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This thesis is a study of the fourth century B.C. Athenian politician
Apollodoros the son of Pasion of Acharnae, and of the speeches which he
delivered and which are preserved in the Corpus Demosthenicum. Chapter 1
contains a chronological survey of the lives of Pasion and Apollodoros. In
Chapter 2, which contains an examination of the financial circumstances of the
family, I am concerned not merely to tackle the vexed question of the size of
Pasion’s estate, but also to analyse the sources of that wealth, and the uses to
which it was put. In Chapter 3 I examine the question of the authorship of the
speeches which Apollodoros delivered, including the performance of some simple
stylistic tests, which reveal a clear difference of style between these speeches
and the genuine private speeches of Demosthenes. In Chapter 4 I discuss the
form and function of the speeches, examining how far they diverge from the
practice of other Athenian orators, and how far they are influenced by
rhetorical theory. I also seek to question the generally held view that they
are incompetently composed, and suggest that any diverges from Demosthenic
practice or from rhetorical theory should not necessarily be considered
indicative of a lack of ability on the part of their author. In Chapter 5 I try
to assess whether Apollodoros received a rhetorical education, and I examine the
likely sources of his legal and historical knowledge. In Chapter 6 I examine in
detail one particular aspect of the speeches: the inclusion of a long and
detailed historical narrative in Against Neaera. 1 attempt to determine the
sources of this account, and then to look for any signs elsewhere in the
speeches of an historical interest on Apollodoros’ part. Chapter 7 deals with
Apollodoros’ political career, whilst in Chapter 8 I examine the position of the
family within Athenian society. I attempt to determine the social circles in
which Pasion and Apollodoros moved, the extent to which they were accepted into
Athenian high society, and the ways in which they tried to use their money to
acquire social acceptance. The two appendices contain a discussion of the
authenticity of documents preserved in the manuscripts of the speeches, and the
data from two stylistic tests which I performed.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Periodicals and ancient authors are abbreviated according to the practice
of L’Année Philologique, but have occasionally been expanded for the sake of

clarity. In addition, I use the following abbreviations:

APF = J.K.Davies Athenian Propertied Families 600-300 B.C.
Oxford, 1971 (references are to entries not pages).

ML = R.Meiggs and D.M.Lewis A Selection of Greek Historical
Inscriptions to the End of the Fifth Century B.C.
Oxford, 1969.

PA = J.Kirchner Prosopographia Attica Berlin I 1901 IT 1903.
(references are to entries not pages).

Schiifer Beildge = A.Schifer Demosthenes und seine Zeit Berlin, 1856-1858,
Beildige (only published in the first edition).

Tod = M.N.Tod A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions

Vol. I Oxford, 1948.



Introduction

Apollodoros was the elder son of the fourth century Athenian banker
Pasion of Acharnae. Pasion had risen from servile origins to acquire first his
freedom and then Athenian citizenship. By the time he died he had become one
of the wealthiest men in the city. We owe our knowledge of this family to the
survival in the Demosthenic corpus of seven speeches which were delivered in
court by Apollodoros (orations 45, 46, 49, 50, 52, 53, and 59) and of one which
was delivered against him (oration 36). We also have an earlier speech of
Isocrates written for a client to deliver against Pasion (oration 17). The
existence of this group of speeches is enough in itself to justify a study of
the man who deiivered them, but Apollodoros was an interesting and important
figure in his own right. First, he enjoyed a lengthy career as a politician, and
on one important occasion he played a crucial role on the political stage.
Second, his career and that of his father provide a unique insight into the
attitudes of Athenians of the time towards the nouveaux riches, and of the sort
of problems which those who had been granted Athenian citizenship faced in
becoming integrated into Athenian society.

Surprisingly, there exists no systematic study of Apollodoros. To date
the fullest treatment remains the fifth Beilage of A.Schifer Demosthenes und
seine Zeit (only published in the first edition, Leipzig 1856-58). A number of
monographs have been devoted to the vexed questions of the date and authorship
of the speeches: W.Hornbostel Uber die von Demosthenes in Sachen des Apollodor
verfassten Gerichtsreden (Ratzeburg 1851), F.Lortzing De orationibus quas
Demosthenes pro Apollodoro scripsisse fertur (Berlin 1863), and J.Sigg Der
Verfasser neun angeblich von Demosthenes fiir Apollodor geschriebener Reden

(Jahrb. class. Phil. Supplementband 6, 1873) (I have been unable to consult the



work of Hornbostel). The authorship of Dem. 45 was investigated in great detail
by G.Hiittner Demosthenis oratio in Stephanum prior num vera sit inquiritur
(Ansbach 1895). In addition, F.Blass Die attische Beredsamkeit III 1 (Leipzig
1893) contains important discussions of each of the speeches.

The production of commentaries has been decidedly patchy. J.E.Sandys and
F.A.Paley include Dem. 36, 45, 46, and 53 in their Select private orations of
Demosthenes 11 (2nd ed. Cambridge 1886). There is also a commentary on Isoc. 17
bt B.Ter Haar (1894). More recently, commentaries on Dem. 50 and 59 have been
produced as American PhD dissertations; that on 50 by T.N.Ballin (1978) is very
good, and supercedes K.Zink (1893), but that on 59 by A.J.Patterson (1978) is
disappoiningly slight. There exist no commentaries on Dem. 49 and 52.

In this thesis I set out to examine both the career of Apollodoros and
the speeches which he delivered. It is obviously impossible, as well as
undesirable, to try to write about Apollodoros without also discussing his
father Pasion. I should like to make it clear, however, that I am not here
concerned with the subject of Greek banks, even though these speeches are the
best evidence that we have for their operation in the classical polis. Not only
did Apollodoros himself have little to do with his father’s bank, but I am well
aware that to include a discussion of the bank would double the length of this
thesis. In any case, there already exists the very thorough study of Greek
banking of R.Bogaert (1968), with which should be compared the critique of
W.E.Thompson (1979). The social aspect of banking is well covered by Paul
Millett in his forthcoming book on lending and borrowing in Greece. I should
also emphasise that my interest in the speeches is primarily historical: whilst I
am interested in what the speeches tell us about their author, I do not provide
a full discussion of their style.

Nor do I propose to devote a chapter to providing a potted history of



"The House of Pasion" (to borrow a chapter title from Glover (1917)): in

addition to the generally dependable narrative of S.Isager and M.H.Hansen (1975)
pp.177-191, I hope that my first chapter will provide an adequate, albeit
somewhat austere, substitute for such an account. Nevertheless, to those
unfamiliar with the history of the family, I offer the following brief guide to

the principal characters and events. Pasion started out as the slave of the

bankers Archestratos and Antisthenes, from whom he acquired successively his
freedom and ownership of the bank. By acts of civic munificence he also
acquired Athenian citizenship. He married a certain Archippe, by whom he had
two sons, Apollodoros (born ¢.394) and Pasicles (born ¢.380). Shortly before his
death in 370/69 he leased the bank to his freedman Phormion, and in his will he
instructed Phormion to marry his widow and act as guardian for Pasicles until

the latter came of age. Apollodoros was consistently hostile towards his step-
father, and eventually took him to court over a financial dispute arising out of

his father’s will (see Dem. 36, 45, 46). Apollodoros also became involved in
litigation arising out of his father’s business (Dem. 49, 52); out of disputes

over money with other parties (Dem. 50, 53); and out of his political activity
(Dem. 59). He himself married an Athenian woman, by whom he had two daughters,

and died some time after 340.

In Chapter I I attempt to establish an accurate chronology of the lives
of Pasion and Apollodoros. Chapter II contains an examination of the financial
circumstances of the family. Here I am concerned not merely to tackle the
vexed question of the size of Pasion’s estate, but also to analyse the sources
of that wealth, and the uses to which it was put. Chapter III deals with the
question of the authorship of the speeches which Apollodoros delivered.

Although much of this chapter is necessarily no more than a critical survey of
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the considerable body of previous scholarship on the subject, I have also
performed some simple stylistic tests of my own, which show a clear difference
of style between the Apollodoros-speeches and the genuine private speeches of
Demosthenes. In Chapter IV I discuss the form and function of the speeches,
examining how far their author diverges from the practice of other Athenian
orators, and how far the speeches are influenced by rhetorical theory. I also
seek to question the generally held view that they are incompetently composed,
and suggest that any diverges from Demosthenic practice or from rhetorical
theory should not necessarily be considered indicative of a lack of ability on
the part of their author. In Chapter V I try to assess whether Apollodoros
received a rhetorical education, and I examine the likely sources of his legal
and historical knowledge. In Chapter VI I examine in detail one particular
aspect of the speeches: the inclusion of a long and detailed historical narrative
at 59.94-103. I attempt to determine the sources of this account, and then to
look for any signs elsewhere in the speeches of an historical interest on
Apollodoros’ part. Chapter VII deals with Apollodoros’ political career, whilst
in Chapter VIII I examine the position of the family within Athenian society. I
attempt to determine the social circles in which Pasion and Apollodoros moved,
and the extent to which they were accepted into Athenian high society. I also
investigate the ways in which they tried to use their money to acquire social
acceptance. The chapter concludes with an attempt to explain some of
Apollodoros’ personal characteristics in terms of his ambivalent position in
society. The two appendices contain a discussion of the authenticity of the
various documents preserved in the manuscripts of the speeches, and the data

from two stylistic tests which I performed.



Chapter 1 A Chronological Survey of the Family of Pasion

In this chapter I am concerned solely to provide an accurate chronology
of the lives of Pasion and Apollodoros. Many of the dates are disputed or open
to doubt, and it is essential to develop a secure framework for the discussions

of the following chapters.

The early life of Apollodoros’ father Pasion is quite obscure to us. The
first that we hear of him is as having been the slave of the bankers
Archestratos and Antisthenes (Dem. 36.43). These two men are not otherwise
attested, and there is even room for doubt as to whether they were Athenian
citizens. Isager and Hansen (1975) p.177 argue from the fact that neither of
them is ever identified by a patronymic that they were of servile extraction. I
cannot accept this argument, since the phrase by which the pair are identified
at Dem. 36.43 - "his masters, who were bankers" - would have been perfectly
adequate to enable the jurors to know who they were. There is no reason to
think that the jury would want to know the men’s paternity. Certainly by the
time that Pasion was prosecuted by the son of Sopaeos in the late 390s,
Archestratos at least was an Athenian citizen (#1).

Much more tempting is the tentative suggestion of Davies (APF 11672 II)
that there existed a family connection between Antimachos the banker, who is
identified by the scholiast ad Aristophanes Clouds 1022, and Antimachos the son
of Archestratos who is mentioned in 350/49 (at Dem. 36.45) as having fallen on
hard times. If these two were connected, it would almost certainly have been as
grandfather and grandson. And if that was the case, then the bank must have
been in operation by the mid 420s. Otherwise, all that can be said is that the

bank was a well-established business by the late 390s, and had probably been



founded in the fifth century. It should be noted in passing that Archestratos
was still alive in the late 390s (Isoc. 17.43) but had died by 350/49 (Dem.
36.45).

That Pasion had originally been purchased is strongly suggested by the
reference at Dem. 36.48 (spoken to Apollodoros) to "the people who originally
acquired (ktesamenon) your father". His servile origins make it almost certain
that he was not Greek, since the majority of slaves were barbaroi (see p.270 n.1

below). We do not know when he was born, but 430 is probably as good a guess

as any (#2).

Since his elder son Apollodoros was aged 24 in 370/69 (Dem. 36.22 with
46.13), Pasion must have married his wife Archippe by 394 at the latest.
Virtually nothing is known about this woman: she can hardly have been Athenian,
since at the time of his marriage Pasion was still a metic (#3). Nor can she
have been a member of the family (or families) of Antisthenes or Archestratos,
for if she had been, Phormion would certainly have mentioned this fact in
defence of the propriety of his own subsequent marriage into the family of his
sometime master (#4). Since she gave birth to two children after her
remarriage to Phormion in the early 360s (Dem. 45.4), she must have been very
young when she married Pasion. We do not know when the latter was given his

freedom, but it must predate his marriage.

We ought in principle to be able to date the birth of Apollodoros from
the statements that he was 24 years old when his father died (Dem. 36.22) and
that Pasion died during the year 370/69 (Dem. 46.13). Yet we know neither the

date of Apollodoros’ birthday, nor the date of Pasion’s death. It is therefore



possible that Apollodoros was born at any time between summer 395 and summer
393 (#5). Notice should be taken of the suggestion of Lewis (1955) p.24 that
Apollodoros, who was choregos in 352/1, was made to perform this liturgy at the
earliest possible moment, i.e. as soon as he was 40 years old. If this were the
case, we could assign his birth to 393. Lewis may well be right, but there is

an obvious danger of circular argument here.

The prosecution of Pasion by the son of Sopaeos, known to us through the
latter’s speech (Isocrates 17 Trapeziticus), is generally dated to the year 394/3
(#6). The upper and lower limits are apparently provided by the following two
passages:

(i) the plaintiff refers to "the Spartans ruling the sea at that time"

(Isoc. 17.36). These words could only have been written after the battle of
Cnidos of August 394, when the Spartan fleet was heavily defeated and lost
control of the Aegean.

(ii) the plaintiff also refers to Satyros, the ruler of the kingdom of Bosporos,
in terms which imply that he believed him to be still alive (Isoc. 17.57).
Diodorus Siculus assigns Satyros’ death to 393 (Diod. 14.93.1).

Taken together, these two passages imply that the speech was delivered in
394/3. However, such precision is illusory, since Diodorus’ chronology of the
Spartocid dynasty (of which Satyros was a member) is demonstrably flawed. The
problem is as follows.

At 12.36.1 Diodorus says that the Bosporan king Spartocos died in 433/2
and was succeeded by Seleucos (sic) who ruled for either 40 or 4 years
(depending on which manuscript is followed) (#7). However, at 14.93.1 he says
that Satyros son of Spartocos died in 393/2 having ruled for 44 years. These

two passages are clearly incompatible. Since we know from Isoc. 17 that Satyros



was king of Bosporos at some time in the early fourth century, the natural and,
I think, right course would be to treat Seleucos at 12.36.1 as an error for
Satyros. In order to reconcile the figures Vogel emended the text of 14.93.1 to
read 40 rather than 44. If we accept that Seleucos is a slip, and that Vogel’s
emendation is correct, a coherent account emerges: Satyros succeeded to the
throne in 433 /2, ruled for 40 years and died in 393/2. This in turn means that
Isoc. 17 can be firmly dated to 394/3.

Werner (1955), in the most recent discussion of Spartocid chronology, has
put forward a radically different reconstruction. He suggests that Seleucos and
Satyros ruled jointly from 433/2 to 393/2, in which year Seleucos died (as per
12.36.1). Thereafter Satyros ruled on his own for 4 more years until 389/8,
thus ruling for a total of 44 years (as per 14.93.1). However, there are two
very serious objections to this hypothesis. First, Diodorus gives no indication
at 12.36.1 that Spartocos was succeeded by joint successors. Second, Diodorus
clearly dates the death of Satyros to 393/2, and it is more likely that the
length of his reign is wrongly transmitted than the year in which he died. I
would therefore suggest that the traditional dating of the speech should be
retained.

A number of considerations strongly suggest that at the time of this case
Pasion was still a metic. First, he is described at Isoc. 17.4 as having been,
at some time in the recent past, one of the xenoi eispherontes. Second, it
sounds very much from the description of Pythodoros as the man i yrep

Hagiwvos dmovra Kb Aéyes Kai mpiTTeL (§33), that he was Pasion’s citizen patron
(prostates), and that Pasion did not yet possess the rights of a full citizen
(#8). Third, the fact that Pasion got Archestratos to stand guarantee for the
son of Sopaeos (§43), rather than doing so himself, suggests that he himself did

not have the citizenship (#9). Finally, if Pasion was by then an Athenian
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citizen, we might have expected his opponent to have accused him in his speech
of having acted in a manner unworthy of his new status. As far as we can tell
from the speech, Pasion was apparently by now the owner of the bank. How and

when he might have acquired it are questions which I discuss below (pp.49-51).

Pasion’s chief cashier Phormion was certainly bought rather than raised at
home (Dem. 45.71), but we do not know when he was acquired, nor what his
origins were. Bogaert (1968) suggests that "Il est probablement entré au
service de Pasion aprés 394, car a cette époque Kittos était 'employé de la
banque, fonction exercée plus tard par Phormion" (p.74). But this argument is
worthless, since we would hardly expect Phormion to have started out in the
most responsible position in the bank: it is quite possible that in 394, when
Kittos was chief cashier, Phormion was already working at the bank in some more
junior capacity. Bogaert also argues (ibid.) from the insinuation of Apollodoros
that Pasicles was the bastard son of Phormion (Dem. 45.84) that Phormion must
have been bought by Pasion some time before Pasicles’ birth in ¢.380. This is
certainly the logical conclusion, but we might wonder how far Apollodoros’ wild
accusations were governed by logic, or whether any of the jurors in 350/49
would have been in a position to make the necessary calculation. Gaspars
(1943) p.47 suggested that Phormion’s inability to speak Attic fluently (Dem.
45.30) implies that he had come to Athens as an adult, which is certainly
plausible enough. In this regard it is worth noting that Phormion’s inability,
for which apology is made by his synegoros at Dem. 36.1, is more likely to have
been an inability to speak good Greek than any sort of illness. All that can
safely be said about Phormion is that by the late 370s he had attained a

position of great trust in the bank: not only did he answer Callippos’ enquiry



and show him the books (Dem. 52.5-6), but he was also responsible for paying the

money over to Cephisiades (Dem. 52.7).

The date at which Pasion received Athenian citizenship is unclear. Davies
(APF 11672 IV) has tentatively argued for an earlier rather than a later date,
on the basis of the following two passages:
(i) The statement of Apollodoros’ kinsman Theomnestos that the grant of
citizenship was made to Pasion "on account of his benefactions towards the city"
(Dem. 59.2).
(ii) The list of Pasion’s civic benefactions which Apollodoros provides at
Dem. 45.85: "my father gave you 1,000 shields, and made himself useful in many
ways, and made a voluntary contribution of S triremes on which, having manned
them himself, he performed trierarchies."
Davies’ argument depends on the acceptance of the following three assumptions.
First, he suggests that Pasion is more likely to have made his show of civic
generosity before he was granted Athenian citizenshfp, precisely in order to
ingratiate himself with the Athenian people and to make them look favourably on
the proposal that he be made an Athenian. Second, Davies argues that these
services to the city, being of a military nature, are more likely to have been
provided at a time when Athens was at war than when she was at peace, in other
words either before 386 or after 377 (#10). Third, we should expect the grant
of citizenship to have been made relatively soon after the services which had
occasioned it. If these assumptions are correct (and they are certainly
plausible), we have to decide whether these benefactions are more likely to have
been made before 386 or after 377. Davies argues that a clue is provided by
Apollodoros’ reference at Dem. 50.27 to two men, Pythodoros of Acharnae and

Apollodoros of Leuconoe, whom he describes as friends of his. Pythodoros can be
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identified as Pythodoros son of Nicostratos of Acharnae (PA 12413). We know
from the fact that he was diaitetes in 325/4 that he was some ten years

younger than Apollodoros (son of Pasion). We would normally expect friends to
be rough contemporaries, and it is somewhat puzzling that he and Apollodoros
should have been friends, unless there were some pre-existing family connection
between them. 1f we were correct in seeing Pythodoros the Shopkeeper as
Pasion’s citizen patron, it would be tempting to see Apollodoros’ friend as this
man’s homonymous grandson. Davies would therefore posit a family with the
genealogy Pythodoros (I) of Acharnae - Nicostratos - Pythodoros (II). This
reconstruction has the additional advantage of explaining why Pasion, whose
links were with the Piraeus, should have been enrolled into the deme Acharnae:
he became a member of the deme to which his citizen patron belonged. And if
the grandson of Pythodoros (I) was only ten years younger than the son of
Pasion, it follows that his grandfather Pythodoros (I) was probably considerably
older than Pasion. Admittedly we do not know when Pythodoros (I) died, but this
argument, if correct, would lead us to wish to date the relationship between him
and Pasion as early as possible, and therefore to date the grant of citizenship

to Pasion to before 386 rather than after 377.

An alternative reconstruction is advanced by Bogaert (1968) pp.70-71, who
suggests that Pasion was made an Athenian citizen in ¢.376. His argument is as
follows: "Apollodore s’est marié peu aprés I'accession de son pére au droit de
cité (Dém. 59,2) et il atteignit & peine sa vingt-quatrieme année lors de la
mort de celui-ci en 370/69 (Dém. 36,22). En 376 Apollodore avait donc dix-huit
ans. A une date plus reculée, il était un peu jeune pour se marier; 4 une date
plus rapprochée, il ne reste pas assez de temps pour les cinque triérarchies de

Pasion." Bogaert’s argument relies on the following two implicit assumptions:

that Apollodoros married shortly after his father became-an Athenian citizen,
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and that Pasion was a citizen when he performed his trierarchies. Neither is
obviously correct. As regards the first, which provides Bogaert’s terminus post
quem, what Theomnestos actually says is that:

"my father agreed with (homognomon egeneto) the gift of the People [to Pasion],
and gave his daughter to that man’s son, Apollodoros" (Dem. 59.2 ).

[ see no reason to infer from this statement that the marriage of Apollodoros
followed closely on the granting of the citizenship to Pasion. Theomnestos’
father may have "agreed with the gift" - in other words thought that Pasion
would make a thoroughly suitable brother-in-law - at any time after Pasion had
been made an Athenian.

Bogaert’s second assumption, that Pasion must have been a citizen in
order to serve as trierarch, merits greater consideration. It is assumed by
Davies that these trierarchies were one of the main reasons for Pasion being
granted the citizenship, but we must ask ourselves whether Pasion could in fact
have performed them whilst he was still a metic. On the general question of
whether metics were allowed to serve as trierarchs, Whitehead (1977) states
that "It has generally been held that only citizens were trierarchs, and this
must be correct: metic trierarchy is not mentioned where it might have been
expected, e.g. Demos. 20.18-21 (where the implication, indeed, is citizen only),
and no literary text or inscription proves it." (p.81 and cf.p.103 n.86 arguing
that the Siphnians in the naval accounts are not relevant to this discussion).

As a general formulation I do not doubt that this is correct. But was this also
true of voluntary trierarchies? Since it is not contested that Pasion could

have donated the triereme hulls whilst he was a metic, we might wonder what
would have been the reaction of the Athenians if he had gone on to offer to pay
for the ships to be fitted out and crewed - would they really have rebuffed

such an approach at a time when their fleet was in such a weak condition? Of
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course, since the trierarchy was an arche, I am prepared to accept that a metic
would not have been allowed to command the ships which he had donated, but I
suggest that under such circumstances Pasion might have been allowed to install
his own captains (in this regard [ wonder how Pasion, even as a citizen, could
have afforded to leave his bank for five spells of trierarchic service, given the
precarious nature of his profession). I am therefore not wholly convinced that
the five trierarchies could only have been performed after Pasion was made an
Athenian citizen. And if Pasion did not command the ships for which he had
paid, it is no longer necessary to believe that the five trierarchies must

belong to five different years. Thus, for the sake of argument, the ships could
have been donated and equipped en bloc in any year before Pasion’s death in
370/69.

Bogaert sought on the basis of these arguments to connect the
trierarchies with "les efforts des Athéniens pour augmenter leur force navale
pendant les premiéres années de la seconde confédération maritime de 377"
(p.70). But in fact Athens had been rebuilding her fleet since the battle of
Cnidos (#11), and there is no good reason not to date Pasion’s donation of
triremes to the 380s or even to the late 390s. And indeed one might argue that
a gift of trieremes would have been of greater use, and therefore the more
keenly appreciated, at a time when the fleet was being rebuilt from scratch.

Bogaert is however correct to reject the suggestion of Glotz and Cohen
(1936) I1I p.156 that the 1000 shields were donated for the expedition of
Iphicrates against Epaminondas in spring 369, on the grounds that by then the
shield-factory had already been leased to Phormion, and that in any case Pasion
was probably already dead (p.70). He is probably right in suggesting that this

gift belongs to the period when Pasion was still a metic. 778 of the shields
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were still stored in the Chalkotheke on the acropolis in 371/0 (IG ii21424a,
p.800, 128-129 and 139-140) (#12).

Towards the end of his life, Pasion was involved in a dispute with
Callippos, the Heracleote proxenos, over the ownership of a sum of money which
had been deposited with him by a Heracleote named Lycon, who had subsequently
died (see Dem. 52 passim). On several occasions Callippos approached Pasion, but
none of these meetings is ever dated. The best that we can do is to work
backwards from Callippos’ eventual prosecution of Apollodoros. We are told that
Callippos approached Pasion for the second time when the latter was "already
incapable.... and had difficulty getting to the city and his sight was failing"

(Dem. 52.13). This description of Pasion’s state of health suggests that this
episode occurred not long before his death in 370/69. It need not antedate the
leasing of the bank to Phormion, since the personal nature of Greek banking
meant that Callippos would naturally approach Pasion, with whom he had dealt in
the past, even if Phormion was by then responsible for the running of the bank
(#13). This approach was made "leaving three years" (§13) since his earlier
approach, which was in turn made "a long time after" (§8) his initial enquiry.
Since it was to Apollodoros’ advantage to suggest that Callippos had been
suspiciously dilatory in laying claim to the money, I would suggest that "a long
time afterwards" represents the shortest possible time that could conceivably be
so described; the imprecision is deliberate and significant. The interval was
possibly of less than one year’s duration, and I would hesitate to date the

initial encounter any earlier than 374.

In the late 340s Apollodoros’ kinsman Theomnestos claimed that their

mutual enemy Stephanos of Eroeadae, at the time when he indicted Apollodoros’
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Theoric probouleuma, had based his prosecution on the fact that his opponent
had been a debtor to the state for 25 years (Dem. 59.5). If the indictment
dates to 348 (see below p.41), then the debt must have been incurred in 373.
Davies (APF 11672 XI) suggests that this debt relates to a trierarchy of
Apollodoros, correctly noting that "it is easy to imagine how the entry of a
debt in certain public accounts could be dragged out, and its cancellation
conveniently ignored." He further suggests that Apollodoros was referring to
this trierarchy at Dem. 53.4, a passage in which he says that he used to leave
his neighbour Nicostratos in charge of his farm whenever he himself was absent
on trierarchic service. However, Apollodoros cannot here be referring to a
trierarchy performed in 373, since on his own account his familiarity with
Nicostratos only developed once he had moved into the countryside, after his
father’s death in 370/69 (Dem. 53.4). Rather, I would suggest that the reference
at 53.4 is to Apollodoros’ trierarchy of ¢.368. Moreover, it should be
remembered that the crucial words "¢ ipAe T dnuooiy ék TEVTe Kal eikoow eTWY"
~were transposed by Sauppe to this passage from §9. Although they do not
seem to fit at §9, it is obviously dangerous to build any argument on such an
unsound foundation. We must conclude that we do not know why Apollodoros owed
this money, or indeed if the debt ever existed. Finally, if there was a
trierarchic debt, it could just as well have been incurred by Pasion and

inherited by Apollodoros.

In the late 370s Pasion made a number of loans to the general Timotheos,
which Apollodoros subsequehtly tried to recover (Dem. 49 Against Timotheos).
Apollodoros assigns dates to these loans with varying degrees of accuracy:

(i) Pasion lent 1352 drachmae and 2 obols to Timotheos in the month of

Mounychion in the archonship of Socratidas (April/May 373) (Dem. 49.6).
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(ii) at some time between the preceding and following items Timotheos persuaded
Pasion to pay Philippos 1000 drachmae (Dem. 49.9-17).

(iii) Pasion lent bedding, cloaks, two silver bowls, and one mina of silver to
Timotheos in the month of Maemacterion in the archonship of Asteios
(November/December 373) (Dem. 49.22).

(iv) Pasion paid the freightage on a cargo of timber which Philondas brought
from Macedonia. The latter’s return to Athens is dated only to the archonship of

Alcisthenes (372/1) (Dem. 49.30).

Shortly before his death Pasion gave up running the bank and leased it,
together with his shield-factory, to his trusted freedman Phormion. The lease
cannot be dated exactly, but we can determine approximately when it began and
ended. The relevant passages are the following:

(1) Pasion gave instructions to Phormion to pay the freightage for Philondas in
372/1 (Dem. 49.29). If this can be taken to imply that Pasion was still running
the bank then, we would have a terminus post quem for the start of the lease.
However the verb used, keleuein, is not so forceful that we can infer from its
use that Pasion was still in charge of the bank (#14). As I have already
suggested, the fact that Philondas approached Pasion proves only that it was
with him that he had previously dealt (see p.14 above): it is possible that the
lease had already ended, that Pasion therefore introduced Philondas to his
successor at the bank, and gave instructions to Phormion to pay out the money.
(2) The lease was made by Pasion in person (Dem. 45.31), and must therefore
antedate his death in 370/69.

(3) The lease-document given at Dem. 45.31 is either spurious or an incomplete
transcript of the original document, since it does not mention the length of the

lease (#15). However, it is clear from Dem. 36.10 ("when, after Pasicles had
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passed his dokimasia, he was rid of the lease") that the lease ran until

Pasicles came of age.

(4) Phormion claimed that the lease ran for eight years (Dem. 36.37); we do not
know whether this figure is exact or approximate. Since the speaker is here
calculating Apollodoros’ income over the period, it is in his interest to
exaggerate the duration of the lease. Eight years must therefore have been the
maximum length of time which he could plausibly have asserted.

(5) Pasicles gave evidence for Apollodoros in his prosecution of Timotheos
(Dem. 49.42). The trial is most probably be dated to summer 362, and it is also
probable that Pasicles had to be of age in order to give evidence at it. We
would therefore have a terminus ante quem of summer 362 for the end of the
lease. However, both the usually accepted date of Dem. 49 and the need for a
witness to be of age in order to testify have recently been challenged and,
although I believe this challenge to be misconceived (see below pp.28-32), there
is an obvious danger of circular argument if we try to use Dem. 49 for dating
the lease.

The data which we possess is insufficient to enable us accurately to date
the lease. It must have been made after November/December 373, at which time
Pasion still ran the bank, and before his death in 370/69. It could therefore
have ended at any time between 364 and 362. One might speculate that it was
made at a time when Pasion considered himself to be in extremis, on the ground
that the dividend was to go not to himself but to his two heirs, Apollodoros
and Pasicles. On the other hand, Pasion surely had enough money for his own
needs, regardless of what provisions he made for the proceeds from the bank and
shield-factory. Moreover, Dem. 36.7 implies that the drawing up of the lease

preceded his final illness. At some time before the granting of the lease
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Phormion must have been given his freedom, but there is no indication as to

when this was.

Pasion died some time during the archon-year 370/69 (Dem. 46.13); we
cannot date his death with any greater precision. According to his will,
Phormion was to marry his widow Archippe, and serve as one of the guardians of

Pasicles until he came of age (Dem. 36.7-8; 45.28).

At some time after this the Heracleote proxenos Callippos prosecuted
Apollodoros for the recovery of a sum of money which the Heracleote Lycon had
deposited with Pasion, and which had allegedly been misappropriated (Dem. 52
Against Callippos). This speech is generally dated to 369/8, which is probably
correct, but the arguments for a later date have never in my opinion been
adequately met. The traditional dating is based on the following considerations:
(i) Pasion died in 370/69. At Dem. 52.30 Apollodoros speaks of Callippos having
initiated proceedings against him (Apollodoros) in the previous year (perusi)".

If in the previous year Callippos had prosecuted Apollodoros rather than Pasion,
the latter must have been already dead by then. Since Pasion died in 370/69,

the speech can have been delivered no earlier than 369/8.

(ii) It is unlikely that Callippos left much time after the death of Pasion

before resuming his attempt to get his hands on the disputed money, and ceteris
paribus we should date the speech as soon after 370/69 as possible. In this

regard it may be significant that the same arbitrator (Lysitheides) was used
between Callippos and Apollodoros as had earlier been used between Callippos
and Pasion (Dem.52. 14-15, 30). Strictly speaking, however, we would be wrong to

think of this suit as a continuation or resumption of the earlier suit against

Pasion (#16).
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(iii) Phormion appears here as Apollodoros’ chief witness (§7). Yet at

Dem. 45.3-4 we hear that immediately after his return from a period of
trierarchic service Apollodoros fell out with his step-father. Since this
trierarchy was probably performed in 368/7 (see below p.21), it is unlikely that
Phormion gave evidence for Apollodoros after that date.

The dating of the speech to 369/8, first suggested by Schifer Beildge p.136, was
accepted by Sigg (1873) p.403 and Blass (1893) p.515, and by all subsequent
scholars. The one dissenting voice was that of Lortzing (1863), who argued for
a date of 366/5 or 365/4 (p.8). Before considering his arguments for a later
date, we must first consider his objections to the orthodox view, which are as
follows:

(1) Although Callippos may have wished to bring suit against the heirs
immediately, it is possible that he was unable to do so. Specifically,
Apollodoros himself tells us (in a different context) of a suspension of dikai

at about this time because of the war (Dem. 45.4). Since such suspensions are
attested on other occasions, there is no reason to think that Apollodoros is

lying (#17). We do not know how long the suspension lasted, but it is clearly a
factor which has to be taken into consideration.

(2) The argument on the basis of Phormion having testified on behalf of
Apollodoros is valueless, since it is clear from the statement at Dem. 45.4 that
"my mother said many kindly (philanthropoi) words and made many requests on
behalf of this Phormion" that the dispute between Phormion and Apollodoros was
soon smoothed over.

It seems to me that these two objections completely undermine the arguments for
dating the case to 369/8. However, I am less convinced by Lortzing’s arguments
for a later date. His starting point is Apollodoros’ use of the first person

singular at §§7 and 32, from which he argued that Apollodoros was here speaking
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only on his own behalf; in other words, that the speech must postdate the
division of the estate between the two brothers, which he dated (p.7) to 369/8.
He also correctly noted that the first person plurals at §§15 and 32 need not
refer to Apollodoros and Pasicles, and therefore do not nullify this argument
(#18). He continues as follows: "Contra si Callippus post divisionem litem
intendebat, non potuit non utrumque fratrem, et Apollodorum et Pasiclem vel
potius tutores eius, singulis actionibus persequi; praescriptum enim erat iure
Attico, ne quis in solidum heredes debiti paterni reos faceret, sed singulos” [on
the basis of Lys. 17.3, 5-7; Dem. 38.2]. I do not find this terribly clear, but
take his point to be that once the estate was divided, any prosecution of the
brothers would have to be directed against them individually, whilst any claim
before then would have to be directed against the undivided estate; and that
since Apollodoros appears to be speaking solely for himself, the speech must
postdate the division of the estate.

However, Sigg (1873) p.403 correctly noted that there is no indication in
the speech of a parallel suit being launched against Pasicles, nor is there any
indication that only Apollodoros’ half of the disputed sum of 1640 drachmae is
here being claimed. Moreover, we are told that Apollodoros tried to recover
debts on behalf of himself and of his brother and, allegedly, retained more than
his fair share (Dem.36.36). I am quite prepared to believe that, as the sole
adult heir of Pasion, he could, mutatis mutandis, be prosecuted for the whole of
any sums which his father had owed. Nor would it have been out of character
for him to have said absolutely nothing in his speech about his younger brother.
I therefore incline to accept a date before the division of the estate, albeit
for reasons other than those which were advanced by Schifer. Greater precision
cannot be attained, since the generally accepted date of the division of the

estate is not at all secure (see below pp.21-22).
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At Dem. 53.5 Apollodoros refers to his having performed a trierarchy
which involved sailing around the Peloponnese and then conveying Athenian
ambassadors to Sicily. We know from [Gii%103 (Tod 133) that Dionysios of
Syracuse sent an embassy to Athens in Scirophorion 369/8 (June/July 368). We
also have the text of an alliance between Dionysios and Athens (IGii2105 + 523:
Tod 136) which mentions Athenian ambassadors being sent to Sicily (11.40-41).
There is a strong temptation to see this inscription as providing the context
for Apollodoros’ trierarchy. However, it has recently been argued that the
restoration of the prescript of Tod 136, upon which the dating of the document
depends, is highly speculative and indeed arbitrary: we cannot even tell whether
Dionysios I or 11 is involved, and it is impossible to determine to which year it
should be assigned (#19). The dating of Tod 133 is of course unaffected, but
the doubts cast on Tod 136 make it more difficult to be confident about the
historical context and date of Apollodoros’ trierarchy. But we can still date it
approximately, since it is apparently this trierarchy that coincided with the
marriage of Phormion to Archippe (Dem.45.3). Since this marriage was provided
for by Pasion’s will (Dem. 45.28), we can be reasonably confident that it, and
therefore the trierarchy, occurred not long after the death of Pasion. 368 is

probably the likeliest date, but we cannot be sure about this.

On his return to Athens after this trierarchy Apollodoros became
embroiled in a dispute about money with his stepfather Phormion. In his own
account of what happened he says that he was unable to bring a dike against
Phormion, since all dikai had been suspended because of the war, and therefore
prosecuted him under a graphe hybreos. However, this suit was defeated by
adjournment (ekkrouomenes) and the dispute was eventually settled through the

mediation of Archippe (Dem. 45.3-4). The speaker of Dem. 36 gives a very
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different version of what happened after the marriage of Phormion to Archippe.
He recounts how Apollodoros was spending money from the still undivided estate
at such a rate that Pasicles’ guardians, in order to protect the financial

interest of their ward, decided to divide the estate between the two brothers.
Only the bank and shield-factory, which were leased out as a unit to Phormion,
remained undivided (Dem. 36.8). There is no reference to any legal proceedings,
and indeed the speaker later explicitly states that whilst Archippe was alive
"Apollodoros never brought any charge against this man Phormion" (Dem. 36.14).
These accounts are so divergent as (apparently) to prompt Van Elslande (1943)
pp-21-27 to argue on the basis of Dem.36.8 that there was a first division of

the estate in 370 (as reported by Bogaert (1968) p.76 n.89: I have not been able
to consult this work). But this view is untenable, since the two accounts are
synchronised by the fact that each explicitly describes what happened after the
marriage (Dem. 36.8; 45.3-4). We must simply conclude that one or both parties

is giving a misleading account of what actually happened then.

At unspecified times in the early 360s we hear of the first dealings
between Apollodoros and the family of Nicostratos. First, Apollodoros claimed
that the brothers Arethousios and Nicostratos had him entered as a debtor to
the state and threatened to have him thrown into prison if he brought to a
preliminary hearing the suits which he had initiated against his relatives
(Dem. 53.14). This is evidently to be linked to the threatened graphe hybreos
against Phormion. Apollodoros then indicted Arethousios on a charge of falsely
claiming to have witnessed a summons, as a result of which Arethousios in turn
was enrolled as a debtor to the state (Dem. 53.15). The culmination of this
feud saw Apollodoros bring an apographe against Nicostratos (Dem. 53 passim).

Certainty is impossible, but there is no indication that this series of events
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was punctuated by any lengthy intervals. The speech may therefore be as early
as 367, although Blass (1893) argued for a later date: "Was nach der Trierarchie
erfolgte, kann etwa 2-3 Jahre erfordert haben, und somit die Rede 366 oder 365

gehalten sein" (p.519).

We are told that Apollodoros made a number of attempts to recover debts
which had been owed to his father (Dem. 36.20, 41). It is alleged, with how
much truth it is impossible to assess, that Pasicles did not receive his full
share of the money which was recovered (Dem. 36.36). These prosecutions must

date to the 360s, before Pasicles came of age.

Apollodoros is recorded as serving as trierarch in a naval record
containing the annual accounts of the superintendents of the shipyards in the
Piraeus (IGii21609). The date and context of this inscription has attracted
considerable discussion, and I propose here to limit myself to the main points
at issue (#20). Since the lines which refer to Apollodoros and Pasion are

crucial for the dating of it, it will be convenient to quote them here:

83 Slovaa, Tpupapxos AmoArodwpos Axap: Tuywrparns [Kpi odiod

84 €youvot Tox L[ Aijva oretn évreAi) & ApxéoTpaTog Awmek elofveyre TOV
0¢ K|pepaoTOw

85 irTiov, O LTéparos Edwrupevs elofvetke, mapappipata Aevk, Grykipos
0[bo, & Haciw

86 v ’Axa/) €L VEYKeV, TapappipaTa Tpixwo Kol UToPAue, kaTolnuc, &
$u)[...6... Ax

87 «apreis amédwre, o xowia, & Naciww Axap anédwke: rad{m)v riy vaiv



88 Tomeiy, ioTiov Na...o.vS elofveyrey. Tpupes E€EmAevoay el

Evkri|povos Aov (7)
89 a1, Evllio Lovwe: kAnp[o]x[a]pxovrwy. Awpis, Tpiipapxos AmoANdbwpos

Axap: [Tiokpat
90 g Kpi|w: a]orn €xe Tawv Evhivwr kAyokide 6io, kovtw dto, mapactaTa
0o

This inscription is not part of a catalogue of the entire Athenian fleet.
Rather, it deals with the equipment belonging to two groups of ships which were
used on two different expeditions within one year. The fact that the
syntrierarchs Apollodoros and Timocrates are listed twice, the second time on a
different ship, seems to indicate that they had to change ship in the Piraeus
between the first and second expeditions: possibly their first ship had been
damaged. The nature of the first expedition is quite obscure, but the second is
described as being under the command of clerucharchs (1.89).

The outer limits for the date of this document are 374 and 362 (#21).
Within this period, however, the evidence seems to point in two contradictory
directions. On the one hand, the first known Athenian cleruchy of the fourth
century was the one sent to Samos in 365/4 (#22). On the other hand, the
references to Pasion contributing and returning equipment in 11.85 and 87 seem
to require us to date this trierarchy to before his death in 370/69. There is
thus a dilemma, to which a number of different solutions have been advanced.
Sealey (1957) argued for a date not later than 370/69 on the following ground:
"It can hardly be doubted that Pasion ’repaid’ and ’contributed’ this equipment
in the year of which the inscription gives the accounts. For on this view the
mention of his name, and of others who provided equipment, has a practical
purpose: it serves to show which men had acquitted their obligations.

Schweigert, questioning the view, assumed that Pasion had given equipment to
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the epimeletai ton neorion some years previously and that this equipment had
lain idle for years with the name attached. If this assumption was valid, it
would have to be extended indefinitely to others who provided equipment; but it
makes the mention of their names purposeless.”

Cawkwell (1973) and Griffith (1978) agree that the inscription refers to the

year 370/69. Cawkwell, however, goes on to argue that we are not obliged to
posit an otherwise unattested Athenian cleruchy, with all that that entails for
our view of Athens’ behaviour towards the members of her confederacy. He
suggests rather that the clerucharchs may have been the officers responsible

for the existing cleruchies of Lemnos, Imbros and Scyros.

A different date is argued for by Davies (1969), who argues that the
inscription does indeed refer to the Athenian foundation of the cleruchy on
Samos in 365/4. He revives the suggestion of Schweigert (1940) pp.194-195 that
the use of the¢jgipeyre formula need not imply that the equipment had been
contributed in the year of the inscription; it may rather have been a means of
identifying equipment which had been contributed several years previously: "the
easiest way for the dockyard superintendents to identify [equipment] would be
to continue using the former owner’s name via the eiofreyre-formula” (p.326).
Davies seeks to tie in this contribution of naval equipment with the statement
of Xenophon that in 373/2 the general Iphicrates in some way "compelled" the
trierarchs (Hell. 6.2.14). He suggests that this compulsion took the form of
requiring the trierarchs to contribute (eispherein) equipment rather than money,
and to give back any public equipment which they had in their possession
(p.325). He further suggests that the anédwke-formula was originally a form of
receipt dating from the same year. As he puts it, "It was reasonable, then, that
those who on my hypothesis had paid such debts on demand in the winter of

373/2 should want a record of their payments inserted into the dockyard records
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as publicly as had been their original debts; and reasonable too, that the
dockyard superintendents should have met the request." (p.326). He argues that
this formula too came to be used purely as a means of identification. He
further suggests that such details as can be extracted from the inscription
dovetail nicely with what we know from elsewhere about the Samian cleruchy
(pp-328-331).

I can certainly accept that the use of the amédwke-formula need not imply
that Pasion was still alive at the time of the inscription. If we imagine that
Pasion had held on to publicly owned equipment, and that Apollodoros returned
this equipment after his father’s death, we can surely envisage an official
document recording (albeit rather inexactly) that Pasion had returned the
equipment, in the bureaucratic and limited sense that what Pasion had borrowed
had now been returned. I am less convinced by Davies’ interpretation of the
otherwise very rare elofreve-formula, simply because his reconstruction seems
to require the Athenians to have acted in an curiously cumbersome way. We must
also consider the significance of the fact that Apollodoros was using equipment
which had been contributed by Pasion. Specifically, we must ask ourselves
whether it can be a coincidence that the son should /iappen to be allotted
equipment which had previously been donated by the father. It would appear
more likely that the equipment which Apollodoros was using had been brought
with him from home (the same also applies to the equipment which was recorded
as having being returned, but as I have argued above this could easily date to
365/4) (#23). If this conclusion is correct, it is hard to see how Pasion could
have been dead at the time. On the other hand, I can detect no connection
between the other donors and the trierarchs who were using their equipment. If
the equipment was all contributed in the year to which the inscription relates,

I wonder whether we would not expect more trierarchs to have contributed their
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own equipment. It is therefore possible that Apollodoros’ use of equipment
which his father had contributed was indeed coincidental.

One final consideration has been advanced by Harris (1988) p.50 n.20 who
writes that he finds it "difficult to accept a dating of 370/69 for that would
mean that Apollodorus, who is also listed as a trierarch in this inscription
(line 89), would have been a trierarch in the year his father died. I find that
unlikely. Apollodorus would not have had enough money of his own to qualify
for inclusion on the list of those eligible for this liturgy before he inherited
his share of his father’s estate." There is certainly some force in this
argument, but it is possible that Pasion himself was prepared to put up the
money to enable his son to serve as trierarch. We must also look at the
question from the point of view of the generals who were responsible for the
selection of the trierarchs. Pasion, who in addition to being the wealthiest
man of the day was always eager to make a display of his civic spirit, would
surely have been an automatic choice as trierarch. But in 370/69 he was
seriously ill and could hardly be expected to serve as trierarch. Under such
circumstances [ wonder whether the generals would have been prepared simply to
discount him from their considerations. Is it not more likely that they would
have instructed him, if he was unable to command the ship himself, to send his
adult son to serve in his place.

On balance, I am inclined to agree with Davies, but do not think that we

have adequate data to reach a final decision.

Pasicles’ coming of age coincided with the termination of the lease of the
bank and shield-factory to Phormion. As I have already argued (see pp.16-17
above), it is impossible to date the lease with any more accuracy than to say

that it ended at some time between 364 (or even 365 at the outside) and 362.
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Davies (APF 11672 III) suggests that "It looks rather as if Apollodoros’ suit
against Timotheos ([Dem.] xlix) took place when it did because the accounts of
the bank had just come into Apollodoros’ hands after the end of the misthosis

to Phormion, and if this is correct the misthosis ended, and Pasikles came of

age, in summer 362 at the turn of the archon-years 363/2 and 362/1." There

are, however, a number of objections to this argument. First, even if Pasicles
had been of age in the previous year (363), Apollodoros would have been unable
to prosecute Timotheos, who was absent oﬁ campaign (#24). Second, the date of
the prosecution is not unproblematic (see below). Third, it is still unclear
whether Athenian boys came of age when they were rising eighteen, or when they
had passed their eighteenth birthday (#25). In short, there is insufficient
evidence to enable us to determine when Pasicles came of age.

In whichever year Pasicles did come of age, Phormion’s lease came to an
end and the remaining estate was divided between the two brothers.
Apollodoros, as the older of the two, was given a choice between the bank and
the shield-factory and chose the shield-factory (Dem. 36.11). Pasicles therefore
received the bank. At the same time Phormion was given an absolute discharge
from all future claims by the brothers (Dem. 36.10). However, it appears that
the separation of the two businesses was only nominal, since we are told at
Dem. 36.12-13 that Apollodoros was responsible for the subsequent leasing of
the bank to Xenon and his partners. Note too the use of the plural form
emisthosan (Dem. 36.14, 37), which suggests that the two brothers acted
together. The lease of the bank to Xenon and his partners probably started

directly Phormion’s lease had expired (see below pp.32-33).

The generally acéepted date of Apollodoros’ prosecution of the general

Timotheos (Dem. 49 Against Timotheos) is midsummer 362 (#26). However, this
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dating has recently been challenged by Harris (1988), who argues for a date
earlier in the decade.

The principal argument in support of dating the speech to 362 runs as
follows. We know that Apollodoros’ younger brother Pasicles gave evidence at
the trial (§42), and that Pasicles came of age at some time between 364 and 362
(see above pp.27-28). On the assumption that Pasicles had to be of age in
order to give evidence on his brother’s behalf, the trial cannot have been held
before 364 at the earliest (although the actual terminus post quem may be any
time between then or 362, depending on when Pasicles came of age). Since
Timotheos was absent from Athens from 365 onwards, and can hardly have
returned before 362 (see note 24), the speech cannot have been delivered before
362. On the other hand, Apollodoros was absent on trierarchic service from
autumn 362 until early 360, and upon his return to Athens in 360 he and his
step-father Phormion fell out with each other (see bélow pp-34-35). Since
Phormion gave evidence for Apollodoros in this speech (§18), Apollodoros must
have delivered it before his trierarchy of 362. The speech must therefore have
been delivered precisely in 362, before Apollodoros’ departure on 24
Metageitnion.

Clearly any attempt to challenge this dating needs to demonstrate that
young Athenians were allowed to give evidence in court before they came of age.
The communis opinio is that they were not allowed to do so (#27), but Harris
correctly observes that no ancient source explicitly says so (p.45) (#28). On
the other hand, he admits that there is no evidence that children could serve as
witnesses, and provides no good reason to believe that they did. He appeals to
the fact that the testimony of slaves and foreigners was accepted, to which it
can be objected that the evidence of slavés was only admitted when it had been

extracted under torture, and that in any case both they and foreigners were of

- 29 -



an age to be fully responsible for their words. He also notes that women and
children were often introduced into court in order to attract the jurors’
sympathy (pp.45-46), but this is quite irrelevant, since there is a world of
difference between letting children into court and admitting their testimony as
evidence. In my opinion the silence of the sources is significant, and should be
accorded its full weight. Moreover, if minors were allowed to appear as
witnesses at all, at what age were they allowed to do so? The only alternative
to the time of their coming of age is that there was no age limit at all, which
I find hard to accept.

Harris then advances a series of general arguments against dating the
prosecution to 362. First, he believes that Timotheos is unlikely either to
have voluntarily returned or been recalled to Athens by 362, since his
campaigning had been a notable success, and that he was probably still
campaigning in 362 (p.47) (#29). But in truth we know too little about his
movements in the 360s to be at all confident that he did not return to Athens
in 362, whilst the Athenian people was notoriously fickle in its attitude to the
generals, and it is quite possible that Timotheos was recalled and then soon
afterwards returned to favour. Second, Harris asks why Apollodoros should have
prosecuted Timotheos when the bank belonged by 362 to Pasicles (p.49). He
rejects as a lie Apollodoros’ claim at §43 that the debts of Timotheos were part
of his share of the estate (" yiyverau éuov 10 pépog”), on the ground that the
loans were made through the bank, and that Pasicles had inherited the bank by
then. Yet the fact that Pasicles inherited the bank does not mean that he also
inherited the debts owing to his father Pasion, who seems to have been quite
happy to lend his own money through the bank (#30). All that Pasicles inherited
was the bank itself together with the use of the deposits. The money owing to

Pasion was inherited jointly by him and by Apollodoros, and there is no reason
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to doubt that it was divided between them, as Apollodoros claims. And even if
they did not apportion the loans between themselves, it would have been quite
natural for the elder and more experienced brother to have conducted the
attempt to recover them. Third, Harris objects that if the speech dates to 362,
there would be an unaccountably long interval between Pasion’s death in 370/69
and Apollodoros’ attempt to recover the money. However, both Apollodoros and
Timotheos spent much of the decade absent from Athens, and we cannot be sure
that Apollodoros was ever in a position to prosecute Timotheos before 362.
Moreover, we cannot assume that the brothers would have wanted to recover the
money which Timotheos owed the moment that their father died: litigation may
have been the final stage in a prolonged attempt to get it back, although it
must be admitted that Apollodoros mentions no such earlier dealings with
Timotheos in the speech. Finally, we know that dikai were suspended in the
early 360s because of the war (#31). We have no evidence as to how long this
suspension lasted, but this may well explain why Timotheos was not prosecuted
earlier (#32). |

We must also consider briefly the supplementary argument which Schaefer
advanced for dating the speech to 362 on the basis of the marriage of
Iphicrates’ son Menestheus to Timotheos’ daughter (§606) (Beildge pp.141-142).
Schiifer argued that Iphicrates could only have married the daughter of Cotys
after the latter had received Athenian citizenship, and that he is unlikely to
have received the citizenship before he became king in either 384 or 383. Since
Iphicrates spent some time fighting Cotys after his succession, the marriage can
hardly have been made earlier than 381, and therefore his son Menestheus is
unlikely to have married before 363. If this reasoning is correct, it represents
a fatal objection to Harris’ redating. Against it, however, we know that

Menestheus was general in 356/5 (#33), and that Athenian generals normally had
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to be at least thirty years old (#34). This means that the marriage between
Iphicrates and Cotys’ daughter must have taken place in 386 at the latest (#35),
which in turn implies that Menestheus’ marriage could have taken place at any
time in the decade, and therefore can no longer be used to provide a terminus
post quem for the speech.

Mention must also be made of the suggestion of Floros (1960) p.238 that
the speech was delivered in 358. He seeks to tie it in with Chares’ prosecution
of Timotheos in that year, arguing that this attack provided a suitable climate
of opinion for Apollodoros to launch his own prosecution. He produces no
evidence to support this dating, which is hard to reconcile with what we are
told about the deterioration of relations between Apollodoros and Phormion.

Harris suggests as possible years for the speech late 370/69, 369/8 and
367/6 (p.50) (#36). Although none of these years is impossible, I believe that
he has produced no decisive reason to reject Schaefer’s dating, which [ am

inclined to retain.

I have already indicated how difficult it is to tell when Phormion’s lease
ended (see above pp.16-17). At some time after this the bank was leased for
ten years to Xenon, Euphraeos, Euphron, and Callistratos (Dem. 36.13). The
wording of this passage implies that Apollodoros was personally responsible for
arranging this second lease. If we take this literally, the lease must have
been made either before September 362 or after December 361, since in the
interim Apollodoros was absent on trierarchic service. The lease lasted for ten
years and had ended by the time that Dem. 36 was delivered (Dem. 36.37). Since
this speech could date to as late as early 349 (see below pp.37-39), it is
possible that the lease was made after Apollodoros had returned to Athens.

However, it is more probable that it was made earlier, either in 363 or early in
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362; in other words, that the leases to Phormion and to Xenon and company ran
almost continuously. Otherwise it is hard to see how the bank could have
functioned during the seventeen month period of Apollodoros’ absence, since
Phormion was no longer involved with the bank and Pasicles was not yet of an
age to be able to take charge of it. At Dem. 36.14 we are told that at the end
of the second lease the two brothers "¢ eulépovg apeloar e peyaX’ €0
remodéTec [sc. Xenon and the others]". I take this to mean that they were

given their freedom (having been slaves) rather than that they were released
from their obligations or from the threat of future prosecution, but the words

could be taken in either sense (#37).

In late summer 362 Apollodoros started a term of trierarchic service (he
had of course been a designated trierarch since the beginning of the archon-
year) which is recorded in Dem. 50 (Against Polycles). On the dating of the
events of this trierarchy I am heavily indebted to the thorough analysis of
Ballin (1978). In what follows I limit myself to those events which can given
an approximate Julian date. The mobilization of the fleet was ordered at a
meeting of the assembly held on 24 Metageitnion in the archonship of Molon
(Dem. 50.4), on which Ballin concludes that "At this stage of scholarship, for
Metageitnion 24 we can do no better than give the season of the year, late
summer" (p.56). As regards the dating of the events of the trierarchy,
Apollodoros gives us one fixed point when he refers at Dem. 50.19 to "o ¢xndou

Tow Tholwy TOV et dpkrodpov ék Tob Tovrov”. In the following paragraph he
‘states that when the fleet arrived at Sestos he had already served two months
beyond the official end of his trierarchy. The heliacal rising of Arctouros in
361 can be calculated to have occurred on September 16 (#38). Ballin then

argues that the fleet arrived at Sestos shortly after the rising of Arctouros,
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and that going back two lunar months (58 to 60 days) from September 16 means
that "we can conclude that the archon-festival year 361/360 had started on July
18-20 plus not more than a few days" (p.136). However, we know that in 361 the
new moons occurred on July 10 and AuguSt 8 (#39), and that therefore
Hecatombaeon 1 fell on one of those two days, which completely undermines his
calculation. The problem seems to lie in Ballin’s translation of jte’ (prTOlIpOV
as "on or about the time of the rising of Arktouros" (p.136 n.19.1) on the
analogy of .yera vukrés and pel’ fpépav .. These do not seem to me to be true
analogies, since in the former case the preposition takes the genitive, whilst
the latter is a very common phrase and can hardly be regarded as a typical use
of the preposition. One would surely expect it in such a context to mean
"after", which in turn implies that the ships could have sailed out at any time
after the rising of Arctouros. To be sure Ballin is aware of this weakness
(p.136 n.20.1), but I still have my doubts as to the value of such calculation.

Presumably the fleet sailed soon after Metageitnion 24, since the military
situation demanded urgent action, but there must have been some delay. Before
the fleet sailed Apollodoros paid a proeisphora on properties which he owned in
three different demes (Dem. 50.8-9).

The only other indication of absolute chronology is provided by the
synchronisation of the expedition against Stryme with the setting of the
Pleiades (Dem. 50.23). This can be dated to November 6 (Ballin (1978) p.144
n.23.1 with reference to Gundel RE 21, 2 (1952) coll.2503-2504).

Apollodoros says that he served in all five months and six days beyond
the end of his term as trierarch (Dem. 50.1). Ballin concludes (p.189 n.53.5)
that he returned to Athens on or about January 1, 360, but this depends on his

erroneous treatment of the phrase je 7’ aprTotpoV
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Six days after Apollodoros returned to Athens his mother Archippe died
(Dem. 50.60). The speaker of Dem. 36.14 alleges that her death signalled the
resumption of troubles within the family: previously Apollodoros had been
inhibited by his awareness that his mother knew the truth, but once she had
died he was emboldened to claim 3000 drachmae from her estate, in addition to
the 2000 drachmae which she had given to each of her children by Phormion, and
also a cloak and maid-servant. This claim was resisted by Phormion and the
matter was put to arbitration (Dem. 36.15). Phormion was persuaded at the
arbitration to give Apollodoros the 3000 drachmae and for a second time was

given an absolute release.

At some time during 361/0 Phormion became an Athenian citizen
(Dem. 46.13). He is almost certainly to be identified with Phormion son of
Ctesiphon of Piraeus (PA 14959) who was a member of the liturgical class and
who had a son named Archippos. There are, however, two possible objections to
this identification, which are raised by Davies (APF 11672 IX). First, we know
of a Phormion son of Ophelon of Piraeus (IGii26O6Oa p.880), and we would
normally expect homonyms from the same deme to be related to each other, which
is incompatible with what we know of the servile origins of Phormion the banker.
Second, we would not expect an ex-slave to have a patronymic. Davies admits,
however, that neither objection is unanswerable, and suggests that Phormion may
have been adopted by the man who sponsored him for the citizenship (#40). In
my opinion the fact that Phormion the liturgist had a son named Archippos makes
it absolutely certain that he is to be identified with the banker: Archippos is
surely his son by Archippe and is named after her or one of her male ancestors.

Nor can there be any chronological objection to this reconstruction, since
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Archippos is first attested as a syntrierarch between 336 and 334/3
(IGii21623.300-301).

The date of Apollodoros’ prosecution of Polycles (Dem. 50 Against
Polycles) cannot be ascertained with any certainty, although it was probably
delivered in 358. Apollodoros had been syntrierarch for the year 362/1, and had
been obliged to stay with the ship for an extra five months when Polycles, who
was one of his designated successors, refused to take over the ship. His
prosecution of Polycles was for the recovery of the extra expenditure which he
had incurred during those five months. The question of the date of the speech
is fully discussed by Ballin (1978) in his Appendix B (pp.222-225), upon which I
depend for what follows. The only piece of definite evidence is the statement
at §8 that & kara i Tompapxiow Avio KoV TOTE 0VTW TOAUTENT) duTC:

Schifer Beilidge p.152 took rare closely with the words which follow it to mean
"the trierarchy, which at that time was such an expensive liturgy", and argued
that these words could only have been written after Periandros’ trierarchy law
of 357. Sigg (1873) p.405 objected that the words simply meant that the
trierarchy of 362 was particularly costly, and in this he was followed by Blass
(1893) p.528 n.3: "Dass rd1e nicht zum Folgenden gehért, ist doch wohl klar."
(see further Ballin (1978) pp.100-101 ad §8). The only other indication as to
the date of the speech is provided by the reference to events which happened
"in that year" at §61, which in the opinion of Blass (1893) p.527 implies that a
full year must have elapsed between Apollodoros’ return and his prosecution of
Polycles. In this he was followed by Ballin (1978) who states that the speech
"must have been spoken later than the summer of 359" (p.224). This is probably
right, although I do wonder whether we can be sure that Apollodoros is not

referring (in late 360 or early 359) to the situation in 361. The final clue is
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provided by Apollodoros’ prosecution of Autocles, Timomachos, Callippos and
Menon in connection with their conduct during the campaign in the north Aegean
of 362-360 (Dem. 36.53). The fact that none of these prosecutions is mentioned
in the speech surely implies that its delivery preceded them. Some of the
prosecutions cannot be securely dated, but we know that Callippos left Zacynthos
for Sicily in August 357 (#41), and he must have left Athens somewhat before
then. Schifer Beildge p.161 suggested that he did so in order to escape his

trial. Whether this is the case or not, it is hard to imagine that Dem. S0

could have been delivered after the spring of 357. 358 therefore remains the

likeliest date, although we cannot rule out the previous year.

In 356/5 Apollodoros was syntrierarch on Phosphoros (1Gii21612.110). The

identity of his partner is unknown.

In 352/1 Apollodoros was victorious choregos in the boys’ dithyramb at
the Dionysia (IGii23O39). Lewis (1955) p.24 suggests that he was deliberately
chosen to perform this liturgy on the earliest possible occasion, but this

cannot be proved.

The dates of the various pieces of litigation between Apollodoros on the
one side and Phormion and Stephanos on the other have been the subject of
considerable debate. There were in fact three different cases, but there is no
reason to think that they were separated from each other by any lengthy
intervals of time. First, Apollodoros brought a dike aphormes against Phormion
for the return of 20 talents which the latter was alleged to have embezzled
from the bank. Phormion blocked this prosecution with a successful paragraphe

(Dem. 36 For Phormion). Apollodoros thereupon prosecuted Stephanos, who had
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acted as a witness for Phormion in his paragraphe, on a charge of having given
false evidence (Dem. 45 and 46 Against Stephanos I, I1).

There are a number of passages which bear on the date of these speeches.
(i) "kaurol buolw éovr eikoas én éativ &€ Brov éveiw'" (Dem. 36.19).
In my opinion (but see below for a differing view) this refers to the division
of the estate in ¢.368, and ought to imply that Dem. 36 was delivered in 350.
(iimpe A\pAvloTwy éTaw wAéov 1) eikoow Dem. 36.26).
(i1) .~ trwe eiroat Tis €€ dpxis vepndeions otoiag (Dem. 36.38).
This last statement is really too imprecise to bear any weight, and I certainly
do not accept that it implies that there was an earlier division of the estate
soon after the death of Pasion, as was suggested by Van Elslande (see above
p.22).
These passages all suggest that the speeches date to 350. The only objection
to this dating is the fact that at Dem. 36.53 we are told that the Callippos
whom Apollodoros prosecuted for his conduct on campaign (not the plaintiff of
Dem. 52) was at that time in Sicily. Sandys and Paley (1886) p.xxix state that
"Callippus left [Sicily] in the spring of B.C.350 at the latest, and was killed in
the same year". If true, this would make the dating of the speech to 350
somewhat awkward. But in fact our data is not so precise: Diodorus dates the
seizure of Rhegion to the year 351/0, and says that Callippos was killed there
by Leptines and Polyperchon (16.45.9 and see also Plut. Dion 58.5-6). Leaving to
one side the fact that Diodorus’ chronology is notoriously inaccurate, we know
neither exactly when Callippos crossed to Rhegion, nor how long he survived
there, and in this context Sicily can surely be taken to include Rhegion. We
must also bear in mind the possibility of a delay in news from Sicily reaching
Athens.

An alternative date was advanced by Schifer Beildge pp.168-169, who put

- 38 -



the various pieces of evidence together differently to reach the earlier date of
352. He argued that the two leases of the bank, first to Phormion and then to
Xenon and company, ran for a total of eighteen years from the death of Pasion
until the time when Dem. 36 was delivered (p.168). Since Pasion died in 370, he
therefore dated this speech to 352. He sought to explain the reference to
"more than twenty years" at Dem. 36.26 as being to "dem von Pasion noch bei
Lebzeiten geschlossenen Vertrage, den er in seinem Testamente nur bestétigte”
(p-169) and considers the "approximately twenty years" of Dem. 36.38 to be a
round number which does not affect the issue. This argument is unacceptable
for a number of reasons. First, we know that Phormion’s lease started before
Pasion died. Second, even if this were not the case, there is no reason to
believe that there was no interval between the termination of the second lease
and the beginning of the litigation between Apollodoros and Phormion. Third,
his explanation of Dem. 36.26 is wholly unsubstantiated. Fourth, there is no
evidence that there was a division of the estate when Pasion died, which would
be required by Schéfer’s interpretation of Dem. 36.19. What he seems to have
done is arbitrarily to equate the eighteen years of the two leases and the
eighteen years from the division of the estate until the time of speaking.

One final consideration is the possibility that some of the figures
provided are the result of counting inclusively. Thus Isager and Hansen (1975)
p.177 date the suit to 351/0: "If we assume that Phormio’s synegoroi, unlike us,
included both years in their calculations, the conclusion we arrive at is that
the process was held in 351/50." The Greeks certainly did count inclusively on

occasion, but I do not think that we can tell whether this has happened here.

At Dem. 59.3-4 Apollodoros’ kinsman Theomnestos refers to Apollodoros’

year as a member of the Council, and specifically to his conviction for having
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proposed a probouleuma illegally. Theomnestos dates this year in a rather

roundabout way:

aupIxrToq Ti) TO A€l Kaupod TowoUTOU Kal ToAéov.... ... kol peANOVTWY aTpaTeteatal

vy avdnyel eis Te EgBowav kai O Avfov

Although this reference is quite precise, its dating has been a bone of

scholarly contention. Schiifer II p.77 assigned it to 350, and synchronised it
with the battle of Tamynae, but this date is no longer accéptéd. Jaeger (1938)
pp-243-244 n.38 argued that "we no longer have any direct way of knowing when
this battle occurred". He was inclined to synchronise Apollodoros’ probouleuma
with Demosthenes’ Olynthiacs (which he believed to have been delivered within a
short period), but did not say explicitly when he thought that they were
delivered. Cloché (1937) assigned the expedition to Euboea, and hence the
probouleuma, to October/November 349, but this seems to be slightly too early.
More recently Cawkwell (1962) pp.128-129 has argued (as did Schifer) that it
was proposed at about the same time as the battle of Tamynae, which he dates
to Elaphebolion 349/8 (March/April 348). This view is apparently accepted by
Carter (1971), in so far as he makes no attempt to alter this part of Cawkwell’s
chronology. Apollodoros was therefore a member of the Council in the archon-
year 349/8. The dating of this by Isager and Hansen (1975) p.190 to 348/7 is

presumably a slip (and cf. p.226 where they print the correct date).

Apollodoros’ prosecution of Neaera (Dem. 59 Against Neaera) can be dated
only within fairly broad limits. It can hardly have been delivered after 339,
since in that year Demosthenes succeeded in getting the budgetary surplus
transferred from the Theoric fund to the military fund, and Apollodoros would
hardly have missed the opportunity at Dem. 59.5 for retrospective self-

justification. On the other hand, it is clear from Dem. 59.26, where Apollodoros
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explains that he could not call Xenocleides as a witness since the laws did not
permit it, that Xenocleides was in Athens at that time (#42). This implies that

the speech was delivered later than 343, since in that year Xenocleides was
expelled from Macedonia by Philip (Dem. 19.231). Within the period between 342
and 339 it is impossible to be more precise. If we agree with Macurdy (1942)

that the prosecution was essentially political in nature and was a preliminary

step towards Demosthenes’ Theoric initiative of 339, we should incline to locate

the speech later rather than earlier, perhaps in 340.

At some time before this suit Apollodoros was twice prosecuted by
Neaera’s alleged husband Stephanos. The first prosecution was a graphe
paranomon directed against his Theoric probouleurma of 348 (Dem. 59.6), and must
therefore date to that year. The second prosecution was on a charge of having

murdered a woman from Aphidna (Dem. 59.9), and cannot be dated.

This is the last that we hear of Apollodoros or of his descendants. It
should, however, be noted that Pasicles reappears as the target of Hypereides
Oration 47 kata Pasicleous, where he is associated with Phormion in some
obscure business connected with trierarchies. This must have been delivered
after Demosthenes’ Trierarchic law of 340, which is referred to in the only
fragment of more than a couple of words (F134). He was also the target of
Hypereides Oration 48 pros Pasiclea peri antidoseos unless (which I suspect) the
two speeches are in fact one. Finally, we hear that Pasion the son of Pasicles
of Acharnae manumitted a slave‘(IGii2 1570 1.43). This is dated to the 320s by
Davies (APF 11672 XIII), to ¢.330 by Kirchner in the editio minor of

Inscriptiones Graecae (#43).
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Notes to Chapter I

1. That Archestratos was a citizen by the late 390s emerges from the fact that
he was able to stand surety for the son of Sopaeos (Isoc. 17.43).

2. Thus Schifer (1949) col. 2064 followed by Davies APF 11672 II.

3. Sandys and Paley (1896) II pp.xxxviii and 144n argued that Archippe was not
an Athenian on the basis of the fact that she married Phormion before he
received Athenian citizenship (Dem. 46.13). The same must also hold of her
marriage to Pasion, which must have taken place before he received the
citizenship (this emerges from the fact that at the time when Apollodoros was
born Pasion was still a metic). It is certainly highly unlikely that an Athenian
woman could have married a metic of servile extraction at this stage of
Athenian history. However, there then emerges a problem with Archippe’s
marriage to Phormion after the death of Pasion: if her marriage to Pasion made
her an Athenian, how could she then marry Phormion before he had been granted
the citizenship? In a recent attempt to resolve this problem Whitehead (1986)
has argued that her position was ambiguous, and that she could be regarded as
either Athenian or non-Athenian. This may well be right, but the lack of
evidence makes it hard to feel confident about this theory.

4. Thus Davies APF 11672 1, who thinks that if such a connection had existed,
it would have been mentioned at Dem. 36.28-29.

5. If Pasion died at the beginning of 370/69 and Apollodoros was rising 25
years old at the time, the upper limit would be correct. If on the other hand
Pasion died at the end of 370/69 and Apollodoros was only just 24 at the time,
then the lower limit would apply.

6. Thus Schiifer I p.238.

7. The text as printed in the Budé edition is as follows:
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"em b¢ TobTwy Imaprokos pév 6 Boomopou Laciets €TEAEUTIOEV apéas €TN) EMTQ,
diedét ato 8¢ Tiw apxiv TéAevkos Kal éfacilevoey €T TeTTApPOKOVTA.

¢wree Casaubon énraraideka PS dexiemra MF; terrapakovra PS téooapa MF

8. Thus Davies APF 11672 IV.

9. The deduction that Pasion did not stand surety himself because he was not a
citizen is probably correct, although it is possible that for some other reason
he was either unwilling or unable to do so.

10. In other words either before the King’s Peace or after the raid of
Sphodrias.

11. On the rebuilding of the fleet see Amit (1965) pp.24-26. Presﬁmably this
process went hand in hand with the rebuilding of the walls initiated by Conon
after the battle of Cnidos (Diod. Sic. 14.85.2-3).

12. On the date see Woodward (1937) p.165 n.3 against Kirchner’s dating in the
editio minor of Inscriptiones Graecae.

13. It must be emphasised that Greek banks had no corporate identity. Thus
Finley (1951) p.262 n.3: "One crucial point is the absence of any legal
distinction between the bank and the banker, in other words, the total lack of a
corporate idea. Otherwise Phormio as lessee would have had no difficulty with
the guaranties in real property".

14. See for example ML 73.33 where keleuein is explicitly contrasted with the
stronger epitattein.

15. This of course raises the question of how much faith can be put in the
authenticity of the documents inserted into this speech, on which see the
discussion in Appendix A.

16. This is evident from the fact that the first suit was a dike blabes whilst

the second was a dike argyriou (Dem. 52.14).

17. For a later suspension of the courts caused by a lack of money to pay the
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jurors see Dem. 39.17.

18. Lortzing (1863) p.7 argued that the first instance of the first person

plural (§15) refers to Apollodoros and Pasion, and the second (§32) to
Apollodoros and Phormion.

19. The reconstruction of the preamble to Tod 136 is based almost entirely on
its supposed identity with the preserved preamble to Tod 135. Lewis (1954)
pp.37-38 criticises these restorations as being arbitrary. More recently,

Buckler (1980) pp.234-237 has argued that it is not clear whether Dionysios I or
I is being referred to, still less to which year Tod 136 refers. As regards

the question of the chronological relation between Tod 135 and 136, there may
be a clue at Dem. 53.5, where Apollodoros says that his trierarchy involved
sailing first around the Peloponnese and then transporting ambassadors to
Sicily. Tod 135 deals with a diplomatic initiative with Sparta, and refers at

1.7 to ambassadors from Sparta. I would tentatively float the suggestion that
Apollodoros’ voyage around the Peloponnese was connected with these diplomatic
dealings with Sparta. It is even possible that he took the same Athenian
ambassadors first to Sparta and then to Sicily. If this was the case, it would
suggest that Tod 135 and 136 were indeed inscribed at much the same time. On
the other hand, it is probably more likely that the ambassadors to Sparta would
have travelled by land.

20. The main recent contributions are Schweigert (1940) pp.194-198, Sealey
(1957) pp.95-111, Davies (1969) pp.309-333 and Cawkwell (1973) pp.759-761.
Earlier works are cited by Davies p.309 n.1.

21. See Davies (1969) p.309. Apollodoros is unlikely to have been trierarch
before 374, whilst Callistratos of Aphidna (1.103) was exiled in 361 and never
regained his citizen rights.

22. On the Samian cleruchy see Shipley (1987) pp.138-143.
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23. For trierarchs supplying their own equipment see Dem. 51.5.

24. Timotheos was general in 366/5 (IGii2108.9-1O). In the following year he
was campaigning against Samos, and this was followed by his command against
Amphipolis (Diod. Sic. 18.8.9). It is therefore difficult to see how he could
have returned to Athens much before spring 362.

25. On the question of coming of age there is a conflict between the evidence
of Demosthenes and that of the pseudo-Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia. The
author of this latter work says (42.1) that Athenians are enrolled into their
demes when they are eighteen years old OATwhQidera €71 YEYOVOTES.,
Demosthenes on the other hand devscribed himself as having been seven years old
enr’ et ovra the time of his father’s death (Dem. 27.4) and later says that

his minorit‘y lasted ten years (Dem. 27.6 and repeatedly thereafter). The
problem is succinctly put by Davies APF 3597 XI (C): "we simply do not know the
answer to the crucial question, whether the period between the birth of a child
and the beginning of the subsequent archon-year (or, what is the same thing,
between his last birthday as a minor and his goxspaoia ) counted for official
purposes as a completed year or a vacuum." The evidence of [Aristotle] would
tend to lend support to the latter interpretation, that of Demosthenes to the
former. See also Golden (1979) who supports Demosthenes, but insists that the
process of enrolment was not instantaneous: "Not every boy will be 18 at the
beginning of the process of coming of age, the enrolment among the demesmen.
But all will be 18 at its end." I am inclined to accept the clear implication of
[Aristotle], but without much confidence.

26. For the traditional dating see Schifer Beildige pp.140-143.

27. Thus Lipsius (1915) pp.873-874 on the basis of Dem. 47.69.

28. We should not attach any weight to the fact that Plato (Laws 937a-b)

recommends that in the ideal state children and slaves should only be allowed
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to give evidence in cases of murder.

29. Harris (1988) argues that Timotheus’ success made it unlikely that he was
recalled, and that "it is difficult to believe that Timotheus could have achieved
all that he did in the area in only two years. Dinarchus (1.14 = 3.17) and
Isocrates (15.113ff.) speak of him taking more than twenty cities, including
Methone, Pydna, and Potidaia. Not only did Timotheus conduct campaigns in this
area during his time there; he also had to sail off to the Hellespont to lift

the siege of Cyzicus" (p.47). Finally, Harris notes that IGiizllO, a degree which
Timotheus proposed honouring Menelaus in Pelagonia in early 362, seems to
suggest that he was still popular at Athens then.

30. It is clear from Dem. 36.5 that Pasion lent his own money through the bank.
The confusion of his own valuables with those which had been deposited with him
by a client (Dem. 49.31) implies that the two were not kept separate.

31. For the suspension of dikai see Dem.45.4: "for there were no dikai then, but
you had suspended them because of the war."

32. It is not entirely clear whether dikai were suspended "because of the war"
automatically, to enable litigants and jurors to serve in the army and navy, or
whether the extra expense of paying for the war effort meant that there was
insufficient money to pay jurors. In either case, we do not know when they

were resumed.

33. On Menestheus as general see Isoc. 15.129; Nepos Timotheos 3.5; Dionysius
of Halicarnassus Dinarchos 13.

34. There is no explicit statement that Athenian generals had to be at least
thirty years old, but this is generally accepted to have been the case by

analogy with the age requirement for service as a juror or councillor. Thus
Hignett (1952) p.224.

3S. Thus Davies APF 7737.
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36. Harris rejects any year from 366/5 onwards, since Timotheus was serving as
general then, and also 368/7, when Apollodoros was trierarch.

37. Gernet (1954) ad loc. believed that the words denote manumission, whilst
Davies APF 11672 VII inclines towards the other interpretation.

38. Thus Bickermann (1980) p.114 Table 2.

39. Thus Ginzel (1906) I p.554 Table 3. Pritchett (1970) pp.52-73 has shown
that the beginning of the archon-year (Hecatombaeon 1) cannot be tied to the
first new moon after the summer solstice, but there seems to be no doubt that

it must have fallen on @ new moon.

40. A possible parallel is provided by Chaerephilos son of Pheidon of Paeania
who is recorded as manumitting a slave in the late 320s (Hesperia 28 (1959)
Face A col. 5 11.510-513) and who may be the Chaerephilos for whom Demosthenes
helped secure the citizenship (Dein. 1.43). Lewis (1959) p.230 notes that "The
only reason I can see why this might not be the famous Chairephilos (PA 15187),
but the otherwise unknown grandson whom Kirchner has posited, is that a new
citizen perhaps ought not to have a patronymic. What the fourth-century theory
or practice on this point was it seems impossible to say." However, Davies APF
15187 argues in favour of Kirchner’s suggestion.

41. Thus Plut. Dion 22; Diod. Sic. 16.6.9.

42. Patterson (1978) p.20 n.15 argues that the reference to Xenocleides need

not provide a definite terminus post quem, since Apollodoros may have wished to
conceal the fact that Xenocleides was unable to testify because he was in
Macedonia: "The reading of ms. D, "irouroui yiév ZevorAeibov'", would indicate that
Xenocleides was present at the trial itself; 343 would then be a firm terminus
post quem. No editor, however, is willing to print7ovroui."

43. This is perhaps the appropriate point to mention the restoration of

Hesperia 29 (1960) p.51 No. 64 proposed by Oikonomides ( 1964) pp.98-99:
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Oikonomides concludes that "the appearance of the names of Pasion and Phormion
in a public document dated in the second half of the fourth century B.C. must be
connected with the various lawsuits against Phormion in which Apollodoros......
was concerned". Not only is his restoration extremely speculative (Pasion does
not appear: his name is no more than a guess), but I also think that the
conclusion which he draws is unacceptable. If Pasion is the correct restoration,
he is just as likely to be the grandson of the banker (which is not impossible
on chronological grounds). One final point: if Pasion the elder is the right
restoration, we should surely restore not lljagwréowd] but I[vhodwpov] ‘, the name

of his citizen patron.
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Chapter II A financial survey of the family of Pasion

My intention in this chapter is to chart the process whereby the family
of Pasion rose to become probably the wealthiest of its day, and then to
analyse the uses to which this wealth was put. I am concerned here only to
quantify the various sums involved: the financial circumstances of Pasion and
Apollodoros raise a number of broader social questions, but I postpone dealing
with these until the final chapter.

We have very little evidence of the process whereby Pasion accumulated
his vast personal fortune. For as long as he was the slave of the bankers
Archestratos and Antisthenes he would not legally have been allowed to own
anything. Admittedly the system whereby slaves who were choris oikountes paid
an apophora to their master seems to imply that such slaves were allowed to
retain anything that they were able to earn over and above that sum, whilst
there is some evidence for slaves having possessions (#1). However, there are
no indications that Pasion was allowed to operate in such an independent manner.
On the contrary, the reference to "Archestratos from the bank" at Isoc. 17.43, at
a time when Pasion had been manumitted and clearly had sole responsibility for
the running of the bank, suggests that the partners exercised a close
supervision of the business. Given the risky nature of Greek banking
(Dem. 36.11) this is no less than one would expect. By the same token, it is
possible that they sought to encourage and reward Pasion for his industry and
integrity by paying him well (#2). There is no good evidence, however, that any
slave at Athens ever accumulated enough money to have been considered wealthy
(#3), and we should not imagine that Pasion enriched himself whilst he was a

slave at the bank.

- 49 -



As we saw above (p.6), we cannot determine when Pasion was given his
freedom or when he acquired the bank. Moreover, the evidence regarding the
manner of his manumission is decidedly uninformative. All we know is that he
and Phormion were given their freedom in the same manner (Dem. 36.48), and that
he acquired his good fortune "having given proof to his masters, Antisthenes and
Archestratos, that he was a good and honest man" (Dem. 36.43). We do not know
whether there was ever a period when he was a paid employee of the partners,
or whether his manumission was closely connected with the control of the bank
being transferred to him. Equally obscure to us are the details of the
transfer; we do not know whether Pasion bought the bank, whether he leased it,
or whether it was given to him. Davies APF 11672 Il argues correctly that he
could not have acquired it by marrying into the family of either of the
partners: the silence of Dem. 36.28-29 is sufficient proof of this. Davies also
denies that he could have leased the bank on the ground that "though Antimachos
was living in poverty in 350 (Dem. xxxvi 45) Demosthenes does not suggest that
there was any apophora due to the partners and their descendants in the same
way as Phormion owed an annual rental to Pasion’s estate." I do not find this
argument persuasive, since Phormion only owed an annual rent to the two
brothers for the duration of his lease; there was no subsequent obligation on
his part. It is therefore quite possible that Pasion initially leased the bank,
and that when his lease expired he either bought it or received it as a gift.

As between these two possibilities, Davies believes that "Pasion took over
the bank through an outright gift of goodwill, a conclusion rendered a little
less surprising by the probability that there was no transference of capital
involved other than the deposits (which of course were not the property of the
partners)". Against this, one could argue that the bank was in fact of value,

not only in terms of the equipment and the skilled slaves who worked in it, but
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also, and more importantly, as a means of generating income (#4). I can see no
reason why the owners should have given away such a lucrative business rather
than leaving it to their own heirs. Admittedly it is unlikely that Pasion was
initially able to buy the bank, but there is still the possibility of a lease.
And if Antimachos the son of Archestratos (together with any brothers) had no
financial ability, and therefore did not wish to run the bank himself, leasing it
to Pasion would have been the best way to secure his (or their) interests.
Isager and Hansen (1975) p.178 raise the possibility that Antimachos did in fact
take over the bank from his father, on the basis of his introduction at Dem.
36.45. However, I consider this hypothesis to be highly unlikely: the speaker is
not here seeking to prove that Antimachos had a stake in the bank, but to show
that he stood in the same relation to Pasion as Apollodoros did to Phormion.
His argument can be summarised as follows: if Apollodoros had any claim on
Phormion on the ground that his father had previously owned the bank (which he
did not), then Antimachos has precisely the same claim on the heirs of Pasion.
On balance it seems to me most likely that Pasion originally leased the bank
and then, when he had accumulated some savings, bought it from his masters or
their heirs.

There can be no doubt that Pasion owned the bank by the time he died in
370/69, but it is not entirely clear that the same was true in 394/3 when he
was prosecuted by the son of Sopaeos. Naturally enough Isocrates is not
interested in explaining Pasion’s financial arrangements to the jurors, and the
only passage which might throw some light on the problem is the reference to
Archestratos as "70v &m0 Tiis Tpané(ns(Isoc. 17.43). Isager and Hansen (1975)
p.178 n.4 rightly deny that this proves that Archestratos was still acting as a
banker, but it does suggest that he was still involved with the bank in some

capacity. We can certainly discount the bizarre suggestion of Bogaert (1968)
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p.40 n.35 that these words should be translated as "Archestratos the ex-banker"
(#5). The speaker twice speaks of Pasion’s bank (§§4, 50), but this should not

be pressed to imply that Pasion already owned the bank.

There are few indications that Pasion had accumulated any great fortune
by this stage. At Isoc. 17.2 we hear that he had many friends, a good
reputation, and that he handled large sums of money; it is perhaps significant
that the speaker does not claim that Pasion was a rich man. Certainly large
sums of money are mentioned (6 talents at §12 and sureties for 7 talents at
§14), but this does not prove anything about Pasion’s personal fortune, except
of course that large profits could be made from such large sums. Moreover, the
excuse which he made to the son of Sopaeos, that he was temporarily short of
money (89), suggests (if true) that his problem was one of a lack of liquidity

rather than of insolvency.

Theomnestos tells us that Pasion was given Athenian citizenship on
account of his civic benefactions (Dem. 59.2). If we knew what these
benefactions were, and when the grant of citizenship was made, we might be able
to get some idea of the rate at which Pasion made his fortune. Unfortunately
Theomnestos does not elaborate, but Apollodoros himself says elsewhere that his
father donated 1,000 shields to the state, as well as five triremes, which he
crewed on his own initiative and with which he performed trierarchic service
(Dem. 45.85). One would imagine that Apollodoros is here listing the most
important of his father’s services to the city, and that these were the services
which according to Theomnestos gained him the citizenship. However, we cannot
be certain that the two passages refer to the same services, since there is

reason to doubt whether Pasion would have been permitted to serve as trierarch
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before he became an Athenian citizen (see above pp.12-13). Nor can we date the
grant of citizenship with any certainty (see above pp.10-13). Thus, although we
can estimate the cost of the gift of triremes, if not that of the shields, it is
impossible to use these valuations to gauge the speed with which Pasion made
his fortune. All that can be said is that he »must have contributed extremely
generously to have convinced the Athenian people to grant him, an ex-slave,
Athenian citizenship, and must therefore have been a very rich man by whenever
it was in the 380s or 370s that he acquired the citizenship.

Irrespective of when he became a citizen, the size of his estate in
370/69 is enough to indicate that his fortune was generated at a remarkable
rate. It is not immediately clear how he achieved this. Schiifer (1949) c0l.2068
attributed "sein iiberraschend schneller Aufstieg" to a combination of his
personal qualities and "den wirtschaftlich Wendlungen und Tendenzen der
Jahrzehnte nach dem peloponnesischen Krieg". There can be no doubt that these
were important factors (#6), but I doubt whether they are enough to explain his
success. In my opinion the main explanation must be that banking was an
extremely lucrative business. A number of considerations tend to support this
conclusion. First, the overheads of the bank were very low, being little more
than the slaves who ran it (Dem. 45.33). Second, interest rates were fairly high
(particularly considering that inflation was low): 18% per annum was not
uncommon, and riskier loans attracted an even higher rate (#7). Third, it is
now agreed that interest was paid on very few if any deposits (#8). Moreover,
the changing of money, which was a large part of a banker’s business, could be
counted as pure profit. Of course banking was inherently risky (Dem. 36.11), and
Pasion both enjoyed good fortune and exercised considerable good judgement, but
a clear return of 15% per annum on substantial, well-secured deposits could

hardly fail to result in the rapid accumulation of a considerable fortune,
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always provided that disaster could be avoided. That the deposits were

substantial emerges from the statement of the son of Sopaeos that bankers
(among whom he clearly includes Pasion) handle large sums of money (Isoc. 17.2).
It is also suggested by the number of wealthy men such as Agyrrhios, Timotheos
and the elder Demosthenes who used the bank (see pp.243-246 below). As for the
number of clients, we have no certain knowledge, but Apollodoros claimed that
the merchants (presumably the a large number if not literally all of them)

regularly used Pasion’s bank (Dem. 52.3).

There is no doubt that on his death Pasion was an extremely wealthy man.
Apollodoros himself says that he was left a considerable sum of money by his
father (Dem. 45.3). However, it is extremely different to quantify this figure,
since the crucial text (Dem. 36.5) is ambiguous and very probably corrupt.
Numerous different estimates have been reached as to the size of Pasion’s
estate, and these have recently been the subject of an exhaustive survey by
Bogaert (1986) pp.35-47, who provides a full doxography of all but the earliest
work. Since it would be supererogatory to repeat his work in similar detail, I
propose to limit myself to the most important of these interpretations, without
providing a complete review of everything that has been written on the problem.
The disputed text reads as follows:

“ij jév Eyyeos fw ovoia Maciwm piAw e TaAGvTWY €ikoow, &pyipwov b¢ mpog
Ty debaweir pévov ibov TAéov i mevTirovTa, €V oDV TOIS MEVTHKOVT TAAQWVTOK
TolTols &md Tiw mapakaTalnKy TOV TS TPATECTS évieka TalavT évepyd v.”

The first two clauses seem to be fairly stréightforwafd: €Y7€L0¢ obTia must

mean "property consisting of real estate". This has been disputed by Andreyev
(1979), who understands it to mean "money lent on the security of real property,

in which are included the eleven talents taken by Pasion from deposits in the
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bank" (this is a quotation trom the English language summary of his article).
Andreyev argues that nowhere else in Attic oratory do the words mean real
estate, that the speaker had no reason to refer to Pasion’s property, and that

in any case Pasion would not have been able to have acquired so much property
(I owe my knowledge of Andreyev’s arguments to Bogaert (1986) p.36). This view
is adequately rebutted by the cogent objection of Thompson (1981) that "the
contrast in the peév/dé clauses is between real property and money, not between
money lent on land and money lent on some other security" (p.89 n.15; see too
Bogaert (1986) pp.36-37).

Equally unconvincing is Andreyev’s interpretation of the following clause,
that by apybpwv ibov the speaker means "deposits in the bank by private
persons which are regarded as money lent to the banker" (English language
summary). This view is clearly wrong, for a number of reasons. First, the
translation of #wv which it requires cannot be accepted - if the word has any
meaning, it must surely mean that the money belonged to Pasion himself. Second,
it is very questionable whether deposits earned interest, and it is therefore
hard to accept that depositing money with a banker could be described so baldly
as lending money to him (#9). Moreover, there is no reason for the speaker to
advertise the fact that Pasion had such substantial liabilities. Indeed, as
Thompson (1981) p.90 n.15 argues, it is hard to see how the speaker can claim
that Pasion’s debt to the bank did not arise from debt, and then go on to say
that he had borrowed fifty talents. Finally, the #év and ¢ clauses in this
sentence are surely co-ordinate: if the property belonged to Pasion (which
admittedly Andreyev denies), then so did the money.

There has also been some discussion of the meaning of the phrase PO

raiory . Erxleben (1973) p.119 argues that its position between apyipor and

Sedavewpévov means that it must refer back toryw rpame(av at §4: he believes
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that if Demosthenes had wanted to say "in addition", he would have written " mpog

8¢ Tadory apyvprov . 1 must say that I cannot see the logic of this, and nor can
Thompson (1981) p.90, who argues that the phrase "does not go with the
participle but separates it from its noun...... Through hyperbaton Demosthenes
avoids hiatus and perhaps adds emphasis as well" (p.90). We should surely
understand the words as referring to the nearest preceding feminine singular
noun (otoic) and translate the phrase as "in addition to this (real estate)".

The real problem lies in the final clause of the sentence, and
specifically in the apparent contradiction between the statement that the loans
worth 50 talents were part of Pasion’s private fortune (iftov ), and the claim
that this figure included 11 talents from the bank’s deposits. As Erxleben
(1973) p.119 puts it, "Ursache dieser unterschiedlichen Theorien ist die
Unklarheit des griechischen Textes, der in der mit iwv iiberlieferten Gestalt
wiederspriichlich ist, wie man lidngst gesehen hat." If the sum of 11 talents is
money deposited by investors, how can it be described as being part of Pasion’s
own fortune?

This contradiction has attracted a variety of different solutions. The
first, suggested by Sandys and Paley (1886) ad loc., is that {§wor should be
deleted. They attributed its erroneous insertion "to an accidental repetition of
TAéOV, as IAION and TAEON are not very unlike one another". According to this
theory, the figure of 50 talents represents a mixture of Pasion’s own money (39
talents) and clients’ deposits (11 talents).

The second solution is to seek to weaken the force of éwv . Thus Sandys
and Paley (1886) ad loc. raise the possibility that the words Wwov dpyipov are
being used loosely to denote "personal property” as opposed to "real property".
Against this, however, there is already a perfectly clear contrast between

éryetos oboia ynd aryipror, without any need to qualify the latter. Moreover, |
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find this a very dubious translation of #wv. A number of variations on this
idea have been produced. Thus Dareste (1875) (p.466 n.2) thought that "tous ces
fonds sont indistinctement prétés au nom de Pasion (i§,01), qui est seul
créancier des emprunteurs, tout en restant débiteur des déposants”. This theory
seems to me to be vulnerable to precisely the same objection as that of Sandys
and Paley. Finally, Thompson (1981) p.92 p.18 suggests rather desperately that
the word may be inappropriate, but that it makes excellent sense rhetorically.

The third solution is that of Isager and Hansen (1975) p.183 n.46: "l
hereby suggest a reinterpretation of Dem. xxxvi, S - the key-word is eggeia
(mortgaged/consisting of real property). Pasion is the owner of real property
worth about 20 talents and has lent more than 50 talents on security in real
property. Of these talents, 11 come from the deposit of the bank. They do not
constitute the whole deposit. We do not know the total amount, nor how much
Pasion may have lent from money belonging to himself or his clients against
other kinds of security. We must remember that all of the 50 talents were lent
out (dedaneismenon) - and against the same kind of security, since the 11
talents are referred to as cnerga, a neutral term." This hypothesis seems to me
to be quite bizarre. First, the assertion that ¢yyeio¢ is the key-word is
entirely arbitrary and extremely improbable. In fact it forms part of the pev
clause and goes closely withotdwia: there is no reason to think that it
predicates apytpwv. Second, there is no indication that the S0 talents were all
lent on the same type of security. I would agree that évepya is a neutral
term, but this is because Demosthenes has no interest in specifying the precise
nature of all the loans.

Finally, attempts have been made to emend €V or to interpret the passage
in such a way that the 11 talents are not subtracted from the 50 talents.

Sandys and Paley (1886) ud loc. suggested that ¢y otw should be emended to €7
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otv , on which view the clause could be translated "in addition to the 50
talents....." The objection to this hypothesis is (as they themselves admitted)
that for this meaning we should expect mpo< ovv, which is unlikely to have been
corrupted intoév . Sandys and Paley also recorded the suggestion of Heraldus
(which I have been unable to trace) that év should be emended toovv. It is
easier to believe that ovr had been corrupted to oiw, and that év was then
added to make the passage comprehensible, except that oy seems to be required
as a connecting particle. Finally, Sandys and Paley advanced their own
suggestion that év might mean "mixed up with". This I find implausible, since
there is no question of the two types of loan being physically mixed up (as for
example bullion could be).

The only hypothesis which I find at all persuasive is that of Sandys and
Paley, that idwov should be deleted. I therefore agree with Bogaert (1986) that
we should subtract the 11 talents from the 50 talents, leaving a total of 39
talents of Pasion’s own money out on loan. As Bogaert puts it (pp.39-40): "Pour
connaitre son capital privé qui était investi dans la banque, Pasion a di faire
une opération arithmétique trés simple: calculer le total des préts consentis, y
ajouter la totalité de I’encaisse et en soustraire la totalité des dépots; la
somme qui restait était son capital privé. Dans le cas qui nous occupe, cette
somme était de 39 talents."

Finally, we should note that Dem. 36.5 refers to the situation when Pasion
leased the bank to Phormion, not to the situation at his death. When we seek
to quantify his estate, it must be remembered that there may have been as long
as two years between the granting of the lease and Pasion’s death, and that his

financial circumstances could certainly have altered in the interim.
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I turn now to an evaluation of the estate of Pasion. As with the capital
of the bank, a very thorough survey of this question is provided by Bogaert
(1986) pp.42-47, who furnishes a useful summary of the various figures which
have been propounded (p.42). The constituent elements were as follows:

(i) 39 (?) talents on loan (see above). It has been suggested, on the basis of
the claim at Dem. 36.36 that Apollodoros had recovered 20 talents which had
been owing to his father, that only 20 talents worth of loans were outstanding
at the time of Pasion’s death (#10). As Bogaert (1986) p.42 puts it, "Les
savants qui n’acceptent que 20 talents de créances, comme Hasebroek suivi par
plusieurs autres, pensent que 19 talents ont été soit remboursés a Pasion
pendant les deux derniéres années de sa vie, entre le bail et sa mort, et qu’ils
ont été dépensés par lui ou perdus, puisqu’ Apollodore n’a pu récupérer que 20
talents de créances." It is certainly probable that some of the debts were
recovered during Pasion’s lifetime. Bogaert (1986) p.43 acutely notes that at
the time of the lease Pasion apparently had no money that was not tied up in
loans, whilst Apollodoros is accused at Dem. 36.8 of having dissipated much of
the family’s fortune in the years immediately after his father’s death, which
suggests that some at least of these debts had been converted into a more
liquid form by then. On the other hand, it is equally possible that the sum
outstanding in 370/69 was more than 20 talents, but that by 350/49 such of
these debts as had not been recovered by Apollodoros had had to be written off.
The total figure for the loans may well have included the talent from
Peparethos and the talent from Athens which formed part of Archippe’s dowry
(Dem. 45.28), and which were probably in the form of loans rather than of
bullion (#11). We have no indication as to the sort of security on which these
loans were made.

(ii) real estate valued at approximately 20 talents (Dem. 36.5). This total
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included some or all of the following individual items. First, we know that
Pasion owned a house in the Piraeus (for the location see Dem. 52.13). Second,
some or all of the phanera ousia in three demes which Apollodoros owned in 362
(Dem. 50.8) may have formed part of his patrimony. Third, a synoikia worth 100
minae was included in Archippe’s dowry when she married Phormion (Dem. 45.28).
Finally, we should possibly add to this list the synoikia which Apollodoros
received from the estate by virtue of being the elder son (Dem. 36.4) and which
he subsequently mortgaged for 16 minae (Dem. 53.13). However, this property is
more likely to have been part of the phanera ousia noted above.

(iii) the bank. Davies (APF 11672 VII) is right to say that "The bank of course
had no capital value apart from that of the premises and the slave employees,
being entirely a credit institution which operated with capital provided by
customers’ deposits". Of course the real value of the bank lay in its goodwill,

the willingness of clients to use it, to which of course it is impossible to put

a figure. Phormion paid an annual rent of 100 minae for it (Dem. 36.11), but we
do not know how this figure was calculated. Given that so much of the success

of the bank depended on the elusive and intangible qualities of trustworthiness
and luck, it would obviously be naive to try to value it by comparing the rent

paid for it with that paid for the shield-factory. As regards its physical
components, Apollodoros describes the bank as comprising "the wood(en table) and
the site and the records" (Dem. 45.33). From this it appears that there was no
separate bank building, and that the bank was simply a plot of land upon which

a temporary structure rather like a market stall was erected.

(iv) the shield-factory. We have no indication of its value beyond the fact

that it generated a rent of 1 talent per annum (Dem. 36.11). It must be
emphasised that this figure does not represent the profit which was made from

the business, but rather the amount of rent which the lessee agreed to pay the
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lessor. Not only had the lessee to make his own profit, but he also had to
believe that he would make enough of a profit for it to be worth his while to
take on the responsibility of a lease. It is this fact which makes any attempt
to value the shield-factory by means of a comparison with the knife-makers of
the elder Demosthenes so difficult and potentially misleading (#12). If these
last were worth approximately 3 talents and brought in a clear annual profit of
30 minae (#13), and if the two businesses were fully comparable, then the
shield-factory ought to be worth at least twice and possibly three times as
much as Demosthenes’ slaves. But since they are clearly not at all comparable,
this figure has no real value. One obvious difference between the two is that
the slaves of Demosthenes worked at the family home, whilst in Dem. 36
references are always to a workshop. Even so the value of the workshop can
hardly have been much lower than § talents, and may have been somewhat higher.
(v) we hear that Apollodoros pawned "cups and a gold crown from my patrimony"
for 1000 drachmae (Dem. 53.9). These heirlooms must have been worth at least
this sum, and probably considerably more. We do not know what else he
inherited from his father.
(vi) the dowry which Archippe took with her when she married Phormion included
various household and personal effects: "maidservants and gold, and her other
possessions in the house" (Dem. 45.28). Their value cannot be determined.

So much for the credit side. There is no evidence that Pasion owed any
money except for the fully secured debt of 11 talents to the bank. Since all
but one of the above figures is more or less approximate, it is obviously futile
to try to give an accurate figure for the total value of his estate (#14). At
the very least real estate worth 20 talents, loans worth a minimum of 20
talents and the shield-factory worth roughly § talents take us up to 48

talents, even before we try to put a value to the bank and to the various minor
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items. Given that the bank as a going concern was of considerable value, that
the total value of the loans was almost certainly more than 20 talents, and
that Pasion probably also left a quantity of ready money, this must be a
conservative assessment, and the actual figure may have been considerably

higher.

I turn now to consider the lease of the bank and the shield-factory to
Phormion. The relevance of this to an assessment of the private fortune of
Pasion lies in the claim of Apollodoros that some of Pasion’s own money had
been included in the deposits of the bank when they were leased to Phormion,
and that Phormion had embezzled this money. If Apollodoros is telling the
truth, we must increase our estimate of the value of his father’s estate by that
sum. Unfortunately, although we are able to hear both sides of the dispute
between Apollodoros and Phormion, it remains extremely difficult to establish
precisely what was being claimed, let alone determine where the truth is most
likely to lie. The reason for this difficulty is clearly put by Thompson (1981)
p.83: "Instead of Apollodoros’ presentation of the case against Phormion himself,
where he must have made a clear statement of the damages he suffered, we have
his prosecution of one of Phormion’s witnesses for perjury (Demosthenes 45 and
46), where the original tirmema is no longer relevant. On the other side it was
no longer Phormion’s business (in Demosthenes 36) to clarify why his opponent
was seeking a certain sum."

Apollodoros accused Phormion of having misappropriated the aphorme of the
bank (Dem. 36.11-12; 45.45). The aphorme was the sum of his own money which a
banker put into his bank as working capital. If such money had been left in the
bank by Pasion, Phormion would have been obliged to return it with the deposits

when his lease ended. Phormion’s defence was that he only leased the fabric of

-62 -



the bank and the investors’ deposits: he received none of Pasion’s money and
therefore there was nothing that he needed to repay. The sum which Apollodoros
claimed was 20 talents (Dem. 36.3), but we are nowhere told how this figure was
calculated. This has given rise to a variety of different explanations, which

are again catalogued by Bogaert (1986) pp.29-35.

It emerges from a number of passages in Dem. 45 that Apollodoros
believed that Phormion had attempted to conceal his (alleged) depredation by
falsifying the record of the lease which existed between him and Pasion. This
can be seen most clearly at Dem. 45.30, where Apollodoros tries to explain to
the jurors what he believes to be the purpose of the clause in the lease which
recorded that Pasion owed 11 talents to the bank:

(i) "This had, I think, the following purpose..... he got control of the money in
the bank, about which everybody knew, and which could not be concealed, by
claiming that our father owed it, so that any money he might be proved to have
he might claim to have recovered."

The connection between the disputed sum of money and the lease is reinforced in
the following passages:

(ii) "I have related how he fabricated the lease, in order to get his hands on

the capital of the bank...." (Dem. 45.47).

(iii) "For perhaps [Phormion and his friends] paid no attention to anything other
than stealing the money and recording my father as owing it" (Dem. 46.17).

(iv) "Phormion wronged us from the outset and deprived us of the money, which
our father left to us and which he leased to this man with the bank and the
workshop" (Dem. 46.27).

The first passage is the most important, since it represents the only attempt
made by either party in the dispute to explain the basis of Apollodoros’ claim.

However, the unequivocal assertion that Phormion had fabricated Pasion’s debt to

-63 -



the bank in order to mask his own peculation poses as many questions as it
answers. First, how is it that Pasion’s debt of 11 talents had now become a
claim by Apollodoros for 20 talents? The most widely accepted explanation is
that of Sandys and Paley (1886) p.xxiv n.4 that the figure of 20 talents arose
"out of the eleven talents mentioned in Or. 36 §11, with the addition of

interest. Phormion’s lease lasted for 8 years; 11 talents at say 10 per cent.
simple interest (not an uncommon rate at Athens), would with the interest
amount to exactly 20 talents in 8 years (and a fraction of a year over, 2/11)".
This hypothesis is accepted by Bogaert (1968) p.77 (reasserted at Bogaert (1986)
p.35: "Tous ces arguments font pencher la balance en faveur de la thése de
J.E.Sandys qui garde donc notre adhésion") and by Davies (4PF 11672 VI), but has
been doubted by other scholars. Isager and Hansen (1975) p.188 n.96 argue that
if interest was added for the 8 years of the lease, it should also be added for

the 13 years from 362 (or whenever the lease ended) down to 350. However,
they do still accept that we are here dealing with a capital sum and the

interest on it, since they go on to suggest that "The figure may have been set

so low in order to discourage the jurors from choosing Phormio’s proposal for
compensation". On this point, Bogaert (1986) p.34 rightly insists that "il

n’était pas nécessaire que le taux de I'intérét fit préalablement convenu pour
pouvoir réclamer des intéréts". I am less convinced, however, by Bogaert’s
explanation of why only 8 years interest should have been claimed. Bogaert
asserts that the fact that Pasicles took over the bank in 362 meant that any
interest accruing for the subsequent years would have been due to him rather
than to Apollodoros (pp.34-35). Yet the money which Apollodoros was claiming
was not part of the bank, but rather money which had been put into the bank,
and therefore should have been split between the two brothers.

A different approach is adopted by Erxleben (1973) pp.124-125, who
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suggests that the difference of 9 talents (20 less 11) represents the money
which Archippe inherited, and that Apollodoros was claiming this money on the
ground that Phormion had no right to it because his marriage to Archippe was
invalid. This hypothesis, in addition to being wholly speculative, is vulnerable
on two other grounds. First, Archippe’s property can hardly have amounted to
anything like 9 talents, and second, it had been already been distributed to her
children upon her death in 360.

A radically different interpretation is put forward by Thompson (1979).
He argues that, in trying to determine the basis of Apollodoros’ claim, the
money which Pasion owed to the bank is a red herring, and had possibly been
repaid even before his death. Thompson bases his argument on the fact that it
is Phormion who has most to say about the 11 talents, and that he discusses
them because they appear as a potentially puzzling feature in the lease and not,
apparently, as the basis of Apollodoros’ claim. He therefore suggests that we
ought to consider the loans which Pasion made out of his own funds: "those
loans which had been made through the bank would be part of its equity. So
that Apollodorus could argue that in leasing the qgopyfy Phormion became
responsible for those loans..... He was demanding repayment of all the loans
which Pasion had made through his bank which were outstanding at the time of
the trial" (p.87). Accordingly, Thompson derives the figure of 20 talents from
the 39 talents of his own money that Pasion had out on loan at the time of his
death (Dem. 36.5): of these 39 talents, 20 talents had been recovered by
Apollodoros (Dem. 36.36), leaving a balance of 19 talents. This sum was then
doubled for damages, halved for Apollodoros’ share, thus returning us to the
figure of 19 talents, which Thomson suggests was rounded up to 20 talents.

Although I can certainly accept that Pasion did lend his own money

through the bank, or rather that he did not distinguish between lending his own
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money and lending his investors’ deposits, I am unable to accept the rest of

this hypothesis for the following reasons. First, there is no indication that
Phormion was in fact being held responsible for these loans. Indeed, we know
that it was Apollodoros himself who prosecuted those clients who failed to

repay the money which they had borrowed (Dem. 36.36). Moreover, if Phormion
could be held responsible for their recovery, surely the same must apply to
Xenon and company. Yet there is no indication that these men were also being
prosecuted for failing to recover them. It is admittedly true that at

Dem. 45.33 Apollodoros attributes the alleged deficit to Phormion’s incompetence,
but in this passage he is assuming the validity of the lease solely in order to
demonstrate its implausibility. His real view was not that Phormion had
neglected to recover these loans, but that he had stolen Pasion’s money

(Dem. 45.34). Second, and crucially, Thompson ignores the explicit connection
between Phormion’s alleged peculation and the forged lease, or (to put it

another way) between the figures of 11 and 20 talents. As Bogaert (1986) p.31
says, "Il faut en conclure que dans I’esprit d’Apollodore les 11 talents et

I’ &goppn étaient la méme chose." Finally, his thesis requires that we manipulate
the figures (by rounding up the sum of 19 talents) in order to get the
calculation to come out.

One could of course imagine, as a variation on the hypothesis of
Thompson, that Apollodoros believed that Phormion had recovered some of the
loans himself and then held on to the money, but there is no indication that
this is what he thought had happened.

None of the suggested explanations of the figure of 20 talents is without
problem. On balance I am inclined to prefer the original hypothesis of Sandys

and Paley, although it is arbitrary in its choice of interest rate and does not

explain why interest should only be claimed for 8 years. One could of course
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get around these problems by supposing that interest was claimed at an annual
rate lower than 10%, or (perhaps better) that the figure of 20 talents was
picked as a convenient round number which exceeded the original sum at issue,
to allow for lost interest and the like, but which was not so high as to

dissuade the jurors from convicting Phormion. This indeed seems to me to be

the most likely solution.

Even more puzzling than the derivation of the figure of 20 talents is the
question of how exactly Phormion was supposed to have effected the fraud of
which Apollodoros accuses him. For if Pasion had left some of his own money in
the bank when he leased it to Phormion, and if Phormion had embezzled this
money, he would scarcely have sought to disguise his fraud by claiming that
Pasion owed it to the bank. For as soon as the lease expired and control of
the deposits reverted to Apollodoros and Pasicles, this debt would revert to the
heirs and would in effect disappear (since at that point the bank and Pasion’s
heirs would be one and same). I therefore cannot agree with the statement of
Davies (APF 11672 VI) that "I infer from this ([Dem.] 45.30) that in 362 Phormion
retained 11 tal. out of the bank’s capital resources in quittance of Pasion’s
debt, which was therefore still outstanding in full. Only if this was the case
does it become intelligible that Apollodoros, simply be redefining the sum of 11
tal. as the indispensible reserve capital of the bank ((’x¢0pw'r Dem. xxxvi 12; cf.
43) could claim it, plus interest for eight years..... as if it were Pasion’s
private property.” It is inconceivable that Phormion should have been entitled
to retain any money on his own account once the lease had expired: Pasion’s debt

was to the bank, not to Phormion personally.
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If Pasion had also leased some of his own money with the bank, there would have
been a lease which recorded this fact. If Phormion wanted to get his hands on
the capital of the bank, all that he had to do was to destroy the original lease

and replace it with a forgery which made no reference to this money. What he
would not have done was to claim that Pasion owed money to the bank, since he

could have no personal claim on this money.

The above argument only serves to demonstrate what would probably be
widely accepted anyway, that it is very unlikely that Phormion perpetrated the
fraud of which Apollodoros accuses him. On the other hand, [ would suggest
that Apollodoros, if he wished to argue that Phormion had misappropriated money
from the bank, had very little alternative but to proceed as he did. It is clear
that he could not accept that Phormion had acquired his wealth simply through
the day to day running of the bank, and therefore believed that it must derive
from the misappropriation of money from the bank. He could hardly argue that
the deposits had been embezzled, and was therefore forced to suppose that this
money was the working capital of the bank. Ideally he would have liked to
argue that Phormion had simply removed any reference to the capital of the bank
from the lease-document (see above): that he had pocketed the money and then
falsified the lease to make it appear that he had never received it. However,
the matter was not so simple, since the lease contained a clause referring to
Pasion owing 11 talents to the bank. Faced with this document, his thoughts
may have run as follows: the lease must be forged, and this clause must have
been put there for a purpose; the only possible purpose is to defraud me of my
rightful inheritance. Of course, it is vaguely plausible to claim that Phormion
had invented a debt of Pasion, albeit to the bank, in order to get his own hands

on his money. Obviously such an argument fails to stand up to critical
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scrutiny, but I cannot accept the assertion of Thompson (1981) p.85 that such a
fabrication is so transparent that Apollodoros could not have attempted it. My
reasons for thinking this are as follows. First, I do not believe that an
Athenian jury, having heard each side’s arguments once and not having recourse
to written evidence, would have found it at all easy to unravel the financial
details of the case. Second, Apollodoros is likely to have said as little as
possible about the details of his claim, limiting himself to the general

assertion that Phormion could only have acquired his great wealth through

fraudulent means, and to attempts to whip up xenophobic prejudice against him.

1 now propose to try to assess the scale of Apollodoros’ wealth (as well
as that of his brother Pasicles). Apollodoros himself tells us that he was left
a lot of money by his father (Dem. 45.3), and we know that the following items
formed part of his inheritance (I assume unless otherwise stated that Pasion’s
estate was divided equally between his two sons):
(1) real estate. From Pasion’s property valued at 20 talents should be
subtracted the synoikia worth 100 minae which formed part of Archippe’s dowry
(Dem. 45.28). We should also set to one side the synoikia which Apollodoros
received by virtue of being the elder son (Dem. 36.34). This is presumably to
be identified with the synoikia which he subsequently mortgaged for 16 minae,
although it was doubtless worth more than that (Dem. 53.13). The balance,
amounting to approximately 18 talents, was divided between the two brothers
(Dem. 36.8-9). We do not know which of them inherited Pasion’s house in the
Piraeus: probably it was Pasicles, even though he was the younger brother, since
we know that Apollodoros moved to the country after the death of their father

(Dem. 53.4). In 362 we hear that Apollodoros owned real estate in three
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different demes (Dem. 50.8), but we do not know how many of these properties

were part of his inheritance, and how many he had subsequently bought himself.

(ii) recovered loans. I have argued above that we cannot determine the value of
the loans which were owing to Pasion at the time of his death (p.59). Phormion
asserts at Dem. 36.36 (with how much truth we cannot tell) that Apollodoros "has
recovered 20 talents in all of the debts, on the basis of the records which his
father left. And of these he has more than a half: for he deprived his brother
of his share of many of them."
(iii) bank and shield-factory. I have already suggested that a notional capital
value of 9 talents for the shield-factory is not unreasonable, but that the bank
cannot be valued. The two businesses were treated as a single unit until the
end of their lease to Phormion, whereupon the brothers split them, Apollodoros
choosing the shield-factory and Pasicles taking the bank (Dem. 36.11). We are
told at Dem. 36.11 that the bank had an annual prosodos of 100 minae, the
shield-factory one of 60 minae. During the 8 years of the lease the combined
annual income of 160 minae was divided equally between the brothers.
Thereafter, despite the division, the two business were leased out as a unit for
a further 10 years to Xenon and company. However, the two incomes were now
kept separate (Dem. 36.37), with Apollodoros receiving an annual income of 60
minae, and Pasicles one of 100 minae. Their respective incomes for the period
of the two leases were therefore as follows:
Apollodoros 8 years x 80 minae = 10 tal. 40 minae.

10 years x 60 minae = 10 tal.

Total: 20 tal. 40 minae.
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Pasicles 8 years x 80 minae = 10 tal. 40 minae.
10 years x 100 minae = 16 tal. 40 minae.
Total: 27 tal. 20 minae.

The precise chronology of the two leases is not entirely clear, but these 18
years must bring us down almost to the date of Dem. 36 (350/49). This
conclusion is supported by the fact that Phormion makes no mention of any
further income for Apollodoros from this source. We do not know what happened
to the two businesses after Xenon’s lease ended. One would imagine that the
brothers sought new lessees, at least for the bank, and that each brother
continued to derive an income comparable to that which they had previously
attained. Certainly there is no indication that either of them had sold up.

It should be noted as a rider to this discussion that for the duration of
the first lease Pasicles was a minor, under the guardianship of Phormion and
Nicocles. Davies (APF 11672 XI (C)) suggests that he received his prosodos as a
lump sum upon his coming of age, less the cost of his maintenance. We do not
know how much this figure would have been (#15), but [ am certainly prepared to
accept Davies’ upper limit of 1 talent. However, I wonder whether Pasicles
would in fact have had to pay anything, since, although an orphan, he was still
living with his mother in the family home.
(iv) Phormion claims at Dem. 36.38 that Apollodoros held 2 talents 3600 drachmae
from the bank and was refusing to return it. We do not know how this debt was
incurred, nor indeed can we be sure that it actually existed.
(v) Apollodoros claimed upon his mother’s death that her property should be
shared out between her children (Dem. 36.32). His claim is itemised as follows:
"having claimed 3000 drachmae in addition to the 2000 drachmae which she had
given to this man’s [Phormion] children, and a cloak and slave girl" (Dem. 36.14).

The dispute was referred to arbitration, where Phormion was persuaded to give

- 71 -



Apollodoros "the 3,000 drachmae and the rest" (TS 70 xtAiag kol o mpoTby))
Apollodoros thus received 5,000 drachmae in all (§15). Dem. 36.32 states that
Archippe’s property was split four ways, so we may infer that her three other
children received the same figure. This fits in well enough with the details of
her dowry given at Dem. 45.28: the main elements were loans (presumably,
although this is not specified) to the sum of 12,000 drachmae and a synoikia
worth 10,000 drachmae.

(vi) Although Pasion apparently held no cash at the time when he leased the
bank and shield-factory to Phormion, it should not be assumed that the same was

true of the situation when he died. However, we have no clue as to whether

Apollodoros and Pasicles inherited any cash.

I shall now attempt to summarise the results of this discussion in
tabular form. The figures in brackets are the dates on which the brothers

received the various parts of their father’s estate.

Apollodoros Pasicles

Real estate: presbeia (368) 23000 dr.synoikia

other (368) 79 tal. 79 tal.
Recovered loans (by 350) 10 tal. 10 tal.
Bank (362) unknown
Shield-factory (362) 79 tal.
From bank (by 350) - 2 tal. 3600 dr.
From mother (360) 5000 dr. 5000 dr
Cash unknown unknown
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In addition, it is clear from Dem. 36.41 that even in 350/49 a number of the
loans which had been made by Pasion were still outstanding. In theory these
could have amounted to 19 talents (39 talents less the 20 talents which
Apollodoros had recovered) but it is likely that by this stage most if not all

of them had either been repaid or been written off. As can be seen from the
above table, the brothers got control of their inheritance in stages. But by
350/49 the process was complete, and Apollodoros had received approximately 30
talents. Pasicles had done less well, since the bank had little intrinsic value,

but at the same time he had the opportunity to generate a somewhat higher
annual income from it. It need hardly be said that both were extremely rich

men in their own right (# 16).

1 have so far discussed only the sources of the fortunes of Pasion and
Apollodoros. 1t remains now to consider how their wealth was used. As before,
I limit myself here to a calculation of the figures: an attempt to put their
expenditure into its social context appears in the final chapter. I am
particularly interested here to quantify their expenditure on liturgies and on
voluntary contributions (epidoseis) to the city. Determining whether or not an
Athenian was liable to liturgical service is one of the most reliable ways of
deciding whether or not he belonged to the wealthiest stratum of Athenian
society (#17). There is of course no doubt that the family of Pasion fell into
this category, but an examination of their liturgical record is still important
as an indication of the sorts of financial demands which were likely to be made
of the wealthiest Athenians. In particular, there is a good chance that we can
use the information found in Dem. 50 to calculate the cost of a trierarchy, even
if it was in more than one respect a most untypical one.

Pasion is said by Apollodoros to have "made himself useful [to the city]
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in many ways" (Dem. 45.85), and by his son-in-law Theomnestos to have been
awarded Athenian citizenship "on account of his benefactions towards the city"
(Dem. 59.2). Unfortunately we are never given a complete list of his public
services, so what follows is probably only a partial record.
(i) Apollodoros says that Pasion “n¢wre rpufipers édeAovis Embous Kol Tap’ QUTOV
TAPWO QS ETPUPAPXTITE TOUpapXios” (Dem. 45.85).
The idea that Pasion should have contributed 5 triremes clearly so alarmed
Blass that in his Teubner text he deleted the word rpujpers. This seems to me
almost certainly wrong, for the following reasons. First, both grammar and
sense require that .¢ rdoirc should have a direct object (#18). Murray (Loeb),
who followed Blass’ text, glossed the phrase as "voluntarily equiping the ships",
but this is unjustifiable. Second, the use of gépre rather than geyrakis seems
to require some nearer object for ¢mdois thantompapyics We must therefore
accept the transmitted text and live with the consequences. But in fact there
is nothing odd about an Athenian contributing the hull of a trireme - a good
parallel is provided by Dem. 21.160xA\x vij Al Tpuijpn émédwrkey - whilst the
state of the Athenian fleet in the early Vfourth century would have made such a
gift particularly opportune. We do not know when these ships were donated,
although it was presumably at the same time as the trierarchies were performed
(see above pp.12-13).

We do not know for sure how much a new trireme cost. [Aristotle] Ath.Pol.
22.7 and Polyaenus 1.30.6 suggest that in the early fifth century a trireme
could be built for 1 talent, although the historical reliability of these
accounts is questionable. We know from passages such as IGii21629 11.569-577
that in the later fourth century a trierarch who was considered responsible for
the loss of his ship was fined 5,000 drachmae (#19). It would be natural to

assume that this figure represented the cost of building a replacement.
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Recently, however, Gabrielsen (1988) has argued that, since the price of building
a ship fluctuated as the necessary raw materials were in good or short supply,
the 5,000 drachmae payment may have been a form of flat-rate tax. Whether or
not this is true, I find it hard to believe that this figure can have differed

much from the average cost of a new hull. [ also think that we can reasonably
assume that if Pasion donated the hull and hired the crew, he would also have
equipped the ship. Possible support for this comes from a reference at 1021609,
a naval record of disputed date, to two anchors which Pasion contributed
(11.85-86) (see pp.23-27 above). We do not know the circumstances under which
this equipment was given, but it is at least possible that the anchors were
originally installed in one of the five ships which Pasion donated. On the

likely cost of equipping a trireme and of recruiting the crew see my discussion
below (pp.76-79) of Apollodoros’ trierarchy of 362-60. The cost of the 5
trierarchies themselves would have depended heavily on whether Pasion ever had
to find pay for his crew. The evidence for the cost of trierarchies is

conveniently collected by Davies APF pp.xxi-xxii: the lowest known cost was
4,000 drachmae, the highest 6,000 drachmae (for a trierarchy which was
contracted out). Davies rightly warns against the possibility of "forensic
inflation" when dealing with the financial information provided by orators
(p.xxii), but the figures for the cost of a trierarchy are broadly consistent and
should be accepted. Of course a liturgist could never know in advance how much
his liturgy would cost, so a degree of variety is only to be expected. Since it

is highly unlikely that Pasion would have skimped on expenditure, [ would not
have thought that he spent much less than 1 talent on each trierarchy.

Therefore, since the ships cost at least 5,000 drachmae each, he can hardly have
spent any less than 9% talents in total. It is likely, however, that he also

paid for the equipment, and that he actually spent considerably more than this.
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(ii) also at Dem. 45.85 we are told that Pasion donated 1,000 shields to the
city. 778 of these were still in store in the Chalkotheke in 371/0 (IGii21424a
p-800 11.128-129, 139-140). The value of this gift is impossiblie to assess. For
what it is worth, the price of a shield on third century Ceos was 20 drachmae
(SIG3958 1.31). If Athenian prices were comparable, it would have cost 3
talents 2,000 drachmae to buy the shields, although of course the cost to Pasion

of this gift was only the cost price of the shields, which again we do not know.

1 turn now to consider Apollodoros’ known liturgies, which are as follows
(the dates are argued for in Chapter I):
(i) Davies APF 11672 XII argues on the basis of Dem. 53.4 and 59.6 that
Apollodoros served as trierarch before his father’s death. I have already
argued that neither passage supports such a conclusion (see above p.15).
(ii) as (syn)trierarch in ¢.368 (Dem. 53.5).
(iii) as syntrierarch in either 370 or 366/5 (IGii21609 11.83-89).
(iv) as syntrierarch in 362-360 (Dem. 50).
(v) paying the proeisphora in 362 (Dem. 50.8-10).
(vi) as syntrierarch in 356 (lGii21612 1.110).
(vii) as choregos in the boys’ dithyramb at the Dionysia in 352/1 (IGii23039).
There is no way of assessing the specific costs of trierarchies (ii), (iii)
or (vi), but there is rather more evidence for (v). In what follows I rely
heavily on the work of Ballin (1978) pp.216-221 ( = Appendix A: the cost of
Apollodoros’ trierarchy of 362-360). We know that Apollodoros paid for the
following:
(1) completely equipping the ship with his own equipment (Dem. 50.7). Bo6ckh
(1840) pp.199-200 estimated the cost of this at 1 talent, but Ballin (1978)
p.216 follows Friinkel (1923) pp.10-11 in arguing for a figure of 5,000 drachmae.
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The only indication in the text is the statement at Dem. 50.26-28 that Euctemon
and Deinias offered to sell the gear to Polycles, saying that they needed the
money to repay the mortgage on Apollodoros’ farm. Ballin argues from this that
Apollodoros was willing to sell the gear "for 30 minas or perhaps somewhat more
(the language is ambiguous)" (p.217), and from this he argues for a lower value
for the ship’s equipment, allowing for depreciation at 25%. But in fact it is

pure guesswork to suggest that the sale of the gear would generate just enough
money (30 minae) to repay the mortgage and no more, and this passage provides
no evidence against the traditional figure of 1 talent.

(2) ornamentation, some of it golden (Dem. 50.34). Ballin (1978) p.217 guesses
1,200 drachmae.

(3) repairs and maintenance. This was estimated at 1,200 drachmae by Bockh, but
was reduced by Ballin p.217-218 to 600 drachmae.

(4) money for provisions for a few days (Dem. 50.55). Ballin p.218 calculates
two obols per man per day for three days, or 1,100 drachmae in all (presumably
reached on the assumption that the crew was never at full strength).

(5) large bonuses (Dem. 50.7). Ballin p.219 estimates a total of 10 drachmae per
man for a residual crew of 250, making a total of 2,500 drachmae. I am inclined
to think that this figure is on the low side, since there were at least two

occasions on which Apollodoros made such payments. First, he gave initial gifts
and advances to the crew which required him to mortgage his property and
borrow an unquantified sum of money (Dem. 50.7). Second, on his return to the
Piraeus he not only had to take on additional sailors, again attracting them

with large gifts and advances, but he also gave money to those sailors who had
remained for the support of their families (Dem. 50.12). This largesse forced
him to mortgage his house to Thrasylochos and Archeneos for 30 minae, which he

distributed, apparently in toto, among his crew (Dem. 50.13). Since this
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distribution alone exceeds Ballin’s estimate, I would be inclined to double that
figure.

(6) pay. Ballin (1978) pp.218-219 bases his calculations on the following

figures: 4 obols per man per day for pay, and 190 men as the average strength
of the crew, both of which seem reasonable (#20). We are told that the
generals only provided pay for 2 out of the 17 months (Dem. 50.10), from which
Ballin infers that Apollodoros made up the balance for the remaining 15 months.
He therefore calculates that Apollodoros spent on pay a total of 4 x 190 x 30
(days) x 15 (months) obols, or 57,000 drachmae. If this figure is of the right
order of magnitude, we would be compelled to accept that this trierarchy proved
to be vastly more costly than any other known to us. However, I am unhappy
about the assumption that Apollodoros provided pay for the remaining 15 months,
and think that the evidence requires reconsideration. The key passage is Dem.
50.10:

"[I shall give you a record] of the monthly pay which I gave to the petty

officers (hyperesia) and marines, although I only received subsistence money
from the generals, except for pay for just two months out of one year and five
months, and of the sailors who were hired and how much money each one got."
The clear implication of this passage is that it was only the marines and the
petty officers (#21) who were paid regularly, and that the bulk of the crew was
not paid for the full 15 months (the same inference can be drawn from §§25 and
35). And indeed Apollodoros says explicitly that his crewmen deserted because
they had not been paid (Dem. 50.11-12). Although these deserters were replaced,
and their successors were given advances on their pay (ibid.), it is clear that

the problems of lack of pay and desertion were chronic (Dem. 50.14-16, 18). We
simply do not know what proportion of their pay the rowers ever received from

Apollodoros, but the impression which one gets from the speech is that it was
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fairly small.

A more promising angle of approach might be to consider the various sums
of money which Apollodoros was obliged to borrow in order to keep his ship in
service. We hear of the following items of expenditure:

(i) the initial hiring of the crew required him to mortgage his property and

borrow money (Dem. 50.7).

(ii) the expenditure occasioned by his return to the Piraeus obliged him to
mortgage his house to Thrasylochos and Archeneos for 30 minae (§13).

(iii) desertions among his crew meant that he had to borrow 15 minae from
Archedemos of Anaphlystos and 800 drachmae from Nicippos the ship-owner (§17).
(iv) he was again forced to borrow money in order to hire replacements (§23).

(v) he borrowed money from Cleanax and Eperatos on Tenedos in order to provide
the sailors with money for their maintenance (856).

Although we are not told the amount of some of these loans, it is doubtful that

any of them were of a magnitude to get us anywhere near the total reached by
Ballin. For if any of these unquantified sums had been particularly large,
Apollodoros would not have shrunk from advertising to the jurors the extent of

his generosity. In fact, [ would doubt whether he spent more than a couple of
talents on pay, although this is of course only a guess.

It is all but impossible to determine the total cost of this trierarchy,
although it appears from Apollodoros’ own words and from the criticisms of
Polycles that it was particularly expensive compared to most others. 1 would
estimate that it cost between 3 and 4 talents, but we have no real way of
telling. Of this, half should have been the responsibility of his syntrierarch.

There is no indication as to whether his expenditure on the other trierarchies

was equally abnormal.

It is futile to try to assess the cost of his service as proeispheron in

-79 -



362, not least because Attic demes varied so widely in size and wealth. We do
not know how many people in each deme were liable for this liturgy, nor how
much money they were obliged to advance. The problem is compounded by the
fact that the deme-based procedure which Apollodoros describes is otherwise
unattested, and it has been suggested that his account of it is seriously
misleading (#22). Moreover, we have only his word for it that he never recovered
any of the money which he advanced (Dem. 50.9).

The only figure for the cost of a boys’ dithyrambic chorus is that of
more than 15 minae recorded at Lys. 21.4. We do not know how typical this
figure was, nor whether the cost had altered by 352/1.

In addition to these liturgies, there are sweeping references in his
speeches to the various services which he had performed. At Dem. 45.78 he says
that he performed his civic duties with the utmost distinction, as befitted a
newly-enrolled citizen. Phormion asserts that what Apollodoros had spent on
liturgies on his own account did not amount even to the interest on 20 minae
(Dem. 50.39), but this is evidently a grotesque distortion. Similarly, his jibe
that Apollodoros claimed to have spent more on behalf of Athens than either he
or anyone else had ever possessed (Dem. 36.57) must be an exaggeration,
although maybe Apollodoros’ did make extravagant claims about the amount which

his liturgies had cost.
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Notes to Chapter 11

1. The best evidence of slaves owning property is provided by the so-called
"freedmen bowls" of IGii®1553-1578. See also IGi®426 11.24-39 and Neaera’s
savings at Dem. 59.31.

2. For the high regard in which Pasion was held see Dem. 36.43-44.

3. In the fifth century the author of the pseudo-Xenophontic Athenaion Politeia
complains that the Athenians allow their slaves to live luxuriously and to put

on airs, and talks of rich slaves who have their own money (1.11). The only
piece of fourth century evidence is the statement of Aeschines that the public
slave Pittalacos was well-off (euporon arguriou) (1.54). Neither passage need

be taken au pied de la lettre.

4. On the later value of the bank see p.60 bélow. Although the physical
components of the bank would have been much the same in 395 and in 370, it may
well have handled more money and become considerably more profitable over a
quarter of a century.

5. Thus Bogaert (1968) p.40 n.35: "Isocr. 17, 43, sur 'emploi de&ﬁs suivi du
nom d’une fonction, généralement au pluriel, pour désigner un ’ex-fonctionnaire’
voir N.Lewis, Two Terminological Novelties, AJPh. 81 (1960) 186-187." This seems
to me to be quite perverse.

6. On the economic regeneration of Athens after the Peloponnesian war see
Mossé (1973) pp.42-49.

7. On interest rates see Bogaert (1968) pp.360-361.  The 36% at which
Aeschines the Socratic borrowed (Athen. 13.611F) was exceptional.

8. The question of whether Athenian bankers paid interest on deposits has been
hotly debated. Bogaert (1968) pp.346-348 argued that they did, but this view

was rejected by Thompson (1979) pp.225-230. In a recent survey of various
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important issues in the study of Greek banking Bogaert (1986) pp.19-24 has
attempted, in my opinion with only partial success, to answer the objections of
Thompson. In fact the distance between their views is not as great as one
would imagine, since Bogaert (1986) now accepts that most deposits did not
attract interest: "nous sommes d’accord avec W.E. Thompson pour dire que

la grande majorité des dépots bancaires étaient des dépots de paiement” (p.24).
9. There is however a reference to money being lent to bankers in the scholion
to Dem. 24.136. Thompson (1979) p.228 argues, rightly in my opinion, that this
is exceptional.

10. Thus Hasebroek (1930) pp.171-172.

1. Thus Davies APF 11672 VIII (D).

12. A recent attempt to calculate the value of the shield-factory on the basis

of our knowledge of the knife-manufacturing slaves owned by the elder
Demosthenes was made by Erxleben (1973) pp.128-132. However, his calculations
involve so many assumptions that the final figure which he produces is in my
opinion worthless.

13. See Dem. 27.9 with Davies APF XIII and XV.

14. Estimates of the total value of Pasion’s estate are listed by Bogaert

(1986) p.42.

15. Jones (1957) p.135 n.1 discusses the evidence for the cost of maintenance
at Athens, with reference to Lys. 32.28 and Dem. 27.36, but is unable to provide
a figure for a single male child.

16. For a discussion of the wealthof the richest men in Athens see Jones

(1957) p.87, who cites with approval the passage of Lysias (19.45-48) in which

it is asserted that most wealthy men were found, on their deaths, to be nowhere
near as rich as had been rumoured. The largest attested estate after that of

Pasion belonged to Conon, who left 40 talents (Lys. 19.40).
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17. For liturgical service as a guide to wealth see Davies .4PF pp.xx-xxiv.

18. The verb epididonai used in this sense is regularly transitive (thus LSJ).

The one possible exception is Din. 1.80: “juiy’ ol tAot mavres €k T biwy
s ebidooay els THY VueTépaY TwTHpiAY but I do not think that this is an exact
parallel, since XxpMHeT® (or the like) is easily supplied from ex T idiw .

19. 1Gii%1629 569-577:

"y Avrighévous K vinppiov kAnpoviuov Avtirbévous Kuinppio ameAafouev 10 fuuov

T, TALipovS, i WpoAdynoav kawiy dbdodwaew, g bvopa Taxeia, Toluriov épyov, XXM

20. Normal pay was 3 obols per day. Thus Pritchett (1971) p.17 n.52.

21. Jordan (1969) convinced himself that the word /iyperesia meant a body of
public slaves used to row in a trireme. For a decisive rebuttal of this bizarre
suggestion see Garlan (1974) section (B).

22. See Davies (1981) pp.133-150 (Appendix I: the diadikasia-documents) and
especially pp.149-150 for the tempting suggestion that Apollodoros did not
contribute the money as a (voluntary) liturgy, as he would have the jury

believe, but rather that Aristophon had secured the passing of a measure to
compel the prominent land-holders in each deme to pay the proeisphora on behalf
of their deme, irrespective of whether they were performing any other liturgies.

This suggestion is accepted by Whitehead (1986a) p.133.
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Chapter II1 The speeches of Apollodoros (1): Authorship

The authorship of the speeches delivered by Apollodoros is a topic which
has attracted considerable scholarly interest. In the last century a number of
monographs were written on the Apollodoran speeches, all of which addressed
themselves to the question of the identity of their author(s): Hornbostel (1851),
Lortzing (1863), and Sigg (1873). To these should be added the punctiliously
detailed investigation into the authenticity ot Oration 45 of Hiittner (1895).
Moreover, Uhle (1883), in a study of the spurious speeches in the Demosthenic
corpus, devotes considerable space to the Apollodoran speeches. In addition to
these more specialised studies, both Schifer Beildiige and Blass (1893) provide
important discussions of the speeches. Finally, mention must be made of the
study of Benseler (1841), who used the incidence of hiatus in the speeches of
the Attic orators as a means of determining their authorship, and who reached
important conclusions about the Apollodoran speeches. In this century little
advance has been made: Gernet (1954-60) has valuable things to say about each
of the speeches, whilst McCabe (1981) has now superseded Benseler (1841) on
prose rhythm and hiatus.

The absence of any attempt to build on the work of these nineteenth
century scholars is in part a tribute to the thoroughness with which they
examined the speeches. It also reflects a scholarly consensus that the last
word has been said on the subject. Yet for a number of reasons the question
can profitably now be re-opened. First, it is now possible to use computers to
analyse various linguistic and stylistic features of the speeches with a
previously unattainable speed and accuracy. Second, greater statistical
sophistication enables us to draw more accurate conclusions from the data which

has been collected: we can now quantify the features which earlier scholars -
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perforce unsystematically - detected in the Apollodoran speeches. Third, the
question of the authorship of 45 is still unanswered and merits discussion.

Many previous treatments of the speech were vitiated by unjustified assumptions
about Demosthenes’ character and motivation, and there remains ample scope for a
re-examination of it.

I propose first to give a brief doxography of modern views on the
authorship of the speeches. Benseler (1841) pp.131 and 147-150 argued from the
incidence of hiatus in the speeches that 45 was the only one of the Apollodoran
speeches to have been written by Demosthenes. He also believed that neither 47
nor 51 was the work of Demosthenes, the latter because it had an abnormally low
amount of hiatus. Schiifer Beildge pp.184-193, 199 believed that all of the
speeches were written by the same man, who was probably Apollodoros himself.
He also believed on stylistic grounds that 47 had the same author, even though
there is nothing in the sources or in the content of the speech to associate it
with the other Apollodoros-speeches. His views were accepted by Lortzing
(1863) pp.73, 93 who, although he had doubts as to whether 45 could have been
written by the same man as the other speeches, refused to believe that it had
been written by Demosthenes. He therefore concluded that "Mea quidem sententia
difficultas ita solvenda est, ut statuamus Apollodorum has orationes
composuisse, sed priorem certe magis quam ceteras perpolivisse" (p.93). Sigg
(1873) p.432 concluded that 46, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59 were all written by
the same man, probably Apollodoros, whilst 45 was the work of an unknown
speech-writer. Uhle (1883) argued that 46, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59 are
similar in style. Blass (1893) pp.470-473 thought that Demosthenes wrote 45,
and that the other Apollodoran speeches were the product of an unknown
logographer (p.589). Hiittner (1895) argued strongly for the Demosthenic

authorship of 45. Gernet (1954-60) believed that Demosthenes wrote 45 and that
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Apollodoros himself wrote 40, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59. Floros (1960) argued

eccentrically that Demosthenes wrote 49.

It seems to me that the authorship of any speech has to be determined in
terms of the following four criteria: chronology, ancient testimony, content and
style. These are therefore the criteria which I shall use when examining the
authorship of the Apollodoran speeches. It is important to be clear about the
limits of inference from each of them. Chronology can serve only as a negative
control: if a speech can be dated, we can say on chronological grounds that a
particular man either could or could not have composed it; we can never say
positively that he did write it. Under the second heading I include manuscript
(and papyrus) attribution, as well as the statements of ancient writers and
critics. It is impossible to generalise about the value of any of these: each
citation must be judged on its merits. As regards content, it may well be
significant that two speeches reveal different (indeed incompatible) attitudes,
but we must always bear in mind the possibility that such differences simply
reflect different intentions or a change of mind on the part of a common
author, rather than different authors. As regards style, much that has been
written in the past has been unsystematic and subjective. This does not of
course mean that the judgements of men such as Blass and Gernet should be
discarded; rather I would hope to supplement and (perhaps) reinforce their

observations by means of objective and quantifiable stylistic tests.

Chronology
Since Demosthenes was born in 384, he clearly could not have been old enough to
have written either 52 or 53, which were delivered in the early 360s (#1). As

regards 49, it might be thought unlikely that Demosthenes wrote it at a time
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when he was still embroiled in litigation with his guardians (#2). Nevertheless
such a possibility cannot be excluded. There is no reason to deny Demosthenic
authorship of any of the other speeches on grounds of chronology, nor indeed

any such reason for ruling out Apollodoros as the author of any of them.

Ancient testimony
[ propose to start by considering the reference to these speeches in the
ancient sources, starting with the one 'piece of contemporary evidence. In 343
Aeschines accused Demosthenes of the following piece of misconduct:
“&pl ye oUX WS oV TOIC e’wvyxc’iuoun kol Mo TebTaoL KExpnoat, A0Yous €l Sukaa Tipuw
ypgorta olod, TolTous éxpépew Tois avTidikols; Exparias Aoyor Qoppiwi TW

Tpame(iTy XpipoTe Aafiv. Tobrov é€fueras Amoldobupy Tw Tepl TOD TWPATOS KpivOUTL
Doppiwra” (2.165).
Aeschines made a similar allegation in 330, although again he does not name

names: referring to Demosthenes’ career as logographos, he says of him that he

"tmaToc ¢ kal mepi TavTa §o€as elval Kal Tovs A0YoUs Ekpépar Tolg avTidikols”
(3.173).
It is important to note the comment of the scholiast ad 2.165, who drew the
following conclusion from the passage:

"tk TohTOU GRAOV BTL Kl ol Tepl THY oikiaw [otwiaw] AmoAobpov AdoL ovk

Aol dodwpov, AAN: Anuootévous(#3).
1 do not think that there can be any doubt that the speech to which Aeschines
refers at 2.165 is Dem. 36. However, this raises the problem of what he means
when he talks of Apollodoros prosecuting Phormion on a capital charge. Since
the speech which Demosthenes wrote for Phoermion could only have been secret
until it-was delivered in court, Aeschines ought to be referring to Apollodoros’

original prosecution of Phormion under a dike aphormes (according to the
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Hypothesis to Dem. 36 §2), which was certainly not a capital charge. The only
possible explanation is that Aeschines was making the exaggerated point that, if
Phormion had lost the case, he would have been ruined, socially as well as
financially (#4). We must next ask on what basis Aeschines was able to make
such an accusation, assuming for the moment that it is not pure invention. One
possibility springs immediately to mind: Demosthenes may have been instructed to
show the speech to Apollodoros in order to demonstrate to him the strength of
Phormion’s case, and thus to deter him from persisting in the prosecution. It

is easy to see how this could have been misrepresented by an opponent as a

piece of treachery (#5).

It is just possible, however, that Aeschines is referring to Apollodoros’
prosecution of Stephanos (Dem. 45 and 46). Since 45 contains a savage personal
attack on Phormion, it is conceivable that an Athenian orator could describe it
hyperbolically as a prosecution of him, and as an attempt to ruin him. On this
hypothesis, Demosthenes could hardly have been accused of having shown Dem. 36
to Apollodoros, since it would already have been delivered and its contents made
public knowledge by the time that the latter came to prosecute Stephanos. He
could, however, have been accused of handing over confidential information, which
had been given to him when he was collaborating with Phormion over his
paragraphe, to Apollodoros for use in his prosecution of Stephanos. This
certainly seems to be the way in which the scholiast takes the passage: the
logoi to which he refers are surely Dem. 45 and 46.

What can legitimately be deduced from these passages? It must be
emphasised that Aeschines merely accuses Demosthenes of having revealed to
Apollodoros the speech which he had written for Phormion; he does not accuse
him of having written a speech for Apollodoros. Indeed, reading between the

lines, the testimony of Aeschines suggests precisely the opposite. For if
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Demosthenes had written a speech for Apollodoros, or was even remotely
suspected at the time of having done so, we cannot doubt that Aeschines would
have lost Q;E“‘ time in publicising this example of his opponent’s lack of principle
(#6). And this is true even if Aeschines is referring only to Apollodoros’
prosecution of Phormion: although the passage could not then have any logical
bearing on the question of the authorship of 45, it would have required
exceptional self-restraint on Aeschines’ part for him to have refrained from
mentioning the fact that Demosthenes later composed a speech for Apollodoros, in
which his erstwhile client Phormion was thoroughly vilified.

In either case it must be stressed that the inference of the scholiast,
that 45 was written by Demosthenes, is wholly invalid. In fact the passage
suggests that Aeschines did not believe that Demosthenes wrote a speech for
Apollodoros. Of course, this does not prove that Demosthenes did not write 45:
it may well have been that he did write it, but that Aeschines did not know
this. This raises the (unanswerable) question of how much secrecy was possible
in such circumstances. Although it is hard to see how such a collaboration
could have been kept secret in the face of their opponents’ investigations, it is
clear that neither Apollodoros nor Demosthenes would have had any motive in
broadcasting it. As Gernet (1957) puts it, "On comprend que, sur le moment, la
collusion ait pu rester plus ou moins secréte: que Démosthéne écrivit le
plaidoyer d’Apollodore, Démosthene, pas plus qu’Apollodore, n’ avait besoin de le
dire" (p.154).

Precisely the allegation which Aeschines did not make, that Demosthenes
wrote speeches for both Phormion and Apollodoros, was in fact made by Plutarch:
"[Demosthenes was said to have written for Apollodoros]

"kod ToUs mpos Poppiwva kol LTéGavov, €@’ ol elkoTws NioEnoe. Kai Yap 6 Popuiwy

inwvigeTo Adyy Anuogévous mpos Tov AToANddwpov, e xuiss kabimep é€ évdg
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e xpoTwAiou T KaT AAMIAWY EYXEWibue TwAoDYTOS QvTOD TOIS AVT Wikors"
(Demosthenes 15). He repeats this accusation in his Comparison of Demosthenes
and Cicero (3.5), adding nothing to the above text. It also appears in the late
biographies of Demosthenes written by Zosimus (p.300 Westermann) and by an
anonymous writer (p.304 Westermann), which appear to derive from Plutarch’s
account (#7). The crucial question is whether Plutarch had any independent
authority for his version of events, or whether he based it solely on the
passage of Aeschines quoted above. I can see no reason to believe that he did
have an additional source. It is much more likely that Plutarch had an edition
of Demosthenes which contained both 36 and 45, that he had no doubts as to the
Demosthenic authorship of either of them, and that he therefore misunderstood
Aeschines’ accusation as meaning that Demosthenes had written 45 for
Apollodoros. It would of course be very useful to know who created the conceit
that Demosthenes was behaving like a sword seller selling each side a weapon to
fight the other - a conceit manifestly derived from the fact that his father
owned a knife factory. If it dates to the fourth century, it would provide
valuable contemporary evidence as to the authorship of 45, but there is nothing
to make us believe that Plutarch did not think of it himself. I would therefore
not be prepared to give this passage - explicit though it is - the same weight
as the contemporary evidence of Aeschines. In doing so I disagree with Jaeger
(1938) who wrote that "Aeschines (II 165) reveals an acquaintance with the
facts of the case which is quite inexact, to say the least...... Plutarch, on the
contrary.... knew well enough the facts of the case......" (p.216 n.34). Jaeger
assumes the Demosthenic authorship of 36 and 45, but even so I do not

understand the basis for his confident assertion.
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Our other ancient evidence is considerably more patchy, consisting almost
entirely of statements casting doubt on the authenticity of individual speeches.
It is important to emphasise the limits of inference from these statements.
First, casual citations of any of the Apollodoran speeches under the name of
Demosthenes need not indicate that the writer had weighed the matter up and
decided that the work was written by Demosthenes; he may simply have taken no
interest in the authorship of the speech, and cited it under the name of the
author to whom it was commonly attributed. Second, most of the doubts cast on
the authenticity of particular speeches arise from the citation by grammarians
and lexicographers of interesting words from those speeches. It is therefore
more or less a matter of chance whether the doubts of ancient scholars ever
surface. In other words, it may be purely adventitious that some of the
Apollodoran speeches never have their authenticity questioned.

I now consider the ancient evidence for each of the individual speeches:

Oration 45. The evidence of Aeschines and Plutarch on 45 has already been
discussed above (pp.87-90). We can, however, profitably return to the comment
of the scholiast on Aesch. 2.165. His statement that the speeches on the
property of Apollodoros were not written by Apollodoros, but by Demosthenes,
suggests that he knew of a tradition whereby Apollodoros was the author of 45
and 46. I would therefore agree with Schifer (Beilige p.185) that "Ubrigens
geht aus dieser Bemerkung hervor, dass dltere Rhetoren Apollodor als Verfasser
der Reden bezeichnet hatten". Support for this conclusion may be provided by a
passage of Tiberius (On Figures 14 = Spengel III p.66):

“eRiri i Ao ANObwpos *€Yw Yap..... opomaTpoy d¢ ovk olda’” = Dem., 45.84).
This may suggest that the speech was known to Tiberius under Apollodoros’ name,

but it is equally possible that Tiberius refers to Apollodoros as speaker rather
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than as author. There is no indication in the sources that Apollodoros wrote
any of the other speeches. I find it surprising that the only speech which was
ascribed in antiquity to Apollodoros is the one which is most Demosthenic in
style, and which it is least likely that Apollodoros wrote himself, and can offer

no explanation for this.

Oration 46. This speech is not explicitly mentioned in the ancient sources, but
appears to be referred to, in conjunction with 45, by the scholiast on Aesch.

2.165 quoted above.

Oration 49. This speech is mentioned by Plutarch, who reports that Demosthenes
was said to have written it, and that Apollodoros won his case:

“AéyeTau be kol Tov ket Tyuobéov Tob aTpaTiyod Adyov, & xprodpevog A moANdbwpos
ciAe TOv avdpa Tov 6¢Ai]paroc, Anuoobévns ypohor TQ“AWOA/\oéwpg

His tentative phrasing suggests that there were doubts at the time when

Plutarch was writing as to whether the speech was written by Demosthenes. It

is also referred to by Athenaeus (11.486¢). who does not comment on its
authenticity. Harpocration (s.v. rarotexmwr ) doubted that Demosthenes wrote

it.

Oration 50. This speech is not mentioned in the ancient sources.

Oration 51. There is no reference in the ancient sources to the authorship of
this speech, but Libanius, in his Hypothesis, states without any reservation that

Apollodoros delivered it. I discuss this claim further below (pp.101-102).

Oration 52. This speech is not mentioned in the ancient sources.
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Oration 53. This speech is mentioned by Plutarch (Moralia 351B) as Demosthenic.

However Harpocration (s.v. @moypag¢d ) doubted its authenticity.

Oration 59. This speech is casually described as Demosthenic by At‘henaeus
(13.594a) and by [Plutarch] (Moralia 836B), but once again in contexts where the
writer is not concerned with the work’s authorship. Against these notices must
be set numerous passages which cast doubt on its Demosthenic authorship.
Dionysius of Halicarnassus explicitly says that it is spurious (Dernosthenes 57).
Similarly Libanius writes in his hypothesis that:

"kl TobTOV TOV AdYov otk oiovTauw, Anuoaévous elvat, UmTor ovrta kal moAAaxi) Tils Tod
pirropos dvvapews éVieéoTepor.”

The fact that he speaks in general terms, rather than specifying individual

critics, suggests that by the time he was writing a critical orthodoxy had
developed. Phrynichos (225 Lobeck s.vBagidwoa says that this speech:

"1ty Te TO GBI UTwrTetIn i) elvar Anpoofévous kal b T TowxUTC TOW

adokipwy ovopdTwy.”

Harpocration repeatedly doubts its authenticity (s.v.yéppr, dnuomoinroc,

Supyyimow, inmapyos, Kwliag ).

So much for the evidence of ancient writers and critics. It remains now
.to consider what the manuscripts and papyri can tell us (#8). There are only
two papyrus fragments of the speeches, neither of which throws any light on the
question of their authorship (#9). As regards the manuscript transmission,
there is one curious piece of information which should be included for the sake
of completeness. This is a passage of Hermogenes, which seems to imply that

the text of Dem. 59 as we have it has been bowdlerised:
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QamO TPUWY
rololTOV €0TL Kal TO €V TY st Neaipas wBelwpévov VMO TWWY, 70 P

TUTIATWY T?}u épryaaiar memoudjofo Aéyew Alay '7ap evreAec ean, kal €l ogpodpov

elvar dokel. (On Types B p.353 Spengel).
Clearly it is the obelized version which we now have. Blass (1893) p.541 n.2
reckoned that "Die Stelle dafiir wird in §108 nach ) rarwry gewesen sein”, but
it is impossible to be sure. It is more likely that the obelized words form
part of the original speech, rather than being a later interpolation (#10).
Whether any other passages have been excised is impossible to judge.

[ turn now to consider whether the manuscripts, and in particular the
ordering of the speeches within them, provide any clues as to the speeches’
authenticity. The fundamental account of the manuscripts of Demosthenes is
that of Drerup (1899), who conducted a detailed examination of the most
important of them (see too the other works cited in n.8). There are four main
families of manuscripts, those headed by S (Paris. 2934), F (Marc. 416), A
(Monac. 485), and Y (Paris. 2935). These all derive from a common archetype, but
differ somewhat as to the order in which the speeches are arranged in them.
Drerup (1899) p.534 demonstrated that the speeches are regularly organised by
theme into a number of groups (each group being an individual volume), and
rightly concluded that, although the volumes might not always be arranged in
the same sequence, the manuscripts generally agree as to the contents of each
volume: "diese Gruppen erscheinen in den Handschriften in so schlagender
Uebereinstimmung daB Differenzen im einzelnen dagegen nicht in Betracht kommen".
The order of the speeches in modern editions is that of F.

The regular collocation of speeches 49-53 (undisturbed in S and F,
somewhat disturbed in A) clearly represents no more than the grouping together
of speeches which were delivered by the same person. But in this case we must

ask why 51 is included in a sequence to which it apparently does not belong.
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It is possible that Callimachos (or whoever first arranged the speeches) had it
on reliable authority that the speech was delivered by Apollodoros, but I
incline to believe that he placed it there because it seemed, at a first glance,

to belong with 50. It is hardly likely that purely thematic considerations
(trierarchic service) would have led to it being introduced into the Apollodoran
group: it must have been placed there because it was thought to have been
delivered by Apollodoros. This of course brings us to Libanius’ statement (in
his Hypothesis to the speech) that Apollodoros did indeed deliver it. Here we
would like to know whether Libanius had his own information, or whether he was
merely making an assumption on the basis of the position of the speech within
the manuscript which he was using. There is nothing in the speech to tie it to
Apollodoros, but it is not impossible that Libanius is right (#11). Nevertheless
it seems to me to be far more likely that its superficial similarities with 50

led an early editor to juxtapose the two speeches, and that Libanius was simply
guessing.

The position of 45 and 46 is somewhat more problematic. In F they are
separated from the bulk of the Apollodoran speeches by 47 and 48, whilst in A
they are missing altogether (as are a number of other speeches including 52 and
59). In S the following sequence follows the public cases: 59 - 36 - 45 - 46 -
paragraphikoi logoi. Drerup (1899) p.534, having argued that "Die urspriingliche
Ordnung ist in S am reinsten bewahrt", reckoned that 45-46 and 49-53 all formed
a single group. If this were the case, it is clear that in S the original order
has been disturbed. Drerup went on to argue that 45 and 46 were attached to
36 because they relate to the same case, and that 36 is the first speech in the
volume of paragraphikoi logoi. However, an alternative explanation is available,
namely that whoever was responsible for this arrangement failed to distinguish

between the two men called Stephanos with whom Apollodoros was involved in
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litigation, and believed that 36, 45 and 46 formed a group with 59. In fact 45
and 46 are directed against Stephanos son of Menecles of Acharnae, who served
as a witness for Phormion in 36, whilst 59 involves Stephanos of Eroeadae
(59.40) (#12). But this still does not explain their separation in F from the
other Apollodoran speeches (by 47 and 48), on which at present I can shed no
light.

I turn now to consider the location of 59 within the corpus. This speech
is regularly separated from the bulk of the Apollodoran speeches: in S, as we
have just seen, it occupies a position immediately after the political speeches,
whilst in F it appears at the end of the corpus (it is lost from A). The most
obvious explanation for it being placed at the end of the corpus, before the
epideictic oratory, is that from an early date its authenticity was in grave
doubt (thus Drerup (1899) p.534). Support for this hypothesis comes from the
fact that the preceding speech (58) is clearly also spurious, since in it the
speaker refers to Demosthenes with bitterness and contempt (#13). However,
Gernet (1954) p.8 suggested that the quasi-public speeches were placed in a
separate group at the end of the corpus, producing a sequence 57 (ephesis) - 58
(endeixis) - 59 (graphe xenias): "Ce sont 13, dans la terminologie ancienne, des
'plaidoyers politiques’ (§quéaior Ao-yor), manifestement égarés dans une autre
série". And indeed Drerup (1899) p.534, referring to S, wrote that "hier nur die
zu den \jyou dusamkol Snudoior gehorige Rede gegen Neaira (59) ans Ende dieser
Klasse geriickt ist". Support for this theory can also be found in the fact that
Y (Parisinus 2935) contains the following collection of speeches: 1-26, 59-61
and the proems. If 59 was thought to be of particularly doubtful authenticity,
it is surprising that it should have featured in this collection, whilst its
appearance is quite comprehensible if it was seen as a public speech. However,

it is impossible to reach a final decision on this question.
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Content

There is nothing in the content of 49, 50, 51, 52, 53 or 59 which has any
bearing on the question of whether Demosthenes, Apollodoros, or some other
logographer wrote them. On the other hand, the content of 45 (and 46) is a
crucial factor in determining their authorship. The essential problem is as
follows.

In 350/49 (probably) Apollodoros prosecuted Phormion for the recovery of
monies from his father’s bank. The latter responded by bringing a paragraphe
against Apollodoros, and Demosthenes wrote a speech (Dem. 36) for a friend of
Phormion to deliver in support of that plea. This speech combines extravagant
praise of Phormion with a savage attack on Apollodoros’ character and lifestyle.
The authenticity of this speech is not in doubt (it is proved by Din. 1.111), and
the plea was successful (Dem. 45.6). Apollodoros responded by initiating
procedings against one Stephanos, who had appeared as a witness for Phormion in
support of his paragraphe, on a charge of having given false evidence during
that trial. In the first of the pair of speeches which he delivered ‘against
Stephanos (45), his attack is directed as much against Phormion as against the
defendant: in it he vents his spleen on Phormion with a freedom scarcely
matched in Attic oratory. If this speech was also the work of Demosthenes, then
the orator, within the space of a year at the outside, wrote two speeches which
expressed diametrically opposite sentiments. The question we have therefore to
ask ourselves is whether it is conceivable, in terms of Greek social and
political beliefs, that Demosthenes could have acted in this way.

This question forces us in the first instance to consider the nature of
speech-writing in fourth century Athens. Specifically, we must ask whether
Demosthenes as logographos owed any lasting loyalty to his client Phormion.

Certainly such a "betrayal" in the case of a friend or relation would have been
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dishonourable in the highest degree. But there is no reason to think that
Demosthenes and Phormion were friends (#14), and it would certainly be wrong to
assume that the same standards applied in the relationship between a speech-
writer and his client. We must therefore ask whether speech-writers were
wholly mercenary, or whether there were thought to exist ties of obligation
between them and their clients. Unfortunately Lavency (1964) does not properly
address this question in his study of logography. Nor do the sources furnish

any similar case with which to make a comparison. In general, the evidence
seems to suggest that the motives of a logographos were indeed conceived of as
being fairly mercenary (Lyc. Leocrates 138). However, it must be made clear
that such testimony is desperately hard to assess, not least because the

Athenians showed markedly double standards in their attitudes towards
professional speech-writing: logographers were frowned upon, but their services
were eagerly sought (#15). Nor is it clear that we can discuss logographoi as

a class, as though they all shared the same outlook and attitudes.

A further problem is the tendency, which was all too common in the last
century, to view Demosthenes through rose-tinted glasses: it was inconceivable
that the great orator and patriot could have acted in an "ungentlemanly" manner;
a distinction could be drawn between the behaviour of the unprincipled agoraioi
and that of men such as Demosthenes. A typical expression of this attitude is
given by Pickard-Cambridge (1914) - in what is generally a very judicious
discussion of the whole problem - when he refers to the "utter heartlessness
and want of good feeling shown by an attack on Phormio’s character as
scurrilous as his previous eulogy had been noble. The eulogy, no less than the
attack, viewed in this light, would be no more than a piece of cold-blooded
trickery" (p.225). The holders of such views seem also to have been swayed by

the literary and oratorical skill of Demosthenes in 36 into thinking that the
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speech must be in some sense sincere; that Demosthenes must have shared the
sentiments which he puts into his client’s mouth.

To make any progress we must put aside such prejudices, particularly when
there is ancient evidence which tends to point in another direction (#16). In
particular, we should bear in mind that Demosthenes, whilst he may have been a
great patriot, was also notoriously venal. The evidence for the extent of his
income from bribes and gifts is collected by Davies (APF 3597 XXI). Even if
some of this should be dismissed as malicious invention, there would still
appear to be some basis to the accusations. This being so, it is surely
possible that Demosthenes was only too willing to write a speech for
Apollodoros, or alternatively that the latter offered him enough money to
outweigh any scruples that he may have had. As to why Apollodoros might wish
to avail himself of Demosthenes’ services, we might speculate that he was so
impressed by the speech which Demosthenes had written for Phormion that he
wanted the same man to write a speech for him too (and cf. 45.7). On the
assumption that Apollodoros usually wrote his own speeches - to anticipate the
conclusion which I reach below - this would provide an explanation as to why on
this occasion alone (as far as we know) he decided to employed a logographos.
As Jaeger (1938) p.40 suggested: "Surely it often happens that when a man has
lost a suit at law, he thinks that the attorney on the other side is cleverer
than his own, and turns to him at the next opportunity." Jaeger also believed
that Demosthenes took no personal interest in the parties to the case,
maintaining instead an amused detachment, but this perhaps goes too far (p.39).
Finally, Veneroni (1966) p.645 n.5 held that "Démosthéne faisait son métier de
logographe en ne distinguant pas entre client et client". Unfortunately he does
not state his reasons for believing this. but I am nevertheless inclined to

believe that this view is broadly correct.
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However, there are two other possibilities. The first is that speech-
writers were not disinterested parties, but owed a degree of loyalty to their
clients. The second is that Demosthenes was indeed a friend of Phormion.
Support for this latter possibility might be discerned in the fact that
Demosthenes’ father had had money deposited at Pasion’s bank (Dem. 27.11), and
would therefore have known Phormion (#17). If either of these was the case, it
follows that Demosthenes, if he wrote 45, must have changed his attitude
towards either Phormion or Apollodoros. As regards his relations with Phormion,
I am unconvinced by the whimsical suggestion of Jaeger (1938) p.41 that "one
might find in the picture of the rich skinflint Phormion........ a trace of
resentment at having received too small a fee for the big lawsuit he had won
for him". A more fruitful line of approach looks to be provided by the
political connection between Apollodoros and Demosthenes. ‘We know that in
spring 348 Apollodoros moved a probouleuma which sought to advance Demosthenes’
policy on the Theoric fund, at considerable personal risk (Dem. 59.3-6). The
suggestion has therefore been made that Demosthenes wrote the speech for
Apollodoros in return for his political support, or more generally because they
were now political associates (#18). Jaeger (1938) p.244 n.38 wrote that "It is
fairly clear that when Demosthenes wrote the speech for Apollodorus to use in
his suit against Stephanus, as has been surmised, he did so because of their
political connections" (but on p.40 he is much less certain!). Unfortunately we
do not know when this association was formed, and so it is at least possible
that Demosthenes wrote the speech before he and Apollodoros joined forces. But
it is equally possible that they became political allies at some time before
Apollodoros proposed the controversial probouleuma. In short, there are simply
too many imponderables to enable us to reach any firm conclusion. On the other

hand, I see no support for the dogmatic assertion of Pickard-Cambridge (1914)
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p.225 that "it is very doubtful whether such considerations could really have
weighed with Demosthenes......
[ have provided two alternative explanations for why Demosthenes wrote a
speech for Apollodoros - that he felt no compunction in doing so or that he had
political reasons for it. They are not of course mutually exclusive (#19). 1
can therefore see no reason to doubt the Demosthenic authorship of 45 on the
basis of its content.
The other speeches the contents of which require consideration are 47 and
51. 47 was written for the prosecution of Euergos and Mnesiboulos on a charge
of having given false evidence on behalf of Theophemos and against the speaker.
As we have seen (p.85 above), Schaefer believed that this speech was written by
the author of the other Apollodoros-speeches. Against this, there is nothing in
the speech to connect it with Apollodoros, whilst the fact that the speaker had
a son (8§61) implies that he coﬁld not have delivered it. Of course, this does
not preclude the possibility that it was written by him for someone else. As
regards its date, it must have been delivered after 356 (844). 51 was written
for delivery before the Council by a trierarch who believed that the crown,
which was awarded as a prize for the first trierarch to get his ship equipped,
should have been awarded to him. Libanius states in his Hypothesis to the
speech that it was delivered by Apollodoros, but there is no internal evidence
to support this, or indeed to give any indication as to who delivered it. At
any rate it is clear that the speech does not relate to the trierarchy which is
the subject of 50 (#20). Nor can it plausibly be linked to any of the known

trierarchies of Apollodoros (#21).

Style

[ propose finally to consider whether we can determine the authorship of the
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speeches on the basis of their style. This is by no means a novel undertaking;
indeed all scholars who have written on the Apollodoran speeches have attempted
to isolate those elements of syntax or diction which render their style
individual, or at any rate un-Demosthenic (#22). Yet such attempts, valuable as
they are, are necessarily subjective unless they can also tell us how different
the Apollodoran speeches are from those of Demosthenes: unless, in other words,
some attempt is made to quantify their stylistic characteristics, and these
figures are then compared with those for the (authentic) speeches of
Demosthenes. Most useful for my purpose are the statistical tables compiled by
Benseler (1841), Sigg (1873), and McCabe (1981), which I have used where they
seem to be appropriate. I have supplemented these with a number of statistical
tests of my own. In deciding which tests to use, I have found much of value in
Dover (1968) and Kenny (1978). In addition, Kenny (1982) provides a very useful
introduction to the various statistical techniques which can be applied.
Unfortunately, not all of the tests employed by Kenny proved to be of use in
studying the speeches of Apollodoros: the much greater length of the different
Aristotelian Ethica means that a comparably greater range of phenomena can be
analysed with results that are statistically significant. Much the most
thorough statistical analysis of the speeches of any Attic orator is that of the
Corpus Lysiacum by Usher and Najock (1982). However, the degree of computing
and programming expertise required to reproduce their tests is beyond the scope
of this work (their study is a collaboration between a classicist and a
mathematician). The tests which I have used are necessarily rudamentary and
provisional, and I do not claim that they provide any sort of rigorous proof.

I have selected as a control sample the following genuinely (or arguably)
Demosthenic speeches: 27, 36, 37, 39, 41, 57. I have chosen private speeches,

even if some of them are less certainly authentic than the political speeches,
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in the belief that works of the same genre will provide better comparative
material.

The main features which 1 examine are, first, mean sentence length, and
second, the incidence of common words such as particles, pronouns, prepositions
and connectives. Dover (1968) refused to use mean sentence length as a
criterion for assessing the authorship of the speeches of the Lysianic corpus on
the ground that the punctuation of classical texts by editors is often arbitrary
and inconsistent, and that it is not always clear what principles underlie their
punctuation, let alone whether those principles are correct (pp.107-110). This
is a valid criticism, but need not be decisive. In order to mitigate its force,

I treat as a sentence any piece of text ending with a full stop, colon, or
question mark; the problem of whether a colon or full stop is more appropriate
is thereby sidestepped. This is admittedly an arbitrary decision, but Kenny
(1982) p.16 rightly points out that in performing such tests "what matters is

not which decision is taken, but that an arbitrary decision, once taken, should
be consistently adhered to." I have excluded inserted documents such as
testimonies and laws, on the ground that these are not the work of the speech’s
author, but I include directions to court officials.

The reason whv common words should be examined (rather than rare words)
is well expressed by Kenny (1978) pp.70-71 [talking about particles and
connectives]: "The frequency of such particles is not affected by variations in
subject matter as the frequency of most nouns, verbs, and adjectives is;
moreover they occur with sufficient frequency and regularity to enable standard
statistical techniques to be used to describe and draw inferences from their
distribution". This should also hold true for other common words such as
pronouns.

There are of course problems in applying this approach to the speeches of
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the Demosthenic corpus. First, the individual samples are often too short to
produce statistically significant results. Second, Athenian forensic oratory is
in many respects a very standardised genre, with very similar (if not identical)
arguments and formulations being found in the works of different aunthors.
Third, there is no reason to expect an author’s practice to be consistent from
one speech to the next; to do so is to beg the question of whether we can
usefully speak of a Demosthenic or Apollodoran style as such. These are not
reasons to abandon the attempt at stylistic analysis, but they should warn us
not to expect too much from our examination.

The figures which I cite were derived using the Ibycus program installed
in the Bodleian Library. Use of this programme to count the incidence of
common words is a laborious process requiring some care, since all possible
lemmata for each word have to be searched for individually.

The first criterion which I examine is that of mean sentence length. In
setting out the results of this test I use the following mathematical symbols:

x = total number of words in speech; n = number of sentences in speech; X =

mean length of sentence; sn = standard deviation.

X n < sn X n X sn
27 4566 207 22.058 15.365 49 4316 152 28.395 23.235
36 3939 200 19.695 14.517 50 4604 169 27.243 22.102
37 3646 223 16.350 12.898 51 1344 69 19.478 11.237
39 2735 161 16.988 12.051 52 2115 82 25.793 21.596
41 1957 98 19.969 13.013 53 2007 74 27.122 15.813
45 5327 289 18.433 12.897 54 3178 144 22.069 19.631
46 1557 72 21.625 12.518 57 4605 258 17.849 11.97
47 5367 205 26.180 21.001 59 8195 273 30.026 23.235
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[n ascending order of mean sentence length, the speeches arrange themselves as

follows:

37 (16.350) 27 (22.058)

39 (16.988)
57 (17.849)
45 (18.433)
51 (19.478)
36 (19.695)
41 (19.969)
46 (21.625)

54 (22.069)
52 (25.793)
47 (26.180)
53 (27.122)
50 (27.243)
49 (28.395)
59 (30.026)

These results are extremely interesting for a number of reasons. First, the
sentences in the speeches delivered by Apollodoros, with the exception of 46,
are noticeably longer than those in the genuine speeches of Demosthenes.
Second, there is a quite distinct break in mean sentence length between 54 and
52 in the above list. This would tend to suggest that we are dealing with two
distinct groups. Finally, it should be noted that 47 seems to belong with the
Apollodoran speeches rather than with the control sample, whilst the opposite

holds for 45 and 51.

The second area which I shall examine is the frequency of the pronouns houtos
and autos. The results which I have obtained are as follows (arranged in

descending order):
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houtos

Incidence Words in speech Incidence/100 words.
36 191 3939 4.85
37 173 3646 4.74
45 238 5327 4.47
41 87 1957 4.45
27 191 4566 4.18
54 127 3178 4.00
39 109 2735 3.99
51 50 1344 3.72
49 137 4316 3.17
46 49 1557 3.15
52 06 2115 3.12
57 135 4605 2.93
53 58 2007 2.89
59 216 8195 2.64
47 105 5367 1.96
50 77 4604 1.67

The results of this test are broadly consistent with those of the mean sentence
length test, with the control sample and the Apollodoran speeches tending to
form separate groups. Once again 47 seems to belong with Apollodoran
speeches, whilst the opposite is true of 45. 51 occupies an intermediate
position, from which no conclusion can justifiably be drawn. The one exception

is 57, which displays a comparatively low incidence of the word.
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autos

Incidence Words in speech Incidence/100 words

59 266 8195 3.25
53 63 2007 3.14
52 57 2115 2.7

27 112 4566 2.45
47 123 5367 2.29
50 101 4604 2.19
46 34 1557 2.18
49 82 4316 1.9

51 25 1344 1.86
45 84 5327 1.58
41 30 1957 1.53
37 53 3646 1.45
57 60 4605 1.3

36 49 3939 1.24
54 39 3178 1.23
39 31 2735 | 1.13

Once again the Apollodoran speeches and the control sample seem to tend to
opposite ends of the spectrum (we cannot talk of two discrete groups), except
that 27 shows an unexpectedly high incidence of the word.As before, 47 seems to
belong with the Apollodoran speeches rather than with the control sample. 45
and 51 display intermediate values and could reasonably be assigned to either
group.

What is interesting about the results of these last two tests is that
they only partly support the scholarly cormmunis opinio on the use of pronouns
in the speeches. It has long been realised that autos occurs with striking
frequence in the Apollodoran speeches, but it was also believed that the same
was true of houtos. A representative statement is that of Schiifer Beildge

p.187: "Insbesondere zeigt sich diese Schwerfilligkeit bei dem Gebrauche der
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Pronomina oiro¢ und av’;ro’c“; In fact, although autos is more common in the
Apollodoran speeches, /ioutos is noticeably /ess common in them than in the
genuinely Demosthenic speeches. All three tests reveal a fairly clear

distinction between the speeches of Apollodoros and Demosthenes. They also
demonstrate that 45 shares many characteristics with the genuinely Demosthenic

speeches, whilst 47 coheres closely with the Apollodoran speeches.

The next criterion which I tried to employ is the incidence of certain
common particles and connectives in the speeches. Here, however, I found it
impossible to draw any conclusions from the tigures, which I have therefore
relegated from the main text and have set out in Appendix B. Kenny (1978)
succeeded in analysing the use of particles in the Aristotelian Ethics by

deriving a "coefficient of rank correlation". This involved the compilation of a

"league table" of particles for each speech, based on their frequency (kai = 1,
de = 2 etc.); the coefficient of rank correlation is "a measure of how closely
two rank orderings resemble each other" (p.77). Unfortunately, there are a
number of reasons why this method is far more suitable for a study of Aristotle
than for one of Demosthenes. First, we have 16 lists rather than the 3 which
Kenny needed (one for each work being examined), and would therefore have to
deal with 120 coefficients (comparing every speech with every other speech).
Second, our samples are too short to enable this test to be applied at all
effectively; it works far better with larger blocks of text. If instead we look
simply at the three or four commonest particles, we find nothing significant.
The distribution of particles is not entirely regular, to be sure, but it is
impossible to discern any pattern to it.

I then conducted a similar count of the commonest prepositions, the

results of which are also set out in Appendix B, with similarly unsatisfactory
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results. It might be objected at this point that I am guilty of accepting only
those tests which accord with a preconceived theory (namely that speeches 46,
49, 50, 52, 53, 59 share a common author). This criticism, however, would only
be valid if the tests which I reject had revealed a discrepant pattern; in fact
they show no pattern at all.

[n the light of these failures, there seems little point in applying
similar tests to any less frequently occurring words, such as common adverbs. I
turn therefore to consider some of the stylistic criteria which were used by
earlier scholars. Sigg (1873) compiled data on the frequency with which the
definite article was used with proper nouns (pp.430-431). He and I did not use
the same Demosthenic speeches as controls, and [ have therefore had to calculate

the figures for some of the speeches afresh.

Total With article Without article
27 56 13 43
36 84 15 69
37 48 18 30
39 41 5 36
41 61 26 35
45 52 3 49
46 20 3 17
47 90 54 36
49 184 79 105
50 152 49 103
51 4 - 4
52 118 70 48
53 31 11 20
54 67 17 50
57 87 22 65
59 375 154 221
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I now list the speeches, ranking them by the ratio of proper nouns with article

to proper nouns without article:

47 1.5 54 0.34
52 1.46 57 0.34
49 0.75 27 0.30
41 0.74 36 0.22
59 0.70 46 0.18
37 0.60 39 0.14
53 0.55 45 0.06
50 0.48 51 -

Here the Apollodoran speeches tend to have a higher ratio of proper noun with
article to proper noun without article, with the exception of 46. However, this
test does not yield the clear-cut results of the earlier ones: 41 and 37 score

more highly than the other Demosthenic speeches, whilst 47 and 52 have a much
higher ratio than any of the other speeches.

I turn now to consider prose rhythm, and more particularly the incidence of
hiatus. Hiatus was studied in the last century by Benseler (1841), who came to
the conclusion that 46, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59 all displayed a degree of
hiatus that was incompatible with Demosthenic authorship (pp.131, 147-150). He
drew particular attention (p.147) to the differences in this respect between 45
and 46, from which he inferred that they could not have been written by the
same man. His work has now been superseded, for accuracy and for statistical
sophistication, by that of McCabe (1981), upon which I depend for what follows.

McCabe conducted three tests on the speeches of Demosthenes and Isaeos.

The first was on the extent to which individual speeches observe Blass’ Law.
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The following shortened forms are used: Total = the number of indubitable short

syllables; Violations = the number of such shorts which violate Blass’ Law.

Total Violations Ratio

41 1708 596 0.349 + /- 0.020

47 3941 1307 0.332 0.019
49 3173 1043 0.329 0.021
46 1276 386 0.303 0.500
27 3512 1050 0.299 0.020
50 3253 944 0.290 0.020
53 1599 454 0.284 0.029
52 1488 420 0.282 0.030
59 5728 1486 0.259 0.015
57 3566 705 0.198 0.017
54 2116 342 0.162 0.021
36 2893 353 0.122 0.016
39 2016 225 0.112 0.018
37 2597 268 0.103 0.015
45 3885 291 0.075 0.011
51 1071 40 0.037 0.015

McCabe (1981) concludes from this that "we observe in Table 14 general
co-incidence between certainty of authorship by Demosthenes and a very low
percentage of the shorts being involved in apparent violations of the law".
Once again the Apollodoran speeches tend to score more highly, although 41 and
27 interrupt the sequence. We also see again that 47 seems to belong with the
Apollodoran speeches, whilst 45 and 51 are more Demosthenic.

The second test which McCabe conducted was of overall rhythm (in essence
the number of shorts between one long syllable and the next). I give the
results from his Table 26 (pp.157-159) giving the chi-square ratio based on the

figures for total rhythm (chi-square tests are used to determine the
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probability that two samples derive from the same population; for a full

explanation see Kenny (1982) pp.110-119).

51 13.909 53 0.050
39 11.524 49 0.048
45 5476 41 0.037
37 4.652 59 0.028
36 4.144 27 0.025
54 0.760 47 0.020
57 0.311 52 0.016
46 0.084 50 0.014

Here too exactly the same pattern emerges: the Apollodoran speeches are bunched
at one end of the table, although again 27 and 41 interrupt the sequence.
Moreover, 47 again appears to belong with the Apollodoran speeches, whilst 45
and 51 appear to belong with those of Demosthenes.

Finally, McCabe tested the incidence of hiatus. I reproduce here extracts

from his Table 27 (pp.161-162) showing the ratio of hiatus.

53 0.138 +/- 0.019 36 0.053 +/- 0.009
49 0.131 0.013 39 0.051 0.011
52 0.129 0.018 54 0.045 0.009
59 0.111 0.009 27 0.044 0.008
50 0.110 0.012 37 0.043 0.009
47 0.104 0.011 45 0.038 0.006
46 0.091 0.018 41 0.025 0.009
57 0.062 0.008 51 0.009 0.006

This test shows more clearly than any of the others the coherence of the
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Apollodoran speeches (and 47), and their difference from those of Demosthenes.
Note in particular the sharp divide between 46 and 57, and the fact that 45 and

51 are quite distinct from the other speeches which Apollodoros delivered (#23).

A further possible criterion for determining common authorship of the
Apollodoran speeches is provided by the discerning of verbal parallels between
different works. Such similarities and repetitions cannot of course furnish
decisive proof. As Usher and Najock (1982) p.85 rightly say, "The composition of
speeches was subject to rules contained in rhetorical handbooks which governed
not only forms of argument but also style, idiom and even phraseology, and
compliance with these rules caused different authors to use the same words and
to construct their sentences similarly". Moreover, it should be remembered that
the appearance of typically Demosthenic features might be attributable to
imitation rather than to Demosthenic authorship. Unless we know how much
similarity we should expect to find between any two speeches, we cannot
determine what degree of similarity is significant. Thus Kirk (1895) p.7 rightly
criticised Blass on the ground that he "has not only laid undue stress..... on
such coincidences, but has sometimes neglected to observe that expressions
which he reckons distinctive are to be found in compositions of other authors."

A long list of possible parallels between the various Apollodoran speeches is
provided by Uhle (1883) pp.115-118: I give below a sample of the more striking
examples. The first is between 45 and 37 (a genuine speech of Demosthenes) and

has been thought to prove that Demosthenes wrote 45.
(1) 45.77 "éyw 0, L awdpeg Abquaios, Tis pév dvews T pioel kal 1o Taxéws Podifew
KO AQEW i€y, oU TV EVTUXWS TEPUROTGY EPQUTOV Kpivw: €@’ ols Yirp otdey

. weAoDpevos Aumw Twag, EAaTTor €Xxw moAAaxod.”
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37.55 “aAXq piw mepl Tod éuod ve fadiopatos ) TiS e AékTov, TAANON TOYT épl TPOS
vpeg, WObpes OLkaaTal, peTd Tappnoiag. €yw Yxp oUxL AMANY’ éuavTov, ob TOw

€O MEGQUROTWY KaTQ TaUT Wy alpwmwr, otdé Twv AveiTe \oDvTwy équToic.”

[ would certainly hesitate to believe that the similarities between these

passages prove that Demosthenes wrote 45: although the thought is undeniably
similar, the phraseology is quite different. Moreover, this is precisely the

kind of statement which one would expect from a litigant whose manner had been

criticised; it may indeed have been a commonplace.

(2) 47.6 “TXEOOV pEV OV poL Kl QUTOL OO A0 YOV LY.

4921 oxedov jikv obv Kal aUTOS 0UTOS WHOAOYEL.”

(3) 49.65 “BodAopar Tolvvr Uiy Kail mepL TG TPokAfTEWS TOD HpKov elmeiv,
M EYw TPOUKANETAUNY Kl 0DTOS ElE.”
53.22 “Poidopat b€ kol mepi TiS TpokAfTEws elmeiv, v oliToi ue mpovkalesdwro

Kl €Yw ToUTOUS.”

(4) 49.6¢ Gowr pEv Tobvvy, W Gvdpes dukao Tai, EGvvapmy Ypiv phpTupas mapoo xéoda,

JieuepTupiiRaoi pov: €T € Kol ék Terpmpuwy dednAwka Huiv.

50.57 Gowv ey Tolvur Uiy Eduvbumy TOS popTUpias Tapaoxéolal Tay Tapayevouivwy,....

AVEYWKEY VpiY- €T 0€ Kail €K TeRuMpiwy ikavwy dedfAwra vpiv.....”
(5) 49.68 ."Wéws 8’ av éqywye mulboipmy vpwr €l opyiCeabe......”

50.67 ' “éws &’ av vpwr muloiuny, L avdpes dkaoTal, TV av moTte wwuny....."

46.27 ' “0Ews av Toivuy Vs Epolumu........ "
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(6) 49.57 “KQiTOL KAAOV |V QUTW, €d......... "
52.23-24 “eimep..... ¢BobAeTo..... MOTEPOV KAA MOV Y ......"

46.13 ‘moTEpL b€ KAV v aUTW CWUTL mpaéal TavTa, eimep €fovAeTo......"

(7) 46.15 i€ ow 8¢ kol Tode evbupndial, OTL.......”
46.28 " “teé o Tolvuw, Wavdpes ukaoTal, kol TO0E evfuunbiuae, oTt....."

59.116 "ttt o 8¢ Kikeivo eupndivat, & tvdpes Admuaio, 0Tt......”

(8) 50.19 "1 pev Edvkrijpovs aobevijpar é€aigyig cuvéPn, kal wawv movipws dteTédn.”

59.55 " #olévnoe kul whwv movipws dieTéD.

(9) 50.31 “mpotdovTos ToD AdYoU”

59.20 " "wpordvTos Tod Adyov”

Uhle provides a large number of other examples. Their quantity is impressive,
but I am not at all convinced that they are significant. My belief is that we
should expect to find such similarities between forensic speeches of roughly the
same date, particularly bearing in mind the generic similarity of all Athenian
forensic oratory. It is all too easy to quarry parallels between the

Apollodoran speeches without stopping to count the parallels between these
speeches and the rest of the Demosthenic corpus. Such work has not yet been
done, but even a cursory look through the relevant indices revealed the
following further parallels:

(i) with (2) compare Lys. 13.88 "o xedov pev obv Tolrows lo xupl{operos opooyel

avbpogovos elvat.”

(ii) with (5) compare Dem.39.21 "0éws Toivu époipmy G atrov évavriov vuiw

--------

Compare also Dem. 56.32; 58.45.
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(iii) with (6) compare Dem. 45.66 “hiTol 00w KAV dLAoTyoDjEvOY
¢teralesfar.......  Compare also Dem. 29.41.

(iv) with (7) compare Dem. 33.29 “twv Toivvv ko TOUT’ evivumlipo......”
Compare also Dem. 1.21.

(v) Dem. 33.3 and 44.5 are identical to (9).

[ think that these counter-examples reveal adequately the futility of such an
approach. And even if one were to detect similarities too close and extensive
to be attributable to chance, we would still have to bear in mind the
possibitity ot deliberate copying.

One point which is agreed upon by all critics is the repetitiousness of
the Apollodoran speeches: numerous instances of this are provided by Schéfer
and Blass (#24). This is a valid criterion for our purpose, but is of limited
value unless its results can be quantified. In principle, one could write a
computer program to determine the frequency with which a word or phrase is
repeated within a certain number of words (n) of its first occurrence. In
addition to requiring a new program, this would also require the removal by
hand of numerous unimportant repetitions (of articles or common particles),
which would be tedious but certainly feasible. In the meanwhile, we can only
note the point, but recognise the limits of what may be inferred from it.

On the other hand. I would be extremely averse to using the types of
arguments which are employed in the speeches, or the skill with which they are
wielded, as a criterion for determining their authorship. Such an approach
rests on the false assumption that a good orator always uses good arguments, or
always uses them well, and vice versa for a bad orator. The situation would be
different if the Apollodoran speeches were evidently distinctive or idiosyncratic
in their argumentation, but they are not (see chapter IV). I am suspicious of

arguments such as that of Pearson (1969), who says of Dem. 45 that "The whole
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method of argument is certainly ingenious and cannot be called unworthy of
Demosthenes, but the case for authenticity would be stronger if some parallel to

this type of presentation could be found in speeches of undisputed genuineness"

(p.25).

It remains now to try to summarise the conclusions reached thus far:
(i) the ancient evidence tells strongly against Demosthenic authorship of 59.
Doubts are also cast on the authenticity of 49 and 53, but these cannot be
considered to be decisive.
(ii) chronological considerations preclude Demosthenic authorship of 52 and 53.
(iii) there are slight indications of an ancient belief that Apollodoros wrote
45, the speech which is least suspect on stylistic grounds.
(iv) there is no reason to suspect the authenticity of 45 on the basis of its
content.
(vi) 45 and 51 are thoroughly Demosthenic in style.
(vii) stylistic criteria suggest that 46, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59 have a common
author, and that he was not Demosthenes. 47 resembles these speeches in many
particulars.
I would therefore conclude that Demosthenes almost certainly wrote 45. My
stylistic tests on this speech bear out the far more detailed analysis of
Hiittner (1895), and also accord with the more recent judgment of Gernet (1957)
that "Quand on a épluché le discours lui-méme, avec la préoccupation d’y
découvrir des particularités de langue ou de style qui déceleraient une autre
main que celle de Démosthéne, on n’a rien trouvé, ou si peu que rien" (p.153).
However, I would conclude that some-one else wrote 46, 49, 50, 52, 53 and 59.
The possibility cannot be excluded that the same man also wrote 47, although

here I think that the case is unproven.
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Problems still remain. First, I am puzzled as to why Demosthenes wrote
45 but did not also write its deuterology 46. Indeed this speech is problematic
in other respects, since its unilinear structure suggests that it was
improvised, whilst its content (citation of and argument from a large number of
laws) seems to suggest that it had been fairly carefully prepared. If it were
improvised, we would expect it to comprise reaction to the arguments which
Stephanos had employed. In this respect, it should be noted, it differs from
the other Demosthenic deuterologies (#25).

Second, we must ask who was the author of the other speeches. The two
candidates are an unknown logographer (Blass), or Apollodoros himself (Schifer
followed by numerous other scholars). Much the more likely candidate seems to
me to be Apollodoros, for the following two reasons. First, given that the
stylistic similarity of the speeches suggests that they were all written by the
same man, it seems to me more likely that this man was Apollodoros himself,
than that he employed one speech writer over a period of more than 25 years
(#26). This argument has particular force if it is believed that the speeches
are incompetently composed. Thus Gernet (1959) p.13: "Et puis, ce logographe
qu’il faudrait supposer et qui aurait été un mauvais logographe, il serait tout
de méme étrange qu’Apollodore ait été son client obstiné pendant pres de trente

ans". Second, we know that Apollodoros was heavily involved in political and
forensic activity, and that on at least one occasion he proposed a probouleuma.
He would certainly have had to speak ex tempore at times, and it must be
considered highly likely that he was able to write his own speeches (#27).
Finally, we must consider whether Apollodoros could have written 47,
Gernet (1957) p.200 writes that "On a voulu qu’il fat de auteur des "plaidoyers

d’Apollodore” dont il rappelle, en effet, la maniére. Nous ne saurions écarter

absolument cette hypothese; mais nous observons qu’elle ne serait guére
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compatible avec lattribution des ’plaidoyers d’Apollodore’ lui-méme: car celui-ci
ne peut étre le plaideur du présent discours, et il n’y a pas lieu de penser

qu’il ait fait le métier de logographe, bien qu’on I’ait soutenu parfois sur ce

seul fondement". On the other hand, it appears that Apollodoros wrote Dem. 59
for Theomnestos, even though he delivered most of it himself. Even if he was
not a professional logographer, there is no reason to think that he might not
have written speeches for his less experienced friends. Thus, although we have
no clear idea as to who delivered 47, we have insufficient evidence to enable us

to rule out the possibility that Apollodoros was its author.

To sum up our conclusions so far, we have one speech which was written
by Demosthenes, and six (possibly seven) which seem to have been written by
Apollodoros himself. The question which we must now ask ourselves is how and
when these spurious speeches came to be attributed to Demosthenes. It is clear
from the presence of numerous such spurious speeches in it that the Demosthenic
corpus as we now have it could not have been compiled by Demosthenes himself.
No doubt he put certain of his speeches into circulation during his lifetime
(#28), but the first collection seems to have been made after his death. Bethe
(1897) pp-10-11 argued, surely correctly, that the presence of so many spurious
speeches in the corpus suggests that this first compilation was made at an
early date, and that Demosthenes’ literary executors erred on the side of
generosity by including anything that might possibly have been written by the
great orator (#29). Bethe was inclined to date the original edition to ¢.300-

280, and to attribute it to "hominibus rhetoricis studiis deditis" (p.11). He
sought to tie it in with the great popularity of Demosthenes at Athens at this
period (Dion. Hal. Dinarchus 8; Plutarch Demosthenes 30; [Plutarch] Moralia

847de). In this he was followed by Gernet (1954), who talked of an Athenian
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collection compiled out of piety and comprising "les discours achevés et publiés

du vivant de Porateur, ceux qu’on avait trouvés dans ses papiers - 4 I’occasion

ce qu'on pourrait appeler ses brouillons - ceux enfin qui, rassemblés de droite

et de gauche, étaient ou n’étaient pas de Démosthéne, mais pouvaient du moins en
étre" (p.12).

Contra, Drerup (1899) pp.546-548 argued that the first edition of
Demosthenes’ speeches was that of Callimachos in Alexandria. He allowed that
the speeches were collected in Athens, but argued, correctly in my view, that
"nur ein logischer Sprung kann nun jenen Redaktor auch zum Herausgeber der
gesammelten Werke des Demosthenes machen” (p.548). In truth, although we know
that the speeches were almost certainly collected at Athens, there is no real
reason to believe that a definitive edition was produced there.

We have still to consider how the speeches of Apollodoros came to be
incorporated into this collection. Jaeger (1938) p.39 wrote a propos of 45 that
"Obviously it is to this one alone that we owe the preservation of the other
six. They were presumably found together with the genuine speech among
Apollodorus’ private papers, which appear to have been ransacked after
Demosthenes’ death because it was known that he had once done work for
Apollodorus". This view was considered to be "a less likely alternative" by
Pearson (1966) p.350 n.6, who believed that "It is simplest to suppose that
these speeches were included in the Demosthenic corpus because the texts were
found in the orator’s house after his death by members of his family or whoever
contrived to save some remnant of his property from falling into the hands of
the state" (p.350). Pearson is surely right to say that Demosthenes could be
expected to have many speeches in his library, both his own and those written
by other people (p.351), but I see no way of deciding between these alternative

hypotheses.
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Thereafter it appears that Callimachos catalogued the speeches, and that
his work served as the basis for the corpus as we now have it. The reason for
believing this is the fact that Callimachos’ judgement that 58 was written by
Demosthenes rather than by Deinarchos triumphed in spite of the irrefutable
objections of later critics (Dion.Hal. Dinarchos.10). The same is true of the
speech On Halonnesus (Dem. 7) (Dion.Hal. Demosthenes 13 and Libanius’ Hypothesis
to the speech). Yet it appears that we do not have the corpus precisely as it
was constituted by Callimachos, since the speech Against Critias, which he
believed to be Demosthenic, but which was condemned by Dionysius, has not
survived (Harpocration sv. . ¢pemigrnuue:). This might just be an accident of
transmission, but it is more likely to be the result of scholarly criticism of
Callimachos (#30). However this may be, the corpus seems to have stabilised
very quickly, since both [Plutarch] (Moralia 847¢) and Photius (490b42) give the
total number of Demosthenes’ speeches as 65; the corpus as we have it comprises
61 speeches. Incidentally, this implies that at the times when these two men
were writing the Apollodoran speeches were already included in the corpus. A
further reason to believe that the corpus had stabilised by then is the fact
that there are very few of the speeches which have ever been attributed to
Demosthenes that have not been preserved. Of the 14 lost speeches listed by
Baiter and Sauppe, two (4 and 12b) are probably one and the same; two were
probably never published (5 and 8); five are of doubtful authenticity (1b, 4, 6,

9 and 12). This leaves us with six speeches which have not survived (#31).

I would therefore reconstruct the history of the Demosthenic corpus as
follows. After Demosthenes’ death, a compilation of his speeches was made at
Athens, and this formed the basis of Callimachos’ list. The presence of so many
spurious speeches in the corpus as we now have it suggests that Callimachos

was by no means rigorous. which is hardly surprising (see above). If he was
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motivated by piety and a desire for completeness (rather than purely
incompetent), this is understandable: with a writer of Demosthenes’ stature it
was well to err on the side of inclusion. Thereafter scholarly debate
continued, and maybe ten speeches in all were excised. There is no indication
of later accretions. Nor did critics’ doubts as to the authenticity of works

such as 59 seem to have had an effect on their appearance in the corpus.
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Notes to Chapter 111

1. Thus Schifer Beildge p.186.

2. On the traditional dating of the speech to 362 it is unlikely that
Demosthenes could have written it; a date at the beginning of the decade, as
suggested by Harris (1988), would of course absolutely preclude Demosthenic
authorship. The biographical tradition is that Demosthenes’ judicial debut was
against his guardians (Plutarch Demosthenes 6.2). Since Onetor was prosecuted
in 362, it is perhaps unlikely that Demosthenes could have finished with Onetor
and then written a speech for Apollodoros before the latter departed on
trierarchic service in autumn of that year.

3. The text reads olkiav, which does not seem entirely appropriate: otoiovis a
plausible emendation.

4. Dem. 36.50 provides evidence of the frequency with which bankers went
bankrupt.

5. Thus Dorjahn (1935) p.279: "Sometimes friends of Mr.A, especially if he was
wealthy, influential, and powerful, might attempt to discourage Mr.B from
bringing suit against him", with reference to Dem. 21.151 and Isoc. 18.9-10. See
too Pearson (1976) p.10.

6. Thus Gernet (1957) p.153: "si la version de celui-ci [Plutarque] avait eu
cours dés 343, Eschine, intéressé plus que personne a la propager, n’eiit pas
manqué de P'accueillir”.

7. 1see no basis for the statement of Gernet (1957) p.153 n.1 that "il n’y a

pas de raison de penser que Plutarque soit <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>