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ABSTRACT

This thesis exploreshe placethat philotimiaheld in the value system anddeology of
democratic Athensn the period between 430 and 320 B@Eexamining the rhetoric of
philotimiain instances of public speech, especiatijthe courtrooms and the Assembly

Chapter 1 explores the relation betweehilotimiaand metrioésin courtroom rhetoric
of DemosthenesO tim8ectbn 1 shows thabeing philotimosand beingmetrioscould be
presented as belonging to the same mentality, that of prioritizing public interest without
ignoring appropriate personal ambitions and goa®&ection 2 takedgainst Meidias a case
study. In the rhetoric of Against Meidiasve find anaccountof what it means to be an
exemplary elitephilotimostitizens and what it means to be a ri¢tybrisés in democratic
Athens.

Chapter Ztarts off by showing that the idea of civariented philotimiahat we find in
Against Meidias systematically found in courtroom speech@sd honorific inscriptions
from the mid-fourth century onwards Section 2 moves backwards in time and explores the
rhetoric of philotimian the time of Lysiadn the last years of the fifth century and beginmgn
of the fourth, | identify a greaer needto warn the dikastggainst bad or dangeroyshilotimoi
rather than present oneself as a goguhilotimosAt the same time, the rhetoric of civic
oriented philotimiacan be traced as far back as 403/4@fich indicates thait was not a
novelty of the midfourth century. Section 3 explores casespffilotimoithat took action
outside the democratic city as depicted in the speeches of Lysias and Demosthenes.

Chaper 3 explores the rhetoric ofphilotimiain political discussionsThe rhetoric of
philotimiais very limited when a speakes discussing his contributions to polieyaking,
either directly in the Assembly or when discussions of politics are transfermedhie
courtroom. Section 1 discusses assembly scenes in Thucydides and Aristophanes. Section 2
focuses on representations of political competition in the time of Demosthenes. Section 3
discusses the rhetoric otharisin the deliberative speeches of Demosthenes. Section 4
explores DemosthenesO gelsentationand collectivephilotimiain his trial battles with
Aeschines.

This studydoes not argue foa semantic shift the meaning ofphilotimiafrom a
negative into a positive value but shows thatphilotimiawas an ambivalent concept
throughout the period examinedl he closely regulated and selective promotiompbilotimia
that is evidenced in the rhetoric of the courtroom and the Assemigiffectsthe duality of
philotimiaas a concept antthe fact that the Athenians were very much alert to it.
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Generalntroduction and Method

This thesis exploregphilotimia Olove of honour@sa human quality andh motive of action
for the Athenians individually and collectivelyit seeks tado so particularly by examining
the rhetoric ofphilotimiain instances opublic speechespeciallyn the courtrooms and the
Assemblyin the period béween 4® and 320 BCHn the course of this study, | explothe
activities, fields of actionand types of behavioun association with whictphilotimiaseems
to have been promotedr not,as goraiseworthy quality fordemocratic AthensThis treatise
isnot a full-scale studyof the concept ophilotimia but aims at contributing to the existing
scholarship by exploring the significance thatilotimiaheld in the ideology of Athenian
democracy.

On the basis of surviving epigraphical evidence frane t340s onwardshonouring
Athenian and norAthenian benefactorsWhiteheadcharacterizs philotimiaasone of the
Ocardinal virtuesO of democratic Athenggpap of virtuesOthe Athenians wanted to single
out for praise and reward above all oth€i'he main objectie of this thesis iso examine

the extent to which we can talk abouphilotimiaas a Ocardinal virtueQin other words, a

! In translations of Greek texts throughout this studyhilotimia and philotimosare
transliterated. Verbal philotim forms are usually turned into phrases such as Obeing
philotimo®, Oshowiplgilotimid); cf. p. 132 n. 64

2 All dates in this study are BCE.

® See Whitehead (1993) on cardinal virtues in honorific inscripsipaee Whitehead (1983)
specifically onphilotimiain honorific inscriptions; quotation from Whitehead (1993)-42.



positive value and civic virtue ofdemocratic Athensutside dnorific inscriptions and not only
after but also beftine 3@s Especially as far asthenian citizens are concernedgtang out of
love of honour and getting/expecting a rewarfr it, involves @romoting ore Athenian
aboveanother® At first glance, his seems to sit uneasily wittlemocracyOs egalitarianism
For this reason,dt us start byoutlining the ideological context ofAthenian democracy

within which philotimiawill be examined

1.The democratiaiscourse

As far as the male citizen population is concerned, Athenian democratic society comprises a
divergent multitude of individuals that are politically equal yet soee@zonomically unequal.

The right of participation in decisiormaking processes wasmmonly held by a body politic

that was significantly divergent in terms of wealth, expertise, knowledge, and social
standing. In spite of the socieconomic differences, it has been argued, the Athenian male
citizen population was relatively homogeneat©sborne attributes the effectiveness of
Athenian democracy to the Ocorporate nature® of Athenian society rather than to the

Athenian institutions (Council and AssembRAccording to ths view, through participation

* Lambert (2011) 198.
®| draw here from Osborne (2010)-28.
® Osborne (2010) 30.



in various groups, such aphratries, tribes, demes, and irelevant decisio-making
processes as well ésstivals, rituals, and military organitions, Athenian citizens were used
to act as members of groups that advanced Ocorporate interestsO and felt Ocorporate
responsibility©OMoreover, the cohesiveness of the Athenian citizen group was reinforced by
the exclusion of slaves and women from the domains of state politics and political debating
which rendered possible Othe fiction of citizen equafiinie to this corporate groujolentity
and @levanthomogeneityO, the Athenian body politic shared values and knowledge that,
irrespective of differences in wealth and social standing, made it possible for all participants
in the debates held in the Assembly and the courts to reasinmlar manners.

Another source of the cohesiveness of democratic Athens has been seen in the fact
that power wasnot concentrated inan almighty state that exercisedoercive authority
through its institutions and laws in order to maintain order, secureedience to the regime

and suppress reactionf8On the contrary according to this view, power i©productive and

"Osborne (2010) 31.

8 Osborne (2010) 333.

® Osborne(2010) 35; on knowledge in Athens as widely shared and distributed, see Ober
(2008); Osborne (2010) 38 agrees with Ober on this, but finds that OberOs understanding of
OknowledgeO is too narrow and needs to be broadened.

° Ober (1994a) 830.This approactis opposed to the Ocoercion paradigm® of power (Ober
(1994a) 86). This view of Athenian democracy as exercising coercion through its sovereign
institutions is endorsed by Hansen (1987); Hansen (1991); Herman (1995) 46. For a critique of
Hansen, see Obel989b); cf. Ober (2008) which turns to the importance of institutions in a
way that complements the discursive approaches taken in Ober (1989a) and Ober (1998); see
also Morris (2000) 111 on the distinction between Oprocedural® and OnormativeO ae alternati
accounts for the description of the emergence of democracy.



omnipresent (rather than repressive and located in the statefich an approachOthe
discourse paradigm®yiews power as diffused in the&ociety and constantly exercised and
negotiated in every instance of public interaction that exemplifies, shapes and reshapes
common beliefs and norms sustained by the sociéfhus, every decisiomaking process
relies upon the employment of a set ofluas and beliefs commonly understood and at the
same time challenged as well as reinforced by the commufhiguch a paradigm, which
understands power as maintained through discourse, encapsulates the link between
language and power in the core of whichdithe idea of speech as actiéithus, democratic
ideology is constantly formed and ##®rmed through rhetoric expressed in public speech,
and every manifestation of public rhetoric, every social interaction is at the same time a

powerful action that guiés behaviout?

1 Ober (1994a) 87.

120ber (1994a) 86; on paradigms, see Ober (1989c).

¥ This approach does not mean to belittle the undoubtedly important role played by
institutions (assembly, council, lawcots) and the rule of law in the functioning of Athenian
democracy. It insists, however, on not seeing institutions as such as the uncontested loci of
sovereignty in democratic Athens. See Ober (1989b) 333; Osborne (2010) 30, 35. Contrast
Hansen (1989a) 46 who suggests that the distinction between magistrates and the rest of

the citizens may point towards an Athenian understanding of the magistrates as the polis,
and the rest of the citizens as the subjects. This suggestion is based on too narrow an
underdanding of the rotation system of holding office in Athens.

“Ober (1994a) 87.

>Skinner (2002)-8.

6 See Low (2005) 93: Othe language by which particular acts are represented can have a
powerful influence on subsequent actions and patterns of behavidhings that might start

off as (allegedly) purely presentational matters can quickly become substantive political
issuesO.



2.Honour negotiations and enhancement of honour

The evident QinconsistencyO of equality and inequality among the citizens has been analysed
in terms of honour and dignity. In a recent study on modern democracy, Ober seeks to pin
down democracyOs dignity, which in his thought is the third key value of democracy, the
other two being equality and liberty’ In his attempt to show that democracyOs dignity can
lead in a norconsequential way to, or better is compatible with, universal hunagnity,

Ober concludes with a distinction among four types of dignity: meritocracy, elite peerage,
civic dignity and universal human dignit}®. Using classical Athens as an example of a
democratic society, Ober says that what dominates democratic Athemaesdignity infused

with meritocratic elements?® In particular, if we phrase this in OberOs terms, Athenian

7 Ober (2012) 827. OberOs study is primarily concerned with democracy in modern times and
explores the extent to which democracy i®ropatible with liberalism. In this frame,
Athenian democracy is examined as a case study ohpydern democracy the function of
which shows that the widely shared belief of protecting civic dignity as a common valuable
possession may allow the developmenitprotective measures that cover noncitizens too,
thereby allowing for the possibility of widening the field of dignity from an exclusive, OelitistO
possession of a limited body of citizens to a wider perception of dignity as peculiar to human
beings ingeneral. Ober does not argue that Athenian democratic ideology consciously
endeavoured to achieve such a widening of the notion of dignity, but that the opening of
such a possibility evidenced in classical Athens points towards the compatibility of
democray with liberalism; on the question of democracyOs compatibility with liberalism, see
also Ober (2005) ch. 5; Liddel (2007).

8 Ober (2012) 82832.

*Ober (2012) 835.



democracyOs dignity is based on the recognition and respect of Oequal high standing® shared
among a relatively wide group of soeexonomically mequal citizens all of whom enjoy
freedom €leutherif and political equality ifonomigais! gorig isopsphid).?° In spite of socie
economic inequalities, defence of civic dignity concerns the whole body politic, and
protection of political equality and egal high standing, in our case among the peer group of
Athenian citizenry, is promoted by means of perceiving any attempt at Ohumiliation® and
Oinfantilization® as encroachments on citizenship fself.

Promotion of civic dignity does not necessarily exd&irecognition of ability and
excellence? Athenian society is not reluctant to award special honours and recognize
meritorious behaviour publicly and in practice despite the evidence of -al@mocratic

sources refusing to accept such a feature as pectdiatemocracy? In fact, meritocratic

22 Ober (2012) 82829, 841, quotation from p. 827; see Raaflaub (1996) on the emerfence o
political equality as a cornerstone of democracy and on various limitations to democratic
equality in practice. See especially pp. 145, 153 oisonomias compatible with oligarchy

as well as democracy; on democracyOs equality in general, Ober & Hedrick (1996); see
Raaflaub (20043649 on the primary importance of freedom and freedom of speech in
democracy.

*Ober (2012) 82328, 83844.

?20Ober (2012338, 841.

8 See Harvey (1965), on arithmetic and geometric proportion. Harvey argues that the
attribution of arithmetic proportion to democracy is part of an unsuccessful attempt on the

part of antrdemocratic sources to stigmatize democracy as a cortgituthat does not
recognize merit and ability and therefore does not abide to geometric proportion, which is
described by these sources as Oa OsuperiorO form of equalityO (p. 129). Democracy and its
proponents, though, do not seem to have thought of theanstitution on the basis of justice

as equality and of justice as merit as being courdggclusive and in fact they did recognize

merit. This attitude of democracy towards merit is recognized even by-dathocratic



dignity was never excluded from democratic Athens: the competition for recognition of
merit and enhancement of honour was democratically appropriated through public contests
which were ‘overseen’ by public opinion and regulated by a common expectation of
demonstrating self-restraint and serving common interests while seeking personal
distinction. Political debating, choregicompetitions, contesting for the favour of a panel of
dikasts, executing public office in an outstanding manner, demonstrating military valour are
some of the forms such competitions could take. By recognizing meritorious behaviour,
Athenian society also sought to recognize and integrate several layers of inequality - in
wealth, education, ability, and power in general - in a civic society of politically equal
members.

From a different perspective, yet one that is not incompatible with what has been
argued above, considerations of honour are viewed as belonging to a broader ‘economy of

esteem’ that concerns all members of a society.** According to this view, honour is not merely

sources: [Xen.] Ath.Pol.3; for ‘the problem of balancing of egalitarian and elitist principles’
in democratic Athens, see also Ober (1991) 132-133; on recognition of merit and on
dissociation of property qualifications from political participation running simultaneously
in Athenian democracy, see Pericles’ Funeral Oratipespecially Thuc. 2.37.1 with Hornblower
(1991-2008) ad loc.; Yunis (1996) 68, 75-76 with n. 40 on ‘democratic meritocracy’ in Thuc.
2.37.

* Cairns (2011). I agree with the idea supported by Fisher (2003) 195-198 and Cairns (2003)
241 n. 22 that all social strata in Athenian society were concerned with considerations of
honour and shame. This does not exclude the idea that considerations of honour and shame
were articulated in different ways and in various grades within a society, nor the fact that
specific groups within a community are observed to have been considerably more interested
than others in seeking honour through public contests. Cairns (2011) shows that in modern



the stake in a zersum game of masculinity, but every consideration of esteem pertains to
the domain of honour: the view that someone has of himself, the view that the contsnuni

has of its members as well as the corresponding respect that one expects from and shows to
the rest of the community. In this respect, an individualOs honour and its recognition
presuppose membership in a peer group linked by shared standards of beinaid moral
values. It is only within a broader community that individuals can understand the place they
hold vis”-vis their peers. This is to say that one shapes his own idea of himself, his own
identity with the expectation, at the same time, that hidentity will be endorsed and
respected by his peefs. This is not to say that one has the expectation of the community
accepting whatever idea one holds of himself. It rather means that understanding oneOs place
in a society is a reciprocal process beemehe individual and the communityOne finds his
position within a group not by servile conformity to a set of presumptions that holds the
group together®but by expressing his mind, in word and deed, in such a way as to reinforce

some of the prevailingorms and beliefs while challenging some othéBy means of doing

societies the considerably more intense interesttisacially marginalized groups express in
pursuing esteem as well as their violent reactions to perceived disrespect stem from socio
economic inequality and point to a general concern for honour and esteem that pervades
the whole society.

2> Cairns (2011)8 Olndividual identity is intimately bound up with group membership.-Self
esteem depends on the esteem of others.O

?6Cairns (2011) 236, 32.

27 Gill (1996) on Oself in dialogue®v OselfhoodO and Opersonality® are formed and
demonstrated in close engament with oneOs community (shared values and beliefs,
understandings of social roles) through various processes (inner as well asgatsonal) of



so, one is exercising authority within a communi§;and while exercising authority,
depending on the status one holds in the eyes of otiitosie is at the same time fueling the
constant(re)distribution of esteem every time he vies for higher stakes, thereby challenging
the current order.

By exercising authority as described above, one is at the same time exercising power
and, more specifically, power as explained by the Odiscourseligar@. The agent of
authority can be either the citizen body collectively in the context of decisiaaking
processes, distribution of honours, rewards, and punishments, as well as in any other public
manifestations of its capacity, or individual voicespublic arenas, such as speakers in the
Assembly, litigants, officéolders, and public benefactor8.

In the case of the people agollective agent of power, it is expected that power will
be exercised in the followingwo directions (among others).ifstly, so as to confirm and

make manifest the inviolability of freedom and political equal®yvhich encapsulate OberOs

deliberation and reasoninguch negotiations require courage from the part of an individual:

on free speeh as civic courage and its relation in democratic ideology with the idea of
prioritizing public interest, see Roisman (2003); Balot (2004b); on Oinstructive deliberationO
and the courage required to take action in democratic Athens, see Yunis (1996) 76.

?8Cairns (2011) 332.

»Jatus and authority are closely interrelated and the one is enhanced by the augmentation

of the other; on class, status and order in AristotleGlgicEompared to Athenian reality and

on relevant bibliography on these matterge Ober (1991).

% See Ober (1994a) 104: democracy existed in the dynamic relationship between popular
ideology as a Oregime of truth® and Odistinct voicesO expressing themselves by creatively
employing assumptions and belief falling under such a Oregirrathf). On the Oactuality

and normativityO of Athenian democratic ideology, see Ober (2005) 105.



civic dignity - as core values that sustain democracy; in other words, so as to protect
Athenian citizenship. Secondly, to reward individuals as long as they put their resources
(material and immaterial) at the service of the collective, thereby showing that they are
meritorious by means of conforming to and supporting the current constitution and its
values; in other words, so as to protect and advance the interests of the collective.

In the case of individuals as agents of power in democratically regulated debates and
contests, we expect to find a similar kind of compromise between honour as merit and
honour as civic dignity:’! claims for honour(s) and attempts to enhance one’s honour are to
count as legitimate only if they are expressed in ways that respect civic dignity and promote
the interests and values of the community. Thus, ideally, when further manifestations of
merit and claims for distinction are made in ways that demonstrate respect and promotion
of equal high (political) standing and of all the privileges and duties that come with Athenian
citizenship, the community is protected from socially destructive competitions of
distinction. Ideally, any kind of (re)distribution of honour, esteem, and respect takes place

within the ‘same’ group of politically equal citizens.*

*! See Ober (1993) 146, esp. ‘The principle of hierarchy was undermined in favor of democratic

equality at the level of material distribution and everyday social behavior. As a result, power

was discontinuous, rather than becoming a naturalized, seamless web.’

*? Note, in comparison, two extreme cases: when a citizen is disenfranchised (dtiuia) he loses

access to the privileges and duties that come with citizenship, and consequently is excluded

from any (re)distributive processes of honour (&tiuia is loss of honour); when democracy is

subverted, political equality (or civic dignity, in Ober’s terms) is annulled and the road is

open to hierarchic claims; see Ober (2005) 107-108 for a reading of Pseudo-Xenophon’s The

! ll#



It needs to be made clear that, although OberQOs differentiation between civic dignity
and meritocratic dignitymay be useful when analyzing competitions for distinctinhis
study views both civic dignity and meritocratic dignity as pertaining to one and the same
domain of honour in democratic Athens. That specific individuals may seek for distinction
that cannotbe attained by the less able, less powerful or less interested does not mean that
the claims for honour they each time aim for pertain to domains of honour that are
inconceivable or inaccessible (in theory) by the rest of the community. For instance,aboth
rhetor hissed and booed on the rostrum during an assentbBeting and an ordinary
Athenian told off by his companions at dinner would probably have perceived the lack of
endorsement and the audienceOs disapproval in similar terms, as a blow infliciedngir
seltesteem and their honour. The occasions may differ in many respects and certainly in
terms of importance, but their impact pertains to the same ideas of honour and dishonour.
To take one example from our sourcedien Demostheneslaims that eeryone in his stead
would have reacted in the same way against liybrishe suffered in the hands of Meidias
while acting aschoreggghe point to be taken away isot that the dikasts are invited to
imaginethat they could all have actednd reactedaschoregowhile in factthey could not

have done salue to socieeconomicreasons” The point is that althoughthe majority of

Athenian Constitutisrinich shows that it was practically impossible for Athenian democracy
to be subverted from outside by unjustly disenfranchised people grouping together.

3| use OberOs ilistion in my analysis of Derr21 in Chapter 1 Section 2.

% Contrawilson (2000) 157, 1-478.



them could nothave fond themselves into thisexact samsituation, all of them could
associate with the sense bbnour anddishonour Demosthenes attempts to conyeynd all
of them could understand what suffering a hubristic attack meant.

In this framework, considerations of honour are necessarily comparative and claims
for honour have the potential not only to create and strgthen solidarity and group identity
but also, if excessive and left unregulated, to create dissension and prove dangerous, even

destructive, for a community.

The ambivalence gfhilotimia

In democratic Athens, the notion that encapsulates the competitive as well as the
cooperative sides of honour negotiations ghilotimia (love of honour/pursuance of
honour)®* As we will seephilotimiais an ambivalent concept that was evaluated positjvel
when demonstrated in the right ways and contexend negatively when demonstrated
inappropriately.

AristotleOs account philotimian the Nicomachean Ethicigs out its ambivalence.
Aristotle includesphilotimiain his discussion of ethical virtuge but not in a cleacut sense,

as he prefers to leave unnamed the middle ground regarding the virtue of pursuing moderate

% 0n Ocooperative and competitive vateemsO and activities, see Adkins (1972) 7



or small honours?® Depending on the occasion, the virtuous middle ground borrows its name
from one of the two extremes. Thus, sonmés thephilotimoss praised for being manly

(! "#$%#&) and a lover of what is nobl€)t+,-*." ) and theaphilotimofor being moderate
(/01%)." ) and temperateZ%($3" ).*'For Aristotle, beinghilotimoss praiseworthy when one
seeks for honour more than most people dég17/ 8**." 9.:5.**; ) and blameworthy if
one aims at honour more than is appropria#b617 / 8**." 9 #<).%*

Drawing from Aristotle, Nikolaidis (2012) 53 argues thlalotimiacanbe virtuous or
vicious Odepending on the quality as well as on the quantity of the honours desired and
sought afterNikolaidis discussegshilotimiaspecifically in Plutarch@s$vesand concludes that
philotimiais an ambiguous quality, Oa means or ave6ti(s2) that can incentivize virtuous
or vicious behaviour. Nikolaidis also concludes that Othe political or social milieu of the times
do not exercise any significant influence on the conduct of gindotimad (53)3°

Becausghilotimias an ambialent notion, the advertisement of this thesis as a study
on Othe civic virtue gdhilotimi® may sound controversial. This study wik show that
philotimias an unequivocally positive notion within democratic ideology, always praised and

appreciatedacross time and spacBut, unlike NikolaidisO second conclusion, we will see that

% Arist. NE1125b3125; the virtue related to great honour isnegalopsychiaccording to
AristotleOs categorieNE1123a34.125a35).

37 Arist. NE1125b1414.

% Arist. NE1125b1517.

%9 Cf. Frazier (2014) 49®8.



the evaluation of philotimiain Athenian democracy is influenced by the socio-political milieu
of the time and, more importantly, that the representation of philotimiamanifestations is
informed and challenged by democratic norms and values.” Thus, given that preserving
‘civic dignity” and promoting common interests are democracy’s priorities, there is space for
legitimate enhancement of honour as long as it is pursued in ways that abide by democracy’s
priorities. It is against such standards of behaviour that philotimiais going to be tested as a
democratic civic virtue in this study.

For a manifestation of philotimiato count as honourable and civic-oriented, Aristotle’s
‘more than most people do’ (" #®a& ()* +),")(()- ) needs to be congruent with the idea
of benefiting the democratic community and of respecting its values. This could be achieved
through public manifestations of philotimia which were ‘overseen’ by public opinion and
regulated by a common expectation of seeking for personal distinction while demonstrating
self-restraint and serving the public interest. In this vein, a good democratic philotimosvould
be an individual that vies for distinction without challenging the democratic order, that is,
respects with his behaviour the ideals of egalitarianism and political equality, and

subordinates himself to the superiority of the collective. This means that individuals that are

“ Aloumpi (2017) discusses some differences between Plutarch’s understanding of philotimia
in the Livesas an inner force of the individual agent and philotimiaas a social-political
construct of Athenian democracy in Thucydides and Demosthenes; the most thorough study
of philotimiain Plutarch’s Livesis Frazier (1988); Roskam et al. (2012) explores philotmiain
Imperial Greek literature and more specifically in Plutarch; also on philotimiain Plutarch,
Wardman (1974) 115-124; Duff (1999) 72-89; Pelling (2012).



percéved as challenginghe democratic order by seeking for honour Omore than is
appropriateO cannot be regarded as edriented philotimainor can individuals who refrain
from acting in honourable and publicly beneficial mannenswho are perceived to disregard
the interests of the community by looking for honour Ofrom wrong sour¢&8®%&'# (). As
we will see, such kinds of actions that prioritize private interests and individualistic ends
without respecting common standards behaviour could be perceived as demonstrative of
wrong philotimia excessiv@hilotimia or of a lack of civioriented philotimia

The aim of this study is to explore in which contexts and in which ways to act out of
philotimiaand indeed to presertneself publicly as acting or having acted oufpdifilotimias
regardedasa good and egalitarian thing that deserves recognition and a return of honour
(time and gratitude ¢hari$ by the democratic city. By the same token, this study explores
cases in which to be presented as acting or having been motivated ophitaftimiais
regarded as undemocratic and inappropriate. In such ways, | seek to explore the scope of
legitimate honair enhancement in democratic Athens and the power dynamics between
individuals and the city. | propose to do so by examingpgcificallythe rhetoric ofphilotimia

employed in public speech and in representations of public debates in democratic Athens.

3. Sources

The literary sources



The sources mainly explored are the surviving forensic and deliberative speeches of the Attic
orators** Because these speeches give us access to the central forums of democratic public
speaking and debating, they are vall@lsources of evidence for exploring how honour
negotiations between individual citizens, and indeed powerful citizens, and popular
audiences are spelled offtOf course, we need to bear in mind that the primary aim of these
speeches was to persuade thairdience and therefore not all information is to be taken at
face value, as speakers would not hesitate to present facts in ways thatisbererhetorical
purposes.At the same time, one needs to be plausible in order to be convincing and,
furthermore, it is reasonable to assume that a speaker who wished to increase his
trustworthiness would present himseHs abiding bystandards of behaviouhat would not
alienate the audiencgnd would attempt to craft the opposite impression for his rivals.

For swkh reasons, the importance of these speeches as valuable sources for

*“The earliest reference tphilotimiain the corpus of the Attic orators appears in Lys. 21.22,

a forensic speech delivered shortly after 403/4D2$%&!"$ () * <+$>,, +$-*./ -#0"12"&.3

245! 55 6"2*7"$ 9B1&"$O#:%2#1%:;!.$%/ 3 <! =/ >$":&10%#HP6@52A 2B/ 6C:.D/ 0"0A

6"*) 2E$+::D$ -D*%-%0%&'$

“2See Dover (1974)1® on the idea that the OstandpointO of the transmitted speeches of the
Attic orators probably does not differ considerably from what had been delivered in the
courtrooms and the Assembly.



understanding Athenian Osocial valfts@ Opopular moraliffas been recognized since
many decades. As noted by Dover (1974)4,3he significancef these sources does not lie

in the idea that they give us access to whedllyhappened each time and what the people
involved reallyfelt. What we gain from these speeches, however, is access to statements,
opinions, and evaluations that were articulated because they were regardeélevdble

and persuasive given the circumstances and the people involved in each case. By this token,
there is not much point in pursuing empirical questions such as whetpletlotimiahad
actuallymotivated a speaker who presented himselfpddiotimosThe public speeches of the
Attic orators provide us with the most direct and prolific source of evidence about how
individual citizens chose to present themselves and society in dialogue with the city and, by
extension, how democratic ideals were articuldtén the forums of public speech where
citizens were addressing fellowitizens? Especially in forensic contextsvhere past
behaviour is extensively discussed, we need to remember that we are dealing with
retrospective accounts and idealized representaus of past behaviour. Therein lies the

importance of these sources, as they allow us to see, first, how much of a value and an ideal

*3 Fisher (1976)-3 stresses specifically thenportance of forensic speeches as important
sources of evidence for the exploration of social values. In my study, | show that the
deliberative speeches are equally important sources of evidence.

*Dover (1974)-83 discusses in detail the importance ofidbratory for the exploration of
popular morality vis™-vis comparatively less useful sources, such as tragedy, comedy, and
historiography.

*>SeeOber (1989a); Balot (2009).



of democratic Athenghilotimiavas and, second, what type of behaviour would give someone
the name of a good and demoaraphilotimos

When and how iphilotimiapromoted and when and how ishilotimiaavoided or
castigated? In relation to what activitiedo speakers present themselves as cigitgented
philotimothat deserve to be rewarded by the city? What kingbbflotimiamanifestations are
expected to be recognized as commendable, useful, and worthy of public recognition? The
rhetoric of the surviving forensic and deliberative speeches give some answers to such
guestions and reveal some perspectives on mattéfsomour enhancement in public arenas.

The funeral orations are not explored in this thesis, but a discussion oégi@phioi
logois going to be incorporated in the revised version of this study for publicatfet.this
stage, it is worth mentioninghat the war dead are not praised for theohilotimiain the
surviving funeral orations except for one case, in Dem. 60.23, where both Athenian and
Theban soldiers are praised for having sholi#$%"&'() *!+&"##8$) . Several issues deserve
exploration: in what ways may the language of honour reserved for the dead differ from that
employed for those who are alive and active? &et and andragathiathe two virtues
regularly singled out for praising the Athenians collectively in the surviving funeral

speeche; fit with the Orule of anonymit{fin ways thatphilotimiamay not? At the same

*® The most important study on the funeral orations remains Loraux (1986); t&® a
Ziolkowski (1981) and, most recently, Herrman (2003).

“"See, e.g., Thuc. 2.4242Lys. 2.20, 25; Dem. 60.1; Hyp-3028

“8Loraux (1986) 442.



time, it should be noted that the only positive reference to a philotimiacognate in Thucydides’
Historiess found in Pericles’ funeral speech: to yap @iAdtipov dynpwv pdvov, kai oUK €v @
axpeiw thg NAkiag To kepdaively, Gomep TIvéG @aot, udAAov tépmet, GAAX T6 TiudoBot (Thuc.
2.44.4).” For the elderly, private profit (t6 kepdaiverv) is ephemeral, whereas love of honour
(to philotimohis ever-lasting. To philotimoseems to have a comforting dimension, as honour
is enduring and therefore more desirable, just as the honour the parents gained through
their children’s death (tfj tOvde evkAeia kov@ileobe, Thuc. 2.44.4).%

Finally, historiography and drama are also important sources of evidence. de Romilly
(1965) has drawn attention to the ambivalence of philotimiain Greek tragedy, comedy, and
historiography of the fifth century, and through her study of Euripides’ Phoenissamd its
civil war context has pointed out that the negative appreciation of philotimiaat this time was
a corollary of the oligarchic coup of 411. In Chapter 2, I draw attention to the impact that the
two oligarchic coups of the last years of the fifth century probably had on the rhetoric of
philotimiaand, more generally, on the ways speakers chose to present themselves and their
opponents in several speeches of the Lysianic corpus. Moreover, Lendon (2010) in his
analysis of the first ten years of the Peloponnesian war has drawn attention to the

importance of considerations of timeand hybrisas powers that motivate city-states to enter

* ‘For the love of honour alone is untouched by age, and when one comes to the ineffectual

period of life it is not ‘gain’ as some say, that gives the greater satisfaction, but honour’

(Loeb).

50 ¢

be comforted by the fair fame of these your sons’ (Loeb).



war. Rather differently, h Chapter 3, where | discuss Utydides and Aristophanesfocus
on representations of political debat@sd the rhetoric of individual ambition and collective
achievementMore specifically, | explore the rhetoric gfhilotimiain association withthe
tension that emerges between otsding citizens that seek to distinguish themselves in
political debating and advisingnd the ideahat the superiority of the city and the Athenian

citizens collectivelyshould not be challenged by individual citizens

The inscriptions

The surviving honorific inscriptions are also an important source of evidence. Through
inscribed honorific decrees we gain access to the way the city chose to articulate in public
speech the dominant ideological preferences of democratic honouring. This is probably one
of the most direct sources of evidence about the cityOs language of honour. Of course, the
inscribed decrees to which we have access were initially proposed by specific citizens in the
Assembly and/or the Councit,and are the results of competitive debatevhich bear the

cityOs seal of approvaAt the same time, we need to remember that the inscribed decrees

> See Hansen (1991) 14486, 2671 orrh! toresand proposers of decrees.

°20sborne (2010)-6 underlines the idea that surviving inscribed decrees and amendments
to proposed decrees demonstrate that participation in competitive debating in the Assembly
was much more widespread than suggested by surviving literary sources uso@itifioning
leading political figures; cf. Luraghi (2010) 288 who stresses the point that inscriptions
and their texts Oactually originated from a minority of highly literate citizensO.



do not reflect precisely what had been proposed and discussed in the Assembly: they are
written in the official language in which the city chose tmonumentalize some of her
decisions”

The earliest surviving honorific inscption emanating from the Athenian people and
honouring a Athenian citizen that includes ghilotim cognate appearsan 343/2:
Phanodemuss honoured for holding office as councilldf# [$%!]"&" [(J#)*+,-% " &
.1-0)N11*-% >* Fhilotimia starts to acquirea central placein the official language of
approbation of the surviving honorific inscription$or both Athenians and nothenians
from the 340sonwards™ This phenomenorhas been recognized and discussed extensively,
especially in Whitehead (1983and on the basis of epigraphical eviderdglotimizhas been
described as a Ocardinal virtda@d as a Ocivic virtdfadd Athenian denocracy.In terms of
method, several remarks that emerge from studiespimlotimiainscriptions are useful for

my exploration ofphilotimiain public rhetoricand become relevant in the following pagés

*3 See Osbhorne (2010)-84 on the political importance of this gagetween what was said
and discussed, and what was written on stone.

*1GII?223A 3GII° 1 306. 11; séhitehead (1983) 62 and his endnotes284

**The earliest attestations for foreigners surviveli@ll> 273, 277+428 of 35287/6, but are
both heavily restored. See Engen (2010) 120; Engen (2010) 133 endnote 27 provides three lists
of surviving philotimiadecrees down to the end of the fourth century: for native Athenians,
foreigners, and Omen whose legal status is uncertainO.

**See also Whitehead (1993); Engen (20161332 ambert (2011)

>"Whitehead (1993) 65.

%8 Luraghi (2010) 251 n. 11.

%9 Especially Whitehead (1983); (1993); Lambert (2004); (2011). 288@p41 n. 117, 118
126.



In my study, | do not reexamine the whole corpus of survivinghilotimiainscriptions. In
Chapter 2philotimiainscriptions and their linguistic habits are introduced as comparative
evidence that shed light on the development of the rhetoric of cigitented philotimiathat

emerges from the literary sources examined.

4. The lexical and no#exical approacf’

When exploring a specific concept which is expressed with a specific cluster of words in a
specific time and place, it is reasonable to start the enquiry by looking into that vocabulary.
Thus, the starting point for the exploration gshilotimiain democrdic Athens would be to
examine the references tphilotimt cognates in primary sources selected for discussion and
try to understandand reconstructfrom these uses whaphilotimiawas The merits of an
approach that takes seriously into account the spiecifocabuary employedin surviving
sources of evidence aret inconsiderableespecially so, whethe topic ofa study concerns

a specificconcept within a specific place in a particular chronological periodot its
equivalent in modern Englishmodern Greelor in any other language and societyhds, the

point of departure of this study isphilotimiain democratic Athens not the English

| borrow the term Olexical approach@rirDover (1974) 46. In the course of this section, |
recast in a way that makes them relevant to the examinationpbfiotimiasome of the
principles about the merits and demerits of the lexical approach that Dover (1978D46
applies on the examinationfonorality in general.



equivalentsOlove of honoyrOaspiration to honour®, Oambitiorf®Of courg, the latter
become very much relevant in the course of this studgunderstandingphilotimiaor any
other concept, idea, and valuis unavoidably informedto some extentby oneOswn
preconceptions, moral categoriesdunderstanding ofstandards of behaviol¥:

At this point, | should mentionthat this study does notpproach philotimiain
democratic Athenghrough, or by comparison withphilatimoin modern Greek language and
society.Such an approach would have been based only on lexical proxjiang the vast
sociopolitical distancebetween ancient Athens and modern Greece would have pesred
more confusing than helpfulAt the same timein order to reject such an approach we do
not need to resort taunfoundedempirical statements aboutthe discontnuity of language
Thus,to demonstratethe allegedimited value of a lexical approacivhen exploring codes
of values and behavioyHerman (2006) too readily cites Stewé2001) on the pointhat @
Greece the wordsmi, OhonorO, arphildimg Osensef honorQare rarely heard®To reply
with an empirical observation myselfich a statemengabouttimi and philotimacan only be

made by someone who has rsgentmuchtime in Greece or has ot examined daily life in

°t Adkins (1972)-8 draws attention to the advantages and disadvantages of translating or
transliterating Greek valugerms, as well as to the OdescriptiveO and OevaluativeO meaning of
value-terms.

%2 Skinner has most influentiallyiteorized on the dangers involved in the task of exploring
specific ideas across time and in different texts and sqabtical contexts as well as on the
cautiousness required from the historian of ideas. See especially Skinner (2082) &V
Omeaning ahunderstanding in the history of ideasO.

®*Herman (2006) 102, n. 70; Stewart (2001)-6907.



Greece at any deptln my experierce,philotimas an important valughat guides behaviour
in modern Greek societgnd, indeed, one that deserves scholarly attention by modern
historians and anthropologistsAlthough | insist on the point thatve should not approach
Athenian philotimiathrough modern Greelphilotimo | find it worth mentioning in the
Conclusions of this thesthat a case coulthe made for the crucial role thagshilotimiaand
philotimomay playin times of financial and moral crisis in democratic Athens and modern
Greece respectiveliand separately)

In thisvein and b return toancientdemocratic Athensny purpose is noto examine
all philotim references in order to, first, capture the OessenceO of the cShaefitit were
one and, second, attempt to find the moatcurate word to rendephilotimiain Englsh or
any otherlanguage and societit.is onthe basis of such an evaluatiohthelexical approach
that Hermanforcefully attacks its merit$® and supportsinsteadthe view that what matters
most for understanding the code of behaviour of the Athemsawas what they did Orather

than what they said or professed to belieV&But what one says or does not say, and what

5 On the weakness of the approach that looks for an Oessential meaning® of an idea, see
Skinner (2002) 886.

®**Herman (2006) 16107; Dover (1974) 4& als@xpresses his concerns, but when one reads

his section on OAmbition and CompetitionO (pp-222 one realizes that, almost
exclusively, it consists of a list of various manifestationpbilotimia positive and negative,
emerging fromphilotim references in literary sources of the fifth and fourth centuries. These

are briefly evaluated within the limited textual context of the passages in which they appear,
whereas the literary sources in their entity, as well as generic demands and historical
contexts are hardly considered.

®®*Herman (2006) 106.



oneclaims to believe or not to belieyéespeciallywhile addressing fellow citizeria pubilic,
does matterand the specific vocabulary employed or not employgdlso important as long
as it is not isolated it viewed within context textual as well as socil

In this study, philotima is examinedin textual contexts that containphilotm-
cognates and alsin contexts that do not containphilotimt cognates but the topic of
discussion iselevant toconsiderations of honour, distinctiormbition and more generally,
to honour negotiationsFurthermore,philotimiais examined in relationwith other concepts
and valueterms, such asnetriots chariseunoiaandprothymiavhich assistthe exploration
of philotimiaand illuminate its scopeas a civic virtueOf ourse, all thesghilotimiarelated
contexts are not examineth vacuumdifferent generic demands and historical conditions

colour philotimiaaccordingly in our sources

Idiaphilotimiaand d! mosighilotimia

As noted by Dover (1974)48, Odifference of phrasing can alter the denotation of a word

common to a number of phrased®t us take the example ddia philotimiaand d! mosia

°" After all, Herman (2006) 14154 proceeds to support that forensic oratory is the most
important source of evidence for reconstructing the Athenian code a behaviour, and | cannot
imagine how this carbe done without taking seriously into account what one Osaid or
professed to believeO.

%0n the importance of Osocial contextO for understanding the potential range of meanings of
an idea, see Skinner (2002)®&b



philotimiaTwice in Thucydidegdistorieshe narrator condemnsdiai philotimia@s aharmful
motive for political action in Athen$’in the case of PericlesO succesgtsc. 2.65.7)it is
perceived to motivatendividualistic goalsthe pursuance of which turns out to be harmful
for the city; in the case of the oligarchic regime of the Four Hundf€duc. 8.89.3)t denotes
a contempt for equality in the name @f desire forabsolute primacyamong the ambitious
oligarchsthat turns out to be destructive for the political constitutiolhese assages show
that it is not philotimiain general, unqualifiedohilotimia that is negatively evaluatedut
specificallyidiai philotimia In this vein, Whitehead (198359 reasonablyinfers that idiai
philotimiaiwould contrast with ©#$%&'&or ()& 4 ,&-).&#/'& Dadmirable,&-).&#/'& D
pursued in the interests of the community rather than of the individu@lthough | am not
aware of any reference t8'#$%& &or ()&* 9 ,&-).&#/'& contemporary to ThucydidesO
Historieswe ddfind such an examplseveral decades latan Against Timarchosa passage
that impliesthat ) 0!"#)%/ 1 ,&-$.8&#)&are Men who have lived in a decorous Wy 23#4*
56%7"#$*83959&8($.'3) in contrast withmen Owhose life is shameflil®! ;' Y7=$5%.&*
?9/)3).”°

An additional, different evaluation of the distinction betweenidia philotimiaand
d'mosia philotimiean be constructedif we turn to a passage fron®n the Crowihere,

Demosthenes claimbor himself: Oleft undone nophilotimia either idia or d!'mosia but

¥ See alspp.127128.
O Aesch. 1.129y translations



showed myself useful both towards the city and towards my friedtia@e we to infer from
this passage thasinceboth idiaand d! mosigohilotimiaare positively evaluatedphilotimiais

an altogether positive qualitfor Demosthenes geven in Demosthene® timén generaP

As we will see in Chapter 3, neither of the two propositions can be :Malithe time of
Demosthenes tophilotimiacan benegatively evaluatedThe mosttelling piece of evidence

is a passage froif®n the Chersonegbere Demosthenes, speaking in the Assenddgures
the audience that as political advisor he habeen motivatedOgither by kerdosior by
philotimi®put always provides advice the aim of which is to make the city greater, not
himself.”

As statecby Dover (1974) 49, Oit is perfectly possible for a word to be derogatory in
one context and complirntary in anotherQ.efore drawing any conclusions abolitlia
philotimiabeing a negative concept in the time of Thucydides that turned into a positive one
in the time of Demosthenes, we should first examine whetltBadenotesthe same thing in
both casesln Thucydides,idia philotimia motivate individualisticbehaviour in politics,
whereasn Dem. 18.25Wia philotimianotivates beneficial behavioun privatecontexts The
meaning ofidiais considerably different in these cases, and thais philotimiacannot be
safely treated as one concept whose meaning evolved over time.

In the samevein, both unqualifiedphilotimia(Thuc. 3.88) as well asdia philotimia

"“Dem. 18.257, my translation.
2Dem. 8.71.¢8 the discussion in pR24226.



(Thuc. 2.65.8.89.3can benegatively coloured as motas forpolitical actionin Thucydides
Wilson suggests that Thucydidese®ved the deleterious form [ghilotimid as the principal
and Onatural® or default type, from which the Periklean ideal wasaitsaié deviationO,
especiallysince in Thuc. 3.82i8is unqualified philotimia not specificallyidia philotimigthat
acquiresOa central role in the causestaki€n a city.”* My suggestioris that we should not
rush into such a conclusioabout ThucydidesO views mimilotimig’® but note instead that in
all casest is in association with politics thaphilotimia(unqualified oridia) is castigated?
Thus, rather than concluding thaphilotimiawas perceived as a primarily deleterious
principle of action in general, we should examiress | do in Chapter 3he possibility of
politics beingperceived asfield of actionin which showingphilotimiaand demonstrating a

desire for personal distinctiorould carry an inegalitarian undertone

OTowards youO, towards the communit

In his discussion of survivinghilotimiainscriptions from the midfourth century onwards,

® Wilson (2000) 190; Thuc. 3.82:&$%# & ()$ # (45,-# ./01 2 &3 '45-#567(# 8(9
4-$,7(# ,<B& ()$ #8(9<=$:,4-#,85 % 8(@,A$(;B#%B> |/C@D;-# OTheause of all

these evils was the desire to rule which greed and ambition inspire, and also, springing from
them, that ardour which belongs to men who once have become engaged in factious rivalryO,
(Loeb).

*Cf. the positive reference in Thuc. 2.44.4 angl ge. 1819 above.

*The same applies for Dem. 8.71 too.



Whitehead notices that one dhe waysin which philotimiais cast as a democratic virtue is
through a qualifying phrase that demonstre$ towards whom the honorand hathowed his
philotimia that is, towards whom the honorand haxtted in a beneficial wathat deserved
to be rewarded® This point highlightsthe idea that it is nofphilotimigpersethat is publicly
praised but philotimiaexpressedin a way that makes it virtuous, such aswards the
Athenian peopleand/or the council For examplejn an honorific decreeof 346330that
honoursAthenianpriests andhieropoigi’ the group of priestss praised for theirphilotimia
towards the Counci(!"#$%"&'() *+,-( %) /0 1) 92+ 3$4#+).”® An honorific decree of325
324 honours Herakleides of Salamis for hisunoiaand philotimiatowards the people

(,5+$'() *+,-( -( 6!"#$%"&'()%) /0 1) %4+ 7. &$4H.%° Such a qualication demonstratedvho

®*Whitehead (1983) 63.

"1GI1?410. 1622.8n the date of the decree, see Lambert (2004) 105 n. 67.

8 For Athenian honorands, see alk®ll” 338. 245 (333332, superintendent of the water
supply) so that future officenolders also showhilotimiatowards thedemog!"#$%"® +%("
*(:%$",;) %+7. &$4;1GII*1 400 (35839, probably Athenian officials according to Lambert
(2004) 111) the pete reward those who showhilotimiatowards them € 7. &$) =>0"%()
A7 ['17@:"1%B , ;) B4%d+!"#$%[&H4&C+3$)) partially restorediGlI*>330. 2122 (335334,
council secretary) so that other secretaries also shpiwotimigowards the council and té
people D@)] [E]+ -( 6 SFGH#$" SF-(H":%>&[+$" I0(&&(% A "#$%"& +%[" /0$) %,%8+
3%4#2+ -( 694+ 7[. &$4); heavily restorediGII? 1155. 5 (338938, taxiarch) honoured for
showingphilotimiaowards the people!(#$%"&'() [%) ,;) Y4+ 7. &$).

?1GI1>360. 1617. See Engen (2010) 228 (Appendix A, no. 24): the honorand is rewarded for
grain-related service.

8 ther examples of the formula for neAthenian honorandstGlI? 423. 34 (346300, grain
related service)" 1#$%"8+%(,0 694+[7. &$+%4+J HK+('@+;I1GII*425. 911 (3298322/3217?,
for euergesipi"#$94"89 +%('/, [06%+ 7. &$+%]+ J HK+('@+heavily restoredIGlI* 285. 8

10 (345320, unknown service)#$%"&'() %)] /,0 694+ 7[. &$+%+J HK+(]@+



was the benefited party of the honorand@hslotimia and boundthe honorand and the
honouredin a reciprocal bondOfcourse, beausethe purpose of these inscriptions was to
praise reward and exhort,even ifphilotim cognates were left unqualifiegbhilotimiacould
not have been taken as a vioeas of ambiguous qualify

Defining philotimiain such a waywas far more pertinent to contexts in which
individuals neededto convince their audienceabout the quality of the expressions of
philotimiathey referredto.®” This becomes more evident in the forensic speeches of the Attic
orators where we find a great number philotim cognates accompanied by such qualifying
phrasesin fact, the first attestation of @hilotim cognate in the Attic orators appears in this
form. In Lysias 21delivered shortly after 403/402, the defendant relies heavily on his
liturgical record which he presents as a token of his chgdented philotimia ! " # $%
&( ) '# *+-'# .J0*/$*1$2#*3 2B53$637#'0-,8*/$/ > Very few examples of thighilotim
formula survive that are contemporary or near contemporary to Lysias®2Bnd the
significanceof this observationis discussed in Chapter 2, where | trace developments in the

rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimiain the courtroom. At this stage,would like to stress the

8 See, for examplaGlI® 324. 4344 (322/231, nothenian foreuerges)a/0*!/$-'3  9#J8'
8':1[;1&/$202-'3

8 Brock (1991) 16465 discusses this qualifying clause in relation with beghg stosand
being eunousciting examples mostly from the Attic orators, and notes that these usages
Orecall the formul@#' ( 7<'=>324 &2(: | "# &?0/# | ># @$*# | B# C=D#-E# in honorific
decreesO; on this honorific formula, see Whitehead (19983.47

8ys. 21 is discussed ip.[448157.

% E.g., Lys. 29.14; Isoc. 18.61.



idea thatfrom Lysias to Demosthenggherexpressions ophilotimiaarequalified in this way
they areto be perceived gsublic demonstratiorsof the desire to act in a honourable manner
that benefits the cityand deserves public recognitioMhat follows is a norexhaustive list
of suchexampledgncluding the type of condwt/public serviceconcerned each time

Thus, a speaker could say:#$ %&'#()$* +-)+. /01* #2. /3'&. (Isoc. 18.61)
referring to commendableconduct while ontrierarchic service -04)5#&!6)+.1* 7" O 8
[01* 9): * %&'#&)4;3)+.1* <=>/'+?;+ (Lys. 29.14fpr an Atheniangeneralwhile on duty;
@54 #!B* .3)!?7* 58#HC %&"#&)BES5&/01* 9):* (Dem. 21.67)or choregic service#(*
<E+'F;+& %&#&)BES5& /0 1* 9): * ([Dem.] 50.64), for trierarchic service@+G ) H
%&"#&)(50 1* 9) : * 58#16* (Dem. 20.69), fonilitary achievementas genergll8A#2. /0 1*
9):* %&'#&)(5. #!J /5#03* (Dem. 20.82)for service as genergl 9/ HO #* /0 1* 9): *
%&'1#8&)(5*(Dem. 19.173)s well ad 8@7.#5"5@#>!. +L.5( )!& #2. /01* 9) : * %&'1#&)(5.
18l+. 1* @>01'?{Dem. 19.223pr theransoming of Athenian captive8/ 1#M. ' N¢!?00B.
@B#M. +{QPHI0M. @B#K* /01* 9): * %&'I#&)(5*([Dem.] 47.54)or liturgies and other
monetary services#A* /5S#0R5* | 8;(5* +@ #2. /01* 9): * 7.4'$@ 3#5* %&'I#&)(5. (Aesch.
3.19)for trierarchic service St #!;! J#!. @5#50F#K* /0 1* 9) : * %&'1#&)(5(Aesch. 3.220),
for honourabke conducttowards the community/0 1* #2. /5#0(15 %&"#()$* U+&. (Lyc.
1.15)for honourable conduct towards the fatherlan®&'#&)BES5& H /0 1* #2. /3'&. (Lyc.
1.140)for liturgies and other monetary services

This listof exampleshows thatphilotimiawasperceived as a civic virtue whatwas



demonstrated towardghe communityin ways that werebeneficial to the collectiveand
perhaps he moststraightforward index to showthis wasthe qualifying clauseOtowards
you/the people/the cityOAt the same time, we should kdert to sarcasni® In Against
Phaenippughe speaker mentionthat anyone could show that Phaenippus has demonstrated
philotimiatowards the people as agathoandphilotimosiorse-breeder®® The greatest proof

of it wasthat Phaenippus$ad sold his military horse to bug chariot for travelling around!
Sucha manifestationof Ocivioriented@hilotimia(!"#$%&'$()(*+&+",- . (/-) is not to be
taken at face value.

Unlike honorific inscriptionsthe framework of which idy definition laudatory, in
forensic and deliberative speechesinqualified philotimcognates require further
examination. In casessuch asAgainst Leptinesd AgainstMeidias where the discusen
focuses ondemocratic attitudes to public service andeward, philotimiais positively
evaluated even when, strictly speaking, is left unqualifi&dn other cases, however, the
absence of Otowards the communigy@lifications may indicate behaviour that is not
perceived as beneficial to the communityhus, for example,in Lysias 14, Alcibiades the

elder and the youngeare portrayed as bagbhilotimothat disregard common standards of

8 See Skinner (2002) +113 on the relation of irony, meaning of a text and intention of its
author.

8 [Dem.] 42.2425; see the discussion ipA15116.

8 Dem. 205, 10, 41, 155; 21-6®, 160, 162, 18&e alscb1.22; [Dem.] 52.29; See 9113
on Dem. 20 and pp4106on Dem. 21.



behavour®®In Demosthenesi8liberative speeches, Philip lidast as a baghilotimodecause
he places considerations of personal glorification above the interest of his community and
his peopl€” In Lysias 19, Aristophanés described aphilotimosnot philotimosowards the
city, becauseas it turns outhe expected to be rewarde@n chari3 by Euagoras, not by
Athens, for his financial contributions related to external politiés

The presence or abace of qualification clauses amaportant indexesfor defining
the quality of a manifestation ofphilotimia Philotimia demonstraed Otowards the
people/you/the city, especially in relation with the performance of public servideslicates

the democratic manifestation and appreciatiaf the concept

The public servicehemeand the rhetoric ofphilotimia

The theme of public service occurs several times in courtroom speeches of the Attic orators.
Speakers refeto their monetary contributions to the city (mostly liturgies aneisphoraiand

to their military service andmilitary valour to support their legal case in the trial at hand,
enhance their democratic credentials as good citizens who perform their public dutres,

build their character as worthy individuals that deserve threist of their audience andhe

¥ See ppl136133.
8 See ppl66163.
®See pp168180.



goodwill (chariy of the dikasts' In many casesspeakers argue that, contrary to the
opponent, they deserve a benevolent hearing or more explicitly a return fromdh&sts
because they have proved themselves (and their families) decent and helpful towseds t
city. Patriotism and benefactions, monetary and noronetary, are recurrent themes of
forensic oratory??

The rhetoric of public servica, particularly of financal contributions, brings to the
forefront tensions thatmay arise in aociceconomi@lly unequal societyandsheds light on
the ways in whch speakers chose mitigate, downplay, or highlightsuch tensions
depending on the rhetorical purposes Various approaches have emerged in modern
scholarship that discuss the discourse miblic serviceand the power of wealth in the

Athenian courtroom.

1 On charistopoi, see theAppendix;Harris (D13a) 38899 provides aatalogue of the
references to public service in the Attic orators. However, the idea that through such
references the speakers aimeminong other thing® stress bonds of reciprocity with the
community is missing from his evaluation of many relevant pages: see his comments on
Dem. 21.14374; Dem. 28.24; Dem. 36139 Dem. 38.2%6; Dem. 45.89soc. 18.5%7;
moreover, Harrignisses the references to monetary and military services in [Lys.] ZZ623
2829;Todd (D07) 344 n. 53 offerdist of references to benefactionis the Lysianic corpus.

%2 Johnstone (1999) %¥as shown that references to public service, in particular to liturgies,
are much more frequently employed by defendants rather than by prosecutees also
Rubinstein (200) 213215



Ober (1989a) sees in the institutionalization of liturgies as obligatory public duties for
a specific group of rich citizefd%the further institutionalization of the demands atharis*
rich citizens areobliged to contribute financially to the state and the dikasts are obliged to
return the favour, not, however, without judging the spirit in which a benefaction towards
the city had been performed, thereby raising the standards and intensifying the contnpeti
among the elite to prove themselves worthy of the peopleOs favour. This is a cooperative
approach to the use of the power of wealth as depicted in the ideological negotiations
between mass and elite in the Athenian courtroom. At the same time, OkbeDs
distinction between OmassO and Oelite® leads to statements that indicate a lack of corporate
group identity for the Athenian citizenry® Claiming that the dikasts are wiling Oto be
impressedO by the wealth of the speakers, because they have already made them give part of
it to the city (pp. 244245), or that the speakers resort to values of reciprocity and gift
exchange in order to rhetacally elevate the audience to the level of the elite and create the
illusion of an equal relationship between elite members (pp.-240),indicates a degree of

pretence and a lack of genuine reciprocity between the city and the citizens. It further

% Ober (1989a) 2285; on the idea of Oobligatory benefactionO, see Domingo Gygax (2016)
216; on liturgies and voluntariness, sBavies (1981) 226 and Gabrielsen (1994) 50. Even
after liturgies became obligatory, therevas still scope for eluntarism: Demosthenes
voluntarily undertakes thechoregiand allegedly saves his tribe from public embarrassment
(Dem. 21.13).

% Ober (1989a) 229.

**0on Ocorporate group identityO and Ocorporate interestsO, sge pp. 2



assumes that values of honour, shame, reciprocity and gift-exchange were not sincerely
shared by the whole community.”

One way to see that values related to reciprocity and gift-exchange were shared
across the community is through the examination of the rhetoric of justified and unjustified
envy (phthonos). As shown by Fisher (2003) and Cairns (2003), the rhetoric of envy is revealing
of the cooperative and egalitarian attitude between wealthy citizens/litigants and the rest
of the community: what is castigated as deserving the envy (phthonos) of the people is not
wealth per se, but undemocratic and hubristic use of wealth by citizens who disregard the
common well-being.”” Especially in the forensic speeches from 350s onwards, as Fisher
demonstrates,” financial contributions of elite litigants are evaluated on the basis of shared
social values related to honour and reciprocity, and depending on whether the litigants
appear to abide by the standards of civic-oriented spending and reciprocity the dikasts are
invited to respond with a fair return of charis and goodwill or with a legitimate
demonstration of envy.

Other approaches to public service arrive at more extreme constructs because they

view the litigants and the panels of dikasts as opposing camps divided by socio-economic

’ On shared values, see Fisher (2003) 195-197, 202-212; (2009) 214-215; Roisman (2005) 153-
156 discusses tropes in the rhetoric of appealing to charis and pity that allowed the speakers
to direct the judgement of the dikasts without directly compromising their power and
freedom; on reciprocity in ancient Greece, see Gill, Postlethwaite & Seaford (1998).

* Cairns (2003) 245-248.

*® Fisher (2003) 193-202.
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inequality. Millett (1998a) talks about ‘lop-sided reciprocity’ in the sense that wealthy
citizens in the courtroom are in the weak position of asking for a return for their
benefactions that they cannot be certain they will receive.” According to this view, the demos
is the dominant part in the reciprocal relationship between wealthy litigants and dikasts.
Davies takes the opposite view and understands the negotiations played out in the
courtroom between elite speakers and the popular audience as manifestations of elite
domination over the demos through the power of wealth. According to this approach, the
obligation of the dikasts to recognize the financial contributions of the elite is evidence for
the submission of the many to the power of the few.'”

The treatment of public service most relevant to my survey is offered by Wilson
(2000) in his study of the institution of the choregia. In a chapter that proposes to explore ‘the
ambivalent status of the khoregia under democratic conditions’,' Wilson offers an extensive

discussion of philotimia as the motivational power for the performance of liturgies and,

% Contra Davies (1971) xvii and (1981) 26, 92, Millett (1998a), especially pp. 244-245, does not
see a direct relation between liturgies and political power, ‘as a lever to office’ in Davies’
(1971) xvii words, in the end of the fifth century; see Millett (1998a) 249-251 on liturgies as
‘disruptive of elite cohesion’ (p. 250); see Millett (1991) 64-71 and (1998a) 86-87 on over-
expenditure and indebtedness of the elite because of liturgy performance in fourth century
sources; cf. Christ (2006) 143-204 who supports that Athenians were careful spenders alert to
the dangers of over-expenditure and usually prioritized self-interest while spending on the
city; on avoiding and dodging liturgies, see Christ (1990); on concealing one’s property to
avoid performing financial duties, see Gabrielsen (1986).

' Davies (1981) 92-105; cf. Johnstone (1999) 101 who argues that the connection between the
performance of liturgies and the requests for charis is not as strong as Davies believes.

! Wilson (2000) 144.



especially oflavish choregic expenditure¥*Wilsonrightly notes that it is h the courtroom
speeches that onexpecsto find Othe most fulsome articulation of a democratic concept of
philotimi®, becausi@s is wherespeakers endeavour to capitalize on their Oexpenditures and
victories as token®f their civic virtue(®’® Yet, Wilsondapproach tahe rhetoric of public
service andohilotimiaturns out to be an endeavour t@fute the point that there was ever
such a thing as a democratic concepipbilotimia

According to Wilson, Othidemocratic rhetoric is riven withcontradictions and
tensionst¥that betray the unbridgeable socieconomic gulf between wealthy liturgists and
the rest of the citizenry In democratic Athenspublic service as well ake conceptand
practicesof philotimiaremained closely associated witfilorms of large expendituresand
contests of honoufrom which the mgority of the citizen populationwas excluded®If this
were soWilsonseems targue how can we talk about Odemocr@isilotimi& Furthermore,
becausehe accounts opublic servicethat are producedin the courtsareopen to opposing
interpretations, misrepresentations, and rhetorical distortionGhe assessment as to
whether an action counts as an instance of OpublicO or OprivateO, Ogoquiiatintéyet O,

always emain just thatban assessment® Sincethe concept and practices gfhilotimia

192\ilson (2000) 14497.

1%3wilson (2000) 145.

1%4Wilson (2000) 145.

19%\\/jilson (2000) 157, 165, 1734, 177178.
1%wilson (2000) 191.



cannot be firmly pinned down iran unequivocaly positive manner, Obleached of all its
threatening potential@®’ Wilson concludes thait cannot be said thaphilotimiahad ever
been successfully democratized.

Someof WilsonCstatementsdeserve to be revisited andewed under different light
To begin with, that @hilotimiain Athens remained preminently associated with the
expenditure of large sums of moné& not necessarily an argument againstdsmocratic
value Such a statement is similan its logic to the argument one may come acrass
informal political discussion®f our daysthat a true supporter of the political left cannot
be rich.To the best of my knowledge, democratic Athens did not adveitssdf as a society
of socieeconomicequality, but as a societgf politically equal citizensall of whomwere
expected to contribute to the common welleing in proportion to their means:® Thus
instead of viewing liturgic expenditures as a domairpbilotimiafrom which the majority of
Athenians was excluded, we may vidvem asdutiesthe successful performance @afhich
benefitedthe maprity of the Athenians In this vein, Christ has presented a picture of the
Athenian courtroom as an arena of hef:the litigants, having demonstrated their
helpfulness towards the city, ask in turn the dikasts to help them back and reciprocate the

good the city has received. According to this view, citizens and city are bound in a

197wilson (2000) 192.
1%wilson (2000) 173.

19See, e.g., Thuc. 2.37.1, 40.1
19Christ (2010); (2012).



relationship of mutual helping thatd mutually beneficial' Thus when litigantsclaim that
they have performed or will perform their civic duties showinghilotimiaOtowards the
city3*?they seek to show not only that they have acted in ways that are beneficial to the
community, but also tht they recognize the community as the source of honour and public
recognition they claim to deservén this light, Chapter Iof this studyoffersa reading of the
rhetoric of public servicechoregicontests and philotimiain Against Meidigkat is much
more egalitarian than Wilson@gproachallows*®

At the same timeWilson is right to point out that during the last years the fifth
century and afterthe Athenian democracyhad been shaken by the two oligarchic coups,
philotimiawas vieved with much suspicionit was this very same principle that could
motivate not only ambitious liturgical performance but also an oligarchic revolutigiAsi|
show in Chapter 2we can tracdn the rhetoric of the courtsduring the time of Lysias

greater interest in warning the dikasts against baghilotimoithan presenting oneself as a

good philotimos Yet, where Wilson sees an eird the OhistoryO ghilotimia | trace a

1 According to Christ (2012) 69, 72, 89 there was a strong as well as acceptable element of
calculation when rendering oneself helpful towards the city intended to Ocreate a debt of
charison the part of fellow citizens, which jurors must pay back in the courts through a
favourable verdictO (p. 89). In the same vein, the dikasts are also invited to help citizens that
are more probable to provide more help to the city in the future. In thiay, the dikastsO

help is also a calculated response (p. 228); Johnstone (199923 08ads appeals to pity in

a similar way.

“?For examples of the topos, see pp-30 cf. Lys. 26:8discussed in pi34135.

13 Cf. Wilson (1991) and (2000) 1%, 1%-178.

H4Wilson (2000) 19192.



development For Wilson,disavowals ofphilotimia such as in Lys. 19:56, show that
(philotimiaceases to be the objective for reciting oneOs services. They are instead OevidenceO
of a civicallyminded attitude towards moneyneOs own and that of the cifydn my view,
that services are presented @vidence ofcivically-minded attitude towards monefheed
not detract from the appreciation ophilotimiaas amotivational power for performing and
reciting public services. Ishouldrather be viewed apart of the democratic and egalitarian
definition of both public service anghilotimia And, although itis in the time of Demosth&s
that the rhetoric of public service and civioriented philotimiaappears consistently anih
full force in the courtroomswe have eidence that allow us torticeit as far back athe lag
years of the fifth century:®

Furthermore, to appreciateand evaluatephilotimiaasa democratiovalue we should
see beyond the connection philotimiawith lavish expenditures*’Let us take the example
of the choregicompetition. For Wilsonjn choregicompetitionshonour is the objective of

rival elite Athenian choregoiOan objective associated almost exclusively with him [the

5Wilson (2000) 181; cf. my discussion of Lysias 19 ih68d.80.

11°See pp146159.

In this direction,of especial importance is the fact that many of the Athenian citizens who
from the 340s onwards are rewardedahilotimiahonorific inscriptions are ordinary officials
who have completed successfully their public office, not wealthy Athenians who have
performed monetary benefactions; on this point, see Liddel (20070176 Lambert (2011)
197, 202203; the surviving ecrees of this kind for the period 352322/1 are Lambert (2004)
nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 15, 16, 17, 2Eng8n (2010) 133 endnote 27 provides a list of such
decrees down to the end of the fourth century; cf. Whitehead (1983) 64 for gbitaéimia
deaees that directly or indirectly honour Athenian citizens for monetary benefactions too.
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choregdsis opposed to his Oteaiti®dargue so, as Fisher has shown, grasuppose a lack
of reciprocity between @horegaand the rest of his team thatownplaysboth the team effort
required foreachchoregientry and the collective desire for honour and victotMoreover,
Fisher (2010) and Fisher (2011) have convingistjown thatchoregi@and other kinds of
festival competitions should not be regarded as predominantiieeor aristocratic contests
ascitizens from very divergent soci@conomic backgrounds and from different areas of the
city worked in team and chanred their philotimiatowards a common aim, winning the
contest. Wdespread patrticipation and cooperatiofor the successful organization of and
performancein the festivals reinforcedhe bonds of Athenian community.

In this light, when alitigant recitespast serviceas tokens of hiphilotimiahe expects
to activate bonds of reciprody between himself and the city which rely on a twofold
understanding ofcharis'*°firstly, as goodwill and gratitude felt at the moment of enjoying
the pleasures of a specific actiservice; and secondlycharisas an intrinsic part of all
reciprocal relationships which pervades them and can be identified with any part of them:

charisas the good done, as the counigood expected in return, and as the gratitude and

18Wilson (2000) 146.

19See Fisher (2003) 2208 including a critical evaluation of Wilson (2000).

120Fisher (2010) 7&isherOs distinction follows AristotleOs brief treatmenhafisn RheR.7
as an emotion (gratitude) felt in relation with benefactions andNiic1132b29133a6 as a
social cooperative valuen charisas a key cooperative value of the Greeks, seeF{&010)
with his additional bibliography in p. 73 n. 7; @harign the Attic orators, see Davies (1981)
92-105; Ober (1989a) 2283; Johnstone (1999) 1008; Rubinstein (2000) 2220; Millett
(1998a)Pover (1974) 29295 (judiciakhari$; Roismar(2005) 15362.



goodwill felt at any stage of the procesH. is within such a framework of shared
underganding of reciprocity thatDemosthenes Against Meidiaslvises the dikasts to flge

a citizenOghilotimianot from his splendidness in general, private and public, but from his
splendidness in activities that benefit the majority: And evenfor Aristotle, not all lavish
expenditures are the objects of gopHilotimia but only thosehat are demonstrated towards
the community,namely the liturgies'*In both casesphilotimiais evaluatedn reciprocity
with the community, and this is the context within which it iexpected to bappreciated as

a civic virtue.

Particular actions, sewices, or liturgical records could indeed be presented in
different, even contrasting ways in # courtroom, as Wilsomightly notes regarding
MeidiasO liturgie¢€*What Iwish to point out is that, in spite ofthis rhetorical flexibility , in
all casespast actions, services, or liturgical recordsould have beerevaluated against
standards of commointerest and reciprocity with the city otackof it. In other wordsthat

past actionscould be presented and assessedlifferent, even contrasting wagy does not

21Dem. 21.159e8 the discussion in pa06103.

122 Arist. NE1122b224: 1" #$%"&' () *( '+,- (- ./ 0,1+*234*56%* - +A- .8&+9:+'4;. <
8-+ =< 1"3&' >) ?2* 4™ < ?1" #@6*A *B- &C1,- Oand those expenditures that are
good objects gphilotimiatowards the community, for instance the duty, as it is esteemed in
certain places, of equipping a chorus splendidly or fitting out a ship of war, or even of giving
a banquet to the publicO (traagbn from Loeb, adapted). According to AristotleOs categories,
lavish expenditures, private and public, are the concern of thegaloprép (NEL122a18
1123a19; see also X&r@.57). On the political aspect afegaloprepeaad lavish spending,
see Kuke (1991) 16394.

123Wilson (2000) 177, 191.



mean that they wouldhave been evaluated bycontrasting criteria that could produce
contradicting orincompatible accounts omwhat is good and what is badhilotimia. | find it
highly unlikely that, in response to Demostheneatiack, Meidias waild have crafted a
radically different account of what should count as gggdotimia from whatwe findin Dem.
21.1591t is alsovery improbable that Meidias wouldave said thatavinga big house and
driving his wife to the mysteries in a carriage drawn by two white horsegke him a good,
democraticphilotimos that deservesharis (cf. Dem. 21.158Buthe would veryprobablyhave
argued that, contrary to DemosthenesO lies (Dem. 24168Y his trierarchy had been
performed out ofphilotimia towards the city and not for privaterofit .

Whether the rhetoric of public service and reciprocity was directly relevant to the
legal point of a case is a matter of scholarly debate. Lanni (20084 githces the public
service theme under the category of exttegal information along with other kind of
character evidence that were employed by the speakers to enhance their credibility and help
them build an appealing profile in the courtroom. Such infaatron, according to Lanni, may
not have been, by modern standards, directly relevant to the legal point at hand, but was
equally important in helping the dikasts reach a fair and just verdf¢t.anni supports that
the Athenian legal system functioned onefbasis of a broad notion of relevance according

to which extralegal information provided the dikasts with details that helped them build

124 See also Christ (1998)-48.



the background and context of a case and allowed them to have a round perspective of the
standing and merit of the tigants in each case.

The argument thatlegal and extradegal informationwasall equally important for
reaching a verdict has been disputed by Harris (20125136 Following a much stricter
reading of the forensic speeches and Athenian law, Harrisi@sghat, when public service
is employed it is indeed relevant to the charge adjudicated and when it is not relevant the
dikasts are not supposed to take it into account for deciding guilt, but only for deciding the
penalty, that is, during the process timesisn public cases. HarrisO close reading of the
sources reveals certain limitations in the treatment of public service that have been
overlooked in modern scholarship, but at the same time he makes simplistic statements to
support his strict line othought.

Two examples from Harris (2013a) 130 should suffice to show what | refer to: OSome
litigants cite their service to demonstrate their good character, but they do not argue that
they should win their cassimply becaupay italics] they have helpd the community.O Oln a
few cases litigants mention their public service to gain the goodwill of the courtjii,no
litigant ever admits guity italics] and then argues that his public service entitles him to an
acquittal. Such kind of statements are unnecessarily dismissive and do not do justice to the
idea that a piece of information included in a speech does not need to provedhénatter

at hand so as to affect the judgement of the dikasts and be taken serioushacotunt.



Moreover, no speaker would have been so unreasonable as to first admit guilt and then
attempt to Obuy offO a favourable verdict with references to his past public services.
Citations of public service and in general character evidence, whethezctly
relevant to the charge or not, were employed because they helped the litigants familiarize
themselves with their audience and perhaps gain their goodwill. Although such pieces of
information probably would not have sufficed for determining guilhey definitely played
an important role for the dikastsO general assessment of the litigants as trustworthy
individuals and worthy democratic citizens or the opposite.this framework, especially
from the 360s onwardsphilotimia very often emeges as te appropriate motivefor
performing public service indicating the civioriented frame of mind of an individual who
seeks to distinguish himself while contributing to the wdileing of the city.Philotimia

manifested in such contextwasexpected to counpositively inthe dikastsO misd

Absence ophilotim cognatesabsence gfhilotimi&

In a discussion oAthenian imperialism and its language, Low (2005)p8its out that,
although the connection between action and description is an inextricably close one, there
is a danger of framing this connection in a simplistic way: OThere is no great merit to the view
which suggests that the lexical richness, or poverty,aoparticular area of a particular

language should be seen as directly proportional to the interest the speakers of that language



have in that area of activityl®this respect, Low (2005) 84rther notes, Othere need not be
any necessary correlation beeen the presence or absence of a specialized vocabulary of
imperialism in fifth-century Athens and the presence or absence of a-{tntury Athenian
urge to rule the Greek world.O

Froma similar point of departurethere are situations in whichalthough philotimia
in the sensef love of honour, ambition, odesire for distinction is expected todve played
a role in motivatingaction, it is notexplicitly recognizedas suchwith the employment of
philotim terms. Such contexts of public speech from whiphilotimt cognates are absent, or
wherephilotimiaas motive of action and as a quality of a speakerOs ethos is refuted in-his self
portrayal, are important for my survey. feir significance does not liaithe idea that they
can, in any way, be used to answer the empirical question of whethagotimiavas present
within or absent from oneOs soul whenever it was mentioned or not mentioned, respectively.
Their importance lies on the idea that they may have someghio tell about the domain of
philotimiaas a civic virtue. In other words, by exploring such limitations in the rhetoric of
philotimiave may be able tolentify somekindsof activitiesandcontextsin association with
which it was probablyperceived asnappropriateto bring attention to oneQghilotimiain a
straightforward manner This apect of my study builds othe idea thatphilotimiawas an
ambivalent concept There were situationsit seems, wherehe competitive aspect of
philotimiavas more praninent than its cooperativewhereindividual ambitions anchonour

negotiations among individual citizens, and indeed prominent citizensedal to be



downplayed for the sake of collective supaity, honour, and authority

One aea ofactivity that this study identifies as such is that cbmpetitive political
debatingin the AssemblyIn the second half of the fourth centyr a noticeable interest
towardsphilotimiaand indeed civiorientedphilotimiais attested in courtroom rhetoc and

honorific inscriptions, but not in the surviving deliberatig speeched/Ne findall in all seven

references tghilotimig**five of them with negativeconnotations;**while the soleonethat

is part ofDemosthenes€@lfportrayal is, in fact,a rejection of philotimiaas a mtvational
power of hispolitical advising and publispeaking**’ Demosthenesérviving delberative
speeches could be assesastbo limited asource of evidenceand te discussiorouldhave
endedhere, before even beginnindpysimply statingthat if more deliberative speeches had
survived, not only by Demosthenes but alspother speakersthe picture could have been

different, evenpossiblyincluding references tccivic-oriented philotimia®® But instead of

2 Dem. 13.26 is the only positive mention. It refers showing collective philotimia
(I"#$%"&$'&()*) in the sense of taking pride in the ancestorsO achievements

122Dem.Ol. 3B, 16, 18 (x2) on Philip 1l. See the discussion on Philip as an example of a bad
philotimos pp. 160163 Phil4.71: Aristomedes, a rivablitician of Demosthenes, is attacked

for being concerned more about his oyphilotimiaand doxathan about the ciyOs.

2’Dem. 8.71. See pp-286.

12 The extensive deliberative speeches of classical Athens that have survived are not very
many. The earliest one is Andoc (the Peace with Spdrten 391, on the rhetoric of which

see Missiou (1992); two that are peeved in the Demosthenic corpus, [Dem.] Gn(
Halonnesyisnd 17 ©n the Treaty with Alexahdane probably by &!t"r named Hegesippus:

on their generally accepted spuriousness see MacDowell (20093434337-882; the
remaining fourteen belong to Demosthenes (DenG, B11, 1316) and cover a quite short
period of approximately thirteen years. The oldest one is Derh.(@n the Symmojies
delivered in 354/3 (Dion. HAAmm1.4); the latest is Dem. 1Bourth Philippigrobably from
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overlooking the evidence provided by thaurviving deliberative speecheen the basis of
suchguesswork, | suggest we put forward a different propositicsuggest, insteadhat we
take the cautious dissociation opolitical advisingfrom acting out of philotimiaand the
generalabsence of the rhetoric of civioriented philotimiafrom the surviving deliberative
speechessdeliberate choice that werereflective ofthe decorum ofpeaking, advising, and
presenting oneselin the Asembly
The etiquette of speaking in the Assembly seems to differ from that of the courtroom

and a speakerOs getirtrayal probably followed different conventions in each venti.
Conditions thatfavoured the development of the rhetoric ofvic-oriented philotimiain the

courtroom seem to be absent from the AssemMfyrst, there is the striking absence of

342/1: on its authenticity, see Worthington (1991); on its dating and on whether it was
delivered or not, see MacDowell (2009)-359. Ontie chronology of Demosthenes speeches,
see Sealey (1955); the authenticity of Dem.Q3 Qrganizatiprs disputed but MacDowell
(2009) 22227 believes that it is genuine. See also Badian (2000) 37 n. 70 (who does not accept
its authenticity) and MacDowk (2009) 226 n.62 on further bibliography for and against
genuineness; Dem.1Résponse to PhilipOs)Listmore complicated case, but MacDowell
(2009) 363, with some reservations, is positively inclined towards its authenticity; cf. Badian
(2000) 10

In the list above, | did not count in DemosthengsBoemiafragments of deliberative
speeches, deliberative speeches of which we only know their title as well as political
pampbhlets that borrow the form of the symbouleutic genre (such as Isocra@efagitikos,

On the PeaardPlataikgs For an overview of all this evidence, see Hansen (1984dd§on
Williams (1951)pn the prooemiasee Yunis (1996) 2899; Worthington (2006) 5%8;
Worthington (2004) 12943; MacDowell (200976

2°|n this vein, | find plausible and persuasive HarrisO (2016) 152 suggestion that composing
1" #3$%&!, one of the principles Thucydides proclaims he will follow in the speeches of his
Historie$Thuc. 1.22.1), can be expanded to include not only what is Oappropoiath® f
situation and the person speaking, but also floe venuef speaking.



recitations of public servicesan important difference from the rhetoric of the courtroom
that has been overlooked in modern scholarship, as Harrx63145rightly observes
Drawing evidence from Thucydides, Xenophon and Demosthdiasjs (2016hotesthat in
the Assembly a speaker would not normally refer to the achievements ddriasstors and
to his liturgies toboost hispersuasivenes3 heonly caseatteged in our sourcesf a speaker
attempting to capitalize on such thinguring a political discussiois ThucydidesBicibiades
in the Sicilian debaté*°In this respectAlcibiades@xampleseems to ban unconventional
rather than typical case of selfepresentation in the AssemblyBy saying so, | donot
disregardThucydidesfiroclamation thathe composethe speechesf the Histaiesaccording
to what would have beemppropriate (I" #$%&!) to say Alcibiade€speakingis indeed
appropriate, not however,because it suitshe occasion and the venuef speaking but
because it reflecthis character*

If we take Alcibiadeas an exceptional case of sedfpresentation in the Assembfy?
we are left with hardly any evidence that the rhetoric of public service was a common

practice at the Assemblgither in the fifth or fourth centuries If this observationcontains

¥9Thuc. 6.16-b.

¥Harris (2016) 146, 1853; on Alcibiades as violator of norms, see Mann (20073299

1320f coursel could not exclude the possibility that there coulthve been other instances

of advisors bringing attention to their services during a political debadeq p. 23023]).

Even so, | find that Alcibiades is an exceptional case because of the particularly inegalitarian
way in which he attempts to capitalizen his monetary expenditures and horsacing
activities (e pp206210).



any kernel of validityand is nota biased corlasion stemming from the tited surviving
sources then it is a crucial one for our understanding of the absence of cihociented
philotimiafrom the rhetoric of the AssemblyThe link between the two seems to me a
straightforward one:since good, civieoriented philotimiaused to be recognized as the
motivational power behind public servicé&labsence of references public services in the
Assemblyexplains theabsence of the associated rhetoriocofic-oriented philotimiaDirectly
related to thispoint is alsothe obsevation, also unexplored by scholars until todags far as
I know, that, differently from courtroom practicesgharisrequests and appeals tthe
goodwill of the audience weneot common rhetorical practicein the Assembly.

My suggestion ithat the absence of civioriented philotimiagfrom selfpresentations
in the Assembly iperhapsnot an isolated phenomenon, symptomatic of our limited sources,
but can be viewed as belonginga different kind of speakingral of presenting oneself that
seems to beontext-specificand part of the etiquette of the AssemblyMy view is that,
differently from the courtroom, the Assembly offered less space for-gedfse and seif
referencing,mostly because thenain objectiveof political debating was to provide the best
advice for the communityIn this context, a spaker needed to show more cai@ the city

and thepublic interest and less for himselfin this light, the rejedions of philotimiathat

133 |ess frequently in the time of Lysias and more systematically in the time of Demosthenes,
as we will see ipp. 107127, 144.59.



survive in representatons of Assembly debaté§and in deliberative speech&s show
precisely this point: thatpolitical debating was not the most appropriate place to draw
attention to oneOsonsiderations for distinction and honouyreven though one may have
mounted the rostrum, among other things, out philotimiatoo.**°

If the courtroom rhetoric of civieoriented philotimiacharis and public services did
not seem to hava place in the Asembly, a related questiateserves attentionDopolitical
servicesand political advisingfeature aspart of the courtroom rhetoric of civieoriented
philotimi& In other wordsgdid litigants seeko capitalize on their political contributions as
tokens of philotimiatowards the city that deserveda return of chari® Through the
examnation of DemosthenesO splirtrayal in his political trials with Aeschinesin the last
section of Chapter 3, we will see thaetanswerseems to be partly negativBemosthenes
does notstraightforwardlpresenthis political activities as manifestations of civariented
philotimia

At the same time, Demostheniegiltrates honourablephilotimianto the construction

of his political ethos in an indirect mannerln this respect, one fial point requires

explanation.In my analysis of Dem. 1Bsinglke out some passagegich | call @hilotimia

13 Ar. Thesn383388.

%Dem. 8.71.

1%t is useful to remind ourselves here that Thucydides it is precisely in association with
politics and personal ambitions of politicians that botbhilotimiaand idia philotimizare
negatively coloured. See pp.-28.



friendlyO contextfor the lack ofmy ability to find abetter name The short explanation of
this somewhat awkward label is th@thilotimiafriendlyO contexts amassagegeflecting the
mentality of acting out of honourabl@hilotimiawithout including any philotim cognates.
Now, what remains to be explained is what | identify @e mentality of acting out of
honourablephilotimid® My definition emerges fromDem. 18.66, a passage that evokes
moral principles that the Athenian ancestors used to follow in external politics, among

which philotimiafigures prominently:

I "# S W P%&" (&) *+#',- . [ *+#0123/!4&),56-7)3) '8) $+'%(0+*+#$9"(& *+#
%;-+'+ *+#<=-+' Q)39&*> ?) @NB,96',-(+/ *+# C) $D<,<>-B"%1)'&) E' C)
F99&) G99;)&) @A%+@C) !)39=*+<,) H+<'6,.

Oour countrglways fought for the first prize in honor and glory and had expended
more money and men in pursuit of honoyshilotimidand the common good than all

the other Greeks had expended on their own behalfO, Yunis (2005)

Thus, asphilotimiafriendlyO contets, | identify passagesat reflect this shared mortity of

the ancestors and the citthat has allegedly, always been guiding therto act in a manner
that doesnot prioritize their own profit to the detriment of others, buts widely beneficial,
anddistinguishesthe city in honour and glory, even thoughit may cost heavily inanimate

and inanimateresources Demosthenes mayactfully avoid calling himself a philotimos



symboulos,”” but the way he presents himself conducting politics reflects at the level of the
individual the city’s traditional philotimiaattitude which is inspired, in short, by a sense of
commitment to a higher cause that may be pursued to the extent of self-sacrifice, as
explained in Dem. 18.66.

In a sense, then, excelling in honour in politics is reserved for the city and underlines
the idea that the city collectively is to be regarded as the author of great achievements." If
this is so, as I endeavour to show in Chapter 3, it may help us explain why philotimiais not
employed for the praise of one’s individual political contributions. Ideally, excelling in
honour and glory in politics is to be reserved for the city, and citizens need to make sure they
do not challenge collective superiority. In this light, it is worth mentioning that Dem. 18.66
is the only instance in On the Crowthat philotim vocabulary is employed in an ethical
evaluation of political attitudes, and it is noteworthy that it is attributed to the collective not
to Demosthenes.

Finally, the city’s superiority in morality and honour can be associated with the ideal

of the demoss the only legitimate megalophrom idealized representations of the city’s past

7 See e.g. Dem. 18.107-109, 179, 193, 208.

* In the same vein, as shown by Kallet (2003) 124-131, the Athenians promoted themselves
at domestic level as the unrivaled megaloprépspender (i.e., unrivaled by splendid outlays
by elite Athenian citizens). Particularly so in the second half of the fifth century through the
ambitious building programme of the city. Kallet (2003) 131 notes that ‘[pJublic expenditures,
that is, by the demos of its own moneys, far outstripped any private expenditures by
individuals and explains why such latter outlays, notably on liturgies, could be encouraged,
since they appear to have posed no threat.’



behaviourin the courtroom and the Assemhlgxcelling citizens ardionoured moderately
for their political contributions, whereas the city collectively i®cognized as the ageof
political achievement$®*This attitude of Othinking big€sembles to some extent AristotleOs
megalopsychiand the megalopsychoas sketché out in the Nicomachean Ethit’s! he
megalopsychlegitimately entertains a great idea of himself that distinguishes him from the
rest,pursues high initiativesandis ready to sacrifice his life as long as the cause is néble.
These principles of honourable behavioof the megalopsychsesem to be sharedith what

| identify as Othe mentality of acting out of honouraithélotimi&3*?Although this thesis does
not provide a detailed discussion nfegalopsychaad themegalopskios it is worth bringing
attention to the idea thatDemosthenesO civic courage in political advising could also be
viewed as resembling the bravery of theegalopsychabo has the habit of talking sincerely

and openly without considering the consequendbiE112488-30)'

1¥9See ppl63167,198199,214223, 2227

140 Arist. NE1123a412-1125a17on AristotleOmegalopsychand relevant bibliography, see
Cullyer (2014) 13947.

“IArist. NE1123b32, 1524, 1124b®, 2526.

142 1socrates in his encomium for Euagoras (IsBoad) reflects this view by treating
philotimoand megalopsychas one itemOWe shall discover thattilotimoand megalopsychoi
men not only wish to be praised for such things [i.e. the activities and the dangers they
undertook] but that they are concerned about honor rather than livelihood, and that they
do everything possible to leave behind an immortal memory of themselvear@lation by
Too in Mirhady & Too (2000).

43 See pp234237; hus, AristotleOsmiegalopsychigeed not be viewed as Oquintessentially
inappropriate to democratic politicsO, Bslot (2009276 has argued, because there are
honourable elements in the behawir of the megalopsychost the same time, Balot is not
mistaken as far as his evaluation concerns tiegjativeappreciationof the megalopsychs



To sum upthe lackof philotim terms does nohecessarily indicate that theleas or
gualities that this concepéncapsulatswere missingrom political discussions and debates
What it probably indicatesis that politics and the Assembly were ngierceived as
appropriatespaceso draw attention to one@ilotimian a selfcelebratorymanner, because
the uncontestedphilotimosvas the city collectivelyand hghlighting personalphilotimia
could be pereived as suspicious and inegalitaridaeally, the duty of every politically active
individual was to @ehance with their words and actionthe cityOghilotimiaand distinction
not to turn politics into the dystopic contest of individughilotimiathat Thucydideg2.657,
10-11) very aptly describe. In this light, Chapter 3 exploreshe rhetoric of philotimiain
political discussions and debateand especially inselfportrayals of politically active

citizens.

5. The diachonic and synchroni@approach

superiority, when he seems to be alodE.1124a120) or unsatisfied with the honours
bestowed to himNl[E1124ak11), when he snobs regular contedt=] 124b234), refuses to
accept helpNEL124b1718) or sustain bonds of reciprocity and sociability in his community
(NE1124b915, 1125a22) Contrary to AristotleOs idea that thregalopsycidsontempt fo
others is fair NEL124b56, "#$%&#$($)*+,- .), such expressions of superiority can indeed
be perceived as undemocratic and inegalitasian a comparison between democracy in
Aristotle and Athenian democracy in practice, see Lintott (1992).



Because philotimia is an ambivalent notion and may appear in the sources either in positive
or negative light,”* some short ‘histories’ of the concept organize the evidence in
chronological order," from Homer down to the second half of the fourth century."*® Most
characteristically, Whitehead (1983) 55-60 produces a conveniently clear-cut ‘history’ of the
meaning of philotimia, when it appears to be positive and when negative, yet one that to a
certain extent is insensitive both to diachronic and synchronic contextual differences. For
Whitehead, philotimia was given ‘a central position in the ideology of effort and reward’ not
only ‘throughout the corpus of fourth-century Attic oratory’, but also ‘in the ekklesia and the

courts’.'” Whitehead treats the Attic orators as a uniform source of evidence and thus misses

'** One of the earliest occurrences of philotimia vocabulary in Greek literature that shows its
ambivalent and dangerous nature appears in Pindar (fr. 210 Maehler). The fragment,
however, survives through Plutarch (De coh. ira 457B) and its originality has been disputed.
See De Pourcq - Roskam (2012) 2 n. 8.

' Cf. Dover (1974) 229-233 and Frazier (1988) 110-118 which are not chronological.

"¢ Short surveys of philotimia in the literature of classical Athens and of earlier times, which
seem, in one way or another, to follow a chronological order are Whitehead (1983) 55-60;
Wilson (2000) 187-194; De Pourcq - Roskam (2012) 1-4; common starting point in all is the
Homeric world with the centrality of kleos and honour, and the notable absence of any
reference to philotimia cognates; Wilson’s account starts off in a chronological fashion, but,
in the course of it, the evidence is organized in a way that highlights Wilson’s suggestion that
the most prominent form of philotimia was the negative deleterious one and that philotimia
was never really democratized in spite of its positive appearance from the mid-fourth
century onwards (contra Whitehead (1983) and (1993)). Moreover, Wilson’s account differs
from Whitehead’s in that the former does not take the positive references to philotimia in
Aeschylus (Supp. 658, 907; Eu. 1033) as cases of ‘unproblematical’ and ‘innocent’ philotimia.
See Wilson (2000) 196 n. 139.

7 Whitehead (1983) 59-60. Note that all the examples Whitehead provides in endnote 15

come from forensic speeches.



nuanced diachronic developments and synchronic variations in the employment and
evaluation of philotimia.

In a similar manner, MacDowell’s short treatment of philotimia in his commentary of
Against Meidias produces a very schematic diachronic account of change in the meaning of
philotimia."** According to MacDowell, in Athens in the end of the fifth century and beginning
of the fourth, philotimia was perceived as a negative, egotist force associated with the
pursuance of private interest and personal distinction to the detriment of the community
and the well-being of the collective.'”’ Later, from around the mid fourth century onwards,
it turned into a positive quality employed to denote one’s patriotic and democratic
credentials which were demonstrated through the performance of public services (e.g.,
liturgies) and for which one expected public recognition and gratitude. But ‘even in D. (e.g.
8.71)" the old negative sense of the concept can be found, MacDowell (1990) 379 notes. This
is a diachronic and evolutionary approach to change in the meaning of philotimia according
to which occurrences of negative philotimia in the later era of positive philotimia are viewed
as sporadic relics of the past.

MacDowell’s schema, just as Whitehead’s, disregards the importance of synchronic
contextual differences, especially the differences of etiquette between the Assembly and the

courtroom. I have already mentioned in the previous section that the infrequency of

8 MacDowell (1990) 378-379, on Dem. 21.159.
% MacDowell cites Thuc. 2.65.7 and Ar. Thesm.383.



philotim: vocabulary or the rejetton of philotimia(as in Dem. 8.71, mentioned by MacDowell)
as phenomena characteristic of the rhetoric dfe deliberative speechebave passed
unobservedand havenot beenviewedas issues that deserve be treatedseparately andn
a systematic wayAs a result the ocasional negative reference fohilotimiain the Attic
oratorsfrom the 350s onwards either disregardegdas in the case of Whitehead, or taken as
the odd one out, as in the case of MacDowaliithermore, the distinction between the
rhetoric of the courtroom and the Assembly is significant alsorfra diachronic point of
view, as epresentations of debates from the end of the fifth and beginning of the fourth
centuries seem to corroborate the impression conveyed philotimiafrom DemosthenesO
deliberative speeches

In the three Chapters that comprise the main body of this stutie discussion does
not follow a linear chronological order from the 430s down to the 320sther seek to
provide a discussiothat is attuned to diachronic and synchraa differences continuities,
and discontinuitiesn the rhetoric of philotimiawhich demonstratehow philotimiais valued
in democratic Athens in different contexts and periods of time

Chapter lexploresthe relation betweenphilotimiaand metriots (moderation) in
courtroom rhetoric of Demosthene® timeln the short account ophilotimiathat Aristotle

provides in hisNicomachean Ethibg notes that "#$%& #(#)* +3$,-#$./* 012$*/3.(* 45
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avdpwdn kai @iAdkalov, Tov & aeiAdtipov wg uETpiov Kai cwgpova.* Being philotimoand
being metrio§moderate) seem to be incompatible in Aristotle’s statement. This seems to be
consistent with Aristotle’s understanding of the philotimoss the person who stands out of
the rest and goes the extra mile, either in a virtuous (¢ni 6 udAAov # oi moAAoi) or in a
vicious way (€rti 0 uaAAov 1j 8¢€i)."”" In democratic Athens, being a metriopolit swas a shared
ideal: all citizens in spite of socio-economic differences could see themselves as metrioi

citizens who promoted with their conduct the common well-being."’

But, quite differently
from Aristotle’s assessment, we will see in Section 1 that, in spite of qualitative differences,
being philotimosind being metric could be presented as belonging to the same mentality,
that of prioritizing public interest without ignoring appropriate personal ambitions and
goals. This becomes evident in forensic contexts that deal with legitimate manifestations of
power, especially the power of wealth.

The compatibility of philotimiaand metriotswhich reinforces the idea that philotimia
was to a considerable extent an important positive value in democratic Athens is discussed
in detail in Section 2 taking Against Meidias a case study. For Wilson, the rhetoric of public

service, choregic expenditures, and philotimiaof Against MeididBustrates the unbridgeable

socio-economic distance between the elite speaker and the demoS”® In my view, it rather

% Arist. NE1125b11-13.

1 Arist. NE1125b14-17.

? See pp. 70-71 n. 4 for bibliography on moderation and the ideal of the metriogitizen.
> See p. 40 n. 113.



illustrates the distance between the democratic elite citizen and the undemocratic elite
citizen. The former, Demosthenes, is cast as a-@rientedphilotimosnd as anetriogitizen,
whereas the latter, Meidias, is cast as a fptmlotimosnon-metriosand as &ybrists. In the
self-portrait of Demosthenes, the dikasts are invited to see a mptidbtimo<itizen who
puts his means to the service ofdlcity. Against Meidiasfers an illustrious account of
democraticphilotimaright at the time when it was mostystematically promoted as a civic
virtue both in the courtrooms and in honorific inscriptions

If Chapter 1showsthe extent that the promotion of civieriented philotimiacan
reachin courtroom speakingand may be taken as a definition of what being a democratic
philotimosvould entailespecially for an elite AtheniarChapter 2starts off by showing that
this democratic model gbhilotimias not a rhetorical construct maglup by Demosthenes to
serve a prticular forensic case.Section 1shows that n the courtrooms from the 360s
onwardsphilotimiais systematally praised as the right motive behind public service that
deserves public reward and recognitioithis concerted promotion ofphilotimiais also
attested in honorific inscriptions of the city that survive from the 340s onwartiand is
associated with a broader systematic effort of the city to bestow honours and revaarals

time when, after the ungccessful Social War §2355) the city neededboth to attract

>4 At deme level, the earliegthilotimiadecree is RO 46 of ca. 360. See Rhodes & Osborne (2003)
231234.



foreign benefactorsand their resourcesandto inspire good execution of officat home™®

At the same timePomingo Gygax (2016) 221 makes a fair observation when he notes that
the positive meaning oihscribedphilotimiaas@ve ofa particular type of hono, thatwhich
derives from doing good to the communifygdould not be viewed as Oa product of the more
systematic use of honors after the Social WarO.

This remarkdoes good service as a transitionmdint to Section 2of the chapter
wherel move back in time andiscuss the rhetoric gphilotimiain forensic speeches during
the time of Lysias from the early 400s to the 38@sre attentionis givento negatively
evaluatedphilotimiaduring these years, but this shouldot lead to the conclusiorthat
philotimiawas ©riginallyOa vice that later turned into a virtue.Quite differently, my
suggestion is that the focus on the dangergbilotimiaand on bagbhilotimoisa consequence
of the grim memoriesf the effectsof deleteriousphilotimiathat the city had experienced
during the politically turbulent years of the late fifth century with the failure of the Sicilian
expedition (415413) and the two short oligarchic upheavals (411/410 and 404/208s,
as we will se,more attention is paid in warning the audience against dangerous or bad
philotimai and in deemphasizing oneOs @hilotimiarather than in promoting oneself as a
goodphilotimosAlthough neither the literary nor the noditerary evidence from the ed of

the fifth and the beginning ofthe fourth centuries point towardsa concerteffort to

15 Lambert (2011) 19498.



promote philotimiaas a civic virtue at that timeinstances of what later, in the time of
Demosthenesyassystematically promoted as civioriented philotimiacan be traced as far
back as the last years of the fifth centuiyhis observation is crucial as it reinforces the idea
that we should rather refrain from making any evolutionary suggestiarsargue for a
Osemantic changeO in the meaninghdbtimia® Thus, if the rhetoric of civicoriented
philotimiacan be traced in forensic speeches of the end of the fifth century, theretisiaoh
valuein the idea thata chronological development occurred ithe meaningf philotimia If
there is adiachronicchange| suggestit is one of focus, from the dangeof individualistic
philotimiato the advantagesf encouraging civieriented philotimia

Section 3 of the chapter explores manifestationgbflotimiathat take place outside
the democratic city from the time of Lysias to the time of Demosthenes in forensic and
deliberative speakingThree cases are examined: the democratic appropriation of CononOs
extra-civic military achievements irAgainst Leptiné3em. 20)the profile of Philip 1l agon-
democraticphilotimopar excellenesconstrued in DemosthenesO deliberative speethes
rhetoric of philotimiaand charisin On the property of Aristophéingsias 19yhich includes
the expectation of ghilotimositizen to receivecharifrom a source other than his cityiow

are such manifestationsf philotimiaevaluated by democratic standard$fis section shows

%6 |n this respect, | disagree with Domingo Gygax (2016) 221 who argues for a Osemantic
changeO in the meaningphilotimiathat had stemmed from the development of euergetism
in the first half of the fourth century.



that in democratic ideologyeciprocity with the city is essential fothe positive evaluation
of oneOghilotimia. Extra-civic reciprocd bonds orthe disregard of reciprocitywith oneOs
community colour accordingly the qualit of an individualOs manifestationpdlotimia.

Chapter 3 turns tgolitics and examines public speakingAssemblydebatesandin
political discussions in the courtroonDeliberation and decisioimaking in the Assembly
wereareas of activity in which political equality waparticularly in the spotlight In theory,
it is more probable thaall citizensat some pointwould have mae@ use of their voting right
in Assemblymeetings than thatall citizens wouldhave taken an active political role by
standing up and addressing their felleartizens. As surviving literary evidence indicate,
only a few prominent citizens would speak extensivelyer political matters™’Howwould
acitizen, while addressing his fellows, accommodate his individual distincéind perhaps
his political ambitionswith the egalitarian demands of political equalitfisops! phia) and
equality of speechig! goria)?

Section lexploresthese dynamic®y focusingon representations of political debates
in Aristophanes and Thucydides$n the picture that emerges, nority is given to the
promotion of good counselling! " #$%&'] and public interest while a speakerOs distinction
and any personal motivesand ambitions that may have been involveate ideally

deemphasized or refutedVith the exception of Alcibiades in the Sicilian debaf#have not

7Cf. p20 n. 52



stood p to speak out ophilotimid&®eems to be an unwritten rule of the AssemblyOs decorum
that speakers in the end of the fifth and beginning of the fourth centuries used to respect.
Section 2 moves tthe time of Demosthenes and explores accounts of ideal andiahesml
political competition and political participation as represented fiorensic and deliberative
speechesThe main priority is presented to be the recognition of collective achievement and
not the rewarding of specific individuals in activities and undertakings that are collaborative
but the accomplishment of which requires that specific individuals unavoiglakbuld have
taken leading rolesln the idealrepresentations, little space is left for the glorification and
self-glorification of individual citizens and the convention of not drawing attention to oneOs
philotimian politics seems to be respected inglperiod tooFom the time of Thucydides to
the time of Demosthenesoficy-making and politicscan be viewed indeed as competitions
among citizens but the ultimateagent of political achievement should always be the dity.
suggest thathe absence ofhe rhetoric of civicoriented philotimiaof the individual from
these acconts complies withthe idea thatin politics collective superiority and collective
interests were not to be shadowed by individual considerations.

Section 3 picks upn the last point and explorethe rhetoric of charisand public
servicesin the Assembly througlthe examination of Demosthenédeliberative speeches.
Did speakers attempt to capitalizen their public servicesn order to win the audienceOs
gratitude in the Assembly®as active political participation presented as a public service

deserving othari® In both occasionshe answer that DemosthenesO symboulegigeches



give is negative. Not only is the rhetoric of positive reciprocal charis absent from Assembly
speaking, but also a different, negative kind of charis seems to dominate. Charis is consistently
associated with political advising that is gratifying and easily-digestible yet useless and
dangerous. Speaking in order to gain or grant charis is tantamount, in short, with deceptive
political counselling. These observations about charis in deliberative speeches reinforce the
point that the absence of the rhetoric of publicly beneficial philotimia from Demosthenes’
deliberative speeches is not a random and isolated phenomenon but belongs to a political
discourse that seems to be considerably de-personalized. In this respect, the rhetorical
means a speaker would employ for his self-presentation in the Assembly seem to be
considerably different from the courtroom’s.

Finally, section 4 turns to the political trials between Demosthenes and Aeschines and
examines the rhetoric of philotimia in Demosthenes’ self-portrayal. I identify two main ways
in which Demosthenes seeks to exploit, not directly but by association, the positive
connotations of good, civic-oriented philotimia in order to enhance his political ethos. First,
especially in On the False Embassy (Dem. 19), being a philotimos spender towards the city is used
as a guarantee for Demosthenes’ political ethos. The implication is that if he can be trusted
as a citizen that uses his own resources, not for private profit, but out of philotimia towards
the community and his fellow citizens, then he should also be trusted as a politician who
would advise and act according to the public interest. Such a correlation perhaps shows that,

at least in the time of Demosthenes, showing philotimia through publicly beneficial
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expendtures could be viewed as a token of oneOs democratic and egalitarian spirit in general.
Second | explore howoOn the Crown (Dem. 18)provides evidence fothe mentality of
collectivephilotimia in @hilotimia friendly contextsO as explainedgp. 5254 In the course of

the speech, Demosthenes veils his policies with retrospective morality and casts them as
complyingwith the collectiveCsonourable morality anghilotimia. In this way, he presents
himself as & eunous politician who promotes the cityQgilotimia. By resorting toeunoia
Demosthenegets a chancéo present his politicalexcellence in a humbling mannexs he

lays emphasisot on pursuing individual distinction, bubn the element opatriotic loyalty

in serving the city*>® In this vein, politics are presented as a contest afioia among the
citizens and towards the community, in which Demosthenes prevails, not as a contest of
philotimia.

This thesis does not argue farsemantic shift in the meaning ofphilotimia from a
negative into apositive conceptlt rather concludes that throughout the period examined
(430s320s)philotimia was an ambivalent notioiin the sensehat at any timewe can find
evidence for both positive and negative appreciationsbfiotimia and ofphilotimoi, albeit
not with the same frequency across time and sp#ea concepphilotimia hadthe potential

to expressegalitarian and inegalitarian states of mind, motives, and behaviolics put

18 \When Athenian citizens are concerned, showingoia towards the city is better to be
understood as OloyaltyO or OpatriotismO, rather than merely Ogoodwill®, which sounds quite
insufficient of a citizen towards his city, as Whitehead (1993) 53 notes.



philotimiato the service of the city, democes had to deal withts dangerous aspecAt the
same time, his does not mean thaphilotimianeeded to b&bleached all its threatening
potential®®in order to be part of the value system démocratic Athenslt rather means
that it required cautious treatmentand careful channeling by the democratic cityhe
closely regulated and selective promotion philotimiathat is evidenced in thehetoric of
the coutroom and the Assemblyeflects not only the duality ophilotimiaas a concept but

also the fact that the Athelans were very much alert to.it

1*9Wilson (2000) 192.



Chapter 1

Philotimiametriots, andhybris fair-playing in public contests

Introduction

The simultaneous demands of civic dignity and recognition of merit called for particular
expressions ofphilotimiain the democratic city: What was considered #egitimate
expression of distinction from an elite citizéhHw did Athenians in public discourse
attempt to resolve possible tensions that could arise from manifestations of power that
were revealing of socie@conomic inequalities?

Ideally, when referringto the performance of pulst servicesthat revealed thé
elite  membership, especially monetary onesAthenians needed to manifest both
supererogation and moderatiohTheir lavishness shouldoint to the fact that they place
considerations of public interest before private calculatigrieey put their excellence in

the service of the common goahd that for this reason they we meritorious This was a

! In this chapter, | will rely on OberOs (2012) discussion of honour in terms of merit and civic
dignity (see pp. &). | should repeat here that | am not arguing for two essentially different
kinds of honour (see pp. 112). This distinction, however, engsulates the tension
between political equality and individual considerations, and thus allows us to explore
more aptly the negotiations of power and prestige.

21 borrow the term supererogation from Liddel (2007).
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key ideal promoted by popular democratic ideology asidegal in public hetoric, although

it did not mean that elite Athenians (and all citizens, in general) did in fact understate
considerations of their private welbeing when managing their resources in the name of
altruism and for the sake of the cifyAt the same time, e presentation of their general
conduct in public and pwate spaces should revea mentaity of moderation: their
honour-seeking activities should be associated with prudent use of wealth in relatively
controlled competitionsthat were not threateningto the social order because they were
regulated by the democratic polis.n8l their personal expenditures should validate the
same nentality: securing oneOs autgrnd keeping oneself away fromjeging excessive
luxuriousnessor at least keejmg it awayfrom the public eye Such a kind of ideal self

representdion points towards the idealof the metriogolit sandof metriots*

®See Christ (2006), who argues thattéliAthenians prioritized private interest above
other considerationsChrist (2006) 35 follows the distinction between OnarrowistfestO

and Oenlightened saifterestO which is very useful in explaining behaviour regarding
money spending. At the saamtime, | think that we would not be seriously misled if we
allowed for public interest in a more unifying sense to be present in democratic Athens,
namely, by viewing it as the collective and common interest of politically equal citizens
instead of seeindpehind considerations of common interest a conglomeration of private
interests; see Ober (1998) 3® on Athenian democracyOs Ogenuine capacity for
sustaining a high level of nonselfish concern for communal gobd®th at the level of
individual actiors and at the level of the demos itselfO (quotation from p. 360).

*The ideal of themetriosind Omiddling mentalityO are discussed in detaVdyis (1996);
(2000); see also Roisman (2005)Y1WK 17679 on moderation in the Attic orators; Morris
places the origins of Omiddling traditionO in the archaic times and argues that by the sixth
century middling ideology was well established in many Greek-stgtes (Morris (1996);
(2000) chapters 4 and 5). According to his theory, in archaic times middlewogy was an
upper class construct that rivaled the prevalent elitist ideology by way of showing
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In Section 1, I start with the exploration of the ideal of being a metrios citizen and
whether it was compatible with being a philotimos citizen as depicted in the speeches of the
Attic orators. Although metriotes and philotimia are qualitatively different, both can be
presented as belonging to the same mentality of prioritizing public interest without
ignoring appropriate personal ambitions and goals. The fact that a citizen could cast
himself as philotimos and metrios at the same time enables us to see that it was possible to
present the pursuance of outstanding honour, to which not all citizens had access in
practice, as an egalitarian and publicly beneficial initiative. Section 2 takes Against Meidias
as a case study of the rhetoric of philotimia and metriotés. As we will see, appropriate
manifestations of power, especially the power of wealth, are related to civic-oriented
philotimia, are indicative of metriotes and secure political equality and collective honour
(civic dignity), whereas inappropriate manifestations of power are related to individualism
and transgression expressed through hybris that threaten political equality and collective
honour. In these contexts, acting out of philotimia does not merely indicate the pursuance

of outstanding honour. It reveals the willingness and ability of a citizen to take initiatives

preference to the ordinary men and their habits, while rejecting among other things
aristocratic luxuriousness and interest in the non-Greek world of the east (Morris (1996)
26-39; Morris (2000) 161-171; Ober (2005) 102-103). Such a theory can be challenged, for
example, by readings of archaic poetry that understand Morris’ middling values not as part
of a separate, middling tradition that challenged the ‘dominant’ elite ideology, but as
belonging to the ‘dominant’ elite ideology. Although this is an issue that deserves
attention, it falls out of the scope of my study, which is to construct the profile of the
metrios polités that is promoted in public rhetoric of fourth century Athens.
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that are vital for the welbeing of thecommunity but could not be undertaken by everyone

because they required outstanding effort and entailed sisk

1.1 Being anetrios polis reconciling civic dignity and meritocracy

In classical Athendhoi metriowere not an economic class, they did not resemble anything
like a Omiddle clas#@cording to Morris, hey were instead a democratic ideological
construct Othat guided behavidedgd everyone born an Athenian citizenould imagine of
themselves anceach other as beingnetrioias long as they did not behave in a way that
would cast them among the rich (quaubristic) or the poor (qua not fre€)ldeally, ho
metriosvas a citizen who was seHBufficient, provided for his family, cared about public
affairs and about preserving common wdléing, and demonstrated in every expression of
public and private life moderation and setontrol.

In MorrisO ideological scheme,teosg connection between land holding and being
a metriosis implied? Morris argues that in democratic Athens land distribution was
Ocertainly unequal®, but Oin comparative teersEmelggalitarian®While this may be

broadly correct, we shouldccep with caution his conclusiorthat Othe ideal of thaetrios

®>Ober (1989a) 231;contralones (1957) who argues that a middle class did exist in Athens.
®Morris (1996) 22.

"Morris (1996) 224.

® Morris (2000) 13844.

Morris (2000) 140.
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as an independent farmer does seem to conform reasonably well to lived experience® and
that for this reason Omost citizens could imagine themselves, and others, as independent
metrio8° Athenian democracy and democratic ideology were founded on the dissociation

of the right of citizenship from sufficient property holding, and on the inclusion of every
free adult Athenian male in the ranks of the citizens by right of bittlBy making male
citizen birth the only requirement for joining the citizenry? democracy broadened
significantly the pool of inhabitants that comprised the body politic, the group of people
who would enjoy freedom and political equalityln other words, democratic ideology

actually pointed to the fact that one need not be an independent farmer in order to be

®Quotes fromMorris (2000) 144; see also Morris (1996)It2thay be argued that, when
constructing an ideal, i.e. the ideal of thmetrios reality need not be in total agreement
with the model created (Morris (2000) +123). Nonetheless, | think that considerable
discrepancy between (what are believed to be) facts and constructed models should be
taken into accountHistorical studies have shown that in classical Athens and earlier land
distribution was indeed unequal. See, evgn Wees (2001); (2006); Foxhall (20t a
short overview and assessment of the scholarship on land owning and land distribution,
see Osborne (2010) 1838; Foxhall (2002) 2220 employs her conclusion for the low
degree of wealth redistribution achieved through the liturgy system to pag the claim

that the performance of some liturgies was not egalitarian but predominantly aristocratic;
against this view, see Fisher (2010)-106 who rightly shows that except for the financial
impact, performance and participation in liturgies brougho the whole community a
variety of sociepolitical benefits.

*On the dissociation of political participation from property qualifications in Athenian
democracy, see Thuc. 2.37.1; Lys. 34; Isoc. 4.105.

12Cf. Raaflaub (1996) 149 who notes that in ¢lagly years of the democracy political
equality could not be justified merely on the basis of being fbeen. It had to be justified

on the basis of collective achievement and collective obligation to serve the city. Only if all
citizens partook in theseyas democracy a possibility; see also Raaflaub (1989).

3 Ober (2005) 16205.
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regarded as a citizen (and raetrios Poorer, or rather ordinary, Athenians need not
necessarilyimagine themselves as laralvners in order to feel included in the ranks thfe
metrioiandin the ranks of the citizen¥.

Unlike Morris | examine metriots primarily as a virtue that points towards
moderationand selfcontrol in oneOs private and public life, especially in connection with
administration of oneOs resources in such a way that makes it possible to cover oneOs needs
and benefit the city at the same tim@&lthough metriots (and its cognatesdoesnot seem
to have emerged as &cardinavirtueOof the language of approbatiorin honorific
inscriptions,*® nonetheless the mentality of moderation of being ametriospolit's is
celebratedn public speech.

In [Dem.]25.5152 we find many of the basic qualities of timetriosndividual which
are said to be shared by the whole citizen population except for Aristogeiton, the
opponent. Thanetrioxitizen is interested in public matters, makes his living by farming or
by another profession (note that farming is mentioned only as an alternative among

others), is a sociable being, he is not a sycophant (i.e. he is not making money by

“Osborne (2010) 33, 1334, 137 draws attention to the Ouneven distribution of Hand
ownershipO (p. 137), but nevertheless supports that Othe fact that few Athenians were
directly obliged by other citizens to live in conditions which precluded having a stake in
the land enabled the ideology of the citizen landowner to be maintainedO; see also Osborne
(2010) 106: O[c]Jitizenship in Athens was not formally dependent orolanersipE But
land-ownership was dependent on citizenshipO.

®Whitehead (1993) G8entifies ten Ocardinal virtuesO that dominate the language of public
praise in democratic Athensandragathiaaret, eunoia philotimia prothymia dikaiosyh
epimelejgeugbeiaeutaxiasophrosyn
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blackmailing others) and he creates bonds of friendship and reciprotity#$%& referring
to the absence otharisbonds characteristic of th@on-metrio} with his fellowcitizens®®
So, in order to be included in the community roietrioj all citizenshad to respect with their
conduct the standards of moderation and setintrol shared by the community, take care
of public wel-being in every way they could\smetrioj they alsoremindedthemselves and
their fellow-citizens that they all had equal pitical prerogatives by right of birth"’ As long
as they respected and protected thesghts and their civic dignity they were safe as

citizens to enjoy freedom and political equaliff) ' *+,' -.(/#.&' , [Dem.] 25.53

%In [Dem.] 252, Aristogeiton is described as follow4:1(»+3.&+(14 0'56%7(!4 2-.&8(!4,

" #$%&1" 9&15:",1"82110"6;"' <' 2'=%,3!4 -/(%&!4>&>'?+8,' . On Aristogeitoras a
sycophant who does not respect social norms, see Christ (199%89;56 Lys. 30-2, 56,
NicomachusO alleged slave origins make him behave withharistowards the city (Lys.
30.6:@1 0#:%5+(,4A B 3%!+.'"C.8(:& ). The point made is that since lveas not born a

free male Athenian, he could not really appreciate and adopt values commonly shared by
the metrioicitizens, the freeborn citizens. Hermetriossrocabulary does not occur, but the
description of Nicomachus fits the image of the noretrioghat we find in other passages
discussed in this sectio®n NicomachusO ingratitude, see EdwardsO (1999) comment on Lys.
30.6 who points out that Ohis lack of gratitude (cf.a27) would have been for the Athenians a
natural consequence of his servile baotgndO; see also Dem. 45.30 where lack of respect
for the cityOs shared values turns into an accusation for keiragbarian; cfDem. 57.336,

45, 52 for a warning to the dikasts about the dangerous and ungrounded link that being
poor means being nethenian or slave. On this point, s&aaflaub (1983) 5&85; finally,

in Din. 1.9898, disgraceful and not publicly beneficial conduct renders one unworthy of
citizenship.

On the democratic appropriation of high birth, see Ober (1989a)2839 291; on
democratic appropriation of high birth through rationalization of courage in public spaces

of deliberation as well as in the battlefield, see Balot (2004a) esp. p. 415.

®See Raaflaub (2004) 48eiize equality guarantees freedom, and it does so pagityin

the sphere of public speech, that is, every citizenOs equal opportunity and right to express
his opinion on political issues publicly, in open political debate.O
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If collectively the people had to defend civic dignity in order to preserve the right of
being citizens, and ideallymetrioi citizens, then elite individuals needed to present
themselves asnetrioj as moderate in order to show that they valued civic digrbhefore
considerations of merit’Being amoderate citizen was a@elebrated ideal of Athenian
democracy that was predicated on oneOs character and was primarily indicative of oneOs
attitude towards wealth? Therefore, it seems natural that it is the onésat would more
easily be suspected for excessivenBbgcause they were wealtlthat needed to present
themselves as conforming to the ideal.

Rich speakers when constructing their persaia front of a public audience refer
time and again to an aay of character traits that are indicative ahetriotsin various

sense$*Thus, we find individuals describing themselves rastrioi (sometimes coupled

“See Balot(2009) 282 on the egalitarianism promoted by the representation of elite
individuals asmetrioiin the Attic orators: OThey represented their virtues as exemplary
rather than different in kind from those of other citizens.O

°See Lys. 16.3,-10; Dem. 86 on corruptibility; Dem. 54.157 on hubristic behaviour
characteristic of the excessive richee also the dialogue between Plutus and Chremylus in
Ar. Plut234251 on how themetriosuses his wealth in contrast to the extremes of the
niggard and the spendthrift: themetriogs a person who is wise enough to save but also
knows when to spend. Note also ChremylusO joke in line3524fhat after wealth he loves
his wife and his son mo®f all. The joke keeps wealth and its use at the forefront, while
pointing to another stock trait of themetrios namely being a worthy head of oneQOs
household.

! Seelsoc. 2.33 on the idea that the mean is more likely to be found in defect ratherthan i
excess! " #3%&'(%)*(+(, & ./0 10 (! 2 103'4Y), 5 (' 2 67'%8/.! 2 90:)0. Texts and
translations of Isocrates are from Loeb unless otherwise stated.

2Ober (1989a) 22221 ; Morris (2000) 11H.6.
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with the adjectiveapragrn) in the sense that they are not litigioddOthers highlight
moderation in spending for oneself and lavishness in expenditures for the*tihgreby
including at once several core values of timetriogolit's moderation, selcontrol as well

as genuine concern for the public wddking. In the ase of politically active citizens, self
sufficiency and moderation in oneOs private life are presented as indices of oneOsguietnes
mildness and integrity inpolitical activities® Again, the link betweemmetriotsand oneOs
attitude towards wealth is tathe centre of attention, since moderation in private life is
introduced as a token of incorruptibility in public lifé.Conversely, lack of moderation
regarding wealth and the propensity for corruptibility that springs from that situation can

be presentd as leading to misuses of free spe&ame of the core prerogatives of

2 Aesch. 1.1; Dem. 22-28; 24.6; 54.24; [Dem.] 42.12

**Dem. 36.5B8; 45.7778; [Dem.] 40.58. Note that the first two references regard citizens
who were former slaves. This probably points to the fact that these people needed more
than others to demonstrate that they shared the values of the citizen group

% Aesch. 3.218; cf. Dem. 18:308 for DemosthenesO response to AeschinesO
silence/quietness. See YunisOs (2001) comment ad loc.: AeschinesO silence is interpreted as
opportunism and not as the silence of ordinary people who do not mountthea

26 Seealso AeschinesO (Aesch. 3.170) description ofithmtikosar'r according to which

being metriods considered as an insurance against the acceptance of bribes during oneOs
political career:!"#$%&' (' ) *+,$-%&$/ 01#2(+&- ' 3,4&0%45,/ &('6 O*+$'& 8%,'& ,

105 */ 8<,/&=1+>?1-'& , @ 8'0A&B58:$%8%C (', <,%D8E*%2cf. NiciasO comments
(Thuc. 6.12.2) and Thucydides the narratorOs comments (Thuc.-®.1én2AlcibiadesO
dangerous spending.

?"See Aesch. 3.218:&8(F/ &!-:0E& , G HB*161&157 ,9DJ9%21,$-1,B5 0'$1!(1K'11& &

=$(1L 2AS$ *%- *~($A, (') *1-MI&;& 'N$ 05 98( F0-62*O, PL,1 (') !-20 (') >+7?;
J%2>12IA*18%65>0B( =&'?2(MI*18%5Q@4 , @ &, C#K!1- 8'0A&B5! R8OB- >J T&
*RI119?7B('5,=&>"I'5  8U(+($'?'5 &+?1-BUXB. :,'& 1%-8%Cu880/ I%K>1=>>0 ,'&
OVF-16%8lI,'-  1%-0$%!A,,;!-& a9%3( ' NK&X 8U=>'M%&12[*1&W50'$'.$ @ FY1>+2X
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democracy; and this is tantamount to acting against the people, one of the most serious
offences against democracy.” Such a connection shows clearly how lack of moderation can
be perceived as a threat to the common well-being,.

In [Dem.] 25.76-79, a passage that contains many recurrent ‘stock’ accusations that
speakers employ against their opponents, we read that it is common for the defendants to
refer to the moderation and temperance of their life, or to the public services of their
ancestors in order to exact a favourable hearing.”” As is expected, in the case of the
defendant, the prosecution says that none of these pleas can be employed in extenuation of
his crime. That Aristogeiton is neither sophron nor metrios is presented as common
knowledge ([Dem.] 25.77-78), and his and his father’s liturgical record is said to be non-
existent. In place of public services, one may find phaseis, apagogai and endeixeis ([Dem.]
25.78). Aristogeiton’s character construction is built upon the image of the stock non-
metrios: immoderate in his life in general, litigious, and unconcerned about benefiting his
community.

Moreover, at the level of ideology, we saw that the non-metrios is perceived to be a

non-citizen, and this is depicted in the rhetoric of the speech. Aristogeiton’s character and

Pevdouevog. See also Dem. 18.313: Aeschines’ refusal to share his wealth with the
community is presented as a sign of cooperation with the enemies of the city.

?® See Hansen (1975) on the legal procedure of eisangelia against ‘politicians’ who acted
against the well-being of the demos, accepted bribes and did not offer their best advice to
the demos.

? See also Lys. 30.1-2.
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behaviour cast him out of the community of metrioi and consequently out of the body
politic. The plaintiff tops his character assassination by saying that Aristogeiton is not a
freeborn citizen ([Dem.] 25.78-79). This claim need not be true in order to carry rhetorical
power: the important thing is to make the connection between lack of metriotes and being
unworthy of consideration as one of the citizens; and consequently, the further connection
that since one did not care to behave in a way that would include him among the ranks of
the (moderate) citizens, one did not care about the city’s prosperity in general.*

The strong link between metriotés and proper use of wealth leads one to wonder how
democratic ideology would manage to reconcile lavish spending in public contexts with the
expectation for moderation, and it also brings us back to our initial issue of accommodating
civic dignity with meritocracy. It has been argued that despite serious efforts to
democratize philotimia by promoting it as one of the core virtues of Athenian democracy,
‘vhilotimia in Athens remained pre-eminently associated with the expenditure of large sums
of money’.” Even though our evidence from the Attic orators confirms the connection of
philotimia with large expenditures,” this does not mean that philotimia manifestations were

restricted to such contexts nor that these specific contexts render philotimia elitist and

**On the similar rhetorical topoi of presenting one’s political opponents as not freeborn
citizens, and as slaves or related to servile activities in order to shake their patriotism, see
Ober (1989a) 268-280; Vlassopoulos (

* Wilson (2000) 173.

*2 For examples, see pp. 108-118, 146-159, 168-181, 246-262.
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undemocratic in its core.” At the same time, the competitive element of philotimia could
lead to expressions of excessive pursuance of honour. To regulate this, democratic ideology
promoted philotimia as a commendable quality when it was demonstrated vis-a-vis the city
in ways that were assessed as publicly beneficial.** In this way, philotimia could emerge as an
appropriate civic virtue closely associated with the mentality of being a metrios polites.
Such a link between philotimia and the qualities of the metrios polites is found in Is.
7.39-40. The speaker, who argues for his legitimate claim on the dead Apollodorus’ property
as an adoptive son of his, elaborates on Apollodorus’ expenditures and public-spiritedness
in his attempt to convince the jurors that by respecting Apollodorus’ wish to make him his
heir, the jurors will actually repay Apollodorus for all the good he has done to the city.” A
rather good deal for the city, one may think: enjoying the benefits of Apollodorus’ (and his
father’s) public expenditures and repaying him by leaving his property in the hands of an
heir willing to behave in a similar manner in the future (Is. 7.35-42).*
In this context, Apollodorus’ management of his resources is judged on the basis of

two interconnected ideals, philotimia and metriotes. Apollodorus ‘tried to live philotimds on

* See pp. 37-44.

*In this respect, in honorific inscriptions and in forensic speeches philotim- cognates are
very often accompanied by a qualifying phrase stating explicitly that philotimia is expressed
in a publicly beneficial manner ‘towards the city’/people/homeland. See pp. 28-33.

*Is. 7.41. The enumeration of Apollodorus’ public services closes in a familiar way with a
legitimate demand of charis: &v0’ GV Sikaiwg v avT® TavTNV TV Xdp1v dmodointe; on
variations of the topos of charis requests in forensic speeches, see the Appendix.

* Note how letting the speaker keep Apollodorus’ property is presented as a favour done to
Apollodorus and not to the speaker!
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his own fortune, considering that he ought to spend moderately (ta metria) on himself and
save the rest for the city, so it could cover its costs’.”” Philotimia is not limited to public
spending, but its scope is twofold reflecting one’s disposition to spending money both in
private and public contexts. Thus, philotimia is divided into moderation in private
expenditures and dedication of what remains to the state. Quantitatively speaking, call for
moderation in private life points to the fact that what is expected to be devoted to the city
would not be the ‘leftovers’, but rather a significant part of one’s resources. Then,
Apollodorus’ liturgies and eisphora payments are mentioned,” and the catalogue closes with
a reference to Apollodorus’ choregic victory in boys’ competition (Is. 7.40). The plural used
to qualify the choregic tripod as record of Apollodorus’ philotimia (v uvnueia tfig ékefvov
@rloTipiag O tpimoug ékeivog €otnke), deserves some attention. The monument does not
celebrate his choregic victory alone, but every public expenditure of his; it is a token of

Apollodorus’ philotimia in general.”” And on the basis of the preceding twofold analysis of

* Translation by Edwards (2007), adapted.

* Eisphora payments were compulsory, therefore a speaker could not claim to have
performed them voluntarily. He could give, however, an air of voluntariness to his actions
by saying that he did not show any signs of hesitation when called on duty. In our case, the
speaker does so by saying that he was every time among the first to make their eisphora
contributions (Is. 7.40); on eisphora and voluntarism, see Christ (2006) 162-163, 178-180, 194-
196; on changes in the institution of eisphora, see Christ (2007).

* The monument also stresses the agonistic aspect of winning the chorégia competition
thereby alluding to the collective effort and collective philotimia of the whole choregic team.
See Wilson’s (2000) 120-123 discussion of a dedicatory epigram where he picks a tension in
the presentation of a monument as celebrating the glory of the chorégos shared with the
chorus and the poet; cf. Fisher (2003) 206-208, with whom I agree, who sees in the name of
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philotimia we may say that the tripod asr meia of oneOghilotimiacelebrates oneOs way of
living as a whole, the mentality gbhilotinis zn in general, which includes both public
spending and privatemetriots. Following that, the speaker reflects dhe duty of the
metrios polis, which is, as in the case of livimpilotin{s twofold again: at a private level,
trying to preserve and protect oneOs property, while at the same kiseping oneOs wealth
visible in the sense oélways beingwilling (I" #$%&'() *+-.$*(" ) to contribute money
according to the cityOs ne€3he duties of thenetrios polis pick up onphilotim's zn and
the two kinds of mentalitymetriotsandphilotimia reflect one another very closely.
Philotimis Zn does not merely encapsulate the mentality of a citizen who spends
voluntarily and lavishly for the ciy in his quest for furtherhonour, but presupposes the
character trait of metriotsin oneOs lifetetriots, in turn, is not delimited to a moderate
private way ofliving but emerges as a corguality of the citizen, and indeed of the

philotimo<itizen. In this waythe ideal ofmetriotsis presented to b&n inner restraining

charisand reciprocity an accommodation between the dfation of the chotgosand Othe
cohesion of the groupO responsible for the successigia(quotation from p. 207); on
festival competitions and shared values in more detail, see Fisher (2009); (2010); (2011); in
another case, Lyc. 1.136, a brontaue dedicated by a citizen in the temple of Zeus the
Savior is presented as a monument of higtriots (/'0/* 1" &) 34&'5 /*&$(6&0&'), a
particularly egalitarian presentation of such an initiative, especially if we consider that the
speaker is referng to the opponentOs father. The two examples show that a monument
commemorating an individual can be presented as a record of qteld8miaas well as of
oneOmetriots, cf. Dem. 45.780:/'0/* 1" [E] &) 78(9:3).

©ls, 7.4093:&'(&:;$< &" 1.&$(" #>:&0";'?, ' @ A B&*$'(&C/ <#9$',D9"& QE(FG"&'
S3/EF™(", &H&I" /08 A #(* I', & 80J3K&S #*($L,M3(, NG*(" ' @800 #6>() 8*1&3(
BO/F&I" 1" #3%&'()*+4-.$*(" 93PI08 A' 7#'9$H#&* M3RQ" R'&I" ;
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power as well as, we may say, a prerequisite for a citizen’s acceptable and appropriate
pursuit of philotimiasince legitimate claims for honour and merit presuppose moderation
and being a metrios polis

Civic-oriented philotimia in democratic contexts can be internalized as a
psychological condition of the elite metrioscitizen and metriots can accordingly be an
intrinsic quality of the philotimosOber is probably right in stating that philotimiaas ‘desire
for outstanding honor remained a psychological condition’ of the elite,” but this should be
understood in the sense that pursuing ‘outstanding honor’ was not for everyone mainly
due to socio-economic obstacles. At the same time, calls for moderation and conformity
with the metriosideal shared by the whole community and founded on political equality
made elite manifestations of philotimiapart of the social values of Athenian democracy. In
one case, we saw that being philotimogan be presented as presupposing the state of being
metriogls. 7.39-40).

Absence of metriots as we will see in the discussion of AgainstMeidiasdoes not
make the elite individual philotimosn a negative sense; it makes him not philotimost all.
This is so because the standard of behaviour against which the conduct of individuals is
judged is specifically that of civic-oriented philotima.By presenting both ideals - philotimia
and metriotsB despite their qualitative differences, as belonging to the same mentality of

prioritizing public interest without ignoring appropriate personal ambitions and goals,

I Ober (1993) 145.
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democratic ideology shows how the notion of philotimia can be shared as an egalitarian
ideal.

Furthermore, metriotes viewed as an intrinsic quality of the civic-oriented philotimos
facilitated the accommodation of civic dignity and meritocracy, because demonstration of
moderation - a quality ideally shared by the whole body politic - especially in activities
that involved heavy use of wealth, smoothed in a way the existent socio-economic
differences, at least at the level of ideology. Metriotes as a quality of the meritorious
individual pointed to the fact that the individual accepted his position in the city as one of
the citizens, all of whom shared the qualities of the metrios polités; and it was only on the
basis of this acceptance that any individual would be considered for further honour,
namely for honour that pertained to the domain of meritocracy and of philotimia expressed

at the highest level.

1.2. Safeguarding and respecting the competition: the ideals of metriotés and philotimia in

Against Meidias (Dem. 21)*

The target of Dem. 21 is Meidias, a personal enemy of Demosthenes who hit him in the

orchestra during his performance as chorégos at the Dionysia of 348. Demosthenes, who

*2 Unless otherwise stated, text and translation of Dem. 21 are by MacDowell (1990).
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acted as prosecutor two years after the incident at ®nysig* needed to convince the
jurors that his maltreatment at the hands of Meidias was not a trivial evantnected to a
private conflict but thatits consequences affected the whole body of citizens, and more
significantly their social and political standingl'hus, throughout the speech he accuses
Meidias ofhybris, one of the most serious offences in democratic Athehsris affected

both an individualOs honour, in case where a hubristic attack was directed against a specific
victim,**and the collective honoy namely, civic dignity since an individual by behaving
hubristically, whether there was a specific victim or ntitthought of himself as superior to

the rest of the community, challenged equality and freedom by not respecting civic
dignity,**and, in geneal, cast himself as the archetype of the nremtrios individual.
Throughout the speech, DemosthenesO main aim is to turn an offence against the personal
honour of an individual which might seem trivial at first glance and can easily be viewed as
no more han a trifling fight between two members of the weajtlelite in a zeresum game

of time,* into an offen@ that, if left unpunished and ignoredcan have serious
repercussions upon civic dignity as well, and consequently upon the whole community,

preciselybecause of the fact that it took place in specific public contexts.

*30n the debate regarding whether Dem. 21 had actually been delivered in court, see Harris
(1989); MacDowell (1990).

*Fisher (1992).

> Cairns (1996).

“°Ober (2005) 11816; Ober (2012) 8843.

*"Ober (1994a) 924.
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Against Meididas heavily based on the presentation of various types of conflicts
among individuals, the outcome of which shows how different kinds of inequality between
the contestants,e.g. in physical strength, wealth, social standing, and power in general,
correspondingly affect oneOs individual honour and/or civic digfityidentify below four
different types of conflict depending on the status of the individuals involved and trees
where the conflict takes place:

(a) The elite conflict that occurs in the private space of the symposium. Here, the triggering
event is an insult to oneOs personal honour which is perceived by the victim as a hubristic
attack and igetaliated onthe spur of the moment, usually leady to a fightand possiblyto

death. Regarding this kind of conflict, Demosthenes introduces a pair of stories that took
place in private symposia: in both cases the victims of the percelwditisretaliated by

killin g thehybristaDem.2170-75). This type of conflict is an exemplary zesom battle of
honour, where a trifling insult is paid back very heavily, precisely because it is understood
as an attack against oneOs personal honour, which is priceless anébtbenas to be
defended at all costs. Here, civic dignity is mitectly affected, because the conflict takes
place in private elite space, concerns a spec#id homineminsult and is avenged

immediately.

*8ContraHerman (1995) who sees Athenian society as depicted in the orators as an
astonishingly peaceful community that downplayed considerations of honour and revenge.
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(b) The elite conflict that takes place in publspace and contexts. This kind of conflict is
regulated and resolved by the city and can take several fosmsie of which turn out to be
public battles of philotimia, as for example, competitions in the theatre between rival
choregoi, in the courtroombetween opposing litigants or in the #sembly among citizens
who propose conflicting policies. Under this type falls the conflict between Meidias and
Demosthenes that culminated in the incident at the Dionysia as well as a handful of similar
stories that @mosthenes introduces in his speeddem.2158-65, 143147). This type of
conflict, as we will see, has specific rules and depending on whether the players respect
them or not may turn into a faiy played contest decided by the people or into an unequal
competition where one or more players have breached the rules of the game,dawen
disrespect totheir rivals as well as the people as collective judge of the contest, and
therefore need to be punished. In this case, both the individual honour of tlfectsd
contestants as well as the civic dignity of the people are threatened and needto b
defended. As we will seplaying fairly in these contests is a matter of respig civic
dignity and abiding bythe metrios ideal. Only by fulfilling these requaments may one be
considered aivic-oriented philotimos, whereas the individual that plays against the rules is
not philotimos, but ahybristes and a noRAmetrios whose antisocial behaviour isolates him
from the community. Inequality in this case resultsom the actions of thehybristes who
violates the requirement of equal standing among the contestants of the competition by

not playing according to the rules of the contest.
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(c) The conflict between an elite individual who turns against an ordifiass powerful
citizen. This type of conflict is the most revealing of how see@mnomic inequality
threatens civic dignity, as it clearly exposes the unbridgeable gap of power between the
wealth elite and the ordinary people. Under this type of conflict $athe quarrel between
Meidias andStraton. According to Demosthenes, Straton was an ordinary Athenian who
suffered totalatimia when performing his duty to the community by serving as arbitrator
(Dem.218396). Hisatimia is described as the result dfleidiasO hubristic behaviour: he
demonstrated his superiority by damaging irreparably a citizen, and indeed one of lower
social standing, who happened to go against his will. This case shows the consequences of
powerful individualsO hubristic behaviour dhe community. It reveals how an ordinary
Athenian can lose his political rights and his membership in the community, when he acts
against the will of a powerful individual that does not respect the rules of democracy.
Meidias, by destroying an ordinarytd@en in his official capacity as an arbitrator, in fact
attacked the collective civic dignity and the democracy in general. He preferred to see
Straton as a weak individu#that he could easily dismidsy turning his difference with him

into a grossly unqual manto-man battle instead of respecting civic dignity by abiding to
StratonOs decision in his official capacityaasinstrumentof the democratic state. This
type of conflict also exposes the thak excessive individuals pose twdinary people in

general. If Meidias did not respect Straton, even though he was an official of the state, then
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he and his likes would even more easily do the same against ordinary idi! tai.”” Uncontrolled
inequality of power is presented as a constant threat to civic dignity.”

(d) The conflict between a moderate elite individual who confronts a hubristic elite
individual with the assistance of the city. Under this category falls the current trial
between Demosthenes and Meidias.”’ Demosthenes’ masterful rhetorical plan is to turn
what might otherwise seem an unimportant quarrel between two wealthy individuals into
a significantly more important battle of power, between Meidias, a hubristic, non-metrios
individual who threatens civic dignity and Demosthenes, a moderate, philotimos individual
who calls for the assistance of the city, namely of the jurors, in order to defend and restore
any damage inflicted upon civic dignity by having Meidias condemned. Thus, this type of
conflict is not merely a contest between two individuals of relatively equal high social-
economic standing judged by the collective, but a battle between the excessive individual

and the city itself. In this contest, the moderate elite individual, Demosthenes himself, is

* See Dem. 21.208-210 on a hypothetical overthrown of democracy where Meidias and his
friends would rule.

*® As Ober (1994a) 98 puts it, ‘the wilful exertion of personal power in the public realm has
as its target not private or family honour, but the quality of citizenship itself’.

°' On legal contests, see Christ (1998) 163-166; on Demosthenes’ choice to proceed with
‘legal self-help’, and the ensuing benefit to the community, if the dikasts respond
positively, see Christ (2010) 222-226 (quotation from p. 225); on the issue of manliness in
Demosthenes’ choice not to respond physically at the heat of the moment, see Fisher (1998)
80-82; Roisman (2005) 75-79; I cannot agree with Hunt (2010) 205 who views an acute sense
of honour as a sign of primitiveness, and sees in the restraint occasionally evidenced in
Athenian litigants the gradual abandonment of the demands for vengeance leading the way
towards a more advanced morality. In that respect, Hunt follows the readings of Herman:
see e.g. Herman (1995).
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presentedas an agent of the people and the laws. It is through his Ocivic courage® and
initiative that Meidias is brought before the jul?,and thanksto Demosthenes the people
have a unique opportunity to deal with the dangerohgbrists individual successfully.
They have a chance to reinforce the power of the laws and of the collective by protecting
civic dignity against threats coming from powerful individuals that challenge the
principles of democracy (e.em.2120, 45, 57, 12B827)%

Becauséigh-level phiotimiais frequently associated with bigublic expenditures
and other manifestations of powepne may be inclined to think thathilotimiamay lead to
hubristic expressions of excessive pursuit of honétilevertheless, imMAgainst Meidias
such link is madéeause Demokenesconsistentlyrelieson the civic-oriented version of
philotimiain the context of civic competitions amoneglite contestantsphilotimiais castas

a quality of the elitametrios polis whereasybrisas an undemocratic qualitgarexcellence

*2For sich a reading, see Roisman (2003)-148.

% As noted by Raaflaub (20081 in relation with Thuc. 8.89.2th& framework of
aristocratic equality, guaranteed byunomiaonly disguised fierce competition for primacy
[kt i8iac 8¢ @ihotiuiac]O. In asvidently different manner within democratic contexts, we
will see that DemosthenesO manifestatibrivic-oriented philotimiagives an opportunity
to the people to reinforceunomiand equality before the law.

**See in Dem. 24.143 the interplay betwgmetending to act out ofphilotimiawhile in
reality beingaselfs and committing hybrisagainst the peopletav ugv 6@dpdpyilnode,
fitrov doedyavodoty, &v 8¢ ur, moAolg Tolg doeAyeic ebprioete kai Tovg VPpilovtag Hudg
éml tf] o0 @rhotiueiobot mpopdoet. We may say thagthilotimeisthabwards the people can
be associated with being bold for the right reasons and in the right contexts, whereas being
aselgeiand hybrizontasvith being bold for the wrong reasons and in wrong contexds;
bad philotimoiand negatively appreciateghhilotimia when it is not expressed towards the
people and in a civioriented manner, see pp. &3 and nn. 880.
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is diametrically opposed tophilotimia®™ These associations articidly illustrated in
DemosthenesO discussion of conflicts that fall under types (b) and (d), because in these cases
the battles take place in puldispaces and in both sides elite individuals are involved.

In Dem.2166-69, Demosthenes aigsses the rules of fair plap public choregic
contests, that is, type (b) contests that involve huggenditures of money and higlevel
pursuit of honour. The democratic city appeas capable ofcontrolling and deaing
successfully with expressionsf excessive behaviour by rivatontestants, as long as
specific rules of the competition securing fairness and equality are respected by everyone.
In this frame,philonikiaamong rivalchoggoi>®that is love of victory and any expressions of
excessive behaviour that might accompany this desire, is contrastestithra enmity that
spills over into public space and ruins competitiori3em.2165-66).Philonikigoresugposes
the idea that all participants have agreed to take part in a contest from equal positions:
they all have the chance to devote as much wealth as each of them wishesamdfordin
support of theirchoggia and they are all aware that the contest is going to be decided by
pre-determined OjudgesO and rules. By taking part in a contest regulated by the city,
participants are expected to abide by its rulasd defer tothe collective Ojudge0, i.e. they

are expected to show moderation. At the same time, the community is safeguarded against

*0On the distinction between good competition among the elite associated with -civic
oriented philotimiaand excessive attempts to distinguish oneself associated kytiris see
Fisher (1992) 33335.

¢ Onphilonikialandphiloneiki seeWilson (2000144172.
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any kind of excessive behaviour and rivalry that may break out among the contestants
since the contest is superintended by the city and the laws.

From the above, it follows that an individual who harasses his enemy who is a
contesting chokgoswhile he himself is not, is actually demonstrating that he considers his
personal power greater than the laws.” Such an individual is a non-metriosand thus a
hybristsin at least two ways: firstly, he thinks of his personal affairs as more important
than the city’s events and laws, and he places private considerations before the
community’s wishes;” secondly, he does not share his wealth with the community by
taking part in a competition where he could have confronted his enemy in a honourable
and law-abiding manner.” Instead of that, he adopts a hijacking attitude by attacking a
contesting chot gosrom an unequal position, i.e. as a wealthy idiot s(Dem. 21.67-69), not as
a rival-chotgosHe is a person who does not care about winning the public competition (in

fact he does not care about respecting the competition at all) while at the same time

*’Dem. 21.66: £€x0pa & EAadvovtd Tva, €k mPoalpécews €@’ dmaot, Kai TNV idlav duvauy
Kpelttw TV véuwv oboav évieikviuevov, HpdkAeig, fapl kal ovyi dikaidv Zotrv o0
GUUQEPOV VUTV.

*® Cf. the exemplary behaviour of prominent citizens in similar situations cited in Dem.
21.58-65, especially regarding their attitude towards philonikiaand towards the wishes of
the people.

** Dem. 21.67: kaitol ndolv VUV €y to0To deifw cap®c, 6Tt undev doelyeg £Efv motobvTl
Mediq und OPpifovtt unde tomrovtl kal AUmeElv €ueé Kol KATA TOUG VOUOUG aOT®
@r\otiueiodot Tpog LUAG.
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honouring the city; in other words, he is neither philonikosnor philotimo$’but merdy
interested in humiliating his enemy and preventing him from winning himseDgm.
2166).

Demands for equality among the contestants of an elite competition may at first
glance look like a narrow elite concern, but Demosthenes turns it into a puldieeisin
Dem.2167, he says that the reason why citizens strive for honour and spend their money

for the city is that they believe they enjoy equality and fairness in a democtacy

L OHDO& () *+,(&- *##., I&O1"#(' %2458 /1&0! &"64/2', 758"2', 7123 CVA(6,,

o (:, :4<, 1&0(; , ='1&6<, H&AMH#- 2@2& AXBC %2(3&' 7, =DY%H/E&FE

According to Wilson (2000165 Othe linkEbetween democratic equality and agonistic
psychology of the elite is a little forced.O In my view, however, this phrasgpsulates
democracyOs ideal of reconciling civic dignity,(;4<, ), understood as equal high political
standing and especiallyequality before the lawwith meritocratic dignity ((: , =/&6<,),

understood as fair recognition of excellenegich implies Ogating like cases alike, and, by

°Dem. 2B7:7G1 E /&(1 (#J- ,K%#B-8L(C 1"#('%23H5&' *E) - MAN-; 69:, ., =O(#. (# YO

# P#6DA27, P (), =Ho#, 7(6%DAXQ , #.=C7,2&, 2RA&(H#(#'#. (#, #L=8,.

°See also, Dem. 20.108 on what preserves oligarchies and democracies. On democracies:
(S, =0(: , =T%<,72B52E6&? (: , ! @&5, ! =E: , WA"'&,V, ™0(&3 *&B (#. =T%#B
=<E2'& *E)- ARB#- *#'#. (& ,1B"+((2".
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extension, unlike cases differentl{ian lavish competitions of honour!(#$%"&)*+" ,+-
[+#0),"] ).

What is also important regarding this statement is that Demosthenes puts the idea
in the mouth of all those who are perceived as publicly active ehtgrioicitizens. He says
that elite competitors are willing to share their wealth and receive awardsfrine city in
public competitions, because they beliewea constitution that celebrates political equality
(qua civic dignity)as well agairness (qua recognition aherit). In these terms, guality is
presented as aine qua ndor the intra-elite game precisely because it functions asase
upon which prominent individuals fight for meritocratic distinction. Without the
prerequisite of equality the elite contests would possibly have been destructive for the
participants as well as dangerous for thecgl order.By putting this idea in the mouth of
elite contestants collectively, Demosthenes is actually saying to his audiencee$agct of
the civic dignity upon whichphilotimiacontests are based is not something that is merely
tolerated by themetioi elite citizens, ie. by Demosthenes and his likeut is a recognized
and desired prerequisite for their participation in these competitions. The city will do well

to protect it in order both to reinforce political equality in an otherwise unequal

°2Ober (2012) 830.
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community,” and to reassure wealthy philotimoi citizens that spending in public contests is
a safe and rewarding activity (Dem. 21.66).”

From the analysis of Dem. 21.66-69 springs a double duty regarding the protection
of equality in the context of public competitions. Firstly, each citizen is individually
responsible for respecting the rules of the game. If an Athenian citizen wants to confront
an enemy publicly, and enhance his honour by demonstrating his merit and power, he has
to participate in a public contest and put himself in equal position to the other contestants:
spend a considerable amount of money, abide by the laws and respect the city as legitimate
judge of the competition.” In this way, he would show that he is philotimos towards the city

as well as metrios. Secondly, the city is also responsible for securing the fairness of the

® On the basis of the assumption that in democracies, ancient and modern, loss of honour
and esteem seems more painful and serious than failure to gain more, preserving civic
dignity, preserving ‘equal recognition’ seems to a wide extent more important than ‘special
distinction’, quotations from Ober (1993) 145; on this point, see also Ober (1991) 124; Cairns
(2011); retaining civic dignity in classical Athens is even more important for those
belonging to the lower strata of the society since, lacking in wealth and prominent status,
civic dignity as equal high standing is the only thing that differentiates them from non-
citizens.

* Contra Cohen (1991) 162-164 who deemphasizes the significant qualitative difference
between fair and unfair competitions of honour, power, and wealth thereby concluding
that Demosthenes’ attempt to cast himself in an egalitarian light is eventually self-
subversive and proves to be anti-egalitarian.

® Namely, all the things that Meidias did not do: "#$%&()&*+, -* ./ 0 $%$YR3#45"6 78
9%&,:2 ;* <)3=/;8.4>* '%E&W$&?3&2@,:2 ' +AB#C%*$X ; $D'$%*$& E=F'3-* .,; " E
'S GSU%B*,%F8 " JHK 6&=06$&)8"& BM+ (8.. 1" E"$")$N)™*L * OF$M .4 P%F!" ESG
Q$" <'=#)1%*$" R)'3B ./S, YA$5 ,’ <6"&BIYL"& U *#1.* | +AB#C3&F $%&$" " E
$D'$3&*,:2 ; BI$3 *1* 2; $%PY%, ;* 93! .'%#:)3* .* V M 2>,%* .$#,.)3* W, %32
. *3"*&3D)"$%$%&%6* 992X* (Dem. 21.67-69); on Meidias’ inegalitarian conduct as
demonstrative of asebeia, see Martin (2009) 34-35.
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competition by protecting it from hijacking hybristai who disregard other people’s honour
as well as civic dignity, challenging thereby both fairness and equality. Demosthenes shows
throughout the speech that the only way to do so is to condemn Meidias and so make a
triple statement: that laws stand above individuals;* that political equality is a non-
negotiable good of Athenian democracy;®” and that on the basis of the sovereignty of the
laws and civic dignity, elite individuals are more than welcome to compete among
themselves for further honour, for meritocratic dignity, while at the same time benefiting
the city.”

In section 1.1, it emerged that in public spaces of Athenian democracy expression of
philotimia can be presented as pointing towards metriotés and vice versa. The two ideals are
closely related and belong to the same mentality acquired by people who are, or present
themselves as, moderate and meritorious in their private life as well as towards the city.
Expression of these qualities, moderation and merit, has been detected primarily in one’s
attitude towards wealth. In his attempt to cut a clear line between himself and Meidias,
Demosthenes turns his speech into a comparison between himself and Meidias as to their

use of wealth and power. The rhetoric of the speech relies significantly on their contrastive

*“E.g. Dem. 21.188, 207, 223-225; cf. [Dem.] 25.20-21; on the personification of the laws in
Dem. 21 and other sources, see Brock (2014) 164-166.

E.g. Dem. 21.210, 219-222.

* By saying so, I do not support that choregic competitions and the competitive aspect of
philotimia were exclusively an elite business (see pp. 41-42). However, the type of evidence I
examine sheds considerably more light on the tip of the iceberg, particularly to the
conduct of the choregoi.
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character construction. Demosthenes casts himself as a middling as well as philotimos
citizen who helps the community,”” whereas Meidias is presented as a violent hybristes
(Dem. 21.101. 185);° violence is a key element of hubristic behavior, which in turn is the
very opposite idea to the concept of metriotés. Demosthenes openly repeats that Meidias is
not a metrios, but, instead, that he breaches the limits of acceptable behaviour both in his
private and public life (Dem. 21.128-129, 134-135, 186).”

Wrongful use of wealth that renders a person non-metrios as well as non-philotimos
can cover quite a broad spectrum of public and private activities. Firstly, one may
unlawfully use his wealth in the context of litigation. Meidias, according to Demosthenes,
unsuccessfully tried to bribe officials in order to overturn a decision against him (Dem.
21.85), whereas at another time he successfully bribed a scoundrel so as to bring on his
behalf a public legal action for desertion (graphé lipotaxiou) against Demosthenes (Dem.

21.103); he also tried to give money to the family of a murdered man in order to make them

® Contra Cohen (1991) 163-164 who argues that Demosthenes’ self-representation as an
individual who is simultaneously ordinary and a participant in contests of honour is
inconsistent and ‘undermining egalitarianism’. For another reading of Dem. 21 as ‘abuse of
democracy’, see Wilson (1991) esp. 181-186.

® Through the metaphor of eranos (Dem. 21.101, 184-185), each of them is presented as
deserving a different return (positive or negative) depending on the quality of their
contributions; on eranos and the ‘eranos metaphor’, see Millett (1991) 153-159.

" Thus, Meidias is cast as isolated and marginalized: Dem. 21.14, 198 ("#$%); cf. the double
use of I$#&'('$% in Lyc. 1.88-89: positively, as standing above the rest in virtue and
excelling in honour; negatively, for Leocrates, as deserving isolation from the community
due to his flight from the city. The link made is that since Leocrates does not share the
same values with his city he does not deserve to be part of it.

97



accuse Demosthenes for the crime by initiating a homicide trial against him (dike phonou).”
In the course of the first incident, an ordinary citizen was disenfranchised, Straton the
arbitrator (Dem. 21.96),”” whereas in the case of the desertion and murder charges
Demosthenes himself ran the danger of facing the same fate as Straton (Dem. 21.106).

All these cases are examples of unfair conflicts, either in terms of unequal socio-
economic standing (Straton’s story) or in terms of challenging a citizen of similar socio-
economic standing but from an unequal position (the charges that Meidias avoided the risk
of bringing himself but had other people do it on his behalf). What makes these conflicts
unequal is the misuse of wealth and power in each case which exposes the socio-economic
differences of Athenian society, while at the same time showing that immoderate and
wrongful use of wealth in public contexts poses several threats to political equality:
ordinary citizens are in danger of getting undeservedly deprived of their political rights
and civic dignity is thus attacked (Dem. 21.96); political equality and legal protection are
jeopardized by non-metrioi individuals who have the power to twist justice by means of

their wealth (Dem. 21.111-112);’* unfairness before the law and twisting of justice that may

"? Dem. 21.104, 122.

7 Keim (2011, PhD thesis unpublished) 60 notes that assigning responsibility for the
disenfranchisement of Straton solely to Meidias is a misrepresentation for the sake of
rhetorical force. I am grateful to Benjamin Keim for sending me a copy of his unpublished
thesis.

" Note, also, that Meidias is cast as a tyrannical figure, e.g. in Dem. 21.106-107, 133, 198; cf.
Tuplin (1985) 369-370 and esp. p. 375 on Meidias; on tyranny in ancient Greece, see Morgan
(2003).
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follow from misuse and inequality of wealth are encroachments on citizenship itself, and
this is turned into a concern primarily of the ordinary and the poor citizens, as they are
less likely to fight off a hubristic attack (Dem. 21.123). Obstruction of justice and misuse of
wealth in litigation are in fact tantamount to ‘taking away our enjoyment of free speech
and liberty’ (Dem. 21.124),” namely, they are targeting core values of Athenian democracy:
legal protection, freedom of speech and liberty, in total all the rights that respect of civic
dignity confirms. Thus, misuse of wealth regarding justice is an exemplary way of spending
money immoderately and in a way that does not fit at all with the ideal of the metrios
citizen.

The transition from being a non-metrios spender to being a non-metrios as well as a
non-philotimos occurs when private luxuriousness is discussed along with poor records of
public benefactions.” In relation to misusing one’s wealth in litigation, Demosthenes said
that wealth would not have been an issue if one were to use it for his own personal
happiness instead of using it to harm others (Dem. 21.109).”” However, when the discussion
turns to public benefactions and ostentation, using one’s wealth for oneself is not an

approved attitude. Even more so when one lives in luxury and does not even keep it away

 tag T lonyoplag kal Tag Thi¢ EAevbepiag MUV puetovsiag dpatpeicdat.

*Dem. 21.154-158 provides a direct comparison between Demosthenes’ impressive and
Meidias’ poor liturgical records.

7 kol Xp®TO T® TAOLTEIV un émi tabta év oic undéva PAdntwy adtdc Guevdéy Tt T@V 18iwv
Oroetan, AN éml tdvavtia, év oi¢ &dikwg éxPaldv Tiva kai mpomnAakicag adtodv
g0udaIUoVIET TA¢ TepLovoiag.
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from the public eye, but shows off as Meidias did in several occasions: in military
campaigns while serving in the cavalry (Dem. 21.133),° by building a huge house ‘that
overshadows everyone in the neighbourhood’ (Dem. 21.158),” by driving his wife to the
mysteries in a carriage drawn by two white horses and by bragging in the Agora about his
rich symposia while escorted by a group of slaves that open the way ahead of him (Dem.
21.158).” Meidias’ lamprotes, leitourgiai, and semna analomata are not to be found in his
record of public expenditures, but are replaced by his private luxuriousness.*

The discussion on misusing one’s wealth is topped by a reflection on what should

count as philotimia (Dem. 21.159):

Well, when Meidias acquires possessions for the sake of his personal luxury (" #®6&'#

I()* "#) and advantage, I don’t know what use they are to the majority of you; but

4 1(JO1# 9B 345678954 ()( : # 4<'98%HIR = >=)70&' =' > =/%5)# A@9 A9
+8<'70/959!5 5B,89!1=5.15<C:50 ' B' :H 8Bt!5GtH<&!'# | 7;#-,1::J<<8!5 ; note
that Meidias is a cavalryman, whereas Demosthenes served as a hoplite. On the association
of middling mentality with the ‘hoplite or “middling” class’, see Ober (2005) 102; Morris
(2000) 116; by contrast, the cavalry was usually associated with the upper classes. See Lys.
16.

” On fancy houses and connotations of excessiveness that do not fit well within democratic
ideology, see Millett (1998b) 209-211; see also Dem. 36.45.

* Ober (1989a) 208: Meidias’ ‘ways of life were at odds with the norms of the group’; on the
importance of the space of the Agora within democratic ideology, see Millett (1998b) 203-
228.

¥ Dem. 21.158: K&#BLI +!D9 | <'7,(C!1# , M!&98# B<NI5)(:&'D ='>!F .879F - 9'<O7'!"
156!5) ; + P 729 : F 5 HR, ,<0 85!" B/ ID#T8@(B/cf. [Dem.] 25.78, discussed in p. 78,
for another exemplary case of being non-metrios where in place of public services one may
find phaseis, apagogai and endeixeis.
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when heOs impelled by them to behave insolenth#%%%'| can see that does affect
many ordinary people mong us. That surely isnOt the kind of conduct you should
honour (') *+) and admire (.)/%&'+ ) when it occurs; nor shodl you judge
philotimia((0+ 1'23(")$-+ ) by these criteriabwhether a man builds a distinguished
house 84363)& 2-)8# 9:) or possesses lot of maidservants or fine furniture: you
should look for a marwho is splendid andhilotimog2-)8# ;: 5-<1'2=(")3: ) in
things of which the majority of you all have a share. YouOll find that none of this

applies to Meidia&’

For an expenditure to amt as a manifestation oflemocratic philotimia the whole
community should have a share in it. Such an expenditure would foéndex of oneOs
power and excellencelemonstrated in a legitimate and publicly beneficial way. At the
same time, private ostentan is also an index of power and wealth, but since the
community does not benefit from it, private ostentation in combination with absen€e o
public-spirited spending points awayrém the ideal of the elitenetrioscitizen who shares
his wealth with his ommunity. lllegitimate manifestations of power that spring from oneOs

advantage of wealth turn out to be manifestationshyforis® Legitimate maifestations of

8 MacDowell (1990) adapted.
80n the linkbetweenhybrisand inappropriate displays of wealth, and on the antithesis
between hybrisand sophrosynéo the spectrum of whichmetriogés belongs), see Fisher
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power that spring from one’s advantage of wealth are to be seen as appropriate
manifestations of civic-oriented philotimia. Whether manifestations of power are to be
considered as legitimate or not depends on whether the city has a say in them by way of
controlling such manifestations (i.e. in public competitions of philotimia regulated by
specific rules) and on whether the community reaps some benefit from them.* In this
context, illegitimate manifestations of power do not make an individual philotimos in a
negative sense, but make him a hybristés and not philotimos, precisely because philotimia is
here positively defined and expected to be expressed in a virtuous manner and to the
benefit of the community.

Philotimia as a legitimate manifestation of power is intrinsically linked with the idea
of benefiting the city financially and, as we have seen, sharing one’s wealth with the
community is an exemplary way for an elite individual to show that he is a metrios citizen.
Philotimia is not to be found merely in activities that directly concern public expenditures
and use of wealth, but belongs to the broader mentality of promoting public interest which

is appreciated by the Athenian community. Thus, Demosthenes’ phrase GAN 6g av €v

(1992) 111-117; see Roisman (2005) 89-90 on self-indulgence as unmanly and characteristic
of the non-moderate; and Roisman (2005) 90-94 on wealth, honour, and hybris.

* Note also the prerequisite of demonstrating public-spiritedness when spending money
for the city. On the basis of that, Demosthenes turns Meidias’ trierarchy into a self-
interestedly motivated expenditure that is not an index of philotimia but of cowardice and
unmanliness (Dem. 21.160-167); on this point, see Roisman (2003) 131; on public-
spiritedness and public-spending, see Ober (1989a) 226-230; on hybris and wrong use of
wealth, see Lys. 24.17-18; Dem. 36.41-42; against ostentation, see [Dem.] 42.24; on
disregarding political equality and prioritizing wealth, see Dem. 45.65-67; Dem. 51.11-12.
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S0 &'()* 4%, - S&/IS("% 0, 12 3)'4$ (5!164!$ 1" BH)"&&" ™48(92 (Dem. 21.159) can
cover a spectrum of activities broader than monetary benefactions. This brings us back to
the current case and the civic-oriented explanation for initiating the trial that
Demosthenes endeavours to establish throughout the speech: that this trial is a defence of
civic dignity and a unique opportunity for the people to validate with their decision the
sovereignty of the laws and the inviolability of political equality.”® As a moderate elite
individual who refrained from retaliating impromptu and preferred instead to bring
Meidias to court, Demosthenes is philotimoalso in the sense that he turned an incident that
may be seen as a trifling fight between two rich people into something in ‘which the
majority of you all have a share’ (Dem. 21.159); and this brings us back to the realm of
metriotsand to the mentality of sharing with the community and advancing public interest

before private considerations.®

* See also the way in which Aeschines closes his prosecution speech against Timarchos: 6:
"9 <"=g>46476! @AB,'S' | - | @4=(.5*"2!' 8(92 )"$CAD2IE2 .$&"$(/'6*2 F(6 T
a1"(62!" 199™*2"("  J2!'% KHE!DL6%Aesch. 1.196). The implication seems to be that by
standing out as hoboulomends the trial at hand against a citizen that allegedly violates
the city’s laws, values, and interests, Aeschines demonstrated civic-oriented philotimia If
the lawcourt validates his initiative with its decision, excelling individuals, that is,
politically active citizens that unlike Timarchos respect with their conduct the city’s
expectations and interests, will show more philotimia towards such civic-oriented
initiatives; see Fisher’s (2001) comment ad loc. on the point that F(6 Pthere refers to the
rhebres‘the politically active men’.

* In this respect, Meidias’ attempt to serve his private interests in an unlawful manner by
initiating the trials discussed above is another way in which Meidias is found to be non-
philotimos
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Convergly, all the legal activities of Meidias and his misuses of wealth oonthe
exact opposite mentalityLack of moderation in the way one dis with other citizens in
public and in the way one spends on himseé#f presented asncompatible with the
mentality of showing civieoriented philotima in public contests that involvebig
expenditures andconsiderations of honour ameritorious dignity. Meidias had what it
takes n terms of material resources tbe a civicoriented philotimogut he chos to be
hybrists he devoted his wealth tprivate luxuriousness and challenged with his conduct
core values of democracy. The only way, Demosthenes says, to safeguard democracy
against dangerously unworthy and insolent individuals, such as Meidias,gariesh him in
an exemplary way by stripping him of his weafthSo far, MeidiasO wealth and power have
been a defence wall saving him from receiving due punishnfenthis hubristic crimes,
that is to sayMeidiasO use of wealth and power has challettygggrerogative of equality
before the law Dem. 21138)® If Meidias gets deprived of his superfluous wealth,

Demosthenes says, and becomes equal to the majority of the citizens in terms of wealth, he

% See also, Iso20.1518

81 #5068 QRO)*+,-. /- 0'1)21)*  ")34%"358-7/- 089%7+1315;<=. &!7'%". " >42@ A3
-B"3 & &7?%)C. -D5;3. &5 0'5%7-7%5D5E). !$ F3!l- GH. >@)B A3 89%,1)751?20
Ko; &1LIN3). K(7). M!-7 1) N >7/%)IL)* '-%08>;3a>L143 #$% 1)7?)%0+5!-7/- 0
9)0+5!-7 2,/43 20A3 P+51#-,3!7,) ;. K11)7. R>;3 & G)* ?S+570n legal unfairnessnd

the danger of giving preferential treatment to the rich and insolent, see also Dem. 21.112
113,183 211
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will not suffer anything terrible and at the same timbe will be unable to behave
hubristically in the future or get away with itlfem.21211)%

Meidias refused to conform to theetriosdeal (Dem.21186)* and therefore should
be made moderate, Qordinary®, by force, i.e. by way of being strippedeatdssive
wealth’* Meidias is unworthy of managing a property that could place him within the
group ofphilotimoicitizens, because he lacks the qualities of bemmgtrios If an excessive
individual refuseto becomemetriosn character, he should at least become moderate in his
pocket. Such a suggestion emerging from the rhetoriéd\gainst Meidigs not a call for any
kind of social revolution aiming at equal distribution of wealth. The connection made
throughout the speeh is that by depriving Meidias of his wealth the people will secamd
reinforce civic dignity asequal high standing springing from freedompplitical equality
and especiallyequality before the law. This idea takes inequality of wealth for granted, but
at the same time serves as a warning to the people to pay attention lest they become
unequal in other respects too. The request to make Meidias and ordinary people equal in

terms of wealth in order to secure polititaquality is a symbolic actas far a serious

891 " 4 H &' Yo "#6*8&'%%+&'#,-. /&,0&% | 2%63D- 415061-'1!7 /1**I 7 89: %! ;. %%
=>?,@&-A1BC!D El4-*& 7 FH#$%%W&?'GYD " 1 %=>?, @&k, ?&" ,/&?'-'?2&H .

%83 #0) '01K9&%!. 9L 1?'19%/-?L C&'VMN1GIUL-%>IP*61-' , 1( %)%-%1,19Q 1!<11%1( %
12G/1%8R&1! @% &I#6*1% #5/IN 1I<HD AL, 4- A%% )% #'-4?1P061-" , /K*% - =1(.
)4&P6!. \W9& D1ANE&%50&.1-'

10On different evaluations of being moderate, voluntarily or by compulsion, in the Attic
orators,seeRoisman (2005) 18182.
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wealth redistribution is concernedand it concernsa few excessive individual#. is not a
general demand for economic equality.

The rhetoric of metriots and philotimiaemployedin Against Meidiamplies that
differences in wealth are not threatening to the democracy as long as political equality
rises above everyone and everything, and as long ashiageare convincedo or made
to demonstrate their advantage of wealth in socially acceptable wayshis @ntext, high
level philotimiarelated to elite contests arises as a commendable quality of the individual
who seeks to serve the city in a way that is moderate as well as ambitious, dignified and

deserving of recognition.

In Against MeidiaBemostheneblends togethelimportant features hat definephilotimiaas
a civic virtue the cansistentrhetorical exploitation of publicspirited spendingand, more
generally,public-spirited conductasmanifestatiors of a citizenOs democrafibilotimiathe
merging of being a praiseworthyphilotimoswith being ametrioscitizen; the fact that
excessiveness and individualism are associated wthrisand not with some negative and
inegalitarian version ofphilotimia the generalabsence of references to amdemocratic
negative, or excessiweersion ofphilotimialn these respectshe rhetoric ofAgainsMeidias
offers an illustrious account of democratghilotimiaright at the time when it was most
systematically promoted as a civic virtue both in theuwtrooms and in honorific

inscriptions.
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Chapter 2

Chronological developments and variations in the rhetoricpbilotimia

Introduction

In the previous tapter, we sawhe central role that positive, civioriented philotimiacan
play in power negotiatons amongelite citizensandin exploiting positive reciprocal bonds
between excelling citizens aritie democratic cityWhenDemosthenes saykat, if Meidias
had performed his trierarchy out ophilotimiahe deserved dueharisfrom the city, but if
disgraceful motives and private reasons lay behthé performance of his trierarchy then
his service should not be recognizddem. 21.160he draws from the cooperative aspect of
philotimiaan individual who showghilotimiawhen performing public service is perceived
to behavein a way that benefits the cityand thus deservespublic recognition. When
Demosthenes says that, Meidias wanted to challenge him fairly and democratically he
should have volunteered to compete againsinhin the choregic competition (Dem. 21:67
69),he draws from the competitive aspect philotimiaBoth aspects gbhilotimiaare put to
the service of the democratic communitgndin this respectAgainst Meidigsan exemplary
case of the extent that the promotion of civimriented philotimiacan reachln Section 1we

will see thatDemosthenediie of argumentatiorin Against Meidiasgardingpublic service,



reciprocity, andphilotimias not unique, butreflective of its time Section 2 movelsackwards
in time and explors the rhetoric of philotimiaduring the time of Lysias. Finally, Section 3
takes as its focusases ophilotima manifestedoutside the democratic citypoth in the time

of Lysias andh the time ofDemosthenes.

2.1. The promotion ophilotimiain the time of Demosthenes

In this sction, | willexamineforensic speechesom the mid-fourth century onwards that
demonstrate the rhetorical contexts in whicphilotimiais systematically celebrated as a
positive value’ | will also discussome examples of honorific inscriptions in order to
examine how the rhetoric ofommendablghilotimizemployed by individual speakers in the
courtroom compares with the rhetoric afommendablephilotimizemployed by the Assembly
and the Council in surviving honorific inscriptions.

In forensic speeches dhe 360s onwardswe observe the systematic praisef
philotimiaas the right motive behind public service that desesvgublic reward and
recognition. Demonstrations of civioriented philotimiaare related to public services,
usually monetary and military,in contexts that stress due gratitude allegedly (or

legitimately) owed to the individual contributor and/or underline the obligation of the

! See alsthe discussion of the forensic speeches from the trial battles between Demosthenes
and Aeschines Chapter 3 Section 4.
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democraticcity to reciprocate. Thusat the time of Demosthenethe rhetoric of philotimia

in the courtroom can b approached from two different yet complementary perspectives,
that of the city and that of the individual. On the one hand, to attract public benefactors and
enhance the performance of public service the city needs to recognize the service of
philotimoindividuals by granting them appropriate returns: in this framework, we see the
significance attributed to the hortatory aspect of returning gratitude, the direct link between
civic-oriented philotimiaand publiccharis and, more generally, the idea thidite expectation

of a return seems to be inscribed in demonstrationgpbflotimiatowards the city. On the
other hand, to solidify their claim for a response of positive reciprocity from the city,
litigants needed talemonstrateappropriate manifestatios of civic-oriented philotimia To

that end, contexts that were democratically appropriate for using oneOs power without
threatening collective power are identified, in other words, contexts and activities out of
which benefit for the collective was proded.

The rhetoric of Demostheneg®@ainst LeptingDem. 20) illustrates the place that
philotimiaholds within a nexus of values related to the performance of benefactions and the
corresponding demands of reciprocity between individual contributors and the éiyainst
Leptiness a support speech for the prosecution in a trihht took place in 35%gainst an

inexpedient law ['#$! #%&()*+,($! -, .!/( ), that is, LeptinesO law introduced a year before

20On what constitutes an appropriate manifestation of ciddented philotimian the time of
Demosthenes, see also pp-42 100108.
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the trial. According to LeptinesO law, all honorary exemptidri#%%&)&egarding the
performance of festival liturgies granted to citizens and natizens were abolished and
future bestowal of that honour was also forbidden (except for the descendants of Harmodios
and Aristogeiton) as part of an attempt to make the liturgy system more efficient at a time
that the public coffers were running low.

DemosthenesO rhetorical strategy Against Leptinesnsists of a combination of
arguments touching upon collective expediency and morality, and seeks to convince the
dikasts that it is both financially and ethically damaging to keep LeptinesO law. TWe of t
main points made are, first, that people who have beéilotimotowards the city will suffer
injustice, if they have their rewards taken away, and, second, that many will be discouraged
from showing theirphilotimiatowards the people in the futuref ithe city proves to be an
ungrateful partner. In this frame, we read that abolition of public honours renders pointless
the mentality of philotimoiindividuals and, not without distorting the law,Demosthenes
further claims that a corollary of Leptinesfv is that it renders requests for the peopleOs
charigllegal (Dem. 20.15556). It is much more beneficial for the city to retain the right to
bestow honours(j*+,)- E". - /0*%&.-), even if they are sometimes enjoyed by undeserving

individuals: the morethe honours on offer the more the people willing to benefit the city,

®On the historical contexts of the case, see Kremmydas (2682)13ateleiasee Kremmydas
(2012) 10, 485; on the reconstruction of LeptinesO law, see Kremmydas (2012) 58.
*See KremmydasO (2012) comment on Dem. 20.156; see also Kremmyd&asS@oha)ther
cases in the speech where Demosthenes distorts facts to serve his purposes.
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whereas if the city stops giving rewards even to deserving individuals, people will not have
any incentive to bephilotimoitowards the city (Dem. 20.5)his is the hortatory aspectfo
honouring those who benefit the city: so that more people are encouraged to show their
philotimiatowards the staté. Furthermore, as laws reflect the cityOs ethos, LeptinesO law
damagesAthensO good reputation'#$ %&'()*): Athens has always been inested in
spending money for the sake gfhilotimia(+,-. / 0+1& 2345)367$®-*4:($- ) and in
preserving her good reputation in times of danger, not in accumulating wealth (Dem. 20.10).
This is the kind of mentality that serves the collective and that the city seeks to inspire in
others, citizens and notitizens, with its rewards and honours for benefactdif.however,
LeptinesO law is validated, the city will prove herself enviensustworthy, and ungrateful
(2. 5-;&55=+3()539%,&3()58

The general Chabrias is presented agoad example of a citizen that followed the
principles ofcollective ethosan the way he served the city. Out of his patriotisph{lopolis

and hisphiloimiatowards the city [3>)7?- +&®B 06A82345)367%-Dem. 20.82) he chose to

> B)3M61- )5E+4;75-$8F +&5(*D;3)36A +54453;H+53)- +&5D$4(. /06A8 (D! 1)5E
6';- <6'J- ,6'" /K- =#358&,!3!"-$3, +,-)$8 9+;7&#;);)5E2345)36}(.$3.

®See also [Dem.] 50-68: Apollodorus asks for a return of gratitude for his exemplary service
as trierarch and notes that nobody will be willing to shgvhilotimiatowards the city
(2345)361(.$3 +&@B06AY) if they see that thauseful and weHlordered mes, namely himself,
are not rewarded%,&35H$- ) by the city Dem. 51.2P2discussedn pp. 122123.

" The same point is made in Dem. 22.76; on collective ethos and collphtigémia see pp.
5356,269273.

® See also Dem. 20.64: honorary inscoips are tokens of collective ethos and proofs to
potential benefactors that they are going to be rewarded for their services.
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sacrifice his life and the prosperity of his family to serve his city and live up to the opinion
that his community held of hini.For these reas®)repealing the reward ohtelea granted

to him and his descendants would be unfair to Chabrias and his family, and shameful for the
city (Dem. 20.783). Furthermore, touching directly upon the demands of reciprocity,
Demosthenes notes that the decision on the suitability of Leptifes@ill also be a public
statement on whether the city deserves to be benefited in the future or not (Dem. 20.83). The
indication is that if they prove themselves ungrateful towards those who demonstrate their
patriotism and philotimiatowards the city, they will also prove themselves unworthy of
future benefactions, an idea explicitly phrased a few paragraphs late#$%&'()*+," -. (

/0&'( -1( 2*3'-*&%4'&5(6( ,)$'3576( 89:/+*8(;" <-*-' " =79>?(-*)* @*(' ABG* @
#4-9*)35'( (Dem. 20.103§.This is yet another appeal to the sigmifince of the hortatory
aspect ofewarding those who arphilotimotowards the city. The rhetoric cAgainst Leptines
brings out the idea that the city needed, on the one hand, to remind hersetfréwvaarding

civic-oriented philotimiavas a beneficial course of action and, on the other hand, to reassure

°See especially Dem. 20.8283'( +3+-' & ®( H89-9*41@9* -J" )9$B<&1 ( K)9$I'L49"
9A-M-*&N"

*OYou deprive the people of individuals who seek after honours by predicting and proving
that benefactors will not receive anything at all in return any mor&@nslation by
Kremmydas (2012). As noted by KremmydasO (2012) comment ad loc., this is a
misrepresentation, as LeptinesO law did not deprive the people of the right of bestowing
honours in general, but only of Oexisting and future awards of hereditiagizd.
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the citizens (and non-citizens) that channeling their philotimia towards the city and
performing public service out of philotimia was indeed a good plan.

Litigants, for their part, sought to show that they followed the city’s morals, that their
performance of public service was inspired by the principles of collective mentality and, in
other cases, that there were specific contexts and activities in which employing one’s power
and showing philotimia was regarded as appropriate. In Against Androtion, delivered in 355, a
comparison is made between objects of virtue and objects of wealth (Dem. 22.75): honorary
crowns whether big or small carry the same symbolic value as tokens of virtue and indices
of philotimia (ctépavor uév eiorv dpetfic onueiov... oté@avog uv dmag, kv uikpdg 1, Tv fonv
@rloTipiav €xel TQ HeydAw),"" whereas symbols of wealth need to be big and impressive so
as to carry some value, and, even then, they are not symbols of virtue and honour, but merely
give a reputation of wealth (mAovtouv tiva 86€av). The indication is that an honorific crown
that celebrates an act of valour is a symbol of philotimia, in the sense that it provides both a
legitimate opportunity for taking pride in one’s honourable distinction and an incentive for
emulation to those who would like to earn such a distinction too. The comparison of tokens

of virtue and their philotimia with tokens of wealth and their absence of philotimia brings to

' See also, Dem. 57.64-65: the speaker’s dedication of some shields to Athena and the
accompanying honorary inscription by his deme bring him philotimia.
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the fore the idea that mere acquisition of wealth may not be an honourable objective, but
putting one’s wealth in honourable initiatives demonstrates virtue."

Against Aphobus II, delivered in 364/3," is a speech that belongs to Demosthenes’ series
of trials against his guardians charged for embezzling his estate. The speech closes with a
remark on Demosthenes’ and Aphobus’ different manners regarding financial management
and public spending. The dikasts are invited to have confidence in the idea that, if they help
him regain his property, Demosthenes will follow the example of his father and become a
dutiful liturgist,” in contrast to Aphobus who inherited a great property but, instead of
showing philotimia towards the city with his money (008¢v e@ilotiuntat tpodg Ludc), sought
to gain even more by depriving Demosthenes of his own property (Dem. 28.22). In this case,
showing philotimia towards the people is tantamount to contributing money to the city by
performing public service.” In a trial that adjudicates issues of inheritance and

embezzlement, the alleged disposition of the litigants regarding financial management is a

"2 On the idea that the city follows this principle of action, see p. 111 with n. 7.

B See MacDowell (2009) 37 on the date.

' See also Dem. 28.19: éue & Ouiv diddoxov dvO’ abtod TV Antovpyt®dv éoéuevov. Note how
gue &’ LUiv expresses the reciprocal bond that ties the liturgist and the city; MacDowell (2009)
17-18 notes that there are no references stressing that Demosthenes’ father had performed
many liturgies, but the fact that Demosthenes says that he will follow the example of his
father in performing liturgies ‘must mean that Demosthenes senior had performed at least
one’ (quotation from p. 17 n. 14).

' See also [Dem.] 47.54: the speaker claims that he has sold and used as collateral a big part
of his visible property (house furniture) due to his liturgies, his eisphorai and his philotimia
towards the people (tfi¢ TpOg OUEG PrAoTIUIAC).
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matter of importance and the dikasts are exhorted to examine whether it is going to be more
useful for the city to adjudicate a property sufficient for the performance of liturgies to
Demosthenes or to his opponent who has been not at all philotimos towards the city. Taking
under consideration all the facts and evidence submitted in the trial, the dikasts are invited
to decide what is just (Dem. 28.23), not, however, without taking into account the litigants’
different disposition regarding public spending (Dem. 28.22) and not without considering
that Demosthenes will very probably be eager to repay the forensic favour of having his
property justly restored to him with the performance of liturgies.'® Being philotimos towards
the city with one’s money is a legitimate way of earning access to the goodwill of the people;
cooperative public spending ties the individual philotimos and the democratic city with bonds
of reciprocity.

In Against Phaenippus, probably delivered in 328/7," the speaker relies on civic-
oriented philotimia to make a sarcastic remark about his opponent’s allegedly disappointing
record of public services. According to the speaker, Phaenippus had not performed any
liturgies although he had the means for liturgical service ([Dem.] 42.22) and the only activity
in which he demonstrated philotimia towards the city was his horse-breeding

(me@rhotiunuévov €i¢ DUAG... iMMoTPOPog ayadig €otiv kol @IAdTIHOG, [Dem.] 42.24). This

' Dem. 28.24: €ik6twg Aettovpyeiv €0eAfow, xdpitag ogeidwv 8Tt yot dikaiwg dnédote v
ovoiav.
7 See MacDowell (2009) 151 on the date.
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alleged proof of honourable philotimia is not to be taken at face value, as right afterwards the
speaker claims that Phaenippus was a useless hippotrophos so overwhelmed with his
luxurious habits (tocatdtng obroc TpueAg éott ueotdq) that he sold his military horse to buy
a chariot for his travels. The speaker concludes that Phaenippus does not deserve at all to
win the current trial of antidosis and escape public service, as he has not shown himself
chresimos and philotimos either with his property or with his person ([Dem.] 42.25), the
implication being that those who prove themselves useful and philotimoi in public service
would fairly expect civic recognition. In a similar manner, in Against Stephanus I, probably
delivered in 350/349," we read that although he is able, Stephanus has not performed any
liturgy for the city. Showing philotimia and prothymia in appropriate public initiatives is
honourable, but Stephanus prefers private gain to honour, and this explains his lack of
cooperative spending for the city (Dem. 45.66-67).

Lastly, Against Leocrates, probably delivered in 330,” provides further insight into the
rhetoric of philotimia and public service in the last years of Athenian democracy.” Towards
the end of the speech, Lycurgus attacks Leocrates’ advocates seeking to reduce their power

to influence the dikasts (Lyc. 1.135, 138-140). Towards that purpose, he distinguishes

8 See MacDowell (2009) 115 on the date.

" The dating of the speech is based on Aeschines’ reference to the trial of Leocrates in Aesch.
3.252.

*® The speeches from the trials between Demosthenes and Aeschines also provide important
evidence about the rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimia and public service. See Chapter 3
Section 4.
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between financial contributions that are of more practical use and deserve public charis, such
as trierarchies,” and financial contributions that are more self-celebrating than publicly
beneficial, such as choregiai,”” and therefore do not deserve public recognition and the
gratitude of the dikasts (Lyc. 1.139-140). With this distinction, Lycurgus is probably targeting
specific liturgies that he anticipates Leocrates’ advocates are going to exploit to Leocrates’
advantage. What is interesting is Lycurgus’ phrasing employed to describe the bond of
reciprocity that would normally tie a public benefactor with his city. As we read, it would be
senseless to demonstrate philotimia towards the city but then seek to help a man who
destroyed these manifestations of philotimia.”” What Lycurgus probably means is that it would
be stupid on the part of Leocrates’ advocates, on the one hand, to show their philotimia
towards the city, namely to perform public liturgies that are expected to activate a response
of gratitude on the part of the city, but, on the other hand, to help a man who allegedly
betrayed the city, namely a man who damaged the source of recognition of their philotimia

and thus made their philotimia disappear due to lack of recognition.” Since the advocates

?! Cf. Dem. 21.166: Demosthenes anticipates that Meidias is going to present as euergesia and
philotimia a trierarchy that, according to Demosthenes, was motivated by and aimed only at
personal interest.

?? This assessment of choregiai serves the rhetorical purposes of Lycurgus, but Fisher (2009)
208-212; (2010); (2011) show the widespread participation in festivals and the publicly
beneficial character of festival liturgies.

2 Lyc. 1.140: 008" oUtwg dvéntov Hote @rlotipeiobot pev mpodg v oA, tovtw d¢ Bondeiv
0G abTOU TPWTOL TAG PLAOTIUING NPAEVICEV.

** See also, Lyc. 1.136-137: by abandoning the city Leocrates also abandoned and left
unprotected the bronze statue that his father had erected in the temple of Zeus the
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would normally expect a return of favour from the city, basic understanding of the workings
of reciprocity indicates that it is irrational for them to help someone who has allegedly
damaged the city.

In the courtroom speeches discussed in this section as well as in Chapter 1, philotimia
is singled out and promoted as a positive value and as the appropriate motivation for the
performance of public services that deserve and are expected to be honoured and recognized
by the city.”

Inscribed decrees honouring Athenians and non-Athenians from roughly the same
period corroborate this promotion of philotimia as a positive value.”” As noted by Lambert
(2011) 197, philotimia systematically appears in inscribed honorific decrees of the Assembly
and the Council in the 340s, that is, at the same time as the surviving honorific inscriptions
begin to explicitly articulate their ‘hortatory intention’.*” A thorough study of the democratic

discourses and languages of honour and philotimia that would examine together, rather than

Protector. We may say that Leocrates’ negligence and betrayal contributed to the extinction
of his very own source of philotimia; on the rhetoric of monuments, philotimia, and metriotes,
see pp. 81-82 with n. 39.

% Cf. Lysias’ courtroom speeches discussed in pp. 130-135, 146-159, 168-180.

?* See Whitehead (1983) 60-69 which offers the first systematic discussion of the honours, the
honorands, and the purpose of philotimia inscriptions from c. 350 to c. 250; Veligianni-Terzi
(1997) examines the language and formulas of honorific decrees from classical Athens: on
philotimia cognates, see Veligianni-Terzi (1997) 204, 211, 217-227, 268, 270-275, 283-284, 287-
292, 293-300, 302-306.

”” Whitehead (1983) 63-64 notes that philotimia was the commendable quality most regularly
linked with the hortatory clause of surviving honorific decrees; Luraghi (2010) on the

hortatory intention of honorific inscriptions in general.
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separately, literary and epigraphical evidence is still awaited in scholarship.”® At this stage,
afew epigraphical examples should suffice to show that, at least from the mid-fourth century
onwards, in the language of honorific inscriptions promoted by the city collectively and in
the language of praise and self-praise promoted by the litigants individually both the
cooperative and competitive aspects of philotimia are put to the service of the city.

An honorific inscription of 330/329 for a non-Athenian, the grain trader Herakleides

of Salamis, reads as follows:

That it seems good to the Council to praise Herakleides son of Charikleides of Salamis
and crown him with a gold crown of 500 drachmas; and he shall be permitted to
obtain from the People whatever benefit he can, so that others may also show love of
honour (piAotiu@vrat), knowing that the Council honours and crowns those who

show love of honour (tovg @ihotipovuévoug).”

® One of my aims is to develop this thesis into a monograph that would incorporate a
thorough study of honorific inscriptions; Osborne’s (2010) studies on Athenian democracy
are heavily based on inscriptions and are a seminal contribution towards this direction;
Lambert’s recent studies that discuss the historical importance of different categories of
inscribed Athenian state laws and decrees of the period 352-322 show the way forward. These
contributions are intended as prolegomena to IG II® fascicle 2* and are now collected in
Lambert (2018); Domingo Gygax (2016) provides a seminal study on the origins of euergetism
and honouring practices that explores inscriptions thoroughly; see also Liddel (2007) 160-
179 who discusses the promotion of the fulfilment of civic obligation in honorary decrees
with a few short comments on inscribed philotimia.

# IGI1” 360. 61-66 = RO 95, translation by Rhodes & Osborne (2003).
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To ‘show love of honour’ is tantamount to acting in a manner that benefits the city, and the
honorific inscription is a guarantee that the city honours and will keep honouring ‘those who
show love of honour’.”’

An honorific decree of 335/334 for an Athenian citizen, Phyleus of Oinoe, honoured

for completing his office, probably as secretary of Council and People,’ reads as follows:

And the treasurer of the People shall advance the money for the crown from the
People’s fund for expenditure on decrees; and in order that the treasurer may recover
[the stated money], the presiding committee allotted to preside... shall bring before
the lawmakers an amendment to the law about the expenditure so that others who
are appointed [secretaries] may [show love of honour] (@iAotiu@vralt)* towards the
Council and the People, [in performing their office according to the law]s and in being
useful to the Athenian People; and the prytany secretary shall inscribe this decree on

a stone stele.”

** Lambert (2011) 194.

1 See Lambert (2004) 89, 93 on the office.

2 1 trust the judgement and expertise of Lambert (2004) 93 who says that Matthaiou’s
restorations of this inscription are excellent.

¥ 16 1P 1 327. 16-25, translation by Lambert (Attic Inscriptions Online,
https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGI12/445).
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The point of the honorific decree and of the inscription is to demonstrate that the city
rewards and will keep rewarding the officials who show love of honour when executing their
offices.’® The hortatory aspect of the honorific inscriptions expresses the same mentality
that is explicitly articulated in the rhetoric of Against Leptines: that public recognition and
rewarding of civic-oriented philotimia not only ties the philotimos individual with the
democratic city through past services, but also aims to inspire worthy action in the future.

Finally, two pieces of evidence, one literary and one epigraphical, deserve to be
discussed together as they may be revealing of a degree of continuity, from the late 360s until
the mid-320s, in the promotion of civic-oriented philotimia both by individual speakers and
by the city. The first piece of evidence is Demosthenes’ speech, On the trierarchic crown,
probably delivered in 360/359;” the second one is IG I’ 1 370, an inscribed honorific decree
of 325/324 regarding the awarding of crowns to trierarchs.”®

From On the trierarchic crown, we learn that the city had passed a decree according to

which the trierarch who had his ship ready first was going to receive a crown (Dem. 51.1, 4).

** Another example is IG I1” 338. 20-25 of 333/332: Pytheas is honoured with a gold crown for
the execution of his office as superintendent of water supply at Oropos ‘in order that others
who are elected in charge of the water supply may each of them also show love of honour
towards the People’, translation by Lambert (Attic Inscriptions  Online,
https://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/IGI12/338).

* 1 follow MacDowell (2009) 133-134 on the date, authenticity, and delivery of the speech.
**IG1I’1 370. 3-34 = IG II” 1629. 170-204 = RO 100. 170-204; MacDowell (2009) 134 n. 20 and
Liddel (2007) 177 n. 242 note that these two pieces of evidence reflect a similar mentality but
none of them provides any further discussion.
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The trierarch who won the competition was Demosthenes, but his award was challenged by
some rival trierarchs and the dispute was taken to the Council. The occasion out of which
the dispute originated is an excellent example of competitive philotimia put to the service of
the democratic city. More importantly for the purposes of this study, the surviving speech is
an excellent example of the rhetorical exploitation of civic-oriented philotimia and
reciprocity. Demosthenes argues that charis should be granted to those who perform their
duties (Dem. 51.2), distinguishes between fair and unfair claims for charis and honours (Dem.
51.3,7,17), and highlights that he went beyond duty in his expenditures for the preparation

of his trireme (Dem. 51.5-6). The speech closes in the following manner:

gyw & Ouiv, & &vdpeg ABnvaiot, Tapalv® ur MOlETV TV T@V dvaiokerv é0eAdvtwy
@uAoTipiav émi T T@V Aeyovtwv mAcovelia. €1 8¢ un, S18d€ete TdvVTag TA UEV DY’ VPOV
TPOOTATTOUEVX (G eVTEAEoTATA O101KETY, TOUG & UMEP TOUTWV Avald®g €l LUEG
Pevdouévouc w¢ mAsiotov piobodcbat. (Dem. 51.22)

‘I advise you, men of Athens, do not allow the philotimia of those who are ready to
lavish their money to be dependent upon the pleonexia of those who serve as pleaders.

Otherwise you will teach all to perform the duties imposed by you with the least
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possible outlay, but to hire the largest number of peoplessible to utter impudent

falsehoods before you in support of their claims.0

The decreeconcerning thistrierarchic crown does not surviveand thus wecannot know
whether it was explicitly articulated thatthe purpose wago award the successful trierarch
@or his philotimigdr Go that others show theiphilotimian the futureONevertheless, thevay
that the speechclosesexplicitly demonstates thatthe purpose of Demosthenes and,
suggest, othe decredgoo wasto turn the fulfilment of a trierarchyinto a competition that
would have been perceived ascontest of civieoriented philotimia

IGII®1 370 corroborates this readinfjhe decreeoncerns a colonizing expiiion of
Athensto the Adriatic andfs textsurvivesin the naval inventories for 325/32%8Thedecree
advertisesthe decision of the Assembly to award gold crowns tofirst, second, and third
trierarchs to bring their prepared trireme tathe jetty (14-27) Thefact that thecontest was
perceived as a competition ofcivic-oriented philotimiais explicitly articulated in the

hortatory clauseof the decreg27-34):

¥ Translation from Loeb (adapted); note how qualitatively different grkilotimiaand
pleonexian this passagecf. Thuc3.82.8See p. 28.
¥ Lambert AtticInscriptions Onlinettps://www.atticinscriptions.com/inscription/R0/100).
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OAnNd let the herald of the Council announce the crowns at the competition of the
Thargelia, and the receivers shall allocdlte money for the crowns, so that the love
of honour (! "#$%&$#() ) of the trierarchs towards the Peoplg4, & . /0'%.) may

be apparen

The trial speecles and the honorary decredsom the mid-fourth century onwards
show that when philotimiais pronoted as a positive value and anomendable qualityit is
explicitly associated with conduct that is perceived to benefit the citye citizenswho
single out theirphilotimiatowards the cityseek to activate bondsf reciprocity with the
benefited communityfor past honourable behavioumn these contexts,lerhetoric of civic
oriented philotimiais employed as a means sghowcase their egalitarianism angive an
assurance tht they will continue benefiting the communityThe city that honours such
behaviouris perceived to reciprocate as well asd@ncouragethe people tochannel their
philotimiainto similar activitiesin the future.

It has been suggested that from the late 360s until the 320s, democratic Athens
entered a perioaf great changé’?In the years during and after the Social W867%355), the

state coffers wre running low°and the city needed to encourage both Athenian andnon

¥ See Liddel (2007)942 for a convenient summary of the scholarship discussing financial,
cultural, and political changes in the period between the Social War-885j and thé.amian
War (322).

Y SeeCawkwell (1963) 682, nn. 886; Dem. 10.37; 23.209.
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Athenian benefactors to keep channeling their resources into publicly profitable actwitie
The rhetoric ofAgainst Leptinaad the systematization of inscribed decrees honouring past
benefactions and exhorting future benefactors with the promise of more honours have been
interpreted as responses to this financial declife.iddel (2007) haargued for a concerted
effort to promote the fulfilment of civic obligations in this period, and Lambert (2011) has
viewed the promotion ofphilotimiain honorific inscriptions for Athenians from the 340s
onwards as part of an attempt to incentivize ordinyaAthenian officials to perform their
duties well** It is within these broader contexts, that we should view the rhetoric of civic
oriented philotimiain forensic contests in the time of Demosthenes. When a speaker, and
indeed a rich/elite speaker, res@stto arguments ophilotimiahe draws from a shared
understanding ofphilotimiaas a positive value.

It deservedo be notedhere that the earliest extaninstance ofa philotimiacognate
appears in an inscribed decree passed by a deme, not by th& Gtythe basis of this,

Osborne has suggestdsat we camot exclude the possibilitythis rhetorical strategyhad

*1OnAgainst Leptinege Kremmydas (2012)13; on inscriptions, see Lambert (2011)-195

197; for another Oresponse to declineO provided by Xenoplonoidshe aftermath ofthe

Social War, see Lambert (2011)-196; Keim (2011, PhD thesis unpublished)10®.

*21n the same vein, Fisher (2001)&3 interprets the condemnation of Timarchos in 346 as
reflective of a time when Athens, or at least the jurymen of this trial, Obelieved it to be right

to impose higher standards of civic, familial, and sexual moralnytlmose active in political

life® (p. 67); followed by Lambert (2012) 177.

1G> 1173 = RO 46 of ca. 360. The decree was passed by the deme of Halai to honour
Polystratos for the successful execution of his office as priest of Apollo Zoster durirap whi

he Oequipped the temple in a way that displayed extreme love of honoJHEX&! (") [* ]9.
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‘passed from deme to Assembly’ rather than the opposite.” In either case, I agree with
Osborne that ‘what is significant is not where the initiative took place but the fact that the
terminology and the rhetoric were interchangeable from the demos to its divisions, and that
none of the groups discussed sought to distinguish itself in any way from the model of the
demos’.”” In a similar manner, 1 cannot conclude that the exploitation of civic-oriented
philotimia was systematized first in the rhetoric of trials and then in the language of non-
inscribed or inscribed decrees of the city. Nevertheless, cases such as Dem. 51 and IGII’ 1 370
may allow us to suggest that, at least from the late 360s until the last years of the democracy,
both the city with its decrees and the citizens with their trial speeches promoted a shared
understanding of civic-oriented philotimia that in practice meant behaving in ways that were
beneficial to the community.*

This systematization of the rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimia was neither a
phenomenon developed in a vacuum in the 360s onwards nor as widespread as to include the

rhetorical exploitation of every area of public behaviour as a competition of honourable

* Osborne (2010) 47-49; contra Whitehead (1983) 62 n. 25.

> Osborne (2010) 48-49; cf. Engen (2011) 119-120 who excludes from his survey on trade-
related services the honorific inscriptions that did not emanate from the Assembly and the
Council because, as he claims, ‘they did not necessarily represent the attitude of the state as
awhole or reflect the state’s trade policy’.

‘¢ Cf. Chapter 3 which shows that philotimia was not systematized in the rhetoric of the
Assembly as far as the surviving deliberative speeches and other representations of political
debates indicate.
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philotimia.”” In the next section, we will turn backwards in time to examine the rhetoric of
reciprocity and philotimia in the time of Lysias. As we will see, there are instances of this
rhetorical strategy as far back as in the last years of the fifth century (e.g. Lys. 21), but, at the
same time, there is evidence on the negative evaluation of philotimia in this period which
indicates that we should not argue for a concerted effort in public speaking to promote

philotimia as a civic virtue in the time of Lysias.

2.2. The rhetoric of philotimia in the time of Lysias

In the last years of the fifth century, Athens had experienced the unsuccessful outcome of
the Peloponnesian War as well as two oligarchic episodes that had thrown the city into
disarray.” In the aftermath of these events, the Athenians were probably particularly alert
to the threat that excessive ambitions of powerful individuals could pose to the democracy
and to the city’s prosperity. This was a period when the political scene of the city was
perceived to have been dominated by citizens who were driven by personal, individualistic,
and destructive philotimia. At least, this is how Thucydides and Xenophon retrospectively

evaluate the events. The successors of Pericles, particularly Alcibiades, are perceived to have

7 On the first point, see the discussion in the following section; on the second point, see
Chapter 3.
* On how democracy re-established itself after the expulsion of the Thirty, see Shear (2011).
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conducted politics driven by idiai philotimiai and idia kerde that proved detrimental to the city
(Thuc. 2.65.7);” in especial reference to the oligarchs of 411, Thucydides the narrator says
that oligarchies that stem from democracies are ruined because most of the oligarchs do not
wish to be equal in standing. Driven by idiai philotimiai, they strive for absolute primacy
(Thuc. 8.89.3) which turns out to be destructive for the constitution. We can infer from this
point that this kind of idiai philotimiai is also what drives the oligarchs to turn democracies
into oligarchies in the first place since their dissatisfaction with equal standing would have
been even greater under democracy.’® Furthermore, in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, Critias, one
of the Thirty, and Alcibiades are described as by nature the most philotimoi (@Oogt
@iloTipotdtw) of all Athenians. All the damages they inflicted upon the city were due to
their desire for absolute dominance of the political scene (Xen. Mem.1.2.12-14).”* All these
evaluations draw from the competitive aspect of philotimia and explain that the excessive

desire to stand above the rest turns out to be destructive for the political order.”

* The reference is especially to the Sicilian expedition; on idia philotimia, see pp. 25-28; on
philotimia in the Sicilian debate, see pp. 202-211.

**In the events of Corcyra, Thucydides the narrator explicitly identifies as the cause of stasis
‘the desire to rule that is inspired by pleonexia and philotimia’ (3.82.8).

*! See also p. 193 n. 25.

°? See also Eur. Phoen.528-548: Eteocles is exhorted by locaste to prefer isotes over philotimia
which is cast as ‘the worst of deities’ (kakiotn daiuévwv). Staged probably in 410 or 409,
Phoenissae and its evaluation of philotimia are reflective of the tense political atmosphere; see
de Romilly (1965); Wilson (2000) 195 n. 135.
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In the same vein, Fisher has noted that in the aftermath of these events the
ambivalence of philotimia was increased both due to the excessive behaviour of politically
active individuals such as Alcibiades and Critias, and because ‘many ambitious liturgists...
turned out to be oligarchs or their supporters either in 411-410 or in 405-403".”° In the
forensic rhetoric of the period between the late 400s and the 380s, philotimia seems indeed to
be an ambivalent notion that was treated with great cautiousness. First, it needs to be noted
that all eleven instances of philotimia cognates, appearing in six of the extant speeches of
Lysias, are associated with the public behaviour of Athenian citizens: five have negative
connotations,” while the rest show a reluctance of the speakers to capitalize on their
philotimia® or the great care taken when they decide to follow this line of argumentation.*
Second, in five out of these six speeches philotimia is explicitly introduced when the
discussion turns to public service and in all but one of these instances philotimia is associated
with public expenditures, attitudes towards wealth, and financial management.” These are
the types of contexts within which we have seen civic-oriented philotimia being
systematically promoted as a positive value in the rhetoric of the courtroom from the 360s

onwards. In the time of Lysias, however, the picture seems to be different. As we will see

* Fisher (2003) 191-193, quotation from p. 191.

*Lys. 14.2, 21, 35, 43; 26.3-4.

> Lys. 19.23, 56. This speech is discussed in pp. 167-173, 175-180.

*® Lys. 16. 18, 20; 21.22. Lys. 16 is discussed in pp. 195-197.

*7 Lys. 19.23, 56; 21.22; 26.3-4; 29.14; the exception is Lys. 16 on which see previous note.
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below, although the origins of what later formed the rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimia can
be traced in forensic speeches from the last years of the fifth century, we can hardly talk
about a systematic attempt to promote philotimia as a positive value in the years between the
400s and the 380s.

Wolpert (2002) 131 notes that ‘just as the civil war undermined the credibility of some
aristocrats, so it gave the Athenians the impetus to rethink what they regarded as valuable
services’.”® Within such an atmosphere of reconsideration and re-evaluation of what sorts of
behaviour should be appreciated as useful and beneficial for the city, and with the
consequences of excessive personal ambition still strong in public memory, philotimia, as a
motive for public action, appears to be a notion of ambivalent quality in the forensic rhetoric

of the time.

Alerting the audience to manifestations of wrong or dangerous philotimia

In Lysias 14 the speaker employs the rhetoric of philotimia to warn his audience against bad

philotimoi and wrong manifestations of philotimia. Lysias 14 is a prosecution speech against

*8 By the same token, Wolpert (2002) 129-133 argues, praise for resisting the Thirty and for
proving oneself loyal to the democracy allowed ordinary citizens to be associated with values
and ideals that used to be aristocratic. The democrats were now the agathoi and ‘memory of
the civil war enabled the Athenians to democratize elite values’ (p. 130).
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Alcibiades the younger, who was accused of deserting the ranks (lipotaxion).”” The speaker
must deal with a very splendid and powerful, yet controversial, family, and one of his main
objectives is to show that Alcibiades the younger has inherited a lack of charis due to his
family’s and his own crimes and transgressive lifestyle. A big part of the speech is covered
by examples of inappropriate and punishable behaviour of Alcibiades the elder and the
younger ranging from military and political transgressions, betrayal of one’s homeland and
disrespect to one’s parents, to sexual licentiousness and incestuous relationships (Lys. 14.25-
30).%

The record of transgressions and damage inflicted upon the city is indeed impressive
but, as the speaker explains, such conduct does not demonstrate Alcibiades’ and especially
his father’s power, but their ponéria. Throughout the speech, they are not cast as powerful
individuals who use their dunamis wrongly against the city, but as ponéroi.* The alternation
of ponéria and absence of great dunamis that runs through Lys. 14.35-39, culminating at Lys.
14.37,% seeks to demonstrate that Alcibiades the elder lacked power even in the performance

of his crimes. As the speaker claims, every Athenian citizen would have been able to betray

> The case was probably heard in 395. See Todd 2000 (introduction to the speech).

© Lys. 14.16-17, 24-30, 32-42.

* For the poneéria and the absence of dunamis of the son and the father, see Lys. 14.9, 17, 23,
26,32, 35-38, 43-44.

2 ot’ 00 xaAendv yvdval 8t AAK1P1adng duvduer uév o0dev v EAAwv diépepe, Tovnpig
8¢ TGV ToMTGV TP&TOG V. ‘So it is not difficult to recognize that Alcibiades’ power was no
greater than other people’s, but he is foremost among the citizens in wickedness.’;
translations of Lysias are by Todd (2000) unless otherwise stated.
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his homeland by providing such strategic information of external policy as Alcibiades did,
but not everyone was as wicked as him (Lys. 14.35-37). Any claim for power, positively and
negatively employed, is denied so that the wickedness and viciousness of Alcibiades’ family
are stressed.

In this context, all manifestations of philotimia are cast as inappropriate. First,
according to the speaker, Alcibiades the younger showed philotimia in relation with his
transgressions, and the crimes he was proud of were so disgraceful that they cause shame
even to his enemies: (hot’ &n’ évioig GV o0Tog @rAotiueital <kai> Tod¢ £xOpovg aioyUvesOat
(Lys. 14.2).” Second, father and son are so perverted that they prefer showing philotimia in
pursuit of what is vicious rather than what is virtuous: oUtw ydap Stdkervtat, ot’ éml uev Toig
KaAoi¢ aioxOveoBal, éml 8¢ toi¢ kakoi¢ @ihotiueiobor (Lys. 14.42-43). Third, having
elaborated on the idea that the source of Alcibiades the elder’s crimes is not his power but
his wickedness, the philotimia that the son is presented as showing in relation to them is cast
not only as inappropriate but also as groundless: £mti tfj T00 atpdg Tovnpiq erlotipeitat, Kai
A€yel WG 0UTWG EKETVOG pEya £80vVaTo, WOTe Tf] TOAEL TAVTWYV <TOV> KAK@V AiTI0G yeyEvnTal

(Lys. 14.35);" but, as we saw, the speaker claims that Alcibiades the elder cannot even

 Cf. Lys. 25.34, for a similar statement illustrating the allegedly undemocratic behaviour of
the speaker’s opponents: avtol te yap o0k émbuuolor AavOdvelv, GAN" aioxOvovtal un
SokoDvtec eivat Tovnpoi, DUeic Te T& uév adtol 6pdte Td 8’ ETépwv TOAAGDV dKOVETE.

* ‘he prides himself on his father’s criminal nature and asserts that his father was so
powerful that he was the cause of all the evils which afflicted the city’.
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demonstrate greatness in vice. The speakerOs opponent and his family have a long record of
damages inflicted upon the city which alegedlydemonstrative ofporiria, transgressive
behaviour, and wrongphilotimianot of power.

We saw in Thualides and Xenophon thaphilotimia could be associated with
illegitimate demonstrations of power aneixcessiveclaims for distinction® Alcibiadeswas
perceivedby Thucydides and Xenophams a powerfulndividual who would demonstrate
his philotimian waysthat were damaging for the cityQuite differently, the speaker of Lysias
14 castAlcibiades theelder and theyounger & badphilotimothat lackin power. By doing
so,the speaker exhorts the jurors not to be intimidated by allegedlypowerlessdefendant.

In this way, the trial is presented asperfect opportunity for the jurors to show how they
deal withbadphilotimaiThis line of argumentatioralsounderscores the lack of reciprocity
between the opponent and the city, thereby making the granting of any possible requests

for charison the part of the defendant totally inappropriate (Lys. 14.22, 40%°41).

% See also Lys. 14.21 on the link betwphitotimiaand dunamishere wrongfully exploited

by the generals who preside over the couft# $Ya&'#() & # +,-#&/# 0123 4'# 56&7
189(:'# ; < &) >52& # $72#@;(/) 81'1A;(#1', B'C1&";1A;(#1' $<D&' EF&13 B5#(, *)
H5,&2E.&5) 41 J('# $AH#SHES'

®®See also Lys. 14.8@e dikasts and their successorsght to punish for all their crimes any
member of AlcibiadesO family they may take hold of; not only returnshafisbut also
returns of harm are hereditary; in Lysias 15.10, also delivered in the same trial against
Alcibiades, the speaker warns the jusathat, if Alcibiades gets acquitted, he will not return
the charigo the city.
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Lysias 26s aspeech delivereth front of the Councilin the dokimasiaf Elwandrusin
the late 380§’ The speaker claims that EuandrusO selection as archon should not be validated
becauseEuandrus had been a supporter of the oligarchic revolutioh 404/403.The
prosecutoranticipates thatEuandrusvas going tanentionin his defencehat his family had
spent a lot of money for the cityhad performed liturgies in an honourable manner
("#%$%&'()) and hadwon many vitories in choregic competitionsinder the democracy
(Lys. 26.3)The speakerexhorts the jurors not to see such expenditures as tokens of
Euandrus@emocratic spirit. In fact, as he claimsEuandus wasable to subvert the
democracy becauskee gained the trust of the people through his fatherévish liturgies
(Lys. 26.4¥ Thefact that the prosecutor chooses to attack the opponentOs honourable public
spending shows that such arguments would have carsedtherhetorical weightwith the
audience Spending for the city out ofphilotimiacould increase oneOs trustworthinessd
EuandrusO anticipated argument is in fact very similar to the rhetoric of ewiented
philotimiahat is systematized from the 360s onwardsthe same time, the way the speaker
refutes the value of such claims demonstrates timbligarchic contexts eve honourable
expressions ophilotimiacould be presentedasdangerous for the cityand could be turned

against thephilotimosAgainst Euandruemonstrates thateven twenty years after the

" See Todd (2000) 2223.
®® See Wolpert (2002) 116, 131.
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restoration of democracyphilotimiacould still be associatedith the grim memories of the
time of the Thirty.

Lysias 14 and 2éontain half of the instances ophilotim cognatesattested in the
extant speeches of Lysid3oth speeches show that it is nphilotimiaas a notion in general
that is perceived as essentially negative during these years, but thespecificindividuals
manifest it. In particular attackingan opporent on the basis that he shamed atvhat is
good andphilotimosn what is bad (Lys. 14243)meansthat beingphilotimosn what is good
andashamed at what is bad would have b@emsidereda commendable state of mind and
course of action. By the same token,Lys. 26.31, performing liturgies out of philotimiais
not presented as an improper course of actiperse But, in the light of the oligarchies,
wrong motives could be retrospectively assignedaaitizenOs conduct that demonstrated
his potential to distinguish himselfn honour and power. Thus, thinetoric of philotimian
these speeches perhapaflects a greater neeth the years after the oligarchic revolutions
to warn the audience against manifestations of wrgglotimialn the same vein, inay also
indicate thatin this period casting the opponent as a baddangerougphilotimosvas a more

powerful argument than presenting oneself as a gqudlotimos

Turning the dikast® minds away frophilotimia
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Lysias 14 and 2&re both prosecution speeches and therefgremarily occupied with
denigrating the opponentdn this vein, the speakers draattention to wrongphilotimiaand
alert the audierce to the potentially dangerous influence g@hilotimia How would an
Athenian build his seHmage whenarguing against accusations pblitical crimes during
the oligarchies? In many speeches of the Lysianic corpus, litigants had to refer to their
behaviour during oligarchy? Lateiner (1982147154hasidentified five main arguments
against such accusatisin LysiasO defence speecii@gioyalty to the democrac¥,(b) no
involvement in the oligarchy, (c) appeals to the amnesty, (d) the prosecutors are sycophants,
(e) the defendantsO moderati@oghrosyne

In this section,| examine whether some defendants found that it was a beneficial line
of argumentation to turn the audienceOs attention away from tphitotimiaTo that extent,
| will discussthe rhetoric of reciprocity with thedemogmployed in[Lysias] 20As we will
see, the speaker does not rely ghilotimiato demonstrate Polystratos@emocratic
credentials’® but on prothymiaand eunoiatowards the people. Such qualities, on the one

hand, do not bring to the forefront matters of pursuance of individual ambition during

% On prosecution speeches (mainly by Lysias, but also Demosthenes and Isocrates)
attributing to the defendants Opartial® or Osole individual responsibilityO for the actions of the
Thirty or for supporting their regime, see onaki (2004).

°See Munn (2000) 2280, 29496.

2On the rhetoric of Oloyalty to the demosO in oligarchic contexts, see also Wolpert (2002) 100
118.

2Cf. Lys. 26, discussedoip. 133135 where the speaker anticipates that Euandrus was going

to employ such a line afefence based on lavish expenditures that shgwlotimia
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politically turbulent times and, on the other hand, allow the speaker to build a bond of
mutual interest with thedemosven in oligarchic contexts.

[Lys] 20 is a defence speech aghlalf of Polystratos, an Atheniamho was implicated
in the coup of 411. The speech is a considerably early one, delivered soon after the fall of the
Four Hundred and the restoration of the deeracy, probably in 410 or 40dWe are
unaware of the specific charge, but, as the rhetoric of the speech shows, it should have been
related to Polystratos@articipation in the oligarchic regimé* The speaker is in a very
difficult position, as he needs to argue plausibly against undeniable facts, such as the
participation of Polystratos in the Council, i.e. his membership in the Four Hundrkds,
the speech is very much focused on demonstratPajystratosO and his sops@hymi&
towards the people and their eagerness to serve the, cayghly their dleged loyalty to the

democracy®

30On the oligarchic episode of 411/410, see Thuc-8268%8;Ath. PoR9-33;0n [Lys.] 20 as

a source of evidence for the oligarchic revolution of 411, Geenme, Andrewes & Dover
(1981) 20Rr06;Heftner (1999).

" SeeTodd (200), introduction to the spech. t has been argued that the speech is not a
genuine productof Lysias, albeit a real speedilamowitz has suggestethat [Lys]. 20 is a
combination of two speeches, because a diffespdaker, in all probability PolystratosO son,
seems to be speaking from 11 onwards. See Gomme, Andrewes & Dover (1981) 201.
®[Lys.] 20.19, 30 (twice), 31 (twice), 33 (twice), 34, 36.

"®The speaker also refers @unoigerms to PolystratosO loyalty towards the democracy/ the
people during the oligarchy: [Lys.] 20.1, 2, 8, 9, 2@éumoiaand goodwill in the Attic orators,
Sanders (2016)



Since he speaker cannot deny that Polystratos was emmber of the Four Hundred,
heendeavours to show that wie in office Polystratos maintained a prdemocratic attitude,
because he wasunoudowards the democracy and did not have any private reasons to
support the oligarchy ([Lys.] 20-4)."

The egalitarian and democratic credentials of Polystratos are destrated in
various ways. The speaker claims that Polystratos never proposed anything againetrtices
while serving on the Council ([Lys.] 20.8, 10). The short duration of his service is stBessed
he stayed in office only for eight days and then sailedtetrid®Pand his egalitarian attitude
during this short term as one of thkatalogeiss demonstrated with his alleged attempt to
register nine thousand citizens instead of the five thousaactording to the collective
decision ([Lys.] 20.134, 16)? Moreover, Polystratos is carefully dissociated from
Phrynichos, one of the leading extremists of the Four Hundred12)t° Polystratos is cast
as a quiet oletype elite citizen}* who was educated in the city"(#5 %&#'(!)*(+','#- ) and

then withdrew in the countryside to take care of his land (0" 11'231'( ), whereas

70n the distinction between Obad oligarchsO and good men who participatedegithe
but were supporters of the people, see Shear (2011e@3alsepp.212213on Antiphon.

8Cf. Lys. 24.25.

20On the body of thé&atalogeisee Todd (2000) 218; Munn (2000} 16

% See Lys. 13.706 on PhrynichosO assassination. Onptieservation of the memory of
Phrynichos and his assassination in democratic ideology, see Shear (2€29,) G369.

& By Ooktype diteO | refer to théink between the upper strata and the possession of large
properties of land, a link that is also assated with the idea of being an elite member by
birth in contrast to the elite of wealth.
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Phrynichoswas an uncultivated mart ( #8% '(")* +" !',-./0"1" ) who made his living by
becoming a sycophan(34!567" 18 9 ; <9=I<=>?@"910 Furthermore, Polystratos is
presented asraexemplary litigant in a previous trial which was also associated with the
oligarchy of 411 ([Lys.] 20.11, 18;22% Finally, Polystratos is cast akemotikom three
different ways ([Lys.] 20.23): in military valour, in monetary contributions to #tate, and

in raising his children in such a way that they turned into worthy citizefis.

The remainderof the speech ([Lysd0. 3636) is an extensive attempt of the speaker
to convince the jurors that his father deserves thaharis that is, deservefo be saved,
because all of thenb the speaker himself, hisrbthers as well as their fatheb have
demonstrated theiprothymiagowards the city.

Polystratos has been describedpasthymosowards the people because he served as
one of the Four Hundredf only eight days and in that time he attempted to enroll almost
double as many citizens as tkatalogeiwere orcered to dg while at the same time avoiding
making any proposals against titeemo&* Nevertheless, the short period of holding office
and hs allegedly egalitarian approach todtein the first placehard to believe since it would

have beervery difficult to register nine thousand citizens in only eight days)dthey do not

80n the first trial of Polystratos, see Gomme, Andrewes & Dover (19820302

8 Picking up on this last point, the speaker talks extensively ([Lys.] 229Q4alout the
military valour of himself and his brothers.

% For a variation of this claim, see Lys. 16.8: Mantitheus claims that, even if he had served in
the cavalry, he should pass ldekimasiahould he prove that no citizen suffered in his hands
during theoligarchy of the Thirty.
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invalidate the fact that he actively participated in the oligarchic governing body ([Lys.]
20.16). What is mostly interesting regarding this episode is the speakerOs attempt to establish
a surplus oftcharisdue to the fatherOs alleged egalitarianism. bt,fas the speaker says, no

one could have beea better friend of the peoplédemotikiero$ than his father who took

this initiative:

1" # $O%& '(&)*+) $,-)+*./+0L)# , 2 34+*#5-" & 6,7*48-(&9& 10&+8.*4:*:<)*#
1818$) =&8*+>117"-8+8 .8+8;)'0 @A&B&S.*4:*:<)C#.8+(;0D0& B&8-,$0 B8GH
$27))# 0, + &S$,-)+ " & J;; (REHKE&- L&M)C;N-0&)&1?7)* , 00B( +P - Q) RI&+O

0, ,:81<S)*+) ([Lys.] 20.13)

OHow could anybody do more for the common people than the man who served as
Registrar katalogegsafter you had voted to hand over public affairs to five thousand
people and who registered nine thousand. He did this to avoid quarreling with any of
the deme members, but so that he could register anybody who wanted it, and could

do it as a favor if there vega problem about any individual.O

The speaker aims at showing that such behaviour belongs to PolystratosO geotmamia
andeunoidowards the Atheniardemosand that his initiative is a good reason why the jurors
should feel obliged to returharisto him, as if the extra four thousand citizens generated

an interest ofchariswhich is now due to Polystratos. Registration of more citizens is
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presented as belonging to Polystratos’ generosity towards the people (xapiloito) and
therefore charis should be returned to him by the collective through the dikasts.*”

It is noteworthy that financial contributions to the state are not highlighted at all
except for the very brief reference to monetary contributions made to the city by Polystratos
([Lys.] 20.23). At the same time, the speaker stresses the idea that Polystratos kept his
property visible and willingly made himself accountable to the city regarding his finances so
that there could not have emerged any suspicion against him of dodging his financial
obligations to the state. Polystratos’ willing contribution of his wealth to the city ties well
with his alleged egalitarianism and patriotism during the oligarchy. In this way, Polystratos
is depicted as a good democratic elite member who always takes the side of the demos.*® For
all these reasons, which for the speaker prove loyalty towards the people (prothymia and
eunoia), Polystratos and his sons are repeatedly presented as worthy of the jurors’ charis.”’

Their prothymia is mostly based on benefactions that are other than monetary.”

* That this alleged demonstration of democratic inclinations is based on thin grounds, see
Lateiner (1982) 150; on the number of citizens enrolled by Polystratos, see van Wees (2001)
57; on the probable disagreement in 411 about the number of people that deserved to be
enrolled as citizens, see Fisher (2011) 186.

* For a similar claim, see Lys. 25.14 discussed in pp. 147-148.

¥ In [Lys.] 20.30-36 alone, we may count at least six requests for a return from the dikasts:
T00TOV Te o®oal Kal vudg (30), é€atovpevorl ap’ VUGV TV &iav xdpwv (31), kat' &&lav
xapilduevor (31), a€roduev evpiokeoBat xdpiv (33), Tovtoig xapicaodat (34), Td cwbijva (36);
note also the appeals to the dikasts’ pity in 35-36; on pity in the courtroom, see Johnstone
(1999) 110-114, 120-122; on charis and pity, see Roisman (2005) 155-156.

* For examples of the link between prothymia and liturgies employed to show zealous
performance of public duty, see: Lys. 18.7; 21.23; Dem. 38.26; [Dem.] 47.48; [Dem.] 49.46;

141



Nevertheless, as we will see, charis is presented in measurable terms, as if due charis could be
calculated according to the value of the benefactions and paid back accordingly.

In [Lys.] 20.30-36, the speaker sets the reciprocal contexts within which Polystratos’
and his family’s prothymia towards the people should be evaluated.”” He begins with a general

remark on reciprocity: both harm and benefaction should be reciprocated accordingly:

GG 00V 00 Xpn) xdp1v map’ Du@v dmoAaupdvery, ei totodtoi éouev; <f> OV uv 6 matrp
SraBéPAnTan i udc, Sikaiwe TovTwV Sel Nudc Evexa dmoléadat, {1} v 8¢ mpdOuuot
elg TV oAV yeyevnueda, undeuiav m@éActav yevésbat, GAN o0 dikatov. AN i S
v tovtov daPoArv Ol fudg <ti> mdoyxelv, dikatol €opev d1d TNV TUETEPAV
npoBuplav To0TéV Te 0@l Kal NUAG. o0 yap On NUeEg xpnudtwv ye €veka, iva
A&Botuev, 0 udg émotoduev, AN Tva, el Tote kivduvog ein Auiv, Eatoduevor Tap’

UGV TV &iav xdprv drmoAdPoruev. ([Lys.] 20.30-31)

[Dem.] 50.10; cf. Dem. 45. 66-67 on the opponent’s lack of prothymia and philotimia regarding
the execution of public duty. Note the sharp juxtaposition of these two commendable
qualities to the opponent’s pursuance of private profit-making (GAN’ £nti t@ kepdaivelv nav
&v o0tog mofioete); for a case of a non-Athenian benefactor showing prothymia, see Dem.
20.45: Demosthenes exhorts the dikasts to merit Epicerdes’ prothymia in benefiting the city
rather than the sum of money he offered. Epicerdes is also praised by Demosthenes for being
eunous towards the people (eGvouc v Ouiv, Dem. 20.43). Demosthenes is referring to honours
bestowed to Epicerdes in 405/404. According to the decree (IG I’ 125) he is honoured for his
andragathia and for his eunoia towards the Athenian people. On the language of approbation
in this decree, see Whitehead (1993) 49, 52.

* See Sanders (2016) 174-175 on counting on one’s prothymia towards the city to generate
gratitude and arouse feelings of reciprocity from the dikasts towards the zealous individual.
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‘Since this is the sort of people we are, it must surely be right for us to receive a
reward from you. Is it right for us to be destroyed because of slanders you have heard
against our father but to have no benefit for our loyalty towards the city? No, it is not
right! If we must suffer anything because of the slanders against the defendant, we
deserve to rescue both him and ourselves because of our loyalty. The reason we
treated you well was not to receive money, but so that if we were ever in trouble, you

would grant our request for acquittal as a fitting reward.’

If it were right for Polystratos to be punished if the slanderous accusations against him were
true, it should also be right, the speaker says, for Polystratos to be rewarded if he and his
family are proved to have been prothymoi towards the city. There is a just claim for a return
of charis, the speaker argues, or, as it is emphatically phrased, his family deserves to be saved
(dikatol gopev ... sdoat) because of their loyalty. The calculative logic behind this request is
blatantly revealed: they did not benefit the people to gain money in return, but to generate
a surplus of charis which they could keep in stock and use in case of emergency.” Thus, in
the trial at hand they request tnv &&ilav x&prv, namely, due gratitude worthy of their

benefactions and their loyalty to the people.

*® Other examples of the same topos are Lys. 16.17; 25.12-13; Lys. frag.L.64-76.
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The speaker exhorts the dikasts to contemplate the interest of the collective along
similar lines of calculation.” A fitting repayment of charis to his family will incentivize other
citizens to benefit the city more eagerly: tovg 8¢ GAAovg mpoBupotépoug notroete, kat’ GElav
xapiléuevot, 8o’ &v tic vudg 0 moifi ([Lys.] 20.31-32). The dikasts are asked to give back as
much charis as is fitting for the benefactions they receive so that they attract more generous
contributions in the future. Thus, if the outcome of the present case goes the defendant’s
way, the jurors’ charis will be well and safely invested on prothymoi citizens, as Polystratos’
family will continue benefiting the city and other willing citizens will follow their example.”
We can trace in this argument the origins of the ‘hortatory intention clause’ that we
regularly find in forensic speeches and honorific decrees of the time of Demosthenes.” At
the same time, there is an important difference in the rhetoric of the two periods: whereas
from the mid-fourth century onwards the dikasts and the city are exhorted to return charis
in order to inspire philotimia, in Polystratos’ case the dikasts are exhorted to reciprocate in

order to inspire prothymia.

°! See Christ (2012) 74-75 on reciprocity and mutual helping between the individual and the
city in [Lys.] 20.

2 See [Lys.] 20.32: tic yap &1 é0elrioel xpnotdg eivat, el fTTnORcovTal TV Kak®G Dudg
Tolo00VTWYV oi €0 moodvteg; [Lys.] 20.34: fudg & Tote 8t mpdOuuot yeyevAueda eig udc, kai
OV matépa o8&V fuaptnkéTa. dote TOAMG Stkodtepol éote, v memelpacBe, TovTOIG
xapioacOat, fj o0¢ ovk Tote omoiol Tiveg €covtal; [Lys.] 20.35-36: GAN DU@V dedueba Tpeic
8vteg Eaoon Nudg €1 mpobupotépoug yevéadat; [Lys.] 20.36: kai un Audc PovAouévoug €0
TOLETV TV TOALV UUEIC KwADoNTE.

*? See the discussion in pp 108-113, 118-125.
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My suggestion is that philotimia is absent from this speech because, as desire for time,
philotimia could be readily associated in the mind of the dikasts with Polystratos’ office (time,
arché) and desire to hold office during the oligarchy. Such an association would have been
proven counter-productive for the speaker’s purpose to present Polystratos as a loyal
democrat, not as an ambitious office-holder.

In such contexts, prothymia was a more suitable attribute. Prothymia denotes a positive
disposition, in Polystratos’ case his eagerness to serve the demos and his loyalty to the
democracy.” The obligation of the city to reciprocate is indeed stressed, but the motives
behind allegedly democratic behaviour that are chosen to be highlighted are egalitarianism
and loyalty to the democratic constitution without the acknowledgement of a desire for
honour and personal distinction that would have come with philotimia. The rhetoric of
prothymia towards the people gave the speaker the advantage of presenting Polystratos’
behaviour in positive light as far as this was possible given the oligarchic context of the case.
Even when Polystratos’ prothymia, as motive for public action, is discussed in calculative
contexts that involve pursuance of personal interest, the objective is presented to be
Polystratos’ and his family’s survival,” not the desire for any kind of honour, distinction or

monetary profit. Reliance on prothymia enabled the speaker to dissociate public conduct from

** On prothymia in Dem. 18, Balot (2009) 285 notes: ‘Prothumia consisted in a willingness to
take initiative, to accept personal responsibility, and to stand up and pursue the city’s
welfare actively, in the right way, and for the right reasons’.

* [Lys.] 20.33.
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personal ambition, while at the same time preserving the reciprocal bond between

Polystratos and the democratic city, and the subsequent expectatiamafis

The origins of the rhetoric of civi@riented philotimian forensic contexts

In a few casesoncerned with the oligarchic episodghe speakers referred to their and their
familyOs benefactions to tdemocraticcity and contrasted their publiespiritedness to the
maltreatment they received in the hands of the oligarchs. The objective was to show that
their contributions were revealing of their loyalty to the democracy, that they had suffered
in the hands of the oligarchs because of their democraticrahgnt, and that they should
now be compensated for the injustice they had suffered under oligar&hy.

Lysias 25 is a defence spe@cbbably delivered in @okimasiaeard after 401/406’
Most of the surviving speech is a response to accusations of haantcipated to the
overthrow of the democracy in 404/4G3Right from the beginning of theurviving text the
speaker crafts a bond of reciprocity between hetisand the democraticity, and refutes

any involvementin the atrocities of the Thirty Lys. 5.46).Part of his argumentation relies

%See @. Lys. 10.228; 12.2018.38; cf. Lys. 13.38; Lys. 26,3liscussed aboyp. 133135.
9SeeTodd (2000) 260; Murphy (1992) 546.

% Murphy (1992) interprets the speech as a collective defence of all the rich AtheBians
neither extreme democrats noextreme oligarch®who stayed in the city during the time
of the Thirty Tyrants.
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on the idea that he deserves to pass his dokimasia on two grounds: first, because his public
services and generosity to the people deserve to be recognized now that the democracy has
been restored.” As he says, he did not receive any charis by the oligarchs for these services,
because they chose to honour those who had done the most harm to the people, not those

who had benefited them:

0V Yap Toug T@ TAROeL dyaBoU tivog aitioug yeyevnuévoug xdpitog map avt@v REiovy
TUYXAVELY, GAAG TOUG TAETOTA KOKA DUAG EIpYXOUEVOUG €1C TAC TIHAG KaBioTaoty, WG
TavTnV Tap’ UGV oty eiAnedteg (Lys. 25.13)

‘The oligarchs did not think that those who had been responsible for benefiting the
democracy should receive a reward at their hands. Instead, they honored those who

had done you the most harm, as if they had taken this as a pledge of loyalty from us.’

Second, because he did not hold any office under the oligarchy. He could have held offices

but he was unwilling to do so and for this reason, he says, he deserves to be honoured under

* Lys. 25.12-13. The speaker mentions his liturgies, military valour, and eisphorai and then
says: ‘But the reason I spent more than was required by the city was to improve my
reputation among you and to be able to defend myself better if I were to encounter any
misfortune. Under the oligarchy, I was deprived of all this.’; see also Lys. 25.17; As Johnstone
(1999) 95 notes, the speaker’s liturgies are employed to enhance his democratic credentials
against the charge that he had supported the oligarchy.
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the democracy!"#$%&( ) *+,-.+ )%& 01'&H 2 ,3%45.)6+ 78 7) 9 + +4+ $&) <="&#!"&.?
"()&(Lys. 25.14)

The rationale behind this argument is the following: tepeaker did not receiveharis
and did not holdoffices under the oligarchy and therefore he should not be viewed as an
undemocratic, seHnterestedphilotimosOn the contrary, by anchoring his desire to pass his
dokimasiand hold office under the rested democracy to his generosity and to the fiab
servicesalready performed for the people, leasts himself aa benefactor of the cityand a
loyal citizen*° Civic-oriented philotimiais not explicitly exploited here, but this argument
shows the way forward.

If Lysias 2®nly offersan indirect allusion Lysias 21 directlgrticulates what later
came to be regularly expressed as civitented philotimiaAs already noted?'this speech
containsthe earliest appearance gfhilotimiavocabulary in the Attic oratorand, as we will
see,of civic-oriented philotimia(8&5%%$&)%@)'+¥87) ; ?, Lys. 21.22Lysias 21 is a defence
speech probably on a charge of accepting bribes delivered shafter 403/402%The part
of the speech that is transmitted to us includes important information about public

expenditures in classical Athens as it contains one of the most detailed inventories of

1% Note how in Lys. 25.4 he takes care not to alienate the less wealthy members of his
audience when he says that by asking to passibiémasiae asks for Othose rewards which
not only benefactors§%?' BC'C%4&6!.$"pbut also those who are not criminal$%?)6>*+
D>&!%+$"?) have a right to receiveO.

191See p16 n. 41.

125ee Todd (2000), 228.

14¢



liturgies performed by an individual. As we will see, the speaker calculates the actual
amounts of money spent on specific public expenditures (mostly liturgies) on the basis of
which he makes his claims for due charis owed to him by the city/dikasts. The rhetorical
exploitation of his exceptional public record appears to be an appropriate response to the
nature of the charge. To fight off the accusation of accepting bribes the defendant presents
in front of the jurors a detailed account of his public financial activities in the last decade so
as to consolidate his profile as a civic-oriented spender that would not have accepted money
under the table.

In the first eleven paragraphs of the surviving text, the speaker discusses his
patriotism, which is translated into public expenditures and military prowess.'” Firstly,
twenty-one different contributions are itemized, as the speaker says, in a non-exhaustive list
of expenditures (Lys. 21.5) covering the period from 411/10 to 403/2 and including chorégiai
in various festivals, trierarchies,'™ eisphorai, a gymnasiarchia, an architheéria, an arrhephoria

and a victory in a trireme race.'” The total amount spent rises to 10 talents and 3,600

' See Roisman (2005) 58 on spending prothymos and prioritizing public well-being instead of
personal and family interest.

%1 count his seven consecutive years of serving as a trierarch separately, as seven different
liturgies. This is an impressive record considering the high cost of a trierarchy, on which see
Gabrielsen (1994) 43-67; Osborne (2010) 114 with n. 24.

1% According to the speech, the defendant’s first public performance when he came of age
was a tragic chorégia; Wilson (2000) 174-175 has pointed out the importance in constructing
a democratic civic identity of entering public life with a spectacular liturgy, especially a
festival liturgy.
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drachmas,' an extraordinarily high sum and certainly an uncommon one for a single
individual, as Davies remarks.'” Right after closing the detailed catalogue of his
contributions, the defendant notes that he has spent much more, in fact three times more,
than required by law: kol To0twv OV katéle€a, el BovASUNY katd T yeypauuéva év T
VoUW Antovpyeiv, ovd’ av To TéTaptov uépog aviAwoa (Lys. 21.5-6). The defendant is anxious
to demonstrate the significant surplus of money over and above his financial obligations that
he has voluntarily spent on the city. In this manner, he builds his claim that he has created

a personal surplus of charis on account of which he is entitled to a legitimate return of charis

by the dikasts:'*

Kal oUtw¢ TOAAOUG KivdUvoug Umep UUDV KEKIVOUVELKWG KAl TooadTa dyadd

glpyaopévog tv mdALy, vovi déopat 00 dwpeav Homep £tepot Gvti TOVTWYV Tap’ VUGV

1% See Davies (1971) no. D.7, pp. 592-593. Davies notes that the speaker refers only in passing
to one of his choregiai which was performed in 404/3 indicating his anxiousness to conceal
the fact that he was a publicly active citizen under the Thirty. Indeed, this is the only year
for which the speaker does not give the name of the archon, i.e. Pythodoros.

7 Davies’ (1971) 593 explanation for the speaker’s extensive spending is that his father had
been a supporter of the oligarchy of 411 and so the generous contributions of the speaker
are part of his attempt to regain the trust of the people; see Schmitz (1995) 85, 91-93 on the
political background.

' This is phrased in a straightforward way towards the end where the speaker returns in
brief to his civic-oriented credentials that render a return from the dikasts legitimate. He
emphasizes his prioritization of public over private interest demonstrated with his public
expenditures and also refers to his military valour and sense of self-sacrifice, as a way of
recapitulating his contributions to the state (Lys. 21.23-24), before making his final and more
explicit request for charis: &v0’ v Oudg dmartd vov Thv xdptv, kai &&1d (Lys. 21.25).
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AaBeiv, AN un otepnBfivat TV éuautod, fyoduevog kol Duiv aloxpov eivat mapd te
£KOVTOG €100 Kol tap” dkovrog Aaufdverv. (Lys. 21.11)

‘Even though I have run so many risks on your behalf, and have accomplished so
much for the city, I am not now asking, as others do, for a gift in return. Instead, I ask
not to be deprived of my own property, because I regard it as a disgrace to you as well

to take it from me, with or without my consent.’

The speaker claims that he is not requesting a dorea, a reward for his benefactions, as other
people usually do in similar situations, but only asks the dikasts to let him retain his property
and not take it from him as a possible penalty.'” By doing so, he conceals the fact that in his
case not imposing the penalty of confiscation would probably be tantamount to acquittal and
that acquittal could be seen as a counter-gift."® The defendant’s record of public
contributions reinforces the claim that being deprived of his property would be an unfair

response to his public-spiritedness.'""" In other words, on the basis of the unfairness of the

' See Roisman (2005) 155-156 on the combination of charis requests with other kinds of
arguments that allow the speaker to ask for a return without appearing to be challenging the
power and freedom of the dikasts. ‘By pretending not to demand a reward, the speaker
assumes the pose appropriate to the weaker party in a transaction’ (p. 156).

"% The inescapable disruption of the defendant’s reciprocal relationship with the city should
the dikasts decide to confiscate his property is discussed in Lys. 21.12-15 and is depicted as
shameful on the part of the city in Lys. 21.25.

"1 take it that confiscation of his property is the most probable penalty the speaker will
suffer should he gets convicted. See Lys. 21.12: GAAG ur) otepn0fjvat TtV éuavtod (Lys. 21.11),
Kal 00 T0o0UTOV pot uéAeL ef pe Sel td dvta dmoAéoar; Lys. 21.14: éav § éue TEVNTA TOIONTE;
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probable penalty and of the disgrace that such a penalty will bring to the city (and to himself,
as we will see), he makes a concealed request for charis and builds his case for acquittal.
After showing how just it would be for him to keep the rest of his property intact, the
defendant notes that the possibility of material damage inflicted on him is not the worst
thing that will happen to him, if he gets convicted. Thus, he introduces the immaterial stakes

of his case by directing the discussion to hybris and public humiliation:**

Kal o0 T0oo0TOV pot uélet €l ue Ol ta dvta dmoAéoar AN ovk &v defaiunv
UBprobiivat, 00d¢ mapaotival toig dtadvouévolg tag Antovpyiag éuol pev axdpilota
gival Td gic budg dvnAwuéva, éxelvouc 8¢ Sokeiv dp0mg Pefovetiodot &t1 UiV 00V
TPOEIVTAL TOV 0PeTEPWV abT®V. (Lys. 21.12)

‘It is not so much the prospect of losing my property that concerns me, but I would
not be able to endure the insult (hybris). Nor could I put up with those who avoid their
liturgies, if the money spent on you wins me no gratitude, and their decision to spend

none of their resources on you is thus regarded as sensible.’

Lys. 21.15: oAU UGAAOV OUiv Tpootikel TOV DUETEPWY €uol d1ddvar 1 TV Eudv £€uol
aueiopnrioat; Lys. 21.16: ToAL av dikatdtepov VUGG OO TV {NTNT@V AToypa@ivat T ud
EXELV, | £UE VUVI KIvOLVEVELY WG TOD dnuooiov xprpata £xova.

"2 See Millett (1991) 86 on the distinction between material and immaterial profit in Lys. 21:
'Although the speaker plainly expects to receive from the jury the charis due for his services,
he firmly rebuts the anticipated allegation that he profited from his numerous liturgies (§18).’
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The hybrishe will suffer in the hands of the jurors will be intolerable, if his financial
contributions to the state remaimcharistai.e. unrecognized by the city. The introduction of
hybrisat this pointshows how honour andharigertain both to the naterial and immaterial.
The defendant has dutifully and voluntarily devoted a significant part of his property to the
city. Should the jurors leave his contributions unrecognized, the defendant will not only lose
part of his property, but his honour and sistanding within the group will also be affected.
As the speaker puts it, such a handling would constitutéaubrigic treatment of the
individual in the hands of the city. He would suffer a double damage: in monejndra@hour
sincehe would be humiliagd in front of his financially equal yet not civariented peers,
who would reassure themselves that neglecting oneQOs civic obligations is in fact a wise
decision, if those who fulfill them do not get rewarded.

As we have seen so far, an individualOgflaetions to the city create a material (in
property) as well as immaterial (in honoudgficit which should be repaidith a fair reward
of charidy the city. As soon as the individual receives his due payment of gratitude from the
city, not only ishis starding vis™-vis his peers reinstated bute alsodistinguisheshimself
as an individual who respects his relationship with the city and is rewarded for that.

The defendantOs line of argumentation is based on the exploitation of a pair of
democratc ideals, the good public spender and ttigy that offers rewards Fundamental
elements of these ideals are brought togetherfour phrases symmetrically antithetical in

Greek(Lys.21.1617) that are part of the defendantOs idealized -pelfrait: (a) private
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moderation and public openhandedness,"” (b) legitimate high self-esteem,* (c) which is
based on fair self-assessment,'” and, finally, (d) the ensuing expectation of mutual help
between the worthy citizen and the city."'® It is plausible to say that (b) well-grounded
‘thinking big’ (uéya pov®) and (d) the expectation for civic recognition both stem from the
attitude that is later summed up as ‘spending my money philotimoumenos towards you’ (Lys.

21.22):

porvolunv ydp <dv>, & &vdpeg Sikaotai, el Thv uév matpdav oboiav @IAOTIUOVUEVOS
€1g UUAC avaiokotut, €ml ¢ T TH¢ TOAEWS KAKD Ttapd TV AAAwV dwpodokoiny.

‘I should be mad, gentlemen of the jury, if I spent my ancestral property out of
philotimia towards you, but then accepted bribes from other people to damage the

1117

city.

1 Hote 18ig yev TV <xpnudtwv> @eidouat, dnuoocia d& Antovpy®v ridouat

" kal 00K €Ml To1¢ EpLodot péya epov®, AAN €mi Toig €i¢ UUAC dvnAwuévorg. This statement
may be taken as a civic-oriented manifestation of megalopsychia, in which the megalopsychos
does care about bonds of reciprocity with his community; cf. Arist. NE.1124a17-1124b15. See
pp. 54-55 on mega phronein, philotimia, and megalopsychia.

' flyoOuevog ToVTwV uEv adtdg aftiog eivat, TV & oboiav ETépoug pot kataAimeiv

" kal S TavTnV pEv Mo TV ExOpDV Adikwg cuko@avteiobal, 81’ ékeiva ¢ VP LUV
dikaiwg oleabat; see Christ (2010) and Christ (2012), on the democratic ideal of ‘mutual
helping between citizen and city’ and the construction of the ‘courts as venues for helping’;
quotations from Christ (2012) 47 and Christ (2010) 206 respectively.

"7 Todd (2000) adapted. Contrary to Todd, I take it that i¢ Oudg depends on @iAotipovuevog
and not on dvaAiokopt.
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It would have been completely unreasonable, the speaker argues, to spend his money out of
philotimia towards the city and at the same time seek profit from non-civic sources to the
detriment of the state.

Spending out of philotimia towards the city is dissociated from illegitimate pursuance
of private interest, that is, from bribery. At the same time, the claim for charis that the
speaker builds throughout the speech indicates that a return from the city may be expected
as a reward to the good philotimos. By presenting himself as an ideal public spender, the
defendant reminds the dikasts of the pending obligation to return him the charis he deserves
and underlines the idea that since he is entitled to legitimate rewards from the state, it is less
probable that he had sought illegitimate ones.'**

Furthermore, a point of importance is when philotimia enters the discussion. In a
speech so heavily based on liturgies and public services, the speaker claims that the most
difficult liturgy is ‘to behave respectably and prudently at every moment, right to the end of
your life, and not to be overcome by pleasure or inspired by gain, but to behave in such a
way that no citizen either criticizes you or contemplates prosecuting you’ (Lys. 21.19). Fisher
(2003) 193 is right to remark that ‘only when he has thus expanded the ideal of liturgy-
performance for the community to include the adoption of a democratic and sober life style

which resists alike physical pleasures and monetary greed does he acknowledge that he has

"* See Ober (1989a) 236-238 on bribery and charis; von Reden (2003) 93-99 on déra, dorodokia,
and doreia.

155



spent his ancestral wealth on the people oufpdiilotimiain order to argue that he would be
mad then to throw away the credit he has thus accumulated by taking bribes (21.22)0.

We see here how much care is takeralitigant addressinga panel of dikasts in the
last years of the fifth centuryvhen heemploys the rhetoric ophilotimigo craft a democratic
selfimage At the same time, this case allows udracethe origins of the rhetoric of civie
oriented philotimiaas far back as the last years of the fifth centufyrst, we find he close
connection of civieoriented (i.e ig Oudg) philotimiawith the performance of public service,
and indeed financial servicewhich encapsulates the cooperative aspect of egaita
philotimiathat appears regularlyin the courtroomsin the time of DemostheneSecond,
when thespeaker asks to get rewarded fhis services so that he does not suffstbrisvis-
“-vis the rich yet useless citizenbe shows that the competitive aspectiilotimiais also
put to the service of the city since it feom the citynot to the detriment of the ditgt he seeks
to be honouredin this way, he reminds us of Demosthenes@psetfait in Against MeidA™®
not of AlcibiadesO portrayal in Lysias 14 or in Xenophda@srabili&®

Before closing this sectigracontemporaryspeech that belongs to Isocratdsserves
to be discussedsocrates 18 wasritten for aparagraphease probably of02.The speaker
arguesthat the charge brought against him by Callimachus should be dismissed as

inadmissible because it violatéise treaty that reconciled theoligarchs and the democrats

119See Chapter 1 Section 2.
129Seepp. 128129, 132
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after 404/403, according to which it was not allowed to recall past wrongs."” The speech
closes with a long section (Isoc. 18.58-68) on the speakers’ public services and honours
received in return that allegedly demonstrate his moral fibre and his trustworthiness.

This record of public services and rewards is important for two reasons. First, it shows
that as early as 402 a speaker would not hesitate to describe his extra zeal in performing
trierarchic service as a token of his philotimia towards the city (npog trjv méAwv). After the

defeat at Aegospotami in 405, the speaker claims that he and his brother continued serving

the city in the following manner:

10 0¢ televtaiov, Tpoemdvtog Avcdvdpov, € Tig elodyet oitov wg LUAC, Bdvatov TV
(nuiav, obtw EIAOTIUWE eiYopEV TTPOG THV TOALY, DoTe TV GAAWV 0VOE TOV OPETEPOV
AUTOV EIGAYELV TOAHWVTWY NUEIG TOV WG EKelvoug elomAéovta AauPdvovteg ig TOV
Mepoid katriyouev. (Isoc. 18.61)

‘In the end, when Lysander promised the death penalty if anyone imported grain to
you, we showed so much philotimia towards the city that while others did not dare
import even their own grain, we seized the grain that was intended for the Spartans

and brought it to Piraeus.”*

' See Mirhady & Too (2000) 96-97; Wolpert (2002) 144 shows that the speaker ‘wanted to be
protected by the amnesty without having to admit that he needed the amnesty’.
22 Translation by Mirhady (2000) adapted.
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Second, the speech may be an important literary source of evidence regarding the honorific
habits of contemporary decrees passed for Athenian citizens. For their services, the speaker
says, they were crowned by the city and proclaimed in front of the statues of the eponymous
heroes w¢ peydAwv dyaddv aitiovg vtag (Isoc. 18.61).'” A little later, the speaker repeats
that for their deeds they were crowned &’ avdpayadiav (Isoc. 18.65). This is a tentative
suggestion, but if the speaker draws from the language of honorific decrees that was
employed at his time, we may be able to trace possible differences between the language of
self-praise employed in the courtroom and the language of honorific decrees of the time. In
other words, the speaker chooses to stress their philotimia towards the city, whereas the city
singles them out for their andragathia.'**

Although the evidence is scant, we can trace the origins of the rhetoric of philotimia
as a civic virtue in forensic speeches from the end of the fifth century. Both Lysias 21 and
Isocrates 18 show that acting out of philotimia towards the city can mean acting in ways that
benefit the city. In these contexts, the good philotimos is perceived as a citizen who

demonstrates extra zeal in his performance of public service that deserves to be recognized

' Except for the time they received, the speaker notes that they also deserve charis from the
dikasts as recognition for their services (Isoc. 18.62, 67).

' See Whitehead (1983) 69-70 on the wide range of services that andragathia can cover when
given as ‘the publicly-stated grounds for publicly-granted honours in classical Athens’; see
also Whitehead (1993) 59-62 on andragathia as a democratic value in the late fifth century.
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by the city with a return of honour and charis. At the same time, we saw how careful the
speakers are when drawing attention to their philotimia. In Lysias 21, it is after the speaker
has demonstrated a great record of public services that he draws attention to his
commendable philotimia. In Isocrates 18, the speaker refers to his philotimia related to
services for which he has already been honoured by the city, a fact that enables him to
solidify the idea that the demonstration of philotimia should be perceived as publicly

beneficial.

2.3. Manifestations of philotimia outside the democratic city, and their representation in

Lysias and Demosthenes

What happens when a prominent individual that comes from another city, and indeed a non-
democratic city, is described as philotimos, or when an Athenian citizen demonstrates his
philotimia in non-civic contexts outside Athens? Demosthenes’ references to Philip’s
philotimia offer a good example of non-civic and non-democratic representation of philotimia,
whereas in the evaluation of Conon’s military achievements in Against Leptines we find
philotimia manifested at two levels, inter-city and intra-city, with different connotations each
time. As we will see, different kinds of reciprocal bonds and the disregard of reciprocity with
the city colour accordingly the quality of the individual’s manifested philotimia. The

importance that the quality of a reciprocal bond has for the assessment of an individual’s
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demonstrated philotimia will be further illustrated in the case study of this section, Lys. 19,
On the property of Aristophanes. Different kinds of public expenditures and charis relations are
described taking place inside and outside Athens, with and without Athens. These are

indicative of various ways of pursuing honour that shed light on different kinds of philotimia.

Non-democratic philotimia: the case of Philip II of Macedon

In the deliberative speeches that deal with the Macedonian threat Demosthenes crafts the
image of Philip as a tyrant who aims at conquering the Greek world and poses a huge threat
to Athens that needs to be dealt with decisively and forcefully. Demosthenes’ Philip is guided
by his pleonexia'® and along with that comes an insatiable desire to rise above all the rest in
his pursuance of ambition and acquisition of glory. In the Second Olynthiac, we read that Philip
is ready to undertake any kind of risky initiative that could contribute to his emergence as
the most glorious king of Macedonia (Dem. 01.2.15). His personal ambition, however, is not
well-perceived by his subjects who suffer financial and personal distress due to his
meddlesomeness (Dem. 01.2.16). Philip’s subjects do not have a share in the resulting

philotimia,"”* the pursuance of which is thus presented as egotist and individualistic, resulting

'» E.g., Dem. Phil.1.50; Phil.2.6-12.
'2* Dem. 01.2.16: t0ig 8¢ TAC UEV PIAOTIUING TFG GO TOUTWYV 00 UETEOTLV, KOTTOUEVOL O el
TAiG oTpatelalg TavTalg TAIC Avw KEATW ALTIODVTAL KAl CUVEXDG TAANTIWPOTOLV.
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in the alienation of the monarch from his community.'”” Furthermore, whereas the
democratic city seeks to ignite healthy emulation among the citizens and channel their
philotimia in publicly beneficial objectives,” Philip is presented as doing the opposite,
namely, eliminating worthy military men in his service that seem able to overshadow his
prominence with their valour. This perverted course of action is, according to Demosthenes,
a corollary of Philip’s philotimia, which makes him want to be the only author of his kingdom’s
successes and the only one entitled to all possible ensuing glory.'”’

Demosthenes’ representation of Philip is one of the very rare cases in the corpus of
the Attic orators where philotimia vocabulary is actually employed when the vicious version
of philotimia mentality is rhetorically exploited.” Demosthenes’ Philip is an example of a
philotimos individual outside the democratic polis who acts without any consideration for the
egalitarian and reciprocal expectations of philotimia in its civic-oriented form, since Philip’s

only concern is to actualize his personal ambitions and secure his personal prominence even

7 Dem. 01.2.15: ur| ydp oiecbe, & dvdpeg Abnvaiot, Toi adtoic dilimmdv e xaipelv kai Tovg
&pXOUEVOUG, GAN’ O uev 86Eng Embupel kai To0to ECAAWKEY, Kal TPorpNTal TPATTWY KAl
Kivduvedwv, &v oL tt, Tabelv.

12 See especially the rhetoric of Against Leptines discussed in pp. 109-113.

' Dem. 01.2.18: el uév ydp Tic dvrp éotiv év adToic olog #umelpog moAéuov kai &ywvwy,
ToUTOUC UEV @rhoTipiq TdvTag dmwleiv adtdv £¢n, BovAduevov mdvta adtod Sokeiv eivat
tépya (mpdc ydp ad toic &AAoig kai v @rhotiuiav dvumépPpAntov eivar; similarly, Dem.
11.12; cf. Isoc. 5.106.

% For other examples, see p. 48 with nn. 126-127 and pp. 130-135; cf. Plutarch’s treatment of
philotimia in the Lives where philotimia is very often understood as a vicious moral quality of
the individual threatening socio-political order. On philotimia in Plutarch, see pp. 13-14 with
nn. 39-40.
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if that may be accomplished to the detriment of his own state and his own subjects.”* Philip’s
case brings to the fore an important distinction between unrestrained philotimia as an inner
quality of the individual that can go wrong and be manifested in a vicious way,”* and
democratic philotimia, which, as an ideological construct, is closely checked by the city and
associated with publicly beneficial activities. Whereas a monarch, such as Philip, can
moderate the scope of his ambition according to limitations posed by his own abilities,
desires and resources, in democratic Athens a citizen’s philotimia needs to be further
restrained by his obligations towards the state and the expectation that public interest
should not be jeopardized for the sake of personal ambitions. Furthermore, we have seen
that in the time of Demosthenes, both in forensic and epigraphical sources,”** manifestations
of civic-oriented philotimia are encouraged and in fact contribute to the city’s prosperity.

When we move outside democracy, we see that even virtuous expressions of philotimia can

! Whereas Philip’s philotimia is presented as causing distress within his kingdom, when
Demosthenes wants to castigate the city’s idleness and inactivity and exhort the people to
take action against Philip, the way Philip conducts war and implements his ambitions is
presented as an example that the city should emulate: see, e.g. Dem. 01.2.3, 23; 11.17-22; on
the rhetorical construction of Philip as tyrant, see Mader (2007) 346 with n.12; on the
representation of Philip’s ambition in Demosthenes’ Philippics and Olynthiacs, see Usher
(2007) 230-233.

% See also pp. 127-128 on undemocratic philotimia in Thucydides and Xenophon; note also
that, unlike civic-oriented philotimia, the kind of philotimia that Philip is presented to
demonstrate cannot be compatible with metriotés. On metriotés and democratic philotimia, see
Chapter 1.

' See Section 1 of this Chapter.
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be presented as unwelcome by the central authority because they are perceived as a threat

to the monarch’s prestige.

Inter-state and intra-state philotimia: the case of Conon

What is the attitude of the democratic city when a citizen appears to have performed an
achievement too big to be ascribed solely to one individual? Mainly for purposes of internal
consumption, there was a need to preserve the collective self-image of the Athenians as the
ultimate authors of great achievements. This posed specific limitations to the public
celebration of a citizen’s individual philotimia, especially when his success had been achieved
at inter-state level and in activities not regulated by the city. Conon’s military achievements
and the honours he received in return discussed in Against Leptines (Dem. 20.67-74) offer a
good example of the way in which an individual’s success is retrospectively appropriated to
comply with democracy’s expectations.

As a general under the command of the Persian King, Conon succeeded in beating the
Spartan fleet in the sea-battle of Cnidus in 394 and, following that, he sailed to many islands
of the Aegean and liberated them from the Spartans harmosts before reaching Athens to

restore the city’s Long Walls."* For his outstanding achievements, Conon received many

% See Sealey (1993) 43; Asmonti (2015) 150-166.
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honours both from Athens and from the allied states that he liberated. In Dem. 20.69,
Demosthenes comments on the impact that the honorific inscription that accompanied one

of Conon’s golden crowns has on Conon and the city:

Kal yap Tol uévw t@v Tavtwv avt@® to0t év tf] oTAAn yéypantar “éneldr] Kdvwv”
enoiv “NAevdépwoe Todc ABnvainy cuuudyous.” #ott 8¢ Todto To ypduua, & &vdpeg
dikaotal, EKEV HEV PLAOTIUIN TTPOG DUAC aVTOVG, DUTV 8¢ Ttpd¢ TavTag ToLg “"EAANva¢
&tov yap &v tig map’ Du®OV dyadod toi¢ dAAoiC aitiog yévntal, Toutov TtV 86€av 1o
T TOAewg Ovopa kaprolTat.

‘For he was the only one for whom this epigram has been inscribed on the stele:
‘because Konon', it says, ‘freed the Athenian allies’. This epigram demonstrates the
philotimia of Konon towards you and of you towards all the Greeks. For when one of
you causes something good to befall the other Greeks, our city’s reputation is

enhanced by his glory.”*

According to Demosthenes, the commemoration of Conon’s liberation of the Athenian allies
brings honour and fame to two different recipients and in two different levels: for Conon, it

demonstrates philotimia at polis level, although Conon’s achievement took place outside the

' Kremmydas (2012) adapted.
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city and directly benefited states other than Athens; and for the city it shows philotimia at
inter-polis level, although in fact the act was performed by Conon under the service of the
Persian King." Ideologically, this division between two different levels of philotimia delimits
the field of individual recognition within civic contexts and reserves ‘international’ glory for
the city. Conon’s field of philotimia is his city, whereas the city’s field of philotimia is the inter-
state arena. This distinction between intra-city and inter-city fields of recognition for one
and the same achievement enables the speaker to appropriate for purposes of internal
consumption an individual’s extra-civic success and present it as belonging to the whole
city.”’ In retrospect, the city is presented as the assessor of Conon’s valorous efforts, even
though these efforts were extra-civic, while at the same time most of the glory ensuing from
Conon’s activities is bestowed on the collective.

The fact that Conon’s name was singled out for praise conflicted with the Athenian
habit according to which military victory was commemorated as collective achievement and

no special applause was reserved for individual effort.””® Probably this deviation from the

® As noted, e.g., by Nouhaud (1982) 219, Demosthenes conceals the fact that the fleet Conon
commanded against the Spartans was Persian.

7 Conon is not stripped of the honour that he deserves, but he enjoys it at polis level.
Ideologically, this is also a safe way to integrate the excelling individual within the
democratic community; cf. Kurke (1991) 195-224 on the reintegration of the victorious
athlete in his community. Kurke’s reading of Pindar is based on the reintegration of the
megaloprepés individual, but in Demosthenes’ rhetoric both Conon and Athens are
distinguished for their philotimia.

2® Cf. Dem. 23.196-198. Anonymity reinforced egalitarianism and made military valour a
virtue of the collective: see Thomas (1989) 213-215; Missiou (1992) 80; Roisman (2005) 122;
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‘rule of anonymity’ evidenced in Conon’s example is relevant to the fact that the
achievement commemorated was not performed by Athenian military forces and that the
specific inscription probably accompanied a crown bestowed to Conon by a foreign city.””
In this context, Demosthenes’ rhetorical breakdown of philotimia into two distinct levels
functions in a similar manner as the ‘rule of anonymity”: it enables Demosthenes to
appropriate Conon’s extra-civic achievement and the ensuing inter-state philotimia
according to the ideal of military success as collective achievement. At the same time, it
appeals to the idea that the kind of individual philotimia that is approved by the city is
philotimia that is demonstrated towards the community, thus reminding the audience of

another ideal, that individual distinction is assessed and checked foremost by the city.

Demosthenes’ rhetorical exploitation of Conon’s case summarizes very aptly issues of power

Loraux (1986) 41-42 on the ‘rule of anonymity’ in the funeral oration; Loraux (1986) 112-113
on Hyperides’ deviation from the ‘rule of anonymity’ when he singles out the general
Leosthenes in his funeral oration.

% Ateleia and a bronze statue were bestowed from Athens: see Dem. 20.70; Isoc. 9.57 with
Sealey (1993) 46; also golden crown(s) and honorary inscriptions(s) probably given from the
allied states that Conon afterwards dedicated: see Dem. 20.69; 22.72-73; 24.179-181; Conon’s
name also appears on an inventory from 368/367 for his dedication of a golden crown (IG I1*
1425.284-285). Harris, D. (1995) 232 argues that the crown included in the inventory had been
awarded to Conon by the demos after the sea-battle of Cnidus, but, as Scafuro (2009) 68 n. 49
notes, we cannot rule out the possibility that it may have been one of the crowns bestowed
by the allies; Liddel (2007) 202 takes it that the crown mentioned by Demosthenes was
bestowed to Conon by the allies and that the one mentioned in the inventory was also
probably by the allies; cf. Scafuro (2009) 68 who argues that we cannot conclude whether
Demosthenes’ and the inventory’s references concern the same crown; Asmonti (2015) 162
takes it that the inscription for Conon reading ‘freed the allies of Athens’ that was mentioned
in Dem. 20.69 was ‘[t]he inscription of the statue’.
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balance within the democratic polis and bigs to the fore the significance of positive

reciprocity in hierarchical negotiations between the city and its citizeffs.

Differentiating onephilotimos citizen from another:0n the property of Aristophanes (Lysias 19)

Lysias 19 is a defence speech docase, probably ampographe,'** that was tried in early
380s:** Aristophanes and his father Nicophemus were executed around 390 and their
property was confiscated® The accusation arose when the confiscated property of
Aristophanes turned ot to be muchless thangenerally expected. On the suspicion that
AristophanesO marriagelatives had snatched part of his possessions before the
confiscation had taken place, the defendantOs family was brought in ¢blmitially, the
charge was brought against thepaakerOs father, AristophanesO failéaw, who died

before the trial. Therefore, his son, AristophanesO brethdaw, is called to defend the case.

1“05ee also AeschinesO interpretation of the cityOs laws about proclaiming and bestowing gold
crowns to citizens: Aesch. 3:33, 4243, 4647. The ideas of prioritising reciprocal bonds
between the city and the honorand over extdvic ones, anadf emphasizing relevantharis
obligations lie at the heart of his elaborate argumentation.

“10n the procedure, see Edwards (1999) 118 mittvantbibliography.

“20n the date of the trial, see Tuplin (1983) 17Z5withrelevantbibliography. Thespeet

is most probably of 388 @oon after that. See also Edwards (1999) 121 who places it in 387
or early 386.

“Tuplin (1983) 177 considers 390/389 agranfdus non anteO regarding the date of their
execution.

144See Todd (2000), introduction to tepeech.

167



The nature of the accusation leads the speaker to follow a line of argumentation
extensively based on spending and possessing money,'* this time the money of his own
father and of his brother-in-law, Aristophanes. The defendant aims at convincing the jurors
about two points: firstly, that his father’s character and way of living until his death testify
against any claim of having salted away any of Aristophanes’ confiscated property that
belonged to the state. As we will see, the father is allegedly a citizen ready to perform his
civic duties without seeking for public offices and profit in return for his public spending.
Quite the opposite: he is cast as a person who cares for bringing honour to the city. Secondly,
that Aristophanes, on the contrary, was an ambitious citizen who had played an active role
in external politics and therefore a person who would have been happy to spend his money
in profitable activities outside the city."** The speaker’s focus on Aristophanes’ ambition is
part of his plan to establish the fact that Aristophanes’ activities were money-consuming and
therefore it was not unreasonable that the property he left behind did not generate a big
sum of money on confiscation.

In Lys. 19.18, the speaker starts building on the idea that Aristophanes and the
defendant’s father were very different in character, and this was reflected on the way they

chose to spend their money:

' See Millett (1998a) 237-238 on the use of the ‘public service theme’ in Lys. 19.

"¢ yon Reden (2002) 57-58, 61-63 envisages Aristophanes as a philotimos nouveaux riche and
the speaker’s father as an apragmon old-school aristocrat, but as I will show, both are cast as
philotimoi yet in different ways.
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Qheir age was very different, and their character even more so. It was in my fatherOs
nature to mind his own business, whereas Aristophanes wanted to be involved in not
only his own but public affairs also. Whatever money he had, he spent it in hiedes

for honour®”’

The speaker goes on to show how Aristophanes spent all his money Oin his desire for
honourQnamely, out ophilotimia This opens the door for a discussion of his role in external
policies, his expenditures as well as the debts into akhine was forced to run due to his
costly ambition®*®

As the speaker implies, Aristophanes served his external policies with his body. His

ambitious activities included a risky journey to Dionysius I, tyrant of Syracuse, to persuade

him to withdraw his sugport to the Spartans in the Corinthian War and camee him to ally

“"Todd (2000) adapte€arter (1986) 10809 notes on Lys. 19.18 that OOto mind oneOs own
businessO is clearly contrasted with the desir¢ifidrO. Note however that in Lys. 19, honour
andcharisnegotiations are not so onelimensional as suggested by Carter here.

“8In general, Aristophanes (and his father Nicophemus) supported the political activities of
Conon, even after the latterOs deadmnissues ofAthenianforeign policy inthe speech, see
Tuplin (1983).

16¢



with Euagoras, king of Salamis in Cyprus, by marrying one of his daughtersl@4%20).
More importantly for the defendantOs cas&ristophanes alsserved his policies with his
pocket. When the embassy from Cyprus arrived in Athens asking for military and financial
help for their war against the Persians, the Athenians decided to give them ten triréthes.
The Cypriots were short of money, though, aihevas Aristophanes who offered them most
of what was required for their military preparation, and even borrowed money from friends
and relatives towards that purpose (Ly9.2122). As the speaker rematk&ristophanes did
not spare his resources, matatiand immaterial, but showed great eagerness in providing
help to Euagorad [ #626'()*+ *,!-./012 3*+4#5%Lys19.21)>°

Then the speakerproceeds to establisthe non-civic character of AristophanesO
spending'®* as he revealsn Lys. 19.23he private motivation involved in AristophanesO

ambitious political and financial activities outside Athens.

60918, | %3+ : %#,+2)<13610:)(>6)/1% | P/R%618)36!( @#HC1" 6A B<!.3 @b

*1, 8 6!C *16, 2 /E#+%R F*,G3+)% & H4*!. | | E/'%!% #$ *+3J+.6K%<IL

149Seexen.Hell.4.8.24.

%0 On Euagoras, see Isocratésfjoras with the commentary ofM(+NO!.(2005); on the
Cypriot affairs, see Sealey (1993)445 Euagoras was granted Athenian citizenship around
407 (Isoc. 9.54) as well as a bronzeustéity Athens at around the same time as Conon in
394/393 §EG 29.86; Isoc. 9.57; Paus. 1.3.2); see Domingo Gygax (2a8® d92he honours
bestowed to both Euagoras and Conon.

*10f course, to the extent that is related to the external policies oftAens the context of
AristophanesO expenditures is notiegly non-civic.

17C



péAhovta TAETv w¢ Edaydpav, bmolméoOat &v t1 TdV Evtwv, GAN oDy & v Suvatdg
Tavta ntapaoyovta xapioacdal ékeiv Gote kal kKopioaoOat pur| EAdTTw.

‘Do you think that this man, gentlemen of the jury, who was philotimos, who had
letters arriving from his father saying that he would have no financial problems in
Cyprus, who had been elected envoy and was about to sail to join Euagoras, would
have left behind any of his property? Do you not think he would have supplied

everything he possibly could, to gratify Euagoras and procure a larger return?”**

There is a direct connection here between Aristophanes’ philotimia and Euagoras’ charis
repayment, which does not leave much space to take Aristophanes’ philotimia for honourable
civic-oriented ambition in spending, even though (or, maybe, even more so since) he was
acting in his capacity as presbeutés to Euagoras.” In particular, Aristophanes is a non-civic

philotimos in the sense that he risked his life and jeopardized his property in the prospect of

*? Todd (2000) adapted.

' See Millett (1991) 88 on the assumption that private gain while holding public office was
probably damaging to the city; Davies (1981) 70 on general suspicion in the 390s towards
people that had enriched themselves through the Corinthian war and from Persian sources.
Davies sees in the rhetoric of Lys. 19 an attempt ‘to divert popular prejudice’ against the
newly wealthy, but, as we see, the representation of Aristophanes and his attitude towards
money is ambiguous rather than exculpatory.
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earning a return from Euagord$! not for the sake of the cityOs interést Thus,
AristophanesPhilotimiademamstrated in the context ofcharisbonds unrelated to the city
does not highlightcivic-mindedness, bupersonal ambition manifested outside théycand
pursuance of private interest

Pursuing private interest while executing public business can putitezen in trouble
and, when such behaviour becomes public knowledge and is perceived as detrimental to the
city, then serious repercussions may folld®A good example of such a case, which stresses
the dissociation of civi@riented philotimiafrom private moneymaking and personal
ambition, is found in Lysias 29. The background of this case is very similar to that of Lysias

19. It concerns again apographof confiscated propertyhat did not generate much money,

1% As the speakesummarily says in Lys. 19.24#3$%8&(& W &*+, - &./01'2&38& 4& &5%,$
,%%$%7,3&5%$0 &89':.8:&,3& %#.&=>?8&*@.A85,% &B9,%C OSo it is easy to tell from
what has been said that when such opportunities occurred, he would not have spared any of
his propertyO, Tod(000) adapted.

*%|n the same vein, AristophanesO expenditures within Athens are also mentioned but not
so as to highlight angharisbonds between Aristophanes and the city, but in order to back
up the claim that he has used up most of his money and therefore has not left behind a big
property. In Lys. 19.229, the defendant refers to specific liturgies of Aristophanes as well
as to he value of hiphanera ousiae. of his house and land. In Lys. 19142he recapitulates

all of AristophanesO expenditures, those he did within Athens and those regarding his
journey to Sicily and the Cypriot affairs, accompanied with exact amoungsispn each. If

we leave out the value of his house and land, he seems to have spent around ten talents over
a span of five years in liturgies and in supporting his external policies.

*°For a similar case of Athenian citizens prioritizing naivic reciprocal bonds outside the

city and the high risk involved, see Dem. 23:124 on Iphicrates and Charidemus; on self
interestedness and politicsee Chapter 3 Section 3.
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but this time we have the prosecution speech of the trial, or more precisely, the final part of
the prosecution speech.

In Lysias 29, Philocrates is accused of illegally withholding Ergocles’ confiscated
property. Philocrates was a close friend and associate of Ergocles." The latter had served as
an Athenian general under the command of Thrasybulus of Steiria during the Corinthian
War. In Xenophon’s Hellenica,"*® we read that during his naval expedition to Northern Aegean
and to the coast of Asia Minor, Thrasybulus and the troops he commanded raided and
pillaged many regions, including some previous subject allies of Athens," as they run short
of money and Thrasybulus’ military plans proved to be very costly. For this reason and
because the expedition turned out to be disastrous for Athens in the long run,'®® Thrasybulus
and his close associates were thought to have made money at the expense of the city."®

Eventually, Ergocles was condemned to death and executed,” and his property was

confiscated.

7 In Lys. 29.3 we read that Philocrates was Ergocles’ tamias. As Todd (2000) ad loc. notes, [i]t
is not clear whether tamias (treasurer or steward) denotes the steward of Ergocles’ own
property, or the treasurer of public property controlled by Ergocles in his capacity as
general’.

'8 Xen. Hell.4.8.25-34.

% Lys. 28.12, 17.

1 See Todd (2000), introduction to Lys. 28 and 29.

' This accusation is repeatedly mentioned in Against Ergocles: Lys. 28.1-2, 4.

' See Lys. 28; 29.11-12.

173



What is interesting for our purposes is the way the speaker closes his speech with a

crushing remark about Ergocles’ motives for participating in Thrasybulus’ expedition:

mavteg yap émiotacle O6tT1 EpyokAfig xpnuatiodpevo¢ GAN o0 Tpog VUEG
@ilotiunoduevog é€émhevoe, kai o08eic dAAog &xel Td Xpriuata fi 00Tog. édv oDV
OWPPOVITE, TA LUETEP’ AOTOV Kouleloe. (Lys. 29.14)

“You all know that Ergocles sailed out not to win honor at your hands but to make
money. Nobody else has that money, besides the defendant. If you are wise, you will

take back what belongs to you.’

Ergocles is accused of having assumed military service not in order to benefit his city, but in
order to become richer himself."”> We see here that acting out of civic-minded philotimia
(tpog Vudg @rAotiunoduevog) when performing public duties, here military service, is
presented as diametrically opposed to money-making (xpnuatioduevog). What makes a
significant difference between xpnuatioduevog and @ilotiunoduevog is the phrase mpog
Uuag which qualifies @iAotiunoduevog and places the expression of an individual’s philotimia

in the context of a reciprocal bond with the city. tpog Oudg draws a sharp distinction between

18 Cf. Dem. 21.167; 51.13-14.
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acting ambitiously for and on behalf of the city, and pursuing personal gain in a primarily
self-interested manner, just as Ergocles allegedly did.

In the case of Ergocles, then, the pursuance of private profit outside the city is
diametrically opposed to acting out of philotimia towards the city. Ergocles’ conduct is
measured against civic-oriented philotimia and he is found to be totally unworthy. To return
to Lysias 19, Aristophanes may not be straightforwardly attacked in such a manner, but he is
cast as a self-interested philotimos since he expects to be rewarded by Euagoras, not by the
city. Moreover, the point that Aristophanes is not motivated by public-spiritedness may be
reinforced by the fact that his philotimia is left unqualified: in Lys. 19.19 he is described as
¢mOuu@v Tipdcbat and in 19.23 as @iAdtipov uev dvta, without any ‘towards the city’ (gic
v néAv) or ‘towards you’ (rtpog vudg) qualification to show a bond of reciprocity with the
community.

When the speaker talks about his father, a different approach to money spending is
adopted. Regarding the performance of liturgies, the father is cast as a loyal citizen who
willingly fulfilled his civic duties without sparing his money.'** At the same time, the speaker
attempts to convey the impression that his father is a man uninterested in chasing offices

and ambitious rewards. He introduces this point in the most emphatic way by stating that

' Lys. 19.9-10, 56-58, 61-61. The father has allegedly spent more money in the public interest
than for himself and his family. This is a trait of the metrios and philotimos citizen. See p. 77
with n. 24, pp. 80-81; on ‘personal loss’ as ‘proof of good citizenship and patriotism’, see
Roisman (2005) 58.
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he is not going to enumerate his father’s expenditures out of philotimia, namely, because he
wished to show off and win glory in his father’s name.'® The speaker then proceeds to
present his father as a beneficial public spender and a dutiful citizen who performs public
service without seeking for profit: whereas there are people who use their resources in order
to get some office and make profit out of it,'* his father did not invest on public expenditures;
he only executed his public duties willingly and openhandedly.'* In this manner, the speaker
dissociates his father from the specific kind of self-interested philotimia that he has already
attributed to Aristophanes.

The father is cast as a citizen who kept up his reciprocal bonds with the city without
putting at risk his property; his spending was civic-oriented and therefore safe.'® Their

property may have been reduced to just a small margin of what they used to have due to

' Lys. 19.56: 00 yap @ihotipiag Eveka GAAG Tekunpilov TotoUpevog 8Tt o0 To0 avTol £0TLV
avOpog &vev avaykng te TOAAX dvaiokelv Kal petd k1vdUvou tod peyiotov Embuufoat £xetv
TL T@V ko1v@®V; cf. Lys. 21.22: uawvoiunv ydp <dv>, @ &vdpeg dikaotai, el thv uév matpdav
ovoiav @IAOTIHOVUEVOG €1¢ DUAG dvaAiokotpt, €ml 0 TG THG TOAEWS KAKD Tapd TOV AAAwV
dwpodokoiny. See pp. 154-156.

' See Davies (1981) 96 who argues for a direct link between munificence and political
influence especially in the fifth century, but also in later times, as shown in examples such
as Lys. 19.56-57.

7 Lys. 19.56-57: €lol O€ Tiveg ol TpoavaAiokovoty ob pdvov tovtou £veka GAN Tva dpyetv U@’
OuGOV G&wdévteg dimAdola kopiowvtal. 0 toivuv €ud¢ Tathp &pXeEV MEV OLJENMWTOTE
eneBUUNOE, TAG O XOPNYLaG ATACAG KEXOPHYNKE, TETPINPAPXNKE O EMTAKIC, €lo@opig O¢
TOAAGG Kol peydAag eloEVHVOXeV.

' The speaker recognizes the reciprocal bond that ties his family with the city in his
acknowledgement that the dikasts should give him a benevolent hearing in Lys. 19.59: viv
d¢ mpémov €0Tl Kal LA dkoDoal Hov.
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their public spending, but nonetheless, if the jury grant him acquittal, little by little and
following the paradigm of his father he will be able to increase it again and offer even more

' On the other hand, Aristophanes’ risky activities and the eventual elimination

to the city.
of his family’s property through confiscation has proved harmful to the city as well. To put
it differently, Aristophanes’ and Nicophemus’ philotimia, manifested in non-civic contexts
outside the city, has put an end to their serving of the city, whereas the speaker’s and his
father’s public spending within the city and for the city appears to have been a safe activity.

Having established a positive impression about the father’s performance of liturgies,
the defendant appears confident enough to close the speech with a reference to his father’s
ambitious and conspicuous undertakings outside the city.””® As the speaker phrases it: ‘In
every instance that he wanted to spend money beyond what was necessary (§€w t@v
avaykaiwv), clearly these were things from which the city also would gain honor (60ev kai

(i tOAer Tiun EueAdev €oeoban)’ (Lys. 19.63).”7" In this way, the speaker introduces his father’s

successful and splendid participation in Panhellenic horse-racing competitions, which are

' Lys. 19.9-10, 61-62; similarly, Lys. 18.20-21; Dem. 36.58-59. This is not to say that
performance of liturgies could not be seriously damaging to one’s finances. On performance
of public duties and indebtedness, see Millett (1991) 67-71; cf. Christ (2006) 143-204 on the
‘limits of philotimia’ and the Athenians’ cautiousness when spending for the city.

% Earlier, to stress the element of voluntariness in the father’s performance of liturgies, the
speaker had said that he had spent dvev avaykng (Lys. 19.56); here the conspicuousness of
the father’s ambitious undertakings is introduced with the phrase Soa yap &w t@v
avaykaiwv (Lys. 19.63).

7! Todd (2000).
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presented as reinforcing his bonds with the communityinging backtim! not only to
himself kut also to the wholecommunity ( "#$ #& '()*& +,-./0 1&2* +23 24#5&
"#$62&701&2).1"

The fatherOs and AristophanesO spending styles reveatlifigeent kinds of
philotimia In the case of the father, his liturgical record brought tangible benefit to the city,
whereas in consguous activities outside the city he invested in such obje30$&+23#9
'0$* #%;:$))$& ;"$"02* (Lys.19.63)"° This phrasing brings to the forefront the
honouring of the city in an attempt to demonstrate public benefit in the fatherOs pursuance
of personal ambition through horseacing activities. The father is not directly characterized
asphilotimosthough we may conjecture that he clearly is. In other words, we may say that

the speakerOs father is a moderate spender within the city arfdletimospender outside

12 See Millett (1998a) 24142 who notes that the speaker has difficulties presenting
fatherOs horskreeding and horseacing as activities that bring honour to the citjpavies

(1981) 99105 on the decrease in the numbers of Athenians participating in homsang
activities; on athletic prominence at Panhellenic level that brings gldo the city, see also

Dem. 58.66 on the speakerOs grandfather; cf. Lyc. 1.139 against the usefulness of conspicuous
public expenditures, such dsgppotrophiandchoregia

'3 This phrasing reminds us of the Thucydidean gedésentation of Alcibiades antis
conspicuous expenditures mentioned during the Sicilian debate3 <4+ =/-"#<> ?@B

=&<*2 C D& #<E RAG<#M)$"™: %l 2.#5& :(&<&, J)) K+23#9&'()*& L6$)9 (Thuc. 6.16.3).
However, there is a significant difference between the two portrayals: whereas the speaker
of Lysias 19 introduces his fatherOs conspicuous expenditures only after he has shown that
the father has performed many public services for the coomity voluntarily and without
seeking foroffice andprofit, Alcibiades presents his lavish expenditures and achievements

as proofs that he deserves to stand above the rest efdbmmunity. See my discussion o
Alcibiadesn pp.206211.
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the city in such a way that through his successful liturgies and his conspicuous undertakings
the city is benefited as well as honoured along with him."*

Regarding Aristophanes’ relationship with honour, the speaker states that !" #$
%' (#) *+,-+$.& *&/012!& 34$56B &#$D25'$ (Lys. 19.18). Contrary to the father’s case,
what is emphasized here is the self-interestedness of Aristophanes who spends his money in
such a way as to gain honour and make profit for himself. Aristophanes’ desire for personal
honour made him take his money out of Athens and never look back. He established non-
civic charisbonds with a third party, Euagoras, and demonstrated his philotimiaself-
interestedly in order to gain tim! and charigprimarily for himself and in non-civic contexts."”
What he managed to do in the end was a total disaster for himself and his father and a double
damage for the city, that is, in money as well as in honour."

The fate of Aristophanes is an example of risky, non-civic pursuance of personal

ambition going wrong and eventually damaging the individual pursuer, his family, and his

7" Note the balance between the father’s services already done to the city (bringing tim! and
money) and the advantages that the city will enjoy in the future, if they acquit the defendant.
Lys. 19.61:: 2#!. ( 7;&.& 4+<=>;?'& *00@A'BlGD+E7F#1&;,.& 062%$#!0G7900.& H/ &
*4.1EJK2'25'$ ; on explicit promises of future public benefactions from litigants, if the
jurors help them with the trial at hand, see Christ (2012) 75-76.

' On the priority that Aristophanes gives to private gain over prestige, see Herman (1987)
97.

Y* In money, because, as the speaker endeavours to show throughout the speech,
confiscation of Aristophanes’ property is actually disadvantageous for the city in the long
run; in honour, because as it was shown, honouring his city did not seem to be the objective
of his ambitious undertakings abroad.
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community. The manner in which the speakerOs father is presented to have spent his money,
on the other hand, reveals the important role that the city holds five Athenians as
collective assessor and as a stabilizing force in processes concerning individual ambition,
public moneyspending and rewards of honout.is only after the speaker has presented the
father as agood and lavish liturgist whaloes not careabout making profit out of office
holding that he draws attention to hibippotrophiai outside the city and, even then, he makes

sure to highlight that they bring honour to the city too.

The quality of a citizen@#ilotimia demonstrated outside the gjit changes depending on
whether the reciprocal context of manifestation is civic and the related activity beneficial to
the community. In this context, a decisively important parameter for the positive evaluation
of an individualQshilotimia is the recogniion of the city as collective assessor and ultimate
distributer of honours and rewards hus, we saw the contrasting approachestalotimia

and the different spending styles adopted by Aristophaned #re speakerOs father in Lys.
19. Moreover, in thease of Conon, we saw a way of appropriating a citizenOs glory earned
outside Athens through civic appropriation of the individualOs achievement as belonging to
the collective. Finally, the case of Philip, an individual, or rather a central authority, that
cares about personal gratification and glorification while disregarding the obligation to
secure the welbeing of his community is an example of railotimos in its purely

individualistic version that could not have been contained in democratic contexts.
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This survey has demonstrated that in Athenian democratic thought philotimia is an
ambivalent notion. The particular version of philotimia that is accepted and celebrated as a
civic virtue is not presented to be a fluid personal trait, but abides by specific standards,

values and ideals that render its manifestation beneficial to the wider community.
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Chapter 3

The rhetoric ofphilotimiain discussions of politicshe Assembly deliberative speeches,

and political trials

Introduction

This chapterexploresthe ways in which the concept ghilotimiaappears indiscussions of
politics in the fifth and especially fodh centuries. It examineshow the language of
philotimiaand especiallyphilotim cognates are employed or not employes part of a
speakerQOs sgifesentation when hés addressing the Assembly and whenisealiscussig

his contributions to policymaking, either directly in the Assembly or when discussions of
politics are transferred in the courtroom. For the purposes of this chapternder the
umbrella of poltical discussions | include(a) representations of Asséty debates from
Thucydides and Aristophanes and the way speakers represent their motives for participating

actively in public debating and, more generally, how they represent the duties of citizen and

! Several of the speeches discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, such as Dem. 20, 21, Lys. 19, 21 have
strong political background, but they do not provide much information about debating in

the Assembly, about (seJassessing a citizenOs participation in politdebating, or (seH
)evaluating oneOs political contributions especially under the democracy (except for [Lys.] 20

on which see pp. 13646). Primary sources in this Chapter have been selected with such
parameters in mind.
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city in processes of policy-making; (b) the rhetoric of self-promotion and of winning the trust
and favour in the Assembly as it is depicted in the surviving deliberative speeches of the
Demosthenic corpus; and (c) accounts of past political events in selected political trials, in
particular in the debates between Demosthenes and Aeschines, and the rhetorical means
that Demosthenes employs to construct his political ethos and the ethos of the polis.

What is the place of philotimia in the discourse of such political discussions? Are
political contributions of individual citizens presented as the outcome of one’s philotimia
towards the city just as public services, especially monetary contributions, frequently are in
the courtrooms?” Is the etiquette of the Assembly different from that of the courtroom as far
as self-representation and self-promotion are concerned?

In the Assembly,” democracy’s stronghold of political equality, the discourse of

policy-making was informed mainly by the idea of advancing the city’s interests." Every

? For a list of examples, see pp. 30-31.

* On the Athenian Assembly, organization, powers, meetings and participation, mainly in the
fourth century, see Hansen (1987); Hansen (1983a) and (1989b) are two collections of articles
that discuss more specialized questions on the Athenian ecclesia.

* According to Aristotle (Rhet.1358a36-1359b18), deliberative oratory concerns the future as
the speaker advises on future events. The aim of deliberative oratory is to demonstrate that
a certain course of action is going to be expedient or harmful, but considerations of justice
are also taken into account; cf, Carey (2000a) 196-202; see Kennedy (1959) on differences in
arguments of justice and expediency in deliberative oratory of the fifth and fourth centuries;
cf. Heath (1990) 385-400 who argues for continuity rather than significant change; Christ
(2006) 21 sees expedience as the most significant parameter for decision-making in the
Assembly; Badian (2000) 32 on Dem. 15 says that Demosthenes ‘[t]he moralist has turned into
an unashamed Realpolitiker’; Hunt (2010) makes a persuasive case for the variety of reasons
both moral (e.g. justice, honour, shame, reciprocity) and calculative (e.g. expedience, long-
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citizen’s vote had the same value and collective decision-making confirmed collective
superiority in practice. In the Assembly meetings, every adult Athenian citizen had the right
to address his peers on any of the matters that were in the agenda for discussion, but, at the
same time, not many Athenians would exercise their rights to parrhésia and isegoria.’
Debating and policy-making required collective effort, but only a few citizens had the
courage, the ambition, and the power to take a more active role and address matters. Thus,
the bema was usually mounted by citizens who had a particular profile: they would be rich

Athenians willing to spend (some of) their free time in engaging with politics and attending

term advantage) that would affect a decision in the Athenian Assembly mostly during the
age of Demosthenes. Hunt, however, seems in a couple of cases to undermine the seriousness
of claims for honour by treating them as means of sugar-coating the promotion of long-term
advantage thereby falling in the trap of unmasking theories: e.g. p. 213: ‘These redundant
arguments were often necessary...’, p. 268: ‘So too today, states act and statesmen talk as if
honor were still alive and well’.

> On the number of rhétores in the ecclesia, see Hansen (1984b); on the tensions between
speakers and audiences, see Ober (1989a) 112-118; on the relation between freedom of speech
and ‘same-mindedness’ in Athenian democracy, see Ober (1989a) 295-299, quotation from p.
298; on the rhetoric and politics in fourth century Athens (prejudices, slander, tricks etc.),
see Harding (1987); on the challenges of speaking in the Assembly and the lawcourt, see
Roisman (2004) 264-268; on thorubos in the lawcourt, see Bers (1985) 1-15; on thorubos and the
power of the people to silence speakers as an expression of democratic freedom, Wallace
(2004) 223-227; on the issue of organized groups of supporters in the Assembly, see Hansen
(1987) 69-86; Carter (2004) 197-219 sees parrhésia not as a right, but as an attribute/privilege
of the Athenian citizen that often needed to be curtailed; cf. Raaflaub (2004) 41-58 on the
centrality of parrhesia as a value that protected democracy’s freedom and political equality.
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the Assembly as well as with a good educational background in rhetoric and the art of
persuasion that would give them the confidence to stand up and address the people.®

The Assembly was the public forum of democratic Athens where more than anywhere
else collective political effort, political equality and public interest needed to be promoted.
A speaker who, even for a short time, stood out of the demos to address the Assembly declared
akind of distinction that left him exposed to the public judgement and to ad hominem attacks
from rival-speakers regarding the sincerity of his advising. In this situation, as we will see, a
speaker who wanted to win the popular audience would usually deny or conceal personal
ambition and any kind of personal considerations that may have motivated his active
political participation and would highlight instead collective sovereignty and the citizen’s
duty to serve the well-being of the city. In this vein, activities that stressed the speaker’s
individual power and distinction were also silenced: there was not much space for the
rhetoric of individual self-praise through the power of wealth and, thus, references to

monetary contributions and fancy expenditures were absent from the rhetoric of the

°On the type of persons that addressed the Assembly, regular rh! tores and citizens that would
only address the people occasionally, see Hansen (1991) 143-146; on ho boulomenos, see
Hansen (1981) 359-365; on the political role of the idiot!'s, especially in the sense of ho
boulomenos, see Rubinstein (1998) and esp. 140-143 on the increased political power of the
rh!tores in comparison with magistrates (holding office) and idiotai (non-officials as well as
non-expert speakers) as depicted in the language of fourth century Athenian oratory; see
Carter (1986) 99-130 on the apragmon rich Athenian that minded his own business and on the
apragmon rich Athenian that was politically active yet not over-ambitious.
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Assembly as far as our sources imdite’ Speakers would natsually exploit their liturgies
and other financial contributions to win the AssemblyOs fayasrthey would probably do
in the courtroom?®

Along these linespne cannot but notice that pdtve references to oneOs civic
oriented philotimiaare also abserftom political discussions in the Assemblihe ideathat
will emergefrom this chapter is thaphilotimiadoes not seem to have found a place as a civic
virtue in the rhetoric of the Assemblppecause thelement of individualismin the sense of
personal distinctionthat is inherent tothe competitive aspect ophilotimianeeded to be
underplayed. h a forum of decisiommaking wherethe cityOs interests were constantly at
stake a speaker thapromoted himself as ghilotinosspeakercould beseen as carin@ bit
too much about hi®wn ambitions and could run the risk of coming across as a citizen who
used the Assembly as a meansatmuire honour and distinction. This is not to deny the
possibility andreality of acquiring honour and distinctioras a result afctive political
participation. What seems to be inapproprigtoweverjs thepublic acknowledgement and
promotion of personal ambitionand desire for honouras motive for active political

participation. In the Assemblyserving the interests of the collective was to be seen as an

" With one big exception, that of AlcibiadesO record of expenditures in ThucydidesO Sicilian
debate. See pp. 4.

% In this respectseveral scholars seem to conflateetrhetoric of the courtroom with the
rhetoric of the Assembly. See p. 57 with n. 147 and pp23@8on the rhetoric of selfraise

and avoidance of envy in forensic contexts, Spatharas (2011).
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end in itself aW a speaker who seemed to introduce personal consideratiortss self
presentation could expose himself to suspicions about the quality oadissing.

The lawcourt was also a place of political discussions. Legal actions, syeiplas
paranomon, showhow political activity in the Assembly, such as proposing a decree, could be
transformed into a political trial, and consequently a public debate in ¢bdesia could be
transferred to a courtrooni.Some of the most brilliant pieces of Attic oratory that we have
are part of this politcal game: for example, thgaphé paranomaon trial initiated by Aeschines
against Ctesiphon, when the latter proposed that Demosthenes should be crowned for his
services to the city, triggered a hot debate between Aeschines and Demosthenesaabout
greatpart of Demosthendd political careeand consequently about AthensO policgking
against Macedonia in the years leading up to the battle of Chaeronea in 338 and b@&yond.
evidence shows that the courtroontike theecclesia, was also dominated by usualhigh-

profile speakers? who were probably well educated, had the means to buy an effective

® Ongraphé paranomon, see Hansen (1974); on the OlegaDpdeal the Opolitical pleaginihe
paranomon trials, see Yunis (1988) 3882; moreover, the legal action @angelia specifically
against the political leaders of the cityttatégoi andrhetores) would lead to political trials; on
eisangelia, see Hasen (1975); Hansen (1987) 99, 119; on political trials as a means for the
politicians to control each otherOs power and activities, see Ober (1989a) 328.

20n the elite status of courtroom and Assembly speakers, see Ober (1989481 1LAlike
assembly geakers who addressed their fellows voluntarily, speaking in the courtroom was

a different story. Many of the litigants, and especially the defendants, did not enter a trial
voluntarily but were forced to address a paneldifastai in order to defend therselves. See
Hansen (1983b) 44.

187



speech from an expert logographgsr were able to write it themselves, and could also afford
the risk of getting fined with a harsh (monetary) penalty."!

Popular ideology informed public speech both in the Assembly and the lawcourts,"
but this does not mean that there were no differences between the rhetoric of a rich idiot s
and a political rh!tor. Ober stresses the idea that a politician’s distinction was much more
overt than that of a rich idiots" Indeed, in the case of Demosthenes’ On the Crowfor
example, political expertise is one way to impress the audience and stand out without exactly
breaching equality.” Nonetheless, what we do not find in such political trials is an associated
rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimiathat would allow a speaker to explicitly exploit his
political achievements and capitalize on political duties and political contributions in the

same manner as monetary and military contributions were rhetorically exploited.” Just as

' On the risks and harshness of penalties involved in procedures that required a volunteer
prosecutor (ho boulomengsee Christ (2012) 43 (with n. 104), 84; on wealthy citizens paying
others to act as named prosecutors in public actions in order to avoid themselves the legal
penalties in case of failure, see Rubinstein (2000) 201-204.

"> On popular ideology and Athenian sources, see Dover (1974) 5-8.

" Ober (1989a) 306-311, 326. Ober, however, does not recognize the differences in the
discourse of philotimiamonetary contributions and political contributions that I discuss in
this chapter. By stressing the idea that a politician’s distinction was much more overt than
that of a rich idiot s Ober misses to some extent the point that by restricting the rhetoric of
self-praise a politician’s distinction was also circumscribed.

' See pp. 280-283.

'* Monetary and military services are discussed throughout Chapters 1 and 2; as Carey (2005)
71 notes, liturgies, choregic monuments, and honorary inscriptions enhanced the ‘visibility
of public-spirited behaviour’: ‘All of this remains unfocused; it is a process of acquiring and
retaining credibility with the demos, not a political platform in itself. But without it no
amount of public speaking is likely to carry weight.’ This type of symbolic capital is exploited
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in other courtroom speeches, in the political trials of Demosthenes and Aeschines, it is
mainly monetary contributions that are explicitly presented as demonstrations of a citizen’s
good philotimia. On top of that, as we will see below, the rhetorical means that a political
rhétor would use in the Assembly were not the same as in a political trial and certain ideas
and ideals, among them philotimia and charis, were defined, redefined and transvalued not
only according to the status of the speaker in the courtroom (rhétor versus idiotés), as Ober
has observed,'® but also depending on the place of public discourse (Assembly versus
courtroom).”

The rhetoric of philotimia as a self-congratulatory civic virtue does not dominate
discussions of politics and policy-making, although engagement with politics and political
debates undoubtedly depended on one’s ambition (and ability) to get involved in public
affairs. Low (2005) has shown the danger of relying on ‘lexical richness, or poverty’ regarding
the language of Athenian imperialism and the danger of taking the words of the Athenians
at face value when we exact conclusions about the fact of Athenian imperialism." In a similar

manner, the presence or absence of philotim- cognates does not fully answer the question

in political trials, particularly when Demosthenes rhetorically exploits the honourable use
of his money to enhance by association his political ethos and trustworthiness. See my
discussion in pp. 249-251.

' See n. 13 above.

' On the idea that the Assembly speeches in Thucydides frequently adopt the tactics of the
law-courts, see Carey (1994) 33-34; Harris (2013b) on the Mytilenean debate.

'* Low (2005) 93-95, quotation from p. 93; see pp. 46-47.

189



whether the speakers were or were not urged to speak in the Assembly out of ambition and
for the sake of honourThe absence of vocabulary philotimia however,when a speaker
refers to his political contributionshelps us to understanthe placethat philotimiaholds
within democratic ideology. This absenosyindicatea reluctance in democratic Athens to
publicly recognizeand celebratephilotimiaas amotivational power fora citizenOactive
political participation. Speakers usually hesitated to refer to gotyilotimiaundercurrent that
urged them to participate in policymaking procedures’ It seems that differenplaces and
contexts where ambition was presentalled for differentdiscourses of ambition. ef-
congratulatoryphilotimiadid not occupy the same place in all of them.

The Assembly waa place where numerous honorific decrees were passetetep
with the language of honoyrewarding citizens or foreigneramong other things for the
philotimiathey had demonstrated towardke people of Atheng’ The inscribed language to
which we have access probably reflects the language of decrees spoken and proposed by a
small, educatedlge group in the Assembly and/or the Councibut we should not forget
that through these decrees it was the city that was speakinithese decrees were not

instancesof individual selfpraise and selpromotion, but manifestations othe colectiveOs

¥See pp. 4B2.

2See pp. 222, 118121, 1234.26;Against Leptiné@em. 20) discusses the significance of the
AssemblyOs power to pass honours as rewards for the cityOs benefactors. Seklfp. 109
?See p. 20 n. 52.
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power,privilege and also probablypeedto recognizan the main spacef collective decision
making,the Assemblythe commendble distinction of individuals.

Taking a different perspectivethat of the individual speakerthis dapter will
specificallylook into the languageof seltpraise and selpromotion: how didindividual
citizens speakor were represented as spealgnabout themselves and the polis the
Assemblyand in discussions of politics in theourtroom? | will open this chapter with a
section on Assembly scenes and political debatresnf Thucydides and Aristophanes.
Although chronologically remote from most of our surviving deliberative speeches and from
the political trials that are going to be examined, they form useful sources ofperable

evidence.

3.1. Ol have (not) stood up to speak oupbfotimiaO

In the beginning ofrhesmophoriazusae, an assembly of the women is held during the second
day of the Thesmophoria, as we learn (Ahesm.372379). Conventions and habits of the
Athenian assembly are employed, exploited and parodied in this comic representation of an
assemblymeeting. When thgatheredwomen are seated, Crityllassuming the role of the

herald, stands up and announces tagenda of the dayOs meetfigllowed up by the

22\What Critylla announces is part of the dayOs agenda. She reads a paptichdaleuma, a
resolution of theboule, the institution that organized the agenda of the assembiigetings.
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customary question ‘Who wants to speak?’ (379), which opened the discussion in the
Athenian ecclesia. The first subject of discussion, according to the probouleuma that Critylla
read out, is to decide what penalty should be imposed to Euripides who has been found guilty
of being an enemy of the women.” Mica is the first who mounts the béma and, as she is about
to speak, the chorus-leader takes the opportunity to make a joke about Mica clearing her
throat just as the expert speakers (hoi rhétores) do before starting their long speeches (381-

382). Then Mica starts addressing the assembly (383-388):

@UNOTIUIQ HEV 0DJEULY Ud TW BEW
Mé€ova’ dvéotnyv, @ yovaikeg dAAX ydp
Papéwe pépw tdAatva moAvv RN xpdvov
nporthAaki{opévag Op®Oo” LUEG OO
Evpirtidou tod tfi¢ AaxavorwAntpiog

\ \ \ ~ 2 7 7 24
Kol TOAAX Kol TorvTol AKOLOAC KAKA.

 Euripides’ offence of doing injustice to all the women is parallel to the offence of acting
against the interest of the people for which, according to Athenian law, the legal procedure
of eisangelia was used. See n. 9 above.

‘It is not out of philotimia, by the Two Goddesses, ladies, that I have risen to speak. It is
rather that I have for a long time now felt wretchedly aggrieved at seeing how you were
being vilified by Euripides, that son of a greengrocer, and were having many evil things of

all kinds said about you.’; text and translation (adapted) by Sommerstein (1994).

192



It is not out ofphilotimiathat she rose to speak, she informs us, but because the occasion
demands it and public interest, that is, in the present case the interest of all women. With
this phrasing Mica is trying to dissolve any suspicions of the audience that, in addressing the
people on a public matter, she is motivated by anything other than her willingness to
contribute to the common welbeing.

In this passagephilotimiais denounced as a kind of private motivation that would
rather be left out of the picture, if Mica is ta@sent herself in positive light in the arena of
public debating. If we attempt to unpack this comic scene in order to understand what
Aristophanes parodies here, we may conjecture thatdvipeaks in that way for one thfe
following reasons: one possilhyt is that philotimiawas widely regarded as a wrong kind of
motivation when getting involved with politic$} and Athenian speakers indeed used to
explicitly deny any involvement ophilotimiawhen, in their assembly speeches, they were
explaining why the/ had decided tdake an active role in politics.hus, Aristophanes here
is having Mica introducing herself in such a manner for the sake of verisimilitude. MicaOs
explicit denial of philotimia though, could mean a different thing too: precisely because

philotimiawas usually a factor in oneOs involvement in politics yet it was regaaded

2> Cf. XenMeml.2.1216: Critias and Alcibiades are cast as violent and hubristic individuals
that brought many evils upon the city with their political activities under oligarchy and
democracy respectively. Their eagerness @tagntrol of everything and to outstrip every
rival in notoriety® (1.2.14) is blamed on their nature as excesspalptimoi(gpvost

@ otipotdTw Tavtwy Adnvaiwv); see pp. 12729.
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improper to recognize it in this context, any referencesghilotimia even denying it, were
silenced by the speakers. Thus, Aristophanes by having Mica referringrgohilotimia even
by denying its presence, may want to expose the fact galotimiavas indeed an important
factor in oneQOs decision to participate in politics @edhapspromote specific policies, even
though it was usually left unrecognized when &thenian speaker was building his self
portrait in the Assembly?

If we leave the setting of comedy and turn to evidence from deliberative and forensic
speeches, we can find a few cases of explicit denial of improper motives by some speakers.
In On the @nsones@Pem.8.7172), Demosthenes assures the assembly that he has always
been providing them with the best of advice without being corrupted by gaiplafotimia
he has not preferred popularity of the moment and the gains that follow it, but he hagyes
chosen the difficult path of offering to the people the best and not the easiest solutidns.

On the property of Aristophéings19),the speaker explains that he is going to mention the
monetary benefactions of his father not out philotimiathat is, because he wants to be

admired/honoured in the name of his fatherOs benefactions, but in order to provide proof of

26The two explanations are not incompatible. Austin & Olson (2004) adlmthat MicaOs
words resemble real practices of addressing the Assembly and adgltilatimiaOis in this
period generally presented as something destructive which is to be dmaid. See my
discussion in Chapter 2 Section 2.

" Here Demosthenes appears to have some of the exceptional qualities of AristotleOs
megalopsych@ee p. 55; on Demosthenes as a brave and sincere advisor, see237..233
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his fatherOs incorruptibilityand publicspiritedness(Lys. 19.56¥° In the same vein, the
speaker ofAgainst BoeotugDem.39) kegins his speech by declaring that he has not been
involved in this dispute out opolypragmosynand then he goes on explaining the reasons
that led him to initiate this legal dispute.

In a different manner, irFor Mantitheytys.16), Mantitheus, a young elite Athenian,
instead of denying highilotimiathat led him to address the Assembgwublicly, attempts to
explain it in a way that would make its presence in political contexts acceptable. In order to
do so, he pairphilotimiswith kosmiis, a term that would describe praiseworthy behaviour in
general, thereby castinghilotinis in positive light as welf? The philotints kai kostts
politeuesthaissessment dilantitheusO actions here is mentioned in relatiornis military
achievements not to his participation in politic¥,but this phrasing prepares the ground for

the seltevaluation of Mantitheus as a public speaker that follows right afterwards. Having

*8See pp. 17477.

2% Craik (1999527 finds the combination déosmiiswith philotinis odd and OdaringO, while
Weissenberger (1987) 73 talks about Otwo completely different concepts linked by an
innocent OandO as if they are identical in meaningd, but the rhetorical force of this phrase, |
think, is in its combinationkosniis qualifies philotini's positively and paves the way for a
positive evaluation of MantitheusO displaybflotimiain the Assembly; in a similar manner,

in Thuc. 3.82.@hilotimiais again evaluated by association, lis time in a negative way,
when paired withpleonexia

*¥1n Lys. 16.138, Mantitheus first mentions instances of his military bravery and then says

in 18:xaitot xpf) ToUS PIAOTIHWG Kai KOOUTWG TOATEVOUEVOUC €K TGV TOLoUTWV oKOTETY, GAAO

oK €1 T1¢ koud, S1& TovTo wicelv. ContraHamakerOs emendationtofud to koud, see Craik
(1999); on the portrait of Mantitheus as an oligarchically inclined Athenian, Segiov
(2001).
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his philotimia cast in positive light regarding his military achievementdys. 1618),
Mantitheus attempts a similar explanation for his active role in the Assembly. As he states
(Lys.16. 2621) his need to explain his behaviour in the assemivigetings derives from the
fact that it was not well accepted by some or manisffellow-citizens® Mantitheus admits
that he has been tophilotimos (kai éuavt® dok® @rhotiudtepov dratedijvat Tod déovtog) in
his involvement with politics aavery young age and this may have come across as quite a
surprising piece of selassessmen But right afterwards this excessiveness is justified in
positive manner. Being tophilotimos is translated into having extra zeal to act and speak for
the sake of the city following family traditions and sogowlitical expectations: this is the
kind of people that the city values as worthjtizens, Mantitheus say¥

Instead of silencing or denouncing thghilotimia that he demonstrated in the

Assembly, Mantitheus goes for the bolder move of presenting himself ngtiasimos but as

¥ Mantitheus ¢aims that some people were unhappy with him addressing the Assembly
while he was by convention too young for that, but, as Weissenberger (1987) 77 argues, it
must have been MantitheusO general attitude as a public speaker that annoyed them, not just
his age; | suggest that by focusing on his youth and on external marks of his elite status, such
as his hairstyle, Mantitheus endeavours to displace in the eyes ofliltaets the reason of

the discontent of some of his fellowitizens.

%2 Lys. 16.221: Ol dithis partly because | realized that my ancestors never ceased from
engaging in public affairs, and also because at the same time | realized that you yourselves
(the truth needs to be told) thought that only people like this had any value. Who, therefore,

on seeing that you take this attitude, would not be inspired to work and speak on behalf of
the city?0, Todd (2000); Rubinstein (1998) 135 n. 36 finds in the example of Mantitheus Othe
most open admission of Olegitimate-setérestO as a motivation fortae participationO and

his explanation for his motivation as Oa remarkable excuse for his alleged overzealousnessO.
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too philotimosa corollary, as he claims, of complying with family tradition and the
expectations of tle collective. Mantitheus may haveeen forced to mount thé! mabecause
of personal reason$ as he claimsbut the extra zeal with which he talked and acted in
public, this surplus ofphilotimiathat he manifested, was for the sake of the city not for
himself. Presenting himself as too much gblalotimoss a clever way to make space for the
city in what sems to be an individualistic approach to politics. Thisifar-fetched attempt

to make his behaviour fit within the egalitarian context of renderingrgee to the city, an
attempt to cast inapositive light a kind of behaviour that had probably annoymény of his
fellow-citizens. Even sdjantitheus® example shows that, if there is a way to aohilibtimia

in politics, this is by showing that it transcends private considerations and is in line with
public interest and collective expectations.

The Asembly as a place of competition, rivalry and ambition is depicted very well in
ThucydidesO representations of assembly scenes, such as the Mytilenaean debate and the
Sicilian debaté€? In the Mytilenaeandebate, Thucydides provides us with two speeches, one
by Cleon and one by Diodotus, on the matter of MytileneOs fate after attempting revolt
against Athens. Cleon insists on the proposal that he had already made beforehand (Thuc.

3.36.6), to kill all thepopulace of Mytilene (Thuc3.3740), whereas DiodotusO suggested

*The private reasons remain unclear, but they are probably related to the Odisasters of the
fatherQ in Lys. 16.10; see Weissenbergef)T98ToddOs (2000) comment ad loc.
*Translations of Thucydides are frohoeb unless otherwise stated.



punishment, which eventually wins the day (Thuc. 3.49-50), is comparably moderate as he
proposes death only for those who had been proven guilty of stirring up and carrying
through the attempt to secede (Thuc. 3.44-48).

In the course of his speech, Diodotus makes some interesting remarks about debating
in the Assembly. Unhealthy competition ruins discussions of politics with speakers trying to
get rid of their opponents and win over the audience in ways that do not promote good
counseling (e0PpovAia) but mere rivalry (Thuc. 3.42.1-4). Thus, there is a shift of focus from
gvPoulia, which should have been the purpose of assembly-meetings,” to a competition of
persuasion that is detrimental to the city:** through character assassination that dominates
and spoils these competitive debates fear is instilled and the city is deprived of its
counsellors.

What is the role of the speakers and of the city, then, according to Diodotus, in
restoring competitive but at the same time civic-oriented debate in the Assembly? Diodotus’
explanation is based on the ideas of equality and of proper honour distribution (Thuc. 3.42.5-
6). The former is related to the duty of the agathos citizen: Diodotus suggests that speakers

should put themselves in an equal position to their rival-counsellors and compete with each

% On euboulia and to sumpheron, see Adkins (1960) 222-223.

* Harris (2013b) esp. p. 104-105, 108 offers a detailed discussion of Diodotus’ speech as a
condemnation of Cleon’s transferring of forensic tactics to the Assembly and of his attempt
to turn Assembly deliberations into a trial; the point that Cleon’s speech belongs to the
forensic rather than the deliberative kind as well as that Diodotus in his speech condemns
Cleon’s forensic tactics is noted briefly by Macleod (1983b) 98-99; Macleod (1983c) 118.
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other from the same starting point; and this starting point should be the shared objective of
providing the assembled pedtg with what each of them believes to be the best possible
course of action for the city according to the demands of the occaSidhe latter, proper
distribution of honours, is related to the duty of thegphron city: Diodotus promotes the idea

of carefuly regulated and moderate distribution of honours to its counsellors in such a way
that it would not turn honour into the objective of competitive debating. In other words, the
sophron city should aim at restrainingndividual ambition in the assembly bgot allowing
honour and acquisition of honour to become ends in themselves.

As Yunis (1996) 96 observes, this is not a realistic representation of democratic
deliberation and Thucydides, having laid out an idealized conception of democratic debating
once,does not return to it agairi® The Assembly is a place of competition, where speakers
strive against each other to win over the audienend clearing it from personal ambition
and private interests does not seem feasibleth same time, competing ithe Assembly

was not a ruldess contest and speakers needed to justify their excelling role in politics on

¥ Thuc. 3.42.5:™™ # $%&'( )*'+ ,-./0*1-2 3402/'/ "56'/&- . Hornblower (1992008) ad loc.
translates it as Obut by showing in fair argument that his cause is betterQ, but | think that we
should also stress the point tha$%&'( )*'+ underlines the idea of democracyOs political
equality, namely, equal opportunytto participate in the political debate.

*Note the contrast between this ideal account and DiodotusO representation of deliberations
at his time: advisorsO contributions lack the heroics of speaking the truth or advising bravely
without considering thecost to oneself, while the people are suspicious towards good
advisors and unwilling to share the responsibility of unsuccessful decisions (Thuc. 3.43). See
Macleod (1983b) 998.

¥Yunis (1996) 95.



the basis of (political) equality, precisely because while addressing the people they were
literally and metaphorically standing above the rest and this may not fit very well within the
broader spectrum of egalitarianism. In this vein, we have already seen Mica denying her
philotimia while addressing the assembly (pp. 192-193). Another comic heroine, Praxagora in

the Ecclesiazusae (173-177), makes a similar statement at the beginning of her speech:

guol & {oov pev tiode TG XWDPAG HETa
Soovmep LUIV dxBopat 8¢ Kal Pépw

TA TG TOAEW(S dmavta Papéwg Tpdyuata.
0p® yap 0TV TPOSTATALOL XPWUEVNV
&€l TOVNPOIG. KAV TIG NUEPay piav

XPNotog yévnrat, déka tovnpog ylyverat.”

Having stood out in order to address the group, Praxagora has to assure everyone that she is
doing so from an equal position as the rest and by exercising a right that is, if not in practice

at least in theory, shared by the whole citizenry. Her momentary distinction out of the group

My own stake in this country is equal to your own, and I am annoyed and depressed at all

the city’s affairs. For I see that she constantly employs scoundrels as her leaders. Even if one
of them turns virtuous for one day, he’ll turn out wicked for ten.’; text and translation by
Henderson (Loeb).
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is explained on the basis of serving the public interest and not on any idea of superiorty vis
"-vis the resti*

Our sources so far then, show that, even though the Athenian assembly is a place of
rivalry and ambition, speakers are (depicted as being) very careful in underrepresenting
their ambition and, even more theiphilotimia as they build their selportrait and explain
their role in politics’*Whereas wéave many instances of citizeis the courtroom takirg
pride in the benefactions and public servicéisey have performed for the city out of
philotimig® this does not seem to be the rule when a speaker directly in the Assembly, or
afterwards in political discussions at the courtroomefers to active political participation.
When advising the city, speakers should het seen as doing it out eélf-glorification and

desire to gethonoured, while specific political achievements that are believed to have

“LCf. the ase of ThucydidesO Alcibiades in the Sicilian debate (p180s6although public
benefit is mentioned, the stress is on his alleged superiority and, furthermore, his distinction

is explained in terms of his alleged superiorityis needless to remindurselves that socio
economic inequalities pervaded Athenian society and a correlated sense of superiority and
inferiority would have been felt by rich and poor citizens respectively, by educated and
uneducated, experienced speakers and ordinary citizerdso on (and probably this is what
adds to the comic tone of the scene). However, my purpose is not to provide a discussion of
how realistically feelings were represented in Athenian public discourse, but a discussion of
how socieeconomic differences uneidably informed public speech and were filtered
through public speech so as to serve the purposes of democratic cohesion.

*The case of Mantitheus that we saw above deviates from this pattern but it does so in a way
that also underlines the idea of sutabnating private ambition to public interest.

“For a list of examples, see pp-3D.
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enhanced oneQOs political powee aot usually presented in symbouleutic contexts as part
of this kind of (seH)congratulatory rhetoric ofphilotimia*

An exception that proves the rule is ThucydidesO representation of the Sicilian debate
with AlcibiadesO trademark attitude of transggies*® This is a very rare casehere a
speakerinstead opresening respect fodemocratic equality asprerequisite for legitimate
claims for further individual distinction*® arguesthat his individual distinctionjustifies his
claimsfor inequality:”” It is not strange that we do not find any similar s@értraits in the
Attic orators.

The broader topic that concerns me heBdirstly introduced in NiciasO speech that
opens the debate but also pursued by Thucydides the narrator and Alcibiades right
afterwards D is the relation between private and public spaces, the role of private

considerations in political affair$}and consequently the role gfhilotimian politics. At the

**When Demosthenes i®n the Crowmdoubtedly takes pride in his political career, his
political contributions are either separated from othgrhilotimiarelated activties (see pp.
257259) or explicitly associated withunoiaather than personaphilotimig(see pp. 28@91).
*>Here | am interested only in modes of splesentation and characterization of excelling
individuals in public speech and in deliberative contexts, not with a general evaluation of
Alcibiades;see Wohl (1999) and Wohl (2002)-128 on AlcibiadesO transgression in the
political and sexual sphere. Wohl does not see Alcibiades merely as a transgressive figure but
examines the dynamics between OnormativityO gavenomian Alcibiades sexual and
political life.

*°Cf. Dem. 21.669 which stresses the importance of respecting equality. See pp691

47 Cf. the cases of ThucydidesO Pericles and Antiphonfépsedentation. See pp. 2212,

“®My analysis is compatible witKalletOs (2001)-32 disaission of this topic; see also Gribble
(1999) 164993 on individualism and public interest regarding ThucydidesO Alcibiades; see
Ober (1994b) 11118 on the dangers of public debating and collective decisnaking
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beginning of his speech, Nicias makes a remark that highlights the contstaleissue of
pursuing personal honour in politics: if he cared primarily about gaining honour he would
have supported the expedition to Sicily, but, as he says, he has never advised the city
contrary to his best judgement Ofor the sake of being prefeimedionourO !I'(# $%

&'($") *+,-", Thuc6.9.2). Niciaphrasing supports the idea that considerations of excelling

in honour in public affairs can be incompatible with public interest and should give way to
oneOs duty to provide the best possible advice for his city. Detiyge'($") *+,-" could

have been a clever way to anticipate any accusations of cowardice because of his opposition
to the expedition, but at the same time, it can be read as a variation of the Ol have not stood
up out ofphilotimiaO kind of introduction to oneselhat we saw inthe Thesmophoriazusae.

While Nicias recognizes the problem of reconciling private ambition with public
interest in politics, he also makes the general remark that not every citizen who cares about
his private interests automatically disregards thprotection of the city, precisely because
individual prosperity depends on the cityOs waing (Thuc6.9.2): Oalthough | consider that
he is quite as good a citizen who takes some forethought for his life and property; for such

an one would, for his owsake, be most desirous that the affairs of the city should prosper.O

regarding the Sicilian expedition: the dtoric of private and public interesemployed by

both Nicias and Alcibiades created a false impression of unity among the people that was
destructive for the city.

*¥For the concessive use ()012/ , which colours the content of the statement positively,

see DoverOs (1965) comment ad loc.; followed by Rood (1998) 186 n. 12; see also Thuc. 2.60.2
on the promotion of private interest through collective prosperity; cf. Christ (2006 83®n
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The relation of private considerations, and especially of private ambition, to public interest
becomes problematic when promotion of the former jeopardizes the latter. A characteristic
example of this is that kind of private extravagance that is demonstrated by Alcibiades.
BeforeThucydides@Icibiades speaks, his behaviour is already cast in negative light
by both Thucydides®icias and Thucydides the narrator. Nicias talks about AlcibiadesO
transgressive selglorification through his hippotrophiaand his luxurious waysand his
exploitation of public serviceas elected commander of the Sicilian expeditidrA few
paragraphdater, Thucydides the narrator comments on AlcibiadesO irresponsible spending
that Ohe indulged desires beyond his actual means, in keeping horses as well as in his other
expensesO (Thu&15.3), which, in combination with his overall transgressive bétan™
made his fellow citizens mistrust his political initiatives (Thui15.34) >
As Kallet notes, NiciasO criticism of AlcibiadesO pursuance of personal gain and honour

in politics is Ointended to foster unease in the reader about the role of priestih in public

ThucydidesO depiction of the compatibility between Oindividuairgetest and the interest

of the cityO (p. 31) as well as on the difficulty of maintaining this reciprocal bond.

*Thuc. 6.12.2.

' See [Andoc.] 4.186; PlutAlc16 on anecdotal details of AlcibiadesO notoriousness.
*2SeeGribble (1999) 60, 70, 73, d8he idea that Alcibiades was seen as a tyrannical figure
and thus untrustworthy as a political leader; according to Rood (2013) 138, ThucydidesO
Athenians mistook AlcibiadesO Otyrannical display at Olympia for tyrannical ambition within
Attica® becausé the memory of CylonOs tyrannical ambitions after his Olympic victory; see
Rood (2013) 137 n. 57 for further bibliography on the similarities between Cylon and
Alcibiades.
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contexts’.”” Alcibiades is not presented as the kind of citizen who, by taking care of his private
interest, will also promote the well-being of the city;* on the contrary, he appears as the
kind of ambitious individual who does not hesitate to exploit his political role and damage
the city in order to undertake private initiatives that exceed his personal means. Alcibiades,
as we will see, neither denies the fact that he is actively participating in politics out of
philotimia, as we have seen some Assembly speakers doing, nor does he seriously try to
present his expenditures as civic-oriented activities (see below). In the courtrooms,”
speakers could even claim that they had harmed themselves and their families while
zealously undertaking public benefactions, adding some air of self-sacrifice to their
monetary contributions which were, in this way, a source of honour for them.”® Alcibiades,
by contrast, has extinguished his property and is also jeopardizing the city’s safety by
zealously pursuing expenditures that boost his ego and challenge democratic
egalitarianism.” Alcibiades stands on the other end of the spectrum, the opposite to the

civic-oriented philotimos spender.

* Kallet (2001) 34.

> Cf. Thuc. 6.9.2 discussed above.

** I compare here with courtroom speakers, because, as far as I know, there are no other
examples of Assembly speakers relying on their expenditures in the surviving sources of
democratic Athens. See pp. 49-51.

*® E.g. Dem. 21.69; [Dem.] 47.54; 50.63-64; Dem. 20.82 exploits the same idea but for military
achievements, not monetary.

*’Thuc. 6.12.2, 6.16.4; Gribble (1999) 55, 59-61 argues that the Athenians were worried about
Alcibiades’ ‘excessive and dangerous ambition which might lead to an attempt to dominate
[the city] and not that much about ‘a lack of ideological commitment to the city’ ( quotations
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If we turn to Alcibiades’ self-presentation in the Sicilian debate, it is not difficult to
realise why such kind of self-portraits are not preserved in the symbouleutic speeches and
political trials of classical Athens.”® At the beginning of his speech, Alcibiades attempts to
justify his political distinction as commander of the Sicilian expedition by means of linking
his extravagance with public interest. He asserts that he is worthy to command ‘[f]or those
things for which I am notorious bring glory to my ancestors and myself, as well as advantage
to my country. For the Hellenes, who had previously hoped that our state had been
exhausted by war, conceived an idea of its greatness that even transcended its actual power
by reason of the magnificence of my display as sacred deputy at Olympia... For by general
custom such things do indeed mean honour, and from what is done men also infer power™
(Thuc. 6.16.1-2). By linking his extravagant activities with his own as well as the city’s power,

however, Alcibiades ‘blurs individual and polis power’.®® A closer look at the phrasing of the

from p. 59-60); I am not convinced that we can dissociate the two when we are talking about
a democratic city and a politically prominent individual that, guided as Alcibiades is by his
excessive ambition, is ready to subordinate public interest to his personal plans. And, what
is more important for the purposes of my argument, Alcibiades is presented as not refraining
from admitting his personal ambitions in contexts of public deliberation.

*® Here we should also consider that with the separation of the roles of the rh!toresand the
strategofsee Davies (1981) 124-125 and Hansen (1991) 268-270), it was also almost impossible
to have that kind of concentration of political and military power in the hands of the same
person that could generate in the fourth century the creation of self-portraits even remotely
similar to that of Alcibiades. An exception in the fourth century was Phocion who was an
active rhltor as well as stratego&lut. Phog.5).

> Loeb adapted.

* Kallet (2001) 37; cf. Dem. 18.94: Demosthenes claims that whereas many politicians have
been crowned by the city, he is the only one that has had the city crowned with his policies.
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passage reveals that Alcibiades’ manifestations of power benefited the city mostly on paper
and not so much in reality: in the best case scenario, they created an impression of the city’s
power that actually transcended the city’s means (kal Onep dOvauty peilw MUV TV TOAV
gvoutoav T £ud drampenel tig 'OAvuniale Oewplag... €k O ToU dpwuévou Kal dOvaulg dua
vmovoeital, Thuc. 6.16.2).°

Instead of denying his political ambition, as we have already seen other speakers
doing in discussions of politics, or silencing references to his personal ostentation, Alcibiades
makes a far-fetched attempt to justify his ambition on the basis of the allegedly publicly
beneficial character of his expenditures.®” But Alcibiades’ political ambition appears to be
primarily self-serving and not civic-oriented, while one would not easily deny that his
private extravagance ‘does not equate to polis power’.” Even when referring to his liturgies,
benefiting the city is presented as almost a side effect of his activities: ‘And again, although
whatever display I made in the city, by providing choruses or in any other way, naturally

causes jealousy (@Ooveital gUoel) among my townsmen, yet in the eyes of strangers this too

°' On ‘power as illusion’ in this passage, see Kallet (2001) 38-39; previously stated by Macleod
(1983a) 73, 86: ‘kai Omep dOvauv (16.2) has already made it clear that the appearance of
strength his successes gave was partly illusory’ (quotation from p. 73); Gribble (1999) 62-69
parallels Alcibiades’ elevated status and honour after his splendid participation in the
Olympics of 416 with that of the athletic victors celebrated in victory odes, and stresses the
idea that Alcibiades’ extravagance posed a challenge to the city’s power; see also [Andoc.]
4.31.

® See Yunis (1996) 105-106; Macleod (1983a) 71-76; see Gribble (1999) 68-69 on Alcibiades
undermining the Athenian liturgy system.

* Kallet (2001) 39.
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gives an impression of strength. And that is no useless folly, when a man by his private
expenditures benefits not himself only but also his stateO, (Tha6.3). Alcibiades is ho
trying to integrate himself ina group of equals, to the civic bodwy, spite ohis personal
ostentation, but, rather,in the name @fis manifestations of personal power attempts to
justify his political ambition and claim further distinction from the grolyONorsiit unfair,
either, that one who has a high opinion of himself @$%& ()*$ "+,-, .-&$) should refuse

to be on an equality with otherg( QL,- 23$4),°°since he who fares ill finds no one to be an
equal participator(8L,(,4+26 in his evil plight® Onthe contrary, just as in misfortune we
receive no greetings, in like manner let a man submit even thodgspised by those who

prosper(7$89: ; & - 2=+$*,>-&?- 9:2+"+,->(2-,@ ){AThuc.6.16.4’

% Alcibiades@ippotrophiais a means of acquiring political power were reminiscent of older
aristocratic attitudes: Gribble (2012)-%® on possible explanations; Gribble (2012%188:.

18 on further references; Crane (1996)-128, 129 on ThucydidesO Alcibiades as an Oisolated
master of [the] rhetoricO of archaic elites (p. 126) that Ostrikes an almost anachronistic poseO
(p. 125).

®In this respect, Alcibiades reflects the attitude of theegalopsychibsat could be perceived

as undemocratic and inegalitarian. See Balot (2@¥® with my discussion in pp. &5 n.

143.

° |t is noteworthy that Alcibiades explains the impact of his individual superiority and
justifies his claims t@xceptionalhonour in the same manner that Pericles refers to AthensO
power and to the impact of ér authority in PanHellenic level. Compare especially 2.68.4

(on Athens) to 6.16-3 (on Alcibiades) and note the sharéghguage the splendidness
(AS(:+B&C@AS(:+>-,($4 ) of those you stand above the rest as well aseivey ('D,-E124;
"D,-E12&$3 anddistress that they attract& FG41BLD$X$8A%:C+HR3$4!- & :$+B-&4

I- (G & 7$D$9&, HAK A%:CHHAME&S@turn into eternal fame and glory for posterity

(! @& N24&¥FBOSRK(-C1&, @B&SA2K:2&B4 - FGN24&IP-D+Q:?- E $RSC14:-

" Macleod(1983a) 74 unmasks the logical jump in this syllogimtweens5l,(,4+26and (/

a,- 23%4as well as the fact thaklcibiades conflates success with pride.
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In other words, it is as if Alcibiades is saying to the collective: “I am indeed worthy of
my excelling role in politics and of my military office as commander of the Sicilian expedition
not because I am a dedicated servant of the city and the city’s interest,”® but because
individually T am superior to the rest of you. My greatness is manifested publicly in my
glorious and costly undertakings which demonstrate my personal power and also justify my
political ambition. So, please come to terms with that and be grateful that my private
ostentation appears - by the way - to be somehow beneficial to the city as well.” Alcibiades
is assuring the audience in every possible way that he has indeed stood up out of personal
philotimia.”

Furthermore, the reaction to Alcibiades that Thucydides attributes to the Athenians
makes it clear that technical expertise is essential but not sufficient for dominating the
political arena: kai Onuooiqa kpdtiota Swabévtt ta toU moAfuov idig €kactor TOIg
gmtndevpaoty avtol dxOecbévteg, kal GANoIC EmTpéPavteg, o0 i Yakpol Eo@niav TV
néAwv (6.15.4). In spite of his political abilities, Alcibiades is unable to speak in a language and

act in a manner that would comply with the egalitarian values of democracy, or demonstrate

% See Henderson (1993) 315 on ‘the democratic paradox of the public hero as servant’.

* And this is exactly what Thucydides says in 2.65.7 was wrong with political leaders after
Pericles: they administered politics kata tag idiag @rhotipiag kal 1d1x k€pdn. What makes
Thucydides’ Alcibiades unique is that in his self-portrait these elements are highlighted
rather than concealed; see Macleod (1983a) 72; Gribble (1999) 176-178; Gribble (1999) 57 sees
in Alcibiades’ remark that he brings honour not only to himself and his ancestors, but also
to his homeland (Thuc. 6.16.1) the tension between ‘personal philotimia’ and ‘civic philotimid’.
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moral integrity and moderation that would enable him to win over the people in the long
run.”” It is the same awe that attracted the people to Alcibiades which eventually averted
them from him.

In the Mytilenaean debate, Diodotus sees the ideal Assembly as a place of competition
and e0Povlia: the responsibility of the city is to distribute fairly the honour that is due to
the Assembly speakers in order to regulate and control ambition; the duty of the speakers is
to provide their fellows with their best advice. The Sicilian debate offers us yet another
instance of the Assembly as a space of competition, but here ambition and honour are viewed
from the individual’s perspective. From Nicias’ mouth, as a form of self-praise, we get the
view that hopes about excelling in honour should not cloud one’s judgement and distract
one from offering his best advice to the city. Alcibiades, on the other hand, right in the
middle of the city’s deliberative institution focuses on his ego, on his ambition, and on his
personal honour disregarding completely not only the demands of democratic equality and
moderation but also the prioritization of public over private considerations. But Alcibiades’

public speaking is an exception.”" There is no coincidence that he is the only individual

" Thuc. 6.15.3-5; cf. 6.19.1-2.

"' See Gribble (2012) 67 on the idea that the rhetoric of Isoc. 16 and of Alcibiades’ speech in
Thuc. 6.16 shares elements with the ‘Euripides’ epinician for Alcibiades: ‘The recurrence of
these ‘encomiastic’ tropes in civic presentations illustrates both the attraction of charismatic
Panhellenic victory even to a democratic audience, and the arrogance, unrestrained by the
normal restrictions of civic self-presentation, of Alcibiades” public speech.’; cf. Macleod’s
(1983a) 75 statement that ‘if such arguments can be offered to the Athenian people in their
assembly, that shows not only Alcibiades’ audacity and mapavopia, but equally how
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Athenian that Thucydides introduce$irough his forefathers $.43.2andfurther associates
with his forefather® honouf6.16.12, 89.2)As Crane phrases i@lkibiades personally
resembles the kings and tyrants whose family connections alone warrant meritionO.

Two more cases of individudistinction deserve our attentioras theyfurther reveal
that Alcibiades€elf-presentationdoes not seem to be the norrfirstly, ThucydidesO Pericles
is indeed described as one of a kind, but it is in terms of his exceptional political virtue and
his unique ability to serve public interest, not in terms of individual ambitious initiatives and
splendidness that he stands above the tré$huc. 2.65-40). Moreover, ontrary to
AlcibiadesO case, we do not fraticles describing himself as superior to thestin honour
and gloryin direct deliberative contexts, buke is evaluatedas superionn political ability
by Thucydides the narratr. Furthermore,Pericles is said to have pttie peopleunder his
influence eleutherds (Thuc. 2.65.8pecause of his politicahnd moral worth,”® whereas
Alcibiades is presented as demanding in the middle of an Assemésting to be recognized

as superiotto the rest andherefore agolitically worthier.

precarious the democracy and its ideals areQ. Iniaw, MacleodOs evaluation of democracy
and its ideals is quite limited as it is based on a single indirect representation of deliberative
contexts. There is no further evidence for sedipresentations similar to the one by
ThucydidesO Alcibiades and sequently not much evidence that in democratic Athens such
kind of public speaking was tolerated or approved. See p. 50 n. 132.

2Crane (1996) 16109, quotation from p. 108; see also Smith (2009).

®Thuc. 2.654%, 810;cf. Thuc. 2.65.3 on the peofiring Pericles heavily, a detail showing
that not even Pericles was standing above the power of the collective.
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The other case ié\ntiphon the orator. h his trial against the charges of having

participated in the oligarchic coup of 41fe addresses the court in the following way

L™ $98 " ( ")*+,-.& + 0123*+4+.56 -,&)*4178& 29 016 ;"™+.6 01<56
=0)4'1.8+8& >?2@2+A2+, +B0+C8 =&| $9& 2D. E. [*14F:1. +B0 G&| H8&.$+. [2]+C2+ &l
1[%2D. '3 [$+]041[2:1. K: ]1. L O4[12V&| 9. =N, =0[' % 24C ")*9.& =&| $9%& 2D.
E'. [F14F:1. +B9 |&@® CH[9"+& | ; P.+609-Q1[., | =& ' %2D. 'J [$+0412:1] ?+"'+ G

(frag. 1a).

The bold assertion aboutAntiphonOs power under the democracyay look similar to
AlcibiadesO seakpresentation. Howeverntiphon is not referring to political power but to
his professionalpower and success agceptionallogographer andorobably asadvisor of
politically active individuals™ The argument is that his poweas logographer and advisor
would have been lessened under the oligarchy becauséésia was curtailedand the power
of the lawcourts and the Assembly, thastitutions where parrhésia wasmainly exercised

was restricted.With this argument,Antiphon is not asserting hissuperiority in political

“ OMy accusers say | used to compose speeches for others to deliver in court and that |
profited from this. But under an oligarchy | would nbe able to do this, whereas under a
democracy | have long been the one with power because of my skill with words. | would be
worthless in an oligarchy but very valuable in a democracy.O, translation by Gagarin (1998).
*Gagarin (1998) 5, 91.
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power or honour vis -vis the rest of the citizenry, but, being unable to conceal his
professional successittempts to convince the court that, even for reasons of private
interest, democracy suited him better than oligarchéntiphonOs selepresentation does
not provide muchevidence for the idea thaselfportraits that did not comply with the
demands of dmocratic egalitarianismwere widespread or carried much weigint the
Athenian forums of political debatingrhe fact tha he got convicted and executqubints

towards the saméirection.

In the next sectionsyve will see thatthe Ol have not stood up to speak oufpbilotimia
mentality, depicted in AristophanesO comic Assembly scenes and also found in Thucydides,
seems to be in the time of Demosthenes anedpected convention of Assembly speaking

and political speaking igeneral.

3.2.Representations of political competitioand political participationin the age of

Demosthenes

In the time of Demosthenes, politics and the Assembly are also presented as arenas of rivalry
and competition. Despite the fact that politi@nd discussions of politics are replete with
honour and ambition, as we will see, neither in the time of Demosthenes plodgstimia

vocabulary occupy a dominant place in the rhetorical and ideological construction of models
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of politics and political parttipation. Philotimialoes not emerge as a civic virtue related to a
speakerOs political achievements when he is constructing higpeethit and, when ideal
representations of politics in general are describgghilotimiadoes not emerge as a
praiseworthy quality of politically active individuals. In the very few cases whehndotimia
vocabulary appears in the context of political discussions, it ligu@fers to a quality that
the speakemwould rather dissociate from aaccount of his political activity. It seems that in
some competitive contexts, there was a stronger need to promote collective unity and
(political) equality than recognizing individual contribution€.The fact thatphilotimias not
celebrated in democtic models of conducting politic$ may indicatethat in contexts of
public debating and poliymaking acting out ofphilotimiawas perceived more as an
individualistic motive than as an expression of civic virtuousness.

In fourth-century forensic oratory ideal political competition can be placed in the
distant pastand the ancestorsO ways form an example to be followed bgptakerOs

contemporaries’® The achronic Diodotean ideal that we found in Thucydides is sometimes

® Cf. pp. 9296 on the reconciliation of political equality with meritocracy ishoregic
competitions that are played fairly, as depictedAgainst Meidias

"Here | am referring tghilotimiaas a trait of the individual participant, not to thehilotimia

of the colkctive which was commendable in political contexts. See pp-2Z&P on collective
philotimian Dem. 18.

80n the theme of the ancestors as an example mainly in Demosthenes, see Hunt (2010) 123
133; on Ohistorical allusionsO in the orators, see Pe&esth);(Nouhaud (1982); Periman
(1961) discusses the use of history by the orators for propaganda purposes; Milns (1995)
discusses all the historical examples in Demosthenes symbouleutic speeches and in Dem. 18
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identified with the time of the ancestors and their idealized way of conducting politics.
Aeschines in Against Ctesiphon (Aesch. 3.177-190) provides an extensive discussion of the
city’s habits of bestowing crowns and rewards to distinguished public figures in which he
juxtaposes the praiseworthy habits of the ancestors with the undesirable current situation.
Aeschines’ direct aim is to persuade the jury that Demosthenes is unworthy of a golden
crown and that it is to the city’s advantage not to bestow crowns and gifts easily and
especially to individuals that do not deserve it.” In order to do so, he provides us with an
idealized representation of the process of rewarding public persons, an account of fair
assessment of political contributions as it allegedly used to be in the past.” For the
construction of this image he relies on democratic ideals that secure the smooth operation
of politics, especially the recognition of the collective as the ultimate agent of political

achievement and the consequent need to subordinate to the group of equal citizens those

and 19; see Worthington (1994) on the exploitation of history in the orators in relation with
differences between the delivered speeches and the revised versions of the speeches.

” Aesch. 3.177: ‘if you do not put a stop to these extravagant awards and the crowns you
bestow with abandon, the men receiving the honors will not feel any gratitude, nor will the
city’s policies prosper’, translation by Carey (2000b); needless to say that a certain degree of
exaggeration should be expected in Aeschines’ representation as his aim is to annul the
decree that honours Demosthenes.

* In Dem. 19.102-104, Demosthenes notes that taking active part in politics is a voluntary
activity of the individual that may earn him honour that would distinguish him from the
many in this respect. All performances, though, are assessed by the people and according to
the interest of the collective. A successful politician would rightly expect to get honoured
and an unsuccessful one, depending on his motives, should be ready to face the consequences
of his actions.
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individuals that each time play important roles in politics. Thus, we get an image of the city
in the past as more glorious and at the same time more sparing in her praise and distribution
of honours and rewards despite the fact thatirportedly there used to be much worthier
men then than in the present (AescB.178180).

As the Assembly in the previous section, here the courtroom becomes a place where
politics are evaluated and, in particular, where DemosthenesO politicdtibutions are
going to be assessed by the dikasts. The competitive element of the process is very aptly
given through a metaphor from the world of sports. Assessing a citizenOs participation in
politics and public affairs is compared to an athletic ¢est (Aesch3.179180) and in this
framework the dikasts who are going to decide whether Demosthenes will be crowned or not
should think of themselves, Aeschines contes)chs Ojudges of political virtugfdodétag
ToAiTikC &petfi, 180f* Similar to DialotusO exhortations (Thu&42.56) for regulated and
moderate distribution of honours to the city@sunsellors, Aeschines suggettat the fewer

the honours that are distributed the more and the worthier the contenders for them

8 Also, in Aesch. 3.232 the dikasts, being compared to the judges of poetic competitions at
the Dionysia, are called Ojudges of the laws and of polititizOadtol 5¢ 00 kukAwV xop&V

Kprtal KaBeotnkOTEG, GAAX VOUWV Kal TOALTIKTG GPETTG, TAG dWPEXG OV KATA TOUG VOUOUG
008GBATyo1¢ kai Toig d&foig, dAAG T¢) Srampatauéve Swoete; text of Aeschines is by Dilts
(1997) unless otherwise stated.
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(mtoAAobg dywviotag £€ste g dpetfic, Aesch. 3.180), precisely because the rarity of the
reward makes it more difficult to win and thus more valuable and worth fighting for.*

In this framework, Aeschines sees the bestowal of a golden crown as an excessive act
of honouring and cites the cases of excelling individuals of the past such as Themistocles,
Miltiades, Aristeides and the democrats from Phyle, who cannot even be compared to
Demosthenes, yet had never been rewarded with a golden crown by the city for their
contributions (Aesch. 3.181-182).” Aeschines then cites the gifts that were offered to those
people of the past: all these awards were of such quality that made each honourable activity
the achievement of the collective. For instance, the forces that fought off the Medes at the
river Strymon in 476/5 were awarded to set up three honorary stone Hermae in the Stoa of

the Hermae but were not allowed to inscribe the names of the generals on them, so that the

* On athletic metaphors, see Brock (2013) 157 with nn. 99-101; the same idealization of
conducting politics and of public affairs as fair contests in the time of the ancestors is found
in [Dem.] 25.97. The athletic metaphor is employed there as well: the just assessment of
public performances of rh! toresas well as of idi"tesin the past made everybody, the speaker
says, ‘athletes of noble deeds’ (¢ Gv mdvteg d0AnTai TV kaA®V Epywv éyévovro). These
metaphors may look aristocratic but at the same time are essentially non-Alcibiadic: the
ancestors are described as honouring in a lawful manner (katd tovg vépoug) individuals that
were d&&lo1 (Aesch. 3.180), cwepoveg and xpnotol ([Dem.] 25.97), whereas Thucydides’
Alcibiades was perceived by his contemporaries as full of mapavopia in his manner of living
and as aiming to tupavvi¢ (Thuc. 6.15.4).

* See also Dem. 13.21-25; Dem. 23.196-200 on the exemplary manner in which the ancestors
used to bestow honours to citizens and foreigners contrary to the allegedly bad habits and
low standards of the contemporaries; Liddel (2007) 250, citing evidence from much later
sources (Pausanias, Plutarch), points out that even earlier than the fourth century the
Athenians probably used to reward generously their excelling politicians.
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whole city and not specific individuals shared the honour of the victory (Aesch. 3.183-185).*
In a similar way, Miltiades’ name does not appear on any memorial of the battle of Marathon,
even though he allegedly demanded this reward (Aesch. 3.186), whereas the democrats from
Phyle that restored democracy in Athens after the oligarchy of 404/403 received very
moderate honours, among them crowns of olive (Aesch. 3.187).

This idealized image of honouring politically successful individuals relies on the
exploitation of a pair of democratic ideals that define exemplary political competition:
firstly, securing the subordination of individuals even when they happen to be excelling, or
better, especially when they happen to be excelling and, secondly, reinforcing collective
superiority. In this scheme, the attitude of the city that is sparing in the distribution of
rewards as well as her refusal to bestow fancy rewards, such as golden crowns, is not to be
mistaken for ungratefulness; it is the result of the demos being high-minded (dxdpiotoc dp’
v 6 dfipog; oGk, A& ueyaAd@pwv, Aesch. 3.182). In this ideal account of assessing political
activity, the attitude of a yeyaAd@pwv demos acting as a fair judge of political competition
and public performances is presented as stemming from a mentality of collective pre-
eminence and collective love of honour that serves the ideological purposes of subordinating

and integrating to the community excelling citizens and their individual, and potentially

* Domingo Gygax (2016) 175-179 sees beyond the rhetoric of Aeschines and argues that some
excelling individuals, especially military leaders, were indeed distinguished from the rest,
and especial praise and honour were bestowed on them by the city.
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individualistic, love of honour.” The main priority is presented to be the recognition of
collective achievement and not the rewarding of specific individuals in activities and
undertakings that are collaborative but the accomplishment of which requires that specific
individuals unavoidably would have taken leading roles.* The image of the ueyaAdgppwv

demos is a version of ‘thinking big’ advantageous to the community that deemphasizes

*® Aeschines may had failed to persuade the dikasts that Demosthenes was unworthy of a
golden crown, but the outcome of the trial does not mean that this ideal representation of
politics lacked rhetorical and ideological force; Thomas (1989) 213-221 stresses the role that
anonymity plays in the funeral orations for ‘the creation of an official and patriotic tradition’
(p. 196) that celebrates the nobility of the demos as a whole; Gribble (1999) 45-46 notes the
tendency to celebrate the collective and deemphasize individual achievement especially in
relation with military glory and explains it as ‘part of a wider democratization of elite values’
under which also falls the rhetoric of the funeral orations; cf. Loraux (1986) who recognizes
the ideological force of anonymity and abstraction for the expression and reinforcement of
democratic values (e.g. p. 41-42, 51-53, 104, 276-279), but views the use of aristocratic
language (arete etc.) for the celebration of the democracy as an ‘anomaly’ (p. 176) and, instead
of recognizing the democratic appropriation of such vocabulary, concludes that democracy
failed to develop its own language (172-220).

* Thomas (1989) 214-216 notes that Aeschines’ (3.183) praise of the anonymity of past
monuments might have been a reaction to a tendency in mid fourth century to celebrate the
individual as noticed in Hyperides’ epitaphios. Compared to the other surviving epitaphioi,
Hyperides’ is innovative in that it focuses on the individual, the general Leosthenes, and on
the present, the dead men of the specific campaign for which the epitaphios was delivered
(Hyp. 6.10-42 with Loraux (1986) 110-113); cf. Loraux (1986) 51-52, 127-129, 170-171 who
notices that Hyperides’ innovative concentration on the present and his glorification of the
dead of the Lamian War is done in terms that in the other funeral orations are reserved for
the combatants of the Persian War, and views this as an attempt of Hyperides to move away
from abstraction and inspire confidence in the present collective in their contest against the
Macedonians.
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individual distinction in collective initiatives.” In this discourse of collective distinction, not
much space is left for the politically successful citizen to emerge, individually, as a philotimos.

The dynamic relationship between a sovereign demos and its humbled politicians that
secures smooth conduct of politics is also part of the political discourse of deliberative
oratory. Here again the idealized version of it is placed in the time of the ancestors.

In the Third Olynthiac, Demosthenes chastises the city for hesitating to take further
action in support of Olynthus against Philip and juxtaposes the ancestors’ commendable way
of managing the city’s external and internal affairs to the allegedly deplorable current
situation.”® Demosthenes contends that his suggested policy, unpleasant as it is yet much

needed, is in line with ancestral standards (Dem. 01.3.21). In good old times, the city used to

¥ In this way, collective ‘thinking big’ appears to be directly opposed to the attitudes of
politically ambitious individuals, just as Alcibiades’ in the Sicilian debate, whose ‘thinking
big’ (¢¢’ avt® uéya povodvta ur ioov eivat, Thuc. 6.16.4) may threaten the common well-
being and challenge the political equality of democracy; on ‘thinking big’ and megalopsychia
of the city collectively, see p. 55; Lendon (2006) 89-90 notices that contrary to Xenophon, the
orators employ uéya @poveiv (‘thinking big’) in a positive way to exhort the people; cf. Cairns
(1996) on hybris and ‘thinking big’.

* Similarly, Dem. 23.206-211; Dem. 13.26-31. Note in 13.26 the use of philotimia language for
the attitude of the collective: at Demosthenes’ time, they still take pride in the military
achievements of their ancestors (¢’ oi¢ #t1 kai VOV fjueic @ihotiuodueda) but they do not
live up to their standards as they only admire the trophies of the ancestors’ achievements
without emulating their virtue in practice; Demosthenes exhorts the people to be more
energetic, more responsible and/or to imitate the actions of their glorious forefathers in
01.2.13; 0L.3.36; Phil.1.7-8, 10, 35-37; Phil.2.8-12; 8.50-51; Phil.3.4-5; Badian (1995) 103 sees in this
lack of action pointed out by Demosthenes not merely a ‘lack of ambition’ from the part of
the Athenians, but also a more realistic approach to politics according to which several
initiatives that seemed costly and excessive would better not be implemented.
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thrive because excelling political figures used to promote the city’s welfare instead of
choosing personal popularity in the Assembly by suggesting easy solutions. Athens was all-
powerful in collective activities at international level when she was leading the Athenian
empire (Dem. 01.3.24)* and magnificent within her borders (Dem. 01.3.25),”° whereas,
individually, the excelling political figures of the time, such as Aristeides and Miltiades, were
allegedly leading very modest and humble private lives (Dem. 01.3.25-26).”" Success and
splendidness inside and outside the city are attributed to the collective, whereas the
praiseworthy quality of excelling individuals that is singled out is their private humbleness
and not any kind of public demonstration of power. The principles of statesmanship that are
highlighted here and were allegedly respected by politicians of old are again those of
promoting common welfare without prioritizing considerations of personal gain and of

participating in politics in a way that secures equality among the civic body (Dem. 01.3.26).”

89 ¢

And they alone of mankind left behind them by their deeds a renown greater than all envy’
(Loeb adapted).

*®‘Out of the wealth of the state they set up for our delight so many fair buildings and things
of beauty, temples and offerings to the gods, that we who come after must despair of ever
surpassing them’ (Loeb).

’' “Yet in private they were so modest, so careful to obey the spirit of the constitution, that
the houses of their famous men, of Aristides or of Miltiades, as any of you can see that knows
them, are not a whit more splendid than those of their neighbours’; see also Meidias’ private
ostentation and his fancy house (Dem. 21.158-159) contrasted to his allegedly non-existent
record of public benefactions; see Millett (1998b) 209-211 on fancy houses ‘represented as
democratically unsound’ (quotation from p. 209).

9 «

For selfish greed had no place in their statesmanship, but each thought it his duty to
further the common weal (t0 korvov abetv €kaotog Geto deiv). And so by their good faith
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This ideal representation is then contrasted to the contemporary situation: the city,
Demosthenes says, has squandered many opportunities to dominate at international level
(Dem. OI3.27-28), while within the polis no tokens of public magnificence emulating the
splendidness of the ancestors are to be displayed (Dem. Ol3.29). Responsible for this
deplorable situation are those political figures who through their statesmanship have
become rich while they were poor and eminent while they were unknown to the detriment
of the collective: ‘the lower the fortunes of the city have sunk, the higher have their fortunes
soared’.”

Bad politicians are not the only ones to be blamed, but responsibility is also attributed
to the demos Contrary to the ideal stance of a megalophron mes* the people in
Demosthenes’ time are admonished for lacking the authority and sovereignty of old times:
‘You cannot, I suppose, have a proud and youthful spirit (I"#$ %®&'($)% *' +,-.1$ ), if

your conduct is mean and paltry (1)%,/ %8+$01$2,3445'4$6); for whatever a man’s actions

are, such must be his spirit’ (Dem. OI3.32). The base conduct of the collective is manifested

towards their fellow Greeks, their piety towards the gods, and their equality among
themselves (4 789 $: 456<>67)5%(' ), they deserved and won a great prosperity’ (Loeb);
note, again, the stress on the significance of (political) equality.

% 2=@7AL 4B62-1(>6 I1344>#'H#5'( , 45=5C@4 45C4>'. CE.4%$)(Dem. OI3.29); for the
same idea of private gaining in politics to the detriment of the city, see Dem. 8.66-67.

** See above, the representation of Aeschines in Against Ctesiphon.
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in their incapacity to control and subordinate their politicians as their ancestors used to.
Administration of public affairs has been turned upside down: teeosis unable to
supervise politics and dispense suitable honours and gifts to individuals, but has been
overtaken by politicians who control polieynaking and manage the finances of the state to
the extent that the people havieecome financially dependent aheir whims*In this non
ideal (yet perhaps realistic) model of conducting politics, private individualistic objectives
are dominant and the collectiveOs attitude of acting honourably and out of love of honour
has been owpowered?’ The authority of thedemosis antagonized by individual politicians
who gain wealth and eminence nbbmthe city andforthe city but to the detriment of the
community.

In another deliberative speeckn the Chersond3emosthenes assesses tluality of
political participation as a kind of public contribution. This evaluation takes the form of a

comparison between Demosthenes and his political rivéspair of antithetical notions are

**OBecause then the people, having the courage to act and to fight, controlled the politicians
and were themselves the dispensers of alidurs; the rest were well content to accept at the
peopleOs hand honour and authority and rewardQ, (QI&mB0).

% QContent if the politicians gratify you with a dole from the Theoric Fund or a procession at
the Boedromia, and your manliness reaches its climax when you add your th&#&8y(for

what is your ownO, (De®I3.31); such claims are not new: see\A98-712 with MacDowell
(2009) 23238.

%" Roisman (2004) 261 observes that such reproaches were aiming at making the people
see in their submissiveness to the politicians a loss of collective manhood and authority.

% On different rhetorical techniques ahtopoi that Demosthenes employs for his self
presentation in his deliberative speeches, see Kremmydas (2016).
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employed to describe diametrically opposed sources ofivation which affect the quality

of a speakerQOs political participatitiron the one hand, there are politicians who advise with
andreia in the sense of civic courage and bravery to give the best advice even if it is
unpopulari®on the other haml, thereare those who speak to obtatharisfor the popularity

that one gains with the audience by suggesting policies that are easily digestible yet of

ambiguous quality®* Demosthenes, as expected, places himself among the brave speakers

and continues his sejpraise with an assessment of his public contributions:

| "HEEH'( ) +H, % QFO0 -+, "1 2324 #5#46/,7'6 8- B : <=6 /%/+5?@ <)) ABG,
C D62*%E=?6<0+, @R#*' ?7*<*AB<(UY%H @EA+*?;5<(@RA*?-G#B6Y'H+*| ( @F
73"%' (<. A-<TK#BB6 @ B#+ <J#<(D77<(H'7<6=*B/5<(, +L236 M6 #+I#BOE+'-' ,: 77$
N#' #O6 #+'+J#BG/+7'#%P-G#B6L236 [+ 7'#%J+-<): 771 2P6G-%6-Nb &B(,! "/%*
@EQ%*+' @QR@<#?;+'%H @RA<*5R%"=@E2?7-%J% ' @EH#S77$T /+'+ U"6 +4+'
[+'%65, H2DWMDE #+I#BO/K/+# PWKPH6 ) #<Y<H .23 *+ZA=?6H =P\ / > @0*2+P(

H =P/ >HT7+#'-5<( : 771 2'<-06B 70;B6 W] 6 W" - 36 /+7706 WGH#BBL FI<* $

“In Dem. 8.690 the language of courage and cowardice is employed-vis favour and
personal interest

1%See also, Der®11.16;013.32;Phil1.51; 9.6&5 and the discussion by Roisman (2004} 270
271; on civic courage in democratic deliberation, see Balot (20042442nd in discussions
of war and peace in the courtroom, see Roisman (20031382

101 On charisin DemosthenesO symboulewspeeches, see the discussion in the following
Section.
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|45, 1 "VBR (, % %+ %,-(./ ,"%+0.18$ 9B815% 657 89: 37& ;$%*+<-.$.$ P04 102

(Dem.8.7G71)

With the employment opraeteritipDemosthenes leaves aside his monetary benefactions to
the state and to individuals in order to focus on his political activity which he assesses as his
most important contribution to the community® It is the quality of his political
participation that @ncerns us here: Demosthenes has been motivated neither by
considerations of gain nor bghilotimia but, on the contrary, the kind of advice he has been
offering to the city serves public interest to his own detriment in terms of popularitkidri3

and positive reception from the peopldn deliberative contexts, Demosthenes makes sure

2BThat if a man should say to me, OSpeak for yourself, and tell us what good you have ever
done the city,O though | might speak, men of Athens, ofttieearchiesnd ofchoregiaiof
eisphoraand of the ransom of captives, and of other instanceplufanthropial would say

not a word of them, but only reply that my policy has never been the policy of those men;
that though | could, perhaps as well as the rest, accuse and bribe and confischéetain
general as they are acting, | have never applied myself to any of these arts nor have | been
prompted either bykerdo®r by philotimia but | continue to offer advice which does indeed
lower me in your esteem, but which, if you will follow itowld contribute to your greatnessO
(Loeb adapted).

1% This is so because we are dealing with a speech that was delivered in the Assembly and
naturally the focus is on politics and poliayaking, not on an individualsO benefactions. See
pp. 4952, 23232.
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to present himself not simply as nghilotimo$ut as antiphilotimosin other words, as the
opposite to PericlesO successoiBhucydides®

In order to stress the publicly beneficial character of the advice he has been giving in
the Assemblymeetings, Demosthenes leaves any considerationkeofiosas well as of
philotimiaout of the picture. Contrary to the cases wheashilotimiais manifestel as a civic
virtue, usuallyin benefactions performed for the community, considerationgabilotimian
the Assembly point towards an individualistic approach to political participation and thus
Demosthenes makes sure he denounces it. Priority should be giverbtmuliaand collective
achievement rather than to personal excelling and this is exactly Wb@mosthenes repeats
a few moments afterwards: ONor indeed does it seem to me the part of an honest citizen to
devise political measures by which | shall at once take the highest place among' yo20&
" (#) *+%(,-./ 012§, but you the lowest among thelodrs. No, the advancement of theage
must always go along with the measures proposed by good citizens, and they must always
support the bet and not the easiest policy[@em.8.72).

Policymaking and politics, in general, can be viewed indeed as ctmtasiong
individuals, but the winner, the agent of political achievement should always be the city. In

Dem. 19.295297, the Assembly is a field of supremacy for individual politicians

% Note, however, that in Thucydides it igiai philotimiathat are denounced nophilotimia
in general (2.65.7); cf. the positive assessmemdiaphilotimian Demosthenes discussed in
pp. 258259; on the distinction betweeidiaandd! mosighilotimia see pp. 228.
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(OFurthermore, at Athens many men have upon occasion risen to powesghButas the
field of their supremacy? The Assembly of the peopt.)t, at the same time, exploiting
political activity so as to elevate oneself is part of a dystopia: O[p]ersons who fancy themselves
important enough to be called friends of Philip, métching for military commands and
eager for political distinction ['#$%&$%$'&() *+#,-./#+], men who claim superiority over the
many HO-.'1#2( 98/ 443/ #%-./#+ 7.8 .9&40. In such kisbf idealized rhetorical
constructions,political contributionsare not presented as Oinvestmentsfublic gratitude

and political participation does not seem to have a firm place among the activities that were
exploited rhetorically for personaladvantage anchonouring!® The reciprocal nexus of
acting out ofphilotimiaand expecting a return from the city that we often find in forensic
speeches in ret&on to monetarybenefactionsand other serviceseems to be missing when
discussing politics and polieynaking and when assessing political contributions. Tkes
rhetorical choices show that, even though poliayaking may in practice be a competitive

process of contrasting interests and individual ambitions, thevas anmperative need to

5Dem. 19.297%%#'/2/ 1#44#;1&" <= 8 > ; 2&+3/ @.@6/&$TA2"HE ) 44B1# C%#,%D/
E?&$%#E"F%.2./ ;> %5 7TH-I .

1% And all that despite the reality that political activity and political power could be very
profitable: seeMoreno (2007) 24385 who examines the rhetoric of grain supply in Athenian
oratory especially of the fourth century and shows that, even though it is usually not
explicitly recognized in the speeches, Athenian politicians through connections with foreign
kings and through active participation in poliegnaking at home played an important role
in controlling the Athenian grain supply and profited from trade. On Demosthenes,
Aeschines, and Philocrates making money through trading, see Moreno (20022220
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protect collective superiority and political equality. In the public discourse of politics, acting
out of philotimiafailed to emerge as a positive rhetorical norm.

This idealized rhetorical construction of political participation as an activity that
should not be exploited for personal gaining and honouring leads one to consider that the
rhetoric of reciprocal, mutual gaining between the city and the individual was not
appropriate for all sorts of public activities and contributions, and, in extension, that
probably it was not tolerated in all sorts of discursive environments.

This becomes evident in the next section. A close examination of the rhetoric of charis
in the Assembly shows that the etiquette of the Assembly was particularly regulated and
distinctively different from that of the courtroom. As far as Demosthenes’ symbouleutic
speeches show, contrary to forensic practices, speakers in the Assembly did not use to parade
their liturgies, other monetary benefactions or their political contributions in return of a
favourable hearing. As we will see, the rhetoric of mutual benefit of forensic speeches
encapsulated in charisrequests is not adopted by the symbouleutic oratory of the fourth

century, whereas at the same time charigerminology is negatively charged.

3.3. The rhetoric of charisin the Assembly
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When litigants employ arguments based oharisobligations, they draw on powerful social
ideals of cooperative and mutually beneficial relations within the ¢it{in the courtroom,

the rhetoric of charisis very closely related to generosity and public leéactions (most
prominently liturgies) andaims at uniting the useful individual with the audience and the
city. Thusthe rhetoric of gratitudeand of public contributionss a powerful means through
which litigants sought to create and reinforce commuyities by appealing to bonds of
mutual interest and mutual obligation and, more generally, by drawing from shared
understandings of what counts as good and honourable conduct.

Lessattention has been given to the place that mentioning oneOs liturgies and
exploiting the reciprocal aspect aharisholds inthe Assembly and ideliberative speeches.
Finley, for instance, supports that O[]t was standard practice in both politicafaedsic
speeches to draw attention to oneOs own liturgical service and to the opponentOs
dereliction®but, if by Opolitical® he also means deliberative speeches, his statement seems
to be based more on expectation than on evider@per (1989ajtates hat O[t]he politician
might also remind thedemosf his donations when he spoke in the AssemBR&ut all the
examples that Ober (1989a) 2333 provides in support of this point (except for Dem. 8.70

71) are from forensic speeches not from deliberatorees, and thus in his conclusion in p.

197 See especially pp. 3B, 4244, 1070on variations in the use of rhetorical arguments of
charign the forensic speeches of the Attic oratosge the Appendix.

1% Finley (1983) 37.

190ber (1989a) 23132.



310 that O[t]he politician who was materially generous deservedhieisof the people,
while his opponent wascharistd® he misses tiraportant point that, even if that was the
case, such statements were nemunciated in the Assemblyn a similar manner, Christ
(2006) 18481 claims that, when addressing the courtro@mthe Assembly wealthy man
could present his record of public expenditures and seelkcfaarisgn return.

Several scholars seem tonflate the rhetoric of the courtroom with the rhetoric of
the Assemblyand sometimes conclusions about Assembly practices are drawn based on
scant evidence or evidence from forensic speech®3he only reference of monetary
contributions in a deliberatve speech is found in Demosthen@sQhe Chersong@em. 8.70
71), where Demosthend#rgies and other monetarydonations are mentioned in passing
with the employment ofpraeteritioAnother example that is usually employed to support the
rhetorical force of liturgies in the Assembly is Dem. 21.153 where Meidias is chastised for
referring to his liturgical status in the Assembly: We cannotabsolutely exclude the

possibility that suchkind of evidence may point to the idea that citation of liturgies and

"OHarris (1995) 3485 discusses generosity and recognition of generosity in the Assembly but
not the rhetoric of generosity and, just as Ober (1989a)2Z3K) the evidence he draws from

do not come from deliberative speech¥ghitehead (1983) 59 makes thengamistake of not
separating Assembly from lawcourt regarding the rhetoric of monetary contributions and
philotimia Harris (2016) is the only scholar, as far as | know, that notices this point; see pp.
4952,

111 SeeOber (1989a) 2333; for a view similato OberOs on Dem. 21.153, see Wilson (2000)
176 n.88: Olt]his passage is further evidence that, well into the fourth century, leitourgists
were far from having ceased to deploy the prestige of their services in the context of the
Assembly@ee also Domgo Gygax (2016) 2-P49.
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public service in the Assembly may have been employed by some speakers and may not have
been completely inappropriaté’? At the same time, it is difficult to disregard the fact that
fir stly, we have only one reference to monetary contributions in deliberative contexts (Dem.
8.7071) and, secondlyhat in the passage fromAgainsMeidiasa forensic not a deliberative
speech, DemosthenesO purpose of mentioning MeidiasO alleged congluwvmaeen
precisely this, namely, to underline that by mentioning his liturgies Meidias is actually
breaching the etiquette of the Assembly thereby appearing to be transgressive in one more
way

Qurviving deliberative speeches point to éhdirection tha at least in DemosthenesO
time speakers in the Assembly did not use to resort to arguments about their rich liturgical
services, or their benefactions to the city in general, for their character construction neither
did they use to attack rivaspeakers o the grounds of poor performance of public services.
This seems to be so with the rhetoric dfaristoo: appeals taharisin return for public
servicemay have been an effective means of attempting to bond oneself with the dikasts and

the community by promoting unity of interests between the individual and his city, but it

seems that this was not the case in the Assembly. Speakers did not explicitlyeag&ople

"2Cf. p. 210211 n. 71.
30n the several ways in which Demosthenes shows Meidias to be a transgressive figure, see
pp. 96106.
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to follow their political advice out of goodwill to their person or to reject the suggested
policies of their rivals out of distrust due to the latter’s lack of gratitude towards the city.

Davies recognizes that quoting one’s liturgies in the Assembly was not a regular
political argument in the fourth century. One explanation that he provides is that ‘there were
so many others who could make the same sort of claim’.' But in the courtroom too there
were many speakers who could make the same sort of claim yet they did not refrain from
making it. Why in the courtroom and not in the Assembly, then? In Davies’ linear
chronological approach,"® synchronical contextual differences are left unrecognised. In this
way, the idea that the rhetoric of liturgies and charisdid not convey the same influence
across the institutions and public discourses in which games of political power were played
in democratic Athens is undermined.

But differences of discourse and etiquette are important."® In the courtroom, one of
the desired effects of resorting to one’s public contributions and democratic credentials was
the construction of a character that could win the trust of the dikasts and increase one’s
credibility as a good and useful citizen and, in the case of the defendant, as a person who

would not have committed the crime he was accused for. The primary aim of every litigant

" Davies (1981) 96.

"* Through a gross comparison among the sixth, fifth and fourth centuries, Davies (1981) 96-
131 attempts to identify the ‘power-base’ for gaining political influence in each period.

° See pp. 57-59; also Carey (2000a) 205; Worthington (2004) 140-143.
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wasto win the trial for himself’ In the Assemblypolitical contributions in the form of
advising the city were and neled to be presented as ends in themselwed a speaker would
seek to present himself @ honest and intelligent advisd'®Ideally, the primarygoal of
everyrh!torwould have beerto offerthe best advicdor thecity. Thus, requests fotharisand
appeals tghilotimiaon the basis of monetary benefactioasd other public servicewould
be more relevant and effective in the courtroom rather than the Assembly precisely
becausanuch more space for individualisatioand legitimate personal considations was
expected andillowed in the context of a courtroom

In surviving deliberative contextschariswas not related to the practice of reciting
past contributions to the state in order to solidify oneOs-gemocrattc public imageQuite
differently, whencharisvocabulary is employeth our deliberative speeches it has a very
different meaning than that of positive reciprocity. Just as participating in politics for private
considerations wa$o beavoidedor at least concealedspeaking in order to gaior grant
charisvas something that a speaker would dissociate from himself and attribute to his rivals.
Claiming that a rival politician had spoken to win favour was in fact a negative assessment
of the quaity of his political participation pointing towards a form of calculation and fake
reciprocity which bordered deception of the ppte. This negative employment of the

concept ofchariswhen evaluating political participation shows that what was part okth

70r for the person on behalf of whom he was speaking, in the casmefjoroi
8Seep. 223 n. 98.
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vocabulary of positive reciprocity in the courtroom was significantly redefined in the
context of the Assembly and Assemisblated activitieslt seems that in the public discourse
of politics and the Assembly politicar other contributions were not © be presented as
private investmentsn public gratitude

Advising out of and for favour is consistently negatively coloured in DemosthenesO
deliberative speeches as well asgrooemiaf deliberative speechées’In some cases, the
relation of speaking for favour with deception and lack of reciprocity is articulated quite
explicitly. According toExordb.1, the practiceof saying what one believes will bring him
gratitude belongs to those who want to deceivé ¢$0&'()*% + 1*, - )I/* 0/1*)B4/* 15%
6/1/71-83/34/9 * :-:&-#'%<% )906/*%-#9>%'*’whereas enduring bad reactions from the

people while giving oneOs most expedient advice is the sign of a loyal and just‘éitinen.

19This negatively coloured meaning oharisin relation to public speaking is also found in
Thuc. 3.42.6, 7.8.2.

120Kremmydas (2013) includé4l/71-; - vocabulary in his discussion of deceptive language

in the Attic Orators.

21 Mentioned by Kemmydas (2013) 6@3. Nonetheless;harisvocabulary as part of the
language of deception in the Assembly escapes KremmydasO attention. He only mentions
very briefly in p. 63 that Oany orators indulging the audience should be recognized as
deceiversO; Qb¢1989a) 32824 understands the negative references dbarisin the
Assembly as a Oblame toposO against flatterers and the habderibi® enjoy listening to
flattery, but also as evidence that tliteemosvas probably open to criticism of its bacbits.

As Ober notes, denouncing these practices openly was a risky pathifdoabut sometimes

the only way to suggest new policies; see Montgomery (198261®r a discussion of
DemosthenesO criticism of the people and of rival orators; more ggneradeception of

the audience and on blame topoi in forensic and deliberative oratory as well as in
Aristophanes, see Dover (1974)38B neither Montgomery nor Dover discuss negative
references tacharign the Assembly.
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Dem.8.5253, thedemoss deceived by ctain politicians ( "#$%'(" )*+*,(-'+./(&+* ) to
stay inactive against Philip, O[b]ut the result of this is for you indeed repose and idleness, for
the presentbblessings which | am afraid you will one day consider dearly purch&dad
for the speakersoi chariteand ho misthoghe payment)&?Solidyet illegitimate benefits
come to those speakers from deception of the people

Moreover, speaking fazharisn the Assembly is contrasted to giving oneOs best advice
to the city and is sometimes employed to explain bad political influence thageatiéy makes
the city neglect her dutie$?*At the beginning of th& hird Philippidemosthenes argues that
the main reason why the city fares badly in the war with Philip is the politicélluence of
that kind of advisoswho choose popularity with the alience instead of providing their best
advice 0'1 +(2$3*456.78*" #--(& 9 +1 ;;-+'7+* -<.'& ,4(*4(=";&(=$ ).'’*’Demosthenes,
on the other side, claims for himself the courage of telling the truth and, anticipating the
audienceOs displeasure as truth veftgn hurts, asks for a benevolent hearing on the basis

of his honesty ¥?'@0;, A B&04.$C8D&H' , B& +' +Ha& >-D8@& ".+1 ,*44D75*$-,<F ,

22| oeb adapted.

20n the connection between speaking fdrarigspeaking in a pleasant mannend giving
inadequate advice that leads to the cityOs idleness and inaction, see8.BéjExordl.3;
Exordil.2; in similar manner, in Dem. 18.138 the people are chastisegréberring
entertaining words ¢G5 ., H+*E5 -('0(45*'$ 1 0(&G$ )* H3J4'+($ to useful and expedient
advice; on speaking faharisas not only incompatible with giving oneOs best advice, but also
as tantamount to benefiting the enemy, that is, Philip, sesDPhil3.6364.

124Dem.Phil3.2.
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I"#$1%8&' 1() #)* +(, +(-&. /01 1' 2.34' 3$'567&).'*The implication here is that those who
speak tagrant andobtain charisenjoy immediate popularity without actually benefiting the

city and, even worse, to the long term detriment of the city, whereas Demosthenes chooses
to risk losing his popularity (and, we may also say, benefits stemming from it) in order to
give tothe city the best he hak?

In the Third OlynthiacDemosthenes identifies the source of the problem in bad
administration of public affairs with the undesirable habit of politiciarwhospeak in the
Assembly so as to please the audietit@aking care of the public interest is caas
incompatible with speaking in a pleasant mann@But | consider it right as a citizen to set
the welfare of the state aboveharisin speaking08¢9 +; < += >53%) 2@.)+(),
Demosthenes claims for himseff,whereas the bad breed of politicians that allegedly
dominate the political scene usually address the Assembly in this manner: OWhat would you

like? What kall | propose? How can | pleageu?O %! A ?&.%6B!&). In this way,

12Dem.Phil3.3.

126 Similarly, in OI3.3 Demosthenes projects himself as an advisor expedient for the city in
juxtaposition to those who speak publicly foharisswaying the people into neglecting their
duties with the sveet uselessness of words that make them popu&H(, -. D ?@.)'
#'1"3(.$ A <%(E;$F -G - $>H>ETH(?7".%&; + -&.I'+& ).

1270On theThird Olynthiaand issues of character construction, see Kremmydas (2016) .58
12Dem.OI3.21; see also Dem. &%ordi4.1 on the distance between speakingdbarisand
giving oneOs best advice and DBhil1.51 on choosing the latter to the former despite the
very probable loss of private gain in doing so; eerd28.2 on an expression of wishful
thinking where the people follow willingly the most expedient advice and thus the proposer
appears both to win their favour and give his best advid& C®?&.)KI'$'(; C&?."6+*
>53B' 4.&)'1" ).
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Demosthenes says, Otheeiasts of the state have been frittered away for a momentary
popularity ("#!$#%&' %) !&"&*%+,&-."%#) % %) '0123) !".45&%&. The natural
consequences follow, and the orators profit by your disgra€drOPhil1.38, Demosthenes
contends that it igdisgraceful for the people to get deceived by showing preference to some
advisorsO pleasant talking that makes them neglect their duties and miss the right timing for
action*® He, on the other hand, has never chosen to speak in order to gain favour
disregading considerations of the cityOs advantage (CRinil1.51):** although he knows
very well that this is not the most expedient course of action for hims®[ffet, certain as |

am that it is to your interest to receive the best advice, | could have @dshat | were equally
certain that to offer such advice is also to the interest of the speaker.O Contrary to speakers
who profit by the cityOs disgrace, Demosthenes refuses to follow the individualistic

imperatives of thepractice of speaking tgrant andgain favour(Dem.Phil1.51)

129Dem.0I3.22; right afterwards (DerI3.2426), Demosthenes comparthe grim situation

of his days with an idealized image of the past: the ancestors thrived for many years in
external as well as internal affairs because they had politicians that gave them their best
advice: ONow your ancestors, whom their orators kerdurs today, did not caress or flatter,
(6,2 BH# %#+8*89 #:, 6-&"+#8<G=1$4#8%2) >B?+1#*8& %) for five and forty years
commanded the willing obedience of the GreeksO.

1B02A>BCOD8 10438-.") ,EBF5G!"#HI,#*H& , J'4K ;L5+84+482%&Ad-"08 6HY?28&,+;2'8
N*%#N), & OPI&8UIB&RE11#5$8#*F8 F >*H-2"( 1.8%38 TH%28B 98 J'438; see also
ExordlL.3 which is a paraphrase of this passage?#&8&,- vocabulary in antideception topoi

in the Attic oratory, see Kremmydas (2013)&8

131 U4V 5V8 #X8 #YURV11#%2[1#%2 1" \) -8 2405L81$42'8] %'E8 5G,& OH*8#+H2'8
1212'H5$8#) ~ , 8 8 %S 4'48[H,3 1.8< O 11 D), # >\8 TI#H%2'1.528#)!12!1&""LH+&H5&'

Note the opposition bateen speaking focharisand speaking wittparrh sia



In all the cases mentioned so far, speakingytant or getcharisin the Assembly is
harmful for the city and advantageous, even ifiriporarily, for the pleasantly speaking
advisor. Actingwith charis out of charisand for charisin politics is inmost of the cases
associated witloffering to the city superficially pleasant political solutions the sweetness of
which does not last for long while their harmful effects for the city are evident in the long
run.**? Politicians whospeakwith and for charisdo not advise as needed but say what the
people want to hear in order to gain popularity that would allow them to promote their own
interests without invoking, at least not immediatelyhé¢ wrath of the people.gaking to
getor grant charign politics borders with deception of the city and rinue mutual benefit
seems to stem out of it.

Thosecharigopoi are usually employed in deliberative contexts as warnings for the
audience against deceiving speakeksthe same time, hoewver, they are powerful means of
characterization for both the speaker who employs them and his ra@takers: by rejecting
the rhetoric ofcharisDemosthenes rejects shesighted personal interest and unites himself
with his audience and with the citipy casting himself as an expedient and loyal advisor. On
the other hand, by attributing to his rivalsO style of conducting politics the rhetorzhafis

Demosthenes attributes to them ulterior motives. He points out the dangerous consequences

1¥See also Aesch. 3.168 on the sweet yet deceptive rhetoric of Demosthenes, and Kremmydas
(2013) 55.
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of shortterm false gratification and casts his rivals as deceivers of the pegifgenpting to
break, in this way, any bond of community and reciprocity between them and the city.

In a recent article on (ant)deception topoi as means of character construction,
Kremmydas examines specific terminology which he associates with the Odiscourse of
deception® in the Attic Orator€.Limiting his survey to that vocabulary, Kremmydas
identifies various types of (ardideception topoi and explores the frequency with whicleth
appear in different oratorical genres as well as in different types of forensic speeches.
KremmydasO comparison of DemosthenesO forensic speeches with his deliberative ones
shows that the specific vocabulary of deception that he examines appears twioltem in
DemosthenesO forensic speecdffdstemmydasrightly views this discrepancyfirstly, as a
matter of different rhetorical strategies needed in the Assembly and in the courtroom: in the
latter, the speakers seem to have much more spacadbominenattacks on the opponent;
and, secondlyas a corollary of the different role of the speaker in each place: in the Assembly
a speaker was supposed to focus on expediency, whereas in the courtroom on‘fistice.

In his survey, bwever, Kremmydas doerot recognize charis vocabulary as

belonging to the languagand discourseof deception in the context of the Assembf§.

1¥33See Kremmydas (2013) 52 n. 4 for the vocabulary that Kremmydas examines and Appendix
2 for passages which it is attested.

¥ Kremmydas (2013) &81.

1% Kremmydas (2013) S84.

¥ This seems to be an important omission, if one considers that the 12 references on the
deceptive connotations ofthariswould increase KremmydasO figure for DemosthenesO
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Arguments about speaking @rant andobtain charisn politics, as we saw, can form a type
of (anti-)deception toposcharisas a motre in politics expresses a way of fooling while
pretending to gratify the collective. The deliberative speeches that have survived are indeed
considerably fewer than the forensic evidence that we have, but the consistency with which
charisis negativey enployedin deliberative cont&ts and positively chargedh forensic
contexts is striking and needs to be taken in&mcount. Thus, modifyingremmydasO
conclusionthat anti-deception topoi as means of characterization dominate specific types of
forensic speeches but not the Assembly, we may add thatheigeferences in deliberative
speeches form a type of (adtileception topos that is peculiar to the Assembly

This discrepancy in the meaning ofiarisn the Assembly and in the courtroom needs
some further explanation. Not all arguments were equally effective in all contexts, and
speakers, if they wanted to be persuasive, needed to take into account whaaehdime

appropriate depending on the occasion, the place and the role that they perforffiéd.

deliberative oratory from 28 to 40 and if we also add the 6 references fronprthee miaf
deliberative oratory, then in total the number of KremmydasO references would increase by
64%:; the references ttharisvith negative connotations are: in deliberativ@seches: Dem.
OI3.3,Phil1.38, 518.1, 34, 583, 71 (note also the derogatory referenc@ltalotimig; Phil3.2,

63 (x2), 64 (x2); iprooemiaDem ExordL.3; 5.1; 9.2 (note also the derogatory reference to
philotimig; 28.12; 41.2; 44.1.

" My point, however, does not cancel KremmydasO (2013) 84 observation that in the
Assembly Othe discourse of deception against opponentsO usually appears Qin a neutral,
depersonalized wayO, as when speakingffariss condemned in deliberative speeches this

is usially done in a more general way and not in speaiichominemttacks.

1% Rubinstein (2004) and Rubinstein (2005) discuss the idea of context specific rhetorical
topoi. Rubinstein, however, does not examine deliberative oratory-"wss forensic
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charisappears to be systematically negatively charged in deliberative contexts, but usually
positively charged in forensic then we are possibly dealing witto separate, Ocontext
sensitiveO public discourses. My explanation for the negative connotatiotisadin the
Assembly is consistent with my explanation for the absencelafotimiaas a civic virtue
from the Assembly and from positive evaluations plitical participation. Not all places
were appropriate for boasting about oneOs record of public donatérs not all public
activities and contributions were suitable for being ggented as private investments i
public gratitude. Whatwas regarded sireciprocal incourtroom speaking directing oneOs
philotimiato specific benedctions to the state and asking in retufor charis wasprobably
regarded as individualistic and deceptive in Assemfheaking'® In this framework, the
meaning ofcharisas an individualistic motivational power that spoils good conduct of

politics seems to be context specific and especially related to Assembly activities.

speechedut she focuses on different contexts within the genre of forensic oratory. Thus,
she shows that different legal procedures begged for different rhetorical strategies and that
particular rhetorical topoi and arguments were Ocontext sensitiveO (quotation(2005)
135); see Hesk (2007) 364 on appeals to liturgical service as a GepueuiixO argument
peculiar to the lawcourt.

1¥91f we want to be more specific about the function afarisin deliberative speeches, we
may say that even in these casesrhés still an element of reciprocity: those who speak for
charisoffer instant pleasure to the people with their easy to digest advice and the people
reward them on the spot with popular approval. In the long run, however, the superficiality
of this reciprocal bond is revealed and speaking fdrarisproves to be deceptive; on the
Oconflict between shetérm false interests and long term, true interestsO in Demosthenes,
see Hunt (2010) 168.
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Thelanguage of DemosthenesO deliberative speeches s¢vatithe Assembly is a
place where individuals and their contributions should not ovieaslow collective
superiority, achievement andnterest. Moreover, ly stigmatizing a specific kind of the
rhetoric of charis that of pleasant and deceptive advising, as aniliegte way of gaining
access to the favour of the peop@emosthenes appeared as the brave and helpful citizen
who warned the people against such practices. In this way, by dissociating himself from this
rhetoric of charishe united himself with the cityn a different way, namely, in a cooperative

attempt to deal with deceptive speakers who threaten unity and public interést.

In the next section, the battles of Demosthenes and Aeschines are examined as case studies
of democratic political discourse ithe courtroom. In what kind of contexts do the ideas of
philotimiaand beingphilotimosppeaf Once again, as we will see, political contributions and
political participation are not treated in the same way as monetary contributionther

public services DemosthenesO (sgbrtrait as a politician of the time that arises from these
speeches showthe delimited ways in whichphilotimiawas admitted as aommendable

quality of the individual in discourses of politics and politiGssessment.

149As far as the courtroom is concerned, Johnstone (19991@86otes that appeals to the
collective charisof the dikasts on the basis of common interest reinforced the collective
identity of the Athenians.
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3.4.The political battles of Demosthenes and Aeschines

The political feud of Demosthenes an@skhines is one of the beattested rivalries of
classical Athens. The two politicians clashed in the courtroom in three occasltresone

who struck first was Demosthenes along with his friend Timarchos: they accused Aeschines
in his euthyna(his public accounting for his time as an envoy) of misconduct for having
allegedly accepted bribes from Philip during the embassies to Phili847/346 for the
negotiations of peace. Aeschines managed to block for a while the initiation of a trial against
him by accusing Timarchos in retaliation for being unfit Oto be an active citizenO thereby
challenging TimarchosO right to bring the indictmegaing him to court**' The trial against
Timarchos, from which only AeschinesO prosecution speech survives, took ataoeding

to FisherObetween lataisimer 346 and spring 3488 om the other two trials between
Demosthenes and Aeschinge have bdt the prosecution and the defence speeches, a rare
stroke of luck if we judge from the rest of our courtroom evidence from the late fifth and

fourth centuries. The earliest of these two trials took place in 343 and regards AeschinesO

“IFisher (2001) 5.

“2Fisher (2001)-8, quotation from p. 6see MacDowell (2000) 21 n. 59 on the debate about
the date of the trial with further bibliography; the legal procedure that Aeschines employed
wasdokimasia ton oron for which see Fisher (2001)65 40, 15458; Hansen (1991) 267;
Harrison (1971) 204205; cf. Lane Fox (1994) 143 who expresses his doubts about the
originality of the law fordokimasia ton Iforondiscussed in Aesch. 1:32 and especially
about its Solonian origin; for a summary of the themes of the speech and Aesthiaetcs,
see Harris (1995) 14D6.
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alleged misconduct aan envoy during the negotiations with Philip in 346 (Def®,
prosecution speech, and Aesé).defence speech} The other one concerns the legality of
a proposal for crowning Demosthenes for his services to the city with a golden crown
brought by Ctesipbn in 336" Aeschines blocked the bestowal of the crown by bringing a
graphe paranomagainst CtesiphonOs proposal and the trial eventually took place 1ff 330
(Aesch3, prosecution speech, and Det8, defence speecHy.

The published versions of th&gpeeches from these two trials are important sources
of evidence for understanding the role gbhilotimiain public discussions dealing with
political participation and political contributions: careful selection of the means by which

excelling citizens agmpt to win over the favour of popular audiences, retrospective

143 Aeschines managed to get acquitted by a small margin of votes (B#utl5.5 who cites
IdomeneusFGrHi&38F10), but even so Demosthenes and hisMatedonian policy gained
political influence from this trial; Buckler (2000) 140 calls AeschinesO acquittal Oa Pyrrhic
victory over Demosthenessd; the embassies and the political and general background of the
trial, see MacDowell (2000)2R; for an overview of the events before and during the peace
negotiations wth Philip, see Ryder (2000)-32 and, more extensively, Harris (1995)168 ;

for a short presentation of the argumentative lines of Demosthenes and Aeschines, see
Buckler (2000) 13240.

1440n the grounds on which Demosthenes was going to be honouredesae 18.11219;
Aesch. 3.17, 23, 49, 101,-238.

“50n possible reasons why Aeschines eventually brought the case in court in 330, see Carey
(2000b) 160; Harris (1995) 1>, 1734.74.

14 Demosthenes acted as the advocatar{goro} of Ctesiphon (se®em. 18.5 and Yunis
(2001) ad loc.) delivering the defence speech and triumphantly convincedikiaestshat he

was worth of the honours proposed by CtesiphonOs decree. According t®&i24.23,
Aeschines did not even manage to take 4ifitn of the dikastsO votes and, sensing the end of
his political career in Athens, moved to Rhodes where he occupied himself with the teaching
of rhetoric.
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assessments of internal and external affairs, and iftersonal rivalries of political
opponents comprise the web of themes within which the rolgbflotimias examined?’

The rhetoric ofthe political trials examined seems to indicate thathen the ethos
of the individual politician is at stake, positively chargetilotimiavocabulary is employed
in relation to monetary benfactions. Furthermore,n On the False Emb&gm.19) and in
On the CrowiDem. 18), the civieoriented philotimia that Demosthenes allegedly
demonstrates with his money also speaks for his political integrity, but it is onlyhis
indirect way that civicoriented philotimiaseems to bemployed to ehance oneOwltical
profile. On the rare occasiosiwhere philotimiais cast as a positively charged motivational
power for political action, it is not attributed to the politicians individually, but to the city
collectively through the example of the ancesto®emosthenesO political activities and
services may often be praised iph@otimiafriendly® context¥® but they are not directly
presented as having been performed outptiilotimiatowards the city and thus there is no
direct rhetorical exploitation of wlitical service as investment on the cityOs gratitude.

If we accept that his regulated and dehited appearanceof philotim cognatesin

contexts of political discussions is an intentional rhetorical choice of speakeis egdmply

470n the historical inaccuracy of the events described, and on differences between the
delivered and revised vsions of DemosthenesO and AeschinesO speeches, see, e.g., Buckler
(2000) 14454.

“8The idea ofpilotimiafriendlyO contexts is explained in pp-52 and further discussed in

pp. 268281.
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with the imperativesand conventions of democratic and egalitariapeakingoecause they
want to maximize the impact of their words on popular audees, therthis rhetorical choice
indicates that at the level of ideology the democratic city did fwdys todeemphasize and
thus control the impact that elite power and elite ambition has in public speech. The
dissociation of philotimia from accounts of political participation deprived the elite
individuals of a good opportunity to boast about their politicatraevements and exploit
them in the style of legitimate requests for public gratitude. Part of the sade®logical
mechanismis the representation ofDemosthenesO political contributions as having
triumphed in political contests that arelescribed as opecontests for the cityGsinoianot

as competitions ophilotimiaamong elite individuals, even though in reality they may have

been both.

Appeals thilotimian financial contextsand the ethos of the politiciaDemosthenes

19)‘[49

In On the FaldEmbassyDemosthenes refers time and again to his initiative to offer a

considerable amount of money for the ransoming of a group of Athenian captives held in

149Text and translation of Dem. 19 are from MacDowell (200@ssrotherwise stated.
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Macedonia after the fall of Olynthu&?According to DemosthenesO version of events (Dem.
19.166173)*'during the First Embassy to Philip for the negotiations of peace, Demosthenes
promised to lend money to several Athenian prisoners of war in order to assist them in
gathering the amount demanded for each oneOs ransom. During the Second Embassy for th
reception of oaths from Philip to ratify the peace, Philip was about to ntagegifts to him

and his fellowambassadors in the name of hospitality but in reality in an attempt both to
bribe them collectively and to divert attention from the bribes hedalready successfully

given to some members of the embassy. Demosthenes turned the gifts down, as he says, and
suggested to Philip instead to contribute the gold towards the ransoms of the prisoners.
Philip, compelled by the circumstances, as Demostheri@isns, initially consented to his
proposal and Demosthenes out of a sense of fairness and magnanimity, we may say, decided
to write off the friendly loans that he had already given to some of the prisonEH$06

"#&' () *( +,*&% Dem.19.170) so that thewould not get in debt for their freedom while
others were (supposedly) going to get it for free through PhilipOs newly promised gift (Dem.

19.170§%2

1Dem. 19.390, 166173, 222223, 343 (indirectly); 18.26%9; cf. Aesch. 2990, 103 where
DemosthenesO initiative is disparaged. According to Aesch. 2.103, discussing the release of
the captives was included in the instructions the Assembly had giwethé ambassadors

before departing for the Second Embassy; on this point, see Harris (1995) 79; Aeschines also
attempts to downplay DemosthenesO initiative to host magnificently the envoys of Philip sent

to Athens: Aesch. 2.109, 111; 3.76 cf. Dem. 19.235.

1*1See MacDowell (2000)19.

%2 According to Dem. 19.340, Philip never really intended to deliver his promise.



This episode is mentioned several times throughout the speech and serves a few
strategical and rhetoricapurposes. Firstly, Demosthenes uses it to anticipate a probable
argument of Aeschines: why had Demosthenes joined them in the Second Embassy instead
of taking the oath of exemption, if he already knew about the bad intentions and the
corruption of Aeschine and his OaccomplishesO? Because he had already promised to ransom
his fellow-citizens, Demosthenes answers, and to renege on their private agreement would
have been unethical, immoral and inappropriate, while the alternatf¢ravelling privately
to Pdla and not as part of the embassy would have been very dangerous (Dehiii172).

The narration of the episode closes in the following way:

" SV (1) '+ , -1+ 1"0(, 1%'2 34*56%789*®: 20/0;29/,.98<=212*9+ 0B 2
@A%!BAD % E+ D%+ CBGH 1/.1*/8H9+, | O(, 25B8:2 09D=2J+ K= *(L2 D%9a&=29/,

D!.. MO: 85HN!295®52P15.5H9bD=0*RD;.5/, *9S* (! " T k!B.;8J2 #H#254-9/
TNVAL;0%945 W, 20%5%-J29Y/ 1 Z.. (1 @9/ D5%#A92! [ *IH8!B. (Dem19.173)

@fter all, when | was giving money thougkeing other men receiving some, for the
sake ophilotimiaowards you, | wasnOt such a poor fool as not to desire the fulfilment
of what could be done with no expense and with far greater benefits to the whole

city. Of course | did, men of Athens; bum I&iraid these men got the better of g

*3MacDowell (2000) adapted.
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The ransoming of the prisoners is presented as a material benefaction of Demosthenes on
account ofphilotimiaexpressed towards the community. It is a private investment on a cause
that involves benefit toward specific individuals, the captive¥ but at the same time is an
action presented as having begerformedQin dialogue withO the ¢ity.

DemosthenesO initiative is then juxtaposed in an argument of probability with his
official/political role during the Second Embassy. This is an evaluative comparison between
commendable conductfgolitics and Oextrambassadori&f® benefactions while in official
duty that aims at enhancing DemosthenesO credibility and political ethos: speedy ratification
of the peace would have been of far greater benefit to the city than the ransoming of a few
of its citizens, Demosthenes says, dhds it is unlikely that he would have obstructed the
reception of oaths from Philip. The indication is that since Demosthenes on his own will

spends his money for the benefit of the community'#5 %& "$(' !)*' +,-.%,)/0" ) it is

154 Cf. Dem. 18.268 where Demosthenes stresses instead the private character of his
ransoming, while at the same tiep as Usher (1993) ad loc. notices, employing language that
usually belongs to contexts of public benefactidn,2 (' 103+,-425%$6"." ).

%%|n the sense that, having been performed oupbilotimiatowards the city, DemosthenesO
undertaking is expected to be recognized not only by the direct beneficiaries, the captives,
but more importantly for Demosthenes by the broader community, if not Qin real lifeO at least
to his advantage in the trial at hand

1% Seeliddel (2007) 244 on broader understanding of Opolitical dutiesO that also included
various kinds of financial contributions, official and unofficial; see Millett (1991) 61 on
ransoming Oseen as a civic dutyO that Demosthenes Oconverted intiglaingiftd; in my
discussion here, | view political duty in the more specialized sense of contributing to public
deliberations or conducting politics from an official position, such as that of the ambassador.
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highly improbable that e would have obstructed a politically advantageous course of action
that does not requie any material contribution orhis part.

In this episodephilotimias not cast as the motivational power behind DemosthenesO
political performance and political serge, but at the same time expenditures that are
performed ! "#$ %& "$(' !)*' +,-.9%),/0' speak for DemosthenesO political ethos. The
ransoming of the captives s-vis the alleged corruption of Aeschines and his OfriétidsO
provides Demosthenes with supparg evidence for the positive assessment of his
participation in the Second Embasdyurthermore, early in the speech, iDem.19.3940,
Demosthenes mentions AeschinesO machinations to undermine his initiative to ransom the
captives by managing to excludeom PhilipOs letter to the Athenians the information that
Demosthenes had carried one talent to Macedonia for that purpdsBemosthenesO
complaint is phrased as an offence to prilotimia OSo when Aiskhines persuaded him to put

that in the letter, he was depriving me of nphilotimia(%42 3) 12 +,-.%,)/02 )3*°

1574$5)0%0 #2 6,6720, -0)892.2%0' : $; 2 <0o=%>"',1"#5 % "$(' !)*' +,-.%,)/0' (Dem.
19.173).

8 Demosthenes claims in Dem. 193®that PhilipOs letter that arrived in Athens had been
written in reality by Aeschines himself; cf. Harris (1995) 89 who notices that it is not
surprising that Philip woudl not mention in his letter the money already received for
releasing some of the captives, as such a thing would undermine his generosity; on the
charges that Aeschines had private communications with Philip and had written himself
PhilipOs letter, see al®em. 19.17478; cf. Aesch. 2.1:229.

*¥MacDowell (2000) adapted.
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Material benefations towards fellowcitizens and ultimately towards the citwhile
holding public office are exploited rhetoricallin order to project DemosthenesO moral
superiority vis”-vis both Aeschines and Philip. Demosthenes is a citizen who, while acting
as an ambassador of his city, spends money for the liberation of fellbeens on account
of hisphilotimiatowards the @y. Aeschines, by contrast, is a citizen who in the same role as
ambassador of the city gains money by accepting bribes and sabotages the cityOs interest with
his corruption.'® Philip makes promises that he does not intend to fulfill while at the same
time investing on transactions under the table. An individualOs relation with money is
treated as indicative of oneOs ethos and according to this correlation Demosthenes as a
philotimospender is expected to be politically adamant as well.

In Dem. 19.221224 Demosthenes explains the reasons that he is prosecuting
Aeschines. To clear the platform from any suspicions that he is acting out of any
considerations other than justice, he refers again to his attitude towards money. If he had
profit in mind, it would have been foolish ohis part to prosecute Aeschines so as to exact
money in the fashion of a sycophant and thus gain AeschinesO enmity, when earlier during

the Second Embassy he had such an opportunity to benefit financially from PhilipOs bribes

%9Buckler (2000) 131 notes that Demosthenes is blurring the line between hospitality and
bribery in order to emerge as the incorruptible one in relation to his fellewwoys; Harris
(1995 8586 stresses the fact that whereas accepting gifts as an ambassador could raise
suspicions of bribery in Athens, for a king, such as Philip, it was normal to offer such gifts of
hospitality to his guests; on bribery in Greek politics, see Harvey (1885} 7.
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while keeping at the same time his friendship both with Philip and with the bribed fellow
envoys (Dem19.222223). Demosthenes had spent a considerable amount of money on
ransoming, he had declined a considerablee may assumBoffer from Philip and he has
not initiated the trial at hand to exact financial profit from Aeschines. This honourable
approachtowards money springs from his attitude of valuing fphkilotimian the service of
the people more than any kind of profit’ #$% &(")"(*$' +"- .$/ (0" 12345. 64
TN$(/.-"  $98+'34!*28%$94 (Dem.19.223§°* As aphilotimospender, Demosthenes would
not have initiated a legal procedure against Aeschines for petty financial profit.
Philotimiaonce more is praised in financial contextsistdissociated from calculated
private interest denoted bykerdog!*28%$94) and is qualified by Otowards y¢LZ34 5. 64),
which shows both its publicly beneficial character and the expectation of public recognition
and personal honouring from lhe city. In pp. 22226 we saw an instanc®em. 8.772
wherephilotimizandkerdosre both denounced as individuatis when associated with oneOs
motivation for political participation. Two points should be stressdtere that reveal subtle
but crucial variations in the rhetoric ophilotimiain these two passagef#rst, in Dem. 8.71 it
is unqualifiedphilotimia notcivic-oriented philotimiai.e.,12345. : 4(as in Dem. 19.223hat
is rejected; and, seconldopth unqualifiedphilotimiaandkerdosre denounced not in relation

with monetary benefactions, but as political motives that point towards fast personal

162 And that no profit was worth giving up mphilotimiain your serviceO, MacDowell (2000)
adapted.
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advarcement to the detriment of the city through exploitation of politics and political
influence. By contrast, in Dem. 19.223, Demosthergm@onstration of civieoriented
philotimiain monetary transactionds employed to enhance his political honesty and his
honesty as a prosecutor.

So far we have seen that when the quality pifilotimiais praised in accounts of
DemosthenesO past political activities this is done in association with expenditures approved
by the city. There is a case, however, where consitiens of selinterest are admitted
regarding his service as an ambassador. In DEnR23, Demosthenes complains that due to
the corruption of Aeschines and his accomplishes he is unjustly deprived of his private
philotimia(! " # 6&#)*+!),) " #), referring to the honours that the city usually awarded to
ambassadors upon completion of their duties including public praise in a decree and an
invitation to dine at the Prytaneion (Deni9.31)°* Philotimiahere appears in the plural
probably because itrefers quantitatively to the actual neards and honours that
Demosthenes was expecting from the city. The qualificatiol@spoints towards individual
benefit expected to be enjoyed by the honorand and, in this sense, we cannot deny that here

idiai phiotimiaiindicates personatonsiderations in relation with political services. But the

%2 pue to his OexteurricularQ initiative to pay the ransoms, Demosthenes was probably
expecting some extra recognition as well, not just the rkguhonours for standard
completion of duty; see also Dem. 19488in Dem. 19.32, Demosthenes refers to the
probouleumi@om which a clause to honour the Second Embassy is missing. See HarrisO (1995)
9091 explanation for the omission which is different from the one given by Demosthenes.
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tone is not condemnatory and there is a reason for that: heliai philotimiaiis almost
identical in meaning with the reward (Opersonal/private honoursQ) that Desreth
expects:®® idiai philotimiadoes not stand for calculated interests the motivational power
driving one to participate in politics and/or to benefit the city, but is rather the personal
benefit that one enjoys as a rewadadterhaving done so. Neithehere, then, isphilotimia
admitted as a positive motivational power for political actitHi.

The speech closes with an assessment of the good ambassador that is qualified to
conduct public affairs (Dem.9.337339). It comes as no surprise that Demostheesents
himself as an example of the good ambassador. Once more his attitude related to money
spending and (not) accepting is presented as indicative of his political integrity and his

suitability for public office (Dem19.338):

"# $6&" () *+,-.10% 123" ,*-- 4 -0567'8F: .; #'(<=/><? 1%, @cH0<;!127"." ,

' ABC%0%8<01'(% 1/'8+">. DYoH$ <?E. F%<0;% %* G;00.2.; 1/2..,% #6<?;0%7E

%25ee MacDowellOs (2000) comment on Dem. 19.40 regarding differences in the meaning of
philotimiaas Othe aspiration to honourQ but also as Othe honour aspired toO.

184 Cf. the assessment idfiai philotimiaas negative motivational power for political action in

Thuc. 2.65.7. PericlesO political successors acted accorddfigi fhilotimiaand idia kerde

that is, according to calculated private interest: OFor the sake of pphétgimiaand private
kerdehey pursued policies which were bad for themselves and for the allies, from which the
honour (;!=) and advantagel (B'-6?) accruedather to private individuals 0 () ¥;K.?;))

when they succeeded, but which when they failed brought damage to the.¢ityNl-';) with

regard to the war.O, Rhodes (1988) adapted.
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"#3%& ()*$+',-." & $, & $&012-" 345, &64B*$,98-" ;1< =>?@--*& $*AB

; +2C&282D A5 2H&2?GD*H4+2C&282(8182 ,*A5. $ , -:8D:@?J&%$

OdonOt be silly; Just think: if youOre approving the appointment of a herald, you have
to look for one with a good voice, but in the case of an ambassador who wants to take
part in public affairs you have to look for an honeste, who thinks himself superior

when acting on your behalf, but no better than yourselves when dealing with you.
Thus | myself did not respect Philifi,but | did respect the prisoners, and rescued

them, and spared no effort.O

M"#$%& ()*$+' ,-." &% ,& $ &012 -" 34 5 , &4 B*$ encapsulates a civioriented
megalophreattitude (,-." &% ,& $ &012 that is at the same time democratically
appropriated (" 345, &4 B*$).'°® Demosthenes provides as an example of this kind of
megalophreattitude his conduct towards Philip and towards the prisoners during the
embassies: he rejected AB ;+2C&28p Philip, presumably in the sense that he did not
succumb to the bribes, whereas he responded podititee the request of his fellowitizens

that were in need(;+2C&282(8182, *A5.$ , -:8D:@?J&%$In this vein, Demosthenes

165 seeMacDowellOs (2000) comment ad loc. on the meaning6&.282s Ore¢ated with
respectO; similarly, in Dem. 21.R19%5 8% -?* KD*$&%50.$ 5#M2$).$ D*CDI$+2H&IN:D:
O??2Q &642AD*C4

166¢f, AlcibiadesO democratically inappropriate expression of this attitude in Thuc. 6118.4:
PH &012"$* K$D28&L B*$: 2@
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continues (Dem19.339), skills such d8#%%&' should be appreciated only if they are
possessed by ehrestosnd philotimosndividual,*®” because in this case the fruits of such
talents are shared by the rest of the groul® Once again, Demosthenes® honourable
expenditures are indicative of his political ethos: since he spent his money in Macedonia in
a way that demonstrated highilotimiatowards the city, similarly, the audience is invited
think, he should have done with his other assets, his rhetorical and political poter.
#()%*+, -./%0, 123( +3%01+4 %+56', 2(789, 1+: 8;</%capturesthe behaviour of a citizen
who exceeds himself in effort and risks personal loss (in money, persoretl/saf perhaps
popularity and political friendships) when acting on behalf of the community without
challenging, at the same time, political equality and the superiority of the collective.

In a long section i©On the Crowbem.18.252275), Demosthengsovides an account
on fortune and most of it is a comparison between his own personal forteriitt>%=@.*%

Dem.18.256) and that of Aeschines. This is a response to AeschinesO invective that the city

*”Note that here again the direct context within which one is characterizedphiotimos
(and chresto} is that of oneOs attitude towards money spending and receiving. This
commendable attitude creates the expectation that oneOs political ethos and behatiteir
conducting public affairs would also be commendable.

1%\Whereas when such talents are possessedpmnaroanddorodokgserson like Aeschines
they are turned against the cityOs interest (Dem. 196&89. By attacking AeschinesO Ogood
voiceO, Dersthenes indirectly praises his own rhetorical and political skills demonstrated
during the communications with Philip.

1%9See also Dem. 18.2786 for a comparison between Demosthenes and Aeschines regarding
proper use of eloquence in public affairs.
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suffered the Chaeronea disaster because Demosthbaass bad lucK® that eventually

becomes a comparison of DemosthenesO and AeschinesO lives that takes the form of a contest
for the worthiest man. As expected, Demosthenes emerges superior in every réSpect:

origins, upbringing, education and occupatipff in private generosity”® and public
benefactions;* in political activity."”> The field within which commendablehilotimia

emerges in this account is that of generosity and benefactions, especially monetary ones:

"#$%&'(FH, -./*0"  1,&$23%.(24(2)5-67 ((#)' ,8269:#' ,(6)96.68#' ,#<=>?6#),
@9*#@)>)$2()@/.5@B/.5 @B#HI@2=/.51-2%#/-#=%.) 1$$C,. D(E -&$#),. D
(2;5>/$2)586B=)@24F.) ,!-#)*G*H-615(C,2)" C-62=#$%# J2"? @2)(2). K(.

23)(#4@.%L$?=% . )M=(#,. DN-1 (CB-.(6/*25 ,. DN-+P$$0' Q$$B'0' -2$$R'

°Dem.18.212; Aesch. 3.114, 1136, 157158, 253; see YunisO (2001) introductory comment
on Dem. 18.25275; see also Usher (1993) on Dem. 18.252.

"1See Dem. 1865 for a summary of the grounds of comparison; see also Dem.139&
DemosthenesO superiaewof rhetorical skill in politics.

2Dem.18. 25262; note how Demosthenes avoids any reference to his professional activity
as a logographer.

3Dem. 18257, 26869 on Demosthenes.

7 Dem. 1857, 267 on Demosthenes; Dem. 183333 on AeschinesO lack public
benefactions as a corollary of his political corruption: AeschinesO® bad conduct of politics
makes him also a bad spender. Note how this description of Aeschines is diametrically
opposed to DemosthenesO-petfsentation as a good spender and thiere a good politician

both in Dem. 18 and Dem. 19.

>Dem. 1857, 27275 on Demosthenes; Dem.18.-268, 27275, 30805 on Aeschines.
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I"#H$%&'()*+,-. [ )0-& %-12345*"6' (708"6' 92:',; ' "<%-#=>A@ A!8"+&#B23,
('&7+&&#D>+&(Dem18.257)

OWhen | reached adulthood, | performed duties suitable to my backgrbund
furnished choruses and triremes, paid taéost no opportunity for private or public
philotimia but was of service to the city and to my friends. And when | decided to
enter state affairs, | chose policies which earned me many crowns from both my
country and the rest of the Greeks, and even ymy enemies, did not try to say that

those policies were not honourabl€%0

Two kinds ofphilotimiaare positively charged here432")E- philotimiais the good done
towards the city,RE-philotimiais privatephilotimiain the sense of benefiting oneOs friends,
whereas political activity beneficial to the state is carefully dissociated from B6tBoth
kinds ofphilotimiaare positively assessed, but their dissociation from politredicatesthat

not every field of acton where ambition was expected to be found was at the same time a

suitable placedr a citizen to draw attention to hiphilotimia Approved political choices have

%Usher (1993) adapted; text and translation of Dem. 18 are by Usher (1993) unless otherwise
stated.

Y"In a similar nanner, in Dem. 18.26775, Demosthenes examines three realms of his
behaviour: activities performed8G *H !B#&. (268) which include his liturgies (267);
benefactions that he did in his private lifé, 45*" C HE"&(268), in which he enumerates the
ransoming of the captives; and his political activity (2205),+81*/ . %"&. . (270), that is,

public debates and polieynaking.
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gained Demosthenes a lot of crowni$but never does he admit that he has acted out of
philotmia in public affairs or that his political achievements consist demonstrations of
philotimia I"#%$ "%&'(#$ or unqualified.We do not find in DemosthenesO deliberative and
forensic speechethe vicious version of"#$philotimiathat denotes private exjpitation of
political participation that is attested in Thucydides$inor do we find political achievements
of individuals prised in terms of unqualifieghhilotimia "%&'(#$ philotimiaor philotimia
expressed Otowards ydti@t the same time, as with thensoming episode disssed above,
we may say thahere too private and publicphilotimiarelated to DemosthenesO noble
investments enhanceby association his political ethos and his credibility.

Finally, a couple opassagefrom Against Ctesiphatso aserveour attention. In
3.216212, Aeschines notes that, if Demosthenes were genuinely virttibs,would have

apprehended the inappropriateness of the occasion and would have declined the honour of

8Yunis (2001) on Dem. 18.257 mentions that no crowns bestowed to Demosthenes by other
Greek states are attested; cf. Usher9@9on Dem. 18.88n DemosthenesO crowns, see also
Dem. 18.83, 94 (here Demosthenes says that the city has been crowned through his policies),
120, 2234arris (1995) 33 notes: OThe highest honlartar could aspire to was to be awarded

a gold crown and to have a motion of praise for his accomplishments read out in the
Assembly and the theatre of DionysusnODem. 18.273 Demosthenes mentions that the
general approval of his suggested policies brougbpés, enthusiasm and honouts him

and to the city to which Aeschines did not objet): *+, -./ Q) 1'#2 *3-&'/ .$,045,067

-8.#"91 :$/;<8= :$/>6&1, @A1>3$.,'( BL>'T>D>0%$>>'&E1'67F. 3&'G

9See p. 26, 12128, 254 n. 164.

¥°0n the topos ophilotimisexpressed Otowards youQ, see g38.28

8lWhat Demosthenes is going to say in his defence, according to Aeschines, is going to be
the words of a scoundrel who pretends to be virtuousH$,&%;%8'>=." GL|,0>J1, Aesch.
3.211); onrzelotupiandphthonosn classical Athens, see Sanders (2014) 491654
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getting crowned while the whole city was mourrgn But Demosthenes so much despised
philotimiatowards the city ["#" $!"% &"'()* +!,- ./ 0- 123- 45*"1526'-) that he made
money in disgraceful ways with the same head on top of which the highest honour of a
golden crown was going to be placed by the ditys not a head that Demosthenes possesses,
but an investment'(7 &)4™* 8%9** . [#"<"% &=&!>!'5, Aesch3.212. In a comic manner,
Demosthenes is described as a crook and a sycophant who smashes his head and then makes
money out of it by falselyccusing other people for assatitand sometimes he even gets
beaten up for real, as it happened on that occasion when Meidias punched him on th&head.

In AeschinesO portrayal, Demosthenes with his dodgy investments makes a mockery of
philotimiatowardsthe city,'**because instead of benefiting the state financially, he exploits

it for personal profit'®® Along the sara lines, at the beginning of thepeech, Aeschines

accuses Demosthenes of Osnatcipiniiptimi® 32 @'A) ! ?%45*'1526'% Aesch. 3.23)

¥2See also Aesch. 2.93.

1835ee Dem. 21 discussed in Chapter 1 Section 2.

%4 See also Aesch. 3.45: Aeschines expands on the inappropriateness of the place where
Ctesiphon proclaimed Demosthenes® crowning and mentions that neither the
announcement of crowns from demes and tribes is allowed at the theatre of Dionysus Oto
prevent anyae from acquiringB)Cs 45*'1526'%by collecting crowns and proclamationsO
Carey (2000b) adapted. My suggestion is tlBC< here has the meaning of
disproportionate: the recognition and honour from the proclamation of a crown before the
whole city and in front of an international audieecwould have been too grandiose for an
achievement only performed at deme or tribe level; on the issue whether Ctesiphon was
permitted by law to announce the crown in the theatre of Dionysus, see also Aesch. 3.34 cf.
Dem. 18.120; Usher (1993) 15.

85 More specifically, Demosthenes exploits the cityOs justice system by his allegedly
sycophantic activity.

26C



becaise, he claims, Demosthenes had not spent any of his own resources for the repair of the
walls, one of DemosthenesO benefactions for which Ctesiphon had proposed theTtvesen.
instances reinforce two pointsegardingthe rhetorical exploitation of a citizen@ilotimia

in political discussionsin the courtroom first, that the main realm ofcivic-oriented

186 second, that

philotimiain these contexts seems to be thaf monetary beneéctions
demonstratingcivic-oriented philotimiasseems to be antithetical tmakingprivate profit out
of the peformance of gublic service

In this section | discussed most of the not very many cases whghdotimia
vocabulary appears in the political battles of Demosthenes agsthines. In most of them,
philotimiavocabulary is positively charged and employed to back up morally manifestations
of monetary supererogation. In none of thenms philotimiadirectly employed for the

explanation of positively charged political motives; yet it enhancesOs political integrity

by associationjn the form of a Osynecdochical argumétitt:one is a civieoriented

1% See also the possibility of being a cigidented philotimosy fulfilling the role of ho
boulomengs point with which Aeschines concludes his prosecutal Timarchos (Aesch.
1.196). See p. 103 n. 85; in the same vein, Demosthenes portrays himpalfasesitizen

who, by bringing Meidias in trial, offered the city the opportunity to deal with an excessive
and undemocratic citizen. See pp.-89, D2103.

870n synecdochical argument, see Liddel (2007) 154 who draws from Dover (1974) 41, 298
299, 302; Dover (1978) 20. Note that both Dover and Liddel only mention the negative form
of this argument in forensic speeches which in general takes the fatigwWorm: if the
opponent is bad in domain OxO of his life, he will also be bad or worse in domain OyQ, where OyC
is the issue contested at the trial at hand; my discussion in this section offers a positive
expression of the synecdochical argument.
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philotimospender, he is also expected to demonstratrahfibre when involved with public
affairs andwith policy making.He is expected to be a politician that is willing to take
personal risks and risk personal damage for the promotion of policies and the complgtion
political tasks that are, or that héelievesto be, advantageous for the city. A politically
active citizen either in direct contexts of deliberation at the Asday or in discussions of
past political events in tb courtroom needed to come across as an individual who in his
excelling poltical role does not challenge collective sovereignty with his power and
ambition but serves the communal prosperity. | see this rhetorical exploitation of financially
manifested philotimiain political contexts as part of the attempt to benefit from the
egplitarian elements and get rid of the individualistic elements of the concept. No direct
appeals for public gratitude are noticed in associatiand this rejectionof private interest

plays along the lines of giving priority to public interest that wagjtered in politics.

The mentality of collectivghilotimiaand theeunougpolitician in On the Crown

(Demosthenes 18)

AeschinesO prosecution of Ctesiphon regarding his proposal to crown Demosthenes is based

on two kinds of arguments: firstly, that the decree is unconstitutional on technical
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grounds;®® and, secondly, that the law forbids the insertion of lies in the decrefthe

people and in this regard CtesiphonOs pretext for crowning Demosthenes for Ospeaking for

the bestO and because he Oconsistently acts in the best interest of thé*paepla®ehoods.

Aeschines does not waste much time on the technical objectainisis prosecution and

quickly moves on to what pains him the most: seeing his archl being honoured by the

city even though it was DemosthenesO policies that had led to the Chaeronea disastéfof 338.
The prosecution turns into an attempt to proveeBosthenes a bad political advisor

and thus unworthy of the crown. Aeschines turns the spotlight on the outcome, the failure

of the antrMacedonian policy and apportions blame almost exclusively to Demosthenes.

AeschinesO rhetorical strategy opens the grbéor Demosthenes to turn his reply into a

defence of his whole political career, a move that allowed him to add a great amount-of self

praise into his rhetorical mix?* Demosthenes turns the attention away from the

% The technical grounds are two: firstly, in Aesch. &%, Aeschines argues that
Demosthenes had not yet undergone bighynas commissioner for the repair of walls and
overseer of the Theoric Fund when Ctesiphon proposed the honouring and that course of
action was not legal; and, secondly, that Ctesiphon proposed the theatre as the place for
proclaiming the crown, but the law only allowed the Assembly for the crowning of Athenian
citizens by the people of Athens (Aesch. 348} see Harris (1995) 1425 whaoargues that
AeschinesO legal arguments are weak and based on misrepresentation and overstretching of
the relevant laws; oruthynan general and in relation with the case at harske MacDowell
(2000) 1522.

189 Aesch. 3.50, translation from Carey (2006b¥ also Aesch. 3.49, 155.

0See, e.g., Aesch. 3.267.

91 Cf, Aesch. 3.241 wheAeschinesanticipates that Demosthenes (acting as CtesiphonOs
surigoro}¥ is going to makes his speech a smlfogy and exhorts the dikasts to show
intolerance to that.
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unsuccessful outcome by veiling his poés with retrospective morality congruent with the
cityOs ethos and ancestral mordiddis tactics turned the trial into a debate on collective
honour and morality***In the end, the trial was not about crowning Demosthenes, but about
crowning the city.

A few passages from AeschinesO speech sketch the moral outline to which
DemosthenesO speech responds. First, it is AeschinesO statement that the cityOs defeat at
Chaeronea is a disgrace for which DemosthenesO policies are responsible as he monopolized
the pditical scene at that timé® thus, honouring DemosthenesO on an occasion that
disgraced the collective would be beyond inappropriate and a further humiliation for the

city in the eyes of all Greek¥.If the city validated the crowning proposal, Demosthenes

12 Demosthenes lays blame for the Chaeronea failure mostly on bad luck, divine will, and
poor performance of the generals thereby exonerating himself and the cipOs of
deliberation and decisiormakingfrom all responsibility: e.g. Dem. 18.97, 1192 207208,

247, 300, 303, 306, 18.321 (in the last passage, the powers that led to the disaster are left
unidentified); briefly discussed in Christ (2006) 1139.

%Dem. 18.622, 80, 83, 934.

194 Aesch. 3.14846, 2260But you do not ask yourself whatdiof a politician it would be

who had the ability to ingratiate himself with the people but sold off the opportunities to
make the city secure, used slander to prevent men of sense from giving advice, and after
running away from danger and immersing thetyiin incurable catastrophe demanded a
crown for virtue, when he had done nothing of benefit and was to blame for every disaster.O,
Carey (2000b); on DemosthenesO response to these accusations, see below.

1% See Aesch. 3.211 on the inappropriateness obtiwasion for crowning Demosthenes to
which Demosthenes did not object; on the humiliation of the city, see Aesch. 3.227: Olt was
when you were not satisfied to have escaped punishment but were actually asking for
rewards and making the city a laughirgijod in the sight of Greece that | objected and
brought the indictment.O Carey (2000b); Aesch. 3.231: OBut when you yourselves crown a man
like this, donOt you think you are being hissed in the minds of the Greeks?0, Carey (2000b).
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would wrongfully appear to rise above the collective by getting individually honoured to the
detriment of collective honour aspirationS? Furthermore, if the dikasts validated the
crowning proposal, they would insult the dead of the Chaeronea battle hag tvould also
set a very bad example for the future generations who would see brave and virtuous men
insulted whereas unworthy ones publicly honouré&d The cityOs character is reflected on
the individuals she chooses to honour and it would be a sham#héocity to be associated
not with the ancestors but with DemosthenesO cowardfdhe moral aspect of AeschinesO
argumentation expands on the further impact that the prevalence and eventual collapse of
the anti-Macedonian policy will have on the city: they crown Demosthenes for his
unsuccessful political contributions, they will appear defeated within and without the
borders of the city, not only physically in the battlefield but also ethically in the field of
honour.

Instead of focusing on failure, D®sthenes turns attention to the idea of honourable

effort that has its roots in the cityOs long traditifiRather than stressing the outcome of

¥ Aesch. 3.230: Obut thanks to DemosthenesO policies you have no crowns and proclamations,
while he will have his name proclaimed?0, Carey (208€%0h. 3.231: OYour fathers gave the

credit for the glorious and brilliant achievements to the people butrbid humiliations and

failures on shabby politicians, but Ctesiphon thinks you should remove the disgrace from
Demosthenes and place it on the people.O, Carey (2000b) adapted; see also Aesch. 3.237: the
credit for the Theban alliance should go to the citycanot to Demosthenes.

197 Aesch. 3.24246.

19 Aesch. 3.247.

1%°0n the glorification of the Chaeronea defeat and DemosthenesO policies that led to it, see
e.g.Buckler (2000) 147; Montgomery (1983929
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Macedonian resistance, Demosthenes insists that his policy was the best shot the city had
against the Macedoah threat?®although it was unfortunately not crowned with success in
the battlefield. To exonerate his policies from the burden of failure, Demosthenes replaces
AeschinesO rhetoric of disgrace with his own rhetoric of retrospective mofalitye city did
not fail; following DemosthenesO politicdvice the city did what was expedieas well as

202

honourables”and in doing so they honoured the values and the high moral standards of the

ancestors®

2 Regarding the Chaeronea battle, in particular, Detheses stresses the fact that the city
could not have hoped for more favourable conditions to face Philip: they had Thebes on their
side and they fought outside Athenian borders (Dem. 1811%%); on the point that there was

no better alternative to DemobenesO policies, see Dem. 181830and Yunis (2000) 105

106.

2015ee, Dem. 18.190, 2008); on the point that DemosthenesO policy was the best Oeven viewed
in retrospectO, see Yunis (1996)-276, quotation from p. 276; on hindsight, see Powell
(2013).

22Eg. Dem. 18.889 ( "#$%&Y)*%d+,&-./0+ ,1).2 %B45-6) 7&85)()."4. 9 () , : *; %0

45% %) =>0)?@A0)B%C$a@5D EB)0%CS0;#F".) G : +%+) 3) . 1$l)J+), 297300, 298K)

L4$;)5 7;45>B)45D 2/ @.$&)%B)IM,5%%$>7; 306307.

23 See Montgomery (1983)-8%, 8889 on the combination of honour, expedience and the
element of risk in DemosthenesO® account of his policies; on the idea that arguments for
honour did matter for the audience and were not merely words, see briefly Montggmer
(1983) 108.07; more extensively, sétunt (2010) esp. chd onthe importance of claims for
justice/morality/shame/honour and for expediency/interest/calculations in policy
formation processes in the time of Demosthenesntraunmasking theories thaseek for
OtrueO reasons for action (i.e. calculation) underneath stated reasons for action (i.e. morality):
on the idea that AthensO noble ideals and her interests were very closely connected during
the time of the Macedonian resistance, see Hunt (2010)atfl his references in p. 180 n.
134; o Othe superiority of moral to interest claimsO noticed in DemosthenesO rhetoric of the
Chaeronea defeat, Hunt (2010) 183 very aptly notices that Demosthenes Oargues against a
Realism with the benefit of accurate kmtedge of the futureO (i.e. the unsuccessful outcome).
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Liddel (2007236247has pointed out that in Aeschinésnd DemostheesD speeches
we may identify two contrastingvays in which political obligation is caructed: Aeschines
offers a democratic account of political obligation that stresses the responsibilitfethe
demasthe significance of obeying the laand of securing smooth operation afemocracyOs
institutions, while leaving little space for theprominence of theexpert politician.
Demosthenes, on the other harsiresses the obligatioaf the expert politicianto advise the
peopleand this line of agumentation allows him to turn his political career inta duty
towards the city successfully performediddel (2007) 24@47 suggested thapresenting
political contributions as Oa virtuous action or as the fulfiiment of a civic obligativg)
havebeen a mechanism to mitigate popular reactionsrégular political activity and that
such Oboasts of political involvement as acts of supererogation were restricted to those
orators who, like Demosthenesgve also active politiciang®At the same timehe points
out that the success of the rhetoric @n the Crowdmight indeed reflect the erosion of the
value of democratic popular contribution to deliberatioffhile Liddel(2007) 245tresses
the inegalitarian aspct of DemosthenesO rhetoiithink that a detailed examination of the
rhetoric of philotimiaand eunoian On the Crownay point to a attempt onDemosthenesO
part to balance hiboastsO witmach moreegalitarianapproach topolitical participation

and thus capitalize on his political contributions in a smoother way

2% Quotations from Liddel (2007) 246.
2% Quotation from Liddel (2007) 24817.



Demosthenes reserves for himself an excelling position in the political scene without
undermining the power of the peopl&®to bridge individual superiority as advisor of the
city with collective sovereignty Demosthenes constructs his ethos, which is reflected in his
policies, in accordance with the ethos of the collective. The city, as we will see, traditionally
strives for primacy out ofphilotimia(Dem.18.66)" and this attitude isreflected in the
policies that Demosthenes promoted throughout his career. As expected, we do not find
negatively coloureghilotimiavocabulary associated with political contribution, since we are
dealing with a biased setssessment of DemosthenesQtipalicareer’® Nonetheless, we
can identify several passagesdm the Crowtat | identify as@hilotimiafriendly O context&®
Although lackingphilotim derivatives, thesep@ilotimiafriendlyO contextsclude qualities
and principles of action that outline the ideological background of collecpidotimiaand
DemosthenesO political choices appear to comply with this spirit of collgatilaimia Thus,

the concept ophilotimias not absent fromDemosthenesO public profile but is exploited in a

2% Ober (1989a) 2885 argues that the politicians not only did not hide their elite social
status but they also stressed He fails, however, to notice the changes in the discourse of
philotimiain political discussions: see especially OberOs (1989ap2&bmments on Dem.
18.257 and Lys. 16.20.

2" This is one of the few times thathilotimiavocabulary appears in Dem. 18dait is
associated with collective morality and collective honour. In this sectiam not discussing
extensively Dem. 18.25758, another importanphilotimigpassage, on which see my analysis
in pp. 257259.

2% Neither does Demosthenes attribute to his opponents negatively colophéidtimiaas a
political motive.

29G5ee pp. 554.
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different way: the rhetoric of civieoriented philotimieof the excelling individual is replaced
with the rhetoric of proposing policies that conform with the attitude of collectiphilotimia
that motivated the ancestors. In this way, DemosthenesO personal power and ambition are
deemphasized in a commendable manner and, as agent responsible for advocating these
policies, Demosthenes is cast several timesum®usowards the city and as being motivated
by eunoigowards the people not bghilotimia

It has been noted that Demosthenes lays stress upon the ethical aspect of his policies
rather than their outcome’In Dem.18.66, Demosthenes refers to the resistance to Philip as
the duty of Athens against thirmation of a tyranny over Greecé&"#$%&' ()*"'%%+," )- %

/001%2% and the advocacy of such a policy as the duty of the symbdétidhat else could

210 SeelLiddel (2007) 24R41; Yunis (2000) 1040 notes the tragic and epic element of
DemosthenesO insistence on morality irrespective of success; cf. Cawkwell (1969) who deems
DemosthenesO policies a complete disaster (with especial emphasis on the perd3d 336
which is silenced by Demosthenes) a@d the Crovanmisguiding account of past events;
contrast Yunis (2000) 1a02; my impression is that we cannot deny that temporal distance
and the fact of failure allow Demosthenes to adopt this rhetorical sggtef retrospective
morality and collective selsacrifice in the name of ancestral values. Nevertheless, it also
seems apt to conjecture here that at the time of decismaking and deliberation the anti
Macedonian course of action that led to the Chaeramlisaster seemed the most expedient

both to Demosthenes who promoted it (if we allow that he acted with the best of his
intentions) and the city that implemented it; see Liddel (2007) 241 n. 99 on the benefits of
DemosthenesO policies; Montgomery (1883otes that Ohistory may not be judged
event® and that Demosthenes attempts to make the dikasts view the events from the
perspective of the people who could not have been aware of the unsuccessful outcome when
they decided to face Philip in Chaeronea

21'0On the compatibility of DemosthenesO advice with the cityOs values and idea of honourable
duty, see also Dem. 18.69;721 23439, 29293, 306Iln Dem. 1292293, Demosthenes
argues that it would be unjust to say that the mentality of helping tGreeks and opposing
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Demosthenes have advised when he knew that Othe city had always been competing for
primacy and honour and glory, and had also spent more money and manpower on account
of philotimiaand the interests of all Greeks than each of the other Greek states hatsfepe
their own sake?®It belongs to the cityOs traditional morality to be guided in external affairs
by philotimianot (only) for the cityOs interest, but for the sake of all Greece. This is the only
instance inOn the Crowvthat philotim vocabulary isemployed in an ethical evaluation of
political attitudes and it is noteworthy that it is attributed to the collective not to
Demosthenes.

The context within which collectivehilotimias praised allows us to identify relevant
ideas and values that will help us reconstruct what | have labellegpaigotimiafriendly O

contexts The cityOs attitude philotimiais inspired by a sense of commitment to a higher

their subjugation originated in DemosthenesO statesmandbgmnosthenes in fact accuses
Aeschines of depriving the city of her traditional morality by attributing the moral principles

of DemosthenesO policies to Demosthenes; on #e afl Athens as the champion of the
interests and liberty of Greece in DemosthenesO deliberative speeches and in Dem. 18, see
Milns (2000) 21@17.

12 Dem. 18.66, my translation. On crowns as symbols of praisewgttiigtimiaand on
collectivephilotimiasee also Dem. 22:88 (paraphrased in Dem. 24.1B86): the ancestors

had always been acting out philotimia they were not interested in acquiring wealth but in
investing their wealth on honourable initiatives. Androtion, by contrast, destroyed thg@s
crowns and their honorary inscriptions and turned them into saucers that are symbols of
wealth thereby disgracing the city@silotimizand showing his preference to wealth contrary

to the cityOs traditional morality; also on collectipkilotimia se& Dem. 20.10; 24-95, 210;

on the contrast between the cityOs traditional morality and the opponentOs (Leocrates)
conduct, see Lyc. 114, 6970, 8682, 104, 10810. Note especially the use mhilotimia
vocabulary in Lyc. 1.15, 69.
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cause that may cost heavilin resources of various kinds}® Surpassing everyone in
honourable effort for the sake of a common caé$eand doing so by demonstrating
supererogation in money spending as well as in the battlefield are some of the basic features
expected to be found i@hilotimiafriendly &Zontexts*°

Examples of @hilotimiafriendlyOcontexts in which the ethos of the city is
(re)constructed are found iDem. 18.970but they were willing to expose themselves to the
dangers for the sake of their good name and honand their decision wa right and nobletO
Dem. 18.1010Then, having seen the city willing to engage in so many important contests for
the benefit of others, what course was | going to urge on her, what action was | going to
advise her to take, when the atter being considered concerned, in a certain way, her own
interests? To revive past grievances against those wanting help, | suppose, and to look for
excuses to abandon everything. And who would not have been right to kill me if | had

attempted to bringdisgrace upon any of the city@snours, even by words alone?@em.

18.20100ur city had never in former times chosen inglorious-gaskervation [ "#$%&'()

*See the comgrison between AthensO and PhilipOs ambition in terms of virtue and vice in
Dem. 18.658.

?“Regarding Dem. 18.66, the common honourable cauibeity (*%&+,&-.] for the sake of
which the city traditionally expends lavishly its resources, as specifiea paragraphs later,

in Dem. 18.6809.

25|t is this same attitude ophilotimiathat urged Demosthenes to promote the alliance with
Thebes against Philip. See Dem. 181178} 237238.

?*Demosthenemsistson the morality of examples from past Atheniaistory and, as Yunis
(2001) notices ad loc., Oignores the strategic concerns that motivated these earlier Athenian
actionsO.
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| "#$#% rather than face danger for the sake of honodr Jo() *+ & %-./ , %-0%"1%#%
Dem. 1803:0But such behaviour was neither traditional, nor tolerable, nor natural for
Athenians, and no one had ever throughout history been able to persuade them to accept
secure subjection234./ , 5"#1/6768%to a strong and unjust power. Rather, she has in
every age continuously striven29:%8;#<=%>n her hazardous quest8%"1%67#1Bfor
primacy (6+7?)+:&60:%), honour &8) and renown (A$>5.87
This spirit of selfsacrifice that at least at the ideological levéfis inherent to the

collectiveOs motivation for action is reflected on the kind of retrospective morality that
Demosthenes attributes to his policies that led to the Chaeronea disaster for which he is held
responsible. His policies appear, in this wayhswe shared the collectiveOs moral principles
of action and Demosthenes invites his audience to evaluate his political career according to
whether it is disgraceful or honourable to advise and act along the moral standards of the
city.?*

The mannerin which Demosthenes conducts politics reflects at the level of the

individual the cityOs traditionaphilotimia attitude: his honourable initiatives and the

supererogation he demonstrates as symboulos of theCitye often blended with the ideals

M Translations by Usher (1993).

28 This aspect of DemosthenesO rhetBrimllective selfsacrifice for the sake of the past,
present and future communitybis a significant element of democratic ideology depicted in
the rhetoric of the funeral orations. See Carey (2005798

2°0On the collectiveOs moral superiority, see Roisman (20083533

?220n DemosthenesO supererogation in politicsLiskel (2007) 24041, 24845,
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of civic couraye?* political bravery?? and prioritization of the collectiveOs honour and

interest. Combinations of these etents in the speech produceariations of ghilotimia
friendly® environments.

An instance of this kind of contexts is detected in DemosthenasDsdion of his
political role in domestic affairs. In Deni8.107109, Demosthenes takes pride in his
successful proposal for the reform of the trierarchic law (D&i®.102106)>**He stresses its
usefulness and justice as well as the courage that he manifested in confronting the wealthiest
Athenians that would be burdened with extra financial duties because of his proposal.

Demosthenes caps this section with a general assessméig obntributions in external as

?21See Roisman (2005) 1445, 159.62.

222 The element of political bravery is once, in Aeschin@sOthe Embassyticulated in
philotimiaterms. In Aesch. 2.10107, Aeschiresums up some points dfis speech at a
private meetingof the Athenian envoysluring the Second Embassy to prepare tactics for
the upcoming meeting with PhilipRegarding the issue of settling the Phocian war,
Aeschines says, Athens had allowed someedopdiplomatic manoeuvring to her envoys,
mainly because the city wanted to avoid the political cost in case Philip declined a direct
Athenian request to support the Phocians against the Thebans (Aesch-I05P4T hus, big
part of the risk and the potical cost was transferred to the envoys who had to show political
bravery in their initiatives to address successfully the settlement of the Phocian Wat§%

& ()*+,"&-".[.," 012345" &.%, Aesch. 2.104). This was a demanding task, but men who
are ke=n to act withphilotimiain public affairs should act up to the demands of the city and
of the situation:&.986 7*89): ; 97< +*" <=>*7 $*/$."*-9 $6 +57?@.,3$'" A/?:B" @C:5"
):?4D.B" (Aesch. 2.105). The idea of bephglotimosn public affairs is here commendable
because it is related with the risk of suffering loss of personal interest for the sake of the
public good, not with individualistic motives for undertaking official duties; on the
importance of this private meetingdr Athenian foreign policy, see Harris (1995)&3

2220n DemosthenesO reform of the trierarchic law in 340, see Gabrielsen (19943.207
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well as domestic affairg“all his political measures have been worthy of the cityOs ethos and
have brought honourable distinction'#$%&%'$(and benefit )*+',%- ) to the community
(Dem. 18.108¥°

In relation with external affairs, a few instances @hilotimiafriendly Gtontexts can
be detected in the discussion of DemosthenesO role in the formation of the Theban alliance
and more generally of the policies that led to the battle of Chaeronea. After the narration of
the Elatea debate (Deit8.169178), Demosthenes makes an overall evaluation of his political
role regarding the alliance with Thebes. According to his account, his political suggestions
and services monopolized the whole proc&Ssand Demosthenes makes sure to stress his
wholehearted devotion to the service of the city at a time of great pebil:01. 23$)& 4*

5 6 789 - ,;- &< 8,>%,?&@."&$BA 8"9,%.%*IB*<)- (Dem.18.1795*' A little later, still

?Dem. 18.16809:C+?.$*<* I D.$/ 8%.4* .$/ .$."@E,- <FIG* 32&W<9(&,)' 23"* ,<F D
&%$8,%*"* <F D&8H 8"9,1- | *+#%<*&F&4 &<(*)* JE<-K1* O* &, &6 .$&L & 8"9%*
8<9%&,B'$?%/ 3+ &6 NI9I@*%6 O$*P?<'$%ONo measure of mine is spiteful, harsh or
malicious, nor mean or unworthy of the city. And | shall be seen to have been of the same
character in both my dmestic and my foreign policy.O, Usher (1993).

?2Dem. 18.109 continues along the same lines: within the city he was not sold to the rich but
he supported the many, whereas in Panhellenic level he has chosen the common interest of
all Greece instead of Pis gifts and friendship.

?2°Dem. 18.179: he addressed the Assembly in support of the alliance, moved decrees towards
that purpose, acted as ambassador to the Thebans and eventually convinced them to take
AthensO part against Philip.

22’Oand devoted mysehtirely to meeting the dangers that beset the city®, Usher (1968)

also Dem. 18.168:9%?7&$2QR%;?K>"* 2&%NR SI>,- TE@*6% ; 3W ' D & U *

58D>5' : * 8"*1* 58G',%*$ Obut chiefly because it is shameful for me to have undergone the
labour of my exertions on your behalfO, Usher (1993); note the reciprocal bond with the city
denoted by5' 6 (Dem. 18.179) ari@D>5' : * (Dem. 18.160); for variations of this phrasing
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talking about the initiation d the Theban alliance and the unsuccessful confrontation of
Philip, Demosthenes urges Aeschines (and the audience) to judge his political activity not
from the outcome but from higrohairesias symboulos of the ci{i*As he elaborates on the
qguality of his prohairesjsone cannot but notice that it9 pervaded by the idea of civic

oriented philotimigDem.18.193):

I™ 4P () *+,- #£/#0 1, 2+3H -45%6,&, "&76/89, :;"<8=,,2+>762+@ AU+
2+>0°68:" CYFA+E+2+>F6"&*< AY H ?1,+86, ,J $U& 2+"K2+>319%<":A%LE6G+
*AM78+80,:/3=/M8=, 2+>! ,+72+N, 3 B3MB&EB?: NE&, 2+>3<3H(P=2+3=7<4:B&P

OBut demonstrate that | did not choose all the options possible by human calculation,
and did not carry them through honestly and diligently and with eggrbeyond my
strength; or that | did not undertake enterprises that were honourable, worthy of the

city and necessary: then and only then can you accus&the.O

that demonstrates an action performed visvis the Athenian people in expressions of civic
oriented philotimiaboth in the Attic orators and in honorific inscriptions, see pp-28

228Dem. 18.19293: Obut it is the policy chosen by the statesman that rewésinsight Q?H
*4&+@4:/6950 do not put the blame upon me if Philip happened to prevail in the battle: its
issue was in the hands of the gods, not mine.®, Usher (1993).

22Usher (1993).
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Demosthenes gave himself wholeheartedly to the task of serving the city as symboulos and
in doing so he surpassed himself in effort and indeed in honourable effort in accordance with
the values and needs of the community.

A few paragraphs later, in a comparison of himself with Aeschines as advisors of the
city (Dem.18.196198)>*° Demosthenes emerges as the better citizen in simuilotimia
friendlyQerms: he devoted himself to policies expedient to everyorig$ %&()* +, -./ *O
1234"5%$56,*( 3)'789-4, ) without avoiding or calculating any kind of personal risk and
danger 6:"8,( $;"),5, <$,=3(/ *45, 5 "%?15@5A43B'-,5/*" His antiMacedonian
policy, as we learn in Deni8.206210, reflected the spirit A9C,D'( ) of the ancestors
exhorting the city to become once more the leader of an honourable cause: just as previously
in Marathon, Plataea, Salamis, and Artemisium, Oyou took upon yourselves the peril of war

for the freedom and salvation of all® (Ddi®.208% In this context, Demosthenes casts

*9See also earlier, Dem. 18.1188.. Demosthenes veils his failpolicies with retrospective
morality, but here he denies Aeschines the right to judge DemosthenesO policies
retrospectively: whereas in his seffortrait Demosthenes emerges as the man of the hour,
AeschinesO retrospective criticism casts Demosthamessycophant.

281 Unlike Aeschines who neither had suggested an alternative political route nor had
refrained from undermining the cityOs selected policies (Dem. 18.197); see also Dem.18. 306
311 on the idea of Aeschines as enemy of the state.

%20n argumets of helping the weak and fighting for freedom in Demosthenes as appealing

to the AtheniansO sense of interest (i.e., maintaining Oa balance of powerQ by preventing the
dominance of another state) as well as to their traditional ideals (i.e., fightingredom),

see Hunt (2010) 17180; Carey (2005)-82 notes that the argument of traditionally acting

for the good of Greece offers to the Athenians a firm, OnationalQ identity that they should not
betray, even if they could have known that Chaeronea widwdve been a disaster; Said (2001)
284285 notes that Demosthenes presents Athenshaschief proponent of Greek ethos,
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himself as a symboulos who offers advice on asserting the cityOs preemihgh$eol! ( #
$&)1%*)# +,-./01/# , Dem.18.209) and thus through his noble political suggestions he
emerges as a bearer of collectpilotimigoromoting the advancement of the cityOs honour
and distinction.

A few paragraphs later (Derh8.219221), when icomes to his personal distinction
and to explaining his monopolization of politi¢s3 Demosthenes justifies his outstanding
activity in terms of having performed his duty to the limit when the city was found in
outmost danger. He does not stress personab#ion, but justifies his political distinction
by emphasizing personal risk and endangerment for the sake of the collective: Obut | had so
thoroughly convinced myself of the size of the danger that had overtaken the city, that |
thought it did not allow ay room or consideration §&2#/34# 56%-*4#for my personal

security | 78%*48: +;41%*48 but one had to be content to do what was necessary without

always fighting for the freedom of the Greeks, and his own policies as promoting the same
values: Othis portrayal of the Athenianalso a selportrait of DemosthenesO (p. 284); on the
connection between fighting for freedom and collective masculinity, see Roisman (2005) 133
134.

%3 |n comparison with orators of the past, Demosthenes claims that he is the only one who
was active in ews step of policymaking by proposing decrees as well acting as ambassador.
This is a rhetorical misrepresentation: see Usher (1993) ad loc. and Yunis (2001) ad loc.; note
again the vocabulary of surpassing oneself in effort for faé&e of thecity in Dem. 18.219

1 11<=)8 /5698%$>$/1%!/,)# 62 $4#!" 8 @)A%HBRIO0!"# 98B/ 56G | D$21%3DYet not one

of these ever gave his services to any of the stateOs enterprises from beginning to endO, Usher
(1993)pn DemosthenesO domination of the political stage,also Dem. 18.179; cf. p. 264 n.
194 on AeschinesO perspective.



omitting anything [I" #3% ()*)+!,(-' 10 1 %P (*34!/I' 1O (Dem18.220%* Self
sacrificeandpersonalexertionfor the wellbeingofthecity are employed texplain
DemosthenesO politiaaler-exertion during the period between the Elateand Chaeronea
events. DemosthenesO dominatibihe political stage at that time had been cast in Aesch.
3.145146 a$65"6.!,) and Demosthenes needs to make sure the audience does not take his
over-active political role as a challenge to democracy. Thus, he admits dominating the
political scene of the time, but only because he proved himself the man of the hour bygervi
the city without considering his personal interest. This pubBpirited attitude in politics
had deservedly won him crowns from the city (Dem. 18.222). Here we have an instance where
DemosthenesO conduct in public affairs encapsulates the concepingf @t of philotimia
towards the city, out of positively chargeghilotimia but again nghilotimiacognates are
employed in this context.

Finally, @hilotimiafriendlyOcontexts can also be detectdd an episode where
rhetorical skill and itsefficient employment are discussed (Deb®.276288). Demosthenes
had been in the spotlight for a long period and this does not allow him to present himself as
an amateur public speaker. Therefore, he tries to downplay suspicions of deception usually
attributed to skillful speakers. For that purpose, Demosthenes stresses the idea that as

symboulos of the city he does not personally reap the benefits of his oratorical ability but

234Usher (1993).
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puts his skill in the service of the collective: the vocabulary as well asdix@s employed to
express this beneficial bond with the city create the impression that Demostheas®en
employing his eloquencm a civicoriented mannerin Dem.18.277 he claims that everyone
will find his rhetorical skill exercised in publid { #5%&'$("$ % and always on behalf of the
collective {*+ )-. " /0, never against the collective$234-$5'46 7)-. ") or for private
purposes 89); in Dem.18.278 that an orator and a statesman need to act ardently when
collective interests are in dangdl" $;&# " <=>" #('("3?"0@0#4¢A*B=0]) and when facing
enemies of the peoplé'( $;&*, R#IDL! "4"#9%$?& EA# 3G-H); in Dem.18.280 that when
exercising eloquence in public what matters is sharing the same mentality with the many
(HCH#M2H * $4(,0 dE64(#P&*$==$8>° and having the same friends and enemies as oneOs
homeland; and inDem.18.281, he reinforces the point that with his political choices he
supported the cityOs views of beneficial policiegl JI, E?-KL,$"670MB-N" #$?#$(59
without differentiating himself or serving private purposes in actiof23+' ! 049,0#$%$237
BB($" *0*$9N-4(. All in all, Demosthenes does not state thathas been offering political
advice out of philotimia as such a statementogld open the door to tB aspect of
individualistic ambition associated witphilotimian political contexts and Demosthenes did

not want to impress that idea upon the jurorsO mitfdinstead ofnaminghimself philotimos,

2**0n Demosthenepébhairesias symboulos, see p. 275.
26 See the discussion of the Ol have (not) stood up itilotimi® mentality in contexts of
public debating in Setion 1 above.



Demosthenes shows that he has been using his eloquenekarly to the way the civie
oriented philotimosises his mone§ for the sake of the collective to support policies that
respect the mindset of the many; not for his personal benefit but in occasions that may
involve great public danger. Thus, DemosthenesO political ethos evokes in the political
terrain commendable qudies of thephilotimospender.

So far, we have seen some cases in the field of politics and in political discussions
where specific external conditions (e.g. threats against the city, danger of the situation)
combined with spcific principles of actioron the part of the individual (e.g. civic bravery,
personal risk, priority to the collective not to the individual) crea@hilotimiafriendlyO
contextswhich reflect thephilotimiaattitude of the city, as explained in Dem. 18.66. Within
such contextsthe image of ODemosthenes the symboisies@structed andhis past policies
are evaluatedin this way,DemosthenesO political ethayspears to followthe expestations
of collective morality and collectivehilotimiaalthoughphilotim cognates ar@ot employed
to reinforce his moral proximity to the cityOs ethos.

When it comes to characterizing Demosthenes asaf$soO and as acting out of
Osuch and such a quality® in political contests, it is efieousnd eunoiavocabulary that

are used®In a dramatic review of the Elatea debate, Demosthenes mentions that at the

87 On the idea of thephilotimosspender colouring positively the political ethos of
Demosthenes, especially in Dem. 19, see pp2@36

2%E.g. in Dem. 18.110, after Demosthenes has extensively reviewed his foreign and domestic
policies up to 340, he appears to paraphrase part of CtesiphonOs dégbgedc tépiotd T
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beginning of the assembly-meeting when the herald made the customary question ‘Who
wishes to speak?” nobody rose, although all the generals and rh! toresof the city were present
(Dem. 18.170). The seriousness of the situation was such that despite their good intentions
neither the patriots nor the wealthiest ones nor the patriotic as well as wealthy citizens (I" #
PE'() *+,-.$/ " #,.(01'() ) had the necessary knowledge and expertise to give the best
advice for action (Dem. 18.171).”*° The time called for Demosthenes, the citizen who was not
merely patriotic and wealthy (2 3-&'& $&'(& " #,.'20/'& , Dem. 18.172), but had also

followed the events very closely and had seriously thought out the plans and desires of

4578 1" #6[7 "&* 8) PR'() $BH" #5-(3) & /% €=3>),9"& ?) @ *? &IBA3B&KCE
6$6A20:"1 3'/ &'31DC for I suppose it is sufficiently clear from what I have said that “I
acted to the best possible effect and have been patriotic at all times and keen to serve you
well”, Usher (1993); cf. Aeschines’ citation of the decree in Aesch. 3.49-50: E5$*F) &S$!" I" #
E&65"H":1"); see also Dem. 18.286, when explaining why the city chose him over Aeschines
and his like to deliver the funeral oration for the dead of Chaeronea: E3I-*$5 JK6$0"&" L*'1,
*M&IBNEP&/'& 1" #,5(3 1"&3%$:J0 *7 ,5PH3"J4,5"*'& ,I" #N&=3$*B5"&E6/!1"&,
‘The Athenians knew equally my goodwill and the zeal with which I conducted affairs, and
your disloyalty’, Usher (1993); Dem. 18.276, where Demosthenes refuses to recognize any
element of patriotism in Aeschines’ speeches: Q0,$5"L*8) R. ?) I" #3$*I$4&'1") ,P&*")
$BAIS) *' T) .-H'() , ‘asif all his pronouncements were honest and well-intentioned’, Usher
(1993); also, in Din. 1.99-102, Dinarchus attacks Demosthenes for neglecting his duties as
politician and in 102 he does so in eunoigerms: 4,$/*" ' U*F) $.&'1") *F) OF) V6F3") 4."W$
$5"& X," U*N&* UYM*5) W'M:$/"&!" #62&"3/&@$*"'D'3B&A&6'3$&, ‘In what way,
then, did the people have experience of your benevolence, or where did we see the
protecting power of the orator in action?’, Worthington (1999); for all the attestations of a
speaker demonstrating his eunoiaowards the city and the opponent’s lack of eunoiaowards
the city in the Attic orators, see Sanders (2016) 174 nn. 48, 49.

2 See Roisman (2004) 274-275 on the unique position among the politicians that
Demosthenes reserves for himself as a way of ‘exert[ing] power over the people’ (p. 275).
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Philip 2*°Beingeunouandplousioare presented as inadequate qualifications for advising the
city,”** but when Demosthenes moves on to cast himself as the only suitable to address the
people, he singkehimself out in erms ofeunoiaHe was the only orator and politician of the
city that did not desert the post otunoia(! " # ! $%& #()*%!+,-#) at the time of general
danger:**but performed all his political duties on behalf of the collective in the middle of a
terrible emergency (Denil8.173). In these famili@philotimiafriendlyGcontexts of danger,
personal risk, honourable effort, and public interest, DemosthenesO miotivar action is
not defined agphilotimiabut as a strong sense of public duty not to betray the ranksuoioia
It is important to note that the language @unoias employed in two separate ways in this
discussion: every ordinary citizen could be (ashould beeunougowards the city, but it
was only Demosthenes that lived up to the standardswofoiaas a politician.

This double use otunoiavocabulary reveals the advantage that the language of
goodwill has over the language philotimiaand anbition: it does not alienate the speaker

from his audiencé?® Every patriotic citizen wouldsee himself agunousowards the state

2| jddel (2007) 24245 notes that there is an Oinegalitarian flavourO to DemosthenesO claims
for political superiority. My suggestion is thahe rhetoric ofeunoisserves the purpose of
mitigating this inegalitarianism.

**1Yet necessary ones, as noted in Ober (198922239

%2 See Christ (2006) 138 on the employment of military metaphors for political
activity/public life.

*3Note how beingunouss repeatedly separated from being wealthy thereby allowing every
citizen to think of himself agunousnd patriotic towards the cityDem. 18.17K. /0!( 1%
2345186* I* TI* | 8%9& #(;% | < =5>&-8*9=>(;?)(:%; Dem. 18.17 ZB&A(%B 8*-6C%8*9D
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(Dem.18.171), but at the same time Demosthenes can use his politically manitasted
towards the city in order to singl@imself out of the group of orators and politicians (Dem.
18.173§"Beingeunousowards the city is the democratic duty of every citizen, but living up
to the standards oéunoigowards the city as a politician is a demanding task performed by
few becage it requires, except for a general sense of patriotism and goodwill towards the
state, political thinking and expert knowledge put in the service of the many. By casting
himself as the only politician that fulfills the standards efunoia Demosthenes nyabe
singling himself out of a small group of experts, but he is doing so by using the same language
in which collective democratic duties and expectations could be expressed.

Towards the end of the speech, the language of goodwilleamsbigowards the city
is employed for the final evaluation of Demosthe@eslitical contributions. Firstly, to unify
Demosthenes and his political attitude with that of the great benefactors of the past and,
secondly, to distinguish him in excellence from tip®liticians of his time. Regarding the
former, Demosthenes responding to AeschinesO unfair comparison of himself with excelling
men of past generations (Derh8.314320) claims that he deserves to be honoured by the

city not because his contributions aegjual in magnitude with those of the past, but because

| HSYB)+ - "x % (/*,0* '%123,456,* 7*8$89:3(6 ; Dem. 18.172/ : &<(/ *,0= >* ,[: &
(<23,456,=

*4See alsiem. 18.28081:arh!torthat shares the mentality and interests of the many is a
rh!torthat speak®2&/ *,) ? and this is the kind of attitude that distinguishes the goddtor
from the rest.
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all public contributions performed out of goodwill should be rewarded (D&8.316)!
" #$%& $(%%6+), + &(./10 "12))(3$%)40"/1 5)(6)7& )%#08/ 9:%;/&<17".J0 *+)+&/%*
DemosthenesO policies amdhairesishare with the great benefactors of the past the same
mentality of eunoiatowards the city?*® and it is this patriotically motivated attitude that
should be recognized, promoted and honoured by all, not strictly the achievement of big
results?*’In this way, Demosthenes identifies himself with the big benefactors of the past in
a way which makes it possible for all Athenians to follow their example since what is
presented as the most significant element of public contributions is not their magtetbut
the agentOs attitude.

To support the second point, DemosthenesO political supremacy during his time,
politics are presented as a contesf eunoiapen to all in which Demosthenes thrived (Dem.

18319320):

8/9%>"120)( >0&@' 1/ *+ AB)(1/0,"170$/3)C&, "1 720" &)%&D(6;+HE&F'2&)7&!

(- GH&J.$)/*/%. K&, ' )+ *L&)M"C:+% 5 DH;)%$NHS</%/1 4& | :/*.:(3  )40+0

25Q0r should all those who act with goodwill share in the honour and kindness which these
people confer?0, Usher (1993).

Dem. 18.317: Omy policies and principtesn examined, will be seen to be similar and to
have the same objectives as those of the men who were praised in the pastO, Usher (1993).
4 By deemphasizing the importance of magnificent outcomes and highlighting the
importance of attitude, motivation, ath prohairesjsDemosthenes plays along the familiar
lines of drawing the audiencesO attention away from the Chaeronea disaster.
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1" # $%!&'()*+#,'%- . #/,0# 1 $230/*045#6-, . 78 /1&9'031%57;# .<%0#=46#%>!, 2

4,2 [%>@6<'34%306>#=4,0- |%>$&*3A* %BSYUH#I%0C/* 2, , DAEH (), +H* > F#

, H%4,G$: "#*H,I',0- .$6&*93%0 (5,0!

OSo | say, look at me in comparison with todayOs speakers, with yourself, with anyone
you like: | shun no contest. At times when choice was to be made of thedeses

for the city and patriotism was an issue of emulation in which all could compete, |
was seen to be the best speaker of all, and all our affairs were conducted through my
measures, laws and diplomacy. None of you was anywhere to be seen, excapt whe

you had somenischief to do to the peoplé*®

Politics are presented as an open competitioreohoigowards the homeland, a contest for
reaching the best decisions and deciding the most beneficial measures for the city. This is
the field in which Demosthenes rose above the rest40#=46#up until the time of the
Chaeronea battle by winning the openntest ofeunoiavith his speeches, with his measures,
with his laws and with his diplomacy? The language ofunoiaand goodwill allows

Demosthenes to present his political excellence in a humbling manner, as the aspect of

28Usher (1993).
*9For a detailed representation of Demosthenes as politicalljousowards the city, see
Dem. 18.30305.
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political participation that is enphasized is patriotic loyalty in serving the public interest,
not the element of pursuingndividual distinction.?**

But the language agunoialso helps him cast in the most positive terms his political
disempowerment after the Chaeronea disaster. When the city defeated by Philip did not have
much space for political and diplomatic manoeuvres and there was no neayiiaoouldiut
for people vino would carry out PhilipOs demands and interests, Demosthenes appeared to be
weak whereas Aeschines and his likese in a splendid mannéf? DemosthenesO self
presentation vis”-vis Aeschines emerges as a comparison between the mentald@yradia
towardsthe city and the mentality of individual(istic) distinction!'#$%&!& () %&!+,!-#

. %&(1+/0# 1123%%0&4568/%& 7&489 / ;88+!19<=+/, 06> ?@\(B3#C| DA+7+&, ATT@F#+G/

AHT7+#| 4E# 1+G!+$(IDem. 18.3265 Within the field of democratic politics and when the

%0 In a similar manner, see Morris (2000) 121 who reads Dem. 18.320 in relation with the
mentality of OmiddlenessO: OEven his unique qualities merely distilled the patriotism every
citizen held.Rhetore®mok care to limit the implications of their claims.O

»1See also CookOs (2009HAikading obunoidn Dem. 18 which recognizes the advantages

of eunoiacompared tgphilotimian these contexts.

2 The allusion being that Aeschines and his colleagues accepted bribes from Philip. See
Yunis (2001) ad loc.; cf. Usher (1993) ad loc. who notes that DemosthenesO claim is O[a] partial
misrepresentation of the situationO: since there was indeed no mucte $paéthens to
negotiate with Philip at that point, there was no need from the part of Philip to bribe the
Athenian representatives sent to him.

253Othen you and each of your colleagues took up your stations, great men, splendid knights!
| was helpless,ddmit, but my goodwill towards these men was greater than yoursO, Usher
(1993); for a similar attack on Aeschines, see Dem. 18618b#+K# () #3&#J&I0&8"#I%&
78&489</ L#IWGA %&N !+,1-# 1S 250 Of '+,1+$/ 78&489+=-#<I&!+/, 4#"4+#3%P!&!+/

| 8+%9%) FOS(I+/, 19&6$% S3+%9J#:/Oln what circumstances do you show enthusiasm?
When do you display your brilliance? Whenever there is something to be said against these
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city is at itslowest, Aeschines and his likere described in the most alienating terms,
standing above the rest in greatness and splendidness as a resukgott#in wealth.The
whole phrasel"#$%&$' ($!)* +%))-.*/0-% is here employed metaphorically to capture
AeschinesO distinction in a sarcastic marffféris not so much the literal meaning of having
the means to be a breeder of horses that is castigated, but the luxurious, splendid and
magnificent life-style to which horsebreeding and hors&eeping points. They may have
been wellrespected activities as such, but transferred to the field of politics, having the
mentality of Oa magnificent and splendid hetseederO, alludes to elitist aspimats that
challenge the egalitarian spirit and the political equality of the democrdg@gmosthenes, on
the other side, by becoming weak when the city is weak conceals the failure of his own
policies in the most distinguished and at the same time humblirenmer: by stressing his
superior loyalty to the collective.

In the discourse of political participation, a case study of which is ODemosthenes the
symboulgsthe language oéunoids dominant whereaphilotimiavocabulary is nt When

explainingpolitical motives,feelinggoodwill towards the city and loyalty to the democracy

people: it is then that your voice is at its most resonant and your memory at its best

that you are the supreme actor, a tragic Theocrines.O, Usher (1993).

>*4Gribble (2012) 49 notes that after the time of Cimon and with the exception of Alcibiades
politically ambitious citizens did not appear to invest on athletic contests ampotophiai

as means of gaining political power. It seems that spending in liturgies as a way of enhancing
oneOs political power was decisively gaining ground over this kind of -eitia splendid
spending; more extensively, see Davies (1981)0%L see pl.15116 for the juxtaposition of
civic-oriented philotimiaand making a travesty of performing dnppotrophian [Dem.] 42.24.
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and the collective are ideologically preferable to ambitious intentions that may imply
individual superiority. My explanation for this is based on the idea that differentteats
require different rhetorical choices and, more specifically, that when individual
contributions are evaluateghilotimiavocabularymay fit well in financial contexts but not
in political ones. In the discourse of financial contributions in the dooom, part of an elite
speakerOs strategy was mitigate the unavoidably exposed soeézonomic inequality
between himself and a poor or average Athenian citizen. If not in practice, at least at the
level of public rhetoric, the statement that one spendiis fortune in public causes out of
philotimiatowards the city, in other words that one channels his ambition and his means in
honourable initiatives that benefit the city in practice, seems to mitigate semtonomic
inequality through the ideal of theich yet useful citizen

Whereas apublic spendercould and very often would present his financial
contributionsas having been performed out philotimiaowards the city that isin a public
spirited manner that deservedecognition from the city, the political trials between
Demosthenes and Aeschines indicate tlaapolitician would not rhetorically exploit the
performance of his political duties in the same wayln the discourse of politics, en! tor

needed to come across as a loyal citizen whaimted the rostrum and participated actively

2°|n the discourse of the Assembly, as shown in the discussion of DemosthenesO deliberative
speeches in Section 3 above, neitligancial nor political contributions are rhetorically
exploited in this manner.
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in policy-making by making use of political equalifyf. If one were not to challenge
democracy openly, the idea of equal opportunity in political participation needed to be
protected and promoted, and politics rded to be cast as a field where one serves his city
out of loyalty and goodwilleunoiaandby subordinating himself to the collective and to its
interests, not as a field where elite citizens vent their political ambitions and frustrations.
Acting out d philotimiacarried the suspicion of acting out of ulterianotives, out of an
expectationfor a rewardbut also out of a desire for distinctioBoth these expectations
couldbe tolerated and, ifiact, in many occasionwere actively welcomedy the city inthe
case offinancial servicesand performance of public officeor obvious reasons of material
interest®’ but not when collective decisiomaking and Onational® security and prosperity
were at stake?®

This statemenshould not be misunderstoqdhowever, as not onlghilotimigbut also

eunoiacan be employed in contexts thatvolve reciprocal advantageBut, whereaseunoia

2°|n public discourse, the ideal gblitical equality needed to be promoted even though or,
perhaps, because in practice not every Athenian citizen made full use of itdakspm in the
Assembly.

»’See pp. 12425.

28| do not claim that politically successful citizens were not rewarded by the state and that
there was lack of reciprocity in the domain of politics between individdaltoresand the

city: such a statement wodleasily be invalidated merely by the evidence from CtesiphonOs
proposal in honour of Demosthenes. What | am arguing for throughout this chapter is that
in the surviving speeches, political participation, political contributions, and political duties
werenot rhetorically exploited as belonging to the domain of individyeddilotimiaA speaker
would not demand a favourable hearing in the courtroom because, for example, he had been
addressing the Assembly out piiilotimiain the past.
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expresseshe expectation for a positive returfor benefit bestowed™ philotimiaentailsthe
urge of pursuingndividual distinction.**® Thus,philotimiacan have negative connotations,
but eunoias generally positivly coloured What is morejn the case of a citizen performing
his political duties, such as Demosthenes, acting \eitimoidas seenalmost as an obligation
sinceevery citizen is expected to feel goodwill and show loyalty towards the’Eityence
the presence ofmore neutral/ positive terminology such as that of goodwiind loyalty
towards the cityin discussions of political participatioand the absencef more ambivalent
philotimiaterminology.

Thus, when Demosthenes rounds up his speech with an ideal description of the way
the metriospolit s should conduct politics,eunoiatowards the city (and not personal
philotimig is blended with the objective of achieving collective distinction (and not with
individual distinction). Themetrios polis has a twofold task (Deni8.321)1" #$' %&

D)*+,-&.( %" %0 12""&-*+ 384%0 567%2-*98 59:2. 56*&-62,." ;.&<+:=%%2,"" 5&"%; $

259 0n explicit and mplicit requests foreunoian the Attic orators, see Sanders (2016)-168
180; oreunoiaand the social expectation for a positive return in relationshipspbilia see
Mitchell (1997); more generally agunoiasee de Romilly (1958).

2%0pPnilotimias oftenreserved as the motivational power of the initiatdfinoig on the other
hand,as Mitchell (1997) 35 notes, Owas embedded in the exchange process both as a response
to the exchange and as an element in the exchange itselfO. Thus, one can demenswite
and ask for a return cdunoigSanders (2016) 1-435), but withphilotimia | suggesthings
are different. One can demonstragghilotimiabut sincephilotimiais not an emotion one
cannot ask for a return gbhilotimia but for a return of, e.geunoiacharior eleos

*1See Whitehead (1993) 53; Sanders (2016) 173 on reciguao@bordering on loyalty and
patriotism in the Attic orators.
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I"#$%!" &S()*# + - *.-/#"- 2*In other words, themetriogolit sshould in every occasion
and initiative preserve his loyalty+ - *. -/#"- ) towards the city, but, when the city is in a
powerful position, he should preserve the collectivatiitude of philotimia(+, - +/0 1*--"2/3

I" &+/0 '$4+*2/3 45 '67*# '$/"2$*8#- ). Following this ideal, Demosthenes claims that as a
statesman he never betrayed his loyalty towards the people, but with his policies he always
served and augmented the honour, the powand the glory of the city (Deni8.322). From
DemosthenesO splirtrayal throughout the speech, it arises that the ideal politically active
citizen is not a politician that is himse[fhilotimosbut a politician whosupports the cityOs
philotimiaattitude with his policies. And a citizen that does so is cast as one thtgiat of

eunoigowards the city not out of persongphilotimia

The subtle separation of collectiyghilotimiaattitude from philotimiaas a personal motive
and the rejection of the latter asinacceptable motive for political action strongly indicate
that in democratic ideologyhilotimiaas aquality of the individualwas not admitted in all
kinds of public discourse Qurviving deliberative speechesf roughly the same period as
well as represetations of political debates from the time of Thucydides and Aristophanes

seem to corroborate the point thagiolitical debating and active political participation were

262 Owhen in power, the constant aim of his policy should be to preserve the dignity and
primacy of his sate, and on every occasion and in every action, his own loyalty.O, Usher
(1993).
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competitive and ambitios domains of activityin which philotimiawas perceived as a

suspicious motive rather thaas a civic virtue.
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Conclusions

O#%$%"&'(): a word highly characteristic of Greek pride and competitiveness, but hard to
define or translate precisely. Many modern scholars refer to it briefly, but agadle study

of the concept is still awaited.O This is how Douglas MacDowell opens hisiclis@iss
philotimiain his commentary of Demosthenes@ainst Meidigmiblished in 1996 Ten years
later, in 2000, MacDowell introduced his commentgmlotimiain the exact same words in
his commentary of Demosthene€id the False EmbAsBighteen yeardater, in 2018
philotimiaghas indeed received more attention in the scholarship, but a thorough study of the
conceptfrom the Homeric poems down to the Hellenistic and early Roman peimgst to

be producegland a translation more precise than Olo¥é&anour® or Ohonourable ambitionO
is difficult to coin.

By this point, t has become eviderthat this thesis is notOa fulscale studyO of the
concept ofphilotimia butcontributesto the existing scholarshifpy exploring the placéhat
philotimiaheld in the ideologyand value systenof democratic Athensas depicted in the
literature of the period 430820s mainly in public speecland in the rhetoric of the Attic

orators, and to a considerably lessextent in honorific inscriptions

! Comment on Dem. 21.159.
2Comment orDem. 19.40.
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One of the mst important points to be taken away from this survey is the siggige
that we should rather avoidhinking in terms of a semantic change in threeaning of
philotimia namely that it was a negative concept in thate fifth century which turned into
a positive concept in the mid fourth century onwardg his thesis shows that throughout
the period examinedghilotimiawas an ambivalent notion in the sense that at any time we
can find evidence for both positive and negative appreciationglolotimiaand ofphilotimai
If there isa change, itis one of focusover the course of this perioghilotimiacomesto be
systematically promoted as a civigrtue in relation with specific activities and in specific
discourses

Thus,in the end of the fifthcentury and keginning of the fourth more emphas is
placed on the dangerouspmpetitive, and inegalitarianaspecs of philotimigboth in forensic
speechesnd in retrospective evaluations of political events in Thucydides and Xenophon
We hae seen speakergspeciallyin the Lysianic corpudaying more emphasisrowarning
the audience against dangerous or bglilotimoithan an presenting themselves asvai-
oriented philotimaiThis can be viewed asconsequence of the grim memories of the effects
of deleteriousphilotimiathat the city had experienced during the politically turbulent years
of the late fifth century with the failure of e Sicilian expeiion and the two short

oligarchic upheavals At the same timethe fact thatexamples of civi@riented philotimia

® ContravlacDowell (1990) 37879, on Dem. 21.159; Domingo Gygax (2016) 221.
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associged with honourable performance of public services, particularly monetaryn ca
indeedbe traced as far back as 4683peeches such as Lys. 21 and.l$8dndicateshat the
positive evaluation ophilotimiain association with the performance of public serviosas
not a phenomenon thateveloped in a vacuum in the miiburth century.

What was deeloping from the 360s onwards was th&/stematigromotion of
philotimiaas ehonourable principle of action behind publicly beneficial servi@ssevidenced
in the rhetoric of the courtroom and in honorific inscriptions.This is the period when
philotimiais more systematicallydefined vis™-vis the democratic polisas a civic virtueand
asOlove of a particular type of honor, thvatich derives from doing good to the communify®
In this way philotimiais defined in democratic terntsand ispart of the democratic discourse
of effort and reward In this framework, philotimianeed not be viewed as essentially
aristocratic, inegalitarian, or elitisf as long as it isexpressedto the benefit of tte
community,in ways that danot challenge polical equality and the egalitarian ethos of the

polis.

*Domingo Gygax (2016) 221.

® Contravilson (2000) 14497; see pp. 4.

® On the idea that democracy did have its own language, see Ober (1982922336339;

for the successful daocratic appropriation of aristocratic values in general, see also Brock
(1991); Whitehead (1993); Seager (1982)2@87Thomas (1989) 213 n. 67, 2d@ntrast
Loraux (1986) 174, 189, 19202, 21220, 334 who argues for the inability of democracy
to create their own language independent from aristocratic evaluations and moral
categorizations.
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Several aspects dfi¢ democraticdiscourseof civic-oriented philotimishave emerged
in this study. Arst, when litigants drew attenton to their honourable manifestations of
philotimigowards the cityby mentioning their public services, especiatheir liturgies, they
expected to activate bonds of reciprocity between themselves and the. Siych
manifestations ophilotimiamayberevealing ofsociceconomidnequalities butshow, at the
same timethat putting one®resourceso the benefit of the community wasxpected to be
perceived asn egalitarian and cooperative manifestation milotimiathat deserved public
recognition. Thus, instead of viewing liturgiand other monetaryexpenditures as a domain
of philotimigrom which the majority of Athenians was excluded, we may view them as duties
the successfuperformance of which benefited the majority of the Atheniaifbat @hilotimia
in Athens remained preeminently associated with the expenditure of large sums of moheyO
is not necessarily an argument against its democratic vélue.

Secondthe rhetoric of civic-oriented philotimianeed not be viewed as imposed upon
the city by a small group of powerful indidualsthat could exactcivic recognitionin the
name of theirliturgies and other monetary benefactionsithout having been assessé&y
the community first. The rhetoric ofAgainst Leptinsbiows very aptly that the city itself
valued specifienanifestations ophilotimiaand sought to incentivizghilotimocitizens (and

non-citizens) to continueacting inmannersthat were publicly beneficiaby rewardingthem

"Wilson (2000) 173.
® See pp. 3490.

| "4



for their honourable contributions.The rhetoric of Against Meidiaghows that notevery
manifestation of powerwould count as a manifestatiorof philotimiathat deserved
recognition. Citizens who wished texcel in public contestand get rewarded for iheeded
to show both moderation and supererogation in their condulcteally, the civiecoriented
philotimosvas also ametrioscitizen who pursuedindividual distinction while promoting
public interest and respectingolitical equality.

Third, surviving inscriptions honouring Athenian citizens showhat the city valued
philotimiaas a sharedivic virtue. Several of hese inscriptions rewarerdinary Athenian
officials for their successful execution of public offijceot for the performance of lavish
monetary benefaction$thereby showing that philotimiawas not anexclusive elite quality
strictly related to lavish expenditures of moneyAny citizen performing his office
outstandingly could be honoured for hiphilotimia Thus, mth a lavishchoregosnd a
superintendent of a fountain could be viewed as having figdélitheir duties withphilotimia
Thisattestationof philotimian domains that were norelite and nonwealth-relatedprovides
evidence for the idea thaphilotimiawas recognizeés a ommon principle of actiorthat
couldpotentially be demonstrated by all citizens in a variety of activities gnublic duties
performedfor the benefit of the communityMoreover, tie fact thathonorific philotimiais

attestedboth in polis and demenscriptions reinforces the idedhat it was indeecda shared

°See p. 41 n. 117 for evidence and for scholarship discussing this point.
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value that pervadedhe democratic communitynot restricted topolis-level manifestations
or high-level polis competitions

Fourth, an ideathat deserves further exploratioms whether acting aso boulomenos
could be constructed as a manifestation @¥ic-oriented philotimia Aeschines closes his
prosecutionagainst Timarchody telling the jurors that, if they support his casemore
citizens will be eager tashow philotimiain the future by calling wrongdoers to account.
Demosthenes in his prosecution of Meidias seeks to show to the dikastsb#ttuse he
chose to bnng his casén court instead ofetaliating impromptu,the city hasbeenoffered a
uniqueopportunity to punisha hubristicrich citizenin an exemplary manneBy taking the
risk to act ashoboulomenam behalf of the communityboth Aeschines and Demosthenes
appear toput their powerto the service of the city showing thereliliat, except for lavish
expenditures,there were other waysn which a powerfulelite citizen couldmanifesthis
civic-oriented philotimia.

The promotion ofphilotimiain the mid-fourth century can beassociatedwith a
broader systematic attempaif the city to bestow honours angwards at a timef financial
and moral crisiswhen, after the unsuccessful Social War (3%b), the city needed both to
attract foreign benefactors and their resources, and to inspire good execution of office at

home!® A few years ago, soon after tfieancial crisisof 200%had hit Greecethe Stavros

°Seelambert (2011) 19298 Fisher (2001) 6&7.
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Niarchos Foundation established the OAnnual Stavros Niarchos Foundation Philotimo
AwardO, monmonetanaward bestowed to outstanding individuads groups whose actions
demonstratephilotimoand contributeto the common welbeing As the representative of
the Stavros Niarchos Foundation stated in the Kathimerini, a Greek newspidueeaim of
the award is Oto underline the rolepdfilotimaas an important element of Ge& character
and to hghlight its significant contribution to thecohesion of the society in a time of crisis
for the Greek society&The renewed interest inphilotimiaand philotimoduring periods of
financial and moral crisisvhich can be detecteth two socig¢ies thatarechronologically and
structurally so remotefrom each otherdemonstratesthe cohesiveand unifying power of
honour and love of honoytand their capacity tanspire publicly beneficial conducandto
gluethe society together instead of dividinigg Such nitiatives perhaps also demonstrate
diachronicneed in times ofcrisis to reexamine re-evaluate and reinforcesocial values and
common standeds of behaviour

As we have seen the scopfethe rhetoric of civieoriented philotimiavasindeedwide
and covered many domains of activity, elite and nefite, at polis and deme levels. At the
same time, it wasot as widespread as to include the rhetorical exploitation of every area of
public behaviour as a competition of honouralgkilotimiaThe very sam®emosthenes who

emerges as an exemplary eliphilotimogitizen in Against Meidiasd praises the value of

" http://www.kathimerini.gr/784490/article/epikairothta/ellada/to -filotimo-empneet
toys-ellhnoamerikanoys. Quotation translated from modern Greek.
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cooperativephilotimiahroughout Against Leptineshen addressingis fellow-citizens in the
Assemblyrefutes or silences the fact that he has been motivatedgdhylotimiato take an
active political role. In the same vein, in his political trials with Aeschines, saw that
Demosthenes does not present his political contributions as tokens gitligtimigtor which
he deservesharisRepresentations of debates from the end of the fifth and beginning of the
fourth centuries seem to corroborate the impression conveyed from DemosthenesO
deliberative speechesrhe rhetoric of the Assembly was considerably differé&om the
rhetoric of the courtroom, and the rhetoric of political contributions was different from the
rhetoric of financial contributions or other public servicesnot only in the time of
Demosthenes, | am inclined to suggdsif also atleast sincehe last decades of the fifth
century. How are we to explain this discrepancy?

A politicianOs activities and actions required skill, effort, leisure, and willingness to
take personal risks. It was common knowledge that despite political equality, beihigar
and a politician were roles performed only by few citizens. Personal distinction, public
recognition, and honours were enjoyed by successful politicians, but in a democracy political
achievement, the outcome of cooperative effort between individuals #mel collective,
ultimately belongedto the collective. My suggestioms that the rhetoric of individual
generosity that deserves a return from the city and, with it, the language of reciprocation
(philotimiatowards the city,charisrequests) are very delimited in political contexts and in

some cases totally absent, because politicians could not afford to challenge publicly the idea
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that political achievement belonged to the collective. Thus, the rhetoric that dominates is
that of individual political contribution as duty that needs to be performed in the best
possible way? and what is stressed is the common obligation to contribute oneOs best, not
the personal ambition to get honoured for doing good. In this way, personal ambison i
mitigated and political achievement is not usurped from the collective.

This exclusion of individugbhilotimiafrom discourses of politics does notean that
philotimiawas notOtruly@art of democracyOs value systétmather shows that at the level
of public rhetoric and ideology politics and the Assembly were not regarded as suitable
places for presenting oneself as pursuipligilotimiaor acting out ofphilotimiaBy narrowing
and safeguarding the fields within which elite individuals could boast beingphilotimai
democracy channelled individual ambitions in activities that were bo#mbficial and not
threateningfor the collectiveds interests and prestidéis should not be vieweds a failure
of democracyto define philotimiain egalitarianterms. It rather shows that, at the level of
ideology,politics and the Assembllyelonged to a different discourse of honour negotiations
in which the ultimatephilotimosvas the city itselfandthe duty of the citizens andespecially

of political advisors, was topromote with their decisions and their proposatse collectiveOs

2Thus, my reading of the rhetoric gfilotimiain political discussions reinforces one of the
conclusions reached by Liddel (2007) 254 regarding political obligations: OFrom this
discussion of political obligation it may be concluded that the privilege of political
contribution was sometimes represesd as an obligation in the contest of s@iftification

by prominent politiciansO.
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philotimiaand interestsOsborne has noted th#étte fact thatAthenian honorific inscriptions
went into very little detail about the services honourednd referred instead in abstract
terms to the human qualities that the honorands weyerceived to have demonstratedas
Opolitically neutralisingO in the sense thaldsed matters andiscouraged furtler debating
on whether thehonorands deserved therewards!*Following the same rationaléview the
abserte of the rhetoric of individuaphilotimiaand public services fronthe Assemblyas a
way ofdepersonalisingplitics and political debating that catedto the need of the city by
promoting deliberationin terms of public interest and by presentindecisionmaking as a
cdlective achievement not aa field of personal distinction.

Identifying domains in whichphilotimiadid not emerge as a civic virtuef the
individual allows us to tracepossible qualitative differences betweerphilotimiaand othe
abstract human qualitiegshat were reserved for praiséNVhitehead, in his discussion of
democracyOs Ocardinal virtugsdips together andragathiaarete eunoia philotimia and
prothymiaas the less specific virtues that emerge from his examination of the approbatory
language of honorific inscriptionBy stating so, Whitehead 993) 6 admits thathe cannot
@evise any tests, any categorizations of honorands and/or their services, veitlbr bring

these five virtues into sharp focus individually or reveal how they truly differed from each

* Osborne (2010) 79. See especially: Omen are praised not because their giving corn will
encourage others to give corn, but because their displagtolotimia and the opprtunity

which it gives for the city to show that it rewardghilotimia will lead others to display
philotimiad
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other.OThis study has shown that we may be able to trace some qualitative differences
betweenphilotimiaon the one hand, angtothymiaandeunoiaon the other hand. My reading
of [Lys.] 20demonstrates that, in politically unstable timeswvhen the democracy had been
overthrown, prothymiavas probablyegarded as a morngositive qualitythan philotimiaand

as a safechoiceto rely upon in order todemonstrate eagerness to serve the collectias
philotimiacould indicateambition to hold office under the oligarchy. In the same vein, the
rhetoric of seltpraise in Dem. 18hows thata citizenwho wanted to prsent his political
distinction in an egéitarian manner would benefiby casting himself as aaunougolitician
rather than as ghilotimosBoth casesonfirm that, especially in political contextghilotimia
had the potentialto express individubstic motives and undemocratiattitudes, whereas
prothymiaandeunoialid not.

As a conceptphilotimiahad the potential to express egalitarian and inegalitarian
states of mind, motives, and behaviouhsstead of viewinghilotimiaas an onedimensional
concept, initially negative andater positive, we should rather vievphilotimiawithin the
spectrumof its manifestations® To putphilotimiato the service of the city, democracy had
to deal with its dangerous aspect. At the same time, this does not meapltilatimianeeded
to be Gbached of all its threatening potentidt@ order to be part of the value system of

democratic Athens. It rather means that it required cautious treatment and careful

“On honour as spectrum, see Keim (20D thesis unpublishgdl48.
*Wilson (2000) 192.
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channeling by the democratic cityowards activities that were publicly beneficial, and

manifestations that were directed towards the city and were evaluated by the Tite

closely regulated and selective promotion philotimiathat is evidenced in the rhetoric of

the courtroom and the Assembly refledtse beauty and the dange&f philotimiaas a concept

as well aghe fact that the Ath@ians were very much alert to both
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Appendix

Charigopoi in the forensic speeches of the Attic orators

In the courtroom, the rhetoric of contributions to the state, performance of public duty and,
more geneally, being a useful democratatizen was frequently employed by speakers who
aimed at creating a surplus of due gratitudehari3 for themselves or a deficit of due
gratitude for their opponents hoping each time to activate in the dikasts the desirable
response of positive reciproi for themselves and negative reciprocity for the opponehts.

In particular, what we usually find in forensic speeches are retrospective and idealized
representations of motives and calculations related to public benefactiand, more
generally, to publé-spiritedness that serve the speakersO purposes of activating particular
reciprocal responses. This means that there need not be a specific and explicit request for
charisdue to the speaker for such bonds of reciprocity to be activated. Building onefids pr

as a helpful and dutiful citizen or staining the opponentOs image on the opposite grounds
would have sufficed to make the jurors deliberate in terms of positive and negative

reciprocity.

! Cf. Chapter 3 Sectiond the significantly different approach teharisin the Assembly
illustrated in DemosthenesO deliberative speeches.

| "4



Implicit or explicit appeals tacharisor rebuttals ofcharisin forensic rhetoric could
take various forms.For instancesome speakers referred tieir contributions and argued
that they had devoted more money than was the usual practice, or more than the city
normally requests. Sometimes, such statements amldéwed by detailed presentations of
specific liturgies and specific amounts spent on th&ém.other cases, the rationale behind
honourable public conduct is revealed, when a speaker says that he has acted in a certain
way towards the city in the past kpeng in the back of his mind that, if he ever got in trouble,
he could count on the goodwill of the city towards him

We also find speakers asking for dtiearis namely a favourable verdict, so that they
would be able to give more to the city in the fue® They also ask foforensic charison

account of their beefactions in orderto set an example whereby other citizens would be

? Isoc. 18.63: those who have benefited the city and have spent their money for the city
deserve the peopleOs gratitugbdri3. Notethe oligarchic contexts of the speech discussed

in Wolpert (2002) 113; Johnstone (1999) 101 and Rubinstein (2000y@ hdteal that claims

for charign the courtroom were not related only to financial benefactions: there were other
grounds on which a litigant could base a claim for a legitimate returrclzdris Johnstone
(1999) 94, 102 shows that 28 out of 98 speedteeditargies, whereas only 12 out of 98
speeches include a clear request fdraris on asking iteiv) and demanding draiteiv)
charis seeAndoc. 2.223; Lys. 18.23, 27; 21.25.

®Lys. 7.36B3; Lys. 19:90, 5759; 21.%; 25.121.3; Is. 7.342; for a reversal of this topos, see
Lys. 26.31: it would have been better if the defendantOs father had not given so much money
to the state, because, according to the speaker, by doing gmined thedemod trust and
managed to deceive therBee ppl134135.

*Lys. 21.5; Lysias 21 is discussed in detajppn 148157

°Lys. 16.17; 25418, Lys. frag.L; [Lys.] 20-3D; Isoc. 18.668; for a concealed request, see
Dem. 45.85

®Lys.18.2023; 19.654; 21.144; [Lys.] 285;Dem. 284.
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more eager to serve theity seeing that publiespiritednessis not left unrewarded.As the
rhetoric of Against Leptinstiows, this hortatory aspect of rewarding deserving citizens
pervades Athenian practices outside the courtroom foo

Sometimescharisis presented as potentially transferrable and this enhances its
perception as a tangible commaodity that could be storedi arsed latef. Some speakers
claim that they have inherited a stock charifrom their ancestors which they seek to use
at the current occasior The thetoric of Andoc. 1 relies heavilgn this idea'* we find a
reminder that the city should not forget, Wt remember what has resved and pay back
accordingly**then the public contributions of AndocidesO family for which they are allegedly
remembered and deserve a retuane mentionegt® Andocides also arguékat the fact that
his forefathers have not claimed themselves ttiemrighey deserve does not mean that the

reciprocal bond is cancelled and that theharisowed has Oexpiretdt the city ought to

" Lys. 18.23; [Lys.] 30;Dem. 51.22; [Dem.] 50-6&;for areversal of the topos, see Dem.
23.194195 the dikasts should not worry lest their verdict discourage the opponent from
being beneficiatowards the city.

8 Dem. 2(®,9-10, 64, 15%56.See ppl09113.

Lys. 25.6; Lyc. 1.1339; for some of the most characteristic examplesharisdescribed in
concrete terms, see Lys. 6:36 ("#$% &$'()%0); 21.11 {+#,"%); [Lys.] 20.3B2 ¢/ (D12%

| #$3)&,%4%5' BU$78897,: ;4%<).

20On this theme seeRubinstein (2000) 213, 217; Millett (1998a) 240.

* Andoc. 1143.

2Andoc. 1.141

¥ Andoc. 1.14448.
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repay this familialcharigo Andocides*and finally, thatif the dikastssave Andocidesie will
show his gratitude by continuing benefiting the city the future.*®

Conversely, speakers endeavoured to overpower the claims for a return their
opponents could make by casting them as unworthy of a return of graétbg the city.
Opponents were presented apable to establish a fair claim faharis? In this frame, some
speakers claimed that they detected an absence of gratitude towards the city on the part of
the opponent (or others)! or that with his conduct the opponent did not intenih benefit

the city;"®that they have already been rewarded for past contributions and thus their request

“Andoc. 1.14148.

* Andoc. 1.144950; Lys. 18 employs a similar line of argumentationPublic
contributions/benefactions of the speakerOs relativegs. 18-7; charisrequest on account

of the speakerOs and his familyOs publmrdeand democratic credentialdys. 18.223
stock ofcharifrom the ancestos requested now by the speakkys. 18.227, see also, Dem.
2822-24; Ober (1989a) 2289 has noted that exposing so blatantly the rationale of
benefiting the cty does not mean that a citizenad given his wealthirOthe wrong spiritO
(quotation fromp. 228).

1% ys. 6.3536, 40 12.3839;without charisrocabularyDin. 2.8 and Dem. 19.2882 unworthy

of the cityOs gratitude and honou3.184185 188 inappropriate appeal tacharis Dem.
51.17In Lys. 10.1:34, thespeaker claimshat his opponent is so unreasonable that he will
try to gain an advantage not because of his benefactions to the state, but because of the crime
for which he has not paid any penalty.

lys. 28.16; 29.14; 30.62Z@>em. 18.13breach of mutual benefiand help between citizen
and city: Lyc. 1.13334 wrongful reversal of the obligation to reciprocate between
Charidemus and the citypem. 23. 15051;n0 eunoiacan be established on the part of
Aristogeiton towards the cityfDem.] 25.6468.

®1n Lys.30.1516,the speaker says that it would be terrible if Nicomachus were to receive
charidor unintentional services and avoid punishment for deliberate harm; on Nicomachus
and Lys. 30, see Todd (1996); Munn (20002294
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would not be legitimatg®that they have been performed in such a way that does not deserve
the cityOs gratitud® In Against Meidiase read that if Meidias had performed his trierarchy
out of philotimiahe deserved dueharisrom the city, but if disgraceful motives and private
reasons lay behind the performance of his trierarchy then his servibeutd not be
recognized: In this way, the opponents were cast as unreliable individuals heirt
interactions with the city, andthe jurors were invitedto avoid gratifying citizens of dubious
credentials that were not likely to show their gratitude towds the city in the future?
Moreover, just as litigants often tried to win the goodwill of the jury and possibly a
favourable verdict byexploiting their public contributions and the correspondincharighey
alleged theydeserved, conversely they strived to show that one should not be able to buy
justice by bribing the jurors or the opposing litigatiod Such arguments were employed to
stain the public image of the opponents who were framed as people who preferred to use
their financial power inappropriately instead of trying to win the gratitude of the city by

investing on the common welbeing. In this vein, we find speakers claiming that all the

¥1n Dem. 21.17172, Demosthenes says th4t$%and&'#( $ havealreadybeengiven by
the city to Meidias.

?Dem. 51.7; Aesch. 3.2387.

! Dem. 21.16Memosthenes anticipates that Meidias is going to presentéEsgesiand
philotimiaa trierarchy that, according to Demosthenes, was motivatedabyg aimed at
personal interest Dem. 21.166es pp.107%108.

??Lys. 15.10; [Lys.] 20.34.

?Lys. 30.1, 34.
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money of the world is not enough to buy off oneOs crifibst the other $de should not be
awardedcharidor benefactions they promise to do, but have not done#¥#tat they should

first balance the damage they have inflicted upon the city and then ask for favours and
honours?that not even the benefactions of the opponent@vocates are enough or should
be regarded as enough to secure his acquifital.

When litigants employ arguments based dmariobligations, they draw on powerful
social ideals of cooperative and mutually beneficial relations within the city. The rhetafric
charisaims at uniting the useful individual with the audience and the c¢i&nd, conversely,
at alienating the allegedly useless individual from the audience and the ditys,the
rhetoric of gratitude is a powerful means through which litigants gt to create and
reinforce community ties by appealing to bonds of mutual interest and mutual obligation
and, more generally, by drawing from shared understandings of what counts as good and
honourable conductAt the same time, the rhetoric of public sece andcharishas the

potential to create community at another level too: it exhorts the jurors to think as a group

**Lys. 28.9.1; 29.13; sedso, Din. 3.17, 222;benefactions andharisobligationsshould not
buy justice:Dem. 23.19495 the public service of the opponent should not be considered
more valuable than law and justice: Dem. 22464

*Lys. 12.80; 31.26.

26ys. 31.24.

?"Lys. 12.86; 30.33; Dem. 21-209, it is unjust or improper to returehariffor the services

of the opponentGrlvocatestys. 27.13; Dem. 21.2212; 51.17; Lyc. 1.1340.
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by inviting them to deliberate on the basis of shared interests and obligations thereby

forming, reforming and strengthening their grougentity.
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