higher education in which young elites
became apprenticed, so to speak, to prominent orators. One passage from his Against Timarchus

is particularly illuminating. While attempting to implicate Demosthenes in a murder committed

23 The literature on Isocrates’ school is vast. Jaeger (1939) III, 46-84 and 132-56 is still one of the best accounts; the
overview in Marrou (1956) is also useful. For more recent work, see the various essays collected in Poulakos and
Depew (2013). Johnson (1959) provides a speculative reconstruction of the curriculum offered by Isocrates.

24 Bolgar (1969), 46.

% Plut. Dem. 5.6: &ypricato & Toaim mpdg TOV Adyov DENYNTH.
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by a certain Aristarchus, who he claims was one of Demosthenes’ students, he gives the

following description of the manner in which Demosthenes enticed him to become his pupil:
Katidav yap oikiov movciav kai ovk gdvopovpévny, g fyeumy udv fv yovi péya gpovodsa kai vodv ovk
&yovca, veavickog 8¢ 0peavog Mupovg dexeipile v ovsiav, Apictopyog 6 100 Mocyov, T00TOV
TPOCTOMGEUEVOG EPUCTNG EIVOL TO PelpKiov €ig TV pravOporioy TodTny mpockuAesduevog, SAmidwmv
KeV®V EUmANCaG, MG avtiKa o1 pdAa TOV HEVOS, EATIO®V KeEVAV Eurincac, Mg adtika 61 pdAa TdV
PNTOP®V TPOTELGOVTA, KATAAOYOV ATOPAIV®V, TOOVTOV EIGNYNTNG 0OTH Kol S10acKalog Epyv EyEveTo,
8¢ (v éxeivoc pgv pedyst Ty matpida ... %8

In making these charges Aeschines must have assumed that the situation would have sounded

plausible to the audience; further, the sarcasm expressed by ¢ avtiko o1 péio suggests that he

expected the jurors to be familiar with orators making grand claims to students about their career

prospects.
Further evidence for the existence of a large class of private tutors is provided by

Isocrates’ Panathenaicus:

Kot i 6T Oavpdle tdv mpog andoos Tag vmepoyis oUTm dtokeiohat TepukdT®V, 6TOV Kol T®V olopévev
Swpépey kai {nhovvtov Eue kol pipeiodor yAyopévav Tveg £Tt SuopevESTEPOV EYOVGT Ol TV 1O1OTGV;
Qv tivag &v Tic ebpot movnpotépove, —sipnoeTar yap, &l kai Tioy S6Em vedtepa kai BapvTtepa ALyswy THC
NnAkioag—, oftiveg obte Ppalev o0&V péPog Exovieg Toig pabntoic Tdv eipnuévay v’ LoD, Toig Te AOYOIg
TaPadEiyLacL XpDOUEVOL TOTG EHOig Kol {DVTEG Eviedbev T0GOVTOV HE0VGL YaPY EYEWV TOVTOV, BGT’ 0V’
Auerelv UGV E0élovoty, GAL’ del Tt pLadpov mepi Epod Aéyovotv;?’

Here Isocrates refers to incompetent teachers of rhetoric who admire his speeches but then have

the audacity to slander the author. Although the negative aspects of his representation of these

26 «Aeschin. 1.171-2: “For when he spotted a household that was wealthy and not well-administered, the head of
which was a proud and foolish woman, and the property of which a half-mad fatherless young man was
administering, Aristarchus the son of Moschus, and when he claimed to be this young man’s lover, after he filled
him with vain hopes, as though of course he would quickly become the best of orators, showing him a list of names,
he introduced him to and taught him such acts...” For discussion of this passage, see Fisher (2001) ad loc. Adams
(1919) ad loc., following the scholia, argues that the katdAoyog referred to here was “Doubtless a list of young men
who had studied oratory with Demosthenes and become successful public men.” cf. Aeschin. 1.117: 0 tag TV
AOYOV TEYVOG KOTETAYYEAAOUEVOS TOVG VEOUG JIOAOKELY.

2" Isoc. 12.16: “And what reason is there to wonder at those so disposed to all forms of superiority when even some
of those who consider me superior and who emulate and desire to imitate me are still more hostilely disposed toward
me than the average citizen? What men baser than these could one find anywhere—for the truth will be said, even if
I will seem to some to say things more audacious and harsh than is appropriate for a man of my age—men who,
though they cannot properly explain to their students any part of my speeches, and although they use my speeches as
paradigms and make their living from them, nevertheless are so far from having gratitude for them that they are not
even willing to leave me alone, but rather are always talking nonsense about me.” For speculation about the
identities of the teachers in question, see Roth (2003) ad loc.
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teachers are of course unreliable, his reference to a general class of teachers offering lessons in
rhetoric from paradigmatic works strongly suggests that such a class did exist at least in some
form. The evidence, then, for the existence a large class of rhetoricians in fourth-century Athens
is substantial enough.

In the dissertation | will be focusing on this class of educated readers, as opposed to the
literate public more generally. Although the extent of literacy in fourth-century Athens is not
clear, it is at least possible that a more general class of readers existed,?® and Usher argues that
some of these readers would have been reading orators like Lysias for pleasure.?® However, the
issues | examine, for example intertextuality and engagement with rhetorical theory, presuppose
a reader who had read and studied Athenian oratory extensively and who had also become

familiar with the fourth-century discourse on the subject.

4. Hermeneutics
A. The Fifth Century
There is very little discussion of interpretation by fifth-century authors, and Eden has gone so
far as to say, “So far as I know, we have no substantial evidence for the theoretical discussions of
either rhetorical or interpretive strategies before the fourth century.”® This seems for the most
part accurate: There is evidence that suggests that Theagenes of Rhegium initiated the tradition
of allegorical interpretation of Homer in the sixth century, but there are only a handful of

testimonia that refer to him, and none of them provides us with much detail.3 In the fifth and

28 For the problem of literacy in fourth-century Athens, see Usener (1994), 2 with hibliography.

29 Usher (2004). On pgs. 114-15 he claims that it would have been “a natural recreation” for Athenians who had
served on juries or attended a trial to read the text of the speech after the trial.

30 Eden (1987), 59.

31 For references see D-K 1, 8, esp. 8.2.
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fourth century allegorical interpretation remained popular,® and beginning in the fifth
Avristophanes and Thucydides provide us with evidence for the interpretation of oratory in
particular. Although there are of course no theoretical discussions of the subject in Aristophanes,
a few passages provide evidence for fifth-century views on genre and on the relationship
between author and audience. However, the degree to which one can talk of well-articulated
views is not entirely clear. Usher argues that the reason Isocrates must distinguish his works
from forensic oratory in the Panegyricus (generally dated to 380 BC) is because this genre would

have provided the generic reference point for a general audience:

Isocrates is advertising the style he has chosen for the training of his class of elite, high-paying pupils. He
has himself turned away from forensic speech-writing and writes with the zeal and the venom of the
convert. The more surprising, then, that he even recognizes a readership for the inferior genre. But it may
seem that he has to, because it is popular. Isocrates is complaining that forensic oratory provides most of
the reading public with the point of literary reference from which to judge other prose writing.

According to Usher, then, most of the reading public did not have a very clear set of generic
expectations in 380. Assuming for the moment the validity of Aristotle’s system of classification,
readers were indiscriminately judging epideictic and deliberative speeches according to what
they had heard in the courts. He bases this claim on his reading of the following passage from the
Panegyricus:

Kaitot tivég Empdot t@v Aoymv Toig drep Tovg 1d1dTag EYovast kol Alav amnkpifopévols, Kol tocodtov
SmUapTNKOCLY OGTE TOVG TPOG VLEPPOATV TEMOMUEVOVG TTPOG TOVG Ay@dVOG TOVG TEPL TV 1dimV
oupporainv ckomoboty, Gomep OUOIMG 6£0V AUPOTEPOLG Exev, GAA’ 01 TOVG LEV APEADG, TOVG &’
EMBEIKTIKADG, | 0QAG UEV SOPAVTOS TAG HETPLOTNTOG, TOV &’ AKPIB®G EmicTduevov Ay amidg ovK v
duvépevov gimeiv.3

32 See Yunis (2011), 92 for discussion of the pertinent passage in Plato’s Phaedrus with bibliography.

33 Usher (2004), 115.

34 Isoc. 4.11: “And yet some find fault with those speeches that are beyond the ability of ordinary citizens and which
are perfectly polished, and they have made so great an error as to view speeches composed with an eye toward
perfection in relation to petty trials dealing with civil disputes, as though it were it necessary for both to be similar
rather than for the ones to be written in a simple style, the others epideictically, or as if they themselves were
perceiving the mean [for this translation and the significance of the plural, see Sandys ad loc.], while the one who
knows how to speak with precision would not be also able to speak in a plain style.”
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Isocrates’ designation of his critics as “some men”, however, makes Usher’s argument
problematic: if he were intending to refer to the general public, one would have expected ot
noAhoi. Furthermore, this passage says more about the problems with Isocrates” own literary
project than about audience expectations: because his speeches are fictional and blend epideictic
with practical oratory, it became necessary not so much to distinguish his works from forensic
speeches as to distinguish the actual, workaday forms of both forensic and deliberative oratory
from his literary elaborations thereof. Finally, it seems likely enough that the same people who
were reading Lysias’ On the Murder of Eratosthenes were also reading his Defense Against the
Charge of Having Supported the Thirty, a fact which problematizes any simple characterization
of “forensic oratory” as a reference point. I would argue, then, that this passage from Isocrates
does not provide evidence for the claim that up until 380 at least audiences did not have a set of
more or less clear generic expectations for different types of oratory.

The evidence from the 5" century for the positive claim that audiences did indeed clearly
differentiate between rhetorical genres is substantial. In the Wasps and Knights Aristophanes’
lampooning of rhetorical strategies used in the law courts and the Assembly, respectively,
presuppose that his audience would have associated certain strategies with each type of oratory.
In the agon of the of the former Philocleon catalogues the following “endearments” (6®@mevpor)

that speakers were accustomed to using in the courts:

@€p’ 10w, Tl yap ovk oty dkodoot Odmevp’ EviadOo dKaoTi;
ol pév vy’ amokAdovtol meviav avT®dv, Kol tpootiBéacty

KaKOL TPOC TOIC 0VGL <KAKOIGIYV>, EnC v icwBfj Toioy &uoicwy:
ol 6¢ Aéyovov pobovug Npiv, ol 8’ Aic®dmov Tt YEAOLOV:

o1 6¢ ok®OTTOVG’, v’ &y® yeAdom kol TOV Bupov Katabdpat.
Kav un tovtolg avanelfoueso, ta Tatdapt’ evBLG avEAKEL
¢ OAeiog kai Todg vigic Th¢ xepdg, ... B

35 Ar. Vesp. 563-69: “Come, let me see: What endearment is not possible for a juror to hear in court? Some bewail
their poverty and pile ills one on top of another until they equal my own; others tell us stories, others something
funny from Aesop; and others tell a joke so that | will laugh and cool my anger. And if we are not persuaded by
these tactics, without delay he drags in his poor little children, both his daughters and sons, by the hand ....”
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Contained in this list are the appeal to poverty and to generally unfortunate circumstances; the
use of entertaining narrative; humor including Aesop’s fables; and, finally, the introduction of
family members to arouse pity. Each of these elements represents a distinctive characteristic of
forensic oratory in particular, and the fact that Aristophanes satirizes them here strongly
suggests that his audience would have been very familiar with and would have associated them
with speeches they had heard in the courts as jurors. For forensic oratory, then, it seems clear that
Athenians had developed at least a rudimentary set of generic expectations.

The evidence for interpretation of deliberative oratory in the fifth century is of a similar
nature. In the agon of the Knights the Sausage-Seller and the Paphlagonian compete with one
another for the affection of Demaos. In his evaluation of the Paphlagonian’s speech, Demos says
that he envies his eloquence ({n\® og Tic evyAmtrtiac).®” Since the speeches of both characters
essentially consist of a series of outlandish and absurd promises, they don’t tell us as much about
deliberative oratory as the Wasps does about forensic; however, they do at least indicate that
Athenian audiences were accustomed to speakers in the Assembly relating to their audience in a
certain way.

The proem to Pericles’ Funeral Oration provides evidence for the existence of a set of
generic expectations for epideictic oratory—or at least for the funeral oration. At the beginning
of his speech, Pericles says, “Oi pev moAloi t@v £vBade 10m eipnkdtv Enavodot TOv Tpochévta
0 Voo TOV Mdyov 16vde.”*® By referring to what “the majority of those who have spoken here”

have said, he clearly expects his audience to have some more or less clear idea of the content of

3 See Pearson (1976), 64 for the association of narrative with forensic oratory.

37 Ar. Eq. 837.

38 Thuc. 2.35: “The majority of those who have spoken here praise the man who added this speech to our ancestral
custom.”
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previous funeral orations, including his own. For at least one type of epideictic oratory, then, the
Athenians had developed during the course of the fifth century a very clear set of generic
expectations. Indeed, Loraux in her reading of Gorgias’ funeral oration argues that reading the

work as an example of the genre is critical to our understanding of it:

However,--and this is the essential point—in order to elucidate this text we must always proceed by
comparison; whether we see it as a mere application of the topoi of the funeral oration or find in it ideas
already developed elsewhere by the Sophist [Gorgias], we must refer to other works in the same series. Qua
epitaphios, the oration acquires its full meaning as an example of a genre; qua epitaphios written by
Gorgias, it is the application of ideas worked out in other texts...3®

One final piece of evidence from the fifth century perhaps sheds the most light on how
audiences were interpreting oratory during this period. In the course of the speech he delivers
during the Mytilene Debate (427 B.C.), Cleon makes the following criticisms of the Athenian

people and of their obsession with inane rhetorical novelties :

Kol HETO KovOTNTOog Hev Adyov dratdcOat dpiotot, petd dedokipacpévon 8¢ pun EuvémecBat E0EAeLy,
doDLot dvieg T@V aigl AtoénwVv, DIEPOTTUL 08 TV ElBOTOV, Kal HAAoTO HEV a0TOG EimElV EKAGTOG
BovAdpevog dvvachat, €1 8¢ pn, avtayoviLopevot toig totadto A&yovst ur Hotepot dkoiovdijcatl SoKelV Tf
yvoun, 6&éwmg 8¢ 11 Aéyovtog mpoemoivéaal, kol tpoaicdécBon te Tpddupot eivar Té Aeyoueva Kol
npovoficon Bpadeic td &€ avtdv dmopnodusvo, (ntodviég e BAAo TL (¢ eineiv §| &v oig {duev, ppovodvieg
8¢ 000¢ TEPL TOV TAPOVI®V IKAVDG® ATADG T€ AKOTiG 1100V NOCOUEVOL Kol GOPIETAV BenTaic £01KOTEG
kadnuévolg pdidiov 1 tepil mdAewg Povrevousvorg.?

This passage demonstrates that by this time it was at least possible to represent an audience who
exhibited a strong interest in interpretation and who had actually broached if only intuitively

some of the issues that were to become central to discourse on the subject. First, there is a clear

39 Loraux (1986), 228.

40 Thuc. 3.38: “And you are best at being deceived by the novelty of a speech, and at not being willing to follow
along with what has proven itself, since you are slaves to what is unusual at any given time and are despisers of
things that are customary, and, since each man desires most of all to be able to speak (well) himself, but if this is not
possible, in vying with those saying such things you desire to seem not to follow behind them in judgment but rather
to praise something clever before the speaker says it, and (you desire to seem) to be eager to foresee the things being
said and yet you are slow to foreknow what will result from them, and seeking, so to speak, something different
from the world we are living in, while not even thinking about present circumstances sufficiently; and simply being
a prey to pleasure in hearing speeches and the audiences of sophists that sit idly by rather than men deliberating
about the city.”
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distinction between what is commonplace and presumably characteristic of deliberative oratory
(TV aiel atdémav vs. @V elwboTmV), which provides further evidence for the importance of
genre in the fifth century. Second, Cleon claims that audience members were eager to show off
their cleverness by anticipating what the speaker was going to say next (mpoaitsOécat ...td
Aeyoueva) and by pretentiously lauding the speaker to whoever happened to be sitting next to
them (mpoenawvéoar). One is reminded of the obnoxious young men Aristophanes satirizes in the
Knights, who praise Phaeax using the technical jargon in vogue at the time.*! Elite Athenians,
then, were interested not only in interpreting oratory but also in couching their interpretations in
some sort of technical language. The interest in anticipating a speaker referred to by Cleon
strongly suggests that audiences were making an attempt, in Schleiermacher’s terms, “to
understand the utterance at first just as well and then better than its author.”*? Interestingly, the
relationship is figured antagonistically: audience members are competing with
(vtoyovilopevor) speakers to see who can think and express the sentiment first. That the
“methodology” in question here involved a psychological as well a generic component seems
clear: you are not going to anticipate sentiments very well by simply imagining a form of
discourse abstracted from its instantiation by an individual speaker. Second, at least a few orators
in the fifth century had very distinctive stylistic identities: the young men’s characterization of
Phaeax cited above is one example, and descriptions of Pericles’ oratory are even more vivid.*® It
seems likely, then, that the audience members whom Cleon criticizes were basing their stylistic

conjectures on both generic expectations and their knowledge of the individual speaker.

4L Ar. E(.1378-80: cooc v’ 6 Paio Sefidc T ok Gmédavev. / cuvepTKOG Yap £0TL KOl TEPAVTIKOC, /KoL
YVOUOTLTTIKOG Kol GOONG Kol KPouoTikds, / KATaANTTIKOS T dptota Tod Bopuprtikod.

42 Schleiermacher (1998), 23.

43 Ar. Ach. 529-30: évtebfev opyfi epuchéng odAvpmog / fiotpant’ &Bpovta Euvekvka Ty ‘EALGSa. ... cf. Eup. fr.
94.
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B. The Fourth Century

The degree to which one can assert the existence of any explicit theories of interpretation
in antiquity is somewhat disputed. Eden asserts that by Plato and Isocrates’ day intellectual

figures had become conscious of and concerned with issues pertaining to hermeneutics:

Nevertheless, there is good reason to believe—and I hope to show—that the earliest critics or interpreters
not only used rhetorical strategies in their exegetical exercises, but actually discussed the interpretive act in
these same terms.**

The two texts she cites as evidence are Socrates’ interpretation of the Simonides’ ode in the
Protagoras and the Spartan sympathizer’s interpretation of the Panathenaicus within the same
9945

work, a figure whom she calls “one of our earliest interpreters and theorists of interpretation.

According to her these two texts actually present summary versions of theories of interpretation:

Nevertheless, his defense of a coherent meaning in Simonides’ ode, like the interpretation of Isocrates’
fictitious exegete, is remarkable in the history of hermeneutics, insofar as it preserves in outline a method
or techné—perhaps standard among the sophists—for solving literary problemata.®

Erler in an article that deals with the relationship between Plato’s Phaedrus and Isocrates’
Panathenaicus claims that these two works are “. . . Testimonien des ersten hermeneutischen
Disputes in der Antike.”*’ Yunis, too, argues for an “explicit concern with hermeneutics” at the
turn of the fifth century, especially in Plato and Thucydides.*®

Glenn Most, however, is much more skeptical about the existence of any sort of
systematic hermeneutics in antiquity. One of the primary theses of his article, which explores the

relationship between rhetoric and modernity, is “. . . daf es in der Antike keine Hermeneutik in

44 Eden (1987), 60.
4 ibid., 60.

46 ibid., 66.

47 Erler (1992), 125.
4 Yunis (2003), 190.
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unserem Sinne gab.”*® What he means by “in unserem Sinne” is clarified by a later assertion in
the same article:

und jene antiken Ansatze sind im Sand verlaufen, denn weder haben ihre eigenen Urheber sie zu
systematischen Theorien entwickelt, noch haben andere antike Denker sie kritisch rezipiert und productiv
weiterverarbeitet. Wenn wir unter Hermeneutik die systematische Ausarbeitung von Regeln zur
erfolgreichen Deutung schriftlich fixierter Texte verstehen, dann mussen wir feststellen, daf3 es diese in der
Antike einfach nicht gab.°

Certain authors, then, developed the rudiments of what might have become systematic theories
of interpretation, but these never blossomed into anything more rigorous. The difference between
Most’s and Eden’s position seems to be one merely of degree, the former arguing for a lower, the
latter for a higher degree of elaboration and systematicity. In my first chapter | will give a more
precise account of the status of hermeneutics when Demosthenes’ career began, and | will show
that on the one hand “the first hermeneutic debate” between Plato and Isocrates provided readers
with some very specific interpretive strategies pertaining to fundamental hermeneutic issues such
as authorial intention, the hermeneutic circle, and the role of genre; however, due to the specific
form this decades-long debate took, the approaches to interpretation that emerge are somewhat
eccentric and opaque and are conditioned by the fact that they were developed within literary
works belonging to particular genres.

In addition to the problem of the debate itself, there is also the issue of whether fourth-
century readers would have been exposed to both Isocrates’ speeches and Plato’s Phaedrus. |
would argue that there is strong enough evidence for the circulation of both among the same
class of reader. There is the aforementioned passage from Isocrates’ Panathenaicus (pg. 12),

which suggests that his works were widely used among teachers of rhetoric in Athens. Further,

49 Most (1984), 65.

%0 |bid. Gadamer (1976), 21 argues in more general terms that the advent of hermeneutics “... represents an effort to
grasp at something vanishing and hold it up to the light of consciousness” and thus that it tends to arise “in later
stages of cultural evolution” such as Alexandrian philology.
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Avristotle refers far more frequently to his speeches than to those of any other orator.* Broad
dissemination of his speeches, then, is beyond dispute. As for the distribution of the Phaedrus,
the main evidence is the fact that both Isocrates and Alcidamas clearly read and engaged with it,
as | will discuss at length in my first chapter. Also, the criticism Plato makes of Isocrates in this
dialogue and the Euthydemus suggests that he anticipated a more general readership. In light of
all these considerations, | will assume that there was a group of rhetorically educated readers

who were acquainted with both Isocrates’ speeches and Plato’s Phaedrus.

5. Note on Texts and Translations
Unless otherwise noted, I have cited Dilts’ Oxford Classical Text edition for all of
Demosthenes’ speeches, except the Prooemia, for which I have used Clavaud’s Budé edition.>?
For all other authors, | have cited the text found in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. For words
he considers spurious, Dilts uses curly brackets, while square brackets indicate restorations in the

text of papyri. All translations are my own unless otherwise noted.

51 For discussion of Aristotle’s citation practice in the Rhetoric, see Trevett (1996a) and pg. 375 for Isocrates in
particular.
%2 Dilts (2002); Clavaud (1974).
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Chapter 1
Reading

In this chapter | will examine the horizon of expectations of the 4" century Athenian
readers to whom Demosthenes’ speeches would have first been distributed. The results of this
examination will then be used in the following chapters to orient my approach to interpreting his
speeches. In order to reconstruct the perspective of his readers, | will use a variety of primary
sources, but the most significant will be Plato’s Phaedrus and Isocrates” Encomium of Helen,
Evagoras, Antidosis, and Panathenaicus. | have selected these works because they develop a
spectrum of possible interpretive methodologies that would have been available to readers when
Demosthenes’ speeches were distributed. The chapter will be organized chronologically

beginning with the earliest published work.

1. Isocrates’ Encomium of Helen
How much and how should an oration mean? For the original audiences of deliberative
and forensic oratory, it is obvious that there should be a meaning and a lucid one. Indeed, for
Dionysius functionality is the constitutive element of practical oratory that distinguishes it from
non-occasional prose. In his essay On the Style of Demosthenes, he characterizes the orator’s

intentions in the following way:

0 ¢ PNTOP TOD TE APKODVTOC 6TOYXALETAL KOl TOVG KOPOVG GUUUETPETTOL OVK €ig Avadnua Kol KTijuo
Ka<taokevalmv> v AEEw udvov domep 0 GLYYPAPEDG, AAAL Kal ig ypTiov. dote 0UTE TO GOPEG
gkPéPNKEY, 00 TPMOTOL TOIC Evarywviolg Adyorg Sei, T6 Te devog stvon Sokslv, £¢° @ peMoTo QaiveTal
onovdalwv, Tpoceilnge.t

1 D.H. Dem. 10: “The orator aims at what is sufficient and measures occasions properly, not only preparing his style
to be an eternal dedication and possession like the writer, but also for use. And so clarity does not wander off, of
which there is the utmost need in trial speeches, and the speaker has assumed an air of cleverness in addition, for
which he shows the greatest degree of eagerness.”
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The orator, then, cannot simply write a ktfijpo é¢ aiei a la Thucydides but rather must orient his
cleverness and eternity towards a definite purpose, be it persuading a jury or inciting members of
the Assembly to action. Interpretation in such circumstances is a relatively simple affair: do |
find so and so’s arguments convincing? In the case of Isocrates, however, whose works straddle
the line between the epideictic and the practical,? things become much more complicated.

It is striking how divided scholars have been on the question of what and how much some
of Isocrates” major works mean. As I will discuss presently with respect to the Encomium of
Helen (referred to hereafter as Helen) and as we shall see later when we come to the Antidosis
and Panathenaicus, there is usually one camp which argues that one of the aforementioned
works is mere epideictic in the worst sense and thus does not really mean very much at all, while
the other camp asserts that, if one actually interprets said speech correctly, it proves to be a
coherent and meaningful work of art or artful political propaganda depending on the scholar in
question. This tension within the reception of Isocrates seems to me to reflect an inherent feature
of his works. Although the nature of and rationale for it vary from work to work, Isocrates’
“literary” or “political” or “philosophical" or “literary-political-philosophical” project as a whole
suffers from a more fundamental form of schizophrenia. Whatever conclusion one comes to
about the implications of this for his own oratory, | will demonstrate that for fourth-century
readers it created a spectrum of interpretive approaches ranging from a somewhat passive to a

hyperactive relation to the text.

2 For the problem of determining the generic status of Isocrates” own speeches and for discussion of his views on
genre, see Too (1995), 13-35 and Papillon (1996), 377.
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Beginning with Aristotle’s attempt to explain the proem in the Rhetoric,® interpreting the
Helen has proven a vexed undertaking. Although a full overview of the literature falls outside the
scope of this chapter, in brief there are political readings,* there are pedagogical readings,® there
are technical readings,® and there are purely aesthetical readings.’” With varying degrees of
violence scholars have been able to interpret the meaning, purpose, and quality of the Helen in
manifold ways. Rather than present a new interpretation or a response to a previous one, | want
to approach the work from a different angle by asking how much and how does the work itself
claim to mean and how does it want to be read.

Near the end of the Helen, Isocrates hymns beauty, the source of Helen’s power, in

almost ecstatic tones:

KaAhovg yap TAglotov puépog [Helen] petéoyev, 6 oepvotatov kai TyidTaToV koi Bedtatov Tdv dvimv
gotiv. Padwov 6¢ yvdvar v dHvapuy adtod- Tdv pev yap avopiag fj so@iag 1j dtkatocvvng un Hetexdviov
TOAAQ POVAGETOL TILAOUEVO LAAAOV T| TOVTOV EKAGTOV, TAV 0& KAAAOVG ATECTEPNUEVOVY 0DOEV EDPTGOUEY
AYOTOUEVOV OALA TTAVTO KOTOQPOVOVLEVE, TANY oa TaTNG ThG 1060¢ KEKOWVAVNKEVY, Kol TNV ApeTnv S
00710 PdAoT’ gddokipodoay, 6Tt KAAAGTOV TV Enttndevpdtov €otiv. ['voin & &v Tig kakeibev doov
Srapépet TV dvtov, £& GV avtol StatBépsdo Tpdg EkacTov avTdY. TdV pév yap SAAov GV &v &v ypeia
yevoueda, Toyelv povov Bovdopedo, mepattépm 08 TEPL COTAOV 0VOEV Tf| WOYT] TPOoTETOVOULEY: TRV OE
KaA®V Epmg NUiv Eyylyvetat, Tocobt® peil® 100 BodrecBatl pouny £xov do@mep kol 10 TPdyUa KPETTTOV
gotv. Koi toic pév ket cdveoy fj kat’ 8AAo L mpoéyovoty eBovodpey, v uf @ moreiv fudg 0 kad’
EKAOTNV TNV NLEPOV TPOCAYAYMVTOL KOL OTEPYEY GOAG OVTOVG AVAYKACWOOLV: TOlG 8¢ KAAOTS VOV
i86vTeg cOvol yryvoueda kol pdvovg amtovg domep Todg Bodg ovK dmoryopevousv Oepomedoveg, GAN’
fd10v doviedopev Toic TolovTOIC | TV MA@V Epyouev ...

3 Arist. Rhet. 3.14 (1414b).

4 Kennedy (1958), 81 argues that the work represents the first version of what was to become Isocrates’ hobby-
horse, Panhellenism.

5 J. Poulakos (1986), 5: “Grounded historically and textually, this interpretation will posit that the Helen argues that
rhetoric, as Isocrates understands it, is the best kind of education in Athens. Reading the encomium analogically, |
will show that the historical situation Isocrates describes in the proemium is responded to in the main body. In light
of this reading, [ will argue that the Helen exhibits unity in its structure, its purpose, and its meaning.” cf. Eucken
(1983), 81: “Die Aufgabe dieser Schrift ist es danach nicht nur, das in den Grundziigen von der Sophistenrede her
bekannte Programm zu prézisieren, sondern auch an einem Beispiel vorzufiihren, wie in Isokrates’ Schule die
Redekunst gehandhabt wird.” cf. Dalfen (1985-6), 110-11.

& Livingstone (2001), 13 argues that the Busiris and Helen represent successful attempts to “nullify the paradoxical
quality” from a given subject by proper technical application of the genre of encomium and that they thus pave the
way for appropriation of the genre into prose. Blank (2013), 30, however, disputes this claim.

" For Blass (1893) Il, 246 the Helen seems to represent a sort of formal unity peculiar to the genre where
heterogeneous structural elements are aesthetically(?) combined to form a unified and cohesive whole. However, the
work has no deeper meaning: “Jedenfalls wollte Isokrates ein rhetorisches Kunststiick liefern, und nichts mehr als
das.”

8 1soc. 10.54-7: “For Helen had the greatest share of beauty, which is the holiest, most honored, and most divine of
all things. And it is easy to know its power; for of the things that do not partake in bravery or wisdom or justice
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We can honor things that do not have a share of wisdom (t@v ... coeioag ... un peteyoviwv), but
we cannot even live with those which are bereft of beauty (t@v ... kdAlovg dneotepnuévov).
Further, we resent those of above average intelligence if they are not constantly doing us a good
turn. But the beautiful, to them we immediately become well-disposed. Other things we merely
want (tuyeiv povov BovAdpueba) but can do without; for beauty, however, we suffer £pwc. And
thus we take more pleasure in being slaves to the beautiful than in ruling all the ugly others. The
hierarchy here is clear: Omnia vincit pulchritudo, so to speak. It is notable, though, that beauty
conquers intelligence not once but twice in this passage: we can live with the unwise but not with
the ugly, and we resent the intelligent but not the beautiful. And what’s more our experience of
the beautiful is not figured as a rational one. For, regardless of whether these beautiful things or
people are well-disposed to us, we immediately become their slaves as soon as we set eyes on
them (e00V¢ 1d6vTEQ).

That Isocrates, at least, believed his Kunstprosa was capable of having the same effect on
his readers as £€pwg does on lovers is confirmed by a passage from the Antidosis. In that work he
criticizes those who crave the ability to speak well yet slander those who actually have

developed this ability:

NyoDpon TévTog TodS GUOTIHME S1oKEEVOVS, EMBLUNTIKGCS EXOVTOC TOD QPPOVETY €D Kol AEYetV ... TPOC 88
TOVG TOAMY EMUEAELAY TOLOVHEVOVE Kad TuXETV Povdopévoue, GV eig émbupioy ovTol kaesTdoy,

many will clearly be honored more than each of these qualities, but we will find that none of the things bereft of
beauty is held dear but all are despised, except as many as share in this form, and we will find that virtue is respected
for this reason most of all, because it is the most beautiful of pursuits. And one could know from the following
consideration as well how different it is from everything else, namely from how we are disposed to each of them.
For as to everything else we are in need of, we only desire to obtain it, but beyond this we suffer nothing additional
in our soul concerning them; but for beautiful things longing is produced in us, possessing a strength that is greater
in proportion to the magnitude of the thing. And we are resentful of those who are superior in intelligence or any
other respect, unless they reconcile us on a daily basis by treating us well and compel us to cherish them; but from
the moment we lay eyes on the beautiful, we feel benevolence towards them and never become weary of serving
them alone like the gods, indeed we take more pleasure in serving them than in ruling everyone else.”
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SuokOAmG Exetv kol {NAOTULTETY Kol TAG Yoy OGS TETAPAYLEVMS dtakeloBot kal memovOEvar TapamAncio Toig
gpdotv- tiva yap &v Tic odtoig dmeveykelv aitiov &yot mpemmdsotépay Tantng;®

Just like lovers the ineloquent suffer a feeling of longing for the ability to speak and think well.
Further, just as those who see Helen and anything beautiful behave irrationally, so the lovers of
eloquence paradoxically slander and reproach those who possess the very faculty they desire.

Another piece of evidence that suggests that Isocrates wanted his readers to associate the
experience of his prose with that of erotic desire is a later passage from the Helen itself. After
finishing his reverie on the human response to beauty, Isocrates moves on to the gods. Why, he
says, should I keep rambling on about human opinions (tag avBporivag d6&ag) when | can talk
about the gods instead? Zeus, ruler of all the gods, was willing to assume the base forms of
animals in his pursuit of beauty; there is one thing, however, that distinguishes him as a lover
from others and from Theseus in particular: dei 8¢ peta tévng AL’ o0 peta Piog Onpodpevog
[Zeus] paiveton v Vo TV Totonv.10 The reference here to hunting after beauty with téyvn
seems to be a clear if veiled reference to Isocrates’ own hunt within the Helen itself.

So Isocrates’ Kunstprosa is characterized by a beauty superior to wisdom and intelligence
which provokes an irrational desire in the reader as soon as he sets eyes and ears on it. The
question, then, is what the implications of this are for the meaning of the Helen and for
interpretation in general. | would argue that Isocrates views meaning and interpretation as a

needless imposition on or rather harmful obstruction to the sensual pleasure that distinguishes

% Isoc. 12.244-245: “1 believe that those who have ambition, feeling a desire for developing prudence and for being
eloquent ... and who show diligence and desire to obtain the things that they have developed a desire for, these men
get upset and become envious and experience a disturbance in their souls and have experienced the sort of things
lovers do; for what charge could one lay against them more fitting than this?”

10 Ibid. 10.59. cf. the description of Theseus’ abduction of Helen earlier in the speech (19): ... Pig Aapav adtv &ic
Agidvav ti|g Attikilg kotébeto. Eucken (1983), 82-3 argues that Isocrates presents an “indirekte Kritik” of Theseus’
conduct here, but that, in the end, “Die nicht ganz gebilligte Gewalttat wird doch von Theseus in seiner ganzen
Person vertreten, und so kann in seiner Geschichte die beispielhafte Ausstrahlung von Helenas Gestalt aufgewiesen
werden...” This argument seems dubious to me.
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encomium as a genre: in lieu of meaning stands &pwg. As weighty mythological paradigms and
sexy paradoxical arguments float before the reader’s consciousness, all couched in Isocrates’
characteristically lush, antithetical periods, which are, in his own words, “full of many arguments
and of not a few antitheses and isocola and the rest of the figures that glisten in speeches”!!
(argument=adornment), his senses are thrilled while a vague sensation of gravitas and of the
majesty of grand mythological figures occupies his mind and memory.1? If while savoring the
encomium the reader happens to become anxious at some point about what it all means, the
hymn to beauty advises him not to try to rationalize his experience but rather to yield to his
desire for beauty.

Norden attributes our inability to derive the same sort of supreme delight (das hochste
Entzucken] from reading Isocrates that the ancients did to a fundamental distinction in taste
between modern and ancient readers.'®* Wilamowitz called susceptibility to “the charm of the
Isocratean oration”(den Zauber der isokrateischen Rede) a decisive test for one’s understanding
of Greek art, while one’s determination of whether Isocratean art has the right to exist constitutes
a test for his taste in art in general. One should, he suggests, deny it this right: “denn diese
Schonheit ist absolut leere Form, leer an Inhalt, leer an Seele.”** He seems to envision some sort

of formal extraction whereby while reading Isocrates one can admire the Greek aesthetic

sensibility while dismissing the oration’s substantive void. There is some truth to both of these

Usoc.12.2: [AOyoug] ....tOAAGY pév EvBupmudtov yépovtag, ovk OAymv & aviidécemv Kol Tapiodoemv Kol Tdv
A @V idedv TdV &v Taig pnropeiong dtwiapmovody .... This description of his “youthful style” occurs in Isocrates’
final work, the Panathenaicus.

12 Jebb (1893) 11, 102-3 seemed to be getting at the purely aesthetic function of the mythological material when he
characterizes its effect in the Helen thus: “Isocrates conceived that dignity and gravity might be added to encomia of
the conventional type by connecting with mythical subject-matter some topic of practical interest, political or
moral...” A pinch of Paris and several tablespoons of Theseus, and voila, a nice full-bodied encomium.

13 Norden (1915): “Das, was ihn dem modernen Leser bei lingerer Lektiire so langweilig macht, seine
Leidenschaftslosigkeit und Glatte, hat im Altertum das hochste Entziicken hervorgerufen.”

14 Wilamowitz (1911), 70.
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positions, but I would argue that the experience is neither wholly irrecoverable nor entirely
formal. Reading the Helen is a no man’s land experience; it is difficult to pinpoint and
characterize cognitively and aesthetically: it does not produce the racing Assoziationsablauf that
one expects of works of art, and yet amidst his static mental state the reader feels not bored but
satisfyingly occupied with a vision of—well, on a substantive level the mythological grandeur of
Theseus is a necessary ingredient, while the expansive periodicity plays its role on the formal
side. Nietzsche’s characterization of the limitations of the modern reader when approaching

Isocrates points toward a solution:

Das isocrat. Kunstwerk ... steht uns fremder als etwa die Demosthen. Rede; wir horen zu stark auf den
Gedanken [bolding mine], finden diese nicht tief, staatsmannisch, philosophisch genug; ein wenig
Mittelgut!, u. wir begreifen die Wirkung nicht, die sie hatten.®

But how to think less without abandoning thought altogether? Perhaps Dionysius’ river analogy
can help: one can imagine watching, listening to, thinking the serene, majestic flow of a river as

the hours pass.

2. Isocrates’ Evagoras
Isocrates’ next significant contribution to contemporary discourse on hermeneutics can be
found in his Evagoras, an encomium composed for the late king of Cyprus of this name which is
generally dated to sometime between 370 and 365 B.C.,'® that is after the death of Evagoras in
374/3 B.C. The prooemium, the section of the speech on which I too will focus my attention, has
received a lot of scholarly attention of late primarily due to its implications for contemporary

views on the relationship between prose and poetry. In an article devoted to this issue, Graff

15 Bornmann (1995), 11.4, 382. This passage is taken from notes prepared by Nietzsche for a series of lectures he
delivered in Basel in 1872-3 on the subject of “Die Geschichte der griechischen Beredsamkeit.”
16 Blass (1893) 1, 285 and Alexiou (2010), 38-9 with bibliography.
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discusses a section of the prooemium at length, and Alexiou has written an article on its
indebtedness to the Athenian funeral oration.!” The Evagoras’s relationship to Pindaric
encomium has also received significant attention.*® Although I will refer to these studies insofar
as they pertain to the subject of this chapter, I will focus my attention on how the prooemium
directs the reader to interpret the work. Kennedy has argued that Isocrates’ Panathenaicus
represents an antecedent to modern reader-reception,'® and, although this claim is problematic
for that speech as | will discuss later in this chapter, | will argue that the Evagoras does indeed
gesture towards a reader-reception based model of interpretation.

In the prooemium Isocrates makes a strong claim to originality and innovation. After
criticizing those who out of mere envy reject encomia of contemporary figures in favor of
hearing the traditional praises of mythological heroes, he argues that those who are sensible

should ignore these vicious critics for the following reason:

... BAA®OG T’ Emeldn Koi ToG EmdOoELS IopeY Yryvouévag Kol TV TeyvdV Kol TV GAA®V AmdvTev oV d1d ToVG
EUUEVOVTOG TOTG KOBEGTMOV, AALA d1dt TOVG EmavopBoDVTaG Kol TOAUDVTOG (el TL KIVETY TV P KOADS
gyovTov.2

The Evagoras, as he proceeds to claim, will be an attempt to “correct and disturb” the
social/literary problem that he has discussed in the preceding section, namely that writers are not
composing encomia for contemporary figures. For he will undertake the difficult task of being

the first?! “to write an encomium of a [contemporary] man in prose” (Gvdpdg apeTiv d1d Adywv

17 Graff (2005) and Alexiou (2009).

18 See Race (1987) for an extended comparison of the two and pg. 131, fn. 3 for bibliography.

19 Kennedy (1989), 497.

2 Isoc. 9.7: “...especially since we know that progress occurs in the arts and everything else due to the influence not
of those who adhere to the established order, but of those who make improvements and are willing at any given time
to alter whatever he does not find satisfactory.”

2L Since Aristotle (Rhet. 1368a17) claims that the first encomium was written for a man named Hippolochus, the
validity of Isocrates’ claim to be the first has been disputed. See Alexiou (2010), 29 for discussion. Since however,
as Alexiou notes there, Isocrates may not have even been aware of the existence of this encomium and since the
Evagoras exercised “einen pragenden Einflu} auf die Entwicklung der Gattung,” the question of whether he was
actually the first or not is not as critical as it may at first seem.
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gykomalew)?2. This of course immediately creates an interpretive problem for any prospective
audience insofar as comparison of a given work with others of the same genre constitutes an
important element of literary interpretation. When interpreting the Helen, for example, audiences
could at least compare or rather contrast it with the paradoxical encomia that Isocrates so
strongly criticizes and with Gorgias’s Helen. Should we in fact use the mythological encomia as
comparanda? To some extent this is inevitable, but since Isocrates has just finished criticizing
this very genre and the way in which the virtues of mythological heroes have been praised
hyperbolically, one should be reluctant to lump the two types together.

And so should we compare the Evagoras with poetic encomia of contemporary figures?

This is not suitable either, for prose is a much more restricted form of discourse than poetry:
Toig v yap momroic moAhol SéSovtol kdopor- kol yop mAnciélovtog todg Oeodg Toig avOpdrolg ooy T’
adToic moroot kod Stakeyopévoug kai cuvaymviopévoug oig dv BovAnd@dcty, kol mepi TodTmV SnAdoL pr
UOVOV TOTG TETAYIEVOLS OVOLOGLY, GALG TO PEV EEVOLC, TG 08 KOVOIg, TO O LETAPOPOIS, Kol UNOEV
TOPAATELY, GALO TAG1Y TOTG €(decty dlamotkiAat TNV Toinov: Toig 6 mePl TOVG AOYOLS 0VOEY EEgoTIV TOV
TOOVTOV, GAA’ ATOTOUMG KOl TAOV OVOUAT®V TOIG TOAMTIKOIG HoOVOV Kal TV EvBuunudtov Toig mepl avTag
T0¢ TPAEels avaykaiov oty ypiicbat. IIpog 08 TohToIg Ol PEV HETA HETPOV Kol PLOU@Y dravta woloboty, ol
8> 00devog TovTMY Kovmvodoty-2

Note that the elements classified under koot include not only formal features such as meter
and diction but also elements of content: poets can narrate interactions of gods with men, while
this is not permitted in prose. Scholars have called attention to the fact that the description of
prose Isocrates gives here conflicts with his own practice and with descriptions he gives in other

works: one can easily find metaphors in any one of his works,?* and in Against the Sophists (§16)

22 Isoc. 9.8.

2 Isoc. 9.9-10: “For many forms of ornamentation have been granted to poets: they can make the gods have dealings
with men and converse with them and aid those whom they wish to in a struggle, and they can express these things
using not only standard but also foreign words, neologisms, and metaphors, and they do not suffer any restriction but
can adorn their poems with all manner of embellishment. To writers of prose, on the other hand, none of these things
is permitted, but they are strictly forced to use common words and material that deals with the way things actually
happen. And in addition poets compose in various meters and rhythms, while writers of prose have no share in any
of these.”

24 For further discussion of this issue, see Chapter 5.2.B.
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and the Antidosis (8846-7) he claims that his prose is something more elevated than that of mere
pettifoggers and that it actually does resemble poetry on a formal level.?® Alexiou argues that the
contradiction can be resolved by viewing the remarks in the Evagoras as a Hindernismotiv: by
overstating the disadvantages of prose in relation to poetry, Isocrates amplifies his
accomplishment in overcoming them.?® Although this certainly must be one of the motivations
for the comparison, it is nevertheless still true that prose authors cannot bring in gods, write in
meter, employ daring metaphors or exotic diction, and it is also true that in general they have to
adhere more closely to “the events themselves” (toig mepi avtag tac npa&eic). The discursive
dichotomization, then, is still to some degree valid and important for the audience’s
interpretation of the work: we clearly should not be evaluating the Evagoras in the same way we
would one of Pindar’s epinician odes. However, since this is the first prose encomium of a
contemporary figure, we are left in a state of interpretive aporia at this point: if there are no other
examples of the genre and if one should not compare the work with poetic encomia, how should
he interpret it? We perhaps expect that Isocrates, after giving us a litany of elements that prose
writers do not have at their disposal, will proceed to give us positive guidance on how we should
be reading this work. However, after finishing his discussion of the advantages of poetry, he

concludes the prooemium thus:

‘Opog 6¢ Koinep T060DTOV TAEOVEKTOVONG TH|G TOWOEMS, OVK OKVNTEOV, GAA’ ATOTELPATEOV TMV AOY®OV
€oTiv, &l kai ToUT0 duVNCOoVTOL, TOVG Ayadovg dvopag eDAOYEY UNBEY YElpoV TV €V Taig MO Kai TOlg
uétporg dykopalovimv.?’

% See Alexiou (2010), 84 for discussion of the relationship of these descriptions to one another. Graff (2005), 321
mentions the problem in passing; Alexiou (2009), 48 provides much fuller discussion with bibliography.

% Alexiou (2010), 85.

2 Isoc. 9.11: “But nevertheless although poetry has so great an advantage, one must not shy away, but prose must be
tested to see if it too will have the ability to eulogize good men no worse than those who have composed encomia in
verse.”
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In spite of such disadvantages, then, one must still make an attempt to see if prose can praise
men as well as poetry can. But what does undév yeipov mean at this point? If prose lacks some of
the fundamental thematic and formal elements associated with artistic eulogy, how could it
possibly not be inferior?

Sykutris asks this same question and comes to the conclusion that Isocrates desired to
appropriate the pedagogical function of poetry: “Dieses hohere Ziel des pued’ néovijg moudedetv
verfolgt auch Is.[Isocrates] mit seinem Werke, das er den dichterischen Produkten
gleichzustellen wagt.”?® Since in the Evagoras Isocrates does tell Nicocles, Evagoras’ son, that
he composed the work in the belief that it would serve as an exhortation to Evagoras’ posterity?°
and since pedagogy is such an important element of the Isocratic program in general, Sykutris’
claim does seem plausible. However, due to the fact that Isocrates describes the intention of the
speech in more general terms as an attempt at eulogizing (evloyeiv) in prose in a way no worse
than poetic encomia have done, it seems unnecessary to restrict the goal of the work to ue6’
noéoviic maudevety, especially when he has devoted so much attention to the aesthetic rather than
to the pedagogical aspects of poetry in the preceding sections.

| would argue that the sections of the prooemium | have discussed represent
Isocrates’ solution to the interpretive problem he knew he was going to face when he distributed
the Evagoras. He anticipated that audiences would attempt to compare it with either
mythological or poetic encomia, both of which were unsuitable in many respects as comparanda
for the Evagoras. In order to carve out space for his new genre of prose encomium, he does not
choose in his preface to give the reader a detailed characterization of it in positive terms, and one

can wonder how clearly he himself conceived of it as a distinct genre. Instead, he defines it in

28 Sykutris (1927), 45.
2 Isoc. 9.76.
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largely negative terms in relation to existing genres and then concludes the preface by describing
the work as a mere attempt (dromeipatéov). The reader, then, is left to determine for himself
whether the attempt is successful and thus whether prose can in fact praise men as well as poetry.
Sykutris argues that Isocrates encourages the reader to compare the two because he is fully
confident that his prose encomium will prove superior,® and in light of his conceitedness this
seems likely enough. However, in spite of all the formal and structural parallels that scholars
such as Race and Papillon have noted between the Evagoras and Pindar’s epinician odes, it
seems in some fundamental sense absurd even to compare the two in detail: Can the most
obscure, daring, paratactic poet really be doing the same thing as the most lucid, commonplace,
hypotactic orator? | would argue instead that the sort of comparison Isocrates envisions is much
more fluid and eclectic than what Sykutris has in mind. The reader is implicitly asked to evaluate
Isocrates’ attempt on the basis of almost no positive criteria: at the same time as he is reading the
Evagoras, he must also be developing an interpretive model according to which he will
determine its quality. Since Isocrates has virtually ruled out any strict comparison with works in
related genres, the manner in which any given reader will decide to evaluate the Evagoras will
be highly individualized: quot homines, tot rationes interpretationis, so to speak. The genre of
prose encomium is only instantiated within the individual reader on the basis of whatever criteria
he chooses to identify as constitutive thereof. Inevitably he will end up using other encomia of
various sorts as comparanda, but not in any systematic fashion and only very selectively (and
anxiously).

This does not mean, however, that Isocrates intended to allow the reader to respond

negatively to the work. All potential criticisms—it is not as imaginative as other types of

30 Sykutris (1927), 43.
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encomia, the language is not as interesting, and it seems bare without any meter—have been
deflected away from the work itself to the limitations of prose as a form: any element in the
Evagoras that the reader finds distasteful or dissatisfying must be attributed to one of the items
found in the extensive catalog of prose’s disadvantages in relation to poetry. The reader, then, is
only free to praise the Evagoras, not to disparage it; Isocrates only allows for an infinite variety
of positive responses. What emerges from the Evagoras is a very rhetorical form of proto-reader
reception; it is a freedom of response and production of meaning subjected to Isocrates’ ever

lurking ambition and lust for praise.

3. Plato’s Phaedrus

There are at least three sections of the Phaedrus that pertain to literary interpretation, and
it is on these that I intend to focus my attention. The sections in question are the first interlude
after Phaedrus recites Lysias’ speech (234c-237a); Socrates’ theory of disposition and form,
presented in the form an organic metaphor (264b-c); and finally the criticism of writing (274b-
278e). The literature on this dialogue is particularly vast and interdisciplinary: Griswold, writing
in 1996, stated that ... in the last ten years the attention and respect accorded the Phaedrus and
the issues it raises are nothing short of remarkable.”®! In the following section I will focus my
attention on the scholarship pertaining to the following issues: the significance of Plato’s
characterization of Phaedrus; Socrates’ interpretation not only of Lysias’s speech but also of
Phraedrus’s reading thereof; the significance of the organic metaphor of structure for literary
interpretation; and, finally, the relationship of Plato’s criticism of writing to literary culture in 4%

century Athens.

31 Griswold (1996), viii. See the rest of this preface for a discussion of the various reasons the dialogue has received
so much attention in recent years. This work also contains one of the most extensive bibliographies on the Phaedrus.
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A. Phaedrus as Reader

The characterization of Phaedrus has received considerable scholarly attention: both
Griswold and Ferrari devote extensive discussion to it in their monographs on the dialogue, and
for Usener, whose work deals with the relationship between writing and orality in Isocrates and
Plato, the characterization of Phaedrus is central to understanding his relationship to
contemporary literary culture.®® Ferrari colorfully describes him thus: “Anachronistically put, he
is literary journalist, publisher, and ubiquitous salon presence rolled together.”* For Griswold he

represents “a disciple of texts3*

who, when reading Lysias’ speech, “...is in a world of his own,
or rather, in the world of the text with which he identifies.”*® Usener’s characterization is similar
to Ferrari’s, but she highlights the importance of Phaedrus as a paradigmatic figure:

“Phaidros wird von Platon in zwei Dialogen als literaturinteressiert und —kundig
charakterisiert—er kann wohl aufgrund seiner Mentalitét als ‘typischer’ Leser angesehen
werden.”*® All of these views nicely complement one another, and they will provide the basis for
my argument about the function of Phaedrus in relation to Plato’s view of literary interpretation.
For I will argue that he serves as a vehicle for dramatizing the act of an erroneous mode of
interpretation and that Socrates does not criticize Lysias’ speech itself so much as the speech as
interpreted by Phaedrus.

After he finishes reciting the speech to Socrates, Phaedrus asks him to evaluate it in very

general terms: Ti cot paivetot, @ Zdkpatec, O AdYog; ovy VTEPPLAS Té TE EALO Kol TOIC

32 Griswold (1996), 18-25; Ferrari (1987), 4-9; Usener (1994) 186-7.
33 Ferrari (1987), 5.

34 Griswold (1996), 53.

% Ibid., 52.

36 Usener (1994), 187.
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ovopacty ipficbar;®” His reference to style (toic ovopactv)®® is specific enough, but the
indeterminate 4 ... &AAa makes any comprehensive response to the question of whether the
speech has been spoken “extraordinarily well” (bmepeuac) virtually impossible. Consequently,
when Socrates responds, he chooses to evaluate not the speech itself but rather Phaedrus’s

response to it:

Acpoviog pév odv, ® &toipe, dote pe sxkmhayfivar. kol todto &ym Enabov S0 o4, @ Paidpe, mpdg o
amoPAénmv, &t Epoi £60Kels yivuahat DTTO ToD AdYoV PETAED AVOYLYVACK®V: YOOUEVOS Yip 6€ PEALOV T
2ug dnaiety mepi TV To100T®V Gol eimduNV, koi Emduevog cuveBdiyevoa pett cod thg Oelag keoific.*

The particle combination p&v odv explicitly marks Socrates’ statement as an affirmative
correction of Phaedrus’s assessment, while doupovimg suggests that Socrates is responding not to
the quality of the speech but rather to its effect on Phaedrus, thus anticipating his later
characterization of the latter and himself as being inspired (cuvefakysvoa) by it. As
commentators have noted, Socrates’ characterization here is clearly ironical.*® If one agrees with
Usener that Phaedrus represents the typical reader, then the implicit criticism contained in Plato’s
reference to inspiration here can be said to be directed more generally at a contemporary way of
reading oratory. Phaedrus, in losing possession of himself while reciting Lysias’ speech,
becomes a passive reader: rather than attempting to critique the text objectively, he identifies
with its perspective completely. By depicting him in this way, Plato takes aim more generally at
contemporary reading practices. As | have argued in an earlier section of this chapter, Isocrates

would have expected his readers to have the same sort of reaction to his Helen that Phaedrus

7P, Phdr. 234c6-7: “How does the speech seem to you, Socrates? Doesn’t it seem to have been spoken
extraordinarily well, in other respects and in style?”

38 For this interpretation of toic dvopacty, see Yunis (2011), ad loc.

39 PI. Phdr. 234d: “Nay rather it was inspired, my friend, so that I was astounded. And I suffered this because of
you, Phaedrus, as | watched you intently, because you seemed to me to derive such pleasure from the speech while
reciting it; for believing that you know more about this sort of thing than | do, | followed you and in following |
became inspired with you, divine head.”

40 de Vries (1969) and Yunis (2011) ad loc.
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does to Lysias’s erotic speech. However, as I demonstrated in my reading of the prooemium of
the Evagoras, in that work Isocrates encourages his readers to be active and indeed to formulate
consciously a method of interpretation while reading. The difference between the two is based on
genre: mythological encomia should not be read in the same way as encomia of contemporary
figures. Although Isocrates would have disapproved of Phaedrus’s response to Lysias’s speech
since he was critical of works based on paradoxical propositions,** he nevertheless was not
opposed to a passive and “inspired” mode of reading per se and thus would have criticized
Phaedrus not for losing control of himself but rather for becoming inspired by such a base genre:
one should be a bacchant in the presence of a Helen, not a conniving non-lover.

The next mistake Phaedrus makes stems from a fundamental misconception of the nature
of oratory. After noticing Socrates’ irony and asking him to give a serious reply, Phaedrus
reformulates his question in the following way: oiet dv Tva &xewv ginelv dAlov TdV EAAMvov
grepa ToVTOV peilm kol mieio mepi Tod ovtod mpdypatoc;*? Socrates, somewhat surprised by this

question, gives the following response:

Ti 0¢; kai Tahtn Ol VT’ £pod Te Kol 60D TOV Adyov EmatvedTjvat, ®g Ta 6¢ovta €ipnKoOTOg TOD TOMTOD, AAA’
0oUK €Kkeivr) LOVoV, 8Tt G| Kol oTpoyyOAd, Kol Akppds Exaota TdV dvordTmV AroTeTOpveLTal; el Yap O€l,
cvyx®pNTéOV YAV o1V, énel £ué ye Ehabev Vo Tiig Eufig ovdeviog-+

He begins by saying that he thought he would only have to evaluate the style of the speech and
not the argumentation. As commentators have noted, the categories he evokes here (ta 6éovta,

oai, otpoyybAa, dkplBdc) all were or were in the process of becoming technical terms in

4l lsoc. 10.8 and 11.9.

2P|, Phdr. 234e: “Do you think that any Greek could say things greater and more numerous than these on the same
subject?”

43 P1. 234e: “What do you mean? Do you and I have to praise the speech in this way as well, namely by claiming
that the composer has said what is necessary, rather than restricting our praise to the claim that the material is clear
and well-rounded and that each of the phrases has been shaped with precision? If we have to do this, it must be
granted for your sake, since it has escaped my own notice at least due to my worthlessness.”
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contemporary stylistic theory.* By using this jargon Socrates gestures at a possible mode of
criticism and conversation that never ends up taking place due to Phaedrus’s insistence on
evaluating the speech’s arguments: he envisions or at least pretends to envision Phaedrus and
himself engaging in refined salon talk about the aesthetic qualities of the speech’s diction,
sentence structure and rhythms a la the aristocratic young men in Aristophanes’ Knights. Indeed,
this would have been the more urbane and proper response to a paradoxical epideictic speech, or
as Blass describes it, “ein Erzeugniss des blossen Scherzes und sophistischer Spielerei”?°:
Phaedrus is clearly being a bit vulgar and tasteless in insisting so heavily on the substantive value
of the work.

Since, however, he has asked Socrates to comment on the speech’s argumentation, he
obliges him:

) Yap PNTopId avTod HOVE TOV VOV TpocET oV, T0DT0 88 008 <Bv> avTov Gunv Avciav olesbon ikavov
glvat. kol o0V pot £8oev, @ Daidpe, &l pr 1L o dALo layalg, dic kol Tpig TG avTA alansvou MG 0L TAVL
eOTop@®V 10D TOAAA A&yey epl ToD anToD, 1} Iomg 0VdEV avT® PEAOV TOD TO10VTOV" Kol Epaiveto oM Lot
veavieDEsOaL EMBEVOIEVOC OC 010¢ T& BV TADTE ETEPMC TE Kl £TEPWS AEYOV GUPOTEPMC einslv dpiota.*d

Socrates claims that Lysias does not present a series of distinct arguments but rather repeats the

same argument in different forms (tavta etépwg € Kol £1épmg Aéywv). Plato’s treatment of the

4 See especially O’Sullivan (1992), 46. cf. Yunis (2011) and de Vries (1969) ad loc.

4 Blass (1893), I, 428.

46 P, Phdr. 235a: “For | was paying attention to the rhetorical aspect alone, but | thought that not even Lysias
himself thought that that would be sufficient. And in fact he seemed to me, Phaedrus, unless you’re of a different
opinion, to have said the same things two and three times, as though he didn’t have the resources for saying many
things on the same subject—or perhaps he wasn’t concerned about this sort of thing; and indeed he seemed to me to
flaunt his youth by showing off in the belief that he was able, saying the same things now one way, now another, to
express them best in both ways.” Yunis (2011) ad loc. objects to the traditional understanding of this passage,
according to which t® pnropwd refers to style and todto back to ta d¢ovta eipnikdtog. He bases his objection on
two arguments: first, “S. would be saying that he paid exclusive attention to the style of the speech even though his
criticism here focuses on the argument and (except for the irony of 234e5-6) ignores the style.” Second, “it[the
traditional interpretation] would force an unnatural understanding of Todto as ‘that other [or that first] aspect’ of the
speech, referring all the way back to the speaker’s saying ‘what he ought’ (234e5).” I think the argument presented
on the preceding page provides an adequate response to Yunis’s first argument: Socrates is hinting at what would be
the proper response to a somewhat frivolous showpiece, namely a somewhat superficial critique of style. With
respect to Yunis’s second argument, he seems to have overlooked the fact that ‘that other [or that first] aspect of the
speech’ must be supplied from context with the protasis in 234e7, e.g.: €l yap d€l [tavty ... TOV Adyov émavedijvau,
®G T d€ovTa ElpNKOTOG TOD IO TOD].
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famous orator here has vexed scholars. As Hackforth says, “It has always been a puzzle that
Plato should criticise as unfavorably as he does a writer whose name, both in ancient times ...
and in modern, stands in such high repute.”*’ Indeed, Wilamowitz, who describes Plato’s
treatment of Lysias as “...einer so grausamen Kritik,” and Robin speculate about possible
political and philosophical motivations for the enmity toward the orator they see in the
Phaedrus.*® However, | would argue that Plato is careful to avoid personal criticism here. After
claiming that the latter may simply not have been capable of producing more than one argument
on the subject (ov wévv edmop®dY TOD TOAAA AEYEy TTEPL TOD avTod), Socrates then suggests that it
also may have been the case that he was not concerned about the repetition. The way in which he
phrases his agreement with the second alternative provides the key to understanding not only
Plato’s relationship to Lysias but also his estimation of Lysias’ speech. Socrates is careful to
emphasize the subjective nature of his judgment of Lysias’ motive and capacity: épaiveto is
followed by o1, and the verb governs a complementary infinitive (veavievesbat) and not a
supplementary participle, which would indicate that Socrates believed that Lysias’ motives in
writing the speech could become manifest through a reading of the text. But of course, as Plato
has said in the Protagoras*® and will emphasize once again later in the Phaedrus, it is impossible
to deduce an author’s intentions from a written text. Lysias’ intentions, then, are inaccessible to
us either for criticism or praise.

Whether or not the second hypothetical intention corresponds to that of Lysias in writing

the speech or not, it is more favorable than commentators have recognized. As de Vries notes,

47 Hackforth (1952), 16.

48 Wilamowitz (1920) I, 259; Robin (1961), xix-xxii.

49 PI. Prt. 347e: ... momtdv, od¢ oBte dvepéchal oldv T’ £6TIV TEpL OV AEYOusy, ETaYOHEVOL TE 0DTOVC 01 TOANOL &V
101G AOYO1G Ol pev TadTé Qacty TOV (TomThVv Voelv, ol 8’ Etepa, TEPL TPAYUOATOG SLOAEYOUEVOL O AdVVATODGL
e&eléyEar.
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“Plato disliked and despised current epideictic oratory, as the Menexenus makes very clear.”®

His contempt for frivolous epideictic is abundantly clear from the passage under discussion as
well, but though he despises the genre, he still represents Lysias’ speech as an eminently
effective example of it. Phaedrus, after all, has been utterly bewitched by the speech, and the fact
that the divinely shrewd Socrates is not taken in does not really speak against the work’s quality
as an example of rhetorical prestidigitation. Further, oratory is intended to be persuasive to a
particular audience, and Phaedrus was not only (a member of) the audience to whom the work
was originally recited (227b) but also can be viewed, as discussed earlier, as a typical Athenian
reader. One should also note that in the Symposium (277b1) Phaedrus indicates that he is very
familiar not only with standard encomia of figures such as Heracles but also with paradoxical
ones of salt and other seemingly worthless objects. Accordingly, the delight he takes in Lysias’
speech is that of a reader who has a more or less clear set of generic expectations. Since, then,
Plato represents Lysias’ speech as not only persuading but even possessing its intended audience
of connoisseurs of oratory, I would argue that he actually “praises” it as a paradigm of a
fundamentally worthless genre. The ideal member of this genre would be an infinite variation on
the same argument that could possess the hearer eternally. Plato of course strongly disapproves
of such static, inane discourse, but nevertheless some forms of emptiness are more alluring than
others.

Socrates’ response to Lysias’ speech also opens up a mode of interpretation more suited
to the work than the one that Phaedrus insists on adopting. By dismissing the philosophical value
of the speech as a valid set of arguments in favor of the proposition that the beloved should

prefer the non-lover, he encourages Phaedrus to focus instead on to pntopucov, for a definition

%0 de Vries (1969), 15.
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of which we can look to Socrates’ contemptuous allusion to Gorgias and Tisias later in the
dialogue:

Tewiov 8¢ Copylav te dcopey £bdetv, ol mpd tdY dANOGY Td £icdTa 180V MG TIUNTéR PEANOY, TG TE A
GUIKPO peydla Kol Ta peydda opikpd eoivesBot To1odoty did pounv Adyov, kawvd te apyaing té v évavtia
Kawvée, cuvtopioy te Adyov kol dmeipo ufkn mepl Tévimv dvndpov;t

Orators from the beginning of the rhetorical tradition had made strong claims about their ability
to affect reality through language. Plato clearly harbors some doubt about the validity of these
claims, but nevertheless doing and affecting things with words was the intention with which
many speeches had been written. Accordingly, Socrates suggests to Phaedrus that he should not
praise Lysias’ speech for its philosophical content but rather should examine the ways in which
the author has managed to take a single argument and variegate its presentation without his
noticing it. This sort of interpretation would be in line with rhetoricians’ claims about the power
of the Adyog and with their intentions in writing epideictic pieces. However, Phaedrus stubbornly
refuses to heed Socrates’ not so subtle suggestion and persists in defending the value of the
speech as philosophy:

0082V Méyelc, & Zodkpateg: adTd Yap 10010 Kol PdAoTta 6 Adyog Exel. TdV Yap évoviav &iog pnofjvar &v
@ Tpaypatt 00deV TopoAélomey, MGoTE TOPA TO EKEIVE elpnuéva undév’ <av> note dHvacHar gimelv GAAa
mheim kol mieiovog d&a.5?

It is odd that he is so bent on making such a strong claim. For even Lysias himself and orators in

general would be more inclined merely to claim that they had given the appearance of exhausting

5L PI. Phdr.267a-b: “But we’ll let Tisias and Gorgias sleep, who saw that instead of the true the probable ought to be
honored, and who in turn make the small seem great and the great small due to the power of speech, and who speak
on novel subjects in archaic ways and vice versa, and who discovered brevity and boundless verbiage concerning
any given subject.” Plato is clearly alluding here to Isocrates’ characterization of the power of speech in the
Panegyricus (4.8).

52 P|, Phdr. 235b: “You’re talking nonsense, Socrates. For the speech actually has this quality to the highest degree.
He has left out none of the things that are worth saying on the subject, with the result that beyond what he has said
no one could ever say other things more numerous and more worthwhile.”
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the possible arguments in favor of their case:*® it is seeming comprehensive that is important.>
Ferrari describes the structural function of Phaedrus’ inadequacy for the dialogue as “... a
springboard for exploration of how the talk of the true philosopher is indeed appropriate just to
the extent that it is good.”*® Phaedrus’s obtuseness is necessary for the dialogue to proceed in the
direction Plato wants it to. However, what scholars seem to have overlooked is that Socrates’
response to Lysias’ speech presents a viable and indeed more suitable approach to the work than
the one Phaedrus chooses. It is, after all, as Socrates suggests, quite vulgar to take so seriously a
paradoxical encomium which was only intended to be a “feast of words” in the house of a

hedonist.>®

B. The Organic Metaphor and the Hermeneutic Circle

Before he develops his own theory of dialectical disposition, Socrates criticizes Lysias
for “...attempting to swim through the speech in the wrong direction on his back not from the
beginning but from the end.” %" He then proceeds to criticize the disposition of the entire speech

in the following terms:

00 Y0V dokel PBefAficBor Ta Tod Adyov; Tj paiveTar TO dgvTEPOV EPTUEVOV EK TIVOG AVAYKNG OEVTEPOV JETV
tebijvar, 1| Tt dAAo TV pnbévimv; Epol pev yap £do&ev, mg undev €id0TL, 00K Ayevv@dS TO €OV ipficBat @
yppovti-58

%3 The story related in Plutarch about Lysias (Plut. De Garr. 5) comes to mind. There a client for whom Lysias had
written a speech comes to him and complains that, whereas he found the speech to be wondrous after a first reading,
after a second and third, he felt it was “dull and ineffective”( aupAdv kol dnpoktov); Lysias then replies by laughing
and asking the client whether he intended to present it before the jury more than once.

% So Gadamer (1976), 23: “... the orator carries his listeners away with him; the convincing power of his arguments
overwhelms the listener. While under the persuasive spell of speech, the listener for the moment cannot and ought
not to indulge in critical examination.”

%5 Ferrari (1987), 9. Cf. Griswold (1996), 18.

%6 P, Phdr. 227b.

57 PI. Phdr. 264a: 1| moALoD d&iv £otke moeiv 88¢ ye [Lysias] & (nroduev, d¢ 00dE am’ apyfic GAL Gmd TeEAsVTHC &€
vrtiog avamody dlavely Emyepel TOV AOyov.

%8 P, Phdr. 264b: “Don’t the parts of the speech seem to have been thrown out haphazardly? Or does it seem that the
second section had to be placed second by some necessity, or any of the other things said for that matter? For it
seemed to me, as someone who is ignorant of these things, that the writer in a not ignoble fashion has said whatever
struck his fancy.” For the ironical use of ovk dyevvide, see Thompson (1868) and Yunis (2011) ad loc.
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A speech should be structured in such a way that a necessary relationship is produced among the

parts. Socrates explicates his meaning further in the famous organic metaphor of disposition:

AX\A 08¢ Y olpai oe pavar &v, Setv mévto Adyov Gomep (Pov GuVESTAVAL GDUA TL EXOVTO adTOV adTOD,
Aote puNTe AKEPAAOV EIVOL UNTE dmovy, GALY péoa Te Eev Kol GKpa, TPEmOVTa GAANAOLG Kol T@ OA®
veypoppéva.

The theory that Plato formulates here represents a watershed moment in the history of
hermeneutics. For, as Gadamer notes, it introduces the concept of the hermeneutic circle.®® To
compose or understand®® a speech, one must view it as a teleological whole each of the parts of
which serves a particular function. In addition to the rhetoricians such as Theodorus that Socrates
himself criticizes in the Phaedrus, Isocrates may serve as a comparandum for the purblindness of
other contemporary ways of interpreting structure:

(pnui) o 82 TovTmV (18e6v)®? 89’ xdotm TdV Tpayudtovy a¢ Sel mpoedécOart kol peifacOat mpog GAMAAC

kol taEacot katd TpomoV ... Tadte 8¢ ToAARC dmipedeiag deioBon.®
He refers vaguely here to some sort of mixing of generic elements and to arrangement kot
tpémov. In his defense, one would not expect an exhaustive technical account of his theory of

disposition in a short programmatic work like Against the Sophists, so it very well may have

59 PI. Phdr. 264c: “But I think you would say this, that every speech must cohere like an animal, having a body
proper to itself, so that it is neither headless nor footless, but has a midsection and extremities written to agree with
one another and the whole.”

80 Gadamer (2001), 112: “Heidegger took up the issue of the hermeneutic circle, which was already addressed in
Plato’s Phaedrus. If I want to understand, then I must project something, and one must return to the project again
and again.” For the importance of the concept in modern hermeneutics beginning, it seems, with Ast, see Palmer
(1969), 76-77 and Kinneavy (1971), 2. Maraldo (1974), 13 discusses fragments of Heraclitus and Parmenides that
pertain to the concept of a circle, but concludes that “....inwiefern die Vorsokratiker den Zirkel, d.h. das, was
Anfang und Ende gemeinsam hat, als Problem gestellt haben, muf} offen bleiben.”

81 Plato only presents the organic metaphor from a rhetorical perspective, that is he presents a model of how
speeches should be composed, not necessarily of how they should be interpreted. However, | follow Gadamer
(1976), 20 in viewing rhetoric and hermeneutics as necessarily complementary: “In rhetoric, linguisticality is
attested in a truly universal form, one that is essentially prior to the hermeneutical and almost represents something
like the ‘positive’ as over against the ‘negative’ of linguistic interpretation.”

82 For Isocrates’ use of the term i5¢a, See below. The term is problematic: Wilamowitz (1920), 111 calls it a “so
schwer fassbare Wort.” See further the discussion in Wersdorfer (1940), 43-5, who calls it “liberaus vieldeutig,” and
in Too (1995), 20.

83 Isoc. 13.16-17: “But I say that the selection of the forms necessary for each subject and the proper mixing and
arranging of them with one another ... these things demand much care.”
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been the case that he had much more definite and well-reasoned ideas on the subject than can be
deduced from this passage. However, as it stands it seems that at this point in his career he
merely had some sort of intuitive idea of how to arrange the parts of any given speech. As we
will see, under the influence of the Phaedrus his ideas changed dramatically by the time he wrote
the Antidosis.

C. Psychology, kairos, and the production of meaning

After he has finished criticizing and dismissing all non-philosophical forms of rhetoric,

Socrates in a single grand, sweeping sentence characterizes the consummation of the art thus:

Stav 8¢ simelv te ikavig &xm olog Ve’ olwv meibetar, Tapayryvouevov e Suvardg | StucOovopevog £ontd
gvdeiicvocOon 11 00Tog 0Tt Kol ot 1) PVGIC TEpi Tig TOTE oy o1 Adyot, vV Epym mopodcd. oi, Ty
TPOGOIGTEOV TOVGOE MSE TOVC AOYOVC &Ml THY TMVSE Te0d, Todto & §idn mévta Exovtt, TpochafovTt
Kapode Tod THTE AekTEOV KO EMoyETEOV, Bporyuloyiog Te ob Kai EAstvoroyiag kod Sevioeng EKAcTmV T8
6o av €i0m padn Adywv, tovteVv TV gokapiay T€ Kol dkatpioy Stoyvovtl, KaA®S Te Kol TeEAEmG 0TIV 1)
éyvn Gmelpyocpévn, mpodtepov 8 ob-84

Using this and the surrounding context, one can formulate the stages of the process thus: first,
one must learn how many types of souls there are, then determine the character of each; second,
one must do the same for the types of speeches; next, he must be able to correlate a given soul
with a given type of speech; after this, he must be able to observe and correctly identify these
things in practice; finally, he must be able to determine in a more general way the proper xaipog
for when and what to speak. If one applies these prescriptions to the interpretation of any given

speech, then the method would be something like the following: identification of the class to

64 P|. Phdr. 271e-272a: “And when he can sufficiently identify what sort of person is persuaded by what sort of
speeches and can, distinguishing the person in his presence, demonstrate to himself that this is the man and this the
nature which the speeches dealt with at that time, and which now is in fact in his presence, to which these words in
this way must be applied to persuade him of these things; having now all these things in his possession, and having
acquired in addition the ability to discriminate between when he should speak and when he should keep silent, and
having distinguished the appropriateness and inappropriateness of short speeches, pitiful speeches and of
aggrandizement and of each of the types of speech he learns, he has brought the art to a beautiful and complete
perfection, but not before.”
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which speech X belongs; identification of a type of soul or audience to which speech X
corresponds; accommodation of speech X to a kairos or external circumstances more generally.

The theory that Plato presents here represents an epochal moment in the history of
rhetoric. As several scholars have noted, it presents in outline form the basis for Aristotle’s
Rhetoric,®® and Cole forcefully argues that Plato and Aristotle together effected a “revolution” in
the historical development of the discipline.®® Asmis, in turn, argues convincingly that the theory
of rhetoric contained in the Phaedrus is a direct “counterproposal” to that which Isocrates
presents in Against the Sophists: first, Plato introduces a psychological component to rhetoric;
second, he changes the epistemological basis of the art from opinion to knowledge obtained
through dialectic.®’ Insofar as rhetoric and hermeneutics “completely interpenetrate one
another,”® the implications of Plato’s theory for interpretation are just as significant. However, I
will argue that, whereas his theory, as scholars have noted, had a salutary effect on rhetoric
inasmuch as it grounded it on a more scientific basis, nevertheless its influence on the actual
composition and interpretation of oratory is more problematic.

Despite some disagreement on the precise nature of early technai on rhetoric, it is now
generally agreed that they were not analytical works like Arisotle’s Rhetoric but rather consisted
of paradigmatic speeches or of exemplary speech components.®® Accordingly, rhetorical
pedagogy occurred on the level of the particular: for example, if one wanted to insert a passage
in a speech intended to arouse pity, he did not refer to some abstract, clearly defined category of

the pitiful to guide him; rather, he had particular instances of the affect culled from

% Romilly (1975), 59; Cole (1991), 12; Gadamer (1976), 21.

% Cole (1991), 28. Cf. Yunis (2009), 84-5.

57 Asmis (1986), 169-170. Cf. Balla (2004), 65-66; Yunis (2009), 84.

8 Gadamer (1976), 25.

89 Cole (1991), 83ff.; Schiappa (1999), 45: “The ‘Arts’ attributed to Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and Antiphon are
probably the result of the publication of exemplary speeches.”
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Thrasymachus’ Eleoi swimming around in his head which he could adapt to suit his own
purposes. As Papillon argues, it is in fact Plato’s abstraction of rhetoric that Isocrates was

attempting to combat:

It was Plato, and after him Aristotle, who would try to find systems of definition and division to analyze
and compartmentalize ideas about communication, about rhetoric and philosophy. Schiappa ... points out
that Isocrates does not use the term rhétoriké even after Plato has coined it. This being the case, it is a piece
of evidence that Isocrates was trying desperately to avoid the abstraction of the field that Plato offered.”

Isocrates, then, rejected Plato’s innovations; however, he was also critical of more traditional
rhetoricians, as Against the Sophists illustrates. There he criticizes those who believe they can
provide their students with a set techne for a creative activity (momtikod npdypotog teTaypévny
&V Tapdaderyua), as if teaching rhetoric were the same thing as teaching the alphabet.

But the two are completely different, for, whereas letters and the words formed from them
remain constant, each speech must be unique and must address a particular situation. "* He then

proceeds to present his own model of rhetoric:
Ol yop £y® TdV PV i8edv, £€ v Todg Adyoug Bmavrag kol Aéyopey kol cuvtifepey, haBsiv Ty
EMOTAUNV OVK £lvol TV Tévy YAETGHV, Fv TIC adTOV Tapadidd un toig pading dmicyvovpévorg Gl Toig
€000 TL EPL ATAV" TO 08 TOVTOV[1de®dV] £’ EKAGT® TOV Tpayudtv dg 6el mpoerésbat kol pei&acOot
TPOG AAANAaG Kol TdEacBot Katd TPOTOV, £TL 08 TMV KopdV Un) SLopoapTelV GAAA Kol Tolg EvBuunpact
TPETOVTOG HAOV TOV AOYOV KOTOTOIKTAL Ko T01g OVOpOoY EDPOBL®S Kol LOVCIKAG Eimely, TadTa 68
ToMic émpeeiog SeloBan kol yoyfic avdpuciic kol SofaoTiciic Epyov stvat ... 72

At first glance one might be inclined to think that Isocrates’ id¢a1 are comparable to the abstract

classes of speeches (&i6n) that the aspiring orator must learn in the Phaedrus. Gercke noted the

possible connection but also expressed the difficulty involved in establishing any precise

correlation due to Isocrates’ seemingly protean use of the term:

0 papillon (1995), 153.

" soc. 13.12.

2 Isoc. 13.16-17: “For I say that it is not altogether difficult to gain knowledge of the forms from which we speak
and compose all speeches, if that is one hands himself over not to those making glib promises but rather to those
who know something about these things. But (I do claim that) the selection of the forms necessary for each subject
and the proper mixing and arranging of them with one another, and in addition not straying from occasions but
fittingly adorning the whole speech with material and speaking in rhythmical and musical phrases, these things, |
say, demand much diligence and are the work of a manly and keen soul ...”
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Von Platons Adyov kai mepl yoytig yévn oder €10 ... hat Isokrates wenigstens einen Teil, die £{6n oder
0ol Tdv Adywv... aber wihrend die Begriffe dort durchsichtig sind, weill niemand genau zu sagen, was sie
hier bedeuten sollen, zumal Isokrates sie in verschiedenen Reden verschieden anwendet.

Wersddrfer, who provides exhaustive discussion of the various uses of the term in Isocrates,

comes to a similar conclusion:

...volle Klarheit und Sicherheit ist dabei nicht immer zu erzielen, wie die verschiedenen, voneinander
abweichenden Deutungsversuche der Kommentatoren und Ubersetzer beweisen: Isokrates war nicht der
Mann begrifflicher Klarheit und scharf gepragter Termini.”

Isocrates’ use of the term idéa, then, suffers from a lack of conceptual clarity. This may very
well be true, but, if one looks at the various uses that Wersdorfer catalogues, what at first appears
as a deficiency may in part be a different, non-Platonic mode of conceptualization.

Among the various uses classified, two in particular seem worthy of attention for the
purposes of the present discussion. Citing To Nicocles 48, where Isocrates refers to tragedy and
epic as idéo, and Antidosis 46, where he refers to all the id¢on of speeches before mentioning
particular genres, Wersdorfer concludes that the term can be used simply in the sense of “genre”
(Gattung).” Then he proceeds to discuss the use of the term at Antidosis 74, which he claims is
“schwieriger ... zu fassen.”’® In this passage Isocrates describes the citations from his earlier
speeches that he is going to incorporate in the present work thus: od povov pikpoic pépeov, GAL’
dro1g eldeoty mpoethduny ypficOon Tpog vudc.’” Here he uses the term eidectv not to refer to
genres in the abstract but rather to particular examples of them; Wersdorfer translates “in sich
abgeschlossene Proben aus verschiedenen Redegattungen.”’® It is clear from these passages that

Isocrates makes no terminological distinction between “genre” and “example of a genre.”

8 Gercke (1897), 377. cf. Wilamowitz (1920), 111.

4 Wersdorfer (1940), 53.

5 Ibid., 47.

76 |bid.

7¢I chose to use not only small pieces but whole forms (?) in my speech to you.”
8 Ibid., 48.
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It is also noteworthy that he uses the term to refer to both the formal and substantive

elements of an oration. Wersdorfer defines the more technical uses thus:

In einem engeren Sinne sind idéow Gesichtspunkte, welche die Stoffauffindung bestimmen und erleichtern,
sowie [bolding mine] die Formelelemente, die fiir die sprachliche Gestaltung magebend sind.”

As he proceeds to demonstrate, in certain passages the term refers to topoi, while in others it
refers to the Gorgianic figures.®® Accordingly, it seems that considerations of form and content
all could fall under the heading of the term id¢a.

This lack of terminological distinction between the formal and substantive and between
the abstract and concrete has significant implications for Isocrates’ model of composition and
interpretation. While the Platonic orator can produce new speeches based on his knowledge of
abstract speech types, the student of Isocrates is engaged in manipulation of existing discourse in
concreto: the former works from a definition of the patriotic and instantiates it in a particular
speech, while the latter reworks suitable passages from the Panegyricus or funeral orations he
has memorized. With respect to interpretation, a given speech for Plato signifies in relation to the
abstract class to which it belongs; for Isocrates, on the other hand, meaning is produced in
relation to particular forms of discourse: How does this passage from Demosthenes relate to the
class of the patriotic vs. how does it relate to section x from my Panegyricus. Thus
intertextuality plays a much more fundamental role in Isocrates’ system than it does in Plato’s.
For the latter form like the spirit of God upon the face of the waters seems to supervene at the
last minute on content (Bpoayvioyiog te ab kol Eretvoroyiog Kai Sevdoemg EkAoToV TE dG0 v

€101 pabn Aoywv, Tobtov TV edkapiav Te Kol dxopiav dwyvovtl); for the former, by contrast,

 1bid.
8 1bid., 49-50.
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matter never exists without form, and speeches arise from the mixing and moving of formal and
substantive elements (uei&ooBot Tpog aArnrog Kol TaEacOat Kotd TpdmoV).

Turning to the psychological component of the theory of rhetoric that Plato presents in
the Phaedrus and to the question of how this relates to that of Isocrates, one can see that the two
theories differ just as widely on this point as they do on the subject of composition. Both Asmis
and Balla argue persuasively that Plato’s emphasis on individual psychology represents an
innovation in rhetorical theory; the latter describes the status of psychology in sophistic and

Platonic rhetoric thus:

Furthermore, Plato’s preoccupation with the varieties of human soul decidedly undermines the model of
rhetoric that an Athenian of the fifth or fourth century would find familiar. We can find a plausible account
at least of the scope of ‘traditional’ rhetoric in Gorgias’ claim that rhetoric gives you the power to
‘convince by your words the judges in court, the senators in Council, the people in the Assembly, or in any
other gathering of a citizen body’ (452E — trans. D. Woodhead). This function of rhetoric, however, seems
either to ignore psychology altogether, or to treat the citizen body as homogeneous. It is certainly no
accident that the definition of rhetoric in the Phaedrus shifts the emphasis from the art of speaking
addressing crowds to the art of speaking addressing individuals.8

Asmis, in turn, as discussed earlier, views the psychological component of the Phaedrus as a
direct response and counterproposal to Isocrates’ Against the Sophists.8? Both are certainly
correct in arguing that there was no distinct psychological component to earlier rhetorical theory;
however, the sophistic concepts to mpérov and koipdg,3 which were much more robust than
their trivialization in the Phaedrus would suggest, did include considerations of something like
mass psychology. John Poulakos defines to prepon as the prescription that ““...what is said must
conform to both audience and occasion.” 34 As an example he cites a passage from Gorgias’
Defense of Palamedes (833) in which the defendant states that one must adopt a different type of

defense depending on whether he is being judged by the mob or by noble and wise judges.

81 Balla (2004), 66.

82Asmis (1986), 149.

8 The two concepts are interrelated in Isocrates. See Wersdorfer (1940), 22.
8 J. Poulakos (1983), 36.
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Audience psychology has also been included in definitions of kairos: Untersteiner quoting

Funaioli defines the concept thus:

Thus xapog, when resolved into that rhetorical skill of which an example is now given, can be defined as
‘that which is fitting in time, place and circumstance’, which means the adaptation of the speech to the
manifold variety of life, to the psychology of speaker and hearer: variegated, not absolute unity of tone’.%

The sophists and Isocrates did, then, take into consideration the nature of their audiences. While
it seems unlikely that this ever amounted to anything more than a crude psychologization of
character and class types, and thus that Balla and Asmis are right to describe Plato’s focus on the
individual soul in the Phaedrus as an innovation, nevertheless, for composing and interpreting
deliberative and forensic speeches, both of which were intended for mass audiences, one should
not be too quick to dismiss the value of the sophistic model.

Once again what at first seems like a failure to distinguish between categories that should
be distinguished turns out upon further analysis to be a productive categorical interdependence.
Werner in his assessment of the theory of rhetoric presented in the Phaedrus draws attention to
its impracticability:

Moreover, the ad hominem requirement—the requirement that an orator know the soul-types of his
audience and fit his speeches to those soul-types accordingly—would be impossible to meet in any context
in which an orator would typically find himself. For, in addressing a mass audience such as the Assembly
or a pool of jurymen, how could an orator possibly fit his speech to the hundreds (or thousands) of soul-
types who would be represented within that audience?%

The would-be orator, then, cannot hope either to be able to identify each soul-type within his
audience or to accommodate his speech to conflicting psychological demands. One could argue
in response that this means that for deliberative and forensic oratory one should focus on

accommodating a given speech to the ideology of one’s audience. However, as Ober notes,

8 Untersteiner (1954), 197. Freeman seems mistakenly to have omitted an end quote in her translation. The
quotation is from Funaioli, Studi, p. 176.
8 Werner (2010), 37. See his footnote for further bibliography and for a response to possible objections.
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fourth-century Athens was “... a relatively stable ideological and social environment,”®” so, to
the degree that one can speak of a collective soul, it would be characterized as a constant and not
a variable. Accordingly, as far as political oratory is concerned, Plato’s theory makes
unreasonable demands and puts the emphasis in the wrong place: while composing or
interpreting a speech, one is either left hopelessly attempting identify hundreds or thousands of
souls and produce or imagine a speech that somehow manages to address conflicting soul-types,
or he ends up fretting too much about the precise nature of the relatively stable collective soul.
The procedure suggested by the Isocratean concepts of kairos and to prepon, by contrast,
is much better suited to the task. One begins by referencing an approximating idea, for example a
passage from the Panegyricus for a projected section praising Athens or a passage from the
Evagoras for a section praising an individual. Viewing the psychology of the audience for a
particular genre as a constant, one proceeds to affect the idea as dictated by the kairos or
circumstances broadly defined: Isocrates addressed audience V when it was affected by W with
idea X, so how do I fine-tune idea X to address audience V when it is affected by Z? Thus
speeches are put into relation not with variable souls but rather with a psychological constant
modified by identifiable variables. As a method of composition and interpretation of political
oratory, this proves much more productive than Plato’s: when reading the Third Philippic, | posit
the same audience as | did for the First, and I interpret the text in relation to a set of
circumstances | reconstruct from it and its relation to other deliberative speeches. This is one
way in which Wooten accounts for the differences between the first and the second and third

speeches:

But more than anything, | think, the change in approach [between the First Philippic and the next two]
probably reflects a change in D’s political position in Athens.... Orators tend to resort to highly emotional
speeches when they have a difficult case that is being argued before a hostile audience. That seems to have

87 Ober (1989), 104.
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been the situation in which D found himself when he delivered Philippic Il and, even more so, Philippic
.88

Wooten in his analyses of Demosthenes’ Philippics adopts Blitzer’s theory of the “rhetorical
situation,” which he defined as “a complex of persons, events, objects and relations presenting an
actual or potential exigence which can be completely or partially removed if discourse,
introduced into the situation, can so constrain human decision or action as to bring about the
significant modification of the exigence.”® In his elaboration of this theory, Blitzer characterizes
audience as a “constituent” of the rhetorical situation.®® Although he does not mention it in his
article, his theory sounds very much like Isocrates’ idea of kairos clothed in more abstract and
technical language: the situation at hand is viewed by both as a nexus of factors that must
determine the form a speech takes. However, with regard to the ontology of a speech and its
relation to discourse and reality, Isocrates’ kairos-theory is distinct from Blitzer’s rhetorical
situation. The latter describes discourse as being “introduced into the situation”; Isocrates, by
contrast, describes speeches (Adyou) as “partaking in situations and in being suitable and novel”
([Moyor] TV Kop@dv Kol Tod TPETOVIMS Kai Tod kouvde Exetv petdoymov).®t The particularity in
which speeches are said to partake here complements Isocrates’ other description of them in the
same work as consisting of ideai (see pg. 46). For him, speeches are begotten from the union of
previous discourse with the particular; their essence thus “partakes” in both. A speech, then, is
not introduced into a rhetorical situation but rather grows out of it and thus shares in the same

relation to the universal. This view of the relationship between the particular and the universal

8 Wooten (2008), 126.
8 Blitzer (1968), 6.

% Ibid., 7-8.

% Isoc. 13.13.
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will become important when we come to discussing Demosthenes’ Prooemia and their

relationship to the deliberative speeches in chapter 5.

D. The Criticism of Writing

Plato’s criticism of writing at the end of the Phaedrus (274b-278e), as Szlezak notes, now
belongs “zu den bekanntesten philosophischen Texten der Antike.”%? Consequently, the
scholarship on this section of the dialogue alone is vast; indeed, no less than five papers from the
second Platonic Symposium are devoted to the issue. Much of the debate has centered on the
implications of the passage for interpretation of the dialogues and for evaluating the degree to
which they can be regarded as sufficient explications of Plato’s philosophy; for this aspect of the
reception Szlezak’s article provides an excellent review and discussion of the communis opinio.%
There is of course also Derrida’s reading of the dialogue, which focuses on the broader
philosophical implications of the concept of writing and its relationship to speech.®* However, in
the sections that follow I will focus exclusively on the way in which Plato’s criticism

problematizes the ability of an author to convey his intentions through the medium of writing

and on the implications of this for interpreting texts in general.

4. Isocrates’ Philip and Letter to Dionysius
At the beginning of his Letter to Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse, Isocrates alludes to
Plato’s criticism of writing in the Phaedrus when explaining to Dionysius the deficiencies of

written texts:

92 Szlezak (1992), 93.
9 Szlezak (1992).
% Derrida (1972). For responses to his reading see Griswold (1996), 230-41 and Rinon (1992).
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Oida pgv obv 811 10i¢ cupPovAedey dmyelpodoty TOAD Stapépel ur S1d ypappdrov toleichol Ty
cuvovsioy GAL’ aToLG TANGLAGAVTAC, OV POVOV OTL TTEPL TOV ADTMV TPAYLATOV PEOV GV TIg TApdV TPOG
mapodvTa ppacetey 1j 01’ EMGTOARG dnAdoelev, 0vd’ GTL mhvtes T0ig Aeyopévolg LAAAOV T} TOTG YeYPaUUEVOLS
TGTEVOVGLV, KO TAV PEV G EICNYNUATOV, TV &’ ®G TOMUATOV TO0DVTOL TV AKPOAcTY: ETL O€ TPOG
TOVTOIG &V HEV TAIG Guvovsialg, Tiv dyvondi] Tt Tdv Agyopuévev fj ui motevdi], Topmv 6 oV Adyov diebidv
AULPOTEPOLG TOVTOLG EMNMLVVEY, &V OE TOTG EMOTEALOUEVOLG Kal YEYPAUUEVOLS, TV TL GLUUPT] ToloDTOV, OVK
Eotv O S1opddcmv- dmdvTog Yap Tod Yphyovtog Epnpo tod Pondncovtoc dotv.

Written texts cannot communicate as well; are less readily believed; are regarded as mere
showpieces; and, finally, as in Plato, cannot defend themselves against misinterpretation without

the author’s aid. However, Isocrates seems to provide a response to these difficulties:

OV pnv GAL’ €nedn ob péAAels adTdv EoecBan kpitng, ToAANG EATIdG Ex® Qovioectat Aéyovtag udg Tt
TAV deOVIMV: MYODLOL YAP ATACOS APEVTA <o€> TOG dLOYEPELNS TAG TPOEPNUEVAS OVTAIS TAIg TPAEeoV
npocéEety Tov vodv. %

Because Dionysius (who as tyrant of a powerful city must naturally be exceedingly intelligent
and perspicacious) is going to be the one reading the letter, Isocrates is confident that he can
overcome the deficiencies of the written text and apply his mind to the matters themselves
(avtaic taig mpd&eowv). These words have universally been regarded as one of Isocrates’ attempts
to respond to Plato’s criticism of writing. So Erler concludes that Isocrates believed that, if the
addressee of a written text is competent, the deficiencies of writing could be overcome: “Vor
allem aber ist der Unterschied wesentlich, dal fur Isokrates die Qualitat des Adressaten
Nachteile ausgleichen kann, die durch die Abwesenheit des Autors entstehen.”®” Eucken and

Usener come to the same conclusion.®® This interpretation, however, does not take into account

% |soc. Ep. 1.2-3: “I know that for those attempting to give counsel it is far preferable to do so not in writing but
rather by being present in person, not only because concerning the same matters one could more easily point
something out face to face than he could show it through a letter, and not only because all trust what is said more
than what is written down and listen to the former as proposals, the latter as artistic compositions; and what’s more
in actual gatherings, if something said is not understood, the one going through the speech, being present in person,
can provide aid to both these situations, but in things sent by letter and in anything written more generally, if
anything of this sort happens, there is not someone present who might correct the error; for, when the author is
absent, the material is bereft of one who could come to its aid.”

% Isoc. Ep. 1.3: “However, because you are going to be the judge of them, I am quite confident that it will be clear
that we are saying something worthwhile. For | think that you, having put aside the aforementioned difficulties, will
pay attention to the matters themselves.”

9 Erler (1987), 41.

% Eucken (1983), 138 and Usener (1994), 118.
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the element of flattery involved. After identifying a written text’s inability to respond to a
reader’s confusion or disbelief as a seemingly insurmountable limitation, Isocrates then
implicitly characterizes Dionysius as a quasi-divine, omniscient reader for whom no passage
from the text is unknowable, who can with a mere wave of the hand simply dismiss the
difficulties involved in reading (apévta <oe> t0g dvoyepeiag Tag Tpospnuévog) and who can
apply his mind directly to reality without discursive mediation (avtoic toig Tpdéecty Tpocéletv
T0v vobVv). By characterizing Dionysius in this way, Isocrates both obtains his goodwill and
positions him in an idealized relationship to the text, that is as a perspicacious interpreter who
can cut through the surface to the things themselves. But does he actually believe that this sort of
reader exists? Insofar as he is expected never to have questions about the author’s intentions that
would require his presence, this seems unlikely. One should rather imagine Isocrates presenting
this passage to his students not as a valid response to Plato’s criticism of writing but rather as a
practical means of obviating such criticism. Everyone, after all, would like to believe that he can
view events themselves with his mind’s eye and that he has the power to divine an author’s
intentions. The Letter to Dionysius, then, indicates Isocrates’ awareness of Plato’s criticism of
writing without presenting any attempt to provide an adequate response to it. The problem
lingers, and, for someone like Isocrates who was completely dependent upon the written word
for influence, it must have been a source of great anxiety. It is natural, then, that, as we will see,
attempts to deal with it dominate two of his most important later works, the Antidosis and the

Panathenaicus.
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5. Isocrates’ Antidosis
It was in the face of Plato’s criticism of writing that Isocrates had to invent the genre of
autobiography, in which an author attempts through a written text to communicate to posterity
something about himself and his life. Judging by the reception of the Antidosis, the work has
failed to overcome this criticism, for it is in sore need of a helper to ward off the general

disregard and contempt it has suffered. Misch’s criticism is perhaps the harshest:

Isocrates had no dramatic self-portrayal to offer, but applied the technique of the enkomion to his
autobiography and tried to make it plausible by means of a fiction that was a pilfered reality. For the
technique of autobiography this stagecraft had only the secondary effect of plastering the whole work with
a network of polemic and self-justification and of outbursts of injured vanity against rivals and opponents
and the envious ...%

Blass is actually more favorable than most when he memorably compares it “...mit einem
ungeheuern Haufen Spreu, in welchem indes, wenn man ordentlich nachsucht, sich eine grosse

Fiille guter Korner findet.”'% Due to the work’s many allusions to Plato’s Apology,'%

many
scholars have viewed it as an utterly unsuccessful attempt to rival that work.%? It is hard to
dispute these criticisms, but, as is the case with several of Isocrates’ works, the preface in which
he frames and theoretically grounds the work proves more interesting than the speech itself, and |
will argue that this preface presents an intriguing if in the end dissatisfying response to Plato’s

discussion of oratory in the Phaedrus. De Vries, who argued that “One should peruse the

Antidosis to find Isocrates’ reaction to the Phaedrus,”'% already investigated some of the points

% Misch (1950), 167.

100 Blass (1893) 11, 313. Ober (2004), 22, who characterizes the work as ... an especially skillful and complex
intervention into the intellectual debates that flourished in mid-fourth century Athens,” represents an exception.

101 For a list of parallels see Norlin (1928) I, xvii fn. c. and Ober (2004), 35.

102 The remarks by Orelli (1814), 451 on the relationship between the two well exemplify this position: Ein auch no
so geringer &sthetischer Sinn sieht gleich ein, welches Kopie, und welches Original ist; in jener[the Antidosis] gehn
die feinern Zuge verloren, die kréftigern werden matter, das ldeale wird beengt und prosaisch niichtern, wie alles
was Isokrates aus Platon entlehnt. Cf. Misch (1950), 167. Havet (1862), CVII seems to concur, although he is able
to find more of value in the Antidosis.

103 de Vries (1953), 40.
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of contention between the two, but his article does not deal with Isocrates’ reaction with respect
to interpretation of oratory.

In the opening of the preface Isocrates explains why he felt the need to characterize the
nature of the work before presenting it: because of its novelty (51a koavotntay), it might seem
strange if it were not prefaced with a justification of its innovative form.1% The preface, then, is
going to show us how to interpret the work properly. He then proceeds to relate how he
discovered during a trial on an exchange of liturgies (antidosis) that many people did not have
the opinion of him that he thought they did. As a result, he began thinking about how he might
reveal both to his contemporaries and to posterity the truth about his character, the life he has
been leading, and his ideal of culture (tdov Tpémov... Tov Bilov... v moudeiov). 1% Upon reflection
he decides that the only means of accomplishing this would be to compose a speech to serve as
an image of his mind and of his actions throughout his life (Gomnep gikmv T £ufg davoiag kai
1OV dAloV TV [épol] Befropévov). He then expresses his expectation that the speech will prove
to be a memorial much more beautiful than bronze statues.%® Accordingly, in contrast to Plato,
who in the Phaedrus is suspicious of writing’s capacity to immortalize (257d) and who thus at
least seems to reduce all writing to a form of play or at best to an aide-mémoire (276d), Isocrates
makes a strong claim about the capacity of an autobiographical text to preserve for posterity a
clear image of the author’s mind. However, he does not yet address the problem of the helperless
text, which he himself had previously mentioned but not resolved in his Letter to Dionysius, so

the reader expects him to explain just how he is going to produce such an image.

104 150¢. 15.1.
105 |soc. 15.6.
106 |soc. 15.7.
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The prescriptions he proceeds to give on how the work should be performed do seem to
represent an attempt on his part to respond to Plato’s criticism of writing. He begins by giving a
general description of the work’s contents: some parts are suitable for a forensic oration, others
are intended to be a candid account of his pilocoeia, others are written for the benefit of
motivated young gentlemen who are dedicated to a life of the mind and to high culture, and
finally others are excerpts from previous works that have been carefully integrated into the
structure of the current speech.'®” The work is thus, as he describes it in the following section, a
mixed speech (puktod Aoyov). At this point the influence of Plato’s organic metaphor of
disposition becomes apparent, for Isocrates stresses to the reader with a series of cuv-

compounds that, in spite of its varied contents, the work represents a cohesive whole:

Tocodtov oV pfjkog Adyov cuvidelv kol Tocadtag idéag kai T060DToV BAAMA®Y APECTOGOS GuVOpUIGAL
Kol CUVOYOYETV KOl TOG EMUPEPOULEVOS OIKELDGUL TATG TPOEPTUEVALS KOl TAGAS TOL oL OQioY aVTAlS
Oporoyovpévag od ThvL LKpOv v Epyov.?

The whole which is produced by the synthesis of all these elements is, as Isocrates has told us, an
image of his mind and life. Using Plato’s model, then, he gives us a way to interpret his
autobiography: as we are reading a given passage, we should be actively engaged in relating it to
what precedes and what follows so as to produce a cohesive image. This is admittedly a petitio
principii that wrongly assumes that the reader has a clear expectation of what an image of the
mind and life looks like, but perhaps in the end it is not too problematic: life and mind, after all,
seem to have a clear enough shape. But regardless Isocrates still has not addressed the lingering
problem of the helperless text: how will a mute text answer any lingering questions we have

about his life and philosophy?

107 Isoc. 15.10.

108 Isoc. 15.11: “It was no small task, then, to get a full view of such a long speech and to fit together forms so
numerous and so different from one another and to bring them together and to adapt those that follow to those that
precede and to make them all harmonious with one another.”
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After describing the contents and the structure of the work, Isocrates then gives the

following instructions on how to perform it:

Xpn 6¢ tovg Se&rovtag avTov TPOTOV PEV MG GvTog PIkToD ToD AOYOV Kol TPOG AmTdoas Tag VIobEcelg
TOOTOG YEYPALUEVOL TotElcOOL TV dkpdacLy, ETEITO TPOGEYELY TOV VOV £TL paALOV TOiG Aéyechon
péLLovoLY §j Tolg 710N TPOoEPNUEVOLS, TPOG 8 ToVTOLg UT) {NnTelv 0BV EmeABOVTOG dAov aTOV SiedEly,
GALG TocoDTOV PEPOG HGOV [T AvToeL Tovg mapdvtas. "Hv yap éupeivnte tovtolg, pailov dvvicece
KaTdEIV €l Tt TuyYbvopey Aéyovteg dElov UGV odTdV. %

In contrast to Phaedrus, who becomes ecstatic while reading Lysias’ speech and thus loses
control of himself, the performer of the Antidosis must recite the work very deliberately and
always keep the genre of the contents he is performing in mind. Hudson-Williams, comparing
this passage with Isocrates’ description in the Philip of how a bad recitation can spoil a good
speech, 1% persuasively argues that he gives these instructions so that performers will not recite
the work monotonously but will adjust their tone and gestures to the vVn60so1¢ they are
performing.!'! In preparing for such a performance the reciter will have to envision a mode of
representation in terms of tone of voice and gesture that will be suitable for each passage. For an
autobiographical work like the Antidosis, this means that he will have to construct a persona that
can pass for Isocrates himself. This inevitably would entail projecting a motivation or at least the
outward form of one for each passage. The reader performing the text in front of an audience
becomes responsible to a degree not only for writing Isocrates’ autobiography but for writing it

persuasively. The choices and selections he makes in terms of both content and delivery are

19 Isoc. 15.12: “And those reading through it[the Antidosis] should first of all recite it while keeping in mind that the
speech is mixed and has been composed with a view to addressing all these subjects; secondly, they should pay
attention still more to the things that are going to be said than to those previously said, and in addition should not
seek to read through the whole work at a single sitting, but rather only as great a part as will not irritate those present
in the audience. For if you abide by these prescriptions, you will be able to get a better impression of whether we
have in fact said anything worthy of ourselves.” For the translation of the difficult phrase moieicOat v dxpoacy,
see Hudson-Williams (1949), 66 fn.4.

110 Isoc. 5.26-7: dneday yap 6 Adyog dmootepn0f) THg Te 80ENG THC To AéyovToc Kkai Tiic prVic Kol TV petafoldv
TAOV €V Taig PNTOPELNIG YIYVOUEV®V ... GAAL TOV HEV TPOEPNUEVOV ATAVTOY EpNUOG YEVITAL KOl YOLVOG,
avarytyvédokn 8¢ Tic odTov Ambdva kol pmdEv f0o¢ évonpovopsvog GAN Gdomep amapBudy, sikotwe, oo,
QoDAOG Elvan SOKET TOTG AKOVOVGTY.

111 Hudson-Williams (1949), 66.
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determined by his own self and what he feels will appeal to an audience, and thus only
performing, for example, the Timotheus passage and/or performing it with such a delivery as to
provoke a particular response in the audience says more about the performer than about Isocrates
himself. Any performance of the text, then, is as much a biography of the performer as it is an
autobiography of Isocrates. The author has inscribed his own autobiography into that of his
readers. The distinction between biography and autobiography thus becomes blurred. This
attempt to create a symbiosis between author and reader will be important for understanding
readers’ possible reactions to the distribution of Demosthenes’ Against Meidias in draft form(see
pgs. 237 ff.).

It is only through persuasive recitation of the text that it can be properly evaluated ("Hv
yop Eupeivnte TovTOIG, LAALOV duVNoEchE KOTIOETV €1 TL TVYYAVOoUEY AéyovTeg GELOV UMDY
avt®v). These words are at first surprising: we expect Isocrates to say something like, “If you
adhere to these guidelines, you will better allow your audience to determine whether we actually
are saying anything worthy of ourselves.” It seems more intuitive, after all, to consider the
performance’s effect on the audience than on the performer himself. [ would argue that these
words represent Isocrates’ attempt to deal with the muteness of the text. He expects his readers in
envisioning a proper recitation of the text to supply a voice for it; this involves formulating
potential justifications, motivations, and suitable representations of mental states for each
passage; the text is thus helped and defended by the reader/reciter. The validity of the defense he
provides can only be determined by its effect on an audience: if the reader has interpreted the
text correctly, then his performance will produce a convincing representation of Isocrates himself
that will prove pleasing to an audience. It is thus in successful performance and resurrection of

the author that an interpretation is validated: a correct interpretation is a quickening one.
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There is of course a significant problem here, for it is surely possible to interpret and
perform a text successfully in ways that wildly deviate from the author’s intentions. Isocrates,
however, does not address this, and it may at first seem that he naively assumes that by providing
a preface that explains the nature of the work and which gives general instructions on how to
perform it, he can enable the reader to perform and interpret it in the way he intended. However,
it probably did not matter so much to him precisely how the text was read and performed—so
long as it kept being read and performed. One suspects that Isocrates was perfectly content to
sacrifice himself for his name’s sake and to allow the Antidosis, provided that it continued to

serve as a lasting memorial, to be the image of an Isocrates and his mind.

6. Isocrates’ Panathenaicus
In Isocrates’ final work, the Panathenaicus, we get what seems to be a final attempt to
respond to Plato’s criticism of writing in the Phaedrus.'!2 Erler as cited in the Introduction
argues that the two works are “...Testimonien des ersten hermeneutischen Disputes in der
Antike,”!*® and Roth, commenting on the recurrence of the metaphor of the abandoned text in the
Spartan sympathizer’s speech, concludes,

Thre [die Metapher von der Verlassenheit des Adyog] Wiederverwendung im ‘Panathenaikos’ reiht auch
Isokrates’ letzte Rede in die Geschichte dieser Kontroverse ein und bezeugt, wie ihn das Problem des
richtigen, d.h. adressatenbezogenen Verfassens von Texten weiter beschaftigen hat.''4

112 We also get a host of other things. Blass (1893) 11, 326, adopting a harsher form of the same analogy he used to
describe the Antidosis (see pg. 56), compares the Panathenaicus to ... ein wiister Haufe, in dem die Kérner recht
selten sind.”

113 Erler (1992), 125.

114 Roth (2003), 256.
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It seems clear, then, that Isocrates was at least trying to say something in his swan song about
interpretation. However, this part of the work has proven even more difficult to interpret than the
rest.!

Before discussing the work’s reception, I will give a brief outline of the speech’s content.
It is usually divided into at least five sections: the proem, the body of the speech, two dialogue
scenes, and an epilogue.!® In the body of the work (§§39-198), Isocrates presents a comparison
of Athens and Sparta which prima facie seems to be an encomium of the former and a criticism
of the latter. In the first dialogue scene (8§8199-228), a Spartan sympathizer whom Isocrates has
invited to critique the work presents objections to the criticisms he has made of Sparta and
claims that, if for no other reason, the Greeks should at least be grateful to the Spartans for
discovering, using, and demonstrating “the most noble pursuits” (td KGAMoTO TOV
gmmdsvpdrmv). !’ After Isocrates replies to this objection by arguing that Spartan pursuits are
not the most noble but rather are quite depraved, the sympathizer proceeds to specify what he
meant by this ambiguous phrase: he was not referring to piety, justice or intelligence but to
physical training, exercise in courage, civil concord, and their concern for martial diligence in
general (8217). Isocrates then presents a second reply to the sympathizer’s objection, and the
audience unanimously agrees that he has won the debate (8229). He himself, however, becomes
concerned that the speech’s criticism of Sparta may be too harsh, so he calls together a larger
group of students and the same Spartan sympathizer to get their advice on whether the work
should be destroyed or published; this begins the second dialogue scene (88234-265). All of his

students once again praise the work very highly, but the sympathizer, whose interpretation will

115 For a comprehensive overview of the reception of the work, see Roth (2003), 9-18.
116 For a more detailed outline of the structure, see Roth (2003), 69-70.
117 Isoc. 12.202.
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be discussed in detail below, changes his mind about the work and argues that Isocrates delivered
it to his students in order to test them. For it contains a hidden meaning: those who do not read it
carefully enough will interpret it simply as an encomium of Athens and as a criticism of Sparta;
those, on the other hand, who do take the time to study it will come to see that it actually
contains veiled praise of Sparta and thus that Isocrates manages to praise both cities
simultaneously (88232-263). Isocrates’ students then enthusiastically praise the sympathizer’s
interpretation, while Isocrates himself, though he praises his nature and diligence (v te pvowv
avtod Kol Vv émpéleiav), refuses to utter a syllable about whether his interpretation
corresponds to his own intentions (nepi 88 TBV GAAmY 00dEV E@OeyEAUNY GV elnev, 00O’ Mg
gruyev Taic vmovoiaug THG Eufjc Stavoiag, ov0’ d¢ dmpaptey).t8

Scholars who have dealt with the significance of the dialogue between Isocrates and the
Spartan sympathizer can be divided into three camps: those who argue that he views the
sympathizer’s method of interpretation as valid and thus does not respond in order to preserve
the polyvalence of the text;!° those who argue that by various means he rejects the

sympathizer’s interpretation of and approach to the speech and that he expects the reader to

arrive at this conclusion on his own;'?° and, finally, those that argue that Isocrates’ silence

118 |soc. 12.264-5.

119 Kennedy (1989), 497, Too (1995), 71-2 and Roth (2003), 252-6 and 260. Roth provides much more supporting
evidence than the other two and better contextualization of the Spartan sympathizer’s speech.

120 Kroner (1969), 324 argues that Isocrates has made the sympathizer’s reading so weak that the reader by carefully
thinking through the text will see that it is incorrect. Schaublin (1982), 173 ff. argues that for Isocrates clarity
(cagnvewn) was of the utmost importance and thus that he could never endorse the sympathizer’s reading; rather, the
latter represents a sophistic mode of interpretation similar to the one Plato lampoons in the Protagoras. Similarly,
Erler (1992), 129 argues that Isocrates believed that texts needed no interpretation but could attain to clarity
independently of their author’s voice. Finally Gray (1994), 228 in a polemical article argues that Isocrates in
presenting the dialogue scene employs what would have been recognized by his audience as a conventional
rhetorical device, namely the use of the reaction of an internal audience as a negative paradigm for proper
interpretation. The dialogue scene, then, dramatizes a mode of reading that Isocrates encourages us not to adopt.
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represents a true feeling of ambivalence about the meaning of the work.?! [ find the position of
scholars from the first camp most persuasive,'?? so I will analyze the sympathizer’s method of
reading under the assumption that Isocrates presents it as valid. Roth in his commentary provides
a detailed analysis of the passage in question to support his interpretation; however, he does not
fully explore its implications for the debate between Plato and Isocrates, nor can he in the
confines of a commentary put his interpretation into as broad a perspective as the chronological
analysis of the development of their views that | have performed in the preceding sections will
allow me to do.

The Encomium of Helen and the Panathenaicus were composed at roughly the beginning
and at the very end respectively of Isocrates’ literary output, and there is a chasm between the
interpretive methodology he develops for each work. While he expected readers of the former to
be overcome with erotic desire for the beauty of his style and sentiments and thus merely to bask
in the sensual delight of the text, readers of the latter, by contrast, are told that they must ever be
on their guard if they hope to unearth the surplus of meaning the text contains: surface reading
vs. interpretive mining. The sympathizer asserts twice (8239,8249) that Isocrates made a
conscious effort to conceal his intentions when composing the work; he also claims (88236-7)
that Isocrates intended to test his students’ hermeneutic acumen by presenting them with a

polyvalent text. The work exists, then, to be wrestled with, to be outwitted.

121 Tigerstedt (1965), 200 and Eucken (1982), 66. The former argues that one can detect in the Panathenaicus “a
secret love of Sparta’s highly praised gvvopia,” while the latter claims it was Sparta’s Machtpolitik that appealed to
Isocrates.

122 In favor of this position, I would add the following arguments: first, during (8201) and after the first dialogue
scene, Isocrates describes the sympathizer in quite positive terms (8229). Second, if Isocrates did object to his
interpretation, then it seems odd that he does not correct all of his students who unanimously praise it. Finally, the
sympathizer’s interpretation is advantageous to Isocrates: it demands a careful reading of the text, and it allows the
work to receive approval in both Sparta and Athens.
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The preface to the Evagoras does anticipate the relationship between text and reader that
Isocrates will elaborate further in the Panathenaicus. In the former, Isocrates characterizes the
work as innovative and (somewhat disingenuously) as an experiment that needs to be evaluated
by the reader. Having subtly framed the speech in such terms as to preclude a negative response,
he is content to allow the reader to develop his own method of interpretation. Thus the meaning
of the Evagoras like that of the Panathenaicus will vary depending on the perspective of the
individual. However, there are also some key differences between the methodology developed in
each work. In the Evagoras Isocrates does not provide the reader with any positive rubric for
how he should be reading: after listing the criteria according to which one should not evaluate
the text, he is content to let the reader to develop his own approach to the text. Accordingly, one
could read it like the Helen in a purely sensual way or burrow into the text in an attempt to ferret
out all its hidden meaning, depending on what suits his fancy. In the Panathenaicus, by contrast,
Isocrates provides us with a very detailed paradigm: we must constantly keep our eye on the
author, work through the text very carefully, and be sensitive to all the interpretive possibilities
of the language. Although the reader must still determine the meaning of the text for himself and
although these prescriptions give him plenty of wiggle room, Isocrates gives him a much more
definite idea of what he should be doing when reading the work.

The significance of the Antidosis for the development of Isocrates’ views on
interpretation is difficult to assess. On the one hand, he takes pains to communicate his intentions
clearly and to encourage the reader to take them into consideration when reciting and interpreting
the work; on the other hand, by incorporating performance of the text into the act of
interpretation, he seems to be willing to allow the reciter’s perspective to influence meaning

when he is forced in preparing for a performance to supply his own motivations and
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justifications for a given passage. | would argue that this tension stems from the exceptional
status of the Antidosis within Isocrates’ oeuvre: as an autobiography and an apologetic one at
that, the work is much more personal and has much greater significance for Isocrates and his
reputation than any of his others. Consequently, it would have been surprising if he had left it
completely open to interpretation even if he were receptive to polyvalence in other cases.
However, as the preface shows, he was also acutely aware of how necessary performance was
for a proper interpretation and successful reception of a work, and he foresaw the inevitable
influence of the reciter’s perspective on his interpretation. In the end the relationship between
Isocrates’ intentions and the reader’s interpretation remains ambiguous: he slowly oozes his way
into our reading until intentionalities become blended.

In the Panathenaicus a sea change occurs in the relationship between text and reader. In
the Helen we lusted after the beauty of the text; in the Evagoras we collaborated with Isocrates
in defining the new genre of prose encomium; in the Antidosis through performance of the text
we became surrogates for Isocrates himself; in the Panathenaicus, however, the text becomes an
adversary. This can be seen most clearly through comparison with the relationship between the
two that is laid out in the Phaedrus (275d), to which the sympathizer alludes at one point. There
the communicative situation is quite clear: the reader questions a text about an aspect of its
content in order to learn what it means, but, without the aid of the author, it can only repeat the
same answer; the text is figured metaphorically as a helpless child in need of its father for
protection. The defense that the latter would provide would be a clarification of the meaning of
the passage in question. Contrast this view of the relationship between text and author with that
of the sympathizer, who characterizes it in the following way when speculating about how

Isocrates is going to respond to his interpretation:
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@OV o0&V ddoavtd ue Proelg TOV TpdmOV TodToV EXEtv, MG £BovAedcm ob mepl ovTdY, GAAL TV T& SHVaULY
TV Aeyopévov dddokovta Kol Ty oy diavotav EEnyodevov ok aicBdvesbot tocovte TOv Adyov
(60EATEPOV 01’ EE YIYVOUEVOV, HOMTEP AVTOV PAVEPDTEPOV ETOIOVY KOl YVOPLADTEPOV TOIG
AVOYlyVOOKOVOLV: EMGTAUNY YOp TOIG OVK €100V Evepyalopevov Epnov Tov AOYoV e TOETV Kol THS TG
dmootepeiv Tiig yryvopévng v odtd St Todg movodvog Kai Tpdypota oeicty adtoic mapéyoviog.t2®

For the sympathizer clarification of the text has precisely the opposite effect from the one it has
in Plato: whereas explanation by the author was figured by the latter as a defense of the text, for
the former it serves to disarm it and make it vulnerable. For communicating a single,
authoritative message is what the text is defending itself against. The ideal situation is one in
which the text can remain to some degree inscrutable. In Plato, reader and author have the same
(unattainable) goal: a meeting of minds through the mediation of the text. In Isocrates, by
contrast the two are at war with one another: if the reader wins, he disarms, that is deciphers the
text; if the text wins, it preserves its own polysemy. Reading is thus figured as an agonistic
activity in which the author is constantly making covert attacks against the reader while he
defends himself with hermeneutic fortification; it is a zero sum game in which either the reader
outwits the author or vice versa.

In the pedagogical context of the Panathenaicus, such conflict is innocent and intended to
be educational. The sympathizer characterizes the text as a sort of oral exam (neipav) by means
of which Isocrates desires to test whether his students can philosophize and whether they
remember everything they have learned in their previous lessons (... &l @thocopoduev Kai

pepvipeda Tdv év Todc StorpiPaic Aeyopévav).t2* Then in the epilogue Isocrates himself

123 Isoc. 12.247: “You will say that, after having let none of these things be, I am so disposed as you intended in
regard to them [the parts of the speech as interpreted by the sympathizer], but that | do not perceive that the speech
becomes worthy of less esteem through my explanation of the force of the things said and through my explication of
your intention inasmuch as | made it clearer and more easily comprehensible to readers; for you will say that by
producing knowledge in the ignorant | disarm the speech and rob it of the honor it would receive due to those who
work through it and make an effort at understanding it.”

124 Isoc. 12.236.

67



describes the work as educational and technical (Sidackalikovg kai texvikovg).1?® Thus on one
level the speech is like a stumper and Isocrates like that supposedly benevolent teacher that
tortures students for their own good,*?® and the reader like the sympathizer must constantly be on
his guard against the ways in which Isocrates might be trying to slip one past him. Under this
constant threat, the student is forced to develop a hyper-sensitivity to the tricks of the trade and
in the process of doing so to interpret each aspect of the work exhaustively, projecting now one
possible meaning, now another. Upon (an ideal) successful reading, the work would emerge as a
carefully constructed object the manifold capacities of which for influencing or victimizing an
audience have carefully been charted and contained.

From the pedagogical context it is easy to transition to a less innocent, more threatening
one, and it is then that the value of this method of interpreting oratory becomes evident.
Philosophical texts want to tell us something, potentially something eternal; we assume that the
author is benevolent and at least believes his truth will benefit us somehow. For oratory this is
usually not the case: this speech I’'m reading may very well have been written by a pettifogger,
sycophant, or traitor in an attempt to hoodwink me as a potential member of its prospective
audience. And now it has been distributed in written form, so it must have been eminently
successful. I’'m reading it, then, not to learn from it but against it. The speech is armed to affect
me in its own interest; reading it properly involves disarming it through a careful analysis that
produces levels of meaning that correspond with projected audiences: the Panathenaicus can
mean one thing to the hoi polloi, another to those in the know, and yet another to Spartans. The

meanings themselves in the case of deliberative or forensic oratory are irrelevant; all that matters

125 Isoc. 12.271. For this interpretation of texvikove, according to which the adjective does not distinguish the work
generically but rather refers to its pedagogical value, see Roth (2003), 267.

126 | am reminded of one of my calculus teachers in high school, who regularly assigned problems before lecturing
on the material needed to solve them.
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is the network of correlations. In lieu of a meeting of two minds at the point of an eternal truth,
reading oratory produces the appropriation, absorption of one mind by another: by interpreting
the Panathenaicus properly I disarm the text and take it captive to serve as a slave for my own
purposes. By training his students in this method of interpretation, Isocrates prepared them to
deal with and use to their advantage texts from the paradigmatic tradition, for example Lysias or

Isaeus.

7. Conclusion: Toward a Hermeneutic for Demosthenes

When Demosthenes’ speeches were first published, his original readers would have had a
variety of approaches at their disposal for interpreting them. Following Isocrates’ Helen or
Socrates’ reference to 1o pnropikdv, they could have placed themselves in that no man’s land
between thought and sensation by “not listening too closely to the thoughts.” For those who find
the ubiquity of topoi or the dearth of poetic imagery off-putting, this sort of surface reading
might be said to represent the ideal perspective. As a sort of anti-hermeneutic, it will have to
remain unexplored in the chapters that follow.

On the other hand, following Plato’s organic metaphor and Isocrates’ reformulation of it
in the Antidosis, fourth-century readers could have consciously engaged in analysis of the
speech’s form and content in an attempt to determine whether it constitutes an organic body or
harmony of parts. Existing side by side with this what could be called literary interest would be a
technical one: how can I learn from Demosthenes’ speeches to make myself a better orator? It is
hard to imagine that these speeches were or could be read exclusively for pleasure. In the issue of
authorial intention, which after Plato and Isocrates must have haunted every conscientious

reader, the literary and technical interests can be said to interpenetrate one another. The
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relationship between the textual voice of Demosthenes and his reader would have been
collaborative, antagonistic, and estranged all at once. Just by existing in textual form the
speeches take their place alongside those of Isocrates and Thucydides as potential paradigms for
addressing the Assembly, indeed as potentially ideal paradigms. This issue of the paradigmatic
status of the speeches will become particularly acute when we come to looking at their
relationship to the collection of Prooemia in chapter 5.

Following the Spartan sympathizer, in turn, the reader must view the author as hostile and
be on his guard against ways in which the speech is unconsciously affecting him. This is
especially true when he himself is reciting it, as the preface to the Antidosis demonstrates: the
author threatens to possess or at least latch on to the reader like a parasite. Finally, the author,
Demosthenes, is simply inaccessible through the text of his speeches; the reader queries them,
but they cannot respond.

In the chapters that follow, I will be examining the experience of reading Demosthenes’
speeches on a more concrete level. | will argue that the texts themselves respond in compelling
ways to the hermeneutic situation outlined in this chapter. With respect to each level of formal
and substantive elaboration (style, structure, content), I will demonstrate that the speeches have
been composed and preserved in such a way as to address the challenges facing any 4™ century
Athenian author who wished to communicate with an audience through the medium of writing

and who had the ambition to make his texts speak to posterity.
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CHAPTER 2
Style

Even if Demosthenes’ syntax is sometimes difficult to understand, his style never should
be. At least that is what Fénelon tells us: “c’est la nature qui parle elle-méme dans les
transports[of Demosthenes]; I’art est si achevé, qu’il n’y parait point.”! Ronnet makes a similar

claim in her criticism of German scholarship on his style:

Au rebours I’érudition germanique apporte dans cette étude une minutie, un souci du détail, qui, a force de
relever et de codifier les figures, risquent de donner une apparence artificielle a cette éloquence toute de vie
et de naturel.?

When reading Demosthenes, then, one should be able to grasp the effect of a given element of
his style intuitively, even if he cannot give a technical account of it, for it gives the impression of
being completely natural and spontaneous. Indeed, Ronnet, following Marouzeau and Buffon,
saw herself as writing an account of Demosthenes’ psychological development by studying the
development of his style.® In readers from all periods,* his style has provoked this sort of strong
impulse to identify closely with him, with the result that there has been a focus on elements that
encourage a feeling of immediacy and arouse the passions to the exclusion of others that create a
sense of distance between speaker and audience.

Such claims about “naturalness,” however, conflict with what Demosthenes’ own
contemporaries had to say about his style. Pytheas, one of the men who prosecuted him in the
Harpalus trials, is said to have mocked his arguments (¢vévuqpora) as smelling of lamp wicks.®

Then there is the somewhat enigmatic remark by Aesion which | mentioned in the Introduction:

! Fénelon (1983), 9.

2 Ronnet (1951), 7.

3 Ronnet, (1951), “Voici donc quel est notre objet ... chercher, grice a cette connaissance, a mieux découvrir
Démosthéne lui-méme et son évolution intérieure, en un mot, par I’histoire du style, faire I’histoire de I’homme.”
4 Dion. Dem. 22; Weil (1873), 1X; Dobson (1919), 240; Yunis (2001) 19.

5 Plut. Dem. 8.
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Aiciova 6¢ pnow "Eppirnog énepotbévta mepi t@V mdior pntopmv Kol Tdv Kab’ adtov gimeiv, dg aKovmv
pev av tig é0adpacev Ekeivoug EDKOCUMG KOl LEYOAOTPETDS TM SNIUD SLEAEYOUEVOVS, AVAYLIVOOKOUEVOL &’
ol AnpocBévoug Adyor ToAd 1§ koTookevf Kol Suvauel Stopépovoty.t

Whatever Aesion meant by saying this, the contrast he makes between hearing and reading and
his reference to Demosthenes’ superiority when it comes to katackevr| suggests that he did not
feel his style to be as natural as Fénelon and Ronnet did. Finally, there is Aeschines’ reference to
his insidious and base antitheses (toic émPefovievpévorc kai kakon0ect TovToIg AvTiféTore’).
Although it is not very clear what he had in mind here, it is possible that he was referring in
some way to a stylistic idiosyncrasy that he felt was (notoriously) distinctive.

Critics from later antiquity also felt that Demosthenes’ style was not always entirely
natural. When discussing the contexts in which the distinctive Demosthenic style occurs,
Dionysius says,

Kol 6Yedov &v te Tovt01g, Kol Taig dnunyopiog, Qrep Epnv dv Stayvoing onpein Tpoyepotére OV
AnpocBévoug yapaktijpa. T@ 8¢ NtTov 1 pdAlov adtols Keypiiohar TOv avopa Tpog TaG PUOELG
dmoPAémovta TV Dmobicemv, Kol Tdg AEIDGELS THV TpochTmV, mAavndoetal Tig' dnep Towg ovk dhoyov.

There is not, he claims, always a direct relationship between style and the nature of the subject
matter (tag @bvoeis...tdv vmobéocewv). Cicero perhaps makes the strongest claim when he says
“... et vero nullus fere ab eo[Demosthenes] locus sine quadam conformatione sententiae

dicitur.”

 Hermipp. fr. 74: “Hermippus says that Aesion, when asked about the speakers of old and those of his own day, said
that one would have marveled when hearing the former speaking gracefully and solemnly, but that the speeches of
Demosthenes when read were far superior in construction (devices?) and power.”

7 Aeschin. 2.4.

8 D.H. Dem. 9: “It is also found extensively in those of his speeches that were delivered in public actions. Broadly
speaking, these and his political speeches provide the readiest illustration, in the manner | have described, of the style
that is characteristically Demosthenic. But anyone who thinks that he adapted it, giving prominence to some aspects
and suppressing others according to the nature of the subject and the requirements of the characters involved, will be in
error; which is perhaps not unreasonable.” (tr. Usher)

® Cic. Orat. 136: “... and indeed almost no passage is spoken by him without there being a certain form to the
sentiment.”
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With regard to more recent scholarship on the issue, Yunis’s statement of the “principles”

of Demosthenes’ style is enlightening, so it is worth quoting the first one at length:

D.’s art is agonistic rather than epideictic; that is, form serves strictly the purpose at hand, which is to
defend himself and destroy his opponent, and is not elaborated for its own sake or for any other reason. In
regard to that purpose, D. presents arguments that are concrete and coherent, however misleading,
erroneous, or irrelevant they may be in other respects. Even though his verbal artifice is always palpable
and sometimes conspicuous, the primary commitment to the content of his message conveys the impression
that he uses artistic expression to make his points clearly and effectively, not to deceive or manipulate the
audience. The result is an apparent transparency between what he says and his own mind, which gives the
effect of honesty and integrity.°

It is difficult to accept Yunis’s claim that Demosthenes never elaborates the form of his political
trial speeches except to defend himself and destroy his opponent. As Habinek and Ober have
argued, oratory played a significant role in Athens’ identity formation and in influencing its
ideology,!! and Demosthenes himself was keenly aware of this.!? What Yunis calls elaboration
of form, then, is not so easy to account for, as | will demonstrate later in this chapter in my
discussion of Demosthenes’ encomium of Athens. Another problem with his characterization is
his insistence on excluding the epideictic.'® His presupposition that every stylistic element must
be referred to some practical agonistic or deliberative aim is anachronistic, as Cleon’s criticisms
of the Athenian people clearly demonstrate.* For he claimed that the Athenians prioritize novelty
(kavotng) over what is tried and true (dedoxipacpévov), and they are keen to spot what sort of
tricks the speaker has up his sleeve. In general, they get wrapped up in aesthetic appreciation of a
speech when they should be deliberating about the welfare of the state (amlidg te dkot|g 160V

NoodueVol kol 6oPloT®dv Oeataig o1kodTeg Kafnuévolg pdidov i mepl mOAEmS BOVAELOUEVOLS ).

10 Yunis (2001), 18.

11 Habinek (2005), 49-50; Ober (1989), 338-9.

12 Dem. 19.184. For discussion see Goldhill (2002), 45.

13 This squeamishness about the epideictic is characteristic of many interpreters of Demosthenes’ style. Cf. Kennedy
(1994), 80; Jebb (1893), 309.

14 For discussion see pg. 17.
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Cleon reveals his wonderment at and confusion about this perverseness of the Athenians when he
says that it is almost as though they are seeking a different world from the one in which they live.
Yunis’s heavy-handed insistence on the purely practical aim of style does not do justice to this
aspect of the Athenian character. Blass, however, was sensitive to it when he said of the
Athenian people: “...das athenische Volk war ...gewohnt, in den Versammlungen nicht bloss zu
denken und zu berathen, sondern auch sich in Kunstgenuss zu weiden.”*® The Athenians, even
(or especially) when the fate of their city was at stake, had their eyes on something higher, so one
should be wary of saying categorically that “form serves strictly the purpose at hand.”

A potentially more satisfying way to account for moments when the style seems artificial
is to say that the speeches were revised for publication to an audience of readers (connoisseurs).
This was the argument of Wilamowitz, who did not believe an elaborate periodic style was
suitable for addressing a large crowd.'® More recently Tuplin has contended that “... the
selection, recreation[bolding mine] and arrangement of items in the Demosthenic demegoric
corpus is consciously informed by considerations of a literary and paradeigmatic nature.”*’
Wooten, in turn, when analyzing a difficult periodic sentence from the First Philippic, says that
“... It is tempting to speculate... that the delivered version of the speech, at least in these sections
of it, would have been simplified.”® Perhaps one should not, then, argue that the stylistic
elements in question had any rhetorical function for their original audience but rather were added
to the speeches when they were revised. However, even for fourth-century readers distinguishing

“written” elements from “unwritten” ones was no easy task. After an exhaustive review of the

15 Blass (1893), 1.1, 72-3.

16 Wilamowitz (1911), 75: “Wohlgerundete Perioden und die peinlichst temperierte Wortwahl sind nicht geeignet,
eine tausendkdpfige Menge zu bewegen.” For him this is evidence that Demosthenes’ speeches were actually
political pamphlets. | will discuss this so-called pamphlet theory at some length in my fifth chapter (pgs. 253 ff.).
17 Tuplin (1998), 319. Cf. Milns (2000), 207-9.

18 Wooten (2008), 74.
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evidence,® O’Sullivan establishes that a basic but fluid division between written and unwritten
styles was common to fourth-century theorists (Plato, Isocrates, Alcidamas, and Aristotle).? The
unwritten, though, “... is characterized chiefly by negatives; it is the style without t€yvn, the
style of the ididtnc.”?! In characterizing a style, then, one talked of it as being more or less
written without there being a clear boundary between the two.

In this chapter I will look at elements of Demosthenes’ style that would have been
conspicuous to contemporary readers and which would have created a sense of distance between
them and the voice of the text. | will demonstrate that at each level of syntactical organization
there are structural features that make it difficult for the reader to identify with the author. This
manipulation of syntax has the effect of creating a particular ethos. Mader in a well-argued
article has explored some of the key elements of Demosthenes’ self-fashioning in the Philippic

cycle. He characterizes the development of his self-representation thus:

Between his earliest intervention on the Macedonian question and the retrospective in the Crown speech, a
grand projection of the consummate adviser gradually takes shape, with foresight as a key point of
reference.?

To demonstrate this, he looks at various ways in which Demosthenes crafts this image by
exploiting topoi and presenting his own analyses of situations in hindsight. However, he does not
discuss the contribution of style to this aspect of his self-fashioning. | would argue that it is in
fact on the level of style that he manages to resolve a fundamental tension inherent in democratic
ideology, namely that speakers had to make claims to superior foresight while acknowledging

9923

what Ober calls “the wisdom of the masses” and “... the generalized faith the Athenians had in

19 O’Sullivan (1992) 42-62.

20 |bid., 43.

2L |bid., 62. The positive elements of the written are not much more substantive. One has to elaborate on vague
descriptors like precision (dxpipeia) and clarity (cagpnveia).

22 Mader (2007), 341.

23 Ober (1989), 163.
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the collective knowledge, experiences, and judgment of the citizen body as a whole.”?* An
adviser needs to have insight that the advisee lacks, but of course at the same time the latter does
not want to be made to feel stupid or inferior. Demosthenes deals with this delicate situation in
part on the level of style. Since he cannot risk making outright claims to superior intelligence and
insight, he instead makes them implicitly through the way he structures his sentences. In my
interpretations of various structural features of his prose, | will explore the ways in which he
manipulates phrasal, clausal, and sentence structure to mold an image of a quasi-divine intellect
that seems to transcend the limits of ordinary human cognition. However, it is at these moments
that the style is most markedly “written,” so one may doubt whether he actually spoke this way
when addressing the Assembly or jury. Accordingly, in addition to the meaning of the style, the
problem of its intended audience will also have to be addressed.

On the level of the phrase, I will examine Demosthenes’ distinctive habit of what I will
call overweighting. This analysis will focus on the articular infinitive in particular. On the level
of the clause, 1 will look at discontinuity, a particular type of hyperbaton, and various ways of
interpreting its expressive function(s). With regard to the sentence, | will analyze how
Demosthenes structures a frequently occurring stereotyped form of argument, the pathetic
paradox, and I will also discuss sentences that through their content call attention to their own
structural expansiveness. For each aspect of style treated, I will provide evidence that the
element in question would have been conspicuous to contemporary audiences; the nature of this
evidence ranges from statistical frequency to the stylistic habits of Demosthenes’ imitators like
Dinarchus. In an attempt to understand the combined effect of all these various elements, | will

place the interpretations presented throughout the chapter in relation to Demosthenes’ own

24 1bid., 163.
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representation of his oratory and will address the problem of possible revision of the style for the
publication of the speeches.

To return to Demosthenes’ imitators, it is in fact the struggle of orators like Dinarchus
that the readings presented will work towards recreating. Gildersleeve in one of his articles on

the articular infinitive makes the following observation on Aristides’ use of the construction:

A propos of the whole question of apery, | have had the curiosity to examine the usage of Aristeides [of the
articular infinitive] in his speech against Leptines, which is nearly as long as the corresponding speech of
Demosthenes (96 per cent.). Aristeides seems to be fully aware of Demosthenes’ fondness for the
construction, but he overdoes it, as was to be expected, and he has some 106 articular inf.’s to
Demosthenes’ 71, thus carrying up the average into the neighborhood of Demosthenes’ extreme, which is
found in the First Olynthiac, whereas Demosthenes’ Leptinea is in the neighborhood of the mean, although
above it. Nor do we find anywhere in Demosthenes’ Leptinea such a cumulation of art. inf.’s as we find in
Aristeides. This excess of the articular infinitive, unrelieved by any of the charms that have made the
Leptinea of Demosthenes one of the favorite orations in modern times as in antiquity, contributes
unquestionably to the cumbrousness and unreadableness of Aristeides’ fabrication, which, in spite of all the
evident pains he has taken betrays to the grammatical eye the syntactical weaknesses of the age in which it
was manufactured.?

Gildersleeve shows little sympathy for Aristides here, but his criticism undermines itself to a
degree: the frequency of the articular infinitive in the latter’s imitation does not exceed
Demosthenes’ usage at its most extreme, and the frequency in the Leptines itself does not
precisely correspond with the overall average in his public speeches. Should Aristides have been
expected to calculate the general average and to compose his imitation accordingly? And why
does the Leptines have fewer articular infinitives than the First Olynthiac anyway? As Aristides’
failure suggests, this is not an easy question to answer; one has to approach it feelingly and

without any expectation of “understanding the author better than he understood himself.”

% Gildersleeve (1887), 336 fn. 4.
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A. The Articular Infinitive

Sigg was the first scholar to note both the exceptional frequency with which
Demosthenes used the articular infinitive and the daring ways in which he did so; however, he
devotes less than a page to the issue and makes his claims in general terms (“mehr als alle andern
redner” and “keiner aber handhabt denselben so kiihn und so meisterhaft”).2® Stix then provided
an extensive catalogue of the various ways in which the articular infinitive is employed by
Demosthenes.?’ It was Gildersleeve, Wagner, and Birklein, however, who first clearly
demonstrated just how anomalous Demosthenes’ usage was in relation to that of previous
orators.?® The table below is taken from the last of Gildersleeve’s three articles on the articular

infinitive.?® In this article he compares his statistics with those of Wagner, whose results match

his own very closely.

1. The Phrase

No. of Occurrences. §8.
Demosthenes 832 2672
Thukydides 134 676
Deinarchos 33[34] 162
Lykurgos 26 150
Isokrates 288 2064
Antiphon 338 295
Aischines 61 640
Andokides 16 219
Isaios 37 521
Lysias 38 970

Table 1. Gildersleeve’s and Wagner’s statistics for the articular infinitive

2 Sigg (1873), 429.

27 Stix (1881).

28 Birklein (1888).

2 Gildersleeve (1887), 332.
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The statistics for the number of occurrences per section and per Teubner page were tallied by
Wagner and Gildersleeve, respectively. The statistic for Demosthenes represents the frequency in
his public speeches; for private speeches the average according to Gildersleeve is .80
occurrences per page. Birklein, in turn, tracked in detail not only frequency of occurrence but
also the diachronic development of the use of the articular infinitive in different grammatical
cases and functions. Thucydides, as he shows, played a significant role in the flowering of the
articular infinitive in Attic prose: he uses it approximately nine times as often as Herodotus and
in a much greater variety of ways.* It is also worthy of note that it occurs much more frequently
in speeches than in narrative. In Lysias, however, there is an extreme drop-off: fifteen of the
twenty seven authentic® speeches from the Lysianic corpus offer not a single example of the
articular infinitive, while the remaining twelve only contain thirty six instances. When
comparing Thucydides’ usage with that of Demosthenes, Birklein notes that in the former a third
of the instances have no modifiers at all, while this is only the case for a seventh of the instances
in the latter, and Heiny has provided more precise statistics for Thucydides, calculating that the
average number of words intervening between article and noun is a mere 1.85.32 In summarizing

Demosthenes’ usage, Birklein states,

Demosthenes steht, was die Frequenz des Inf mit Art. anlangt, unter allen Rednern bei weitem oben an;
auch finden wir bei ihm mit ganz gerinfligigen Ausnahmen alle Formen vertreten, in denen tUberhaupt der
Inf. mit Art. erscheinen kann.%

He also notes in passing the boldness of Demosthenes’ constructions (“Bei den kiihn gebauten

complicierten Infinitivsitzen...”*4). Since Lysias, then, a more or less perceptible rise in the

%0 Birklein (1888), 50-51.

31This number is that of Birklein (1888), 59. Determining the authenticity of speeches within the Lysianic corpus is
notoriously difficult. Dover (1968), 193, for instance, concludes that XII is the only speech that can be attributed to
Lysias and to him alone.

32 Heiny (1973), 181.

33 Ibid., 65.

3 Ibid., 66.
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frequency of the articular infinitive had occurred among the orators, and Demosthenes’ usage
represents an extreme development of this general trend, both with regard to frequency and
plasticity. The high number for Dinarchus is, as Gildersleeve suggests, due in part at least to the

influence of Demosthenes.®®

My discussion in this section will serve as a complement the work of these scholars.
While their studies focused on variety of usage (e.g. occurrences in various cases and after
prepositions) and on frequency, | want to take a closer look at the structure of some of the more
extreme instances in Demosthenes. As | will show, he not only uses the articular infinitive more
frequently and more dynamically than other orators but also with a proportional increase in
density.

The motivation for this density is not always readily apparent. For example, in Against
Meidias, Demosthenes presents a characteristic argument of guilty defendants and the proper

response in the following way:

eedyovTog ngv yép, olpal, kol NdunkdTog otiv 10 1OV TapdvTa TpdmoV Tod puf Sodvar Sikny
Stakpovopevoy TOV 00K 6vO’ d¢ £det YevéoHar Aéyetv, SIkaoT@V d€ Y€ COEPOVMV TOVTOLS TE UT| TPOGEYXEV
Kad Ov av MaPoctv doelyaivovia kordlety.%

Nested within the articular infinitive are both a complex circumstantial participial phrase and an
indirect statement. It would have been easy enough to restructure this ponderous phrase so as to
make it more readily comprehensible: Demosthenes could have divided the infinitive clause into
two separate articular infinitives (diakpovesBat kai ... Aéyewv), or he could have placed the mc-
clause after the infinitive. It is even more surprising that he did not choose one of these

alternatives in light of the way that he structures the second part of the antithesis (why not to

% Gildersleeve (1887), 334 fn. 1.

3% Dem. 21.27: “For it is characteristic of a defendant, I suppose, and of one who has committed a crime to say that
the mode of punishment that was not adopted should have been in an attempt to evade the one that actually has been
pursued, but it belongs to sober-minded jurors not to pay attention to these things and to punish whomever they
catch committing an outrage.”
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TOVTOIC LT Tpooéyovta Ov v Adfmaotv dcelyaivovta kolalew?). One could perhaps argue that
the needless complexity suggests to the audience’s minds the shiftiness of these wrongdoers who

are always making excuses based on technicalities, but this is admittedly a stretch.

There are, by contrast, instances where some sort of rhetorical effect is clearly intended.

In On the False Embassy Demosthenes reveals Philip’s greatest good fortune thus:

IToAAd Toivoy 8v Tic, & &vdpeg ABnvaiot, ilmov evdoipovicag Tiic TOYNG eikdTmS, TodTo PAMOT’ By
€00UOVIGEIEY AmAVTmV, O pd ToVg B0vg Kai Tag Oedg 0Ok Exm Aéyey Eymye GAAOV SoTig EDTOYNKEY £0°
NUAV. TO PV Yap TOAELS LEYAAUS EIANPEVIL KOL YDPAV TOAATV VO’ EavTd TemotijoBat Kol TdvTa Ta TotadTa
MAotd pév €otv, oluo, kol Aaumpd Tdg yap ob; &xor & &v Tic eineiv mempaypéva kol £T8poig TOALOTG.
AN’ €kelvo 1010V Kal 003Vl TOV TAVTOV GAAD YEYOVOG EDTUYNLLO. TO TOTOV; TO EMeldN) TovnpdY avOpdTmOV
glc T mpdrypat’ odtd £5éncev, movnpotépoug evpeiv § éBovieto.’

This passage is carefully constructed to build up a feeling of suspense in the audience: what is
this gift that fortune has bestowed on Philip alone? Demosthenes vaguely refers to it twice with
neuter pronouns (todto, £éxeivo) and then creates a climax with the question to moiov; The reader
is thereby led to expect an answer in the form of an easily conceptualizable thing comparable to
one of the items in the preceding list of Philip’s good fortunes: sacking of cities, subjugation of
land, etc. What he gets instead is a complex articular infinitive in which a subordinate clause has
been nested (10 émeldn movnpPOV AVOPOTOV €1g TG TPAYHAT’ OOTD £ENGEV, TOVIPOTEPOVG EVPETV
1 éBovAeto). What is the significance of his choice of such a dense articular infinitive here? On
the one hand due to its onerousness it is redolent of Thucydides. And yet at the last moment it

grants us an unexpected release by lightening the load and placing 1 £BovAeto after the infinitive.

37 Dem. 19.67-8: “And so although one has many good reasons for calling Philip happy due to his good fortune, he
would make this claim most of all with respect to this, a good fortune which by the gods and goddesses no one else
whom | can name has obtained in our time. For capturing great cities, making vast tracts of land subject to himself,
and all the things of this sort are certainly enviable, | think, and distinguished. How could one deny it? However,
one could say that these things have been accomplished by many others. But that windfall is unique and has
happened to no one else. Which one do | mean? The fact that, when he had need of base men for his activities, he
found them baser than he desired.” The desire to avoid the elided form £BovAet’ could provide justification for the
ordering on the grounds of euphony, but the form occurs often enough in Demosthenes. (11 instances in a Perseus
search)
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It thus inflicts on the reader a momentary Thucydidean mind cramp only to swerve at the very
end and give him a sense of release. The cognitive difficulty, however, abides: sacking of cities,
subjugation of lands, and ... the ... when one is in need of them finding base men baser than he
expected? It cannot easily be reduced to a verbal substantive like the gifts of fortune, even
though Demosthenes has strongly encouraged us to view it synoptically with them; rather, it
seems to recreate in the reader that moment of horror upon discovering that men are actually
more wicked than he thought they were, for the grammatical nesting of the content of the
expectation within the discovery binds them together into a single cohesive experience. Or
maybe I am overthinking it and Demosthenes’ only intention was to infuse his ethos with a touch
of Thucydidean austerity?

It does seem to be the case, after all, that at times the articular infinitive is chosen merely
to contribute to the construction of a particular ethos. This is of course a difficult argument to
make, since it is hard to gauge the register of the construction. As Birklein’s study shows, it
appealed most to authors who adopted a more austere style, that is to Thucydides and
Demosthenes. Further, in the former it occurs much more frequently in the fiendishly difficult
speeches. Finally, by Lysias, the paradigm of the “simple” style, it is used quite sparingly. Even
if it had become more fashionable by the mid-fourth century, it seems safe to assume that the use
of it, especially when daring or involved, signified something to audiences. In the Fourth
Philippic Demosthenes tells the Assembly why those who ally themselves with Philip have been
successful:

... Kol kekpatiKacty oi 3t €kelvov Tag ToATEING TOLOVEVOL TAGY HGOLG TPAYLLOTO TPATTETOL, TPMTQ UEV
navtov kol TAeiote 1@ T0ig fovlopévolg yprnato Aappavey &gy Tov ddoovd’ Hrep avTAV, dEVTEPW 08
K0l OVSEV EAATTOVL TOVTOL T® SHVOLLLY THY KATAGTPEYOUEVIV TOVC EVAVTIOVUEVOVS ADTOIC &V 01 v
aitowot ypdvorc mapsivon.®

3 Dem. 10.5: ... and those who make their policies through Philip’s influence have been dominant by every means
by which things are done, the first and foremost of which being the fact that they have someone who will give
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Here there does not seem to be any attempt to affect the audience emotionally. In regard to ethos,
though, perhaps one wants a political adviser who is perspicacious enough to view and
comprehend complicated states of affairs as though they were simple entities, who, when | need
to boil down the cause to vague corruption, can see more broadly “the having one who will give
money to those who want to take it,” who can think of such a situation as a simple dative of

means.

Finally, there are instances where the articular infinitive interacts with the
structure of the rest of the sentence in such a way as to problematize a direct response to the text
with respect to ethos or pathos. In On the False Embassy, when Demosthenes is reminding the
audience of the events that took place after his and Aeschines’ return from the second embassy,

he tells them how he knew that the latter was trying to deceive them and how he responded:

AxoboV Toivuv &yd TMAKadTo Kol TotedTo EmaryyeAAOILEVOL TOVTOV, Kol AKPLR®S eiddg 6Tt wevdeton,--Koi
60ev, ppao® TPOG VUAC, TPATOV HEV €K TOD, HTe TOVG OpKovg Eledle Dilmmog dpvihval Tovg mept TG
elpNvNG, EkomoVoovg amopaviijval tovg Pmréag ¥o tovtwv[Aeschines and Philocrates], 6 clomdv Kol £dv
gikOC Mv, einep fuediov odlecOor Emetta &k Tod pry Tovg mopd 1o Dhinmov mpéoPeic Tadto Aéysy unds
TV EmoToly THY D1AinToL, GALS TODTOV-- &K TOVTMOV OBV TEKUAPOUEVOC, GVICTAS, Kol Tapeldmv
gnelpdunv uév avtikéyety, dg & drodey odk N0éAeTe, iovyiav Eoyov ...%°

On the one hand, it seems easy enough to provide a plausible interpretation of the expressive
function of this sentence in broad strokes: due to the virtual destruction of Phocis that followed
the events Demosthenes narrates here, his valiant effort to persuade the Athenians to heed his

wise counsel and their failure to listen make for a moving tragic effect. This if any seems to be a

money on their behalf to those who want to receive it. A second resource that is no less significant is having at their
disposal a force to subdue their opponents at any time they require it.”

39 Dem. 19.44-5: “And so, as I was listening to that man making such astounding promises, and knowing precisely
that he was lying—and from what source, | will point out to you, first from the fact that, when Philip was just about
to swear the oaths about the peace, the Phocians were revealed to be outside its terms by those men, which it was
reasonable to keep quiet about and to let pass, if they were actually going to be saved; next, from the fact that the
ambassadors from Philip were not saying these things nor the letter of Philip, but that man—judging, then, from
these facts, after | had stood up and come forward, | kept trying to oppose him, but since you were unwilling to hear
me, [ held my peace....”
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passage where, to use Milns’ phrase, “the passion leaps out from the printed page.” But there is a
tension in the structure of the sentence that is not so easy to deal with. The participles leading up
to énelpopuny (Axodmv, 10mS, TEKUOPOUEVOS, AvaoTiS, TapeAdmV) present Demosthenes’
thoughts and actions in a comprehensible sequence and vividly focalize the situation from his
perspective at the time: because the first three, which all are stative or present and refer to acts of
perception or of the intellect, are simultaneous with and provide the motivation both for the two
aorist participles that follow and for the main verb, they encompass the three different stages of
events related in the sentence (I stood up, then I came forward, then I tried to respond, all the
while hearing, knowing, judging). The entire narrative, then is framed by Demosthenes’
experience of it. However, within this vivid focalization he inserts a conspicuously artificial
construction, namely the two elaborately extended articular infinitives that relate his reasons for
coming forward to speak (tod ... dmopavOfvar and tod ...Aéyew). Note further that the first of
these is characterized by extreme separation of the article from the infinitive by an entire
temporal subordinate clause. The focalization, then, occurs in conjunction with conscious and
conspicuous stylization of only a part of the experience focalized. This complicates the reader’s
response to the text: one feels drawn into Demosthenes’ thoughts and perceptions at this moment
only to encounter suddenly something that does not feel spontaneous or natural at all. Further, he
is forced to try to use his mind’s eye to make deductions (€id®g ...k ... and ék TovTOV ...
tekpapopevoc) from circumstances presented synoptically in the form of articular infinitives
which, due to their complexity, cannot simply be paraphrased as verbal nouns. The passion of the
sentence, then, flows from the tragically unsuccessful emotional response of a godlike intellect to

his timeless, synoptic view of a complex situation which is inaccessible to the reader. In the end,
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one is not so much taking pleasure in Demosthenes’ passionate language as wondering what sort

of passion knowing from articular infinitives provokes.

There also lingers the issue of the interpretability of such a difficult sentence for the
members of the jury; it is difficult enough just to read, after all. One solution would be to place a
stop after the parenthesis and so treat the participles that begin the sentence as an anacoluthon.
The explanation for the interruption of the syntax would be the inordinate length of the
parenthesis. However, if the structure is the result of revision for publication,*® then it would
provide significant insight on the function of and motivation for such revision. The extended
parenthesis and the participial phrase referring back to it (éx ToVTOV 00V TekpapduEVoC) could
easily have been added to a much simpler and more easily digestible sentence. Becoming written
would involve interposing a sequence of deductions (texpopdpevog) between perception
(Axobwv) and reaction (dvaotdc). In one respect this makes the written Demosthenes more real
than the hypothetical spoken one insofar as the text represents a psychologically plausible
synthesis: the actions he takes are motivated by his hearing of Aeschines’ claims and his
intellectual response to them (I know he is lying based on ...). The whole sequence of events,
then, can be seen as linked. But it is hard to imagine that his thoughts actually occurred to him in
anything like the form in which they are presented in the text. Thus the written Demosthenes is a
paradox: the reader simultaneously feels closer to but yet farther from the sublime orator than his

original audience did. Assuming, of course, that he did revise the style.

40 For discussion of this possibility, see pgs. 246-47.
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B. Orders of Entities

The preceding discussion focused on the ways in which Demosthenes structured his
articular infinitives and on understanding the expressive function of the construction in context.
In this section I want to draw attention to another distinctive aspect of his usage which, though
noted in some form by previous scholars, has not been fully understood. Denniston in his survey
of Greek prose style identifies a characteristic of it that has long been recognized: “In most
Greek prose-writers abstract substantives are seldom made the subject of verbs: the normal
agents are human beings.”*! There is a confusion here between syntactic and semantic categories
(subject and agent), but the most significant limitation of Denniston’s discussion is the vagueness
of his conceptualization of “abstraction.” For instance, he discusses the articular infinitive
separately from “abstract substantives” and calls the former “less abstract” than the latter.*?
Radford in his study of the use of abstracts in Thucydides and the Attic orators does present a
system of classifying abstract nouns, but it is not hierarchical, and articular infinitives are not
included.*® This lack of clarity obscures an important aspect of Demosthenes’ usage, for he not
only uses abstracts in general as subject more frequently than orators of the plain style as
Radford notes,** but he is also more daring in the kinds of abstracts he is willing to use as
subject. By applying a more rigorous and explicit system of classification of nouns, I will
demonstrate that Demosthenes creates cognitive strain by making articular infinitives as well as
other abstract entities the subjects of verbs that ordinarily would require an agent or an

experiencer.

41 Denniston (1952), 28. Cf. Sidgwick (1908), 51.
“42Denniston (1952), 37.

43 Radford (1901), 3-4 and 7.

4 Ibid., 6-7.
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Simon Dik, expanding on Lyons’ distinction between three types of entities,*® formulates
a typology that comprises four orders : zero-order, a property or relation, for example Peter’s
intelligence, Peter’s sense of humor; first-order, a spatial entity, for example Peter, dog, stone,
etc.; second-order, a state of affairs, an event, occurrence, for example, sunset, arrival; third-

order, a possible fact, for example John believed that Peter had opened the safe; fourth-order, a

speech act, for example John tried to answer Peter’s question why he had not called earlier.*® |

have used Dik’s classification instead of Lyons because distinguishing zero-order entities or

properties will be important for the discussion that follows.

With regard to second-order entities or states of affairs, the gamut of instances is quite

broad. On the one end, there is the following example from the First Olynthiac:

10 yap eivol Taviov ékeivov Eva dvta KOPIov Kol PNT@V Kai dmopphtov Kol Sua oTpatnyoV Kai deomdtnv
Kol Topiov, Kol mavtoyod adtdv Topeival T® oTpATedTL, TPOG UEV TO TA TOD TOAELOL TOYD Kol KT
Kopdv TPatTecHon TOAAD TPOEYEL, TPOG 08 TAG KATAAAAYAS, GG AV EKEIVOG TOGOLTO AGLLEVOG TTPOG
‘O)vvbiovg, évavtiog Eyet. ¥

Because the verbs in this sentence do not refer to activity, the use of the second-order abstract

here is not very striking. Somewhat more marked are the following instances:

(a) xoitol Oedoache BG0g GLUPOPAC TOPAGKEVALEL TO TGV ToloVTMY E08Aety dkpodicor.*®

(b) &AL, oipou, vV pév émokotel TovToIg 10 KorropHodv-+°

The first argument of Tapackevdlw can be filled by a noun having the semantic function agent

or cause,*® and for émoxotéw cause is the only function attested. For both verbs, however, the

4 Lyons (1977) 11, 443.

46Some of the examples and the classification have been taken from Dik (1997), 137.

47 Dem. 1.4: “For the fact that, though being only one man, he is in control of all things open and secret and is at the
same time a general, master and administrator, and the fact that in every place he is present in person with his
military force, this all is greatly advantageous for swift and timely accomplishment of the affairs of the war, but the
opposite is true when it comes to the reconciliation he would gladly make with the Olynthians.”

48 Dem. 9.55: “And yet observe how many misfortunes willingness to listen to such men furnishes.”

49 Dem. 2.20: “But success, | suppose, currently overshadows these things.”

%0 Instances of the latter are Isoc. 1.38 (Sikaiocvv ... Tapackevalet) and Lys. 2.2 (rapeokedacey 1) To0TOV GpeTh).
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cause is usually something more concrete: as the other examples of topackevalw cited show, it
is often a property, and of the other two instances of émickotém in Demosthenes, one (11.13) is
almost identical to the one cited here, with 0 katopBobv functioning as subject, while in the
other a physical entity, Meidias’ mansion, is literally overshadowing all the neighboring houses
(21.158). Accordingly, one state of affairs furnishing another or overshadowing things would
probably have been felt to be mildly marked. Finally, at the other end of the spectrum is the
following instance in which a second-order entity functions as first argument of a verb that

normally requires an experiencer:

vov 8’ 710N Ttepiepyoued’ Muelg i dédokTan Tolg BALOLS GKOTODVTES, KOl ATAKOVGTODVTEG Ti T TMV
Apxadwv, ti Td TdV ApEKTLOVOVY, ol Tapeiot Oilmnog, (i 1j T€0vnkev. 00 Towdta ToodpeV; £Yd &’ 0V
dédoika gl Didummog (i, 4N &l g moLemg Té0vniey 1O TovG ddikodvTag poeiv kol Tipmpeicon. >

The choice of té0vnkev is clearly motivated here by a desire for contrast with ®i\mrog (i, but it
is striking nonetheless. Classifying the articular infinitive is somewhat difficult: on the one hand,
due to the dependent possessive genitive it could be classified as a zero order entity, that is as a
property of the city; on the other, Demosthenes also has legal process in mind. The sentence,
then, is doubly challenging: one has to imagine a dying of... hatred and vengeance or of hating

and avenging?

There is also at least one instance where Demosthenes uses a fourth-order entity, that is a

speech act, as subject of a verb that normally takes a personal subject in the role agent:

Tadto toivuy kol TOAL™ Etep’ €vilv mapayptjio TOT” €00VG E5eAéyyev kal d1ddoKeY VUAG Kol [T Tpoéahat
o Tpdypot’ €dv, €l un Oeomiol kol [TAataiod koi 10 ®nPaiovg avtika o1 pLdro ddcew dikny Apeideto v
aAn0eioy. >

51 Dem. 19.288-9: “And now we are going around focusing on what everyone else has decided and eavesdropping to
hear ‘what news of the Arcadians, of the Amphictyony, where is Philip headed, is he alive or dead?’ Do we not do
such things? And | am not afraid if Philp is alive, but rather if the city’s hatred for and exacting vengeance on those
who commit injustice is dead.”

52 Dem. 19.42: “And so these and many other things it would have been possible to refute right then, and it would
have been possible to inform you and not to allow you to abandon the situation, if Thespeae and Plataeae and
Thebes about to pay the price without delay had not stolen away the truth.”
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The subjects of the clause in question @comiai kot [TAatoiai kKol T0 OnPaiovg avtike o1 paAao
dwaoewv dikny refer to claims made by Aeschines, as is made clear by Vince’s translation: “if you
had not been cheated out of the truth by that story of [bolding mine] Thespiae and Plataea and
the imminent punishment of the Thebans.”® Aeschines’ claims, then, stole away the truth. A
more typical way of expressing the same sentiment would be something like “If Aeschines had
not deceived you in saying that ...” (el Aioyivng un éénnatmoev vudg, eackwv ...). A further
complication is the form of the subjects: there is no explicit indicator that Demosthenes is
referring to claims about Thespiae and Plataeae or to what Aeschines said about Thebes paying
the penalty. This compression makes it ambiguous as to whether the subjects refer to the hopes
instilled by Aeschines’ lies or the lies themselves. Thespiae and Platacae are just there in the
nominative, as if one could simply reach out and grab them, and similarly one sees directly the
prospect of Thebes getting her due; the allure is palpable. Whichever way one interprets the

subjects, it is still hard to personify a prospect or a promise as stealing away the truth.
C. Noun Phrases

With regard to the noun phrase, there seems to have been a conscious attempt on
Demosthenes’ part to weigh it down to its load bearing limit. A paradigmatic example of this is

the following phrase from Against Aristocrates:
310 TV TV Katapdtov Kol 0oig Ex0pdv prTopeV, TdV TG ToludTo Ypapdviey Etoiumg, movnpiav®*

The space between tiv and movnpiav is immense, and what’s more there seems to be a pause and
subsequent development not only mid-phrase but even mid-midphrase: “due to the baseness of

the public speakers, accursed and enemies to the gods, that is the ones who propose such things,

%3 Vince (1926) ad loc.
4 Dem. 23.201.
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and willingly at that.” All of this happens between the article and the head of the phrase. Because
Demosthenes is talking about how the value of gifts bestowed by the city has diminished in
recent years and because this prepositional phrase is going to tell us the cause, we should be able
to anticipate that something like movnpia is coming. One could compare the following from

Against Meidias:
Tic obv VmepPolty, Tic dpoia T§ TovTOL YéYOV’ T Yévorr’ dv movnpia;>®

Here vmepPoin suggests that something bad is coming in the next part of the rhetorical question,
so perhaps this makes the hyperbaton tic ... movnpia easier for the audience to handle. A similar
explanation might be offered for the following difficult phrase that opens one of the Prooemia:
'H pév ciodvia mavra Tov ypévov Bramtely, @ dvopeg AOnvaiol, THv wé6Av hordopia Ko
Tapoy Kol vovi yéyove mapd tdv ovtdv dvrep del.*® The vocative intervenes between article
and noun and also separates the infinitive from its direct object; however, after eiwfvia ...
BAamtewy one can anticipate that something like Aowopia is coming. But even so what is the
effect of these disjointed phrases? One is reminded of Cleon’s criticisms in Thucydides to the
effect that the Athenians treat deliberative assemblies like epideictic performances and that they
delight in trying to anticipate the sort of rhetorical tricks that the speaker is going to use. Perhaps
there is an anticipatory pleasure in these phrases: by the time we actually get to the head of the
phrase, we should already have predicted it and thus derived satisfaction from saying it to

ourselves before the speaker does.

In the Second Olynthiac, Demosthenes expresses somewhat ambivalent praise of

Philip’s character:

% Dem. 21.122: “What excess, what baseness has or even could be comparable to that of this man?”
% Dem. Ex. 53.1: “The abuse and disturbance, men of Athens, which have always been accustomed to harm the city
have come about from the same men as they always have.”
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GAA’ O pev 80ENG €mBupel kol todt’ E0AmKey, Kai TponpNTUL TPATT®V Kol Kivduvedwv, 6v cupfi T,
madelv, TV 100 dampdéacOot Tadto 6 undeic tdmote dAhog Makedovov Pacireds d0&av avti Tod (v
do@aldg fipnuévog->

Between the article and head noun (trv ... d6&av) there is sandwiched not only an articular
infinitive but also a relative clause. One might have expected Demosthenes to lighten the load a
bit by placing the head first and then repeating the article (v d6&av v 10D ... Makedovmv), as
Isocrates does when expressing a similar sentiment about Theseus.>® Why, then, does he choose
the more ponderous and strained phrasal structure? The content of the phrase represents an
ambivalent assessment of Philip’s achievements: he certainly deserves praise for not being
cowardly and indolent, but he is also somewhat hubristic for thinking he can dare to do more
than any of his predecessors have; further, this sentence occurs in the midst of Demosthenes’
attempt to demonstrate to the Athenians that Philip’s power is not as secure as they might think,
so it can hardly serve to magnify or substantiate Philip’s reputation. Perhaps the unnaturalness of
the phrase reflects the unnaturalness of its content: the phrase is too big, too grand, hard to
understand, and so is Philip’s success. As we will see in chapter 4, the problem of verbalizing
Philip will also be reflected in the metaphors Demosthenes uses in the same speech to
characterize his eventual downfall (see pgs. 215 ff.).

The phrase might also remind the reader of Thucydides. Rusten distinguishes a penchant
for “lengthy attributive phrases” as characteristic of his style. The instances he cites,> however,
are at the same time more and less dense than the aforementioned ones from Demosthenes: while

in at least one example (tfj T€ 0DV &mi TOAD KoTd TV YMpav avTtovou oikiost) three attributes

5 Dem. 2.15: “But he desires fame and has eagerly pursued it, and he has chosen to suffer whatever befalls him
while doing things and taking risks, because he has preferred the glory of accomplishing what no other king of the
Macedonians ever has accomplished to living securely.”

%8 Isoc. 12.128: xoi pdAAov [Theseus]eideto Thv S06EaY THY Gd THV TOVOVY Koi TV dydVmV i Gmavio TOV ypdvov
pvnuovevdnoopévny fj v pabopiov Kol Ty gvdayoviav v o1 v Paciieiov &v 1@ TapdvTt yryvousvny.
%Rusten (1989), 23. Thuc. 2.37.2: v ©pd¢ dAAMA0VG TGV k0’ fuépay émimdevpdtov dmoyiov; 2.39.1: ¢ e’
MUV adT@V £C TO Epyo eDYOY®; 2.16.1: Tfj & 0DV &ml TOAD KoTdl THY YMpov odTovou® oixnost; 2.39.3: v &v i ¥
€Ml TOAAO MUV 0OTAV EMITEUYLV.
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are sandwiched between article and noun, more than occur in the examples from Demosthenes,®
Thucydides does not seem to interpose entire (finite®) subordinate clauses, nor does he interpose
attributes that are themselves structurally difficult like t@v ta Toladta ypapoviov Etoipwe. More
precisely, one can say that Thucydides modifies the meaning of the head by building up chains
of attributes, while Demosthenes prefers to add nuance to the attributive material by elaborating

on a single attribute at length.

The precise poetic/rhetorical effect of the phrases discussed above is hard to gauge. It is
perhaps significant that in each case the head noun is relatively colorless. ITovnpia is ubiquitous
in the orators (in the Perseus corpus, the five authors who use it most frequently are in
descending order: Dinarchus, Theophrastus, the Old Oligarch, Lysias, and Isocrates.) Perhaps the
structuring in one of the examples discussed above (trv td@v katapdtov Kai Ogoig Expdv
PNTOPp®V, TMV TO TOlODTO YpaPOVTOV £T0iUmG, Tovnpiav) represents a way of reinvigorating a
desiccated element of the oratorical repertoire: if one just hears movnpia, he might be inclined to
start ignoring whatever you have to say as mere rhetorical trumpery before you even get to the
attribute; if, however, you infuse the term with meticulously precise coloring first--not just
baseness, but “the belonging to slippery rhetoricians, accursed and enemies to the gods, those
who propose such things, and willingly, baseness,” then what was empty bombast becomes a
vivid representation of a particular sort of vice. As for the second example (trv T00
drampa&actat tadh’ & undeic ndmot’ dAlog Makedovov Pactieng d6&av), the delay might

reinforce the ambivalence that Demosthenes seems to feel toward Philip. Should §6&a be

80 Three occur at Dem. 20.76 (tfig &v £kdote viv mepi avtod 86Eng vmapyovong), but they are much easier to digest.
81 There is at least one example of a nested genitive absolute: Thuc. 2.39.1.

92



translated as “notoriety” or “glory”? the relative clause seems to provoke a productive ambiguity

when one comes to the head noun.

| have argued above that the noun phrases | have examined are carefully constructed so
as to allow the audience to anticipate the delayed head. However, this does not change the fact
that the phrases in question are still highly artificial: a speaker of ancient Greek presumably
would not interpose direct address between article and noun. In line with my general argument
about the function of the style, this artificiality can be explained with reference to the original
audience as contributing to a particular ethos: it presents Demosthenes’ thinking as if it had a
superhuman breadth and comprehensiveness to it. Further, if any members of the audience were
familiar with Thucydides, they might have associated these phrases with the peculiar intellectual
concentration of his prose. For readers, in turn, such phrases have a distinctive writtenness to
them. Whether Demosthenes thought this way spontaneously or carefully crafted these phrases,
the style at these moments reflects a written mind, that is one that has been meticulously crafted
with the aid of writing or simply informed by literary influences like Thucydides (whom, it was
said, Demosthenes knew by heart®?). Apart from its rhetorical function in context, the capacity of
the phrases represents writing’s potential for informing thought. Simple nouns like 66&a or
Lowdopia can be expanded and colored in ways that would be difficult to conceive of for an

unwritten style.
2. The Clause

When it comes to hyperbaton, one begins reading Demosthenes with a rather confused set

of presuppositions. Scholars have attempted to account for the figure on the level of aesthetics,

62 Zosimus (Biogr. Gr. W. 299, 47ss.) claimed that Demosthenes could recite the whole of Thucydides’ Historiae
from memory.

93



affect, and cognition. Pervasive in all accounts is the problematic term “emphasis.”® For Blass

one of the important functions of the figure is to keep the audience on its toes:

In jedem Falle aber wird durch das Hyperbaton das Verstandniss erschwert, und nicht nur der Leser,
sondern auch der Horer, dem der ausdrucksvolle Vortrag zu Hilfe kam, hatte den Geist stets rege und
angespannt zu erhalten.

Ronnet, in turn, referring to instances with “descending emphasis,” argues that the figure is
intended to reflect a disturbance in the speaker and to bind him to the audience on an emotional

level:

dans ’autre [descendant] au contraire, orateur et auditoire éprouvent ensemble les mémes impressions, le
second est intimement associé aux émotions du premier dans 1’ordre méme ou elles se produisent.

With regard to those who explain the figure as having a particular aesthetic effect, Lausberg sees
in hyperbaton a way of creating on the level of the clause what periodic structuring does for the

sentence:

It is the accomplishment of hyperbaton to lend even to the simple sentence the cyclic tension between those
referential elements that are in need of resolution, and those that can provide the resolution ... and thus to
make the sentence appear of equal value to the period.®

Denniston, in addition to citing this periodic effect, also argues that “...alternating rise and fall of
emphasis produce a pleasing effect.”®” Taking all of these explanations into account, when |
encounter a given instance, | could tell myself: the isolated words are merely accentuated; or |
should be empathizing with the emotional disturbance and strong passion that Demosthenes is
feeling here; or | should be savoring a pure aesthetic delight in the cyclicity of the thing. The first
two motivations differ merely in degree, but the second and the third are mutually exclusive
insofar as periodic structuring is a deliberate and conscious attempt to create a feeling of

cyclicity or return and thus precludes the idea of emotional disturbance.

83 See Dover (1960), 32-3 for discussion of this problem.
64 Blass (1893) 1111, 145.

% Ronnet (1951), 45.

8 |_ausberg (1998), sec. 716.

57 Denniston (1952), 59.
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Another problem with accounting for the figure is the fact that in Demosthenes its
correspondence with a difference in meaning has been weakened. Because Thucydides seems
only to have been concerned with the meaning and not with the rhythm of his prose, it is a safe
assumption in his case that a given instance of hyperbaton has some expressive function. In
Demosthenes, however, there are cases where normal word order is disturbed at least in part to
avoid a tribrach or hiatus, as exemplified by the following instance from one of the Prooemia:
THV P&V 0LV TOVTmV 6TTovdTY 008” VU@V Towg dyvoodoty ol moAkoi-% The word order here is odd,
but the irregularity was presumably motivated by the fact that there is no position before the verb
where ot mtoALoi could have been placed without creating hiatus. In light of instances like this,
hyperbaton had potentially less expressive significance for Demosthenes than it did for

Thucydides.

On the other hand, concomitant with this potential loss in meaning is an increase in
another respect. Lausberg and Denniston speak of the periodic effect as though it is a natural and
inevitable function of the figure; they do not discuss its relation to the normal structure of the
clause in Greek, nor do they put this in relation to the historical development of periodicity. This
of course is a difficult subject in and of itself, but I will side with Grube and Usher in assigning a
later date to the advent of periodicity than is traditional, that is | will reject the position of those
who make Thrasymachus the discoverer and will attribute the advent of the period to Isocrates
instead.®® Now the clause in Greek according to the model put forward by Helma Dik is only
naturally periodic when it is very short, that is when it only consists of a topic, focus, and verb

and possibly some setting elements; otherwise, remaining, non-salient elements are placed to the

8 Dem. Ex. 49.3: “And so perhaps neither are the majority of you unaware of the aim of these men.”
8 Grube (1952); Usher (1973), 41.
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right of the verb thus making the clause non-periodic.” One should assume that when authors
such as Isocrates and Demosthenes started capping clauses with the verb and striving for
periodicity in other ways, for example by interrupting one clause with another,’* that this might
have had broader ramifications for its expressive potential. Once one began to expect a sense of
finality at the end of the clause, it became possible to play with this expectation in other ways;
hence, hyperbaton, which before the advent of periodicity may have served simply to highlight a
given element or ease information distribution, now became another way of creating a sense of
cyclicity. Thus one can say that the figure is both more and less meaningful in Demosthenes than
itis in Thucydides. Accordingly, taking into account the various proposed interpretations of the
figure, its relationship to rhythm and to the historical development of periodicity, one has to deal
not only with the question of what hyperbaton means but also with the problem of how much it

means.

In order to get a better sense of Demosthenes’ usage, I have examined all of the instances
of a particular type of hyperbaton called discontinuity in the Olynthiacs, Philippics, the
Prooemia, and selections from On the False Embassy and Against Meidias. Discontinuity occurs
when an element of a noun phrase is separated from the rest of the phrase by one or more words.
For example, in amod tdv duetépwv HUiv moepel cvupdywv, the head of the noun phrase
ocuppayov is separated from the article and possessive adjective T@v VpeTéEPp®V by DUV TOAEUET.
As comparanda for Demosthenes’ speeches I selected works by several other authors of Attic
prose. In the table below, | have included the following types of discontinuity: instances where

an attribute is separated from its head and preposed, what Devine and Stephens call Y1

O H. Dik (1995) 12 ff.
1 See Dionysius’s analysis of the Demosthenic style (D.H. Dem. 9).
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hyperbaton; instances in which the head is separated from its attribute and preposed, Devine and
Stephens’ Y2 hyperbaton;’2 and separation of a dependent genitive from the noun on which it
depends. Cases in which the only word(s) separating the two elements were post-positives or

quasi-postpositives have been excluded.

Speech Instances per page
First Olynthiac 1.800
Second Olynthiac 1.810
Third Olynthiac 2.455
First Philippic 1.375
Second Philippic 0.889
Third Philippic 1.571
Aeschines: False Embassy (881-29)(Teubner) | 1.143
§897-118 1.100
§8144-161 0.400
Demosthenes: False Embassy §81- 2.357
40(Teubner)

Demosthenes: Meidias (881-34) 2.1667
Demosthenes: Prooemia (OCT) 1.149
Isocrates: Archidamus 1.480
Isocrates: Areopagiticus 1.889
Lysias 12 0.333
Nicias’ First Speech(Thuc. 6.9-14, app. 3.6 0.000
pgs.)

Alci;biades’ Speech (Thuc. 6.16-18, app. 2.8 0.714
Pgs.

Table 2. Frequency of Discontinuity

72 Devine and Stephens (2000).
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As can be seen from this table, discontinuity occurs much more frequently in Demosthenes than
it does in Lysias or Aeschines. However, one should not be too quick to attribute any particular
significance to this statistic since Isocrates too employs the figure much more frequently than the
latter two orators. This problematizes any simple association of hyperbaton with emotional
disturbance or passion. The higher frequency in Demosthenes and Isocrates can perhaps in part
be attributed to the stricter rhythmical standards of these two, though according to Blass
Aeschines was quite fastidious about avoiding hiatus in On the False Embassy at least.”
However, if one assumes that rhythmical considerations can only partially account for the
disparity, and probably for only a very small part, then the significance of the higher frequency
in Demosthenes still has to be dealt with. In an attempt to do so, | will examine various instances
in his speeches, and, using the interpretations proposed by Blass, Ronnet, and Lausberg among
others along with my own, I will attempt to integrate the function of the figure into the dynamic

of his style more generally.

As mentioned above, Blass and others have argued that hyperbaton increases the
cognitive difficulty of the clause and thus forces the audience to pay closer attention to what’s
being said. This can be seen most clearly in two types of instances: first, those that require re-
analysis to be understood properly; second, those without any context to aid the audience’s
understanding. Examples of the first type are (a)-(d) below:

(@) ... Grovta pév Muév Tpoeinee té ywpio GvOpwmoc[Philip] ... ™

(b) vdv & 8mavd’ domep £ dyopiic ékménpatol TadTa ...

3 Blass (1893) 111.2, 232.
"4 Dem. 3.16: “...The man has anticipated us in seizing all the strategic locations....”
> Dem. 9.39: “But now as if from the market all these things have been sold off.”
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() &l p&v yép tig Aviip €TV &v anTolg 010g EUMEIPOG TOAELOV KAl AyDVMV, TOVTOVG HEV OILOTIUIQ TEVTOG
dnoOgiv odTov Een, Povddpevov mévto avtod dokelv ivon Tdpya.’

(d) Ko &1L TPOg TOVTE MPdTOV PéV, ® BvEpeg ABnvaiot, TOV LéyioToV TdV Ekeivov TOPOV APapoEGhE.
£011 8 00T0G Tig; Gmd TdV VueTépmv DUV TOAENET GV OV, dymv Kol pépmv TOVG TAéoVTaC THY
OdratTov.”’

In all of these examples, what first could be construed as a substantival neuter plural has to be re-
analyzed later as an adjective modifying a discontinuous head noun. The frequency of passages
requiring re-analysis to be understood correctly has recently been used by Vatri as a means of
determining the difficulty of a given text’ and as an indicator of whether it was intended for
private circulation.”® Such instances, then, presumably would have demanded increased attention
from the audience. In addition to this, though, I would argue that the re-analysis in each of these
examples has an expressive function. In ex. (a), dravta does not necessarily anticipate a head;
indeed, Demosthenes elsewhere imagines the unthinkable possibility of Athens abandoning “all
things”.8° For a moment the audience sees Philip seizing first not only territory but everything
collectively; the delayed head then gives the claim a more specific reference. By using this type
of hyperbaton here, Demosthenes first instills in his audience a more general sense of shame at
the thought that Philip has anticipated them at every turn, then he makes a more concrete
criticism in concluding the clause which will be continued in the second part of the antithesis.
The postponement of tadta in (b) has a similar effect: the situation is first presented in
hyperbolically dire terms (everything has been sold like mere merchandise), then there is a return

to the particular things that have been put up for sale at the end of the clause. Ex. (c) is somewhat

8 Dem. 2.18: “He said that, if any man among them is experienced in war and conflict, all such men he drives away
because of his ambition, desiring as he does for all accomplishments to seem to be his own.”

" Dem. 4.34: “And what’s more in addition to this, men of Athens, first you will take away the greatest of his
resources. What’s this? That it is with your own allies that he wages war with you, plundering and pillaging the ones
that sail the sea.”

78 Vatri (2013), 140 ff.

9 1bid., 176ff.

8 Dem. 8.49: ov pmv AL’ & Tig GAhog Aéyet kod Dpdg neidel, Eotw, Ui Guivesle, dravra npoéecOs. CF. also 9.36
and 18.101.
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more difficult since tépya doesn’t really contribute much to the meaning of the sentence. Here
the discontinuity seems motivated by a desire to accentuate Philip’s megalomania as much as
possible by juxtaposing “all” with “belonging to himself.” Due to the context, (d) is a
particularly illuminating example. Demosthenes creates a feeling of suspense by employing his
characteristic anthypophora: what is this greatest source of revenue? Shockingly, it turns out to
be Athens’ own resources—or rather allies. In order to maximize the paradoxical sting of the
claim, Demosthenes juxtaposes t@v vuetépwv with OUiv even though this creates a rather harsh
hyperbaton since coupdywv is not at all inferable; further, since he often uses ta duétepa
without a head to refer generally to what belongs to the Athenians,?! the audience would first
construe the claim as a general one about Philip’s exploitation of their own resources only to
have to reanalyze it as a more specific claim about their allies. The significance of the
hyperbaton here could be interpreted in several ways. Due to the need for reanalysis, it forces the
reader to focus his attention on the claim Demosthenes is making. With respect to ethos, it gives
him the sense that Demosthenes’ mind is always working on two planes: on the hand he is
dealing with particular actions of Philip like his use of Athens’ allies against her; on the other he
is also viewing such actions in relation to their broader significance. The effect of this could be
compared to certain uses of the articular infinitive at the level of the phrase (see pgs. 83 ff) and to
overabundant growth at the level of the sentence (see pg. 111). Finally, because of the buildup
and the nature of the sentiment, Ronnet’s emotional disturbance is certainly not out of the
question: Demosthenes gives the impression of becoming fixated for a moment on the

outrageousness of t@v vuetépov and forgets about copudymv.

81 E.g. 7.35, 17.24. For the genitive in this sense, see Dem. Ex. 53.2 & 3 and 9.6.
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The second type of hyperbaton that could create cognitive difficulty for an audience
occurs when there is no context to make the head of the phrase at all inferable, that is in the

opening clause of a speech:
(a) Mepi pév 1@V Tapdviov, O &vépeg AOnvoiot, Tpoyudtmy Tf TOAel, koinep ovk xOvImv Og Sel, o0 mavy
ol doxel Tdv yoAendv eivon {ntiicon Ti &v Tic Tpdtag Bedtio momosiey &

(b) Oonv pév, @ Gvdpeg Adnvdiol, memoinvior crovdiv oi mpécPelg kotnyopficat tfig TOAEwG NUGV,
dmovteg fophrcare-33

(c) "Hv pév [odv] Sikonov, & &vdpec ABnvaiot, Thv Tonv map’ Hudv Hrapyey OpyTv T0ig Entyeipodoty
donvrep toig Suvndeiow éanaroor.®

(d) Avti moAAGY 8v, & &vpeg ABnvaiot, xpnpdTmv Vudic ErécBot vouilm, el eavepdv yévotto T uéALov
cvvoicetv Tf| mOAel mepi BV Vi okomeite.

(e) ITodA®Vv, ® &vdpec ABnvaiot, Adymv yryvopévav dAiyov S&iv ko’ kdotny éxxkAnciay mepi v dilmmoc,
&’ o TV elpyvNV EMOG0TO, 0 POVOV VUG, ALY Kol ToDC BAAOVE Gdike], Kod TAVTOV 018 8T YNEaVTmV
v’ &v, €i kol pn Tolodot Toto, kol Aéyewv delv kol Tpdrttely dnmg Ekeivog mavoetat Tig VPpemg kol diknv
dmoel, €ig T000’ VINypéEva TAvTA TA TPAYLOTO KOl TPOoEIEva 0pd, dote dédotka, U PAGcENUOV UEV Elmely,
6AnB&c &’ N €l kol Aéyety Gmovteg BovAOVTO 01 TOPLOVTES Kol YEWPOTOVEIV DUEIC €€ OV MC pavddTaTo
Euele o mpdypod’ EEctv, ok dv fyoduan dhvacdot ygipov fj viv Sotedfjvon.®

Each of these examples is the first sentence of the speech to which it belongs. This would be a
natural place for hyperbaton to occur if one of its functions is to get the audience to pay
attention. In (a) the emphasis placed on td@v napdvtwv by the discontinuity is very light: one
does not deliberate about irrelevant or distant matters, and npaypdrev could easily be excised
without affecting the sense.®” Besides grabbing the audience’s attention, perhaps it lends a sense

of “getting down to business” to the opening. In (b), by contrast, the head is necessary and not at

82 Dem. Ex. 15.1: “In regard to the matters that the city is facing, men of Athens, although they are not as they
should be, it does not seem to me to be altogether difficult to seek out what one could do to improve the situation.”
8 Dem. EX. 46.1: “How earnest, men of Athens, the ambassadors have been in accusing our city, you all have seen.”
8 Dem. Ex. 52.1: “It would be just, men of Athens, for you to feel the same degree of anger towards those
attempting as you do towards those actually able to deceive you.”

8 Dem. 1.1: “A great price, men of Athens, I think you would choose to pay, if, in regard to the matters you are now
considering, that which is going to benefit the city would become clear.”

8 Dem. 9.1: “Although many speeches, men of Athens, are made well nigh every assembly meeting concerning the
offenses Philip has committed from the time he made peace not only against you but also against everyone else, and
although everyone, | well know, would say, even if they do not do this, that it is necessary to say and bring it about
that he stop his outrageous conduct and pay the penalty, nevertheless | see that the situation has been neglected and
brought to the point that | am afraid it is slanderous but true to say: even if all those who come forward to speak
desired to say and you desired to vote for the proposals from which affairs would turn out as bad as possible, I don’t
think they could be disposed worse than they are now.”

8 E.g. Dem. Ex. 10.1, Ex. 11.1, Ex. 18.1.
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all inferable. Leaving an adjective expressing magnitude hanging in such a contextual void for a
moment inevitably would lend to it a sort of starkness. The same can be said for ex. (c), although
here tnv fonv is somewhat less emphatic. In ex. (d), in turn, on the one hand the head could
easily be excised, but moAA®dv is much more emphatic than t@v topdoviev in (a). Finally, in ex.
(e) the discontinuity gives the paradox structural distinctness: lots of deliberating should lead to
lots of action and lots of progress, but for some reason this has not been the case. IToAL®V iS
separated from Aoywv to create a quasi-antithesis. Ronnet’s emotional disturbance is also in play,
a brief pause of exasperation before the vocative. And in all these examples due to the absence of

contextual aid one can make a strong case for increased cognitive difficulty.

Instances of hyperbaton that require reanalysis or pose serious cognitive difficulty are not
very common, so the preceding discussion cannot account for most occurrences. Examples (a)-

(f) illustrate the more common types:

(a) ... €l 8¢ pn, mPoodel, uiikov & Emaviog &vael Tod nopov. &

(b) €18’ 0 p&v og del L peilov TV HLoPYOVI®V dET TPATTEV £YVOKAOG EGTOL, TUELS 6 MG 0VOEVOG
dvtiinmtéov éppopévag Tdv tpayudtov .8

(c) Todto piv yap Oivvdiol, Tettapikovt’ Améymv g moAewg 6tddio, einey ... %0

(d) xoi yép to1 TATY XPNCANEVOC TH] YVOUN ThVTo KaTEGTpOmToL Kod Exet ...
(e)... &ic ToD0’ fijker T& Tphypat’ aioydvng...%

(f) 10 yap tovg morepnoovtag Mkinne yeyevijohar kai ydpav Spopov koi dOvauiv Tve, KekTnuévoug, Kol
TO HEYIOTOV GTAVTIMV, TNV VTEP TOD TOAELOL YVOUNV TOTNY EYovTag MOTE TOG TPOG EKEIVOV SLOALOYAS
TPAOTOV ULV AMIoTOVG, &iT0 THG E0VTdY TaTpidog vopilew dvdotacty, Sapovig Tvi kai Osig Tavtamacty
gowkev evgpyeoiq.”

8 Dem. 1.19: “Otherwise, you will be in need of additional, or rather every resource.”

8 Dem. 1.14: “But if he [Philip] will have judged that he must always be engaged in something greater than what
belongs to him, but we that we do not have to engage in any affair with our full strength ....”

% Dem. 9.11: “For, when he was forty stades away from the city, he[Philip] said this to the Olynthians ...”

% Dem. 4.6: “For in fact by using this judgment he[Philip] has subdued and holds all things in his possession ....”
9 Dem. 4.47: “...matters have reached such a point of shame ....”

% Dem. 2.1: “For the fact that those who will wage war with Philip have arisen, being in possession of bordering
territory and a significant military force, and, what is greatest of all, having such a judgement about the war as to
consider reconciliation with him first to be untrustworthy, then an annihilation of their own country, this fact
resembles in every respect some sort of divine and god-given boon.”
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In (a) an adjective of quantity is preposed; in (b), a neuter pronoun indicating quantity is
preposed with a partitive genitive postponed; in (c), a cardinal numeral is preposed; in (d), a
demonstrative adjective; in (), a neuter demonstrative pronoun with a genitive of measure
postponed; in (f) qualitative adjectives. Overall, instances of hyperbaton involving an adjective
or pronoun of quantity/magnitude occur quite frequently, while attributes denoting a quality, as
represented by (f), are rarer. As discussed above, modern scholars have been inclined to assign a
function to a given type of hyperbaton, for example emphasis, passion, attention-grabbing,
periodization. The idea that the figure could be polyvalent has not, as far as | know, been
entertained. Further, two seemingly pervasive presuppositions about the function of the figure
are problematic: first, that the effect hyperbaton would have had on an audience is fixed, stable,
and ahistorical; second, that the effect of the figure is not conditioned by the dynamic of the style
in which it occurs. In my approach to understanding the figure, 1 would like to dispute these
presuppositions. I will argue that within the stylistic dynamic of Demosthenes’ prose the figure
occupies a liminal space between the written and oral and impassioned and artificial. Because
Isocrates consciously avoids giving the impression that he is trying to practice any sort of
yoyayoyio on his audience and because his style in other respects flows smooth without a hiatal
hiccough, the effect of the figure in his prose is fundamentally different from how it functions in
that of Demosthenes: along with considerations of rhythm and weighting, it contributes to the
periodicity that he was so instrumental in developing. In Demosthenes, however, the
impassioned orator par excellence but also Aeschines’ teyvitng, the man who consists of nothing
but words, who spends a bit too much time lucubrating over his prose, the figure participates in
this dividedness. When encountering any given instance, the reader is inclined to assign two

mutually exclusive interpretations to it: a la Ronnet Demosthenes is so full of vim and vigor that

103



he can’t help but dislocate his syntax; a la Lausberg and Denniston, he is consciously and
carefully constructing his clauses in such a way as to produce in his audience a feeling of
cyclicity and finality. Viewed from the perspective of cognitive difficulty, in turn, the same
duality arises: it gives us the feeling of having to work with the prose, a milder form of the
Thucydidean striving for laboriousness, while at the same time, on an intuitive level the
meaning, the conviction blazes forth all the more clearly. The prominence of hyperbaton in
Demosthenes in conjunction with its status within the dynamic of his style destabilizes the ethos
of his prose in a positive way: he is immediate yet distant, impassioned yet cool and calculating,

focused yet panoptic.

So the reader encounters a passage like the following:

&l 8¢ T1ig Dudv, O avdpeg Adnvaiot, Susmoiépuntov oietar tov Pilmmov givar, ckomdv 16 e TARB0g TG
VIOPY0voNG AT duVALE®S Kol TO TA Yopio TAvT’ dnolmAévol Tf] TOAEL, 0pOdg pev ofetal, Aoylodobw®
uévtol 10910, 8T Elyopév mote HUElS, ® dvdpeg Adnvaiot, TTvSvay kol Hoteidaay kol Mebdvny kol mévta
TOV TOTOV TODTOV 0iKEIOV KUKA®, KOl TOAAL T®V peT’ ékeivov vV dvimv £0vdv avtovopovpeva Kol
€revlep’ Vmijpye, Kol paAlov Nuiv ELovreT’ Exewv oikelmg 1j 'kelve. &l toivov 6 Pilmmog toTe TAO TNV E0YE
TNV YVOUNV, O YoAemOV TOAEUETV 0TV ABNVvaiolg Exovot TocodTa EMITEYIGLOTA THG ADTOD YDPOg EPNLOV
&vta CUPPAYOV, 008EV GV OV vuvi memoinkev Enpaev 0v8E TosoTNV EkTioaTo SHvapy.*

To begin with, on some level he is aware that he has been encountering the figure significantly
more frequently than he would in Lysias or Aeschines. In this particular sentence, there are two
instances (tadvty ... v yvounv and tocady ... dvvauw). In an attempt to interpret
Demosthenes’ usage, he considers various possibilities. Passion makes sense here: the speech
begins on a defensive, polemical note with Demosthenes saying that, if the matter under

deliberation were new and had not already been discussed many times, he would have waited to

% Dem. 4.5: “If any of you, men of Athens, think that Philip is a formidable opponent in war when considering the
size of the force that belongs to him and the fact that all the strategic locations have been lost for the city, he thinks
rightly; nevertheless, let him take into consideration the fact that at one time, men of Athens, we had as our own
Pydna and Poteidaia and Methone and this whole region in a circle , and many of the tribes that now belong to him
used to be self-governed and free and were desiring to be friendly to us rather than to him. And so if Philip at that
time had judged that it is difficult for someone lacking allies to wage war with the Athenians when they possess so
many fortifications of their land, he would not have done any of those things he’s doing now, nor would he have
acquired such great power.”

104



speak until he had heard what others had to say; however, since no one has said what needs to be
said, he feels compelled to speak first. Further, in the first sentence of the passage cited above, he
says that, if anyone in the audience thinks that Philip is a formidable enemy (dvemoAéuntov), he
is right. The word order in this sentence is already somewhat disjointed, with the direct address
separating the verb from its objects; this adds a touch of regret and longing to the sentiment: We
had them, once. In light of this, the moment of fixation on tocavtnv created by the hyperbaton
could be intended following Ronnet to unite speaker and audience in a feeling of somewhat
fearful respect for the magnitude of Philip’s power: it needs to be dealt with--now. But striving
for periodicity also makes sense, especially since the preceding instance of discontinuity, in
which a mere cataphoric element is fronted (tavtnv), is hard to explain as due to emotional
disturbance. And of course in a passage where Demosthenes is explaining to the Athenians the
mistakes they have made in the past, he wants them to pay attention, so increased cognitive
difficulty is not out of the question either. Finally, the discontinuity could mean nothing: The
alternative (tooatvtmv dvvouy éktioato) would create a tribrach. One presumes that
Demosthenes would have found all of the readings, with the exception of the last, appealing in
some way. | would argue that this polyvalence may account for the high frequency of the figure
in his prose, for it allows him to go beyond Dionysius” comparison of him with Proteus: he

assumes multiple forms simultaneously, all the while maintaining his Thucydidean austerity.

In the preceding discussion | made an attempt to understand the general function of
hyperbaton as an element of Demosthenes’ style. | argued that the figure achieves a distinctive
polyvalence: besides adding emphasis to or narrowing focus on a given element within a clause,
it also contributes more generally to the creation of the characteristic Demosthenic ethos,

impassioned, insistent, full of conviction. However, there are a few passages in which one gets in
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addition to the standard types a cluster of more exceptional ones, and in these cases one can
argue that the discontinuity has a more context-specific function. One of these passages is the
celebrated eulogy of the Athenians of old in the Third Olynthiac. Dionysius in his essay On
Demosthenes compares this passage with a similar eulogy composed by Isocrates in order to
highlight the differences in their styles and to demonstrate the ways in which Demosthenes is
superior.® He does not, however, note that whereas there is only one or maybe no instances of
discontinuity in Isocrates’ eulogy,® in Demosthenes there are no less than three, each of which is

distinctive in some way:

gxeivoi(the Athenians of old) toivuv, oig ovk &xapilovd’oi Aéyovteg 008’ Epidovv adTodg Bomep VU oDToL
viv, Tévie P kol tettapdrovto £ v EAMvav fip&av £koviov, mieio 8 §| popilo téhavt’ ig Thv
AKPOTOAY Aviyayov, DIRKOVE 6’ O TadTNV TV Ydpav £V avToig factAeng, donep 6T TPOGTIKOV
BapPapov "EAnot,[1] modka 8¢ kai kokd kai melf) kol vavpoyobvieg Eotnoay tpdmata odtol
GTPATEVOEVOL, LOVOL BE AvBpOT@V Kpeittm TV €l 101G Epyolg d0&av TV EOOVOIVTIMV KoTEMTOV. €l PV
31 6V EAAVIK®Y fioav to10DTo1- &v 88 Toic Kkotdl TV oA oty 0s6c0cd’ 6moiot, £v T Toig Kovoic Kol
&v 101¢ idio1c. dnpocig pev Toivuv oikodopunuoata koi [2]kGAAn towadta Kol To6adTo KatesKebhacay NUV
ep@Vv Kol T@V &v To0TOIG Avabnudtev, Gote PNdevi TV Entytyvopuévmv vmepPoiny AeAeipOat: 1dig &’ obtm
GOPPOVEG o0V Kol 6podpa &v T tfig moltteiog §0st pévoviee, Gote TV Aproteidov kai v Midtiddov
Kol TV T6TE Aopmp®dv oirciav &l Ti¢ dpa 0idev VUMY dmoia ot Eotiv, Opd Tig ToD Yeitovog 0VSEV
GEUVOTEPAY ODGAV- 0D YAP €i¢ mEPLOVGioy EmpaTTet’ 0Toig Té THG TOAEMS, GAAA TO KOOV ODEEY EKOGTOG
$eto delv. €k 8¢ Tod T pév EAAviKd motdg, ta 6& Tpdg Tovg e0s e0oefdC, Ta & &v adTolc Iomg dtokelv
[3]ueydiny sikdtog éktioavto eddoipovioy.’

% D.H. Dem. 21 ff.

% The text of the passage in question (8.46) is disputed: Mathieu (1928) reads. .. iva toic dnévtov dvOphTmV
Kowoig €xBpoig Tov Hobov éxkmopilwpev, while Mandilaras (2003) opts for iva toig amdvimv Kowoig avOpommv
€xOpoic.

9 Dem. 3.24-6: “And so those men, whom speakers were not indulging or coddling as these men are doing to you
now, led the Greeks fully willing for forty-five years, and they brought more than ten thousand talents up to the
acropolis, and the king in possession of this land was obedient to them, as it befits a foreigner to obey Greeks, and,
fighting by land and sea, they erected many beautiful trophies, going on the expeditions themselves, and they alone
of men left behind a glory greater than those who envied them. With respect to the affairs of the Greeks, then, such
was their character; and, when it came to the affairs of the city itself, observe what sort of men they were, both in
public and private matters. Publicly they furnished us with buildings and so many beauties of temples and the
dedications housed within that no possibility of surpassing them has been left behind to anyone; and privately they
were so temperate and they so firmly adhered to the character of the constitution that, if anyone knows what kind
house belonged to Aristides or Miltiades, the most distinguished men at that time, he sees that it is not at all grander
than that of his neighbor. For the affairs of the city were not being handled by them for their own advantage, but
each thought that he must make the commonwealth grow. And from their honest administration of the affairs of the
Greeks and their piety towards the gods and their fair dealings with one another they naturally acquired great
happiness.”
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In instance 1, the separation of tpémata from the adjectives modifying it might at first seem
unusual since it is not easily inferable, but this same ordering is found in Lysias and in another
speech of Demosthenes.?® However, in neither of those cases does a weighty participial phrase
intervene. Perhaps, then, this creates a particularly strong periodic effect: the audience is made to
feel a sense of accomplishment in a sentence about their forebears’ achievements. In instance 2,
the phrase in question is enormous: KGAAN To10DTA KOi TOGADTA ... IEPAV Kol TAV &V TOVTOLG
avabnuatwv. Clearly distribution of this weight was necessary, and after all the quality and
grandeur of the beautiful things in question is the important thing. However, the nature of this
beauty has already been particularized to a degree by the preceding reference to public buildings
(oixodounpata), so the expansion of the phrase by the discontinuous genitive is not absolutely
necessary. Further, a concrete object is coordinated with an abstract one; more typical would be a
reference simply to (beautiful) buildings and temples. Perhaps all these aspects of the phrase, the
discontinuity, the weightiness of the phrase, and the variation with the concrete would combine
to give the impression that Demosthenes for a moment gets lost in admiration of the grandeur of
Athens. Instance 3 might at first seem like the standard use of discontinuity to accentuate an

adjective of degree, and indeed this type regularly occurs with the verb ktéopat.

(@ ... téke1dv T kol péya ktRooicde dyadov...%

(b) ... 008V &v GV vuvi memoinkev Enpatev 0088 TosodV dkticato SHvapty. 1

Note, however, that in the two instances cited the verb form is the only word that separates the

adjective from its head, whereas in the passage under discussion an adverb intervenes as well. In

98 Lys. 18.3: otpotny®v yop TOMAG eV TOAEIG £The, TOAAG 8& Kail KaAd KoTd TV ToAepioV E6TNOE TPOTALLL. . .}
Dem. 21.169: ol 8¢ moAelg NEOTES, 01 08 TOAAA KOl KOAG VTEP THS TOAEWC OTNOAVTES TPOTULOL.

% Dem. 3.33: “... you would acquire a consummate and great good....”

10 Dem. 4.5: “... he would have done none of the things he has now done, nor would he have acquired so great a
force.”
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addition, this is the very end of Demosthenes’ encomium before he turns to criticism of
contemporary Athens, and from the beginning the sentence starts building toward a climax: the
series of articular infinitives describing the forefathers’ virtuous conduct leads us to expect that
they will be rewarded in some way or receive some sort of benefit; ueyéAnv then partially
confirms this expectation, and increases our desire for it to be fulfilled. Finally, that little bit of
extra space between adjective and noun adds the proper force to the idealized happiness with

which praise of the past should conclude.
3. The Sentence

Atypical phrases and clauses stick out like a sore thumb. However, when it comes to the
sentence and in particular the period,®* things are not so easy. The problem can be viewed as a
cognitive, contextual, or physiological one. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter,
Wilamowitz, arguing that Demosthenes revised his speeches before having them distributed,
claimed that “Wohlgerundete Perioden und die peinlichst temperierte Wortwahl sind nicht
geeignet, eine tausendkdpfige Menge zu bewegen.”1%? Nietzsche, basing his idea of the period on
what he considered the classical conception of it, describes it as “‘ein physiologisches Ganzes,
insofern sie [eine Periode] von Einem Athem zusammengefasst wird.”1% Finally, as Worthington
points out, in addition to the cognitive and physiological dimensions, we also must take the

volume level of the Assembly into account.'® When composing a period, then, a speaker had to

0T follow the definition of Usher (1973), 41: “The essential characteristic of the period is its finiteness. It is so

constructed that the reader, like a runner on a circular race-course (nepiodoc) can see the end ahead, and experiences
the same pleasure in attaining a definite goal. The thought should be similarly comprehended: a period should
embrace a single idea, the essence of which is incomplete until the end is reached.” Cf. Grube (1952), fn. 5. For a
good overview of the debate as to whether the period should be defined rhythmically or syntactically, see Fowler
(1982).

102 Wilamowitz (1920), 75.

103 Nietzsche, Jenseits von Gut und Bose, 247 in Colli and Montinari (1967). Pearson (1975) argues that the
development of Demosthenes’ periodic style corresponded with the development of greater breath control.

104 Worthington (1992), 25, fn. 34.
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determine whether a given sentence structure was able to be breathed, comprehended, and heard.
The last mentioned factor, though it surely must have affected the stylistic choices of an orator, is
almost impossible to gauge, so | will not deal with it further. With regard to breath control,
Pearson in his article on the subject provides sensitive readings and analyses of sentences where
he argues this would have been an issue;1% accordingly, | will only touch upon the subject when
a sentence potentially presents both syntactic and performative difficulties. It remains, then, to

explore the cognitive boundaries of the period.

In light of the fact that Demosthenes, as | have demonstrated, experimented with the
capacities of the phrase and clause, one would naturally expect him to do the same with the
sentence. There are various ways of gauging the difficulty of a given sentence; one is sentence
length. However, it is of course not easy to say just how long a sentence can be (the second
sentence of Milton’s Of Reformation stretches to an astounding 375 words), and Usher notes that
none of the early theorists gave prescriptions for the proper length of a period.% In addition,
length does not necessarily correspond to difficulty, as I will demonstrate in my discussion of

various instances of the pathetic paradox.

Examining degrees of subordination represents a more productive approach that can yield
more clear-cut results: whereas maximum sentence-length is somewhat indeterminate, as soon as
one goes beyond say the third degree of subordination, the risk of confusing one’s audience
becomes manifestly higher. Accordingly, in the analyses that follow, this factor will be used as
the primary means of articulation. In the sentence diagrams presented in this section, degrees of

subordination are represented by the number of indentations.

105 pearson (1975).
106 Usher (1973), 41.
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After determining the criteria for analysis, one has to go about finding examples of
difficult sentences. One way of doing this is to look at those characterized by a stereotyped
structure and content, for example the pathetic paradox in which a simple predicate consisting of
dewvov or something comparable is followed by an &i-clause that functions as the subject of the
sentence and which is formulated as a paradoxical antithesis in some way. Because sentences of
this type are quite common among Attic prose authors, especially the orators, one can get a clear
sense of relative complexity and can argue that this complexity would have been perceived as
such by contemporary audiences. Another possibility is antitheses involving a contrast between
the character of two different states. The following sentence from Against Aristocrates represents
this form of antithesis at its simplest: vpgic pév, @ édvdpeg AOnvaiot, 0vdEva TPoddmKaATE TOTOTE
6V @ilov, Octtarol 8’ 00déva Thmod’ dvry’ 011" One could also compare the structure of
several antitheses from Herodotus in his famous comparison of Greek and Egyptian customs.1%®

Contrast with these the following example from the Second Philippic:

gbpioxel[Philip] yép, olpot, koi dicovet Todg pév DUeTEPOVg TPOYGVOLC, ££0V 0DTOIC TGV AO®Y dpyety
EAMvov Gote antodg DIakove Bociiel, ob Hovov oDk Avacyopévovg Tov Adyov todtov, Nvik’ RABev
AAEEAVOPOG O TOVTOV TTPOYOVOG TTEPL TOVTMV KTPLE, AAAL Kol TNV XDOPOV EKAMTETY TPoeAOUEVOLS Kol TaOETY
0TIO0DV VIopeivavtag, Kol et tadto tpa&avtog T’ & mavre ael yhiyovror Afyewv, a&ime 8’ 0vdsic
EimETV dedvVNTONL, SLOTEP KAYD Tapaleivo, dikaing (ot Yap neilo Tdksivov Epyo i) O T MY TIg
av gimol), tovg 0¢ OnPainy kol Apysiov Tpoydvous Tovg pEV cuatpatedoavtag 1@ BapPipm, TV & ovk
gvovtio0évrac.

107 Dem. 23.112: “You, men of Athens, have never abandoned any of your friends, while the Thessalians have never
not abandoned theirs.”

108 Her. 2.35ff.

19 Dem. 6.11: “For he discovers, I suppose, and hears that your forebears, when it was possible for them to rule the
rest of the Greeks on condition that they themselves obey the Persian king, not only did not suffer this proposal
when Alexander, the ancestor of these men, came as herald regarding these matters, but that they even chose to
abandon their land and submitted to suffer anything whatsoever, and that after this they accomplished those things
that all men always desire to speak of, but which no one has been able to do justice to, for which reason I too will
pass over them, and | am right in doing so (for the deeds of those men are greater than one could express in words),
but as for the ancestors of the Thebans and Argives, he hears that some marched together with the barbarian, while
others did not oppose him.” For the extended parenthesis c¢f. Dem. 9.3: Oueig v mappnoiav €l pev 1@v AoV
ot Koy oileche detv slvar mdct Toic v Tij mOAsL, BoTe Koi Toig EEvolg kol Toig SovAolg avThic petadedmKars, Ko
moAlovg v Tig 0ikéTag 1601 Tap’ Nuiv netd wisiovog é€ovoiag 6 T fovrovian AéyovTag ij moritag év éviaig TOV
M@V Tore@V, £k 68 ToD cupPoviedey Tavtdnacty EEeAniakate.
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Everything moves along swimmingly'° until we hit the relative clause beginning & mévtec. What
at first appears to be a simple amplification of Athens’ glory develops into an extended
recusatio, after which we get the second element of the antithesis, still governed by evpioket
...kai dxovet, as though it had never been interrupted. It would be demanding a lot from the
audience to expect them to keep the grammatical construction in mind throughout such a long
digression. Further, while the dilation on the ineffability of Athens’ achievements could be said
to magnify their grandeur, the parenthesis almost seems to devolve into Demosthenes’ justifying
himself to himself: “for which reason I too will omit them—and I’m right in doing so (for no
one...). Finally, does Demosthenes really need to apologize for not presenting an extended
encomium here? Who after all would be expecting one in this context? On the other hand, as |
have argued in my interpretation of certain articular infinitives and phrases, grammatical
overweighting contributes to the creation of a particular ethos and presents the Demosthenic
mind as almost superhuman in the breadth of its conception. By exhibiting his superior control
over language, Demosthenes persuades his audience that the content of his counsel too is worthy
of respect. Comprehensibility, however, remains an issue, and the reader is left wondering who
this sentence is for, Demosthenes (as preparation), the audience at the Assembly, his readers (as

revision), or all of the above.

Another type of difficulty on the level of the sentence occurs when the content of the
thought expands beyond the boundary that the speaker himself has prescribed. The following

sentence from the First Philippic will serve as an example:

v Totvov, & &vpeg ABnvoiot, kai VuEic £mi Thic Tolantng 0eAonte yevésBon yvaung vy, énetdnmep od
TPOTEPOV, Kol EKAGTOC VU@V, 00 Sl kol Svvout’ &v mapacysiv adtov ypricipov Tij ToAel, mdcav AQeic Thv
elpaoveiav Etolog mpattew Vapén, 6 pev ypnpata Exov eiopépewy, 6 &’ v fAkig otpatedechat, cLVEAOVTL
&’ anAdg v YUV VTV E0eAnomnte Yevéahal, Kol Tovonohe avtog PHEV 00OEV EKaGTOG TOMoEY EATIL®V,

110 Since the logical subject of the accusative absolute (atoig) that interrupts the indirect statement is co-referential
with the subject of the indirect statement, it does not pose a serious impediment to comprehension.
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1OV 6¢ mAnciov Tavd’ vmEp avTod TPAEewy, Kol Td VUETEPO ATV KopiEichE, Gv 080g OEAY, Kol Ta
kazeppadupnpévo ey dveAqyecde, kxeivov Tiumproece. !

v Totvov, & &vSpeg ABnvoiot, kol VuEic £mi Thic Tolan T £0sAnonTe yevésHon yvaung v,
Emeldnmep ov TPOTEPOV,
Kol EK0oTog VU@V,
0D 8l kai ddvart’ v mopocyelv adTov ¥pHoIoV TH TOAEL,
micav AQEic TV gipoveiov
£tolog TpaTTEY VIAPEN, O UEV YpNpoTa EXOV ElGEEPELY, 0 8 &V NAkia otpatedecBat, —
GUVELOVTL 8’ amhGg av budv avTdv £0eMnenTe YevésBau, kol Tavoncbe avTog LV 0VSEY
£K06T0G TOWGELY EATIC®V, TOV 8¢ TANGiov AV’ vreEp avToD TPAEELY,
Kol T DUTepa oOTAOV KOLUEIGOE,
av 0g0g B&AN,
Kol 0 Koteppabounuéva Ty avainyeche, Kakeivov Tymproeche.

Length: 86 Words ~ Maximum subordination: 2" degree

In his commentary on this speech Wooten discusses the significance of the form of this
sentence at length. He calls it “a good example of how form often reflects content in D.”,
describes the protasis as “quite complicated,” identifies the source of this complicatedness as the
amount of subordination, then comes to the following conclusion about the overall meaning of

the structure:

The protasis of this sentence describes the demands that will be made on the Athenians if they decide to
defend themselves against Philip. These demands will be extensive, complicated, and drawn out, as is the
structure of this part of the sentence. The conclusion, however, is simple and straightforward, and this
indicates that the gains will be clear-cut if the Athenians will only act. There is thus a contrast between the
complexity of the demands made on the Athenians and the clarity of the results that will follow.*2

Wooten’s use of the word “complicated” here is vague and problematic. It is not exactly clear to
me how Demosthenes’ demands are “complicated”: each man should do, not just say, his part.
Further, although Wooten is right that there are a number of subordinate clauses within the

protasis, none of them is particularly long or complex, with the possible exception of the relative

11 Dem. 4.7: “And so, men of Athens, if you too are willing to adopt such an opinion now—since not before—and
if each of you, where there is need and where he could make himself useful to the city, having let go of all
dissimulation, is prepared to act, the wealthy man to pay taxes, the young man to campaign—and in short, to put it
simply, if you are willing to get control of yourselves and if each of you stops expecting that he won’t do anything
himself, while his neighbor will do everything on his behalf, you will bring home what’s yours, God willing, and
you will recover what has been lost through indolence, and you will take vengeance on that man.”

112 \Wooten (2008), ad loc.
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clause 0¥ 8¢i .... That said, I would certainly agree with him about the effect of the distribution
of protasis and apodosis: it could certainly reflect the difficulty of what he’s asking the

Athenians to do.

However, a more precise analysis is needed. With respect to certain features, the sentence
is actually quite simple: it never goes beyond the 2" degree of subordination, and the main
clause is not divided up at all; further, as mentioned above the 2" degree subordinate clauses are
for the most part relatively simple. However, the sentence is quite long, and the fact that most of
it consists of buildup to the conclusion creates a sense of suspense and gravity. The
overweighting is explicitly marked here by the way in which the sentence develops after
ovvelovtl: after telling us that he is going to give us a simple summary of the condition and after
proceeding to do so (av vudv avtdv £0ednonte yevéaBar), he nevertheless expands the protasis
further with a somewhat involved elaboration that includes a peév ... 8¢ antithesis. I would argue
that this represents the same stylistic idiosyncrasy on the level of the sentence that | have
discussed above in reference to the phrase. Things do not end quite when they should, and
thinking occurs within thinking within thinking. Here we might start out with the impression that
Demosthenes is going to give us a simple “if-then” scenario, but the if keeps going, and going,
and going, even after he tells us it is about to conclude. But ifs are dangerous things if you get
them wrong, so Demosthenes makes sure to think his through, exhaustively, even after they have

started and ended.

Similar are instances in which a recapitulation that gives the impression that the main

clause is about start debouches instead into further subordinate material:

gne1dn) 82 dmwAidAiecay ol Pokelc Hotepov Nuépoug mévre f €, kai Téhog elye 1O picOopo domep &v AL TL
10T, Kai 6 Aspikhroc &k Tiig XoAkidog fikev avaoTpéyag Kol dmiyysthev duiv ékikAnoidlovoty &v Iepausi
811 DOKElC amoAdA0sL, Kol DUsic, @ dvopec ABnvaiot, TodT AKOVCAVTEG EIKOTMC KAKeivolc cuviyBeche Kai
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avtoi é€emémAny e, Kol maidog Kol yuvaikag €k T@v dypdv katakopilew éyneilecbe kai o ppovpla
émokevale kai tov Hepad teyilet kol 1o Hpdrhea v dotet 00ev, —Emeidn Tadt’ v Kai ToradTn
Tapoyt) Kai To109Tog 06pvoc mepLElGTRKEL THY TOMY, THVIKADTA O GOPOG Kai Setvdg 0DTo¢ Kol EdPVOC,
otte Bovkilc 0VTE 01OV YELPOTOVIIOOVTOS OVTOV, DYETO TPEGPEVOV DG TOV TADTO TETOMNKOTA, OVTE TNV
appwotiav ¢’ 1) 10T’ EEopdcad’ drokoyichuevog, ob0’ éTL TpeoPevThg dALOC ipnTto GvO’ abhtod, 0B’ STt
@V T0100TMV 6 Vopog Bdvatov Thv (uiav sivat kededet, 000’ 8Tt TAVSEVOV £6TIV ANy YEAKOTO (OC
EMKEKNpLKTAL ¥pNpat’ avtd &v ONPaig, €nedn OnPaiol pog @ v Bowwtiav dracav Exev kol T
DoKEDV YOPS EYKPUTEIS YEYOVACLY, THVIKADTO €i¢ HESOS TAg ONPoag Kol T0 Thv OnPaiov otpatdnedov
BadiCewv-113

gne1dn 8¢ amwidAiecay oi Pokelc Hotepov Nuépouc méve f{ €, kai Téhog elxe 10 picOop’
&omep dv GAAO TL TOVT®,
Kai 0 Agprdrog &k T XoAkidog fikev dvooTpéyag Kol dmfyyeihev VUiV EkkAnolalovoty &v
[epouet
611 Dokelg dmoAdAACL,
Kol Vueig, ® dvopeg Adnvoior,
DT’ AKOVGOVTEG
elkoTmg Kakeivolg cuviyBeche kai adtol eeméminye,
Kol ToAd0g Kol yovaikag €k TV dyp®dv katakopuilew
&ymoilecbe
Kol T0 povpt’ Emtokevalew kal tov [epaid teyyilew kai to HpdkAer év dotet
vy, —
£ma1dn TodT NV Kol TOWDTY TaPAYT Kol To10UTog 06pVBog TEPIEIGTHKEL THY TOALY,
mvikedTa 6 6opdg Kol devdg 0DTog Kol ebpVOC,

o9te PovAilc 00TE OOV YELPOTOVIIGAVTOS GVTOV,
dyeto TpecPedv MG TOV TADTO TETOMNKOTO,
obte TV appwoTioy
8’ ) 10T €Eopodcad’
VIoAoylohpevog, ovo’
6t mpeoPevtrg GAAOG ipnTo avl’ avTod, obO’ dTL TOV ToVT®V 6 VOROG Bdvatov TV
{nuiav givar kedevet, 000’ 1 ThvSEVOV 6TV
amnyyeAkota
MG EmKeKNpLKTAL YprLaT’ aT@d &v OnpParg,
éne1on) OnPaior Tpoc Td v Bowwtiav dracav Eyswv kol
Tijc Pokinv ydpac éykpateic yeyévaoy,
mvikadT’ €ig péoag tog ONPag kol to Tdv OnPainv otpatdmedov
Bodilewve

113 Dem. 19.125-7: “And after the Phocians had perished five or six days later, and the contract for that
man[Aeschines] had come to an end like any other, and Derkylos had returned from Chalcis and informed you while
you were holding assembly in the Peiraeus that the Phocians were gone, and when you, men of Athens, upon
hearing these things were with good reason grieving with them and were yourselves shocked, and you were voting
to bring the women and children in from the countryside and to set up watches and to fortify the Peiraeus and to
celebrate Herakles’ festival in town—when this was the situation and such a disturbance and such commotion had
surrounded the city, it was at this point that that wise and clever and mellifluous man went off to serve as
ambassador to the man who had done these things, even though neither the council nor the people had elected him,
and he did not even take into consideration either the claim of ill health based on which he had at that time refused
the office, nor the fact that another ambassador had been chosen in place of him, nor that it is unspeakable for one
who had announced that a price had been put on his head at Thebes to walk into the middle of that city and the
encampment of the Thebans when they in addition to being in possession of Boeotia had also gained control of the
territory of the Phocians.”
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Length: 170 Maximum subordination: 5™ degree

Up to the recapitulation the period moves along easily enough (although the expansion after
&ynoileoOe has to be accounted for): each clause is relatively simple, and there is no interlacing
and no parentheses. As we have seen, it is characteristic of Demosthenes to add further detail
where one would from a grammatical perspective least expect it. A possible motive for it here
can be supplied easily enough: he wants to give the impression of momentarily being so
possessed by the terror involved in the events he is describing that he cannot help but get carried
away and add further detail. But to return to the recapitulation, after the very lengthy temporal
clause introduced by éreidn at the beginning of the sentence, the summary éreidn tadt’ nv leads
us to expect that we are finally going to get to the main clause; instead, the recapitulation is
expanded to include a general characterization of the chaos in Athens at the time. Then, delaying
gratification yet further, Demosthenes places a genitive absolute before the main clause. As in
the previous example, he encourages a particular syntactical expectation only to defy it. Because
the temporal clause that begins this period is so lengthy, one expects the sentence to conclude
after the short main clause @yeto mpesfedv m¢ oV Tavto teroinkodTa, but instead Demosthenes
decides to elaborate on just how impudent Aeschines’ crime was. This elaboration is complex: it
begins with variatio (tiv appmoTtiay ... 6t1) and contains indirect statement that attains to the 5%
degree of subordination. Note further that this 5" degree does not just consist of some short and
simple subordinate clause but contains a lengthy temporal clause which provides an unexpected
and unnecessary expansion of the enormity of Aeschines’ crime. Finally, note that after
navosvov €otiv, one would expect an infinitive relatively soon. However, Demosthenes does not
give us our due until the very end of the sentence—after a circumstantial participle, and indirect

statement, and a lengthy temporal clause, and an adverbial modifier, and an (unnecessarily
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expanded) prepositional phrase. | would argue that this period belongs to the category of what
Pearson calls Demosthenes’ “virtuoso passages.” Looking at the analysis above, one can see that
many of the cola are relatively long; in addition, the cadence would have been quite demanding:
I’m exhausted by the time I get to the main clause, only to find out that I still have five degrees
of subordination to go. Aeschines’ villainy thereby acquires a feeling of infinitude through our
physiological reaction to the sentence: I am gasping for air, but there’s still no end in sight of

Aeschines’ crimes, so deep is their account.

4. The Pathetic Paradox

The term ‘pathetic paradox’ was coined by Stephen Usher as a sort of corrective:
Gebauer, according to him, classified the form of argument in question under argumenta ex
contrario, but this term does not take account of the emotional element involved.!** He defines

his new term thus:

The term used, in this book for the first time, to describe a form of argument which combines emotion with
logic. The emotion comes in the opening formula: ‘Is it not (would it not be) shocking (shameful, terrible,
absurd) if, when X, which is undesirable, is not allowed to happen, Y, which is far more undesirable, is
allowed to happen’. The comparative element provides the logical backbone to an argument which can
have many variants.®

In the process of charting various developments within the Greek rhetorical tradition, Usher on
several occasions makes note of the ways in which a given orator incorporates such an argument
into his speech. However, he makes no attempt to undertake a detailed analysis of the diachronic
development of the structure of this form of argument, and he only sporadically and even then

only vaguely indicates when and how an orator innovates in his deployment of the argument.

114 Usher (1999), 25 fn. 68.
115 |bid., 367.
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As | will demonstrate in the discussion that follows, Demosthenes, heir to a rich
tradition of various elaborations of the basic form of the argument, expanded its structural
possibilities so audaciously that once again in certain cases its comprehensibility for the original
audience becomes an issue. In such cases the possibility of revision or lack thereof must be

considered.

The following survey of the development of the argument is based on an examination of
instances found in the Perseus database within certain parameters. | performed a proximity
search for the words dewvov ... &i (for all three degrees of comparison) allowing for separation of
up to three words; then | used the same parameters for the less common introductory words

oxétaov and aioypov (only in the positive degree).

The form of the paradox at its most basic can be seen from an early example from

Aristophanes’ Plutus:

dewvov yap &l tpiopodrov pgv obveka

woTopect’ Exdotot’ &v THKKANGIQ,

adtov 8¢ tov IThodtov moapeiny 1@ AaPeiv.tt®
Here there is only one degree of subordination, and each element of the antithesis is relatively
short and simple. However, even at this early stage of development further elaboration was
possible, as can be seen in the following example from Euripides’ Hecuba (424 B.C.):

obKovV devdv, €l yTj eV KoK

Tuyodoa Koupod Bed0s €D GTAYVLY PEPEL,

YPNOTH & AUAPTOVG’ BV YPEDY oTIY TOYEWV
Kakov didwot kaprdv.t’

116 Ar, Plut.329-31: “For it would be terrible if for the sake of a three-obol piece we knock each other about on each
occasion at the Assembly, while I let someone take Wealth himself.”

U7 Eur. Hec. 592-5: “It is terrible if bad land, when it has met with favorable conditions from God bears a good crop,
while good land, when it does not meet with what it needs bears a bad one.”
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Here, if one takes the circumstantial participle (auaptods’) as representing a degree, there are
three degrees in all. Even so, each element is still quite short and simple, and the entire argument
is expressed in twenty words (as compared with 114 in the example from Demosthenes below).
Thucydides, in turn, makes significant innovations as one would expect, simultaneously
expanding and condensing the form.!*® The most complex example from his Histories seems to

be the following, which is found in the speech of the Corinthian delegates in book I:

1 dewvov av &in i ol pév éxetvov Eoppoyot ént Sovieig Tf) abLTOV PEpovTeg oK dmepodoty, NUElS 6’ ént Td
TIL®POVUEVOL TOVG £xBpoVs Kal adTol dpa o@lecBat ovK dpo damavioopey Kol €mi T® [ O éketvav adTd
119

aIPEBEVTES ADTOTG TOVTOIG KAKDG TAYELY.
The form of this argument is characterized by the crabbed density typical of Thucydidean
speeches: the two articular infinitives are used as objects of the preposition éxi, and within each
is nested not only a circumstantial participle with modifier(s) but also modifiers of the infinitive.
If we count the articular infinitives and circumstantial participles within them as each adding a
further degree of subordination, then there are three degrees in this example. However, at 38
words its length at least is not exceptional.

At the hands of Lysias the pathetic paradox becomes more expansive, more supple than it
was in previous authors and yet much more easily digestible than it was in Thucydides. Although
most of his paradoxes fall somewhere comfortably in-between, there are instances as simple as:
oxétMov & v &in, £ 00Tog Lev Bmavtag Todg Tolitog TEpL 0VdEVOS NYHGuTO, DUELC 5& TodTOoV
gva dvto un amodokipdoarte. 20 However, there is also the following exceptionally complex

instance from an impassioned outburst in Against Eratosthenes:

118 The one example from Antiphon is not particularly noteworthy: kaitor dgtvov i oi oyTol pépTLPES TOVTOIG HEV BV
HapTLPODVTEG TIGTOL Roov, U0l 8¢ papTupodVIES dmioTol Esovtat. (4.6.29)

119 Thuc. 1.121.5: “It would be terrible if their allies will not tire of bearing the burden for their slavery, while we, it
seems, will not spend anything on vengeance and our own salvation and on not suffering badly by means of the very
things which have been stolen away from us by them.” Cf. 6.79.2.

120 | ys. 31.31.
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oK ovV SevOV &l TG PV oTpatyovc, ol vikev vavpayodvieg, te Sid yewudve ody oloi T Epocav givar
TOVG €K Tig BoddrTng dverécOar, Bavate einudcate, yoduevol xpfivor tij Tdv tebvedtov dpeti) Top’
gketvav diknv AaPelv, T1obTovg 8¢, ot W@t pev fvteg Ko’ Goov £d0vavto moincay Nrnbijvan
VODROYODVTOG, EXEWON 08 EIG TNV APYNV KATESTNOOV, OLOAOYODGIV EKOVTEG TOAAOVG TAV TOMTAV AKPITOVG
dmokTvvivar, ok &pa xpr adTodg Kol Tovg moidag Ve’ VUMY Toic doydraig {nuicg kordleoOo; %
00K 0DV SEVOV
€1 TOVG HEV oTpaTyoie,
01 &vik®Vv VaupayoDVTEG,
Ote
8101 yeudva ovy oloi T
Epooav lvar Tovg £k Thg Oardtng dverécOa,
Bavite lnudoare,
MNyovpevol
xpiivon Tf TdV 1ebvedTov dpetii Top’ Ekeivav diknv Aofelv,
TOVTOVG OF,
ol idudrtat p&v 6vreg
kB’ 6cov £d0vavTo
gmoinoav NTnOfvorl voopoyodviag,
€meldn 6¢ gig TV apyMv Kotéonoay,
opoloyodov
EKOVTEG TOAAOVG TAV TOMTMV AKPITOVG GITOKTIVVOVOL,
0UK (pa xp1 a0TOVG Kol ToVg TToidag Ve’ VUMV Talg oydralg (npiog kohalesHar;

As can be seen from the analysis above, this example reaches the third degree of subordination
several times, and what’s more it contains 69 words. It is thus more complex and expansive by
far than anything from previous authors. One can easily see what motivated the complexity: each
element of the argument pertains to highly sensitive events in Athens’ recent past with the result
that one is practically bursting with outraged expectation by the time he reaches what he thinks is
going to be the second element of the paradox (od koldoecbe, as Adams suggests ad loc.). In
place of this expected climax he gets an anacoluthic question that expects the audience
simultaneously to supply the second part of the paradox mentally, assent to its validity, and
conclude that these men must not only be punished but punished capitally. Adams suggests that

the motivation for the anacoluthon is twofold: obk odv devov is “too remote,” and ovk &pa. xp)

121 Lys. 12.36: “Is it not terrible, then, if on the one hand you executed the generals who were victorious in a naval
battle when they said they were unable due to a storm to recover the dead from the sea, because you believed that
you had to exact a penalty from them for the valor of the dead, while on the other hand those men, who as private
citizens caused us to be defeated in a naval battle as much as they were able, and who admit that, when they came
into power, they willingly executed many citizens without trial—Don’t they themselves and their children have to be
punished by you to the fullest extent of the law?”
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... KOMGCeoOar is a “stronger, more passionate form” of the thought.”*?? The former part of his
argument will receive support when we come to an example from Isaeus, and the latter is
patently true. The complexity of this example, then, was presumably still felt to be somewhat
problematic: perhaps at some point along the way some members of the audience had forgotten
how the sentence started. Demosthenes, as we will see, showed no such concern for his audience
(assuming the style was not revised).

Of the three examples in Isaeus, two are unexceptional,!? but the third is somewhat
involved, and understanding its structure is critical for a proper appraisal of Demosthenes’
innovations:

VOVi 8¢ Sevov 1O Tpdlypo Kod oioypdv eivon THde vopilm, &l fvika pudv 6 Meverkdiic eiyé 11, 101E pév Edmka
guautdv VOV aVTd momoacHat, Kai and THg ovolag TG Ekeivov, mpiv Tpabijval TO ywpiov, EyvUVACLAPYOLY
&V T® MU Kol EPIAoTIUNONY Og VOG Vv ékeivov, kai TG oTpateiog, doat £yEvovto &v @ ypovd To0T,
gotpatevpal v Tf] PLAT] Tf £keivov kol v T@ INUm- Emeldn| 6 EKevog ETeEleDNOEY, €1 TPOOOO® Kol
gEepnumdoag adTod TOV 01KoV AV OlyACopL, TS OVK GV SEVOV TO TPy Elvon Kol KoToyEAacTOoV
dowoin, Kol toig Povhopévolg mept Epuod PAacenuelv moAAy dEovaiay mapdoyot;t?

vovi 8¢ Setvov 10 mpdiypa kol aicypdv sivar Tiide vopilom,

el
fvika pév 6 Mevekhiig elxé T,

ToTE eV EdmKO EROVTOV VOV adT® momcacbat, kol dmd Tiig ovsiog Thg Exeivov,
mpiv Tpadijvor To ywpiov,

gyvpvactépyovy &v @ MU Kol EPIAOTINONY
MG VO AV ékeivov,

Kol TG oTpateiag,
doat EyévovTo v T Ypove ToVT®,

gotparevpal v Tf] EUAT Ti £keivov kol &v 1@ dNume
€meldn 6¢ €keivog ételebmoey,

€L TPOODOM KAl
sEepnudcac ovTod TOV 0ikov

amav oiyjcopat,

122 Adams (1970) ad loc.

123 I, 1.38 and 1.51.

124 Is. 2.42: “I think that now the matter is terrible and shameful if, when Menecles had some means, then I gave
myself to him so that he could adopt me as his son, and if out of his estate, before the place was sold, | was serving
as gymnasiarch among the people and was ambitious as being his son, and | have marched in as many expeditions as
occurred at that time in his tribe and among the people; but, after he has died, if I will betray him and rush off after
having picked his house dry, how could the matter not seem terrible and ridiculous, and how could it not give
opportunity to those who want to slander me?” Usher (1999), 159 cites this as “... a good example of how Isaeus
elaborated and refined existing rhetorical devices.” In light of this passage, it is tempting to believe the report that
Demosthenes was a student of Isaeus and thus to regard his experimentation with this form of argument as having
been influenced by his teacher.
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TS OVK fv HEVOV TO TPTYNa EIval Kol KaTayELaGToV 80K0in, Kol Toig foviopévolg mepi pod
Bracenuelv ToAAV E€ovaiav mapdaoyot ;

Although this example is quite long (90 words), it never exceeds the second degree of
subordination, and it seems to flow with ease and perspicuity (Isocrates would approve): the
clauses are short and simple, and there is no interlacing. Nevertheless, presumably due to its
length Isaeus felt the need to restate the paradox in slightly altered form at its conclusion. It
seems likely that like Lysias he felt some doubt about his audience’s ability to get a Synoptic
view of the argument without some form of recapitulation. The two are also similar in that the re-
statement of the paradox adds further emotional coloring to the argument.

Before we proceed to Demosthenes, it is necessary to note in passing that, amongst the
less conspicuous examples from the authors discussed up to this point, there is significant
variation in how the antithesis within the paradox is constructed. In all of the examples
mentioned so far, the two members are antithetically opposed to one another by means of the
particles pgv ... 8¢, the clearest and most pronounced way of articulating the paradox. However,
there were a variety of other ways in which the antithesis could be structured: one element could
be incorporated into a noun phrase, which is then set in opposition to the main verb;*? or the
content of a relative clause could be antithetical to the main clause;'%® or one element could even
be dependent on a circumstantial participle;*?” finally, one element could be supplied by a
genitive absolute.'?® Orators before Demosthenes, then, had experimented with the form and

developed a variety of ways of juxtaposing two seemingly incompatible states of affairs.

125 |s0c. 7.64: Ssvodv fyovpévoug €1 Tic dyetar Ty méiy Ty TV EAMvov dptacay, Tadtny 09’ £T6poic oboav
126 | ys, 26.9: fiyovpevog devov sivay, £l 1 odg 1) dnpokpatia kaTehdeTo, 0vTol £V ovTi Tf ToMTElQ TAAWY
Gp&ovat, Kai KHplot yevicoviot TV VOU®V ...

27 Isoc. 6.83: maviav & 8v Sevdtatov Tomcaipey, i cuveldotec ABnvaiolg kMmool T oVTGHY YOpay drip
Tijc TV EAMMvev éhevlepiog, nueic und’ vmep Tiig NUeTépac adtdv cmtpiag aeiodal Tig TOAE®S TOAUNCALLEY,
128 Isoc. 16.11: mévtwv & Gv £in dsvotatov, i 10D ToTpdg petd THY EUYNV dwpeav haBovrog dym it THv Eketvov
ouynVv {nuiodeiny.
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It is Demosthenes, though, who pushed the capacities of the form to (or beyond) its
limits. Whereas both Lysias and Isaeus felt the need to remind their audience of the form of the

argument when they felt it had grown exceptionally long, in Demosthenes one gets:

viv 6¢ Todt0 Kol TAvTOV dv pot dewvotatov cupPain, el Top’ a0t TadKnHad’ obTtwg dpyilws Kol Tikpdg
Kol yahendg dravieg Exovieg [Epaivesde], dote Neomrorépov kai Mynooapyidov kai dlrnidov Koi tvog
T®V 6PO3PO. TOVTOV TAOVGI®V deoUEVEV Kol £UOD Kol VU@V, £Bodte Un aeivalkal TpoceAfovTog pot
Blenaiov tod tpamelitov, TnAkodT’ dvekplyete, MG, TOVT keivo, ypUaTé Lov Ayouévon, Gote 1, &
avopeg AbBnvaiot, pofnbévta tov Huétepov BOpLPov Boipdtiov Tpoéasbat Kal PKPoD YOUVOV &V T®
YTOVICK® yevEGOaL, @edyovt’ ékeivov EAKOVTA g, Kal PETH TaDT  AmavT®dVTeg “Onmg EnéEel T@ Lopd Kol
un dwdvoer Bedoovtai og Ti momoelg ABnvaior” totadta AEyovTeg: Emeldn KeXEPOTOVIITAL PEV DPPIS TO
Tpdyp” etva, &v isp®d & oi Tadta kpivovteg kabeldpevol SiEyvocay, Siépsva 8 &yo kai od mpoddwk’
0B0’ Vi oVT’ BUoToV, TNVIKODT GOy EIEic’ dueic.t?

ViV 8¢ 1010 Kol TévTov dv Lot dewvotatov cupfain,

el
map’ odTd TSN’ obtwg dpyihmg Kol mKp@®S Kol YaAendg dravteg Exovteg
[Epaivecbe],
dote
Neontorépov kol Mvnoapyidov kai Glmnidov kai tivog TV cpodpa
TOVTOV TAOLGIOV deopévav Kol Lol Kol DUADV,
éBodrte
un aogivar,
Kol TpoceBovTog pot Bieraiov tod tpamelitov,
TNAKODT” AVEKPAYETE,
MG, TOUT’ EKEIVO, YPNUATE LLOV ANYOUEVOD,
dote 1, ® 8vdpec ABnvaiot,
@oPnBévrta tov Huétepov BopvPov
Boipdtiov mpoéohat kai pikpod Youvov &v Td yrtovicko yevécsbat,

129 Dem. 21.215: “Now this would be the most terrible of all things that could befall me, if at the time of the crimes
themselves you all were so angry and harsh and upset that, when Neoptolemus and Mnesarchides and Philippides
and someone else of those wealthy men were begging you and me, you were crying out not to let him go, and, when
Blepaeus the banker approached me, you let loose such a great shout, as though it was the same old story and | was
about to take money, that | in my fear of your uproar abandoned my cloak and was nearly naked in my frock as |
fled him trying to drag me along, and if after this upon meeting me you said “Make sure that you prosecute the vile
fellow and that you don’t reconcile with him. The Athenians will be watching to see what you do.”; if, when the
matter has been voted to be ppig, and those making the judgment came to their decision while sitting in the temple,
and when | stayed the course and did not abandon either your or myself, at this point you will acquit him.” I follow
Weil here in bracketing épaiveste. Butcher, and Goodwin adopted this reading in their editions as well. More recent
editors (MacDowell and Dilts), however have retained it and also opted for the reading of the poorer manuscripts by
adding pev after avta and 8¢ after émedn). The choice of recent editors is somewhat puzzling. When Weil originally
bracketed épaiveste in his edition, he justified this reading grammatically by arguing that it allows one to construe
Méyovtec. MacDowell, as mentioned, retains épaiveste and somewhat confusedly tries to explain Aéyovteg thus:
“AMeyovreg: participle with épaivesbe. Since speech is not primarily a matter of appearances, the combination is not
particularly appropriate, and Gebauer De hypotacticis 192 proposes the emendation towadt’éAéyete. If emendation is
really needed, I should prefer to postulate the loss of an indicative earlier in the sentence .... But probably no change
is necessary.” So the reading he gives doesn’t really make much sense, but we shouldn’t try to fix it anyway. Since
Weil’s solution does the least violence to the reading of the manuscripts and actually produces a text that makes
sense, even if the structure is strained, | have retained his reading.
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QeVYOVT’ EKEIVOV EAKOVTA IE,
Kol HeTd TodT’ AmavI®dVTEG
“Omwg €mé€el T® popd kai pn dodvoel Bedoovtai og ti Tooelg ABnvoiot”
Totadto Adyovteg
EMELON KEXEPOTOVI|TAL PEV
BPpic 1O mpdiyp elvon,
&v iep® &’ ol tavto Kpivovteg kKabelopevol diéyvmaoay, diépeva 6 £ym Kkai 00
TPoVdwK’ 0V’ DUAG 0VT’ EPavTOV,
TVIKoDT dmoyneieicd’ vueic.
This argument consists of a staggering 117 words; further, the sentence twice attains to the fifth
degree of subordination. Goodwin, commenting on the aforementioned textual problem (see fn.
130), argues that this sentence provides evidence that the Meidias never received a final revision:
“These changes show an early attempt to reconstruct this cumbrous sentence, which the orator
could never have intended to leave as it now stands or ever stood.”*3! MacDowell, however,
(though he adopts different readings) argues that there is a rhetorical point to the structure: “The
accumulation of vivid incidents, including the humorous picture of D. losing his cloak,
effectively gives the impression that there is an overwhelming number of reasons to expect

Meidias to be condemned.” MacDowell’s argument is compelling. In addition to the vividness

of the incidents, | would note their specificity: rather than referring generally to certain rich men

130'| have chosen along with the majority of editors to punctuate this sentence with a period; however, a strong case
can be made for punctuating it as a question. In a TLG search, out of the 19 cases in the Demosthenic corpus where
the end of a sentence is followed by a clause that consists only of the word pundaudg, the sentence preceding
undapdg is punctuated as a question fifteen times, as a statement 4 times. The former is more intuitive:
Demosthenes asks an impassioned question then answers himself with an emphatic “by no means”, e.g. &1 8¢ Ti¢
TEVNG UNOEV NOKNKDG TG £0YATALS GLUPOPAIS Adikmg Vo TovTtov[Meidias] tepuméntwke, TOVT® &’ 0VOE
ovvopylebfoecbe; undapdg. However, in the following example, which is very similar to the passage from the
Meidias under discussion, it makes more sense to punctuate as a statement: Kaitot koi nepi tiig poviig iowg singlv
AvayKN: TAvL yap pEYQ Kol £l TaNT] @POVETY aDTOV AKOV®, MG KoBumokpvodevoy DUAC. ol 6& dokelt’
ATOTATUTOV ANAVTOV GV Totfjoal, &1, 6te pév 10 Ovéstov kal tdv £mt Tpoig Kok’ Nymvileto, é£efAAreT’ avTOV Kol
é€eovpittet’ €k TOV BedTpov Kol poVov 0D Koteleded’ obTmg HoTe TEAELTAOVTO TOD TPLITAYDVICTELV ATOCTHVAL,
€meldn &° oK €mi T oKkNVAg, GAL’ &v Tolg Kovoig Kol peyiotolg thg mOAe®c mpdypact popi’ eipyaoctal Kakd,
MVIKaDO’ Mg kaAov ebeyyouévm tpocéyotte. undauds: If this were an anacoluthon in which Demosthenes breaks
off his original thought to ask a question, then it seems odd that he would retain the mood determined by the
conditional form. With all this said, the pathetic paradox by nature deals with shocking, seemingly unimaginable
thoughts, and it is very easy for a statement of disbelief to transition seamlessly into a rhetorical question. Without
any solid information on intonation, it is hard to say how much that would have determined the audience’s construal
of the thought.

131 Goodwin (1906), ad loc.
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who tried to bribe him (e.g. deopévov Thovciov tivav), he provides a list of names, all within a
genitive absolute within a result clause that is dependent on a circumstantial participle. This sort
of expansiveness where one would least expect it can be seen as parallel to Demosthenes’
penchant for developing a thought within a phrase or even within an attribute of a phrase or for
expanding a period beyond self-prescribed limits. Indeed, the Demosthenic sentence seems
capacious of interruption and expansion on every level, as though he could potentially think an
oration within the bounds of a single sentence.

| would also argue that the role of narrative in the argument is significant. Pearson has
argued that Demosthenes consciously innovated in his use of narrative in his political
speeches,'* so his use of it to inform the structure of the pathetic paradox is arguably part of a
larger trend. In the more standard form of the argument as defined by Usher above, there is an
antithesis between two incongruent elements or situations which is more or less clearly
articulated, most frequently by the particle combination pév ... 6. In the argument under
discussion, by contrast, there is a seamless transition from one element to the next within the
structure of a climactic narrative. We begin at the moment of the incident (rop’ adta
tadwknpota) when the Athenian people are still outraged and seething at Meidias’ impious and
violent crime; then we move to subsequent interactions between Demosthenes and the people
(veta tadt’) in which they exhort him to persevere in his prosecution after showing him their
support in the probole;*3 after that we get a tricolon (érmeidr ...) which serves as the temporal
contrast to wap’ ot tadikpuata and which through its structure (second and third elements

longer than the first) and its content (I have stayed the course, | have not betrayed you) greatly

132 pearson (1976), 64.

133 In the legal procedure Demosthenes adopted to prosecute Meidias, he first had to get the Assembly to vote
against him in a meeting the day after the festival. Then the case could go to trial before a jury if he was still willing
to pursue it. For detailed discussion of this procedure, see MacDowell (1990), 13-23.
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intensifies the passion of the claim; finally, in the second to last word of the sentence, when we
are all but crying out xatayneloduev, we get instead the absurd droyneieict’. In place of a
clean division between neatly opposed incongruent elements, Demosthenes uses a single
narrative which only becomes incongruous through its surprise ending. With the elements of the
narrative being so vivid and dramatic (direct speech, Demosthenes tearing off his cloak), a desire
is created within the reader for his expectation of the conclusion to be fulfilled. When the very
opposite of this expectation is proposed, the absurdity engenders a sense of horror, thus
affectively confirming the very opening of the argument: ... dewvdtatov copPain, &i.

It is necessary to recall at this point that we are dealing with a single sentence which
spans 117 words and twice attains to the fifth degree of subordination. Even if the interpretation |
presented above is plausible, the question remains whether Demosthenes could actually have
expected his audience to be able to digest such a sentence, or whether Goodwin is right that he
would have restructured this passage when he went to revise the speech. Although it can be
difficult at times to gauge the relative complexity even of two examples of the same type of

argument, there is a comparably complex pathetic paradox in On the False Embassy:

ovKkoDv devodv, ® dvdpec ABnvaiot, koi oyétAiov 1oig pév T kinmov mpdypad’ fpnuévorg Oepanedety
obtmg akp1Pi] TV mop’ ékeivov Tpog Exdrtep’ aicBnow vapyew, G’ Ekactov, omep Av TOPECTNKOTOG
adTod, IMd’ GV &v évBadi mpdln pndev NysicBon Mosty, A& @idovg Te vopiley odg div Ekeive Sokdj kai
U1 PIAOVG MGOVTOG, TO1g 08 TPOGg VUAG (Dot Kol TG Tap’ VUGV TS YAYOUEVOLS Kol UT| TPodedmKOat
TOOTNY TOoAVTNY KOEHTNTO Kol T0600T0 6KOTOC Tap’ VUMV AmavTdy, Mote Tolg dAsttnpiolg tovtolg €€ ioov
viv & dyoviCesOar, koi Tadta mop’ Vpiv Toig mavt’ gidooiy.3

ovkoDv devodv, ® Gvdpec ABnvaiot, kai cyithov
T0ig pev ta Dikinmov mpdypad pnuévolg Bepamedey obtmg akpiPi] TV mop’ Ekeivov Tpog
éxdrep’ aicOnow vdpyew,
$00’ ExaoTov,
donep Gv mapecTnKOTOS 0OTOD,UNd’

134 Dem. 19.226: “And so it is terrible, men of Athens, and wretched that on the one hand those who have chosen to
promote the affairs of Philip have such keen perception from him in each direction that each one of them believes
that none of the things he does here will escape Philip’s notice, as if he were standing right beside them, and as a
result they regard as friends and enemies whoever he decides, while on the other hand those who live with respect
for you and crave honor from you and who have not betrayed this honor, they meet with deafness from you and
darkness which is so great that now | am contending with these accursed men on an equal level, and that among you
who know all these things.”
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oV Gv &v0udi mpdén
undev Nyeiclon
Aoew,
aALa pilovg T€ vopiley
oG av €kelve SoKT] Kal P ILoVG MGAHTOG,
101G 8¢ TpOg VUdg (Dot Kol TG Top” DUAY TIURG YAXOUEVOLG KOl [T) TPOSESOKOGL TANTNV
TOGANTNV KOPOTNTO KOl T060DTO GKOTOG Tap’ VUMV ATavTAY,
&oTte T0ig ddetnpiolg TovTolg & ioov viv &’ dymvilesbat, kai TadTa wap’ VULV Tolg
amovt’ €idooy.

Although this example is not as complex (only four degrees of subordination) or lengthy (it totals
ninety words), it comes close. The complexity within the result clause is particularly difficult to
deal with, but once again it does seem to have a striking effect: Demosthenes presents the
traitors’ anxiety (®Gomep Gv mopeotnkoOTog ahTtod) from their own perspective, which accentuates
even further the contrast between Philip’s all-seeing eye and the Athenian people’s blindness.
However, this comparandum is problematic since, as I will discuss at length in a later chapter,*
it is likely that this speech too is a draft or has been revised. The two most conspicuous instances,
then, both occur in texts that in some sense may not reflect what Demosthenes actually said in
court. Further, as I will argue in chapter 5, readers would have been able to recognize that both
Against Meidias and On the False Embassy could not have been delivered in court in their
preserved form. What, then, are the implications of the state of these works for understanding
Demosthenes’ use of the pathetic paradox and his methods of composition more generally? On
the one hand the sentences are, as | have argued, carefully crafted, and their structure can be said
to have an expressive function. Perhaps, then, Demosthenes would not have altered them at all,
and audience members would have had no trouble understanding them. On the other hand due to
their complexity this seems difficult to imagine. But why would Demosthenes go to the trouble
of carefully crafting such involved arguments in the first place if he knew he was going to have

to alter them when delivering the speech? The form of the argument in Against Meidias could be

135 See chapter 5.1.B.
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said to represent a possible ideal of the pathetic paradox: if my hearers were readers, then the
argument would have this formal potential. Revision would involve negotiating between this
ideal and whatever Demosthenes thought the jury could handle. The reader can only speculate,
but, as we will see in chapter 5, provoking such speculation may in fact have been Demosthenes’

motive for distributing these speeches in draft form.

5. Conclusion: péya Kol veavikov gpovnuo,

Jaeger says of the Third Philippic,

Thus we may validly hold, as others have done, that in this speech Demosthenes’ power as a politician
reaches its peak. Like his earlier speeches against Philip, the oration is primarily a spiritual and moral
achievement. In Demosthenes’ soul ethos and pathos now join in a mighty alliance, marking the onset of a
new era of spiritual and artistic expression in the history of the Greek spirit, an era that culminates,
symbolically speaking, in the style of the Pergamene altar. The powerful and highly passionate expression
that we find there bears the stamp of the violent struggle. It is in the sculptures of Scopas and
simultaneously, in the Philippics of Demosthenes that its deep shadows first appear.t*

Passionate expression and violent struggle, like Scopas’s Maenad. But is the passion the same
and similarly accessible? One is drawn into ecstasy as he gazes at the maenad flinging her
delicate neck toward the aether, but Demosthenes, behind his passion there is projected a deep
votg; he is always in control of language and so, it seems, of reality, manipulating its elements,
gazing beyond its confines. In this chapter | have examined various ways in which his style at
times feels distinctly unnatural and thus creates a sense of distance between speaker and reader.
The question arises why he would ever want to distance himself from his audience. One
explanation would be that he revised the style for distribution to an audience of readers. As

mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, Wilamowitz argued that one does not write in an

136 Jaeger (1938), 174.
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involved periodic style when addressing a large crowd in the Assembly,**” and Nietzsche made

an even more radical distinction between the written and oral styles:

Schreibstil und Sprechstil. — Die Kunst, zu schreiben, verlangt vor Allem Ersatzmittel fir die
Ausdrucksarten, welche nur der Redende hat: also fiir Gebdrden, Accente, Tone, Blicke. Desshalb ist der
Schreibstil ein ganz anderer, als der Sprechstil, und etwas viel Schwierigeres: — er will mit Wenigerem
sich ebenso verstandlich machen wie jener. Demosthenes hielt seine Reden anders, als wir sie lesen; er hat
sie zum Gelesenwerden erst Uiberarbeitet. — Cicero’s Reden sollten, zum gleichen Zwecke, erst
demosthenisirt werden: jetzt ist viel mehr rémisches Forum in ihnen, als der Leser vertragen kann.3

The title of this aphorism assumes an antithesis between the written and oral: the latter has all the
elements of delivery at its disposal, the former has something else that is (intentionally) left
vague. However, as I have demonstrated in this chapter, the style of Demosthenes’ speeches does
not represent a becoming written (Gelesenwerden) so much as it occupies a nebulous interstitial
space between written and oral. As Demosthenes himself is said to have claimed, his speeches
are neither written nor unwritten. This liminal nature, as we will see in each of the following
chapters, affects not only the style but also the structure and content of his speeches. In a sense, it
makes the issue of revision moot: there was not a written Demosthenes on the one hand and a
hypothetical oral one on the other. Rather, the two interpenetrate one another, and, as Aeschines’
criticism suggests, Demosthenes presumably talked like a book in the same way as he wrote like
a speaker.

If we assume, then, that the style of the speeches as preserved is not altogether different
from that of the speeches as delivered and that as a consequence the sense of distance between
speaker and audience which the style creates is intentional, what did Demosthenes hope to
achieve by distancing himself from his audience? One possibility is that one wants the person
giving him counsel to be perceptibly more intelligent than he himself is, and the Demosthenic

style with its difficult reifications of actions and states of affairs and its long, complex phrases

137 Wilamowitz (1911), 75.
138 Nietzsche, Menschliches allzu Menschliches 110 in Colli and Montinari (1967) 11, 238.
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and sentences certainly presents his mind as though it were almost divine. He seems to see
beyond the surface of things, beyond the physical sphere where animate beings and concrete
objects interact with one another, to an eternal realm where it is not people and things but states
of affairs that act and are acted upon. But by focusing too exclusively on the vatic side of his
ethos one risks losing sight of the fact that at times he is also the most immediate, colloquial
orator, for example in his use of diction and question and answer. One could simply adopt the
dominant metaphor for understanding such variation in Demosthenes and say that he is a Protean
figure who adapts himself to any given situation without maintaining much of a consistent
identity. But | would argue that there is actually a profound dialectic between the immediate and
the distant in Demosthenes’ prose.

Toward the end of the Third Olynthiac Demosthenes tells the Athenians that they have
been too complacent and too willing to play the part of slaves so long as they get their share of
the Theoric fund. He concludes his scathing criticism with a striking metaphor followed by a

general observation on human nature:

o1 6’ év avTii Tf) moAel KobeipEavteg VUG Endyovoty €mi Tadta Kol Tifocedovat yerpondelg ool
TooUVTEG. £0TL &’ 0VOENOT’, OlplaL, PEYA KOl VEAVIKOV GpOVNLLoL AAPBETV KA Kol GODAL TPATTOVTOG: OTol’
dro yop Gv T dmmdsvpata TV AvOpdOTOV 1, To10DTOV AvEayKn Kol TO epdvnpo Exety.

Likening your audience to animals being tamed is a sure way to get their attention, and
Demosthenes capitalizes on the ears he has pricked with a memorable gnomic statement. He
exhorts the Athenians to change their behavior so that they can attain to some grand and vigorous
thought. What is this thought? On a formal, linguistic level, I would argue, it is Demosthenes’

prose style. After having gained the audience’s sympathy with its “impure” diction, its question

139 Dem. 3.31-2: “Those who have locked you up in the city itself lead you on toward these things [the Theoric
Fund and festival processions] and tame you, making you submissive to them. But it is never, I think, possible for
men engaged in paltry and base affairs to seize a great and vigorous thought; for men necessarily have the same sort
of mentality as their pursuits.”
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and answer, its anadiplosis, its representation of direct speech, the style then rapidly ascends to
the aether of some sublime Gedankenwelt with its fathomlessly capacious phrases and periods
(and its Thucydidean patina). This shift from immediacy to Olympian thunderbolts can be seen
most clearly in the passage from On the False Embassy | analyzed on pgs. 111 ff. However,
characterizing the effect of the style as a sort of oscillation does not adequately account for all of
its features, as I demonstrated in my discussion of Demosthenes’ use of hyperbaton; for the
figure, insofar as it simultaneously suggests emotional disturbance and the periodic telos, allows
him to be two places at once. Thus he can embody the paradoxical adviser that democratic
ideology demanded: a man of yet superior to the people.

Demosthenes gives the impression of already having grabbed hold of the péya kai
veavikov epovnua, and he wants the Athenians to seize it too. The features of his style that |
have examined in this chapter can be seen as the mechanisms of an
intellectual/moral/spiritual/political ascent: the prose comes down to our level and tries to lead us
up to a new plane of intellection. To think like Demosthenes speaks! To have so great a mastery
over one’s language (and reality) as to be able to develop thoughts within thoughts within
thoughts. Reading Demosthenes is like stretching one’s neck in an attempt to become a giraffe:
he compels his audience to strive to reach unattainable heights of cognition, but there is still a
pleasure in the stretching and straining. Does the thought actually exist, though? Or are we

merely reaching for an empty form.
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CHAPTER 3
Structure

Although the chronology of the development of rhetorical theory on structure is not
entirely clear,! the state of the art in Demosthenes’ day is at least somewhat more perspicuous.
As | discussed in Chapter 1 (pg. 42), Plato had prescribed that the structure of speeches should
evince some sort of necessity and that they should have clearly identifiable members and
articulations just like an animal. Isocrates seems to have been receptive to this idea and to have
incorporated it into his own ideas about disposition. However, for both Plato and Isocrates the
precise nature of the unifying principle remained somewhat ambiguous. For the former this is
inevitable insofar as the structure of any given speech must be determined in large part by the
nature of the soul(s) to which it is addressed.? This allows for variation in the nature of the
principle: there will be one principle for structuring a speech addressed to a philosopher, another

for one addressed to a poet.

For Isocrates, in turn, the determining factor is the all-important kapdc. This of course
makes it difficult to formulate any abstract, universally applicable principles of disposition.
However, one can say that he too allowed for variation in the nature of the unifying principle of

any given speech. In characterizing the structure of the Antidosis, he says,

Kai yap o088 (Moyog) padiog v o0’ dmAodg, GALY ToAANY Exov mpaypoteiov. "Eotv yap tdv
YEYPOUUUEVAOV EVia, eV &V dtkaoTnpim Tpémovta pnbijval, Td 0& TPOg PeEV TOVS TOL0VTOVG Ay dVOG 0VY
appotrova, Tepi 8¢ PrAocoPing TEmAPPNCIACHEVE Kol dedNAwKOTA TV dOvapy adThic oty 6 Tt Kol
TO0DTOV, O TOV VEOTEP®V TOTG &ml TaL pofnporta Kol v maideioy Oppdotv Akovcacty GV GUVEVEYKOL,
TOAAQ 8¢ Kol TV VT EHoD AN YEYPAUUEVOV EYKATAUELLYLEVA TOTG VDV AeYOuEVOLS, 00K AAOYMG 00O’
ducaipwe, GAAY TPOoTKOVTWG TOIG VIokslévols. TocobTov 0BV pijkog Adyov cuvISelv Kai TosonTag idac

! See Cole (1991) 130-135 and Schiappa (1999) 105-110 for persuasive challenges to the standard view that Tisias
and Corax were responsible for formulating explicit theories of disposition and for dividing the forensic speech into
a set number of parts.

2PI. Phdr. 271d.
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Kol T060DTOV AAMA®V GOEGTMOCOS GLUVAPHOGOL KO GUVAYOYETV Kol TOG ETUPEPOUEVOS OIKEIDGOL TOIG
TPOEIPNUEVOILC Kol TAoag moM|6oL 6eioty avtaig OpoAoyovUévag oD Tavy pikpdv v Epyov.’

The speech is complex and consists of diverse elements from various genres; however, some sort
of deliberate principle of unification has been applied. Although the nature of this principle is left
ambiguous, nevertheless, judging by his earlier claim in the same preface that the speech is novel
and dissimilar from the rest of his works, and judging by the nature of the components that have

to be unified, one must assume that he too allowed for variation in structural principles.

Fourth-century readers, then, would have been looking for some sort of unifying principle
in Demosthenes’ speeches, even if they did not have firm ideas about what this principle would
be. However, when we turn to these readers’ expectations when it came to the parts of a
deliberative speech and their arrangement, the role of rhetorical theory becomes much more
problematic. Perhaps as early as the fifth century* but definitely during the course of the fourth,
rhetorical handbooks began to be organized around the canonical division of a speech into four
parts (proem, narrative, proof, epilogue): this is how Anaximenes structured his handbook, and
apparently Theodectes did the same.® If the author of such a handbook did not intend to restrict
himself to forensic oratory—and Anaximenes did not do so—, then he would have had to have
assumed that the same structural scheme was valid for both trial and Assembly speeches.

However, as has been noted,® the scheme describes forensic speeches in the first instance, and

3 1soc. 15.9-11: “For indeed the speech was not easy nor was it simple, but it required a lot of work. For some parts
of what | have written are suitable for being delivered in a courtroom, while others are not fitting for such trials but
rather have been freely spoken concerning my philosophy and have demonstrated its power. There is also an
element that would benefit young men pursuing education and culture when they hear it. Further, many excerpts
from my previous works have been mixed with what is being said now, not in a haphazard or unsuitable manner, but
in a way that befits the subject at hand. To envision, then, such a lengthy speech and to harmonize forms so
numerous and so disparate from one another and to bring them together and make those that follow fit with those
that precede and put all of them in agreement with one another was by no means a small task.”

4 For a brief overview of the status quaestionis, see de Brauw (2007), 187-191.

5 For discussion of Theodectes’ theory, see Grube (1965), 140.

6 de Brauw (2007), 187.
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more or less drastic alterations have to be made to account for deliberative oratory. Aristotle
recognized this problem and so reduced the essential components of any given speech to two:
proposition (tp6Beoic) and proof (wiotic).” Further, because, he argues, deliberative oratory deals
with the future and not the past, narrative does not properly belong to it.2 Although Aristotle’s
criticisms of contemporary theory on disposition are legitimate, his alternative fails to account
adequately for deliberative oratory. For insofar as they were primarily interested not in a
proposition about a particular course of action but rather in reformation of their audience’s
character, Demosthenes, Isocrates, and certain speakers in Thucydides (e.g. Cleon) were
presenting propositions not just about the future but also about the present, and the expedient was
viewed merely as an inevitable consequence of reformed character and right thinking. As we will
see below, in one speech Demosthenes tells his audience that they already understand the
situation well enough to make the right decision; they just do not have the will to follow through.
Proof, then, is not enough, and based on the nature of the propositions involved one has to

increase the number of essential parts of a deliberative speech.

The structure of deliberative speeches, then, with regard to both the nature of the parts in
question and their arrangement, would have represented an unresolved theoretical problem for
fourth-century readers.® They would have been looking for some sort of unity, and under the
influence of Plato and Isocrates audience psychology and the nature of the situation for which
the speech was composed would have served as general reference points for understanding the

significance of the structure of a speech. However, it is doubtful that the average reader had any

7 Arist. Rhet. 3.13.4.
8 Arist. Rhet. 3.13.16.
9 Cf. Kennedy (1963), 88.
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detailed schema or catalog of components in mind with which to account for a given structure.

One had to develop his own analytical tools in the process of reading.

In the previous chapter I argued that in their interpretation of Demosthenes’ style
fourth-century readers would have been working with a basic distinction between the written and
the oral. Worthington argues that such a distinction was also made on the level of structure. He
claims that speechwriters used a “two-stage process of composition”° according to which first a
functional form of the speech was prepared for delivery in court, then this version was revised
for an audience of readers. The latter version would be characterized by “more sophisticated
composition,”*! that is by more elaborate ring composition among other things. MacDowell,

however, expresses his doubt:

His [Worthington’s] main argument is that they display ring composition ... and this is too intricate and
elaborate to have been included in a speech to an unsophisticated and inattentive audience .... In my
opinion, he places more weight on this argument than it will bear.*?

Although he disagrees with Worthington’s analysis of a speech by Dinarchus, he does not
present his own counter-analysis but is content to ““...make the rather dogmatic statement that I
do not find ring composition to be as prominent in this and other texts as Worthington does.”*®
He goes on to argue that, if it is present, it may have been a feature of the original speech as
delivered.'* | agree with MacDowell on both points: because symmetrical structuring does not
affect the comprehensibility of the speech in the same way that manipulation of syntax does,
there is no reason why an orator would have refrained from using it in the delivered version.

With regard to the presence of elaborate ring structures in the first place, 1 will examine in detail

10 Worthington (1991), 62.

1 1bid., 63.

2 MacDowell (2009), 8. Cf. Kremmydas (2012), 54: “I disagree with Worthington on the extent of its [ring
composition’s] use by the Attic orators.”

13 Macdowell (2009), 8.

14 Ibid.
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Wooten’s claims that Demosthenes used them to structure his deliberative speeches, and I will
demonstrate that MacDowell’s general objection is accurate. For the structural analyses on which

the claim is based can often be disputed.

Although the claims about ring composition in particular must be rejected, the question
remains whether readers were applying a more general written/oral distinction to structure as
well as style. Because it is hard to identify concrete structural features that could be said to be
distinctly written as opposed to oral, and because the structure of Demosthenes’ speeches does
not potentially obscure comprehensibility in the way syntax does, | will assume that for readers

the written/oral distinction was not as much of an issue when it came to understanding structure.

Fourth-century rhetorical theory, as discussed above, had difficulty accounting for
deliberative oratory as a genre. In addition, Demosthenes’ speeches in particular pose their own
set of problems. For there is a general consensus among modern scholars that the disposition of
certain of his speeches is difficult to schematize and that it does not adhere to any “logical”

pattern. M. Delaunois well characterizes the current status quaestionis:

On éprouve, quand on lit du Démosthéne au sommet de sa carriére, devant des discours mystérieusement
enchainés et pourtant si prenants, une immense difficulté a faire le plan. On est saisi par la trame du
discours, conduit par la main, comme séduit, mais il est inutile d’essayer de faire ce que nous appelons un
“plan logique”; on est comme étourdi par un feu d’artifice de répétitions, et finalement on reste pris par
quelques idées nettes, mais tout a fait incapable de retrouver le fil conducteur, de retrace la route parcourue.
Alors? Faut-il en arriver a reconnaitre le désordre? Ou au contraire forcer le texte pour le faire entrer, bon
gré, mal gré, dans un cadre rigoureux?*®

Like Delaunois, Blass cautions against formulating any abstract rules of disposition and
recommends focusing instead on the structure of individual speeches. He says of the range of
dispositional possibilities one encounters in Demosthenes’ ceuvre that ... die Ordnung ist nicht

einmal immer logisch begriindet, sondern manchmal auch, wie in der Leptinea, ausserordentlich

15 Delaunois (1958), 77.
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zwanglos und frei ....”*%; he lists as general principles of the structuring of his speeches beauty,
relevance, freedom, and variety.!” More recently, MacDowell has stressed that Demosthenes’
speeches “... do not easily submit to logical dissection” and that “Often they flow on from one
topic to another in no obvious systematic order and without marked divisions.”*8 Finally,
Wooten has argued that, at least with respect to the deliberative speeches, a clear development
can be seen over the course of Demosthenes’ political career: while his early speeches before the
Assembly present long chains of complex arguments, the Philippics and Olynthiacs are
characterized by ring composition in which a few key arguments are presented repeatedly.*®
However, this diachronic view of the issue is problematized by the fact that, as Wooten notes, we

have to allow for a reversion to account for the structure of On the Freedom of the Rhodians.?

Blass prescribed that ““... in Bezug auf Bau und Anordnung der Reden die besondere
Betrachtung eines jeden Werkes an Stelle einer allgemeinen Zusammenfassung zu treten hat.”%
However, the scholarship past and present on the disposition of Demosthenes’ speeches has
tended to posit a general structural principle and then has used it to analyze the disposition of a
given speech. For Sampaix, “le ‘liant’ du discours, ce n’est pas une proposition générale de
laquelle découlent toutes les considerations, c’est le mouvement oratoire qui consiste a accentuer
sans cesse une méme impulsion sur les volontés.”?? For Delaunois, it was le plan psychologique;

for Pearson, it was the incorporation of narrative; For Wooten it is ring composition.?® Scholars

16 Blass (1893) 111.1, 215. Cf. Butcher (1881), 156; Tuplin (1998), 280.

17 Blass (1893) 111.1, 215.

18 MacDowell (1990), 28. Cf. Adams (1927), 49-50.

19 Wooten (2010). Tuplin (1998), 282 argues for the presence of ring composition in the Olynthiacs. Worthington
(1991), 64 claims that ring composition is common in the Attic orators more generally.

20 |bid. 7-8.

21 Blass (1893) I11.1, 215.

22 Sampaix (1937), 26.

23 Wooten (2008), 52; Wooten (2010).
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seem to assume that the emphasis which 4" century rhetorical theorists placed on making the
speech suit the occasion (10 mpénov and kopdc) did not extend to the logic of the disposition but
rather only applied to the particular instantiation of given structural principles, that is ring
composition, for example, is a given regardless of the needs of the moment, and one just needs to
understand how it was implemented. This touches on another problem with the most influential
and detailed studies of the disposition of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches: they are
diachronic and assume an evolutionary development. For Pearson, the telos of this development
is the Philippics as a cycle; for Wooten, it is the Third Philippic in particular.?* As a result,
earlier speeches are viewed in relation to the posited telos as embryonic manifestations of
structural features that have yet to come to maturity rather than as equally adequate attempts to

address a different rhetorical situation.

In this chapter | will analyze the structure of each of the Olynthiacs and Philippics
separately. My analyses will be based on the assumption that no evolutionary development
occurred during the period in which these speeches were composed and thus that each speech
represents an equally adequate response to a unique rhetorical situation. For each speech the
nature of this situation will be deduced from the text of the speech itself. | do not make any
attempt to formulate any general principles of disposition; rather, I assume that the rationale for
the organization of material in each case is determined by the situation and by the disposition of
the audience. Reading and analyzing structure, then, involves in each case description of the
situation as represented in the speech itself and characterization of the attitude of the audience,
again as Demosthenes himself presents it in the text. Because unity was an important but only

vaguely articulated factor for both Plato and Isocrates, the readings that follow will also take into

24 pearson (1976), 122. Wooten (2010), 22.
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consideration in what sense the structure of a given speech can be said to form something like an
organic whole. It should also be noted that, despite the fact that this chapter is devoted primarily
to structure, | have consciously avoided undertaking a hermetic treatment of this element of
rhetorical form with the result that in my readings discussion of other elements such as style and
diction has been included when they can be seen to respond to the same rhetorical goal as the

aspect of structure under discussion.

1. The First Philippic

Some scholars have argued that there is very little structure to the First Philippic. So
Pearson, who claims that “The First Philippic does not present a series of logical arguments or
conform to any regular rhetorical pattern. Its primary argument lies in its appeal to the feelings of
the Athenians.”? For most scholars since Delaunois, however, the importance of repetition as a
structural feature has been central to understanding the disposition of the speech. For him and
Rowe, Demosthenes uses theme and variation in a way analogous to the composer of a
symphony; their conception of the structure is thus to some degree impressionistic, Rowe’s being
somewhat more determinate insofar as he argues that this theme and variation has a definite
function, namely to represent events in what he terms the “satiric mode.”?® However, he is also
quick to recognize the impracticability of any rigid schematization even if based on repetition.?’
Wooten, in turn, argues that on a macro-level Demosthenes employs ring composition to
structure the speech; however, he never presents the full ring in diagram form as he does in

other cases.?®

25 Pearson (1976), 127. Cf. Sampaix (1937), 24-5.

26 Delaunois (1951), Rowe (1968), 362. Cf. MacDowell (2009), 217-18.
27 Rowe (1968), 362. Cf. Delaunois (1958), 77.

28 \Wooten (2010), 7. Cf. Karvounis (2002), 234.
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In their analysis of the structure of the speech, the aforementioned scholars have not
adequately taken into account how it responds to the particular situation Demosthenes faced
when delivering the speech. | will argue that its distinctive structural features, most notably the
exceptionally frequent use of question and answer, represent an attempt on his part to distinguish

the counsel he gives from that of other politicians.

At the conclusion of the proem, Demosthenes sets himself apart from everyone else who
has given counsel on the subject of Philip’s aggression: &i yap ék 10D mapeAnivBotog ypovov
d¢ovta oDTol GuveBovievcay, ovdEy dv dudc viv £ds1 Bovievesdar.?® Differentiation on the level
of content is reinforced by differentiation on the level of form. As Hermogenes noted, the proem
is a reworking of the opening of Isocrates’ Archidamus;*® however, the style and length have
been dramatically altered. Whereas Isocrates in his characteristically smooth periods luxuriates at
some length in his apology for audaciously coming forward to speak as a young man,
Demosthenes condenses the whole captatio benevolentiae into a single complex sentence.
Through the formal allusion, the audience is encouraged negatively to associate all of the idle
talk of the men who have not counseled what is necessary with the inflated prose of Isocrates or
someone of his ilk. Demosthenes, on the other hand, is set on getting down to business; he is not
going to deliver some embellished set speech, he is just going to say what needs to be said. As
we will see, this sets the tone for the entire speech, which structurally gives the impression of not

being a speech at all.

One element of the situation, then, is the fact that many men have already given counsel,

but bad counsel. Another is that in the past the Athenians, even when they make the right

2 Dem. 4.1: “For if in the past they had given you the right counsel, there would be no need to deliberate now.”
30 Hermog. Id. 2.384.
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decrees, do not follow through with their decisions: Empty triremes (843), an empty decree
(§45), mere forces on paper (§19:1d4¢ émotoApaiovg tavtag dSuvapelc), and waging war with
Philip by letter and decree (830: év toig yneicpoot kol taig £motoraic mohepijte DManm).
Demosthenes finds the root of all this empty talk in the Athenians’ sluggishness and indolence
(Bpadvtng and pabupia). Accordingly, he who would give counsel under current circumstances
faces two problems: first, to distinguish himself from all the others who have not given good

counsel; second, to present his proposals in such a way as actually to stir the Athenians to action.

The distinctive style of the speech of course makes its contribution, but the structure is
just as important. One of the key aspects in this connection is the frequency with which
rhetorical questions and hypothetical objections occur. Wooten noted this frequency and argued

that the function of these devices is to create an emotional tone;

This emotional tone is created to a great extent by the third factor that distinguishes the First Philippic from
the other two speeches: language that is much more highly patterned, relying particularly on those figures
of speech and thought that create emphasis and that convey and evoke emotion. In For the Megalopolitans,
for example, there are, on average, .70 rhetorical questions and .35 direct addresses to the audience per
page.... In the First Philippic there is an average of 1.6 rhetorical questions per page of text and 1.8 direct
addresses to the audience...%

| agree with his interpretation here, but | would argue that all these addresses to the audience
have in addition an important structural function. Rehdantz seems to have come to the same
conclusion when in his interpretation of a rhetorical question in §2, after following Hermogenes’
explanation of the function of the device (to produce clarity and understanding), he adds the

following:

Um sie [die rhetorische Frage] aber richtig anzuwenden, muss der Redner in jedem Augenblick der
Gedanken und Stimmung seiner Horer sich bewusst sein, so dass er tberall nur die Frage dem Hoérer von
der Lippe zu nehmen scheint. Dadurch und durch die Antwort seinerseits entsteht zwischen Hérer und
Redner e.[ine] lebendige Wechselwirkung, von welcher wir wenig kennen.®?

31 Wooten (2008), 13.
32 Rehdantz and Blass (1886) on Dem. 4.2.
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Even if one is not entirely convinced of his somewhat wistful reference to a lost reciprocal
influence between speaker and hearer, nevertheless it can be demonstrated that the Athenians
themselves desired such a sensation. They wanted speeches that seemed directly to address the
situation at hand in all its specificity.3® This is evident not only in Alcidamas’ “On those who
write written speeches,” where he claims that writers who cultivate an extemporaneous style
write the best speeches and where he later proceeds to make the famous analogy between written
speeches and sculpture and painting;3* but one can also see it in Isocrates” Against the Sophists,
where the xopog has to be defined somewhat differently. In the contrast he develops between
learning to read and compose speeches, he cites the following as the greatest difference between

them:

MéyioTtov 8¢ onUeloV TiiG AVOLLOLOTNTOG DTAV: TOVG UEV YAP AOYOLG 0VY 010V Te KAAMDG EYEV fiv Un TV
Kop®dv Kol Tod TPEMOVTOG Kol TOD KOvAS EYEWV LETACKMOLY, TOTG 08 YPALLAGY OVOEVOS TOVTMV
npocedénoey.®®

The highly abstract language he uses here to describe the difference is noteworthy: speeches
participate in situations, suitability, and being novel. It is almost as if a given situation and an apt
speech are two puzzle pieces that fit together. There is something almost mystical to the

emergence of a beautiful speech; it comes to be out of the ooze of the particular.

In addition to this passage from Against the Sophists, one should note Isocrates’ concern
with giving a dialogical character to his writings. Usener devotes a chapter to discussing the
various devices he adopts to achieve this: frequent use of the verb dtoAéyeoBan, use of the
inclusive first-person plural, and, most pertinent to this chapter, “der Einschub von

Dialogelementen und die Wiedergabe der — zum Teil hypothetischen — Rede anderer

33 For audience psychology as an element of «aipdg according to certain theories, see pgs. 49-50.

3 Alcid. line 75 and line 162, respectively.

% Isoc. 13.13: “And the greatest sign of their dissimilarity is the following: while it is impossible for speeches to be
well disposed if they do not participate in their occasions and in being suitable and novel, for letters none of these
things is needed in addition.
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Personen.”® Audiences wanted to feel as though a written speech directly addressed their own
specific concerns and objections. From the works of Isocrates and Alcidamas discussed above,
one can see how concerned orators were with giving their speeches an air of particularity and

spontaneity and with engaging audiences in the illusion of a dialogue.

With regard to the First Philippic, I would argue that the preponderance of rhetorical
questions and hypothetical objections serves both to distinguish Demosthenes’ counsel from that
of other rhetors and to meet the audience’s expectation of particularity. In a certain sense the
speech gqua speech at times seems to cease to exist entirely on a structural level; it becomes more
like a conversation. In the paragraphs that follow, | will examine how Demosthenes utilizes the
rhetorical question and hypothetical objection to mask the formal nature of the speech so that he
can give the impression that his ideas are developing in contact with his audience’s expectations

and desires.

The most important points in the First Philippic are repeatedly made in response to a
rhetorical question. At the beginning of the speech Demosthenes tells the Athenians to take heart
since what has been worst for them in the past holds the greatest hope for the future. Then he
implicitly recognizes the riddle he has posed, asks just what this thing is, and then answers: étt
0088V, O Gvdpeg ABnvaiot, TOV SeOVTOV TOLOVVTOV UMY KokdG To Tpdypota Exet->’ The
question and answer here does several things: the riddling form piques the audience’s curiosity;
the break in the discourse lends further emphasis to the point he is trying to make; and, on a
structural level, the speech stops and seems to progress in response to the audience’s need for

clarification, thus creating a sense of give and take. Demosthenes adopts the same device again

36 Usener (1994), 126.
37 Dem. 4.2: “That things are going badly, men of Athens, while you do none of the things that need doing.”
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later in the speech when he tells the Athenians that, if they follow his counsel, they will take
away the greatest of Philip’s resources. o1t §” o0t0¢ (M6p0g) Tic; he asks. And T@V DUETEPOV
VUiV ToAEpET cuppd @Y, dyov Kol pépov Tovg TAéovtag TH Odhattav.3® As discussed in the
previous chapter (pgs. 98-100), the effect of the hyperbaton and polyptoton here is impossible to
capture in translation: Philip is waging war with the Athenians with their own resources

generally and with their own allies in particular.

Besides using questions to mark critical points, Demosthenes also uses them to provide
necessary supplementary information about his proposals. So in section 19 he proposes that the
Athenians assemble a military force of a reasonable size that will include a substantial number of
citizens. He then bids them to furnish it with adequate supplies. After presenting these proposals,
he asks: éotan 6’ attn tic 1} dOvapg Kol wooN, kol wdOev TV TpoenV EEEL, Kol TG Tt
g0eAnost moteiv3?; then, in preface to his answer, he says: éyo @pécw, kad’ EkacToV TOVTOV
Sieérv yopic.*® The question form would suggest to the audience that Demosthenes is sensitive
to their concerns and their desire for further detail, and the preface to his response, when
delivered properly, would indicate his responsiveness to his audience’s concern that he is making
outlandish general proposals with the possible result that he might not give them any concrete
details or logistical information. Structurally speaking, the whole section of the speech in which
the details of the proposal are spelled out would seem to an audience to have been added because
they wanted and needed to hear it, not because it absolutely needed to be there. Within the
proposal itself, he continues to use question and answer. In the midst of presenting the numbers

of the various types of troops he feels are necessary to oppose Philip, he pauses and says: &iev-

38 Dem. 4.34: “From your own allies he wages war with you, plundering those sailing the sea.”

39 Dem. 4.20: “What sort of force will this be and how numerous, and where will it get its supplies, and how will it
be willing to do these things?”

0 Dem. 4.20: “I will point all these things out, going through each of them separately one by one.”
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i TpoC TovToIC ET1; Toreiag Tpupetg déka.*! He gives the impression of carefully dividing up the
proposal so that his audience can digest each piece, and the question form makes it seem as
though the transition to the final part of the proposal is determined to some degree by the
audience. Later in the speech, when the issue of how the Athenians are going to pay for this
military force comes up, he begins: m60sv 0DV 6 TOPOC TAV YPNUAT®V, & TP VUGBV KEAED®
yevéoOar; TodT’ o AéEw.*? Once again Demosthenes gives the appearance of responding to the
concerns of his audience; the whole IIOPOY AIIOAEIZIX is inserted only because they want

more information.

There is also an instance where Demosthenes responds to his own question in the voice
of a hypothetical objector. He seems to ask the Athenians generally, note & yp1 npatete; Eneldav
i yévnrar.*® He then somewhat unexpectedly presents a vehement response: énsidav vy Aio
avéyin tic R.** The oath makes the response quite aggressive, and it does not seem likely that
Demosthenes conceived of it as an objection his audience would fully agree with. Rather,
formally it pits him against an opponent who does in a sense raise a valid concern: perhaps
things are not as dire as you say. The tone of the scene is antagonistic, and this, as we will see,
foreshadows the simile of the barbarian boxer that will occur later in the speech. Here
Demosthenes of course is prepared for the punch and convincingly demonstrates that necessity is
upon them. One should also note the structural importance of the antagonism. In a soberly
composed set speech, one might structure such a passage by first making the claim that it is

necessary for the Athenians to act now, not later; he would then proceed to demonstrate that the

41 Dem. 4.22: “All right. What in addition to these things? Ten swift triremes.”

42 Dem. 4.29: “From what source, then, will the provision of funds come which I propose to be made by you? I will
now tell you.”

43 Dem. 4.10: “When will you do what’s necessary? When what happens?”

“ Dem. 4.10: “When there is some demand, by God.”
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necessity is real, presumably with a passage introduced by yap. However, by presenting the
claim in question form and its demonstration in response to a challenge, Demosthenes is able to
mask the structure. The whole demonstration of necessity comes about because, it seems, at that

moment he happens to have thought of what an opponent might say to him.

In the passage discussed above, Demosthenes asked the question, then a possible
objection was presented in someone else’s voice. Later in the speech, the converse occurs.
Demosthenes delivers a series of impassioned questions, for which he expects positive answers:
oVK eupnoopeda; ovk EEpev avTol PHEPEL Y€ TIVL GTPATIOTAV OikelmV VDV, &l Kol un TpOTEPOV;
ovk &mi TV ékeivov mievooueba; A question is then suddenly addressed to him without any
notice: woi obv mpocoppovued’; fpetd Tic.*® This time he himself is put on the defensive, and
the pugilistic give and take is even more pronounced: question after question, punch after punch
he delivers when all of a sudden a counter. He is of course prepared and easily parries it: ebpricet
0 cafpd, ® dvdpec ABnvoiot, TV Ekeivov TpoyLdTmv adTdg 6 TOAepoc--dv Emysipdpey-+® The
response has a Thucydidean ring to it with the personification of moAepog and the abstract phrase
10 0aBpd TV Ekeivov Tpaypdtmv: Demosthenes too knows the nature of war. As for the
protasis, I have changed Dilts’ comma to a dash because it seems to suit the passage better:
Demosthenes defends himself against the objector, then goes back on the offensive with a biting,
unexpected condition: war will find the weak points—if we’re willing to make any sort of effort,

that is. Note also that the same structural masking discussed above is in play here: rather than

present the objection about places to moor and his response, he puts the challenge into the mouth

4 Dem. 4.44: “Will we not go forth ourselves now with some allotment at least of our own soldiers, even if we have
not done so before? Will we not sail against his [Philip’s] territory? ‘Where, then, will we anchor?” Someone
asked.”

6 Dem. 4.44: “The war itself will find the weak points of his state-affairs (LSJ 111.2)—if we make an attempt.”
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of one of his audience members, thus once again seemingly constructing the speech in response

to their demands.

The keen focus of the prooemium and the quick and agile responses to potential
objections both anticipate on a structural level one of the central images of the speech. After
telling the Athenians that they need to show more foresight and that they have sufficient material
resources to resist Philip, Demosthenes famously compares their current way of waging war to

the way a barbarian boxer fights:

00OV &’ amoAeinete, Homep ol PapPapotl TLKTEVOVGLY, 0OVT® TOAEUETV DIATI®. Kol Yap Ekeivov O TANYEIG
el Tiig TANYRG Exetan, Kav ETépwoe matdln Tic, Ekeiloe giolv ai xelpeg: mpoPariecOor &’ 1 PAénev évavtiov
0T’ 0idev obT’ £08Ael.Y

Wooten is right to note the cultural significance of the image, and he does see a limited sort of
structural significance in the comparison, claiming that Demosthenes has a “...tendency to cap a
section of argument with an image that sums it up...”; however, I would argue that the image has
greater significance for the structure of the speech as a whole. As | have argued, the speech is
structured agonistically at certain key moments. Demosthenes implicitly presents himself as
engaged in combat with potential objections to his proposals. Note again the aggressive oath that
occurs in the response of the hypothetical objector in section 10 and the fact that twice a voice
seemingly comes out of nowhere to challenge him. Naturally he is always prepared, though, and
thus implicitly sets himself up as a model for how the audience should act in opposition to Philip.
The positive counterpart to the barbarian boxer is, as Wooten suggests, established by the
audience’s pride in their athletic training as Athenians and their use of a combination of skill and

intelligence to defeat opponents; but it is also reinforced, | would argue, on another level by the

47 Dem. 4.40: “There is no difference between the way barbarians box and the way you wage war with Philip. For
one of their boxers who is struck also clings to the punch, and if someone strikes him on the other side, his hands
move in that direction, but he is neither willing nor does he know how to anticipate a punch or look his opponent in
the eye.”
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ethos Demosthenes presents throughout the speech: on a very visceral, literal level the image
would resonate with them, and Demosthenes complements this by transferring the pugilism to

debate and deliberation.

2. The First Olynthiac

Scholars have generally praised the disposition of the First Olynthiac.*® The form of the
speech is usually interpreted in relation to the other two speeches in the series. So Pearson argues
that "The special interest of the Olynthiacs is that the same arguments are used in all three
speeches, but they are manipulated differently and with variation in emphasis."*° Similarly,
MacDowell speaks of the Olynthiacs as "...dodging to and fro among the various considerations
of the three texts," and Tuplin has speculated that Demosthenes himself may have ordered the
speeches for publication in such a way as to create “a consistently rising tone of alarm.”>!
Although I too will compare the speeches, | will analyze the structure of each one separately. In
chapter 4, 1 will return to the relationship between the speeches when | examine Demosthenes’
use of imagery in the series (see pgs. 208 ff.).

Wooten has argued for the presence of ring composition both on a macro and micro

level; however, his arguments are not always persuasive. In sections 2-9, he argues for the

existence of a ring of the form ABB’A’: A (6 pév odv mapmv kapdg); B (kai pr mddnte todtov

48 Tuplin (1998), 282; Wooten (2010), 9-10. Blass (1893) II1.1, 321 says generally of the speech, “die erste Rede ist
zum Theil ernster und méchtiger ....” By contrast, Yunis (1996), 260 is somewhat critical: "the exposition of the
pragmatic argument falls short of the clarity and concentrated analysis of which Thucydides is capable.”" However,
he does not present any analysis to support his position.

49 Pearson (1976), 130.

0 MacDowell (2009), 230.

51 Tuplin (1998), 291.
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Omep Kol TpodTEPOV); B’ (000€ mabelv TanTov dmep 1j0n moArdkig TpodTepov tendvhate); A’ (vovi
31 koupdg et Tic).>2 However, there is another occurrence of koupdc directly before B’:

oV 8l 81 Torodtov, O Bvdpeg Abnvoiol, TopomenTOKOTA KOOV AEEival, 0082 madelv TavTd drep HdN
ToANGKIC TpodTEPOV TETOVOQTE.

The reference to kapdg here, in fact, complements that in A much better: The present crisis
practically cries out; accordingly, we must not waste it. In light of this earlier mention of kaipdc,

it is better in the present case to talk of general repetition or of theme and variation.>

In the very first sentence of the speech Demosthenes tantalizes the audience with the
possibility of predicting the course of events: Avti moALGV v, @ Evdpec Adnvaiot, ypnudtmv
Vudc ELécOou vopilm, i pavepdv yévorto 0 péAAOV cuvoicely Tf) TOAEL TEPL OV VOVI GKoTETTE. >
As we will see, the possibility of seeing the shape of things to come will subtly be reinforced
throughout the speech. Demosthenes uses this desire for learning what will be beneficial to the

city as a justification for allowing anyone who wishes to give advice to speak:

Ote toivuv T000” obtmg Exel, Tpoonkel TPobvpmg E0EAeV dkove TGV BovAoUEV®OV GUUPBOVAEDEV: OV Yap
puévov €l Tt yproov EoKePEVOC TiKEL TG, TODT (v dkovcavteg Adfotte, GAAL Kol Tfig DUETEPAG TOYNG
VroAapPAved TOALY TAV dedVT@V €k TOD Tapaypiipa Eviotlg dv EneABely ginely, dot’ €& andviov padiav v
10D GLPPEPOVTOC DUV aipecty yevisDar. >

Because of Athens’ Toyn, even those who have not deliberated on a given issue can, it seems,
experience a spontaneous revelation and thus provide good counsel. Demosthenes here very

vaguely posits the existence of some tutelary force which works toward the good of Athens not

52 Wooten (2010), 9.

% Dem. 1.8: “You must not, then, men of Athens, let slip the opportunity that has arisen, and you must not suffer the
same thing that we have already suffered so often in the past.”

4 Wooten (2010), 10 also argues that, by following the same pattern of argument in 2-9 as he does at the end of the
speech in 21-27, Demosthenes “... conveys an idea of circularity.” This is certainly possible, though one might
question how perceptible the effect would have been.

% Dem. 1.1: “In exchange for many things, men of Athens, I think you would choose the possibility of that which is
going to be expedient for the city becoming clear concerning the things about which you are now deliberating.”

% Dem. 1.1: “And so when this is the case, it is fitting to be willing to listen eagerly to those who want to give
counsel. For not only could you receive something useful by listening to those who have come forward after long
deliberation, but I also consider it to belong to your good fortune that it could suddenly occur to some men to say
much of what is necessary, with the result that from all the proposals the choice of what is expedient for you would
be easy.”
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only in deed but also in word. One way of explaining this choice of proem has been to speculate
that the orator who spoke before Demosthenes must have made mention of his long deliberation
on the issue at hand, so Demosthenes responded by saying that such deliberation was not always
necessary.>’ This very well may have been the case, but the proem is more than a simple captatio
benevolentiae. What is curious is that Demosthenes’ claim that he is delivering the speech ex
tempore is never conspicuously reinforced throughout the course of the speech by some simple
device such as “I almost forgot to mention” or “But I digress.” Without the proem, one would
never even be tempted to regard the speech as improvisatory. One possible conclusion the
audience could come to, one that is encouraged by Demosthenes’ reference to Athens’ Toyn in
the proem, is that some providential force is guiding his tongue. As we will see, the claim to

inspiration will be reinforced later in the speech when he comes to discussing recent events.

Demosthenes makes two proposals in the speech, one explicit and one implicit: the
explicit proposal is to aid the Olynthians by attacking Philip on two fronts (817); the implicit one
is to use the Theoric Fund to pay for the expedition (§819-20).%® The argument for divine
benevolence is subtly used to support both proposals. In order to get the Athenians to become
active in resisting Philip by supporting Olynthus, Demosthenes juxtaposes his assessment of the
present situation with an attempt to make the Athenians ashamed at their inactivity and
carelessness. Twice in about the space of a page he says that the opportunity at Olynthus has
come about spontaneously (§7:yéyovev adtopatov; §9: vovi 81 koupog fiket Tic, 00TOC
0 1@V ‘O vvBiov, advtopatog). He then attributes this opportunity to make an alliance with the

Olynthians to the goodwill of the gods (810: 10 ...tepnvévar 1€ Tva Nulv cvppoyioy TOVTOV

57 See Weil (1873) and Sandys (1936) ad loc.
%8 See MacDowell (2009) 234-5. Cf. Weil (1873), 169.
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avtippomov ... Thig map’ ékelvav evvoiag evepyétnu’ v &ymye Beinv). Due to the gods’
benevolent influence, then, things have been shaping up in the Athenians’ favor even without
any activity on their part. Demosthenes’ repeated reference to events happening spontaneously
and his mocking characterization of the Athenians as thinking that everything will just work
itself out somehow (89: ta 6¢ példovta avtopata oidpevol oynoey kaidg) make the audience
keenly aware of its passivity: it is as though events are going on around them while they merely
sit and watch. The feeling of shame thereby provoked is reinforced by the analogy Demosthenes

uses in the next section:

GAA°, otpan, Tapdpody dotiv dmep kol el THG TV ypnudTey Ktiosng: dv pév yép, 66 &v Tic AdPn, kol
o®oT], LEYOANV ExeL T TOXN TNV XOpv, v & dvardooag AdOn, cuvaviiwoe Kai To pepvijoBon {Tv xapw}.
Kol TEPL TOV TPOYUATOV 0UTMOG 01 UT| ¥pNoduEVOoL TOTG Kutpoig OpOdg, ovd’ el GLVEPN TL Topd TdV Bedv
¥PNOTOV pvnpovevovst.

Not only are the Athenians lazy and careless, but they are also spendthrifts and ingrates.®® All of
this combines to form an unflattering picture which contains multiple inducements finally to
resist Philip actively: as a man, one does not want to be passive and lethargic, and squandering
favors and not showing reciprocity incur moral opprobrium, so within his discussion of the
Athenians’ relationship with the gods Demosthenes manages to insert several goads to follow his

proposal and take action.

He prefaces his two proposals with another analogy from the financial sphere:

GAAY wipv, €l TobTo yeviioetan[ if the war will come to Athens], 8é5otca, & &vpsg ABnvaiot, um TOV odTOV
TpoOTOV Momep ol davellopevol padimg mt Tolg TOKO1G HEYAAOLS IUKPOV EDTOPNOAVTES YPOVOV DGTEPOV KOl
TV dpyoiov anéotnoay, obtw kol Nueig {av} éni ToAd eavdpey Eppaduunkodteg, kol dmavta Tpog

5 Dem. 1.11: “But the situation resembles what happens with the possession of money. For if a person preserves as
much as he receives, he is very grateful to his fortune. However, if he squanders it without realizing it, he squanders
at the same time the remembrance of it. And it’s the same way when it comes to events: those who have not
exploited opportunities correctly do not even remember if anything good came about from the gods.”

80 Martin (2009) 231 notes how Demosthenes innovates on the topos of divine favor: in previous instances there is
no sense of reciprocity or obligation involved.
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Nooviv (Mtodvieg TOAAY Kai yoend v ok fBovAdueda Dotepov eig dviyny EA0opev motely, kol
Kwdvvebocopey Tepl TV &v avth T yopa.8

The characterization of the Athenians here as reckless borrowers recalls the previous analogy
insofar as in both the idea of squandering resources is involved. Also, it is presumably the gods
in some sense who have been willing to keep loaning the Athenians their money. The analogy,
then, reiterates the negative character portrait Demosthenes drew earlier in which the Athenians
are represented as lazy, carefree spendthrifts. His reference to the Athenians’ reckless hedonism
here (&mavta Tpog ndovv (ntovvieg) will become important when he makes his implicit

proposal of disturbing the Theoric Fund.

After this analogy, Demosthenes makes his explicit proposal: attack Philip on two fronts,

in Macedon and at Olynthus. Then he addresses the question of how to fund this expedition:

nepi 8& ypnubTev TOpov, EoTiv, & dvépeg ABnvaiot, ypuoTo VUiV, E6TV S0 00SeVi TV GALWDV
avOpmmov {oTpatiotikd} - Tadta 8 Ve obtag dg Povresde happdvere.5?

The language here is exceedingly vague, but MacDowell shrewdly notes that Demosthenes only
gives them the absurd alternative of reorganizing the eisphora system so that everyone, not just
the wealthy, would have to pay a tax.®® The reasons for his reluctance to make his proposal to use
the Theoric Fund to pay for the proposed expedition are not entirely clear. Later sources claim
that there was a law that prescribed death to anyone who proposed transferring money from the
Theoric to the military fund.®* If this actually was the case, then the strategy Demosthenes adopts

in the First Olynthiac makes even more sense. To address the feeling of sanctity associated with

1 Dem. 1.15: “But indeed if this happens, I fear, men of Athens, that, in the same way as those who carelessly take
out loans at a high rate of interest, after being rich for a short time, lose even the principal later, just so it will
become clear that we too have been lax at a high price [see Weil (1873) ad loc.], and | fear that in seeking all things
with a view to pleasure we will later be constrained to do many hard things that we don’t want to, and we will put at
risk things in our very own land.”

62 Dem. 1.19: “Concerning the provision of resources, there are, men of Athens, resources at your disposal, indeed
you have more than anyone else. But take these as you see fit.”

83 MacDowell (2009), 234-5.

64 See MacDowell (2009), 234 fn. 89.
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the Theoric Fund, he had to substantiate the topos of divine favor and in addition he had to
demonstrate that it was the gods’ will not that the Athenians keep sitting around enjoying
festivals but rather that they use the resources, which they owed to the gods, to pay them back by
resisting Philip. Further, the reference to pursuit of pleasure in the analogy that precedes the
proposal could be construed as suggesting that the Athenians’ motives in protecting the Fund
were not pure and holy but rather self-serving. By the time, then, that Demosthenes utters the
words tadta &’ VUES obtmc dg Poviecbe AapPdvere, the audience is not only willing to entertain
the idea of using the Fund, but they even feel an ethical obligation to do so and shame at the
thought of wasting the tremendous resources the gods have given them. If Demosthenes is
successful, a paradigm shift will have been effected that will make an explicit proposal to use the

Fund possible in future speeches.®

Viewed from the perspective of what Plato would call logographic necessity (évayknv
Loyoypopikniv®®), the disposition of the First Olynthiac can be seen as a paradigm of efficiency
and unity. With a single argument, that the gods actively favor Athens and expect reciprocation
for this favor, Demosthenes manages to respond to a previous speaker who laid claim to
extensive deliberation; to provide a source of inspiration for the form and content of the speech;
to lend support to his explicit proposal; and, finally, to make his audience amenable to his
implicit proposal. One could envision an alternative way of composing the speech in which

separate lines of argument could have been pursued to achieve each of these goals, but the

% This argument lends support to the positon of Eucken (1984), 205 that one can detect a unified development
through the Three Olynthiacs, starting with vague mentions of funding in the first speech and concluding with an
explicit proposal about the Theoric Fund in the third speech.

8 P, Phdr. 264b. See also Yunis (2001) ad loc.
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advantages of a single unifying argument are obvious. And what better source for such an

argument than the divine?

3. The Second Olynthiac

Blass argued that the Second Olynthiac can be divided into four symmetrical parts:
demonstration of Philip’s weakness with respect to his allies, then objection, answer,
exhortation; demonstration of internal weakness, then objection, answer, exhortation.®” On this
analysis, the speech is fundamentally divided. Also, there is no connection drawn or distinction
made between exhortations one and two in spite of the fact that the first exhortation is a specific
proposal while the second is more general and even though the second exhortation responds to
the first as well as the second demonstration. Finally, the symmetry is problematic: Blass
neglects the objection that occurs before the demonstration of the weakness of Philip’s
relationship to his allies.®® Tuplin, in turn, argued that the speech “...essentially consists of a
doubly bipartite structure (two main sections, each with two parts).”%® Although | agree with his
division of the speech into two main sections, his subsections are too inclusive for the first main
section, and somewhat arbitrary for the second.” Further, he makes no attempt to connect the
structure of the speech with the content of the prooemium.

Demosthenes opens the speech by presenting evidence for the belief that the

gods favor Athens:

"Entil moAA®V pév 8v Tig i8eiv, & &vdpeg AOnvoiot, Sokel pot Thy mopd tédv Oedv ebvolay pavepiv
yryvouévny Tij ToAet, ovy fKioTa &’ €v T0ig TApoDGL TPAYHAGL TO YAp TOVG ToAepncovtag Dhinmm
yeyevijoBar kol ydpav Spopov Kol SOVOULY TV KEKTIHEVOVG, Kol TO LEYIOTOV ATAVI®V, THV VIEP TOD

57 Blass (1893) 111.1, 313.

% Dem. 2.5.

8 Tuplin (1998), 282.

70 See Tuplin (1998), 280-281. I.A is made to include both discussion of Philip’s relations with his allies and the
specific proposal. 11.A is supposed to be devoted to the past, 11.B to the present/future, even though the line between
the two is not at all clear.
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TOAELLOV YVOUNV TOW TV EYovag GoTe Tag Tpdg eketvov Stoddhaydg mpdtov pév dmictoug, eita Tig
goavtdv Tatpidog vopilew dvactaoty, Souuovig Tvi kai Osig tovrdmacty owkev edepyeoiq.”™

| would argue that this argument performs a pivotal structural function for the speech as a whole
insofar as it serves as a springboard for its two main topics. First, it provokes a question for the
audience: assuming that the hostility of the Olynthians towards Philip does represent an
opportunity, what makes you so sure that Philip can be defeated? The concern that people felt
about the power of Philip is explicitly noted and addressed at the beginning of the first section of
the speech.”? Indeed, Demosthenes claims that Philip’s successes have made him a universal
object of wonderment: 6 (Philip) pev yap do@ mheiov’ vmep v a&iav nemoinke v avtob, ,
T060VTe HovpactoéTepog mapd ot vopiletar.”® As | will demonstrate, Demosthenes recognized
that this wonderment consisted of elements of both attraction and terror: although Philip was
now threatening their own safety and security, the Athenians were still awed by the sheer

magnitude of what he had accomplished, especially since he was just a barbaric Macedonian.

The second major topic of the speech, which is related to the preceding argument as a
consequence (toivuv), is the need for the Athenians to take advantage of the favor the gods have

shown them:

3¢t Totvov, & &vpeg ABnvaiot, ToDT’ o1 oKomElV adTONE, dTMC || YEipovE TEPL NdC odTodE Eivon S6Eouev
TRV DTAPYOVIOV, OC E6TL TV aioypdv, PIAROV 8& TV cicyicTov, pf povov TOLemV Kol TOTOV OV HUEV
mote KOpLot paivesOat Tpoigpévous, GALA Kol TV VIO TG TOYNG TOPUCKELOCTHEVTOV CUUUAY®V KOl
Katpdv.’

1 Dem. 2.1: “In light of many things, men of Athens, I think one could see the benevolence of the gods becoming
manifest for the city, and not least of all in the present circumstances; for the fact that those who will wage war with
Philip have appeared being in possession of both bordering territory and a substantial force, and what is greatest of
all, judging the war in such a way that they regard reconciliations with Philip untrustworthy and even an annihilation
of their own fatherland, this circumstance seems in every respect like a divine benefaction from the gods.”

2 Dem. 2.5: ... TOVG VREPEKTETANYHEVOVC GG BpoxdV Tve, ToV Dilmmov. ...

3 Dem. 2.3: “For insofar as he has accomplished things beyond his station, to this extent he is regarded as a greater
object of wonder among all men.”

74 Dem. 2.2: “And so, men of Athens, we must now see to it that we not appear worse regarding our own affairs than
the opportunities granted us, seeing as it is characteristic of those who are shameful, indeed most shameful, to
openly abandon not only the cities and places that we controlled at one time, but also the allies and opportunities
furnished by fortune.
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| would posit a general division in the structure of the speech into two parts, with the first (§85-
21) devoted to refuting the claim that Philip is invincible and the second (8823-31) exhorting the
Athenians to take action; a transition from the first to the second is effected between the two
(822) by a repetition of the opening argument in altered form. The first section can further be
divided into discussion of Philip’s relationship with his allies (§§5-10) and discussion of internal
Macedonian affairs (8814-21), with the specific proposal being presented in-between these two
subsections. However, the structure is more organic than this outline would suggest. For the
presentation of the specific proposal in section 11 leads to a warning in 12 that the Athenians
should not just talk but actually act and to an exhortation in 13 that they must change their
behavior and actively participate in the war. The two sections, then, are not completely distinct.
Nevertheless, section 22, as | will show, represents a clear turning point, so the analysis that
follows will assume the general validity of this basic division.

In the first section Demosthenes’ broad claim is that Philip’s success is due to good
fortune and deception, not to any innate worth. This claim is elaborated in a bold and difficult
series of images which will be discussed at length in chapter 4. In brief these images depict
Philip as an object liable to collapse at any given moment. After the conclusion of 8§10 in which
the images are presented, Demosthenes transitions to the specific proposal: first, bring aid to the
Olynthians, and as quickly and effectively as possible; second, send an embassy to the
Thessalians to encourage them to abandon Philip.” This is followed, as I noted above, by an
exhortation to act, not just talk. Then we move to the second major part of the first section,

namely analysis of Philip’s internal affairs:

> Dem. 2.11.
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kv Tadt’ £0eAfond’ g Tpootkel kai 81 mepaively, ob povov, @ dvépeg AOnvaiot, Td cuppayikd AcOevdg
Kol aniotmg £xovra eavicetal Gihinnm, ALY Kol Ta Thg olkeiog apyTic Kol Suvapems Kokdg £xovt’
gEeheyyOoetar. ‘Ohwg piv yap ..."

The content referred to by o0 pdvov ... represents the first part of the first section, and

aAAa kol ... introduces the subsection that is to follow. The bracketing of the specific proposal by
these two subsections raises the question of why Demosthenes did not juxtapose discussion of
external with that of internal affairs and present the proposal before or afterwards. If he had
placed it before the first major section, the proposal would have lacked any justification or
context, so this would of course have been rhetorically unsuitable. If, on the other hand, he had
placed it after the first section, this could have potentially strengthened his position since he
would have shown that Philip’s power was unstable both domestically and abroad before
advocating resistance. However, this ordering would have disrupted the transition from the first
to the second section of the speech. As | noted above, the first section is devoted to refuting the
claim that Philip is invincible, the second to exhorting the Athenians to take action. By the
conclusion of the first, Demosthenes has shown that Philip is vulnerable abroad and
domestically. However, this still leaves one source of strength unaddressed, Philip’s good

fortune (toym):

Ei 8¢ 1ig vudv, @ &vSpeg Adnvdiot, tov Gilmmov edTuyodve’ 6pdv TodTn PoPepdv mpocsmodepticar vopilet,
COPPOVOG LEV AvOpOTOV AOYIGU® ypTiTaL HEYAAN Yap pomr, LdAlov 6 TO GAoV 1) TON Tapd Tévt’ 0Tl T
AV avOpdOTOV TPdypata: oV Py GAL’ Eymye, €1 Tig aipeciv pot doin, TV THg NUETEPAC TOAEWS TOYMV v
groiuny, €0eAdvTmV O TPOoTKEL TOIETY DUDY 0TV Kol Kot Pikpdv, 1j TV €keivov TOAD yop TAEiovg
APOPHAC i TO TNV Tapd TV OsdV shvoroy Exsty 6pd VUV Evovoag ] “Kkeive. GAL’, olpar, kofMped’ ovdey
motodvreg 7’

6 Dem. 2.13-14: “And if you are willing to do these things right now as is fitting, not only, men of Athens, will
Philip’s alliances be shown to be weak and untrustworthy, but also his domestic affairs and power will be proved to
be in a bad state. For overall ...

7 Dem.2.22-3: “But if when seeing Philip faring well any one of you, men of Athens, thinks that for this reason he
would be a terrifying adversary in war, he calculates as a prudent man would; for fortune is a great weight in the
scales, or rather the whole determinant in all human affairs; nevertheless, if someone should give me the choice, |
would choose the fortune of our city, provided you are willing to do what’s necessary even in a small degree, before
I would choose Philip’s; for I see many more points of access to the goodwill of the gods belonging to you than to
him. But, I think, we sit around doing nothing.”
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Some people may think that, in spite of all his weaknesses, Philip still has fortune on his side.
However, this belief was already pre-emptively refuted at the very opening of the speech when,
as | discussed above, Demosthenes argues that the gods favor Athens and that this can be
demonstrated by reference to recent events. The similarities and differences in the wording and
structure of the two passages are noteworthy. In the prooemium Demosthenes says that the favor
of the gods (tnv mapa t@v Bedv ebvolav) is becoming manifest (pavepav yryvouévnv). The
Athenians, then, must (31 toivov) see to it that they not appear worse than the advantages given
to them. In the transitional section cited above, The Athenians do not have full possession of the
gods’ favor but rather starting-points or beginnings or bases of metaphorical operations from
which to attain such favor, and this favorable position of possibilities is abruptly juxtaposed with
the Athenians sitting around doing nothing, which leads to the absurd thought that the Athenians,
while doing absolutely nothing themselves, might order the gods to act on their behalf.”® These
subtle alterations to the opening argument serve as a springboard for the sections that follow, in
which Demosthenes vehemently exhorts the Athenians to take action against Philip; for by this
point in the speech, with Philip having been shown to be vulnerable on several fronts and with
the favor of the gods there for the taking, the audience is compelled to feel as though every

circumstance is working in their favor—if only they would stand up and take some initiative.

With regard to the First Olynthiac, | argued in the preceding section that a single
argument was used to unify several different aspects of the speech’s structure. The same can be
said of the Second Olynthiac. The first argument provokes a certain response in the audience that
leads to the elaboration of the first section, and its recurrence in-between the two sections serves

as a springboard for the exhortation Demosthenes gives in the second. The recurrence itself, I

8 Dem. 2.23: o0k i 8’ avtov dpyodvra 0082 Toig @ilolg dmtdrtey Vrep avtod Tt moElv, v Ti ye 81 Toig Ogols.
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would argue, makes the audience conscious of and aesthetically satisfied by the speech’s unity,
for by repeating the argument (in notably altered form) Demosthenes intimately ties each major

section to the genesis of the speech as a whole.

4. The Third Olynthiac
Although the ordering of the three Olynthiacs has been hotly disputed, there has

developed a general consensus that the Third Olynthiac was the last of the three speeches.”
Furthermore, several scholars have posited a more or less strong tonal break between the first
two speeches and the third, the latter being characterized, as Tuplin says, by “an especially grave

tone.”® Indeed, the speech itself presents the ka1pdg it is addressing as an aporetic one:

Eym 6¢ ovx 6 TLyp1 TEPL TOV TAPOVTOV GLPOVAEDCUL YOAETDTOTOV T nyovpon AN’ €keivo amop®d, Tiva yp1|
PoTOV, O &vdpeg ABnvaiot, TpOG VUG mepi aDT@V eimeiv. mémeiouar yap &€ OV mapav Kai dkodmy
oVvolda, T0 AL TV TpaypaToOV NUAG Ekmepevyéval T@ u BodiecBat ta déovta TOlElV §| T@ Ui

1oy 81
GUVIEVOL.

The Athenians already know what needs to be done; they just are not willing to do it. How, then,
does one speak in such a way as to affect the will? This part of the second proem complements

the first, where Demosthenes, adopting the traditional Aoyoc/Epyov antithesis, expresses his

0 For an excellent review of the scholarship on the question of the order of the three speeches, see Karvounis
(2002), 304-5 n. 71. For the consensus on the third speech, see Eucken (1984), 193 and Tuplin (1998), 276 ff. The
latter is actually skeptical and so presents his own counter-arguments along with his summary of scholarship on the
question. More recently, however, both Karvounis and MacDowell (2009), 238 have concluded that the traditional
ordering is indeed the correct one.

80 Tuplin (1998), 276; cf. Blass (1893) I11.1, 321 and Wooten (2010), 18. Eucken (1984) claims that the relationship
between the three speeches is more organic, citing, for example, the development of Demosthenes’ proposals on
financial reform: in the First Olynthiac one gets a vague mention of such reform, while in the Third Olynthiac
explicit measures about the Theoric Fund are proposed. This, according to Eucken, is part of a deliberate strategy on
Demosthenes’ part which in conjunction with other aspects of the speeches evinces a unified strategy for and
conception behind the series. Although there is definitely a development in the argumentation from speech to
speech, Eucken does not address one aspect of the Third Olynthiac which, as Tuplin (1998), 276 notes, suggests a
strong break, namely the prominence of divine favor and toyn in the first two speeches and its complete absence
from the Third. As | have argued, this argument plays a central role in the first speech, and it links the first and
second together by way of the proem of the latter, which opens with the repeated claim that the gods favor Athens
and this is observable. In light of the significance of this argument for the first two speeches, its absence from the
third is notable.

81 Dem. 3.3: “I believe it is not too difficult too give counsel concerning what should be done about the current
situation, but rather | am at a loss about how, men of Athens, I should speak to you about it. For | am persuaded by
what I know from personal experience and from what I’ve heard that more of your affairs have eluded your grasp
through your unwillingness to do what’s necessary than through lack of comprehension.”
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surprise at the disconnect between what the Athenians are saying about Philip and what they are
doing. Words and understanding are present, action and will are not. This is the situation of the

speech.

In what follows I will explore how Demosthenes attempted to use elements of style,
content, and disposition to produce a will to self-assertion in his audience. On the level of style,
word order is manipulated at key moments to goad a desire for self-assertion on a subconscious
level; further, the intensive adjective is frequently repeated at times so as to provoke a desire for
presence in opposition to past absences. With regard to content, there is a heavy use of forms of
argumentation which could be said to influence the audience’s emotions more than their reason,
namely imagery. Finally, the speech is structured in such a way as gradually to build up an
irresistible urge to do something, to be active, to assert the self so that, when the crisis is
presented at the end of the speech in its starkest, most terrifying form, the audience is ready to

will the possibility of its own destruction.

The first section of the speech proper is a narrative of how the Athenians recently had
failed to respond properly when presented with an opportunity to oppose Philip while he was
besieging Heraion Teichos. This narrative concludes with the following contrafactual condition:
el yap tote ékeloe Pondncapey, domep ynotsapeda, TpodHPMG, OVK dv VOYAEL VOV UiV O
dinmog crdeic.8? The protasis could have ended with 8Bon0wcapev (if we had actually brought
support), or alternatively mpo60pwg could have been placed in the standard preverbal focal
position. Its separation from the verb, as commentators have noted, and the fact that it comes

somewhat as a surprise greatly strengthen its impact.

82 Dem. 3.5: “For if we had brought support there, and wholeheartedly, as we decreed, Philip would not be troubling
us now, having been saved.”
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After a few further arguments/threatening prognostications in the following section,
Demosthenes proceeds to present his proposal (8810-11), namely that the Assembly should vote
to create a board of lawmakers to annul the laws concerning the Theoric Fund. Then, after
explaining why these laws should be annulled, he transitions to discussion of why decrees are

useless when not backed up by action:

OV unv 008’ £ketvd ¥ Vudc dyvoeiv Sel, ® Bvdpeg ABnvaiot, Tt yReiopo 00devog GEIOV 6Ty, BV
npocyévnral TO motelv 0éAetv Té ye S6EavTa TPoBOpmg Dudc.5

Once again tpobdumc could be excised, and once again it is separated from its verb. The
subconscious urge aroused by these displaced adverbs is strongly reinforced a few sections later.
Due to the opening of the section cited directly above, | cannot agree with Wooten that the tone
of sections 14-15 is “fairly calm” and that he switches to a different mode in “the emotional
outburst” that occurs in 16-17.8* Rather, | would describe the progression as a gradual bubbling
up of frustration until it bursts in 16-17: you never back up your decrees; you persist in decreeing
things without actually doing anything; just when are you going to act? The series of questions in
16 is indeed as Wooten describes it an outburst. As | noted in my chapter on style (pgs. 98-99),
the discontinuity that occurs in one of the questions (oVy dmavte pev MUOV TpoeiAnge 1o Y PT’
avBpwmoc) presents Philip’s (shameful) success against the Athenians in its starkest form. Also
the series concludes with a series of very clipped, broken questions: ovk £x0pdc; ovk Eywv Ta
Nuétepa; od PapPapoc; ovy & Tt dv etmor Tic;®® What began as subtle instigation has now become
an impassioned outburst. If successful, the audience should be on the verge of jJumping out their

seats to go attack Philip at this point.

8 Dem. 3.14: “But of that, men of Athens, you must not be ignorant, namely that a decree is worth nothing, if there
is not present in addition your willingness to do the things decided upon at least, and wholeheartedly.” I have added
‘and’ to my translation in an attempt to capture the force of the word order here.

8 Wooten (2010), 12.

8 Dem. 3.16: “Is he not hostile? Not in possession of what is ours? s he not a barbarian? Not whatever anyone
could say?”
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This outburst concludes with a very harsh comparison of the audience with soldiers who
have fled from battle. Having sarcastically asked if they (though he uses the first person plural of
course) are going to look for who is responsible when they themselves have all but made Philip’s
preparations for him (§17), he explains his question thus: od yap ovtol v’ aitiot picopey givan,
capdg oida todT’ £yd. This leads to a comparison with the situation after a defeat in battle when
all the soldiers who fled blame everyone but themselves: if each and every man who fled had
stood his ground, they would have achieved victory. This comparison has a function in its
immediate context insofar as Demosthenes uses it to encourage the audience to give counsel
themselves rather than accusing others. However, due to the strong aversion associated with the
image it also has a broader function within the speech, for it instills in the audience the
willingness to hold their ground and face destruction which will be needed when they get to the

final simile of the speech.

Discussion of the possible counsel that could be given in the current situation leads to the
possibility that someone might give advice that is unpleasant (818: &AL’ 0¥y 116€a tadta). This
leads to Demosthenes’ own unpleasant proposal, namely that they should disturb the Theoric
Fund (819). He introduces a hypothetical objector who claims that there are other resources
available so that the Fund can remain untouched. In response, he advises his audience not to

allow their desires to influence their thinking:

6L, otpan, péyo Toig To10DTOIG DIAPYEL AOYOIG 1) TTap’ EKAGTOV POOANGIS, S1OTEP PAGTOV UMAVTIOV E6TIV
avTov éEanatijicar O yap Povletal, To00’ EkaoTog Kai oieTal, To O TPAYUATA TOAAGKLG OVY OVT®
népukev.%

8 Dem. 3.19: “But to a great degree, I think, each man’s desire adheres to such words, for which reason it is the
easiest of all things to deceive oneself. For what a person wants, that he also thinks is the case, but affairs often are
not so disposed.”
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Each member of the audience is encouraged here to reflect on how he has been evaluating the
situation and to see how his own desires have distorted his thinking. With regard to structure, this
passage marks a turning point in the speech. Up to this point, Demosthenes has been attempting
to convey the need for action and to instill the will and desire to follow through. From this point
on, however, the speech will shift from Olynthus to focusing on addressing an internal crisis,
namely the degradation of the Athenian character. The words of warning Demosthenes gives
here about the dangers of allowing desire to influence thinking is a necessary preparation for the
very ugly and altogether undesirable thinking that constitutes the second half of the speech,
namely that we are not the men our fathers were, we are tantamount to tamed beasts feeding on
crumbs, and finally we are chronically ill patients being kept alive at a subsistence level. The
audience of course will be instinctively inclined to reject these characterizations of themselves,

but they will only be able to do so by ignoring Demosthenes’ words here.

After briefly contrasting present-day with Golden Age Athens, Demosthenes explains the

reason for the decline:

Ti &1 10 mavToOV oitiov 00TV, Kai Ti 81 00’ Smavt’ sl KoAdG TOTE, Kol VOV 0VK OpOdC; 8Tl TOTE HEV
TPATTEW KOl 6TPOTELECOAL TOAUGY aDTOG O SFULOC SEGTOTNC TV TOMTEVOUEVOV TV KoL KOP1OG adTOG
améviov Tdv dyoddv ...5

The reference to the demos being willing to act and go on expeditions itself alludes to the praise
of fifth-century Athens which immediately preceded(§24:avtoi otpoatevopevor), and the
intensive adjective is emphatically repeated in the next clause. The context also contributes to the
weight of the sentiment, following as it does one of Demosthenes’ characteristic rhetorical

questions. The passage can be seen as further provoking the urge to self-assertion incited earlier

87 Dem. 3.30: “What, then is responsible for all this, and why were things good then, while now they are askew?
Because then the people itself, daring to act and go on expedition in person, was lord of its politicians, and it itself
was in control of all benefits ...”
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in the speech by the repeated displacement of the adverb npofvumg. Here the demos is figured as
hamstrung, robbed and finally reduced to nothing but a mere appendage (831: vueic &’ 6 dfpog,
EKVEVEVPIGLLEVOL KO TTEPINPNILEVOL YPIUATO, GCUUUAYXOVG, &V VINPETOV Kol TPOGHNKNG HEPEL
veyévnobe). This ultimate degradation creates a palpable tension with the incitements to action
and self-assertion made throughout the speech: mpoBvpmg TpobLUMG TPOBOU®MG adTOC adTdC; but
you are disabled and nothing but a useless appendage. It is important that the exhortation is
developed first, for it gives the audience a positive means of resisting Demosthenes’ vilification,
that is the very means he is proposing: no, we are not hamstrung and useless; we like our fathers
shall take the field ourselves, shall act ourselves, shall resist Philip tpofouwmc.

Demosthenes’ characterization of the Athenians as mere appendages would seem to
represent the ultimate debasement. Why, then, do we get another metaphor immediately
following this in which they are likened to tamed animals? Commentators have not been
sensitive enough to the structural problem here, for Demosthenes seems to risk mixing his
metaphors. The sentence in question reads: o1 6’ &v avth Tfj O el kKabeipEavteg VUGS EXAyOVGLY
&mi Tadta kod TIdacevovst yeiponfeic avtoic moodvrec.® In the previous sentence the Athenians
were hamstrung slaves and nothing but an appendage; now they are tamed animals being penned
up in the city. One might be inclined to say that Demosthenes is laying on the abuse a bit thick.
However, it could also be argued that the metaphor here contributes a particular coloring to the
provocation. By saying that the audience is being tamed like animals, Demosthenes also brings
to mind the violent resistance involved in such a process. Perhaps, then, this serves simply to

intensify the urge to resist and assert oneself provoked by the previous images.

8 Dem. 3.31: “Having penned you up in the city, they lead you to these things[the Theoric fund and festivals] and
tame you, making you submissive.”
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After having expressed his concern about the possible consequences of speaking so
candidly, Demosthenes then tells his audience what they can hope to achieve should they follow

his advice:

"Edv oDV GALd vV y* &1L dmaddoyévieg Tovtmv Tdv €06y £0eAfonte otpatedesdol te kai mpdrtey d&ing
VUV aOTAV, Kol TeIg TEPLOVGINLG Taig oikol TaTang Apoppois Emt 1o EEm TdV dyabdv yprioncbe, icwg dv,
fowg, @ dvdpeg ABnvaiol, TéAe1dv T1 koi puéyo kTioocOe dyaddv kai TV To100Tmv Anpudtoy
armaAAayeinte, & toig {doBevobol} mapd T@V lotpdv ortiolg didopévorlg Eotke. kal yap keiva obte ioydv
gvtinow ovt’ danobviokew €4 Kol Tadta & vépuesbe viv Duelg, obte Tocadta €otiv Hote dEEAELAY ExEV
TvéL Stopxcd], 00T’ dmoyvoviog dAko TL mpdtey & ... %0

There is an important difference between this simile and the imagery in the immediately
preceding sections: having never been slaves or animals themselves, the audience has to imagine
their way into the image. Sickness, however, or rather that miserable state between sick and
healthy is visceral and one of the most traumatic and universal experiences. It provokes
immediate partial assent: yes, let me die rather than subsist in ill health. The comparison with the
situation facing Athens would of course have been terrifying, but that is why Demosthenes has
carefully prepared for it and reserved it for the end of the speech. At this point he has repeatedly
incited them to do something, anything and to assert themselves against corrupt politicians’
attempts to domesticate them and reduce them to slavery; further, he has explicitly advised them
not to allow what they desire to affect their judgment. In order to be able to conclude with this
simile of the doctor and patient, to face which the audience has to be honest with itself and has to
be willing to live vigorously or allow itself to die, he had to create a strong enough urge to self-
assertion and he had to ensure that at the critical moment they could not easily reject the simile

by telling themselves the situation is not actually that dire.

8 Dem. 3.33: “Accordingly, If now at least, having freed yourselves from these habits, you are willing to march and
act in a manner worthy of yourselves, and if you use these advantages at home as starting points for external
benefits, perhaps, perhaps, men of Athens, you might gain some consummate and great good and be freed from such
gains, which resemble the food given by doctors. For that too neither gives strength nor allows one to die; and these
things you are distributing to yourselves are neither so great as to have any sufficient benefit nor do they allow you
to reject them and fare otherwise ...”
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At the beginning of the speech (83) Demosthenes says that the problem is not that the
Athenians do not understand what they need to do; rather, it is that they are not willing to do it.
As | have attempted to demonstrate, he attempts to address this problem of the will by exploiting
forms of persuasion that do not rely on logical argumentation. The audience is influenced
subconsciously by repetition and artful displacement of a key word (mpobduwc); the example of
their forefathers provides an idealized model for them to aspire to in reaction to the aversion they
feel to the way Demosthenes characterizes them; and, finally, all of these effects are channeled to
a single point, the simile of the doctor and patient, where the will to assert oneself becomes most

pronounced. The Athenians either will live in victory over Philip, or will perish in resisting him.

5. The Second Philippic

Several aspects of the structure of the Second Philippic have presented problems for
scholars. Blass asserts that the prooemium, which as he notes is very general, is not actually
suitable to the rest of the speech since the criticism that Philip needs to be resisted in deed, not
just in word does not prepare for the main argument of the speech.®® One should also note that
this section of the speech is very similar to that of the Third Olynthiac, in which Demosthenes
also criticized the Athenians for always talking about resisting Philip while never actually doing
so. With regard to the body of the speech, Wooten is critical of the disposition; he argues that the
speech “... is composed of what are in effect three short speeches stitched together.”®! Later in

the article he elucidates what he means by this:

These two “speeches,” therefore, illustrate two different approaches that will also be seen in Philippic I11: a
calm, orderly, fairly repetitive presentation, infused with mild emotion and a very harsh, strongly emotional
attack on Philip. These two approaches, however, are discrete. They exist side by side rather than being

% Blass (1893) 111.1, 347.
%1 Wooten (2010), 20.
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melded into a coherent whole, with appropriate modulations from one tone to another, as will be the case in
the Third Philippic.%?

As is clear from his language, Wooten views this discretization of emotion from logic as a
structural deficiency. Another problem for him is that what he calls the third “speech” ... is
aimed more at Demosthenes’ political opponents; it is a prelude to his prosecution of Aeschines
...”% In addition, then, to the lack of integration of the first two parts, there is a third part that
really has nothing to do with the first two. Although | do agree with Wooten’s analysis in part as
the following discussion will show, nevertheless | would argue that the second section, that is the
inset speech, is not completely discrete from the first and third but rather provides support to
both of these. Further, with regard to the first and second sections at least, Demosthenes does
attempt to unify what Wooten regards as two separate speeches. He does so tonally. Blass cites
the praise of Athens’ past and present in relation to other Greek states as one of the more
conspicuous characteristics of the speech.® This praise is found primarily in two sections. The
first occurs in the midst of Demosthenes’ Loyiopog of why Philip chose to ally himself with
Thebes instead of Athens. Philip knew, he says, that, while the Athenians would not sacrifice the
welfare of the Greeks for their own advantage, the Thebans would only be concerned about what
was expedient for themselves (888-9). Athens’ greatness, then, is supported by the cool,
calculating part of the speech. The second section in which Demosthenes praises Athens by
contrasting her with other states occurs immediately after what Wooten calls the second
“speech,” which contains “a very harsh, strongly emotional attack on Philip.” This section (§§20-
25) is an extended quotation of a speech he delivered as an ambassador before the Messenians

and Argives. After he finishes quoting it, Demosthenes says that the audience applauded him and

2 |bid., 21.
% |bid., 20.
% Blass (1893) 111.1, 350.
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agreed with the arguments he had presented; nevertheless, it would not be surprising if
Messenians and Peloponnesians acted against what they had agreed were their best interests. It
would be surprising, however, if Athenians did so (§26-7). Flattery and national pride, then,
conclude both the logical and the emotional “speeches.” | would argue that this problematizes
Wooten’s claim that the two sections are discrete.

Although there is some sort of connection between these two sections, Wooten is right
that there is a more or less strong discretization between the logical and the emotional, between
Adyog and mdBog. This is especially conspicuous in a speech by Demosthenes, who has
traditionally been praised for his ability to blend reasoning with emotional appeal.*> However, |
would argue that the first section should not be characterized negatively as lacking emotion;
rather, in place of affect is a strong positive emphasis on calculation. The body of the speech

begins with a reference to Demosthenes’ own calculations:

Ipétov pév, &l Tic, ® dvdpeg ABnvaiot, Oappel, 6pdv HAikog HN kai dcwv kOP1dg Eott Pilmroc, Kai
pundéva oletar kKivdvvov pépetv TodTo TH} TOAEL UNd’° €0° VA mhvta TapackevdlesOat, Bavpdlo, kal
denOfjvar maviov opoing vudV Bodropat ToVg Aoyiepovg dkodoal pov dud fpayéwy, 61" odg tavavti’ ol
TOPEGTNKE TPOGOOKdY ... %

Demosthenes asks the audience to listen to his calculations. Then, in the next sentence, he
introduces these calculations by saying: &yo totvov, @ &vépeg Adnvoiot, Aoyilopar. Twice, then,
in two consecutive sentences he characterizes the arguments he is going to present as
calculations. This strongly encourages the audience to think through them in a cool and collected

manner, and Demosthenes reinforces the effect by presenting the arguments themselves in

% This quality of Demosthenes’ oratory was best characterized by Butcher (1881), 159: “It is not possible with
Demosthenes, as it is with lesser orators, to map out a speech into parts and say: here is an appeal to feeling; here is
pure reasoning; for thought is everywhere interpenetrated with feeling, reason is itself passionate.”

% Dem. 6.6: “First if anyone, men of Athens, takes courage seeing how great Philip now is and of how many things
he is in control, and if he thinks that this poses no threat to the city and that this all is not being prepared against you,
I am surprised, and | want to ask all of you alike to listen briefly to my calculations, because of which it has
occurred to me to expect precisely the opposite ...”
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question and answer form, for example: tivov 6 @IAnmog KOPLOg TPATOV PETA TNV EipvNV
xatéot; TTVAGY kol Tdv &v Pokedot mpayudrov.®’ It is as though he is presenting to us his
thought process, and we are supposed to follow along with him. There is not, then, simply a hole
where passion would typically be but rather a stronger focus on engaging the audience’s minds
with the argumentation.

This focus on calculation, however, makes for a rather dry speech. But a sober speech,

according to Blass, is what the situation called for:

Der Charakter der zweiten Philippika entspricht genau den Umstanden, unter welchen sie gehalten ist.
Noch war nicht irgendwelche Aussicht, dass mit Thaten und mit Krieg dem Philipp entgegengetreten wurde
.... S0 tritt Demosthenes wieder getrost gegen Philipp auf and und flhrt den Athenern mit allem Ernst und
Nachdruck ihre Gefahr vor Augen, um sie wach zu erhalten und ihnen das von der Friedenspartei genéhrte
Vertrauen zu nehmen; aber leidenschaftliche Mahnungen fehlen hier noch, da sie die Horer nur befremdet
héatten, bevor dieselben nicht durch ruhige und niichterne Darlegung der wirklichen Lage vorbereitet
waren.%®

It was a time for keeping the Athenians alert, not for rousing them to action. Still, if this was
Demosthenes’ motive for composing the speech the way he did, there was a danger that due to
the absence of his characteristic passionate appeals and outbursts it might fail to make an impact
on the audience, and all those very reasonable calculations might soon be forgotten. Perhaps,
then, one could account for the second section of the speech or what Wooten calls the second
“speech” in this way. Both he and Blass note the contrast between the two sections,*® that is that
the first is somewhat cold and rational, while the second is full of vim and vigor and of figures

100 way of using

expressing passion, for example anaphora and Demosthenes’ distinctive
suspense to infuse the key idea with maximal emphasis, in this case that Philip should not be

trusted (§24: ti odv o1t TodT0; dmiotio.). If Blass was right that direct, impassioned warnings

% Dem. 6.7: “Of what did Philip first gain control after the Peace? Of Thermopylae and of affairs among the
Phocians.”

% Blass (1893) I11.1 350.

%1bid.; Wooten (2010), 20.

100 See pg. 81, pgs. 99-100, and pg. 113 in my chapter on style.
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would have been out of place given the situation, then an indirect exhortation to distrust Philip
was one solution for arousing the audience while not alienating them. It has the proper affective
distance; the passionate appeal is felt at a situational remove.

I would argue that the inset speech also plays an important role in relation to the third
part. Here Demosthenes criticizes rival politicians who undermined his warnings about Philip

after the second embassy:

Kol e v’ (v Stcanov) Etépoug kakeiv. Tivag; Tovg 8tT° dya yeyovuiag §on tiig eipiivng dmd Tfig Votépog
fikov mpecPeiag Tig &nt Tovg dprovg, aicBopevog pevaxillopévny v TOA, TPOVAEYOV Kol dtepapTupdunV
kai ok elov Tpoéabat [Todag 008 Pwkéag, Aéyovtag d¢ Eym PEV DOwp TiveV elkOTOS SVGTPOTOG Kol
dvokordg eipi Tic dvOpmmog, Pilnnog 8, bmep edEcO’ dv VUL, £dv mapéAdn, Tpdéet ... 10

These unnamed speakers, then, mocked Demosthenes and his character after the second embassy
when he tried to warn them. In the sections that follow, he makes no attempt to respond to this
slander. | would argue that the inset speech that precedes this section makes an implicit rebuttal
for him, for in it he projects the ethos of the ideal ambassador, that is one who passionately and
effectively represents his state’s interests. As a result, when we get to these remarks about him
being a water drinker and ill-tempered, we are already inclined from the outset to reject them and
side with Demosthenes. The inset speech, then, plays an important preparatory function for the

third part of the speech.

6. The Third Philippic
Dionysius called the Third Philippic the greatest of Demosthenes’ orations against

Philip.1%2 Several modern scholars hold the speech in even higher esteem: Wooten regards it as

101 Dem. 6.29-30: “And again it would be just to call forward others. Whom? Those who when I arrived from the
Second Embassy for the oaths after peace had already been made and declared and bore witness and forbade us from
abandoning Thermopylae and the Phocians, those, | say, who said that of course | as a water-drinker was an
altogether ill-tempered and discontented man, but that Philip, if he advances, will do just the things you would pray
for..”

102 D.H. Thuc., 54.
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“the finest deliberative speech from the ancient world,”*®® and Blass in agreement with Rehdantz
suggested that it might in fact be the greatest of all deliberative speeches.®* For Wooten the
speech represents the culmination of an aesthetic/rhetorical development that can be traced

throughout Demosthenes’ deliberative oratory:

In For the Megalopolitans he had used a calm, orderly, cerebral approach and had been unsuccessful. In
Philippic I he devised an approach that was much more energetic and emotional and also failed. In
Philippic 111 he would learn to [bolding mine] blend these two extremes to create what is probably the
finest deliberative speech from the ancient world.%

By both Wooten and Pearson, the disposition of the speech is singled out for praise. The latter
asserts that “The special interest of the Third Philippic lies not so much in its conclusions or its
emotional appeals, as in the skill with which the various arguments are manipulated.”%® Wooten,
in turn, claims that the structure of the speech represents a significant development in

Demosthenes’ use of ring composition:

Although both Philippic I and Philippic 1l employ ring composition, it is in different respects. In the First
Philippic ring composition tends to be an organizing principle for the whole speech rather than of smaller
sections of it. As a result, the recurring arguments are separated by long intervals and create less obvious
repetitions, with less emphasis, than in the Third Philippic, where they are repeated in closer succession.

Although I concur with the scholarly consensus about the overall greatness and significance of
the speech, | would argue that the disposition, at least, is much more problematic than has been
maintained. As | will show, the significance of ring composition needs to be re-evaluated, and
more generally the skillfulness with which Demosthenes structures, measures, and “manipulates”
his arguments can at times be disputed, particularly in the section of the speech where the

paradeigmata of foreign states are presented.

103 Wooten (2010), 22.

104 Blass (1893) 1111, 381: “So ist diese Rede die pathetischste und gewaltigste von allen, und, wie Rehdantz sagt,
nicht den Demosthenischen allein, sondern vielleicht von allen, die jemals auf Erden gesprochen sind.” See further
fn. 1 for a survey of other nineteenth-century scholars’ views on the speech.

105 Wooten (2008), 16. Cf. Pearson (1976), 74 for the development that the Philippics as a series represent in relation
to Demosthenes’ previous deliberative speeches.

106 pearson (1976), 155.
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As one of the more prominent instances of ring composition in the Third Philippic,

Wooten cites the structure of sections 47-75. | reproduce his analysis below:

A.External affairs: advice about the war (47-52).
B.The dangers of traitors (53-55).
C.The examples of Olynthus, Eretria, and Oreus (56-62).
D.Internal affairs: beware of politicians who mislead (63-65.21).
C.The examples of Oreus, Eretria, and Olynthus (65.21-66).
B.The dangers of traitors (67-68).
A.External affairs: advice about the war (69-75).297
Figure 1. Wooten’s analysis of the structure of Dem. 9.47-75

There are some significant problems with this analysis. First of all, it suggests that the passage
moves from one section to the next with each one being discrete and covering a different topic.
However, this conceals the fact that significant interlacing occurs. In section 49, which should
according to Wooten be devoted to external affairs, traitors receive prominent attention (vovi 6’
Opate pev dMmov ta TAeiota Tovg TPodoTag dmolmiekotac). Then, in 68, which is supposed to
be devoted to the dangers of traitors, the examples of Olynthus, Eretria, and Oreus come up
again. Also, it is not clear to me how Wooten’s section D refers to something other than “the
dangers of traitors”: Demosthenes explicitly says that these “politicians who mislead” do so
because they are in the service of Philip (63: 01 8’ év adtoig oig yapilovror DMinmem
ovunpdrtovcwy). Consequently, D covers the same topic as B, with the result that it is difficult to
view the structure as a ring. It should also be noted that the subject of the examples of the
aforementioned cities is how they were undermined by following the advice of traitors rather
than that of politicians like Demosthenes who were committed to the welfare of their state.
Another problem with what Wooten calls a ring is the conspicuous asymmetry involved:
C1in his analysis covers six sections, while C2 does not even cover two. Finally, B2, which is

supposed to refer back to the dangers of traitors, is much broader in scope:

107 Wooten (2010), 4.
171



popia kol koxio o totadta EAnilew, kai kaxdg Povdevopévoug kol undév Gv tpootkel TolEly d0éhoviag,
GAAQ TGV DTEP TOV EYOPAV AeYOVTOV AKPOMUEVOLS, THAKAD TNV TyelcOot TOA oikelv 0 péyedog

Hote und’ dv 0t10dV 7, Sewvodv neioecOar. kol Py kaxeivo ve aioypdv, Botepdv mot’ eineiv “tig yop av
ONON Tadta yevésDor; vi) Tov Ala, 5t yap T Kol TO mowfjcat Koi T pry mowcor.”1%

Demosthenes is talking here not just about listening to traitors, but also more generally about
arrogance, false and shameful regret, and about not being willing to do what is necessary.
Accordingly, labelling it “the dangers of traitors” is problematic.

Pearson as mentioned praises the disposition of the speech for its economy and its
dynamism:

Demosthenes never remains in one position of attack for long, but moves around his various positions,
strengthening each one in turn as he comes to it .... He uses the evidence of events with careful economy,
not wasting time with unnecessary complexities or piling up one detail after another ...2%®

Unfortunately he does not proceed to tell us which passages in particular he has in mind.
However, | would argue that his emphasis on the economy and constant movement of the speech

is problematic. Indeed, Blass interprets the effect the disposition in the exact opposite way:

Ueberhaupt weilt der Redner lange bei einem Gedanken oder bei einer Folge von Gedanken, wahrend er in
Reden wie der ersten Philippika mit raschen Uebergangen jeden Augenblick bei einem neuen Gedanken
istlllo

He even criticizes the length of the passage in which Demosthenes discusses the decree of
Arthmios, speculating that he might have shortened it before he actually delivered the speech.!!!
I would also cite the sections in which he presents the examples of Olynthus, Eretria, and Oreos
(8856-62). Each city represents an instance of the same problem: When given the choice of
following the counsel of those in the service of Philip or those devoted to the city’s welfare, the

people of each city made the wrong choice by following the former, and the consequences were

108 Dem. 9.67-8: “It is foolishness and cowardice to hope for such things and (it is foolishness and cowardice) for
people, when they deliberate badly and are unwilling to do the least part of what it behooves them to do, and when
instead they listen to those who speak on behalf of their enemies, to believe that they live in a city so great in
magnitude that they will not suffer anything terrible, not even if anything whatsoever happens.”

109 pearson (1976), 155.

110 Blass (1893) 111.1 381-2.

111 |bid., 381.
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disastrous. Why, then, do we need all three, and each presented at some length at that? Rather
than elaborating on the details of each city’s situation and ultimate fate, Demosthenes could have
analyzed them collectively; this would have been more economical. When it comes, then, to this
passage and the decree of Arthmios at least, Pearson’s analysis is problematic.

There are also other structural problems that do not relate to previous scholars’ analyses
of the speech’s disposition. One involves the content of the prooemium and the prothesis. The
Third Philippic has been praised for its Panhellenic character and its noble call for the unification
of the Greeks to resist Philip.1!2 In this respect it is much broader in scope than the other
speeches in the Philippic cycle, which restrict themselves to what the Athenians as opposed to
the Greeks collectively should do. However, there is no preparation for this broader scope at the
beginning of the speech. Indeed, as MacDowell notes, it opens with much the same
argumentation phrased in much the same way as the First Philippic: our situation is dire, but the
fact that we have been neglecting to do what is necessary should be viewed as a source of hope,
for, if things had gotten so bad when we were doing everything in our power to prevent this,
there would be no hope of improving the situation. One could also cite the recurrence of the
Aoyoc/Epyov antithesis as another similarity between the Third Philippic and several other
speeches in the cycle. Judging by the proem, then, one gets the impression that the speech is
going to cover the same ground as the rest of the Philippics and Olynthiacs.

Blass summarizes the prothesis thus: da ndmlich noch nicht alle Athener einsehen, dass
Philipp thatsachlich gegen die Stadt Krieg fiihrt, so muss dies zuerst festgestellt werden.”*'® This
proposition, that Philip is violating the Peace even if he denies it, constitutes the first section of

the body of the speech; Demosthenes goes through particular violations and also relates how

112 Blass (1893) 111.1, 381; Jaeger (1938), 174-5.
113 Blass (1893) I11.1, 376.
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Philip used similar ploys in his dealings with other cities. Up through this section, then, we have
no inkling that he has more ambitious aims than he did in the preceding speeches. He just wants
Athenians to recognize Philip’s violations and resist him accordingly. In the statement of the
proposition, it perhaps would have been preferable to prepare the audience for the entire scope of
it, that is to present Philip’s crimes from the perspective of the Greeks as a whole rather than in

relation to the Athenians in particular. In sections 19-20 he warns,

Kol T0GoDTOV e dpéotnia TdV EAAwY, @ dvipec AONVvaiot, TGV cupBovAevOVTI®Y, BoT 008 Sokel pot mepl
Xeppovioov viv okomelv 00d¢ Bulavtiov, AL’ émapdvor pev tovtolg, kai datnpiicot un Tt tdbwot,
BovdedesOar pévtot mepi maviwy TGV EAMvav dg &v kivdive peydio kabeotdtov.

Why not place such a dire warning at the beginning of the speech so as to create a sense of the
utmost urgency as soon as possible?

One final problem with the disposition of the speech also pertains to its Panhellenic
character. In sections 19-47, Demosthenes develops his argument for unifying the Greeks in
resistance to the barbarian Philip: he is an interloper and an illegitimate child who has disturbed
the closed system of reciprocity that previously existed among the Greeks, who used to be
concerned with the welfare of other city-states. This part of the speech brilliantly crafts an idea
of Panhellenic unity that effectively provokes a strong feeling of patriotism toward Greece as a
whole and just as strong a hatred for Philip the barbarian intruder. One would like the text to
move from the development of this idea of Greek unity to a stirring call to action—Ilet us send
out ambassadors to other city-states to form an alliance against Philip— followed by an
emotional conclusion. However, this desired movement is interrupted by a five page interlude

(8853-68) on the threat posed by traitors. We have heard this warning before, indeed it has

114 Dem. 9.19-20: “And so much, men of Athens, do I disagree with the rest of those giving counsel that | do not
think we should be deliberating now about the Chersonese or Byzantium, but it seems to me that, while we should
defend these places and see to it that they not suffer harm, we should nevertheless be deliberating about all the
Greeks, seeing as they are in grave danger.”
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recurred time after time, speech after speech, the most prominent instance being the extended
comparison of treachery to a disease in On the False Embassy (see pgs. 221 ff.). So why devote
so much space to it now, and right in the middle of your revolutionary new conception of Greece
as a nation? One presumes that the audience was already well aware that Demosthenes was
firmly convinced that there were traitors in the service of Philip and that he believed that they
posed an imminent threat to Athens. Further, an explicit proposal about these traitors is
unnecessary: just don’t listen to anyone who says anything that would further Philip’s interests.
Why in the world, then, do we need five pages about traitors? After concluding his warning,

Demosthenes transitions to his proposal thus:

Tl moudpev; mhAon Tig M6£ws Gv iomg Epmtnoag kabntat. &yd vi) Al épd, Kol ypayw o6&, dote dv BodiAncde
XELPOTOVIGETE. AVTOL TPATOV AHVVOLEVOL KOl TAPACKEVALOHUEVOL, TPUPECL KOl ¥PNLACL KO GTPATIDOTOLG
Ay Kol yap av Grovieg 0oL dOVAEVEY CLYXWPNOWOGLY ol dAloL, HUiv v* vrep Tig Ehevbepiog
aymviotéov: Tadta o1 TAVT’ oDTOL TOPECKEVOCHEVOL KOl TOGAVTEG POVEPD TOVG BAAOVG 110N
TapoaKoA®dpey, kol Tovg tadta SiddEovtag ékméunmuey mpéoPelg mavrayoi ... 10

Having been warned for five pages, now we are back to the formation of a Panhellenic alliance.
This extended interruption is difficult to account for, and moving directly from the idea of Greek
unity to a call to send out ambassadors would potentially have been much more rhetorically
effective.

In conclusion, as Demosthenes himself says, criticizing without offering a positive
alternative is easy.'*® In this section | have perhaps only performed a simple task. However, |
would argue that, contrary to scholars’ confident analyses of the brilliance of the speech as a

specimen of ring composition or economy, the contribution of its structure to the effect it has had

115 Dem. 9.70: “ “What should we do?” someone sitting there has perhaps long been wanting to ask. By Zeus I will
tell you, and | will also make a proposal, so that you can vote for it if you so desire. We ourselves, first defending
ourselves and making preparations, | mean with triremes and resources and soldiers (for even if all the rest in fact
allow themselves to be enslaved, by us, at least, a battle must be fought on behalf of freedom), when, then, we
ourselves have prepared all these things and have made them manifest, let us summon the rest, and let us send out
ambassadors everywhere who will demonstrate these things ...”

118 Dem. 1.16: 10 pév odv émrudy iomg eroat Tig dv padiov kai Tavtdg eivat, 1o 8 Vrgp TdV mapdviov 6 T del
npdrtey dmoaivesOol, Todt’ eivar cupBodrov.
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on audiences, if indeed it does make a positive contribution, remains a problem. The style,
vigorous and impassioned as always; the imagery, striking and distinctive as always; the
argumentation and sentiments, compelling, noble, and patriotic as always; but the disposition,

well, is it an animal, and if so what type?

7. Conclusion
Twice Demosthenes devotes an extensive portion of a speech’s proem to expressing the
difficulty involved not in determining the best course of action but rather in presenting it in such

a way as to persuade one’s audience. One of these occurs in the collection of Prooemia:

Iepi pév 1dv mopdvIov, O &vopeg Adnvoiol, mpoypdtov i TOAEL, Kainep vk &xOvimv O¢ S&i, 00 vy
ol Soxel Tdv yoAendv eivon {ntiicon Ti &v Tic Tpdtac Pedtio momosley. Svivo LEVTOL (P TPOTOV TPOG
VUGG gimely mepl avT@V, T0DTO TAUTOAANY dvokoriav Exev vouilm, ovy dg ob cuvnodvimy O Tt dv Tig A&y,
GAN’ oUtm moALG Kal Wwevdh kol mhvta paAlov i o BéATioTO TOIg TPay Aty cuvelBicOot pot dokeit’
axovewv, dote d€dowka U @ vov 10 BEATIOT elmdvTy, fiv TO1g T0TE EENTATNKOGLY TPOGTKEY AméyOeioy
orépyew moap’ VU@V, tovtny dnevéykocOar copfi.t’

How to give unpleasant counsel without incurring your audience’s hostility? Here the focus is on
the risk to the speaker, and there is no analysis of the psychological root of the problem of why
the audience insists on listening to those who deceive them even when they can identify and
comprehend which counsel is the right one. In the Third Olynthiac, by contrast, Demosthenes
goes on to tell us why this has been the case:

gym &’ ovy 6 TLypn TEPL TV TOPOVI®V GLUUPOVAEDGOL YUAETDOTOTOV NYODpAL, GAN’ EKETVO Amopd, Tiva ¥pn
TpoTOV, ® Gvdpeg ABnvaiot, TpOc VUGG TEPL AVTAV eimely. TéMEGHAL YOp €€ OV TOP®V Kol AKOV®V
ovvoLda, TO AL TV TPayHAT®OV NUAG EKTepevyEval T@ pn BoddecBat Ta déovta TOElv §j T@ Ui
cuvigvor 18

17 Dem. Ex. 15.1: “With regard to the situation facing the city, men of Athens, although things are not as they
should be, | do not think it to be altogether difficult to seek out what one should do to make it better. However, the
question of how to speak to you about it, this, | think, is very difficult, not because you are not going to understand
whatever someone says, but rather you seem to me so accustomed to listening to numerous lies and indeed all things
rather than what is best for affairs that | fear that it will turn out that the one who has said what is best will receive
the enmity which should belong to those who have deceived you.”

118 Dem. 3.3: “I believe it is not to difficult to give counsel concerning what should be done about the current
situation, but rather | am at a loss about how, men of Athens, | should speak to you about them. For | am convinced
based on what I know from what I’ve heard and been present for that more events have escaped your grasp due to
your unwillingness to do what’s necessary than out of a lack of understanding.”
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Here the concern is not so much with how to give counsel without incurring enmity as it is how
to give counsel at all when one has to address the will instead of the understanding. Also note
that the aporia is left unresolved. Although both of these passages have rhetorical functions in
their own right, nevertheless | would argue that they do indicate that when composing his
deliberative speeches Demosthenes was struggling to deal with the nature of language and how it
influences thinking and volition. As we will see in the next chapter, his attempts to deal with this
problem on the level of form are complemented by elements of content, namely his
characterizations of the Athenian mentality and his development of the Adyog/€pyov antithesis.

Because Demosthenes himself identifies difficulties concerning the nature of discourse
and its relationship to action and audience psychology, in this chapter | have worked from the
assumption that the speeches represent attempts to resolve them on a formal level. | have taken
his expressions of aporia seriously to the extent that they suggest that the dramatic variation in
structure from speech to speech within the Olynthiacs and Philippics stems at least in part from a
struggle to understand and exploit the relationship between structure and persuasiveness when
confronted by a specific situation and an audience with an identifiable disposition.

As | argued in the introduction to this chapter, rhetorical theory on the disposition of
deliberative speeches was deficient, and after Plato and Aristotle it was basically in a negative
state: proem, narrative and peroration are optional; all you need is a proposition and a proof.
Isocrates in whatever his esoteric teaching on the “forms” (id€at) was may have given more
detailed prescriptions, but based on his rejection of abstract, immutable technai in Against the
Sophists, it seems unlikely that these would have taken the form of an analytical schema. In

addition to this deficiency in theory, virtually no actual Assembly speeches had been published
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before those of Demosthenes.'!® As a result, the genre up to this point essentially consisted of
Isocrates’ meticulously crafted and cold compositions, the notoriously crabbed and dense
speeches in Thucydides, and the speeches in Xenophon’s Hellenica. In brief, those interested in
the structure of deliberative speeches lacked any sort of robust theoretical model with which to
study them, and they did not have any texts to study anyway. Accordingly, the initial distribution
of Demosthenes’ speeches represented a tremendous opportunity for readers: finally some actual
speeches to read and study, and by the premiere statesman himself no less. Having shared in
Demosthenes’ aporia about how to address the Assembly persuasively, they now had the key to
doing so. But how does one go about reading and interpreting the structure of the divine
Philippics, especially when they are so different from one another? In this chapter | have
attempted to engage with this audience’s process of reading, analysis, discovery and frustration.
Scholars have repeatedly noted the impossibility of schematizing the structure of his speeches,
but, instead of recognizing the limits of interpretation, they have sought some sort of underlying
principle that can explain away this difficulty, whether it be “le mouvement oratoire” or “le plan
psychologique.” Instead of searching for alternative first principles, I have chosen to approach
the problem from the perspective of his original readers who had to struggle to find a way to
interpret and analyze the speeches as they went along. The results are at times dissatisfying and
inadequate, but necessarily so: the wine-bibber can only hope to understand so much about the

water-drinker.

119 Usher (2007), 220-21.
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CHAPTER 4

Inter- and Contra-Text: Reading alongside Thucydides and Isocrates

In the preface to the Panathenaicus, Isocrates criticizes the way in which rival teachers of

oratory abuse his speeches and present them in the worst possible light to their students:

"EBog v ovv 1o0g Adyoug fudv éAvpoivovto, mopoveytyvdokovieg Mg Suvatdv KAKIoTa Toig avtdv Kol
Sranpodvreg ovk dpOGC Kkal katakvilovieg kai mévio Tpdmov Srapdeipovre ...

He describes his rivals here as reading his speeches alongside their own to their students.
Although he presents the comparison as being completely biased, this account of contemporary
teaching methods suggests that rhetoricians would instruct their students by reading out two
speeches and then comparing them. Another reference to intertextual reading occurs in
Speusippus’ Letter to Philip when he instructs Philip to have Antipater read his history alongside
Theopompus’s so that the latter can see just how worthless his work is by comparison.?

Another important piece of evidence for intertextual reading in the fourth century is the
way in which Isocrates situates his speeches in relation to those of other orators. In the preface to
the Helen, he mentions the author of an encomium of Helen who should be praised for choosing
the right subject matter but criticized for handling it badly.® His own speech will demonstrate
how to praise her properly.* Similarly, he addresses the Busiris to a certain Polycrates who had
previously written an apology for the same figure, and he rebukes him for botching the speech.

His own speech will demonstrate how Polycrates ought to have defended and praised Busiris.®

Hsoc. 12.17: “And so while they were abusing our speeches, reading them alongside their own in the worst possible
way and dividing them improperly and chopping them up and spoiling their effect in every way...” For extended
discussion of this passage see Roth (2003) ad loc.

2 Speus. Ep. ad. Phil. 12: iv’ odv Ogdémoumoc moonTol Tpoyde v, KEAEVGOV AVIITATPOV TopavayvdVL TRV
EANVIKGV Ttpdéemv avTtd Kol yvdoetal Oeomopumog dikaimg Hev vmd Tavimv EEaAe1popuevog ... For the
interpretation of mapavoyvdvon here, see Roth (2003), 88 fn. 122.

3 1soc. 10.14-5.

4 Ibid. 10.15.

®Isoc. 11.1-6.
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Both speeches, then, explicitly engage with a work by another author and expect their audience
to be familiar with the other work and to compare it with Isocrates’ own speech. With regard to
Isocrates’ school, it is easy to imagine that he used a pedagogical method somewhat similar to
the one he mentions in the Panathenaicus: he would read his Helen alongside that of Gorgias and
demonstrate the ways in which his speech was superior.

Based on this evidence, it is clear that for fourth-century readers intertextual comparison
played an important role in their interpretation of texts. In the aforementioned passages, the
comparison is always biased. However, in each case this was clearly rhetorically motivated, so it
is likely that in practice two texts were often compared in a more unbiased way, especially when
the author himself was not present to (mis)guide the reader. Accordingly, when Demosthenes’
deliberative speeches were first distributed, readers would have read them alongside the works of
the authors agreed by common consensus to be his two greatest influences: Thucydides and
Isocrates. With regard to the latter, such comparison would have proved problematic in one
important respect: his deliberative speeches are fictional, and this is reflected on the level of
content by their lack of specificity and concreteness. This issue will be addressed in the
following chapter in my discussion of the occasionality of Demosthenes’ speeches.

In this chapter I will perform an intertextual reading of Demosthenes’ speeches in
relation to Thucydides and Isocrates. This reading will focus on his relationship to these two
authors on the level of argumentation and content more generally. With regard to Thucydides, |
will argue that Demosthenes does not merely appropriate elements of content from his Histories
but rather engages with and develops his characterization of the Athenians in a dynamic way.
With respect to Isocrates, in the first subsection I will examine in detail Demosthenes’ repeated

engagement with a single speech, the Archidamus. By looking at the ways in which he used
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arguments from this speech throughout his political career, | will be able to establish the nature
of Isocrates’ influence in a more concrete way than has been done up to this point. In the second
subsection, 1 will look at a point of rupture between the two: while Isocrates prescribed that use
of imagery be largely excluded from oratory, Demosthenes not only greatly expanded its role but

also boldly innovated on the structure and intertextual function of his images.
1. Thucydides and the Athenian Character

Thucydides’ profound influence on Demosthenes, with respect to both style and content,
was already recognized in antiquity.® Modern scholars as well have devoted a significant amount
of attention to understanding the relationship between the two.” With regard to content in
particular, Pearson compares arguments used by Archidamus in response to the Corinthians
(Thuc. 1.82) with passages from On the Symmories,® and he notes how Thucydides’ use of the
logos/ergon antithesis influenced Demosthenes.® Yunis, in turn, is interested in the ways in
which Demosthenes models his deliberative ethos on that of Thucydides’ Pericles.* Finally,
Mader, developing Rowe’s interpretation of the First Philippic as a satirical representation of a
mundus perversus,'! argues that the characterization of Philip and the Athenians in that speech is
closely based on passages from Thucydides.*? Although all of these readings illuminate

important aspects of his influence on Demosthenes, nevertheless in each case the nature of the

& There is the famous story told by Zosimus (Biogr. Gr. W. 299, 47ss.) that Demosthenes could recite the whole of
Thucydides’ Historiae from memory, and Lucian (adv. ind. 4) claims that he copied out the whole text several
times. Cf. also D. H. Thuc. 53. For a brief appraisal of the understanding of the relationship between the two in
antiquity, see Egermann (1972), 601-2.

7 Pearson (1976), 24-31; Yunis (1996), 240 ff.; Mader (2003)

8 pearson (1976), 26-27.

% Ibid., 114-15.

10 Yunis (1996), 268 ff. He focuses on the prooemia and On the Crown; Mader (2007) defends and buttresses
Yunis’s argument by showing how passages from the deliberative speeches can also be said to represent a Periclean
ethos.

11 Rowe (1968).

12 Mader (2007).
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interaction is taken to be more or less appropriative: Demosthenes found something he liked in
Thucydides and used it for his own purposes. There is no suggestion that he was a very sensitive
reader of his Histories, at least when it comes to content,™® or that he developed his ideas in any
significant way. The ethos of Pericles, according to Yunis, appealed to him, so he adopted it, and
similarly Thucydides’ various characterizations of Athens, according to Mader, were suitable for
depicting a perverse world in which Philip is more like the Athenians of yore than the Athenians
themselves. Other scholars have been even more dismissive of the content of Demosthenes’

speeches. Wilamowitz in comparing him with Thucydides concluded,

Thukydideische Gedankentiefe fehlt; ein Menschenkenner war er[Demosthenes] nicht, und voll von all den
Vorurteilen, die einem attischen Advokaten anhaften muften, der von Wissenschaft keine entfernte
Ahnung je empfangen hatte.

Parry, discussing the “Decline of the Adyoc/Epyov Distinction,” claims that this distinction
dropped out of use during the course of the 4™ century after “Lysias reduces it to a mere device
of style.”%® A distinction, then, that was fundamental to Thucydides’ thought becomes by
Demosthenes’ day a mere facon de parler.

I would argue, however, that Demosthenes’ response to Athens’ crisis in the Philippics
and Olynthiacs represents not only an appropriation of but also a deeper intellectual engagement
and grappling with Thucydides’ Athens. Adopting the ethos of the Thucydidean diagnostician,
Demosthenes identifies the cause of its “disease” as a pathological development of a
mental/voluntative capacity that was an essential characteristic of Athens in its golden age,

namely its longing for invisible things and its ability to conceptualize and realize the attainment

13 The relationship of his style, on the other hand, to that of Thucydides has since antiquity been assumed to be more
dynamic. See for example D.H. Dem. 10.

14 Wilamowitz (1911), 76.

15 Parry (1981), 57.
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of such things through language.® This becomes explicit in the Third Olynthiac when
Demosthenes identifies and diagnoses the deterioration of this intellectual capacity.
Pericles in his eulogy of the Athenian character gives the following defense of their

leisurely lifestyle:

Kaitot €l pehopig pdAAov 1 OVeV pedétn Kol pur petd vopov 1o tiéov | tpdnmv avopeiog £0éhopev
Kwdvvedew, mepryiyveTorl NUv Toig te HEALOVGY GAYEWVOLG LT TPOKAUVELY, KOl £ avTd EAD0DGL pn
dToApoTéPOVG TdV aiel poybovviav gaivesdar, kai &v te TovToIg THY TOMY dEioy eivan BovpdlecsOar kod 11
v dhorc.t’

In spite of living a life of ease without strict regulation, the Athenians display their bravery no
less when it counts, and this among other things should be a cause for wonderment. As Classen-

Steup note, this is a bold claim:

Die im Uebermass und bei verkehrter Anwendung bedenkliche pgOvpio (von Demosthenes so oft an den
Athenern beklagt) ist hier, wie 1. 8 avelpévemg, in dem Selbstgefiihl der damit verbundenen tiichtigen
Leistungen absichtlich als eine starke Bezeichnung des der spartanischen Engherzigkeit entgegenstehenden
leichten Sinnes kiihn gewahlt.!8

Pericles, by presenting the character trait as something deserving of wonder, indicates his
consciousness of the strength but also of the latent danger of the claim. Ease remained an
important part of the Athenian identity in the 4" century, as is suggested by Isocrates’ somewhat

awkward attempt to transvalue the trait:

op@V[Evagoras] yap 1o0g dpiota 1@V SvTov ETUELOVUEVOLS EAGYLOTO AVTTOVUEVOLGS, KOl TAG GANOWVAC TAV
pobudY 00K €v Taig dpyiotg, GAA’ &v Taic edmpayiog Kol Kaptepiong évovoas, ovdev avetétactov
napéieuey.t

18 In a recent dissertation which he shared with me through personal correspondence, Tobias Joho (2015) examined
at length Thucydides’ characterization of the Athenians’ curious relation to the absent and the speculative. He
focuses on the lead up to the Sicilian Expedition in particular.

17 Thue. 2.39: “And yet if with ease rather than with exercise in toils and not with laws more than with the character
of bravery we want to make ventures, it remains for us not to be weary beforehand for the pains to come, and, when
we have encountered the same situations, not to seem more cowardly than those who toil continually, and in this as
well as in other respects the city is worthy of wonder.”

18 Classen-Steup (1889) ad loc.

B Isoc. 9.42: “For seeing that those who best manage their property suffer the least vexation, and that true ease lies
not in absence of labor but in success and perseverance, he left nothing uninvestigated.” Cf. [Dem.] 61.37: ...
&vBupovpevov 8t o1 pev apylag kol pebupiog kol to TavteAdg EMmOANG dvoyelpoT’ €T, did 8¢ KapTepiog Kol
PrAoToViag 0VOEV TAV HVTOV AyaddY AVIA®TOV TEQUKEV. ..
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True ease lies in success and perseverance, not in inactivity. Pericles’ bold claim to ease plain
and simple and to a relaxed lifestyle has become a sort of peace of mind that results from
successful and patient activity. The paradoxical quality of the characterization has been lost, but
a claim to ease of some sort remains.

Demosthenes, by contrast, in his criticism of the pabvpia the Athenians displayed in the
war with Philip does not attempt a transvaluation, nor does he simply reject or negate the ideal.
Instead, he substitutes something like a negative image, although, insofar as the trait is
characterized as something interstitial whereby the Athenians exist somewhere between reality

and fantasy, image is perhaps not the right term.

In the First Olynthiac he expresses his fear that the war with Philip will reach

Athens itself:

GAAYL v, el Todto yeviioetar[the war will come to Attica], §£8owka, @ GvSpeg Adnvaiot, pry TOV adTOV
TpoTOV Momep ol davellopevor Peding £mi Tolg TOKOLS LEYALOLG LIKPOV EDTOPNCAUVTEG XPOVOV DOTEPOV Kol
TOV apyoiov anéctmoay, oUTm Kol Nuelg {6v} énl ToAALD pavduey EppadupunkoTes, Kol GrovTo Tpog
NSoviy (Ntodviec ToAAY Kol oAemd GV ovk Povidneda Hotepov gic avayxmy EMBwpsy motsiv, kol
Kvduvedoopey mepi TV &v ot Tf xOpae. 2

Like men who recklessly take out high-interest loans and live on credit, the Athenians continue
to squander resources on a life of leisure even though a large debt of “interest” is accruing from
the war with Philip. But it is not as though they are completely unaware of this or in denial of it;
for they toss around grand ideas of massive mercenary forces (popiovg ... diopvpiovg Eévovc?t),
and they send out forces on paper(téc émotoApaiovg Tavtac duvaueic??). Further, they play war

with their clay soldiers:

20 Dem. 1.15: “But indeed, if this happens, I am afraid, men of Athens, that, in the same way as those who recklessly
take out loans at high interest, after they they’ve thrived for a little while, lose afterwards even their original
property, so we too would clearly prove to have been at ease at a great price, and (I'm afraid that), in seeking all
things with a view to pleasure, later we may be compelled to do many of the hard things we don’t wish to, and that
we may risk things in our own land.”

2 Dem. 4.19.

22 Dem. 4.19. Cf. 4.45: 6101 8° Gv otpatnydv Kol yHQLopo KeVOV kol Tog Grd Tod Bripatog éAnidag kméuymze ...

184



01 Aouol TG TOUTAG TEUTOVOLY DUV HETA TAV 1EPOTOIRV: MOTEP YOP Ol TAUTTOVTEG TOVG TNAIVOLG, €iG TNV
dyopav (e1poTovEiTe TODG TAELAPYOVG Kol TOVG PUAGPYOVS, OVK &Ml TOV TOAEUOV.Z

But it is not enough to say that the Athenians have simply become lazy; for they are actively
engaged in a war—an imaginary one. They literally parade their power before themselves and
send out expeditions that contain no citizens. This represents a complete inversion of

Thucydides’ Athenians, who considered “nothing a festival besides doing what is necessary.”?*

In an attempt to explain this odd behavior, Demosthenes refers to a way of
conceptualizing present versus absent things that was distinctive of the Athenians in Thucydides.
According to the Athenian ambassador who speaks in Book One, the Athenians regard any
projected acquisition as already belonging to themselves, and the things they anticipate for the

future are always immense in relation to what is present:

Kol 0 pev av énvonocavteg un éne&élbwoty, oikeimv otépecban yodvrar, d &’ dv neAbdvteg KTNGOVTOL,
OMya mpog To péALOVTO TUYXETY TpdEavTec.?d

The city of Athens itself is rarely present for them, and as an idea it is always in need of further
expansion: dmodnuntai [the Athenians] tpog évonuotdrovg [the Spartans]- ofovtot yop oi pev T
dmovoig &v Tt ktdicot ...2° Demosthenes’ Athenians too do not live in the present, but they also

do not live in the future:

Vv 8¢ 1O P&V mopdV Gel TPOIEUEVOL, Té OE HEALOVTO ODTOMOTO OIOEVOL GYAGEWY KAAGC, MOENGALEY, O
&vdpec Adnvoiot, @ilmmov Hueic ... %"

2 Dem. 4.26: “The rest (of the officials) conduct processions for you together with the overseers of sacred rites; for
just like those who fashion clay soldiers you assign your taxiarchs and phylarchs by vote to the market place, not to
the war.”

2 Thuc. 1.70.8: 10... pite £opthVv 8AAO TL MyEicOar §) O Ta Séovta mpdtart ...

% Thuc. 1.70.7: “And whatever they fail to accomplish after having set their minds on it they believe they are robbed
of, and with respect to whatever they obtain through pursuit, they think they have actually done little with respect to
the things to come.”

% Thuc. 1.70.4.

2" Dem. 1.9: “But now, abandoning in every case what is present, and thinking that the things to come will turn out
well of their own accord, we, men of Athens, have caused Philip’s power to grow.”
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The substantivized singular neuter participle, especially in contrast with the plural used in the
second part of the antithesis (t& ... pé\ovta), makes the expression salient.2 The Athenians
neglect present opportunities, and they expect that everything will just work itself out. Just what
then are they doing? Instead of dealing with critical matters of foreign policy and attempting to

expand their influence, they devote themselves to urban renewal:

»n I 5 3 . ’ P 5 \ ’ »n s &~ 5~ e 5 P
1| ppachTe TIg €pol Topelbmv, ToBev GAL0BeV ioyLPOC Yéyovey T Tap’ HUdV adTdV OiMTRoG. GAA’, O TV,
€1 T00T0 QAVAMG, TA Y’ v oTH Tf] TOAeL VOV duevov Eyet. kai Tt av gimelv T1g £xot; TG EmdAels dg
KOVIBHEY, Kai Tog 6500g g émokevalopey, Kol kprvag, kol Afpovg;?

Whereas Thucydides’ Athenians were always abroad expanding their empire, Demosthenes’
spend all their time in the city adding frivolous new amenities. The mentality implied by the
picture here is reminiscent of the man living on credit from the First Olynthiac: the life the
Athenians are living, the building projects in which they are engaged are detached from the
reality threatening them. Thucydides’ Athenians too detached themselves from reality, but it was
in an effort to produce a new one in which ever more absent things become present. This
visionary capacity has in Demosthenes devolved from engagement with the future through
imaginative anticipation into child’s play with toy soldiers and buildings.

Parallel with this intellectual decadence is the change in relationship between A6yog and
gpyov in Demosthenes’ Athenians. Mader, following Parry’s reading of Thucydides, according to
which Periclean Athens was distinguished by “a dynamic harmony of Adyoc and &pyov,”*? argues

that in the First Philippic the Athenians are characterized by a “disjunction of deliberation and

28 There are only three instances of substantive to wapov not being governed by a prepositional phrase among the
orators (Aeschin. 3.223, Dem. 8.13, Dem. 18.192). The use of the neuter singular of participles as abstract
substantives is associated with Thucydides in particular. See Pritchett (1975), 92 for discussion and bibliography.

29 Dem.3.28-9: “Or let someone come forward and point out to me from what other source Philip has become strong
than from us. ‘But, good sir, if these matters aren’t in a good way, those in the city itself at least have improved.”
And what could one say? The battlements we’re plastering and the roads we’re building, and the springs, and trash?”
%0 Parry (1981), 131.
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action”!

in which “Words have become for a substitute for action.”*? While Mader’s argument
well accounts for some of Demosthenes’ characterizations of the relationship between the two
among contemporary Athenians, there is more to the situation and its potential resolution than
disjunction and substitution. The dynamic harmony that Thucydides asserts existed in Pericles’

day is difficult to conceptualize, and accordingly its becoming discordant is equally difficult and

complex.

As Mader claims, sometimes it is a matter of simple substitution of word for action. In
the First Philippic Demosthenes tells the Assembly that they will vote for his proposal in order
to wage war with Philip “not only in decrees and letters but also in deed,”® and in the preamble
of the Second this criticism is elaborated upon at length and brought to a point in the sardonic
claim that the Athenians and Philip each prosper in their respective pursuits, the Athenians in
words, Philip in deeds.®* At other times, however, it is not that the Athenians are formulating a
proper course of action but then not following through with it; rather, their deliberation itself is
askew. In the opening words of the Third Olynthiac, Demosthenes criticizes the sort of wild

proposals about getting vengeance on Philip that were being bandied about:

Ovyi Tawtd mopictatal pot yryvookety, @ dvdpec Adnvaiot, Stav Te €ig Td TpdypoTo droPréywm kai Stav
TPOG TOVG AOYOLG 0V AKOV®* TOVG LEV Yap AdYous Ttepi ToD T@proactor Pidmmov 0pd yryvopévoug, T
5¢ mpaypata gig TodTo mponKovta, dote OTmg un Telcopeda avTol TPOTEPOV KaKDG okéWachat déov. 00dEV
obv 8AA0 pot Sokodotv oi Td TowadTa AdyovTeg §| THY Vmobesty, mepi Tig Povdedesde, oyl ThHY oDoav
napoTévieg ViV apaptéver.

31 Mader (2003), 66.

32 |bid. fn. 34.

33 Dem. 4.30: tvo pmy pdvov €v 1oic yneiopact kai toic motodaic molepfjte PMinmm, GALG Kai &v Toic Epyorc.

% Dem. 6.4.

% Dem. 3.1: “I don’t come to the same conclusions, men of Athens, when I look at our affairs and when (I consider)
the speeches that | hear; for | see the speeches being made about avenging Philip, but that matters have reached the
point that we must take care that we ourselves not suffer first. Accordingly, those who say such things seem to me to
do nothing other than miss the mark in putting before you a subject for deliberation that does not exist.”
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Counsel is formulated without any regard for political reality, and speakers are presenting
proposals on situations that do not even exist. Similarly, in the First Philippic Demosthenes
criticizes the Athenians for always making resolutions that are far too ambitious and costly and
then as a result never following through on them. The hypothetical proposal he rejects is a force
of a ten or twenty thousand mercenaries; his own proposal is for a mere two thousand.® The
disparity highlights just how outlandish deliberations had become. Later in the same speech,
twice in quick succession he mocks the Athenians for sending out mere hopes (...10¢ Tapd T0D
detvog EAmidag v dmooteidnte. .. and ...TaC dmd Tod Priparog EAmidog skméuymre...).%" Instead
of actual forces they send out words and ideas and somehow expect them to become reality. This
confidence in the performative power of language represents a pathological development of a
distinctive ability of Thucydides’ Athenians. Whereas for the latter hoping and speculating
could not be divorced from attaining (uovot yap &yovoi te opoimg kai EAmilovov & av
gmvonowot®®), for the former there is no possibility of attainment, and expectation has no
relationship whatsoever with reality.

One cause of this change is the Athenians’ refusal to participate actively in their military
campaigns. A distinguishing character trait of Pericles’ Athenians is that the same men carry out
their plans as formulate them.3® Presumably one of the major reasons for the parity between their
anticipations and actualizations is the fact that the former are conditioned by their hands-on
involvement in battles and military affairs. Demosthenes’ Athenians, by contrast, are

distinguished by their persistent refusal to go on campaign, indeed, as he twice exclaims, by their

% Dem. 4.19-20.

37 Dem. 4.43 and 45, respectively.

% Thuc. 1.70.7.

% Thuc. 2.40.3: Sapepdvimg yap 81 koi T6de Eyopey GoTe ToAudy Te 0l 00Toi PLAAGTO, Kol TEPL OV STIEPHCOUEY
gxhoyilecOau.
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refusal even to get moving.*° Instead, they insist on deploying mercenary forces.*! As a result,
their deliberations are not conditioned by any direct contact with the war at all, and so they talk
of ten thousand soldiers when they should be sending out a quarter of that number, and they
make wild claims about avenging Philip when they should be deliberating about how to not get
annihilated themselves.

Another cause concerns the interstitial mentality of the Athenians. It has been argued that
the ethos Demosthenes adopts in his deliberative speeches was strongly influenced by that of
Pericles as portrayed by Thucydides.*? | would argue that another ethical mode he takes from
him is that of the diagnostician. His proposals are presented as “cures” for what is ailing the
Athenians, and in On the False Embassy he presents an extended “pathology” of the prevalence
of traitors throughout Greece.*® His diagnosis of the Athenians is that they are stuck in some sort
of in-between state which is figured in different ways. In the First Olynthiac they are men living
on credit; in the Third they are patients existing in a physiological state between sickness and
health.* The Aupara referred to in that passage are the Theoric Fund and processions at the
Boedromia. Between the two poles of vigorous good health, which presumably consists in
actually participating in foreign affairs in some capacity, and complete annihilation, the
Athenians are content to play life and play war. Similarly, in the Fourth Philippic Demosthenes
compares them to men in a drug-induced sleep: aAA’ 008 aveyepOTvor duvaueda, GALA

LoV paydpay TETOKOGY 1 TL pappakov Alo Totodtov £oikapey avOpmmoc.*® In more general

40 Dem. 8.37, 9.5.

41 Dem. 3.35, 4.19. cf.10.20.

2 Yunis (1996), 268 ff. Mader (2007a).

43 See pgs. 221-2 for further discussion.

4 Dem. 3.33: "Edwv o0V G0 VOV y° ETL amoddoryéviec ToOToV T@V €06V £0ehionte otpatedecdai Te Kai TpaTTEY
a&img DUAY aOT@V, Kol Taig Teplovaiolg Taig oikot ToTalg Aeoppais ént ta EEm t@v dyaddv ypiicbat, iowg dv, iowg,
@ Bv8pec ABnvoior, TEAEOV TL Kal péya KTRoousd’ dyadov Kol TdV Too0Tov AULEToV drailaysinte, & Toic
[aoBevodot] mapa @V latpdv ottiog [dopévorc] Eotke. kal yap Ekelv’ oDt ioydv €viibnow obt’ dmobviiokew &g
4 Dem. 10.6: “But we cannot even get up, but we are like men who have drunk mandragora or some such drug.”
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terms, he twice describes them as having become separated from affairs in their judgements (...
GIPTNUEVOL ... TaiG Yvodpouc... 4%/ Toic yvdpong vueic apeotikate Tdv Tpaypdrovt’). The
Athenians, then, are physically separated from events by mercenaries, and psychologically by
festivals and entertainment. The latter, as Demosthenes asserts, is actually a consequence of the

former:

£0T1 8’ 0084moT’, olpo, péya Kol veavikov epovnuo AaBelv pikpd kol odia TpdrToviag: omol’ dTTa yop
v 0 dmrndedpara Tdv avOpdORT®Y 1), To10DTOV AvyKn Kai T epovnua Exey.

This passage, I would argue, is critical for understanding Demosthenes’ relationship to
Thucydides and his political thought more generally. In combining veavikov, which refers to
vigor and here young and impetuous thought, with pdovnpa, the activity of the intellect, he
highlights precisely what he has been saying is now lacking in the Athenians: activity and will.
The phrase he uses here may be an allusion to the following lines from Euripides’ Antiope in
which Zethos, advocate of the practical life, censures his brother Amphion for pursuing the

contemplative life:*°

... QpELElc OV <oe @povtilew &xpfiv->
Yuyfic ooty <yap> OO yevvaioy <Aoymv>
YOVOUKOUIL® SLOTPETELG LOPPDLLOTL

..... KoUT’ fv Aomidog KOTEL

<KOADG> O oelag 00T’ dAA®V Vrep
veavucov Bodrevpa Boviedoard <te>.>

4 Dem. 4.12.

47 Dem. 10.1.

48 Dem. 3.32: “It is never, I think, possible for men doing small and paltry things to seize a great and youthful
thought; for by necessity of whatever sort men’s pursuits are, so also is their thought.” A similar sentiment can be
found in La Rochefoucauld’s Maxime 41: “Ceux qui s'appliquent trop aux petites choses deviennent ordinairement
incapables des grandes.”

49 For this reconstruction see Dodds (1959) on PI. Grg. 485e.

S0 Eur. fr. 185: “You do not care about what you should; for, having received a soul of so noble a nature, you
resemble the form of a woman.... and neither would you nobly join ranks in the hollow of a shield, nor would you on
behalf of others give any young and vigorous counsel.”
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These lines had already been repurposed by Plato in the Gorgias,>! which suggests that the play
may have been well-known. Further, the context is similar to the situation Demosthenes presents
in the Third Olynthiac: the Athenians are wrapped up in aesthetic pleasures and are not paying
heed to the things they should. However, his use of ppovnua as opposed to Bodrevpa is
significant. The latter refers more to the will than to a mindset. Demosthenes, however, is
concerned not only with the Athenians’ lack of will but with the degradation of the mental
capacities exemplified by Thucydides’ Athenians. They are not engaged in great actions and so
are not thinking great thoughts. The disturbance that has arisen in the Aéyog/Epyov relationship is
traced back to £€pyov. A harmony of sorts still obtains between the two, but it is an unpleasant
one. The antithesis is refigured as a continuum determined by the nature of the €pya in question:
Poor £pyov leads to poor Adyoc leads to poor £€pyov and so on. Correcting the situation is not
merely a matter of backing up words with actions; rather, the actions themselves have to be
altered first before proper words and thoughts can be formulated. Thucydides’ Athenians were
always abroad expanding their empire (koi v Koi dokvot Tpog VUGG LEAANTAG Kol drrodnunTol
pog Evonpotdrovc), and accordingly their thoughts were restlessly expansionist. Demosthenes’
Athenians still participate in the war by sending out mercenary forces, but they do so while they
themselves sit at home watching plays and festival processions. Accordingly, their thoughts,

their Aoyotr occupy an awkward interstitial space that has no firm connection with reality.

51 PI. Grg. 485e-486a.
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2. Isocrates
A. The Archidamus

Attempts to gauge Isocrates’ influence on Demosthenes have typically been made on a
very general level. Beginning in antiquity with the story recorded by Plutarch that Demosthenes
secretly obtained the techne of Isocrates,> a consensus has developed that, despite their vast
political and literary differences, Isocrates exerted a great influence on Demosthenes, though
there is disagreement as to whether it was as great as that of Thucydides: while Blass claimed
that Isocrates had more influence than either Isaeus or Thucydides, Usher considers Thucydides
more significant, especially for the public speeches.>® There are some scholars, however, who
would deny any real influence to Isocrates. Easterling and Knox make the following contrast

between the two:

The contrast between Isocrates and Demosthenes in thought is as great as in style. Indeed, they share little but a love
for Athens and some of her traditions. Isocrates is a closet orator; Demosthenes a fighter in the courts and the assembly.
Isocrates” works tend to respond to long-term trends; he had witnessed much of Greek history. Demosthenes reacts to
the needs of the hour.>*

Although the two are polar opposites in many ways, there are several problems with this
assessment. First, it is based on a reductive, monolithic reading of Isocrates which views all of
his speeches under the light of his most epideictic ones: while the thought and style of, say, the
Panegyricus and the Third Olynthiac are indeed vastly different, this is much less true, as we will
see, for the Archidamus, which is a pseudo-deliberative speech. Secondly, in characterizing
Demosthenes as the rough and tumble fighter who reacts to pressing crises, it relies on a

stereotypical portrait which neglects the ways in which he, too, attempts to address “long-term

52 plut. Dem. 5.

53 Blass (1893) I, 212 ; Usher (1999), 193. For the significance of Isocrates’ influence on Demosthenes, see also
Pickard-Cambridge (1914), 25 and Jebb (1893) 11, 68.

54 Easterling and Knox (1985) 513.
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trends.” The fact that a work is occasional does not necessarily mean that it cannot also have a

more general purview.

In order to get a more concrete idea of the relationship between the two, I will
examine Demosthenes’ use of material from one of Isocrates’ speeches in particular, the
Archidamus, a pseudo-deliberative speech written in the voice of the eponymous prince of Sparta
advising his state to maintain control of Messene at all costs. Connections between this speech
and certain passages from Demosthenes’ oratory have been recognized since antiquity:
Hermogenes noted that the proem of the First Philippic was a reworking of that of the
Archidamus,® and Blass noted Demosthenes’ reuse of a gnome from the speech.>® However, the
extent of the influence has not yet been realized, and Blass only mentions it in passing. Besides
engaging with the argumentation of the speech, Demosthenes also, as we will see, made
significant use of its ethical posture. Accordingly, |1 would argue that it represents an ideal locus
for understanding the nature of Isocrates’ influence. Further, the intertextuality has significant
implications for the experience of the 4™ century reader in particular. For it would have
complicated his response to two of Demosthenes’ most significant political positions, namely his

justifications for Athens’ resistance to Philip and for the policy that led to defeat at Chaeronea.

My analysis of the relationship between the Archidamus and Demosthenes’ speeches will
be organized according the structure of the former: the first argument in the Archidamus
Demosthenes that alludes to will be discussed first, the second second, etc. In some cases the
arguments | discuss are traditional topoi, which complicates the nature of the intertextual link.

However, because it is clear that Demosthenes read and became intimately familiar with this

%5 Hermog. Id. 2.384.
%6 Blass (1893) Il, 290 and fn. 1.
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speech, his knowledge of the topoi in question would have at least been mediated by Isocrates’
use of them. Further, as | discussed at the beginning of this chapter, readers would have been
reading texts side-by-side with one another to compare each author’s rhetorical approach, and in
this process the ultimate origin of the topos would have been of less interest than the relation

between the two orators’ handling of it.

As | discussed in the section of my chapter on structure devoted to the First Philippic
(pg. 139), Demosthenes’ reworking of the proem of the Archidamus in that speech represents
part of a broader structural strategy. The audience is meant to perceive the compression and
abridgment as a counterpoint to the Isocratean mode and to all the speakers who have repeatedly
given counsel on the issue without making any headway. This suits the argument and ethos of
the proem, in which Demosthenes presents himself as a young man who would prefer to let older
men speak first but who feels compelled to break with tradition because the issue has been
discussed several times already without any resolution. In reworking this passage, then, he
displays an implicit antagonism with Isocrates while at the same time embracing his ethical
posture and, to some degree, his rhetorical strategy.

There are many arguments from the Archidamus that Demosthenes reworks in his
deliberative speeches. Archidamus tells the Spartans that they should not be more lax in
deliberating about their fatherland than they are about other things.>’ In the First Olynthiac,
Demosthenes tells the Athenians that, if they had displayed the same earnestness for their own
cause that they did for bringing aid to the Euboeans, they would be in possession of

Amphipolis.®® After arguing that the states that have abandoned Sparta will eventually return to

" Isoc. 6.52: ... xpn... pnde padupdtepov vrEp Tiig Tatpidog fi THV EAkoV eavijvar Bovievopusvouc.
%8 Dem. 1.8. Cf. Dem. 2.24.
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aid her, Archidamus asserts that, even if the city does not receive aid from anywhere, he would
rather endure all the dangers of war than agree to any of the proposed concessions.* In the Third
Philippic a similar argument is expressed in hyperbolic form: tebvavar 8¢ popiakig kpeittov fj
xooxeiq Tt motficon Pkinmov.® Here both Isocrates’ influence and the difference between his
manner and that of Demosthenes is strikingly apparent. Archidamus nobly but in a restrained
way expresses his resolve even to endure the perils of war before sacrificing his principles, while
Demosthenes imagines himself dying ten thousand times before sacrificing his. Later in the
speech, Archidamus says that Sparta must remain true to the principles upon which the city was
founded and that, while no one would criticize the Epidaureans or Corinthians or Phliasians for
thinking of nothing but their survival, this is not possible for Sparta, which cannot seek salvation
without maintaining its glory (evdo&ia).% In the Second Philippic, Demosthenes claims that
Philip knew, based on the actions of their ancestors, that, while the Thebans and Argives would
agree to ally themselves with him against the Greeks out of self-interest, the Athenians would
refuse to disgrace themselves (ado&iav ... pevyovtec) by abandoning their traditional role as
defender of Greece.®? In Isocrates the argument is short and general: one expects these states to
act basely, but for Sparta this is impossible. By Demosthenes it is expanded and made more
concrete by reference to specific incidents in Thebes’ history. Further, it is speculatively made
part of the thought process of Philip when he went to choose an ally.

Another indicator of Demosthenes’ familiarity with the Archidamus is, as Blass noted,%

the recurrence of a gnomic statement from that speech in the Second Olynthiac. However, the

%9 Isoc. 6.70: Tocodtov & dméym oD morfjcai TL TV TpooTaTtopévey, Hot’ £l uUNdEv yiyvorto tovTmv UNdE
BonBeiog undapdbev toyyavoytey, GALL T@V EAMvoV ol p&v adikoieyv Npdg, ol 8¢ meplopdev, ovd’ av obTm
petayvoiny, aAAA Tavtag Gv Tovg £k ToD TOAELOL KIVOUVOLE DItopEivayl Tplv momcacbot Tag Opoloyiag tadtoc.
0 Dem. 9.65: “It is better to die ten thousand times than to do anything to flatter Philip.”

61 1soc. 6.91.

62 Dem. 6.8-12.

83 Blass (1893) 11, 193.
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significance of the changes Demosthenes makes to the gnome have not been recognized. These
changes, | would argue, illuminate with particular clarity the relationship between the two. After
admonishing the Spartans to remember how their ancestors nobly responded to adversity at
Dipaea and Thermopylae, Archidamus says that it is in such crises that good men must

distinguish themselves. To justify this claim, he makes the following gnomic statement:

ol pEv yap evtuyiot Kol Tolg avAolg TdV avlpdToV T0G Kaking cuyKpOTTousty, ol 8¢ duompadion ToxEMS
Kataaveig toodotv 6moiol Tveg Ekactot Tuyydvovsty dviec.t

In good Isocratean fashion, the gnome is a neat antithesis between good and bad fortune, and
there is nothing jarring. Contrast with this Demosthenes’ articulation of the same idea with

reference to Philip’s success:

ol yap evmpadion deval cuykpoyat Ta toadta oveidn: €l 6¢ [Philip] Tt mraioet, ToTe dkpidg awtod TadTa
gEetacOnoeTon.®

With regard to the first part of the gnome, the unexceptional personification of good fortune in
Isocrates has become insidious in Demosthenes, as if successes are actively plotting to conceal
weakness. Formally it smacks more of tragedy or Thucydides than of Isocrates. With respect to
the second part, there is a jolting shift from the universal back to Philip in particular.®® This
creates a strong coherence between what is generally the case and what will happen with respect
to Philip in particular. Butcher characterized Demosthenes’ distinctive manner of expounding

principles in the following way:

In Demosthenes the principle gradually emerges from the facts. It is not supplied as a thing ready made.
The orator stimulates and provokes his hearers to reflection; they and he must reason together till the truth
seems to spring from the contact of their minds. As the facts are presented first on one side then on another,
the illuminating principle breaks in.5

8 Isoc. 6.102: “Good fortune conceals vices even for base men, but misfortune quickly makes clear of what sort
each person really is.”

8 Dem. 2.20: “For successes are good at hiding such reproaches; but if he makes a mistake, then these matters for
reproach will be carefully scrutinized.”

% To deal with this in translation, Vince (1926) puts the first part of the gnome in parentheses.

57 Butcher (1881), 154.

196



In the gnome in question the principle is expounded in an even more radical way; for, by
expressing the second part of the Isocratean antithesis as a prediction about Philip rather than as
a statement about misfortune in general, Demosthenes elides the line between the universal and
the particular.

The most significant influence the Archidamus had on Demosthenes can be seen in his
reformulation of a paradoxical argument from the speech in On the Crown (§199-205). Indeed,
this argument can be said to have helped shape his perspective on Athenian political identity at
two of the most critical moments in his political career. Further, the “appropriative” nature of the
argument has profound implications particularly for the reading experience of one of the most
famous passages from On the Crown. Usher, following Dionysius of Halicarnassus, argues in his
commentary that in composing this passage Demosthenes was strongly influenced by epideictic
oratory, funeral orations in particular, and Yunis connects it with tragedy.®® While both of these
claims are certainly true, | would argue that the Archidamus exerted an even greater influence on
the content and tone of these passages.

Archidamus criticizes those speakers who would propose any sort of peace that would
involve giving up Messene and thereby incurring dishonor; for it is better to die with their
reputation intact than to live in the ignominy they would incur from being subservient.%® He then

concludes this argument with the following consciously bold assertion:

‘Ohmg 8’ 1 6T uNdEV VTOCTEIAEVOV EINETY, QUPETMTEPOV NIV £0TLV AvAOTATOLS YeEVESHOL LOALOV T
KatayeAAoTolg V1o TdV £xBpdv. Tovg yap &v aSidpacty kol ppovipacty TAtkovtolg Befimrdtag dvoiv del
Bdtepov, §| Tpwteve év 1oig "EAANGY, Tj mavtarnacty dvnpficbot undev tamevov dompaapnévons, Al
KoV TV teELevThv T0d Plov momoapévoune.™

8 Usher (1993), 241 ff.; Yunis (2000).

% Isoc. 6.88-89.

0 Isoc 6.89: “Altogether, if I must hold nothing back, we must choose to be destroyed rather than become a
laughing-stock to our enemies. For those who have spent their lives in such dignity and in such high thoughts must
choose one of two things, either to be first among the Greeks or to be annihilated completely having done nothing
base, but having made the end of their lives noble.”
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Archidamus is not going to sugar coat anything; the Spartans should prefer annihilation to
disgrace. The situation is then presented as an ultimatum: either be the best of the Greeks, or be
altogether destroyed without doing anything shameful. Note that he chooses an especially strong
expression for complete annihilation (mavtdmractv dvnpficBat). His counsel is presented not as
that which will necessarily lead to success, as that which is expedient, but rather as the only
possible course of action for the Spartans if they are to retain their honor, even if it leads to
destruction. In his attempt in On the Crown to justify his policy of resistance to Philip which
ultimately led to the disastrous defeat at Chaeronea, Demosthenes too begins with an apology:
Bovhopai Tt kod mapadolov simeiv.’t His choice of a stronger form of preface (11 ...mapadoEov vs.
undev vrootelduevov) stems from the fact that he is making Archidamus’ argument retro- as
opposed to pro-spectively: it is one thing to say that ultimate failure is possibly necessary
beforehand, but quite another after thousands are dead. Even if the city, Demosthenes proceeds
to assert, had known beforehand the things to come, not even then should it have tried to avoid
them (003’ oBto¢ dmootatéov Ti TOAEL TovT@V Nv'2), if at least it was to take into account its
reputation, ancestors, and posterity.

To justify his position, Archidamus proceeds to highlight the difference between Sparta

and the rest of the Greek city-states:

[epi yap @V avtdv ovy Opoing dracty BovAegvtéov, AL dG av €€ dpyiig Exactol Tod Piov TomowvTal TV
omoBeoy ... Aokedarpoviovg 8’ ody 0idv T £oTiv EK TAVTOC TPOTOL {NTETV THY crOTpiay, GAL’ dv uf
Tpocti 0 KoAdc @ chlecdar, TOV Odvatov Nuiv pet’ eddotiag aipetéov dotiv.”

I Dem. 18.199: “I even want to say something paradoxical.”

2 Dem. 18.199. Yunis (2001) ad loc. claims that tovtwv refers to Demosthenes’ policy. Although I agree in part, I
do not see why it cannot refer both to the policy and to its tragic consequences.

3 Isoc. 6.90-91: “For concerning the same subjects not all men should hold the same counsel, but they must do so in
accordance with the way each establish the basis for their lives in the beginning.... And it is not possible for the
Spartans to seek salvation in any way whatsoever, but if noble means are not present in addition to salvation, we
must choose death with glorious reputation instead.”
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Spartans must deliberate in accordance with their ancestral character, traditions, and principles.
This means that honor and reputation must be the determining factor in any given situation: if the
state cannot be saved while preserving these, death must be chosen instead. Similarly,

Demosthenes says of preferring a disgraceful peace to risk on behalf of what is noble,

GAA” ok v Tad0’, g Eoke, Toig ABnvoiolg ThTpio ovd’ dvekTd 008 Euguta, 008’ dVVNON TOTOTE TV
TOMV 0VIELG €K TOVTOG TOD YPpOVOL TTEIGOL TOTG ioYHOVGL HéV, un dikata 8 TPATToVGL TPocHepévny
AGPOADS dOVAEVEWY, GAN" dywvilopévn Tepl TpwTeinv Kol TIUfS Kol 60ENGS Kivduvedovso mhvta TOV aidva.
dwtetédexe.™

The founding principle Archidamus referred to had already been discussed at length previously
in the speech (859), so he does not need to repeat it. Demosthenes, by contrast, expatiates at
length on what the traditional principles of Athens are, and, following the tricolon as this
explanation does, it represents the climax of a much more impassioned presentation of the same
basic idea.

Archidamus then adds that a state’s policy decisions are actually a better indicator of its
character than its success or failure in war for the following reason: Tédv pév yop €xel
YLYVOUEV®V TO TAETOTOV UEPOG TH TOYT HETESTLY, TO O’ £vOAdE YVOGOEY avTHg THG dtovoiag
onueiov éotv.” Demosthenes uses this argument relatively earlier when he contrasts the

consequences of the policy Athens actually pursued with a shameful hypothetical:

VOV HEV Y€ ATOTUYETV SOKET TV TPAYLAT®V, O TAGL KOOV £0Tv AvBpdmolg dtav 1 Bed Tadta dokf): T0TE
&’ a&odoa mpoeoTdval TdV GAA®Y, 1T’ dnootdoa TovTov DNinm®, Tpodedwkévar Tavtag dv Eoyev

37 76
aitiav.

Just as Archidamus imagines the possibility of the Spartans following the right counsel but still

"4 Dem. 18.203: “But these things were not, as it seems, men of Athens, ancestral nor endurable nor innate, nor was
anyone ever able to persuade the city to be subservient securely in attaching itself to those who are strong but who
do not act justly; rather, it has spent its whole history competing and running risks for the highest prestige and for
honor and glory.”

5 Isoc. 6. 94.

6 Dem. 18.200: “As things stand now, it seems that we happen to have suffered failure in our endeavors, which is
common to all mankind whenever God so decrees. But the city would have incurred shame had she thought it right
to lead the rest but then, yielding this to Philip, to betray everyone.” For the translation of viv pév ... tote 8¢, see
Goodwin (1901) ad loc.
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being defeated due to bad fortune in battle, so Demosthenes asserts that the Athenians have
maintained their honor while suffering defeat due to an inscrutable divine will. Later in the
speech, this will be connected with misfortune in battle in particular when he claims that he was
not defeated by Philip’s calculation but rather the allied generals and forces were defeated by
fortune.””

To stress further the importance of the city’s as opposed to the individual’s reputation,

Archidamus expresses his astonishment at those who are more concerned about the latter:

Oavpalom o6& TdV VP pev Tig idlag 06ENg amobviokely £0elovTv, DTEP OE THG KOG LN} TV aOTHV
YVOUNV EYOVTOV: DIEP NG OTIOVV TACYEW GEIOV BOTE Un) KOTOoYDVAL TV TOALY, UNdE TEPUSETY TNV TAEWY
Mmodoav €i¢ fiv ol matépeg katéomoay adThy.’

In Demosthenes the contrast undergoes significant alteration, and it is presented from the
perspective of an Athenian from the Golden Age before he proceeds to explain it in his own

voice:

MNyetto yap avtdv Ekactog odyl T@ ToTpl Kol Tf UnTpl povov yeyevijobat, AALL Kai Tf) maTpidt. dtapépet O
Ti; 611 6 pév 10ig yovedot povov yeyevijoBar vopilov tov g elpapprévng kot tov antopotov Bavotov
mepLLével, 0 08 Kal tf] Tatpidt, ViEP ToD Ui Tav TNV €MV SovAgvovcay anobviokety é0eAnoet, Kol
poPepmtépag Mynoetat T HPPELS Kol TAG ATIHiog, Ag &V 00VAEVOVGT) Tf| TOAEL PEPELY AVAYKT, TOD
Bavarov.”

The change in perspective is due to Demosthenes’ attempt here to trace his policy back to the
principles of Athens’ greatest heroes, as becomes explicit in the following section. On the one
hand Isocrates’ contrast is clearer. For Demosthenes says that the man who believes he is born

just in the interest of his parents is content to wait around until he dies a natural death, but this

" Dem. 18.300: 008¢ vy’ itV &yd t0ig Aoyiouoig Pikinmov, moAloD e koi Sei, 00d¢ toic mapackevaic, GAL’ ol
TAV GCUUUAY®V oTPOTN YOl Kol ol SuVANELS TH| TOYN.

8 Isoc. 6.93: “I am amazed at those who are willing to die in pursuit of private fame, but who do not have the same
judgement when it comes to the fame of the city; on behalf of this it is worthy to suffer anything whatsoever so as
not to bring the city shame and so as not to shut one’s eyes to it having abandoned the post at which our fathers
placed it.”

 Dem. 18.205: “For each of them believed that he had been born not for his father and mother alone, but also for
his fatherland. What is the difference? That the man who thinks he was born for his parents alone awaits his fated
and natural death, whereas the one who believes he was born for his fatherland too will be willing to die so as not to
look upon it in slavery, and he will believe that the insolence and dishonor that one has to bear in an enslaved city
are more terrifying than death.”

200



neglects the importance of family honor or the possibility that the man might be willing to die for
his own honor. On the other hand, Demosthenes’ focus on an individual is much more vivid than
Archidamus’s reference to a general class; for it creates a vivid picture of some loafer waiting
around with no purpose in life until death happens to strike one day. In both passages, though,
the operative idea is the priority of the state before the individual and the idea that one should be
willing to suffer death before allowing his state to incur shame.

Archidamus concludes his argument by highlighting the shame involved in Sparta

submitting to her enemies:

Aloypov yap tovg dpEar v EAMvov a&iwbévtag 6@OTjval T0 TpocTaTTOUEVOV TO10DVTAS, KOl TOGODTOV
amoAelpOTvoL T@V TPoYOVEV HGTE TOVG PEV VRIEP TOD TOIG GANOIG EmttdTTey €0EAEY dmoBviokely, NUAG &’
Ongp Tod N motelv 10 kedevduevov un Toudy Sraktvduvedety.

The argument is presented in a modified form of the pathetic paradox (see pg. 116), that is it is
paradoxical for the same people to be seen ruling and serving. In Demosthenes the paradox is not

presented in as pointed a way, and its expected conclusion is disrupted by a surprising shift:

1618 & GE10060 TPoESTAVAL TRV FAN®Y, it dmootica TovTov PMinT®, TPodedwkivar TévTog dv Eoyev
aitiav. &l yop todto mposito dkoviti, mepi OV 008V Kivduvov Eviva ody, DTENEVOY 01 TPOYOVOL, TiC ovx
KATETTUGEV GV GoD; un Yop Tiig TOAEDS Y, und’ duod. 5t

The thought that the city could abandon its own character becomes unthinkable as it develops,
and blame for the hypothetical is suddenly shifted to Aeschines in the form of a rhetorical
question. Note also the substitution of a more violent, physical act (katéntvcev) for abstract
shame along with the rhetorical question. The high passion that breaks out here is sustained when

Demosthenes reiterates the same idea:

80 Isoc. 6.94: “For it would be shameful for those who had been deemed worthy of leading the Greeks to be seen
following commands, and to be so far inferior to their ancestors that, while the latter were willing to die in order to
give orders to the rest of the Greeks, we are not willing to run a risk in order not to do what’s commanded of us.”
81 Dem.18.200: “But the city would have incurred shame had she thought it right to lead the rest but then, yielding
this to Philip, to betray everyone. For if you had given this up without a fight, a thing for the sake of which our
forefathers endured every danger imaginable, who would not have spit on you; for they would not have spit on the
city or me.”
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Tio1 8’ 0QOUALOTG TPOG ALOG E@PBLEV GV TOVG €iG TV TOAY AVOPAOTOVG APIKVOVUEVOUG, &l ... TOV ... VTEP
70U pn yevéohBan Tadt’ dydva ETepot Yopig NU®Y NOAV TETOMUEVOL, Kol TODTO UNOENOTOTE THG TOAEWMG £V
101g Eunpocev ypdvolg AcedAsiay ddoEov udAlov ) TOV DREp TV KaA®V kivéuvov fpnuévng;®

The basic argument here can be articulated in the same way: it would be shameful for us not to
have fought against Philip when our ancestors always preferred noble dangers to ignoble
security. Yunis, citing instances from Sophocles, notes that “To localize the experience of shame
in the eyes ... was deeply rooted in Greek literature.” 82 He also suggests that the topos was
current among orators; however, this claim is problematic. While it is true that, as he notes, it
does occur in Aeschines’ speech Against Ctesiphon (3.121), his use of dupa there, a poetic word
for eye, indicates that the expression was intended to register as poetic. The topos is also found
in Dinarchus, but this of course proves nothing, especially since the phrasing is very similar to
the passage from On the Crown cited above.®* Further, Yunis’s reference to “Greek literature” in
general is problematic. | would argue that the topos would have been associated with tragedy in
particular, especially after the Oedipus Tyrannus. Note that, in the passage from the Archidamus
cited above, the experience of shame is also localized in the eyes (Aioypov yap Tov¢ Gp&at TV
EMvov a&lwbévtag 6@0ijvar 10 Ttpoctattdpevov moodvtag); however, there the Spartans have
to view themselves not with their own eyes but rather from some abstract perspective. They are
not forced, as the Athenians are, to visualize the horrific situation through their own eyes (and so

to turn away in shame). As in the case of other alterations that Demosthenes makes in his use of

8 Dem. 18.201: “With what eyes, by Zeus, could we have looked at the people arriving in the city if ... the rest had
fought without us so that these things would not come about, and that with the city never in previous times having
chosen gloryless security rather than danger on behalf of what is noble.”

8 Yunis (2001), ad loc.

8 Din. 1.66: ticv 0pOaipoic Ekactog HUdY THY TaTpday £otioy oikad’ dmeldmv idelv toAunoet ... Wankel (1976)
ad loc. cites as a parallel Dem. 25.98: moioig tpocdnoig fj Tioty 0@Oaloic Tpodg Exactov TobTwV dvtipréyecte; If
this speech is spurious, then this passage would potentially represent another use independent of Demosthenes.
However, MacDowell (2009), 310-311 makes a compelling case for its authenticity. Further, the passage in which
this sentence occurs is a tour de force attempt to make the members of the jury feel shame at the outrageous thought
of violating their own laws by voting the wrong way, so it resembles the passage under discussion from On the
Crown in terms of its affective function.
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material from the Archidamus, here he creates an immediacy and palpability that was absent
from the earlier speech; further, the hypothetical situation, associated with Aeschines’ policy, is
presented in such a way as to achieve a tragic level of horror.

In this section | have demonstrated that at several critical moments over the course of his
political career Demosthenes engaged with Isocrates” Archidamus. The most significant of these
moments is the extended intertextual dialogue between the two speeches that occurs in his
magnum opus On the Crown. | would argue that this culminating moment of interaction would
have distinguished the reading from the oral experience of the work in a significant way,
particularly with respect to the pivotal paradoxical argument beginning at section 199 of the
speech (see pgs. 197 ff.). This passage has been haled by several commentators as a moment at
which Demosthenes achieves a new height of rhetorical brilliance.® It would have had a visceral
impact on those present in the court, especially on those related to men who had died at
Chaeronea: Yunis says of the argument that it ““... creates in the audience an emotionally
resonant awareness of the rightness of the action.”®® On the original readers, too, again
especially on those with a more direct connection with the battle, the argument must have had a
profound impact. However, their reaction to it would have been complicated by their familiarity
with Isocrates and his influence on Demosthenes. No longer does it flash out of nowhere like a
lightning bolt of conviction. Rather, it has a specific source, and that in a speech of Isocrates that
the reader has seen Demosthenes allude to and repurpose time and again. Indeed the passage
represents, as my reading suggests, his most dynamic transformation of Isocratic material. But

viewing it as such entails interpreting it as part of a tradition or at least as an intertextual

8 Weil (1883) ad loc., Goodwin (1901) ad loc., Yunis (2001), 15. See also Yunis (2000) for an extended reading of
this section of the speech.
8 Yunis (2000), 109.
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dialogue. One admires it not as a pure expression of conviction but as an ingenious reworking of
preexistent elements. However, as an Athenian who has suffered from the epochal loss at
Chaeronea, one just wants it to be true, and of course the fact that the argument is second-hand
does not necessarily mean that Demosthenes did not actually believe it. The (original) reader’s
interpretation can thus be characterized as an interplay of political desire with rhetorical
suspicion, as literary, intertextual, associative pleasure in tension with the palpable reality of

tragic loss.

B. Isocrates and Bildersprache

Throughout the dissertation, Demosthenes’ use of imagery has been a recurrent theme. In
my chapter on structure, | argued that, for some of the deliberative speeches, imagery plays an
important role in determining the structure: with regard to the First Philippic, the striking
metaphor of the Athenians as barbarian boxer is placed in stark contrast with Demosthenes’
subtle presentation of himself throughout the speech as a prudent advisor; with regard to the
Third Olynthiac, the speech contains a series of carefully arranged similes along with certain
stylistic idiosyncrasies that lead to the climactic image of the Athenians as sick patients who
must risk death by refusing to keep living at a mere subsistence level. In addition, I argued in the
first section this chapter that Demosthenes used various images involving interstitial states to
present a characterization of the Athenians which represents a pathological development of

Thucydides’ portrayal of Periclean Athens.
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It has long been recognized that metaphor and simile constitute an important element of
Demosthenes’ oratory.®” As in the case of other features of his prose, his use of imagery is
typically characterized as being bolder and more original than that of other orators. The two
scholars who have devoted the most attention to the subject are Ronnet (27 pages of a 182 page
monograph) and Kriiger.8 In accordance with her general thesis about the development of
Demosthenes’ style, Ronnet argues that, as his style developed, he became more and more
confident in his use of metaphor until he achieved a harmony of different types in On the
Crown.® Most of Kriiger’s dissertation on Demosthenes’ Bildersprache consists of a
thematically organized catalog of the images accompanied by brief comments. However, one
section is devoted to the function of metaphorical language in its context (“Die Bildersprache im
Sinnzummenhang der Reden”). There Kriiger presents sensitive readings of metaphors and
similes from the First Philippic and the Olynthiacs and, in certain cases, comes to conclusions
similar to my own. Nevertheless, there are problems with his overall conception of the function
of Bildersprache: he does not deal with the intratextual connections between images, and his
explanation of the function of Bildersprache relies on vague ideas of vividness and
demonstration.

With regard to Demosthenes’ usage in individual speeches, much attention has been
devoted to the First Philippic in particular: Kruger analyzed each major image individually and

concluded that the abnormally high number of metaphors in the speech is an indicator of the

87 Blass (1893) 111.1, 89 ff. focuses on metaphors in the Philippics in particular. For a catalog of metaphors from
most of the deliberative speeches, see Rehdantz (1893), 22-23. For more general treatments, see Adams (1927), 82-
5; Usher (1993), 25-6; Milns (2000), 213; and MacDowell (2009), 407.

8 Ronnet (1951), 149-176; Kriiger (1959).

% Ibid., 176.
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level of Demosthenes’ earnestness.*® Rowe and Mader following him argue that Demosthenes
uses metaphor satirically in this speech to depict Athens as a world turned upside down.%

For Demosthenes and his fourth-century readers, the status of metaphor in oratorical
prose would have represented an explicit but unresolved problem. In a much-discussed passage
from the Evagoras, Isocrates, when contrasting the resources available to writers of prose as

opposed to poets, says the following about petagpopd®:

(016v 1 adToic) Kai mepi TovTOV SNAMGHL UT LOVOV TOTC TEToyUEVOLS OVOUAGTY, AN To pév EEvolg, Ta 82
KOvoig, T O& LETOPOPAIS, Kol UNOEV TOPAALTELV, GALA TACLY TOIG €100tV SlOmMOIKIAML TV TTOiNoWV: TOIG 6
nepi ToVG Adyoug 00dev EEeoTiv TV ToovTOV ... %

As Kriiger notes,® the fact that Isocrates does not define the term here indicates that it must have
become common by around 370. The precise meaning of the term uetagopad here is not entirely
clear: does it refer to metaphor generally, or does Isocrates simply mean to exclude certain types.
The former seems unlikely since he himself employed the figure in his own speeches. But, if he
meant the latter, then what types did he have in mind? Kirby tentatively argues that he had
something like the Homeric simile in mind but admits that it is impossible to say for sure.*
Another issue with this passage is the classification of metaphor as a mere ornament
(dramokidan) like neologism and exotic diction. This suggests that it was not viewed by Isocrates
as having any sort of distinctive intellectual function.

In connection with Isocrates, a potentially significant fragment of the techne attributed to

him should be mentioned. In this fragment the following prescription about metaphor is given:

% Kriiger (1959), 89-90.

%1 Rowe (1968), 363: “These images manifest the satiric traits of the incongruous, the distorted, the inane, and the
paradoxical.” Cf. Mader (2003), 57 and Wooten (2008), 105.

92 For an attempt to trace the pre-history of this term, see Kriiger (159), 4 ff.

% Isoc. 9.9.: “And they (poets) can express these things using not only standard but also foreign words, neologisms,
and metaphors, and they do not suffer any restriction but can adorn their poems with all manner of embellishment.
To writers of prose, on the other hand, none of these things is permitted ...” For discussion see Kriiger (1959), 4;
O’Sullivan (1992), 50-1; Kirby (1997), Alexiou (2010) ad loc.

% Kriger (1959), 4.

% Kirby (1997), 526.
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(3€1) ovopatt 8¢ xpficBan i petapopd pun okAnpd, fj 1@ kodliot® §| Td fiKioTo TETOMPEVD T T
WOPOTIT ...%

One can use metaphors after all, but only ones that are not harsh or affected. As we will see, this
resembles the prescription that Aristotle gives in the Rhetoric. However, the attribution of this
precept to Isocrates is far from certain. Various speculations have been made about the origin,
nature, and authenticity of Isocrates” handbook without any achieving a consensus.®’ However, if
Navarre, following Pfund and Rehdantz,®® is right that the fragments were originally written and
distributed by his students, or if Kennedy is right that Aristotle collected the material from
Isocrates’ students,® then one can at least say with confidence that the problem of metaphor was
being debated and discussed among a more general audience.

Kirby argues that it is very likely that Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor was written at
least in part in response to Isocrates.'® If this is true, it is very well possible that Isocrates’ claim
had provoked discussion of the subject among rhetoricians more generally. For Aristotle, the
figure had a much more profound significance than it did for Isocrates; for it is not a mere
ornament but can teach us something new about a given object or phenomenon.2%! It thus has an
intellectual as opposed to a purely aesthetic function. As for his prescriptions about the types of
metaphor appropriate to oratorical prose, he gives the sensible but vague advice that they should

not be ridiculous, too elevated, or far-fetched.%?

% |soc. Ars fr. 11: “One should use the proper term(?) or a metaphor that is not harsh or the expression that is most
beautiful or least affected or most well known ...” The text cited here is that of Mandilaras.

9 For discussion and bibliography see Kennedy (1963), 71 and Too (1995), 164-171.

% Navarre (1900), 188.

9 Kennedy (1963), 71.

10 Kirby (1997), 525. O’Sullivan (1992), 51 makes the more reserved claim that Aristotle borrowed Isocrates’
catalog of stylistic principles.

101 Arist. Rh. 1410b: 1} 8¢ petagpopd motel Todto péhota: dtav yap inn 1o yipog kKaAdpny, éroinoey pddnot kol
yv®dow did Tod yévoug:

102 |bid. 1406b.
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During the years that Demosthenes was learning and then practicing oratory, the status
and function of metaphor and simile remained an unresolved issue. In the sections that follow, |
will examine his use of imagery to see how it relates to Isocrates’ prescriptions on the subject. In
the first section I will look at the Olynthiacs as a series. By analyzing imagery from each of the
speeches in the series and then comparing it with the others as well as with the First Philippic, |
will demonstrate that in the First Olynthiac Demosthenes used simile as a means of crystallizing
political thought that had been presented in more diffuse form in the First Philippic. In the Third
Olynthiac, in turn, the image of the sick patients presents the same political ideas but adds a new
affective dimension. With regard to the Second Olynthiac, | will explore the innovative way in
which Demosthenes constructs a series of metaphors to characterize Philip’s downfall. Although
| have already discussed some of the images from the Olynthiacs previously in the dissertation,
here 1 will not be looking at their role in the structure of a single speech, nor will I be deriving
political ideas from them. Rather, my focus will be on how imagery creates a relationship
between the speeches in the series, and, more generally, I will examine how a Demosthenic
image functions as an element of content. In the second and third sections, in turn, I will examine
two specific metaphors, namely the ship of state and the disease of treachery, respectively. By
relating his innovation in the use of these images to my discussion of the imagery from the

Olynthiacs, | will attempt to establish the role of imagery in his oratory more generally.

i The Olynthiacs

As | discussed in my chapter on structure (pg. 158), there is some disagreement about the

ordering of the three Olynthiacs. However, it is generally agreed that they were all delivered
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(assuming they were all delivered) in the late summer or early autumn of 349/8.1% Each speech,
moreover, addresses the same situation, namely Philip’s attack on Olynthus. I would argue that,
in the First Olynthiac, the most prominent similes are used to present in a concise and vivid form
the most significant political ideas Demosthenes had developed earlier in the First Philippic,
which was delivered in 351. They thus can be said to have an intertextual function. As |
demonstrated earlier in this chapter, Demosthenes characterizes the Athenians in that speech as
inhabiting an imaginary world that allows them to ignore the political crisis facing them: he
mocks them as playing with clay soldiers and says that they spend all their time and resources on
festivals and urban renewal. Throughout the speech, he constructs piecemeal an image of the
Athenian mentality without ever really bringing it all together. In the First Olynthiac, by
contrast, the mentality underlying all the vivid imagery from the First Philippic is crystallized in
two similes. These are the only two extended similes that occur in the speech, and, as |
mentioned in my third chapter, both are taken from the same domain, that of transaction. In the

first, the Athenians are likened to ingrates:

GAL°, otpar, Tapdpody éoTiv 8mep Kod el THG TV ypNUdTOY KTHoED: GV L&V Yép, doa dv Tig AaP, Kai
oMo, LEYAANV Exel TH] TOYN TNV Xapv, av &’ dvoimcog Aabn, cuvaviiooe Kol 10 pepvijcBat {Tnv xapv}.
Kol TEPL TOV TPAYUATOV 0UTMG 01 UT| ¥pNoduevol Tolg Kutpoig 0pOdg, ovd’ el cuVEPN TL Topd TdV Bedv
¥PNOTOV pvnpovevovot-1%

Just like the spendthrift ingrate, the Athenians have used up the resources bestowed upon them

by the gods and now have even forgotten that they had them to begin with. The absence of any

103 MacDowell (2009), 238.

104 Dem. 1.11: ““But the situation resembles what happens with the possession of money. For if a person preserves
as much as he receives, he is very grateful to his fortune. However, if he squanders it without realizing it, he
squanders at the same time the remembrance of gratitude. And it’s the same way when it comes to events: those who
have not exploited opportunities correctly do not even remember if anything good came about from the gods.” For
the innovative conception of ydpig developed in this passage, see pg. 150 fn. 60.
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sort of conscientiousness or prudence here recalls Demosthenes’ description of them in the First

Philippic as being “unhinged in their judgements” (dmmptpévor ... Taic yvéduac).%

In the second simile, which | discussed at length earlier in this chapter, Demosthenes
figures the Athenians as men living on high interest loans who through reckless spending end up
losing the principal of their loans.'® This simile, I would argue, functions in a dynamic way. On
the one hand, it recalls all of the criticism of the Athenians Demosthenes made in the First
Philippic (the clay soldiers, the festivals, the new buildings); however, it not only recalls but it
distills and expands. In the former speech, each point of criticism was expressed separately: you
are living in a dream world (clay soldiers/festivals), you are wasting resources on things that do
not really matter (urban renewal), and like a barbarian boxer you never foresee what Philip is
going to do next. In the figure of the men living on credit, however, all of these criticisms are
made to converge: they live a luxurious life of pleasure for a short while (Lkpov ednopricavteg
ypovov) which does not actually correspond with their worth; they waste their time and money
doing nothing but seeking pleasure (Gravto tpog ndoviv {ntodvteg); and they do not foresee
(padimg and &ig avaykmv) the consequences of their actions until it is too late. The simile, then,
recalls all the vivid associations with the stinging criticisms from the previous speech and
focuses them on a single figure. But in addition the spendthrift contributes his own effect. It is
likely that Demosthenes is referring to a well-known character type. One is reminded of
Theophrastus “shameless” man, who tries to get a loan from a man to whom he is already in
debt.’%” Demosthenes’ use of this type creates an escalation of the imagery from the First

Philippic: the audience is made to visualize a man with a wad of cash (or rather a fistful of coins)

105 Dem. 4.12.
106 Dem. 1.15.
07 Thphr. Char. 9.2: olog tpdtov pév dv drootepel npog Todtov dneddov daveilesdot ...
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going around wildly spending like there’s no tomorrow. The simile also recalls the previous one
from the same speech in which the Athenians are spendthrift ingrates who have forgotten they
owe the gods yapig. In light of all these considerations, I would argue that Demosthenes’ use of
simile in the First Olynthiac represents an attempt to employ the figure in an innovative and
dynamic way. It serves as a means of subtly recalling and connecting ideas from a previous
speech, and, insofar as the two major similes from the speech are taken from the same domain
and refer to similar types, it creates a sense of intratextual cohesion. | would also argue that,
when viewed in relation to the First Philippic, the second simile from the First Olynthiac has a
sort of convergent signification. Elements articulated individually in the previous speech are all
expressed simultaneously by various aspects of a single simile in the later speech. As we will see
below, Demosthenes ventures an even more radical form of convergence in a series of metaphors

from the Second Olynthiac.

One of the major rhetorical problems Demosthenes faced in the Second Olynthiac was
that certain members of the audience were concerned that Philip might be invincible so that it
would be pointless to try to resist him.% Indeed, he claims that Philip’s successes have made
him a universal object of wonderment: 6 (Philip) pév yap 6cm mieiova viep v a&iov memoinke
v adtod, T0600T® BavpacTdTEPOC Tapd mict vopiletor.l%® Demosthenes recognized that this
wonderment consisted of elements of both attraction and terror: although Philip was now
threatening their own safety and security, the Athenians were still awed by the sheer magnitude

of what he had accomplished, especially since he was just a barbaric Macedonian. As we will

108 Dem. 2.5: ... TOOg VmEPEKTETANYHEVOVC QO BpoydV Tve TOV Diimmov . ...
199 Dem. 2.3: “For insofar as he has accomplished things beyond his station, to this extent he is regarded as a greater
object of wonder among all men.”
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see, the method he adopted for combatting this sense of wonderment was to employ a bold and

difficult series of metaphors to characterize Philip’s success and ultimate downfall.

Demosthenes’ broad claim is that Philip’s success is due to good fortune and deception,
not to any innate worth. The way in which this argument is developed, | would argue, represents
an exquisite instance of Demosthenes’ much discussed use of repetition or theme and

variation, 110

with the theme being Philip’s growth. Within the space of about a page, forms of the
verb av&dave occur four times. The first instance occurs as part of Demosthenes’ justification for

criticizing Philip’s actions at length:

... OVO1V &vey’ Nyodpot cuueépev gipiicbar, 10D T’ ékeivov, dmep kai AANOEG VILapyEL, Padiov eoaivesbal,
Kol TOVG VIEPEKTETANYLEVOLG G ApLodv Tva OV Dilmmov 1deiv 8T mhvta SieEeAnAvbey oic Tpdtepov
TOPOKPOVOEVOG YOS NOENDN, Kail TPOC adTHYV TiKeL THY TEALLTNV TA TpdypoTa odTd. !

Demosthenes’ intention is to show to those who believe Philip is invincible that he has exhausted
his resources. This will involve an account of how Philip “grew great.” As Weil notes,
Demosthenes could have used the more common copulative expression péyog éyéveto, but
according to him péyag nv&nOn and later in the same passage fpOn péyag ... sont plus pleines et
plus expressives.” These expressions, then, add a bit of flavor and emphasis. This general and
limited interpretation of their effect is certainly valid, but it does not account for what follows. In
the sentence following the one cited above, Demosthenes imagines an alternative world in which
Philip had grown by acting justly (&i Ta dikoa Tpdrtovd’ Empwv noENuEvov), then, following the
catalog of the ways in which Philip has successively deceived various Greek states, he

summarizes his rise to power thus: v yap ékdotov dvolav dei TdV AyvoodHvimy adTov

110 For the significance of repetition in Demosthenes, see Rowe (1968), 362.

11 Dem. 2.5: “For two reasons I think it’s expedient that it has been said, first so that Philip may appear base, which
is actually the truth, and second so that those who are astonished at his being invincible may see that he has
exhausted all the things by which he grew great before through deceit, and so that they can see that his affairs have
come to their end.”
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gEamatdv kol TpochapPavov obtog noénom.12 Directly following this is a comparative and a
temporal clause in the first of which Philip “has been lifted to a great height” (domep ovv S1d
TouTeV pon péyag) and in the second of which he is “destined to be torn down once
again”(o¢eilet ... koBapedijvar). The former of these may at first just seem to be a variation on
uéyag nouénodn, but the phrasing has a distinct connotation. In the two other instances in which the

expression occurs, '3

it has the sense of a grand exaltation: in the chorus’s prayer to Zeus in
Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers, the slave women predict that, if Zeus exalts Orestes (émeil viv uéyav
gpactt®) by making him victorious over his foes, he will receive ample reward. In the second
instance, Aristophanes, speaking of himself through the chorus-leader in the Wasps, boasts
...apBeic 8¢ péyac kai TiunOsic dg ovdeic mdmot’ év Huiv.!t® The coordination with TyumOeic Mg
ovodelg suggests the strength of the expression. Through deceit, then, Philip has been exalted to a
great height. This raising is associated with the destruction of buildings and walls by
kaBopednvar, which Demosthenes almost always uses to refer to tearing down pillars, walls,
buildings or fortifications.!*® Accordingly, after several general references to Philip’s growth

concluding in the exaltation of fjpbn péyag, he is figured metaphorically as a building that is

destined to be torn down.

Following this account of his growth/rise to power, the hypothetical objection is
presented that while Demosthenes’ analysis is accurate, nevertheless Philip will be able to
maintain control through force. He responds by saying that goodwill and mutual self-interest are

necessary to maintain unity. He then explains what happens when these things are not present:

112 Dem. 2.7: “For he grew in this way by always deceiving the foolishness of each of those who did not know him
and receiving them as allies.”

113 According to a Perseus lemma search for the two words within three words of one another.

114 Agsch. Cho. 790. Text is that of West.

115 Ar. Vesp. 1023.

116 Only two of his other eleven uses do not refer to physically tearing down a structure.
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btav 8 &k mheovetiag koi movnplog Tig domep 0DTog ioyDoN, 1| TPOTN TPOPAGLS KOi UkpOV TTaicH
dmavta dveyaiticey kol SiEAvoev. od yap Eotiv, 0Ok Eottv, @ Gvdpec ABnvdiol, ddikodvta kai émopkodva
Kol yeudopevov duvopy Befaiov kthoachat, ALY T0 TowadTa €ig PV dmag Kol Ppaydv xpovov aviéyel, Kol
GQOdpa. ye TivONnoev €mi T0ig EATioY, Gv TOYN, T@ XPOV® 6€ epATaL Kol TTEPT ADTO KOTUPPEL. Domep Yap
oixiag, oipot, koi mAoiov Kai TdY SAA®VY TdY TO0VTOV T8 KaTMOEY ioYVpdTaTa eivon SeT, oBTo Kol TéV
TpaEEwV TG ApydS Kai Téc VrobEselc dAN0sic kol Sucaiog sivan mpoonket. !

Instead of a building or wall, Philip’s power is now a rider about to be thrown from his horse
(dveyaitioev). Since the Greeks did not have saddles or stirrups, this would have been a familiar
enough sight.!*® The metaphor, then, would presumably have been relatable, but it also would
evoke with particular force the sort of dramatic, violent, and sudden reversal that Demosthenes

claims will befall Philip.

Philip is now a thing ominously growing, a building destined to collapse, and a rider
about to be thrown from his horse. However, the metaphorization does not end there. In the next
sentence, which marks what is to follow as significant by beginning with an anadiplosis (o0 yap
gotwv, ouk €otwv), Philip is figured as a flower that has briefly bloomed in the soil of hopes.
Unlike the preceding characterizations, this one seems to risk turning him into a sympathetic
figure. One thinks of Gorgythion from the Iliad (8.308-10), who in dying droops his head to one
side like a poppy heavy with fruit and rain; or of Sappho’s hyacinth that is trampled to the
ground by shepherds (105b). There is also the general association of flowers with fleeting youth
and beauty. But perhaps Demosthenes expected these associations. With Philip having achieved
such brilliant success by the time of the Second Olynthiac, it would have been impossible to

deny to him and his conquests any appeal whatsoever. Accordingly, perhaps the metaphorization

117 Dem. 2.9-10: “Whenever a man like this one grows strong from greed and wickedness, the first cause and a small
stumble upsets and dissolves all things. For it is not, | say it is not, men of Athens, possible for someone to acquire
firm power by committing injustice and breaking oaths and lying, but such things hold out once and for a short time
and reach full bloom upon hopes if it so turns out, but they are found out by time and wither around themselves.”

118 See Neil (1909) on Ar. Eq. 571.
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as delicate flower would have channeled this attraction into an image the telos of which is the

inevitability of immanent withering.

Philip is a thing ominously growing, a building destined to collapse, a rider being thrown,
and a flower about to wither. Krliger argued that we should not attempt to analyze this series,
that there is no connection between these images and that the rapid succession of unrelated
metaphors indicates that Demosthenes must have been in an impassioned state when delivering
this part of the speech.!*® However, | would argue that that there is in fact a very intimate
connection between them and that all of the images are made to converge in the final words of
the sentence mepi avtd kotappel. The reception of this passage in antiquity is enlightening. A
scholiast wanted to take the expression as a metaphor according to which Philip’s successes are
likened to an old wall eroded by decay: 10 6¢ ‘katappel’” avti Tod dtopbeipeTat, and peTAPOPaS
T0{YoV TIVOC TaAALOD, TV VIO THG TAAATNTOG AVTOC VO’ avToD dtaPifpdokntal Kol
avarioknrat.l?? Hermogenes, however, associates it with the image of the flower from the

preceding clause, though in a strange way:

70 yap ‘HvOnce’ TPomKOV Pév, 00 UV aDGTNPOV 0V0E OKANPOV, TO 8¢ ‘Katappel’ okAnpov icyvpdS, 0V piv
TotoVTOoV £0Avn Sl 1O €€ dkolovbiog eipfjcBat: nl yop TV AVOEDV TAV LOPAVOUEVOV TO KATAPPETY
oyedov Kuping Aéyetat, 10N 8¢ avTod TNV dyav oKANPOTNTO Kol TO TOPAKEIILEVOV aVTH APETAE, AEY® TO “T(

POV 8 pwpdton”. 12

He argues that while the image of blooming is an example of figurative language that is neither

harsh nor hard, katappetd is very harsh indeed but seems less so because it follows @ ypovem 6

119 Kriiger (1959), 91: Eigentlich ist es ein Fehler, dies nun langsam zu zergliedern, der Redner ist erregt, die Bilder
und Metaphern strdmen nur so aus ihm heraus, ohne daf? man nach dem logischen Zusammenhang glaubt fragen zu
dirfen, es scheint zwischen den einzelnen Metaphern gar keine Verbindung zu bestehen, sondern wir werden nur
mit kurzen Augenblicksbildern tiberschittet, die von einem Gebiet ins andere springen.

120 “The word xatappet instead of SwopOsipeta, taken from the metaphor of an old wall whenever it is eaten and
used up by itself due to age.”

121 Hermog. 2.5: “For fjvOnoe is figurative but not rough or harsh, but katappel is very harsh indeed. However, it did
not seem so because it has been spoken after something not harsh; for in reference to withering blooms katappeiv is
almost the proper word, and now its juxtaposition has removed its excessive harshness, I mean the words ‘T ypove

5 9

0¢ popdTor’.
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ewpdtot. He then seems to claim that katappeiv is not so strange (oyed0v Kvupimg) an expression
for the withering of flowers. However, if this is the case, then why does the harshness need to be
decreased by t® ypovem ¢ pwpdtar? In any case his use of oyedov here suggests that he was not

entirely confident in his interpretation.

In taking into consideration the explanatory sentence following mepi avta Kotappel (note
the ydp), we might be inclined to side with the scholiast since it is the structural metaphor that
Demosthenes chooses to focus on. However, | would argue that reading the passage this way
unnecessarily violates the sequence of thought. In the expression nepi avta katappel the
scholiast saw Philip as an old, collapsing wall, while Hermogenes watched a flower wither. The
verb katappéw can refer to a person sinking or falling down,?2 fruits or vegetables dropping to
the ground,'? and a wall collapsing.*?* The expression, then, can refer simultaneously to all three
of the preceding metaphorizations of Philip: as a building, he collapses; as a rider, he is thrown;
as a flower, his petals wither and fall to the ground. Finally, in light of the recognized obscurity
of the expression, | would argue there is an opaque falling of the indeterminate growth,
protuberance that is Demosthenes’ Philip.'?® To return to the significance of repetition or theme
and variation in this passage, one can see how Demosthenes begins with a general reference to
growth, which could refer to anything from plant growth to increase in the abstract. This is
repeated several times, as though we are supposed to be feeling Philip’s devious growth. Then it
gets particularized in a series of disparate metaphors, each of which is quite striking, especially

for oratory. All of these then converge in Philip’s spectacular collapse, in conceptualizing which

122 Ar. Pax 71 and 146. Hp. Prog. 3.

123 Xen. Cyr. 1.5.10.

124 Antisthenes fr. 88: Tel}0¢ AoQAAEGTOTOV PPOVNGIC: UNTE YAp KoTAPPEIV UfTe TPodiSochar.

125 See chapter 2 pgs. 90-1 for the problem of articulating Philip’s expansion. Compare also my discussion of
Meidias’ hubris in chapter 5.
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the reader has to knock him off his horse, collapse him, and watch his petals wither to the
ground. At this point it is hard to imagine him not falling. The restricted reference to one of the
metaphors that occurs in the following sentence could be said to cater to the needs of the
audience; for it allows them to focus on a single element and move on to the next part of the

speech. 126

In the First Olynthiac the two major similes were taken from the same domain; in the
Third, by contrast, imagery is drawn from several disparate domains, ranging from the abstract to
the visceral. As | discussed in my examination of the structure of the speech, each of the figures
to which Demosthenes likens the Athenians would have provoked an extreme feeling of aversion
and resistance: they are soldiers fleeing from battle (817), they are hamstrung men stripped
naked of their resources (831), they are a slave(831), they are a mere appendage (831), and they
are animals being tamed (31). The final simile, however, has a distinctive function in terms of

both affect and intellection:

"Edv oDV Gl vV y° 1 dmaddoryévieg Tovtmv Tdv €06 é0edfonte otpatedecsdoi te kai mpdrtety 4&ing
VUBY a0TAV, Kol ToiC TePLOvGiotg Talg oikot TadTang Apopais Eml ta EEm TV ayabdv xpnoncbe, iowg dv,
fowg, @ dvdpec ABnvdiot, TéAe1dv T koi puéyo KTHomcOe dyaddv kai TV To100Tmv Anpudtoy
amoAlayeinte, 6 toig {dcbevodot} mapa v iatpdv ottiolg Sidopévolg Eotke. Kol yap Ekeiva obte ioydv
évtifnow ovt’ anobviokew €4 Kal Tadta & vépeshes viv DLelg, obte Tocadta €0Tiv HBoTe MEEAELAY EXEV
Twva dtopki], 00T’ dmoyvovtag Ao TL Tpdttew €4, AL’ £0Tt TADTA THV EKAGTOL pabupiov DUV
gmavédvovra.t?’

The Athenians are now patients who are being kept alive by their doctors but who are not

thriving and do not have the will to risk death in an attempt to recover. Already in the Second

126 K riiger (1959), 92 argues that the concluding simile binds all the imagery together: “das Umkippen, das Blithem
im Garten, der ertappte Dieb und das Zusammenstiirzen sind alles Dinge, die man in einem Hause erleben kann.”
However, I do not understand what precisely he means by “in einem Hause erleben.” Also, this position does not
account for the image of the thrown rider.

127 Dem. 3.33: “Accordingly, If now at least, having freed yourselves from these habits, you are willing to march and
act in a manner worthy of yourselves, and if you use these advantages at home as starting points for external
benefits, perhaps, perhaps, men of Athens, you might gain some consummate and great good and be freed from such
gains, which resemble the food given by doctors. For that too neither gives strength nor allows one to die; and these
things you are distributing to yourselves are neither so great as to have any sufficient benefit nor do they allow you
to reject them and fare otherwise ...”
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Olynthiac Demosthenes had figured the Athenians as sick patients who needed to regain control
of themselves,'?8 so the simile is consistent with a previous characterization, although in the
earlier speech the metaphor is used in passing and is not elaborated upon. In addition to its
connection with this previous metaphor of sickness, the simile also develops the representation
of the Athenians’ mentality that had been crystallized in the simile of the spendthrift in the First
Olynthiac. Like him, the sick patients are characterized by excessive ease (éppadvunkoteg and
pabvpiov dYudV Eravédvovta, respectively), and in both cases this ease is heedless of reality.
There is, however, a notable difference between the two: whereas most Athenians presumably
could not personally identify with the spendthrift, sickness is a near universal. As a result, the
audience would have a much more visceral reaction to the latter.'?° At the beginning of the
speech (83), Demosthenes says that he is at a loss as to how he should speak; for he is convinced
that the dire situation facing the Athenians has been caused not by a lack of understanding but
rather by their unwillingness to do what’s necessary. In my chapter on structure I argued that
various aspects of the disposition and style of the speech were intended to address this problem.
Here 1 would argue that the shift in the type of simile employed between the Second and Third
Olynthiac has the same function. Whereas in the former speech the audience could maintain a
sense of distance from the figure of the spendthrift, in the latter they would react instinctively
and violently to memories of being ill and neither dead nor healthy. This affective reaction
occurs in conjunction with the intellection of a polyvalent image in its most concentrated form,
an image that Demosthenes has been developing since the First Philippic. Within a single simile

is distilled a complex intertext comprising all the vivid, scathing portraits of the Athenian

128 Dem. 2.30: ... Opdv adT@V £T1 Kol VOV yevopévoug... Scholiast ad loc.: d¢ £mi vocodvrov elne 10 “Oudv odTdv
YEVOLEVOLG'.

129 Cf, Kriiger (1959), 9: Und auf diese Erfahrung der Zuhorer kommt es Demosthenes an, es soll dem Publikum kalt
den Ricken herunterlaufen. Dann merken die Leute am eigenen Leibe, wie prekar die Lage Philipps ist.
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mentality from the earlier speeches, and this is made to be associated with the violent emotive
element involved in recalling sickness. This was one of the Demosthenes’ answers to the

question he had posed at the beginning of the speech.
ii. The Fickle Waves of State

The metaphor of the ship of state dates back to Alcaeus if not earlier; it became one of the
most widespread and commonly used figurations of the state. With regard to Demosthenes, there
are at least two noteworthy aspects of his usage: on the one hand the metaphor is treated as a
completely predictable mode of description. As a result, he felt comfortable very abruptly
transitioning from literal to metaphorical reference to the state. In the Third Philippic, he says
that various city-states like the Olynthians or the Phocians could identify many things which, had
they know them before they were destroyed, would have allowed them to save themselves.

However, this of course does them no good:

GAAG Tl TOVTOV 6@EAOG aDTOlG; Emg dv odinTol T0 oKAPOC, dv te ueilov dv T° Ehattov, TOTE YP1| Kol vauTny
Kol KuBepviTV Kol vt SvSpa £E7C TpoBvpovG sivar, Kol dmog ui’ Exmv Uit dxov pMdeic dvatpéyst,
10010 oKOmEIGOOL Emetday 8€ 1) BdAatTa VIéPayT, HATOL0C 1] omoVdH. Koi HUES Tofvuv, ® EvSpeg Abnvaion,
8o éopgv oot ... %0

Without any means of transition, we move suddenly from the states themselves (avtoic) to their
hulls (10 oxdoc), then back again to a literal state (kai feic) without so much as a obtwg,. !t
Such an easy back and forth between literal and metaphorical is to some degree an inevitable
result of the widespread usage of the metaphor. However, it also demonstrates a sense of tact on
Demosthenes’ part: calling any attention at all to something so common might come off as

gauche.

130 Dem. 9.69: “But what use is there of these things? While the hull is kept safe, whether more or less, then is the
time for the sailor and the pilot and every man to be in earnest and to see to it that no one overturn it willingly or
unwillingly. But whenever the sea rises too high, every effort is in vain. And so we too, men of Athens, while we are
secure ...”

131 Cf. Demosthenes’ use of the metaphor in his discussion of a passage from Sophocles’ Antigone (19.250).
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Demosthenes knew, then, how to employ effectively the ship of state image in its
traditional sense. However, he also uses it as a springboard for developing his own original

conception of the state:

8 kol TpdTEPOV TOT £lmov &y TPOG VUGS &V 16 SN Kod ToVTmY 00SElg dvteiney, Og O pév dfuoc dotv
dotafuntotatov Tpdypa @V mhvtov Kol dovvietdtatov, domep v BoAddttn KDY dkatdoTaTov, MG GV
TOYM KIvovpEVoV. 132

From a solid albeit precarious ship the state has been turned into a fickle, fluid wave. The simile
operates in implicit dialogue with the traditional metaphor. One is still at sea in political life, but
now he has become the sea. The content of the metaphor is reinforced by the way in which it
interacts with the traditional metaphorization of the state. The people are as fickle as a wave (and

even more fickle in contrastive association with the ship of state).

The nature of the metaphor discussed in the preceding paragraph should, | would argue,
be used as an argument in favor of attributing the simile mentioned by Aristotle to Demosthenes
the orator as opposed to the general.*®3 Just as in the preceding metaphor, it is the people who are
the point of reference, and the ship of state metaphor is again vividly reformulated: 6
AnpocBévng <sic> tov dfjpov, 8Tt dpo1d¢ 0TIy Toig £V Toig MAoiolg vawtidow.* Instead of a
wave, the people are now seasick passengers in the ship of state. Although it is impossible to say
too much about this simile since we have no context, in isolation it can still be compared with
that of the sick patients from the Third Olynthiac both in terms of domain and intertextual

function. With regard to the latter, the simile seems to make visceral an image that otherwise was

132 Dem. 19.135-6: “Which things I also said to you once before in the Assembly and which none of those men
objected to, namely that the people is the most unstable thing of all and the most unsettled, like a restless wave in the
sea moving about at random.” The text here is problematic. I follow Fuhr in reading xdpa instead of the
manuscripts’ mvedpo. The evidence used to support this emendation is a passage from Appian (3.20) which seems to
allude to Demosthenes’’ characterization of the people here. However, if one were to read nvebua instead, the
dialogue with the traditional ship of state metaphor would function in the same way.

133 For discussion of this issue, see Trevett (1996a), 371.

134 Arist. Rh. 1407a: “What Demosthenes said with reference to the people, that they are like seasick men aboard
ships.”
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framed externally in terms of the state of the ship, for example the ship of state must be righted,
water needs to be baled. Reference to sea-sickness, of course, provokes a much stronger response
and so could have addressed the same problem Demosthenes was attempting to deal with in the

Third Olynthiac.

iii. Treachery

In the preceding sections | examined various instances in which Demosthenes used
metaphors and similes in an innovative way. In addition to these, there is one instance where the
status of the expression is left unclear, perhaps intentionally. In On the False Embassy,

Demosthenes introduces the metaphor of treachery as disease in dramatic fashion:

voonpo Yap, & dvdpec ABnvaiot, dsov Euméntwkey sic Thv EALGS, Kol yademdv kol ToAATiC Tvog
gvtuyiag kol map’ dudV Emueleiog dedpevov.

The separation of dewvov from the noun it modifies (véonua) would have strongly accentuated
the severity of the disease; this effect would have been reinforced by the unexpected addition of
further descriptors (yolemov ... Emueieiog dedpevov) at the point when the clause seems to be
coming to an end. After this we get a detailed account of the nature of the treachery. The next

time the situation is referred to in general terms, the metaphor is abandoned:

Kaitol ToDTo T TPdAyNe Kl Té TorodTA {NAdpaTa OTTOA®Y P, O 8vdpeg ABnvaior, péypt pév x0&c
TpANV TV Nyepoviay kai 1o kowvdv a&imp’ dmoimiéxel, viv 8 8 kai v Ekevdepiav maparpeiton- 1%

Treachery here is no longer figured as a disease but rather is simply a state of affairs and a set of
interests (tod1o 10 TPAYHa Kol Ta TowwTa CnAodpata). In the next clause there is no explicit
subject, but the implicit one is referred to by the circumstantial participle eiceA00ov. Since wpdayua

was one of the subjects of the previous clause, one is at first inclined to supply that as subject of

135 Dem. 19.259: “A disease, men of Athens, and a terrible one has fallen upon Greece, and one that is hard to treat
and requires much good fortune and care from you yourselves.”

13 Dem. 19.260: “And yet this state of affairs and set of interests yesterday or recently had destroyed the leadership
and common dignity of the Thessalians and now is even taking away their freedom.”
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the following clause. However, two further considerations make this problematic: first, mpdyuo
constitutes an element of a compound subject in that clause; second, the reference to motion
better suits a plague than an abstract state of affairs.'®’ Indeed, in the following clauses treachery
is again said to enter a place, then “not to have stopped there” (008’ &vtadd’ Eotnkev), then the
possibility of its entering (av ... i) the Peloponnese is discussed. Even though the subject is not
introduced again explicitly, the references to movement give one the impression of a plague
spreading from place to place. Finally, at the end of the passage, treachery is again figured as a
disease: ... d¢ Pudifov ye kOKA® Kai Sedp’ EMAVOeV, ® Evdpeg ABnvoiot, O voonua Todto. 8
This conclusion seems to suggest that Demosthenes expected his audience to maintain the
figuration throughout the passage, in spite of the fact that he drops it in §260 without ever
explicitly reintroducing it. It is not entirely clear what might have motivated the fluctuation. It
might have been the case that he was concerned that sustaining the metaphor over such a long
passage would have come off as heavy-handed. On the other hand, the categorical indeterminacy
of this subject moving from place to place does perhaps reinforce the insidiousness of treachery
as plague surreptitiously spreading.
3. Conclusion

After comparing Demosthenes with Thucydides and Isocrates, the reader comes to the
not so surprising conclusion that he is both profoundly embedded and profoundly individual. On
the one hand much of the content of his speeches can be seen as developments of ideas and
arguments presented by earlier authors. His depiction of the Athenian mentality was informed by

that of Thucydides, and his famous argument about the ethical necessity of the defeat at

137 The verb eicépyopou is used by Thucydides in reference to the plague: éc pév ITehondvvnoov (1 vocog ok
gonAbev).
138 Dem. 19.262: “... as if moving in a circle this disease has also arrived here, men of Athens.”
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Chaeronea represents a reformulation of Archidamus’ exhortation to the Spartans. On the other
hand, the relationship is not one of mere appropriation. In reading Demosthenes side-by-side
with his two greatest influences (ropavaytyvookew), the reader observes alternative possibilities
of articulating arguments and ideas. Although Isocrates’ and Demosthenes’ gnomes about
success seem to express the same general idea, in the latter the crasis between universal and
particular represents a fundamentally different mode of thinking. Further, although both orators
connect the experience of shame with the sense of sight, only Demosthenes feels it in his
eyeballs. By juxtaposing such passages, the reader can confront questions concerning content
and its relation to form in a way that would have been difficult for the original audience of the
speech. In the next chapter, the same issue will be addressed in the context of interpreting the
relationship between arguments from the deliberative speeches and the collection of Prooemia.
With regard to use of imagery, Demosthenes’ role in the tradition is not entirely clear. In
the wake of Isocrates’ radical exclusion of Bildersprache, Demosthenes’ decision to make such
heavy use of imagery in his speeches would seem to represent a conscious break with at least one
prominent prescriptive voice. As we have seen, he not only regularly used bold and involved
imagery in metaphors and extended similes, but he also expanded the functional range and the
significance of the figure relative to other elements of argumentation. Imagery bears the burden
of communicating political ideas, unifying Demosthenes’ political thought more generally, and
instilling a will to action. Isocrates with his disgust for yuyaywyio would presumably have
condemned his usage as demagoguery. For readers, then, the two figures represent paths that

bifurcate on the point of the image. Reading side-by-side involves reading in different directions.
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Chapter 5
Texts

When reading most of Demosthenes’ forensic speeches, one can simply pretend that they
more or less faithfully reflect what he or his client actually said in court.! In the case of Against
Meidias (hereafter referred to as Meidias) and On the False Embassy, however, this is out of the
question; for the reader becomes acutely aware that he is reading a draft and that revision would
have involved more than simply crossing a few t’s and dotting a few i’s. Furthermore, not only
are these speeches drafts, but they are the first speeches to be distributed in draft form, at least
the first that have been clearly preserved for us as such.? This was something new, then, for
fourth-century readers of oratory. After the hermeneutic debates between Plato and Isocrates,
which I discussed at length in my first chapter, authorial intention had already become an issue
without any satisfying resolution. Now in addition readers had to address the question of what it
means to read a draft as opposed to a finished work.

In the case of the deliberative speeches, too, pretending is impossible. Some speeches are
missing parts, others do not contain a specific proposal, while another exists in two drastically
different redactions. In each case the reader finds himself unable to adopt a simple relationship
with the text. At times the speech feels so immediate that the text seems to evanesce, at others

the reader becomes utterly incapable of engaging with it at all. Further, the very existence of the

! For extensive discussion of the relationship between the two see Yunis (1996), 241-7.

2 |socrates did play with the status of the text in various ways. His speech Against the Sophists is a fragment that
may have been intended to entice the reader without giving him satisfaction. See Too (1995), 171 for discussion and
bibliography. As I discussed at length in my first chapter, both the Evagoras and the Antidosis are prefaced by
sophisticated prescriptions on how the work should be read, and the Panathenaicus is presented within the dramatic
frame of a discussion of the work between Isocrates and his pupils. However, he did not publish any drafts, nor
would one expect the man who spent ten years agonizing over the periods of the Panegyricus to deign to do so.
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text of a deliberative speech would have represented a problem: one has to explain why it exists
in the first place.

In this chapter I examine the status of Demosthenes’ speeches as written texts. Because
the texts of the public trial speeches raise a different set of concerns from those pertaining to the
deliberative speeches, the chapter will be broadly divided into two sections. In my discussion of
the former, | look at the state in which the speeches have been preserved and develop an
approach to reading the texts as drafts. For the deliberative speeches, in turn, I look at how the
texts alternately invite and obstruct a sense of immediacy. | also examine the relationship
between the collection of Prooemia and passages from the deliberative speeches. In cases where
the collection preserves an alternative version of a passage from one of the deliberative speeches,
I compare the two in detail and explore possible relations of priority and development. Although
the issues that textuality raises for the two types of speech differ, central to both are the
uncertainty surrounding the original distribution of the speeches and the problem of authorial
intention.

1. The Public Trial Speeches
In the analyses of the Meidias and On the False Embassy that follow, I begin by
applying the Platonic and Isocratic theories of structure discussed in my third chapter in an
attempt to gauge the general level of completedness of each speech: does the structure match the
plan outlined in the proem and elsewhere, and, if not, can this be said to be intentional; and can |
find anything that unifies the speech, that makes it into a well-formed animal, that endows it with
Plato’s “logographic necessity.” In the process of pursuing this line of inquiry, a method of

reading the speech as a draft is developed in each case.
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A. Against Meidias
I. Structure

Although technically Demosthenes was prosecuting Meidias on the charge that he
violated the sanctity of the Dionysiac festival by publically striking him in the theater,? it is
Meidias’ hubris (“a mixture of insolence and violence”)* that dominates the speech; indeed, |
would argue that it represents something more dynamic and architectonic than a simple motif or
even a structural keystone. As will become clear from the discussion that follows, the peculiar
nature of Meidias’ hubris can be said to have determined the form and substance of the speech
on multiple, intertwined levels. First of all there is the sheer number of occurrences of forms of
the verb vBpilw and related words in the beginning of the speech. Between 81 and 821, where
Demosthenes presents his outline for the speech as a whole, forms of the verb occur 12 times, of
the noun HBp1c three times, and the agent noun vBpiotrg once. In a case, then, that is not actually
a prosecution on a charge of hubris,> Demosthenes still makes this aspect of Meidias’ crimes the
focal point from the outset.

It is not just any hubris, though. From the very first sentence of the speech it is
characterized as having a disturbing boundlessness to it. So Demosthenes says in his opening
words,

THv uév doélyeiov, & &vdpeg Sucaotai, kol Ty OPptv, | Tpodg Gmavtag del ypfitoan Mediog, 008éva 010’
VUGV oBTE THV EAADY TOMTdV dyvoeiv ofopon.t

3 For discussion of the nature of the legal proceedings, see Macdowell (1990), 16.

4 The definition of BBp1g quoted above is taken from Cawkwell (1978), 129. The concept is notoriously difficult to
define, and | have adopted various translations depending on which feature seemed to me to be most prominent in a
given context. For an exhaustive account of the meaning of the word from Homer all the way through the 4™
century, see Fisher (1992). For further discussion and bibliography, see MacDowell (1990), 19.

5> See MacDowell (1990), 26-27.

® Dem. 21.1: “The insolence, men of the jury, and the outrage that Meidias continually commits against all men, I
think no one, neither you nor the rest of the citizens, is unaware of.”
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Somehow Meidias manages to act insolently toward everyone in the city, and what’s more
continuously. Indeed, it has gotten to the point where no force can restrain him (83). Later,
Demosthenes refers to his hubris as though it could be quantified: ... kai 003’ &vtadd’ Eon Ti|g
BBpewc, dALL TocoDdTOV AT TEPHV hote ... So great a portion remained. One thinks here of
something amorphous and menacing like the Blob: Meidias’ hubris has an identity of its own,
never quite able to be conceptualized but always expanding. This characterization, as we will
see, will continue to be developed throughout the speech in various ways, but already by the end
of the preface its outlines or rather lack thereof have been clearly drawn and accentuated.

In proportion to the boundlessness of Meidias’ hubris, Demosthenes allows for the
possibility of boundless growth on the level of structure and style. With regard to the former,

when introducing his catalog of Meidias’ offenses, he repurposes a device from the lliad:

mavTa PEV 01 TO TOVT® TEMPAypEVa 00T dv £y®d Suvaiuny mpog LUAG eimelv, ovT’ dv VUES dopeivart’
dcovew, 00d’, il T0 map’ ALEOTEPWV MUV DOwp VhpEELEY TPOG TO AWV, TV TO T £UOV KAl TO TOVTOL
npoctedév, ovk dv EEapréoetev-8

Homer’s ten tongues and mouths® have become the more prosaic and less hyperbolic water-
clock, but nevertheless the expression still presents the subject, Meidias’ offenses, as beyond the
speaker’s ability to list them and as potentially innumerable. The speech, then, and the section
dealing with Meidias’ crimes in particular, represents a selection, but one that could be expanded
indefinitely. This selection is to be made by the audience: Demosthenes says (§130) he will read
out the catalog and let them decide which crimes they want to hear more about.*® The

possibilities for expansion, then, are not entirely indeterminate. A given member of the jury may

"Dem. 21.17: “... and he did not even stop there in his hubris, but so much remained for him that ...”

8 Dem. 21.129: “I could not tell you all the crimes he has committed, nor could you stand listening to them all, nor
would there be enough water (in the water-clock) if | had the use of both his and my water added together.”

® Hom. II. 2.489.

10 Cf. Dem. 23.18-19 where the speaker Euthykles, after claiming he will prove three things, allows the audience to
choose the order in which he presents his proofs.
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have wanted to hear more about a certain offense while no one else did. His (and thereafter the
reader’s) speculation about the circumstances of the crime would keep writing Demosthenes’
speech for him.

Another aspect of the speech’s structure determined by Meidias’ hubris is Demosthenes’
handling of the subject of his wealth and the manipulation of class consciousness that this
involves. Ober characterizes one part of his strategy in the speech thus: “Hence, the speaker puts
himself at one with his listeners, average citizens jointly confronted by the egregious display of a
rich man’s personal wealth.”! Although Demosthenes does do this repeatedly throughout the
speech, there is one passage, as Ober notes, that problematizes his vilification of Meidias as the

stereotypical arrogant rich man:

OV yOp ovy inmelg, o0 cuvapyovTtes, o Pilot duvavtat Pépety, Ti TodToV €inn TIC; £LLol eV vi| TovV Ala Kol
1OV ATOM® Koi TV AOnviv (gipioetal yap, it duevov eite puy,) 60° 0Dtog O AmMALAYLOL TEPLDY
gloyomoiet, Evonhoi Tiveg ooy dyBOpeVOL T@MV TEvD TOVT® AaroOvToV NOEmC. Kol vi| Al” adToic TOAAN
GLYYVOUN 00 Yap €0TL Pop1TOG BvOpmTOg, AALL Kol TAOLTET HOVOG Kol Aéyety duvatot povog, kal Tdvteg
gioi To0TE KadppaTe Kol TTmYol Kai 00d’ &vOpwmot.t?

Here Meidias is described as having alienated even other members of the wealth elite along with
his friends. Ober has difficulty reconciling this with the strategy pursued elsewhere in the speech.
First he tentatively suggests that “Perhaps Demosthenes inserted this passage to appeal to the
sympathy of any wealthy citizens who might be sitting as jurors.”*® However, he then admits that
this is unlikely since he would have presumably already alienated them by the previous anti-

elitist statements made in the speech. He then concludes,

1 Ober (1989), 207-8.

12 Dem. 21. 197-198: “For the man [Meidias] whom his fellow cavalrymen cannot endure, whom neither his
colleagues in office nor even his friends can endure, what should one call such a man? When he was going around
claiming that | had dropped the case (against him), to my eyes, by Zeus and Apollo and Athena (for it will be said
for better or worse) some of those who willingly consort with him were clearly upset by this. And by Zeus they
should be forgiven; for the man is insufferable, but he alone is rich and he alone can speak well, and all men to him
are offscourings and beggars and not even human beings.”

13 Ober (2009), 210.

228



The passage is best interpreted as an example of the familiar tactic of isolating the opponent completely
from the citizen group by depicting him as a renegade whose interests are irreconcilably at odds with the
interests of the rest of the citizen population.t*

While I agree with this interpretation for the most part, it fails to explain the passage’s
relationship to the overall strategy of the speech. | would argue that the class dynamic is
subordinate to the presentation of Meidias’ hubris as an almost demonic force that threatens the
entire city. Meidias as represented by Demosthenes is the one isolating himself even from those
closest to him. The claim that he regards everyone else as subhuman is, as MacDowell notes,
repeated from a previous passage of the speech (8101), so it is not just a momentary lapse into
extreme hyperbole. He is a rich man, yes, and he commits all the offenses that one expects from
rich men; however, in addition to this there is something more disturbing at work that threatens
both itself and the city as a whole in its striving to assert itself. This comes to a head at the
conclusion of the passage cited above when Demosthenes says of Meidias that “the city cannot
contain him.”*® In the Third Philippic he will say the same thing about Philip: “Neither Greece
nor the rest of the earth can contain the ambition of the man.”® Both men represent the same
type of threat, namely that of a megalomaniacal ambition. Wealth is only part of the equation, as
becomes clear at the conclusion of this section: Tiovcioc, Bpacig, péya ppovav, puéya.
@Oeyyduevoc, Platog, dvardng, —mod Anedncetot, viv v Stakpodonrar;t’ Rich, brash ,
arrogant.... The catalog of vices has no end and so has to be cut off arbitrarily. In the end Meidias
is not just the wicked rich man or the megalomaniac; he’s a noxious cloud of vices rapidly

expanding in an enclosed space.

14 Ober (2009), 210.

15 Dem. 21.200: % woMg adTOV 0V YOPEL.

16 Dem. 9.27: 090’ 1 ‘EALGC 080 1 PapPapog Ty mheovetiov ympel TavOpdmov.

17 Dem. 21.201 “(Meidias is) Rich, brash, arrogant, a big talker, violent, shameless—where will he ever get caught,
if he evades you now?”
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Turning to style, there are at least two significant moments where, in discussing Meidias’
outrageous behavior, Demosthenes violates the one-focus per clause rule.'® In a prokatalepsis, he
anticipates that Meidias will plead anger as an excuse for striking him; to undermine this claim,
he makes the following contrast between an action committed spontaneously out of anger and a

premeditated crime:
QAN & pev av Tig devem Tov Aoyiopov eBdoag e€ay0f tpatat, kv VRPLOTIKMG Tow o, SU OpyNHV ¥’ Evi
oficat memomiévar: @ &’ av €Kk Torhod cvveydg émi moALAG NUEPAS TAPH TOVS VOROVG TIPATTOV TIC
popdtot, 00 povov dNmov Tod un pet’ opyTig améyel, dAAL Kol efovievpévas 0 toodtog LRpilwv otiv
16N pavepde.t®
Based on the first part of the antithesis, one would expect a simple focus in the second that refers
to premeditation. Instead, the characterization of the action keeps getting expanded: he was
doing it for a long time, and continually over the course of several days, and in contravention of
the laws. To suggest the enormity of the crime, Demosthenes squeezes all the iniquity into a
single clause rather than distributing its various aspects across several.
This same stylistic phenomenon can be observed again later in the speech. To show the
severity of Meidias’ offense and his own restraint in not killing him on the spot, Demosthenes
cites the case of a man named Euaion, who killed a certain Boiotos for striking him at a dinner

party. He makes the following contrast between Euaion’s and his own case:

o[Euaion] pév y’ 4o yvopipov, kai tovtov pebvovtog, évavtiov €€ fj Enta avOpdTmv ETANYN, Kol TOOTOV
yvopinov, ... xoi todta gig oixiav MoV éni Seinvov, ol pnde Padilev &y antd- dyo & O &yBpod,
VIPovTOoGg, £m0gV, DBpeL Kol 0K 0ive ToDTO TOLODVTOC, £vavTiov TOALDY Kol EEVOV Kol TOMTOV
VPPLOIMY, Kol TadT’ év igp® Kol ol ToAAT pot iy avéaykn Padilew yopnyodvrt.

18 H. Dik (1995), 29; Spevak (2010), 44 fn. 28.

¥ Dem. 21.41: “The things that someone is provoked to do suddenly before making any calculation, even if he does
them in an insolent way, he can still say that he has acted out of anger; But whatever someone is caught doing after
long premeditation, continuously, over the course of many days, in violation of the laws, not only can he not plead
anger as an excuse for these, but such a man is clearly at this point being intentionally insolent.”

20 Dem. 21.73-4: “Euaion was struck by an acquaintance who was drunk, and in the presence of six or seven people,
who were also acquaintances... and what’s more he entered a home which he could just as easily not have done; I,
on the other hand, was offended by a personal enemy who was sober, it was at dawn, and he did this out of hubris,
not because he was drunk, and he did it in the presence of many foreigners and citizens, and that in a sacred space
and one to which | was obligated to go as chorus-leader.”
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Note the expansion that occurs in the second element of the antithesis: Boiotos was drunk while
Meidias was sober, and his crime was committed early in the morning, so he acted out of
insolence not inebriation; Boiotos struck Euaion in the presence of six or seven men, while
Meidias struck Demosthenes before a large audience of people, and not just any people, but both
citizens and foreigners. Finally, note the kai that has been added before the relative clause in the
second element, which gives the clause the force of an added outrage. Once again the more one
thinks about Meidias’ crime, the more outrageous it becomes. Conceptualizing it really involves
the arbitrary imposition of a cap at some point, for one could conceivably keep adding elements
of iniquity indefinitely.

This brings us back to the very first sentence of the speech:

THv uév doélyeiov, & &vdpeg Sucaotai, kol Ty OPptv, | Tpog Gmavtag del ypfitan Mediog, 008éva 010’
DUDY oD1E THV AV TOMTGY dyvoeiv ofopar.?

Meidias never stops committing acts of hubris, and what’s more he manages to abuse every
single citizen in the city. Without knowing anything about the rest of the speech, one would be
inclined to take this as mere rhetorical trumpery. However, as have | argued, the boundlessness
of Meidias’ hubris plays an important role in determining the structure and style of the speech.
We begin with a general characterization of Meidias’ behavior, and the speech proceeds to
substantiate it with hubristic sentence structure and disposition: Meidias’ crimes keep growing
on a macro and micro level beyond the bounds of the actual speech.

Toward the beginning of the speech, Demosthenes gives the following outline of its

structure:

8EedéyEm 88 TpdTov Piv 86 antdg VPPicOny, Eneld’ doo DUElc: petd TodTo 88 Kol TOV AoV, @ dvpec
AOnvaiot, Blov antod mhvta éEetdom, kol deiEm moAAGY Buvitmy, oy &vog dvta dElov.??

2l Dem. 21.1.
22 Dem. 21.21: “I will show first how many outrages I have suffered, then how many you have. After that, men of
Athens, I will also examine the rest of his life, and I will demonstrate that he deserves many deaths, not just one.”
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MacDowell claims that the speech ends up fulfilling this plan “more or less.”?® However, |
would argue that Demosthenes actually proceeds to violate the basic distinction he makes here
between the crimes committed against himself and those committed against others. By doing so,
he reinforces one of the major goals of the speech, which is to show that it is of no consequence
in the end that Meidias offended him as an individual. For he represents a threat to all Athenian
society, and the crime was committed against Demosthenes qua chorus-leader. The distinction
between different categories of offense is used as a sort of scaffolding: Demosthenes begins with
himself, then shows how Meidias’ crimes against him actually involved abuse of others as well,
until it becomes clear that in the end the distinction does not really matter.

The first offense narrated, namely Meidias striking Demosthenes at the Dionysia, does in
fact only involve himself and Meidias. From there, however, we move to Meidias’ involvement
in the exchange of liturgies (antidosis) which occurred in connection with Demosthenes’
prosecution of his guardians. In that incident (§§77-82) Meidias offended not only Demosthenes
but also his mother and sister when, after breaking into his home, he spoke to them in an
unseemly manner. In connection with the same incident, he next (§883-101) relates how
Meidias, after being prosecuted by him and convicted for slander by an arbitrator named Strato,
managed to get this Strato disfranchised for ruling against him. There is an escalation here: the
offense against Demosthenes’ sister and mother though coarse was relatively minor, and it was
still directed at his relatives. Now a random citizen has lost his rights simply for ruling against
Meidias. At the beginning of the narrative, Strato is called to come forward; however, because he
has been disfranchised, he is not allowed to give testimony. | would argue that by calling this

silent witness Demosthenes is using a device made famous by Aeschylus, who in Aristophanes’

23 MacDowell (1990), 25 fn.6.
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Frogs?* is criticized by Euripides for his use of silent characters like Achilles and Niobe.
Bringing Strato before the audience, poor and unjustly deprived of all rights, even of the right to
testify, would create a similar feeling of pathos. This feeling is immediately reinforced when he
valorizes him as the ideal average citizen?®: Ztpdrov Painpedc, EvOpomoc mévng pév Tic Koi
ampaypev, GAAOC 8 0O movnpdc, AL Kol Tévy xpnotoc.?® This characterization is clearly
intended to strike fear into the average jury member: if it could happen to Strato, it could happen
to you.

There follows an incident that concerns Demosthenes alone: Meidias’ attempt to get him
convicted of desertion (8103). However, it is presented in the form of a praeteritio; when
introducing the matter, he says he is going to pass over it. Then after giving a few more details
he emphatically repeats his intention of omitting it (§103). The incident, then, is clearly
separated from the main narrative; it supports his case and needs to be mentioned here to
maintain the chronological sequence, but it is not part of the escalating series that concludes with
the Aristarchus incident that follows.

When introducing this incident, Demosthenes makes it clear that it represents the nadir of
Meidias’ vicious behavior: 6AL’ 0 kai Sstvov, & &vdpeg AOnvaiot, koi oyETAoV Koi Kooy Epoty’
ao£Pnua, 0Ok adiknuo povov, TovTe Tempdydar Soksl, Todt £p@d.2’ The offense is introduced as
an act of impiety that affects the entire community; however, the section of the speech devoted to
offenses against others does not strictly begin until 8128, and as we will see the actions in

question were intended to harm Demosthenes in particular. At the outset of the narrative, then,

2 Ar. Frogs, 911-12.

25 For the significance of this characterization see Ober (2009), 211.

% Dem. 21.83: “Strato of Phaleron, a man poor and uninvolved in political affairs, but in other respects not base but
actually altogether decent.”

27 Dem. 21.104: “But, men of Athens, what I think is terrible and wicked and sacrilege, not just a crime, this | will
tell you.”
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Demosthenes is already starting to collapse the divisions he established at the beginning of the
speech in 821. The incident concerns the murder and gruesome mutilation of a man named
Nikodemos, who had been involved in the unsuccessful prosecution of Demosthenes for
desertion.?® Demosthenes claims that at first Meidias spread a rumor around the city that he had
committed the murder (§104). Next, he tried to bribe Nikodemos’s relatives into prosecuting him
for the crime. When this failed, he started to attack Aristarchus, a mutual friend of himself and
Demosthenes, by involving himself in the prosecution in order to injure Demosthenes’ reputation
by association (§116).2° Here Meidias reaches a new low: the day before accusing Aristarchus
before the Council, he visited him at his home and sat under the same roof with him as if he were
innocent and as if they were still friends (8118). According to Demosthenes, then, he did not
believe Aristarchus was guilty, but he was willing to betray a friend and make allegations against
him on a capital charge just for the sake of the collateral damage it would inflict on
Demosthenes. Then he had the temerity to swear to Aristarchus the next day that he had not
made any allegations against him and to ask that he serve as intermediary between himself and
Demosthenes (8119)! After expressing his outrage about this (8122), he tells the audience that all
of them, not just him, should share in his indignation since they as poor average citizens are
particularly vulnerable to such abuse from rich men.

Thus concludes the narrative about Aristarchus and the section of the speech devoted to
offenses against Demosthenes. | would argue that the structure of this section does two things:
First, it purports to focus on Demosthenes as an individual victim while simultaneously drawing
attention away from him toward other victims like Strato and Aristarchus, the lives of whom

Meidias has destroyed in his attacks on Demosthenes. There is no distinct boundary drawn

28 For discussion of our sources of information on the murder, see Macdowell (1990), 328-31.
29 See Macdowell (1990) ad loc.
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between the latter and these other victims. Thus the division he established at the beginning of
the speech between offenses against himself and those against the audience as representatives of
the city is shown to be non-existent; there is no purely private element to the case. Thinking
about offenses against Demosthenes necessarily also involves thinking about what Meidias did to

Strato and Aristarchus. This claim is made explicitly at the conclusion of the section:

oVK €0T” €0’ 6T TAOV TETPAYUEVOV EYD LOVOG NSTKNaL, GAL’ €Ml PEV TOTG €iG TOV YOPOV YEYEVNUEVOLS
aduchuacty 1) LAY, TO Sékatov pépog VUGV, cuvndikntol, &mi &’ oig &u’ BPpioev kai énefodievcey ol
vopor, 8t odg elg Ekaotog VUMY g oty

The removal of the private element is complemented by the implicit claim made by the
structure that any given person in the city represents a potential victim. At first, only
Demosthenes’ relatives are affected when Meidias uses obscene language in the presence of his
mother and sister. Next, Strato, who has no personal connection with him, is disfranchised for
deciding an arbitration in his favor. Finally, Aristarchus, who has done nothing to help him or
harm Meidias and who is, moreover, Meidias’ friend, is accused of murder just to harm
Demosthenes indirectly. There is thus an escalation of viciousness from attack on a victim’s
relatives, then on those who have aided him, then finally on one’s own friend simply because he
is associated with him. If Meidias is willing to attack his own friends, who’s safe? There is also a
connection here with the claim made twice in the speech (8101 and §198) that Meidias regards
everyone else as mere offscourings and as not even human. With Meidias’ demand that his friend
Aristarchus not only be convicted of Nikodemos’ murder but also that he be executed for it
(8116), one gets the disturbing feeling that everyone, even his friends, are just so many

disposable pawns.

30 Dem. 21.126: “There is not one of Meidias’ crimes in which I alone have been unjustly treated, but rather my
tribe, which represents a tenth of you, was harmed by the crimes he committed against the chorus I led, and in his
offenses and plots against me the laws were violated through which each one of you remains in a state of security.”
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Ii. The State of the Text

As | have demonstrated in the preceding section, the text of the Meidias seems to
represent an almost fully elaborated version of a speech that could have been delivered in court
insofar as its structure is characterized by an overall unity (Meidias’ hubris) and exhibits a
careful articulation into parts (the organization of the charges Demosthenes brings against him).
However, there are other elements of the speech’s composition as well as external evidence that
precludes one from regarding it as a finished work.

Much ink has been spilled on two related questions: Did this case actually go to trial, and
would the text of the speech actually have been presentable as it has been preserved for us?%!
With regard to the first issue, I agree with MacDowell that, without new evidence, “the question
must remain open.”? For one of the key pieces of evidence, Aeschines’ claim that Demosthenes
“sold” the case for thirty minas, may either mean that he dropped the case before going to trial or
that he agreed to propose a much less severe penalty than he would have otherwise. With regard
to the second, there was a general consensus before Erbse that there were serious defects in the
speech’s disposition and thus that it represented an incomplete draft.3® Erbse, however,
contended “... daB die Midiana nicht nur zu Ende gefiihrt, sondern wahrhaftig vollendet ist...”%*
One of the main pieces of evidence cited by previous scholars for the claim that the speech was
in some sense provisional was the repetition of the extended analogy of life to an eranos or meal

to which each guest contributed a share(8101, §8184-5). Erbse, however, asserted that this

analogy was rhetorically suited to both passages and that the changes to the wording in the

3L For surveys of the longstanding debate on the first question, see Harris (1989), 117 ff. and MacDowell (1990), 23-
28.

32 MacDowell (1990), 28.

33 For bibliography of nineteenth century views, see Blass (1893) 111.1, 339, fn. 1.

34 Erbse (1956), 137.
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second occurrence are significant; he concluded on the basis of these arguments that both
analogies could have been presented in the actual speech. MacDowell, however, persuasively
refutes this claim by pointing to the fact that the second time the analogy occurs, it is presented
as a new idea and not as one that had been introduced earlier.® I would note further the degree of
elaboration and the originality of the analogy as supporting arguments: a brief, trite analogy
might be repeated, but a long, novel one could not, at least not without justification.

As further evidence for the claim that the speech is just a draft, two further aspects of the
speech’s disposition have been cited: first, in two passages where Demosthenes has a law read
out (894, 8§113), he does not, in contrast to his usual practice, comment on its significance;
second, sections 213-18 seem to cover the same ground as 208-212, so it is unlikely that he
would have included both in the final speech.® In light of all these arguments, | concur with
MacDowell that the text of the Meidias that has been preserved for us represents something like
a draft.

The aforementioned defects in the speech’s disposition would have been just as
conspicuous to fourth-century readers. By modern scholars they have universally been regarded
as accidental elements that have to be read around or emended. So Weil, arguing that the speech
was never delivered, claims that it must have been left behind by Demosthenes among his
“papers” and that it was only posthumously published.®” MacDowell, in turn, suggests the
following as a possibility: “... if the speech had been a success and people were clamouring to
read it, he may have allowed copies of the written draft to be made at once, without holding it

back for further revision.”® Both of these explanations are plausible, but they assume that the

35 MacDowell (1990), 27.

36 Weil (1883), 103; MacDowell (1990), 26-27.
37 Weil (1883), 105-6.

38 MacDowell (1990), 28.

237



unrevised state of the speech is simply a deficiency. | will argue, by contrast, that for fourth-
century readers the incompleteness of the work would have had several positive functions. As |
mentioned at the beginning of the Introduction, Demosthenes according to Plutarch claimed that
his speeches were neither written nor altogether unwritten.3® Dealing with this paradox, | would
argue, is fundamental to interpreting the Meidias.

At one point in the speech Demosthenes anticipates that Meidias will claim that he
carefully prepared the whole speech before the trial: Téayo toivov iomg kai ta towdt’ Epel, OC
gokeppéva Kol Tapeskevaouéva mava Ayo vov.*? He responds not by denying the claim but by
partially admitting to its validity: éyo 8 éoxéeOar pév, ® dvdpec Adnvoiot, pnui koi ovK v
apvnOsiny, kai pepehetnkévon ¥ O &vijv péot’ éuoi.*t So he gave it a lot of thought, and he
practiced delivering it as much as possible. But did he write the whole thing out? This question is

given an evasive answer:

(enui) yeypagévar pévrot pot tov Adyov Mediov: 6 yap T Epya mopecynkag tepi GV eictv oi Adyot
Sikardtar’ dv TovV Exot TV aitiav, ody 6 dokeppévog 008’ 6 pepyvioag T Sikata Adyety viv.4

For the members of the jury, then, the issue is simply deflected by a clever shift of focus. The
reader, however, has a written text right in front of him. However, as discussed above, it clearly
does not represent the speech as delivered. Accordingly, Demosthenes’ caginess within the
speech itself about his preparation for the trial is complemented by the state in which the text has

been preserved. Demosthenes, as he himself says, gave the case a lot of thought, and he must

39 Plut. Dem. 8.5: ... obte yphyog 0BT’ dypopo KOOSR AEyey MUOAGYEL

40 Dem. 21.191: “And so perhaps he will also claim that I am now delivering a speech that has been thought out and
prepared in advance.”

4 Dem. 21.191: “I admit, men of Athens, and I would not deny that I considered what I was going to say and that I
practiced delivering my speech as much as possible.”

42 Dem. 21.191: “However, I would also say that Meidias has written my speech for me; for the one who furnished
the actions to which the words pertain would incur this charge most justly, not the man who thought about them and
who was concerned to speak justly now.”
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have rehearsed what he was going to say, but the composition is still in a somewhat fluid form,
and there are holes that have to be filled.

If Demosthenes were involved in teaching oratory,*® distributing a speech in this state
would have had definite advantages. Based on the fact that he thinks Meidias may criticize him
for writing his speech out in advance, it is possible that he had already at this point in his career
gained a reputation for doing this. This conclusion is supported by Aeschines’ invective a few
years later: in Against Timarchus he calls him a ‘craftsman of speeches’(teyvitov Adywv),* and
in his defense speech On the Embassy he contemptuously refers to a written text when relating
Demosthenes’ infamous performance anxiety before Philip.*> A speech in draft form, and
especially one that explicitly drew attention to the issue of writing, could have served as a
rebuttal to such criticisms.

Indeed, in a certain sense a draft represents the optimal response. Alcidamas in his
polemic against written speeches in favor of extempore composition had claimed that mixing
improvisation with prepared elements was a bad idea since it would cause the speech to seem
heterogeneous.*® However, the text of the Meidias leaves room for a substantial amount of
improvised material: the elaboration of the catalog of Meidias’ crimes (§§128-131) would have
presumably been one of the most engaging and memorable sections of the speech, and then there
are the two laws for which Demosthenes would have had to improvise an apposite interpretation.

The draft implicitly rejects Alcidamas’ claim, and, based on its quality, it would have been

43 For this possibility, see the passage from Aeschines discussed in the Introduction on pg. 12 fn. 26.

4 Aeschin. 1.170.

% Aeschin. 2.34.

46 Alcid. fr.1 line 84: dvaykn & éotiv, 8tav T1C T PV adTooyedAln, 6 8¢ Tumol, TOV AdyoV Avopolov dvTa yoyov
16 AYoVTL TopacKeLAle, Kai To P&V VTokpicel kai poymdie Toparifoia Sokelv elval, o 82 Tameve kol eadio
eoaivecor Topa v Ekelvov akpifeay.
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tantalizing to aspiring young orators: the text we have is so brilliant; now we want to know how
Demosthenes seamlessly integrated the improvised bits.

In his criticism of writing Plato likens written texts to paintings which seem alive but
which, when questioned, remain silent and can only ever say the same thing.*” A written speech,
then, is a dead thing, a mere semblance; for it cannot move, cannot respond to stimuli. Using this
analogy, what would one say about a draft? Its body has no definitive form, and one cannot
determine with any certainty the amount of further metamorphosis it might undergo before being
realized as the animal of the speech. And so, if its form is never finalized in writing, it retains
indefinitely the potential to be born as any number of speeches; it lives as an embryo. Blass tells
us that the Meidias is one of Demosthenes’ greatest masterpieces—if we ignore the lack of
revision: “indes hiervon und von der mangelnden Ausarbeitung abgesehen, wiisste ich kaum,
worin diese Rede irgend einer der andern nachstiinde.”*® For the fourth-century reader, by
contrast, this lack of revision would have contributed to the effect the speech had on him. For it
is not a dead thing, and Demosthenes is not dead with it. He along with the speech remains alive
in the possible coming to be of the speech in delivery (and recitation), yet they always lie just
beyond the reader’s grasp. He can never know with any certainty whether, by rearranging some
sections here, some sections there or by excising a bit there, and maybe expanding that argument
a touch, he is actually reconstructing the speech as delivered (assuming it was delivered). That is
of course lost forever, but through the draft, so full of vigor and high passion, it perpetually

tantalizes.

47 P1. Phdr. 275d-¢.
% Blass (1893) 111.1, 341.
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B. On the False Embassy

There has been disagreement among scholars concerning the formal qualities of the
structure of Demosthenes’ On the False Embassy. Blass admitted that he could understand why
the speech’s disposition had been criticized, but he himself rejected the “faults” that had been

cited and attributed criticism of the speech to a misguided approach to structural analysis:

... das rhetorische Schema hat sich Demosthenes so wenig wie sein Lehrer Isaios zur hindernden Fessel
werden lassen. Aber das ist der Irrthum auch jener Neueren, welche in der Rede Anstdsse finden, dass sie
dieselbe in das Schema einzwéngen und nun, was tberschiesst, oder sonst nicht hineinpasst, zu entfernen
suchen.*

If one would just stop being so procrustean in his analysis, he would be able to admire how
Demosthenes—who is always freer than everyone else—manages to blend various disparate
structural elements together into a seamless whole.*® Pearson, in turn, following Blass admires
“... how ingeniously narrative is blended with argument, refutation with paradeigma, ridicule
with appeals to patriotic sentiment....”>!

In the other camp, Taylor made the general claim that “per totam enim orationem mirum
in modum omnia sunt conturbata.”>? Spengel, taking issue with the manner in which the speech
ends in particular, concluded that the ordering must have become confused somehow in the
process of transmission, and he attempts to redress this by rearranging sections in certain cases.*
Finally, MacDowell makes a distinction between the first half of the speech (§881-178), which he
regards as tightly structured and which he claims “... could well have been delivered almost

exactly as it stands,” and the second half, which “is more miscellaneous” and which lacks “an

overall logical structure.”>* He speculates that Demosthenes intended to deliver the whole of the

%9 Blass (1893) I11.1, 362-3. Cf. Franke (1846), 16.

%0 Cf. Adams (1927), 57.

51 Pearson (1976), 175.

52 Taylor’s remarks are collected in Schifer (1824), 570.
%3 Spengel (1861).

5 MacDowell (2000), 27-28.
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first half and then would have tried to include as much material from the second as he had time
for.»®

As with the Meidias, we are clearly dealing with a text that is in some sense a draft.
Philocrates went into exile before Aeschines’ trial, but in the text of Demosthenes’ speech he is
repeatedly referred to as still being present in Athens.*® In addition, there are several remarks of
Demosthenes referred to by Aeschines in his speech that are not found in the text we have.
Finally, the text is too long to be presented in court,>” although this could of course be the result
of revisions made after the trial.

I will argue, based primarily on the relationship between the proem and the “halfway
point” but also on comparative evidence, that there is a serious problem with the structure of On
the False Embassy. Without any clear indicator in the speech itself, the reader has to decide how
to deal with a conclusion that is not really a conclusion. MacDowell’s suggestion that
Demosthenes would have delivered the entire first half of the speech and then would have tried
to fit in as much as possible from the second oversimplifies the matter.

When outlining the plan of the speech, Demosthenes restricts himself to questions

directly pertinent to Aeschines’ conduct in the Assembly and during the embassies to Philip:

av pev totvov €€eAéyEm kail deiEm capdg Aioyivnv Tovtovi Kol undév aAndeg dmnyyeikdta Kol
KeK@AVKOTO £LOD TOV dfjLov dkodoat TAANOT], Kol TdvTa TévavTio T@V CVLEEPOVTOV cLUPEBovAsvkoTa,
Kai und&v Gv mpocetdtate &v Tii mpeoPeiq mEmMOMKOTA, Kol AvAMKOTA TOVC XpOVOLE &V 01¢ TOAADY Kai
UEYOA®V TTpayUAT®V Kotpol mpogivtal Tfj TOAEL, Kol TavTmv To0Tev 6dpa Kal uoboe eiAngdta petd
DdokpdrTovg, kKatayneicactes avtod Kkai dikny délav @V ddunudtov Adpete.5

% Ibid., 27.

% E.g. §8§229-231, §328.

57 MacDowell (2000), 23.

%8 Dem. 19.8: “And so if I clearly prove and demonstrate that Aeschines here has said nothing true in his report and
has prevented the people from hearing the truth from me, and that all of his counsel has been contrary to what is
expedient for the city, and that he has done none of the things that you ordered him to on the embassy, and further
that he has wasted the occasions on which opportunities involving many great events have been lost for the city, and
finally that in exchange for all these things he has received gifts and pay along with Philocrates, then vote against
him and exact a penalty worthy of his crimes.”
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The first half of the speech (through 8§178) then faithfully proceeds to attempt to substantiate
these claims, and with little digression.*® Then, at section 177, the speech seems to be coming to
an end:

YvAloyicacBar 81 Podropot Td KaTnyopnuéva an’ apxfic, v’ doa Hulv dmesyOunV Apxouevos T0D Adyou
Sl memomkdc. Eméder&a 000V GANOEG annyyedkdTa, GALG pevakicavd’ VUG, LAPTLOL TOTG YEYEVILEVOILG
a0TOIC, OV AOYOLS YPDOUEVOS. EmEdEIEN aitiov Yeyevnuévov Tod pur "OéAe DG dkode pod TaAndf toig
VIOCYECESY KOl TOIG EMAYYEALLAGLY TOIG TOVTOV KATAANEOEVTAG TOTE, TAVTO TAVaVTio cLULPBOLVAEDGAVTO Ty
£0eL, Kol Tf] L&V TOV GUUUAXOV AvTEmOvTa gipnv), Ti] 6& D1AokpdTovg GLVAYOPEDTAVTA, TOVG XPOVOLG
katatpiyavta, iva pnd’ €i fovroicbe duvaiche EEeABely eig Doréag, Kol dAla €mt Thg dmodnpiog ToAAY Kol
deiv’ elpyacpévov, mpodedmroTa Tavta, TEnpakdTa, dMdpa ExovTa, 0VOEV EAAedottota poydnpiag. ovKodV
Tad0’ Vmecyduny &v apyfi, Todt’ énéderta.®

Demosthenes emphatically refers back to the proem here and says that he wants to demonstrate
that he has fulfilled all of the promises he made there; he then proceeds to claim that he has
substantiated all of his charges. The passage concludes with emphatic anaphora (tat0’... tadt’).
What more, then, is there to prove? These things Demosthenes promised, these things he has
shown. It seems as though it should be time for the epilogue. Instead, the next section begins:
OpaTE TOIVOV TO peTd TadTa: amAods yap £60° 6 uEAA@Y Adyog ovToci Tpog udc 1on.5t There is
no attempt to bind what follows with what preceded; the rest of the speech is simply “the things
after these things.” Further, the reference to “the account I am going to give you” can hardly

refer to anything but the immediately following section or sections, unless we are to regard the

%9 Sections 67-69 are the only major digression | note. In these sections Demosthenes elaborates at length on the
paradox that the treacherous men like Aeschines who have been furthering Philip’s interests actually turned out to be
more wicked than he could have hoped for.

60 Dem. 19.177-78: “I desire, then, to tally up the accusations I have made from the beginning of the speech so that [
can show that | have fulfilled all the promises | made to you when | began. By using the events themselves, not
mere words, | have shown that he reported nothing true, but that instead he deceived you. | have shown that he was
responsible for your unwillingness to hear the truth from me because you were taken in by his promises and his
claims at that time, and (I have shown) that all of his counsel was contrary to what was necessary and that, while he
opposed the peace proposal of the allies, he supported that of Philocrates, all the while wasting time so that you
would not be able to march out in support of the Phocians even if you wanted to. (I have also shown) that he did
many other terrible things in his absence from the city, that he abandoned everything, sold everything, received gifts
and left no element of baseness untried. And so these things | promised in the beginning of my speech, and these
things I have shown.”

61 Dem.19.179: “And so examine the things after these things; for the account | am going to give you now is
simple.”
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whole (involved) second half of the speech as “simple.” Accordingly, Demosthenes does not
preface the second half of the speech with any sort of outline that would give the audience a
general idea of its purpose; it’s just what comes next. Also, as | mentioned above, the proem to
the speech as a whole gave no indication that it would include anything but a demonstration of
the claims made there, which all have already been fulfilled.

These structural problems become even more striking when one compares Demosthenes’
practice in the Meidias and On the Crown, both of which also contain extensive sections devoted
to personal attacks on his opponent. In the former, Demosthenes tells his audience toward the
beginning of the speech that he intends to discuss crimes committed by Meidias that are not

strictly relevant to the case at hand:

Ta pev 0LV &ig &uE Kkoi Tovg (pukarag noehynpéva kai mepl THY E0pTV AdIKNpATA TOVTQ nsnpowuava £’
olg aTOV npovBaKounv wur Eotwv, @ &vépeg AOnvaiot, kai O Etepa, GV 66° dv 016¢ T° & S1é€eyn
TpOC Vudig adtixo o1 péha.?

The description of Meidias’ other crimes here is vague, but at least the audience knows what to

expect. A few sections later, a more detailed outline is given:

gEedéyEm 88 mpdTov pHiv 86 antdg HPpicOny, Eneld’ 8o DUElc: petd TodTo 88 Kol TOV AoV, @ GvSpec
Afnvaiot, Blov adtod mévt’ éeTéow, kol Selém moAdV Bavdtmy, ovy &vog dvt’ 8Eiov.5

The last section of the speech will cover “the rest of his life.” This too is of course quite vague,
but it shows that Demosthenes was willing to include the more miscellaneous elements of a
speech in the outline given in a proem. He could very easily have done the same in On the False
Embassy, but again there the outline is restricted to matters more or less directly relevant to the

case.

2 Dem. 21.19: “And so these, men of Athens, are the offenses he committed against me and the crimes pertaining to
the festival, on the basis of which I brought him to trial. There are also many others, and I will presently go through
with you as many of them as I am able.”

8 Dem. 21.21: “I will show first how many outrages I have suffered, then how many you have. After that, men of
Athens, I will also examine the rest of his life, and I will demonstrate that he deserves many deaths, not just one.”
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In the proem of On the Crown, the famous invective against Aeschines is included in the

outline:

T0UT0 TaVTEADG UMBEG GNONG, TOVG TTEPL TAOV TETPAYUEVOV KO TETOMTEVUEVOV AOYOVG APEVTO. LLE TTPOG
T0G Aowdopiag T0g Topd 6od Tpéyesbat. 0¥ 61 moMG® ToVTO: 0VY, OVT® TETOPMUOL GAN’ VIEP PEV TV
TEMOMTEVUEVOV O KaTeyeNd0L Kol SiEParleg £EeTdom, Tiig 08 Topumeing TaNTNG THG AVEOTV YEYEVNLLEVIC,
Botepov, dv Bovlouévolc 1| tovtoisi, pvnodioopon ... %

First come the political issues, then—and only if the jury wants to hear it— all the fun bits. Thus
sections of the speech not directly relevant to the case are only included because Aeschines made
personal attacks in his speech, and because the audience may want to hear them. Since On the
False Embassy is a speech for the prosecution, Demosthenes could not of course have justified
the less relevant elements in the same way; however, they could easily have been introduced by a
prokatalepsis, for example, “I hear that Aeschines is going to make such and such a criticism of
me in his speech, so, after substantiating all the charges | have made, | will make mention of
these other matters—if you want to hear it.”

For those who had read the Meidias and On the Crown, then, the omission of any
mention of the second half of the speech in the proem would have been especially conspicuous.
However, based on the internal and external evidence mentioned above, they would also have
been aware that the speech was in some sense unfinished. What, then, did Demosthenes do to
this draft on a structural level to produce a more cohesive speech? MacDowell does not have a
problem with the proem or the way the speech seems to conclude midway through; he
speculates, as | mentioned above, that Demosthenes would have delivered the first half, then
would have tried to squeeze in as much as possible from the second half. However, there are two

problems with this position: first, it does not address the deficiency in the proem or explain why

8 Dem. 18.11: “... you[Aeschines] had this altogether silly idea that | would omit any words about political events
and would instead address your personal abuse of me. | will not do this; | am not out of my mind. Rather, | will
examine my political activities, which you kept lying about and slandering, and then, if these men of the jury are
willing to hear it, I will make mention of some of your profuse ribaldry ...”
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the speech gives the impression of concluding midway through; second, it overlooks a problem
within the structure of the second half. At section 315, Demosthenes introduces a chronological
summary of the ways in which Philip came to dominate Athens by enlisting the services of
traitors like Aeschines. This summary ends apocalyptically: “all Athens’ affairs have been
destroyed” (§325) and “The whole business has turned out like a puzzle for Athens.”®® This
would seem to represent the climax of the speech, with all of Athens being destroyed in some
sense by Aeschines’ treachery.®® But then, instead of ending, the speech continues with another
prokatalepsis, namely that someone had told Demosthenes as he was entering court that
Aeschines was preparing to accuse Chares.®” Slameczka, noting that this passage and the one that
follows about Aeschines’ voice are only loosely integrated within and indeed are unsuitable to
their context, conjectured that they were only inserted after the trial so as to better address certain
aspects of Aeschines’ speech.®® Schaefer, on the other hand, argued that the section does have an
important function, for, in the course of objecting to Aeschines’ supposed accusation of Chares,
Demosthenes gives himself the opportunity to repeat his warning to the jury that they should not
let Aeschines base his defense on events not pertinent to the accusation.® It might be an
anticlimax, then, but at least it is one with a definite purpose.

So there might be a justification for the prokatalepsis on Chares. However, the passage
that follows is even more difficult to explain. The prokatalepsis ends with the claim that, if the
audience keeps an eye on Aeschines, he will not know what to say, and his beautiful voice will

be useless (8336). This reference serves as a segue to an extended discussion of his voice and of

% Dem. 19.328 (tr. MacDowell) : yéyovev 16 mpéypata mév0’ domep aiviypa Tf mOAEL

8 Cf. Slameczka (1885), 44: “Er gibt also hiemit indirect die Versicherung, er stehe am Schlusse und habe
eigentlich nichts weiter vorzubringen.”

5 Dem. 19.332.

88 Slameczka (1885), 43.

8 A. Schaefer (1885) I1, 400.
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why the audience should not let it affect them (§8337-340). Again, after all of Athens has been
destroyed, it is something of an anticlimax to move to the seductive qualities of Aeschines’
voice. Because of this structural problem and because Demosthenes already warned the audience
about Aeschines’ voice earlier in the speech (§199), Busse speculated that these sections might
have been improvised by Demosthenes on the day of the trial and then added to the text when he
was preparing it for distribution.”” However, if this was the case, one might have still expected
Demosthenes to make some attempt to better integrate the new material.

In light of the aforementioned issues with the proem, the midway point, and the order of
arguments at the end of the second half of the speech, |1 would argue that the work is more of a
draft than MacDowell would claim. One should entertain the possibility that some of the material
from the second half could have been moved to the first half when the speech was actually
delivered. For instance, at the end of section 120 Demosthenes implicitly criticizes Aeschines for
his prosecution of Timarchus and mocks him for his previous career as an actor.”* This would be
a more appropriate context for addressing the dangers of his voice. Also, one could imagine the
extended warning against treachery in 258 being placed at the beginning of the speech. However,
because the first half is so cogent and tightly structured, it is difficult to imagine the limit case in
which all or even a significant amount of the material from the second would be incorporated
into the first half. Some sort of division, then, is necessary.

Having failed to find a way to resolve this structural problem either within the speech

itself or by comparing it with other works of Demosthenes, the reader is left at an impasse as to

0 Busse (1880), 42: Neque tamen crediderim oratorem eam rem (Aeschines’ voice) in commentario priore loco sane
minus commodo repetivisse. Veri similius videtur Demosthenem, cum ad finem orationis pervenisset, ea verba ex
tempore dicendo addidisse et postea orationi edendae ascripsisse.

1 Dem. 19.120: 8¢ yop dydvog Kovodg Gomep SPAaTal, Kol To0Tou GUapTOPOVE, TPOC SIOUELETPNUEVIYV THV
Nuépav aipeig Sivkmv, dfjlov 811 mévdevog &l Tig.
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what to do with the structure. There is also the problem of the speech’s length, for, as mentioned
at the beginning of this section, it is too long to have been delivered in court in its current form.
As a result, it cannot serve as a paradigm for those readers who wished to model their own
orations on those of Demosthenes. If in spite of this it still formed a cohesive whole, still looked
like a single well-formed animal rather than conjoined twins, one could enjoy it as a sort of ideal
form of the prosecution of Aeschines, but as it stands the speech’s superfluous length is palpable,
and amputation feels necessary.

Apparently not just amputation, though. Aeschines in his defense speech refers to two
remarks made by Demosthenes that are not found in our text: one involves Aeschines covertly
traveling by night in a single person canoe down the river Loedias for a secret meeting with
Philip (2.124), the other a comparison of Aeschines with Dionysios, the tyrant of Sicily (2.10);
the latter also included a reference to some dream the priestess of Sicily had. Aeschines’ brief
references alone are enough to suggest the sensational nature of the material, and the reader’s
curiosity is piqued without any possibility of satisfaction. Buckler suggests that Demosthenes at
some point decided to substitute the canoe incident for the account of the secret meeting that
occurs in our text (§175).72 This would mean that he altered and may have improvised on not
only the more miscellaneous second but even on the tightly structured first half. One should be
hesitant, then, to assume that any given part of the text we have represents the final version.

In the previous section, I argued that Meidias’ hubris could be seen as the primary
structural and stylistic determinant of the work: the whole form of the speech is carefully
calculated to reflect just how outrageous and boundless Meidias’ insolence is. In On the False

Embassy, by contrast, this sort of unifying structural determinant is lacking. From the proem we

72 Buckler (2000), 150.
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might expect it to be the figure of the bad ambassador, but this only holds for the first half of the
speech. After that, the portrayal of Aeschines devolves into an assortment of vices that paint him
as a generally vile character. Thus the second half of the speech can be seen not as paradigmatic
of Demosthenes’ refusal to be constrained by a rigid rhetorical schema but rather as a set of
brilliant pieces still in need of a keystone.

The question, then, becomes why Demosthenes would have distributed the speech in this
state. Blass may well be right that his primary goal was to respond to Aeschines’ publication of
his speech: even if the work does suffer from some structural problems, it nevertheless does still
present a compelling accusation of Aeschines’ actions as ambassador, so perhaps he was willing
to have an unrevised composition distributed for the sake of political gain. However, | argued
that in the case of the Meidias distributing the speech in an unrevised state would also have held
rhetorical as well as aesthetic advantages. Is this the case for On the False Embassy? On the one
hand, the accusation that Demosthenes is a crafty speechwriter is not broached this time, so there
is nothing within the speech itself that would suggest any further need to address this criticism.
However, in his famous account of Demosthenes’ performance anxiety before Philip Aeschines
does mock him for not being able to deviate from his written text.”® Further, due especially to its
length but also to its glaring structural problems, the text of On the False Embassy, if it is the
final written draft of the speech, does clearly show that Demosthenes did not simply read or
memorize a definitive text in preparation for delivering a speech. As a sort of éxdyyeiua, then,
the speech is in its way quite brilliant: | for one along with all those fusty nineteenth-century
scholars of oratory am dying to know what sort of alchemy he exercised on the text to turn it into

a unified whole. With all this said, though, Aeschines only ridicules Demosthenes’ inability to

73 Aeschin. 2.35.
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improvise in passing, so it seems unlikely that the lack of revision in this case was meant to have
any positive effect on the reading experience.

In the end, reading On the False Embassy is a frustratingly aporetic experience. The first
half of the speech is vigorous and well-formed, and the second half, though it suffers from a lack
of structure, contains some of its most famous passages, for example the narrative of Aeschines’
abuse of the Olynthian slave girl and the comparison of treachery to a disease afflicting all of
Greece. After what seems like a conclusion at 178, one oscillates between a state of restlessness
wondering why the speech keeps going and going and going and engagement with whatever bits
happen to strike his fancy. Perhaps one should return to Rehdantz’s idea of “eine lebendige
Wechselwirkung zwischen Redner und Horer”’* here: when delivering any given section of the
second half of the speech, Demosthenes would have gauged his audience’s response and chosen

the next section accordingly.

2. The Deliberative Speeches

A. The Olynthiacs and Philippics

By way of preface the status of deliberative oratory as a more or less distinct genre must
be established; for, if there were no generic boundary between deliberative and forensic oratory,
then the initial publication of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches would lose much of its
significance. For Aristotle there is a clear set of criteria that distinguishes the two with respect to
both form and content. With regard to the former, deliberative speeches do not need a proem

(1414a30-b7), and narration is superfluous since the audience is already familiar with the

4 Rehdantz (1886) commenting on Dem. 2 Ol. 8.
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situation (1414b8-9). As for content, the goal (telos) of deliberative oratory is what is expedient
for the polis, while the goal of forensic is establishing whether an action was just or unjust;
accordingly, the former deals with the future, the latter with the past. Anaximenes, too,
distinguishes between the two on the level of both content and form: after dividing oratory into
three types, he proceeds to discuss arguments proper to deliberative oratory (1.3), and, in the
preface to his discussion of structure, he says that the will give prescriptions based on genre
(28.5).

For Isocrates the situation is more complicated,” but nevertheless at the very least he
creates a strong contrast between the gutter genre of private trial speeches and his own elevated
“political speeches” (molttikoi Adyou). In the Antidosis, he describes the class of orators to which
he himself belongs in the following way:

Eictv yép tiveg ol TV pev Tpoglpnuévev oK Amelpmg EXouoty, Ypaeety 8¢ Tponpnviol AGyovs, oo Tepl IOV
VueTépoV cupforaimv, AL EAANVIKODG KOl TOALTIKOVS KOi TV YVUPLKOVG, 0V Gravtes GV Orosioy
OIO10TEPOVC Elva TOIC PETd LOVGIKTC Kol PLBUMY TETOMuEVOLC fi TOlC &v Sucaotpin Aeyouévorc. Kai yop
] AéEel ToMTIK@TEPQ KOl TOIKIA®TEPY TG TPAEELS dnAoDoty, kal Tolg EvOvUHacY OYK®IESTEPOLS Kal
Kavotépolg xpficOot (ntodoy ...70

Isocrates’ political oratory is superior to forensic formally and substantially; it employs a more
ornate, poetical style, and its arguments are more weighty. Although the “genre” of political
oratory referred to here clearly has to be distinguished from deliberative oratory more narrowly
defined, nevertheless, when taken together with Aristotle and Anaximenes, it suggests that
readers of Demosthenes at the very least would have made some basic distinction between

forensic and deliberative oratory, with the latter being more elevated and broader in scope.

75 For the problem of determining the generic status of Isocrates’ own speeches and for discussion of his views on
genre, see Too (1995), 13-35 and Papillon (1996), 377.

76 Isoc. 15.46-7: “For there are those who are not ignorant of the genres of prose mentioned above, but who have
chosen to write speeches not about your petty contract disputes but rather ones that are Greek, political, and
elevated, which all men would say more closely resemble pieces composed for musical accompaniment and in meter
than the things that are said in court. For indeed they relate events in a style that is more poetic and ornate, and they
seek to employ arguments that are weightier and more novel ...”
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It is also important to note that while the raison d’étre of the written text of a forensic
speech is clear, that of a deliberative speech is not. Logographers presumably distributed their
speeches to attract clients,”” and they may also have been motivated by a desire to enhance their
literary reputation more generally among connoisseurs of the genre.”® Men involved in political
life, however, as Phaedrus’s remark in the eponymous dialogue of Plato indicates, had strong
reasons for not publishing their speeches:

kol oHvolsfd mov Kol avTog dTt o1 PéyloTov duvapevol Te Kol oEUVOTATOL £V TATG TOAESY OicYLVOVTOL
AOYOVG TE YPAPELY KOl KATAAEITEW CLYYPARLTA EAVTAV, SEAV PoPodLevotl Tod Ereita ypovov, LN

N ~ 79
GOPLETAL KAADVTAL.

By circulating his speeches in written form, an orator risked being remembered not as a
statesman who spoke in the interest of his fatherland but rather as a self-interested sophist. The
mere existence, then, of the text of a deliberative speech potentially compromised the reputation
of its author. This would have been particularly true for Demosthenes who, as | have discussed at
length in the preceding sections, had developed something of a reputation for writing out his
speeches in advance. As Usher argues, however, we should not neglect the profound influence
Isocrates exercised on the intellectual climate of Athens in the years between the Phaedrus and
the beginning of Demosthenes’ political career:

Isocrates’ school was a symptom of, and perhaps a catalyst for, the growth of interest in political discourse;
and he stimulated this further by circulating his teaching in rhetorical form in works which articulate his
views on politics, literature, and his own individual brand of philosophy. For present purposes the main
interest is upon the effect which Isocrates’ teaching and writing had on Demosthenes. They established a
literary genre and opened up a stage on which he could display his talents and advance his career.®

7 Kennedy (1963), 128; Usher (1976), 38; and Worthington (1993), 192.

78 For this possibility see Usher (1999) and Dover (1968), 170: “We must remember that when a written version of a
speech was put into circulation it was not designed for compilers of law reports or for historians and scholars, but for
four categories of reader: the partisan, the floating voter, the would-be politician and the connoisseur.”

S PI. Phdr. 257d: “And you yourself are also aware, I suppose, that those who have the most authority and are most
respected in cities are ashamed to write speeches and to leave behind their compositions, out of concern for their
legacy, fearing that they might be remembered as sophists.”

80 Usher (2007), 228. He later speculates (234) that Demosthenes’ political rivalry with Isocrates may have been his
motivation for publishing his deliberative speeches. For anti-Isocratean sentiments, in one of Demosthenes political
trial speeches, see Rowe (2000), and conversely, for responses by Isocrates, see Rowe (2002).
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Whether or not one agrees with Usher that Demosthenes published his own deliberative speeches
(see below), it does seem likely enough that Isocrates removed at least some of the stigma
associated with publication. However, since he seems to have suffered from physical limitations
that prevented him from participating in the Assembly,®! distribution of texts represented the
only viable means of exercising political influence open to him. For Demosthenes of course this
was not the case. Fourth-century readers, then, would have been confronted by a set of texts
whose very existence needed to be not only explained but justified.

When Wilamowitz suggested that certain of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches were
not the texts of speeches actually delivered in the Assembly but rather were originally written as
political pamphlets,®? occasionality became an issue for Demosthenic scholarship. Although a
consensus has developed that the texts were not intended as pamphlets,® the challenges put
forward by advocates of this theory still have significant implications for readers of these texts.
In my chapter on style | have already looked at one aspect of this position: there | considered the
difficulty of Demosthenes’ style and the problem of how this would affect readers and the
original audience. However, in addition to style those who challenged the texts’ status as
speeches also based their position on elements of content. They claimed that because the
arguments of the speeches tend to be generalized and because several speeches do not present a
specific proposal, they must not have been composed for a specific meeting of the Assembly.8

Adams followed by Trevett have countered this argument by raising the possibility that speakers

8 soc. 12.9.

82 Wilamowitz (1893) II, 215 fn. 5.

8 Trevett (1996b), 430, fn. 30; Yunis (1996), 245.
8 Wendland (1910=Wendland 1987), 103-5.
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in the Assembly were not required to present a specific proposal but could speak in a more
general way about the situation at hand.®®

In this section | will examine the occasionality of the deliberative speeches and its
implications for fourth-century readers. | will look at arguments that pertain to specific situations
as well as the conspicuous absence at times of such arguments. I will demonstrate that the
speeches present an ambiguous occasionality, especially when placed in an intertextual
relationship with the works of Isocrates, and that this would have had a profound effect on
readers’ interpretation of the speeches as written texts.

In the First Philippic Demosthenes presents his proposal in the following way:

pn pot popiovg punde dtopvpiovg EEvoug, unde Tag EMGTOAULAIOVS TOVTAG SUVALELS, GAL’ Tj TG TOAE®S
gotat, KOv DUETS Eva Kav TAeiovg Kav TOV delva KAV OVTIVODV YEPOTOVIIONTE GTPOTNYOV, TOVTE TteioeTan Kol
doAovnoel. Kal TpoeV TadTy Topicatl keAev®. Eotal 6 adn Tig 1 Svvaps Kol Too, Kol Tobev TV
TponVv €Eet, Kol TG TadT’ €0eAoEl TOLETY; EYd PPAc®, KA’ EKOOTOV TOVTOV S1EEIDV Ympic. EEvoug Hev
Aéyo—xod ¢ Py momoed’ & moAhdkic Dudc EBAoyev: Thvt® ENdTTe vopilovieg sivan Tod Séovtoc, Kai Té
UéYIOT’ €V TOIg YMeIoUacY aipovuEVOL, £l TG TPATTELY 0VOE TA UIKPA TOlETTE" AAA TA UIKPO TOLG OVTEG
Kol Topicavteg ToVTOLg TPooTifeTe, GV EAATTO QaiviTal. AEY® &1 TOVG TAVTOG GTPUTIDTAG OIGYIMOVG,
To0TmV 8¢ Adnvaiovg enui Ssiv sivan tevioxoasiovg ...%

What is presumably an absurd proposal, ten or twenty thousand mercenaries, is dismissed out of
hand. This leads to Demosthenes’ alternative, a much smaller force that includes a significant
number of citizens. What is a reader, who is not familiar with all the details of the situation,
supposed to do when he encounters content like this that is specific to a particular occasion? On
the one hand it represents a simple dead end. Without the means to evaluate whether the proposal

would have effectively addressed the situation, it has no meaning and so creates a gap in the

8 Adams (1927), 12; Trevett (1996b), 431.

8 Dem. 4.19: “Don’t propose to me ten or twenty thousand mercenaries, and don’t give me these forces on paper,
but rather a force that will belong to the city, and one which, if you elect one or more and this man or whoever as
general, will obey and follow him. And | motion that you furnish this force with supplies. And what sort of force
will this be and how large, and from what source will it get its provisions, and how will it be willing to do these
things? | will point this out, going through each point separately. With regard to mercenaries, | propose—but don’t
do what has often harmed you: believing everything to be lesser in magnitude than what is needful and opting for
the greatest measures in decrees, you then do not even take small measures when it comes to taking action. Instead,
after providing for and taking limited actions, supplement them if they are clearly inadequate. | propose, then two
thousand soldiers in all, and I say that five hundred of these must be Athenians ...”
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reading experience where he has to stop and jump over. On the other, when he looks at the
proposal intertextually in relation to Isocrates’ fictional deliberative orations, which
“characteristically shun specifics and details,”®’ its mere presence absent any interpretation
imbues the speech with specificity and concreteness. It thus functions as an intertextual
contrastive whereby the text achieves an immediacy excluded for the Isocratean. But this
demands that one not attempt to interpret the proposal too much.

In reading this proposal, then, one feels that he is in some sense encountering the speech
in all the specificity of its occasion. However, complete alienation also occurs, as in the

following moment from the same speech:
[IOPOY AIIOAEIZEIL ®

This title immediately follows a hypophora in which Demosthenes first asks what the source of
funds will be with which he intends to pay for his proposal then says that he will tell the
audience. Its significance has been accounted for in various ways,® but regardless of its origin it
presents a potential stumbling block for the reader. As | argued above, the existence of specific
proposals in Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches serves as an intertextual contrastive with the
fictions of Isocrates to create a sense of immediacy and vividness. Here, however, the reader is
jerked away from the occasion by a conspicuous lacuna. The absence of content reminds him
that the work is in important ways not just or fully an occasional one. Without any demonstration

of the resources that Demosthenes intended to exploit to fund his proposal, its practicability

87 Rowe (2002), 154.

8 Dem. 4.29. Unfortunately the two papyrus fragments of this section of the speech (P. Oxy. LXII 4319 and P. Gen.
3) break off before the heading.

8 Jaeger (1938), 121-2 speculated that Demosthenes himself edited out the section when he went to distribute the
speech because he had since changed his views on the best sources of funding, while Trevett (1996b), 427 suggests
two possibilities: a later editor may have regarded it as not being of any literary interest and so excised it, or, what is
more likely in his view, Demosthenes never included it in the text but intended to have the clerk read out his
proposals.
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becomes impossible to determine, and the reader is left trying to deal with a fragment of the
occasion. In interpreting the speech, he occupies a no man’s land between the Isocratean
pamphlet on the one hand and a transcript of an actual deliberative speech on the other. Indeed,
reading a deliberative speech of Demosthenes can be said to be a constant negotiation with
occasionality, where the reader oscillates between assignment of elements of content to a general
referent, that is the overall political situation at Athens, or to a specific one, that is a specific
meeting of the Assembly in which a proposal was presented. One does not read the works as
records of actual speeches or as political pamphlets but rather continually moves between these
two poles in engaging with the texts as preserved.

The Second Philippic may present an even more difficult instance of the same
phenomenon, although the passage is disputed. At one point in the speech Demosthenes says that
he will tell the Assembly the proper response to give to the Macedonian ambassadors: d 6& vdv
dmokpvapevot T déovt’ dv €T’ dyneiopévot, Tadt’ Hidm AéEm.*® However, no answer is
preserved, nor is there a simple heading comparable to the one from the First Philippic; instead,
the speech simply moves on to a new subject. As a result, Abbé d’Olivet added to the text
ATTIOKPIZIE, and he was followed in this by Butcher, Dobree, and Jaeger.®* More recent editors
(Fuhr, and Dilts), however, have rejected this insertion, presumably following Hansen.®? | agree
with Trevett, though, that it is “less likely” that Demosthenes simply never suggested a reply to
the ambassadors,® so one has to decide how to deal with the invisible gap. Jaeger’s solution was

to say that Demosthenes deleted the reply when preparing the speech for publication,®* and those

% Dem. 6.28: “I will now tell you which answers would be the proper response.”

% Olivet (1803), 62 (a French translation of the speech). For Jaeger’s view, see Jaeger (1938), 252, fn. 27.

92 Hansen (1984), 59.

9 Trevett (1996b), 428. Weil (1873) along with Rehdantz, Spengel, Westermann suggests that Demosthenes
presented his response at the end of the speech, but in that case even following Weil’s text one would want an
adverb, e.g. tadta o1 AéEm VoTepOV.

% Jaeger (1938), 252, fn. 27.
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who subscribed to the pamphlet theory would have said that there obviously never needed to be
an answer. However, both are mere speculations, and without any way of explaining the gap or
even determining for sure that it exists, the reader is left at an impasse. Whereas with [IOPOY
ATIOAEIZIZ he could identify the hole and situate his alienation from the occasion with some
certainty, here the speech is lost for a moment in a state of limbo, and the reader becomes
completely detached from engagement with the text on any level.

As Adams noted, no definite proposal is presented in either the Second or Third
Olynthiac.® This makes their connection with a specific meeting of the Assembly somewhat
problematic. In certain cases, the Council could put on the agenda an open, as opposed to a
specific, provisional decree or probouleuma. The former is defined by Hansen as “a commission
that a matter be debated and decided by the people.”% A notable instance of this procedure is
referred to, as Rhodes argues,®” in Demosthenes’ speech On the Crown, where, in describing the
course of events after Philip’s invasion of Elatea in 339, he says that the people cast its vote
“concerning the salvation of the city.”®® Theoretically, then, Demosthenes could have delivered
the Second and Third Olynthiac in response to such an open probouleuma. However, Tuplin is

rightly cautious about reconstructing any definite relationship between speech and occasion:

Lack of ‘control’ examples of actual assembly debate becomes an acute problem here. We can theoretically
define various relationships between speeches and the making of formal proposals and amendments but we
do not know what the verbal and rhetorical habits of assembly speakers were in these various contexts or
more generally what the conventions of debate were.%

% Adams (1912), 13.

% Hansen (1987), 35. For further discussion of the open probouleuma, see Rhodes (1972), 58-9.

% Rhodes (1972), 234.

% Dem.18.248: ... nepi compiog tiig TOAeC TOC EUAC YVALAC EXELPOTOVEL ...

9 Tuplin (1998), 304. Hansen (1987), 93 claims that “... an open probouleuma might arouse a debate but not entail
the moving of any proposal.” In his footnote he cites his previous article (Hansen (1984)), which seems to suggest
that the evidence for this claim is the fact that several of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches do not support a
specific proposal. However, one would like a more reliable source of evidence.
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The modern reader is at a significant disadvantage here in relation to his fourth-century
counterpart. The latter would have had a more or less intimate familiarity with Assembly
procedure and with the types of speeches presented there, in particular those delivered in
response to an open probouleuma. The Second and Third Olynthiac could accordingly have been
placed in association with other speeches of this type allowing the reader to develop a quasi-
intertextual response. The modern reader, by contrast, is forced to engage in vague speculation
and imaginative reconstruction in an attempt to situate the speeches. However, inherent in the
open probouleuma procedure itself is a weakening of the concreteness, of the specificity of the
occasion: one is dealing with aroundness, with a radius as opposed to a point, for example in the
open probouleuma referred to above “concerning the salvation of the city.” In such cases the
speech necessarily seems less occasional, more Isocratean, because the occasion itself was never
clearly defined to begin with. The line between political pamphlet and actual speech becomes
blurred, and elements of content can simultaneously be referred to a specific debate and more
general circumstances. Tuplin’s continuum is apt here: reading is not a matter of situating the

speech in the Assembly or in the hands of a reader but moving back and forth along a continuum.

Another instance in which the experience of the modern reader must be distinguished
from that of the ancient concerns the Third Philippic in particular. Much ink has been spilled on
the question of why two separate redactions of the speech exist in the manuscripts and the
papyri, one longer, the other shorter.1® Although there is a general consensus that the additional

passages in the longer version are the work of Demosthenes’ hand,®® it is still unclear what the

100 For detailed discussion with bibliography, see Wooten (2008), 167-73 and Trevett (1996b), 428-9. With regard to
papyrological evidence, an important piece of evidence is provided by P. Fay 8 (2" century CE). In this fragment
words from the longer text in §39 have been added to the shorter one by a later hand. Hausmann (1978), 52 argues
that this provides evidence that already during this period an edition from the vulgate tradition (i.e. the one
preserving the longer redaction) was being used either to correct or interpret the shorter version.

101 MacDowell (2009), 353 and Trevett (1996b), 428.
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relationship between the two is. Regardless of the explanation one puts forward for the two
versions, it is highly unlikely that the original readers would have had access to both versions, or
that they would have read them side by side even if they did. Because the passages in the longer
version seem for the most part to pertain to a more specific, Athenian audience, the version one
reads has profound implications for his experience of the occasionality of the work. In Dilts’
edition sections 41-2 are printed in the following way:
‘Ot 6’ obte TadT’ EYel TO pev vov 0pdte SNmov Kol 0VOEV LoD TPoodeiche LapTupog: To
8’ &v 10l Bvwdev ypdvoig 8Tt Tévavtio elyev &yd SNAdow, 00 Adyoug pontod Aéymv,
AL YPAUUOTO TV TTPOYOVAOV TOV DUETEPMV AKEIVOL KATEDEVTO €I GTIANV YOAKTV
Yphyavteg €l AKPOTOALY, ody Tv’ adtoig 1) xpriciua (Kod yap Evev To0Tov THV YpoppdToy To déova

€PpoOvouV), AAL’ Tv’ DETG Eynte DIopvaT. Kol Tapadeiyato dg VTEP TV TOVTOV GIOVIALEY
TpoGTKeL Ti 0dv Aéyer T ypappora; “ApOutoc” enot ... 102

Dilts along with most editors has put the passage from the longer version in smaller print. This
passage contains Demosthenes’ interpretation of the intent of the proposers of a decree; it thus
concerns the Athenians in particular and their understanding of the political acts of their
forefathers, and it represents a significant claim about the relationship of members of the
Assembly and their decisions to those of previous generations. Further, by referring to the bronze
decrees set up in the Acropolis, the passage materially ties the speech to the experience of
Athenians in particular and imbues it with a vivid sense of occasionality. The original reader
presumably would either have had the longer or the shorter text. The former with its additional
Athenian-oriented passages like this one would have come off as less abstract and more
audience-specific, but, unless they were aware of the existence of two versions, occasionality

would not have been an issue for them. For the modern reader, by contrast, the two versions are

102 Dem. 9.41-2: “That these things are so you can see on your own with respect to the current state of affairs, and
you do not need me as a witness; but I will show that things in previous times were just the opposite, not by
speaking my own words, but by reading the writings of your ancestors which they set up on the Acropolis, having
inscribed them on a bronze pillar, not so that they might be useful to them (for even without these writings they
knew what was needful), but so that you might have reminders and examples of how it is fitting to be in earnest
when it comes to such things. What, then, do the writings say? ‘Arthmios,” they say ...”
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uncomfortably merged and only differentiated by font size. In the movement from the one to the
other, his experience is determined by the manner in which he decides to relate the two.
Following Treves,'® he could imagine the longer version as the one actually presented before the
Assembly and so would associate the abridgement with publication of the work for a general
audience. Or, following MacDowell,* he could imagine that Demosthenes produced two drafts
before delivering the speech in the Assembly and then opted for the shorter one. On this reading,
the differentiation of font size allows for speculation on the process of composition: the reader
repeatedly posits different possibilities for the development of the speech before delivery. With
regard to the passage discussed above, for example, perhaps Demosthenes felt that the
juxtaposition of the image of the gleaming bronze pillar with the wording of the decree itself was
more effective than an explicit interpretation of the forefathers’ motives. In this process of
speculation, text and occasion become somewhat mercurial, with posited developments being
placed into relation with possible occasions that would explain them. In reading the speech from
this perspective, one is interested in ways of understanding a process of development as opposed
to static entities like text and occasion. Finally, the typeset also provokes an aporetic reading.
The paradox of two Demosthenes being in the same place at the same time is reflected visually
in the harsh juxtaposition of two font sizes. The reader wants to make all the text the same size,
or at least do something to it that will draw a clear boundary between what the one and the other
is. But, with the nature of this boundary being unclear, there is some satisfaction in simply
experiencing in graphic form what otherwise is always latent in the speeches of Demosthenes as

an implicit uncertainty, an implicit distance.

103 Treves (1940), 357.
104 MacDowell (2009), 353-4.
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In the first section of this chapter | argued that one should entertain the possibility that
Demosthenes intentionally distributed the Meidias in draft form; for by doing so he would have
been able to respond to opponents who vilified him as a rhetorician deviously manipulating his
audience with speeches that had been crafted in writing before the trial. With regard to the
deliberative speeches, it is interesting to note how well the corpus seems to respond to the
intellectual climate of 4™ century Athens. As | discussed in the introduction to this section, there
was still a stigma attached to publishing one’s own deliberative speeches in written form, but the
influence of Isocrates had complicated things. When considering Demosthenes’ deliberative
speeches from this perspective, can one condemn him as a sophist for leaving behind his
speeches in written form? Or can he be neatly situated in relation to Isocrates’ literary activity?
There is nothing in the speeches themselves to indicate that Demosthenes himself was the one
responsible for circulating them; further, there is the gap in the First and perhaps the Second
Philippic. Also, in certain cases specific proposals are made without any attempt to contextualize
them. Accordingly, perhaps MacDowell is right in speculating that Demosthenes had simply left
them in a drawer or cupboard when he died.1® On the other hand, there are speeches like the
Second and Third Olynthiac which do not present specific proposals and which one might
accordingly be tempted to regard as pamphlets in the Isocratean mode—although the style is not
so Isocratean. (But still it is polished, and he does avoid hiatus and tribrachs.)%® What emerges
from all these considerations is a Demosthenes who perches on a point of transition. Not written

enough to be condemned as sophistry but yet not occasional enough to be confined to the Pnyx,

105 MacDowell (2009), 8 fn. 24.

106 It has proven difficult to characterize Demosthenes’ rhythmical practice in positive terms. For a handy summary
of his avoidance of tribrachs and hiatus, see Yunis (2001), 24-26. Greek prose rhythm more generally is still very
poorly understood. Usher (2010) has recently argued that current approaches are misguided in the emphasis they lay
on the importance of the clausula. Even the basic unit of analysis, then, cannot be agreed upon.
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his deliberative oratory when viewed as an oeuvre represents, intentionally or not, an almost
ideal legacy in relation to the conditions in which it was produced. For the fourth-century reader,
still suspicious of but also attracted to the possibilities of writing, he can remain firmly rooted in
the concreteness, the specificity of actual political life in the Assembly while at the same time

extending his reach more broadly to general questions of political identity.
B. The Prooemia

Beginning as early as the 5™ century, it was common practice, if the testimonia are to be
believed, for orators to publish collections of preambles: Antiphon, Critias, Thrasymachus, and
Cephalus are all said to have published such collections.'%” Unfortunately none of these survives,
nor do the testimonia provide any description of their contents. As a result, one can only
speculate about the nature of the pieces these collections contained. With regard to Antiphon,
Maidment claimed that “The work [Preambles and Epilogues] must have consisted of a series of
commonplaces compiled by Antiphon for the benefit of pupils.”% In light of the presumably
instructional purpose of Thrasymachus’ collection of laments,* one could make the same
speculation about his collection. However, beyond this it is impossible to say anything about the
form and content of these preambles and, what is more relevant for this section, about their
possible connection with a complete speech that was either actually delivered in the Assembly or

composed a la Isocrates for an audience of readers.

107 Antiphon: Suda s.v. poyfnpdg and aicOécBoy; Critias: Hermog. mepi 18edv pg. 402, line 5; Cephalus: Suda s.v.
Képakog ABnvaiog; Thrasymachus: Athenaeus .10.416a. Blass (1893) I11.1, 325 fn. 1 suggests that Thrasymachus’
collection may have consisted of judicial preambles.

108 Maidment (1941), 309.

109 Arist. Rh. 1404a15 says that Thrasymachus included some discussion of delivery in this collection.
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There is also a collection of preambles attributed to Demosthenes. Although in the
nineteenth century scholars were divided as to its authenticity,'° a consensus has developed that
Demosthenes did at least compose the individual preambles within the collection, though the
subject has not received much attention in recent years.!!! As for the collection as a whole, its
origin and intended function still remain unclear. No scholar entertains the idea that
Demosthenes himself was responsible for publishing it; however, in light of the fact that
previous orators had published such collections, this does not seem to me beyond the realm of
possibility, especially if Demosthenes was involved in teaching oratory.'2 Those scholars who
do argue that he was responsible for assembling the preambles together into a collection posit
various motivations for his doing so. Blass speculated that he composed it so as to have a
stockpile of preambles ready to hand should a given situation arise.!*® As a result, he went on to
infer, Demosthenes reworked two pieces from the collection when composing his first two
speeches against Philip.1** MacDowell follows Blass, but he adds, following the tradition that
Demosthenes felt uncomfortable speaking extemporaneously, that he may have composed just
the first few sentences of a speech “To give himself confidence” before extemporizing the
rest.!'® Clavaud, in turn, also believed that Demosthenes’ purpose in writing out the preambles
was to give himself confidence, but he objects to the claim that they were written as a collection
in isolation from any particular political situation; each one, according to him, was composed

separately and in preparation for a specific meeting of the Assembly.!®

110 See Rupprecht (1927), 365-6 for an overview of 19" century scholarship on the issue. Blass and Uhle among
others argued for the authenticity of the collection, while Swoboda argued against it, and Wilamowitz claimed that
much of it was spurious.

111 5o Clavaud (1974); Yunis (1996), 247, ff.; Worthington (2006), 16-17; MacDowell (2009), 6-7.

112 For this possibility see pg. 12 and fn. 26.

113 Blass (1893) I11.1, 324. Cf. Yunis (1996), 255.

114 Blass (1893) I11.1, 327-8.

115 MacDowell (2009), 6. Cf. Worthington (2006), 58.

116 Clavaud (1974), 43-50.
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In this section | will examine cases where more or less the same preamble is found in
both the collection of Prooemia and as the opening of an actual deliberative speech. I will argue
that the collection makes possible but also problematizes a response to the composition of the
speeches. Consideration of the relationship between the two also raises further questions about
the occasionality of the deliberative speeches.

The relationship between the text of the first preamble and that of the First Philippic is
perhaps the most problematic. The wording of the two versions is virtually the same through the

first section with one significant exception:

[Preamble] éneidny &8 vnep GV moAldxic eipfkocty obtol TPdTEPOV, TEPL TOVTMV VUVI GKOTETTE, TiyoDuat Kod
TPATOG AVACTAG EIKOTMG GV PeTd ToUTOVG doKely Adyey. 1’

[First Philippic] énedy 8 vmgp dv moihdkig sipficacty obtot tpdTepov cuuPaivel kol vovi okomely,
Myoduon kol Tp@HToc GvacTig EIk6TMS &V cVYYVOUNG TUYYavELy. !

In the version from the Prooemia, there is a slight paradox involved: Demosthenes is actually
going to be the first speaker, but, because the issue has already been discussed so often by other
speakers on previous occasions, he should be viewed as speaking after them. In the First
Philippic, by contrast, he makes a simple request for pardon. On the one hand, one could
plausibly argue that the paradox might have presented a stumbling block to the audience at the
very beginning of a speech, so Demosthenes decided to replace it with something simpler in the
First Philippic. On the other, he was fond of opening a speech with some form of contradiction
or paradox, as Lounés notes,''° so it also seems likely that he would not have viewed the
difficulty as a problem. In this case, then, the priority of the one or the other cannot be

determined with any degree of confidence.

117 Dem. Ex. 1.1: “But since you are now considering matters about which these men have often spoken before, I
think that, even though I’m standing up first it is right for me to seem to speak after them.”

118 Dem. 4.1: “But since it happens to be the case that once again we are considering matters about which these men
have often spoken on previous occasions, I think that, even though I’'m standing up first, I should meet with pardon.”
119 | ounés (1986), 256-8. Cf. Clavaud (1974), 39.
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In section 3 of the same preamble, an argument is presented which is found in the middle

of the First Philippic in almost the same wording:

[Preamble] kai yop d¢ GAnBdG, € pév, 66’ av 1@ Loy tig vmepPii Avrfioar pur Povddpevog, kai o
npbypad’ vmepPrcetol, Sl Tpog NSOV dnunyopsiv: £l 8 1 TdV Adywv xapig, av T Ui TpocKovsa, Epym
{nuia yiyverat, aicypdv €otiv pevakilew £00Tovg Kol HeTd TG Eoydtng avaykng tpd&ot Tad’ & mdio
’0ghovTaC mpootikey moteiv. 1?0

[First Philippic] 6AA’ €i pév, 6oa Gv Tig VepBi] 1@ Adyw, tva Ui AvmAon, kai td npdypod’ drepPfioetar, dei
npOg NSOV dnunyopeiv- €1 §” 1) tdv Adywv yapig, dv 7 ui Tpoctkovca, Epym (nuia yiyvetar, aicypdv dott
pevaxilew éovtoie, kai dmavt’ dvapairopévong b Gv 1) Sucyepf] Taviov DoTepeiv TV Epymv, Kod undeé
T00Tt0 duvaochal pabeiv, 6t 6€l TOLG OPBBC TOAEUD XPOUEVOLS 0VK AKOAOVOETV TOTG Tpdypacty, GAN’
adTode Eumpocev slvar TV TPAyUATOV, Kol TOV aDTOV TPOTOV BOTEP THV GTPUTEVHATOV AEIDGELE TIC GV
TOV GTPOTNYOV MYEichat, oVt Kol T@V TpayudTev To0¢ PovAgvopévoug, v’ & Gv ékeivolg doki], Tadta
npdrnToL Kai P T svpBévta dvaykdloviot Sthkety.... 2

The text of the two passages is almost identical up through gevaxilewv €éavtovg, at which point
the content of the two passages remains similar through *6glovtog tpootikev, although it is
expressed in different terms. Here the preamble from the collection ends, but in the First
Philippic the argument is greatly expanded to include several more considerations along with a
simile. In attempting to understand the method of composition suggested by the relationship
between these passages, one might at first think of the mockery of orators implied by Socrates’

description of Aspasia’s method in Plato’s Menexenus:

gmetta Ta pev €k 00 mopoypiipd pot Stet ... T 6€ TpdTEPOV EoKEPUEVT, OTE ot doKET cuveTibel TOV
gmrdgpiov Adyov v Iepuchiic sinev, mepiheippor’ drto &€ Ekeivov cuykoldoa. 12

120 Dem Ex. 1.3: “For in truth if for as many things as one omits in speaking out of a desire not to offend the things
themselves are also omitted, one must give counsel with an eye to pleasure; but if the pleasure of words, if it is not
appropriate, becomes a punishment in deed, it is shameful for people to deceive themselves and to do out of dire
necessity what they should have done willingly in the past.”

121 Dem. 4.38-9: “But if for as many things as one omits in speaking so as not to offend, the things themselves are
also omitted, one must give counsel with an eye to pleasure; but if the pleasure of words, if it is not appropriate,
becomes a punishment in deed, it is shameful for people to deceive themselves, and (it is shameful) in putting off all
the things that are unpleasant, to fall behind every event, and not even to be able to learn this, that those who wage
war properly must not follow events, but must themselves stay ahead of them, and, in the same way as one would
think it right for a general to lead his expeditions, so also those deliberating should lead events, so that whatever
they decide actually gets done and so that they are not compelled to chase after whatever happens to come about.”
122 p|, Menex. 236b: “Next some parts she went through for me extemporaneously ... but others she had thought up
in advance, when she was composing, | think, the funeral oration that Pericles delivered, gluing together some
leftovers from that speech.”
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Aspasia is described as “gluing together” pieces from a funeral oration she had composed
previously to form sections of a new speech. This would seem to describe the passage from the
First Philippic above; however, “gluing” does not quite apply. There are subtle changes made to
the wording of the parts that overlap, and, in the First Philippic, the passage seems to grow
organically from the prefab argument. Viewed from this light, it could be seen a paradigm of the
Isocratic method of composition, which, as | discussed in chapter 1 (pgs. 45 ff.), involves proper
selection, blending and arrangement of rhetorical forms or i6¢at.123 This is all assuming, of
course, that the preamble came first. If not, then it does indeed seem more like a case of simple
cut and paste, so to speak.

The preamble of On the Symmories contains a striking instance of discontinuity. After
employing the topos that those who praise Athenians from the Golden Age can never do their

achievements justice, Demosthenes gives an alternative, superior source of praise:

gy & éxetvov uiv Emawvov oV ypévov fiyoduan péytetoy ... 124

The adjective péyiotov modifies Exouvov. Not only does it represent the less common form of
discontinuity in which the modifier, as opposed to the head noun, is postponed, but also tov
xpoOvov intervenes, which could create confusion for the audience. When this same sentence
occurs in in one of the Prooemia, the syntax is simple: £y® 6¢ ThHg pév ékeivav apetiic Héyiotov
gmovov fyodpon Tov xpdvov.t?® However, as can be seen from my section on hyperbaton in
chapter 2, Demosthenes was not afraid to deviate from standard word order; further, the topos

belongs to the tradition of the funeral oration,*?® so perhaps a more marked, solemn style was

123 Isoc. 13.16:(pnpi) 0 8& TovTOVY 8¢ EKAoTE TAY TPAyUdTOVEG ST TpoeAécBon Kol peiEacOut Tpdc EAMANG Kol
taEacOat kot Tpdmov ... tadto 08 ToAATC Empeleiog deican kol Woyfg ...

124 Dem. 14.1: “I believe time to be their greatest praise ...”

125 Dem. Ex. 7.1.

126 E g. Lys. 2.54ff. Cf. Isoc. 4.74. In Pl. Menex. 239c, one cannot do the forefathers’ achievements justice in prose
because they have already been celebrated by poets.

266



called for. In light of these considerations, it is once again difficult to make a strong argument for
the priority of either version.
The relationship between the opening of the First Olynthiac and that of the third

Preamble presents several difficulties:

H H 9, T\ T ~ o7 , 3o D ~ l’ rT 3 ~ '3 ’6 1 i i hY
First Olynthiac] Avti moAAGV Gv, o dvépec Adnvoio atov Ypag EAécar vopilm, €i pavepov
Yévorto T0 pélhov cuvoicely Tij TOAEL TEPL OV VOVI oKoTEITE. GTE ToivLY TODO’ 0BT EYEL TPOGTKEL

podvpmg £0£AeLy dkovey TdV Boviopévav copfovievey-2

[Preamble] Avti moAl@v &v, & dvdpec ABnvoiot, ypnudtav 0 péAiov cuveicely DUiv TeEpl GV vovi
TUYYGVETE GKOMODVTES, 0L TAVTAG v Dpdg EAécBaL. Ste Toivuy ToD0’ obtmg Exel, TPOsTKEL TAPEYELY
£0£hovTag aKovELY DR adTOVG TV Boviopévmv cuppoviedey-128

The first bolded section of the preamble, in comparison with the corresponding section from the
First Olynthiac, is arguably less rhetorically effective: in the version from the collection, the core
idea, namely you would pay a lot for this, is not completed until the end of the sentence, and the
intervening material is quite involved. In the First Olynthiac, by contrast, the whole core is
fronted. The version from the Preambles is also more difficult to construe: as is suggested by the
attempts that have been made to translate it,'?® one wants to supply something that suggests the
acquisition of knowledge, that is “you would choose (to know) what will be expedient....” And
indeed this is how the same idea is expressed in the First Olynthiac. Conversely, the second
bolded section of the preamble is more difficult than that of the alternate version: while in the

latter mpoBvpmg is discontinuous with dxobdev and also somewhat redundant, in the former the

127 Dem. 1.1: “I think you would pay a lot, men of Athens, if that which is going to be expedient for the city
should become clear concerning the things upon which you are now deliberating. And so when this is the case,
it is fitting that you listen eagerly to those who want to give counsel.”

128Dem. Ex. 3.1: “For what is going to be expedient to the city concerning the things upon which you are now
deliberating, a lot | think you would pay, men of Athens. And so when this is the case, it is fitting that you
present yourselves willing to hear those who want to give counsel.” The text cited is that of Rennie (1903). The
alterations made by Clavaud in this case seem to me unjustified. However, the choice of text does not affect my
argument.

129 Worthington (2006) translates: “... I believe that you would all give a great deal of money for advice that would
be of benefit...” DeWitt and DeWitt (1926): “...you would choose the plan that will pay you...” Clavaud (1974):
“Je crois que vous seriez tous préts a payer trés cher, Athéniens, 1’avis qui doit vous étre utile ...” Cf. also the
interpretation of this section of the First Olynthiac by Schafer (1824) I, 181: Primaria enim notio non est 0 péliov
ovvoicewv, sed 1 TovToL Pavépwots. Hic cardo totius orationis.
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same section is relatively straightforward without any irregular syntax or redundancy. In light of
the discussion in my third chapter of the significance of the will and in particular of adverbs
signifying willingness in the Olynthiacs, one can argue that the seemingly odd syntax has a
definite motivation, indeed that it represents an integral element of Demosthenes’ rhetorical
strategy in those speeches. In this case, then, it is not a matter of an insignificant stylistic
discrepancy but rather of one that affects the fundamental nature of the speech and its relation to
the other speeches in the series. If it was the case that Demosthenes had a collection of preambles
lying around waiting to be incorporated into individual speeches, then this represents an
exquisite instance of how, with one subtle alteration, he could take a generally applicable
opening and transform it into a fully individualized and integrated component of an individual
speech. To return to the comparison between the first bolded section of each version, perhaps in
the process of incorporating the preamble Demosthenes simply determined that the wording he
ultimately chose for the First Olynthiac was clearer.

With regard to the two versions of this same preamble, there is also a problem concerning
their length. In the manuscripts, preambles 3 and 4 are not distinguished from one another, and
o1, the first word of what has come to be numbered 4, is followed by 5¢.1%° Wolf, apparently
following Feliciano, deleted the conjunction and divided the preamble into two separate
pieces.®*! He was followed in this by Blass and Rennie. Clavaud, however, pointed out that there

is a neat logical progression from the end of 3 to the beginning of 4;'32 accordingly, in his edition

130 T have personally reviewed Omont’s (1892) facsimile of S (the most authoritative manuscript for modern
editions of Demosthenes’ speeches) at this point. In that manuscript the individual preambles are distinguished from
one another by a sort of dash. No such marking occurs between 3 and 4.

131 See Blass’s apparatus criticus, Schiifer (1824), which contains Wolf’s and Reiske’s views, and the discussion in
Clavaud (1974), 11.

132 This point was already made by Wolf, whose note on the relationship between the two can be found in Schéafer
(1824) V, 665: Parum autem refert, sive novum hic exordium facias, sive cum superiore (quod quidem non inepte
fieri potest) coniungas. He does not explain why, if this is the case, he chose to emend the reading of the
manuscripts.
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he removed the division between the two and restored the ¢ of the manuscripts. | find his
arguments for separating the two compelling, but in any case the original readers would not have
divided them. Accordingly, when comparing the version from the Prooemia with that from the
First Olynthiac, they would have been faced with a divergence:

[First Olynthiac] aALd kai Tig VpeTEPAS TOYNG VTOAAUBAV® TOAAL TOV SEOVT®V €K TOD TOPAYPTILO EVIOIG
v EmehOely gimeiv, Hot’ €& andviav pediav v 10D cupEEPoVTOg LUTV aipeoty yevéshar.

‘O piv oUv Tapov Kaipds, & dvdpeg Adnvaiol, pévov oyl AEYEL QOVIY GQLELG 6TL TV
TpaypéTov dpiv Ekeivov avtoig avriinatéov otiv ... 1%

[Preamble] ... évioic €meABeiv bv imelv, Hot’ 6€ andvimv padiav Ty 100 cupEEpovTog LUV aipecty
yevéabat.

"Eoti 8¢, @ dvdpeg AOnvaiol, dikarov, £we1dn £’ Dpiv éoTiv EAécOon TV pnOévToOV 6 TU dIv
BovincOs, anavrov dxodom. >

Commenting on the First Olynthiac, Sandys, citing parallels from several other speeches, notes
that the function of the particle combination p&v odv is to introduce the subject of the speech.'%
We have, then, an instance of a common form of transition from the preamble to the body of the
speech. In the preamble version, by contrast, a connection is made with the argument that
concluded the preceding section. This is followed by an exhortation to the audience to maintain
their composure, and the preamble concludes with Demosthenes saying that he will not speak at
length but will present what is expedient in the fewest words possible. In light of the implication
of the topos expressed at the end of the first section, namely that he has not thought about the
situation beforehand and so will have to speak extemporaneously, it would be absurd for him to

use the first section in two different speeches; for employing it a second time would risk belying

1383 Dem. 1.1: “But I suppose it belongs to your[the Athenians’] good fortune for some men to say what is needful
spontaneously, so that the choice of what is expedient can easily be made from all the speakers taken together.

And so the present crisis, men of Athens, all but cries out, saying that you yourselves must grab hold
of those affairs ...”
134 Dem. Ex. 3.1-2: “But I suppose it belongs to your[the Athenians’] good fortune for some men to say what is
needful spontaneously, so that the choice of what is expedient can easily be made from all the speakers taken
together.

And it is just, men of Athens, to listen to everyone, since it is in your power to choose whichever you
wish of the things said.”
135 Sandys (1936), ad loc.
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the very position he is trying to take. Does the version from the Prooemia, then, represent some
sort of draft after all? Or perhaps Blass was right that it was written in isolation from the rest of
the speech as part of a practical repertory? It is not entirely clear what might have motivated
Demosthenes to cut the second section. It is possible that he determined at some point that he
was not going to have to worry about any disturbances in the Assembly and so felt that
admonishing the audience on this point was superfluous. Also, with the addition of this section
the preamble does feel a bit longwinded, and the remark that it often happens that the same man
is sometimes right, sometimes wrong*® seems a bit obvious, so perhaps he decided that excising
it was simply more rhetorically effective, especially since the transition to the body of the speech
(the crisis is all but crying out!) is so dramatic.

Finally, there is a clear connection between the conclusion of Prooemium 53 and one of

the most crucial passages in the Third Olynthiac:

[Preamble] viv 8¢ Spoyud] kai yol kai tétTapctv dBoAoic domep dobevodvia TOV Sfjpov Sidyovsty,
opodtota, @ dvdpeg Adnvaiot, Toig mapd TV ioTpdV crriolg Siddvieg Huiv. kal yap ékely’ odT’ icydv
EvtiOnow o1’ dmrodviiokery £@, kKol TodT’ 00T’ Amoyvovrag dAlo T peilov TpdtTey £, 00T’ 0T’
£Eapkely dvvatan.ts’

[Third OL.]... fowg &v, iowe, & dvépsg ABnvoiot, TELEOV T1 Kol péya KTomaeBe dyadov Kol TV To100TOV
Iupdrov arailayeinte, 6 toig {acbevodol} mapda TOV TPV G1Tiolg SIO0UEVOLS £01KE. KOl YOp EKEIVO,

ovte ioyLv EvtiOnoy ovT’ dmroBviioker £ kKol Ta00’ & vépeoOe viv DuElg, 00TE TOoOVTA £0TIV BOTE
aéleray Exey Tva SLopkii, 00T’ amoyvévrag dlho T mparTTaly & ... 158

In the version from the collection, Demosthenes swerves at the last instant: the only foreseen

result of rejecting the politicians’, as opposed to the doctor’s, prescriptions is improvement (8ALo

136 Dem. Ex. 4.1: kai yap moAldkic cvpPaivel tov antov vOpamov Todto pév un Aéyewy 6pOdg, Etepov dé T

137 Dem. Ex. 53.4: “But now with a drachma and a chous and four obols they lead around the people as if they were
sick, just as if, men of Athens, they were giving you the food administered by doctors. For that too neither imparts
strength nor allows one to die, and these things neither allow one to reject them and fare better nor are they
themselves sufficient.”

138 Dem. 3.33: ... perhaps, perhaps, men of Athens, you might gain some consummate and great good and be freed
from such gains, which resemble the food given by doctors. For that too neither gives strength nor allows one to die;
and these things you are distributing to yourselves are neither so great as to have any sufficient benefit nor do they
allow you to reject them and fare otherwise ...”
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Tt neilov). In the Third Olynthiac, by contrast, peiCov is absent; further, the order of the two
possibilities is reversed so that the uncertainty of the outcome is made to conclude the
comparison. This passage has been central to several of the arguments that | have made
throughout the dissertation: in the third chapter | argued that the entire speech was structured in
such a way as to prepare the audience to deal with the disturbing implications of the image (pgs.
164-5), and in the fourth I situated the passage in relation to Thucydides’ political thought (pg.
189) and, in a later section, argued that it represents an innovative use of imagery (pg. 217-18).
Its relation to the version from the Prooemia, | would argue, strengthens my claim that the
passage is critical to understanding Demosthenes’ oratory on a formal and substantive level. One
speculates that Demosthenes, in the process of composing the Third Olynthiac, reworked this
passage and, having realized how dire the situation had become, decided this time not to shy
away from the implications of the comparison but to compel his audience to face them.
Alternatively, if the proem is an adaptation of the Third Olynthiac, then perhaps the image was
modified to suit a situation which he considered less terminal, so to speak. If so, it makes for a

deleterious intertextual effect; the image feels an enervated version of itself.

As illustrated by the preceding paragraphs, the unexplained existence of the Prooemia
creates productive problems for any interpretation of the deliberative speeches. It becomes
unclear what exactly a Demosthenic speech is with respect to occasionality. Yunis seems to
argue that the collection represents something like a practical realization of the theory Plato

proposed in the Phaedrus:

Plato’s ideal rhetor, having recognized what type of auditor each real auditor is, is to employ the
appropriate speech for that auditor out of the universal set of speeches designed to instruct and persuade the
types of auditors. Plato’s purpose in creating his array of prepared speeches was to turn his rhetorical
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theory into the basis, at least, of systematic rhetorical practice. The Demosthenic collection is on a far
smaller—far more realistic—scale than the improbable, gargantuan project imagined by Plato.*3

According to Yunis, the collection is a set of possibilities that aims for universality. In
composing a speech, Demosthenes would select the appropriate possibility and instantiate it in
relation to a particular occasion. However, | would argue that this is too schematic. There seems
to me to be a more supple relationship between universal and particular. The subtle changes to
and developments of material from the Prooemia suggest that for Demosthenes perhaps
composition was neither gluing nor invention in the original sense, that is discovery pure and
simple. It seems as though there are elements that could be described as universals but that they
can never simply be inserted into the particular without being fundamentally reshaped

themselves. The relationship between universal and particular is thus reciprocal.

3. Conclusion

Demosthenes’ speeches were neither written nor unwritten. In the Against Meidias this
cagey negative characterization assumes a positive, concrete form: being neither written nor
unwritten means being a draft. The text does not allow the reader to determine where the written
Demosthenes ends and the spoken one begins. Further, in attempting to finalize a hypothetical
deliverable speech, one ends up positing multiple Demosthenes. As we saw in the preface to
Isocrates’ autobiographical speech the Antidosis (see pgs. 60-61), he too seems to have allowed
for multiplication of the self through writing. In response to Plato’s criticism of writing, then,
these orators did not abandon the text but refigured their relationship to it as being dynamically

indeterminate.

With regard to the deliberative speeches, this indeterminacy is manifested in the

ambiguous occasionality of the texts. Just when the reader feels as if he is being transported to

139 Y ynis (1996), 255.
272



the Pnyx, the demonstration of resources (ITOPOY AITIOAEIZIY) is missing, or there’s no
answer to the ambassadors. Just as the style at times provokes uncertainty in the reader about the
relation between the written and the oral, so this alternation between immediacy and alienation
on the level of content destabilizes the reading experience. Reading the First Philippic cannot
involve merely reimagining one’s way back to the actual delivery of the speech or treating it as a
generalized pamphlet. Rather, one must constantly negotiate between the two without ever
achieving a stable relation to the text. By occupying an interstitial space between transcript and
literary embellishment, the texts preserve Demosthenes’ sublime oratory while at the same time

shielding him from the charge of being a self-interested sophist.

The significance of the collection of Prooemia in this context must remain unclear. When
compared with passages from actual deliberative speeches, these preambles seem to offer the
reader a window on Demosthenes’ methods of composition, and, insofar as they suggest a certain
relation between the universal and particular, they also have larger implications for the nature of
meaning in oratory more generally. However, in each case establishing a definite relationship
between the two proved impossible; the reader speculates about the rhetorical significance of
disparities and about the priority of one or the other version without being able to come to any
firm conclusions. Whether Demosthenes himself was the one responsible for distributing this
collection or not, in combination with the deliberative speeches it represents for readers his most
abiding legacy; for in perpetually attempting to relate the two the reader reenacts the activity of a

(possible) Demosthenic mind.
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Concluding Remarks

After vividly describing the quasi-religious ecstasy® he experiences when reading
a speech of Demosthenes, Dionysius of Halicarnassus tries to imagine what (ti note) the
members of the Athenian Assembly must have felt when they heard the great orator himself
address them with all the force of his legendary delivery. He concludes that the experience must
have been awe-inspiring:

€1 01 10 1 ToGovTOV <sr(ov> gykatapoyopuevov 1oig fupriotg TVEDLLOL TocanTNV ioydv €xet Kol oum)g
BymyoV £6TL TOV AvOPOTOV, 1| TOV TOTE VIEPPUEC TL KOd Sevdv ypfipa v &l Tdv ékeivov Adywv.2

The text has preserved in some adulterated form the breath of the speaker himself. Although it
gives the reader a form of access to the original speech, it can never fully resuscitate it,
especially when the reader no longer has a personal stake in the situation Demosthenes was
addressing. The text is presented as an inadequate but unavoidable intermediary between reader
and actual speech. One does not want to read (the text of ) Demosthenes, one wants to

respeak/rehear Demosthenes. In the text there is only loss.

As | have demonstrated in this dissertation, the above approach to reading or rather
unreading Demosthenes blinds one to the potential of the speeches as texts. Readers in 4"
century Athens were interested in written texts as such and in relating them to speech, not just in
deriving speech from them. As | argued in my chapter on style, various difficulties in

Demosthenes’ manipulation of syntax force the reader to pause and consider the status of certain

1 D.H. Dem. 22: Siapépetv € 00SEY EuonTd Sokd TdV TO UNTPda Kol 6 KopuPavTikd Kol doa ToVToIC TAPATANGLE
€0TL, TEAOLUEVOV ...

2 D.H. Dem. 22: “If, then, the breath mingled with the papyrus through so many years has such strength and leads
men so well [in their recitation of the speech], there was at that time, | imagine something supernatural and awesome
in his own words.”
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constructions with reference to a vague spectrum of written vs. unwritten style. This led to more

general considerations of writing’s potential for informing thought and expression.

Although understanding Demosthenes’ style is critical to interpreting his speeches as
texts and to understanding the ethos he projects, | have argued that one must incorporate
discussion of the subject into a larger set of issues surrounding the writtenness of the speeches.
For structure and substance need to be read too, not just respoken. The First Philippic is
carefully structured so as to seem conspicuously unwritten at the same time as it attains to Plato’s
ideal of organic unity. At times, with their references to specific situations and their concrete
proposals, the deliberative speeches seem to transport the reader back into the midst of the crisis
they address. But then the list of resources required to instantiate the proposal is missing, which
jerks him back to the text as text, as a piece of writing distributed for a reason he cannot clearly
identify. Finally, in the case of Against Meidias, the text, inasmuch as it is clearly a draft, can
only be writing and can never be imaginatively recreated as an actual speech without alteration,
supplement, and deletion. Reading Demosthenes, then, involves a constant negotiation on

multiple levels between speech as transcript and speech as written text.

When read in this way, his speeches emerge in an almost ideal relation to the intellectual
climate in which they were produced. The text of Against Meidias preserves a brilliant and
scintillating speech in writing; however, insofar as it is clearly a draft, it also demonstrates that
Demosthenes was capable of improvising material. The actual speech as delivered in court
remains a perpetual hypothetical. This allows it to escape Alcidamas’s objections to writing, and
it provokes continued engagement with the work. The incompleteness also defends it against
hostile readers like Isocrates’ Spartan sympathizer who might seek to disarm it for their own

benefit; for when stripped the speech cannot show us an integral Demosthenes. With regard to
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the deliberative speeches, in turn, the reader cannot identify just what it is he is reading. They are
not exactly transcripts but they are also a far cry from Isocrates’ pseudo-deliberative literary
speeches. Thus, with their nature and the intention behind their distribution being so
indeterminate, they cannot be used to criticize Demosthenes for being a sophist who only cares
about his own reputation, nor do they stray so far from the particular as to become a bloodless
Isocratean pamphlet. When read in this way in relation to 4" century discourse on oratory, the

textuality of Demosthenes’ speeches does not negate but rather produces new meaning.

If Aeschines and Pytheas are to be believed, to some degree Demosthenes spoke like a
book. There are also the apocryphal stories about him being able to recite all of Thucydides’
Histories by heart. Both in text and in person, then, he was in some sense intertextual. The way
he formulated his thoughts and arguments and the substance of his political ideas had been
informed by intimate engagement with Thucydides and Isocrates among others. Reading his
speeches, then, represents a form of access which by allowing for intertextual comparison can
grant the reader a clearer view of the genesis and relative significance of his oratorical
achievement. Indeed, insofar as Demosthenes himself seems to have been intrinsically bookish,

the texts might be said to be truer representations than the speeches as delivered.

Instead of figuring the text as loss, | have treated it as a source of new concerns and
questions. In the wake of the debate between Plato and Isocrates, those in 4™ century Athens who
were interested in oratory would have been excited not just to hear speeches but to read them and
to think about what reading the text of a speech means. When interpreting Demosthenes’ oratory,
they would have had a sometimes vague, other times clear set of questions and concerns to apply
to the text as text: one looked for a substitute for the authorial voice, fought to disarm and

denude the text, worked to define prose generally and each genre of oratory in particular.
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Speculation about the experience of the original audience was only one element of a much

broader hermeneutic.

Recent scholars of Demosthenes have lamented the current lack of interest in studying his
speeches from a literary perspective. C.S. Lewis’s opinion of him seems to have become the
common consensus: he is a great bore.® In attempting to respond to this problem, one emphasizes
the beauty of his language, his consummate verbal “artistry,” his rhetorical legerdemain, or one
argues that he is doing interesting things with tragedy or comedy, all the while still trying to get
back to the originary experience of the speech thundering from Demosthenes’ lips. While all of
these approaches illuminate important aspects of his oratory, they do not represent a radical
enough shift from the traditional understanding of what it means to interpret one of his speeches.
In focusing instead on the reading experience, | hope | have gestured toward a different path. To

make Demosthenes speak again, one must first silence him.

3 Lewis (1955), 138: “Kirk did not, of course, make me read nothing but Homer. The Two Great Bores
(Demosthenes and Cicero) could not be avoided.”

277



Bibliography
Adams, Charles Darwin. 1912. "Are the Political ‘Speeches’ of Demosthenes to be regarded as
Political Pamphlets?" Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological
Association 43:5-22.
------ .1919. The Speeches of Aeschines. London: W. Heinemann.

------ .1927. Demosthenes and his Influence, Our Debt to Greece and Rome. New York:
Longmans, Green.

------ .1970. Selected speeches. XII, XVI, XIX, XXII, XXIV, XXV, XXXII, XXXIV. Lysias. Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press.

Alexiou, Evangelos. 2009. "Das Prodmium Des Isokrateischen Evagoras Und
Die Epitaphienreden.” Wirzburger Jahrbicher fur die Altertumswissenschaft 33:31-52.

------ .2010. Der Euagoras des Isokrates : ein Kommentar, Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur
und Geschichte. Berlin; New York: De Gruyter.

Asmis, Elizabeth. 1986. "Psychagogia in Plato's Phaedrus.” Illinois Classical Studies XI: 153-
72.

Balla, Chloe. 2004. "Isocrates, Plato, and Aristotle on Rhetoric.” Rhizai 1:45-71.

Birklein, F. 1888. "Entwicklungsgeschichte des substantivierten Infinitivs." In Beitrage zur
historischen Syntax der griechischen Sprache, edited by Martin Schanz. Wirzburg:
Stiiber.

Blank, Thomas. 2013. "Isocrates on Paradoxical Discourse: An Analysis of Helen and Busiris."
Rhetorica 31 (1):1-33.

Blass, Friedrich. 1893. Die Attische Beredsamkeit. 2. Aufl. ed. 3 vols. Leipzig: B.G. Teubner.

Blitzer, Lloyd. 1968. "The Rhetorical Situation." Philosophy and Rhetoric I (1):1-14.

Bolgar, Robert. 1969. "The Training of Elites in Greek Education.” In Governing Elites: Studies
in Training and Selection, edited by Rupert Wilkinson, 23-49. New York: Oxford

University Press.

Bompaire, Jacques. 1984. "L' apothéose de Démosthéne, de sa mort jusqu' a I'époque de la 1l
Sophistique." Bulletin de I'Association Guillaume Budé:14-26.

Bornmann, Fritz, ed. 1995. Werke. Nietzsche. Vol. 1I: Walter de Gruyter.

Brauw, Michael de. 2007. "The Parts of the Speech."” In A Companion to Greek Rhetoric, edited

278



by lan Worthington, 187-202. Malden: Wiley-Blackwell.

Buckler, John. 2000. "Demosthenes and Aeschines.” In Demosthenes: Statesman and Orator,
edited by lan Worthington, 114-158. London and New York: Routledge.

Busse, Rudolf. 1880. “De Duplici Recensione Orationis Demosthenicae quae est de Falsa
Legatione.” Diss.

Butcher, S. H. 1881. Demosthenes, Classical Writers. London: Macmillan & Co.
Cawkwell, George. 1978. Philip of Macedon. London ; Boston: Faber & Faber.
Classen, Johannes, and Julius Steup. 1889. Thukydides. 4th ed. 2 vols. Berlin: Weidmann.

Clavaud, Robert. 1974. Prologues, Collection des Universités de France. Paris: Les Belles
lettres.

Cole, Thomas. 1991. The Origins of Rhetoric in Ancient Greece, Ancient Society and History.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Colli, Giorgio, and Mazzino Montinari. 1967. Werke. Nietzsche. Kritische Gesamtausgabe.
Berlin: De Gruyter.

Cooper, Craig. 2000. "Philosophers, politics, academics: Demosthenes' rhetorical reputation in
antiquity.” In Demosthenes: Statesman and Orator, edited by lan Worthington, 224-245.
London and New York: Routledge.

Dalfen, Joachim. 1985-86. "Literarische Fiktion-Funktion VVon Literatur. Zum Lysiastext in
Platons Phaidros.” Grazer Beitrage XI11-XI11:101-30.

Delaunois, Marcel. 1951. "Du plan logique au plan psychologique chez Démosthene.” Les
Etudes Classiques XIX:177-189.

------ .1958. "Le plan rhétorique dans I'éloguence grecque, d'Homeére a Démosthéne.” Mém. de
concours XLIV:55-58.

Denniston, J. D. 1952. Greek Prose Style. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Derrida, Jacques. 1972. La dissémination, Collection "Tel quel". Paris: Editions du Seuil.

Devine, A. M., and Laurence D. Stephens. 2000. Discontinuous Syntax : Hyperbaton in Greek.
New York: Oxford University Press.

DeWitt, Norman Wentworth, and Norman J. DeWitt. 1926. Demosthenes. 7 vols, Loeb Classical
Library. London; Cambridge, Mass.: Heinemann ; Harvard University Press.

279



Dik, Helma. 1995. Word Order in Ancient Greek : A Pragmatic Account of Word Order
Variation in Herodotus, Amsterdam studies in classical philology v 5. Amsterdam:
Gieben.

Dik, S. C., and Kees Hengeveld. 1997. The Theory of Functional Grammar. 2nd, rev. ed. 2 vols,
Functional grammar series 20-21. Berlin ; New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Dilts, Mervin R. 2002. Demosthenis Orationes. 4 vols, Scriptorum Classicorum Bibliotheca
Oxoniensis. New York: Oxford University Press.

Dobson, J. F. 1919. The Greek Orators. London: Methuen & co. Itd.
Dodds, E. R. 1959. Gorgias. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Dover, K. J. 1960. Greek Word Order. Cambridge [Eng.]: The University Press.

------ .1968. Lysias and the Corpus Lysiacum, Sather classical lectures,. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Easterling, P. E., and Bernard M. W. Knox. 1985. The Cambridge History of Classical Literature
Volume 1 Greek Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Eden, Kathy. 1987. "Hermeneutics and the Ancient Rhetorical Tradition."” Rhetorica 5 (1):59-
86.

Egermann, F. 1972. "Thukydides Uber die Art seiner Reden und Uber seine Darstellung der
Kriegsgeschehnisse." Historia 21:575-602.

Erbse, Hartmut. 1956. "Uber die Midiana des Demosthenes." Hermes 84 (2):135-151.

Erler, Michael. 1987. Der Sinn der Aporien in den Dialogen Platons : Ubungsstiicke zur
Anleitung im philosophischen Denken, Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und
Geschichte. Berlin; New York: W. de Gruyter.

------ .1992. "Hilfe und Hintersinn : Isokrates' Panathenaikos und die Schriftkritik im Phaidros."”
In Understanding the Phaedrus: Proceedings of the 11 Symposium Platonicum, edited by
Livio Rossetti, 122-137. Sankt Augustin: Academia Verlag.

Eucken, Christoph. 1982. "Leitende Gedanken Im Isokratischen Panathenaikos.” Museum
Helveticum XXXI1X:43-70.

------ .1983. Isokrates: Seine Positionen in der Auseinandersetzung mit den zeitgendssischen

Philosophen, Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und Geschichte Bd 19. Berlin ; New
York: W. de Gruyter.

280



------ .1984. "Reihenfolge und Zweck der olynthischen Reden.” Museum Helveticum 41 (4):193-
208.

Fénelon, Francois de Salignac de La Mothe, and Jacques Le Brun. 1983. (Euvres. 2 vols,
Bibliotheque de la Pléiade. Paris: Gallimard.

Ferrari, G. R. F. 1987. Listening to the Cicadas: A Study of Plato's Phaedrus. In Cambridge
Classical Studies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fisher, N. R. E. 1992. Hybris : A Study in the Values of Honour and Shame in Ancient Greece.
Warminster: Aris & Phillips.

------ .2001. Aeschines’ Against Timarchus. New York: Oxford University Press.
Flory, S. 1980. "Who read Herodotus' Histories?" American Journal of Philology 101:12-28.

Fowler, Robert Louis. 1982. "Aristotle on the period (Rhet. 3.9.)." Classical Quarterly
XXXI11:89-99.

Franke, Friedrich. 1846. Prolegomena in Demosthenis orationem de falsa legatione. Meissen:
Klinkichtii et fil.

Gadamer, Hans Georg. 1975. Truth and Method, A Continuum Book. Translation edited by
Garrett Barden and John Cumming. New York: Seabury Press.

Gadamer, Hans Georg, Carsten Dutt, and Richard E. Palmer. 2001. Gadamer in Conversation :
Reflections and Commentary, Yale Studies in Hermeneutics. New Haven Conn.: Yale
University Press.

Gadamer, Hans Georg, and David E. Linge. 1976. Philosophical Hermeneutics. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Gagarin, Michael. 2010. “Demosthenes.” Oxford Bibliographies Online Research Guide.
Gercke, A. 1897. "Die Alte Téxvn Pnropwkn und Thre Gegner." Hermes 32:341-381.

Gildersleeve, B.L. 1887. "The Articular Infinitive again.” The American Journal of Philology 8
(3):329-37.

Goldhill, Simon. 2002. The Invention of Prose, Greece & Rome New Surveys in the Classics.
Oxford: Published for the Classical Association by Oxford University Press.

Goodwin, William Watson. 1901. On the Crown. Cambridge: The University Press.

------ .1906. Demosthenes Against Midias. Cambridge: The University Press.

281



Graff, Richard. 2005. "Prose Versus Poetry in Early Greek Theories of Style." Rhetorica 23
(4):303-35.

Gray, Vivienne. 1994. "Images of Sparta: Writer and Audience in Isocrates' Panathenaicus.” In
The Shadow of Sparta, edited by Anton Powell and Stephen Hodkinson, 223-72. London:
Routledge.

Griswold, Charles L. 1996. Self-knowledge in Plato's Phaedrus. University Park, Pa.:
Pennsylvania State University Press.

Grube, Georges. 1952. "Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus."
American Journal of Philology LXXI11:251-67.

------ .1965. The Greek and Roman Critics. London: Methuen.

Habinek, Thomas N. 2005. Ancient Rhetoric and Oratory, Blackwell Introductions to the
Classical World. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Hackforth, R. 1952. Plato's Phaedrus, The Library of Liberal Arts. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill.

Hansen, Mogens Herman. 1984. "Two Notes on Demosthenes' Symbouleutic Speeches."
Classica et Mediaevalia XXXV: 57-70.

------ .1987. The Athenian Assembly in the Age of Demosthenes, Blackwell's Classical Studies.
Oxford Oxfordshire; New York, NY, USA: B. Blackwell.

Harris, E.M. 1989. "Demosthenes' Speech against Meidias.” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 92:117-136.

Hausmann, Bernhard. 1978. Demosthenis Fragmenta in papyris et membranis
servata, Papyrologica Florentina v 4, v 8. Firenze: Gonelli.

Havet, Ernest and Cartelier Auguste. 1862. Le discours d'lsocrate sur lui-méme, intitulé sur
I'antidosis. Paris: Impr. impériale.

Heiny, S.B. 1973. The Articular Infinitive in Thucydides. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Hudson-Williams, H. LI. 1949. "Isocrates and Recitations." Classical Quarterly 43:65-69.

Jaeger, Werner. 1938. Demosthenes: the Origin and Growth of his Policy, Sather Classical
Lectures. Translated by Edward Schouten Robinson. Berkeley, Calif.,: University of

California Press.

------ .1939. Paideia: the ideals of Greek culture. 3 vols. Translated by Gilbert Highet. Oxford,
Eng.: Basil Blackwell.

282



Jebb, R. C. 1893. The Attic Orators from Antiphon to Isaeus. 2d ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan.

Johnson, Ralph. 1959. "Isocrates' Methods of Teaching.” American Journal of Philology LXXX:
25-36.

Joho, Tobias. 2015. “Language, necessity, and human nature in Thucydides' History.” Ph.D.,
Classics and the Committee on Social Thought, University of Chicago.

Jones, W.H.S. 1923. Hippocrates. Edited by E.H. Warmington. Vol. 1, Loeb Classical Library.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Karvounis, Christos. 2002. Demosthenes: Studien zu den Demegorien orr. XIV, XVI, XV, 1V, 1, 11,
I11, Classica Monacensia. Tibingen: G. Narr.

Kennedy, George. 1958. "Isocrates' Encomium of Helen." Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 89:77-83.

------ .1963. The Art of Persuasion in Greece. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

------ .1989. "Ancient Antecedents of Modern Literary Theory.” American Journal of Philology
CX:492-98.

------ .1994. A New History of Classical Rhetoric. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Kinneavy, James L. 1971. A Theory of Discourse; the Aims of Discourse. Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Kirby, John T. 1997. "Aristotle on Metaphor." The American Journal of Philology 118 (4):517-
554.

Kremmydas, Christos, and Demosthenes. 2012. Commentary on Demosthenes’ Against Leptines.
Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press.

Kroner, Hans-Otto. 1969. "Dialog und Rede: Zur Deutung des Isokrateischen Panathenaikos."
Antike und Abendland XV: 102-21.

Kriger, Dietrich. 1959. "Die Bildersprache des Demosthenes.” Ph.D., Classics, Gottingen.
Lausberg, Heinrich. 1998. Handbook of Literary Rhetoric : A Foundation for Literary Study.
Edited by David E. Orton and R. Dean Anderson. Translated by Matthew T. Bliss,

Annemiek Jansen, and David E. Orton. Leiden ; Boston: Brill.

Lewis, C. S. 1955. Surprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early Life. 1st American ed. New York:
Harcourt.

Livingstone, Niall. 2001. A Commentary on Isocrates' Busiris, Mnemosyne, Bibliotheca Classica

283



Batava Supplementum,. Leiden ; Boston: Brill.

Loraux, Nicole. 1986. The Invention of Athens: the Funeral Oration in the Classical City.
Translated by Alan Sheridan. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Louneés, E. 1986. "Structures stylistiques et thématiques de I'exorde et de la péroraison dans les
harangues de Démosthéne.” Revue de Philologie 60:255-265.

Lyons, John. 1977. Semantics. 2 vols. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

MacDowell, Douglas M. 1990. Demosthenes, Against Meidias (oration 21). Oxford [England]
New York: Clarendon Press; Oxford University Press.

------ .2000. On the False Embassy (oration 19). New York: Oxford University Press.
------ .2009. Demosthenes the Orator. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mader, Gottfried. 2003. "Quantum mutati ab illis ...: Satire and Displaced Identity in
Demosthenes' First Philippic." Philologus 147 (1):56-609.

------ .2007a. "Dramatizing Didaxis: Aspects of Demosthenes' ‘Periclean’ Project." Classical
Philology 102 (2):155-179.

------ .2007b. "Foresight, Hindsight, and the Rhetoric of Self-Fashioning in Demosthenes'
Philippic Cycle." Rhetorica 25 (4):339-60.

Maidment, K. J., J. O. Burtt. 1941. Minor Attic Orators. 2 vols, The Loeb Classical Library.
Cambridge; London: Harvard Univ. Press; W. Heinemann.

Mandilaras. 2003. Opera Omnia. Isocrates. 3 vols, Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et
Romanorum Teubneriana. Monachii: In aedibus K.G. Saur.

Maraldo, John C. 1974. Der hermeneutische Zirkel : Untersuchungen zu Schleiermacher, Dilthey
und Heidegger, Symposion : philosophische Schriftenreihe :. Freiburg: K. Alber.

Marrou, Henri. 1956. A History of Education in Antiquity. New York: Sheed and Ward.

Martin, Gunther. 2009. Divine Talk: Religious Argumentation in Demosthenes, Oxford Classical
Monographs. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press.

Mathieu, George and Brémon, Emile. 1928. Isocrate. Discours, Collection des universités de
France. Paris: Les Belles lettres.

Milns, R.D. 2000. "The Public Speeches of Demosthenes.” In Demosthenes: Statesman and
Orator, edited by lan Worthington, 205-223. London: Routledge.

284



Misch, Georg. 1950. A History of Autobiography in Antiquity. 2 vols, International Library of
Sociology and Social Reconstruction (London). London: Routledge & Paul.

Most, Glenn. 1984. "Rhetorik und Hermeneutik: Zur Konstitution der Neuzeitlichkeit." Antike
und Abendland XXX:62-79.

Navarre, Octave Lucien Louis. 1900. Essai sur la rhétorique grecque avant Aristote. Paris:
Hachette et cie.

Neil, Robert Alexander. 1909. The Knights of Aristophanes. Cambridge: University Press.

Norden, Eduard. 1915. Die Antike Kunstprosa vom VI, Jahrhundert V. Chr. bis in die Zeit der
Renaissance: B.G. Teubner.

Norlin, George and VVan Hook, Larue. 1928. Isocrates. 3 vols, Loeb Classical Library. London;
New York: William Heinemann ; G.P. Putnam's Sons.

O'Sullivan, Neil. 1992. Alcidamas, Aristophanes, and the Beginnings of Greek Stylistic
Theory, Hermes Einzelschriften,. Stuttgart: F. Steiner.

Ober, Josiah. 1989. Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens : Rhetoric, Ideology, and the Power of
the People. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

------ .2004. "I, Socrates: The Performative Audacity of Isocrates' Antidosis."” In Isocrates and
Civic Education, edited by Takis Poulakos and David Depew, 21-43. Austin: University
of Texas Press.

Olivet, Pierre-Joseph Thoulier. 1803. Philippiques de Démosthene, et Catilinaires de Ciceron.
Nouv. éd., rev. avec soin. ed. A Nismes: Gaude.

Omont, Henri Auguste. 1892. Oeuvres completes de Démosthene; facsimile du manuscrit grec
2934 de la Bibliothéque nationale. Paris: E. Leroux.

Orelli, Johann Kaspar von. 1814. Isocratis Oratio de permutatione ex codd. msstis suppleta ab
Andrea Mustoxyde. Turici: typis Orellii, Fuesslini et socc.

Palmer, Richard E. 1969. Hermeneutics: Interpretation Theory in Schleiermacher, Dilthey,
Heidegger, and Gadamer, Northwestern University Studies in Phenomenology &
Existential Philosophy. Evanston: Northwestern University Press.

Papillon, Terry. 1995. "Isocrates’ Techne and Rhetorical Pedagogy.” Rhetoric Society Quarterly
25:149-63.

------ .1996. "Isocrates on Gorgias and Helen: The Unity of the Helen." The Classical Journal 91
(4):377-391.

285



Parry, Adam. 1981. Logos and Ergon in Thucydides, Monographs in classical studies. New
York: Arno Press.

Pearson, Lionel. 1964. "The Development of Demosthenes as a Political Orator.” Phoenix 18
(2):95-1009.

------ .1975. "The Virtuoso Passages in Demosthenes' Speeches.” The Phoenix XXI1X:214-230.

------ .1976. The Art of Demosthenes, Beitrage zur klassischen Philologie. Meisenheim am Glan:
A. Hain.

Pickard-Cambridge, Arthur Wallace. 1914. Demosthenes and the Last Days of Greek Freedom,
384-322 B.C, Heroes of the Nations. New York, London: G. P. Putnam's sons.

Poulakos, John. 1983. "Toward a Sophistic Definition of Rhetoric." Philosophy and Rhetoric
XV1:35-48.

------ .1986. "Argument, Practicality, and Eloguence in Isocrates' Helen." Rhetorica IV:1-19.

Poulakos, Takis, and David Depew, eds. 2013. Isocrates and Civic Education. Austin: University
of Texas Press.

Pritchett, W. Kendrick. 1975. On Thucydides. Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Race, William H. 1987. "Pindaric Encomium and Isokrates' Evagoras.” Transactions of the
American Philological Association CXV11:131-55.

Radford, Robert Somerville. 1901. "Personification and the use of abstract subjects in the Attic
orators and Thukydides. Pt. 1." Thesis, Johns Hopkins University.

Rehdantz, Karl Otto Albert, Friedrich Blass, and Karl Fuhr. 1886. Ausgewahlte Reden. Fir den
Schulgebrauch, Griechische und lateinische klassiker. Leipzig und Berlin: B.G. Teubner.

Renaud, Francois. 2000. “Classical Otherness: Critical Reflections on the Place of Philology in
Gadamer's Hermeneutics.” Revista Portuguesa de Filosofia 56 (3/ 4):361-88.

Rennie, W. 1903. Demosthenis orationes. 3 vols. VVol. 3, Scriptorum classicorum bibliotheca
Oxoniensis. Oxonii [Londini et Novi Eboraci: e typographeo Clarendoniano ; apud H.
Frowde.]

Rhodes, P. J. 1972. The Athenian Boule. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Rinon, Yoav. 1992. "The Rhetoric of Jacques Derrida I: Plato's Pharmacy.” The Review of
Metaphysics 46 (2):369-86.

286



Robin, Léon. 1961. Le Banquet, Phedre [et] Phédon. Paris: Le Club frangais du livre.

Romilly, Jacqueline de. 1975. Magic and Rhetoric in Ancient Greece, Carl Newell Jackson
Lectures. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Ronnet, Gilberte. 1951. Etude sur le style de Démosthéne dans les discours politiques. Paris: E.
de Boccard.

Rosen, Stanley. 1999. Metaphysics in Ordinary Language. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Roth, Peter. 2003. Der Panathenaikos des Isokrates: Ubersetzung und Kommentar, Beitrage zur
Altertumskunde Bd 196. Miinchen: Saur.

Rowe, Galen. 1968. "Demosthenes' First Philippic: The satiric mode." Transactions of the
American Philological Association XCIX: 361-374.

------ .2000. "Anti-Isocratean Sentiment in Demosthenes' ‘Against Androtion’." Historia 49
(3):278-302.

------ .2002. "Two Responses by Isocrates to Demosthenes.” Historia 51 (2):149-162.
Rupprecht, Albert. 1927. "Die Demosthenische Prooemiensammlung.” Philologus 82:365-432.

Sampaix, J. 1937. "Quelques notes pour I'étude littéraire de la 1 Philippique Démosthene."
Nova et Vetera:23-30.

Sandys, John Edwin. 1936. The First Philippic and the Olynthiacs of Demosthenes, Macmillan's
School Class Books. London: Macmillan and Co.

Schaefer, Arnold. 1885. Demosthenes und seine Zeit. 3 vols. Leipzig: B.G. Teubner.

Schéfer, Gottfried Heinrich, Vincentius Opsopéus, Hieronymus Wolf, Johann Jacob Reiske, and
John Taylor. 1824. Apparatus Criticus et Exegeticus ad Demosthenem. Londini: apud
Black, Young et Young.

Schéublin, Chistoph. 1982. "Selbstinterpretation Im Panathenaikos des Isokrates?" Museum
Helveticum XXXIX: 165-78.

Schiappa, Edward. 1999. The Beginnings of Rhetorical Theory in Classical Greece. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Schleiermacher, Friedrich, and Andrew Bowie. 1998. Hermeneutics and Criticism and Other
Writings, Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy. Cambridge, U.K.; New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Sidgwick, Arthur. 1908. Introduction to Greek Prose Composition. 13 ed. Boston: Ginn.

287



Sigg, J. 1873. "Der Verfasser Neun angeblich von Demosthenes fir Apollodor Geschriebener
Reden." Jahrbuch fir classische Philologie VI: 395-434.

Slameczka, Franz. 1885. Untersuchungen tber die Rede des Demosthenes von der
Gesandtschaft. Wien: Holder.

Spengel, Leonhard von. 1861. "Die Dispositio der Demosthenischen Rede nepi naponpespeiog.”
Rheinisches Museum f Ur Philologie 16:552-570.

Spevak, Olga. 2010. Constituent Order in Classical Latin Prose, Studies in Language
Companion Series, v 117. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: J. Benjamins Publ. Co.

Stix, Johannes. 1881. Zum Gebrauch des Infinitiv mit Artikel bei Demosthenes. Rottweil:
Rothschild's Buchdruckerei.

Sykutris, J. 1927. "Isokrates' Evagoras.” Hermes LXII: 24-53.

Szlezék, T.A. 1992. "Was Heisst '‘Dem Logos Zu Hilfe Kommen'? Zur Struktur und Zielsetzung
der Platonischen Dialoge." In Understanding the Phaedrus: Proceedings of the Il
Symposium Platonicum, edited by Livio Rossetti, 93-107. Sankt Augustin: Academia
Verlag.

Thompson, William Hepworth. 1868. The Phaedrus of Plato, Bibliotheca Classica. London:
Whittaker.

Tigerstedt, Eugéne Napoleon. 1965. The Legend of Sparta in Classical Antiquity. 3 vols,
Stockholm Studies in the History of Literature. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell.

Too, Yun Lee. 1995. The Rhetoric of Identity in Isocrates: Text, Power, Pedagogy, Cambridge
Classical Studies. Cambridge, England ; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Treves, P. 1940. "La composition de la Troisiéme Philippique.” Revue des Etudes Anciennes
42:354-364.

Trevett, Jeremy. 1996a. "Aristotle's Knowledge of Athenian Oratory.” The Classical Quarterly
46 (2):371-9.

------ .1996b. "Did Demosthenes Publish his Deliberative Speeches?" Hermes 124 (4):425-441.

Tuplin, Christopher. 1998. "Demosthenes' Olynthiacs and the character of the demegoric
corpus." Historia 47 (3):276-320.

Untersteiner, Mario. 1954. The Sophists. New York: Philosophical Library.

Usener, Sylvia. 1994. Isokrates, Platon und ihr Publikum : Hérer und Leser von Literatur im 4.

288



Jahrhundert v. Chr, ScriptOralia. Tubingen: G. Narr Verlag.

Usher, Stephen. 1973. "The Style of Isocrates.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies of
the University of London XX:39-67

------ .1976. "Lysias and his Clients.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 17 (1):31-40.
------ .1993. On the Crown. Vol. V, Greek Orators. Warminster: Aris & Phillips.

------ .1999. Greek Oratory : Tradition and Originality. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University
Press.

------ .2004. "Lysias for Pleasure?" In Law, Rhetoric, and Comedy in Classical Athens: Essays in
Honour of Douglas M. MacDowell, edited by D.L. Cairns and R.A. Knox, 113-21.
Oakville: Swansea.

------ .2007. "Symbouleutic Oratory.” In A Companion to Greek Rhetoric, edited by lan
Worthington, 220-235. Malden: Blackwell.

------ .2010. "Eurhythmia in Isocrates.” Classical Quarterly 60 (1):82-95.

Vatri, Alessandro. 2013. "The Linguistics of Orality: A Psycholinguistic Approach to Private and
Public Performance of Classical Attic Prose.” Ph.D., Linguistics, Oxford University.

Vince, J.H. 1926. Demosthenes : with an English translation. 7 vols, Loeb Classical Library.
London: Heinemann.

Vries, Gerrit Jacob de. 1953. "Isocrates' Reaction to the Phaedrus." Mnemosyne 6:39-45.
------ .1969. A commentary on the Phaedrus of Plato. Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert.
Wankel, Hermann. 1976. Demosthenes, Rede fuir Ktesiphon (ber den
Kranz, Wissenschaftliche Kommentare zu griechischen und lateinischen Schriftstellern.
Heidelberg: Winter.

Weil, Henri. 1873. Les Harangues de Démosthéne. Paris: Hachette.

-- 1883. Les Plaidoyers Politiques de Démosthene. Paris [etc.]: Hachette et cie.

Wendland, P. 1987 (Article was originally published in 1910). "Isokrates und Demosthenes.” In
Demosthenes, Wege der Forschung, edited by U. Schindel, 100-138. Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

Werner, Daniel. 2010. "Rhetoric and Philosophy in Plato's Phaedrus.” Greece & Rome 57

289



(1):21-46.

Wersdorfer, Hans. 1940. Die pilocopia Des Isokrates Im Spiegel Ihrer Terminologie. Leipzig:
Kommissions-Verlag.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Ulrich von. 1893. Aristoteles und Athen. 2 vols. Berlin: Weidmann.

------ .1911. "Die Griechische Literatur des Altertums." In die Griechische und Lateinische
Literatur und Sprache, 3-318. Leipzig-Berlin: B.G. Teubner.

------ .1920. Platon. 2. aufl. ed. Berlin,: Weidmann.

Wooten, Cecil. 1989. "Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Hermogenes on the Style of
Demosthenes.” The American Journal of Philology 110 (4):576-588.

------ .2008. A commentary on Demosthenes's Philippic I : with rhetorical analyses of
Philippics 1l and I11, American Philological Association Texts and Commentaries Series.
New York: Oxford University Press.

------ .2010. "On the Road to Philippic Ill: The Management of Argument and the Modulation of
Emotion in the Deliberative Speeches of Demosthenes.” Rhetorica 28 (1):1-22.

Worthington, lan. 1991. "Greek Oratory, Revision of Speeches and the Problem of Historical
Reliability." Classica et Mediaevalia 42:55-74.

------ .1992. A Historical Commentary on Dinarchus : Rhetoric and Conspiracy in Later Fourth-
Century Athens. Ann Arbor, Mich: University of Michigan Pr. book.

------ .1993. "Once More, the Client/Logographos Relationship.” The Classical Quarterly 43
(1):67-72.

------ .2006. Speeches 60 and 61, Prologues, Letters. Demosthenes. 1st ed, The Oratory of
Classical Greece v 10. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Yunis, Harvey. 1996. Taming Democracy : Models of Political Rhetoric in Classical Athens,
Rhetoric & Society. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

------ .2000. "Politics as Literature: Demosthenes and the Burden of the Athenian Past." Arion 8
(1):97-118.

------ .2001. On the Crown, Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics. Cambridge; New York:
Cambridge University Press.

------ .2003. "Writing for reading: Thucydides, Plato, and the emergence of the critical reader.” In

Written Texts and the Rise of Literate Culture, edited by Harvey Yunis, 189-212.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

290



------ .2009. "Dialectic and the Purpose of Rhetoric in Plato’'s Philebus.” Boston Area Colloguium
in Ancient Philosophy 24:229-59.

------ .2011. Phaedrus, Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics. Cambridge, UK ; New York:
Cambridge University Press.

291



