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ABSTRACT

This thesis aims to contribute to the study of the role of the civic past in the public
discourse of fourth-century Athens. It does so by close examination of the surviving public
speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines, arguing that presentation of the city’s history in
front of mass audiences held singular persuasive potential for public speakers, allowing
them to furnish with a more meaningful ethical context both the discussion of issues
addressed in the Assembly and the arguments advanced in public trials. Deploying the past
convincingly in such settings redounded to speakers’ personal credibility and authority,
and Demosthenes and Aeschines — who offer rare examples of paired opposing speeches
from the same trials — are selected as ‘case-study’ orators in order to illustrate: i) the
importance of the invoking of Athenian historical models, both distant and recent, to
Demosthenes’ self-fashioning as a politician; and ii) the extent to which orators made the
very question of how to cite the past in public a stake in their wider struggle for political
pre-eminence, seeking to be recognized as the ‘true’ and authoritative mediator of this
material. These interests are reflected in the organization of the thesis. After an
Introduction which discusses key preliminaries, Chapter One argues for Demosthenes’
early recognition of the potential of historical illustration for wider self-presentation,
honed over the course of his Assembly career (Chapter Two) to become essential to his
self-casting as Athens’s leading statesman. Chapter Three compares Demosthenic and
Aeschinean approaches to citing the past in court, in two prosecutions from the mid-340s,
and Chapters Four and Five — focusing on the high-profile Embassy and Crown trials —
move to argue the importance of each politician’s contestation of the other’s versions of
history to their battle over the reputations arising from their careers to date. The
Conclusion summarizes, and reflects on some methodological aspects with a view to
further work.
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HISTORY AND THE MAKING OF THE ORATOR

IN DEMOSTHENES AND AESCHINES

0. INTRODUCTION

0.0. Two Opening Considerations

0.0.1. Audience Then, Audience Now

As part of his defence speech On the Mysteries, delivered in 400 or 399, Andocides
includes a version of an eyewitness account given by a certain Diocleides of a large
nocturnal gathering of men in the Theatre of Dionysus — men who, Diocleides claimed,
must have been implicated in the mutilation of the Herms, which happened the same night
(in 415) and whose full extent became clear the following day, occasioning widespread
alarm.* The version Andocides gives is a version that he hopes the jurors will corroborate,
as it was before them that Diocleides originally gave the account (dv vuiv yap fioav oi
AOyoL, kai pot Vel Tobtmv paptupég éote: 37). Quite apart from the fact that Diocleides
had actually given his account before the Boule, the composition of the audience could not
literally be the same — probably far from it, as Andocides himself presently admits (46).2
But what Andocides says in 1.37 is ‘true’ in the sense that audiences at trials (and indeed

the Assembly) could be, and in oratory often are, thought of as mapping seamlessly onto

! Thuc. 6.27-8. Importance of the Herms to the democracy: recently Quinn (2007), 84-95.
2 MacDowell (1962), 88. Pelling ([2000], 30), making a similar point, doubts a more than single-figure
overlap (as does Todd [2004], 94).



one another across time (and sometimes across venues) according to a speaker’s needs.?
The audience to Diocleides’ account in 415 was in a sense just as much ‘you’ as

Andocides’ live listening audience of jury and bystanders now, fifteen years on.*

In the same way Demosthenes felt able to ‘remind’ the audience of On the Crown in 330
of how ‘they’ had marched out (¢£nA0ete: 96) to Haliartus sixty-five years earlier in 395
(just as surely as they had come into court a matter of hours earlier).> Clearly this would
have been literally true only of a tiny minority of those now present® as indeed
Demosthenes acknowledges immediately when he refers to the Haliartus expedition as the
initiative ‘of the Athenians of that time’ (t@®v t0te ABnvaimv) — so his default expectation
is that no Haliartus veterans will be present. Consequently anyone in his audience who was
of military age in 395 — or who could remember the expedition — must, by assimilation, be
a venerable part of the national legacy.” Demosthenes goes so far as to merge Haliartus
veterans with the huge and distant category of Athenian ancestors, the mpoyovot. His
realistic expectation, by contrast, is that most of the older members of his audience are in
fact of the generation that assisted Sparta against Thebes around 369, forty years earlier
(98: Tadra [i.e. Haliartus] émoiovv oi vuétepot mpdyovot, Tadd’ [i.e. the expedition to block
the Theban return] vueic oi mpeoPvurepor...).® That forty-year period is important. Jan
Assmann’s estimation that around this very point ancient societies’ recollection of events

tends to pass from the realm of ‘communicative’ memory, where things are relatively fixed

3 Pelling (2000), 31 (and cf. 67 on ‘history’); Hesk (2012), 215-16 on Ober (2008), 188-9; Wolpert (2002),
91 (on the post-404/3 fiction that the whole audience — being the demos — had been in exile). On the related
issue of defining the demos: Hansen e.g. (1978); (2010); Ober (1996), esp. 118-19 (the ‘synecdochic’ model,
well refined by Wohl [2010], 184 n.46); Blanshard (2004), esp. 36-42.

4 For the management of time in Andoc. 1 in general: Wohl (2010), 206-17, esp. 209-10.

5cf. Lys. 16.13 on the danger involved.

® Crichton ([1991-3], 62-70, 75-9), looking at comic and earlier oratorical evidence, makes this clear.
Demosthenes had been more circumspect in 351 (4.17: use of npotepdv noté pactv before Haliartus).

" Something similar happens when Aeschines mentions Pyrrhander ‘who is still alive even now’ alongside
famous pro-Theban Athenians of the past (3.139: d¢ £t kol viv fj; cf. Din. 1.38).

8 X. Hell. 6.5.33-52; D.S. 15.63.2; Buckler (1980), 88-9. Callistratus’ role in persuading the Athenians to
undertake the Corinthian expedition ([D.] 59.27) may have appealed to Demosthenes (cf. Plut. Dem. 5.1-3).

2



by direct personal transference, to ‘cultural’ or ‘collective’ memory,” more often
characterized by ‘official’ versions, can be borne out quite well from a survey of what
Demosthenes and Aeschines ask their audiences to recall, and how.® In many cases, of
course, it is an older subset of the audience that is appealed to. But the topos of the
identical audience, on the other hand, by definition tends to involve rhetorical stretching
even if quite recent events are being referred to,}! and it is interesting to see these two
types of harnessing of audience memory occurring side by side, as in the Haliartus

example above.?

These suspensions of literal truth tend to be accepted by both orator and audience (whether
that be a jury, spectators at a trial, an Assembly audience, or those watching Assembly
transactions but unable to participate’®). So does, for example, the serial attribution to
Solon both of laws for which we now know he could not have been responsible and (more
importantly) of laws which even the presented document itself may reveal he could not
have been.'* Both phenomena are part of the ideological and cultural furniture of mass
communication contexts in fourth-century Athens. They are ‘fictions’ (in the sense

pursued in the still-fundamental work of Josiah Ober'®) or ‘metonymies’ (in Victoria

® Assmann (2011), 36-7, 195; cf. Thomas (1989), esp. 221-6 on ‘telescoping’.

10 Within forty years (some audience members’ memory solicited): e.g. D.8.74; 18.99, 168; 20.77 (oddly
using mpecPotaror); 21.64; 24.138; A.2.64, 150. Mixed: D.4.3. Recollection by hearsay beyond forty years:
e.g. D.19.65 (on which see Steinbock [2012], 331-6), 273; 20.47; 22.13, 52; 24.154. Blur round and just
beyond the forty-year mark (when ‘knowledge’ rather than direct memory is sometimes solicited): D.19.264
(36-39 years); 22.15 (c.50 years); and cf. 15.22 (c.50 years); 19.276 (50 years; ‘in your lifetime’). Centred on
the speaker: D.4.17, 24. See Milns (1995), 4.

11 Various types of stretching: D.5.10; 21.2; 24.7 cf. 159; many in A.1 (e.g. 52, 93, 116); 2.12, 84; 3.166.

12 At D.20.52-3 the expedition to Corinth involved both ‘you’ and ‘the older ones among you’,
Demosthenes’ sources; cf. 68-70.

13 For this audience: A.3.224.

14 Certainly D.20.93-4 (Aristophon at least would remember that nomothetai were a creation of the post-
403/2 era, not of Solon); possibly Andoc. 1.95 (if Canevaro and Harris’ second possibility about the identity
of the document that follows is correct: [2012], 124-5). More on ‘laws of Solon’: Pearson (1941), 221-4;
Mossé (1979/2004); Hansen (1989); Rhodes (1993), 60-4; (2006); Thomas (1994); Witte (1995), 44-9
(Demosthenes’ attitude); Wolpert (2002), 37-9; Bouchet (2008), 282-8.

15 Ober (1989), esp. 147, 152-5, 174-7, 181, 190-1, 306-9; also Pelling (2000), 28-9.

3



Wohl’s terms*®), and are sustained in public discourse not only because they are individual
deformations expressive of social remembering in democratic Athens'’ but also because
people found them actively convenient — because they could bind together audiences
divided by age, status, and a host of other variables in ways mutually satisfactory to
speaker and listeners. ‘You’ (a jury in 400 or 399) could be thought to represent a cross-
section of the democratic community just as credibly or validly — for the purposes of the
communicative context with which all present would have been at some level familiar — as
the 415 Boule, none of whom may have been on Andocides’ jury in 400 or 399. These
jurors are being encouraged to refocus their general memories of the Herms affair in 415
creatively as recollections of a much more specific and privileged kind: of personal contact
with Diocleides’ original account as presented to the Boule. This engages the jurors in a
compelling, direct, and positive manner. Nobody is left out; each juror gains the
satisfaction of being thought to possess knowledge which in this case he would be very
unlikely to.*® Goodwill therefore accrues to the orator and, as long as the argument is not
obviously execrable, so does a level of trust to which he may well not be entitled.*® From
there it is a short step indeed to increased credibility and authority. Greatly enhanced
possibilities for audience endorsement open up. And beyond the strictly competitive realm,
Nicole Loraux showed that this idea of the interchangeability of the audience was also
central to the epitaphios logos, where the creation of a sense of communal belonging was

essential to the chosen orator’s successful fulfilment of his task.?

16 Wohl (2010), 181-97.

17 See for Solon esp. Rhodes (1993), 63; (2011), 26.

18 Pelling (2000), 29.

19 From a psychologist’s point of view: e.g. Kahneman (2011), esp. 138-40.
20 |_oraux (1986), e.g. 118-30, 270-84, 328-35.



0.0.2. ‘Where the bronze general stands...’

The passage of On the Mysteries is worth lingering over to illustrate a second preliminary
point too. Andocides has Diocleides explain what he did when he saw the large, as yet
unknown, group of men approaching — he crouched and hid in the nearby corner of the
Theatre, ‘between the column and the pedestal with the bronze statue of the general upon
it” (uetald tod kiovog Kai Thg GTAANG 8¢’ N 6 oTpatNydS 0Ty O yokkodg: 38). We know
that the Theatre eventually had two bronze statues of generals — Miltiades and
Themistocles?® — but our source, the scholiast to Aelius Aristides, is late, and so the
grounds on which Margarete Bieber was able to suggest that the statue in question was
Themistocles have since been made to look significantly less firm.2? But Andocides’ very
failure to name the general makes the identification unlikely too. In this study orators’
enthusiasm for citing and contesting Themistocles will emerge prominently; he and the
evacuation of Athens, and the prelude to and engagement at Salamis, were basic indices of
civic pride with which orators constantly expected their audiences to identify and which
seem to have been regarded as essential resorts for historical illustration.?® The same goes

for Miltiades (though both commanders could be spun negatively as people?) and

21 Miltiades and Themistocles theatre statues: A.A. 3 (On the Four) 154, with X (pp. 535-6); Krumeich
(1997), 86-7. Further representations of Themistocles: Krumeich (1997), 71-89; of Miltiades: Gauer (1968),
128-32, 139-40; Krumeich (1997), 85-6, 93-109.

22 Krumeich (1997), 86-7, 148-50, vs. Bieber (1954), 282-4, followed by MacDowell (1962), 89.

23 ¢f., tartly, Theopompus F 153. Victories and/or commanders treated together: Isoc. 4.85-98 (victories);
5.147 (victories); 8.75 (commanders); 15.306-7 (all, but only Marathon named); Lys. 2.20-44 (victories plus
Themistocles); [D.] 59.94-5 (victories); D.14.29-30 (victories); 19.303 (commanders), 312-13 (victories);
23.196-8 (all), 207 (commanders); 13.21-2 (all); 18.203-8 (victories plus Themistocles); 60.10-11 (victories);
A.2.74-5 (victories); 3.181 (all), 259 (Themistocles and Marathon); Hyp. Di. 4.12-19 (victories); Epit. 37
(commanders). Themistocles’ other appearances: Andoc. F II; Lys. 12.63; 30.28; D.13.29; 20.73-4; 23.205;
A.1.25; 2.9; Din. 1.37. Salamis sequence: Isoc. 6.83; 8.43; D.(19.16); 22.13; 18.238; 6.11; A.2.172; Lyc.
1.68-74, 122-3. Together: Isoc. 4.154; 12.51; 15.233. In this note and relevant ones further down, | aim at
comprehensive lists of oratorical citations (i.e. not purely moments where the subject is being cited as
historical).

24 Negative Miltiades and/or Themistocles: D.23.205 (possibly both: Witte [1995], 39-40); A.3.186; [D.]
26.6.



Marathon.?® And, as we shall see in subsequent chapters, the question of how these fifth-
century commanders were honoured by the demos for these victories comes up quite often
in oratorical argument and is subject to rhetorical spin.?® It could matter that a state-
commissioned sculpture of Miltiades was erected in Delphi but not in Athens,?” and that
Cimon’s victory at Eion was commemorated by Herms that did not feature the name of
any general but the hero Menestheus:® the issue was whether communal responsibility for
communal successes was being recognized appropriately.?® An orator’s depiction of
Miltiades asking for individual honours could toxify the latter as a usable positive example
in a particular dispute context.®® All this seems to make it unlikely that a statue of either

general could fail to be identified, not least in a prominent place like the Theatre.3!

This means, then, that if the general in question were one of the two greats we would have
to assume either that Andocides is trying to stress’ Diocleides’ ignorance (whether or not
Diocleides originally offered the name) so as — subtly — to show up his account as a lie
now, as he will do explicitly later, or to suggest that Diocleides’ terror was such that he
had momentarily forgotten who the general was. But it is much more economical to
assume, with Ralf Krumeich, that this was neither Miltiades nor Themistocles,® and that

neither Andocides nor Diocleides — nor, perhaps, most of the present audience — may have

% Miltiades’ other appearances: (Andoc. 3.3); [Andoc.] 4.33; D.3.26; (A.2.172); Ar. Rhet. 1411a9-11
(Cephisodotus); [D.] 26.6. Marathon: Andoc. 1.107; Isoc. 8.38; 12.195; (D.4.34); (Pro.20/[21].2); Lyc.
1.104, 108-9. Together: A.3.186.

26 The key moments are D.23.196-201; D.13.21-5; cf. A.3.181-90, 243.

2" paus. 10.10.1.

28 Jacoby (1945), 185-211 for the epigrams; A.3.183-5 for quotation; cf. D.20.112. See Shapiro (2012), 168-
9 for the possibility that Cimon might wish to be seen as a ‘new Menestheus’.

29 On the sequence in the honours context: Gauthier (1985), 120-8.

30 As we will see with A.3.186 in Ch. 5; and cf. Plut. Cim. 8.1.

31 D.13.21, 20.70, and 23.196 are not evidence that statues to Themistocles and Miltiades were not erected at
all, only that they were not state-commissioned; cf. MacDowell (1962), 89; Oliver (2007), 190; and Lyc.
1.117 (with Krumeich [1997], 63-4).

32 Krumeich (1997), 149.



been absolutely sure who the statue represented.®® It must have been a private votive, in
any case; there were no bronze statues of generals voted by the demos until 394/3 (Conon),
and even private ones may well have been few.>* Krumeich raises the possibility of a
mythical general (hence placement in the Theatre), and that is attractive.*® We could
compare the ‘place of the Horse and the Girl’, mentioned by Aeschines in Against
Timarchus (1.182), a reminder of a quasi-mythical event and commemorated by an abaton
somewhere in the city, but apparently susceptible to differing accounts when it came to
who the girl and her father actually were.*® The trouble with this parallel, though, is that in
Andocides we are talking about the environs®” of one of the best-known locations in

Athens.

That is what makes the conundrum here — which we cannot solve — particularly intriguing.
Statues were, as we are coming to realize more and more,®® essential carriers of civic
memory, along with other public buildings, inscriptions, art, trophies, burial sites, the
specifics of cult and so on.3 It will become clear in this study that the Athenian individuals
chosen by Demosthenes and Aeschines (and other orators) for repeated citation are
virtually all notable figures whom audience members would be able to link to a particular

statue (whether state-commissioned or not*%) in a prominent urban location, or at least to a

33 No labels until the fourth century: Keesling (2003), 192,

3 Keesling (2003), 195.

3 Krumeich (1997), 149-50.

% Fisher (2001), 331-4 with references, to which add Edmunds (1999).

37 Rather than anywhere more prominent in it: Krumeich (1997), 148-9 and Keesling (2003), 196.

38 Shear (2011), 274-85 (and [2007a], 107-13); Ma (2013), 10. Orientation on artistic aspects: Dillon (2006),
99-113; Keesling (2003), 165-98; Krumeich (1997), 51-150, 207-12. Importance of placement of statues and
honorific aspects: Oliver (2007); Ma (2013), 103-7, 123-4.

%9 See e.g. Holscher (1998); Shear (2007a); (2011); Ma (2009); Lambert (2010) (epigraphy); Osborne (2011),
esp. 36-8; Shapiro (2012); Steinbock (2012), 48-99. Survey of the climate in which these scholars are
working: Alcock (2002), 15-32; Osborne (2011), 25-8.

40 presumably the two categories might fuse for the viewer in practice, however: Lyc. 1.51.
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famous building (indeed, references will sometimes include a mention of the statue).*
This explains, for example, the frequent citation of Harmodius and Aristogeiton (and via
them the more occasional citation of the Peisistratids),*? the frequent grouping of Chabrias,
Timotheus, and Iphicrates, and the occasional addition to their number (or separate
citation) of Conon.*® It also tallies with orators’ appeals to the Athenian built
environment:* to the Propylaea and Parthenon® (which audiences at the Pnyx and
presumably some courts could see®®), the Stoa Poikile,*” and other structures,*® and
inscribed stelai, such as those recording the honours voted to the democrats who returned

from Phyle,*® and the decree of Demophantus.*® Other less prominent individuals seem to

41 The exceptions seem to be Alcibiades and Aristides, who are frequently cited (and clearly well-
‘remembered”) but, as far as we know, linked neither to contemporary statues nor to prominent buildings. In
Aristides’ case, it may be due to the ongoing honours to his descendants (cf. D.Ep. 3.19-20). Further, our
main source for statues, Pausanias, lauds Themistocles at the expense of Aristides, and so may be selective:
e.g. 8.52.2). The painting of Alcibiades’ Nemea victory (by Aglaophon) near the Propylaea will have been
known (Paus. 1.22.6-7; Plut. Alc. 16.5); cf. Krumeich (1997), 131-4.

42 Statues: Paus. 1.8.5 (Antenor’s erected probably shortly after 508/7; Critius and Nesiotes’ erected ¢.477;
agora). Appearances: Lys. F 44-7; Is. 5.46-7; D.19.280; 20 passim; 21.170; A.1.132, 140; Lyc. 1.51; Hyp.
Phil. 2-3; Epit. 39; Din. 1.63, 101; Peisistratids: Andoc. 1.106; 2.26, cf. Isoc. 12.148; 16.25-6; D.21.144; [D.]
17.3; Lyc. 1.61; F X-XI.6.

43 Statues: Ar. Rhet. 1411b7; Nep. Cha. 1.3 Marshall; D.S. 15.33.4 (Chabrias: voted 376; in the agora); Paus.
1.3.2, 24.3; Nepos, Tim. 2.3; cf. also Isoc. 9.56-7 (Conon: voted ¢.393, with Euagoras; Timotheus: voted
375: both had two, in the agora and Acropolis); Paus. 1.24.7; £ ad D.21.62 (200 Di) (Iphicrates: voted 389 or
371; agora, though Pausanias’ report is of one on the Acropolis. Gauthier [1985], 177-80 argues
convincingly for the 389 date). Appearances (including more evidence for the statues): Chabrias: [D.] 59.33-
4; D.19.287; 20.1, 75-87, 133, 146-7; 21.64-5; 23.171-2; [D.] 40.24; (A.3.222); Ar. Rhet. 1411b6-10
(Lycoleon). Iphicrates: Isoc. 15.129; Lys. F 44-8, 180-5; Is. 2.6; D.21.62-3; 23.129-37, 149, 151, 156; [D.]
49.9, 66; D.Pro. 49/[50].2-3; A.1.157; 2.27-9, 149. Timotheus: Isoc. 15.101-39; Is. 6.27; D.2.14; 8.74-5;
15.9-10; 22.72; 23.149-54, 202; 27.7; 29.59; 36.53; [D.] 49 passim; [D.] 61.46. Conon: Andoc. 3.22; Isoc.
4.142, 154; 5.61-4, 67; 7.65; 9.52-7; 12.105; (Lys. 2.59!); D.19.191; 20.67-74; (Hyp. Phil. F 6?). Chabrias
and Iphicrates: D.4.24. Conon and Timotheus: Isoc. 7.12; Ep.8.8; Lys. 19 passim; D.22.72; A.2.70; Din.
1.14-17; 3.17 (in Asia: Ma [2013], 5 n.18). Chabrias, Timotheus, Conon: D.24.180. The main three together:
D.13.22; 20.84-5; 23.198; A.3.243. All four: Din. 1.75; also Theopompus F 105.

4 Hobden (2007a), esp. 497-8, 500-1; Steinbock (2012), 84-94; also Fredal (2006). For Ciceronian Rome:
Vasaly (1993).

4 Propylaea and Parthenon appearances: D.13.28; 22.13, 76; 24.184; A.2.74, 105; Lyc. (F 1.3); F IX.2; D.Ph.
F 110.

46 Steinbock (2013), 80 and n.64; Fredal (2006), 121-4; cf. Lambert (2010), 232, 235.

47 Stoa Poikile appearances: [D.] 59.94; D.13.28; 22.76, 24.184 (stoai); (45.17); A.3.186.

48 @.g. the ship-sheds (e.g. Andoc. 3.7; D.13.28; 22.76; 24.184; Lyc. 1.150; F 1.4; Din. 3.13), and walls (e.g.
Andoc. 3.5; D.20.68, 73-4; Lyc. 1.150; Din. 1.37), including the Long Walls, as well as tombs etc. Solon and
Dracon would be well represented by the display of their laws, though an agora statue of Solon is mentioned
in [D.] 26.23, and Pausanias certainly saw one there (1.16.1).

49 Appearances of the men of Phyle alone: Isoc. 8.108; Lys. 13.63, 77-82; 14.33; 16.4; 26.17; 28.12; 31.8-9;
A.3.181, 208. Thrasybulus alone: Isoc. 18.23; Lys. 16.15; 28.4-8; 29.7; D.20.59-60. Archinus alone: Isoc.
18.2; Din. 1.76. Together: D.Ep. 3.19. Thrasybulus and Phyle: Lys. 12.52; D.19.280; Din. 1.25. Archinus
and Phyle: D.24.135; A.3.187-90. Phyle, Thrasybulus, and Archinus together: Lys. F 52a-c; A.2.176; 3.195.
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be remembered partly or precisely because they have a statue or a famous stele associated
with them, and that may include some of the more apparently shadowy of the Eponymous
Heroes®® (and explain Aeschines’ one-off use of Tolmides).>? Importantly, it also includes
the frequently-used but historically obscure Persian agent Arthmius of Zelea.>® Equally,
figures we might expect to be mentioned more often are those for whom statues or famous
stelai are not recorded, and this is unlikely to be wholly a matter of our evidence, and
therefore coincidental: Cimon, better known for building work which may have subsumed
his personal identity, belongs in this category.>® Pericles is a borderline case: Pausanias
reports a statue (probably the one by Cresilas) on the Acropolis, but this was a private
votive, and perhaps less familiar than the agora statues of Conon and the others.> This
explanation may work for Cleisthenes too by the mid-fourth century, although Greg
Anderson’s argument that Cleisthenes deliberately wrote himself out of Athenian memory

is attractive. At all events, we hear of no Cleisthenes statue.>®

One outstanding persuasive deployment of a statue in our sources is Lycoleon’s
impassioned gesture to Chabrias’ statue, nearby in the agora, when defending him in the

Oropus trials of 366.°" Lycoleon appears in our evidence here and nowhere else;>® the

%0 Demophantus: Andoc. 1.95-102; D.20.159; Lyc. 1.124-7; Shear (2007a), 98-101; (2007b); (2011), esp. 72-
111 passim; (2012), 286-90; Canevaro and Harris (2012), 119-25; McGlew (2012).

51 Heroes: see esp. D.60.27-31. Note Demosthenes’ shortage of things to say about Antiochus (31) (and Kron
[1976], 190-3; Kearns [1989], 149). On remembering one’s tribal (and age-class) heroes: Steinbock (2011).
Others: e.g. Anthemocritus (Is. F 21; [D.] 12.4; Paus. 1.36.3), though see Ma (2013), 4 n.14; Lysimachus (D.
20.115-17 — Demosthenes interestingly does not link him with his father Aristides).

52 Statue: Paus. 1.27.5 (and Krumeich [1997], 109-11); appearance: A.2.75; Nouhaud (1986); Steinbock
(2013), 84-7.

53 Arthmius: D.9.41-6; 19.271-2; A.3.258; Din. 2.22-6.

54 Cimon: [Andoc.] 4.33; D.13.29; 23.205. At least twice he seems to be confused with Miltiades: Andoc. 3.3
and A.2.172 (unless the issue there is scribal). On forgetting Cimon: Pearson (1941), 226-7; Perlman (1961),
157 n.32; Nouhaud (1982), 219-21; Thomas (1989), 203-5.

% Pericles: Isoc. 8.126-7; 15.111, 234-5, 307; 16.28; [Lys.] 6.10; Lys. 12.4; 30.28; D.3.21; A.1.25; [D.] 26.6;
61.45; Lyc. F IX.2 (listing Pericles’ buildings); D.Ph. F 110; statue: Paus. 1.25.1, 28.2; IG I° 884 and Plin.
Nat. 34.74 Rackham; further, Keesling (2003), 193-5; Krumeich (1997), 114-25; Gauer (1968), 141-3.

%6 Anderson (2007), esp. 119-24; and on the forgetting of 508/7, Flaig (2011). Cleisthenes is only cited in
oratory by Isocrates (7.16; 15.232, 306; 16.26). Mnema: Paus. 1.29.6.

57 Ar. Rhet. 1411b6-10; Anderson (1963); Buckler (1972). The honours: Gauthier (1985), 99-102.
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demonstrative use of statues in persuasive contexts could have been more widespread. In
330 Lycurgus sought to mobilize hostility against Leocrates by casting him as a traitor to
his own father’s statue in the temple of Zeus Soter in the Piraeus (1.136-7).>° Given, then,
that statues acted as vivid visual cues for recalling notable individuals and details about
them, Andocides’ mention of the bronze general testifies to the statue’s notability, even
without a named identity. The very language he deploys in 1.38 is suggestive: the ‘pedestal
which the general is on, the bronze one’. The implication is almost that the general could,
like the famous statues of Daedalus, get down off it at some point and go somewhere else.
Aeschines apparently imitated a statue of Solon when delivering Against Timarchus (1.25)
— and this proved too dynamic for Demosthenes to resist contesting, even as late as the
pair’s next major court battle two years later (see Chapters Three and Four). Aeschines’
manoeuvre must have been calculated to appeal precisely to the suppressed animation that
public statuary of great men of the past would have presented to a citizen (or any) viewer
(admittedly more by the end of the fourth century), especially given that such statues could
be thought to evoke their subject’s ethical stances,?® and this must put them in a category
of their own as compelling carriers of memory.®* Lycurgus plays with the idea that
Leocrates’ dead father might judge him sternly from beyond the grave, and the physical
conductor for this is the statue, talked about by a hypothetical onlooker as though it could
be outraged by Leocrates’ shameful behaviour.? In his development of the Solon
illustration, we find Aeschines encouraging his audience to enjoy the same fantasy of

revenance that he was to conjure later in his career in the peroration of Against Ctesiphon

58 Lycoleon: PA 9226; PAA 610895; perhaps a relative of Chabrias (cf. Rubinstein [2000], 156 n.93).

% Thus assaulting Leocrates’ respectability (rightly noted by Blass [1898], 111; more recent scholarship has
often characterized him as a blacksmith; this is based on misreadings of Lyc. 1.58). Compare Cicero’s public
shaming of Lentulus Sura in 63, using his grandfather’s image on a seal (Cat. 3.10 Clark).

60 A.1.25 and Hesk (2012), 223-4; Lyc. 1.136 (uvnueiov tiic avtod petprotnrog); Polyeuctus of Sphettus in
Aps. Rhet. 10.6 Dilts/Kennedy. Statues as representing ethical attitudes: orientation in Dillon (2006), esp. 61-
2; Ma (2009), 249-50; Zanker (1995) (45-9 on A.1.25).

61 A little curiously, Steinbock (2012) barely mentions them at all.

62 Lyc. 1.136: to100Tov yap viod TaTHp TPOGAYOPEVETAL.
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(257-9), ‘resurrecting’ Solon and Aristides (and, in the background, an angry

Themistocles) to join him on the platform in condemning Demosthenes.

These are not only part of wide-ranging Aeschinean strategies in these speeches, but testify
to something much more general and of central importance to this study: that historical
material, dextrously handled, could be pitched to engage and move listeners (on which
more below),® and that that was a key motivation for Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’ wider
competitive practice. Dextrous and compelling handling of the past was a natural thing for
orators to want to undertake, as Isocrates makes clear in the Panegyricus of ¢.380 (4.8-

9):64

gnedn & ol Adyor toraTnV £Xovct Ty eVGtly, B’ olov T’ sivan mepl TV 0TV
oA G £EnyNoacOat, Kol Td T€ pPeydAo TATEWVA OGOt Kol TOlg pkpoig puéyedog
nepdeival, kol T T ToAod Kov®dg OleABElV Kol epl T®V vemoTi yeyevnévmv
apyoing eimelv, odKéETL PevkTéov ToDT’ £0Ti MEPL OV ETEPOL TPOTEPOV EIPHKUGLY,
AL Guewvov ékelvav eimelv mepatéov. ai pev yap mpdaelc al mpoyeyevnuévat
Kowail macw MUiv kotekeipOnoav, 10 6’ &v kapd tavtong KataypnoacHor Koi o
npocnKkovTa TEPL £kdotng &vOupumdfjvol kai toig dvouacty &b dtfécOar Tdv €D
QPOVOUVTOV 1010V €0TLY.

When, nearly forty years later, Speusippus came to mount his vitriolic attack on Isocrates’
command of history and myth in his Letter to Philip (9-10), he referred mockingly to that
very passage of the Panegyricus (Isocrates as 0 ta moAotd Kov@dES Kol To Kovo ToAods
gmayyeopevog Siddokey Aéyetv, 9).%° The Letter was written within months, possibly,%®

of Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’ first great forensic clash in the Embassy trial, where

Demosthenes made the disputing of Aeschines’ use and command of what was important

83 Steinbock (2012), 2.

64 Compare Marincola (1997), 276-7, Clarke (2008), 245-9, 297, and Grethlein (2010), 139 for uses of this
passage.

8 Natoli (2004), 140. We should also note the similarity with A.1.117, of 346/5 (Demosthenes described
derisively as ‘0 Tdg T®V AOY®V TEYVAG KATETAYYELAOUEVOG TOVG VEOUG SOACKEWY’).

8 Dating: Natoli (2004), 64-6.
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about the Athenian past an integral prosecution strategy, and Aeschines responded in kind.
For Speusippus, demolishing the credibility and authority Isocrates would have derived
from impressive treatment of his historical examples was just as important as disputing the
details of those examples themselves, something a written letter gave him more space to do
than was available to the political orators in the trial context.’” Both Aristotle’s Rhetoric
and the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum attributed to Anaximenes give advice on how to rebut
opponents’ examples, and what Anaximenes says corresponds well to Speusippus’

principal objection: that Isocrates has picked bad comparisons for Philip’s success.®®

As we will see, the political orators handle the task of rebuttal with great variety. Historical
(and mythical) appeals themselves are very flexible in both form and content, ranging from
swift mentions of such-and-such an event or person, focused on a particular effect in
context, to excursuses pursued for many paragraphs, or themes pursued throughout the
course of (often lengthy and complex) trial speeches, between speeches, and — critically —
between litigants. Flexibility is also the keynote even if we compare court speeches from
similar types of action: there is considerable variety in what is chosen and how it is
presented (and due to our evidence,®® any relevant conventions must, sadly, tend to elude
us’®). Further, certain types of offence would naturally have encouraged orators to select
certain examples,”* but need not have exercised much influence over how they presented
them in context. Given, then, that no strong distinction seems to exist in the kind of usage

made of historical material (and expectations about what it could achieve) between

67 Essential here is Natoli (2004), 84-90.

% Speusippus, Letter 9-10; Ar. Rhet. 1403a6-10; Anax. RA 36.33, cf. 8.10.

% We have very few speeches which overlap even on three of the following heads, let alone all: i) same type
of action; ii) same type of offence; iii) both prosecutor/defendant; iv) both principal/synegoros; v) author also
the speaker; vi) sufficient survival to observe some historical usage. An important exception is the similar
handling in D.18 and Hyp. Di. in the 330s, which must come down to joint court strategies: see Ch. 5.

0 The issue needs separate, freestanding examination (along the lines of Rubinstein [2005] and Kremmydas
[2013] on two other oratorical themes).

L e.g. Timagoras for embassy misconduct: see Ch. 4.

12



Assembly speeches and speeches from different kinds of public trial — only in the space
devoted to it and the actual selection of examples — we should make the general
assumption that orators could aim for similar effects in each, and the material presented in

this thesis aims to bring that out.”

What might audiences bring to the task of processing an orator’s historical references? The
especially profound impact of certain events — for example the oligarchic coup of 411,
Aegospotami and the defeat of 404, and the regime of the Thirty, often subsequently
recalled as a fused period of acute collective distress”™ — has rightly received ample
treatment (though we should always be careful to maximize the range of possible types of
recollection).” But in general pinning down what a particular juror listening to, say, a
Demosthenic public speech between 355/4 and 323/2 might typically remember of the
city’s past in his lifetime, or indeed know about previous periods, is a very difficult task,”
and depends on a host of factors (we have touched on age already). Up to a point, of
course, the likely familiarity of much of the orators’ material caters explicitly to a broad
range.’® But beyond that point — and the point (or points) would vary in each individual
case — any lacunae are addressed by techniques such as the insidious motif of the identical
audience that we saw Andocides employ. A number of different things could determine
these limits: any lacuna opened up by time spent abroad; the survival of older relatives to
fix versions of the events of one’s childhood as well as earlier periods; military service at

particularly interesting times and in particularly interesting places; intellectual milieu,

2 \We will see later in the Introduction and elsewhere that two familiar types of oration not covered by this
definition — speeches in private cases, and epitaphioi logoi — have their own distinct conventions.

3 For collective/cultural ‘trauma’: Steinbock (2012), 291-2.

4 Lévy (1976); Wolpert (2002); Loraux (2002); Wohl (2010), 201-42; Shear (2011); Steinbock (2012), 291-
300. Individual vs. collective memory: Alcock (2002), 15-16; Wolpert (2002), xiv-xv; Ricoeur (2000/2004),
120-4, 393-7 (on Halbwachs [1950], still fundamental here); Ma (2009); Grethlein (2010), 2; Shear (2011),
6-12; Steinbock (2012), 8-13. Further on the tenacity esp. of the Thirty in popular memory: Rhodes (2010);
Lambert (2012), 257-9, 261 (a ‘psychological hurdle”).

S For disentanglements: e.g. Thomas (1989), 123-31 (on family memory).

76 ¢f. Hornblower (1992), 151 (on Thucydides’ use of Herodotus’ allusions).
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educational background, familiarity with literature, and many others. Oratorical usage of
the past, therefore, might profitably be compared with the rationale and ambitions behind
topical (or detail-dependent) jokes in comedy.”” The well-handled oratorical past is
calculated to have — simultaneously — something for everybody and something for as many
conceivable audience subsets as possible.”® Techniques like the ‘identical audience’
mentioned above bind that fissile Assembly or court together, irrespective of the precise
cogency of whatever claim is being made. Not every allusion will hit the mark with
everybody. Sometimes orators admit that openly, encouraging older men to tell the
younger men present; sometimes they tailor their material explicitly to cater for younger

listeners; and elsewhere they resort to fictions.

0.1. Oratory, Memory, and Contestation

| opened by using the passage from Andocides because, in drawing attention to the
historical memory required of audiences by those who addressed them, and to the specifics
on which orators might rely when featuring examples of great individual figures, they offer
important signposts for what follows. This thesis seeks to contribute obliquely to the
current surge of interest in how Classical Athenians remembered and processed their past,
by examining how individual politicians presented it for their own ends, drawing
creatively on a common pool of examples (and deploying with notable care elements that
could be perceived as deriving from an elite education’®), and vigorously contesting them
— and above all each other’s handling of them. Building argumentation round historical

material allowed orators to enrich the ethical texture of their pleas as a whole and so to

7 cf. Dover (1972), 188-9 (comedy on tragedy).
8 cf. Ar. Rhet. 1356b28-35 (esp. 30: ovdepia 8¢ Téxvn okomel O k0’ Ekactov).
9 Ober (1989), 181; Pearson (1941), 217-19; Nouhaud (1982), 112-21.
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demonstrate their powers of selection and presentation, and, as Katherine Clarke has
recently noted, this had the potential to redound to the orator’s wider authority in both
venues and to his profile as a credible politician in general.2° My approach is informed by,
and shares a number of assumptions with, the recent work of Julia Shear and Bernd
Steinbock on the mechanics of Athenian social memory,® but diverges from them in
focusing less on those mechanics and more on what it meant for individual orators to raise
and develop historical material when addressing mass audiences and how the strategic
behaviour at issue contributed to each man’s overall ‘making’ as an effective public

communicator. This is a thesis about people first and processes second.

Some scholars of social memory might view this as recidivist; they tend to highlight how
previous discussion of the orators’ use of the past has concentrated narrowly on formal
rhetorical aspects or on the reliability status of the historical examples themselves.®? These
concerns are valid up to a point; Karl Jost’s 1935 dissertation concentrated on what each
orator contributes to ‘the theory’ of the historical examples, looking for underlying
rationales in each case.® A flip side of the same kind of formalist assumption has led some
to characterize the orators’ examples as the largely unedifying result of ignorance or
carelessness (or, at best, wanton shoehorning).8* Georges Mathieu could even describe
them as ‘thrown’ into speeches ‘almost at random’.%® Fortunately analysing historical

examples as rhetoric need not involve Jost’s prescriptivism.8 More profitable is the type

8 Clarke (2008), 249.

81 Above all Shear (2011), and Steinbock (2012). Greek remembering more generally: the essays in Foxhall,
Gehrke, and Luraghi (2010), Luraghi (2001) (esp. Gehrke [2001]), and Marincola, Llewellyn-Jones, and
Maciver (2012); Thomas (1989); Grethlein (2010).

82 Shear (2011), 4-7; Steinbock (2012), 38-9; (2013), 73-4; Canevaro (forthcoming 2014).

8 Jost (1935 [sic]); see e.g. 162 (final paragraph) for a telling juxtaposition revealing his priorities; or 247
(second paragraph) for the idea of Demosthenes ‘at the culmination of a [theoretical] development’.

8 See esp. Jacoby (1954), 95; Finley (1975a), 30; (1975b), 57-8; also Rutherford (1994), 60; Hunt (2010), 8.
Carefully contextualized: Rhodes (1993), 62; Demosthenes’ ‘reasonable accuracy’: Milns (1995), 40.

8 Mathieu (1914), 185.

8 As Steinbock himself admits: (2012), 38.
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of approach first outlined in brief compass by Lionel Pearson and then Shalom Perlman.
Pearson anticipated Ober in treating the audience-speaker communication function of the
examples, while Perlman grasped the nettle of the importance of personal oratorical spin in
historical citation (even if his argument that ‘political propaganda’ was the motivation
works for only some of the evidence).®” In the most recent monograph-length treatment of
the subject (1982),%8 Michel Nouhaud assumes (like many of his predecessors) that
accurate citation of history is a standard of virtue in an orator (from which individuals
must deviate to greater or lesser extents) and that historical references are best appreciated
when categorized thematically or according to the event or person treated. He delineates
less consistently whether a reference to, say, the Peace of Callias might mean something
particular for Demosthenes in a particular context regardless of its accuracy (as far as that
can be traced), and might therefore help us construct a sense of the persuasive capital
inherent in the convincing citation of such an example by Demosthenes or any other

orator.®® The latter is precisely my focus in this study.

Since Nouhaud wrote, the implications for orators’ public profiles generated by how they
choose to handle history in front of popular audiences have come to be recognized (using
‘history’ here, as throughout this study and indeed in its title, as a loose shorthand to
denote ‘a representation or set of representations of the past’®®). In recent articles Jon
Hesk, Bernd Steinbock, and Vincent Azoulay have all pursued (by different routes) the

idea — basic to what follows — that contesting and shaping conceptions of the value

87 pearson (1941); Perlman (1961); for criticism of ‘propaganda’: Steinbock (2012), 40.

8 This attracted an unenthusiastic review from Perlman (1986) and a merciless one from Robertson ([1984],
381-3); more generous: Clarke (2008), 247 n.5.

8 Similarly, Jutta Witte’s treatment of Demosthenes’ political programme in her wide-ranging and avowedly
historical ([1995], 6) study of the development of traditional notions of Athenian statehood does not focus on
the persuasive techniques employed to communicate the substance of that programme and to recommend
Demosthenes as its best possible proponent.

% Picking up on e.g. Nora (1989), 8.
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inherent in the historical past could pay persuasive dividends to an orator and could help to
distinguish him as an authoritative individual whom people could trust. Azoulay (2009)
argues cogently that Lycurgus’ deployment of aspects of civic history helped both to
enable and to determine the character of his policy of cultural renewal after Chaeronea (on
this, more below). Steinbock’s (2012) book, grounding itself in a comprehensive extended
portrait of how social remembering in (mainly) fourth-century Athens worked and
proceeding to four case studies of how Athenian memory constructed flashpoints in the
city’s relationship with Thebes, shares aims with this thesis, but its remit debars Steinbock
from any extended comment on the strategies of particular speeches and allows him only
very limited holistic comment on the persuasive context of the individual strategic moves
he examines. He is not absolutely uninterested in the orators as individuals, but his focus is
on the audience, on what they would get from the different uses to which historical
material could be put, and on the role of orators as transmitters and moulders of aspects of

Athenian memory.%!

His 2013 spin-off article goes somewhat further.? There, he suggests that Aeschines’
presentation of the past in On the Embassy (of 343) indicates how in the original debate
about the Peace of Philocrates in 346 (with which the Embassy trial is concerned)
Aeschines had harnessed a source alternative to the civic ‘master narrative’ — namely the
stories he had been told by his father and uncle — as a means of validating a distinctive
strategy aimed at scotching the present purveyors of that ‘master narrative’, including
Demosthenes.®® Although (as we will see in Chapter Four) Steinbock’s view seems to
involve some misconceptions and takes insufficient account of the fact that this speech of

343 has its own trial context — and the historical material presented by Demosthenes as

% Steinbock (2012), 36-43, 94-9, 354-5; (2013), 69-75.
%2 For another reading of an orator ‘challenging the Athenian master narrative’: (2012), 149-54.
% Steinbock (2013), 75-99.

17



prosecutor — to confront, and should therefore be regarded as no more accurate a witness to
what Aeschines actually said in 346 than Demosthenes’ own 343 speech,® his
preparedness to view historical material as a dynamic and characterizing force, assisting
the orator’s self-presentation strategies in general, is stimulating and helpful. | put more
emphasis than he does, though, on the flexibility of the choices orators could and did
make: | see less a handful of plucky ‘challenges to the Athenian master narrative’ than
constant inflections of it, married to the rhetorical circumstances and objectives of each
speech. The notion of a ‘master narrative’ governing how orators operated works best for
the institution of the epitaphios;® arguing that orators in all public contexts had to cater to
audience expectations,®® presumably continually, obfuscates the extent to which speakers
had to excite, surprise, and engage their audiences to mark themselves out. We can posit a
certain (fluctuating, situation-dependent) level of ‘ideological monotony’® in Athenian
public discourse without assuming that the mediation or mediators themselves were largely
monochromatic.®® Steinbock’s Athens may perhaps end up seeming a slightly dull or
predictable place to have been an audience member, and it will usually have been anything

but.

Finally, Hesk’s (2012) discussion of court clashes between Aeschines and Demosthenes
makes, in brief but effective fashion, the point that the past was up for grabs, relied on
oratorical processing, and was susceptible to contestation as well as distortion by orators
with specifically persuasive ends in view. | shall be building on that here (especially on the

prime importance of the rhetorical weight given to the notion of the ‘right’ use of the

% For these problems: esp. Cawkwell (1960); Harris (1995), 7-16; Efstathiou (2004).
% Steinbock (2012), 49-58.

% Steinbock (2012), 40-3, 94-6; esp. (2013), 74-5.

7 A concept developed for republican Rome by Morstein-Marx ([2004], 230-40).

% | am talking about presentation rather than content (cf. Steinbock [2012], 57).
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past®®), but will also be concerned to show how we can trace such manoeuvres when we
are unable confidently to reconstruct the arguments that opposing speakers made. Here |
am thinking particularly of Demosthenes’ Assembly speeches, where the (apparently
conventional'®) preference for leaving opponents unnamed thwarts any too-exacting
identification of particular policies with other likely figures, making it less easy to see
what Demosthenes might be contesting. Likely moves towards the formation of a literary
corpus pose a further obstacle to straightforward fitting of this group of texts to their
purported performance situations.’®® Accordingly, in the earlier chapters, where | discuss
the Assembly speeches and Demosthenes’ early court speeches, I will be focusing more
upon what self-image Demosthenes is seeking to construct, and how this develops, than

upon how his chosen examples might play in debate or in the trial concerned.

Demosthenes recommends himself as an obvious focus not only by virtue of the quality
and range of his surviving output, but precisely because his three major court clashes with
Aeschines offer the best available chance to assess the role of historical examples and
argumentation as material of which opposing orators can vie to remain (as it were) ‘in
possession’, asserting the factual correctness, ‘truth’ to popular experience or memory,
greater moral acceptability or force, superior detail etc. of their chosen examples. | am
interested in getting as close as our often revised, often subsequently enhanced texts can
allow us to an element that mattered in performance not only because it drew explicitly on
audience’s lived experience of their city’s past, distant and recent, but also because it could
help stage disagreements between (often) prominent individuals seeking to give a public

account of themselves in front of large audiences of their fellow citizens. This is the

% For which see also Clarke (2008), 258-61.

100 Adams (1912), 15; Trevett (1996b), 432; Tuplin (1998), 302-3; possibly linked to the similar convention
in the epitaphios (cf. Grethlein [2010], 133-5).

101 Tuplin (1998).
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consideration which debars two possible alternative focuses: first, the epitaphios logos,
because any competition with previous orators — while possibly implicit in the character of
the institution — is hardly primary given the focus of the occasion itself;'%? and second, the
non-logographic speeches of Isocrates. His didactic concentration on the spinning of
historical material is well-known,' but even those items in his corpus which assume a
(fictive) live mass-communication context tend to concentrate on the leisurely unfolding of
ideal arguments rather than on Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’ conjuring of real (and
remembered) forensic or deliberative occasions, in however worked-up a form, for their
readership.’®* An inquiry that focused more on the orators’ constitutional references, on
documents, and on their representation of Athenian legal history — where important recent
work has been done!® — could not afford to sideline Isocrates, but my focus is primarily on
what Aeschines and Demosthenes do with personalities and events. What | want to show is
that the capacity to appeal authoritatively to the past becomes integral particularly to
Demosthenes’ personal image-creation — to his self-fashioning as a politician.% | shall

contextualize that claim in the next section.

102 As Hesk shows ([2013], 60-5), the fit with the occasion determines the orator’s ‘voice’.

108 ¢f. Speusippus, Letter 9 (above).

104 50 against Steinbock (2012), 37 n.168, and with e.g. Milns (1995), 3; Hunt (2010), 271-2; raised by
Clarke ([2008], 301-3).

105 Rhodes (1993); (2006); (2010); (2011).

106 Terminologically speaking, ‘self-fashioning’ is now jaded; but the concept remains useful and seems
appropriate in Demosthenes’ case, not least because so much of the biographical tradition hangs on colourful
stories of his personal development, self-discipline, and overcoming of early difficulty, and on flashpoints
like his alleged first live experience of great oratory when listening to Callistratus at his Oropus trial, which
Plutarch depicts as implanting a desire for an oratorical career: Dem. 5-8.
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0.2. ‘O, you and I have heard our fathers say...’. Politics and

Paradigms

Most work on the instrumental potential of historical examples for public self-fashioning
has concerned Rome rather than Athens. Henriette van der Blom has recently explored the
way that Cicero involves carefully-chosen ‘personal exempla’ in a self-fashioning project
designed to offset the impediment of his novitas.'” This complements John Dugan’s work
on Cicero, which stresses a similar strategy of usurpation of aristocratic cultural models,
this time in the service of a project which recommends Cicero as a statesman who derives
his eminence from a distinctive cultural profile — expressed through his rhetorical writings
— rather than more traditional sets of attributes.'®® Importantly for our purposes, both
emphasize the need to individualize oneself amidst a crowd of competing would-be
statesmen.'% Whatever the Athenian demos’ attitude to its leaders, that consideration can
be as relevant and guiding for us as it is for scholars of republican Rome:*° for fourth-
century Athens, indeed, we can not only carry out the genuine comparison of different
orators’ techniques that the Roman evidence largely denies us,'!' but also compare
oratorical competition with the personal agonistics of practitioners in cognate genres like
comedy (an aspect attracting a good deal of scholarly attention at present).!'? The

compelling articulation of versions of the Athenian past was an important ingredient in

107 van der Blom (2010); also Flower (1996), e.g. 88-9.

108 Dygan (2005).

109 In the tradition in particular of Greenblatt (1980).

110 van der Blom (2010), esp. 151-74; Dugan (2005), 8-15, and again Morstein-Marx (2004), 230-40.

11 That is being rectified: note Steel and van der Blom (2013), and their major Glasgow-based Fragments of
the Roman Republican Orators project (2012-).

112 sidwell (2009); Biles (2011); Storey (2003), 278-303.
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manufacturing an individualized persona; part of the orator’s authority was, after all, like

the comic poet’s, didactic.'!3

In an important way, though, the parallel with Cicero must be limited. Our orators seem to
enjoy citing certain historical figures — Aeschines makes particularly frequent use of
Solon, for example, as already hinted — but they cannot be shown to adopt consistent
‘personal exempla’ in the same way that Cicero does.!'* Civic ideology must be relevant
here: adopting a historical figure as one’s own too often or too overtly might well be
perceived as having a whiff of the anti-democratic about it, especially if that figure was a
problematic or compromised one: Alcibiades, for example.!®® (Exceptions seem to be
models from one’s own family: the younger Alcibiades, harried in court in the 390s, is
perfectly prepared to identify himself with his father, despite the prosecution’s use of the
latter to discredit him.!®) When Aeschines criticizes details of Demosthenes’ usage, it is
their appearance in previous Demosthenic speeches, not their particularity to
Demosthenes, that is being criticized; indeed, as noted above, the goal is often to wrest
them away from (temporary) ‘possession’ by the rival orator, all in a trial-specific context.
So neither Demosthenes nor Aeschines can be shown to be undertaking quite the same
kind of ‘cultural project’ as Dugan’s Cicero. Furthermore, the circumstances of the
revision and circulation of their speeches (below, Section 0.5) are far too nebulously
understood to allow the same kind of confident speculations about intent that can be

applied to the Ciceronian rhetorical texts Dugan examines.!

113 On our topic e.g. Nouhaud (1982), esp. 110-11; Worthington (1992), 22; Clarke (2008), 249, 274-86, 300-
3. For caution: Rutherford (1994), 60.

14 The only seriously-floated possibility (for Demosthenes) has been Pericles (see further in Ch. 2).

115 On whom, esp. Gribble (1999).

116 |soc. 16 passim vs. Lys. 14 (esp. 16-19, 23-40). On these speeches: Gribble (1999), 90-148.

117 See now Gurd (2012), who discusses both periods (25-47 on the fourth century, esp. 28-32 on Isocrates).
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It is possible, though, to see a different kind of project at work in Demosthenes’ case
which allows us to consider parameters similar to Dugan’s and van der Blom’s, and this is
what | see separating Demosthenes and Aeschines. This project — an oratorical and
political one — is best seen in the assertion of a consistent type of political vision which
Demosthenes develops as his recognizable hallmark, in both his Assembly and his court
speeches.!® This vision is articulated via a consistent application of historical material
covering the whole range from formal and fleeting references to themes pursued in
extenso. It is consistent because it adopts as a repeated standard the interpretative cogency
of appeal to the continuum of traditional Athenian values,*® as nuanced by Demosthenes’
own reflections on it — which is what distinguishes it from the versions of, say, the
epitaphios. The persuasive element in each case resides in how Demosthenes chooses to
negotiate the potentially difficult question of how the Athenians of the present — the trial or
the debate — relate to the continuum.!?° Finally, in On the Crown, he makes a bid to join it
— a bid which involves casting his own career to date as a match for any part of the
continuum itself. We unfortunately possess no extant Assembly oratory by Aeschines, but
it will be demonstrated in Chapters Four and Five that the two surviving speeches he
composed for trials which involved Demosthenes as principal opposing litigant aim to
subvert the authoritative status of Demosthenic usage of the past, invading Demosthenes’
‘world of the ancestors’ to re-appropriate its terms for Aeschines’ own ends. Aeschines’
usage is often technically well-calibrated to achieve its persuasive goals, but also tends to
be more consistently and tightly trial-dependent than Demosthenes’, hence the invasions.
Vivid set-piece reflections from a fictive parallel Athens, rooted in civic tradition (and

often starring Aeschines by proxy), tend to be preferred to the more Demosthenic constant

118 On Demosthenes’ vision particularly Yunis (2000) and various studies by Mader, esp. (2007a) and
(2007h).

119 ¢f. Loraux’s broader notion of the eternality of the (democratic) city ([1986], 118-71).

120 ¢f. Christian Meier’s ‘political time’ (in Csapo and Miller [1998], 95).
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appeal to an audience’s place within a continuum. He is also less committed than
Demosthenes to highlighting another point: that his usage is the best on offer; there is less

reason, then, to look for a ‘project’ in Aeschines’ case.

Some unease may be felt over whether fourth-century Athenians should be thought of as
associating self-fashioning motivations, the use of the past, and wider (and more concrete)
cultural aspirations in ways similar to first-century Romans. A convincing recent case
which supports the idea, though, is that made by Azoulay, who sees Lycurgus’ key role in
the cultural restoration of Athens in the 330s-320s as operating alongside, and partly
expressing, a very shrewd understanding of the potential of the Athenian past for his own
self-fashioning.'?! The possibilities for further work here are manifold, and though space
restrictions prevent me from devoting part of this thesis to Lycurgus, he will appear for
purposes of comparison. Lycurgus’ dynamic manipulation of the past’s place in public
discourse is also a constant theme in a recent volume co-edited by Azoulay:'?? he was in a
strong position to pilot cultural change in the 330s and the cityscape itself was part of it.!23
It is much less clear that Demosthenes was involved in any such physical stamping of his

own self-presentation strategies, though he was responsible for symbolic public works in

121 Azoulay (2009), 166-80; (2011), 192-204, 211-16. Steinbock (2011) takes a much broader view. It has
become popular to see Lycurgus’ ‘past-connectivity’ (Hesk [2012], 208, 214-15; Lambert [2010]; [2011],
187-90; [2012], 253-7) as a product of the post-Chaeronea context. This works better for the epigraphic
evidence than for Lycurgus’ extant oratory, not least because it takes insufficient account of the sophisticated
persuasive uses to which Aeschines and Demosthenes were already putting the past: and that included the
‘new’ culture of forged or updated documents (for which Habicht [1961]; Robertson [1982]; Davies [1996];
Rhodes [2011], 25; Steinbock [2012], 94) — a good (and epigraphic) example is D.19.303. Cephisodotus had
probably used the document too (possibly in 357): Ar. Rhet. 1411a9-11; compare the Theban decree in Din.
1.25. See too Fisher ([2001], 64, 218) on nascent past-connectivity regarding the Pnyx in the mid-340s. The
differences are that Lycurgus was in a position to pilot holistic transformation, affecting both cityscape and
political discourse, and that as an Eteobutad he may have felt stronger connections with the city’s past
(especially religious past) than most (Lambert [2010], 229, 236). We need not assume (with Witte [1995],
64, 98-104) that Lycurgus was primarily the physical realizer of basically Demosthenic propaganda.

122 Azoulay and Ismard (2011).

123 ‘Lycurgan Athens’: Mitchel (1970); Will (1983), esp. 77-100; Faraguna (1992) (with [2011]); Habicht
(1997), 22-30; Hintzen-Bohlen (1997); Brun (2003a), (2003b), (2005); Humphreys (2004) (rev. version of
[1985]); Azoulay and Ismard (2011); Hesk (2012); Lambert (2012); Lyc. 1 edition: Engels (2008).
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the year of Chaeronea and thereafter.’?* In On the Crown eight years later he freely
encourages recollection of his work on the walls to invite his audience to view his career to
date as a continuous enacting of his constantly stated fidelity to Athens’s past,*?® and here
the walls stand for a whole range of activities in the aftermath of Chaeronea. Indeed,
Aeschines and others expected Demosthenes to adopt such a strategy.?® But in his sheer
apparent investment in his project — and opportunity to express it — Lycurgus looks as if he
might be a special case (we would relish knowing whether Eubulus, who apparently
enjoyed a similar status in the late 350s, did anything similar'?’). Demosthenes’ project
existed primarily at the level of oratorical communication, but was (and is) no less
cogently expressed for that: we will also see, in Chapter Five, that shared conceptions of
the civic past similar to those sponsored by Lycurgus helped to unite anti-Macedonian
politicians post-338, and that these work themselves out in identifiably similar court
strategies in the surviving corpora of Demosthenes, Lycurgus, and Hyperides. Lycurgus

was not necessarily the pioneer here.?8

Having sketched some parameters for thinking about politicians’ use of the past, I proceed
to outline my stance on three separate aspects relevant to the inquiry: on the roles of
mythical and non-mythical historical material in our speeches, and how different orators
used them; on how we might talk about the historical example itself; and on the nature of

our texts.

124 Demosthenes’ public works: Will (1983), 20-6; Sealey (1993), 199 and D.18.111-19, cf. A.3.25-31.
125D.18.113, 248, 299 cf. 311.

126 Negatively: A.3.14-17, 23-27, cf. 84; also Demades F XXV (though note de Falco’s misgivings about
including this as a genuine fragment). Positively (though ignoring Demosthenes’ ‘project’): Lyc. 1.43-5, 150
(obliquely); esp. 138 (less so).

127 A,3.25 with Knox (1976), 79-81 on public works. For Eubulus: Cawkwell (1963b); also Badian (1995),
100-3. Comparing the two: Hintzen-Bohlen (1997) and Oliver (2011).

128 Engels ([1989], 94-145) and Wirth ([1999], 20-53) on each as context for the other.
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0.3. Using Examples; History and Myth

Aeschines and especially Demosthenes are able to make their use of the past do broader
argumentative work because they are often prepared to foster and develop the effects
produced by vivid and emotive examples throughout the speeches in which they appear.
The examples pursued therefore colour the material that surrounds them, giving the
speeches unity and crystallizing the orators’ aims and the ethical messages (not least in the
domain of civic values) that they wish to impress on their audience. The contrast with
Dinarchus in particular here is striking.!?® His use of the past concentrates on situation-
specific paradigmatic illustration and comparison with the past career of the accused, after
which he changes focus — he does not ‘run with’ the themes that his chosen examples
present. He can also recycle his examples without much alteration,**° just as he reworks
arguments from Aeschines’ Against Ctesiphon.®*! More generally, he may offer evidence
for some growing canonicity for Demosthenes towards the end of his career: Porphyry, as
mediated by Eusebius, spotted in Dinarchus’ Against Cleomedon for Battery 132 verbatim
passages lifted from Demosthenes’ Against Conon, and there are other examples.'®® Even
though similar remarks in this part of the Praeparatio Evangelica about orators’ ‘stealing’
from one another are anachronistic and much better explained either by shared court

strategies or by common resort to topoi or handbooks!** — which should make us wary of

129 In a sense Dinarchus does not belong in our ‘set’ because he only ever wrote speeches for others to
deliver, but his logography for politicians qualifies him on the practical grounds which disqualify Isocrates,
for example.

130 Din. 1.14 cf. 3.17 (on Timotheus).

131 g, g. the reworking of A.3.138-9 in Din. 1.38 (for other aspects: e.g. Worthington [1992], 15 n.6, 24).

2 FLXVL

133 Din. 1.87 is close to D.23.66, though handbook usage is possible and it is interesting that these are
precisely the same two mythical stories Pausanias knows about the Areopagus (1.28.5, in similar levels of
detail). Interest in D.20 seems possible from the reference to Ctesippus at Din. 1.111.

134 With Carey et al. (2008), 3; Demont (2011), 38-40; topoi: Worthington (1992), 23-4.
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the Dinarchus-Demosthenes ‘theft’*® — Dinarchus’ practice still looks basically

derivative.13®

The mechanics of Lycurgus’ usage, as far as we can trace them, look different again.
Nearly halfway through his sole surviving speech, Against Leocrates, he embarks on the
narration of an immense series (basically 68-134) of mythical and historical paradigmatic
episodes, frequently finishing one by comparing the heroism of its protagonists
straightforwardly with the turpitude of the defendant.'3” There is an obvious contrast with
Demosthenes and Aeschines at the level of structure. In their speeches for major public
trials, both these orators pursue structures whereby different appeals to the civic past are
made at a series of locations in a speech where similar argumentative points (often points
with a strong ethical component) are being made, thus touching off recollection of the
previous appeals and enabling the orator to unify disparate points. This technique is
especially pronounced in Aeschines’ extremely artful Against Timarchus, but occurs to
various extents across both orators’ corpora. It seems fair to suggest that its function is as
much mnemonic (for the orator) as it is psychologically persuasive (for his audience). Ring
composition — of which, incidentally, there is plenty in Against Timarchus — might be a
good parallel.'® Lycurgus’ lengthy en bloc paradigmatic series is important in its own
right, though; his fascinating surviving fragments suggest an enthusiasm for expatiation on

distant or mythical material more generally, and that needs further comment.*°

135 Worthington ([1992], 15, 24, against e.g. Blass [1893], 318-21) prefers to think in terms of common
topoi, but A.3 would have canonical status by 323.

136 Nouhaud (1982), 364.

187 e.g. Lyc. 1.97, 101, 110, 115; a similar technique can be found in Aeschines’ Against Timarchus (e.g. 11,
20, 26-7) and Demosthenes’ Against Timocrates (e.g. 38, 44, 46 etc., and esp. 106).

138 Ring composition in oratory: esp. Worthington (1991a); (1992), 27-39; (1994); (1996) (for whom ring
composition is a sign of a careful written version; cf. Tuplin [1998], 311 on D.14-15); Wooten (2010), esp.
3-12, on the deliberative speeches. On the Homeric side: e.g. Lohmann (1970) and Nimis (1999); for
comparison, Niles (1979); and more generally Douglas (2007).

139 ¢f, Hermogenes Id. 403 Rabe. The appearance of Micon and Polygnotus in On the Priestess (Lyc. F VI.3,
17) was perhaps part of a large-scale employment of the Stoa Poikile in the argument: Conomis (1961), 110-
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In stark contrast to Lycurgus (and Hyperides, apparently?4%), the extant court speeches of
Aeschines and especially Demosthenes'*! suggest a comparative lack of interest in myth-
based illustrations (with the exception of quoted poetry)'#? — this study will embrace what
little there is.2*® Does this make their authors unrepresentative?*** Lycurgus and Hyperides
were, after all, not alone in citing myth in competitive public contexts: another important
example is Phocion’s suggestion in the Assembly in 335 that Demosthenes, Lycurgus, and
the other orators demanded by Alexander should be prepared to imitate the daughters of
Leos and Hyacinthus and sacrifice themselves for Athens — and this from a famously
unflowery speaker.}*® Even excluding Isocrates on the grounds outlined above, there are
still a number of examples that we could advance, while allowing for the fact that the
colourful names and features of mythical episodes were particularly likely to catch the

attention of scholars with purposes like Harpocration’s.4®

There are contexts where mythical examples (and argument from myth) clearly have their

place: in the epideictic genre and in the epitaphios logos in particular, and in the often-

12. As Hall notes ([2006], 367-8), Against Menesaechmus (F XIV) appears to have involved a story about
Abaris and Apollo and the plague among the Hyperboreans (cf. Hdt. 4.36), perhaps excused by its Delian
connections (5a-b cf. Conomis [1961], 145-6). On the Priesthood (F VII) may have involved genos history.
140 Hyperides was known for his ‘superb flexibility in narrating myths copiously’ ([Long.] Subl. 34.2:
pvboroyiican keyvuévag, tr. Fyfe/Russell [Loeb]); [Longinus]’ example is from the Deliacus (quasi-dicanic
because addressing a diplomatic dispute).

141 Jost (1935), 167-8.

142 As noted by e.g. Clarke ([2008], 264-5). In quoted poetry: D.19.243, 246-8; A.1.128-9, 141-54. Beyond
it: D.18.180; 23.65-6, 74; 60.4-8, 10, 27-31; A.1.133; 2.31; 3.185, 231.

143 Though not the funeral oration (where Demosthenes is similarly terse with his mythical specifics: 60.9).
144 1n context: Perlman (1961), 158-62; Nouhaud (1982), 12-20; Clarke (2008), 264-72; and esp. Gotteland
(2001).

145D.S. 17.15.2. It is tempting to suggest that Phocion was revelling in the chance to use Lycurgus’
mythological expertise against him. Plutarch has Phocion behaving far more nobly and sympathetically (Plut.
Phoc. 17.2-3). Phocion’s terseness: Plut. Phoc. 5.3-4; Dem. 10.2-3.

146 ¢f, Clarke (2008), 250 n.18. Myth in extant and fragmentary dicanic speeches beyond Demosthenes and
Aeschines (including quoted poetry, but excluding Isocrates’ non-logographic speeches): e.g. Andoc. 1.129;
[Andoc.] 4.22; Lyc. 1.83-9, 94-104; see also n.139 above; Din. 1.87. Both Lyc. On the Priestess (F V1.6) and
Din. Diadikasia of the Phalerians (F XX.2) featured Alope, mother of the Eponymous Hero Hippotho(o)n
(D.60.31); she may well have been more familiar than she looks: Kron (1976), 177-80 and de Polignac
(2011), esp. 109-10.

28



overlooked genre of diplomatic oratory (which contains elements of the epideictic and the
symbouleutic).**” The fragments of Hyperides’ Delian Oration may give us an idea of the
kinds of arguments used in the latter, complementing examples in the historians and in
Speusippus’ Letter to Philip.1*® There may have been an assumption that myth did not
usually stray outside the epideictic and the diplomatic. Harpocration tells us that Philepsius
of Lamptrae, a contemporary of Agyrrhius and mentioned by Demosthenes in Against
Timocrates (24.134), was mocked in comedy for his insertion of muthoi — ‘tales’, at least —
into his Assembly speeches. Aristophanes mentions these muthoi in Wealth, and this may
well, in the backhanded manner familiar from comic invective in general, attest the
practice’s success With the audience as much as it does its peculiarity to Philepsius (in 388,
anyway).**® Comic evidence reminds us of the importance of public individualization — if
you attracted a distinctive designation, however unflattering, that was good; it meant
people knew who you were.** If Philepsius was indeed a poor man (mévng év), or even if

he was not, the telling of (probably gnomic) tales in public may have helped him to present

147 Myth in the epitaphios: Ziolkowski (1981), 74-99; Loraux (1986), esp. 53-8, 65-9, 132-55; Frangeskou
(1999), 319-23; Gotteland (2001); Gehrke (2001), 301-2.

148 ggp. Hyp. F 67. Political context of the Deliacus: Engels (1989), 74-80. A well-known example is X. Hell.
6.3.6 (Callias at the 371 Congress of Sparta, citing Triptolemus; Steinbock [2012], 83); also the Spartans in
Athens after Leuctra (6.5.33-5) and the Phliasian Procles there (6.5.45-8) (epitaphic topoi): on the contrast
see now Pontier (2013), 178-84 (also Steinbock [2012], 200-1). Notable for their generic self-awareness are
Hdt. 9.26-7 (the speeches before Plataea; see Solmsen [1944], esp. 248-50) and cf. the matching historical
examples in the generals’ speeches at Delium (Thuc. 4.92.6-7, 95.3). For Speusippus and his lengthy
mythical examples: Natoli (2004), 66-77; for the fragmentary historians esp. Pownall (2004); and several
historical (but no mythical) examples in Andocides 3, arising from diplomatic activity (Grethlein [2010],
129-35).

149 Harpocration (s.v. ®1\éy10c): Philepsius as a special target for comic poets ‘&ri 16 peratd Tdv
dnunyoprdv pobovg Aéyewv’ = Sauppe (1850), 2.244 s.v. XXVb (PIAEYIOL); PA 14256; PAA 924750; sole
recorded Philepsius in LGPN 11 (.447); D.24.134 with £ (270 Di); Aristophanes Wealth 176 (®uéyiog & ody
gveka 6od pobovg Aéyet;) and X 177 (adding ictopiag), 177a (with Sommerstein [2001], 148), attesting
audience enjoyment (so also Jost [1935], 20 n.1); Platon F 238 (full references). Scobie ([1979], 236),
ignores D.24.134 and Harpocration and makes Philepsius a professional storyteller, as does Anderson
([2000], 8). The baseline interpretation ‘stories’ is of course possible (cf. e.g. Major [2002], 552; Dillon
[1987], 170-1); it is the element of the fabulous that is key.

150 A shared topos of oratory and comedy: e.g. Cleophon ‘the Lyre-maker’ to compare with e.g. Callimedon
‘the Crab (or Lobster)’, ‘Topknot’ Hegesippus and so on. These are still the province of politicians
themselves, and sketch-writers: e.g. ‘the Beast of Bolsover’ (Frank Johnson on Dennis Skinner), and ‘the
Chingford Skinhead’ (Healey on Tebbit); cf. Demosthenes’ ‘Battalus of Paeania’ and ‘Oenomaus of
Cothocidae’ to refer to himself and Aeschines (D.18.180). Incidentally, Skinner, like Demosthenes on the
Pnyx (Hyp. Dem. 9 with Whitehead [2000], 392-4), has a well-known habitual Commons seat — another
means of visibly distinguishing oneself.

29



himself as homespun and down-to-earth; Iphicrates’ self-presentation appears to have
relied on a variation of this (casting himself as a straight talker and self-made man).t>
There was, then, a genuine range of possible levels of exploitation here, as there was with
more recognizably ‘historical’ material, and orators correspondingly vary in the
concentration and nature of their usage; it was open to Demosthenes and Aeschines to

prefer the more recent.

The formulation ‘more recognizably ‘historical’’ raises an important further question, not
least for the delimiting of this study: what meaningful barrier there may be, if any, between
history and myth in the way the orators choose and shape their exemplary material. The
issue is complex,’®? and | only comment briefly here. Aristotle assumes a distinction
between real events (mpdyupoto mpoyevouéva) and fictive ones: mapaforn (made-up
comparison) and Adyou (fables) (Rhet. 1393a28-31).1°3 Mythical examples usually seem to
belong under ‘real’ comparisons,’* and, absent any indication otherwise from Aristotle,
we should treat them as working similarly to historical illustrations.'® The orators
themselves rarely tend to see a meaningful distinction between myth and very ancient

history.®® The practical feature that stands out most in our texts instead is the frequent

151 For Iphicrates in general see now Sears (2013), 118-36, 273-87. Iphicrates’ oratory: Bianco (1997), and
e.g. D.Pro. 49/[50].2-3 (6mwg un ta § ta yevioetar, GAL” dtwg Tt — about as gnomic as it gets); Ar. Rhet.
1365a28-9; 1367b17-18; 1397b30-4; 1398a17-22; 1405a19-21; 1411b1-4; Plut. Sayings of Kings and
Commanders 186f-7b; A.A. 28.84-7. Aristotle’s interest in him is intriguing (he uses him as an example
simply of a person in his discussion of maxims: olov moidg tig Tpucpdrng, Rhet. 1394a22-3; cf. the famous
use of Alcibiades at Poetics 1451b11 Kassel). Kennedy thinks he may even lie behind a ottog in Rhet.
1395a25 ([2007], 167 n.120). Dionysius was less impressed: 1Amm. 11.

152 Discussions: Perlman (1961), 158-9; Finley (1975a); Nouhaud (1982), 12-20; Gotteland (2001), 89-102;
the contributors to Luraghi (2001), esp. Gehrke (2001), 296-306 (and in general [2010]); Natoli (2004), 66-8;
Grethlein (2010), 110; Steinbock (2012), 26-8. A figure who tends to belong right on the cusp is Theseus:
Pearson (1941), 221; Davie (1982); Kearns (1989), 117-24; Walker (1993); Mills (1997), 43-86; Rhodes
(2011), 27-8; Steinbock (2012), 169-74. Fusing with autochthonous figures in art: Shapiro (1998), 149-51;
(2012), 169-82.

158 Factual comparison: 1393a32-1393b4; made-up comparison: 1393b4-8; fable: 1393b8-1394a1.

154 For similar difficulties of placement: Fortenbaugh (1995), 3-7.

15 Using logoi and pragmata: Ar. Rhet. 1394a2-8.

16 But ‘tend” is correct: cf. D.60.9 (and Grethlein [2010], 123-4) (pace Jost [1935], 168, D.23.66 is an
example of Demosthenes not drawing a strong distinction between myth and ancient history, as is clear from
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(and much more general) implication that audiences prefer hearing more recent material
rather than anything more distant.’>” Orators often apologize for mentioning the latter,
especially if it is mythical, in the same way that they do when discussing examples drawn
from the history of other cities — examples drawn from the speaker or recipient’s own
country are usually assumed to be the most suitable.'®® I proceed on the understanding that
while myths may have been thought more appropriate to some contexts than others, the
important distinction for the orator’s expressive or compositional practice was between the
distant and the recent past, and how he could fashion listeners’ response to non-recent
material — the prescription of the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (32.3) that the orator should

prefer examples close to the audience in time as well as place bears that out.*>®

A good example of the staging of the assumption is Aeschines’ mention of a mythical
precedent he used in front of Philip (featuring Acamas as the founder of Ennea Hodoi, and
thus the origin of the Athenian claim to Amphipolis) (2.31).2%° It suits his purpose to be
brief here, but he suggests that he ought to be brief now anyway (t6te pév fippotte Aéyswv

Kol EppnoN Og Evedéyeto akpiéotata, vovi 68 I60G avaykn GUVTERVEY TOVG AOYOVC).

D.22.14-15). Muthos itself can of course mean several things; for an example of the difficulties that can arise
in handling it, see Robertson (1978), 52-3, on the views about the historicity of the First Sacred War given in
D.18.149 and Speusippus Letter 8-9.

157 e.g. Isoc. 6.21; D.19.276; 22.13, 15; [61].46; [26].7; Din. 1.37-8; cf. Lyc. 1.62 (Troy: &i xoi modondtepoy
gingiv éott); 95 (beginning his paradigm series with the Etna story: &i yap xai puddhdectepov otv, but
stressing its value for the young. Expatiating on past events to ‘inform the younger men’ is also legitimate:
cf. Isoc. 16.4). Whether audiences actually had these preferences is less clear. As Clarke ([2008], 252 n.22)
points out, Dinarchus happily features mythical material later in Din. 1 (87) despite 1.37. Recent vs. distant
as more meaningful than myth vs. history as a working distinction: Grethlein (2010), 143. His phrasing:
‘exempla from recent history were felt to be more persuasive’ (143-4) gives the right inflection; and RA 32.3
may suggest an oratorical convention rather than a popular preference. The valorization is not limited to
oratory: see Nicolai ([2001], 282-5) on Thucydides engaging combatively with predecessors on precisely this
point.

1% Domestic vs. external paradeigmata: Jost (1935), 163-6; Clarke (2008), 282-3; cf. Speusippus, Letter 10
and Natoli (2004), 85-6, 144-5 (Speusippus, interestingly, does not categorically commit himself, just jabs at
Isoc. 1.9, 9.77, and especially 5.113); cf. Anax. RA 32.3, and especially A.1.180-2, and Lyc. 1.128-30, vs.
e.g. Isoc. 5.113; 6.42; 9.77; 20.10; D.3.23; 13.21; 19.2609.

159 RA 32.3: AopBévety 8& Sei to mapodeiypata <tor> oikeio T TpaypoTt Kol Td £yydTato T0i¢ dicodovst
1POVe 1 Ton®. Anaximenes’ prescriptions in this section for placing paradeigmata fit our evidence less well.
160 Acamas: Kearns (1989), 88-9, 143-4 and Gotteland (2001), 60, 341-2; also Perlman (1961), 161-2. A pro-
Macedonian version of all this is associated with Antipater of Magnesia (Natoli [2004], 68-77).
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He implies that he is restraining himself to respect a convention operative when addressing
the present type of audience, and simultaneously seeks to gain the credit that would come
from creating the impression that he had performed with authority in front of Philip and
represented Athens well. The delicate sense of disappointment at being unable to indulge
himself must also be calculated to gain some sympathy from his hearers: the important
thing is to suggest that he could say more — as appropriate to presbeutic rather than dicanic
oratory — while being careful to perform the symbolic rejection of such a course.'®* As
with squarely historical examples, selectivity carries its own charis for the orator.1®2
Giving an audience the impression that he has chosen his illustrations (and the arguments
that come from them) carefully to present what he deems most relevant to the case at hand
helps to build his self-characterization as a committed and realistic public
communicator.’®® It also involves an understanding of the commodity status (and high
visibility) of this sort of illustration. Copious or striking exposition — foregrounding an
orator’s willingness to forgo the usual dicanic constraints and devote himself to making a

bold impression — invited contestation, as we will see in the Crown and the Embassy trials.

More broadly, Aeschines’ restraint with his historical material here is a rare moment of
such reticence in a speech where a key strategic component is the refutation (by the sheer
abundance of the response!®*) of the aspersions cast in Demosthenes’ prosecution speech
about Aeschines’ knowledge and grasp of the Athenian past and, fundamentally, his
respect for it. Both techniques — the encouragement of the idea that one could say more
and the dramatic effect of giving a virtuoso display of it — are all of a piece with the

orator’s creation of personal (including didactic) authority. Aeschines carefully

161 |ycurgus might be seen as a possible exception, bucking the trend as much as he exemplifies it: 1.98 (o0
Yap dmocThcOUAL TMV TOAALDY).

162 ¢f, e.g. [D.] 61.27, Isoc. 4.73-4.

163 ¢f. Clarke ([2008], 259) on Aeschines’ claim to have combined mythical and contemporary events well.
164 Aeschines goes well beyond refutation (and well beyond the Athenian past) in places: e.g. A.2.116.
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problematizes the question of who is in control and at the same time exhibits — not least
with that soupgon of petulance on icwg — his personal attachment to (and pride in) his
material and his own handling of it. The popular enthusiasm for myth as developed by
orators in epideictic contexts, then, does not automatically vanish when the genre changes.
When examining the historical examples that speeches in the Assembly and courts present
us with, we should think in terms of the same kind of interplay of authority-creation,
physical restrictions, audience expectations, and, of course, conventions regarding

relevance in court (though these have sometimes been overstated).1%

Linked to the copious presentation of (figured) historical or mythical knowledge at
moments when it mattered is the cultural concern about the sources of orators’
knowledge.%® Exposure to suspicions voiced by adversaries about one’s sophistic training
— one of Ober’s ‘fictions’, since both litigants in the kind of major public case we have
under review were likely to be highly educated and literate people!®” — is a commonplace
which orators are well known to try to deflect with formulations that assert the
comfortably democratic origins of the knowledge they simultaneously put to use,'®® a
deflection perhaps more important than the question of how much orators actually used,
say, historians.'®® Complementing that practice is the frequent appeal to universal audience
knowledge: ‘you all know’, a close relative of the ‘identical audience’ motif we saw in
Andocides 1.37.17° Both types of formulation are usually more or less inscrutable:

sometimes (e.g. Lyc. 1.62) it is difficult to believe that a citizen audience would not know

165 Relevance: Yunis (1988); Lanni (2005) and Gagarin (2012), qualifying Rhodes (2004). Valuable here is
Wohl’s argument ([2010], 106-12) that one of the functions of dicanic oratory can be to advance for active
(parallel) consideration by jurors aspects of justice ‘alternate’ to the law’s actual prescriptions (e.g. 110).
166 Ober (1989), 170-4, 177-91, extending Pearson (1941), 213, 217-19; Canevaro (forthcoming 2014).

167 Ober (1989), 182-7.

168 ¢,9. D.24.154; 4.24; 3.21; 19.65.

169 5o differing from Steinbock ([2012], 96).

170 ¢.g. Steinbock (2012), 42-3.
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what they are being asked to imagine; sometimes (e.g. D.21.71) the opposite is the case.*’*
This latter situation jars interestingly with one of the basic elements of Aristotle’s
definition of the paradeigma: that it will be better known (yvopyotepov) than the thing to
which it is being applied,}”? and indeed the whole phenomenon could be read as an
oratorical response to the privileging in rhetorical theory of the idea that paradeigmata
must be ‘things the audience know’.}”® We need to recall, though, how much of our
evidence for how types of display of knowledge were perceived comes from the taunts of
adversaries. Whether audiences actually had strong views about how orators knew what
they claimed to know, or whether audiences connived with orators in the shared fiction
that this mattered, remains unclear (and perhaps varied from audience to audience
depending on other factors). What does seem clear is that though orators sometimes excuse
themselves before, during or after a (suspiciously?) extended passage of historical
argumentation, sheer volume itself tends to be criticized only rarely; it is the figurations of

detail themselves that are contested.

0.4. Aristotle and the Historical Example

Part of the historical example’s reputation for interchangeability and triteness must rest on
the habit of basing it too austerely and prescriptively on the logical role outlined for
paradeigmata by Aristotle in the Rhetoric (1393a23-1394a18). Central to the persuasive

effect of (well-handled) historical material is its capacity to move those who hear it — this

71| give some examples, drawn purely from what the phrase ‘iote yap d1jmov Todto’ can cover. Knowledge
likely: D.19.247; 20.26; 24.91; less so (at least in the terms stated): D.20.31; 21.132; 23.118. Pearson
([1941], 212-19) gives a range.

172 Ar. Rhet. 1357b29-30. The translation ‘more distinguished’ is clearly also possible: Natoli (2004), 144-5.
173 Ar. Rhet. 1377a6 (ropodeiypato & ioacty oi kpivovrec), cf. Top. 157a14-15 Ross (&ic 8¢ cagrveloy
napoadetypata koi tapaBolig oictéov, mapadeiyporto 8¢ oikela kai €€ @v iopev) and [Pr.] 916b29-31 Louis.
Prior Analytics 69a13-16 Ross/Minio-Paluello gives the basis (and cf. Rhet. 1357b26-30). Anaximenes (RA
8) makes satisfying or confounding audience expectations the key issue.
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is implicit in the whole notion of using such examples at all (e.g. in the proem of the First
Philippic, operating on Demosthenes’ hearers’ sense of shame!’). Audiences relished
hearing them (yaipovotv), as admitted elsewhere in the Aristotelian corpus.t”™ That people
will be moved by appeals to the past and by protreptic to the imitation of ancestors is also
a basic premise of the funeral oration, and civic memorials of all kinds;'"® and whether or
not elite individuals personally felt a spontaneous desire to imitate their forebears, they
certainly spend a lot of time in court performing such a desire, and thus expecting their
listeners to understand it.}”” At the same time, as we saw in the Isocrates passage, orators
had to make the material interesting on each new occasion. The task of questioning the
traditional view, then, involves an emphasis both on the versatility and on the emotive
potential of historical detail for the enrichment of orators’ rhetorical strategies. But
Aristotle’s insistence on the logical essence and mechanical quality of paradeigmata —
encouraging the sense that their dramatic influence on the course of a speech is particular
to an argument and thus ephemeral — proves an obstacle. It is time to examine what he
says, and the problems involved in using the Rhetoric to illuminate our subject, in more

detail.

As we saw above, the chapter Aristotle devotes to formal paradeigmata (as a type of pistis,
accompanying enthymemes) starts by dividing them into factual and fictional. Further on,
he gives advice on how to use them (and elsewhere makes clear that some orators do so

more than others'’8). For him, their best persuasive function is testimonial (&¢ paptvpiorc),

174 Wooten (2008), 45.

15 TAr.] Pr. 916b26-35 Louis: they enjoy them more than the enthymemes because they allow them to learn
more quickly.

176 |_oraux (1986), e.g. 98-131; Milns (1995), 5; Clarke (2008), 280-4; Goldhill (2012), 349; and cf. Lysias’
Olympic Oration 6 and passages like D.15.35; 18.68, 95; the Herms: Osborne (1985), 61; in general Shear
(2011) (e.g. 101-2: models for bouleutai, cf. [2007a], 103-4; [2007b], 151-3) and Steinbock (2012), 84-5.
177 ¢.g. Andocides: 1.141; cf. Csapo and Miller ([1998], 98) on Thuc. 6.16.1 (Alc. giving glory to his
ancestors).

178 Ar. Rhet. 1356b22-3: xoi pritopeg Opoing oi pév mopaderypatddelg oi 3¢ Evhvpunpaticol.
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backing up the enthymemes;*’® they should only be used freestanding when enthymemes
are not available.!8 He also prescribes where best to use both the factual and fictive types:
in symbouleutic oratory (enthymemes are said to be more suited to dicanic oratory).18
Applying this set of precepts about paradeigmata to our texts, though — not least in the
attempt to plot the level of our orators’ engagement with it, if any — is, as with attempts to
link our texts with the Rhetoric more generally,'® a difficult task. First, Aristotle’s
paradeigmata — and not just the factual type — seem to be conceived of as discrete, are
cited as supporting witnesses for enthymematic proof, and then have no further part to play
— no role here, then, for the more generalized and often emotive deployment of historical
detail we see time and again in Demosthenes and Aeschines. Secondly, although Avristotle
argues that the proper home of paradeigmata is the symbouleutic genre, that is only where
the stricter, terser form of paradeigma implied by his chosen example of a factual
comparison looms larger (i.e. proposition, two brief examples, application).’®® Nothing is
said about the much more developed pistic role of historical referencing in dicanic (and

epideictic) oratory.

Thirdly, any source he may have for his chosen example here (about Greek preparations
against Persia) is not given.'®* No sense is offered of how an orator might — in performance
or in the speech itself — put his personal stamp on (or mediate authoritatively) what was

certainly a popular topic (so popular, in fact, that Aristotle may well simply have come up

179 Ar. Rhet. 1394a11. This seems to be contradicted at 1402b13-14, where enthymemes are stated to come
from the four koinai pisteis (thus including paradeigma), rather than to stand in parallel (Kennedy [2007],
190 n.209).

180 Ar. Rhet. 1394a9-16.

181 Ar. Rhet. 1394a6-7 cf. 1368a29-33 (and, succinctly, 1418al1-2: &otv 8¢ o pév mapadeiypora
dNUNYOPIKDTEPQ, TA &’ EVOLUNUATO SIKAVIKDTEPQ).

182 Problems of Aristotle for assessing ‘real’ oratory: Trevett (1996a), 376-9.

183 Ar. Rhet. 1393a32-b4.

184 Aristotle’s failure to cite his sources: Trevett (1996a), 371-5.
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with this himself),'® and this is relevant to us because that was precisely what the young
Demosthenes, treating this very issue, did in 354 in On the Symmories (as we will see).
This individualization in front of audiences — as we saw above — is an absolute necessity
for a speaker claiming a hearing in the direction of policy. Finally, in suggesting that fables
(Aoyor) are suited to symbouleutic oratory (gici 6’ oi Adyot dnunyopiwkoi), Aristotle’s
theoretical interests appear to win out comprehensively over any ties to the practical.®
Given that no extant Assembly speech contains any fables,'®” we need either to call
Demosthenes (our main source for them) unrepresentative or admit that Aristotle’s
practical experience of symbouleutic oratory should be called seriously into question.®
We have already seen that Philepsius could be represented as eccentric for his insertion of
muthoi into his Assembly speeches, whatever precise form they took or whatever his
audience actually thought of them (cf. Plut. X 177a); that may have changed over the thirty
to forty years between Wealth and the beginning of Demosthenes’ public career, but this

seems unlikely.

So while Aristotle does obviously use some examples from real speeches (e.g. the series

1411a-b; and, at various points, historical examples which orators do use'®®), we need to be

185 As we see in e.g. D.14.12. It was important in the epitaphios, which grew up in the direct aftermath of the
Persian Wars (Loraux [1986], esp. 56-62, 155-6; Steinbock [2012], 50 and n.3).

186 Ar. Rhet. 1394a2. He makes clear how far what he says stays in the scholastic realm: his precepts about
how to employ fables (i.e. like comparisons) are based on the educational experience of the speaker, not on
whether the audience might notice any similarity or difference (roifjcon yap dei domep xai Topafordc, dv Tig
dvvntan 10 Spotov Opav, dmep PAOV Eotv €k Priocopiog, 1394a4-5).

187 There is the anecdote about Demosthenes and the ass’s shadow ([Plut.] Vit. Dem. 848a-b). | am also
tempted to see the remnant of a fable like Stesichorus’ of the bridled horse (reported by Aristotle, Rhet.
1393b8-22: see esp. 18-21: “oltw 8¢ kol VuelG,” Epn, “opdte un fovAdpevot ToLg ToAepiovg TyH®prcacHat
TO aVTO WaONTE TO THI®* TOV PEV Yap YaAvov Exete 10N, ELOLEVOL oTpaT YOV adToKpdTOopa”) in
Demosthenes’ admonition to the pro-Philip Messenians in the Second Philippic (“ov puAGEecs’ dnwc,”
gonv, “un ToAépov {nrodvieg anorlayijvar deomdtny £bpnte;”: 6.25). Dicanic fable: Lyc. 1.95-7; quite
close: D.24.139-41, 212; A.1.180-1.

188 See Trevett (1996a), who convincingly demonstrates Aristotle’s familiarity with the texts of Athenian
epideictic but not the other two genres, and suggests oral tradition (374) as a source for many of Aristotle’s
unattributed quotations from orators in apparently symbouleutic or dicanic contexts (contra Perlman [1961],
153-4; Steinbock [2012], 35).

189 Collected by Jost ([1935], 192 n.4).
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clear that reflection of oratory as actually practised in Athenian venues was not one of his
guiding aims in the Rhetoric, and that while what he says about paradeigmata has
admittedly more to do with precept than prescription — he does not go out of his way to
deny possibilities to orators — the amount of help he can furnish in an inquiry about how
orators operated in Athenian public contexts must be limited. With this in mind (and in the
spirit of the large semantic range of the word mopaderypa generally*®), I will tend to
prefer less systematic and more contextually informed terminology for paradigms in what

follows.

If orators were not reading the Rhetoric,'®* what theoretical texts were they reading? Some
exposure to handbooks of some kind is in theory likely for all of the orators under
consideration, though the evidence for their reading them is precarious.'®? We can note that
in the passage of Eusebius mentioned earlier, the five speeches in which Porphyry
identified verbatim (avtoig ovopacw) or virtually verbatim (oyedov 6w @OV avT@®V)
borrowing are all from private cases,'®® suggesting that this is where handbooks (or
teaching texts) could have had the most to offer. For public oratory, the Rhetorica ad
Alexandrum, a more practical affair, is a possible candidate. What it has to say about
paradeigmata (8, 32, 36) not only reflects what we see in our texts quite closely,*®* but
also intriguingly features a set of examples very close to those with which Demosthenes

rounds up the argumentation of Against Leptines (20.161-2).1® However we are to view

190 Natali (1989). For Demosthenes in particular: Jost (1935), 19-21.

191 D.H. 1Amm. is aimed at correcting precisely this misapprehension.

192 ¢.g. Demosthenes’ acquaintance with handbooks as featured in Plut. Dem. 5.7 and [Plut.] Vit. Dem. 844c.
198 Eusebius Praep. Ev. 10.3.17 Mras: i.e. Is. 8.12 = D.30.37 = Isoc. 17.53-4 (on slave-torture), and
Dinarchus and Demosthenes (n.132 above). The case of Hyperides and Demosthenes is one of creative
reworking (10.3.14-15), hence Porphyry’s critical judgment.

194 See above, nn. 68 and 159, and RA 32.5, which prescribes that examples should respond to the cases of
justice being instanced: cf. e.g. the choice of Timagoras and Epicrates as illustrations in D.19 (Ch. 4).

195 RA 8.6-8. Demosthenes was thirty — and quite possibly new to prosecuting in a major public trial — at this
point, so recourse to a familiar set of examples from oral usage and/or a handbook is not unlikely.
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any direct connection between the two here (or, potentially, lack of one),'®® interests in
precept and example are well attested for Demosthenes by the collection of symbouleutic
prooemia in the corpus, now usually thought genuine.'®” But most features that might be
ascribed to handbook training might just as well be derived from oral instruction (e.g. by
Isocrates). The Rhetoric itself is a compilation of Aristotle’s teaching materials (whether
set in this form by the master himself or by pupils!®®), but such essentials as the structuring
of speeches could be honed as much by practical observation of professionals at work in
courts and Assembly as by lectures and handbooks.!'®® When Aeschines alludes to
Demosthenes’ pupils in Against Timarchus, he has them present in court (173), observing
the trial and ‘shadowing’ Demosthenes, and only later back at his house — their presumed
place of instruction — to listen to their mentor’s hypothetical bragging about how he won

the case (175: ocepvovopevov v i) Tdv petpaxiov dtotpiBi).

There is no obstacle to thinking that ‘how to treat historical material’ was passed on in
precisely this way. Written repertories of stock paradeigmata may have been available to
(say) a young Demosthenes; or they could have been taught to him orally; or the frequent
use of them in public could have helped form his own usage. The last seems
overwhelmingly likeliest as the chief influence. First, the initial step towards
individualizing oneself as a public speaker is to locate what the shared expectations of
audience and speaker are and to tap into them. If making reference to the semi-canonical

set of victories won by Chabrias, Iphicrates, and Timotheus was what people did, then a

19 The mention of Corinthian support for Syracuse against Carthage (i.e. Timoleon’s expedition) gives a
terminus post quem (343 at the earliest) for the Rhetorica’s date and seems to ‘update’ Demosthenes’
examples, observing chronological order and displacing Dion one place accordingly. This may not be a
‘correction’ of Demosthenes, though; a common handbook source is just as likely, which the author of the
Rhetorica simply updated.

197 Worthington (2006), 57 and n.5; Yunis (1996), 247-57 (treated as genuine).

198 Nature of the text: Kennedy (2007), 17-18 (Aristotle as master hand in the composition).

199 ¢f, the Roman tirocinium fori. Plut. Dem. 5.2 may not be unstable evidence.
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sensible strategy for a tyro orator to adopt was to pay lip-service to that norm while finding
a way to make his own usage particularly powerful and relevant. Secondly, it is precisely
the influence of other orators’ usage that dominates the choice and management of
historical examples and argumentation in the two trials where we have speeches from both
sides: Demosthenes and Aeschines in the Crown and Embassy trials. After all, orators are
‘talking’ to each other as much as they are to their audiences; dynamic handling of
material is meant to provoke fellow practitioners,®® and inform the next round of
combat.?®? Thirdly, it does Demosthenes qua author no disservice to have him make
increasingly creative and sensitive use as his career progressed of a feature elementary to
talking about the past in public but susceptible in unimaginative hands to a slide into the
banal and predictable, if still retaining functionality at the ‘Aristotelian’ level (hence
Dinarchus and hence the traditional view of oratorical paradeigmata). In fact, a growing
sensitivity to and awareness of the potential of this material for self-fashioning as the
citizen and statesman par excellence is precisely what I posit for him, and precisely what |
aim to show over the following chapters — hence, partly, the chronological and speech-by-
speech structure, to bring out Demosthenes’ increasingly sophisticated responses to the
rhetorical challenges he faces, and to put the clashes with Aeschines in their proper

context.

I close this section with two more delimiting considerations. First, I do not propose to
undertake a special lexical examination of, for example, mé\o1- words.?%2 They will mean
different things to different audience members, and correspondingly what we tend to see

happening is that orators’ deployment of them reflects that: the keynote is vagueness.?%

200 ¢f, on comedy: Sidwell (2009); Biles (2011), esp. 134-66; and especially Wright (2012), 31-69.
201 As with quotation of poetry: see nn. 60-1.

202 A brief but comprehensive examination is Cawkwell (1963b), 62 n.85.

203 ¢f, Grethlein (2010), 114.
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Within twenty paragraphs in Against Ctesiphon, Aeschines designates Solon (early sixth
century) and Cephalus (fl. 390s-370s) as 6 maiatdc.2%* It will be more useful to examine
such notable vocabulary in its individual contexts rather than making pronouncements here

which will be qualified several times over in what follows.

Secondly: where historical argumentation is concerned, the distinction between private and
public speeches is observed quite strictly, in that it is rare for past events with a civic
complexion to be harnessed persuasively in private speeches. Rosalind Thomas’ discussion
of family traditions in fact almost exhausts the sum of references to the civic past that
appear in those in the Demosthenic corpus.?® Events and/or persons (sometimes among
those used freely for persuasive purposes in the public sphere) tend to be mentioned either
in passing — to contextualize a period of someone’s life spent on military service, for
example, and without particular persuasive intent — or when a family link is demonstrable
which will boost the status and credibility of the litigant concerned, as in the case of
[Demosthenes] 58, treated by Thomas.?®® The remit of most private speeches simply
makes appeals to the civic past less relevant or necessary. The credibility that could be
gained from authoritative citation of the past was first and foremost an attribute that could
raise an orator’s profile as a prominent public communicator, and most litigants in private

cases had little need of this. Consequently, they are not discussed in the present thesis.?%’

204 A 3.175 and 194.

205 Thomas (1989), 108-23. The others, mostly minor, are D.40.32, 46 (Thirty-related), D.57.18 (the
Decelean War), [D.] 58.37 (a decree of Thucydides), [D.] 58.62 (wistfulness for better times), and various
generic references to Solon (D.36.27; [D.] 42.1; [D.] 43.62, 67; [D.] 48.56; D.57.31-2) and Dracon ([D.]
47.71).

206 Thomas (1989), esp. 132-8, including 124 on Cleon: [D.] 40.25.

207 Space forbids discussion of the only private speech in the corpus which, given its public aspects, engages
in extended historical illustration (deriving from Thucydides): Apollodorus’ Against Neaera (Trevett [1990];
Carey [1992], 132-40; Kapparis [1999], 375-98; Pelling [2000], 61-81; Steinbock [2012], 126-42).
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0.5. The Texts

Individual speeches carry their own problems where ‘the publication issue’ is concerned,
but I sketch here the basic assumptions on which my own route through this very thorny
territory relies. They will not satisfy everyone; scholars negotiate the hazards very
variously. On the basis that it is correct to think of both Demosthenes and Aeschines as
fully connected — despite various professions to the contrary — with contemporary
intellectual and literate culture,?®® textual revision is more than possible, and indeed a
necessary assumption for our texts of both the Embassy and especially the Crown
speeches.?% It does not need to be assumed that it was heavy.?° A step too far would be to
assume that the artistry present in their speeches can only be the result of the process of
writing up. Much of the artistry examined by those who do make that assumption consists
in techniques just as appropriate — if not more — to a predominantly oral picture, where, as
noted above, such elements as ring composition fulfil an important mnemonic function.?!!
The model pursued should be based on recognition of the easy interchangeability, at least
by 330, of oral and written modes of composition and revision. Whether the habits of
either orator changed over time, or whether the practices just sketched would have seemed

more outlandish in the 350s than in the 330s, is hard to address, let alone answer. What is

208 Demosthenes’ education: MacDowell (2009), 18-22. Aeschines’ traditional education: Harris (1995), 28
with 185, nn.29-30. Aeschines may not have received rhetorical training initially (Phld. Rhet., Il p.97, F VIII;
p.219, Col. X1V.23-30 Sudhaus), but by the time he made the first of surviving speeches he had probably
learnt enough to hold his own. The context of Philodemus’ comments looks unreliable, too; his picture may
derive mainly from impressions (not necessarily his own) gained from reading Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’
speeches.

209 See e.g. Yunis (2001), 26-7 (with MacDowell [2000a], 22-30, for comparison) and Chs. 4 and 5 below.
Also Dover (1968), 168-70; Hubbard (2008), 193-200.

210 |_evel-headed statements: Olding (2007), 168-9; Steinbock (2012), 37 n.168.

211 5o largely contra Worthington (1991a), esp. 64-70; (1992), 36-9; (1994), esp. 115-16; (1996); though
sometimes ([1992], 26, 36) he does acknowledge that the initial purpose might be mnemonic. Ring
composition may not, then, be one of the types of artistry audiences might view negatively, as marks of a
‘written” composition (treated by Schloemann [2002], 137-41).
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clear is that we need not in what follows assume differences serious enough to derail us

between what was delivered and what we now read.

Circulation of at least some speech texts from trials was probably happening early, though
in what quantity and for what audience remains inscrutable.?'? For our period and authors,
internal evidence suggests that Dinarchus and Hyperides were able to use strands of
Aeschines’ Against Ctesiphon against Demosthenes in 323.22 Whether the norms
prevailing at the beginning of Demosthenes’ public career had more in common with those
of Hansen’s earlier period or those of the 320s is, like the question of how much politicians
wrote out and revised their speeches, less certain. Demosthenes and Aeschines may, again,
by definition be among those most in touch with what ‘circulation culture’ there might
have been, and thus unrepresentative. Why circulate in any case? An acceptable variation
on the now-discredited ‘pamphlet theory’ of motivation?!* might be that after 338, with
possibilities for liberal self-expression now limited under Macedonian hegemony,
Demosthenes (quite possibly with help) put together a selection of both symbouleutic and
dicanic speeches for some form of public circulation which monumentalized his policy and
his period at the helm of affairs. The consistency of his policy was what Aeschines
attacked in 330, and it remained at issue throughout the 320s to be foregrounded as the key
failing addressed by the two extant prosecution speeches in the Harpalus trials of 323,
brought into sharper focus by the bribery charge.?’®> Demosthenes (or whoever did the
dissemination for him — perhaps his nephew Demochares?'®) may have felt that a selection
of speeches which charted the progress of his resistance to Philip (plus On the Crown)

would be an appropriate means of asserting that consistency at a period when he was in

212 Hansen (1984), 60-8; Edwards (2000); Milns (2000), 207-9; Hunt (2010), 271-4.
213 But see Worthington (1992) (above, n.135).

214 Adams (1912); Martin (2009), 11.

215 Din. 1 esp. 7-9, 31-6, 61-3, 99-104; Hyp. Dem. esp. 20-2.

216 Goldstein thinks he edited Letters 1-4: (1968), 24-5.
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eclipse.?!” This does not explain Aeschines’ motivations for releasing Against Ctesiphon,
but if there is any truth in the tradition that he founded a rhetorical school after his defeat
in the Crown trial of 330, then circulation of samples for educational purposes might seem

an apt explanation.?!8

Before opening, with Demosthenes’ earliest public speeches, | append a brief note on the
authenticity of certain items in the corpus.?'® I reject the authenticity of Demosthenes 25
and 26 and am far from confident about their status as genuine products of fourth-century
Athenian practical speechwriting.??° | also reject 7, 11, 12, and 17 as authentic, along with
most scholars, but respect the likelihood that Demosthenes 7 and 17 are tied to a genuine

fourth-century delivery context, even if their authorship will remain an open question.??:

217 A very loose parallel might be Cicero’s selection of consular speeches, probably aimed at a similar kind
of sustaining of personal authority in 60, at a time when Cicero’s star had waned: Att. 2.1.3 Watt (with
McDermott [1972] and references in Dyck [2008], 10-12 and Cape [2002], 115-20). N.B. Cicero’s overt
comparison with Demosthenes’ Philippics there.

218 Aeschines’ school: Kindstrand (1982), 75-84. See Carey (2005), 94-5 on Aeschines’ motivations for
publishing.

219 50 genuineness vs. authenticity as with e.g. Badian [2000], 10.

220 With Usher ([1999], 244 n.2; contra, MacDowell (2009), 310-13 ([D.] 25 by D.; [D.] 26 not); also Martin
(2009), 10-11, 182-202 (Demosthenic authorship for [D.] 25). The debate on [D.] 25: Wohl (2010), 51 n.63.
221 On these two: Hunt (2010), 275.
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CHAPTER 1: DEMOSTHENES: AGAINST LEPTINES

1.0. Introduction

Against Leptines (355/4) is the first extant Demosthenic speech from a major public trial,
and is roughly contemporaneous with the first major public speech which he wrote for a
client: Against Androtion.! It argues that Leptines’ proposed law — removing ateleiai (and
opportunities for their future conferral) from all holders but the two senior descendants of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton — would be a step ruinous to Athens’s reputation on the
international stage, and would privilege the answering of momentary exigencies over the
perpetuation of behaviour intrinsic to the Athenian character.? Over thirty years later it
could still be recalled obliquely (and in a distorting fashion®) by a client of Dinarchus as a
notable piece of Demosthenes’ early work, though strictly we cannot be sure whether it
succeeded, or, if it did, whether it was the principal factor in the overall success of the
prosecution’s case.* After all, Demosthenes only spoke after a shadowy principal
synegoros, one Phormion, the character and focus of whose speech have proved notably
hard to pin down.® Demosthenes’ own speech betrays stylistic signs of its author’s

immaturity.> What | want to stress in this chapter, though, is the extent to which

! Following D.H. 1Amm. 4. It is unclear why he puts D.22 first in the year (followed by Canevaro [2009],
119). Same year: Sealey (1993), 126-7.

2 Summaries and discussions of the law, the case, the issue, and the speech: Usher (1999), 192-8; MacDowell
(2009), 156-67; Canevaro (2009), 117-33; Kremmydas (2012), 45-58. Honours to the Tyrannicides and their
descendants: Gauthier (1985), 92-5.

3 Din. 1.111. Chabrias’ son, Ctesippus, stands to lose his hereditary ateleia should Apsephion’s attack fail,
but Demosthenes’ synegoria in the case cannot easily be seen as Dinarchus’ ‘defence of Ctesippus’ (Onép
Ktnoinmov), though the mercenary reason for Demosthenes’ involvement (picfod tog dikag Aéyovtog)
cannot be so easily dispensed with. Dinarchus also mentions Demosthenes’ defence of Phormion (D.36), but,
as Rubinstein (J2000], 50 n.69) and Canevaro ([2009], 118-19) point out, Dinarchus’ terms are sufficiently
blurred that the ‘Phormion’ here could be the Phormion of D.20.

4 Kremmydas ([2012], 58-60) argues vigorously for its success (contra, Sealey [1993], 127).

S Phormion: D.20.2, 51, 100, 159. Hermogenes also had a try: Meth. 24 Rabe. Kremmydas (2012), 42-3.

& MacDowell (2009), 166; Pearson (1975), 220-1 (unchallenging delivery-wise).
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Demosthenes is already displaying the facility and dexterity with historical material that
we tend more immediately to associate with works dating from his period of political
eminence: the later Assembly speeches and his contributions in the Embassy and Crown

trials.

It is tempting to plot a ‘light-bulb moment’ for Demosthenes’ recognition of the threat
Philip would pose, and some have seen that as the moment when a relatively directionless
young Demosthenes began to develop a distinctive programme of political self-
individualization as Athens’s defender against Philip’s designs,” which for our purposes
works itself out in the galvanizing of compelling historical usage (as we shall see in the
next chapter). The existence of a light-bulb moment as such is probably unrealistic.® If not,
Philip’s crushing (and extremely bloody®) defeat of Onomarchus at the Crocus Plain in
353/2 is probably the best candidate,° indicating as it will have done the likelihood that
Philip could capitalize on the newly-compliant Thessaly as a strategic corridor to Greece
as well as a resource.!* (Further, in the Third Philippic, of spring 341, Demosthenes says
that Philip has been ‘coming to the top’ for not quite thirteen years, which roughly fits.1?)
If so, it makes all the more sense to examine those speeches that fall before 353/2 to help
trace whether the threat of Philip also led to a new sharpening of Demosthenes’ sense of
the persuasive impact that treatment of the Athenian past could have in front of popular

audiences, or whether this was sharp already and ready to be applied in a new direction.

" e.g. Badian ([2000], 35-7) sees Demosthenes as primarily intent on entering Athenian high politics; issues
came second.

8 Staggered light-bulbs: personal contact with Philip in 346 may have been transformative, and that was five
years after the First Philippic. See also Jaeger (1938), 114-24; Badian (2000), 35-7; Ryder (2000), 45-58.

° Buckler (1989), 75, 189.

10 An offhand reference to Philip like the one at D.23.121 was impossible after Crocus Plain: Lane Fox
(1997), 185-6, 202-3. Also dating to the second half of 353/2 (i.e. spring/early summer 352): Hammond and
Griffith (1979), 723; Ellis (1994), 743-6; Ryder (2000), 48-9.

11 Philip and Thessaly: Hammond and Griffith (1979), 2.267-81, 285-95; Buckler (1989), 78-81.

12D.9.25 (év tpioi kai déko, ovy BAOIG ETECTV, 01G EMMOAALEL).
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As early as the First Philippic of 351, Demosthenes’ famous juxtaposition of Athenian
democratic ideals and values (against an explicitly timeless backdrop) with Philip’s
despotic and mechanistic exercise of Realpolitik has already been theorized and is on
display (as we shall see in Chapter Two). What | argue in the present chapter is that the
exploration of this theme has important roots in his earlier practice from the mid-350s
onwards. Against Leptines is the notable example, where the character of Athens — and
Athens throughout time — becomes ethical proof against the distorted view of the city’s
priorities which is assigned to Leptines and the other syndikoi. Further — and importantly
for the rest of this study — I argue that the speech also shows that Demosthenes was already
interested in using the past to do politics: that is, that he had already realized the potential
of convincing and authoritative treatment of historical material for enriching the ethical
appeal fostered by a speech as a whole, and marking him out — he had just, or not quite,
turned thirty — among a host of competitors. Scholars have debated the extent to which the
Leptines trial reflected clashing economic interests, or political factions, given its directly
post-Social War context in a war-weary and depressed Athens and in an atmosphere where
the politicians who had taken Athens into it — Aristophon in particular — might naturally
attract criticism launched from various angles.™® Although I will draw on these discussions
in what follows, my emphasis will be more upon what the speech was designed to achieve
for Demosthenes himself (and, in the other cases, his clients), and on how far the modes
and character of his deployment of the past in Against Leptines help achieve that. Who

Demosthenes might have been ‘working for’, beyond himself, must be left open.

Some clarification is necessary, though, on the political context of the trial. First, a broad

point: it falls very soon after the conclusion of the notorious Embata trials (356/5), where

18 Dusani¢ (1979), 69-71; Burke (2002), 177-9; Canevaro (2009), 123-33; Kremmydas (2012), 39-42.
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Avristophon and Chares indicted Timotheus, Iphicrates, and Iphicrates’ son Menestheus — a
group cemented by marriage, possibly since as early as 370/69 and at any rate since 362.14
Timotheus was convicted and, confronted with a fine he could not pay, went into exile in
Euboea and soon died there. The other two were forced out of public affairs, Iphicrates
permanently.’® Demosthenes’ decision to devote a lengthy encomiastic passage to
Timotheus’ father Conon in Against Leptines (67-74) (a close relationship staged in bronze
for the Athenian public in the juxtaposition of their honorific statues®) must have seemed
political at some level — as political as his decision not to mention any of the three Embata
victims directly in the present trial, except at one point (84-6) where Timotheus and
Iphicrates are explicitly aligned (and purely in their capacity as recipients of honours'’)
with the untouchable Chabrias, the subject of the other lengthy encomium in the speech
(75-87). This treatment of Conon resembles how Demosthenes writes Iphicrates into
Against Aristocrates two years later as a fallen hero, seemingly constructed to stand
comparison with Themistocles, as we shall see. The elimination of the three Embata
defendants from public affairs (Menestheus temporarily®) must have occasioned a flurry
of factional realignments which had probably not quite settled by the time of the Leptines
trial. Possibly Aristophon’s signal success against very high-profile rivals strengthened his
hold over some sort of faction, but it is hard to know, and convincing cases have recently

been made for seeing the syndikoi here as individuals not necessarily politically aligned.*®

14[D.] 49.66: Harris (1988a), 51 (date: 370/69-367/6) vs. e.g. Davies [1971], 250-1, 509 (date: 362). Embata
trial and conviction of Timotheus: Sealey (1955a), 74; Hansen (1975), 101-2 (356/5 date, followed by Harris
[2008], 67 n.179, and Kremmydas [2012], 37); but cf. Sealey (1993), 112 (354/3 date this time, following
Cawkwell [1962b], 45-9). Group and collapse: Sinclair (1988), 168-9.

15 Trial, acquittal, and aftermath: Isoc. 15.129; Harris (1989b), 271 and n.27; Bianco (1997), 202-7.

16 Paus. 1.3.2; Gauthier (1985), 102-3; Shear (2007a), 110; (2011), 282; Krumeich (1997), 207-9.

7 And (84-5) as the reason honours were conferred on their mercenary subordinates (Strabax and Polystratus
in the case of Iphicrates, Clearchus and others in the case of Timotheus). Strabax and Polystratus at least
seem intimately connected with earlier Athenian military success (Strabax: Ar. Rhet. 1399b2; Polystratus:
D.4.24), and a reference to them would probably have been received positively (contrast e.g. 20.131-3).

18 | ater activity: [D.] 17.20 (strategos); trierarchies: 1G 112 1622b 199; e 723 and 731-2; 1623a 47-8.

19 Rubinstein (2000), 172 (and cf. the mix of prosecutors in the Harpalus trials: Worthington [1992], 53);
Martin (2009), 240-1. D.20.137-8 has been a crux for those wishing to see factional conflict in the Leptines
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My point, then, is that when Demosthenes did his best to blur the identities of individual
syndikoi in Against Leptines, he probably did so in defiance of a complex political
situation. And even if we were to adopt a 354/3 date for the Embata trials,?® it would still
be reasonable to think of Demosthenes as providing nuanced comment on a situation
where the future of Timotheus’ group would have looked precarious following Chares’

letter of accusation.?!

Either way, in attacking Leptines’ law Demosthenes confronted a line-up of skilled,
veteran orators and men of affairs, all probably well able to integrate the Athenian past
into their arguments should they have wished to.?2 Demosthenes in fact predicts that
Leptines will do just this (112), using a ‘ready-made’ argument (pdyeipog Adyoc) — that
past Athenians did not ask for special honours, but were content with commemoration in
the district of the Herms — which we will find Aeschines using in a similar way (3.183-5)

in the Crown trial.?® It would probably work best for Leptines as part of a strategy of

case (esp. Sealey [1955a], 79-80, following Sandys [1890], 100). On this reading, Diophantus and Eubulus
have personal enemies among the syndikoi. But (with Harris [2008], 64 n.165, Canevaro [2009], 130-2, and
Kremmydas [2012], 410) this is not the only way to read that passage, and we should not be misled by the
fact that such enmities did exist (Sealey [1955a], 74-80 and Martin [2009], 241 on Eubulus vs. Aristophon
and Leodamas vs. Diophantus). Demosthenes’ point is rather that Diophantus and Eubulus, despite having
personal enemies among questionable ateleia-holders, have chosen not to pursue them, unlike the syndikoi
now; the jurors should not be tempted to indulge this un-Athenian behaviour.

20 See above n.14.

21 D.S. 16.21.4 and Cawkwell (1962b), 48. Those who prefer a 354/3 date will wish to adjust the arguments
that follow accordingly (i.e. to reflect a situation where Demosthenes is talking about a group under threat
rather than one now ruined). On either dating, what is paramount is Demosthenes’ use of Iphicrates and
Timotheus as symbols of a glorious Athens the syndikoi cannot properly represent, not any specific affiliation
he may have.

22 On the individual syndikoi and their careers: Canevaro (2009), 119-23 and Kremmydas (2012), 36-8.
Interestingly, four out of five of the defence team feature in Aristotle’s Rhetoric (Leptines: 1411a5-6;
Leodamas: 1364a19-23; Aristophon: 1398a4-7; and especially Cephisodotus (if he is the right one: see below
n.51): 1411a6-11, 23-4, 28-9). Leodamas, as the (son or) grandson of Phaeax and nephew (?) of another
Leodamas (Davies [1971], 521-4), was oratorical royalty (on Phaeax’s oratory: Piccirilli (1995), 8-11 and
Vanotti (1995), 121-8; and cf. A.3.139 on Leodamas’ own skills; Ar. Rhet. 1400a32-6 and Lys. 26.13-14 for
the uncle (?), though Traill [PAA 605085] thinks the two might be identical).

23 Jacoby argued ([1945], 195-202, endorsed by Osborne [1985], 59) that Leptines manipulated the Herm
epigrams to suit his case in his original proposition of the law on ateleiai, hence Aeschines’ later citation
(3.183-5; see below, Ch.5, n.141. But there is certainly no special reason to think that Aeschines ‘quoted’
from Leptines’ speech (Jacoby 198) rather than simply picking up on it or, indeed, similar usages (197), nor
to retroject to 356/5 what is referred to only in the later 354 context. It could be Demosthenes having a
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valorizing the accomplishments of pre-394/3 Athens — when Conon was awarded the first
state-commissioned bronze statue since the Tyrannicides®* — over what had happened since
(which is what Demosthenes partly did when making a similar case in Against
Aristocrates). Demosthenes’ use of mpoyeipog here must mean either that the Herms
example is in frequent oral usage or is prominent in rhetorical handbooks.?® By advertising
it, Demosthenes must be trying to force Leptines either to avoid using it or to commit to it
and thus expend valuable time and energy elaborating it and justifying its place. But this is
also an opportunity for Demosthenes to outline his own appeal by contrast. Leptines’
hypothetical resort to a ‘ready-made’ argument implies that his arguments as a whole are
not only going to be erroneous in the various ways Demosthenes’ speech outlines, but
hackneyed and predictable too — and Demosthenes duly combats the Herms illustration in
advance with a slightly recherché (and not particularly close?®) example: honorific grants
made to Aristides’ son Lysimachus by ‘decree of Alcibiades’ (115),%” followed by an
expression of hope that the city will soon be in a position to make other grants of that kind
(téte pev yop M mOMG MOV Kol yig MOTOpEL Kol ypnudtmv, vov 8’ gomopnoet). This
dynamic — combating the trite with non-canonical, and tying in the issue of the city’s
economic welfare — helps answer a central need we see Demosthenes addressing with his
historical material in this speech: to portray his opponents as the spokesmen of an
enervating post-Social War consensus which has encouraged a damaging lack of sympathy
between the Athenian tradition of generosity and enterprise and the city’s political

establishment. The demos, significantly, is not to blame for any of this. The possibility that

‘brain-wave’ (201) as to the monuments that would fit Leptines’ case, rather than Leptines himself, who had
not yet spoken in the trial at hand; though it should also be noted that Demosthenes’ Leptines is actually not
represented as necessarily interested in whether or not people are named on their honorific monuments
(20.112, pace Jacoby 202). Hobden ([2007a], 496) sensibly posits the existence of ‘competing analyses’ of
the Marathon painting, and that may well work for Aeschines’ Herms too (see also her n.18).

24 Shear (2007a), 107-9; (2011), 275-80.

2 Kremmydas (2012), 382.

26 Gauthier (1985), 94 n.49.

27 Davies (1971), 51-2; Kremmydas (2012), 385-8.
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the proliferation of honours in the last forty years might be bad for the city in the longer
term — and that Leptines might have a good case grounded in genuine respect for the (pre-
394/3) Athenian past — is completely ignored. The furthest Demosthenes will go to excuse
his main opponent is to suggest that Leptines might be honest but either ignorant or stupid

(102).

Mirko Canevaro usefully points to the political aspect of Demosthenes’ involvement in the
trial: to gain public attention in taking on a high-profile case, and in countering the
ideological consensus currently operative.?® With others, he also argues cogently that the
recognition of the need to respond — or at least the need to be seen to respond?® — to post-
War economic conditions simply cut across any factional lines in forming the body of
syndikoi.®® He also follows others in characterizing the speech’s tone as respectful — that of
a young would-be politician anxious not to alienate potential patrons.3! But that tone is a
good deal less respectful than it looks, and the passion contained by a calm, logical
structure emerges at key moments.3? This suppressed energy is essential to Demosthenes’
task: to manipulate the consensus to depict his opponents as an undemocratic and
paternalistic cabal, defining himself by contrast, and with his historical argumentation well
to the fore, as a fresh voice untainted by the mistakes that led to the Social War. He writes
a similar voice for Diodorus (Against Androtion, Against Timocrates) and Euthycles
(Against Aristocrates) in the three logographic speeches in the 350s: thrusting, angry,
discontented with the way Athenian politics is currently done: especially apt, perhaps, in

the case of Euthycles, about whom an identity question hovers which is best solved by

28 Canevaro (2009), 136-7.

29 ¢f. Martin (2009), 239 on the symbolic rather than especially transformative character of the legislation.

30 As argued for by e.g. Martin (2009), 240-2; Canevaro (2009), esp. 123-34; Kremmydas (2012), 40-2,
against the older view that the syndikoi were actually members of a faction ranged round Aristophon (Jaeger
[1938], 56, 58; Dusani¢ [1979], 69-71; also Sealey [1955a], 78-9).

31 Canevaro (2009), 136, as e.g. Jaeger (1938), 65-7.

32 |_ogical structure: Kremmydas (2007); more briefly (2012), 54-6.
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suggesting that he might be one of Demosthenes’ age-mates as well as a fellow trierarch
from 360/59.%% It may well be no accident that very similar criticisms surface in On the
Trierarchic Crown (19-20) probably genuine and written by Demosthenes for himself — or

perhaps Euthycles? — to deliver in that year.3*

The objections against Androtion’s behaviour that Demosthenes writes for Diodorus (also
in 355/4) focus partly on vigorous criticism of that politician’s exactions of arrears of
eisphora — possibly open to association on a policy level with Leptines’ law, and thus open
to attack as a sample of the oppressive and undemocratic ambitions of a cabal. In Against
Leptines, Demosthenes seeks to turn the syndikoi’s principal advantages, namely political
experience and representativeness, into their principal weaknesses and into a facet of the
stifling paternalism of an assured ruling group. This must have resonated more widely
given Aristophon’s presence on the defence team. That this is a rhetorical strategy (albeit a
powerful one, and one which Demosthenes deploys in four speeches) and not in any sense
an accurate picture of socio-political realities (as Werner Jaeger argued in a vigorous

chapter®) is exposed by several discrepancies in the ‘us and them’ vision. More will

33 Age-mates supporting one another in litigation: esp. Nausicles for Aeschines (A.2.184) (and Rubinstein
[2000], 149, 168-9). Hansen ([1975], 98-9 cat. no. 96), followed by Rubinstein ([2000], 139, 237 cat. no. 17)
even had Demosthenes as prosecuting synegoros to Euthycles against Cephisodotus the general in 359, but
this stretches the evidence (A.3.51-2) too far (Aeschines says Demosthenes turned katfyopog of
Cephisodotus, but that could simply mean he was called as a witness: Schaefer [1885-7], 1.453 n.5; Davies
[1971], 135-6; Badian [2000], 18; MacDowell [2009], 134). It is still possible to argue that Demosthenes was
a synegoros to someone then, and that Euthycles indeed took a milder view of Cephisodotus (D.23.167-8);
cf. Knox [1976], 186-93 [esp. 190]. Euthycles may even have been a synegoros too (if we take xatnyopéw in
D.23.5 to mean that, as Knox argues it does in A.3.51). The (speculative) image of these two young men (in
their mid-20s) trying to find a way in 359 to reconcile their civic duty (and the enhancement of their public
profile) with their loyalty to a commander to whom at least one them was bound by dignities conferred as
well as personal ties (A.3.52: ToOtmv 4E100Eig S10 1O TaTpucdg antd gikog eivol) seems to me compelling. It
is interesting that at D.23.5 Demosthenes does not have Euthycles name those he brought to book — what he
has him stress is that he has done his public duty. For the (connected) Cephisodotus identity question: below
n.51.

34 And see the strong phrasal link between 51.9 and 23.130. In D.51 Cephisodotus is praised (1), though (as
Bers [2003], 40 n.2 notes) Demosthenes’ view may have changed after Cephisodotus’ failure (see also Knox
[1976], 192, though D.19.180 is more neutral than either he or Jacoby claim, and his detailed attempt to
remove D.51 from the discussion [190-3] is not totally convincing).

3% (1938), 55-67. It is by no means clear, for example, that Demosthenes and the others were closely
associated with Eubulus at all (so contra 57; and also Burke [2002], 175-9, pace Canevaro [2009], 135).

53



emerge below; I give just one example here: Leptines is probably the same as the Leptines
targeted by Androtion’s arrears-collection (D.22.60).%¢ The historical reality is one where
fluidity — of ad hoc alliances on individual aspects of policy, and at key moments — matters
more than the shifting personal relationships detectable in the sources, and that holds good
for this whole study. Demosthenes’ preoccupations in his portrayal were personal — the

priorities of a young man keen to penetrate Athenian high politics.

As Leptines’ personal liability for his legislation had lapsed, the usual expatiation on an
individual’s bad proposals as reflective of their bad moral character (as in the case of
Timocrates) was unavailable, had Demosthenes even wished to adopt that approach.®’
Instead, by expounding a vision of an Athens true to what he represents as its timeless and
essential values, Demosthenes stakes a claim, on the basis of altruistic outsider status, to a
political voice by proxy. At the level of historical usage, this is very self-aware writing, in
each of the four major 350s trial speeches. Demosthenes may have found common ground
with Aristophon by 346 if the latter, like him, tended to conceive of issues in overtly
tradition-framed terms (as the anti-Philocrates speech given him by Theopompus
suggests®®), but in 355/4 the very problem must have been finding interesting ways to head
off likely appeals to tradition by a venerable statesman whose political existence had
spanned most of the very events that Against Leptines draws upon for persuasive effect.
The proxy identity that Demosthenes chooses allows him to channel what may well have

been at least a modicum of personal antipathy towards Leodamas® into a carefully-

% With Sealey (1993), 113. Another example (less strong), might be that Androtion was the proposer of the
decree honouring Leucon’s sons in 347/6 (RO 64, 318-25), which harmonizes with Demosthenes’
sympathies in this speech (and note [323] that the proposer of the amendment is Polyeuctus, son of
Timocrates).

37'D.20.144; 2Arg. ad D.20 3-4 Weil; D.23.92; though Martin ([2009], 236-9) is right to indicate that the
liability rule alone need not explain as much about the speech as it is conventionally said to: see also Hesk
(2000), 50 for another angle on the absence of invective.

38 Theopompus F 166.

39 See below n.80.
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constructed ideological conflict on an intentionally impressive scale. This endorses
Demosthenes’ ‘Athens’ as the only acceptable version, and carefully exonerates Athenians
beyond Leptines and the four syndikoi from complicity in the troubling and undemocratic
present-day political situation which Demosthenes seeks to challenge. The persuasive
work that overt self-reference could have done is done more subtly by an ambitious

display of engagement with the past.

For reasons of space, full examinations cannot be made of the three major Demosthenic
public speeches written for clients that date from before Crocus Plain — Against Androtion,
Against Timocrates, and Against Aristocrates — but | shall comment on significant
connections when they arise (as with the relevant Assembly speeches). As indicated above,
the thematic and ideological preoccupations behind Demosthenes’ management of
historical passages in Against Leptines are sometimes replicated in his speeches for clients,
though all three of the logographic speeches largely lack developed historical illustrations,
and the recent past tends to be endowed with less of the overtly paradigmatic quality
notable in the encomium of Chabrias, for example. Noting some of the connections that
there are with these speeches will help to reveal two things: first, that Demosthenes’
thinking about persuasion via history itself cannot at this stage be said necessarily to
manifest itself in especially distinctive ways, though his articulation of it might do; and
secondly, that he might have preferred to retain advanced — and more distinctive —
presentations of it for trials where he was personally involved. The latter habit links
historical argumentation directly to the question of the orator’s projected authority and
identity, and thus to the idea that to be seen exercising impressive control of such

argumentation could pay personal dividends.
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Two sections follow. First, I show that Demosthenes’ structured featuring of themes of
past resistance to tyranny and anti-democratic elements helps shape his assault on the case
to be mounted by the defence syndikoi in Against Leptines and the defendants in the other
350s trials. All are represented as anti-Athenian and to a greater or lesser degree
threatening, while Demosthenes, by effacing his own personality and mobilizing the city’s
reputation to act as proxy for him, proclaims impeccable democratic credentials and
motivations. Once the persuasive template is in place, it can easily be adjusted to
accommodate the struggle with Philip, and the spectre of a fifth column remains a
powerful motif throughout the Assembly speeches from 351 onwards. In trials of the late
340s onwards, Demosthenes’ public prominence after his involvement in the peace
negotiations of 346 means that his ‘rhetoric of the cabal’ tends to be applied only at
specific moments rather than helping to structure oratorical responses.*® What we see
particularly are strategic modifications to contest the deft historical usage of another astute
operator: Aeschines. Second, | examine how the encomia of Conon and Chabrias and
allusions to other politicians enable Demosthenes subtly to articulate his own political
ambitions — to take a stand against the prevailing orthodoxy he seeks to have the syndikoi
represent. By deploying his examples authoritatively and coherently, he lays claim to the
kind of privileged position that they enjoy — and (allegedly) misuse. Fundamentally, he
does so only by implication — his claim to notice is founded not on points of personality

but on his compelling picture of how Athens could be.

40 Such moments would include D.19.289-99 (on Eubulus’ continuing influence).
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1.1. Paternalism and Danger

Before Demosthenes spoke, Phormion did. Two relevant aspects of his speech are referred
to by Demosthenes: that he went through (Sie&eAnivbe) examples of past Athenian
benefactors who had helped at times of crisis (20.51),** and that he referred to the stele of
Demophantus of 410/9 (159: nepi fc sine oppiov), recording the oath sworn by the
demos after the fall of the Four Hundred to reward with honours commensurate to those
awarded to Harmodius and Aristogeiton anyone who suffered while trying to depose
tyrants in the city.* It is certainly right to posit shared themes here, and a ‘team-strategy’,
as Christos Kremmydas does briefly and with appropriate caution.*® It used to be common
to think of Phormion’s as the speech which laid out the key legal objections, allowing
Demosthenes to spend as much time as he does on material with more symbouleutic and
epideictic qualities, but there is no particular reason to do so.** In Chapter Five we will see
that Demosthenes and Hyperides shared historical examples when involved in trials in the
fallout of Chaeronea; the suggestion a fortiori is that (within reason) litigants in teams
might use similar (or complementary, and perhaps cross-referenced) material, pitched in
different ways. The theme of the possibility of a resurgence of anti-democratic government
is essential to Against Leptines and to the other 350s speeches. It allows Demosthenes and
his clients to fashion themselves as impeccably democratic and to present themselves as
individuals with a reassuring commitment to fundamental aspects of the city’s democratic
history; and it enables a careful assimilation of their opponents to the sinister and never-

quite-quelled forces of anti-democracy. This involves the activation of memories and

4 1ov¢...mopacydvTag xpnoipove adTodg £l TNAKOVT®V Kol TO0VTOV Kalp@v, 01V LK TPOTEPOV
Doppinv dieEednivbde kayad viv gipnka... This need not, as Kremmydas suggests, refer to Social War
benefactions ([2012], 42); the phrasing is quite general (and translated so by Harris [2008], 37).

42 On which: Shear (2007b) and (2011), esp. 72-111; Kremmydas (2012), 445-6.

43(2012), 283, cf. MacDowell (2009), 158-9.

4 \Weil (1883), 6; Schaefer (1885-7), 1.397-8; Sandys (1890), 24; Blass (1893), 267-8; contra, MacDowell
(2009), 159.
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traditions connected with the Peisistratids (and Harmodius and Aristogeiton’s murder of
Hipparchus), the Four Hundred (and their deposition, memorialized in the Demophantus
stele) and the Thirty (toppled by the men of Phyle/Piraeus), and the deft binding of them to

other arguments.

That binding is the chosen strategy both in Against Leptines and in Against Androtion.
Regardless of the fact that the two senior descendants of Harmodius and Aristogeiton will
escape the ban on ateleiai that Leptines is proposing, Demosthenes constantly reminds us
of the Tyrannicides in Against Leptines, encouraging the sense that the relevance of these
two chronologically distant figures stands outside time. Comparing Conon’s activities with
theirs (that he was the first man to whom the polis awarded a bronze statue since their
time: 70), Demosthenes plays up the tyranny link, creatively reconstructing the intentions
of the voting demos of the late 390s (including a portion of his present audience, no doubt)
much as he and other orators frequently do when characterizing the intention of Solon or
legislators in general (yobvto yap o¥ pkpav topavvida Koi todtov, TV Aakedaipovioy
apymv kataAvcavta memavkévar).*® This may have seemed slightly forced,* and he resorts
straight to the reading of decrees honouring Conon. But associating tyranny-suppression of
any kind with Conon brings that concern to prominence in a way that perpetuates the sense
Demosthenes is developing in Against Leptines that tyranny, or oligarchy, could come to
Athens again, and that his opponents display just the kind of traits that should put the
demos on their guard. The anti-democratic potential of the syndikoi in the Leptines trial is
argued through the wider revelation by Demosthenes of their paternalistic consensus on
the economic road the city should be taking. He and Phormion assume the character of

staunch democrats in control of the facts, able to spot where all this could lead from their

45 Conon’s honours (¢.393): Lewis and Stroud (1979), 186-7; Gauthier (1985), 96-7; Krumeich (1997), esp.
207-9; Shear (2007a), 110; (2011), 275-80.
46 ¢f. Tuplin (1985), 359. But Isocrates puts it similarly in the Euagoras (9.56-7); also Shear (2011), 277-80.
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grasp of precedents in the very Athenian past which the law of Leptines seeks to efface en

bloc.

Demosthenes’ main point is that the possibility for oligarchy or tyranny to emerge in
Athens is a constant, as much of a constant as the continuum of Athenian glory itself —
which is why the jurors should eye the activities of the present political elite with
suspicion. Harmodius and Aristogeiton, and the Thirty and the Four Hundred, make
appearances throughout the speech. Most are brief, but tend to be noticeable enough to add
an extra level to the surrounding argument. This train of anti-democratic references is set
up at 8811-12, and completed at §8157-62. These are the only substantial passages in the
sequence. It is the frequency of the intervening brief reminders that is important (18, 29,

42,48, 70, 127), and the choice of the moments at which Demosthenes introduces them.

Communal repayment in 403 of the Spartan loan that helped fund the Thirty is the focus at
§811-12.4" Demosthenes uses this as evidence of the generous and high-minded Athenian
ethos, but that is not the only work the illustration is doing. The link to Sparta may prepare
jurors for the anticipation (105-11) of a possible defence argument comparing honours-
giving practice at Sparta and Thebes;*® and this works well if our Leptines is the Leptines
Aristotle depicts recommending aid to Sparta (‘one of Greece’s eyes’) in a context which
must be 371 or soon after.*® Cephisodotus may have had links with Sparta too (if he is the

Cephisodotus who served on the 371 embassy before Leuctra), while Leodamas and

47 With references: Hesk (2000), 42 n.76; Harris (2008), 25 n.35; Kremmydas (2012), 202-7.

48 Probably a genuine anticipation: Fisher (1994), 365-6.

49 Rhet. 1411a4-6: Fisher (1994), 365 n.61 (and Steinbock [2012], 322 n.141 for other appearances of the
image). If they are identical, Demosthenes’ claim not to know much about our Leptines (14) is simply
evasive.

59



Avristophon were, according to Aeschines, noted pro-Thebans.®® Politicians’ attitudes
towards cities could change,® and the membership of embassies typically reflected a mix
of external sympathies as well political persuasions,® but given the continued relative
cordiality of Athenian relations with Sparta in 355/4,> and given the fact that Aeschines
tells us Leodamas and Aristophon were known for their (presumably long-standing) pro-
Theban stance,* the significance of Demosthenes’ foregrounding of Athenian and Spartan
dealings in 403 at §811-12 may not have been lost on the jurors. It was possibly even an
example Leptines liked to use, showing Athenian readiness to cooperate with Sparta even
in the toughest of times. Usurpation of historical material likely to be used by the
opposition is a favoured Demosthenic dynamic, as we shall see throughout this study and
as the usurpation of Leptines’ Herms argument shows (112), and a structurally key
juncture like 8811-12 may have seemed an advantageous place to attempt it. If so, the
critique of the ultramontanist attitude to Sparta attributed to Leptines and the others at

8105 is importantly anticipated.

The Spartan loan illustration also sets up the train of ‘anti-democratic moments’ in the
speech in a distinctly uncomfortable fashion. In isolation, its content proclaims order, an
end to stasis, partly achieved by the honourable use of public resources (the main issue in
Against Leptines). The subsequent ‘anti-democratic moments’ will complicate that,
piquing the audience and reminding them of the ease with which civic discord emerges. |

look at examples, and then show how 88157-62 functions as an elegant and strong

%0 Cephisodotus and Sparta: X. Hell. 6.3.2; the identification problem: Harding (1994), 114-16. It is
noteworthy that Xenophon gives Cephisodotus no patronymic; Aristotle also seems to assume a single
eminent orator. Leodamas and Aristophon: A.3.139.

51 e.g. Demosthenes’ attitude to Thebes: see Trevett (1999). The mention of the destruction of Orchomenus
by Thebes in 364 places D.20 solidly among examples of his early hostility (Trevett [1999], 190).

52 The membership of the 371 embassy to Sparta (Hell. 6.3.2) is a good example. Callias and Callistratus are
sympathetic to the Spartans; Autocles admits that he is not (6.3.7). Role of xenia here: Steinbock (2012), 82-
3.

53 Strictly relative: Fisher (1994), 355-6.

% A3.139.
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conclusion: if the jurors have not picked up the succession of hints by now, the final

passage is calculated to leave them in no doubt.

The way that Demosthenes contextualizes his account of the benefactions of Epicerdes of
Cyrene offers a good example of the effects created by the unexpected appearance of
oligarchic forces in the text.> Epicerdes had already received an ateleia grant for his
kindness to Athenian prisoners in Sicily in the aftermath of the disaster there in 413 (42),%
but received another later: op®dv &v 1® moAéu® PO TAOV TPLAKOVTO PKPOV cmavilovTo
TOV OfjHov ypnudTmv, Tdlaviov Edmkev avTog Emayyelauevog. If we accept the presence
of mpd tdV TpraxovTa pikpodv in the text,>” a sinister reverse parallel with the current
situation appears. In both cases, Athens is in financial difficulties, and is aided by altruistic
benefactors — and in the 404 case is then overtaken by oligarchs. What about now? Given
that at §811-12 Demosthenes had not emphasized the city’s poverty at the time when the
demos repaid the Thirty’s Spartan loan, a new context where that poverty is stressed stands
a good chance of signalling something to jurors in a similarly straitened 355/4 Athens who
are considering the question of benefactions like Epicerdes’. Demosthenes had a choice of
temporal descriptors, and chose to relate the dearth directly to the oligarchic coup that
followed. The argument that then follows — emphasizing how wrong it would be for
Epicerdes’ altruism and goodwill to be repaid now in the annulling of his awards, whether
or not he actually makes use of them (44) — is capped by comparing his case with that of
those who overthrew the Four Hundred and Thirty (perhaps dealt with in Phormion’s
speech) (6 adtdg Toivuv &oti pot Adyoc oDTOC Kol mePl TAV TOVS TETPUKOGIOVG

KOTOAVGAVTOV, Kol epl T@V OT” £pevyev O OTjUOG ¥PNOILOVE aDTOVG TaPAUCOVI®Y, 48).

% For Epicerdes: Meritt (1970); MacDowell (2004); Kremmydas (2012), 264-77.

% The form the benefaction took is not entirely clear: see Kremmydas (2012), 267-70 for discussion.

7 Kremmydas (2012), 271, following Meritt (1970), 114 and Sandys (1890), 44 against Weil (1883), 35.
Dilts ([2005], 126) applies braces.
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There is no special reason why these historical events should be raised as parallels other
than that Demosthenes intends them to contribute to the pattern he is placing before the
jurors’ eyes — a mapping onto the present and an encouragement of them to recognize the
similarities between that present and the context of oligarchic behaviour in the past. We
are given no reason to imagine that he is actually predicting a real imminent oligarchic
coup on the part of Aristophon and the other syndikoi — but he is speculating about how
paternalism can easily slide into danger, using the associations with anti-democracy as a
creative means by which the jurors may contemplate the trial’s (and its litigants”) broader
significance, and so be moved to question the right of Aristophon and the others to
continue to control the economic discourse after the signal recent failure of their wider
policies. This is all the more effectively achieved by the way Epicerdes is set up: he is
unlikely to be familiar to the audience (cf. 41) and so, as a relatively blank slate, is
susceptible to Demosthenes’ creativity. He is made to act as a shadowy analogue for
Athens, accompanying the city in all its darkest times (mopov t@ Tiic TOAE®S
ATuYAUOTL...TOPA TOVG pHeYioTtoug kapovg, 43-4); but now, divorced physically from the
picture (probably in retirement in Cyrene®®), his exemplary presence can function as a way
of reminding Demosthenes’ audience what would constitute the value-set of an ideal
Athens, and how far Leptines and the others depart from it. Themes of loyalty and
betrayal, voluntary and compulsory action and a resourceful grasp of the right moment to
act stand out in the example — Epicerdes, of course, displayed the positives (45), and the

stele itself (IG I® 125) echoes them.™®

%8 Or dead: Kremmydas (2012), 265, 273.
%9 On the proximity between the two: West (1995), esp. 241; and Canevaro (forthcoming 2014).
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The cumulative impression to which the ‘anti-democratic moments’ contribute is mainly
fostered, though, by the repeated appearances of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, via their
senior descendants (18, 29, 70, 127, 128, 159, 160).%° In each case (except one: 70: the
reference to Conon’s statue), these are embedded in Demosthenes’ citation either of the
part of Leptines’ law that exempts those descendants from the proposed ban on ateleiali, or
of a close paraphrase, capturing the tension between Demosthenes’ sympathy with the
retention of their descendants’ ateleiai as he cites that clause, and the implied
grudgingness of Leptines’ decision to retain even these (mAnv td®v de’ Apuodiov kol
Apiotoyeitovog). One of the ways in which §8157-62 is important is in bringing that
tension to a head — the passage also refers back to other key moments in the sequence.
Those who argue for a respectful tone in this speech must explain away the directness of
Demosthenes’ characterization of Leptines’ motives, which he glosses as a combination of
90ovoc and uovikio (157).8% This must be a raising of oratorical stakes, or, put
politically, burning of bridges. Here tyrannicide and protection against tyranny becomes of
direct relevance, as the Areopagus’ role in homicide trials and Dracon’s law on homicide
(as well as the stele of Demophantus) are mobilized — superficially as an analogy, but with
clear intrinsic connection — against the subversive spirit of Leptines’ law (157-9). Up to
now the audience have been almost exclusively reminded of Harmodius and Aristogeiton
in the context of their exemption from Leptines’ ban; now Demosthenes swings that round
(159) in reminding the jurors of how they feature on the Demophantus stele (Gv tig audvov
TL @01 T Inuokpotiq, TG adTAC dMoEWY dwPeds Gomep Approdie Kai Aptotoyeitovt) such
that when he cites their clause of Leptines’ law once again, its hollowness is made all the

clearer.

60 Embeddedness of the Tyrannicides in popular memory and culture: Taylor (1991), esp. 1-9; McGlew
(1993), 150-6; (2012); Raaflaub (2003), 63-9; Ober (2003), 216-22.
61 So against e.g. Jaeger (1938), 65-6.
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Leptines’ anti-Athenian credentials — by now covered in great detail in the legal
argumentation — mean that when Demosthenes moves to reflect (in overtly philosophical
terms: 162) on how the future can bring tyranny when the victims least expect it, he does
so in such a way that Leptines and his syndikoi, or the interests in which they operate, may
easily be cast as the unforeseen enemy. Part of the point is that Leptines cannot necessarily
see this himself: Demosthenes uses him to voice an objection to the idea that tyranny could
ever come to Athens again (6t vi) Ala Toppw 100 1L To10DTOV EATILEY VOV EGpév: 161); but
this serves as a very effective way of summing up an argument that Demosthenes has been
using the historical material to make throughout: that threats to democracy do simply
emerge in the natural order of things. Their human vehicles will always see them as
something different (what starts out as confidence about the right way to govern quickly
turns to corruption and oppression®?), but they all reflect a spirit out of step with the set of
timeless values Demosthenes has been arguing Athens possesses, one manifestation of
which is the city’s just rewards to its benefactors. This out-of-step spirit Leptines does
demonstrably possess, so logically the other fears can follow. Demosthenes does
something similar at 8849-50, where he had answered an objection that modern Athens is
hardly in need of the kind of aid given by those who overthrew the Four Hundred and
Thirty (moAd tod 6endfvai Tivog Totovtov viv dméyev v moAw). In both cases the answer
is a rather loaded recommendation to hope for that to be true, with prayer at 849 (tadta
pev evyéobm toig Beoic, kaym cvvevyouatr) and an even more tantalizing wish at §161
(enuév v’ [i.e. moppw], & &vépec Adnvoior). The key point is that Demosthenes explains
this as historical process (hence the examples of the doldrums of the Spartans after

Leuctra, Dionysius’ tyranny over the Syracusans, and the recent deposition of Dionysius Il

62 The idea is important for the beginning of the Thirty’s rule: [P1.] Ep. VII (324d), plus X. Hell. 2.3.12, D.S.
14.4.2, and Ath. Pol. 35.3; Rhodes (2011), 20.
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by Dion: 161-2%), taking a certain amount of pressure off his opponents as individuals but
also alerting his audience to the forces at work. What has changed between 849 and §161
is that Demosthenes has made considerable efforts to establish his own (impersonal)
didactic authority, such that when he follows §161 up with the historical examples, he is
able to recommend foresight and moderation in an overtly didactic fashion without
sounding trite (610 &l petpualew €v taic evmpaiong Kol TPOOPOUEVOLS TO UEAAOV

eoivesOat, 162).

The business of referring to the threat of oligarchy was in itself of course well-trodden
ground.®* What helps to set Demosthenes’ treatment apart as a distinctive vision, and so
demands that we consider what looks like a subtle undercurrent as a major theme
recommended for the jurors’ attention, is his depiction of Diodorus’ opponents in the quite
closely contemporaneous Against Androtion (355/4) and Against Timocrates (353). The
ethos he writes for Diodorus is one distinctively more forthright and intemperate,® but
otherwise strong similarities emerge in the foregrounding of anti-democratic behaviour as
a useful and necessary way of contemplating the opposition. The most noticeable is the
cumulative structure. In Against Leptines, repeated appearances of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton, reinforced by references to the late fifth-century oligarchic regimes, foster a
climate of attentiveness to potential links to the present situation. Against Androtion casts
Androtion’s activities as collector of arrears of eisphora in explicitly anti-democratic

terms, having him make invasions of people’s homes and eliciting a parallel with the

8 No commentator seems interested by the passages’ similarity to the set of examples of mapd 10 gixog given
by Anaximenes (RA 8.6-8), as noted in the Introduction (n.196 there).

6 Two aspects (apart from straightforward reference to the Thirty) worth noting here are the tendency to
merge the 411 and 404 regimes (cf. Lyc. 1.124-7 on when the oath of Demophantus was sworn) and ‘the
oligarchs’’ shutting down ypar| Tapavoumy procedures (D.24.154; A.3.191) (i.e. the Four Hundred: Thuc.
8.67.2; Ath. Pol. 29.4).

8 Blass (1893), 262-4; Jaeger (1938), 60; Usher (1999), 200; MacDowell (2009), 180-1. Diodorus as clearly
experienced: Pearson (1975), 218-19.
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activities of the Thirty which reflects negatively on him — not even the Thirty did this; they
only arrested people in the agora (22.52). We know they did more, especially to metics;®
probably Demosthenes is bending this on purpose, and the fact that Androtion is worse
because he is conducting public business in a democracy (év dnpokpatig TOAITELOUEVOG,
cf. 24.76) helps remind us that the kind of relative restraint which governs Against
Leptines is not applicable here. Androtion’s house-invasions in 852 fit into a pattern where
he is depicted constantly invading spaces where he does not belong (50, 52, 56, 68,
reversed at 77, and cf. 24.126, 145 etc.), inhibiting citizens’ integrity both physically and
in action (making arrests and threats); and although Against Timocrates does not continue
the pattern so consistently, precisely the same hints are offered about the ‘real’ import of
Timocrates’ legislation; comparison of Timocrates with Critias (24.90) is only the most
direct. The speech also goes even further than Against Androtion in its use of Solon to
encourage a view of Timocrates and his allies as a sinister cabal who legislate for their
own purposes.®” Similarly, Against Aristocrates (of 353/2) overtly develops a parallel,
pivoted on the hypothetical provision of public statues (143), between the Lampsacene

killers of the despotic mercenary Philiscus and the Athenian Tyrannicides.%®

The anti-cabal rhetoric of Against Timocrates is further spiced by abstract and vivid
conceptualizing of the emergence of oligarchy which looks like the speculation that we
saw in Against Leptines 49-50 and especially 160-2 — oligarchy and tyranny often merge.®°
What suggests a close link between the two speeches’ conceptions is the theme of constant

vigilance,”® and imagery of natural generation — that a move towards oligarchy will

6 X. Hell. 2.3.21; D.S. 14.5.5-7; Whitehead (1977), 154-9; Krentz (1982), 80-2.

67 Use of Solon in this speech: Wohl (2010), 295-300.

% Though Harmodius and Aristogeiton are not named.

8 Mitchell (2006), esp. 182-5.

0 To which Athenians were committed by the way the Tyrannicides were remembered: McGlew (2012), 92-
3.
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become a surge unless action is taken. Tyranny as a growing thing, corrupting and
autonomous, is familiar from tragedy and elsewhere; in Against Timocrates, Demosthenes
completes an argument about how oligarchic rule begins (154) with precisely the same
kind of staged objection that we saw in Against Leptines 49 and 161 — that fears about the
overthrow of democracy are irrelevant in modern Athens (icog pév odv &v Tig vVmoréPot
Ot ovy Opoiov Gvtov TOV Tpayudteov viv Kol tote, 154). He imagines anti-democratic
thinking as a seed (oméppa) that will lie hidden until the time is right for it to appear

(éxpvor).”

The (implied) unexpectedness of the final emergence is a key aspect — it fits with the chain
of repeated appearances of anti-democratic forces which we saw in Against Leptines and
which Aeschines was also to find useful (talking about warmongers rather than oligarchs)
towards the end of On the Embassy (172-7) in 343. But the presentation in Against
Leptines and On the Embassy operates on the premise that these periodic emergences are
endemic to the life of the state — something to look out for and try to suppress once the
signs are discerned. Demosthenes goes a step further in Against Timocrates (206-9),
writing Diodorus a version which invites the jurors not to examine the process objectively
but to participate — to be there at one of those moments when oligarchy begins to erupt
(here in the form of a dramatic release from gaol for those previously convicted: kai unv &i
avtiko o1 péia kKpavynv dxodoarte Tpdc @ Skactpim, €l Mol TIC OC AVEMKTAL TO
deopmtnplov, ot 8¢ deoudtor eevyovoty..., 208). Earlier (at 154) we had heard about the
revoking of ypagai mapavouwv as a warning sign preceding fifth-century oligarchic
takeover. Here, though, the emphasis is on suddenness — nobody has told the jurors this is

going to happen. What is being played with is the tension arising from the fact that these

"I Tyranny as a plant: Brock (2013), 164 and n.175.
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self-same jurors have not yet decided to accept the case against Timocrates as a whole, and
so have not yet validated Diodorus as a counsellor. Diodorus is shown to be all the more
necessary in consequence, as someone able to read the signs in advance: a classic function
of the good statesman.’”? At another level, this idea that anti-democrats do things in the
wrong order — undoing the past by reversing previous dicastic judgments which have put
these people in gaol (EAvoav tovg TpdTEPOV VOU® 01’ GUAPTIOY TIVO TOOTHV DITEYOVTOS TNV
diknv: 206) and showing a disordered temporal awareness (and so a failure to understand
the past as Demosthenes/Diodorus shows he can) — is a constant in the four 350s speeches,

and we will examine it further below.

1.2. Youth, Experience, and Knowledge: Taking a Stand

The Leptines trial was an overtly political trial as much as one about determining the
specific course to take to recover Athens’s financial position. For Demosthenes at least, it
was about personalities. He presents interpersonal wrangling as intimately involved (137)
and Leptines’ motivation in proposing his law as entirely personal (142: tva Agrtivng idig
Tioly, oig nddc &xel, émnpedon). He tries to expose the precarious foundation on which
the consensus rests. Images of spite and spiteful behaviour (pB6voc, pBovepdc) play a
notable part.” I began by outlining how far we ought to think of Demosthenes setting out
his own political stall in his speech. So far, though, we have looked at more general ways
of characterizing the wrongheadedness of, and potential peril arising from, Leptines’
attitude to the civic past. Now I turn to the specific means by which Demosthenes figures
his opponents as false to recent history and therefore ripe for supersession in the conduct

of public affairs. Fundamental to his approach is the virtual heroizing of Chabrias, turning

"2 Foresight and the statesman: esp. Mader (2007b).
3 As Gallet (1990) shows.
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him into a paradigmatic figure fit to rival the fifth-century greats despite his recent death.
Lycoleon’s defence of Chabrias in the Oropus trials of 366/5, in which he used the posture
of Chabrias’ statue for emotive appeal, suggests that this was possible even in Chabrias’
lifetime; but his removal from the scene by 355/4 allows an ampler set of opportunities for
usage, and Demosthenes ostentatiously takes them, assimilating Chabrias to the broader
fulfilment of his goals: constructing a heroic and consistently glorious Athens to contrast
with the utilitarian, misdirected, and (as we saw in the previous section) potentially
dangerous situation presided over by the syndikoi and their colleagues. The latter group’s
attitude to, or grasp of, history distant and recent is constructed as an infallible moral

indicator, and, inevitably, they largely fail the test.

Demosthenes’ stance is signalled from the beginning. The jurors are made aware from the
first words of the proem that this is a synegoria motivated by personal connection (or at
the very least sympathy) with the family of Chabrias as well as by concern for the interests
of the state (uéAiota pév sivexo tod vopiley cupeépety tfi TOAet AeAdcOon TOV vopov, sita
kol tod moudoc siveka tod Xafpiov, 1).”* What nuances Demosthenes’ approach
importantly is that he impersonalizes his own credentials, and channels them through his
astute and authoritative command of his historical material. One key method worth
recalling before we continue is his appeal to the knowledge of older jurors, a familiar
mode of speaker-audience connection (as we saw in the Introduction) and quite prominent
in this speech.” The audience can see that Demosthenes is only about thirty; to avoid
problems of credibility, or resentment,’® he glosses everything before the mid-360s as

learnt from them, while being careful to introduce nothing that will interfere with his

4 The prioritization on show must be there to allay suspicions that the personal element is more important to
Demosthenes’ synegoria than the public: Rubinstein (2000), 138-40; Kremmydas (2012), 177-8.

5D.20.52, 68, 77.

6 Kremmydas (2012), 285.
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central picture of uninterruptedly successful Athenian negotiation of problems through the
centuries.”” For example, the Corinthian exiles honoured by Athens are revealed to have
opened the city gates after the defeat at the Nemea River in 394 to none other than the
jurors themselves (ued’ dudv Tdv ToTE GTPOTELSANEVEY, 53),"8 and by implication to have
been honoured by them too (Vmode&auevor 6> vueig avtovg...). Jurors of all ages are
implicated in an act of generosity which will in fact have involved few of them at best.
Conon’s greatness, too, is defined by calling on very elderly jurors, his age-mates (o¢
VUOV TIVOV 0TV akoDoal TV katd TV adtv nAkiav dvimv, 68). There would probably
have been a handful present, enough to clear Demosthenes’ gambit of charges of absurdity,
and what he in fact asks this group to remember (Conon’s victory at Cnidus) only takes us
back as far as 394 — within the competence of everyone in their mid-fifties and older. The
exaggerated initial age-marker furthers Demosthenes’ aim of heading off any argument
from Leptines that pre-394 Athenian history exceeded more recent times in glorious
achievement. It may also be designed to undermine Aristophon’s authority in advance,
assuring the audience that, as Conon’s age-mates by proxy, they already know what they
need to. The decision to work towards 394 from a starting-point in the return of the demos
in 403 — in which Aristophon was prominently involved’ — may support that suggestion.

They are assured that they know their history without needing Aristophon to tell them.

It is notable, then, that when Demosthenes begins his encomium of Chabrias (75) he
qualifies the account he is about to present with a similar move (iote pév odv icwg, kol
dvev Tod mop’ pod Adyov, &1t smovdaioc XaBpiac v aviip) — he suggests that any of them
could come up with a similar account if asked to. Effectively, this is a challenge to

disagree with any aspect of what will follow. It is also a challenge to the syndikoi, and a

" Thomas (1989), 221-37 esp. 231-6.
78 cf. the union of mercenaries and citizens at 4.24 (with Wooten [2008], 83-4).
™ Aristophon in 403: Oost (1977), 240; Whitehead (1986), 314; Harding (2006), 196.
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means of political positioning. The syndikos Leodamas’ enduring enmity with Chabrias is
well-documented,®® and it is easy to see how the young Demosthenes’ admiration for
Callistratus might naturally make him positive towards Callistratus’ fellow Oropus
defendant and hostile to Leodamas — he has trouble containing such hostility when coming
to describe him later in the speech (146-7). Such extrapolation seems to have happened
with relatives of Callistratus: Demosthenes writes Diodorus some fulsome praise for
Callistratus’ uncle Agyrrhius in Against Timocrates (Gvopo ypnoTov Kol SNUOTIKOV Kod
nepl 10 wAN0og TO vuétepov ToAAA omovddcavta: 24.134) in a context where the family
connection is played up (KoalAiiotpotog dvvdpevog koi adeleidodg @v avtod); indeed
policy-based and rhetorical emulation of Agyrrhius by Demosthenes has recently been
canvassed.®! Either way, it is very hard to deny that the encomium of Chabrias itself (75-
84) stages such admiration,®? and that it is aimed negatively at Leodamas at some level.
The passage is rich in explicitly heroizing manoeuvres and expressions, and we can

consider it alongside the Conon encomium which precedes it.

Juxtaposing the two allows Demosthenes to blend his two concerns: articulating polis
renown and calibrating political polemic. The very fact that the political and military
giants of the last three or four decades have disappeared from the scene within the last two
and given place to an altogether less dazzling group, their enemies (Leodamas) and
accusers (Aristophon), in itself encourages the engaging of historical illustration as a
covert polemical tool, and the assimilation of the recently deceased Chabrias both to
Conon — more standardly susceptible to development as an example — and to the famous

fifth-century figures. Given Demosthenes’ stylistic and broader intellectual debt to

80 |_eodamas vs. Chabrias: Ar. Rhet. 1364a21-3 and here; Bearzot (1990), 96-7; MacDowell (2009), 157-8
(tentative); Kremmydas (2012), 38, 425-7.

81 Moreno (2007), 256-7.

82 While perhaps suppressing inconvenient possibilities: Bearzot (1990).
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Thucydides,®® it may be that there is even a slight nod here to the latter’s famous snapshot
of post-Periclean squabbling between politicians all out for themselves (2.65.10);34
certainly the statement that no Athenian was orphaned by the activities of Chabrias
(moAAGKig VU@V otpotnynoaviog Xappiov ovdevog mdmod’ viog opeovog ot Ekeivov, 82)
recalls the Periclean deathbed dictum recorded by Plutarch that no living Athenian ever put
on mourning because of him,®® and the theme of the subject’s dopaieia recurs in both
cases (Chabrias was acpaléotatog, 82).8° Thucydides in fact seems to lurk more generally
in the two encomia: he is probably the source for Demosthenes’ account of Themistocles’
crafty treatment of the Spartans while getting the new city walls completed (i.e. 1.90-2),
though this is very carefully marked as a version the jurors will ‘probably’ know (koi
navtec iomg axknkoate Ov tpomov E€amatiioat Aéyetar, 73). Again, what is important is that

Demosthenes is making the jurors complicit in his version.

He uses that complicity to align the Conon and Chabrias encomia. Just as his appeal to the
jurors’ knowledge in the Conon case did not require them to remember quite as much as
first appeared, so in 8§77 he appeals to the eldest of them to recall events from 388 (the
Cyprus expedition) down to Chabrias’ victory at Naxos in 376 — all well within the
competence of everyone around fifty and older (xoi tobtov maviov Vu®dV TIvEG ol
npecPutatol udptopég eioi pot). Demosthenes seeks to impose a definitive, monolithic
version of someone recently deceased whom everyone would remember in different ways,
by treating him in the same way as Conon, a figure round whom official versions had now
coalesced forty years on from his post-Cnidus zenith (cf. 69), and asserts the superiority of

his own account by allowing the possibility that it might fall short of individuals’ opinions

8 Yunis (1996), esp. 240-1, 256-7, 269-77; Mader (2007a), esp. 155-65; Gotteland (2010).

8 This had a rich fourth-century afterlife: Isoc. 8.124-8; 15.230-6; Ath. Pol. 28. Thucydides in the fourth
century: esp. Hornblower (1995).

8 Plut. Per. 38.4. Kremmydas ([2012], 331) also notes the parallel, making a different point.

8 Thuc. 2.65.5 and Plut. Per. 18.1-3. D.20.82 may hide a good deal: Bearzot (1990), 98-108.

72



(76), a familiar epideictic topos.” If Demosthenes’ Chabrias in some sense recalled
Pericles to an audience, then that might match the parallel with Themistocles set up for
Conon (73-4). It is worth noting that the latter is a parallel from which Conon emerges the
better man. Themistocles’ greatness is delimited to a time period: he is the greatest t@®v
k00’ avtov, 73, leaving room for Conon to be greater on balance.® It being rare to qualify
the merits of the early fifth-century ‘greats’ at all in the orators, Demosthenes’ manoeuvre
must have struck his audience as daring; his reasoned explanation, though, enables him to

seem authoritative rather than gauche or imprudent (74).

It is fundamental to the adversative use to which Conon and Chabrias are put — built up as
exemplars of the glorious Athenian continuum to challenge the thinking of Demosthenes’
opponents — that both in a sense resemble Athens itself, and more particularly Athenian
history. Conon’s career — as Vvirtual tyrannicide in putting down Sparta (70), building Long
Walls (68), ensuring a classic Persian War-era-style power-balance with Sparta (68), and
spreading democracy in the Aegean (68) — encapsulates Athens’s imperial highlights.
What clinches the metaphorical as well as substantive character of this list of exploits is
the first of them, the virtual tyranny represented by the Spartan ‘empire’ (11yodvto yap ov
piKpav Topavvida kol todTov, TV Aakedaipoviov dpynv katoivoavto, teravkévatl, 70:
noted earlier). In comparing Conon with Harmodius and Aristogeiton Demosthenes makes
it possible to offer him for consideration as a species of foundation figure (rpdtov is
positioned emphatically), and his bronze statue as much the focus of a new era of Athenian

democratic renown as the early portraits of Harmodius and Aristogeiton.®® The award of a

87 See Kremmydas (2012), 322-3 for parallels. The insouciance also comes in the next sentence (& &’
00dau®G av einmv ofopon pkpa Totficat, Tadd’ drouvijoo mepdoopat) — Demosthenes is perfectly aware
that his skills are indeed up to the job. Forty years again: see Introduction nn.9-10.

8 Both Demosthenes and Isocrates present Conon and Themistocles similarly: Witte (1995), 65-8.

8 On Harmodius and Aristogeiton’s statues: e.g. Krumeich (1997), 57-9; Keesling (2003), 172-5; in detail:
esp. Brunnsaker (1971) and Fehr (1984); also Taylor (1991), 13-21.
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statue is thus figured as the highest possible honour, and for an Athenian audience,
intimately familiar with the topography of the agora, three other Athenian figures are
instantly connoted by it:*® Chabrias, Iphicrates,®* and Timotheus: the first bitterly opposed
by Leodamas (cf. 146), even if unsuccessfully; the second and third hounded out of
politics by Aristophon. This implicit contrast between the majesty of their award from the
demos and the ignominious end of their careers is only ever implicit, and channelled
through Chabrias, but the low-key single appearances of both Iphicrates and Timotheus
(84) make a quiet bid to put it to the audience that the enthusiasm of the syndikoi for the
law of Leptines is not a matter of altruistic policy but nothing less than a commitment to
the diminution of Athenian glory by the elimination of men whose calibre they cannot
match, generated by personal enmity (cf. 20.137, 142 again). It is probably no accident that
there seems to be a covert reference to the Embata convictions in the midst of Chabrias’
encomium (piov pev moOAv €l dmmAecey fj vadg déko povag, mepl mpodociag Gv avTov
gionyyehMov ovtot, 79), conjuring the spectre both of Leodamas’ repeated attacks on
Chabrias®? and of Aristophon’s recent Embata prosecutions by eisangelia nepi mpodociag

of Iphicrates, Timotheus, and Menestheus.%

Comparison with the other 350s speeches supports the idea that this is part of a wider
design to keep the political memory alive not only of the dead Chabrias but also of the
disgraced Timotheus and Iphicrates, as key contributors to the history of Athenian renown

whose exposition is so central to the speech. First, Conon’s statue would surely make

% paus. 1.3.2; Isoc. 9.56-7; Gauer (1968), 118-24; Krumeich (1997), 207-9; Oliver (2007), esp. 197;Shear
(2007a), 105-12; (2011), 280-5. For Euagoras (also here): Lewis and Stroud (1979).

%1 Pausanias misses Iphicrates’ agora statue (Shear [2007a], 110 n.77), but reports one on the Acropolis
(1.24.7).

%2 As Kremmydas ([2012], 327-8) wonders. It seems likely that they would have made the connection. The
Oropus trials seem to have been the cause célébre of the decade, and the political rivalries on show among
the most high-profile in Athens at the time.

% For full details: Hansen (1975), 100-2, cat nos. 100-102. An eisangelia is all but certain in the case of
Iphicrates and probable in the other two cases.
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audience members think of the other three generals: that is clear from a move
Demosthenes makes in Against Aristocrates and On Organization, both of 353/2,°* where
the three men are cited together as examples of how victories have become attached to
individuals.*® No criticism of the individuals is implied, only of how the demos view the
victories (23.198 and 13.22: vdv moAloi todto Aéyovotv). The presentation of Iphicrates in
Against Aristocrates more generally is also relevant. This has been seen as a damning
one,®® but that might not be the whole story.®” Again, the pivot of the version is his bronze
statue, along with other honours (6t yoAxiic eikdvog obong mop’ VUlv Tewpdtel kai
oUTAGENC &V TPLTOVEL Kol Swpedv Kol TNV EAAmY, 1 ¢ eddaipmy ékeivoc fv, 23.130)
— his service with his marriage connection Cotys of Thrace against Athens is then all the
more striking.%® But the use of eddaipwv may already be interesting. The word is used
rarely by Demosthenes of specific living people (like Iphicrates in the account), and some
sort of tragic echo may perhaps be canvassed, particularly as he is described as narrowly
avoiding extreme misery due to the Athenian people’s restraint (koi €1 un pETpLOTEPAV
goyete TNV OpyNVv VLUEC TG €keivov mpometeing, oVdEV av avTOV EKOAvev dbMmTaToV
avlpodnov andvrov sivar).® It is on the reversal in Iphicrates’ good fortune that
Demosthenes’/Euthycles’ emphasis lies here, on Cotys’ failure to reward Iphicrates
adequately, the latter’s subsequent (Themistocles- or Alcibiades-like,?° and faintly tragic)

wandering (koai €i¢ todto katéotnoe tov lewpdtny anopiag, dote dameAbovta &ig

% For my dating of D.13, see Ch. 2 n.55.

% All four together: Din. 1.75.

% Kallet (1983), 250-2; Heskel (1997), 89-94, esp. 92; Sears (2013), 134-6.

% A positive portrayal: Harris (1989b), 268-9.

% But only here; their connection was clearly close: Sears (2013), 126-9. For the honours: Gauthier (1985),
97-9.

% There may even be an echo here of Eur. Antigone F 157 Kannicht, though Kannicht and Collard/Cropp
([2008], 160) prefer gvtoyng there (Wilson [2007], 2.189 prefers sbtuyrc and Dover [1993], 336 evdaipwv
for Frogs 1182). Euripides’ version seems to have influenced that of Astydamas the Younger, in mid-career
in 355/4. For the resemblance to D.51.9, see n.34 above.

100 ¢f. Callistratus’ sneaking around the north Aegean: [D.] 50.46-52 and Heskel (1997), 34.
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"Avticoav oikeiv koi wéhw gic Apdv, 132),1% and his cruelty in leading Iphicrates to reject
his enviable position in Athens (136).1%2 It does not fall on the perfidy of Iphicrates’ own
side-switching, which is treated objectively, as simply something that happened. As a
coda, it has often been assumed that Demosthenes and Timotheus would end up on
different sides of Athenian politics,'® but Demosthenes’ fulsome recommendation of
Timotheus as a model for swift and timely action in the 341 speech On the Chersonese
(8.74-5) (regarding the Euboea expedition in 357 on which Demosthenes served as

syntrierarch) should at least make us think twice.%4

Another relevant link may be made: between the motivation for citing the inscription
honouring Conon (20.69), and the impression it makes in its persuasive context (fixing an
official version of Conon as a great figure of the past — and a great benefactor, rather than
someone whom many would remember in different ways), and similar moves written for
Diodorus in Against Androtion and Against Timocrates. The final sequence of Against
Androtion picks up on an earlier passage (12-15) where Diodorus contrasts the ambitions
of the fifth century with the shabby present (12) and stresses the role played at critical
moments in Athenian history by the availability of triremes: the 357 Euboea expedition is
one, the loss of the fleet at Aegospotami in 405 another (15), and war with the Spartans in
the 370s the third. The medley of periods is intentional, and Diodorus flags them with a
variety of abrupt shifts (kai molowd kol kovad, 13; GAA’ Exelva pev apyoio kol TaAaid. GAL’
a mavteg €opakoate, 14; kol ti del ta mokoua Aéyewv; 15) — Demosthenes intends the
coverage to be understood as comprehensive, and Diodorus to be seen as vigorous,

passionate, eager to get to the point and expose Androtion for the disgrace he is.

101 For the more positive reality: Heskel (1997), 93-4.

102 As Harris ([1989b], 268) agrees.

103 ¢,g. by Rowe (2000), 288-92; also Kallet (1983), 250-1.

104 See Sinclair (1988), 168-9, for an interesting parallel with Isocrates’ Antidosis. Matching regard for
Iphicrates: D.Pro. 49/[50].2-3.
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Building on all this, the final sequence (22.69-78) — which Demosthenes (and Diodorus)
clearly thought had been successful enough in performance to re-run very closely in
Against Timocrates (176-86)!% — contrasts the cultural criminality of Androtion’s action in
melting down crowns with the glorious continuum of Athenian civic history of which they
were expressions and memorials. The crowns’ inscriptions are given particular prominence
(72) as inspirers of those who see them (& {fjlov moldv gixev kai grrotipiav vuiv, 73), but
Demosthenes’/Diodorus’ specific choices may be important. The crown for the demos
offered by the Euboeans (“Evfocic éhevbepwbiviec éotepdvmoay toOv dfjuov”, 72)
inevitably connotes Timotheus’ victory,'% mentioned above, followed by commemoration
of Conon’s victory at Cnidus (“Kévev anod tiig vavpayiog the mpog Aakedatpoviovs”, 72).
When the passage is repeated in Against Timocrates, eighteen months to two years after
Against Androtion and Against Leptines, Chabrias has joined the list too (“Xofpiag Gmod
¢ év Na&w vavpayiag”, 24.180): it is almost as if the assimilation of Chabrias to Conon
in Against Leptines has invited Demosthenes’ future conception. In all this, an aspect of a
loose political programme seems to be at work: one which involves Demosthenes and
others of like mind, possibly men of a similar age, seeking to offer wide-ranging criticism
of the current makers of policy by (among other things) filtering their discontent through
historical illustrations which integrate the recently deceased or politically eliminated
Chabrias, Iphicrates, and Timotheus — whatever their own affiliation with them — into a
broader logic of what makes, or made, Athens great, and, in the post-War climate, can do
so again. Physical memorials of honours might not enable, but certainly help provide a

vehicle for, that integration.

105 He is quite open about this: 24.159.

196 We do not need to agree with Lewis’ re-dating ([1954], 45, 47) to agree with him that talking about a
recent crown as falling apart (45) looks wrong; the connotation with the 357 victory is what is important,
even if the crown commemorated a different event.
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Essential to the thinking in the doublet ‘crowns’ sequences, as in Against Leptines
(composed in the same year), is the petty value of what is gained practically compared
with what is lost spiritually by such policies (posed as a contrast between apety and
mhodtog at 22.75). It is possible that the ‘couple of jugs, or three or four bits of gold

107 which Androtion’s melting and recasting of the crowns has produced might

plate
parallel rhetorically the small number of additional liturgists Leptines’ law would produce
(20.21-3): the ateleis forced to perform liturgies would be transformed — like the vessels
that were formerly crowns — from entities whose worth depended on spiritual rather than
material value to the opposite of that. That the conception of this key issue in the two
speeches is twin may be corroborated by reminiscences at the level of vocabulary. In
Against Leptines, Athenian ancestral behaviour is summed up in the idea of giving up vast
wealth to pursue honourable ambition (ypruata pév yop mieiotd note Ktnoduevotl mavo’
omep erhotiag avilmaoav, 10); this, and the sentence that follows, is very closely imitated
in Against Androtion (76: yprjuata pev yap mieiota tdv EAMvov mote oyav dravd’ drep

puotipiog viiwosv) and as usual Against Timocrates follows suit (184).1%8

It is also possible that the crowns sequence subtly brings up the key theme of anti-
democratic behaviour: Philochorus tells us that the Athenian state processional vessels in
use at this date were made from the melted-down property of the convicted Thirty and

their adherents.!® If Demosthenes could rely on some audience knowledge of the history

197 In Vince’s translation ([1935], 207).

108 In all three cases, the illustration is preceded by texunpiov 8¢, which may indicate provenance in a
handbook, but does not have to; the important thing is that it binds these three speeches together, whatever its
origin.

109 Philochorus FGrH 328 F 181, Jacoby (1954), 550-1; Lewis (1954), 43-9 (re-dating D.22 to 357);
Walbank (1982), 96; Fornara and Yates (2007) (i.e. not a genuine fragment).

78



of the city’s mouneio, 1% then a sharp point can be discerned. Gunther Martin observes that
in stamping his name on the recast ceremonial @idion (73) Androtion ‘creeps into the
sacred space where the person himself is denied entry’;'!! in a similar way, Demosthenes
here shows Androtion attempting to efface by personal intervention one sanctified outlet
for the community’s resolution of enmity from the troubled period of the Thirty.
Androtion, in effect, carries out a hideous reversal of the earlier recasting. The idea is
further supported by the suggestion that Androtion might legislate to melt the ceremonial
plate down again when the mood takes him, a clear pointer to oligarchic wilfulness (dc,
dtav Got dokfj, oV Tl Ypayelc Kataywvedety, 76).112 Again, Demosthenes is using the
Thirty to ‘think aloud with’. There is much about the characterization of Androtion
generally that invalidates the idea that he poses a direct threat, but Demosthenes’ strategy

IS to invest his actions with sufficient similarity to the Thirty’s to force reflection on them

preparatory to the general condemnation of them at the end of the trial.

This last idea itself — the casual attitude of Demosthenes’ opponents to proper temporal
order and process, connoting anti-democratic instincts — appears repeatedly in the speeches
under review. We have seen examples already: in the hypothetical release of prisoners by
Timocrates (24.206-9) and in the staged objections to Demosthenes’ doubts about the
stability of democracy in the near future (20.49, 161; 24.154). Such errors are presented as
not always the product of malice; failure of perception is figured as just as good a reason to
distrust opponents’ measures (as with Androtion at 22.76: the Athenian surrender of their
wealth vnep @ulotipiag is something he simply did not fundamentally ‘get’: xoi o008’

8KEWV’ gldev, OTL mPOC PEV ypNUaTOVY KTiicty ovdendmote O Sfjpog domovdacey, Tpdg 8¢

110 The kind of embedded understanding of the significance that is assumed, for example, by Wilson ([2011],
30), and also implied in Lambert (2010), 226-31.

111 Martin (2009), 130.

112 ¢f, Thuc. 8.53.3 (Peisander and the constitution; cf. Hornblower [2008], 914-15 on its striking placement)
and 8.67.3 (omdtav avtois SoKT).
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d0ENC dg 000E TPog Ev TV dAlwv). Demosthenes mobilizes it particularly when the act of
legislation is in point, and not only because arguments in all three speeches hang on the
opponents’ failure to follow proper procedure. It also dovetails with general criticism of
how their actions have failed to reflect properly on the past: how revoking of previous
generations’ decisions, or passing a law which legislates for past and future in the same

way, must in themselves be bad things (20.47 and 160).

Before closing, we can comment on how Solon — the untouchable past Athenian politician
par excellence, and virtually the only figure about whom nothing bad is ever said'®® — is
drawn into such arguments. In a way which we will see exampled elsewhere too, the orator
often imaginatively reconstructs Solon’s thought processes, sometimes in extenso (e.g. on
how he saw Androtion coming and legislated about prostitution accordingly: 22.30-2). The
most important point to make, though, is that Demosthenes’ (or Diodorus’) own
relationship with Solon and his laws is implied otherwise simply to be that of the ordinary
Athenian citizen. This aids the assault on the syndikoi in Against Leptines: to suggest that
the senior politician Leptines either has not read the laws of Solon or does not understand
them (§poi &°, & &vdpeg ABnvoiot, Sokel Aemtivng (kai pot undev dpy1oOfc: ovSEV yap
QAODPOV £pM G€) | OVK AVEYVOKEVOL TOVG TOAMVOC vOUOLG | o0 cvviéva, 102) is (despite
the ironic qualification) actually to insult him deeply. It strikes right to the heart of his
citizenhood and his competence to participate in Athenian public affairs (and potentially,
of course, his basic intelligence'#). Further, both Leptines and Timocrates are explicitly
set up as anti-Solonian legislators, while Demosthenes’ criticisms are never presented as

anything other than those that any good citizen would make. Finally, both Against Leptines

and Against Timocrates end with a comparison between the actions of the opponents and

113 Though Demosthenes/Diodorus does attempt to circumscribe what can be attributed to him at 24.211.
114 Kremmydas (2012), 367. Sandys (who otherwise sees these as terms of ‘studied courtesy’) is prepared to
acknowledge this ‘cruel alternative’: (1890), 82.
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the debasing of coinage (20.167 cf. 24.212-14) — in the first case, in a final, undeveloped
observation (Bovpdalm & Eywye, €i Toig pEv 10 vouiopa dapdeipovoty Oavatog map’ VUiV
gotwv 1 (nuia, toig 6” GANV v OV KifdnAov Kai dmietov Totodotl Adyov dwoete); in the
second a fully-fledged parable which makes the same point and in which Diodorus and
Solon are explicitly aligned, and the situation re-enacted (Bovlopot toivov DUlv KAKEIVO
dmynoacOar, & @aci mot’ eimelv XOAmva KATyopodvio VOUOV TvOG OoVK EmTNOEI0V
0évtoc..., 212).11° A wide-ranging assault is thus mounted on the opponents’ credibility,
motives, and patriotism which parallels the way other, more squarely historical, material is
used. It is about exposing aspects of an entrenched elite to the Athenian public, and
making a tacit bid to replace them and do better, a project that mimics the very ypooen
vopov un émhdsov Ogivar action itself, where a prerequisite to success was the

proposition of a better alternative law (20.97-101).1%

1.3. Conclusion

In giving Demosthenes the most prominent place in their line-up, the prosecution team
were taking something of a risk. While he had already written numerous private speeches
and indeed by now possibly Against Androtion for delivery by others, this would still be
his first appearance in a public dicanic setting. Whatever the result, he seems not to have
disappointed, moving swiftly to the bema itself (with On the Symmories) within the year.
Against Leptines shows that he already had an astute grasp of the potential of the past for
exploitation and for deployment in the service of the main argumentative strands of a

speech. The assault on the consensus politicians that he pursues across the 350s speeches —

115 On this moment: Wohl (2010), 297-300, usefully pointing to how Solon is ‘reanimated’: cf. A.3.257.
116 On this aspect: MacDowell (2009), 159-61; Kremmydas (2012), 45-50 (and cf. 24-33, though he misses
Atkinson [2003]).
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however illegitimate its lumping together of disparate groups — paves the way importantly
for the rhetorical strategies with which he faces Philip from 351, especially in the
development of historical argumentation as ethically and morally probative. The opponents
will be shaped as figures hostile to or ignorant of what is essentially Athenian, and past
events and notable men fashioned as witness to the rightness of the Demosthenic version.
This works especially powerfully given the nods made throughout to the ‘fallen heroes’ of
the 350s, but Demosthenes was soon to raise it to an even less personalized level in the
First Philippic. Against Leptines exudes confidence and authority, communicating why
this young speaker is prepared to go as far as he does to criticize those who might more

naturally be seen as potential patrons.

The impression of authority is made all the stronger by the discourse of Athenian greatness
that serves as proxy; Demosthenes stakes his whole credibility on, and channels all
expression of personal credentials into, a skilful and successful exegesis of that past. What
he does for his clients is similar: modestly ethopoeic, but not overpowering in terms of the
foregrounding of personal experience (contrasting, for example, with Deinias’ anticipated
citing of his liturgies in Against Leptines 151).1*” The vigour on show in all four speeches
is there to assure the jurors and other citizen audience-members that they do not have to
accept the version of Athens they are sleepwalking into under the management of an
experienced group whose failings have nonetheless been shown up abundantly in the
course and aftermath of the Social War, and have atrophied to spite in the Embata trials. At
the same time, in Against Leptines — in a move which anticipates the vein of optimism
present even in Demosthenes’ most beleaguered later Assembly speeches — even

Aristophon himself is reminded that all is not lost, and that he too can change: he can

117 ¢f. Usher ([1999], 205) on the ‘high-minded impersonality’ of the D.23 proem.
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embrace the legacy of his own ateleia proposal for the 403 benefactor Gelarchus in his
younger days (149), a move that ties the final sequence of the speech back to the early

illustration of the Spartan loan (11-12) in a fine piece of ring composition.!8

Historical detail as fashioned throughout articulates a nexus of key concepts relevant to
Athenian citizenship, civic obligation, and civic mores and weaves them together in
compelling ways. Arguments in the Against Leptines are set in the context of continual,
and unsettling, reminders: of the fragility of the democracy; of the essential need to
recognize opportunities and act on them, as previous Athenians and their benefactors did;
of the ethos which Athens has shown to those benefactors. Demosthenes makes the area
‘between the lines’ the main issue of the trial. Precisely what is at stake, he argues, is the
very caucus of values that he has conjured up by a series of mnemonic signposts. The
audience are required, as the performance goes on, to reckon what these point and add up
to. And along the way he does all he can to appeal to their various historical tastes:
possible ignominies like the repayment of the Spartans in 403 turn into generous
manifestations of Athenian civic prowess;!*® the old men are involved, their lacunose
memories called upon, prized and exploited; the younger men are offered examples close
to their own time to which to relate and are assured that Demosthenes’ knowledge of the
more distant past comes from acceptable democratic, non-elite, sources. All these are
priorities and interests that recur again and again in Demosthenic public discourse, binding
audience to speaker and creating precisely the kind of reciprocal relationship the integrity
of which Demosthenes, in this speech, deems so vital for the maintaining of the city’s
reputation. Persuasive appeals to the past are essential to that creative process, and Against

Leptines and the other speeches under review show Demosthenes fully aware of the fact,

118 On ring composition in the speech: Kremmydas (2012), 54-6.
119 ¢f, Thomas (1989), esp. 231 on defeats turning into victories.
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harnessing them to a pragmatic goal: to bring the establishment to book and secure an
entry into politics for himself and his allies. In these speeches, Demosthenes effectively
constructs a (rhetorical) generation gap:?° on one side, the self-interested holders of power
(20.91); on the other, a future order committed to perpetuating the glory of Athens. When
Demosthenes uses a well-known formula®?! to tell the jurors in the closing seconds of the
Leptines prosecution that he believes they ‘are not unaware’ of what has been said (oipat
Yap VUGG 0VOEV dyvoeiv TdV eipnuévav) — that could just as well signify his bold taking of
a stand, and the wider message of his speech: get rid of the current rhetores, and give the

new generation a chance.!?

120 Forrest (1975); also Strauss (1993), esp. 136-48 (420s).

121 Also D.36.62; 38.28; 54.44; cf. Is. 7.45; 8.46 (and mid-speech: 11.36) (but in no other orator).

122 ¢f, strongly 22.37 (&i...tdv 80450V Kai cuvesTNKOTOV PNTOpOV drarloyioecle, dyesde, @ &vipeg
Abnvaiot, mav0’ & mpoonket yryvoueva), echoed perhaps in D.13.12-13, probably of 353/2, a speech which
also links up in important ways with the contemporaneous Against Aristocrates.
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CHAPTER 2: DEMOSTHENES’ ASSEMBLY

SPEECHES

2.0. Introduction

The young orator used to the courts will initially have found the dynamics of the Assembly
a daunting prospect, requiring a different mode of public presentation. While it is natural,
when speculating about the essential ‘feel’ of Assembly debate, to assimilate it to how a
major public trial, with its mass juries, might have felt, we should be careful always to bear
in mind that a full Pnyx in the mid-fourth century accommodated somewhere between
6,500 and 14,800 Assembly attendees (i.e. Pnyx Il), such that (although evidence is
lacking) higher potential audience figures ought to be canvassed than for major trials:
Hansen suggests 6,000.> Work on the physicality of the Pnyx has emphasized how
commanding a presence an orator needed to sustain to hold the attention of that kind of
gathering in a far from acoustically perfect space.® We should probably assume that there
was a premium on relatively focused and pointed expressions of opinion, to ensure the
efficient transaction of pressing public business — a setting, then, where famously terse
speakers like Phocion thrived.* An exception might well have been occasions where
whole-day Assembly sessions were arranged to discuss specific very high-profile

questions (like 18 and 19 Elaphebolion 346, on whether or not Athens should make peace

! Thomas (2011), esp. 175-80; also Tacon (2001); and on court thorubos: Bers (1985); Hall (2006), 363-6.
2 Hansen ([1976a], 121-30) notes a quorum of 6000 for some decisions, importantly grants of citizenship,
and so supports the archaeological estimate of 6500 maximum for Pnyx Il (131); so Thompson (1982), 139
and Todd (1990), 172; but Stanton ([1996], 17-20) estimates 14,800. Hansen ([1996], 28, 31) maintains
€.6000 as both a maximum and a regular figure, again based on the quorum (and enforced by the
ekklesiastikon [29-33]). cf. jury sizes: Blanshard (2004), 33-4 (only once 6000 — possibly: Andoc. 1.17).

3 Johnstone (1996), 116-27 (mainly for Pnyx 1), followed by Fredal (2006), 124-9; Thompson (1996), vi.

4 Plut. Phoc. 5.2-4; Dem. 10.2-3; Tritle (1988), 11, 22-3.
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with Philip); but it is hard to know how many of our speeches should fall into that
category. The important thing to note is that in this environment, historical argumentation
is generally going to mutate. Where the premium is on conciseness, the leisurely unfolding

of the kind of rich passage we see in Against Leptines is simply not going to take place.

The status of our texts as reasonably accurate reflections of what Demosthenes said in the
Assembly has come under fire from Christopher Tuplin, who argues for large-scale
reshaping for circulation.® But it seems unlikely that Demosthenes (or anyone else) would
have wished to produce a literary speech for circulation that bore little resemblance to
what he had delivered in the Assembly (especially if, as Tuplin suggests, the purpose of
the circulation was educational).® The attraction of using an Assembly speech by
Demosthenes rather than one by, say, Isocrates for such purposes would have been
precisely the fact that something like the presented text had been written to persuade real
audience members in a real debate.” Tuplin discards the possibility that these are (more or
less revised) drafts, circulated by Demosthenes or someone else later.® But he has to work
hard to turn to his purposes the ancient testimony to Demosthenes’ particular affinity for
writing,® and he does not bring into play the more general evidence for Demosthenes’
appetite for careful preparation, for example the important passage of Against Meidias
where the orator feels the need to anticipate his opponents’ criticism of that very

preparation (191-2), and asserts freely how much time he has spent on it (koi

S Tuplin (1998); Worthington (1991a); (1994).

® Tuplin (1998), 319.

" Tuplin (1998), 296, admits the strength of this objection, differently cast.

8 Tuplin (1998), 296-7, 299 (cf. with [296, 11.38-40], the conclusion of Trevett [1996b]). Tuplin apparently
wrote without knowledge of Trevett’s article. Drafts of symbouleutic speeches: Hansen (1984); Trevett
(1996bh), 437-41. Circulation in lifetime? No: Trevett (1996b), 426-30; Yes: Kennedy (1963), 206; Hansen
(1984), 60-8; Milns (2000), 207-9.

® His intriguing idea ([1998], 299) that the ancient testimony casts Demosthenes as a writer of drafts only
because later authors possessed his symbouleutic speeches and nobody else’s must be a step too far. D.H. on
Demosthenes’ precision: Comp. 25 with Gurd (2012), 87-90.
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pepeAeTnkéval y' ¢ évijv pdota €poi, 191).1% It is not enough to argue, as Tuplin does,
that if Demosthenes was known for drafting his speeches in advance, Aeschines would
have mentioned the fact — it was probably something that enough other people did that it
was hard to target it, though it could easily belong under the general rubric of ‘sophistic
behaviour’ which Tuplin rightly indicates as the main theme of Aeschines’ criticism of
Demosthenes’ practice.!! The whole point of Aeschines’ vivid depiction of Demosthenes’
famous flop in front of Philip at Pella in 346 is that he has his ‘notes’ there with him, and
is trying desperately to read off them (0 8¢, ®¢ dna& €rapdydn Kol T@V yeypoUUEVOY
eGP, 008’ dvaraPelv &t avtov £6uvion, A.2.35); and it is easy to see how that locks
into the tradition of disdain for written speeches codified by Alcidamas and figured as
unspontaneous and thus undemocratic by orators like Aeschines.'? The sense is there
implicitly that had Demosthenes left his notes behind, Aeschines would have had less of a
‘way in’ (and indeed that Demosthenes might then not have been so far from standard
practice).® | am perfectly prepared, then, to believe that the speeches we have are in
substance the drafts Demosthenes drew up pre-performance, revised in some cases and
perhaps to various levels after the event, and that we should not rule out the possibility that

others might have prepared written drafts too, and simply not circulated them later.

The speeches’ length, given an Assembly atmosphere where succinctness must have been
at a premium, might cause some disquiet. But the draft theory can explain that too. If the
drafts we have are substantially unrevised, then Demosthenes must have prepared the

material we have based on the expectation that he might deliver it;** but even if we have

10 Though not strictly ‘external’, it should fit somewhere at (1998), 297-9, but does not appear.
1 Tuplin (1998), 295, 298-9; cf. e.g. A.1.117, 173; 2.156, 165; 3.97-9, 200 (and Din. 1.111).

12 ¢f. Plut. Dem. 8.4-5 (Pytheas); but esp. the criticism Demosthenes anticipates at D.21.191-2.
13 See Schloemann (2002), 141-6 on the situation-dependency of criticism of written speeches.

14 ¢f. MacDowell’s view (for court speeches) that you might prepare more than you needed: esp. (2000a), 22-
30.
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substantially revised drafts, then we can conclude that speeches of that length and
character were possible in the Assembly, and that these represent a plausible Demosthenic
navigation through his prepared material (even if perhaps the choicest, and informed no
doubt by whatever had happened on the day). On top of this, the reason why by far the
longest speeches (D.8, 9, 10) fall in the late 340s could be that this was the time of
Demosthenes’ greatest prominence — the period when people were listening to him, and
most prepared to hear him out at length. It is at the beginning of his career that he seems
particularly keen to remind his audience that he is aware of how long he is speaking for
(iva...un paxpa Aav Aéyov évoyA®, 14.41), thus acknowledging general expectations

about seniority in speech-making.

If the balance and proportions of the constituent elements in each speech have not been
radically altered at the revision stage, then the following holds: that although not given as
much space as it can be in court situations, historical material still plays a very significant
part. In fact it would be right to say that it stands out and makes proportionally more
impact. Colourful features like attacks on individuals tend to be limited in the Assembly
speeches; historical material provides an alternative form of colour, and conjures emotive
associations which can keep people engaged. It also serves to articulate the symbolic
dimensions of Demosthenes’ policy recommendations, fulfilling a function analogous to
its ethical role in the public trials we have already examined. Sometimes its sheer bulk is
noticeable. A third of the relatively succinct Third Olynthiac (36 sections), and a similar

proportion of the earlier On Organization, is taken up with it. Aristotle’s statement that
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paradeigmata are in general best suited to symbouleutic oratory seems well borne out, as

far as it goes.™®

But there is a wider sense in which historical argumentation is most at home in the
Assembly: Athenian decision-making is about the proper consideration of past Athenian
decisions, applied to present circumstances. The city’s past is an inalienable frame for its
present situation and possible conduct; but, especially in Demosthenes’ hands, it is also a
stage, and above all his stage. Paralleling the frequent manipulation of the audience’s sense
of themselves as part of a continuum of Athenian values — as we have seen in the court
speeches — and of their recognition of themselves as in some way assimilated, or
assimilable, to (or, sometimes, different from) other past Assembly meetings from which
came decisions relevant to the question at hand — is Demosthenes’ all-important self-
construction as the confident and reliable symboulos.!® His goal at each stage is to
persuade his audience of the rightness and credibility of his version of historical events,
and in the arena of political decision-making proper that takes on a significance essentially
different in kind from the one operative in the public trials, where Demosthenes, or his
clients, must play other roles: prosecutor, defendant, synegoros. That creation of authority
and development of self-characterization, and the care and subtlety with which
Demosthenes builds them, will be the constant reference-point and main focus of interest

in this chapter.

I shall refer to these texts as consistently as possible as ‘Assembly speeches’ rather than as

‘deliberative’ or ‘symbouleutic’ speeches, in order to accommodate the way in which

15 Ar. Rhet. 1368a29-31; cf. the criticism of Pearson ([1976], 28 n.50). Familiarity: Trevett (1996a), esp. 379
versus A.3.224 (foreigners are able to watch).

16 e.9. Yunis (1996), 237-77 esp. 272-3; and a series of often overlooked studies by Mader, esp. (2004), esp.
63-7; (2007a), (2007b).
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Demosthenes admixes dicanic and especially epideictic language and thought. This
technique has recently been given some attention by Sophie Gotteland with reference to
what Demosthenes may or may not have derived from the close acquaintance with
Thucydides with which antiquity credited him.'” Specifically, she argues for a good deal of
influence from Pericles’ funeral oration.'® That raises an important question about our
expectations from the material to be analysed in this chapter. Thucydidean ‘influence’
there certainly is, and Harvey Yunis has shown how Demosthenes worked with it;*° but it
has also been argued by Gottfried Mader that Demosthenes is interested in modelling
himself as Pericles in the Assembly speeches — that there is a ‘Periclean’ self-fashioning
‘project’ at work.?’ Mader consciously does not separate Thucydides’ Pericles from any
abstract historical Pericles, or differentiate him from whatever image of Pericles
Demosthenes might have built up from a combination of Thucydides and other traditions.?
What we are being offered is an image of Demosthenes as cultivating a ‘personal
exemplum’ along Ciceronian lines. As noted in the Introduction, though, the situation with
fourth-century Athenian orators is much more diffuse. For the most part both Aeschines
and Demosthenes prefer to deploy a wide variety of historical figures — the more and the

more eminent, the better.

Demosthenes usually operates with a number of figures as analogues for himself. We can
safely talk of his deliberative practice as being partly informed by his familiarity with
Thucydides — we can even say (with Yunis) that he has a productive engagement with the

figure of Thucydides’ Pericles (and some people in the audience may have appreciated

17 Gotteland (2010); on epideictic, also Pence (1981). Further on Demosthenes and Thucydides: (briefly)
Hornblower (1995), 52; Apollodorus and Thucydides: see (above) Introduction n.207.

18 Gotteland (2010), esp. 38-41.

19 Yunis (1996), esp. 268-77 (for D.18); also Mader (2003), 64-8.

20 Mader (2007a).

21 Mader (2007a), 155. Pericles: above, Introduction n.114.
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that). But if Pericles qua Pericles were being canvassed as something like a personal
example, we would probably expect to see more than the single reference to him by name
that appears in Demosthenes’ corpus (D.3.21).22 Scholars have clearly been attracted by
Plutarch Demosthenes 6.4, where the elderly Eunomus of Thria tells the young orator that
his speeches are very like Pericles’. But we should be wary.?® Plutarch not only likes to
draw comparison with the great men of fifth-century Athens as moral touchstones, but also
likes to feature this sort of mapping (or to perpetuate it if it comes from his sources). Dem.
6.4 in fact sounds very like Pericles 7.1, where old men (again, very old men?) tell
Pericles (who reportedly looks like Peisistratus) that he speaks like Peisistratus too, a
comparison which is doing important work in that Life as a whole.?> And while Plutarch in
fact limits the extent to which Demosthenes fashioned himself as Pericles to a few
characteristics (9.3), all of these seem to come from the wider tradition rather than
Thucydides, and one (the tendency to speak only at intervals) links up suspiciously, again,

with Plutarch’s own picture of Pericles (Per. 7.5).

So Pericles should be seen as just one of a range of (especially fifth-century) figures who
appeal to Demosthenes and are available for exploitation by him (and it is then a safely
separate thing to say that Demosthenes shows influence by the Periclean epitaphios). It

could be argued, for example, that Demosthenes is actually more interested in the

22 Relative lack of interest in Pericles in fourth-century oratory: Stadter (1989), Ixxxi and Nouhaud (1982),
221-3; Hansen (1989), 77 n.34 (omitting D.3.21); and Introduction n.55 above.

23 Mader (2007a), 155 n.1. This looks like the ‘old practitioner meets young star’ biographical topos:
Fairweather (1974), 261-3. A near-comrade for Eunomus and Pericles’ old men is Aesion (Plut. Dem. 11.4).
Eunomus: a common name, but Isoc. 15.93 (with Too [2008], 140) and Lys. 19.19, 23 feature men who are
probably the same as Plutarch’s (plus [Plut.] Vit. Dem. 845a) as well as one another; cf. Lintott (2013), 52.
24 As Stadter points out: (1989), 89. Eunomus is 1{6n mévu yépov (possibly already in Lys. 19.19).

25 Stadter ([1989], 89) thinks the source at Per. 7.1 is Theopompus. Plutarch does not always cite
Theopompus when he uses him (cf. Plut. Cim. 10 with Blamire [1989], 129), so he might be the source here
too.
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chameleonic figure of Themistocles.?® All this is well exemplified in the corpus of
Assembly speeches, and Demosthenes’ habits when selecting, suppressing and arranging
arguments based on historical figures and events to suit his needs will occupy us

throughout.

In this chapter | pursue three broad themes, two of them familiar from discussion of the
court speeches, but now unified by Demosthenes’ self-representation and authorization as
a symboulos figure in front of an audience entrusted with high-level political decision-
making. I seek to trace how Demosthenes’ practice develops over time: how his handling
becomes increasingly sure and varied as his career progresses and — just as importantly —
in what ways it remains consistent.” Not every Assembly speech makes extensive use of
historical material, and | aim to delineate what Demosthenes’ possibilities were rather than
to establish some kind of hard-and-fast practice for him.?® First, 1 look at the concept of the
‘right use of history’ (including recent history) familiar from the dicanic speeches, and
argue for its central place in Demosthenes’ presentational strategy, noting his inclusion of
it in types of argument that also stress the desirability of a gift for accurate foresight in a
statesman, and his right to be considered as a person so endowed.?® Second, | examine how
Demosthenes dwells for persuasive ends on the possibility that the Athenian national
character — often typified (including by Demosthenes himself) as unchanging, thus
enabling easy mapping from one generation to another when rhetorically necessary —
might have fractured, or else been suspended or become dormant through improper or

deficient exercise. | show that the persuasive key here is often a qualifying vein of

% Themistocles by Demosthenes: 13.21-2, 29; 20.73-4; 18.204; 19.303 (decree); 23.196-8, 205, 207. Also
singled out by Clarke ([2008], 254).

2" This parallels the wider question whether Demosthenes was essentially a conviction politician or an
opportunist. Conviction: Goodwin (1901), ix; Ryder (2000), 45; opportunist: Jaeger (1938), 57-8 (against
Schaefer); Ellis and Milns (1970), 12; Badian (2000), 26-37; Worthington (2000b), 107.

28 | take my main examples from D.3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 13 and 14 (not 1-2, 8, 10, or 15-16).

29 On this topic: Mader (2007a); (2007b).
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optimism which always admits the possibility that things can still change.®® Third, I
analyse Demosthenes’ control and deployment of ideas and self-presentation that go
‘against the flow’: striking reversals, self-isolation, contradictions, contraventions and
above all the frustration of audience expectations. | argue that Demosthenes’ self-
distinguishing among many rivals often rests on the staged capacity to dispense
unpalatable advice, based on his previous correct estimation of outcomes. Others were
adopting similar strategies (much of Phocion’s appeal seems to have rested on the
unpopular stances he took®!), and indeed it has also been suggested that there might have
been a traditional cultural role for the ‘minatory moralizer, a lone individual setting
himself up against the majority’ in Athens.3? But what matters here is that Demosthenes
thought his particular combination of qualities distinctive enough for this strategy to work

for him.

Finally, I have decided to retain D.13, On Organization, and D.10, the Fourth Philippic,
both of which have often been regarded as spurious, sometimes on the basis of the ‘doublet
passages’ with the Third Olynthiac and Against Aristocrates in the case of D.13 and On
the Chersonese and the Third Philippic in the case of D.10. The presence of doublet
passages in speeches whose authenticity has never been doubted is proof against this view,
as is Demosthenes’/Diodorus’ open announcement at one point in Against Timocrates that

he is going to recycle material (D.24.159), which he then duly does, replaying a passage of

30 Contra, Witte ([1995], 108-13) who largely sees Isocrates-style straight criticism.

31 gsp. Plut. Phoc. 8; also Tritle (1988), 142-5 (Phocion as an ‘oddity’). Laconism: Fisher (1994), 360-1.

%2 Dover (1974), 30. Contrast an earlier ethic exemplified by Thersites’ opposition and punishment (Hom. 1.
2.211-77); N.B., though, X. Mem. 1.2.58 for how that passage could be perceived in the Athenian
democracy.
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Against Androtion.®® For the purposes of this study, D.13 and D.10 are both Demosthenic

products, authentic in both authorship and occasion.3

2.1. Applying the Past: Demosthenes Sets Out His Stall

On the Symmories — Demosthenes’ first Assembly speech (354/3) — soberly argues for
restraint and quiet preparedness in the context of a build-up of tension with Persia directly
following the Social War.® As far as virtuosity with the handling of historical material and
argumentation goes, Demosthenes lands on his feet (here as in the logographic realm).
Practical observation of predecessors’ and contemporaries’ usage, and the detail of his own
rhetorical education, whatever that actually was, must have played a key role here.*® The
proem in fact focuses on our very topic: how to praise the ancestors in an Assembly
context. For Demosthenes, his debating opponents offer a ‘pleasurable theme’ but little
more, not giving the ancestors their due (oi pév émouvodvieg, @ &vdpeg Adnvoiot, TOLG
TPOYyovoug VUMV AOyov eimelv pot dokodol mpoopeichal keyapropévov, ov v
cupEéPOVTA Y’ Eketvolc odg ykmualovot motetv, 1).3” He quickly (and brusquely) turns to
the nature of his own contribution, brief and very straightforward (avtog 6¢ meipdoopon

TOV TPOTOV €imElV OV dv pot dokeite palota duvachot tapookevdoactat, 2).

33 MacDowell ([2009], 355) implicitly wonders whether replays were less tolerable in the Assembly than in
court. I think this is unlikely, though the advantage of only overlapping between venues is clear enough. See
Jaeger (1938), 64 (22.47-56 and 65-78 as propaganda material).

3 Using Todd’s distinction: (1990), 166-7; (2007), 30. Main authenticity arguments: D.13: Against: Sealey
(1967); Fossey (1986); Radicke (1995), 34 n.122; Milns (2000), 205; Badian (2000), 44 n.70. For: Trevett
(1994); Lane Fox (1997), 191; MacDowell (2009), 226-7. D.10: Against: Pearson (1976), 155-7; Milns
(1987); For: Worthington (1991b); Sealey (1993), 232-3; Tuplin (1998), 291-2; Uncertain: MacDowell
(2009), 354-5; Hunt ([2010], 274-5). Further on D.10: Cawkwell (1963a), 134-6 (date of 341/0, following
D.H.); Sealey (1955b), 104-10 (pre-342/1); (1993), 182-5; Lewis (1970/1997), 247 (layered); Usher (1999),
241-3; MacDowell (2009), 354-9. In this and all subsequent notes unless specified, D.H. = D.H. 1Amm. 4.
% D.14: discussions and dating (354/3: D.H.): Sealey (1955b), 117; (1993), 128-9; Aidonis (1995), 161-313;
Lane Fox (1997), 177-81; Usher (1999), 209-11; Karvounis (2002), 71-116 (and 72-5 on the date: late 354);
MacDowell (2009), 142-7.

3 Education summarized: MacDowell (2009), 20-2.

37 See Jost (1935), 188 n.1 for parallels for the use of keyapiopévov here.
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An initial reading might suggest that the relatively young Demosthenes (only thirty at this
point) doubts the argumentative force and/or relevance of appeals to the ancestors.®® But
the way the speech proceeds undermines that notion completely. Gradually, Demosthenes
feeds historical material back into the speech, starting with an all-but-stated appeal to the
memory of the Persian Wars in §86. At 812, we hear how any ambassadors sent to warn
states of the Persian threat will ultimately only ‘tell stories’ (pay@dncovotv) and not
convince their audiences — the stories, of course, being none other than reminders of
Athenian prowess in 490 and 480.%° By 8§29, events from the Persian Wars are openly
under discussion. The double message to be taken from the speech as a whole, then — and
this is underlined by the epilogos (ta 6° &pya Mudv énwg GEwa TO®V TPoyovVeVY Eotal
OKOTELY, [T TOVC €l Tod Pripatog Adyovg, 41) — is that only one person in the Assembly is
qualified to voice and interpret appeals to the past: Demosthenes himself.*® Without his
counsel and special direction, the fine-sounding ‘themes’ go awry, failing to honour their
targets and getting in the way of the important thing: preparation. But at the same time
Demosthenes is already concerned with the rhetorical potential of the Athenian past’s
purely symbolic qualities in On the Symmories, a mode of thinking which (as we saw)
saturates the roughly contemporaneous Against Leptines. On the Symmories not only
assumes implicitly that the right kind of praise of the ancestors is an accepted part of high-
quality public speaking; it also suggests (8, cf. 24) that Demosthenes, who claims to
valorize deeds over words, is its only reliable — indeed its only possible — interpreter. Other

speakers talk airily but will do little: Demosthenes alone is going to get the right balance

38 ¢f. Usher (2007), 228 and Pearson’s idea ([1976], 112-13) that it is a mere denial of intent to use rhetorical
training.

39 See Aidonis (1995), 335 for the usage.

40 The appeal is echoed at the end of On the Liberty of the Rhodians (15.35), notably enough for Tuplin to
press the fact into service in his case for a literary arrangement of the two speeches ([1998], 312).
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between reflection and action. Part and parcel of that is the encouragement of faith in the

historical material he chooses and in the spin he gives it.*!

On the Symmories was, we ought to note, treated by Demosthenes as a personal success
three years later, when he claims that he was the first to speak against the proposed
escalation of hostility towards Persia (tapehfov tpdtog éyd maprveoa), indeed practically
alone in doing so (uovoc 7§ devtepog).*? But he does not yet claim any conspicuous
foresight, or at least not in relation to how his possession of it might give him the right to a
guiding role. By 346/5, though, at a time where he is already putting himself in a position
where he can begin to repudiate the Peace of Philocrates that he helped to make and ward
off any criticism of his volte-face, he is making that link.*® Past and future are combined in
On the Peace,* where Demosthenes spends nearly a third of the speech (4-10) pointing
out how right his previous predictions have been. The accuracy of his foresight then has
been endorsed by events now, in the recent past (esp. 9-10). His personal qualities needed
more display than usual; although On the Peace may look uncharacteristically restrained to
us, we lack any speeches from the period of the Peace itself, and Demosthenes needed to
manage his self-dissociation from it very carefully. To the hawks in sympathy with
Aristophon and Hegesippus — a group he needed to keep on side, as we will see in Chapter
Four — it probably still looked unacceptably moderate.** So he bases his case on
pragmatism (i.e. non-provocation of Philip while the latter is in a position of strength in

the Amphictyonic Council) and, again, the recent past is the ideal frame. Demosthenes

41 On this symbouleutic politics of choice, see Khong (1992) on competing recommendation of historical
paradigms (distant and recent) when making decisions in war situations (esp. Vietnam).

42 D.15.6 (pace Wooten [2008], 9 and [2010], 4-6).

43 On the repudiation: Cawkwell (1963a), 206; Sealey (1993), 156-7. Milder: Ryder (2000), 65-6;
MacDowell (2009), 326-8. Always anti: Buckler (2000), 132.

4 D.5: discussions and dating (346/5: D.H.): Sealey (1955b), 119; (1993), 157-8; Usher (1999), 230-2;
MacDowell (2009), 327-8.

4 Aristophon as hawk: esp. Didymus Dem. 8.64-9.9 (with Harding [2006], 196-7). On the consistency in
Hegesippus’ foreign policy outlook (and association with Aristophon) over a long period: Davies (2011), 15-
16.
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goes into detail about how he has been proved right in his solitary predictions about the
Euboean expedition of 348, despite the fact that he was ‘nearly torn apart’ (mp@Tog Kai
povog maperbav avteimov, Koi povov 00 dieemacsOnv, 5) for opposing it, about the ulterior
ambitions of the actor-negotiator Neoptolemus (6-8) and, most importantly, about the
falsity of rumours that Philip would protect the Phocians and humble the Thebans once
through Thermopylae at the time of the making of the Peace itself (9-10). This is all

couched in an archly self-deprecating frame:

apBdc & eidmg, @ Evépec AOnvaiol, TO Aéysty mepl OV aOTOG EIMé TIC Kol Tepi
avTod mop’ VUV del TV Tévy AVGITEAOVVTOV TOTG TOAUMGY dv, oUTmG fyodpal
QOPTIKOV KO én:axeég Hot’ avayknv ovoav 6pdV dpmg amokvéd. vopilm o’
dpevov av vuag Tepl MV VOV EpG Kpival, IIKPE TOV TPdTEPOV ToTE PrBEvTOV VI’
énov pvnpovedvoavrac. (4)
Once he has claimed his licence, of course, he expatiates. But the assumptions on show in
these two sentences deserve to be picked apart. It simplifies matters if we posit that
Demosthenes is going to proceed with recollections of his own speeches (as he does at
greater length in the Second Philippic: 20-5) regardless of the conventional constraints.
One hallmark of his approach in the Assembly speeches is a willingness to dispense with
(what he claims to be) usual form — in the interests of the right advice being given freely,
he argues. That means that here, in On the Peace, we have to assume that the reluctance to
do so is meant to act as a draw for the audience. He pays lip-service to a popular idea of
bad and empty speechmaking, clearly best exemplified in this case by Demosthenes’
opponents, and separates himself from it personally (yyodpon vs. vopilw); but he intends to
do it anyway. So the implication seems to be that his audience are welcome to judge him
by not approving his policy if the tedious recalling of his previous speeches seems to them

not to advance the issue at hand. In that series of recollections, the element on which stress

is laid each time is how right Demosthenes, with his superior foresight, turned out to be,
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and not his opponents (e.g. mévteg VUEIC Eyvote TV T€ TOV TOTE TADTO TEIGAVIMV KOKIOV
kol To PéATioTa cipnéta né, 5; Svo piv Of todto MV MPoLimov EYd HAPTLPET TOIG

yeyevnuévorg Adyorg opOdg kol Sikaimg, old mep fv, dmopavoivia v’ épod, 9).

But On the Peace is most notable as the occasion where Demosthenes makes the link
explicit between his right to make policy and that gift for forecasting, arising from his
understanding of past situations, that events have proved him to have. At §8811-12, he gives
an ‘open CV’ of his qualities. Of course he has a talent for foresight, as proved by the
foregoing (6ca eaivopot BéEXTiov T@V GALmV Tpoopdv); but he also has to slough a quality
that seems to have accrued to him by reputation (o%te dewotnte odt’ dlaloveiov
émovoicm).*® To do so, he lays stress on the levelling influence of good luck (11: fiv
OLUTAGNG €YD THG €V AvOp®OTOIC 0DoNE devOTNTOC Kol coging Opd kpatodoav) and above
all his political disinterestedness and imperviousness to personal gain (12: 6p0dv odv, 6 Tt
Gv 0T’ A’ adTAOV VITAPYN TOV TPAYUAT®V, TO GLUEEPOV Qaivetal pot). That contains the
fundamental new assumption that he is one of the politicians whose conduct is being
actively scrutinized and evaluated by the Athenian demos, which makes sense if it was the
negotiation of the Peace of Philocrates that brought him to prominence.*” By now,
Demosthenes is over halfway through his speech, and his decision to spend so much of it
talking about himself must have created a strong impression, and not necessarily an
unfavourable one. Not least (functionally speaking), it would have been hard to argue with
the brute facts of Demosthenes’ accurate (and ignored) advice. He adopts the sensible
order of ‘missed opportunities/failures to attend to the Demosthenic forecast’ proceeding

to a statement of the advice he proposes now. In that context, the latter seems effectively

46 Aeschines was able to draw on a popular notion of Demosthenes’ characteristic ‘dgwotng’ — i.€. his
sophistic connections — that same year (A.1.170-6); also Milns (2000), 210.
47 ¢.g. Sealey (1993), 163-6.
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the audience’s only option; a similar stark choice is presented in the Second Philippic (6.6)

of 344 (iva, €av pev €y dokd PEATIOV TPOOPAVY, 0L TEIGOHNTE).

Demosthenes’ capitalization on the frame of events in the recent past reaches its most
developed stage in the Third Philippic (341), where he now criticizes other politicians’
command of the temporal context within which present-day Athens belongs.*® He does so
by returning to the line of attack mapped out for On the Symmories and adding to it the
hard-nosed advice we see in the Olynthiacs that the nature of the enemy and the type of
warfare that Athens is now facing are quite new and require special engagement to
overcome. At the level of presentation, he reverses this in the Third Philippic (47-52).
Here, he has opponents (perhaps not strictly political opponents — he refers to their
argument as a sonng, ‘naive’ one, rather than anything worse: 47) who question his
control of the relevant historical examples, citing their own. To combat them,
Demosthenes qualifies the relevance of the late fifth- and early fourth-century Spartan
hegemony to the position of Philip. First, he saddles the opposition with an obviously
tendentious piece of historical argument in his representation of their case: the idea that
Athens was never taken by storm (évnpmdcOn) by Sparta at the height of its power;*
technically correct, but a transparently calculated way of figuring the point (his as well as
‘theirs’).>® He also goes into some detail about historical Spartan fighting methods (48-9):
specifically the custom of a citizen army invading enemy territory in summer, laying waste
the land for four or five months and then retiring (48). Perhaps his opponents are to be
conceptualized as ‘good citizens’ like the historical Spartans (who fought openly, without

anything like the contemporary exchange of bribes: ottm &’ apyaing siyov, parlov 8¢

4 D.9: discussions and dating (342/1: D.H.): Sealey (1955b), 101-4; (1993), 181-5, 233-5; Lewis
(1970/1997), 247 (layered); Usher (1999), 239-41; MacDowell (2009), 349-54.

49 Weil ([1912], 341) and Abbott and Matheson ([1895], 55) rightly compare A.3.133, on the ruined Thebes.
%0 Even if Demosthenes means the Spartan hegemony of the 390s and 380s, it is indicative of his intention to
discredit his adversaries that he does not go into greater detail.
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TOMTIK®AG, HoTe 00O YpNUATOV OVEIGOAL Tap’ 0DSEVOC 0VBEV, AN elval VOLUOV Tva
Kol Tpoavij Tov woéAepov, 48) and, by implication, their Athenian adversaries. Certainly
the same word is applied to the strategic character of the conflict between Athens and
Sparta (evnbewav, 51) as is applied to the opponents’ criticism. Demosthenes’ point is that
just as surely as these methods of military engagement are confined to the past, just so is
his critics’ thinking stuck there, doing no good to the city, when what is necessary is the
ability to interpret past events to answer current needs. Demosthenes’ grasp of the past
seems more useful and reliable because it accepts the uniqueness of Philip and also the
military revolution in recent times (o0d&v fyoduon TAEov 1 T ToD TOAEHOL KekivijoOot Kol

gmodedmrévar, 47).

There is also another important dynamic here which we saw operating in the court
speeches: Demosthenes’ care in masking the sources of his historical knowledge. Although
he introduces his comments on (recognizably Peloponnesian War-era) Spartan military
habits with the eminently democratic ‘axov®’ (48), an understanding derived from reading
of Thucydides looks to be in fairly clear evidence.®® The historian’s work is famously
arranged by summers and winters — one of the set of points of comparison here (Philip
makes no difference between them: kol ciond 0£pog kai yeudva, O 0vOEV drapépet, 50)
—and wide coverage of the ravaging of the territory of Sparta’s enemies (together with the
matching expeditions by Athens) is a well-known feature of the early books.
Demosthenes’ acquaintance with Thucydides, then, may well have prompted the parallel,
and here it is deployed to impress the orator’s superior control of what is relevant to

Athens’s current situation upon both opponents and wider audience.

51 cf. Gotteland (2010), 39 n.20.
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Mirroring the increasing relevance of the Peloponnesian War to the threat presented by
Philip, the importance of historical frames, distant and recent, to Demosthenes’ analysis
keeps growing. At the same time, he seems to handle the possibilities for the creation of
personal authority out of historical argument with progressively greater confidence, using
it to confront rivals’ conceptions of the past — or what may be represented as their
conceptions — in a number of ways. Such arguments do not all occur in every speech; at
different points Demosthenes identifies and pursues different combinations that will serve
his needs better. But the effortless assertion of a statesmanlike command of the longue
durée of Greek military history evinced in that passage of the Third Philippic suggests the
orator’s arrival at an advanced stage of assurance in his ability to capitalize on the potential
of this material for the explication of his aims before an Assembly audience. We now turn
to how he manages that with reference to a motif already probed for the early court

speeches: the Athenian continuum and climate of values.

2.2. A Broken Continuum?

The changelessness and perpetual validity of Athenian martial and cultural values — in
short, what Demosthenes sometimes calls the distinctive Athenian ethos — is, as we have
seen elsewhere, something that unites a good deal of Demosthenes’ examples.>?
Consequently, it is rhetorically effective, especially in an Assembly situation, to present
this as in some way ruptured or in danger. Sometimes the preferred manoeuvre is to
portray the value-system as under threat for the period of the debate alone, with the

outcome a decider of whether those values will be upheld or deteriorate further. Managing

52 Gotteland (2004), 111-15 (esp. 112: ‘permanence’) for this use of §0og; cf. Grethlein (2010), 113-17 and
Steinbock (2012), 264-5 on the ‘continuum’ of the epitaphios.
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all these permutations successfully depends on a sure handling of historical material, and
again we will see that Demosthenes becomes progressively more exploitative of the
opportunities as his Assembly career goes on. Authoritative and convincing formulation of
paradigmatic arguments allows Demosthenes to play with the audience’s fears of the
ramifications attendant on any decline in civic excellence — an acute tactic in a state where
the citizens were regularly reminded of their unchanging and unchangeable virtue in the
epitaphios.>® But other aspects of this tradition are drawn on to underline points:
principally the Athenians’ uniqueness among the Greeks and the responsibilities that can
be represented to come with that uniqueness (cf. 14.6; 15.35; 9.73-4). In epitaphioi
themselves, that is often construed in terms of autochthony,> but here the main focus is on
civic character distinct from the specific question of origins. Indeed, in the Third Philippic
(73-4) it is presented as just as much the handiwork of the great deeds of the ancestors as
anything innate. Another key idea is the contrast of symbolic and material kinds of wealth.
In Demosthenes’ schema, the former is always to be prized; the latter is only valuable if
gained and maintained in a manner consistent with traditional Athenian virtue. A constant
concern in these speeches is that in recent years the (stock of the) latter has risen at the
expense of the former. While the large sums amassed on the Acropolis by the fifth-century
ancestors were the natural material accompaniment of symbolic wealth (13.26; 3.24),
Athens’s well-stocked markets are a sure sign of the kind of defective prioritization which
Demosthenes is trying to reverse (bueic 8’ £pnuot kal tamewoi, tf TOV @viov dedovig
Aopmpoi, tfi 8 Gv mpooiike mopackevti katayéhactol: 8.67, cf. the very similar 10.69,
which picks up on 10.49-50). The restoration of those priorities to the forefront of

Athenian policy-making is precisely the goal of Demosthenes’ rhetorical engagement with

53 Ziolkowski (1981), 100-29; Loraux (1986), esp. 132-45; Frangeskou (1999), 319-20.
% Lys. 2.17-19; D.60.4-5; PI. Mx. 237hc; Hyp. Epit. 7. Other genres too: Clarke (2008), 269-71.
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the past here. Two especially significant movements can be discerned across the corpus, as

follows.

2.2.1. Exposing the Threat to the Continuum

Demosthenes’ criticism is kept relatively mild in On Organization (353/2) where he makes
the gulf between fifth-century and present-day political cultures explicit without serious
exaggeration of the benefits brought by the former.>™ The speech pulses with the
conception of Athens’s role within Greece as unique and naturally hegemonic — a state of
things which the Athenians currently do nothing to sustain (7). 8832-5 gives attention to
that problem in depth, with Demosthenes strikingly comparing his own and his fellow
statesmen’s role within Athens with the position of Athens among the Greeks (35). The
blunt, ironic statement with which he closes before the formal epilogos shows that he is
under no illusions about what Athens’s hegemonic past entailed (memoAitevce yap &v toig
"EAnow).*® Athens has changed the face of Greek politics for good or ill to such an extent
throughout its history that if it is to retain what was universally acceptable about that past
(principally the ideal of maintaining Greek freedom, however that worked out in practice),
then it cannot shirk its duty — it is a question of pride (cicypov yap, ® Evdpec Adnvaior,
aioypOV MmEV TNV 10D PpoviLaTog Taty, fiv VUiV ol Tpdyovol mapidwkav, 34) but also of
consistency and necessity (mpog 6& tovTo1g 00K £0TV £¢° VUiV, 00O’ v AmooTivaLl TV
‘EAMnvik®dv Bodincbe). The central dynamic of all this is that the continuum is under threat

as Demosthenes speaks, and from two kinds of people: critics of his reforms, who question

55 D.13: discussions and dating (vexed; my preference: 353/2) (see n.34 for authenticity): Jost (1935), 164
n.2; Cawkwell (1963b), 48 with n.9; (1969b), 328-9; Lewis (1970/1997), 245-6; Vervaecke (1989); Trevett
(1994); Aidonis (1995), 1-75; Lane Fox (1997), 191-5; Usher (1999), 215-17; Harding (2006), 245-6, 248;
MacDowell (2009), 223-9.

% This seems to recall Thucydides’ Cleon (Thuc. 3.40.4) and ultimately Pericles (2.63.2). See also Donarelli
(1997), 31 on the linked 3.21, and Aidonis (1995), 159, comparing Thuc. 2.37.1.
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his habit of invoking historical parallels (“dvémince t0 ®Oto Adywv, koi diécvpe Td
TapOVTO, Kol TOVG TPOYOVOLS EMNVESEV, Kol LETEMPIGOG Kol puonoag NS katéfn,” 12),
and those of his political peers who oppose those policies (not necessarily the same). The
way to shame the two groups is to indicate with authoritative detail how far people like
them have allowed the city’s priorities to decline from the days of fifth-century

dominance, and how committed Demosthenes is to a restoration of those values.

He approaches that in a number of ways. First, the very formulation of the criticism in §12
is calculated to remind the audience of the impressive quality and emotional effect of his
ability to cite historical detail successfully, creating an impression — clearly a misleading
one — that he is the only regular speaker who does it. Second, and most importantly, he
strikes right at what he construes as undemocratic elements in the habits of the current
political establishment: the tendency to refer to Athenian victories as those of particular
commanders (22) and to bestow wide-ranging honours accordingly, and the unsettling
appetite the elite demonstrate for extravagant house-building accompanied by only third-
rate civic improvements (tac 0d0vc...kol kpfvag kai koviduato kai Afnpovg, 30). This is a
textbook case of the inordinate privileging of material over symbolic wealth — these houses
are undemocratic and implicitly show contempt for the ancestors too, given that the
majority of public buildings were fifth-century (ol pév 1@v dnpociov oikedopunuatmv
CEUVOTEPAG TOG 1010 OlKIOG KOTECKEVAKAGY, OV HOVOV TAV TOAADV VTEPTPAVAOTEPAS,
30).%” Appeal to popular knowledge is expected to highlight the fact that very few of
Demosthenes’ audience will even know where Themistocles’, Cimon’s and Aristides’

former houses actually are (si Tic dp> dudv oidev omoio. mot’ £€otiv), SO modest and

5" The image is used to underline Meidias’ anti-democratic character (D.21.158). vreprjpavog is normally
used of overbearing persons (e.g. Thphr. Char. 24) thus tying down the conceit here of houses as extensions
of their builders.
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‘democratic’ are they (obto petpiac kai Td Ti¢ moAtsiog dvopatt dxolovOovg, 29).%8 The
house of Chabrias, by contrast — only four years dead in 353/2 — does indeed seem to have
been a large one,*® though Demosthenes does not target individuals in §30, and probably

would not have targeted Chabrias anyway.

Another specific tactic is to align himself with a particular view he claims the fifth-century
ancestors took of the trophies they erected: that Athenian posterity should imitate their
virtue (kaitot vopilete atovg tadto oticat, ovy iva Bovpdalmpeyv Nuelc Oempodvieg avta,
AN’ tva kol ppmpedo tag Tdv dvadévimv apetac, 26). That is at best a narrow view of the
purposes of monumental commemoration, only one of which is to help ensure some kind
of trans-generational spur to virtue;®° the giiotipio. Demosthenes refers to is on the face of
it the primary, and a far more natural, response. Again, Demosthenes is interested to do
something other than what his audience will expect, marking himself out, and he ties down
the legitimacy of his reading of the tpomaia by going into detail about the context in which
they were set up. This detail is carefully calibrated to be specific enough to assure his
audience that he knows his subject (the ten thousand talents and forty-five years, for
example: 26), but sufficiently loose to avoid the possibility, at this risky rhetorical moment
where ‘undemocratic behaviour’ is precisely what is implicitly under discussion, that
audience members may be distracted by hostile speculation about the sources of his
knowledge. Demosthenes handles his demotic credentials deftly: balancing his assertion of

demos sovereignty over its politicians (31) is the displacement onto that same demos of his

% Some have questioned Cimon’s inclusion here, on the basis of e.g. Ath. Pol. 27.3 (with Rhodes [1981],
338-40) and Plut. Cim. 10; indeed, Sealey ([1967], 252; [1993], 236) uses this as an argument for On
Organization’s inauthenticity. But Cimon’s wealth was in land outside the urban centre (as Theopompus [F
89] and Plutarch suggest: Cim. 10.1-2, 6); his actual town-house does not have to have been magnificent. On
the Theopompus fragment, cf. F 135 and Connor (1968), 30-8.

9 Hyp. F 137 (and another one?: [D.] 59.33-4); and cf. Theopompus F 105.

60 On battlefield trophies, Pritchett (1974), 246-75; post-conflict monuments: esp. Ma (2008); both:
Steinbock (2012), 84-6, 108-9.
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criticism about uninspiring public works — according to him, that is the fault of his
audience and their low horizons (kai 00 t0ic gionynoapévolg Tadt’ EmLTU®, TOAAOD Ve Kad
Sém, AL iy, £l TadO’ ikove VUiv otoic dmolauPaver’ eivar, 30). In the context, that
dovetails with his criticism of their slowness to act in general (32-5): limited popular
horizons are the problem. Demosthenes is at pains elsewhere to point out that it is in
epdvnua — pride, spirit, a positive estimation of self — that the 353/2 Athenians differ from
their ancestors, not in essential nature (téc pvoelg, 25); so a glimmer of optimism lingers.®*
This is a continuum of values desperate to function — the material is there — but stalled by

Demosthenes’ opponents.?

In his criticisms at 830 Demosthenes had delicately skirted serious possible repercussions
from direct attack on the powerful Eubulus and his colleagues (whose contemporary civic
improvements the scholiast confirms as the target here; it was made likely by the dark
reference to ‘those who control the funds’, also in §30).%% In the Third Olynthiac,®*
however, four years later, Demosthenes embraces the inflammatory purport of this
passage, and the same historical material now does different, and more politically
radicalized, work in its new context.®> Now the struggle with the establishment is
specifically about Demosthenes’ own claim to be involved in the directing of public

affairs, and to that end ancient models of statesmanship are canvassed in an overt

61 Contrast A.3.178. See esp. Mader (2004) on the importance of a varying tone.

62 Vlassopoulos ([2010], 357) uses this part of D.13 to illustrate his ‘alterity’ mode of relation of past to
present, but clearly his ‘immanency’ mode is relevant too: perhaps we could talk about a ‘(comforting)
immanency-based subtext’ and a ‘(chastening) alterity-based surtext’.

63 ¥ ad D.3.28 (132b Di) and esp. 3.29 (136, 138, 139a-c, 140 Di). Eubulus and the Theoric Fund: Cawkwell
(1963b), esp. 53-65. Non-Demosthenic criticism of Eubulus: Theopompus F 99-100 (with Flower [1994],
72-3, 125-7). List of relevant scholia given by Harris (1996), 69 n.23, and cf. A.3.25-6 (with Knox [1976],
79-81) and Din. 1.96 (with good n.: Worthington [1992], 266-8, pointing out how Eubulus is now serving as
a historical example so soon after his death).

64 D.3: discussions and dating (349/8: D.H.): Sealey (1955b), 95; (1993), 139; Cawkwell (1962a), 133-4;
Lane Fox (1997), 197; Usher (1999), 224-6; Karvounis (2002), 292-316 (dating the trio), 335-43
(examination of D.3); MacDowell (2009), 229-39.

8 For the criticism here: esp. Karvounis (2002), 340-3.

106



competition with myopic and self-serving demagoguery, vividly portrayed by
Demosthenes here (8¢ o0 &’ ol diepotdvieg DU 0VTOL TEPHVASL PITOPEC “Ti BovAecbg; Ti
YPOy; Tl VUTV yopicopat;” TPOTETOTAL THE TAPALTIKA XEPITOS T THS TOAE®S TPAYHATA,
22). Those ancient models are Aristides (carried over from the ‘house-size’ illustration in
On Organization, which will be replayed with a rather different cast at 826), two
politicians indelibly associated with Athens’s mid-late fifth-century fortunes (Nicias and
Pericles), and Demosthenes the general (tov opdvopov éuavtd, 21). It is a curious group;
its membership’s congruence with associations of demagoguery versus good statesmanship
is not entirely clear (piecing together much purely political activity for the fifth-century
Demosthenes is difficult anyway).%® The intent — to self-recommend — is plain, and not
least from the manner of the reference. The earlier Demosthenes is defined with reference
to the one addressing the Assembly now (‘my namesake’).®’ Perhaps Demosthenes even
intends there to be audience conjecture about some genealogical link — a further form of
validation.®® Furthermore, the group of statesmen is not presented as Demosthenes’ own
choice — they are the examples his rivals praise but fail to imitate (21: pipodvrar 8’ od
navv), and as such waiting to be rescued by the present speaker, intent on articulating their

high principles for the present audience.

Alongside this new importation of examples, the repeated material (especially with the
polite qualifications of 13.30 stripped away), looks all the more pointed; but Demosthenes’

hard and ironic introduction determines how we are to understand it:

% For hints, Roisman (1993), 23, 34-5, 51 (choregia in 422/1: IG 11? 2318.124); also Donarelli (1997), 30-1.
57 Implied but not stated by Milns ([1995], 14).

% Genealogical linkage as a validator of quality in Greek thought: see esp. Thuc. 3.7.1, where the
Acarnanians insist on Phormion being succeeded by a son or relative of his (and N.B. the Acarnanian
Phormion, grandson of Phormion, honoured with his brother Carphinas post-Chaeronea in 1G 112 237; RO 77,
380-5; Lambert [2010], 234-5; [2012], 261-2). Hornblower ([1991], 388) notes that Roman parallels (sons
gaining experience through observation of their fathers’ methods) may be relevant.
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Kol TodT’ ovy v’ anéybouai Tiow Vudv, TV GAAOG Tponpnuatl AEysy © o0 yap
oUTmOG APpv 0VOE ATVYNS sl &ym dote ameydavesHot fodiesOon undey meerelv
vopilwv * dALG d1Kaiov TOAITOV Kpived TNV TOV TPpAyHATOV cOTNPioy avTl TiS &V
@ Aéyew yaprrog aipeicbo (21).
This introduction inclines to the precise opposite of what it claims to. Previously — when
Demosthenes first voiced the following examples in On Organization, in 353/2 —
circumstances were less troubling for Athens and (according to Demosthenes) the political
establishment could impose a blanket view of what the city’s best interests were without
doing critical damage. His present argument is that that is no longer possible — that
Athens’s situation is too vulnerable now for that self-interested elite’s orthodoxy to
continue dictating policy. That is why the just citizen — the outsider — Demosthenes — must
speak with the state’s wellbeing in focus, and in doing so assert the validity of his
historically-informed understanding of how statesmen should operate. Demosthenes is
picking a quarrel, then — but it is a quarrel he now feels he can hold his own in, particularly
if he concentrates on relaying unpalatable truths and illustrating the decadence and
stagnation of the establishment’s command of where Athens is in a broader temporal
context. Their over-privileging of the Theoric Fund (especially, Demosthenes argues, their
use of it as a way of hiding their own ineptitude from the demos: 31) and his radical call
earlier in the speech for the removal of some of its legal buttressing (10-11) are the excuse
for the laying out of a multivalent symbolic case, echoed (without reference to historical
material) in the First Olynthiac (19-20). All this was a risky strategy at a time®® when
Apollodorus was condemned mopavouwmv for even broaching the idea of circumscribing

the Fund — but, like the whole passage, it reflects Demosthenes’ growing confidence.”® By

% The Apollodorus affair preceding the Olynthiacs: Cawkwell (1963b), 60; Carter (1971); Hansen (1976b),
239.

70 Theoric Fund, its law, and Demosthenes’ rhetoric: Hansen (1976b); Sealey (1993), 256-8; Harris (1996);
Mader (2005). Harris (68-70) argues against the existence of political differences between Eubulus and
Demosthenes over the Fund, but at 69 assumes he has proven Demosthenes’ lack of hostility to it (60-5). But
that earlier section employs the evidence selectively (D.3.30-2, essential to the attack, is not discussed) and
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linking himself with the fifth-century statesmen through his namesake, and appropriating
the models he claims his opponents only pay lip-service to, he recommends the
comprehensiveness of his own perspective on the city’s situation and — crucially — the

timeless legitimacy of the priorities he is asking his audience to privilege.

2.2.2. Parallels for a Crisis

My second ‘movement’, which deals essentially not with action but reaction, is the shift in
the balance of Demosthenes’ response according to the perceived level of crisis, reflected
in the historical material he chooses to cite. For example, the First Philippic (of 351/07%)
professes confidence that an Athenian citizen force still has the potential to stop Philip in
his tracks; the Third Philippic (of 341), however, relies on that as a premise (5) but begins
by asserting that things could not be worse than they are for Athens even if the worst
possible measures had been proposed (ovk av fyoduat dvvachat yeipov 1 vov dratedivau,
1). Correspondingly, the First Philippic shows little of the grimly shrewd assessment of
Philip’s devastating uniqueness and novelty that informs the Third Philippic or even the
Olynthiacs. | now briefly show how Demosthenes adjusts his parallels to accommodate

new contexts, without compromising his own deftness in selection and presentation.

We had cause to note earlier that Demosthenes shows little patience in the Third Philippic

with those who compare Philip’s efforts at domination unfavourably with the Spartan

when noting the ‘praise’ (59) in the Fourth Philippic (10.35-42) Harris does not consider the likelihood that
there were politicians more hostile to the Fund than the Demosthenes of the Olynthiacs. Instead the Fourth
Philippic reflects the confidence and popularity of a Demosthenes at the height of his influence, who no
longer needs the Fund as a way of attacking those in control. He is now the one in control. What he says
about the Fund in the Olynthiacs has nothing to do with any objection to the Fund per se and everything to
do with the picture that he wants to paint of the political establishment he wishes to unseat.

1 D.4: discussions and dating (352/1: D.H., but notoriously difficult): Sealey (1955b), 81-9; (1993), 132-3;
Cawkwell (1962a), 122-7; Lane Fox (1997), 195-9; Milns (2000), 206; Karvounis (2002), 223-60 (dating:
223-32); Usher (1999), 217-20; Badian (2000), 33-7; Wooten (2008); MacDowell (2009), 210-18.

109



hegemony. In the First Philippic, he falls directly foul of his own later criticism.’? Pitched
battle against the Spartans (3, 17, 24) involving citizen hoplites — or (24) a combination of
hoplites and mercenaries — is represented as precisely the kind of behaviour the present-
day Athenians ought to be emulating, in line with the First Philippic’s focus on the need
for citizen hoplite, rather than mercenary, service. Correspondingly, we get nothing here of
the victory of Iphicrates at Lechaesum which Demosthenes features elsewhere in the
Assembly speeches as a signal Athenian success on a par with the battle of Naxos
(13.22).7 First Philippic 24 is a good deal more guarded, even about the famous Iphicrates
and Chabrias, stressing the effort and not the heroics, but still finding something to
celebrate in the pooled effort of citizens and mercenaries (koi oida dxovomv Bt
Aoxedonpoviovg mopatattopevor ped’ UMV vikmv odTot ol Eévor kol DUETS pet’ dkefvav).
axovm, as we saw earlier with the Spartan parallel in the Third Philippic, is slippery; but
the temporal demarcation that the references supply is consistent with a reasonable
estimate of expected direct audience recollection, i.e. the usual forty years (390 to 351/0
from Lechaeum to our speech, for example).” Demosthenes aims to get credit from citing
these occasions adroitly, respecting the superior memory of the over-sixties, and sustaining
at least a modicum of triumphalism. Other rousing moments of the speech are §3 (well
within memory: kai map’ dAA®V dKovoVGL Koi TO1G €606V ADTOIG AVOULUVIIOKOUEVOLG)
and especially 817 — citing the Euboea expedition of 357, the Haliartus expedition in

395, and the recent stalling of Philip at Thermopylae post-Crocus Plain in 352.

2 As Pearson ([1976], 153-4) also notes.

73 Iphicrates and the Spartan mora: X. Hell. 4.5.11-18; D.S. 14.91.2; also D.23.198, and Iphicrates’ presence
at Corinth noted in D.4.24.

" cf. Introduction nn. 9-10.

> From which no engagement ensued. Xenophon has the Athenians arrive after the main action and only
serve to make the Thebans feel more confident (Hell. 3.5.22) cf. D.S. 14.81.2. Hunt (2010), 67.
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These get comprehensively undercut when Demosthenes revisits the relevant periods and
topics in the Third Philippic a decade on (21-46). Here, what he offers is a disquisition, for
which he makes no direct apology, on the course of Greek interstate history since the
beginning of the Athenian hegemony in 480/79 (23). All he does is ask his audience to
bear with him and consider endorsing his reading as standard (ei pév opOdc Aoyilopat,
UETAGYNTE TAOV AOYIGUAV Kol Tpdvolav Tvo U@V y° avtdv... momonobe, 20). The most
important things to note about this rich passage (again, a third of the speech) are that
Demosthenes now posits a serious attenuation of the continuum of values which will be all
but impossible to revive; and that the coverage has moved from the practical level of the
First Philippic to a state heavily influenced by the symbolism conceived in On the
Symmories and continued in varying dosages since. Philip may have risen through
Athenian and wider Greek failure to act properly to check him, but Demosthenes is
interested above all in examining why. He finds his answer in an unquantifiable but
nevertheless (he says) identifiable intellectual or spiritual lassitude, the product of the

admission of impure and corrupting factors — bribery, above all — into interstate politics:

v 1L 10T, Vv, O dvdpec Adnvoiot, &v Taig TOV TOAAMY dravoiaig, O VOV ok EoTLy,
0 kai 10D Ilepodv ékphnoe mhovTov kai ErevOépav nye v EAAGOa kai olte
voavpayiog obte melfic plyng ovdeptdg MrTdto, viov & AmoAwAOg Amavio
Aeddpavton kol Gve kol kato tenoinke Tavto ta pdypata (36).
This is a triumph for the ‘symbolic’ use of history. That juxtaposition,
‘TAovTov’/‘€levbépay’ encapsulates the old relationship between material wealth and
symbolic poverty (or, more tendentiously, grubby reality and sacred ideals) along lines

reminiscent of the Herodotean and wider Ionian ‘hard/soft nations’ dualism.”® Symbolic

poverty, the orator argues — now irrecoverable (amoAwlog) — used to translate into

76 For this nexus: Thomas (2000), 103-14.
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consistent military victory (whatever the historical accuracy here — as Demosthenes is
talking about the Persian Wars, the hyperbole seems relatively venial).”” Now the situation
is reversed: Athens has all the resources it needs (including the Athenians themselves,
whose dwgvowa is in question, not their essence) but corruption makes them worthless
(Gxpnora, dnpaxta, avovnra, 40). Demosthenes uses for that satiety the same word —
aopBovio — that he had used for the superfluity of produce in Athens’s markets in On the
Chersonese 67, and indeed he describes the way Athens’s spiritual advantages have been

lost in terms of marketplace selling (Gmoav0’ domep £E dyopdc Eknémpaton TodTa, 39).

The example chosen for the rift this constitutes with traditional Athenian practice is one
we will see Demosthenes reuse: that of the Athenian condemnation of Arthmius of Zelea, a
Persian agent (and in Aeschines’ version the Athenian proxenos at Zelea), for bringing
bribe-money to the Peloponnese (41-6).”® Demosthenes shows little concern for the bribery
of politicians as a subject before about 350,” but here it is a well-calculated illustration of
his point about the erosion of the collective diGvowo of 8§36, and it is possible that it was
this treatment that encouraged Arthmius’ later rhetorical appearances.?® Again,
Demosthenes puts in question the nature of the Athenian thinking behind the
condemnation (LoyilecOs 61 mpog Osdv, tic v 100’ 1| didvora OV Adnvainv T@v T6TE
tadto ToovvTev, § Ti 10 dSiopa, 43), and the language sets up an explicit link both with
836 and with the issue of the past/present rift. But it is just as important to his strategy —
impressing his audience by his control over the relevant detail — to maintain a sliver of
optimism. He shows that the continuum is being preserved, but is in deadly danger, and the

Arthmius example confirms this too (i.e. Arthmius was not successful). In the Third

" Ambiguous outcomes remade as victories: esp. Loraux (1986), esp. 137-41; Thomas (1989), 227-36.

78 For discussion of this Arthmius passage as evidence of Athenian understandings of étiuia: Colin (1933);
Famerie (1992); Yatromanolaki (1997), 117-69; Youni (1998), 114-18.

" As noted by Milns ([2000], 211).

8 Later use: A.3.258; Din. 2.24; Plut. Them. 6.3; A.A. 1.369, 3.334-6, 650-1.
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Philippic’s schema, Philip has changed paradigmatic status from a threat explicable by
reference to early fourth-century wars with Sparta to one that can only be paralleled
convincingly by recalling pre-Peace of Callias relations with Persia, including the Persian
Wars themselves.®! For Arthmius, read any of the go-betweens used, allegedly, to liaise
with politicians in the various cities approached by Philip.82 That is the level of threat
Philip is conceptualized as posing — there is no other possible diagnostic toolkit among the
available parallels. That is why Demosthenes must talk about the absence of early fifth-
century diwvolo — because he no longer feels that he can talk relevantly about whatever
spirit it was that made the Athenians march out in 378 (3) and in 395 (17) in the First
Philippic (3, 17). By exploiting divisions among the Greeks, Philip has gone beyond the

level where he can safely be assimilated to models of intra-Hellenic conflict.

Throughout this, Demosthenes develops his self-characterization as a teller of unpalatable
truths: in the Third Philippic’s final third, Philip’s setting up of tyrannies and brutal
enforcement is imagined as a nightmarish unravelling of the Hellenizing of the past
hundred years, which had ‘made Greece safe for democracy’ (symbolized perhaps by his
domination of Euboea, reminiscent of the 490 expedition sent by Darius). In this speech,
the First Philippic’s relatively unweighted reference to the symbolism of Philip’s raid on
Marathon (4.34) would have been unthinkable in that form. Demosthenes’ realization that
those wars have overtaken previous intra-Hellenic conflicts as the appropriate
paradigmatic recourse when figuring Philip’s threat is already present earlier, in the
Second Philippic; but it is in the Third that he decisively revises the standpoint he had
adopted in the First. As for the Athenian continuum of values, the orator presents his

audience with two competing possibilities: either it has ceased to function, or it is under

81 As noted also by Jaeger ([1938], 173-4).
82 See most famously D.18.48, 295.
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the same kind of threat that it was as the seemingly unstoppable Persian armament made
for Athens in 490 and 480. The Athenians must choose: that is the privilege that has been
bequeathed to them (tadt’ éotiv TOAemg a&impo £xovong NAikov vuiv vrapyel, 73; again,
conferring a note of optimism). What unites the historical usage in these two Philippics
and their response to differing levels of perceived crisis is Demosthenes’ projection of
personal control: he is to be trusted because he can read the signs and draw appropriate

parallels.

2.3. Managing the Unexpected

I have already suggested that Demosthenes’ appeal in the Assembly speeches stems partly
from confounding likely audience expectations. I now examine two effects created by
Demosthenes’ interest in counterintuitive presentation and argumentation: first, what
happens when he channels the hypothetical apprehension of selected examples through
Athens’s adversaries; and second — and dealing with material in the very recent past but
handled in a paradigmatic way — his use in the Third Philippic of the figure of Euphraeus
of Oreus, the ex-leader of that city’s now-defunct democratic party, as tragic code for
himself and his own endeavours for Athens. We have seen variations on this technique
elsewhere. Demosthenes likes to posit a ‘nightmare scenario’ which he presents not as a
counterfactual so much as a logical culmination of (his version of) current civic and
political trends.® The rhetorical capital is derived from the mismatch between the apparent
impotence of his plea — usual in such situations — that this be averted, and the wider
persuasive context in which it belongs, which entreats the audience in the most forceful

terms not to let it happen. The force of the entreaty relies partly, of course, upon the

8 Key example: D.24.208-9.
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strength of the ethos conjured so far in the speech. In the Euphraeus comparison, a device
which normally stands out anyway for its vividness is allied with a recent example, and
becomes integral to Demosthenes’ strategy as he rounds up the speech, colouring and

intensifying its message.

2.3.1. Demosthenes and Other People’s Parallels

Demosthenes’ propensity for doing the unexpected with his content is reflected at the level
of style; his fondness for hyperbaton, anacoluthon, and hysteron proteron, all disruptive
devices which force new juxtapositions and emphases within sentences, has often been
noted.8* Sometimes the two meet, complementing one another. One such passage is 85 of
the First Philippic. This is where its most recent commentator chooses to place his
excursus on hyperbaton; but it is also where we encounter a Demosthenic habit which
looms large as a persuasive device in the Assembly speeches: the representation of himself
as having command of Philip’s thoughts, feelings and, above all, intentions. Viewed
critically, the notion is, obviously, a very suspect one. In order for it to pass, Demosthenes’
ethos must already be well in place, as it is in the First Philippic. A ‘surprise’-based
technique had seen to that right from the outset, in §1, where Demosthenes had thrust
himself into the debate ahead of regular speakers, already laying claim to a superior grasp
of the situation. This is then reinforced by judicious use of a classic example (3-4): how
the Athenians prevailed despite Sparta’s dominant position in the Corinthian War and in
the 370s.86 He has, in short, assured people of the validity of his right to be heard, at least

for a little, by 85. That helps in making the leap that he then makes into Philip’s head, not

8 Ronnet (1951), 41-62 esp. 42-8; Usher (1993), 23-5; Wooten (2008), 13-16.
8 Wooten (2008), 55-6.
8 Wooten (2008), 48-54, esp. 48-9.
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just from a simple authority-based point of view but also with the practical point in mind
that the audience may have thought Demosthenes had some particular reason to be aware
of Philip’s thinking: contacts on the inside, for example.®” Philip apparently ‘knew well’
(eidev...xoAdc) that he could easily take Athenian overseas possessions given her apathetic
attitude to maintaining them. Even if he did not, the point still stands that the Athenians

have let a bad situation get worse; Philip’s success reflects badly on them.

This ‘displacement effect’” meshes well with historical examples. On the Symmories is a
speech which (appropriately, given its engagement with the issue of possible war with
Persia) makes constant use, especially in its later stages, of Persian Wars themes and
imagery. The Theban reaction to Athenian arming, for example, is conceived in terms of a
likely Theban desire to atone for their medizing (dote moA®dV Gv ypnudtov, €i Eotev
Sodvar, mpiachot yevécOar Tiv’ odTolg Kopdv 817 00 TAC TPOTEPAS AVEADGOVTAL TPOC TOVC
"EMvog apoprtiog, 34) — likely, that is, from Demosthenes’ point of view as represented
here.88 Again, though we do not know when Demosthenes assumed his proxenia of
Thebes, he is fairly mild towards the Thebans here (33).8° He may already have had some
link, and the audience might have put more weight — positive or negative — on his view (as

someone perhaps in touch with Theban opinion) than we may be inclined t0.*° But what

87 He freely admits to having an informant at Philip’s court in the Second Olynthiac (17), and does not name
him (&vdpog obdaudc oiov te wevdeabar). If challenged with ‘undemocratic’ failure to reveal such
information, Demosthenes might perhaps have cited the danger to the individual concerned from what
Philip’s supporters in Athens could relay back to him (especially given his treatment of Xenocleides:
D.19.331 with MacDowell [2000a], 349). Also cf. Thuc. 7.49.4 (assumptions that Nicias has privileged
knowledge).

8 See Steinbock ([2012], 152-3) for an explanation. It may well have been on Theban minds: cf. Ma ([2008],
85-6) on Theban use of a lion as their monument at Chaeronea to participate in the commemorative rhetoric
established by the Spartans’ lion at Thermopylae, and thus submerge their medizing, even (or perhaps
especially) at this late stage when Philip had shifted the paradigm.

8 Trevett (1999), 185-6 (first evidence is 343) and esp. 190. At 15.15 Demosthenes does say he is not the
Rhodians’ proxenos. With 14.33 contrast, though, 20.109 (a year earlier).

% Herman ([1987], 137-42) notes that potential proxenoi usually had xenia ties with the city in question
already.
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catches attention (in a move reminiscent of the epitaphios®™) is his casting of the Persian
King himself as considering the Persian Wars — and, specifically, the experiences of his

own ancestors — as a paradigmatic basis for action:

01d¢ P&V e dloxooiong TPMPEStY, OV EKaTOV TAPEGYOUED NUETS, TOVG TPOYOVOUG
avTod yMoc dmoAécovtag vadc, GKOLGETOL Of TPLIKOGING avTOVG MUAG VOV
TOPECKEVAGUEVOVS TPMPELS DOTE U KOUdT], und’ &l mavu paivotto, vouicot
PASIOV TL TO TNV NueTEPGY TOMV £XOpav TomoacOar (29).
The passage usually gets cited as an example of the orators’ propensity to historical error
or manipulation.®® Demosthenes is talking about Salamis, and Herodotus’ figures for allied
ship-numbers there (180 Athenian ships, 366 or 378 or 380 total) are thought to be more
accurate, not least because they are backed up by Aeschylus (and, in a round way, by
figures Demosthenes gives in On the Crown).** It is also unclear what relationship the
‘thousand ships’ figure has with the traditional twelve-hundred and seven of the initial
Persian line-up.®® This kind of consideration misses the point, though, not least because
Demosthenes could be referring to the battle(s) of the Eurymedon, which did involve two
hundred Delian League triremes (we do not know the composition).%® More interesting is
how the orator chooses to express the temporal relationship between the present-day actors
and their historical counterparts. It would be normal for the Athenians’ own mpdyovot to

appear at this point, and this would balance the reference to the King’s, those defeated at

Salamis; but it is the Athenians’ continuity that Demosthenes stresses, using the ‘identical

9 ¢f. Lys. 2.22-3 (with Grethlein [2010], 120-1).

92 See also Steinbock (2012), 150-1, who argues (n.166) that the Athenian ancestors are meant, but see Weil
([1912], 23) for the opposite grammatical argument. The match with ‘his’ ancestors in §30 is also important.
% Nouhaud (1982), 186-90; Aidonis (1995), 352-3.

% Hdt. 8.44 (180 Athenian ships); 8.48 (378; itemized total [8.43-8] gives 366), 8.82 (380); 300 (or 310)
(Aesch. Pers. 338-40) of which the Athenians provided 200: D.18.238; Hyp. Di. 4.12-17 (220/360 total, but
interested in Artemisium too); Horvath (2009), 211-14 (esp. 212 n.98 for further refs.) with rejoinder by
Rhodes (2009), 226-8; also Walters (1981) (on Thuc. 1.74.1). Both Hyperides and Demosthenes are working
with a Chaeronea comparison (see Ch. 5).

% Total of 1207: Aesch. Pers. 341-3 (but cf. Garvie [2009], 175-6, favouring 1000); cf. Hdt. 7.184.1 (for the
problems: Bowie [2007], 154).

% Thuc. 1.100.1 (with esp. Gomme [1945], 286-9); D.S. 11.61; Plut. Cim. 12-13; Meiggs (1972), 74-82.
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audience’ topos. ‘We’ — the Assembly audience themselves — provided a hundred of the
triremes that defeated the King’s mpdyovor, and ‘we’ would be providing the triremes
again. He suggests that while the Persians have got through several generations in the

interim, the Athenians are unchanged.

In pursuing this, though, he deepens the contrast. On the Symmories keeps the patriotic
import — and the parallel with 480 — well in view by emphasizing the self-sufficiency of
the land of Attica (30) compared with the transitory nature of the King’s wealth (6 pév ye
xpvoiov, A¢ pactyv, dyst ToA. TodTo 8 €av dadd Cnthoet, 30), reminiscent of passages of
Aeschylus’ Persians.%” There seem to be allusions to other important elements of the
Persian invasion tradition — the draining of Macedonian and Thracian rivers by the
advancing army, for example (koi yop tag kprvag kal T0 @péata EMAEITEY TEPVKEY, 0V
T an’ avt@v abpdo kol morha Aappdavn, 30; cf. Hdt. 7.127). The temporal distinction
between Athenian and Persian relationships with their ancestors is kept up throughout the
passage, and reaches a climax of grim relish at the end of 8§30, where the King is brought
close to his glorious ancestors only to be ripped away from them by the overwhelming fact
of death and defeat at the hands of the Athenians at Marathon (bnép g dC pév Tovg
EmovTag ékeivov apvvodpeda, ol Mopoddvi Tdv Tpoydvev odTod ndiot’ &v eidsiey).® It
is also sustained when the recollections are repeated at §§39-40 (detailing how Athenian
fortunes waxed in the midst of the privations — and the glorious feats — of the 490 and 480
conflicts). All this conduces to an important political end for the young Demosthenes in his
first extant Assembly speech: treating traditional material (and thus showing he can stand
alongside seasoned politicians), but doing so from a distinctive angle. He does not yet

appear confident enough to move on from the easy habit of suppression of inconvenient

7 Attic self-sufficiency: e.g. Darius at Pers. 792 and the Chorus at 238 (with Garvie [2009], 137 and 307,
comparing Hdt. 7.49.1 and Aesch. Th. 585-6; also Hall [1996], 128, with remarkable n.)
% cf. Aesch. Pers. 244, 474-5.
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detail (the burning of Athens, for example) that characterizes much oratorical treatment of
the Persian Wars.* He is fulfilling a need to demonstrate an assured participation in the
wider discourse of his political seniors.

100

A similar but more developed manoeuvre puts Philip’s knowledge of history=" in focus in

the Second Philippic.1%

gopiokel Yap, olpar, Kol @KovEL TOVC LEV DPETEPOVG TTPOYOHVOLG, EEOV 0TOIC TAV
romdyv  apyewv EAMvov dote avtodg vmakovewy Pacidel, od pdvov ovk
dvacyopévoug OV Adyov todtov, Nvik® NAlsv AAéEavdpog 6 TodTMV TTPOYOVOg
nepl TOVTOV KijPLE, ALY Kol TV YOpav EKMTelV Tpoghopévoug kol Tadelv 0Tiodv
vmopetvavtag, kol petd tadta mpdéavtag tadd’ d mavteg del yAiyovror Aéyev,
alog 0’ ovoElg eimelv dedvvNTUL, O1OTTEP KAY® Taporeiym, dwkaing (ot yap
peilo takeivov Epya | ¢ @ AOym TIc Gv €imot), Tovg 0& OnPaimv kal Apyeiov
TPOYOVOVS TOVG LEV cuaTpatedoavtos T® PBapPdpm, Todg &’ ovk EvavtiwBévtag.
0idev ovv...(11-12).
Here, in contrast with the passage in On the Symmories, everyone’s mpdyovot are on open
show in order for Demosthenes to characterize each state’s behaviour on a level field.
Actions in the period of the Persian Wars are still the prescribed interpretative key (though
Athens is still not burned), but now the focus is Philip.1%? It is fundamental that he is taking
in an interest in Greek history: trying to understand it, and sense weak points to exploit (an
analogue to his military manoeuvres). The idea seems designed to ruffle the audience:
Philip can be privy to their comprehension of their past, increasing the need for them to act

swiftly to oppose him. The two most important characterizations are those of the

Macedonians and the Athenians: the first, Philip’s own ancestry, little better than craven

% Nouhaud (1982), 135-64; Thomas (1989), 221-6. The evacuation (157-60) is about as far as orators will
go.

100 Philip’ uses examples with assurance in [D.] 12. On that text: Hammond and Griffith (1979), 714-16;
Sealey (1993), 240; MacDowell (2009), 363-6.

101 D.6: discussions and dating (344/3: D.H.): Sealey (1955b), 119; (1993), 171-2; Usher (1999), 232-4;
MacDowell (2009), 329-33. See on this passage: Carey (2005), 88-9.

102 ¢f, Rhodes (2011), 25.
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servants of the barbarian (Alexander as a king willingly demoted to a mere «fjpv&);1% the
second, an assertion of the rightness of Athenian denial of the opportunity to rule (&pyewv),
a piece of breath-taking selection given the fifth-century empire, but validated by the very
specific context in which it is presented. Demosthenes avoids any complex focalization,

however; what Philip knows is exactly what his audience know.

The persuasive manoeuvre that impresses most here is the creation of the assumption that
Philip acts on historical precedent. This allows Demosthenes both to encourage the
Athenians to make their choice as to what version of their past can be employed best
against him, and then to enact it, but also to let them feel they can master Philip if they
know that he is using the same precedents as they are. It is a tactic that may help them
counterbalance Philip’s originality, unpredictability, and versatility in other areas.
Demosthenes makes them feel they can pin Philip and his mental processes down, and that
contributes to a wider generation of hope in this part of the speech (6-12). Ten years on
from the rather more mainstream message of On the Symmories, Demosthenes is more
prepared to challenge his hearers, to give them more of the picture, and to make the threat
clear, building an impression of himself as an adviser in control of the facts who
nonetheless offers a view of the situation which conceptualizes it in a distinctive — and
fundamentally, an optimistic — way. Any value in airy simplification or generalization
about great events is, as in our previous section, definitely out by 344 (tad0’ @ mavteg del

yAiyovton Aéysty, GEiwg & ovdeic sinsiv dedbhvntan, S16mep Ky Tapareiyw).l%

There is more to be found in that sentence, though. Something carefully occluded in 6.11-

12 is any sense of Philip’s actual attitude to historical precedents, which was likely to have

103 See Steinbock ([2012], 144-5) for other references to this incident, above all Hdt. 8.140-4.
194 The idea of praise being inadequate (cf. A.1.140) is, again, an epitaphic topos: see Ziolkowski (1981),
130-2; Frangeskou (1999), 318.
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been essentially realist. He had long since come up against a set of issues which probably
attracted serially paradeigma-heavy argumentation from Athenian speakers: ownership of
Amphipolis.’®® Our general uncertainty about the kinds of speeches made by Athenian
ambassadors is a problem, but after Aeschines’ ‘academic harangue’'% during the first
embassy to Pella (as represented in A.2.25-33, at least), Philip may have realized that the
Athenians were best dealt with by catering, at least sometimes, to their conviction that the
Greek world continued to revolve around them. Despite demonstrating an acute
understanding of the nature of Philip’s potential for revolutionizing Greek interstate
politics (e.g. at 9.47, on the novelty of the military challenge Philip posed), Demosthenes
cannot afford to admit outright to his audience that there are people to whom the treasured
Athenian examples mean little — who may appear to be swayed by them when they hear
them, but in the event will act without reference to them.!®” Therefore he weaves an
elaborate positive fiction of careful engagement with them by Philip; but the parallel
between the Persian Wars and the current situation, and Macedonia’s continuing
detachment from the cause of Greek freedom, simultaneously allows the more troubling
inference to be drawn. Demosthenes’ own refusal on this occasion to expatiate on details,
carefully employing as his reason the topos we saw above — that nobody can do so
successfully (diomep kayod mapaieiym) — may also help to introduce a sense of unease: in
811 we leave the Athenians of the 480 parallel mid-evacuation, ‘suffering every hardship’,
and although we know the end is Salamis, and thus glorious (ueilo taxeivov Epya fj ®G T®
Loy TG Gv gimot), we do not actually know what form its present-day equivalent will take,
and it may, like 480, require great sacrifice. By stimulating this thought, Demosthenes

sustains a careful balance between communicating optimism and, via the ambiguities,

105 Philip and Amphipolis: esp. Badian (1995), 95-7; Hammond and Griffith (1979), 230-54. cf. also
Aristophon’s speech in Theopompus (F 166) with (pertinently) Shrimpton (1991), 84-5.

106 pickard-Cambridge (1914), 242.

197 He was able to do so before the threat of Philip occupied his public oratory: e.g. 14.12, cf. 2.12.
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encouraging the realization that nothing about the situation or the task at hand is going to

be straightforward.

2.3.2. Demosthenes and Euphraeus

Sometimes undesirable potential situations must be spelt out more vividly, and we turn to
the Third Philippic and my second broad point in this section. Here, the contrast between
Demosthenes and his opponents is interpreted in terms not so much of past performance as
of innate virtue. To make it (and its consequences) clear, Demosthenes casts himself as a
previous embattled democratic leader — Euphraeus of Oreus (59-62) — and sculpts him as a
martyr to good statesmanship. This episode may be very recent, but the usage is strongly
paradigmatic nonetheless. Mader notes the assimilation (or ‘mirror effect’), but does not
pursue the implications.!% Oreus stands at the culmination of a sequence of cities, begun
by Olynthus and continued by Eretria (56-8), but Demosthenes flags the Oreite case as the
clincher (kai ti 8l ta moOAAG Aéyewv; AN &v Qped..., 59). The five-man syndicate of
tyrants headed by Philistides, bound together in their criminality by polysyndeton,
constitutes the greatest threat to the exercise of democracy yet presented in the sequence.
Their solitary opponent is Euphraeus (Evepaiog 6¢ tig dvBpmmog...), known otherwise as a
Platonist;'% as Demosthenes points out, he had spent time in Athens (koi map’ Huiv mot’
€v0ad’ oiknoog, 59). He never says Euphraeus was well-known there; it is likely that he
can fashion him as he wishes. Whatever we think of the traditional connection between
Demosthenes himself and Plato,1° it seems likely that Demosthenes would have known at

least something of the intellectual community Euphraeus would have belonged to while in

108 Mader (2007a), 173-6; quotation: 175; odd misunderstanding at (2007b), 353.

109 See below n.120.

110 See esp. [Plut.] Vit. Dem. 844bc; Plut. Dem. 5.5; Gel. 3.13 Marshall (both from Hermippus = FGrH 1026
F 49-50); Pernot (1998b). Discussion of the Hermippus citations: Bollansée (1999a), 398-409 (esp. 403-5 on
Plato, with more sources for the tradition at n.88).

122



Athens and may even have known him personally (making his mapping onto him an apt
one).! In addition, and probably beyond Platonism,*? Demosthenes might be drawing on
his earlier example of the Lampsacene brothers in Against Aristocrates (142-3), in which
these men are motivated to kill the despotic mercenary captain Philiscus partly by
traditions directly parallel to those prevailing in Athens (ol mapamiiocia toig mop’ NMuiv

YVOVTEC MEPL TMV TUPAVVEV). 113

The points of contact between Euphraeus and Demosthenes are clear: both are anti-
Macedonian, and have a hard time persuading their respective audiences (60); Euphraeus
is trying to keep the people of Oreus élevbepot kai undevog dodAoL, potential slavery being
a leitmotiv of the Assembly speeches;** the party of Philistides for whom Philip is
xopnyos (60) are Aeschines and the other politicians whom Demosthenes constantly
argued were in Philip’s pay.**® So Euphraeus functions as a strong apotropaic, his end the
‘nightmare scenario’. Just as he killed himself when, after several attempts to make the
populace aware of their danger, his opponents converged on him (cvotpagpévtect!®) and
had him imprisoned,'!” Demosthenes wields as a powerful emotive weapon the idea that

similar treatment might be his lot too (ékeivog anéopaev covtdv, Epywm paptopnoag &t

111 For how Euphraeus might have affected the rivalry between Demosthenes and Aeschines: Meulder
(1989), 322 nn.72-3. Bouchet ([2008]: 287-8 and n.2 on 288) puts Aeschines close to the Platonists.

112 Though Platonists did kill hybristic people in power: cf. Python and Heracleides, the killers of Cotys I:
D.L. 3.46 and cf. D.23.119. This was topical in 353/2: Clearchus of Heraclea was murdered by Plato’s pupil
Chion (a Euphraeus-like court philosopher) and others in spring 352 (Burstein [1974], 64); and Dion by
Callippus in 354 (Ath. 11.508f; though the point in Plut. Dion 54.1, following [P1.] Ep. VII (333e), is
actually that Callippus is only associated with Platonists, not one himself [cf. Davies (1971), 274-5; Nails
(2002), 77-8; Too (2008), 141]). Lampsacus itself was a hotbed of intellectual, especially philosophical,
activity, especially in the late fourth century (as home to Euaeon, Straton, Anaximenes, and others; cf.
Strabo’s list of great Lampsacenes: 13.1.19.35-9 Radt). It would not be at all surprising if Thersagoras and
Execestus’ sympathy with Athenian anti-tyrannical discourse were in some way philosophically-informed.
113 Compare the proactive Lampsacenes in Cic. Ver. 1.68-82 Peterson (and the mysterious Themistagoras and
Thessalus; and on Cicero’s construction of Lampsacus as a model Greek community, Steel [2004], 243-7).
114 ¢f, D.8.51 (cf. 10.27); 14.32 and cf. 15.15.

115 This is a strong semantic link with 19.216 (®kinne yopny® ypdpevoc), delivered two years earlier.

116 ¢f. A.2.178.

117 He uses a similar expression (cuotdvtov) in 18.249 to describe the combined attack of sykophants in the
330s.
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Kol dikaimg Kol Kabopdg VTEP TV ToMT®dV avhsiotikel Plinng, 62). Key to the parallel,
also, is the attitude of the demos, who do precisely the wrong thing, gloating over
Euphraeus’ wrong-footing by his adversaries (avti tod t©@® pév Ponbeiv, tovg &’

amotvpmavioat, Toig uev 00K mpyileto, Tov 6 Emtdeiov Tadta madelv EQn Kol ETEXAPEY).

It is worth exploring their reaction a little. They are demonstrably Demosthenes’
Athenians: they only act when it is too late (tnvikadto & oi p&v Muodvovto, oi o8&
npovdidocav, 61), much as the Athenians do (hypothetically, at least) especially in the
earlier Philippic speeches, in the situation Demosthenes often foresees should his advice
not be heeded and Philip be allowed to proceed into Greece.!'® But their ‘gloating’ at
Euphraeus’ fate may point us to how carefully the episode has been constructed. We know
from Carystius of Pergamum that Euphraeus had previously flourished at the Macedonian
court as a key power-broker in the relationship between Philip and his elder brother and
predecessor Perdiccas 111,1*° so (if we wish to reconcile Carystius with Demosthenes) it
was presumably only later — once Philip had sidelined him — that he came to prominence
as an anti-Macedonian in his native Oreus.!?® No wonder the Oreites gloated: an
intellectual, a toady, and a turncoat was unlikely to attract sympathy. Carystius’ account,
though, actually casts doubt on the demos’ role and indeed the anti-Macedonian activity
and the noble suicide: he simply tells us that Euphraeus was put to death by Parmenion on

Philip’s orders as soon as the latter came to power.'?* But he is probably wrong (and

118 |deas of lateness, sluggishness, and apathy in the First Philippic alone: 5, 10-11, 17, 34-41.

119 Ath. 11.508e (Carystius) on Euphraeus’ relationship with Perdiccas: ovy fittov adtod éBocileve.

120 Carystius ap. Ath. 11.506ef (power-broking) and 508de (behaviour at court; death); Harpocration s.v.
Evoepoaiog; above all, [P1.] Ep. V (sending Euphraeus to Perdiccas as counsellor). Euphraeus is said to know
the pwvr tdv Toltei@v (321d) and how to theorize monarchy; comparison with a modern spin doctor is
hard to resist. Authenticity of the letter: rejected by Pasquali ([1938], 252-8) as by Hackforth ([1913], 74-5).
On the pwvn itself here (cf. Pl. R. 493ab) and Pasquali’s (254-5) and Hackforth’s scepticism, contrast
Novotny (1930), 121.

121 Ath. 11.508e (Carystius): 60gv ®ikinmov v &pyfv naparapoviog Hapueviov adtov év Qped rafov
ATEKTELVEV.
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Demosthenes right) about the date; Euphraeus’ fall most likely belongs in the context of

Parmenion’s military activity in Euboea in 342.122

Euphraeus still looks compromised as a model; but Demosthenes invests heavily in and
imaginatively reshapes him. In the context of the Third Philippic so far, the parallel reads
as an idealized estimation of Demosthenes’ own position Vis-a-vis his public and the other
democratic leaders. He sets himself out on his own and, just as the example revolves round
Euphraeus (Edepoaioc 8¢ tig GvOpwmog...), Demosthenes recommends himself as the
paragon of good statesmanship round whom envious lesser men (like Oreus’ five tyrants,
or like Aeschines and other pro-Macedonians) swarm, waiting for their chance to combine
and effect his ruin. The dramatic — indeed, tragic — end met by Euphraeus in a sense
validates that self-promotion: Euphraeus’ fall can only be so resonant — can only function
paradigmatically, in fact, and justify such an excursus — if he is as great as the hero of a
tragic drama.'? Yunis has shown how important tragic thinking is to Demosthenes’ self-
representation and interpretation of events in On the Crown, and the associated techniques
are clearly being rehearsed here.'?* So there is a dovetailing between the evidence for how
democracy was extinguished in Olynthus, Eretria, and Oreus (a wider civic point) and the
fate of a particular statesman endowed with the kind of gifts (and active initiative:
gvédeiEev g mpodoTny oV O1AeTiony Kol Tov¢ pet’” avtod, aicbopevoc & npdttovoty, 60)
that make possible the prevention of tyranny’s rise in the first place. In destroying

Euphraeus, Oreus ensured its own destruction.

122 Cawkwell (1963a), 210-13 and in more detail (1978a) on that context. Parmenion in Euboea: Hammond
and Griffith (1979), 545-7.

123 Uses of tragedy in fourth-century rhetoric: Wilson (1996), esp. 319-24.

124 Y unis (2000).
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The impressive command of events and personal authority Demosthenes has aimed to
cultivate during the Third Philippic wills the Athenians to commit to his version of a
future (where the Athenian character is maintained, enacted and comes through its trials
strongly) rather than that of his adversaries. The latter is sketched as a future where politics
is about the Machiavellian targeting of those unwilling to subscribe to the herd-like, self-
aggrandizing orthodoxy, where the populace are tamed and blinded by personal prosperity
(63-4) and where apathy replaces preparedness. Just as the Athenians can transcend
Demosthenes’ Oreites, though, he too can transcend Euphraeus. Where his Euphraeus
faced his opponents on a level, and truly alone, Demosthenes is the leader of an active
interest-group (72), in a position to take the fight to the pro-Macedonians if necessary, and
at every stage careful to articulate his individual contributions and claims on popular trust,
past, present and potential. He has, in a sense, already transcended Euphraeus by achieving
what he has by 341; it is up to the listening demos to transcend the Oreites. The striking
character of this example, conjuring strong emotion and entirely reliant upon a

counterfactual, demands it.

2.4. Conclusion

Apart from Demosthenes’ thirteen relevant works, our list of surviving Assembly speeches
is short. [Demosthenes] 11 is usually thought to be an inauthentic work, and the jury is still
out over Andocides 3.1% That leaves [Demosthenes] 7 and 17, On Halonnesus and On the
Treaty with Alexander.!?® It is hard to know what to make of the latter,*?’ but On

Halonnesus has a good chance of being an authentic product, and can stand brief

125 Harris (2000); countered by Grethlein ([2010], 128-9 n.9).
126 Following Hansen’s breakdown ([1984], 60-1).
127 Summary: Will (1983), 67-70.
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comparison with Demosthenes’ speeches.!?® The author — possibly the hardline anti-
Macedonian Hegesippus — makes scant use indeed of historical argumentation beyond
talking of recent grievances. Three moments attract attention: a reference to a time when
Macedonia was tributary to Athens (12); a reference to ‘earlier decrees’ by which Athens
claimed possession of Amphipolis (24); and the citation of an inscription to prove
Athenian possession of part of the Chersonese (39-40). There is no systematic attempt to
conjure an atmosphere or a vision; the first two items are vague and the third cited like a
law, with little elaboration.'?® The author is interested in historical facts as directly (often
flatly) probative, and although he clearly distorts some, he appears to do so without
Demosthenes’ more sophisticated ‘symbolizing’” purposes in mind. His past has little
ethical flavour; his presentation of the symbola relationship between Macedonia and
Athens has since been shown to be dangerously wide of the mark,**° and the former was
never tributary to the latter. The author is, in fact, the kind of orator who gives the orators’
attitude to history a bad name; and if Hegesippus delivered something with anything like
the same kind of tenor as this speech to Philip at Pella in 344, then it is unsurprising that

the embassy achieved nothing.!3!

It is hard to tell whether Hegesippus or Demosthenes is the more representative of
Assembly speakers’ practice. But we should recall D.13.12, where Demosthenes
represents himself as ‘the history man’ — the one who always comes up and talks about the
ancestors. He either expected people to be familiar with that image, or wanted them to be.
Both possibilities shed light on his strategic behaviour and priorities. His personal

investment in, and concern for the elaboration and incorporation of, his historical examples

128 Taken as the work of Hegesippus by Davies ([2011], 13-16).
129 Davies ([2011], 14) notes the author’s lawyerly quality.

130 Harrison (1960); also Tomassetti Gusmano (1950), 18.

181 On this: Ryder (2000), 74-5.
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and argumentation is consistent and intense, and acquires depth, precision, and audacity as
his career progresses (though he makes a strong start in On the Symmories). That goes for
versions of recent history (especially common in Assembly speeches given the genre) as
much as for more standardized and familiar paradeigmata. All points on the spectrum are
equally attractive according to the demands of Demosthenes’ context in its various forms.
In strategic terms, the manufacture of versions of the past has as much and more to offer
Demosthenes here as it does in the dicanic speeches. This does not have to take the form of
self-assimilation to individuals (though it can do); nor does an example or argument have
to individualize Demosthenes as a symboulos (though it often does). A consistent priority
is the creation of a generalized rather than necessarily pinpointed picture of the past — the
Athenian continuum, or what Carl Joachim Classen has called a ‘climate of values’!®? —
which is designed to appeal to all and to galvanize a demos reaction, to Philip or to

whatever issue is currently under discussion.

It is also clear that there are whole swathes of some speeches where Demosthenes
undertakes all sorts of self-construction without going near historical specifics, or ones
relevant here: On the Chersonese 68-72 would be a good example (a classic treatment of
the role of the symboulos, and his above all). Equally, Demosthenes’ talent for presenting
the unexpected, the eccentric, the solitary, or the counterintuitive could be instanced by
Third Olynthiac 32, where Demosthenes conjectures that he will be treated in a worse
fashion for saying what he has said than the culprits that he has identified as responsible
for what he is criticizing (a partial foreshadowing of the idea brought to a climax with the
Euphraeus paradigm) — and the past is not particularly on show there. But here the ‘climate

of values’ is relevant again. Developed historical material, generating emotion and

132 Classen (1991), 199.
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drawing on memory, seeps into the surrounding texture of a speech, often elevating and
always colouring its ethical content, just as it illustrates the ethos of the speaker himself.
Demosthenes’ success lies in making elements that could so easily look prosaic (and be
attacked as such) bear symbolic weight in context, using that weight to validate his
conduct, vision, and authority as a politician and the appropriateness, rightness, and
superior intrinsic worth of his policies. His insistence on his singular skill at finding the
right paradigms, his emphasis on the precariousness of the situation at hand, and his
readiness to surprise and unsettle his audiences are techniques he makes instrumental to

that project.
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CHAPTER 3: DEMOSTHENES: AGAINST MEIDIAS

AND AESCHINES: AGAINST TIMARCHUS

3.0. Overview

In Chapters Three and Four, I examine Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’ four surviving
speeches from public trials in the 340s. In Chapter Four, the focus falls exclusively on
Demosthenes’ prosecution of Aeschines for misconduct as an ambassador (the Embassy
trial of 343). Historical usage in that trial is strenuously competitive in character, and in the
present chapter, | examine the strategic context in which that usage belongs. That involves
consideration of two major recent prosecution speeches by each orator: Demosthenes’
Against Meidias (which reached its final form in 347/6)! and Aeschines’ Against
Timarchus (of 346/5).> Both can serve to contextualize the Embassy trial even more
directly than may first appear: Demosthenes’ On the False Embassy betrays signs that its
compositional genesis may belong in 346 itself, when Timarchus and Demosthenes
mounted the original legal attack on Aeschines at his euthyna — the attack whose
processing was delayed by Aeschines’ counter-indictment of Timarchus.® ‘Layered
composition’ in general serves as a useful concept when considering the prosecution
speeches, precisely because Demosthenes (whether in pre-trial or post-trial revision)
appears not to have been especially painstaking in his removal of temporal inconcinnities —

this is especially clear in Against Meidias and On the False Embassy.* Sometimes a point

! Dating of D.21: Sealey (1955b), 96-101; Harris (1989), 121-3; (2008), 79; MacDowell (1990), 10-11.
2 Dating of A.1: Harris (1985); (1995), 102 n.52; Wankel (1988); Fisher (2001), 6-8.

3 MacDowell (2000a), 24-5.

4 Dover (1968), 172-4; MacDowell (1990), 23-8; (2000a), 23-6.
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will be made which fits the original temporal context of the dispute or indictment much
better than the delivery context itself. This phenomenon might be explained by
carelessness, or by the recognition that in the economy of a long and complex speech a
moment or two’s strictly incorrect detail would not matter much; but it might also be a
persuasive choice, stimulating audiences to imagine themselves (whether ‘creatively’ or
not) back at the point where the present situation became a situation at all.> It would be a
compositional counterpart to moments like Against Meidias 77 where Demosthenes
narrates the dispute from (what he claims to be) the beginning. Sometimes several possible
compositional layers can be discerned (as in Against Aristocrates), enriching the

persuasive possibilities of temporal dislocation further.®

In what follows, then, I shall be concerned to indicate how Against Meidias and Against
Timarchus can help us understand the choices made in the Embassy trial speeches; but |
shall also show how the way that history is managed in Against Meidias helps identify it as
just as much a conceptual heir of the 350s speeches. Anticipation and demolition of
opponents’ historical arguments grows from a useful technique in Against Leptines to a
structuring one in the Embassy prosecution, but looking at Against Meidias may help to
address how far my privileging of that technique relies on the fact that in the Embassy case
we have the Aeschinean response; Meidias, by contrast, will never tell us anything.
Looking at Aeschines’ anticipations in Against Timarchus will clarify the character of each
orator’s handling of the past. Aeschines’ speech is a constant reference point for
Demosthenes in On the False Embassy, and the notable success of a speaker who, by his

own admission, had never been the principal prosecutor in a public case before (1.1),” will

5 Depending on when the individual details entered the text of the speech, that could apply equally to the live
audience or the subsequent reader.

® Lewis (1970/1997), 247-8; Lane Fox (1997), 184-7 (suggesting a first draft for D.23 in 356).

" Harris (1995), 102; Rubinstein (2000), 239 n.8; Fisher (2001), 120-1.
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probably have combined with personal exposure to Aeschines on the embassies to Pella in
346 to make Demosthenes interested in precisely how Aeschines was doing it. On the
False Embassy seems intended at some level as an argumentative mirror for Against
Timarchus;® key to that are attempts to seize Aeschines’ ground in advance, occupy it, and
turn it against him. To an extent, this procataleptic system must have been standard in
prosecutions centring on inappropriate behaviour or misconduct in office. But the
concentration with which Aeschines and Demosthenes pursue the sequence is one
apparently born of personal enmity as much as political expediency. Deriving persuasive
capital from aspects of self-presentation like the successful mastery of the Athenian past
was even more of an imperative than usual. Importantly, then, Against Meidias and
Against Timarchus allow us to see both orators developing strategic practices that would

be essential to the fairly overtly enmity-driven Embassy trial.

Plotting positive connections between the Meidias and Timarchus trials themselves can
only go a certain distance: Meidias and Aeschines seem to have developed a political
friendship at some point, but all we really know is that in 330, in the Crown trial,
Aeschines thought it worthwhile to refer to the now-dead Meidias in generous terms
(3.115) and to give a distorted (perhaps a very seriously distorted) account of the outcome
of the Meidias prosecution to discredit Demosthenes at that stage (3.52 cf. 212).° There is
no strong sense that the Meidias trial necessarily had precise influence on Aeschines’
choices in Against Timarchus the following year in the way that Against Timarchus seems
likely to have had on Demosthenes’ Embassy prosecution. The principal theme of Against
Timarchus — illegitimate and morally bankrupt public self-presentation and conduct —

meant its techniques lent themselves easily to refashioning by Demosthenes to characterize

8 Carey (2000), 19.
9 Knox (1976), 194-7; Harris (1989a), 118, 129-36; (1995), 38; (2008), 84-5.
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Aeschines’ misconduct in On the False Embassy. The gap between the issues raised there
and the specific act of hybris perpetrated by Meidias, though one that could be bridged in
various ways, would inevitably make itself felt at the procedural level: they were just
different types of case. Consequently, although the way in which they inform the inquiry is

the same, treatment of the speeches is kept separate in what follows.

3.1. Demosthenes: Against Meidias

3.1.1. Introduction

One respect in which Against Meidias differs from Against Timarchus is in the range and
scale of its author’s deployment of the past. In Against Timarchus much depends, as we
will see, on Aeschines’ self-presentation as a moderate and disinterested citizen trying to
right civic wrongs (recalling to us the professed motivations of Demosthenes and his
clients in the 350s speeches). But in Against Meidias Demosthenes makes no secret of the
personal element, expatiating on the quarrel in guestion, openly conducting a syncrisis of
his and Meidias’ public actions, and presenting that and the civic desirability of a
conviction as interlocking and complementary. In Aeschines’ case, any personal enmity
with Timarchus is absolutely suppressed in favour of exploration of the wider purport of
the accused’s behaviour. Consequently, where Aeschines takes an interest in making
Timarchus’ private past — his bios — probative at the level of civic history, tying
Timarchus’ activities to past events and well-known landmarks, Demosthenes focuses
mainly on aspects of Meidias’ ‘private’ past. Details of his public activities are frequently
given, but Demosthenes tends not to relate them to the course of recent Athenian history

with much consistency. This serves to highlight Meidias’ undemocratic credentials,
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suggesting that his public activities have made little impression, and that he is known (or
ought primarily to be known) to the audience as ostentatious, arrogant, and interested in
masking unhealthy quietism with occasional forays into practical politics which involved a
good deal of shouting but little notable activity.l® Meidias’ involvement in Athenian
politics was in fact a good deal less exceptionable than that;'! but all we need note is that
Demosthenes’ focus on this chosen portrayal leads to only relatively rare conjuring with
the civic past as ethical proof. I will spend the next section discussing a prominent
exception: the extended passage where Alcibiades is set up as a foil for Meidias, and
where the comparison is pursued to the continuous detriment of the latter (21.143-50). This
— one of the most developed historical illustrations in the whole corpus — sits at the centre

of the ethical plea and crystallizes its goals and interests.

| see Demosthenes seeking to achieve two things with this passage. First — in line with the
interests of the 350s speeches — he negotiates a link not only between Meidias and a fifth-
century paradigm of aristocratic behaviour who could safely reflect both Athenian honour
and reputation at the highest level as well as the civic consequences of excessive
independence in the democratic polis,'? but also between Alcibiades’ tyrannical credentials
in posse and the dangers of big-man domination of a democratic society more generally.!?
In doing so — and in a fashion reminiscent especially of his strategy in Against Leptines —
he effects a thematic connection between Meidias and the very prominent Eubulus (205-7),
who is about to act as synegoros for Meidias along with a number of well-known rich men
(208-18). The latter passage openly stages the possibility of anti-democratic danger from

this group, hypothesizing a takeover of the state (209) along the lines Demosthenes had

10 Meidias as model ‘bad elite Athenian’: e.g. Witte (1995), 86-91.

11 Tritle (1992).

12 ¢f. importantly Themistocles and Cimon at 23.205 (and cf. Bauman [1990], 22-31).

13 Alcibiades and tyranny: esp. Seager (1967) and Gribble (1999), 118-43. Generally: Ober (1989), 197-8,
265.
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explored via Diodorus, especially in Against Timocrates, and couched in similar no-holds-
barred terms. The ‘cabal rhetoric’ that we saw in Chapter One might on the face of it be
thought out of place here — Demosthenes, after all, must have gained public notice from his
growing opposition to Philip and his vigorous support for expeditions to Olynthus in
349/8.1* But, as we saw in Chapter Two, he had still not made a break into the front rank
of Athenian politics by 347/6 — that was to follow when his place on the Embassy to Pella
(as its youngest member) gave him his chance!® — and to an extent we have to expect the
same kind of outsider rhetoric that we find in the 350s court speeches (and, famously, in
the proem of the First Philippic of 351). What points us forward to 343, though, is
Demosthenes’ sensitivity and flexibility in anticipating historical arguments that the
defence might mount. That | see as the other main purpose of the Alcibiades passage, and

that is where | begin.

For the purposes of this analysis, solutions to the speech’s three main contextual
conundrums — date, delivery, and type of action — need not be sought in full, though I
agree with most recent opinion in seeing the arguments against genuine delivery as based
on fundamentally flawed evidence,'® and on the type of action incline to Harris’s view
(that the initial probole and the action of which our speech is part are separate) rather than
).17

to MacDowell’s (that initial vote and subsequent action are parts of the same procedure

As noted above, | see furnishing a precise date as perhaps less helpful for our purposes

14 For the context Giugnoli (1975); Sealey (1993), 143-4. Defining himself as arguing for an Olynthian not a
Euboean expedition was, he tells us in 346/5 (5.5) something that earned him notice — and widespread
hostility (though we need not believe that he was the only speaker to argue for it, as he claims there).

5 And his shrewd strategy thereafter: Sealey (1993), 156-7.

16 Delivery: Erbse (1956/1979); Dover (1968), 172-4; Harris (1989a), 117-29; (1992), 74-5; (2008), 84-6;
MacDowell (1990), 23-8; (2009), 246; Ober (1994), 90-2.

17 Action: Harris (1989a), 129-35; (1992), 73-4; (2008), 79-82; MacDowell (1990), 13-23; (2009), 245-6;
Rowe (1994).
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than ‘thinking with’ some sort of layered composition, and Against Meidias is a speech

where this can profitably be thought to apply.

3.1.2. Meidias and Alcibiades

We saw in Chapter Two that person-to-person examples tend to work by revealing
attitudes of mind and action in the comparandum which can then persuasively decode
those of the target for the audience. Demosthenes’ Euphraeus in the Third Philippic was a
key example. Here, the contrast between Alcibiades, the flawed hero,!® and Meidias, the
contemptible would-be, foregrounds the theme of violent assault which pervades the
speech as a whole. Meidias’ physical assault on Demosthenes is made to stand for the
assault on Athenian democracy by its enemies, a thematic component which animates the
pre-epilogue discussion of the kind of people who will support Meidias (205-18). In a
technique familiar from the Diodorus speeches, the assault in the Theatre — only recalled
visually, in an oblique way, at §72, and not in the earlier narration® — is repeatedly re-
enacted in the jurors’ minds each time it is referenced.?’ The re-enactments stretch back in
time, too. When the fifth-century Alcibiades strikes his fellow choregos Taureas in the
face (147), the ‘assault’ imagery already connotes the hybris that is of a piece with
Alcibiades’ wealth, lineage and impulsive and spirited character; but Alcibiades’ flip-side

— his great deeds — still functions to keep Meidias out of direct comparison.?

18 Or indeed the ‘féted, bored, and so subsequently hubristic’ hero: cf. Iphicrates at D.23.130. Iphicrates is
portrayed similarly, though (in accord with Demosthenes’ purposes) on the cusp of the fall into hubris, in
Against Meidias (62: ppovav &’ €9’ adt®d TnAkodTov fAikov gikog dvdpa kai dGENG Kal TV TETVYNKOTA
OV éxetvog NEIwTo map” dudv). There he defers to the laws, furnishing a positive paradeigma.

19 0n 21.72: MacDowell (1990), 290 and Wilson (1991), 176-7.

20 As we saw in Against Androtion and Against Timocrates, the chief villain’s transgressive penetration of
the agora and of citizen’s houses is constantly replayed: 22.50, 52, 56, 68, and stylishly reversed at 22.77; cf.
24.126, 24.145 etc. Meidias, too, is keen on house-invasion: 21.116.

2L of. Wilson (1991), 182 (‘Alkibiades is thus virtually cited for praise’).
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The contrast is also mounted on the basis of birth and wealth. At the end of the passage
Demosthenes indulges in humorous demolition of his opponent’s claim to noble birth like
Alcibiades’ (148-50) and it is a constant concern of his here and throughout to show that
all Meidias does with his wealth is misapply it.22 That misapplication, in turn, stands easily
for Meidias’ practical and ethical dereliction of his (liturgical and wider) duty as an elite
citizen; this is a lopsided Alcibiades who cannot excel where Alcibiades excelled. As the
scholiast comments, the comparison should more accurately be designated a sustained
juxtaposition (parathesis);?® and the listener is presented with unambiguous signposts as to
how to read the grounds for the parallel between the two.?* Demosthenes himself disclaims
any link between his parallel subjects (kai ovx dmewdoor dfmov Mewiav AAkiPiadm
BovAduevog tovtov péuvnuot tod Adyov, 143). By unfolding Alcibiades’ career and
showing how Meidias fails to measure up at each stage, Demosthenes points not only to
his opponent’s hypocrisy, arrogance, and greed, but also to the deeply destabilizing
implications of his behaviour for the prosperous democratic community at large: a
community which (as in Against Leptines and in the First Philippic and Olynthiacs) he

makes a concentrated bid to embody and to champion.?®

That all sustains a fiction which the very decision to compose and include the Alcibiades
passage at all may be seen to qualify. The most serious distortion Against Meidias
practises is the fostering of the impression that its target has no real place on the Athenian
political scene, and thrives only because he is rich and well-connected. What we know of
Meidias’ career clearly gives the lie to that characterization.?® It is safest to think of him as

a substantial oratorical opponent for Demosthenes in his own right, and therefore someone

22 Meidias may not even have been so very rich: Davies (1971), 386.

233 ad 21.148 (515 Di); see also Jost (1935), 183.

24 A juxtaposition: also Tritle (1992), 490.

25 Wilson (1991), 187; Ober (1994), 100-4.

26 Davies (1971), 385-7; MacDowell (1990), esp. 11-12; Engels (2006), 608.
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whose objections the latter would need to seek to anticipate precisely as he had done with
Leptines in 354 and would again with Aeschines in 343. In 347/6, the onus which in the
Leptines trial had been shared at least with Phormion rested on him alone as sole
prosecutor. It is important, then, to take seriously David Gribble’s intriguing suggestion
that Demosthenes might have chosen Alcibiades specifically as an example in order to
prevent Meidias from doing so — his own spin on the fifth-century politician would be an
obstruction that Meidias would have to confront and refute.?’ It would follow up an earlier
procataleptic sequence (36-41). Demosthenes’ selection there of examples of people who
were struck but did not prosecute is clearly designed to seize Meidias’ (advertised)

position in advance (Meidias was apparently going round trying to find some: 36).

Qualification, though, is necessary. Gribble’s suggestion is useful not because Alcibiades
would have been an obvious choice for self-identification for Meidias. Any extended
account of Alcibiades that concentrated on, say, his Olympic victories (145) and military
reputation (145) and omitted the vicissitudes of his loyalty to Athens (146), his role in
either the affair of the Herms or that of the Mysteries (both in 415: 147%8) or indeed both,
and the negative aspects of his wealth and self-esteem (147) would be an incomplete one.
Every appearance of Alcibiades in fourth-century oratory acknowledges both sides of his
behaviour (even Isocrates 16 by implication), which suggests Athenian audiences would
expect him to be cited as a problematic figure.?® Instead, what Gribble’s suggestion can be
said to highlight usefully is how far the Alcibiades passage establishes cogent versions of a
range of aspects of civic behaviour, marking ethical boundaries beyond which Meidias

falls and which Meidias in his own speech will find it very difficult to shift — it makes, by

27 Gribble (1999), 143 n.191: Demosthenes might have thought Meidias would tap into the inherent
ambivalence of hybris: its capacity (in someone like Alcibiades) to arouse admiration as well as loathing.
28 For the fusion of these two by this point: Todd (2004), 88.

29 Nouhaud (1982), 292-3.
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a metaphorical series of moves, points which it would be a good deal harder to articulate
interestingly if put straightforwardly (‘it is the good citizen’s part to do X, and not Y etc.).
By exploring various sides of Alcibiades’ character — and, above all, by defining them in
advance — Demosthenes makes ¢vo1g the standard against which Meidias will be judged,
and so gives himself free rein to show how parodic, and how dangerous, is Meidias’

conduct in polis society.*

Alongside the parallel between physical assault and anti-democratic behaviour comes
Demosthenes’ continuing need to stress his own demotic character. His very choice of and
introduction of this paradeigma aids the latter aim; Alcibiades is a sensational, well-
known®! and entertaining character to hear about (whether or not that frisson is produced
by his status as the arch-problematizer of the demos’ attitude to great men, as plotted by
Gribble and others).*> Demosthenes is also very careful to indicate how he knows about
Alcibiades: by orthodox channels of oral tradition (Aéyetar, 143, 144 and Aéyovow 147;
eoov, 144, 145, 147), not by any exclusive written source available to him as a member of
any educated elite. Similarly, the contextualizing of Alcibiades at the high point of the
Athenian empire is pitched at an impressive level of vagueness that will cause no problems
for any listener (kata tv molowav €keiviyy gvdapoviav: 143), and which is meant to
essentialize: the important thing Demosthenes is communicating is not that Alcibiades’
values and behaviour had a particular impact at a particular time, but that they
fundamentally made sense, and continue to make sense, in the context of the democracy in

a way that Meidias’ do not and could never have done.®® Again, the passage’s primary

30 As Nouhaud ([1982], 297) notes, he has also seriously distorted chronology.

31 Nouhaud (1982), 292-8.

32 See for example Wilson ([1991], 182).

33 There is certainly no particular need to think that Demosthenes is covering personal ignorance. Older
commentators condemned the erroneous parentage he gives Alcibiades (Weil [1883], 175; Goodwin [1906],
84), but it would be correct for the younger Alcibiades (Isoc. 16.25-8; Thomas [1989], 144-6).
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function is demarcation: assuming Meidias’ hybristic tendencies, and then constructing a

framework of possible extenuating circumstances which cannot apply in Meidias’ case.

It is key to the juxtaposition that this hybris is shown by Meidias all the time (cf. 1) and by
Alcibiades just at crucial moments, counterbalancing his good services.3* Stridently
demotic — and optimistic, indeed statesmanlike — in tone, Demosthenes announces that the
purpose of the juxtaposition is ‘v’ €ld0f0’ Vueic...kai yv®dO’ 611 ovdev ovT’ Eotv 0T’
gotor, o0 Yévog, o0 TAODTOC, OV JLVOUIS, O T TOlg TOAAOIC VUMYV, dv VPP mpoot],
npoonkel eépev’ (143). It is interesting that the services then recounted fall neatly under
these headings, and the one whose import deserves to be clarified is yévog. Simple
aristocratic birth is argued not to be enough; it profited Alcibiades because it was so
intimately bound up with the liberation of the demos from oppression, and personal
expenditure to that effect at Delphi (tobtovg 6¢ ooty V7O T@V TVPEVVEY VIEP TOD OOV
otaolalovtag EKTECETV, Kol SaVEICAIEVOLG YPNHAT €K AgAdv EhevBepdoal TV TOALY
kai Tovg [eoiotpdrov maidog ExPareiv, 144); but he performed great deeds of his own too
(145-6). Meidias’ birth, however, is available for ridicule (148-50) and outright
denunciation (undéva undauobev, 148) without names.® In assimilating the concept of
vévog to its argumentative context — how far it can extenuate (or at least explain) hybris —
Demosthenes has actually extended the argument’s reach. Achievement, and contribution

to the glory of Athens, are made to function as the standard for nobility;%® no evidence is

34 Hybris in the speech and in general: MacDowell (1976); (1990), 18-23; Fisher (1976); (1979); (1990);
(1992), esp. 44-9; Ober (1994), 89-90, 98-100; Cairns (1996); Martin (2009), 15-48. The prosecution case
itself is figured right from the start as a counter-offensive (21.1); cf. Tempest (2007), 23.

% The brevity and absence of names in 21.149-50 means the absence of much of the mock-grandeur of the
otherwise comparable Andoc. 1.124-9 (cf. MacDowell [1990], 365).

% Tt might be tempting to see a ‘rhetoric of the new nobility” here, focused on merit: the self-made Iphicrates
used it against Harmodius when the latter opposed his award of a statue, claiming that his deeds have shown
him more closely related (cvyyevéotepoc) to the Tyrannicides than Harmodius himself, their descendant (Ar.
Rhet. 1398a17-22) — a very nice illustration of past-based contestation. Iphicrates’ choice of the name
Menestheus for his son was (even if it was a family name; perhaps Iphicrates was related to the family of
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presented to give us the impression that Meidias’ forebears were anything other than non-
achieving, like him.®” The force of Demosthenes’ relative lack of emphasis on Alcibiades’
famous ‘aiming at tyranny’ is that Meidias looks an even paler version of the great man
when all he is shown doing is surrounding himself in an unsystematic fashion with the
paraphernalia of tyranny, not even ‘aiming at’ it.>® So Alcibiades, Demosthenes, and the
citizens are all brought onto the same noble, achieving side, in a manner reminiscent of the
nobility of the demos constantly emphasized in epitaphioi.>® Consequently, the association
into which Alcibiades’ lineage is drawn turns out not to be with the aristocratic but not
notably illustrious birth of Meidias, but the common ancestry of the citizens: oi kart’
gkelvov vpétepotl Tpoyovol (146 cf. 143; xat’ éxeivov almost seems to have the sense of a
quiet recognition that Alcibiades defined his times).*® Demosthenes reinforces the point
when he aligns Alcibiades and the citizens who were his contemporaries with their
present-day descendants (the jurors), and ranges them against Meidias (148: tolovtv
avdpdv obotv dmoydvolg). The continuity of the citizens’ expression of their core values is
given particular emphasis; Demosthenes uses andyovog only two other times in the extant
corpus, and each time the genealogical link is a literal one.** Our individual jurors are
being encouraged with more than usual precision to think of their own personal forebears,

and relate them (and thus themselves) to the collective condemnation of Alcibiades by his

Phylomache in [D.] 43 who used it) probably not accidental (for other ideas, see Davies [1971], 81 and Sears
[2013], 118).

37 Pace Wilson ([1991], 186), undéva undauddev cannot be regarded so seriously as a ‘denial of civic status’;
this type of formulation is the stock-in-trade of invective (cf. D.13.24: oikotpifov oikdtpifag; 22.61: doviov
£om Kol €K SOVA®YV).

38 21.158: Meidias has a huge house (tocavtv dote ndcty émokoteiv Toic év Td tome) and his wife’s
conveyance is drawn by Sicyonian horses (éxt T00 Agvikod Ledyovg Tod €k Zikv@dvoc). Sicyon would probably
connote tyranny (Hdt. 6.126-31, esp. 6.126.1) especially with the recent mention of the Alcmaeonids,
connected by marriage with the famous tyrant Cleisthenes (cf. King [1901], 83, with X ad 21.158 (539 Di)
(i.e. the Sicyonian tyrants drove white horses); Thomas [1989], 268-70), and the relatively recent dictatorship
of Euphron there (X. Hell. 7.1.44-46, 7.3, with Lewis [2004]). For the tyrannical trope: Wilson (1991), 183-
4; Tempest (2007), 31-3.

39 Nobility of forebears in funeral orations, often identified with autochthony: e.g. D.60.4-5; Hyp. Epit. 7.
Loraux (1986), 145-53, 210-17; Rosivach (1987), 302-5; Frangeskou (1999), 319-20; Herrman (2009a), 73.
40 ¢f. the usage at 19.251 (also 18.95): MacDowell (2000a), 309 (too literalist).

4 D.Ep.3.19; [D.] 43.76.
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peers for attempting to conduct himself at his own pleasure, transgressing civic norms and

(like Meidias at 8150) putting himself above the law.

Demosthenes further answers the challenge Meidias’ connections present by reactivating
the ‘rhetoric of the cabal’ from the 350s speeches, and one of the functions of the
Alcibiades passage is to communicate its main persuasive aspects in a concentrated
fashion. Two examples used in Against Aristocrates will recall the kind of oligarchical and
tyrannical thinking that Demosthenes is trying to connote in describing his Alcibiades in
the way that he does: Themistocles (ueilov avtdv a&odvta gpoveiv) and Cimon (&t v
néTplov petekivnos molreiov &9’ &awtod) (both 23.205).42 Meidias, it is suggested
throughout the speech, cleaves very closely to elements which together add up to a deeply
troubling anti-democratic outlook. One notable one is his attitude to oral communication.
Meidias’ public performances are — in contrast with Alcibiades’ nonpareil oratory (145) —
described as disastrous both in their expression and in their outcome (008&v mdnot’ einev
ayobov: 148); in private he badmouths everyone (kok®dg 6¢ idig mavTog avOpdmovg AEyet).
In a similar way, he has allegedly rehearsed his arguments for the present trial in front of a
small (and inevitably sinister) group of people (idig mpdc tvag, 25) — the disjunction
between private and public sharing of opinion tropically marks the oligarchic man.*
Alcibiades is seen never to have stooped so low (it is notable that at no point here is he
connected with anti-democratic activity except by implication when fighting against
Athens, like Iphicrates in Against Aristocrates*). Meidias® willingness to do so with so
much less to extenuate his actions therefore serves as an index of how far he has deviated

from the norms of Athenian elite behaviour. The kind of company he keeps is made crystal

42 As Witte notes ([1995], 39-40), Miltiades could be meant here (cf. the confusions at A.2.172 and Andoc.
3.3).

43 As, for example, in Against Timarchus, where Demosthenes only reveals the deceptive techniques he had
used earlier in court behind closed doors (A.1.175); and cf. Thphr. Char. 26.3.

4 esp. D.23.129-32.
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clear later (208-10), where Demosthenes envisages those super-rich who may serve as
Meidias’ synegoroi lording it over the democracy and arrogantly suppressing criticism
from the demos, a vivid fantasy reminiscent of — and possibly a reworking and extension
of — the similar passage in Against Timocrates (206-9) so admired by the author of On the

Sublime (15.9).

The idea of Meidias as a perverter of straightforward democratic communication here
locks into a wider interest in him as a perverter of civic values; but one function of the
Alcibiades juxtaposition seems to be to prepare the ground for the ringing endorsement
Demosthenes gives later of his own public politics as opposed to Meidias’ behaviour (189-
90). This was necessary given the continued failure of the policies Demosthenes represents
as ones for which he took personal responsibility, and all the more so given Philip’s
continued aggression post-Olynthus — something Demosthenes had argued would happen
(even if his solution to it probably still lay more in terms than in aggression at this point;
he might even have gone on the first embassy to Pella already when he delivered our
speech®). Against Meidias was a chance for Demosthenes to burnish his reputation, and so
the projection of a consistent and sustained individual ethos was even more essential than
usual. In bringing Alcibiades, himself, and the jurors onto the same side, he validates the
wider operational discourse he fosters about the right way to treat the politicians currently

in power, and that deserves some extended comment.

A key point to make in this connection is that he welds together the terms used to describe
political action in the 350s court speeches and in the Assembly speeches, using an

argument found also at 8153 to define the good liturgist, when he defines the sense in

4 Historical circumstances: Cawkwell (1978b), 91-8; Sealey (1993), 143-4. See also discussions of the
speech’s dating (n.1 above, plus Giugnoli [1975]) for precise fit with the sending of the first embassy.
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which he might be considered a rhetor: ‘ci pév 6 ovufoviedmv & Tt dv couEEpey LUTV
nynrot, koi Todt’ dypt Tod undev LUIv Evoyieiv unde PrélecBar, pntwp €otiv, ovte EOHyoY’
av obt’ amapvoduarl todto tovvopa’ (189). As in Against Aristocrates, the bad type of
rhetor ‘badgers’ people (évoyheiv, cf. 23.4) and as in the Assembly speeches the good
(and, crucially independent-minded) rhetor is the straightforward counsellor in the state’s
interests — the characterization to which Demosthenes is always coming back.*® He cast
himself or his client of the moment as outsiders then, with demos interests at heart; now he
is an insider, but still with demos interests at heart. The bad rhetores, on the other hand,
have not changed at all; they are still up to their tricks, and are here characterized by
getting rich off the back of the demos (é§ vudv memhovtniotag, 189, cf. 24.124: éx
TEVNTOV TAOVG101 ATo Thi¢ TOAewc yryvouevor). It is also essential for him to point (despite
the foundering of his policies) to his potential, and above all his potential as an
independent voice. This is important in On the Peace, delivered later the same year (5:
TpdTOC Kai povog moapelbov avteimov) and in other Assembly speeches, and recurs to

impressive effect in On the Crown (173: pdvoc tdv Aeyovimv kol moltevopévav).*’

As in the Assembly speeches, Demosthenes is committed to casting himself as the lone
truth-teller, the one whom nobody else will work with but who has the capacity to guide
the city through its times of trouble — and that is what we see in the comparison of himself
with Meidias (4t1 Toivov o08& €l¢ éotv doTic Epol TV Aeyovimv cvvaymviletar, 190).48
The drawing of Alcibiades and himself onto the same side, together with the jurors, again

recalls the language of the Against Aristocrates proem, where Demosthenes conceives of

Euthycles’ task — to cut through the operational apathy and personal passive hostility of the

4 Important pre-347/6 instances of this: D.13.12-13, 18; 16.1-3; 4.1, 51; 3.21. It is strongly exampled in 346
itself (5.4-10), at which point Demosthenes has made a name for himself in the Peace negotiations.

47 cf. D.Ep.2.10 (u6vov). Harris ([2008], 77) thinks Demosthenes is lying in 5.5.

48 Slater (1988), 126-30; Wilson (1991), 174-5 (with nn. 46 and 47); Yunis (1996), 268-77; (2000) and
(2001), 204; Mader (2007a) and (2007b); and on our speech, Ober (1994), 100-1.
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political elite — as a project that must be undertaken by him and by the jurors as colleagues
(ocvvaywvioncbé pot, 23.4). And when Demosthenes comes to define his task (21.190), he
does so in a way that echoes the terms of the later award of the crown (ovd¢ yap avtog
003evOC Eveko TOVTOV 0VSEV &v DUV mOTOT Eimov, GAL” AmA®G Kat® EponTOV EYvov Kol
Aéyewv Kol TpaTTewy 6 TL av oopeépey vpiv Nyoduan cf. 18.57: npdrrovta koi Aéyova ta
Béltiotd pe t@® oNuo dwatedeiv). This was a formula (which we find in epigraphic
contexts®), so his use of it here — assuming the guise of a great statesman being awarded
high honours for his present conduct — is not only striking in itself but subtly encourages

the jurors to follow the idea through to its logical conclusion, and award him that role.

Subtle encouragement of the jurors to a logical conclusion is relevant in more than one
way for the Alcibiades passage. This is precisely the rhetorical manoeuvre (though here of
a positive, rather than a negative character) that we saw in the Third Philippic in
Demosthenes’ self-identification with the tragic Euphraeus. There, Demosthenes
encouraged the jurors not to let the story end as badly as it did for Euphraeus, who was
ultimately driven to suicide (9.61-2). There is a similar apotropaic example in the
Meidias/Alcibiades passage (147), although not sustained for as long or with such
commitment. Demosthenes’ position as choregos offers apparently easy identification with
Alcibiades’ rival choregos Taureas (cf. [Andoc.] 4.20-1). But Demosthenes instead
chooses to point out that his own misfortune is fundamentally far worse, highlighting the
disjunctions rather than the similarities: in Taureas’ case, the festival law had not yet been
passed (he claims) and the affair was between choregoi (GAL& yopny®dv ye yopnyodvia
00T’ €moinoev, 147). In his own case he avoids such a suggestion of two rivals of

matching status, and in this way attempts to evade the possible construction of his own

4 Harris (2008), 156 n.280 and the references given there.
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dispute with Meidias as the kind of elite wrangling that is manifested in the other case;>
and that is helped by the examples of Iphicrates and Chabrias which follow: recent figures

who did not take similar bait and stayed impeccably ‘democratic’ in doing so.

Further, the point about the non-existence of the festival laws ties the parallel between the
Alcibiades/Taureas and the Demosthenes/Meidias incidents back to the legal plea, the
main unifier in Demosthenes’ case:*! he has chosen to take this injury to the courts so as
not to perpetuate the quarrel even further in the manner of aristocratic feuds (the quarrel is
demonstrated to have occupied both parties enough already), and constantly draws
attention to the decision. Part of the point of transporting Alcibiades’ context to the
Athenian ‘golden age’ (143) — even with the appearance of temporal indicators marking
the end of the Peloponnesian War (145-6) — is to make more convincing (and starker) the
gulf between how things (can be thought to have) operated then (aristocratic disputes
occupying the public arena) and how they do now (submission to the laws).>? Separating
and arguing different social norms for the two periods enables Demosthenes to plot all the
more cogently the lack of connection between the bad outcome for Taureas (whose honour
Alcibiades successfully fractured) and the hypothetical outcome in the present case. He
encourages the sense that the social paradigm has now shifted for good: that this sort of
conduct — outrages at festival times — is now policed by specific substantive law, and that
therefore he can expect a positive result, as it is in the hands of impeccable law-abiding
democrats like the jurors. Demosthenes therefore stakes a claim to represent not only

ordinary citizens, but the whole contemporary civic body and its constitutional features.

50 Wilson (1991), 170; Cohen (1991), 161; (1995), 95-6 (and more generally 90-101); Ober (1994), 93-4.
51 On the festival laws and their relative chronology, see 21.8-12, and MacDowell ([1990], 226-36).

52 A familiar parallel is the setting of Solon’s lawgiving alongside modern legislators who are caught out in
their nefarious practices by the very all-encompassing nature of the modern law-code (esp. Timocrates:
D.24.106, at the end of a catalogue of laws Timocrates has breached; see de Brauw [2001-2], 168-9).
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3.1.3. Conclusion

In a speech where it is so important to Demosthenes’ agenda to allow public and private
spheres to speak to one another, not as much is done as we might expect with the
possibilities of co-opting personal political careers as civic history under another name;
that was to follow with the Embassy trial. The Euboea expedition of 348 does not become
an opportunity to set both litigants within a broader context of historic Athenian
achievement or dilatoriness. Hints of Demosthenes’ principled (and ultimately well-
founded) stand over Olynthus frequently emerge, but seem (in this primarily dicanic rather
than symbouleutic context) to take second place to assertions of his committed
understanding of his public role as elite citizen and, in 348, choregos. The political
breakthrough — in the year of his bouleutic service — was already in motion when he
delivered Against Meidias, but not complete until later in the year, when he was able to
define his stance forthrightly in On the Peace. Equally, at a non-political level, any broader
implications of the popular gossip about Demosthenes’ involvement in the murder of
Nicodemus are not developed (102-7); indeed, this is not figured by Demosthenes as an
anticipation of something Meidias would talk about (even if it might have been). But we
also need to think tentatively about influence between orators. By the time all this
dramatizing of individual careers as civic history reached its fruition in On the False
Embassy, Demosthenes had a model to reflect on — Aeschines’ Against Timarchus — which
explicitly considered Timarchus’ activities up against (and inseparable from) a parallel
Athens with a ‘Demosthenic’ unchanging value-system and paradigmatic elements against
which to judge contemporary issues, but also an ‘un-Demosthenic’ relative freedom from
chronological context, with enhanced possibilities for the orator to appear in it by proxy.

The success of Aeschines’ treatment may have encouraged Demosthenes to remodel the

147



preoccupation with setting the issues of the present trial in a great continuum that he had
deployed in his earlier court and Assembly speeches. Here was another adroit rhetorical
manipulator of the past; his own usage would have to be even more inventive and

committed in any future entanglements.

In Against Meidias, Demosthenes may also have been wary of making the litigants’
careers serve as quasi-civic historical illustrations — or indeed, using historical illustrations
much at all — when the nature of the action required the focus to be on the specific injury.
But that does not properly account for the lavish scale of the Alcibiades passage (or for
various other moments which add force in their particular contexts, like the appearance of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton at 8170). While not perhaps procataleptic in the formal sense
that Meidias might necessarily have wished to cite him, the Alcibiades juxtaposition
allows Demosthenes to problematize a range of positive versions of aspects of elite
behaviour (generous liturgical practice etc.) which might be offered by the defendant and
his wealthy synegoroi (and his hetaireia of witnesses: 139).% This is a kind of anticipation
similar to the forecasting of responses in Against Leptines (for example in Demosthenes’
warning against Deinias’ likely recitation of his liturgical record: 20.151). Sustaining a
sense of Alcibiades’ prowess amid all his transgressions taints and belittles Meidias as
both public and private actor, and serves to show his connections with the rich and
powerful for what they truly are: links not based on anybody’s recognition of his merits.

The cabal rhetoric of the 350s — here aimed with vigour at the defence team and

53 This naturally completely obscures Demosthenes’ own support base. It is intriguing that his examples of
good trierarchs (165) include Euctemon, son of Aesion. This Aesion could well be both the syntrierarch
(from Coprus) (1G 112 1612.293) and the oratory enthusiast who remembers ‘the rhetores of old’, and rates
Demosthenes’ speeches highly as written products, in Plutarch’s Life (11.4) (cf. Ar. Rhet. 1411a25) — the
name is rare (Davies [1971], 5; LGPN I1.14 [two individuals]). It is possible that his son Euctemon is the one
supported by Demosthenes as logographer for Diodorus in D.22 and D.24, but the name is very common
(LGPN I1.176; cf. MacDowell [1990], 384). Oratorical activity ran in families, though, as a reflection of such
continuity in the political and military elite more generally: e.g. Phaeax and Leodamas; Agyrrhius and his
nephew Callistratus and grandson Callimedon; Demosthenes and his nephew Demochares.
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particularly at Eubulus — blends with increasingly assured handling of historical material
for purposes of engaging with aspects of opponents’ ethos, or likely ethos, and so points us
ahead to the notable, and complex, dynamics on show in the Embassy and Crown trials,
where Demosthenes’ own ideal ethos emerges ever more clearly. I now move to consider
what it was about Aeschines’ Against Timarchus that may have stimulated Demosthenes to
consider how his historical usage in the Assembly — and the continuum of Athenian values
— might grow and develop, and what it might achieve persuasively, when adapted to the
setting of a public trial in which Demosthenes himself (rather than Timarchus) would be

one of the figures in focus.

3.2. Aeschines: Against Timarchus

3.2.1. Introduction

The aim of Against Timarchus is absolutely transparent: to drive the defendant out of
political life. That is inherent in the procedure employed (the dokimasia rhetoron) and it is
important to the discussion that follows to remember that so far we have encountered no
case under any type of action where this goal is foregrounded so clearly.>* To achieve it,
Aeschines needed an ethos which figured his prosecution as coming from a ‘typical’
citizen, like the jurors, confronting Timarchus’ flawed public conduct and deficient
personal standards — aspects which are (as in Aeschines’ other extant prosecution, Against
Ctesiphon) assimilated to one another as far as possible. His response to that need involved

sustained self-presentation as a ‘moderate’ individual, a key part of which is the ‘rhetoric

5 Lane Fox (1994), 149-51; Fisher (2001), 40, 157-60.
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of anti-rhetoric’ examined by Hesk.>® Aeschines had to anticipate not only Timarchus, a
seasoned enough politician,>® but also Demosthenes, who was due to act as synegoros, not
to mention whoever ‘the General’ was (a figure Aeschines mocks in advance in the
passage that begins at §132).%" By 346/5, Demosthenes could be regarded as a notable and
successful orator (otherwise Aeschines’ characterization of him as such could not work).
He had gained public notoriety from his involvement with the Embassies to Philip and had
staked a claim to an independent position on this headline issue in On the Peace. While
still not in the front rank of Athenian politics, it is probably right to think of him as a very
recognizable Assembly (and court) performer, with an accompanying logographic profile

which opponents like Aeschines could use against him.

Historical argumentation offered Aeschines an economical way of addressing both
problems: how to make an impression sufficient to confront Demosthenes (especially if he
was already known for his adept use of historical examples, as has already been
suggested), and how (simultaneously) to remind the dicastic audience that Timarchus was
being prosecuted both by a citizen of exemplary disinterestedness and goodwill and also
by Aeschines son of Atrometus of Cothocidae, recent co-maker of the Peace of Philocrates
(174). Aeschines’ near-avoidance of current political topics is figured quite strenuously as
a virtue of this prosecution, which valorizes relevance over the contemporary issues which
Demosthenes will try to bring in (esp. 166-76). Consequently, his choice and management
of historical examples is geared specifically to ensuring that his broader political sense and
democratic commitment is advertised and validated by proxy. The present situation — the
dispute between Aeschines and Demosthenes in the aftermath of the Peace, with whose

repudiation Demosthenes could be associated in Against Timarchus (even if On the Peace

%5 Hesk (1999); (2000), 202-41; cf. Wooten (1988).
% Timarchus’ career: Fisher (2001), 20-3.
57 Fisher (2001), 274 for the identity question.
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had clarified a rather different position) — is assimilated firmly to the wider question of
Athenian public morals, and thus to the problem of Timarchus’ personal morality as an
operator in that context. Aeschines’ treatment of historical material repeatedly polarizes
the prosecution and defence, staging the triumph of virtue both personal and civic over
defective personal morality and the skewed commitment to the proper functioning of the

civic order which (as in Against Ctesiphon) is made necessarily attendant on it.

In a typical example of Demosthenes’ fictive Athens (as fashioned, for example, in Against
Leptines or the Third Olynthiac), the actions of those involved in the present debate or trial
are assessed by their place (and, often, awareness of their place) in a continuum of
behaviour which also tends to assume a chronological progression to the present point. The
past Athens Aeschines creates in Against Timarchus, however, is a parallel, almost
neighbouring, Athens. It tends to be imagined outside chronological constraints, and it
overlaps with the ‘real’ present in the specific respects which Aeschines picks out as
essential and therefore, in the present trial, probative. Each emphasized aspect of the post-
Peace world is given a specific analogue in a conjured world, peopled by and furnished
with historical exemplars of apparently equal availability, where there are (as in
Demosthenes’ more linear conception) incontrovertible benchmarks of civic behaviour.
Their historical context per se (and thus providing historical context for them) simply
tends to be less important for Aeschines than it is for Demosthenes. Some sort of
relationship with the techniques of comedy (cf. the parallel-Athens fantasies of Old
Comedy) may be relevant here, and Aeschines, as a former tragic actor, may have been

particularly receptive to them.*®

%8 Fantasy-worlds: esp. Ruffell (2011), esp. 29-53.
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What is certain is that in Against Timarchus — and like Demosthenes in Against Meidias —
Aeschines is interested first and foremost in examples which can function to close off
defence possibilities, both general and specific. Rather than placing the outcome of the
trial or debate in the context of Athenian achievement to date, though, Aeschines openly
announces a much more particular aim: to boost civic morality by securing a conviction
(foreshadowed in a second partitio: 117) — so he operates with sharp horizontal contrasts
between the fictive and the real Athens. His mission statement that a successful Against
Timarchus will be a ‘new start for civic good order’ (apynv edkoouiag, 192) goes beyond
mere appropriateness to a dokimasia rhetoron procedure, and is consistent with a wide-
ranging ambition to debar Demosthenes from dictating what will count as appropriate past
and future comparanda in this case. That will be his task, implied in his consistent — if
nameless and only ever implied — self-casting in the parallel-Athens situations he

describes.

In what follows, | analyse this explicitly, as part of a discussion of Aeschines’ techniques
of anticipation and reversal more generally. | argue that Aeschines builds, by his specific
references to individuals acting in vivid situations or making particular pronouncements, a
totality of personal casting which can be contrasted with, and is tactically distinct from, the
totality of the continuum of values more familiar from Demosthenes’ speeches, where the
orator stands at the point the process has reached, and in order to look forward looks back
for models. Aeschines imagines himself moving freely among his models, comparatively
disconnected from temporal and contextual constraints. Aeschines in fact becomes an actor
playing several roles, all broadly interchangeable and all authoritative, and pivoting in
some instances on the figure of Solon. This answers Aeschines’ (very democratic)

conundrum about being seen and staying hidden at the same time: as a mouthpiece (in
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some cases literally) he can encourage the sense of self-identification with his material and
with the moral authority of his characters without incurring the charge of arrogating
superior qualities to himself. This conjuring of interchangeable images of ideal democratic
behaviour is a strategy particularly well calibrated to a dokimasia rhetoron trial, where
models of the good rhetor are going to be relevant, and Aeschines modifies it in his two
later speeches in order to tackle Demosthenic usage head-on. In Against Timarchus,
though, it functions as an economical way of forging a community of democratic virtue to
oppose the carefully-selected outsiders, Timarchus and Demosthenes, calling in
unanswerable authorities to ‘speak for’ a prosecutor whose overall strategy revolves
around claiming only moderate abilities and ambitions. Its success may, as suggested

above, have helped Demosthenes to modify his own handling of the past.

3.2.2. Casting, Ethos, and Anticipation

Much of the material Aeschines treats as ethical proof is recent or indeed contemporary,
again as in Against Meidias — and that is dictated by his lack of serious evidence and
consequent insistence on the knowledge of Timarchus’ public conduct that the audience
supposedly have.®® Important to his procataleptic strategies (and well-served by
scholarship®) are his discussions of the poetry that his rivals will use (132-54). Those are
strictly beyond our discussion, but the same competitive dynamic applies to them as
applies to history:%? Demosthenes seems to quote poetry in On the False Embassy in

explicit reaction to Aeschines’ large-scale use of it in Against Timarchus.®? Quoting poetry

% e.g. A.1.65, 70, 93, 116.

60 Poetry: Ford (1999), 249-56; Dué (2001); Fisher (2001), 268-70, 286-96; Olding (2007).

®1 Tragic quotations as authoritative: Wilson (1996), 315-16; Olding (2007), 156 n.8. Poetry and history
treated together: Ober (1989), 177-82; Ober and Strauss (1990), esp. 250-8. An important hint of mutuality:
Ford (1999), 236.

62 Fisher (2001), 286-7; MacDowell (2009), 339. Usher ([1999], 236 n.225) is way off.
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authoritatively — and knowing when to hand over to the clerk® — had the same persuasive
goals in view, and Aeschines is careful to present his quotation as pre-emptive: he claims
the General will talk about Homer along with his citation of Harmodius and Aristogeiton
(132-3) and implies that this foray into the poets is a risky and possibly excessive or self-
indulgent move (ovk a@é&etarl 8¢, OG @acty, 00dE T®V Ounpov TOMUATOV 0VOE TOV
ovoudrtov Tdv Npoikdv). As has been noted, the point of the anticipation is to detoxify
Harmodius and Aristogeiton, freeing them in advance from the elitist construction the
General is bound to put on them in detaching them from his (forecast) association of them
with Achilles and Patroclus and treating the two pairs separately.®* But it is important to
note that Aeschines is satisfied with his re-shelving of Harmodius and Aristogeiton (140)
after this episode, and they do not recur. In fact he explicitly shuts off the need for further
comment either by him or by the other side (bote tovg Emavodvtag T keivav Epya
KatadeeoTéEPOVC SOKETV eivan &v Toi¢ &ykmpiolg TV ékeivov mempayuévov), and moves on
to define (and thus detoxify) where the Homeric heroes are to be situated and how they are
to be used. All this is essentially reactive. What | want to focus on now is the series of
covert self-castings that Aeschines designs on his own initiative, not just claiming to
scotch specific examples that the defence ‘will’ offer but rather making a bid to occupy
and define the ideological territory in advance, much as with Demosthenes’ Alcibiades
passage. What this and the reactive arguments have in common is a shying away (except in
one significant case, as we will see) from tight temporal definition. As noted above, a key
sense in which Aeschines’ past Athens differs from the Demosthenic one previously
explored is that it is at once extremely blurred and enlivened by dramatic set-pieces free of

chronological framing which are so fashioned as to make the ethical contrast as clear as

83 On this: Olding (2007), esp. 160-3. Practical goals too (voice-resting!): Pearson (1976), 173.
64 | ape (2006), 149-51; cf. A.3.228 and Hall ([2006], 373) on the defusing ‘pre-emptive strike’.
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possible between Aeschines and his proxies on the one hand, and Timarchus,

Demosthenes, and their proxies on the other.

Aeschines’ moral and structural glue early in the speech — and first in a chain of authority
figures with whom Aeschines can make a bid to be associated by his audience — is the
figure of ‘the legislator’, who can successfully cover the whole sweep of the Athenian
democratic past. The orator capitalizes upon the previously-noted cultural shorthand which
by the fourth century attributed laws of various dates — even very recent ones — to Solon.®®
As in other speech contexts, ‘the legislator’ starts off as Solon, but very soon floats free of
that specific identification, to become an anonymous figure who is there specifically to
confront Timarchus repeatedly (11, 18, 20, 25). This happens even before the comparison
between Solon’s and Timarchus’ public deportment at 8825-6, where Solon is merely
following the precepts of ‘the legislator’, whether this is meant to be Solon himself or
someone else. Indeed right from the start (6) Solon is only the most emphasized of a group
to which Dracon and ‘other legislators of that period’®® also belong (6 Z6Aiwv ékeivog, 6
ToAaOg vopodétmge, kol 0 Apdkmv Kol ol katd tovg xpdvove Ekeivovg vopobétar). The
sequence closes with a similarly loose assemblage of accepted greats, to illustrate
Aeschines’ contention about the public modesty of the Athenians of previous periods
(obtoc fioav cdepoveg oi dpyoiot éksivor pYtopeg, 6 Mepuchiic kol 6 OgpicTorAfic Kol 6
Apioteidng, 25). The conventional vagueness which he echoes (and possibly heightens,
with the especially vague kata tovg ypoévovg éxeivovg) enables him to establish a
comprehensive moral standard with which he must be associated by default and with
which he can associate all those who can safely be thought law-abiding — everyone

listening to him, in fact, apart from the defendant and his synegoroi. But he reinforces it by

8 As noted in the Introduction, n.14.
% See Thomas’ wry note: (1994), 123.
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specific and daring role-play — daring enough that Demosthenes thought it worth reacting
to in 343. The persuasive function of the comparison in which that fits (and Demosthenes’
response to it) deserve examination; this will be considered again in Chapter Four from the

Demosthenic angle.

Aeschines cites a statue of Solon in the agora on Salamis (25-7) as iconic of old-time
restraint in oratorical performance, keeping the hands modestly covered — the strongest
possible contrast with Timarchus’ disgusting public histrionics (érmaykpatialev, 26). But,
as we noted in the Introduction, in Aeschines’ hands the statue has colour and moves. It
does precisely what Solon always did in life — to all intents and purposes he is there
(avaxertar 6 Xodwv Evtog v xeipa Exmv), acting as he always did in front of the demos
(todTo & EoTv, ® Avdpeg AOnvaiot, HrOuVNUO Koi pipmpo Tod TOAWVOG GYAUATOC, OV
TpOmoOV v ovTog dleAéyeto T® oMum tdV Abnvaiov, 25). In appealing to public
knowledge of the statue (g0 yap o1 &1t mhviec éxmemhevkate &i¢ ToAopiva kai
tebeopnkate v Xohwvog eikova, 25) Aeschines places his listeners in a direct
chronological relationship with Solon’s own audience, irrespective of whether or not he is
right to suggest that all of them will have seen the statue.®” What is most important,
though, is that when Aeschines’ audience look up, they are meant to see Solon, as
physically acted (nipnua) by Aeschines. This must be the moment when, as Demosthenes
was to point out in 343, Aeschines imitated the precise posture of the statue of Solon
(todto pév toivuv eimev To0ig Sucaotoic kai dupioaro: D.19.251), and the todto at 1.25
must be taken as an unmissable pointer to that. This is another instance of Aeschines’

strategic concern to foreground the degree to which his case rests on ocular proof and

87 Fisher ([2001], 151) assumes that this is perfectly possible, and it is; but given the more than usually
cavalier use to which the ‘you all know’ topos is put in A.1 (cf. Webb [2009], 135-6), | would prefer to be
sceptical.
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popular knowledge rather than documents and witnesses;® but it also communicates to the
audience both his versatility (he can modify his behaviour to fit in with popular

expectations) and his conservative commitment to ancestral standards — a powerful mix.

Demosthenes’ demolition of the example in On the False Embassy (251-4) allows us to
clarify the Aeschinean strategy. Demosthenes demonstrates the recent date of the statue
and uses that as a means of invalidating what he represents as Aeschines’ point,®® tying
Solon down to a historical period (with notable exactness: his ano Xoilwvog 6& Opod
drakoota otiv £1n Kol TeTTApdKovTa €i¢ TOV vuvi Topovta xpovov [251] is correct as far as
it goes’®), and demonstrates how ironically short of Solon’s standards Aeschines comes.’
We need to note that the statue’s own antiquity was not actually something Aeschines had
claimed; his point had been the timeless validity of the values portrayed and his own
(directly performed) claim to embody them. Demosthenes, then, cuts right to the quick of
Aeschines’ self-representation in the Timarchus speech as a whole here, imposing
chronological context in the familiar Demosthenic fashion noted in the introduction to this
sub-chapter. Tying Solon down chronologically, and claiming that Aeschines’ argument
rested on chronology at all, seeks retrospectively to remove Aeschines’ ‘right’ to play him
(and, prospectively, play him again in his defence speech in 343). It scotches his bid to
align himself with Solon didactically and morally — a bid that had involved not only
adopting the persuasive figure of the monolithic and eternal legislator, but putting a good

deal of persuasive weight on getting inside the legislator’s head to make plausible if

8 cf. Weil (1984), 312.

69 D.19.251; see Hesk (2012), 223-4.

70 c¢f. MacDowell (2000a), 309. Compare Demosthenes’ painstaking accuracy about fifth-century periods in
the Assembly speeches: e.g. 3.24 cf. 13.26; 9.23, 25. His numbers are frequently correct.

"I Worman (2008), 254.
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completely unjustified assumptions about his methods.”> Demosthenes further suggests
that the statue commemorates Solon as performer of elegies, not simply as counsellor of
the demos,”® again delimiting (again in retrospect — but with a forward look to Aeschines’
defence speech) the multivalent character (and the probative force) of Aeschines’ Solon.
Demosthenes homes in on those points that could now (in 343) be represented as ones
where Aeschines had aimed to score on particularly questionable grounds or had made
particularly grandiose pronouncements: the parodic character of Aeschines’ attack on
Timarchus is stressed (287), and the turning of the poetic quotations back on their original
citer would fall into these categories too (243-5); likewise Aeschines’ dignified forecasts
about moral improvement (285, cf. A.1.192). Demosthenes’ attack is, on this
consideration, almost a tribute to the persuasive enterprise of Aeschines’ Solon illustration;
it was an area where he particularly felt he needed to refute and surpass his rival, and

anticipate any new outing.

The ‘legislator’ topos and the Solon comparison at 1.25-7 fit into a careful structure which
relies to an unusual degree on the appearance of similar arguments in disparate framing
contexts, and is aided by loose ring composition.” Essential to the speech is the notion that
a man’s personal and public life can interpret one another, and Aeschines concentrates this
wholesale on procataleptic definition of what counts as good civic behaviour. At 831, in
dealing with the third and fourth terms of the provisions for dokimasia rhetoron — namely
the two charges on which he particularly expatiates in his prosecution of Timarchus,
prostitution and squandering of one’s inheritance — he continues the speech’s initial legal

section’s preference for the abstract, though it is absolutely transparent that Timarchus

2 On this: Thomas (1994), esp. 132-3, and Bouchet (2008), 272-86. Examples: dmiotdv gaivetat, 9;
Mynoaro, 11 (twice); éomovdacev, 17; ovk fyvost oipot 6 vopodEtmc, 24; cuvidov, 27.

3 On this and other issues connected with the statue: Fisher (2001), 151-2 and further bibliography cited
there.

" Fisher (2001), 325-6.
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(and Demosthenes) are being referred to. As usual, he provides a complete notional map of

the lawgiver’s intention.

Kol 0Ok €30kel olov T’ &ivor 1@ vouobétn tov adtov dvOpomov 1dig piv eivar
movnpdv, dMNuociqa 8¢ xpnotdv, ovd’ Heto d&iv 0 vopoBETNC TOV PriTopa. iKE €l TO
Brina T@V Aoyov émpein0évra TpoTEPOV, GAL’ 0 TOD Pilov. Kol Tapd PEV AvopOg
KaAoD Kol ayadod, Kav Tavy KoKAS Kol amAdS pnof [Aoyoc], xpioiua ta Aeydueva,
fyfnoato sivol Toig dxovovot - mapd 8& avOpdmov PéeAVPod Kol KOTHYEAUGTOC HEV
KEYPNUEVOL T® £0VTOD GMOUATL, CULGYPDG O TNV TATPOAV 0VGIOV KATEINO0KOTOG,
008’ @v £V mavv Aey0f cvvoicew fyMoaro...(30-1).
The choice of those two particular heads of the dokimasia rhetoron procedure explicitly
signal Timarchus; and the mention of his ‘schooling’ in his defence speech seems to look
forward to the later criticism of Demosthenes on precisely that head (94-5). By drawing a
contrast between the impact on civic affairs of the man who speaks elegantly but lives
reprehensibly and the man who may not be so accomplished a speaker but who speaks
altruistically and from a life of virtue, a simple and essential disjunction is being made
between personal morality and public speech.”™ Aeschines must be casting himself as the
virtuous speaker; the idea of his (potentially) speaking only ‘mdvv Kak®¢ kol ATADS’ is yet
another piece of daring Aeschinean reversal. The disjunction he makes here, of course,
goes back at least to Achilles.”® But in practical terms it would have been transparent to the
audience that Timarchus had made plenty of sound oratorical contributions (or, at least,
ones that were not seriously compromised) over a period of twenty years, irrespective of
the kind of abstract distinction that Aeschines is making. Indeed, the defence appears to
have used the argument that Timarchus had not been held to account in this way before

during his long career.”” It was open to them to say that even if Timarchus was as bad as

Aeschines now alleges, the city did not appear notably to have lost out by whatever

5 cf. A3. e.g. 77-8, 174-5. As Worman ([2008], 214-15) points out, though, he is simultaneously in the habit
of capitalizing on his beautiful voice — another piece of disingenuousness.

® Hom. II. 9.312-13.

7'D.19.286 (with MacDowell [2000a], 329).
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influence he had had on policy (and in 343 Demosthenes played up Timarchus’ positive
influence: 19.286-7). Aeschines had to anticipate such an objection, and the train set up by

8830-1, and pivoted on the incontrovertibility of the ‘legislator’, serves that need.

Some sixty paragraphs later, we find the same argument, still embedded in a historical
example, but divorced from the exegetical legal context in which it began, and so from
voicing by the ‘legislator’. Here Aeschines himself takes over. Following an outing of the
well-iterated excuse for his lack of proof from witnesses (90), all in a context where the
jurors’ own knowledge is being praised as the best kind of proof in itself (89), Aeschines

picks the Areopagus as an example (rapdoderypa, 92).

ypnoacOe O mopadetypott tf PovAfy th €& Apeiov mhayov, T® AkpPecTUT®
ocuvedpio TV &v Tf] mOAEL. TOAAOVG Yap 1o &ywye [Evayyog] TeBe@pnka &v 1T®
BovAevpim TovTm €V MEAVY £indVTAC KOl PHaPTLPUS TOPIGAUEVOVC GAdVTAC - TN
8¢ tvog Kak@®g mavv dodexdévtag kol mpdypa Audptupov Exoviag oida
VIKNGAVTOG. 00 Yap &K ToD Adyou pdvov 008’ &k TV paptupidy, AL’ & GV avTtol
ovvicaolr kol &EnTtdkact, TV yhieov @Epovct. Torydptor Olaterel TodTO TO
oLVESPLOV gdOKIUODY &V 1] TOAEL. (92)
The Areopagus operates on its own knowledge and examination, hence its continuing
unrivalled reputation (gbdoxiodv). That much is self-evident; but Aeschines is expertly
going over old ground in a different form. To be sure, the addition of witnesses is a new
element, introduced so as to provide an easy passage from 8890-1. But otherwise he is
reintroducing the abstract scenario of the guilty silver-tongued speaker versus the
blameless verbal incompetent (the use of wavv, as at 831, offers an explicit phrasal link).
Previously it had been introduced to reinforce Aeschines’ narrative of the legislator’s
intention. It is shaped to its context with similar adroitness here, and unimpeachably

buttressed by Aeschines’ own experience (tebedpnka). And he goes one step further: to

add to the authority accruing to him from his coverage of the ‘development’ of Athenian
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moral legislation earlier, he claims the supremacy of the past — of Timarchus’ fiog — over
any arguments that the defence will make now (£meita 10 mpdypa Bewpeite pn €k Tod
Tapovtog, AL’ £k Tod mapeAniv06Tog YPOVoV. ...4mddoTe 0DV TNV Yiipov T@ mAsiovt
1POve kai T dAndsiq kai oig avroi ocvviete: 93). That past, given the course of the
speech, now includes the narrative of Athenian legislation as much as it does Timarchus’
past life; all belong in an authority-vested parallel present, where authority is conferred not
only on the speaker but on the demos too. The paradox is that the past is still felt in the
present at the level both of the specific argument here and of the speech’s course;
Aeschines’ self-representation as the authoritative voice here both poses and resolves the
paradox. The effect is that this argument (aired earlier in the speech, now re-enacted in a
new and different context) has independent pistis value to add. There is more patterning
here: just as prior to §31 there had been an emphasis on the wiles of Timarchus’ skilfully
prepared defence, now at 894 the direct attack on Demosthenes as the engineer of that
defence is begun, though his name is still withheld for effect: (kaitot Aoyoypdooc y€ Tig
onoiv, 6 pnyavodpevog avtd v dmoloyiav...).”® What Aeschines appeals to is the original
manifestation of this argument, quietly operating with new definitions of past and present
and continuing the self-identification with the virtuous incapable rhetor, a good case of

Hesk’s ‘rhetoric of anti-rhetoric’.

In the sequence of paradigmatic illustrations before the epilogos, the argument recurs for
the last time (180-1). Appropriately, it finds a strong culmination here, with both previous
occurrences carefully incorporated into what becomes a memorable set piece. Here a
member of the Spartan Gerousia (tic t@v yepovtov, 180), on whose high standards of

personal morality particular stress is laid (kobiotdol 6” adtovg £k TOV £k TASOG EIG YTPOG

8 There may be a pattern of imitation with this delayed naming: A.1.94 might recall the delayed naming of
Eubulus at D.21.205 (pace the preferences of MacDowell [1990], 410); perhaps D.19.289 — another delayed
naming of Eubulus — would then follow A.1.94.
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coepdvov, 180...0 yépov O €k madog cecwepovnkac, 181) stops a vote in the Spartan
assembly on the grounds that the speaker (avdpoc Pepiokdtog pev aioypdg, Aéyev 6’ €ig
vrepPolnv dvvatod kai tdV Aakedapoviov, 180) is morally unfit to be making the
proposal; he then directs another man, this time a poor speaker but of outstanding virtue, to
make the same proposal instead (Gvopo Aéyewv pév odk €dQLE, TO 08 KOTO TOAEUOV

AoupoOv Kol Tpog dikaocvuvny Kol ykpdrtelav dtapépova, 181).

So far, it is easy to see the same pattern as already observed. It is also straightforward to
see the incompetent speaker again as the desired reflection of a disingenuous Aeschines,
and the original speaker as a hybrid of Timarchus and Demosthenes, and that is all
correct.”® But Aeschines, with his usual acumen for creating highly theatrical situations,
has effected here a particularly brilliant combination of different thematic elements that
have been exercising him throughout the speech. The scenario is a total fabrication by
Aeschines to play up the elements he wishes t0,%° and again the setting is very carefully
bleached of any temporal markers (beyond the fact that it must be imagined as pre-
Leuctra). The notion of Sparta as yet anopbntov (180) could, as Fisher suggests, be an
attempt to minimize the potential opprobrium of using a Spartan example by setting it in a
remote past.8* After all, apologizing for use of Spartan illustrations is conventional .22 But |
would also see it as an attempt to create verisimilitude:®? first, in the sense that the role the
inviolateness of Spartan soil played in that city’s mindset was well known to the

Athenians;®* and there is a second, topical, type of verisimilitude that I will suggest in a

8 Fisher (2001), 328; (1994), 375 esp. n.86.

80 As Fisher notes, there is no reason why later sources featuring a similar story should not have got it from
Aeschines: (2001), 328.

81 And cf. Fisher (1994), 373.

82 Here at 1.180 and 182, and also at Lyc. 1.128 (where the orator argues for Sparta’s fitness as a source of
paradigms about justice, given how well-governed it is — cf. D.24.139 on Locri, with Wohl [2010], 310 — and
Fisher [1994], 367-70).

8 Fisher (2001), 329.

8 See e.g. Lys. 33.7, Din. 1.73; D.S. 15.65.1; and esp. Antiphanes, Cithara-Player F 115 K-A.
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moment. Also important for our reading is the symbouleutic setting. Aeschines
simultaneously abstracts the situation from the political in playing down the importance of
giving different opinions (the bad speaker was still giving the advice which prevailed) and
makes it even more relevant than it is in the present trial (which has clear political
overtones but is not being conducted in a symbouleutic context). That is an excellent
preparation for the symbouleutic points he will make to close the speech (192) — he
imports the terms of the situation in his imaginary scenario into the present trial, making

the ‘Spartan example’ in a sense more real than what is actually happening.

Aeschines carefully imports the frames he had used in the previous manifestations of this
argument (what the ‘legislator’ ‘thought’ about public and private morality [30-1] and how
this works out in the Areopagus [92-3]).%° In those two passages, he gave his audience the
keys to understanding the Spartan Assembly of 8§180-1. The yépwv there stands for three
individuals or groups: for the ‘legislator’ (30-1); for the Areopagus (92-3), as a roughly
equivalent Athenian institution;® and, finally, for Aeschines, who correspondingly ‘plays’
the Spartan yépwv as well as the virtuous poor speaker. Not for nothing does Aeschines
play up his age in this speech (cf. 49), and not merely to finesse that of Timarchus.®’
Embassy service will have enhanced his claim to yépwv status, but at the same time his
relative inexperience in politics (especially when contrasted with his opponents) would
have concerned him.® But this is the final step in the two-way assimilation with Solon,
underway at 8825-7. It is hardly surprising that Solon reappears immediately after the
Sparta passage, in a matching pair of Athenian paradigms about the oversight of personal

morality (183), which clinches the fit with the old Spartan and with Aeschines. While the

8 Fisher ([2001], 328) notes the link with §830-1, but not the one with §892-3.

8 |soc. 12.153-4 and Wallace (1989), 172-3; Fisher (1994), 374, 376-7.

87 The age question: Lewis (1958); Harris (1988b); Lane Fox (1994), 136-8; Fisher (2001), 10-12.

8 Ambassadorial activity as usually the province of older men: Mosley (1973), 46 (and cf. Plut. Per. 17.2
[the Congress Decree]; also I1G I° 61.16-17, though age-limits themselves are rare: Stadter [1989], 207).
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virtuous second speaker, with his reputation for military excellence, justice and self-
control seems ostensibly a better fit for Aeschines — he had been decorated only two years
earlier during the Euboea campaign,®® and right from the beginning of this speech has
stressed his personal justice and moderation®® — there is no obvious reason why Aeschines
should not have two roles in the theatrical space he has created: indeed, if we consider the
virtuous man and the yépwv as twin embodiments of those who behave virtuously in the

city, there is no difficulty with this at all.

But there is also the sense that the ideal ‘legislator’, who can fairly be imagined to have
lived by his own ‘code’ as expounded at §§6-36, has followed us throughout the speech in
the composite persona presented by Aeschines, such that now we have a repeat image of
Solon’s modest statue (25: Ov tpomov Exmv adToc dteAéyeto Td dMNuw), as the old Spartan
offers advice to the citizens (toprivece 10ig €avtod moAitaig, 181). Meanwhile, Aeschines’
‘membership’ of the Gerousia re-enacts 8892-3, privileging the past above the present
(also done in the implied irrelevance of the actual policy under discussion: tag avtag
gimely yvopag obtog dmmc v dvvnral, g eimev 6 mpodTepoc pitmp, 181) and implicitly
appealing to his hearers’ knowledge of the past life of the first speaker. And there is more
in Against Timarchus to support this. Another memorable episode — Aeschines’ depiction
of the Assembly at which he laid his charge against Timarchus (81-5) — is carefully aligned
with the other scenes.®! On the face of it, it is a bad fit. This Assembly is recent; indeed it
differs from the other moments in being chronologically fixable. That is precisely
Aeschines’ point. As the grave Areopagite Autolycus is laughed at by an audience unable

to stop themselves finding double entendre references to Timarchus’ sexual exploits in

8 Aeschines’ war record: A.2.167-71; Lane Fox (1994), 141-2; Fisher (2001), 13-14; Christ (2006), 133-4;
Spatharas (2011a), 214.

Veg All3.

%1 As Fisher ([1994], 372-5) shows.

164



Autolycus’ report on Timarchus’ Pnyx proposals (82-4),% and as the venerable Pyrrhander
achieves nothing when he tries to shame the audience for doing so (84),% Aeschines is
able to depict a chronologically fixable Athens in crisis, in need of precisely the kind of
moral reform he will recommend (192) in the jurors’ conviction of the alleged cause of all
this: Timarchus. The situation has got so bad that Autolycus and Pyrrhander between them,
who should be analogues for (or certainly voices as respected as) the Spartan yépowv,
cannot control it. Aeschines, who brilliantly keeps himself out of the scene altogether
despite his implied part (81) in that very Assembly meeting, offers himself as the solution

— implicitly in the speech as a whole, explicitly in §192.

This is the real Athens, rather than the parallel, fictive Athens which is explored in the
Spartan illustration and which animates much of Aeschines’ historical scheme in this
speech, and in constructing this Assembly scene to resemble the other moments where the
issue of private versus public morality is dramatized, Aeschines stresses the permeability
and signposts the thematic relevance of his parallel Athens to the present trial in
straightforward and prescriptive terms. Timarchus and Demosthenes are left with a whole
normative approach to civic morality to qualify if they dare. This norm is emphasized
rigorously even in minor illustrations: in one of the Athenian examples introduced to
balance the Spartan Assembly story, the imprisonment by an Athenian father of his
wayward daughter in the same small building as a horse (182), we are meant to take a

largely positive view of his action. And the way Aeschines handles this no doubt

%2 For Autolycus: Fisher (2001), 219. Although Winkler’s position ([1990], 52) — that Autolycus might be
conscious of his own double entendres — is worth consideration, the rhetoric of the passage on the whole
seems to demand the opposite interpretation (Fisher [1994], 373).

9 On Pyrrhander, see esp. A.3.139 (of 330: d¢ &t kai viv (i - he is the last survivor of an older generation);
Fisher (2001), 221, though Pyrrhander’s intervention is surely not ‘good-humoured’: the point is that it is the
outraged response of somebody identifiable with the strictness of an earlier period. Pyrrhander as an architect
of the Second Athenian Confederacy in 378/7: 1G 112 41.20 (ambassador to Byzantium); IG 112 43.76-7 (to
Thebes, with Thrasybulus of Collytus, also named at A.3.138-9); I1G 112 44.7 (helping cement the alliance
with Chalcis) (with Kirchner’s n.3 to SylI® 1.148). So he was over sixty at least in 346, and probably older.
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traditional tale offers another sidelight on his general strategy. Popular knowledge of the
place where it happened (‘of the Horse and the Girl”) is appealed to (182: kai &tt kai viv
¢ oiriog Tomg Eotnke Td oikdOmESA &V T® VUETEP® GoTEL KOd O TOMOG 0VTOg KoAeTTon
Hap’ inmov kai k6pnv), and thus democratized, and an Athenian citizen father (eic tév
noltdv) substituted for the regal or aristocratic Hippomenes, whether consciously or

unconsciously.®*

In fact, throughout this chain of authoritarian, and authoritative, examples, what is
emphasized is civic morality. Harmodius and Aristogeiton did what they did ‘as
benefactors of the city’ (tov¢ tfig méAemwg pev evepyéroc, 140), responding to a ‘lawful
feeling’ (cO@pov kai &vvopog). The General’s elite version is therefore stymied.® The
Spartan example seems to go a step further towards a specifically democratic morality: it
happens in the Spartan Assembly (dnunyopotvrtog yap tivog €v i) TdV Aokedatpoviov
ékkineig: 180) rather than in the Gerousia, to which the elderly authority figure in
Aeschines’ double role-play certainly belongs. It sounds remarkably like home, in fact, and
given that parallelizing manoeuvre, the fact that the jurors would be perfectly well aware
that Laconia had endured Epaminondas’ post-Leuctra invasions over thirty years earlier
may be designed by Aeschines as part of his wider moral wake-up call: the yépwv fears
Sparta will not long remain danopbnrov, but for the 346/5 audience, the era of Spartan
security is long gone — the second piece of verisimilitude | indicated above.*® Aeschines’
message is that if we do not act now, we will be dealing with a crisis — precisely what he

suggests later, in fact (192).

% Ar. F 611.1 p.371.8-12 Rose. See esp. Ghiron-Bistagne (1985); Edmunds (1999); Fisher (2001), 331-4.
% | ape (2006), 151.
% Buckler (1980), 70-90.
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Equally, the Areopagus illustration is carefully brought into line with democratic norms at
8892-3 (Aeschines has been there personally; they act just as he is encouraging the
impeccably democratic jurors to act), and when we see them in §881-5 they are explicitly
fulfilling one of their present-day democratic roles: offering moral steerage to the
Assembly.®” This is yet another angle of attack from the opposition that Aeschines is
closing off in advance: the charge of using non-demotic examples. He knows the danger
(182: iva 6& un dok®d Aaxedaipoviovg Oepamedely, Kol OV MUETEPOV TPOYOVOV
uvnobnicopar).®® Given that some of the key concepts he treats as unproblematic in the
speech (e.g. eukosmia and sophrosyne®) are precarious ones in a democratic context,
one important function of the chain of authority figures must be to standardize and mediate
safely the common ethic they proclaim and to force Timarchus and Demosthenes to resort
to mealier-mouthed (and unnecessary, and anyway compromised) definitions of what
Aeschines has already highlighted and stabilized abundantly.'®® The effect produced is
powerful and consistent: Aeschines, the jurors, and all good citizens past and present are
drawn into alliance to confront a defence team who now have little choice but to discuss
Timarchus’ case within the persuasive set of cultural parameters that Aeschines has
already outlined to his advantage and constructed as a system that no good Athenian would

challenge.

% Wallace (1989), 120-1.

% Fisher (1994), 374.

9 cf. the chppov feeling animating the Tyrannicides, above (140).

100 Athenian eukosmia (22, 34, 183, 192) cf. Solon F 4.32 (interestingly, given Demosthenes’ response [255])
to Aeschines’ Solon imitation, using this poem); Ath. Pol. 44.3; Isoc. 7.37-9, 50-1; but cf. Thuc. 1.84.3
(Archidamus on eukosmia and sophrosyne as Spartan virtues). Problems with sophrosyne: North (1966) sees
none (135-49 and esp. 140-2 for Aeschines); more nuanced: Whitehead (1993), 70-2. A much broader view
of the concept is taken by Witte ([1995], 50-6).

101 ¢f, Cook (2012), 225-7 on this difficulty of operation once Aeschines has occupied this (emotive) ground.
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3.2.3. Conclusion

Aeschines’ overt self-identification with Philocrates and his Peace (174) reveals that he is
operating in an Athens where the results of that Peace are already being contested. He may
represent the prosecution of Timarchus (and the content of this speech) as the spontaneous
action of a dutiful citizen, but it is as much about personal image-refurbishment as Against
Meidias was for Demosthenes. The way that Aeschines handles the historical material here
allows him to associate himself with a gallery of supremely authoritative ‘virtue figures’,
some of them convincing but notional, allowing him to dominate the main moral
parameters well in advance, and by multiple proxy. This co-opting of ‘fellow actors’ from
the past into the drama of discrediting Demosthenes and others is a technique he was to
perfect and stage outright in a moment of near-transfiguration in the epilogos of Against
Ctesiphon, as we will see in Chapter Five; here, it is one of many successful elements in a
concentrated and vivid evocation of past and pseudo-past situations which Demosthenes
was to attempt to combat by imitation in On the False Embassy, as we will see in Chapter

Four.

The co-opting assembles a fellowship of individuals devoted to the maintaining of good —
and, importantly, democratic or at the very least democratically-tinged — civic order and
moral behaviour. Aeschines tacks himself onto this sequence, seeking association by
default, as their actor-manager. But, with one exception, each scene is featured explicitly
in an ahistorical vacuum, meaning that the validity of the moral clout each key figure
possesses can rely even more heavily on how culturally fundamental it can be perceived to
be — the continuum of Athenian values does not necessarily need to be plotted out,

although the legal sequence (6-36) hangs together in a sustained fashion thanks to the
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helpfully anonymous construct of the ‘legislator’. Variety of presentation in key respects
(straightforwardness of identification with Aeschines; physical location; source of likely
knowledge) maintains audience interest and engagement. The point of the fellowship, then,
is to stand closely aligned to confront Timarchus, Demosthenes, and their allies. It helps
fulfil an aim — gluing Demosthenes and Timarchus together — which is also furthered in a
complex of links with tyranny and despotic thinking in general,'%? reinforced by the
identification of Demosthenes with the worst kind of sophistic activity (170-6) and by a
direct association of his alleged involvement with the murder of Nicodemus with his wider
desire to suppress free democratic discourse (172).1% This was all possibly necessary, as it
had been for Demosthenes in Against Leptines; there is little evidence of political
alignment between Demosthenes and Timarchus before their common bouleutic service in
347/6.1% These general lines of attack fit naturally with the historical material, and assist
the aim of denying the defence team much ambit when trying to define Athenian
democratic behavioural norms. They must accept Aeschines’ set of definitions, or risk
fitting precisely the negative categories that he has forecast that they will, leading to

rejection by the jurors.

Aeschines’ response to the rhetorical situation faced in his prosecution of Timarchus is a
dazzling piece of sustained finessing at a number of levels. Its success in its aim is
unsurprising (though it seems to have done little to dent Demosthenes’ influence),'% and,
as we will see in Chapter Four, Demosthenes recognized that fact and tried to turn it to his

own purposes. What this chapter has sought to do is to take the most prominent sequences

102 See esp. Meulder (1989). Aeschines is careful to bring Demosthenes into alignment with Timarchus on
questions of sexual behaviour (e.g. 181), also creating the link of the squandering of inherited property (170
cf. 31).

108 Aeschines is possibly reacting here to the attempt in Against Meidias to represent the Nicodemus-
Aristarchus story as simply the result of Meidias’ malicious gossiping (D.21.104-7).

104 Harris (1995), 96.

105 Sealey (1993), 169.
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of historical argumentation in Against Meidias and Against Timarchus and use them as
case-studies of how the two orators manipulate this element to communicate the essence of
their ethical pleas against the two defendants. In Against Meidias, the Alcibiades
illustration is in fact the only such extended passage in a speech where the priority is on
explaining the specific injury in terms that balance the public and private; in Against
Timarchus, Aeschines is able explicitly to draw on specific civic paradigms. The case
invites it, and he has selected the procedure. In the articulation of historical arguments in
that trial, Aeschines enjoyed an advantage additional to the prosecutor’s inbuilt
opportunity for wide-ranging and effective procatalepsis (an opportunity he takes with
gusto): his ‘transferable skills’ gained as an actor, which may well have given him (as well
as an enviable delivery) an enhanced perception of the rhetorical possibilities of more or
less overt ‘role-play’ in his speeches, and enabled him to apply that to his historical
arguments with particular precision and penetration. The two examinations, then, have
sought to clarify the roles of choice and context in the deployment of historical examples,
and how the two orators handle their tasks differently, relying on differing ways of
conceptualizing the Athenian past they draw on. In what follows, as hinted earlier and as
stimulated by Aeschines’ artistic decisions in the Against Timarchus, | seek to argue for
the essential place in the mix of a third factor — the influence of adversaries’ practice — in
two trials where the survival of the speeches for both sides makes the attempt to measure it

a legitimate undertaking.
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CHAPTER 4: THE EMBASSY TRIAL

4.0. Introduction

The Embassy trial of 343 is nearly unique in extant Athenian oratory in being represented
by surviving speeches from both sides: Demosthenes 19 (On the False Embassy) and
Aeschines 2 (On the Embassy) respectively.! It gives us a rare chance — otherwise only
afforded us in the later Crown trial — to examine the dynamic patterns of exploitation,
contestation and appropriation involved in the two orators’ handling of the past ‘in action’.
I will argue that Demosthenes predicates his prosecution on a set of strategic
miscalculations — a view that an analysis of his historical material helps to clarify. To
begin with, I trace Demosthenes’ significant temporal investment in two major themes
whose treatment is intended to build a negative characterization of Aeschines: the trial of
Timarchus, which he subsumes into the collective memory of his audience, and a parallel
with the ‘bad envoy’ Timagoras. Their effect is seriously qualified when Aeschines simply
avoids responding to either. In the second section, I confront the issue which both orators
place at the heart of the competitive treatment of the past in this trial: the correct use of
history itself. I argue that Aeschines succeeds in challenging Demosthenes’ aspersions on
his respect for and competence to assess and use the Athenian past (as ‘revealed’,
according to Demosthenes, by Aeschines’ arguments at the debate on the Peace of
Philocrates in Elaphebolion 346). | extend that in the third section to look succinctly at two

important passages where Aeschines pursues an elaboration of historical material which

! Plutarch doubted whether these speeches were ever delivered (Dem. 15.3) because they are not referred to
in the speeches from 330 (see further Pearson [1976], 177 and n.28 for references; Lintott [2013], 62). Close
examination demonstrates numerous connections between the two pairs of speeches in the two trials at the
levels both of content and strategy.
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goes beyond rebutting Demosthenes’ charges, invades more typically Demosthenic
strategic ground, and aims to cement Aeschines’ authority as an intelligent and committed
public engager with the city’s past. These are his accounts of his speeches made before
Philip at Pella, which he constructs as key contributions to the city’s diplomatic history,
and the excursus in which he gives an account of fifth-century Athenian history intended
to reflect badly on his opponent. Though we learn that Aeschines was acquitted only by a
small margin,? his handling of his historical material stands as a carefully-considered and
integrated feature which we need have no problem imagining conducing to his wider

credibility. First, though, | discuss some necessary prolegomena.

4.0.1. Revision and Circulation

The usual double issue of revision and circulation looms large here, because Demosthenes
appears to anticipate points that Aeschines never makes in our text of his defence speech,
while Aeschines occasionally makes precise allusion to points that Demosthenes made but
which do not appear in our text of his prosecution speech.® This has often been thought to
indicate revision on a noticeable scale by both parties; and Aeschines’ speech does have

passages which can only have joined the text post-trial.* Only the prosecutor can safely

2 Plut. Dem. 15.3.

8 Examples: Dover (1968), 168-9; Buckler (2000), 150; MacDowell (2000a), 24-6; (2009), 334. Another
constant in discussions of the gap, if any, between performance and our text is the issue of Philocrates’
apparent presence in Athens at some points in D.19, and apparent absence at others. | see no particular
problem here (with Hubbard [2008], 196); Demosthenes could simply have altered in performance anything
that he had prepared (however far in advance) that was now incorrect. Further, if he thought the speech as it
stood post-trial was a good rhetorical product, then he may have thought correcting the Philocrates
discrepancy would add little.

4 The key passages are A.2.4 and 153-8 (responding to D.19.192-8). MacDowell ([2000a], 24-5) must be
right, though, that not all the passages of A.2 which seem to indicate post-trial revision of D.19 (Buckler
[2000], 150) necessarily do so, and that we are not required to think instantly of Demosthenic deletion pre-
circulation (as does e.g. Baron [2013], 126, following Paulsen [1999], 431-2). Misrepresentation of what the
prosecutor said can take many forms.
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prepare and memorize something like a full text, after all;® the defendant can prepare, but
has to be ready to make snap changes in performance, which he is then free to work into
his text later. With Demosthenes’ speech, opinions pivot on the status of his ‘anticipations’
of things Aeschines ‘will’ say: did he actually deliver these (i.e. we have a pre-trial draft)
or were they added later (i.e. in revision)? Given that only two of these seem to me at all
close to what we find Aeschines saying, and that both can be ascribed to accurate
prediction just as the rest can,® | think that MacDowell is correct, and that we have
basically a pre-trial draft of Demosthenes’ speech,” while Aeschines’ has undergone a
certain amount of revision, perhaps only to reflect rebuttals he was able to make in
performance (e.g. A.2.153-8). | therefore leave further discussion of this kind of problem
for the next chapter, on the Crown trial, and only offer a working view here on a connected

issue of special relevance to the Embassy trial.

MacDowell and | both reject any need to see all the correspondences between the two
Embassy speeches as the product of post-trial revision; but we part company on another
facet of how far the speech as we have it may reflect the real performance. MacDowell’s
position is that the second half ‘lacks an overall logical structure’ and that we have here
material Demosthenes planned to include in performance only if he had time — material
which was not critical to his presentation of the prosecution, or part of its core plan.? In
support, he asserts that it ‘is surely obvious’ that On the False Embassy as we have it
would simply be too long to deliver in what we can reconstruct of the trial context we must

posit for it, basing this view on an orthodoxy concerning the duration of Athenian political

5 No doubt contributing to the predominance of prosecution speeches in our surviving evidence.

® These are D.19.182 (vs. A.2.178) and 19.332 (vs. A.2.70-3). The looser ones: D.19.88-9 vs. A.2.172-7;
D.19.147 vs. A.2.70-3; D.19.234-5 vs. A.2.45-6, 111, 121 cf. D.19.188.

" MacDowell (2000a), 25-6. I would stress ‘basically’; Hubbard ([2008], 197-200 makes some important
points.

8 MacDowell (2000a), esp. 23-4, 28; (2009), 335; supported by Usher (1999), 236 (with regret).
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trials which he himself did much to develop.® Believing this to be far from obvious, |
operate here on precisely opposing premises.® While I agree with MacDowell that On the
False Embassy is more likely a published version of a pre-trial draft than the product of
any significant post-trial revision, I cannot see that that need give us licence to assume any
parts of it were simply not delivered; nor can we be sure which parts or aspects of the
speech Demosthenes would have thought of as strategic priorities.!t Further, our
knowledge of how long public trials could take is fragile in the extreme, and efforts to
establish a standard ‘time they took’ may be misdirected.’> MacDowell’s discomfort may
also stem partly from how much longer Demosthenes’ speech is (343 sections, or rather

338%%) than Aeschines’ (184).14

Turning the question on its head, and asking why Aeschines’ is shorter rather than why
Demosthenes’ is longer, opens up possible explanations. One usually overlooked factor
might be the speeches of Aeschines’ synegoroi — Eubulus, Phocion, and Nausicles
(announced in ringing terms at 2.184). These may have been more than sober and brief
character references;'® Eubulus, for example, may have wanted to respond at some length
to the stinging attack on him that Demosthenes features in the prosecution speech (19.288-
304).1% A hypothetical MacDowell objection would be that this attack comes in the part of

the speech that ‘lacks an overall logical structure’ — where he sees Demosthenes making a

% MacDowell (1985); (2000a), 22-4 [quotation from 23], with (2000b), esp. 557-8; (2009), 334. Support from
Frazier ([1994], 414), though she shows how well-composed 19.179-314 is (423-8, 437); also Hubbard
(2008), 195. Even-handed: Buckler (2000), 150.

10 ¢f. Worthington (1989); (2003), esp. 369-70; Hubbard (2008), 195. I follow their rejection of MacDowell’s
conclusions, but not their own about the extent of revision.

11 Allowing, for example, that there are different types of ‘relevant’ content: see above, Introduction n.165.

12 The water-clock problem: Worthington (1989), 205; (2003), 365 n.4; MacDowell ([2000a], 23)
uncritically accepts the relevance of the dimensions of the sole extant clepsydra — belonging to the tribe
Antiochis — to our case (on this item, see Allen [1996] with Young [1939], esp. 277-8 on how orators would
know when time was running out). None of the literary evidence helps us on that sticking-point.

13 Taking into account the jump from 19.104 to 19.110 (MacDowell [2000a], 250).

14 ¢f. again Buckler (2000), 150.

15 On the synegoroi here: Rubinstein (2000), 168-9; as connections: Lane Fox (1994), 141-2.

16 He has a vital role in [Plut.] Vit. Aeschin. 840c.
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number of heterogeneous points which he does not really try to connect properly. Here
resides my main objection, to be developed implicitly throughout this chapter: that, far
from being a loose concatenation of optional extras, the second half of the speech brings
important themes raised in the first half not only to an advanced but to an essential stage of
fruition. MacDowell’s ‘minimalist’ view of the speech leaves us with plenty of 100se ends,

key strands of historical argumentation among them.

4.0.2. The Legacy of the Timarchus Trial

In a speech where events in even the recent past assume a probative quality, a good
example of this category of historical argumentation might be Demosthenes’ decision to
spend sixteen sections in the second half talking about Aeschines’ successful prosecution
of Timarchus two or three years earlier — the two earlier references to it in the speech (both
of them by allusion rather than name: 19.2, 120) lose point without this extended treatment
of what that past prosecution says about Aeschines now (241-57).17 The key thing to note
1s that what appears to validate Demosthenes’ investing of the recent past with a probative
quality here is the involvement of the same personnel as the present trial. Demosthenes
(and then Aeschines) can derive persuasive profit from picking up on the emotive
possibilities of harping on the Timarchus trial: Demosthenes to show how unjustly
Timarchus was treated, Aeschines to restate the moral character and justice of that
prosecution. Both orators, in adopting techniques usually associated with the treatment of
rather more distant ‘past’ time to treat events only two or three years in the past, seek to
acquire the credibility that impressive handling of those techniques usually confers. We

saw this in the case of Euphraeus in the Third Philippic and in some of the other Assembly

17 S0 directly contra Usher (1999), 236 n.225.
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speeches, and it is central to the strategies of all four speeches in the Embassy and Crown

trials.

The Timarchus trial is in fact treated by Demosthenes — tendentiously, of course — as just
as much part of the city’s collective memory as, say, the condemnation of Timagoras in the
early 360s (used as a model for the blackening of Aeschines, and slowly unfolded through
the speech much like the Timarchus theme) or indeed the allusions to fifth-century (and
earlier) history which pepper the speech. In the last chapter we looked at Demosthenes’
virtuoso demolition of Aeschines’ claim in the Against Timarchus to (almost literally)
assume the mantle of Solon (1.25-6).1 What needs to be emphasized now is how On the
False Embassy responds to Against Timarchus more generally. We have no evidence of a
court clash between the two politicians in between these two events (i.e. 346/5-343); and
the overwhelming success of the slightly older Aeschines against an even more seasoned
political operator like Timarchus (and Demosthenes himself as synegoros) might well have
had an effect on Demosthenes’ behaviour as orator.!® On the False Embassy, then, is an
attempt to beat Aeschines at his own game. Demosthenes initiates a struggle with the
Aeschines of 346/5 — close to the context of his original prosecution — as well as the
Aeschines of 343 for the right to be considered the responsible and authoritative user of
historical argumentation. We see especially concentrated appropriation and redirection of
Aeschines’ arguments at On the False Embassy 241-57 and 283-6 — a strategy aimed at
undermining the imminent Aeschinean defence with the tools used to demolish the defence
of Timarchus in 346/5, and a commitment to classing the Timarchus trial as history and to

using it as such.

18 ¢f. Hesk (2012), 223-5.
19 The length of Timarchus’ political career: D.19.286; MacDowell (2000a), 20; Fisher (2001), 20-3.
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In the event, this plan backfires up to a point — Aeschines chooses not to talk about
Timarchus very much (144, 180) — but this does not make Demosthenes’ aim any less
clear. Aeschines’ decision may be understandable, given that he was confronting a
prosecution speech in which, if we maintain an anti-MacDowell view of how much of our
version of On the False Embassy made it into performance or was intended for it in this
form, there was so much material he could choose to respond to anyway. But it is in any
case more important that Demosthenes apparently entered the court simply assuming
Timarchus would feature.?® Perhaps the intense lobbying he refers to (19.1: omovdn,
napayyehio) had made him think so?! (hence perhaps the extravagant way he refers to
Aeschines’ success in 19.2: aviipnkev).?? The procedural tie between the two trials would

also have seemed to dictate it.??

Instead Aeschines offers his own version of what counts as relevant background to their
dispute; and though it is not one that always convinces, it is coherent and in it Aeschines is
by and large careful to stay within domains that the audience could not reasonably contest,
giving a window into embassy appearances at Pella that the audience could not see except
via oratorical accounts, and simultaneously appealing to a wider recognition of his own
virtues aimed at making Demosthenes’ charges seem inherently unlikely. To that end,
Aeschines uses the past (and, above all, oral history: 2.78; cf. Demosthenes esp. at 19.280)
as a means of assessing current events, but notably does so with little regard for

proportion: some of his historical excursuses (including the infamous 2.172-7, on the fifth

20 | assume that the Timarchus material did not arrive at the revision stage; the points are well-integrated, and
cf. A.2.144.

2L | am possibly taking the cmovdn and mapoyyeia too literally — these are expressive of a topos (cf. e.g.
A3.1).

22 One scholiast (17b Di) claims that Timarchus killed himself in shame. That is probably too literal-minded
(contrast D.19.284), but cf. Paches’ possible suicide: Plut. Arist. 26.3.

23 MacDowell (2000a), 20-22; (2009), 333-4.
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century, to which we shall come later) are very long,?* and at two junctures he summarizes
in detail speeches he gave while on embassies to Philip at Pella — again, the recent past
deployed with probative force. Whatever problems we may have with the presence of the
‘fifth century excursus’, it is probable that the audience (mostly unaware of the
Andocidean antecedent for this excursus [Andoc. 3], if that is even the right way of
conceiving the relationship?®) revelled in this sort of display. As for the embedded Pella
speeches and the summary that surrounds them, the key is the lively, dramatic quality of
the retelling in both cases (much like embedded speeches in On the Embassy generally,
especially the humorous impressions of Demosthenes). Features like the emotive tableau
of Iphicrates and Eurydice (28) — an excursus within a speech of near-excursus status itself
— redound both to Aeschines’ present credibility as a communicator and his authority as a
good representative of the city. As noted in the Introduction, a positive audience response
— admiration for someone who could not only organize but also present this material in a
lively way before Philip — is likely.?® Consequently, we should see Aeschines’ decision to
embark on these lengthy passages less as the offloading or bald parading of knowledge for
its own sake by a try-hard parvenu (all this being aggravated by his willingness to quote
himself),2” and more as a shrewd piece of playing up to popular appetites — and a way of

counteracting Demosthenes’ appeal and strategies.

In On the False Embassy, Demosthenes’ presentation accords with the sophisticated
standards seen elsewhere: the past, distant and recent, has an overarching moral function,

serving to lay down democratic operating principles which Aeschines has allegedly

24 We begin to see, perhaps, why Demosthenes thought he could get something from his characterizations of
Aeschines’ oratory as long-winded (19.11, 20, 303 [and possibly by implication 209]).

25 Harris (2000) argues the other way; the traditional view: Usher (1999), 287; Buckler (2000), 152-4;
Grethlein (2010), 128-9, 132-3.

26 For the importance of good narration (inc. meta-narratives) in court: Spatharas (2011b), 99-101.

2" e.g. Rolih (1969), 108, 112.
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repeatedly transgressed in his covert service of Philip. Demosthenes chooses to focus on
the role of the ambassador itself, and past ambassadors to a broadly comparable autocratic
foreign power — Persia — are summoned up for comparison (Timagoras) and contrast
(Callias, Epicrates). Aeschines’ speech diminishes their effect by selectivity and
sidestepping. Demosthenes swiftly captures the moral high ground as couched in the civic
context; Aeschines’ shrewd response is to leave that totalizing type of high ground to
Demosthenes, and to rely instead on demonstrating his personal integrity and his rival’s
perfidy, deploying his versions of the past (as in Against Timarchus) less to guide his
overall strategy than to reinforce his individual points. Alongside, he counters
Demosthenes’ allegations about his regard for the past by experimenting with
‘Demosthenic’ concentrations on detail based on the notion of a continuum: this applies to
the “fifth century excursus’. Finally, the multifaceted role-play that supports the strategy in
Against Timarchus mutates, in this trial about Aeschines’ personal misconduct, into a

spotlight on the ‘real” Aeschines alone.

| begin the discussion by considering how some of Demosthenes’ specific engagements
with the Timarchus trial and with the selected historical ambassadors fit in his overall
strategy. | then look at aspects of his historical argumentation that Aeschines does respond
to, challenging or appropriating them for his own purposes, before moving to examine
Aeschines’ own separate historical contributions — to which Demosthenes, of course,
cannot reply. As signalled above, | assume for the purposes of what follows that we have
the speeches substantially as they were delivered, and therefore that a comparison between

these texts in the close terms I will be pursuing is a valid undertaking.
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4.1. Demosthenes and the Prosecution

4.1.1. Aeschines and Solon

Aeschines had invested significantly in his Solon illustration in Against Timarchus (25-6),
making it key to his self-characterization as a just and moderate man.?® In On the False
Embassy, Demosthenes anatomizes precisely how flawed that manoeuvre was (though it
may well have worked in 346/5). As noted above, Demosthenes’ strategic error in 343 is to
fail to allow for the fact that Aeschines has moved on — a worrying miscalculation,
perhaps, given his defeat, but explicable if we entertain the possibility that On the False
Embassy is meant in some sense to be the ‘ideal’ prosecution speech he would have given
in 346, before the Timarchus affair. All the same, the demolition of Aeschines’ Solon still
offers us an important glimpse of Demosthenes’ handling of historical argumentation in

On the False Embassy as a whole.

By citing Solon as culmination to a series of remarks about civic arrangements to ensure
decency attributable to (mainly) Solon (or a vopo0étnc), Aeschines had attempted to foster
in Against Timarchus a vision of a relatively homogeneous vision of ‘traditional Athenian
behaviour’. In that case, this had been centred on the ultimate choice for a particularly
venerable ancestor-figure, to enhance Aeschines’ credibility in court as the obvious
positive contrast to the sordid private past and ethos with which he was busily equipping
his colourful opponent. Demosthenes invades the impressive archaic setting created ad hoc
by Aeschines and tears it — and the authoritative tone and vision of traditional values thus

created — apart. Whatever positive effect Aeschines’ physical imitation of Solon had (251:

28 Hesk (2012), 223-4.
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Kai Euyumoaro) is inverted and laid open to mordant comedy by positioning: the comment
comes after the revelation that the Salaminian statue of Solon to whose dignified posture
Aeschines had drawn attention had only been up some fifty years (according to the
Salaminians themselves, 251); that is, some 240 years after Solon’s time (the rare
exactness of Demosthenes’ knowledge here deriving presumably from archon lists).?® So,
in an atmosphere of doubt over how Solon really comported himself when addressing
public gatherings,®® Aeschines’ imitation is available for characterization as empty,
arrogant, and over-theatrical (picking up on another of Demosthenes’ principal strands of
characterization in the speech). Demosthenes indeed comments that Aeschines would have
done far better to imitate Solon’s yuyr and diavoia (252), but did not. Demosthenes, then,
IS engaging in a strategy involving the selective exploitation of areas of potential
ambiguity in those parts of Against Timarchus that Aeschines’ own strategic concerns
helped mark out as high-visibility (and fixed by the physical mimesis itself); a game at

which Aeschines turns out — in this trial — to be a more astute player.

Demosthenes’ strategy here relies on other kinds of reflective reversal too, and an
important one comes directly after the Solon reversal, extending its persuasive logic and
making the denial of Aeschines’ right to cite the ancestors even more forcible.
Demosthenes drags Aeschines’ citation right into the present, illuminating his opponent’s
conduct as he does so. Citing the statue of Solon on Salamis instantly connoted Solon’s
famous poetic exhortation to the Athenians to recover the island, fixing his reputation as a
great Athenian patriot as well as lawgiver, politician, philosopher, and poet (though

Aeschines in Against Timarchus had, as we saw, done nothing in particular with the

29 Nouhaud ([1982], 111 n.323 and 176 n.142) points this out as a rare moment of an orator correcting
another orator on a fact; cf. Rhodes (1993), 62 n.37.

% Unless the statue referred to at [D.] 26.23 was already up in the agora, but Aeschines’ use of the
Salaminian one rather suggests it was not.
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historical Salamis connotation per se).3! Demosthenes now draws that historical
connotation out, and for Solon’s Salamis, he substitutes Aeschines’ public claims about
Amphipolis. This is a construction Aeschines does then choose to confront by implication
in On the Embassy, in his embedded speeches about what he said at Pella, which include
prominently what he claimed to have said about Amphipolis. That city was as much a
focus of patriotic enthusiasm in posse to 340s Athenians as the Salamis of the Solonian
period (whatever the hopelessness of their ongoing ambition to reclaim it®?), and
Demosthenes uses it to perpetuate the contrast between Aeschines and Solon, keeping
himself carefully in view as ‘the alternative’, and thus aligned with ‘the real’ Solon.
Clarifying that Solon’s intervention came at a time when Athenian enthusiasm for Salamis
had turned into deadly resentment against anyone proposing to do anything about it (252)
helps the parallel, reflecting the brooding discontent there must have been in late 340s
Athens about Amphipolis (retained controversially by Philip when he took it in 357 and
hardly likely to be restored to Athens now after the concessions made in the Peace of
Philocrates), and so filling out Demosthenes’ binary depiction of an Aeschines who masks
treachery with measured, impressive oratory opposed to a Solon whose integrity and
patriotism oblige him to move to save Salamis (and Athenian honour) at very high
personal risk (252). If so, then Demosthenes’ version (conscious or unconscious) of a
Salamis which is in revolt (dpeotnkviog) — rather than simply the focus of a dispute with
Megara — helps to underline how unforgivable Aeschines’ behaviour has been: Amphipolis
could have been returned to Athens by precisely the negotiation Aeschines claims he was
involved with, whereas Solon’s task — galvanizing a war-weary Athens into hostile action

— involved enormous courage and potential self-sacrifice.

31 On Solon, Salamis, and the elegy Salamis (F 1-3), e.g.: Plut. Sol. 8.1-3; Vox (1984), 17-48; Miilke (2002),
73-88; Irwin (2005), esp. 134-46; (2006), 40-4; Noussia (2006), 135-8; Gudopp-von Behm (2009), 94-104;
Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010), 203-16.

32 Badian (1995), 94.
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Demosthenes relies on a distinctive version of their two performances on the First
Embassy to Pella and their subsequent report in Athens which stresses Aeschines’ failure
to push the agenda that looked to reclaim Amphipolis for Athens, despite talking about it
(254) and leaving Demosthenes no room to do so, and then claiming in his report (253)
that he had said nothing about Amphipolis because he had left that for Demosthenes (“nepi
Apeuoreng eiyov pev kéyd Aéyewv - tva 8 &yyévnran AnpocOével mepi avtiig eimely,
napéMmov”, 253). This interpretation is of course strongly at odds with Aeschines’ own
account in On the Embassy (esp. of his own speech at Pella, 25-33, but also of the report to
the Assembly later, esp. 43, 48, 52; see further below), and as usual the disentanglement of
which is more likely to have been the case on the day is a difficult proposition.®® What we
can say is that Demosthenes’ bringing of the ancient and the contemporary cases into line
with one another, and backlighting Aeschines’ alleged conduct by reference to Solon’s,
allows him (and the jurors) clear reflection on key themes in the prosecution: Aeschines’
corruption, self-delusion and superficiality. A great achievement like Solon’s move to
regain Salamis (252) — one sanctioned by tradition as an inspired one — is juxtaposed with
Aeschines’ filibustering to avoid a result adverse to Philip, his paymaster (254). As
Demosthenes figures it, Solon’s action was selfless and motivated by the natural desire of
the good citizen to further the interests of his fellows (tov id10v kivovvov Hmobeig, 252),
but Aeschines’ was utterly self-interested, unsurprising given his venality and natural
reluctance to do a favour to others (‘Odttov yap v 100 aipotog fj Adyov petadodvoi Tvt’,

254). Further, Solon’s dignified oratorical habitus was at one with his political behaviour,

33 For attempts to do so: Harris (1995), 58-60; MacDowell (2000a), 4-5, 310-11. Despair: Bers (1997), 169.
The best solution, to my mind, is to see a skilful blending here of the returns of the First and Second
Embassies. Demosthenes replays the circumstances of public reporting in Athens post-First Embassy in
concert with the idea that Aeschines had not spoken about Amphipolis while in Macedonia. This can only
reasonably refer to the Second Embassy (when Amphipolis was no longer a main element in the discussion,
Philip’s position on it having been made clear already). Yunis ([2005], 189 n.226) is wrong to play down its
influence on the negotiations in 346 (recognized by Adams [1919], 186-7 n.1 as well as by Harris above).
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but Aeschines’ corruption means that he can only imitate the outward form (the form most
accessible to him through his actor’s training) and not the virtue within (‘o0 Aéyewv gicw
v xelp’ Exovt’, Aioyivn, O€l, oV, dALd mpecPedetv low TV xelp’ &xovta’, 255). There is
a further function of the comparison: to contribute (in describing Amphipolis as ‘fjv
Boaowlebe kai mavteg ol "EAAnveg vpetépav Eyvooay’, 253) to the long-running parallel
with the corrupt activities of the envoy Timagoras in 367: the King had favoured him, but
had substantially reassessed his relationship with Athens after hearing of his execution

(19.137, 253; see the next section).

The persuasive authority that accrues to Demosthenes by his criticisms is then activated by
his famous quotation of some Solonian elegiac verses (though not the Salamis poem itself)
(255; F 4 West?). This offers numerous opportunities for pertinent reflections, most of
whose applicability is fairly easy to discern (we can all see the relevance of ypruaoct
ne@opevor, 1.6, to the conduct of bad ambassadors).3* Two considerations colour the
quotation. First, although Demosthenes has made the decision to mount his own rival
Solonian model, he is extremely wary of imposing himself on his material except by
implying a contrast; and to distance himself as far as possible from Aeschines’ overblown
‘playing Solon’, Demosthenes makes a point of asking the court clerk to read out the
Solonian elegiac verses. He and Solon must be on the same side, but they should not fuse.
Generally speaking, neither Aeschines and Demosthenes is categorically averse to personal

recitation of their poetic quotations;® but Demosthenes’ choice here — where subverting

3 And these Rowe (1972) has argued for as part of his case for the inclusion in performance of the last 16
lines (followed by Steinbock [2012], 79 n.172; contra, Pinto [2013], 93). Work on F 4 West?, the Eunomia
poem (to add to the references given by MacDowell [2000a], 312), e.g.: Miilke (2002), 88-159; Irwin (2005),
83-197; (2006), 63-72; Lewis (2006), 60-73; Blaise (2006); Stehle (2006), 82-9; Tsigarida (2006), 23-9;
Gudopp-von Behm (2009), 306-15, 326-52; Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010), 217-65; for background, Raaflaub
(2006).

3 Personal recitation (or just possibly reading): A.1.128-9, 144; 2.158; 3.135, 184-5; D.19.243-5. Clerk
reading: A.1.148-50; 3.190; D.19.247, 255 (plus the manteiai at D.19.297 and A.3.112); 18.267, 289.
Unclear: A.1.151-2.
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Aeschines’ self-association with Solon is in point — is made significant by targeting what
Aeschines had chosen to do in Against Timarchus — i.e. a good deal of personal recitation
of poetry as well as getting the clerk to read.*® Here, Demosthenes reinforces ‘Afye 81 pot
MaBov kol to tod Tohwvog Eleyeia Towti, v’ 110 811 Kol TOAwV Epicel TodC 010¢ 0VTOC
avOpomovg’ (254), with an emphatic ‘Aéye 60’ (255), prefaced by some barbed comments
about Aeschines’ fondness for ‘voice exercises’ (pmvookncac).®” The concern seems to be
for the ‘lessons’ offered by the Solonian verses to come through to the jury undistorted by
the stamp of personal performance — it is corrupt performance, and actorly superficiality
and subterfuge in general, that Demosthenes is laying to Aeschines’ charge. Having the
clerk, a neutral third party, read all these famous verses means that a democratic
uniformity is preserved, that the community of orator, audience and clerk are drawn onto
the same side, confronting the defendant at whom the citation is aimed. That performative

frame, then, offers an immediate ‘cast’ to the Solonian verses favourable to Demosthenes’

purposes.

The second consideration relates to mockery. Both Solon when inciting the people to
retake Salamis,® and Aeschines in the near-present according to Demosthenes, wore a cap
(m\idov: 255). Whatever Solon’s may have signified in the original circumstance, we
should perhaps suggest (extending MacDowell) that Aeschines had worn his at the

Timarchus trial to emphasize his illness (i.e. the illness that had prevented him discharging

36 On personal recitation/clerk’s reading: esp. Olding (2007), (dealing with Aeschines 1); valuably too,
Azoulay (2009), 166-70 (on the choices made in Lycurgus 1). North ([1952], 24-8) discusses the citations
without considering the dichotomy here; nor does Perlman (1964).

37 On Demosthenes’ resistance to Aeschines’ corrupting voice: Gotteland (2006), 591-8; Worman (2008),
247-55 (on D.19 in particular).

38 Plut. Sol. 8.2.

%9 For rationalizations: Flaceliére (1947); Masaracchia (1958), 90-3; Vox (1984), 42-6; Robertson (1998),
300-1; Paulsen (1999), 248-9; MacDowell (2000a), 311; above all Irwin (2005), esp. 134-42; Noussia
(2006), 137 n.12.

185



his public duty by going on the Third Embassy shortly before*®) and gain a more
sympathetic hearing when taking on Timarchus and Demosthenes.*! The implications of a
fascinating inscription from Epidaurus — an epigram otherwise found in the Palatine
Anthology composed by ‘Aeschines the rhetor’ to thank Asclepius for curing a head-ulcer
— have not, as far as | have seen, been taken into account.*? If Aeschines wore a soft cap
for everyday protection of such an affliction (the otherwise redundant-sounding mepi v
kepainv might lend support),*® his appearance with it at the trial of Timarchus could have
worked in his favour in imitating Solon (either as herald or madman, whichever of the
principal explanations one wishes to buy), but by 343 could presumably possess some
comic value — either for the visual comedy itself or because Aeschines insisted on wearing
it for some time to keep up the Solonian impression.* Either way, Demosthenes’ deflation
of it here serves as a further attack on the self-identification with Solon being practised by
Aeschines in Against Timarchus 25-6, and a further frame for the ‘lessons’ directly
available in the Solon quotation. By being careful to close the frame with further reference
to the Timarchus trial at 8257 (as we shall see later in a different context), Demosthenes
completes the union of Aeschines’ corrupt performance as envoy with his morally
bankrupt prosecution of Timarchus; the two things, Demosthenes argues, are two sides of
the same coin of Aeschines’ character. Treating the trial as history, and using it as a frame

for his demolition and reconstitution of Aeschines’ use of history for self-construction in

40 cf. D.19.124 vs. A.2.94-5.

41 MacDowell (2000a), 311.

421G IV? 1.255 cf. AP 6.330 Waltz; Forbes (1967); CEG 2.776. Identification with our Aeschines was
proposed by Herzog ([1931], 39-40) and corroborated by Peek when he rediscovered and reviewed the
inscription ([1962], 1003). The most recent edition and discussion is Girone (1998), 42-5. She favours
authenticity, but omits the important contribution of Irigoin ([1976], 121-3), who notes the acrostich in the
epigram (®EIE) and, although not rejecting the identification with Aeschines (pace SEG 26.450), points out
that this would be the first Greek acrostich we have if it is genuine.

43 MacDowell ([2000a], 164 I. 22) prints éri for mepi here, but my suggestion is unaffected.

4 The colloquialisms in close proximity support the idea of a comic tone: ‘Aoyépio dbomva’ (cf.
Aristophanes [dub.] F 950 K-A; Theognetus F 1 K-A,; various later philosophical uses in dismissive or
contemptuous contexts: Zeno at D.L. 7.20; Themistius 32.358d (of Persaeus), but rare in general) and
‘tepwootiis’ (cf. Aesop. Fab. 269 1.10 Hausrath; Aristophanes Peace 762; Thesmophoriazusae 796; Wealth
121, 494).
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the Solon illustration, has allowed him to attach to the 8§8241-57 passage a number of the
important features of his attack as a whole; and he has brought himself (and by implication
his audience) into tacit, but still clear, alignment with the value-system of the Solonian

elegiac verses.

This is also true, though to a somewhat lesser extent, of the reappearance of the Timarchus
trial at On the False Embassy 283-6. Again, the focus is on throwing Aeschines’ bogus
moralizing from Against Timarchus back at him, and to aid that a highly tendentious
paraphrase of Aeschines’ points against Timarchus is brought into play. To aid his
argument, Demosthenes twists memorable items from Aeschines’ speech: the comment at
Against Timarchus 99, for example, that Timarchus had no pity for his mother as she
pleaded with him not to sell off key family property becomes in Demosthenes’ version a
standard-issue exhortation by Aeschines to the jurors not to pity Timarchus’ mother
(19.283).*® But Demosthenes’ strategy is not necessarily an ineffective one: the jurors
would not have had a text of Against Timarchus in front of them. The point, as before, is
that Demosthenes is treating the event of the Timarchus trial just as he would a more
standardized historical example, and that in his hands it is manipulated to reflect on the

moral compass both of his opponent and himself.

The consequences are twofold. First, Aeschines’ interesting take on a standard topos (if he
did indeed say it in performance) is made homogeneous with a much more conventional
type of plea, obscuring Aeschines’ artifice. Second, the main lines of the ethical
accusations against Aeschines are brought into a cluster round the accusation, most

significantly Aeschines’ lack of humanity (to which good civic feeling is closely related)

4 Yunis ([2005], 199 n.249) takes Demosthenes’ representation of Against Timarchus too literally.
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twinned with political opportunism. As before as well, the characteristic techniques which
assist the expression of those accusations cluster round them too: Demosthenes is
particularly keen in this speech on strenuous appeals to public knowledge of Aeschines’
character and actions, and the powerful ‘ovx avoapvnodnoecte’ (283) which begins this

particular look back to the trial of Timarchus is a fine example.

In condemning Aeschines’ opportunism (285), Demosthenes masks his own. The motif of
the visit to Macedonia as the turning-point at which Aeschines revealed his true moral
turpitude (Ewg eig Makedoviav EABav Eavtov éuicbwoev, 286) functions as a smoke-screen
to hide the swift mutual political realignments occasioned by the unsatisfactory outcome of
the Peace of 346 (and so the circumstances leading up to the trial of Timarchus in the first
place).*® The way Demosthenes conceptualizes that opportunism offers further possibilities
for highlighting Aeschinean and Demosthenic characteristics. He argues that Aeschines’
intention in prosecuting was not an altruistic desire to better the standards of the youth (o0
po A’ ovyl TV dpETEPOV Taid®V, dnmg EcovTal cOPpoves, mpoopdv, 285) but a cynical
political manoeuvre to knock Timarchus out of public life. The really interesting thing is
the use of mpoopdv. This links in with a whole chain of symbouleutic thinking and
expressions throughout the speech — and, more often than not, Demosthenes’ own
foresight, the foresight of the able politician, is set against the oversight and inertia of the
demos (cf. the similar mopopdwm, mepropdm).*’ Here, Aeschines is condemned not by his
arrogation to himself of the authority to use the past (as in the case of his use of the statue
of Solon) but of the foresight and care proper to the good statesman, precisely the opposite,

in Demosthenes’ terms, of the qualities he has actually exhibited in public life. It is the

% It is comparable to such other pieces of finessing in these speeches as Demosthenes’ effort to blur the first
two Embassies at §§253-4, referenced above.

47 Them: e.g. D.19.84, 153 (hypothetical), 271; him: 19.223, 230 (and here, 285); what they should be doing
or should have done: 19.64, 304.
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look back to the Timarchus trial that has made this avenue of attack available, and it fits
particularly well with the contrast between Aeschines’ ‘counterfeit’ desire to better the
youth and Demosthenes’ ‘genuine’ desire to better the politicians (obxovv kai 61d TOVOE ol
moMtevdpevol, St Qv o péyota Kivduvedetar T mOAEL © MPOGHKEL 8¢ KOl TOVTOV
epovrtilewv, 285). Aeschines’ ‘programme’ in Against Timarchus has been shown up as
both petty and false, and worthwhile only in reflecting on the character of its speaker;
Demosthenes on the other hand attempts to invest his own speech with real public
significance and to characterize himself as a man with vision, building upon the
foundations of an already burgeoning career at the bema. Whereas Aeschines’ prosecution
of Timarchus was a perversion of objectively noble motives, Demosthenes portrays

himself as a statesman with consistently and genuinely noble intentions.

4.1.2. Aeschines as Ambassador: the Timagoras Parallel

Also worth special attention are Demosthenes’ ‘bad envoy’ examples (to none of which
Aeschines responds).*® His treatment of Callias and Epicrates (273-80*°) furnishes a twin
example of a topos which we have observed before and which became even more popular

later: the correctness of the demos’ condemnation even of its major benefactors when they

48 On these, see in general Nouhaud (1982), 234-8, esp. 237 n.373 (on Callias); Buckler (2000), 152-4.

49 Sources on Callias ‘Lakkoploutos’ (PA 7825; PAA 554480; Davies [1971], 258-62) and his Peace(s) — the
main pre-Diodoran testimony apart from D.19.273 being Hdt. 7.151.1 — are collected by MacDowell
([20004], 320-1), to which add Piccirilli (1989). For Epicrates (PA 4859; PAA 393945; Davies [1971], 181),
see Buckler (2000), 153; MacDowell (2000a), 322-4; Harding (2006), 174-5. Strictly, Epicrates’ critical
condemnation seems to have been not for his activities at the Persian court itself, which were earlier in the
390s, but for his actions on the controversial 392/1 peace mission to Sparta (Philochorus FGrH 328 F 149a);
for the debate here, see MacDowell (2000a), 322-3, with a nuanced version of the traditional view; and
detailed discussion by Harding (2006), 168-77. For a very different view: Harris (2000), 499-500. Epicrates’
visit to the Persian court was perhaps more memorable, though: Platon F 127 K-A (with Dover [1950]);
Mosley (1968), 159-60; Ath. 6.251a-b. The document signalled at 19.276 would presumably have made the
circumstances clear. The Spartan mission did at least respond to Persian peace proposals (so Philochorus;
though see Harding [2006], 169-70 for the debate), and perhaps that is enough for Demosthenes’ purposes
here.
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were found guilty of backsliding.®® Epicrates’ ambassadorial activity and condemnation is
still within living memory (£¢’ du®dv tovtovi tdv &n (dviov avlpodrov, 276°Y);
Demosthenes carefully transports us from demonstrable ‘olden days’ time (with Callias
and his Peace, 273-5) further towards the present (o0 toivuv ta maAai’ &v t1g &yor pdvov
einelv, 276), and so Aeschines serves as a culmination and a reversal, on the logic: ‘if
benefactors (a signal one in the case of Epicrates: 280) paid for backsliding, even more
should Aeschines’. The moral pressure, intensified by this progression, is hard to miss
(Vuelc <€&> ékeivav TV avopdv dvieg, ol 8¢ Kol Tveg avtdv &tt (dvteg, 280). | want,
though, to concentrate on a different figure (and different manoeuvre), the most
consistently employed paradigmatic ‘code’ for Aeschines: Timagoras.®> As with the
Timarchus trial, it will be shown that Demosthenes so structures his thematic material that
each reference to Timagoras attracts a number of the key ethical accusations against
Aeschines, allowing him to refer constantly to them and increase their persuasive force and
value by that continual reference: part of the framework of repetition basic to the speech’s
overall structure. Following on from the previous section, we will see how Demosthenes

makes strenuous efforts to make his historical parallels match the current subject.

A brief reference to Timagoras at 831 sets up the train: no returning embassy was ever
denied entertainment in the prytaneion after its report to the Boule, Demosthenes claims,
not even that of Timagoras ‘ob Odvatov kotexepotovnoey 6 dfjuoc’. He goes on to play up
his own role in the denial of this courtesy in 346, claiming that it was thanks to his

foresight that this corrupt embassy was so treated: ‘GAL’ €00VC KATNYOPOLV KoL TPOEDP®V

%0 g.g. Din. 1.14-17 (Timotheus); Lyc. 1.93 (Callistratus); D.23.205 (Cimon and Themistocles).

51 Cobet called the last four words an absurdum additamentum. Rather, this is typical Demosthenic
pleonasm, and links up well with the resumption of this theme in similar wording at §280.

52 Timagoras: PA 13595; PAA 883250. Principal sources: Plut. Pel. 30.6-7; Plut. Art. 22.5-6; X. Hell. 7.1.33-
8; Ath. 2.48d-e, 6.251b, 6.253f. Appearances: Mosley (1968); (1972); Adcock and Mosley (1975), 165;
MacDowell (2000a), 221; Hagemajer Allen (2003), 199-201.
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td péAdovta’ (and later: eipd toivov O Katnyopdv &5 apyig €yd To0TOV, TOVTOV & 0VJELG
€uod, 33). Again, Demosthenes emphasizes his ability to see consequences, a contrast with
Aeschines’ lack of a share in this fundamental property of the good statesman. But
Demosthenes seems to ‘protest too much’. He appears to take suspicious delight in the fact
that his opponents will not be able to counter the evidence of the witness and probouleuma
itself that he has just been able to quote (32), and draws inordinate attention to the fact: ‘&i
8¢ enowv odtoc, Selédtm kai mapacyicm, kiyed katoPaive. GAL odk Eotv’; he also
demands that his audience recollect the occasion with him: ‘dvouvicOnte map’ vuiv

avtoic’ (33).

It is very tempting to suggest that there might have been some procedural reason why this
embassy at this point would not have been entitled to entertainment in the prytaneion in
any case, and that Demosthenes has finessed the order in which events took place on the
ambassadors’ return.>® Cawkwell’s solution, that there was another meeting of the Boule
between the ambassadors’ Boule and Assembly reports, at which they were honoured, and
that the probouleuma was then not read out in the Assembly because superseded by events,
also works well.>* Either way, we see Demosthenes capitalizing upon the ambiguity to
help the (anti-)fit with Timagoras. Doubts also hover, for me as for Cawkwell, over
Demosthenes’ accusation of his fellow-ambassadors itself (18).>° Although he claims
(émeca tadta v PovAnv) that his accusation dissuaded the Boule from conferring the
usual reward, how far he actually voiced that, or indeed went out of his way to accuse
them, is far from clear, and not something to which the witness and quoted probouleuma

further on necessarily had anything to add. Perhaps he exaggerates some kind of role he

53 Good parallels for such finessing — or strategic vagueness — would be Aeschines’ handling of 2.12-18
(Badian and Heskel [1987], esp. 268-71) and 2.74-8 (as noted by Efstathiou [2004], 400).

5 Cawkwell (1962c), 454-8; MacDowell (2000a), 15, accepts Demosthenes’ interpretation.

55 Cawkwell (1962c), 456.
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had on 13 Scirophorion in encouraging his fellow bouleutai to deal first with the other
matters Cawkwell mentions before turning to the question of the honours; and perhaps that
encouragement was uncontroversial under the circumstances. Certainly, there is nothing to

say that many of those bouleutai would be in court now.

The twenty-three or four years that had elapsed since the execution of Timagoras in 367/6
help the orator: they allow his presentation some elasticity. g Aéyetan is used at §137 to
fill out the details of the story.>® Elsewhere in Demosthenes, (c&¢) Aéyston and its cognates
are only used once (13.22) with reference to a point later than 403 (when not referring to
the present or last year or so, that is).>” Demosthenes seems to be parking the Timagoras
affair just at the limits of direct popular memory rather than squarely within them, so that it
can do more work for him. But it is also possible that, for all its sensational quality, the
execution might not have had the enduring appeal in popular memory that (for example) a
naval defeat or victory, or the execution of a failed or treacherous military figure or
leading statesman, would have had.*® Mosley usefully points to the tradition in which the
Timagoras story belongs: that of Athenian ambassadors to Persia almost inevitably either

hoodwinked or corrupted in the ways familiar from Attic comedy.>®

When Demosthenes introduces the Timagoras parallel in earnest at §134, he does so
obliquely, as part of a response to a hypothetical objection. It steals into the argument
rather than being foregrounded. Certain details of the story assist his marrying of it with
the Aeschines (and Amphipolis) situation; others he has to bend. In the former category, it

may well be relevant that at least one standard version of the story, drawn on by Xenophon

% cf. Heskel (1997), 108.

57 Referring to events earlier than 403: D.20.11, 73; 21.143, 144, 147; 24.140-1, 212.
% ¢.g. Callistratus’ execution in Lyc. 1.93.

%9 (1968), 160, with references; also Hagemajer Allen (2003), 201-3.
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and Plutarch (in one of the two relevant Lives), stressed the secrecy of Timagoras’
relations with the King: in the Artaxerxes, the King is particularly pleased with Timagoras
because he writes to him personally (a species of communication that can be presented as
explicitly anti-democratic),’® while in Xenophon one of Leon’s grounds for accusation of
Timagoras when they get home is that his colleague refused to share quarters with him and
only spent time with Pelopidas.®® This closely resembles the state of affairs that
Demosthenes describes on the Second Embassy, where Aeschines builds up a similar
covert one-to-one relationship with Philip, based on a letter and on anti-democracy (6
yYevwoioc ovtoot &ue pév tov Sfjwov Een TOV Vuétepov  KoToAvoew  EmnyyéAfot
DOMAT...00TOG 0 10lg ThvTor TOV XPOVOV EVTILYYXAV®DY 0VS’ O0TIoDV €mavcato DAmn,
175). So, as we can safely assume that in 367/6 Leon’s charge was integral to Timagoras’
condemnation, Demosthenes’ stress on the commensality theme in On the False Embassy
as a whole makes particular sense.®? If that suggestion was what Demosthenes was aiming
for and/or if it was one an audience might pick up, it helps to explain why Aeschines felt
the need to respond to it, offering his slaves for torture to demonstrate that he had never
made any nocturnal departures from the quarters he shared with Aglaocreon and latrocles,

who then give testimony on his side: 2.126-7).

Timagoras’ anti-democratic secret communication with the King links well with the
developing theme of Aeschines and company’s oligarchic leanings; Demosthenes has them

tell Philip ‘®g 6 pév dfpdc €6ty AotafuntodTATOV TPAYLA TOV TAVIOV Kol AovvieTdTATOV,

80 Art. 22.5: ‘ypappatidiov andoppntov’ cf. e.g. the opprobrium Demosthenes sought to inspire with his story
of Aeschines writing a letter as from Philip as part of a nocturnal fraternization with him (A.2.124-5). Anti-
democratic: esp. Steiner (1994), esp. 142-66 for Persia.

61 Hell. 7.1.38. Perlman ([1976], 229) is right to note the status of bribe-taking as only one of a number of
available charges in a parapresbeia case like this — there are other key political considerations. Further,
Plutarch says (Pel. 30.6-7) that it was Timagoras’ support of Pelopidas, rather than the bribe-taking, that
made the Athenians really angry.

62 For which: Hobden (2009). Aeschines’ responses are clever and various: e.g. 2.22, 39, 42-3.
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domep &v BardTTn Tved o dKaTdoTaTov, OC GV TOYM Ktvovpevog’ (136)% — which might be
a nasty reversal of Aeschines’ beloved Solon’s image of the state, like the sea, as even and
calm (or dwarotdrn) until dissension or revolution (winds) ruffle it (F 12.2).% Equally,
one of the ways in which Timagoras ‘sells out’ to Persia in Xenophon’s account is in his
warm seconding of a speech by Pelopidas at Susa which inverted a long series of classic
Athenian liberty-related paradeigmata to reflect well on the early fifth-century medizing
Thebans: ‘cuvepoptopel 6’ avtd TodTO TAVIO OG AANOT Aéyolr 6 Abnvaiog Twaydpag’
(Hell. 7.1.35). If that were a part of the tradition, it could certainly bolster Demosthenes’
portrayal of Aeschines as contemptuous of the Athenian past, which, as we shall see, is

central to Demosthenes’ strategy as a whole.

These are examples of how the cogency of Demosthenes’ comparandum might have been
assisted by the details of the tradition, even if they are not the ones Demosthenes chooses
to stress. Others he manipulates to render seamless the connection between the present and
past cases. The case of Philip and the Persian King is already suggested to match the even
more obvious case of Aeschines and Timagoras (134-7), but it is the use of Amphipolis
(137) that really ties that parallel down. Demosthenes again uses the occasion for some
subtle symbouleutic self-presentation and personal image-refurbishment. The members of
the First Embassy may have recognized the futility of continuing to push the Athenian

claim on Amphipolis to Philip, argued against it in the Assembly sessions on 18 and 19

83 It is important to note (with e.g. Brock’s mention [2013], 159 and n.126, and against Clarke [2008], 286)
that this is not Demosthenes’ own stated view. MacDowell ([2000a], 29, 260) seems to think that & kol
TPOTEPHV MOT’ EIMOV £Y( TPOC DUAC &v T S Kol TovTOV 0Vdsic dvreinev means Demosthenes used this
language in the Assembly and that Aeschines and company did not object. A stronger suggestion might be
that Demosthenes claimed that this was his opponents’ view (S0 simov mpd¢ HudC as ‘told you about’), and
that they did not object to his characterization. This makes them look smug and sinister, a very familiar
portrayal. The similar collocation of Aeschines’ alleged anti-democratic views and the ‘wave’ image at §314
then looks completely natural and in keeping (otherwise it does not: MacDowell [2000a], 260 again) — as
does Aeschines’ rejection of anti-democratic sympathies (2.171).

64 See esp. Blaise (2011). Solon favours wind-waves imagery: F 13.17-20, 43-5, and Noussia (2006), 140-1;
cf. tyranny as a hailstorm in F 9.1 (cf. strongly D.9.33).
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Elaphebolion, and then (as indicated above) not raised the claim much (if at all) on the
Second Embassy, especially now that a Peace was drawn up for the Macedonians to swear
to and to which the Athenians and allies had already sworn. But many Athenians must
have seen this perfectly politic decision by the advocates of some sort of peace —
Philocrates, Demosthenes, and Aeschines — as a ‘stab in the back’.%® If we are to trust the
basic elements of Theopompus’ version of the debate,®® Aristophon’s hawkish contribution
cited the ceding of Amphipolis as unjust (mapéa 1o Sikatov) and a national disgrace.®” It
seems to have taken a cutting speech from Aeschines (D.19.15-16; A.2.74-7) as well as a
decisive and very direct intervention by Eubulus (D.19.291) to stop the debate potentially
swinging Aristophon’s way. Aristophon was, after all, the most venerable of Athens’s
living politicians, with a career stretching back to the iconic democratic restoration of 403,
and still somebody of great influence to whom people would have listened (as he
continued to be into the 330s).% Like Aeschines’ very elderly father Atrometus, as we
shall see, he was in a sense ‘living history’ and the authoritative embodiment of the
national past whose neo-imperial ideals he voiced. At Aristophon’s side, apparently, was
Hegesippus;®® and, thanks to him, Amphipolis was still a hot topic in 343, as evidenced by
its lengthy appearance (23-9) in the inflammatory On Halonnesus attributed to him.

Whatever his role in 346, Demosthenes at least had to present himself in 343 as someone

85 A.2.74 implies a strong movement in favour of resistance to Philip among the political class (évictéuevor
3¢ ol cuvtetayuévol pritopeg); but he may be exaggerating the weight of opposition to emphasize the
unlikelihood (and consequently the clout-enhancement value) of his victory under such circumstances, and
simultaneously engaging in the rhetoric of the ‘massed gang of opponents’; twin tactics we see Demosthenes
(and Aeschines) using elsewhere (e.g. D.18.322; A.2.74, 178).

% F 166, quoted by Didymus (coll. 8.64-9.9).

67 e.g. Steinbock (2013), 78. Harding ([2006], 197) doubts that Theopompus had access to, or the inclination
to reproduce, Aristophon’s real speech. Perhaps not; but Theopompus’ Aristophon certainly argues in terms
similar to how Demosthenes and Aeschines (D.19.15-16; A.2.74) both claim the anti-peace spokesmen
argued, and he is unlikely to have been picked as a speaker at random by the historian — this was a famous
debate. The case Aristophon made may be well-represented.

88 A.2.74, and Aeschines’ decision to deny the relevance of some national paradeigmata, imply that
Aristophon and those presently supporting his line were a force to be reckoned with, and that creative tactics
were needed to subvert their proposals. 330s: Whitehead (1986), esp. 314-15, with his quotation of Hyp. Eux.
28 (ioyvporarog év tf] mohteia). Further on Aristophon: Davies (1971), 65; Oost (1977) with Sinclair
(1988), 162; Fisher (2001), 202-3; Harding (2006), 196-7.

9 ¥ ad 19.72 (173 Di) (with appropriate caution from Efstathiou [2004], 396 n.21).
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who cared about Amphipolis, and had cared about it all along; and in our speech he refers
with grim disappointment to Hegesippus’ recent diplomatic failure in Macedonia (19.331),
where the latter had reignited the question of Athens’s claim, and been rebuffed after

offending Philip.”

For the 360s parallel, what Demosthenes stresses (137) is the King’s change of front after
hearing of Timagoras’ execution from ambassadors who succeeded him.” By bringing the
Athenian claim to Amphipolis in here, he makes it a means of manufacturing a
resemblance between the 360s example and the negotiations with Philip of 346, and
therefore his disputed version of what Aeschines said about Amphipolis then (and what he
allowed Demosthenes to say about it). Strands of accusation important to On the False
Embassy as a whole are well-represented in §88134-7: like Timagoras at Susa, Aeschines
has connived with Philip against Athenian interests; he has discharged the duty laid on him
by a democratic state by engaging in crooked one-to-one exchanges with Philip (175-6 and
later, 128); and, like Timagoras, he has taken money and favours for his perfidious actions
(e.g. 110). Most importantly for the connecting role of Amphipolis, though, Demosthenes
argues (138) that Philip, like the Persian King, will change his mind and work with the
Athenians if he sees the modern-day heirs of Timagoras punished (todto toivov todT’ Gv
gmoinoe dilmmog, €1 Tva TovTOV €108 Siknv dovta, kai viv, dv 11, momost) (again, the
symbouleutic idea of the Athenians making better decisions — because it is up to them —
appears). Amphipolis (an emotive nexus at the best of times) indeed continues to serve as
the persuasive link between the two cases: the King’s sanction reappears in the midst of

the Solon example at §253, a passage already focused on the appropriateness of historical

0 Hegesippus’ mission and the 343 context: Cawkwell (1963a), 133-4; Hammond and Griffith (1979), 489-
95.

1 On the ‘second embassy’ to Persia of 367/6: Heskel (1997), 108. What this embassy really achieved must
remain unclear.
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parallels. The events of 367/6, 346 and 343 are thus tightly connected, to cast Aeschines’
anti-values not as contributory to the latest instantiation of an unpleasant historical
phenomenon so much as central to its definition. Demosthenes opposes Aeschines by
essentializing his traits and by denying the validity of any more nuanced attempt to
understand him as a person. It is his words and actions, as presented in Demosthenes’

version, that count.

The third appearance of Timagoras (in 88188-91) widens the attack and continues the
Demosthenic project of self-recommendation by contrast. Here the theme of blighted
commensality, and the perverted embassy as symbolic of wider ill-will in its members
towards the city’s health, comes into its own as an ethical probative aimed at shaping
Aeschines negatively. The passage presents the ambassadors as sordid parodies of
prytaneis (190), united in vice and too far gone in corruption to follow precedent in casting
that corruption out. Demosthenes assumes that purgative role. Following on from his
strenuous self-casting as the accuser from the beginning (188, cf. 31-3), he sits behind his
chosen examples — Leon, Eubulus, and Conon — as each, in a different department of civic

life, counteracts the wrongdoing committed by his fellows.

Each is well-suited to Demosthenes’ purposes. Leon functions very easily as code for him,
and Xenophon’s characterization of Leon may preserve a fair picture of a tradition of him
as an outspoken and honest operator, who impresses the King (“N# A{o, @ AOnvaiot, dpa
ve VUiV, o¢ oikev, GAlov Tva @ilov avti Paciiémg (ntetv”: Hell. 7.1.37). Though we
know nothing of Eubulus’ accusation of Tharrhex and Smicythus, with whom he had
messed (cvooeottnkag, 191), it is possible that this was not in his capacity as a general:

the force of the triad seems undercut if this refers to the same department as the following
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ovotpatnynoog. | would accept that some period of military service by Eubulus is most
likely,” but it could have happened during service as one of the prytaneis (the sitesis then
being the regular provision made for such active magistrates in the tholos).” This would
bring out the paradigmatic frame of the ‘parody prytaneis’ well, and keep the application
of the triad broad: domestic, military, and diplomatic service would thus all be represented.
As for Conon, it is perhaps Adeimantus who is the key (famous, of course, for allegedly
fraternizing with Athens’s principal enemy of that time, Sparta,’* and thus linking up with
Aeschines), though the popularity of Conon himself is in general high among those fourth-
century figures referred to by the orators, and a reference to him a dependable resort more
generally (e.g. as we saw in Against Leptines).” The perversion of commensality, of the
shared diligent execution of a democratic duty, is the paramount point against Aeschines,
and the link with the circumstances of the Second Embassy tangible — Demosthenes
constructs his own protest as legitimate and motivated by a desire to highlight that
perversion.’® Despite Aeschines’ tragic bleating (189: tpaywdel mepidv), Demosthenes
argues, the main point is not that he is turning his back on his messmates, but that in the
wider context of the embassy they turned their back on their civic duty, and on

Demosthenes, its champion.”’

So susceptible does Demosthenes make the Timagoras parallel to his wider purposes that
he appears to allude to it even in the peroration.’”® Once again, the audience are encouraged

to think that Philip will change his mind towards them (tov tpémov petabnoeton, 341) if

2 This may be the sense of Yunis’ translation (‘colleagues at the common mess’) ([2005], 172). cf. Lys.
13.79, PI. Smp. 219e. More general sense: PI. La. 179b.

8 Rhodes (1972), 16, 32.

™ Adeimantus: MacDowell (2000a), 285. And Sparta: X. Hell. 2.1.30-2; Lys. 14.38.

> Nouhaud (1982), esp. 333-8, and above, Introduction n.43; on likely enduring memory of the trial, Milns
(1995), 17.

6 Hobden (2009), 79, 84-5.

" cf. MacDowell (2000a), 285: ‘Demosthenes interprets the meals...as functions of the Athenian state’; and
Hobden (2009).

8 MacDowell (2000a), 354 notes the similarity to the argument of §§137-8, but goes no further.
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they convict Aeschines, a notion figured in terms of a shift of Philip’s attitude towards
democracy and against those who had shown oligarchic sympathies e.g. at §8136-7, as we
saw above (vOv p&v yap fipntot Tovg ToAlovs E€amatdv OAlyovg Oepamevety, av 6& TOVTOVS
amolwAdTag THONTOL, VUTV TO1G TOAAOIG Kol TavTmV Kupiolg T Aomd otelv PovAnoetal,
341). This is a look back to the Persian King and his concession of Amphipolis after the
execution of Timagoras (137). Demosthenes makes abundantly clear where he stands in
the democratic-oligarchic spectrum, of course; but he does so by investing his round-up of
the prosecution case, again, with a tone explicitly symbouleutic. As at §8137-8, this is a
case of a desired sea-change in right Athenian decision-making, and nothing to do with
Philip, with whom there is (135) a chance of a peace beneficial to Athens, if the right
people are listened to in future. In choosing to look back to previous occurrences of the
Timagoras parallel a few moments before closing, Demosthenes leaves an abiding
impression that if his audience respond to the lessons that that parallel has been offering
throughout, both in terms of the ethical case against Aeschines (underlined by the
recurrence of the paradigmatic traitors Euthycrates and Lasthenes [265] at 8342) and the
symbouleutic, motivational case for Demosthenes’ advice, they will start to make the gains
they deserve. The optimism and vision which we have come to associate with
Demosthenes in the Assembly speeches, and which recur strongly in On the Crown, are
clearly signposted here. His fashioning project aims at a twin impact, then; but the final
allusion to the Timagoras example, drawing on its predecessors, enables Demosthenes to
finish strongly by uniting the strands that will conduce to that twin impact: past and

present, envoy and statesman, commonwealth and personal gain, loyalty and perfidy.

199



4.2. Aeschines and the Defence: Accepting the Challenge

In the last section, | explored two rich examples of thematic caucuses with paradigmatic
status — one recent, one less so — pursued in Demosthenes’ prosecution speech. Here, |
examine a similar movement: the contest over who has the right to use the past, and how
Aeschines confronts the impression created by Demosthenes that Aeschines can only use it
wrongly and for crooked purposes. To do so, he combines selective omission of some
aspects with sustained critique of others to contest Demosthenes’ own handling — its
accuracy, its relevance, and the purity of the motives behind it — and to advance his own:
to characterize it, looking back, as delivering the true picture of its past that the city needed
to be offered on 19 Elaphebolion 346, and, looking to the present, offering convincing
support for his claim both to acquittal now and to be considered a credible source of well-

informed advice in the future.

We start with the nub of the dispute. Contrary to what Aeschines says in On the Embassy,
there must have been speeches in the Assembly on 19 Elaphebolion; he reveals happily in
330 what it would have been inconvenient for him to admit in 343.7° On the 19th, he made
a speech in support of Philocrates’ peace proposals to which we have already had cause to
refer, and which Demosthenes condemns in a passage worth quoting in full (as it

encapsulates the nature of the struggle):

AvaoTiC EdMUyopel kol cuviyopet ekeivad® moAhdVY agiovg, & Zeb kol maveg
Beot, Bavatwv Adyovg, g 0UTE TOV TPOYOVMV DRGG pepvijcBar déot otTe TOV TA
TpOmOL0 KOl TOG vavpayiog Aeyovrov avéyeoBar, vopov te Onoewy kal ypdyev
undevi t@v EAMvaov vudg Bondeiv, dg dv un mpdtepog BeBfondnkag dUiv Q. kai

9 A.3.63-4 and 71, compared with A.2.64-9. See Harris (1995), 145-6; Buckler (2000), 149; MacDowell
(2000a), 7.
8 Philocrates.
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Tad0’ O oYETAMOC Kai Avondng o0Tog &TOMIa Aéyely EQECTNKOTOV TMV TpécPearv
Kol aKovovTov, odg and 1@v EAMvov petenépuyoacds ¥o tovtov melcbévieg, Ot
o nempokmg avtov nv (D.19.15-16).

Before the end of the speech, he is expressing himself in similar terms again (unqte t@v

Tpoyovev pepuvijoBon uite tpomota Aéyewy unte Pondeiv undevi, 307; cf. closely 311).

Aeschines reacts strongly in On the Embassy to the idea that there were envoys from the
other Greek states present then, but, as Ryder has shown, the passage in which he does so
(57-62) puts on display precisely the kind of legerdemain with detail (and especially with
the introducing of documents and witnesses) that we saw him employ in Against
Timarchus.®! On the whole, we may safely assume that Demosthenes may be exaggerating
the number of other Greeks present but not the fact that there were some there (not least
delegates from the allies, presumably included in this company). The kernel of his outrage
(well conveyed, for example, by the deferring of 6avatwv, 15) is the small-mindedness
inherent in the Aeschinean view (as he represents it) — both in the sense of the belittlement
of past Athenian prowess and in the suggestion that Athens should only reciprocate
favours already done, strangling future enterprise. (Keeping Cersobleptes, Halus, and the
Phocians out of the Peace is clearly at issue, something Demosthenes was probably as
much part of as Aeschines®). But whatever Aeschines actually said on 19 Elaphebolion,
Demosthenes seizes the chance to continue shaping his self-dissociation from the Peace
itself now in 343 — he could perfectly easily claim to be a politician whose whole
oratorical career had been marked by imaginative and memorable deployments of the past

in public contexts (as we saw especially in Chapter Two), and by a vision informed by that

81 Ryder (1977), esp. 220-2; also Cawkwell (1960), 435-8.
82 Cawkwell (1960), 433-5; Harris (1995), 146; and esp. Efstathiou (2004), 392-3 n.18.
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past. Such a politician’s relationship with the subtext of the Peace of Philocrates —

declining Athenian power — could never be simple.

Aeschines’ criticism — as far as we can trace it in the 343 versions — looks strongly as
though it was aimed at the hawks ranged with Aristophon.®® The fragment of
Theopompus’ version of Aristophon’s speech as quoted by Didymus® tallies in tone with
Demosthenes’ criticisms (16: oVte t@v mpoydvwv... ovte... 0 Tpdémata; 307: unte TV
Tpoyovev pepvijobot punte tpomoto Aéyewv) and with Aeschines’ rebuttals (2.63: toig t0g
péryog Kai to T®dV Tpoydvev AEyovst tpomaid; 74: Kol TV ThemV T®V TPoyOvVeV Kol TV
tpomainv); stating numbers of triremes, allies and revenues is part and parcel of this sort of
rhetoric. So Aristophon may have been the main target; but what Demosthenes does in On
the False Embassy is to respond to Aeschines’ attack of three years earlier as one directed
at him personally, and respond compellingly enough to require Aeschines to reply in On
the Embassy, and at length (2.56-7, 63, 69-78). There may be more to the Demosthenic
strategy than appears at first sight. Apart from the fact that he is seizing an opportunity to
continue to salvage his reputation for spirited invocations of ancestral Athenian excellence,
he appears also to be making a strong case for being regarded as an alternative head for
Aristophon’s group, whose resilience despite the comprehensive discrediting of its leader’s
forward policy in the Social War had been proved on 18 and 19 Elaphebolion 346 (as
noted above, it seems to have required a forceful intercession by Eubulus — defending his

own familiar territory, Athenian finances — to convince the Assembly to accept

8 Cawkwell (1960), 437; Efstathiou (2004), 396-7; 399-400; Martin ([2009], 52 n.12) is uncertain; more
confidence: Harding (2006), 196-7.

84 F 166: “évOopeicle & d¢ mhvtov dv momoaey avavdpdtotov, i Thv eipfvny detaipedo
TOPAYOPNCAVTEG AUPUTOLE®G pEYioTNY pEv woAy T@V EAANVId 0V oikoDvTes, TAEIGTOVG & GLUUNAY OV
£JOVTES, TPLUKOGIAG 0 TPUPELS KEKTNEVOL KOL GYEO0V TETPAKOGIMV TOLAVTMV TPOGH0VG
rappavovres - Ov vrapxdvToV Tig 0Ok av MV Emtunceiey, el v Maxeddvov dHvauy opnoivieg
CLYYOPNCULUEY TL TOPA TO dikatov.”
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Philocrates’ solution).%° Aristophon was by 343 ninety, or a little over, and although
clearly vigorous could surely not be expected to last much longer.% It is interesting that in
On the False Embassy Demosthenes refers to Aristophon quite distantly (297), as a
politician belonging firmly to a previous generation, and makes no mention of his
inflammatory speech in the peace debate, though he refers to Eubulus’ response (291). A
sort of writing-out policy might be the strategy. Demosthenes and Hegesippus were clearly
allies by 341 (D.9.72), but after Demosthenes’ advocacy of peace with Philip (after years
of vocal opposition to his rise), it was unlikely to be easy to convince those who had not
wavered that he was ready to share their ground with any consistency. | therefore read
D.19.16 and the care with which Demosthenes manages his historical argumentation as a

stage in that delicate rapprochement process.®’

Handling of the past, then, is shown as potentially of importance to political positioning®
as well as to the more freestanding characterization that we traced in the previous section.
By condemning Aeschines’ attack on the anti-peace group, and by giving the glories of the
Athenian past their usual prominence in his prosecution speech (esp. 311-13), as well as
continuing to debunk Aeschines’ usage at vitriolic length (307-14), Demosthenes attempts
to demonstrate his ideological kinship with a group whose popularity was growing as
Philip’s reluctance to keep to the terms of the Peace became more patent. This matches a

wider strategy in On the False Embassy as a whole (e.g. 19.291, where he tries to drive a

8 Eubulus could not allow Aristophon — his principal political rival at least since the early 350s, and
probably earlier — to prevail: D.20.137; 21.218; 18.162 as well as our passage; Sealey (1955a); Cawkwell
(1963b), 49; Dusani¢ (1979); Whitehead (1986), 316; Mitchell and Rhodes (1996), 15.

8 Aristophon’s age: * ad A.1.64 (145 Di), with Davies (1971), 65 and Harding (2006), 196.

87 Hegesippus receives mention as a fellow-opponent of Aeschines (whom the latter is likely to attack in his
defence speech) in D.19 (72, 74), but no link between him and Demosthenes is suggested, and in any case
Aeschines fails to oblige, at least in our text of On the Embassy. The Timarchus trial of 346/5 had seen
Demosthenes and Hegesippus on the same side, but it is notably difficult to construe underlying political
alignments in teams representing litigants.

8 As modification of Perlman’s (1961) ‘propaganda’.
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wedge between Aeschines and Eubulus by citing an allegedly politically-motivated

prosecution by Aeschines of one of Eubulus’ associates, Philonicus®®).

Aeschines’ detailed reaction in On the Embassy, though, is even more interesting (esp. 69-
78). As we have tended to see elsewhere, this lacks the saturating quality of Demosthenes’
conception of the past, but is a well-calibrated — and multifaceted — response to the
rhetorical situation he is faced with. Broadly, he reverses the charge of bribe-taking,
highlighting the consistency of his conduct as a counter to Demosthenes’ main point: his
mysterious deviation from a previously unexceptionable policy (e.g. 311). The way he
introduces discussion of that consistency sounds daring and sophistic (e.g. 70: mporppon
yap moppnotdoachal, koi Erevfepdc Gua kai TaAn0f sinov omlecbar), but what follows
has the advantage of being open and clearly representative of what he did indeed do. It
thus contrasts with Demosthenes’ swift attempt to disclaim involvement in the Peace: it
was, Aeschines claims, the consistency of serving Athenian interests, which meant
changing his own position (2.79). This privileges the rationalizing of politics as being
about managing change, something Aeschines stresses eloquently later in the speech (165),
and something listening jurors could accept if it was properly packaged (though whether it
would persuade them to save Aeschines in the current climate of broad hostility to the
Peace was another matter). There is further care taken with the initial framing, though:
after professing to see off the constructions put on his 346 speech by Demosthenes (esp.
19.16) with a flurry of documents (54-68: an example of proof by volume), he does what
Demosthenes was to make a central feature of his strategy in On the Crown: declares his
positive pride in the achievements under criticism (o0t’ aioydvouar €n’ avtoig, GAAL Kol

euotwoduat, 69), grounding his reaction in an assertion both of his ability and of his right

8 On what ought to be taken away from this in political terms (possibly not much): Rubinstein (2000), 168
n.27 vs. Harris (1995), 155 (convincingly demolishing this and D.18.162).
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to produce a convincing alternative account, reinforced by a self-consciously realist

reading of late fifth-century history (74-8).

The reaction itself takes two forms: exploitation of Demosthenic carelessness on the one
hand, and rebuttal — and re-appropriation — of Demosthenic points on the other. The target
for the latter is easy to characterize. Much of 19.303 onwards is devoted to the theme:
Aeschines’ selling out to Philip obliterated his ability to use history correctly (307; 311);
good users of the past are never corrupted (308); Aeschines’ speeches have become a
historical event in themselves, superseding all that went before in sheer perfidy (312:
Kaitol TouTeV aioyiovg Adyol 00dEVEG TOTOT’ &V TM TovTi YPOVE® YeYOvaot Tap’ UIV). AS
for the first type of reaction, 19.273 is a good example of a moment where, in seeking to
illustrate the distance between the Aeschinean attitude to the past as voiced in the debate
on the Peace and a desirable model of Athenian public engagement with it, Demosthenes
simply goes too far.*® The suggestion that the Athenians should imitate the ancestors in
everything — albeit followed up with some cogent negative examples (the bad envoys) —
may have aroused some suspicion (vopilm toivov dudc, & dvépec AOnvaiot, od kad’ &v Tt
UOVOV TOLG TPOYOVOUS MHOLUEVOVS OpBdC v molelv, AL Kol KoTtd 7avro Oca
Enpattov £@ekijc). It certainly fits with the political positioning | have already sketched
Demosthenes as pursuing in this speech. Only the most confirmed traditionalist would
have found this vast generalization acceptable, but it is precisely to this strategic and
ideological territory that Demosthenes may be set — too set — on demonstrating his

attachment. His formulation looks either naive, badly thought-through, or dishonest.

% \With Clarke (2008), 279.
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In his defence speech, then, Aeschines pounces, capitalizing on an opportunity to indicate
not only the breadth and sophistication of his own historical understanding, but also the
oral (and thus eminently democratic) origins of his knowledge: the tales told him by his
father, Atrometus (77-8, 147). This strategic aspect has been explored recently by
Steinbock, who demonstrates its importance, seeing Aeschines’ assault as a bid to
undermine the Athenian ‘master narrative’® as purveyed by Demosthenes, Aristophon,
and Eubulus (in odd company here).%? But this takes insufficient account of the present
trial context — Aeschines is giving a persuasive rather than an accurate account of what he
said on 19 Elaphebolion — and of the dynamics of contestation. Aeschines is responding
first and foremost to Demosthenes now, not to the ‘master narrative’ articulated in 346. He
is making a counterbid against the unduly universalizing (and, it could be argued,
opportunistic) political stance Demosthenes mediated through his use of the past in this
trial as well as in 346, and offering a carefully nuanced appreciation of different historical
decisions by the demos to fit his picture of how he conducted himself as a careful,
responsible, and statesmanlike presence in the Peace negotiations, with a matching
nuanced appreciation of the context of Athenian decision-making (as we shall see below

on his speech to Philip on the First Embassy).

The creation of trust seems critical here: Aeschines confides that the decisions he made in
346 corresponded to the details of the circumstances then, and that his (and, to a lesser
extent here, Philocrates’) opinions were not tied into the kind of unhelpful, totalizing

Demosthenic conception of Athens which that orator had just pushed in his prosecution

%1 Defined by Steinbock elsewhere as ‘the prevalent version of the Athenian past’ ([2012], 20-1) — but we
should keep in mind the flexibility of the orators’ treatment of the constituent elements of that prevalent
version, and the importance of rhetorical situations to how they were mediated and perceived —
Demosthenes’ whole organization of a speech and his performance, for example, will always be a crucial
modifier of the latter. Steinbock’s concept works best for the epitaphios.

%2 Eubulus was on the other side of the debate, and his intervention (D.19.291) aimed at derailing
Aristophon, as we have seen.
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speech but which he had notably failed to articulate back in Elaphebolion 346 in front of
the hawkish political allies he is now trying to win. Aeschines presents himself as a
decision-maker for whom precise context and moderate deliberation are all — a good
ambassador and a good statesman. Demosthenes emerges by contrast as the articulator of a
perhaps more coherent but certainly less immediately realistic conception of the past, ill-
fitted for engagement with a shrewd political operator like Philip or with the circumstances
Athens faces. This closely resembles our guiding hypothesis on the kind of pasts the two
orators tend to conjure, and indicates that Aeschines (like Demosthenes) has decided partly
to play to what he considers his strengths, arguing the relevance to the present (and to the
debate in 346) of a model other than Demosthenes’ universalizing commitment to
ancestral behaviour — just as he freely admits he had done in 346 to the hawks (2.74). For
the purposes of demolishing Demosthenes’ position, he assimilates him and his
universalizing conception of the Athenian past directly to what he argues was displayed by

those 346 opponents. Demosthenes, Aristophon, and the others get bundled together.

So Demosthenes (especially at points like 19.273) is countered by the warts-and-all
discussion of Athenian high and low points at On the Embassy 70-8: how Aristophon (not
named) and similar speakers had completely misconstrued the mechanics of applying the
past to present affairs. Aeschines gives (a version of) the precise context in which
deliberation was being made in 346 (mapped out at 8870-4), and so is able to push the idea
that examples of ancestral evpoviio — the kind of good judgment he assimilates to his own
conduct during the Peace negotiations — were far more appropriate models than the kind of
blanket appeals being made by his opponents, like Demosthenes (amopiénev 6¢ &ic ta
TPOTOAOLOL THG AKPOTOLEWS EKEAELOV VUAG, Kol TG &V ZaAapuivi...voopoayiog pepvijobo,

74). For Aeschines, in the categories he demarcates, the latter appeal is wrongheaded (and
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probably constructed deliberately by him as such): the Propylaea (a popular paradigmatic
resort for orators®®) was indelibly associated not only with Athenian glory and national
identity®* (as Aeschines notes Epaminondas realized: 2.105) but usually with its fifth-
century imperial context, and the tribute which funded the principal stage of its
construction.®® It is the period of the empire, and its proponents, whose mistakes — the
result of overreaching pride encouraging unwise decision-making (apovAiav, 76, 77) —
Aeschines criticizes: the Sicilian expedition while Decelea was fortified (not wholly
accurate, but we take the point nonetheless®), and the resistance to peace led by Cleophon
despite Spartan willingness to make terms (76).%” The fact that Aeschines makes the
distinction between the empire-period and previous decisions, though, is meaningful —
there is a motivation here which is conciliatory as much as it is polemical. Aristophon and
his fellow speakers, as we saw, had a good deal of support, and Aeschines wisely makes
the decision not to alienate that potential support-base among the jurors completely, by
recapturing for himself (and recasting and extending) a series of examples from the pre-
imperial period: in this case Plataea, Salamis, Marathon, and Artemisium (75) — thus
answering the ‘“tf|g &v ZaAapivt...vavuayiog pepvicBbar’ part of his opponents’ appeals (in

his version at §74).

An interesting extension is his skewed coverage of Tolmides’ generalship, where the
famous 456/5 periplous of the Peloponnese becomes a land campaign (not even a very
good item to include, given that Tolmides died at Coronea in 447 after an exhibition of just

the kind of proto-imperial impetuosity that Aeschines is busy condemning).*® Nouhaud

%3 See above (Introduction) n.45.

% Paulsen ([1999], 345) captures this concisely.

% See esp. IG I° 462-6; ML 60, 165-6 (noting the extravagance); Giovannini (1990), 138.
% This was instead Demosthenes’ reinforcing expedition (Thuc. 7.20).

% For complication of this tradition: Natalicchio (1990).

% Tolmides’ impetuosity: at least on Plutarch’s account (Per. 18.2-3).
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attractively characterizes the reference as an overcompensation for those Demosthenic
criticisms of Aeschines’ attitude to the past in On the False Embassy — hence, partly, the
error (due also to Aeschines’ misunderstanding).®® Steinbock makes a good case for
classing Tolmides with the heroes,'® but | would prefer to see Aeschines, who is on the
point of crossing into the passage featuring the ‘bad’, imperial-era, examples, setting
Tolmides up as a transitional figure (transitions being important to the ‘fifth century
excursus’ later in the speech). Even if we assume he knew nothing of Tolmides’
impetuosity at Coronea,®! the fictive march through the Peloponnese cannot help evoking
not Athenian valour in defence of Greece (as in the other four cases) but the beginnings of
the worst phase of imperialistic ambition. The sense is, then, that Aeschines could just
about countenance Tolmides’ heroics, but that the tide was already turning — he wants his
audience to make a similar judgment. We are then prepared well for what follows. If he
had wanted to make a simpler point, he could have chosen a less problematic example: the
victory at the Eurymedon, for instance, which would have given him the opportunity to do
something with Demosthenes’ points about Callias’ peace and would not have conjured

the spectre of Greeks killing Greeks.1%?

Imperial pride, then, is the keynote — and its dark side, errors and unseasonable appetite for
conquest (Guaptiporta...koi T dxoipov ehovikiav, 75).2%% Aeschines puts in its place an
alternative sort of pride: prudent deliberation, and his pride in his own careful negotiation
of the peace-making process (as at 869: gulotipwoduat). But Aeschines is also doing

politics here, and fashioning himself a place in the post-Peace order as much as

% Nouhaud (1986), 346.

100 Steinbock (2013), 84-7 (and Hesk [2012], 225).

101 ¢f. Nouhaud (1986), 345 n.23.

102 And was used e.g. by Lycurgus (1.72). Internecine warfare avoided in art: Boedeker (1998), 193.

103 The qualifying éxarpov itself suggests that Aeschines recognizes giloviio as open to possible positive
gloss: cf. e.g. X. Cyr. 7.1.18, 8.2.26, Ages. 2.8 — i.e. that it was acceptable for Athens to be competitive per
se (and constructively), but that this was a time of destructive over-competitiveness.
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Demosthenes is. We noted above that Aeschines has decided to accept for his own
purposes Demosthenes’ self-identification with those who had been aligned with
Aristophon and Hegesippus in 346, and who probably remained committed to opposing it,
especially now such a view was popular — a group to which we should probably add
Hyperides, Philocrates’ principal accuser earlier in the year in the trial that led to his
exile.1% But we can add now that Aeschines pairs the conciliatory part of his motivation
with a capitalizing upon a clean fit (or what can be represented as one) between
Aristophon’s and Demosthenes’ policies — reflected in their choice of historical
illustrations — and those of the very fifth-century politicians whose glorious Athens they

look back to and whose actions Aeschines has criticized.

Cleophon should, then, probably stand for both of them (and possibly other figures,
perhaps Hegesippus). His violence on the bema, threatening to butcher anyone suggesting
peace (76), recalls Aeschines’ broader characterization of Demosthenes’ hyperactive
performances and language in our speech.!®® Further, the suggestion that Cleophon got
himself on the deme-rolls only by corrupt activity (mopeyypageig aioypdc moAitng)
dovetails with Aeschines’ taunts about Demosthenes’ ‘Scythian’ origins (78; 180; 3.172;
and cf. 2.22, 87, 93, 171, 183) and later outrage at Demosthenes’ ingratitude to Aeschines’
father-in-law Philodemus, who sponsored his own entry on those rolls (2.150).1%

Aeschines certainly warmed to the potential of this match: Demosthenes is cast as

104 See Engels (1989), 70-4 and Whitehead (2000), 5, 235 on this part of his earlier career; his prosecution of
Aristophon twenty years earlier (Hyp. Eux. 28) should not cause us particular alarm (for which trial:
Whitehead [2000], 232-3).

105 Hyperactive and histrionic Demosthenes in A.2.36-7, 40-2, 49, 51, 85, 157; Nouhaud (1982), 123-4, 290-
2; and cf. Ath. Pol. 34.1 (where Cleophon is drunk and wearing a breastplate). The violent language of
Hegesippus (?) in [D.] 7 must be relevant too: e.g. the harsh image at 7.45. Hyperactive Hegesippus: A.1.71.
106 ¢f. the taunting of Cleophon for his ‘Thracian’ origins in comedy: Aristophanes Frogs 679-85, 1532-3;
and for ‘the lyre-maker’, cf. Andoc. 1.146; Ath. Pol. 28.3. Cleophon in comedy: possibly behind the
demagogue in Eupolis, Demes F 99: Storey (2000), 183-4; Aristophanes Thesmophoriazusae 805; Frogs
1504; Platon F 61 (via X ad Aristophanes Frogs 681); on his Cleophon, defeated by Frogs in 405:
Sommerstein (2000), 443-4.
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Cleophon directly in Against Ctesiphon (3.150), violence being emphasized again. It is
worth noting that while Cleophon certainly divided people!® (and seems, with
Hyperbolus, to bear out the topos of the worsening quality of the political class after the
death of Pericles!®®), other views were possible, and for all we know some or all of
Aristophon, Demosthenes, Hegesippus, and the rest may have held them. Cleophon’s
democratic credentials, at least, were watertight — he took them with him to the grave
under the Thirty!®® — and the young Aristophon, who was well-known as one of those who
returned with the democrats in 403, might have known and/or associated with him; he will
certainly have heard him.''% By rejecting Cleophon, and indeed Athens post-Tolmides and
pre-404 (77), Aeschines marks himself out carefully not only as someone sympathetic to
Athens’s ‘true’ glory-days, but capable of discrimination — fundamentally, in control of the
past, and with a view of it which he seems to offer as more precisely married to current

needs than the cruder, more generalized visions of continuity erected by his opponents.

The final point to make, with Steinbock, is that Aeschines supports that from an
unimpeachable source — family tales told by his father Atrometus (77-8), present in court
(147) at ninety-four (oyedov mpeoPitoTog TV ToOAMTAOVY * 11 Yap 10N Pefimkev Eveviikovta
xai téttopa).tt The most important thing about Atrometus, according to Aeschines, is the
fact that he helped to restore the democracy. This is stated twice, at 8§78 and again at 8147,

and on the latter occasion Aeschines even signposts his own repetition of the point (Gonep

107 ¢f, Lys. 30.12-13.

108 See esp. Isoc. 8.75 (and 13) and Ath. Pol. 28.3-4 as good follow-ups to Thuc. 2.65; and on Cleophon
himself, Baldwin (1974); also Mathieu (1914), 196-7; Nouhaud (1982), 123-4, 290-2.

109 Cleophon victim of the Thirty: Lys. 30.10, 12; 13.12; X. Hell. 1.7.35.

10 Three sides in Lysias: an honest democrat (13.7-8, 12) (and cf. Todd [1996], 118-19); rather more vocal
(30.10); even an elder statesman figure (19.48); Ar. Rhet. 1375b31 (Cleophon’s citation of Solon’s elegies:
like Demosthenes here [19.255]. Cleophon may have chosen his material well: cf. PI. Critias 113b and Pinto
[2013], 86).

111 Steinbock (2013), 81-98; cf. Thomas (1989), 139-44, and Grethlein (2010), 131 on Andocides’ use of
family traditions of political conduct. The crucial connecting factor, guaranteeing acceptability, is that both
Andocides’ relatives and Atrometus were good servants of the polis.
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kol OMyo mpdtepov gimov, 147). Aeschines’ parallel between the late Peloponnesian War
rejection of peace at §76, with its negative results, and his own advocacy of peace in 346,
which he implicitly claims prevented such results (though goes no further than that!'?), is
certainly constructed to make his democratic credentials absolutely clear.!®® But he also
seems to be creating in the person of Atrometus an anti-Aristophon for himself, who can
match the venerable politician in a series of parallel ways: in age, in role played in 403,
and, fundamentally, in authority for knowledge about, and correct interpretation of, the
city’s past — something that Aeschines can then be seen to have inherited (ov yap Topa TV
AALOTPLDV, GALG Tapd. TOD TavToV oikelotdtov tadta érvvbavouny, 77). He claims, too,
to have inherited a sense of that past itself at a deep personal level — he, then, can
reasonably care about potential misfortunes befalling the city as much as any of his
contemporaries, and is in a position to talk about them from the heart (dote oikeid pot kai

ovviON Td TS TOLE®C dTVYAIOTO Evon TOTG MGtV dKkovEL, 78).

The invasion of ‘Demosthenic’ ground is clear. The age parallel is foregrounded in the
detail: Aristophon was ninety or just over; so Atrometus is older than Aristophon (cf. 147:
ninety-four, and oyedov mpesPitatoc tdv moirtdv). The credibility that would normally
attach to Aristophon thanks to his seniority is thus countered.*'* The involvement with the
restoration of the democracy is also made patent.!® It may also be that the reason why
Aeschines spells out his maternal uncle Cleobulus’ association with a prominent member

of the Bouzygae!'® (78: petd Anpowvétov 1od Bovlhyov cvykatsvavpdynos Xeilova) is

112 Demosthenes was clearly expecting more (D.19 esp. 88-90, 336).

113 Demosthenes (19.136, 314) had rattled him in this department: 2.171.

114 Authority attached to ‘being the oldest’: cf. Lys. 23.5. We need to keep open the possibility that
Aeschines is lying: he lies about ages elsewhere (1.49), as does Demosthenes (21.154). Perhaps not
accidentally, Atrometus is also older than Isocrates (who was 93 in 343).

115 For Aristophon’s involvement: Oost (1977), 240, with D.20.148-9.

116 For Demaenetus (and his encounter in 397/6 with Milon, the harmost in Aegina probably lurking behind
‘Cheilon’): Hell. Oxy. 16.72 (onwards) Chambers, with Bruce (1967), 50-1; McKechnie and Kern (1988),
132-3; elucidated by Steinbock ([2012], 247-8 and [2013], 95-8).
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that, as older scholars suggested, the 371 envoy Demostratus ‘son of Aristophon’ is the son
of our Aristophon, hinting at some sort of link with the late fifth-century Bouzyges
Demostratus mentioned in comedy. This is strictly speculative, but if correct would

constitute yet another competitive manoeuvre.'’

Fending off Demosthenes’ criticisms, then, offers Aeschines a prime opportunity not only
to stress his regard for the Athenian past, and prove its personal meaning to him (78), but
also to give practical demonstration of his understanding of — and hermeneutic skill in —
how the contesting of historical illustration articulates political rivalry more generally. He
repeats with greater subtlety — and no doubt develops further than he was able to on 19
Elaphebolion 346 — his critique of the kind of arguments used by the opponents of peace,
now in the political ascendant. To challenge the fundamental criticism of his behaviour
that Demosthenes had expressed through his historically-informed argumentation — namely
his change of front — he carefully sets out the conception of the past that forms his
ideological base, both now and in 346, answering the challenge in kind and plotting out
how he differs from Demosthenes and from Aristophon — differences which pervade the
speech more generally (though Aristophon is not once mentioned. Aeschines’ opponents
[74] are not to be treated as individuals — they are a gang [cf. 178]).1'® But there are
distinctive passages of historical material in On the Embassy put to use by Aeschines
which function to answer Demosthenes’ criticisms directly and to do more. These are

Aeschines’ reports of his own speeches at Pella and the presentations of the past embedded

117 See Oost (1977), 240 for debunking of older views (given in full in Davies [1971], 64-5), echoed by
Whitehead ([1986], 315 n.19), but | wonder whether they might be on to something. Demostratus son of
Avristophon: X. Hell. 6.3.2; Demostratus the Bouzyges: Aristophanes Lysistrata 397; Davies (1971), 105-6.
118 Aeschines’ language of ‘ganging up’: see above n.65. Other possible anti-Aristophon as much as (and
more than) anti-Demosthenes slurs in the speech include: i) the attack on Aristophon’s Embata trials co-
prosecutor Chares, whom Demosthenes seems to have regarded pretty positively by 343 (A.2.70-3 answering
D.19.332-3), cf. a neutrally-viewed Chares at D.23.173; wistful recollection by 323/2 (D.Ep. 3.31); support
in 341: D.8.30. Aeschines praises Chares’ Embata victim Timotheus (A.2.70); ii) the criticism of
Demosthenes’ pro-Theban sympathies (2.106). Aristophon was also well-known for these (3.139). Aeschines
is notably negative about him at 3.194.
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in them (25-33; 113-18), and especially the ‘fifth century excursus’ (172-7). Their
importance is testified to by a compositional aspect: Aeschines carefully situates his two
images of the ‘gang of opponents’ at the start of one sequence of historical material (74)
and at the end of another (178); just as Aeschines portrays himself as under attack from
these people, so the treatments of history which Aeschines has invested in are framed by

references to them. Let us now look at these more closely.

4.3. Aeschines and the Defence: New Opportunities

4.3.1. Aeschines at Pella

While we can never know precisely what happened at Pella either on the First or on the
Second Embassy, Aeschines claims to have the support of his fellow-ambassadors for his
account of the First (2.44, 46) — though we should be wary of Aeschines’ habit of
exploiting the gap between his presentation of what a witness’s statement will mean and
what the witness actually turns out to be proving.'*® But both here and in the later passage
his priorities are multiple. Implicit in giving a ‘true’ account of the embassies here is the
creation of authority, and not just the authority of the experienced envoy, but the didactic
authority of the skilled user of historical detail. As suggested above, the account of the
First is meant to encourage the audience to take pride in Aeschines’ virtuoso assertion of
Athenian claims to Amphipolis (especially when Demosthenes at 19.253-4 had
deliberately left blank which Embassy it was that had featured no reference to Amphipolis
by Aeschines whatsoever). Philip is a passive recipient of instruction in Aeschines’

account; Aeschines’ description of his later reply (38) is clearly supposed to suggest he

119 1t may or may not be significant that it is the clerk who voices the fellow-ambassadors’ testimony (46).
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was moved and impressed by the lecture. It is perhaps worth noting that Aeschines records
no reaction for the later speech (118), contenting himself with a brief summary. What is
important here, as with the account of how he spoke about the past on 19 Elaphebolion

346, is what he can gain by the retelling, not the reality of the situation itself.

Selection is crucial to the persuasive impact of both; and despite his promise to keep the
first (25-33) to a summary (25: 510 keporaiov), Aeschines emphasizes how complete the
original was in what it sought to cover and argue (26: ovdev mapareinwv when
enumerating Athens’s services to Amyntas). The second speech (113-18) is also aimed at
providing a whole in the sense that it is designed to supply essential points which
Demosthenes allegedly failed to make (114). The selectivity that complements this striving
for wholeness, though, has both a performative and an argumentative function: it both
accomplishes its own plan of enhancing Aeschines’ credibility independently
(performative) and responds to Demosthenes’ criticisms earlier in the trial about
Aeschines’ use of the past in 346 (argumentative). A good example of the latter would be
the calculated allusion to the presence of other Greek ambassadors ‘judging’
Demosthenes’ second Pella speech (112: moapdviov 1@V npécPemv ¢ &mog simelv €&
amdong ¢ ‘EALGS0C), just as Demosthenes had claimed for Aeschines’ speech in favour

of peace in the Elaphebolion debate (19.16: épeotnkdtmv TV TpécPemv Kai AKOVOVTOV).

Simultaneously with his presentation of well-worked-out, well-informed cases made to
Philip, we find Aeschines responding strategically to Demosthenes in the way mentioned
above: encouraging the idea that Demosthenes’ more totalizing conception of the Athenian
past suits the present need (and the need in 346) less well than Aeschines’ exact

application of the details that will reflect importantly on that need. But even alongside that,
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Aeschines in these two embedded speeches seems to be seeking to establish his own
credentials as someone with the same kind of wider understanding of the 340s’ place
within the continuum of Athenian history as that of a totalizer like Demosthenes, in the
sense that his selectivity implies a similar broad knowledge to draw from — and this will
come to a head in the “fifth century excursus’ just before the peroration. The parading of
the detail he does parade (especially in the second speech: the enumeration of the twelve
Amphictyonic peoples at 8116 springs to mind) assures the audience that his own
engagement with the past is not piecemeal and entirely pragmatic, but that it comes from a
genuine and broad field of choice. The wisdom of this strategy must be questionable.
Moments like 8116 suggest the insecurity of the would-be know-all rather than selectivity.
Was it really necessary for Aeschines to give Philip a full potted history of Delphi and the
Amphictyonic League, with much information that would have been elementary both to
Philip and to the 343 audience (114-16)? Or to set himself up fairly pointedly as one of
‘those who undertake to give instruction about our traditions’, and so worth Philip’s
attention (mpoorkel [@iMmmov]...101¢ Tepl TOV TATPI®V EYYXEPOVGL SIOUCKEY TPOGEYELV
tov vodv, 114)? The fact that Aeschines relishes the recollection (Gua & €€ apyiic
deEnABov v ktiowv tod iepod...) must indicate not only that he must be expecting this to
go down well with his present audience but also two other things: first, that he expects to
derive credibility from this account of an accomplished presentation to a foreign king; and
second, that he is trying to reconcile his two motives — to give Demosthenes’ wide-angle
view and to select the details that will persuade Philip (and his 343 audience) now — but is

instead only managing to highlight a mismatch between them.

That is mainly a problem in the second embedded speech, however. When recounting the

first, Aeschines is extremely careful to flag his awareness of what detail suits what
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audience: his disquisition on the origins of Amphipolis, for example, is tailored, with
recent historical time privileged above mythical time (there is a straight distinction: & 52 fv
TV onuelov ovk &v Toig dpyaiolg pobolg, GAA’ &9’ MUV yeyevmuéva, TOOTOV
Emuvnobnoopat, 31). What is most telling about the tailoring, though, as we saw in the
Introduction, is a clear perception of the appropriateness of different volumes of detail to
the different audiences. Aeschines insists that he recounted the history of Amphipolis and
the Athenian claim because it fitted at the time (tote pév fippotte Adyewv kol £ppnon mg
gvedéyeto axpiPéotara, vovi 6 iomg avaykn cuviéuvey Tovg Adyovg, 31) — and this serves
also to answer Demosthenes’ allegation at 19.253-4 about his command of the past. The
tantalizing suggestion that there is a complete hand to show in the right circumstances —
I.e. not the present — nicely characterizes the balance between focused illustration and the
more Demosthenic broader view. So, as | suggested before, does the slightly rueful ‘locwc’,
assuming a complicity of desire in audience and orator to hear and tell more — a desire
frustrated by the time and space available, and by convention (whether relevance-based or
not!?). Aeschines is broadcasting his ability to handle both techniques with confidence,
and it is this secure grip that seems to be lacking when we come to the second speech.
There Aeschines assumes, rather than demonstrates, the relevance of his long historical
disquisitions to the situation at hand, and his report of it to the present trial audience

correspondingly looks less impressive.

Deft selection — and, in this case, a long contextualizing build-up (26-7) — means that the
first speech pivots on a tableau: the appeal to Iphicrates by the queen Eurydice, with her
children Perdiccas and Philip employed for pathetic effect (28-9). Unfortunately there are

at least four problems with Aeschines’ charming scene, one of them especially serious:

120 For which: Rhodes (2004) (esp. 153 on A.2), all qualified importantly by general considerations noted by
Lanni ([2005], esp. 112-18) and recently by Gagarin (2012).
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Philip was a hostage in Thebes at the time.?* Additionally: the late-teenage Perdiccas had
no need to be put in Iphicrates’ arms, as Aeschines says he was (28);1?> Aeschines
carefully omits any sense that Eurydice is now married to the murderous regent Ptolemy of
Alorus; and he also suppresses the fact that while Iphicrates may have ejected Pausanias,
he did not succeed in taking back Amphipolis, the desideratum lurking behind the whole
story despite Aeschines’ attempt to show that that was not Iphicrates’ purpose in the north
(¢l xotookoml] PdALOV TdV mpayudtov §| moAopkiq tiic moiew, 28).12% It was highly
unlikely that the first two of these would have got past Philip; unlikely also that the last of

them would have escaped him.

Aeschines’ summary, then, is tailored to his Athenian listeners of 343 in more than just
length and subject matter. He also appears to add elements that will conduce to the
fashioning of an easily-memorable image to sum up a convincing take on the relative
status of Athenian-Macedonian claims to Amphipolis (i.e., bluntly, that the Athenians can
only defend their right to Amphipolis if the Macedonian party — Eurydice — feels that they
are getting something out of it). But the variation on the supplication-scene is important:
‘Macedonia’ — female, in this case — is shown pleading with the very embodiment of early-
fourth-century Athenian enterprise himself, advocating mutually beneficial relations
between the two states (28).1** The idea of the infant future king (moudiov &vta) on
Iphicrates’ knees could have played well before Philip, providing him with a direct link to
a past paragon of the military prowess he valued highly himself, were it not for the story’s
patent untruth. This is a version for Athenian listeners, designed to indicate Aeschines’

firmness (as well as a talent for rhetorical enargeia) in his performance at Pella, and to

21 Hammond and Griffith (1979), 184 n.3; Bers (1997), 167 n.78.

122 paulsen (1999), 318-19.

123 Historians’ doubts: Hammond and Griffith (1979), 184.

124 Children involved in supplication scenes of this type: Naiden (2006), 98-100.
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demonstrate the completeness of his understanding of the historical context in which he
made the appeal — a completeness further filled out by his shrewd protreptic to Philip to
imitate not his stepfather Ptolemy or his elder brother Perdiccas (hostile to the Athenian
claim: 29) but, rather, his father Amyntas (33), who he claims had always got on well with
Athens (26: motpinv ebvolav, though clearly that might have had wider application, and
28: 11 6¢ ABnvaiov molel oikeimg €xpnoato) and his adoptive brother: none other than

Iphicrates himself (28: viov émocatod og).

The embedded Pella speeches, then, are important to Aeschines’ overall strategy regarding
the ‘rewriting’ of the events of the 346 embassies for 343 popular consumption, and also in
giving a sense of Aeschines’ credentials as a user of the past. They are not likely, as we
have seen, to have been an unqualified success — the second of them gives too little away
about what was really important on that embassy (not itself a problem if we take it
performatively); but, more critically, it simply seems not to put the historical material it
presents to an especially coherent purpose. We are given little real sense of why that
material is there. Comparison with a major digression — the ‘fifth century excursus’ — is,

then, in order.

4.3.2. Aeschines and the Fifth Century (2.172-7)

This excursus has usually been thought to reflect reading by Aeschines of Andocides’ On
the Peace (3.3-12), set in the 392/1 context of the Athenian peace negotiations at Sparta

that included Epicrates.'? That orthodoxy, though, has been called into question by Harris,

125 g g. Paulsen (1999), 409-10 (‘eine Kopie’); Buckler (2000), 152-4 (though he presses too far for comfort
the idea that Demosthenes and Aeschines would have seen 392/1 as a clear map for 346). This was the
occasion whose outcome led to Epicrates’ exile (e.g. MacDowell [2000a], 322-4); cf. Harris (2000), 499-500,
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who prefers to see the Andocidean item as the later effort, a rhetorical exercise by a
veritable ‘scoundrel’ relying upon a reading of Aeschines (and others).1?® Certainly the
orthodox view has a number of points to recommend it: the appearance of Andocides the
Elder at 2.174 sends out warning signals, for example. But, with Harris, | find it far more
alarming that Andocides, fifty years earlier than Aeschines, might garble so many events
that had occurred in or close to his lifetime (it is alarming enough that Aeschines should
make these errors).*?” | also find it surprising that if Aeschines had this speech available to
him, he chose not to use it as a contextual aid to challenge (and recapture, as we have seen
him do elsewhere) Demosthenes’ usage of Epicrates in the prosecution (19.277-80).128 In
fact, it would have bolstered Aeschines’ case a great deal to be able to point to Epicrates
and his fellow ambassadors, who could have been represented as unjustly condemned for a
laudable desire for peace. The fact that he chooses not to do so (or certainly not
specifically) rather suggests that he had not the precise material available to him (or else
that he felt Epicrates was simply too hot to handle). The last specific event he mentions is
the restoration of democracy, naming Archinus and Thrasybulus (176), which is consistent
with his interest in 404/3 as a marker elsewhere in the speech. It is perhaps important that
the author of Andocides 3 does not feature the democratic restoration or these two
figures.'?® Given that the jury must remain out, I limit my focus to Aeschines’ handling of

what we see.

doubting the existence of the 392/1 negotiations in their usually accepted form; Harding (2006), 169-70 and
174-5.

126 Harris (2000), esp. 495 and references there; quotation from 500.

127 ¢f. Harris (2000), 496-7.

128 50 directly contra Buckler (2000), 153.

129 The hypothetical ‘scoundrel’ might have realized that Andocides, who returned in 403 but only under the
general amnesty, might not be particularly enthusiastic about placing Archinus and Thrasybulus in any kind
of pantheon.
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One misunderstanding on which the orthodox view rests is relevant to us here: and that is
the assumption that Aeschines is here simply parading peace-related knowledge (and thus
getting it wrong).?*® The excursus in fact fulfils a very clear function, and that is nothing
less than the offering of an alternative totalizing vision of fifth-century Athens to
Demosthenes’ — an ultimate answer to the criticisms in On the False Embassy. Just before
he closes his speech (at §184), Aeschines allows himself a chance — for a few sections — to
show that he can play Demosthenes’ game — that he can appropriate not just his material
but his techniques and tactics too. He takes Demosthenes’ beloved vision of the ancestors
and turns it inside out, demonstrating that at each stage of the last century or more, there
have been people like Demosthenes and the hawks with whom he is in sympathy who have
wrecked a wholly advantageous domestic situation (172: cuvtapaydévieg & 06 TIVOV...;
173: mapepunecodviov &’ €ig TNV moMteloy UMV 00K EAeVOEPOV AVOPOTMOV Kol TOTC TPOTOIS
o0 petpimv...; 175 mohwv 0¢ eig molepov o Meyapéag meicbévreg; 176: €k thic TV
pntépov ayuayiag...). The technique should not surprise us: it is visible in Demosthenes’
linked pictures of Androtion in 355 and 353 and in Aeschines’ own picture of Timarchus
much more recently — where the negative figure or figures burst repeatedly onto the public
scene throughout the speech in question, replaying iconic moments of transgression and
oppression. Demosthenes and Aristophon have always been with us, Aeschines appears to
be saying, and each time they cause a grievous setback to the society they talk so much
about. So much is hinted at before Aeschines opens the catalogue (171): that
Demosthenes’ ancestors are not everybody else’s, because he hasn’t any (o0d& TOVG
AnpocBévoug vuag £V Tpoyodvoug ppeicbot (o0 yap giciv) GAAL TOV KOADV Kol T TOAEL
compiov Bovlsvpdtov (WAotdg sivon mopakaidv). For a moment, the jibe is not just

about Demosthenes’ alleged Scythian origins, but about his fundamental personal

130 Nouhaud (1982), 234.
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disconnect from his audience’s understanding of their past.’®' For Aeschines’
Demosthenes, the oratorical past is a political construct, something to move people against
their better natures.’®? For Aeschines and true statesmen, it is a source of good counsel —
things to learn and profit from. Consequently, the only progonoi worth admiring are those

presented by Aeschines and the wise.

The liberties taken here, consciously or otherwise, with the interpretation and ordering of
events are legion. Certainly, Athenian setbacks unhelpful to the main dynamic being traced
seem to be suppressed.’*® That the rhetorical imperative is all can be seen in other ways
too. Athens’s freedom from all-consuming war since 404/3 is not, of course, quite true
(various moments in the Corinthian War, and the whole course of the Social War, would
qualify); but Aeschines needs parallels to the contemporary hawks which evoke less than
immediate personal reminiscences but nonetheless carry generalized emotional
associations for most people in his audience, and stopping at 404/3 achieves that. Nor is
Aeschines interested in who the responsible parties are at each stage. It is tempting to
identify him as in harmony with the topoi of demagogic deterioration after the death of
Pericles, but Pericles himself seems indirectly targeted at 8175 by the reference to going to
war over Megara (possibly also connoting Demosthenes’ own uncompromising view of
Megarian encroachment on the sacred Orgas ten years earlier: 13.32). For Aeschines’
purposes, all these shadowy ‘persuaders’ and ‘speakers’ are avatars of Demosthenes and
his fellow opponents of peace, the ‘gang’; men who probably, like them, claimed to be
acting within the most ideologically watertight contextual frame for Athens’s best
interests, but who simply achieved a sequence of temporary debasements by war,

cancelling out the abundant good things (173; 174; 175) the intermissions of peace had

131 Demosthenes would answer this comprehensively in D.18.285-8.
132 ¢f, Theopompus F 153 on this kind of oratorical control.
133 Principally Egypt (which should fit at §173).
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brought.** Hawkishness converges with generalized appeal to the past in Demosthenes’
case, and had done with Aristophon’s party in 346; it is natural that this wholesale
usurpation of the Demosthenic large-scale view of the fifth century should accompany a

demolition of Demosthenes’ policies.

Its alternativeness to Demosthenes’ fifth century is important too. Aeschines moves on
from the condemnation of imperialism that had characterized 2.74-8 (with the ideological
assumptions of which passage this excursus generally accords well, albeit giving them
heightened new realization). Amassing riches on the Acropolis is a good thing, as are other
paraphernalia of the high empire. Aeschines’ point, though, throughout this whole passage,
is that Athens does not have to choose between glory and peace, or democracy and peace.
His alternative (and idealized) conception of fifth-century Athens can accommodate both.
The obstacles are his opponents, and those who frustrated the fifth-century peacemakers
(the elder Andocides and Nicias being named honoris causa: 174, 175), people whose
conceptions are over-rigid and self-interested. The link to the present-day ‘imperialists’ —
Aristophon and Demosthenes among them — is not fully expressed until 8§177-8, and then
there is no mistaking it; but the way things are going is signposted by the ‘00k élev0épwv

avOpomwv’ of §173, a clear reference back to Demosthenes’ alleged barbarian origins.

At 88177-8, too, we find a strong verbal link back to the citation of Demosthenes-as-
Cleophon (GvOpomolr mapéyypomror yeyevnuévolr molitaw). The following familiar
elements appear: endless warmongering; the encouragement of empty fears in peacetime
(év pev elpnvn ta dewva 1d AdY@® mpoopmduevol) — a Demosthenic speciality, from his

detractors’ point of view, especially pre-348, and a nice dig too here at Demosthenes’

134 The pregnant parallel has to be Pericles, taking Athens into the Peloponnesian War. Thucydides’ Pericles
on his activity in the city’s interest: 2.60-1, esp. 2.60.5 on his patriotism.
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carefully-nurtured discourse of foresight;'% avoidance of real fighting (again, we recall
Aeschines’ survey of his own exemplary military record, just moments earlier: 168-70);
and, finally and vividly, a kind of fatherhood which jeopardizes the integrity of the citizen
body (modomolodpevor 8¢ €€ Etapdv, 177). The genitive plural here obscures whether
males or females are meant; commentators tend to assume the latter.’*® The obvious
parallel, though, is to Demosthenes’ alleged fathering of children by letting his friend
Cnosion sleep with his wife, mentioned earlier in the speech (149); but given the
ambiguity a reference also seems more than possible to Aristophon and his mistress, the
hetaera Choregis. According to Carystius of Pergamum (mediated by Athenaeus) their
union was targeted in comedy for its breach of Aristophon’s own citizenship law of 403/2
(i.e. that those with non-Athenian mothers be considered illegitimate).®® In a context
where Aeschines is lambasting his opponents’ hypocrisy (in praising the ancestors while
subverting their legacy), such a jab — provided that the gossip about Aristophon and the
mistress was still known, which we cannot be sure of — might have been grist to the mill. It
also dovetails well with the criticisms of Demosthenes’ own birth (again, he is targeted via

his mother) — illegitimate activity as breeding further illegitimate activity.

The excursus, then, brings what had been begun at 2.74-8 — where Aeschines had
‘explained” what he had meant about the fifth-century ancestors in the Assembly in 346 —
to logical fruition. It still privileges the pre-Pentecontactia period as the time of Athens’s
unblemished greatness (172: mpotepov 1| mOAG NUDV €DOOENCE HETO TNV &V ZaAUivt
voopoyiav). But now it extends the earlier passage’s remit to launch a broadside against

Demosthenes on his own terms, not only in content but also in broader ideology.

135 gsp. Mader (2007b).

136 Carey (2000), 156; Adams (1919), 295 (both ‘mistresses’); Paulsen (1999), 414 (‘Hurenkinder’).

187 Ath. 13.577¢. Athenaeus’ text gives the comic poet’s name as Calliades, but that may not be right (Olson
[2010], 340 n.204).
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Aeschines steps beyond the parallel, traditional Athens he had conceptualized in Against
Timarchus and invades familiar ‘Demosthenic’ territory, painting a continuum of his own
from which lessons are to be drawn: that time and again hawkish elements have ruined
Athens. At the same time, following up his rebuttal of Demosthenes’ criticisms in the
prosecution, he offers a coherent ‘realist’ vision of what elements present-day Athens
should take from its fifth-century past. His realization of both aims here makes a powerful
bid, close to the end of the speech, to expose the weaknesses in Demosthenes’ construction

and offer a cogent alternative model.

4.4. Conclusion

Given the prominence of the Crown trial in the later tradition, it is easy to forget that the
Embassy trial was probably the most intense political struggle Demosthenes and Aeschines
had had to face in their careers to date. The reflection that we are dealing here with the
outflow of a situation where the two had been allies (even if relatively briefly — it is hard to
know) gives the right sense of the keenness with which we therefore see each orator
marshalling the most formidable intellectual and presentational forces he can against the
other. Both see the public control and management of the Athenian past as a serious stake
in that struggle, and not simply because a past event, and past policies, are under review.
Both work from that necessary constraint — but they aim to produce compelling and
dominant readings of the civic inheritance for their audiences. Recent events, and the

characters of the two opponents themselves, inform and inflect that task.

Their readings are essentially polemical. Just as Demosthenes’ efforts focus on a critique

of Aeschines’ speech to the Assembly on 19 Elaphebolion, Aeschines concentrates his
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attack on the assumptions made by Demosthenes in his prosecution speech and, crucially,
on the confident handling of the past — viewed as a virtually sanctified continuum of
Athenian values and behaviour — which characterized that orator’s public figuring of what
decisions to make about present and future, and how. Aeschines’ strategy in his own
defence combines two approaches: to mark out the merits of his own emphasis on the well-
chosen illustration that will serve a particular argument, keyed to rebuttal of Demosthenes’
criticisms; and to present an alternative past Athens pitched to be more meaningful and
relevant than that of Demosthenes, using some of the latter’s typical techniques against
him. It is impossible to know what impact these strategies had on the eventual verdict, the
most likely explanation of which is that Demosthenes simply did not have enough
evidence to make the specific bribery charge work.'*® What we see is a clash of opposing
presentations of personal ethos which provide wildly different accounts of key events and
rely for cogency on the nature of the presentation itself. But where Aeschines implements
an inventive composite strategy, Demosthenes makes the mistake of thinking that sticking
to his usual moral high ground will be enough. Aeschines, from the summit of a different

kind of moral high ground of his own creation, proves him wrong.

138 For the verdict: Plut. Dem. 15.3.
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CHAPTER 5: THE CROWN TRIAL

5.0. Introduction

When Aeschines indicted Ctesiphon napavouwv in 336 for decreeing the crowning of
Demosthenes for his past and present services to the state, he instituted the most famous
Athenian court proceeding of the high fourth century. The case, however, did not come up
until summer 330, and much debate has clustered around why it was not pursued in 336
and who chose to revive it.? Major unknowns here include the needs and interests of
Ctesiphon himself. It is in Aeschines’ interests to portray him as Demosthenes’ stooge —
his prosecution is all about getting at the one through the other — but Ctesiphon was clearly
a speaker with a substantial profile of his own. Aeschines cannot help admitting this when
he recalls the recent choice of Ctesiphon for a delicate ambassadorial assignment to the
grieving Molossian queen Cleopatra (A.3.242), in order to indicate that his opponent will
not be able to use the defence of mediocre oratorical ability. Demosthenes, on the other
side, laments the overtly political character of Aeschines’ prosecution (D.18.13-16) and
the fact that Ctesiphon is now in serious danger simply for attempting to confer the same
honour Aristonicus had successfully moved in 340 and Demomeles and Hyperides in 338.°
What Demosthenes cannot hide is that he has had to withstand a large number of
prosecutions centred on his conduct pre- and post-Chaeronea (e.g. 18.249); so he makes a

positive virtue of the fact that he has withstood them (e.g. 18.322). Some scholars have

! Fame: e.g. Cic. Opt. Gen.; Plut. Dem. 24; Demosthenes: Yunis (2000), 99-100; Pernot (2006), 177-238 (on
the oath at 18.208 alone); Aeschines: Martino (1998a), (1998b).

2 Delay: Harris (1995), 140-1; Sawada (1996), 60-1; MacDowell (2009), 383. Comparison with the delay of
the Diondas case: Horvath (2009), 197-211.

3 The earlier crowns: D.18.83, 222-3.
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tended to favour Demosthenes as the reviver for various reasons.* | prefer the view that
Aeschines may have felt the context was right in 330 (after a series of setbacks for the anti-
Macedonian cause culminating in the collapse of Agis’ Spartan revolt with its leader on
the battlefield near Megalopolis in 331 or early 330), and that is the assumption | operate
with here.® It is not without its problems,® but I think there are more involved in taking the

opposite view.’

As with the Embassy speeches, the questions of drafting and revision for circulation arise.
There, the main question was about how far Demosthenes 19 reflects the speech delivered
on the day.® Also problematic was how far our texts deviate from the performance
versions in order to take account of what had happened in the trial (and of the result):
whether in order to take account of arguments actually made on either side or to attempt to
supply ‘ideal’ versions to reflect well on the writer. That is our main problem now. Here,
the presumption is unavoidable that both orators have done some noticeable post-trial
modification.® In the case of other speeches, we can be sceptical about the idea of
thoroughgoing revision, but (like the Embassy speeches) the Crown speeches invite more
scrutiny, partly because of the context — both orators have clear motives in circulating
post-trial — and partly because of what we find in the texts. Sometimes a) Aeschines makes

a very precise anticipation to which we see no correspondence in Demosthenes, or b)

4 Demosthenes as reviver: Burke (1977), 334-40; Sawada (1996), 60-71; Martin (2009), 86-7.

5 Aeschines as reviver: Cawkwell (1969a), esp. 167, 180; Wankel (1976), 1.24; Knox (1976), vi-xii; Harris
(1995), 141-2, 173-4; Worthington (2000b), 96-7 (enmity as key); Yunis (2001), 10-11; Todd (2009), 162-3.
® Principally that Lycurgus clearly thought it a good moment to attack Leocrates; but there are probably
many unknown factors in play (and it would be wrong to buy the Lycurgan rhetoric and assume Leocrates
was a pro-Macedonian). In any case, Lycurgus narrowly failed (A.3.252, with Sullivan [2002] and Bianchi
[2002]).

" Mainly, I am not convinced by Sawada’s case ([1996], 67-71) that Demosthenes would have coerced
Aeschines (see e.g. Knox [1976], vi-vii; Todd [2009], 162 n.5). Criticism of Sawada: Worthington (2000b),
96 n.31 (on 110).

8 Main discussion: MacDowell (2000a), 25-6.

® Revision: Yunis (2001), 26-7; Hubbard (2008), 194-5; Worman (2008), 264-5 n.170; and cf. on the
Embassy trial MacDowell (2000a), 23-8; (2009), 382.
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Demosthenes refers to something very specific that Aeschines said which is not in our text
of A.3. But both these phenomena are less intractable than they might appear because in
each case there are only two real types of possibility.'° For a): Whether Demosthenes had
replied to the anticipation at all, well, or badly, i) Aeschines may still have felt the
anticipation made good rhetoric when he came to revise;!! and/or ii) Demosthenes did not
feel the insertion of any rebuttal he had made or could now add would make his text a
better read. For b), in turn: Either i) Aeschines simply omitted from his circulation text
passages which had been successfully rebutted or which he felt had not worked; or ii)
Demosthenes (in performance as much as in post-trial revision) could safely represent
something as having been said by the prosecution even if it had not been, because it was in
the air and had been mentioned in recent contexts outside the trial — perhaps in the
anakrisis, Assembly, another trial,*? or at large — or because it was simply persuasive
and/or entertaining, and thus good rhetoric.’®> We should note that both examples in On the
Crown allow him to embark on extended passages of historical illustration, intended to
undermine his opponent’s credibility in that area; this further attests the premium placed

on this kind of contestation.'*

In three cases, though, what Demosthenes says does not just correspond but corresponds

with great precision to anticipations we also see Aeschines make; in one case he responds

10 Dover ([1968], 168-70) deals well with these. The orators could have simply added passages like A.3.228
separately, later, but that seems unlikely.

11 A good candidate here is A.3.228 (the Sirens) (with Dover [1968], 170 and against Yunis [2001], 27 n.88).
12 ¢f. Usher (1993), 253 on A.3.225-7.

13 Embassy trial examples: A.2.6, 10, 86, 124. All can belong under (ii) here, especially A.2.10 (the Sicilian
priestess’ dream and Demosthenes’ comparison of Aeschines with Dionysius). These may have emerged
from the documentary oracles read out at D.19.297 (contra Julien and de Péréra [1902], 9).

14 e,9. D.18.95, 238 (both really partial: Goodwin [1901], 67, 167; Yunis [2001], 161-2, 241). See esp.
Wankel (1976), 1.507-10.
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directly (as he does on more general issues, as we would expect!®). Commentators are
united in seeing the first, the image of the bad doctor (A.3.225-7 vs. D.18.243) as an
insertion by Aeschines at the post-trial stage, and that seems to me inevitable.'® Second,
and more interesting, is Aeschines’ forecasting of an illustration Demosthenes ‘will” use
involving the chronologically disparate champion boxers, Philammon and Glaucus
(3.189). Demosthenes duly does so, and in precisely the manner forecast (18.318-19), but
does not mention Aeschines’ anticipation.!” The third is a contesting by Demosthenes
(18.25118) of Aeschines’ use of the incorruptible early fourth-century statesman Cephalus

(3.194) — and the fact that this is an explicit response (¢noiv) matters.*®

The key to understanding these latter two is that neither Aeschines’ anticipation of
Demosthenes’ boxers nor Demosthenes’ response to Aeschines’ Cephalus fits very well in
its context. The boxers parallel breaks up Aeschines’ extended ‘men of Phyle’® example
(187-92), and even though it is thematically well-situated, it disrupts the flow, and
Aeschines admits this as he resumes (ivo 6& pn dmomhlovd VUGG anod Tiig Vrobécemg, 190
cf. 176). In a similar way, Demosthenes’ response on Cephalus fits its context thematically
(attacks on him in the lawcourts post-Chaeronea: 248-50), but is neither introduced
properly nor linked to what follows. Even allowing for the fact that these examples come

from parts of their respective speeches where a looser structure prevails, it seems highly

151 omit the large number of generalized responses to prosecutors’ points that defendants naturally make. An
interesting case, though, is A.2.156, back-referencing a different version of D.19.192-6 from the one we see.
This must indicate Demosthenic revision.

16 Weil (1883), 533; Richardson (1889), 27; Goodwin (1901), 170; Wankel (1976), 2.1070; Yunis (2001),
243-4; Hubbard (2008), 194.

17 oose parallels in the Embassy trial are D.19.182 vs. A.2.178 and D.19.332 vs. A.2.70-3 (again, no direct
response by the defendant in either). The Philammon/Glaucus example is much more specific.

18 The pro-Theban Demosthenes would probably want to recover ‘possession’ of the pro-Theban Cephalus,
who decreed Athenian aid for the Theban exiles’ return in 379/8 (Din. 1.39 —cf. D.S. 17.8.6 for
Demosthenes).

19 The key parallel from the Embassy trial is D.19.192-8 vs. A.2.4, 153-8, where Aeschines, the defendant,
must be principal reviser.

20 For this shorthand: Taylor (2002), 395; Steinbock (2012), 236-7.
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likely that these are post-trial additions by Aeschines and Demosthenes respectively.?* But
we should countenance the possibility that Demosthenes combated Aeschines’ Cephalus
illustration on the day. It would be very easy to rebut swiftly in performance, and then to
add to the revised text; and contesting an Aeschinean historical example would after all
yield persuasive dividends of its own. For Aeschines’ part, we should assume that he kept
his ‘half” of the Cephalus illustration in Against Ctesiphon when he came to revise because
he thought (with a new audience in mind) that it would continue to function effectively as
rhetoric, as per category a) i) above. Another notable example, often invoked on the
revision question, leads in a similar direction.?? As for the questions whether Aeschines
and Demosthenes might have revised from memory or with opponent’s text in hand, and
‘blind’ or reactively (or indeed whether there might have been a number of stages of

reactive revision®®), we have insufficient evidence to direct us conclusively either way.

On the Crown is the only Demosthenic defence speech in a public trial that we have, so a
higher level of disconnect (or at least fuzziness of overlap) between pre-trial plan-out,
performance version, and later revised version should not surprise us. When dealing with
the Crown speeches we should stay alert to the implications of post-trial reshaping on
whatever scale, and recognize that the whole issue is complicated by details of these
speeches’ literary context: the apparent end of Aeschines’ career and the place of On the
Crown in Demosthenes’ later reputation. But this examination of the handful of well-

known cruces seems to suggest that revision was relatively light. If this is the tip of an

21 So Simcox (1872), 95 and Richardson (1889), 27 (the boxers); Goodwin (1901), 176, 222; Wankel (1976),
2.1101-2, 1137-8; Usher (1993), 275 (the boxers).

22 This is the image of the metaphorical walls (A.3.84 vs. D.18.299-300). Demosthenes uses this rather
differently from Aeschines’ forecast, and with Wankel ([1976], 2.1271-2) and against Yunis ([2001], 276) |
suggest that each could have come up with his version independently, and felt that they still worked post-
trial. Demosthenes likes metaphors to do with walling (cf. 19.84) and is likely to have featured them
elsewhere. So this case is not really a direct parallel for the others.

23 Which Yunis ([2001], 27 and n.89) is prepared to countenance.
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iceberg, it is hard to know how to get below sea level to have a proper look. After all,
Aeschines did not go so far as to excise or modify purple passages which are, as we shall
see (and unlike the Cephalus example), seriously subverted by Demosthenes;?* but if he
went elsewhere to found a rhetorical school, as the tradition has him do,? he will not have
needed to. His priority at that stage will have been the furnishing of a freestanding model

speech to learners, and in that respect Against Ctesiphon would serve its purpose well.?®

There is nothing about the two speeches themselves, then, which need stop us positing for
Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’ use of the past a dynamic similar to what we observed for
the Embassy trial. Importantly, we know of no litigation-based collision between the two
orators between 343 and the indictment of 336 or 335, or again between then and 330.%’
Demosthenes in fact points out how Aeschines has up to now not been among the jackals
baying for his political blood (18.249; 322), linking this to the famous ‘argument used
seventy-two times’ in On the Crown, which runs ‘if you objected to what was going on,
you could have voiced that objection, but you did not’.? It is reasonable to push the idea,
then, that the resolution of the feud — and neither orator pretends with any consistency that
the goal is anything else (nor would the audience have been fooled) — couches itself in and
constantly refers back to the 343 transactions of the Embassy trial. But the domestic and
international political context had changed beyond recognition, with Demosthenes” move
to the helm of foreign policy, the alliances with the Euboeans, Thebes, and Byzantium, the

war with Philip, defeat at Chaeronea in 338, and the destruction of Thebes in 335.2° | argue

%4 g.g. 3.260 savaged at 18.127-8; 3.259 comprehensively upstaged at 18.208.

%5 Aeschines’ fate: e.g. Kindstrand (1982), 175-84; Harris (1995), 148; Yunis (2001), 12.

2% Both versions of the famous anecdote about Aeschines’ reading of Against Ctesiphon to his audience of
learners on Rhodes imply that they do not already know On the Crown: [Plut.] Vit. Aeschin. 840d-e and Cic.
de Orat. 3.213 Mankin. For his motivation in disseminating: Carey (2005), 94-5.

27 cf. Harris (1995), 142. Aeschines (3.223) claims he was on the point of indicting Demosthenes by
eisangelia at one stage.

2872 times: * ad D.18.14 (48 Di); Donnelly (1935).

29 Beyond recognition: esp. A.3.132. Aeschines fails to apply this insight to his own strategy.
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in the following that the fundamental strategic picture — foregrounded by the historical
argumentation — is that Aeschines remains locked in the debates and characterizations of
343, apparently his most notable moment of prominence on the Athenian political stage.*°
Meanwhile, Demosthenes has risen to the foremost position on that stage, guided Athens
through a major defeat with sufficient dignity to be elected as speaker of the funeral
oration for 338 (18.285) and — even with the apparent waning of his influence in the 330s,
ceding place to Lycurgus, Demades, and perhaps Hyperides®! — is now able to draw once
again on his trademark uses of the past, above all the marshalling of the vision of historic
Athenian glory and reputation, informing the present and future, which Aeschines had

hijacked in 343.

| also show that Aeschines, for his part, maintains the blend of ‘parallel-based’ and
‘continuum-based’ historical argumentation that had served him well in On the Embassy,
but here partly revives the strategy of Against Timarchus, attempting some ambitious
character-based self-modelling, perhaps because this was felt to work especially well in
prosecutions. But the context is against him. Demosthenes, who had led Athens, could take
the role of hero (and does so, unforgettably, at 18.169-79%); the man endowed with clear
(and grim) foresight wrong-footed by fortune and now harried by lesser men.®® Self-
fashioning by reference to specific figures was open to him — the ‘Periclean’ ethos has
often been detected here® — but in fact, as in the Assembly speeches, he prefers to align

himself with numerous figures who offer different facets of the whole self-characterization

30 As noted also by Harris ([1995], 142), but not pursued; cf. the caution of Todd (2009), 165.

3 Increased political importance of the other three: Worthington (2000b), 100-2; (2010); Sealey (1993), 208-
12; on Lycurgus’ ascendancy, e.g. Faraguna (1992), esp. 195-209; Sawada (1996), 74-82; Brun (2003a),
(2005); Azoulay (2009); Demades: Brun (2000), modified by Demont ([2011], 41-2) in the light of the
Diondas fragment; Hyperides’ place: Engels (1989), 94-209; Wirth (1999).

32 Admiration: e.g. [Long.] Subl. 10.7; Hermogenes Id. 291, 316, 320 Rabe.

3 Heroism: Yunis (2000), 106, 111, 114-15 (collective; and cf. Demont [2011] 44-5 on Hyperides’
Thermopylae); Jaeger (1938), 195. Limits: Rowe (1966), 404.

3 Yunis (1996), 268-77; (2001), 204 cf. importantly Mader (2007a), esp. 160, 176-7 on D.18.169-79.
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he aims to project; and it would be fair to say that he models himself most of all on the
heroic Demosthenes of 339-8 himself, still heroic after eight years of relative inactivity.®
Aeschines could not do this so straightforwardly; and another of his strategic failures is not
capitalizing more on that inactivity of the 330s. Probably he avoided doing so because he
himself had done little in that period too (this is certainly Demosthenes’ allegation).*® So
Demosthenes (still) has the contextual advantage, as well as a skilled defendant’s natural
advantage (i.e. greater freedom to be the game-changer in the contestation and adaptation
stakes — cf. Aeschines in 343), honed in his case by the barrage of prosecutions since
338.3" He must have been able to draw on and perfect material and arguments presented in

those trials, about which we know virtually nothing.®

Also helpful to him — and something Aeschines does nothing to counter in his single-
minded focus on his target — was his at least broad, and probably closer, alignment with
Lycurgus, currently piloting the Athenian recovery and bringing to court several figures
identifiable with less than complete civic commitment in the post-Chaeronea fallout,
among them Leocrates (quite possibly the second idivtng mentioned by Aeschines at
3.252) but also Autolycus, perhaps the Areopagite we met in Against Timarchus (Lyc.

1.53 and F I11), and Lysicles, one of the Athenian generals at Chaeronea (F XI11).%° Political

% Relative inactivity: Cawkwell (1969a), 173-80; Sealey (1993), 208; Sawada (1996), 67 (though | contest
her inferences); Worthington (2000b); Herrman (2009b), 176-7.

% Aeschines’ inactivity: Cawkwell (1969a), 166; Burke (1977), 334; Harris (1995), 138; Sawada (1996), 67-
8.

37 The attacks: D.18.249-50, 285, 322; Hyp. Di. 3.9-28; Plut. Dem. 21.1; Horvéth (2009), 198-200.

38 cf. the connections between speeches delivered by prosecutors in the Harpalus trials (e.g. Worthington
[1992] 51-73). A Roman parallel might be the prosecution of P. Sulla in 62 by L. Torquatus; the latter’s case
would have been informed by other contemporary prosecutions of alleged Catilinarians (cf. Alexander
[2003], 191), hence partly Cicero’s need to explain his decision to act as defence advocate in this case (e.g.
Sul. 3-10 Berry).

39 Lycurgus’ accusations: D.S. 16.88.1-2 (on Lysicles; he calls Lyc. a mixpdtorog...xatiyopog); [Plut.], Vit.
Lyc. 843d. Religious aspects to Lycurgus’ prosecutions: Martin (2009), 156-65. Diodorus (Lyc. F XI1.1)
features the ‘thousand (citizen) deaths’ on Lysicles’ watch; cf. strongly D.18.263-4, noting Aeschines’
indifference to Athenian losses.
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collaboration between Demosthenes and Lycurgus here has been canvassed.*® Though this
is probable, the important point for our purposes is that whereas ‘the establishment’ —
Eubulus, Phocion — had been on Aeschines’ side in 343, Eubulus was now dead and it was
Demosthenes’ turn to enjoy this advantage, aligned as he was with the strong moderate
anti-Macedonian element represented by Lycurgus.** The latter, like Demosthenes, was
more than aware of the inspiriting and culturally binding value of well-turned versions of
the Athenian past, and his usage, like Demosthenes’, is rich and strategically important, as
noted in the Introduction. Further, the recently-published portion of Hyperides’ defence
against Diondas — the accuser whom we previously knew only from Demosthenes’
references in On the Crown (222, 249)*? — bears out a post-Chaeronea concern with setting
reactions to the defeat in the context of Athenian reputation through the ages.** The
preserved passages exhibit such close kinship with the Demosthenic material that in this
case joint court strategies are likely (the Diondas case came up in 334, shortly after the
abortive Crown case), and political collaboration certainly to be entertained.** One notable
example of the kinship is an elegant reference to the Athenian contribution at Salamis,* a
facet of the example also used by Demosthenes in our speech (238) as a parallel to the

Athenian two-thirds contribution to the Theban alliance, thus stylishly deflating one of

40 Burke (1977), esp. 335-40. The criticisms of Burke made by Harris ([1995], 173-4) and Sawada ([1996],
71-80) look less cogent now that we have a parallel model involving close work between Demosthenes and
Hyperides: see below n.44. The suggestion of a close Hyperides-Lycurgus-Demosthenes alignment — at least
in the period directly following Chaeronea (see Engels [1989], 118-36) — is aided by the new evidence that
Diondas attacked them all in the same period (Hyp. Di. 3.15-22) and that Hyperides conceived of them as a
set (toig 6¢ tavavtia ékeivan mohttevopévorg, 11.13-14) confronting a pro-Philip set (td[v] vnep @kinmov
nolrtevopévav, 11.10-11).

41 “Establishment’ support for Aeschines in 343: Harris (1995), 37-40, 118; Sawada (1996), 68.

42 See also [Plut.] Vit. Hyp. 848a; Eusebius Praep. Ev. 10.3.14-15 Mras (with Todd [2009], 163-4; Horvéath
[2009], in detail: 200-1 n.56). But note (with Demont [2011], 29-30) that this speech might not be from the
trial we knew about from pseudo-Plutarch.

4 e.g. Herrman (2009b), 176-8; he adds Hyp. Epit. and D. 60 to the mix.

4 Dating: 334 (Carey et al. [2008], 3); more detail: Horvath (2009), 187-97 and Rhodes (2009), 223-6.
Collaborative strategies: Rubinstein (2000), 224 n.89 and in Carey et al. (2008), 3; Todd (2009); Herrman
(2009b), 179; Horvéath (2009), 201; Demont (2011), 39-40.

4 Hyp. Di. 4.8-17.
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Aeschines’ points (from A.3.145-6).%¢ The precise proportions given by the two orators are
in near accord.*” Similarly, Lycurgus had referred to the battle of Delium in his
prosecution of Lysicles.*® Aeschines may have reckoned the post-Megalopolis context was
right, not least in a climate where Demosthenes’ associations with Lycurgus and the others
failed to shelter him from frequent attack. There clearly was a pro-Macedonian narrative of
the 330s whose exponents enjoyed wider support, and we would be wrong to buy
Aeschines’ rhetoric (250-4, esp. 252) and simply assume Lycurgus and the others were the
only ones doing post-Chaeronea witch-hunting. Demosthenes’ equally rhetorically-

motivated list of prosecuting jackals is an appropriate counterweight.

Demosthenes’ strategy — the acceptance of his record — therefore seems natural in a
climate where he was constantly having to defend it (and it is interesting that Aeschines
does not do more to head off such a strategy in advance). The reviving of the prosecution
of Ctesiphon was an ideal context for him to return to the territory that had made him
famous (cf. D.13.12) and develop — with his recent experience well to the fore — a
landmark version of it. People would have wanted to hear it; the more answers they could
get for what had happened in 338, and the more convincingly a viable future could be
conjured that emphasized continuity with antique Athenian prowess, probably the better.*°
Demosthenes’ complaint, as before — and his strategic way in — is not that Aeschines uses
examples from the past, but that he uses them wrongly. Against Ctesiphon is indeed rich in
historical argumentation of various types. A leitmotif — and a sensible (though not, as it
turned out, a winning) strategy in the circumstances — is, as Brad Cook has recently

reminded us, Aeschines’ casting of himself as the authoritative ‘good citizen’ contrasted

46 See e.g. Herrman (2009b), 179; on the ship numbers: Horvath (2009), 211-14 and Rhodes (2009), 226-8.
Hyp. Epit. approaches the Persian War parallel in general (Herrman [2009b], 183).

47 Horvath (2009), 212.

8 Lyc. F XI11.3 (from Harpocration s.v. émi AnAig péym) with Conomis (1961), 138.

49 Yunis (2000), 102-4; (2001), 12-17.
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with Demosthenes’ ‘bad statesman’ (effectively flipped by Demosthenes).> It is easy to
figure the contestation of the past in these speeches as a contest over what constitutes good
statesmanship, but that is more a concern of the Embassy speeches; here, Aeschines seems
to accept the fact that he has not played a starring role in 330s politics.>® His solution is to
make a virtue of it in his anticipation of the ‘argument used seventy-two times’ (3.215-25),
to devise standards of good democratic behaviour to which only Demosthenes will be held
(esp. 3.169-70), and to demonstrate not principally how he has measured up but how

Demosthenes has fallen short.

Aeschines remains a simple citizen — and of a democracy. Kinship with the concerns of
Against Timarchus is clear in his self-presentation as a moderate, largely self-effacing
prosecutor (cf. the language of personal petpiotnc again®?) dealing with a morally
bankrupt ‘politician’ and his cronies (part, as we have seen, of Demosthenes’ own early
rhetoric, up to Against Meidias); in his extensive use of Solon; and in his emphasis on law
and the courts, especially in the elaborate opening of the speech (1-8), as in the Timarchus
case. We even have a reappearance of the slander about Aeschines’ haunting of gymnasia
seeking out attractive young men (3.216 cf. 1.135), something Demosthenes does not in
fact follow up in On the Crown. In Aeschines’ targeting of Demosthenes’ malign influence
on politics in particular, and in Demosthenes’ tracing of Aeschines’ gradual, cancerous
self-infiltration into Greek affairs to their undoing (as part of the general vocog — cf.
18.45), both speeches seem to echo the rhetoric of Aeschines’ ‘fifth century excursus’ in

On the Embassy (2.172-7), further attesting that passage’s striking qualities. Both, it might

%0 See e.g. Usher (1999), 275; Buckler (2000), 145; Worman (2008), 213-74, esp. 217-18; Cook (2012).

51 Most of the Aeschinean activity that the two cover is pre-Chaeronea. The Delphi embassy is clearly most
prominent. Less importantly: Aeschines’ attempt to defend the alleged Macedonian agent Antiphon (18.132-
4), and his deselection from the Delian embassy (134-5). See Cawkwell (1969a) esp. 173-80 and
Worthington (2000b), 96-100 on the significance of each orator’s privileging of different periods.

52 The language of pnetpiotng: A.3.9, 61, 170, 218; by association, 3.1, 57; by inversion, 3.11; cf. A.1.1, 3,
39, and by association 1.51.
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be noted, also have much more to offer in the way of metaphor and especially simile than
any previous speeches by their authors.>® This contributes to the sense of occasion the trial
presents and presented — with both orators engaging in serious, conscious literary artistry —
and dovetails with the pictorial quality both of Aeschines’ bold self-positioning in
historical settings (as ersatz-Solon at Delphi in particular, and his impressive final tableau)
and of Demosthenes’ reassertion of the continuum of Athenian values whose explication
and illustration was one of his hallmarks, undertaking large-scale contestation of
Aeschinean passages. The climate nurtured in the Third Olynthiac, Against Leptines and

elsewhere is intensified and given an even more explicitly probative function.

The key in all this is Demosthenes’ ability to sustain the cut and thrust of a personal
quarrel while making his appeal primarily to the Athenian collective. Both orators
constantly seek validation from the audience’s memories, as usual, and predominantly (as
in the Embassy trial) from their direct memory of recent events rather than anything more
distant. Both are interested in assimilating Demosthenes’ career, especially his recent
career, to the civic legacy, and once again each presents versions of the recent and of the
more distant past which are mutually reinforcing. It is Demosthenes, though, who stresses
how much his recent career has been the demos’ experience too, and how much of it they
themselves have approved. This idea is persuasive because it implies an infallible demos
(or at least a demos whose intentions are infallible) — clearly a more attractive prospect
than Aeschines’ despairing multitude led astray by the wiles of its leading men, in both
Assembly (e.g. 3.141-2) and court (e.g. 3.192). It also relates well to Demosthenes’ master
concept of the continuum of Athenian behaviour. The particular force of his famous

paradoxon argument at 18.199-211 (that the Athenians should have acted as they did even

%3 For Demosthenes: e.g. Ronnet (1951), 176, 181; Wooten (1979), 326-7; Usher (1999), 276; Yunis (2001),
19.

238



if they had known the outcome of Chaeronea) is that in making these decisions — not being
led to them by Demosthenes, who was merely an enabler — the Athenians were
spontaneously (and finally) making decisions natural to and worthy of their reputation (but
were simply foiled by fortune) (206: viv &’ €y®m pEV DUETEPOC TAG TOLAVTOG TPOOLPECELS
amopaivem, kol deikvopt 81t Kai Tpd &pod TodT’ elyev O Ppovnua 1) mokc).>* Crucially, he
gets closer to them than Aeschines does, claiming to understand their needs and
contending — by mentioning that the relatives of the dead chose to hold the collective
funeral meal at his house — that they know they are his sole concern (288).° It is a
patriarchal self-casting, but not one that implies an asymmetrical relationship with the
audience:*® Demosthenes stresses that he is just one of them (yéver puév yap &xactog
£KGoT® PaAAoV oikelog v £pod, kowij 8¢ micty ovdeic dyyvtépm),’ just as it happened to

be him who stepped up — alone — the morning after the news from Elatea.>®

In this chapter’s three sections, I examine the following aspects, all reflecting on both
Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’ speeches. In the first, I analyse Aeschines’ bold attempt to
portray his intervention at Delphi in 340/39 as a Solonian defence of Athenian honour,
aligning himself with the moral and didactic authority of the great legislator, and at how
Demosthenes confronts this inventively. In the second, I look at Aeschines’ peroration,

where he summons up a remarkable tableau of great Athenians to help him accuse

% Yunis (2000), 114-15; (2001), 16-17; Hyp. Di. 1.25-2.5.

%5 On the passage: esp. Yunis (2001), 269.

56 Asymmetry in audience-speaker relations: Ober (1989), e.g. 165-77, 182-91 on the potential for alienation;
and for Rome: e.g. Holkeskamp (1995), 242-6, 248-50; (2013); Morstein-Marx (2004), e.g. 246-58 and esp.
257. Elevation of the bema: Camp (1996), 43-5.

57 There is a strong non-verbal echo here of Oedipus’ speech to the afflicted people of Thebes in Sophocles
(OT 59-64), noted by Wankel ([1976], 2.1230-1) and Usher ([1993], 268). Given the relevance of ‘Theban
plight’ to the whole setup (cf. A.3.133) of the Crown trial, and given that Demosthenes was happy to quote a
sizeable section of Antigone elsewhere (D.19.247), 1 see a dual allusion here to Thebes’ fall in 335 and the
disaster (for both cities) at Chaeronea (nrafovtov & pgnot” deehov, 288).

%8 See Rowe ([1966], 404) for Demosthenes’ self-casting as the city’s servant (18.62, 173, 211, 300); also
Dyck (1985), 42, noting Plutarch’s usage of the speech as an example of inoffensive periautology; for more
references: Pernot (1998a), 118 n.67.
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Demosthenes. Demosthenes’ main response is to build the very powerful paradoxon
argument, culminating in the oath sworn on the dead of the Persian Wars — the really
relevant models for a post-Chaeronea Athens, he argues, are those who sacrificed
themselves in that context. Again, we see a focus on the paradigmatic qualities of the
recent past, with the past glories of Athens refracted through them. In the third, | discuss
Against Ctesiphon 177-92, a string of paradigmatic material designed to support the charge
that relates most directly to the spirit of Ctesiphon’s crowning decree (namely that
Demosthenes does not deserve to be crowned at all) and how Demosthenes devastates it in
one casual phrase. The dynamic being traced here, in fact, tends not to be so much one of
specific answering of individual points by Demosthenes as one of manufacture of other
extended passages which can serve to upstage Aeschines’ equivalents. But no passage
matches another squarely, and Demosthenes fashions (for example) his defence of his
primacy in the 330s (314-20) such that it will respond both to Aeschines’ fifth-century

examples (177-92) and to his final tableau (257-9).

5.1. Aeschines and Solon, Demosthenes and Demosthenes:

Authoritative Performance and Performative Authority

We saw in Against Timarchus that Aeschines was able to construct a particular affinity
with Solon, and thus legitimize his prosecution. On the Embassy provided less of an
opening, and he does not feature there at all.>® But in Against Ctesiphon, Aeschines
realizes once again Solon’s potential for both general and specific bolstering of authority-

based arguments, in four separate and significant places fairly evenly distributed through

%9 Aeschines might have planned to use Solon and then refrained (whether in performance or in post-trial
revision) after Demosthenes’ successful demolition of the statue illustration (at D.19.251-5).
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the speech (3.2, 108, 174-6, 257-9). Each time, Solon’s uniquely multifaceted appeal is
stressed (2: as legislator encouraging eukosmia in the Assembly; 108: avopog kol
vopobfetiioatl duvatod Koi mept moinow kol eriocoeiov dtatetpipotog; 175: 0 mohondg
vopoB£tng; 257: 10V KOAAGTOG VOLOLG KOGUNGOVTA TV dNpokpatioy, dvopa ridcopov
Kol vopobémyv ayabov). (I postpone discussion of Solon’s appearance in the peroration
until the next section.) The appearance of Solon at 88174-6, legislating against cowardice,
is relatively straightforward: a means of maintaining audience appreciation of the right
way of doing things and disapproval of what Aeschines represents as desertion on
Demosthenes’ part at Chaeronea (probably just involvement in the general retreat).®® It
perhaps also serves to remind people by contrast of Aeschines’ military record.®! But what
really constructs Aeschines as Solon is the Amphissa-Delphi episode that begins at 8107,
and here Aeschines, like Solon, is a man — unlike Demosthenes — of both words and
deeds.®? That is a key strand for Aeschines’ development of his ethos in general in this
speech; and, even though Aeschines, in his account of Demosthenes’ career, has reached
the period when he might talk about Demosthenes’ alliance with Byzantium, he elects
instead to compose this riveting set piece, not least because he needs to convince his
audience a) that he actually did something useful between 343 and Chaeronea and b) that
his visit to Delphi was a glorious vindication of Athenian honour rather than the

disgraceful betrayal Demosthenes was to outline (18.140-59).%%

Aeschines claims to have performed, in 340/39, precisely the same role for Athens that
Solon had done in the 590s: persuading the Amphictyons, assembled at Delphi and busy

investigating an alleged infraction by the Athenians (116, contra D.18.150), to avenge

60 See esp. Christ (2006), 134-41. Aeschines’ rhetoric of the ‘cowardly deserter’: Cook (2012), 232-42.
81 ¢f. in particular A.2.167-71.

62 Demosthenes as ‘all words’: e.g. A.3.92, 166-7.

83 See above, n.51, on Aeschines’ inactivity.
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themselves instead on those illegally cultivating the nearby sacred plain — Crisaeans or
Cirrhaeans in the 590s, Amphissaeans in 340/39 (an apparently elaborate curse is quoted at
88110-12; cf. 120-1).%* Against Ctesiphon 107-29 (especially §8116-24) is, in addition, a
brilliant and underrated piece of dramatic ecphrastic narrative, Aeschines’ masterpiece in
this department.®® The destruction of Crisa/Cirrha,®® whatever its historicity, appears to
have been tenacious in Athenian popular memory,®” so Aeschines would have found a
receptive audience for his parallel. But there are a number of potentially destabilizing
elements involved in his treatment. He passes over the fact that the action in the 590s was
supposed to have precipitated the First Sacred War, corresponding to his wider need to
dissociate the action he persuaded the Amphictyons to take in 340/39 as far as possible
from Cottyphus’ decision to appoint Philip commander of the Amphictyonic forces.®
Awkwardly, he needs to present what was done under his own direction simultaneously as
a local scrap rather than the beginning of the Fourth Sacred War which led directly to
Chaeronea, and as a significant moment for the showcasing of Athenian piety and general
renown.%® Involved in this is the fact that while Solon’s targets were the rather grand-
sounding Cirrhaeans and Cragalidae (107: yévn mopovoudtora’®), on whom our evidence
is patchy,”t Aeschines’ were the Locrians of Amphissa, hardly just local people but

inhabitants of a significant polis fully linked up to the present alliance systems prevailing

64 On the historicity of the ‘First Sacred War’: Robertson (1978) (mythical); Lehmann (1980) (taken as fact
by the Athenians by 373: Isoc. 14.31); Tausend (1992), 34-47; Davies (1994); Sanchez (2001), 58-81;
ancient sources in Rhodes (2012), 52-3.

85 Usher ([1999], 290-1) gives it a brief mention; Londey ([1990], 248) is appreciative.

% For the nomenclature: Robertson (1978), 40-8.

67 Examined by Steinbock ([2012], 301-19, 353).

% Roles of Cottyphus and Colosimmus: Westlake (1935), 189, 208-9; Sealey (1976), 487-8; Hammond and
Griffith (1979), 586-8; Londey (1990), 256-7; S&nchez (2001), 239-43. Demosthenes (18.151) regards
Cottyphus neutrally (pace the scholiast [266 Dil).

69 On which see esp. Sanchez (2001), 227-43.

70 There is something of a ‘cities of the plain’ quality to this phrase in apposition: cf. Genesis 18.20; and
something of the Old Testament prophet about Aeschines. Robertson ([1978], 38-9) chooses his words well:
‘the great city [cf. Babylon?: Revelation 14.8] of Crisa appears nowhere but as the exemplary target and
victim of this crusade [the ‘First Sacred War’]’.

1 Robertson (above n.66).
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in central Greece (116; though Aeschines does try to connect the two, calling the

Amphissaeans évdpec mapavopmratot, 113).72

Further, although Plutarch (Solon 11) uses Aristotle’s list of Pythian victors to attest to
Solon being the prime mover in that early case (X0’ wvt v yvounv avatibeic, 11.2), it is
only clear from what he says next that the records at Delphi attest Alcmaeon as general,
not that they also speak of Solon as initiator. The only other source is Aeschines himself.”
Pausanias, on the other hand, has Solon as a clever advisor, hired after the decision to go to
war has already been taken.”* So we cannot be absolutely sure even that Aeschines’
version was a mainstream one, and disingenuous manipulation of a well-loved example
may legitimately be canvassed. Even assuming that he was drawing on a mainstream
Athenian tradition,” he still encountered a difficulty. In both the 590s and 340/39, Athens
was just one of a number of players among the Amphictyons; Aeschines knew (2.172-6)
that the era of Athenian primacy in Greece fell within the action of the fifth century. The
difficulty, then, was that while he needed (as always) to present Solon within the frame of
an unassailable, ‘golden age’ Athens, he had to reflect the present-day diffuse international
reality in his account of 340/39. His solution, then, was to offer a stimulating image of a
present-day Athenian statesman attempting to recapture a largely fictive ancient pre-
eminence among the Amphictyons, with ‘L6Awvog gindvtog Abnvaiov v yvounv’ (108).
Athens’s (and possibly Solon’s) earlier role, and Aeschines’ present role, are thus all

finessed together.

72 Alliance systems: Londey (1990), 242, 246 n.44, 257-8.

73 Both are deployed against the otherwise unknown Euanthes of Samos, mediated by Hermippus. See
Bollansée (1999a), 198-201 with references; on the dubious status of the ‘ AgAe@®v vropvipote’: 199 n.143
(cf. Robertson [1978], 60-3); on Plutarch’s self-distancing from Euanthes (and Hermippus): 200; also
(1999b), 109, 111-12. cf. on the problems Davies (1994), 198.

4 Paus. 10.37.6-7.

> As most now do: Robertson (1978), 66-8, 73; Bollansée (1999a), 198-9.
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Aeschines further enhances the links between the two episodes — strengthened by the
alleged continuance to the present of the curse, oaths and oracle from the 590s (&1t kai vbv,
113)"® — by making Solon look as Aeschinean as possible without making the parallel
explicit.”” Like Aeschines, he composes poetry (108), and his reputation for gilocogia
(also 108) fits Aeschines well in a speech where he makes much of his own paideia and
points to other people’s lack of it.”® The Amphissaean antagonist in the session of
hieromnemones at Delphi (117: &vOponoc’® doehyéotatog kai MC £pol £paiveto ovSepdg
TodEiNG HETEGYNKDG, TomG O€ Kol darpoviov Tvog E€apaptavey Tpoayopuévov) — probably
the Amphissaean hieromnemon Callicron® — is built up to resemble Demosthenes, a
connection Aeschines makes even easier for himself by stressing that Demosthenes was in
the pay of Amphissa (113, 125). The Amphissaean is pro-Theban, like his countrymen (or,
even better, their leaders — like him: 113) and like Demosthenes (more on this later). Like
Demosthenes throughout Against Ctesiphon, he is ill-educated (ovdedc moudeiog
peteoynk®c). He is rude and abrasive, like Demosthenes and Ctesiphon (avofoncag, 117
cf. 2.106, 3.202). Finally, in a particularly neat twist, Aeschines even has this ersatz-
Demosthenes badmouth Demosthenes’ real-life political ally, Hegesippus ‘Crobylus’
(118). But a careful touch of distance between them is preserved. One of the things
Dinarchus was to find particularly useful in Against Ctesiphon was the notion of
Demosthenes as a malevolent spirit;3! unlike Demosthenes, the Amphissaean is putatively

led on by it, rather than embodying it (icog 8¢ kai Sarpoviov Tvog apaptévety, 117).82

6 On the oath: e.g. Lefévre (1998), 147-51 (and 352-4, responding to Sanchez [1997]); Sanchez (2001), 159-
61.

" In a sense we approach ‘personal exemplum’ territory here — cf. aptly Lane Fox (1994), 136.

78 Paideia language in A.3: 130, 241, 260.

7 cf. the use of évnp at S. Aj. 1142, 1150, with Finglass (2011), 459-60 (noting parallels with fable).

8 Callicron: Londey (1990), 244 (table); Lefévre (1998), 79.

81 Daimon and al(e)iter- language: A.3.115, 157 cf. 131; and Din. 1.30-3, 77; cf. Demosthenes as a Svotvyia
(D.Ep. 4.1).

82 The Amphissaean’s double stimulus (personal lack of paideia and possibly divine influence) recalls Hdt.
9.5.2 (efite 6m dedeypévos yprpnata mapd Mapdoviov, gite kol tadtd ol éavdave on the stoning of Lycides on
Salamis; see the next section) (and Thymoetes in Aeneid 2.34!).
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Aeschines’ actors remain grounded in reality; it is the figure of Aeschines himself (and the
setting in which they all operate) that participates in a context which avoids real temporal

definitions.

Despite the problems with the Solon example, then, Aeschines attempts to offer a
convincing parallel between distant and recent past. Demosthenes contests Aeschines’
version in almost every detail (18.140-59). For him, Aeschines is the hireling (of Philip),
his speech is dismissed as ‘Adyovg evmposmdmovg kai piBovg’ (149),2% and it is claimed that
he managed to persuade the Amphictyons only because they were unused to rhetoric
(vOpdmovg dmeipovg Adymv, 149), something Aeschines himself comes near to hinting.*
Further, the warlike Amphictyonic excursion Aeschines describes is reduced to a survey
(mepiedbeiv, 150) which ends in a farcical near-slaughter (uikpod katnkévticav drovtog,
151).8% Importantly, Demosthenes also denies that the Athenians were under any kind of
legal summons, and argues that Aeschines spoke unprovoked (150). Aeschines is further
undermined by Demosthenes’ playing on various elements of Aeschines’ story (18.140-4):
he claims Pythian Apollo for Athens (141),%° seems to mock the grandeur of Aeschines’
recital of the curse (142: ti odv todT’ émfpapon kol Setevdpmy ovTeoi 6eodpdg;), and
(143) almost casts himself — performing in the Athenian Assembly — as an unsuccessful
version of Aeschines at Delphi, his loud objection stymied by a claque under Aeschines’
direction. He does not dignify Aeschines’ self-alignment with Solon with a response, and
his adversary emerges as a posturing fool, overexcited to be in the distinguished company
of the hieromnemones alone (again, something for which Aeschines had provided the fuel,

candidly admitting his intemperate approach in a session he was not expected to attend:

8 cf. Aeschines’ speeches in Arcadia (D.19.11).

8 A.3.122: kpawyn morn kai 06puBog Ny TdV ApQIKTLOVOY.

8 Compare here the sheepish humour that comes from totalizing language in Lys. 3.18.
8 cf. D.Ep. 4.3.
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A.3.117). So far, though, so negative; Demosthenes has offered the audience nothing
positive to substitute for the strong impression Aeschines must have made. His tactical
ploy is to upstage, and that is by doing his own self-fashioning: as himself, in the same

year as the Delphi episode.

The best-known passage in Demosthenes — beginning at 8169 — functions as a
comprehensive tactical answer to the effects Aeschines had aimed for with his Delphi
episode, developing points of contact with it only to project a much more positive image of
Athens’ (and especially Demosthenes’) activities over the previous decade.®’ It falls only a
few paragraphs after the end of the discussion of what the Delphi affair precipitated (at
8159), and, dramatically speaking, serves as a bracing variation from a straightforward
explanation of how Philip faced (and was prepared to exploit) a divided Thebes and
Athens (160-3, 168), and the reading of the associated documents (164-7), all sadly
spurious.®® Demosthenes’ achievement here — making his 339 self act as model for his
ethos now — serves as a microcosm of his successful approach in devising presentational
strategies in On the Crown as a whole: maintaining a balance between emphasis on his
star-quality statesmanship and assertion of his status as one of a whole body of citizens
who could easily have done what he did — and, unlike Aeschines, had the virtue to — but
did not. In the Delphi episode, Aeschines is only interested in reminding the jurors how
impressively he represented their interests in a context pregnant with historical symbolism
(not least the alleged cause of the dispute: Athenian re-dedication of Persian War shield
trophies inscribed “A6nvoiot and Mndwv xoi OnPaiov, 6te tavavtia toig "EAAnowv
gudyovto” before the completion of the new temple [3.116]). Why the audience should

care particularly in 330 is left unclear, and how Aeschines has protected or advanced their

87 Renown: references and discussion: Wankel (1976), 2.846-8; Usher (1993), 230-1.
8 Spuriousness of the documents: Yunis (2001), 29-31; Canevaro (2013), 304-10.
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cause since 340/39 undisclosed. The rhetoric of the embedded speeches to Philip in 346
featured in On the Embassy — capitalizing on natural Athenian pride in a good performance
by one of their own — fits less well here, after Chaeronea and the destruction of Thebes. In
Demosthenes’ speech, however, his 339 is made scintillatingly relevant by his reminders
of his continued work in their interest: what Ctesiphon’s 336 decree stated, in fact.®
Comparing the two — Aeschines aligning himself with Solon, Demosthenes aligning
himself with his former self — gives a good illustration of the dichotomy between
Aeschinean past-based strategies (rooted in 343, and in the expectation that Demosthenes
would bring on figures like Miltiades and Themistocles) and the Demosthenic equivalent
(the recognition that what the audience needs is the elucidation of a continuum made
explicitly relevant to their recent experiences, and the fashioning of a self-paradigm to help
achieve that). It is made even more palpable by the fact that Aeschines’ subject-matter
again revolves round his knowledge of and involvement with Amphictyonic dealings, and
his willingness to talk about them at length (cf. esp. 2.114-17). On his side, Demosthenes
does make use of the fifth-century heroes he loves to talk about,® but not quite in the way

Aeschines seems to have expected. | now move to a syncrisis of the two key passages.

Demosthenes builds up his conception of the Assembly held after receiving the news of
Philip’s capture of Elatea (169-80) via an almost paradoxical movement that raises the
stakes by admitting that it was even more instrumental in bringing Athens into direct
collision with Philip than Aeschines’ Delphi episode. Indeed, the paradoxon argument
itself is only some sixteen sections away (seven of those [181-7] occupied by

Demosthenes’ decree in our text™). But it is in the absorption accompanied by upstaging

8 Nature of Ctesiphon’s decree: Gwatkin (1957); Harris (1994), 140-8; Cook (2009).

% A well-documented preference: e.g. Witte (1995), 68.

%1 Pearson ([1976], 192) suggests that this was a chance for Demosthenes to rest his voice before the intense
dramatic passage beginning at §169; Canevaro ([2013], 310-18) demonstrates the decree’s forged status.
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of Aeschines’ vivid passage that the persuasive key to the Elatea narrative lies. The
elements are numerous and diverse; together, they offer a comprehensive demolition of
Aeschines’ assured dramatization. First, whereas Aeschines at Delphi is able to capitalize
on a sweeping theatrical gesture (“opdt’’, 119), indicating how the whole relevant terrain
can be seen by the Amphictyons as they sit there (sbcvvortov, 3.118%), Demosthenes is
seen to need no such gesture. When he comes forward, he is the only thing to look at
because nobody else has moved (18.170, 173). The sole figure rising to the bema (173: kai
naperdov imov eic Vudc) has prompted scholarly comparisons with Thucydides’ lone and
dignified Pericles.®® That, though, underprivileges a crucial part of Demosthenes’
presentation of his appeal: that despite his action, he is only doing what anyone else — any
other regular speaker, anyway — could have done (and what everyone could reasonably
have wished to do). That needs to be contrasted with the dominant position in affairs of

which Thucydides’ Pericles is presented as well aware.%*

The tone and pace, too, are important. Aeschines, even on his own account, bursts into an
environment where he does not officially belong (3.117); he is foreign to the stage he
attempts to dominate. Demosthenes, on the other hand, depicts himself as judging the
moment perfectly, and having the right statesmanlike credentials at the right time (éx&ivog
0 Kopog kol 1 Nuépa €keiviy o0 poOVov €dvouy Kol mTAOVGIOV (vopa EKAAEL, GAAL Kol
TapnKolovdnkota T0lg Tpdypaow €€ Apync, Kol cvAieroyiouévov dpBdg tivog Eveka

oadtT’ Empattev 6 Pilmmoc xoi Tl Povidupevoc, 172).%° Two other aspects become

Parts of it are too long (315-16) for its 339 context. A shorter decree means Demosthenes’ transition here
was even quicker.

%2 A word, incidentally, with strong intellectual connections: Isoc. 15.172; Ar. Po. 1451a4 Kassel; Pol.
1323h7, 1327al1-2 Ross (similar usage to Aeschines’); Rhet. 1409a37; 1414a12.

% See above (Ch. 2); and esp. here Yunis (2001), 204.

% Pericles needing to assert what he stands for: Thuc. 2.60.5; 2.61.2 (with a tantalizing link between the
latter’s €&iotapon and the usage at D.18.319).

% cf. Slater (1988) on the language of epiphany here.
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meaningful in Demosthenes’ passage: what was a confessed piece of personal
intemperateness in Aeschines, however engaging the candid expression of it, (3.118: obt®
Tapo&HvOny d¢ ovdendnot’ v @ Enovtod Pi) becomes a grand response to the call of
the fatherland itself in Demosthenes (18.170: kaAovong 6¢ Tii¢ {kowiic} matpidog {pmviic}
oV £podvl’ VEp cwpiag), an altogether more arresting — and moving — image. On top
of that, Demosthenes turns his herald into the natural conduit for that common voice (fjv
YOp O KfPLE KOTA TOVG VOLOLG VIV Aeinct, Tadtny Kowny g matpidog dikadv oty
Nyeicbot, 170); Aeschines’ herald had (in oratio recta, 3.122) required the presence of all
delegates the next day at the Thyteum, but had not strayed into a more meaningful

symbolic role.

The turning of night into day — and vice versa — plays a key dramatic role here too,
noteworthy because darkness is something Demosthenes likes to associate with Aeschines
and his services to Philip (cf. in this speech the sinister image at §159).% The passage
begins as, symbolically, darkness falls (169: éonépa uév yap fv...); the messenger arrives
at dusk, with the agora tradesmen still active (tovg T’ €k @V okNVAV TGV KATA TV AyOpaV
€Eeipyov), while the Assembly meets at daybreak (tf] 8’ Votepaiq, dupo tf Muépq, 169).
The night of panic (ki opvPov mAqpng fv 1 woélc) recalls nothing more clearly than
Xenophon’s grief-stricken Athens after receiving the news of Aegospotami in 405 (Hell.
2.2.3), which Demosthenes may be echoing (it would certainly have meant something

more than historiographical to the very elderly in the audience).®” The atmosphere

% Light and darkness: the darkness that prevents the audience from seeing Aeschines’ treachery: 18.159 cf.
19.226. Aeschines operating in darkness: A.2.125-6 (replying to Demosthenes).

% The parallel is tonal rather than lexical, but compare, in any case, the Assembly the morning after (X. Hell.
2.2.4), just as in Demosthenes and Aeschines (tfj 8’ votepaia ékkinoiov éroincav); cf. Steinbock (2012),
291-5. Memories: a decent modern analogue (in 2013) for the fall of Athens could be the 1940-1 Blitz — the
chronological distances involved differ by only a few years. The essential shared element is that the singular
widespread distress produced by this kind of event is remembered by the very youngest (cf. esp. on children,
Gardiner [2010], 193-9; postwar mythologized memory of it: Calder [1991]).
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conjured by a few telling details crisply told seems deliberately to recall, and makes a
significant advance on, the matter-of-fact daybreak meeting of the delegates with their
spades and picks in Aeschines (3.123: 1§} 6¢ Votepaiq fikopev Ewbev gig TOV TPoEPNUEVOV
tomov), while in order for the terrain to be seen by the hieromnemones (118) this session
must be happening during the day (and finishes late in it: 1jon 8¢ moppw tiig NUEPOG HVTOC,

122) — bereft of dramatic possibilities.

Demosthenes is soon obeyed by a calm and united populace (18.179), whom he depicts as
simply carrying out his measured, straightforward instructions, which are based on what is
actually happening and carefully correct any misapprehensions (174). The contrast is
strong with the angry and precipitate reaction of the Amphictyons (3.122) to an
impassioned outburst by Aeschines which (like Against Ctesiphon itself up to a point)
appeals to emotive events in the distant past in the hope of crowd-pleasing (121).
Demosthenes, on the other hand (as in On the Crown more generally) advises his audience
against spending too much time worrying about paradigms of Athenian relations with
Thebes (which is what Philip wants: 176), and indeed, later, it is the Macedonian
ambassadors in the Theban Assembly who think some capital is to be gained from citing
Athenian hostility to the city (213), bearing out Demosthenes’ prediction.®® But the most
important point of contrast between the two episodes is that Demosthenes’ was successful,
at least in the short term (188: tobto 10 YNPiopHa TOV TOTE T TOAEL TEPIGTAVTA KivVOLVOV
napelOelv €noinoev domep vépog), whereas Aeschines’ was not, coming unstuck both
immediately (D.18.151; A.3.123) and in the longer term; and Demosthenes is able to use
his conclusion to hit home the version of the ‘argument used seventy-two times’ presently

best applicable: that while Demosthenes was doing all this (covered esp. in the striking

% On Demosthenes’ likely examples in the Theban Assembly: Steinbock (2012), 269-70; and cf. Plut. Dem.
9.1 for Demosthenes’ historical knowledge about Thebes.
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climax at §179%), Aeschines did nothing (téte toivov kat’ gkgivov oV kapdv 6 Tataviedg
€yan Battorog Oivopdov tod Kobwkidov 6od mheiovog d&og v épavny i) motpidt, 180 —
cf. épdvnv, 173). The impugning of Aeschines’ acting ability here gains particular point: in
340/339 Aeschines failed on the international stage as much as on any Athenian one, and
now in 330 he has had his carefully-crafted theatrical tableau torn away from him and

replaced with an altogether richer specimen.

The Demosthenic passage, rewriting the Aeschinean and ‘doing it better’, denies as it does
so the validity of the self-alignment Aeschines had made with the distant past in the form
of Solon and the early history of the Delphic Amphictyony, and thus subverts his approach
more generally. Doubts may linger over whether Demosthenes could carry out so precise
an upstaging as this so soon after the original was delivered. It is true that post-trial
revision by Demosthenes — perhaps with a text of Aeschines’ speech to hand!® — is a
strong possibility, and | am prepared to admit that Demosthenes may have revised this
passage in some way. Indeed scholars may have shied away from connecting Aeschines’
Delphi episode with Demosthenes’ Elatea episode because they do not want to have to
countenance the possibility that this remarkable passage only came into being at the
revision stage. But just as strong is the possibility (or indeed likelihood) that Demosthenes,
by this time a very experienced lawcourt speaker, had developed to a high degree the
ability to isolate — while the prosecution speeches were in full flow — the points which he
could capitalize on artistically.'®® It is hard to be more certain without more Demosthenic
defence speeches to look at, but given that this kind of fierce concentration was necessary
to rebut the elements of the prosecution case in general, we should not neglect the

likelihood that Demosthenes was not only planning his rebuttals but honing them. He

% cf. esp. Demetrius On Style 270 Innes (other references: Usher [1993], 234).
100 Contra, Hubbard (2008), 195.
101 A high degree of mnemonic sophistication, honed by practice, needs to be canvassed too.
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could, alternatively, have envisaged while planning his speech (which he probably did
carefully in any case) that he might find room somewhere for a depiction of his glorious
Assembly performance in 339 anyway — and now Aeschines gave him a context to knit it
to, in an adversarial and artistic way. Either way, when he saw that Aeschines was taking
pride in the virtuosic Delphi passage, he must have known this was something he could
profitably challenge and upset, wrecking Aeschines’ credibility and asserting his own
rhetorical credentials in the process. This model of competitive imitation or response will

hold good for the next two sections.

The Elatea narrative is not the only place where Aeschines’ claim to a modern-day
Solonian authority is undermined; Demosthenes directly challenges Aeschines’ early
reference to him (A.3.2, on speakers’ eukosmia) in his own proem (18.6-7), by shifting the
context to the courtroom, and using that to suggest that the kind of age-based precedence
endorsed by Aeschines has no relevance to the present trial. Aeschines may think the first
(and eldest) speaker should have priority (A.3.2) — he concludes that it would mean fewer
trials — but trials by their very nature, and by the implicit direction of the Heliastic oath,
involve the jurors listening to the second speaker just as closely (D.18.7). Demosthenes
rejects Aeschines’ ideal procedure (which was probably never formally observed anyway,
and unlikely to have been Solonian if it was'®?); his Solon is, like Demosthenes himself
throughout the speech, bvovc...buiv kai Snuoticog (18.6).29° An adroit piece of contesting
of Solon as model has been spotted here,*%* helped along by Demosthenes’ exploration of
Solon’s activities in the confident psychologizing terms Aeschines had used in one of his

later Solon sections (¢eto o¢iv: 18.6 cf. A.3.175), and Lane Fox has indicated the

102 On this: esp. Knox (1976), 4-17; Lane Fox (1994), 147-9; Hobden (2007a), 491 n.7.

103 Usage of eunoia: Hernandez Mufioz (1989); Cook (2009).

104 Richardson (1889), 35: Demosthenes matches A.3.2 ‘that [Solon] might not appear to belong to
Aeschines as a patron saint’.
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relevance of Aeschines’ own age by this point.®® Most important, perhaps, is that
Demosthenes recycles the attractions Aeschines points out in his ‘ideal first speaker’ when
he comes to depict himself coming before the Assembly the morning after the news from
Elatea; like him, Demosthenes comes forward quietly (3.2 cf. 18.173) — without a
movement from anyone else (170: ovdev pardov aviotat’ ovdeic) — and speaks above all
from practical experience (3.2: £ éumeipiag, cf. 18.172: mapnkorovOnkdto 101G TpdyHacty

€€ apyic, kol cvAleloyiopévov OpH&C).

The challenge to Aeschines, then, comes at numerous points, and not always explicitly.
What Demosthenes pushes in each of the cases examined is his own continuing credentials
as a director of public policy, and the impression of Aeschines as essentially a spent force,
ready to be superseded at both the literary level and the level of the quarrel. It is true that
there are moments here where Aeschines looks — to us as readers, anyway — in something
of a creative rut:'° even more so if we recall that his ‘three constitutions’ opening (3.6-7),
Clearly aimed to impress with its pithy summation of something ‘everyone knows’, is
simply a slightly refurbished re-run of a similar passage in Against Timarchus (1.4-6). It
would be wrong, though, to be left with an impression that Aeschines spends his
prosecution speech struggling uphill — a peroration which he clearly expected to confound

all comers is the subject of the next section.

105 (1994), 149, though he does not suggest that Aeschines is conjuring Solon specifically.
106 ¢f, Harris (1995), 142.
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5.2. Mapping onto Ghosts: Aeschines’ Peroration and

Demosthenes’ Climax

Aeschines sometimes encourages his audiences to imagine that they see something other
than the court and the present trial taking place. This is especially prevalent in Against
Ctesiphon, unsurprisingly, given that the whole prosecution involves leading the audience
to a view of Demosthenes’ behaviour completely other than the one they presently have
(cf. 3.59-60). The technique has been subject to recent examination, not least by those
working on theatricality in oratory and on the various types of kinship between the two
genres (it is a form of diatyposis).l®” The natural explanation for Aeschines’ proclivity
towards it — which seems distinctive'® — is the heightened appreciation of its possibilities
that would (or at least might) come from his past career as an actor.%® Manna-like for this
topic is the moment in Against Ctesiphon (153) where, in lamenting the appointment of
Demosthenes as funeral orator for 338 and seeking to demonstrate its inappropriateness,
Aeschines asks the jurors to suspend belief for a moment and imagine (vopicad’ 0pdv)
they are in the theatre and see the herald making the proclamation (yévesOe 61 pot pikpov
xpOVOV TNV dtavoiav ur v @ dikaotnpio, aAL’ év 1 Osdtpw). But we need to be wary of
over-swift conclusions about what interpretative direction this passage should take us in.
Although it is good to have a passage where the mutuality of the two venues is explicitly
referenced, it is also important to keep in mind that Aeschines only does it because the
very idea of proclamation of the crown in the theatre is the substance of one of the legal

charges (A.3.32-48; D.18.120-2) and because it happened to be the theatre where the

107 Hernandez Mufioz (2006); Hobden (2007a); Webb (2009); in general on the kinship: Ober (1989), 152-5;
Hall (2006) (on isomorphism of theatre and courts); Duncan (2006), 58-89.

198 Though Wohl ([2010], 40) rightly compares [D.] 59.115 (cf. Aesch. Ag. 1497-15041).

109 Aeschines as actor: Kindstrand (1982), 19-20, 93-5; Harris (1995), 30-1; Easterling (1999), esp. 156-62;
Cooper (2000), 234; Hall (2006), 372-3; Duncan (2006), 58-89 (on his exploitation of it); Webb (2009), 146.
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presentation of orphans had taken place.!’® The point he wants to make is that
Demosthenes has ‘orphaned’ a substantial section of the city’s youth by his policies (155:
TOPAGTNOAUEVOS TOV TR Oppaviag Toic ool aitov), and thus is the least appropriate
person possible to receive the award proposed by Ctesiphon. If the Pnyx, for example, had
been the place concerned in both these cases, it would have served just as well as a
springboard for an image. It is more that given that the venue is the theatre, the
possibilities multiply and Aeschines capitalizes on them. His deft performative moves are
always made in the service of the argument; and the cost to the city of Demosthenes’

policies was the strongest line of argument he really had.!

This technique — a variety of enargeia — is also applied (and more daringly) in the
following passage, where the orator asks his audience to imagine they see (taic ye
dwavoiong anofréyat’, 157) the plight of the Thebans after its destruction in 335; but it is
perhaps at its grandest and most effective in Aeschines’ peroration, where it provides a
vehicle for the historical argumentation. Up to a point it had done so in 8154, where
Aeschines laments the ‘old’ style of orphan ceremony as characteristic of a time when
‘ghvousito pdAlov 1| TOMC kol PeAtioot mpootdralg £xpiito’;t? a typical piece of crowd-
pleasing Aeschinean romanticizing intended to cut Demosthenes off from access to self-
alignment with the fifth century. That separation is the function of the peroration too, but
in an even more realized fashion. This is Aeschines’ ultimate articulation of the extent to
which the city’s tradition revolts against Ctesiphon’s proposal, and, much as he had
carefully mapped himself onto Solon (and vice versa) in the Delphi episode, he claims a

selection of Athens’s ‘greats’ — Solon and Aristides — as his synegoroi (to match

110 For which (as well as Isoc. 8.82-3 and Lys. F 129) see esp. Goldhill e.g. (1987) esp. 63-8; cf. Rhodes
(2003), 111-12, making a point similar to mine in a different connection.

11 With Usher (1999), 288; Yunis (2000), 103. A weak legal case: Harris (1994), 142-8 vs. Gwatkin (1957).
112 See Ath. Pol. 42.4 and, importantly, Dillery (2002), esp. 467-8.
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Demosthenes’: 257), but also as personal proxies. They are to be imagined not only
accompanying him on the bema, but actually standing where he is standing (vmoAappdvete
opdy &mi Tod PRTOC, 00 VOV £6TnKOC &Y Adym. .., 257).112 Simultaneously, Themistocles
and the dead of Marathon and Plataea lurk in the background, about to groan at the
decision being mooted (259).1'* Dramatically, the scene is very impressively built up:
alongside (and, in the sense just mentioned, in place of) Aeschines’ own closing words,
Solon begs the jurors to prioritize the laws and their oath over Demosthenes’ speeches
(257) while Aristides cites the condemnation of Arthmius of Zelea (258), who merely
distributed money, as a reason not to allow the allegedly medizing Demosthenes — who

took it — to be crowned.!*®

Strategically, we have here a decisive delineation by Aeschines of how he wishes his
control of historical argumentation (and the invalidity of Demosthenes’ usage) to be
construed. Aeschines’ self-alignment with Solon is picked up from the Delphi episode
(108) and his other appearances in the speech, while Aristides is an exemplar Aeschines
does occasionally use (1.25, 2.23, 3.181) and, more importantly, one instantly identifiable
with standards of justice (cf. 181: ¢ dikotog €mkaAovuevog), here as in comedy and
elsewhere.’® Here, Aeschines fills out the characterization (od teAevtioOVTOC TAC

Buyotépog £€€dmkev O ofjuog, 258), but, crucially, has Aristides use Arthmius as an

113 On the peroration: in brief Webb (2009), 144-5.

114 As Clarke ([2008], 261) notes, especially vivid. The sentient dead are, of course, a topos (cf. e.g. Lys.
12.100; Andoc. 1.148), but if we accept the alignment at this time (and perhaps joint court strategies) of
Lycurgus and Demosthenes, it is difficult not to be reminded (as Hobden [2007a], 500 is) of Lycurgus’
begging and pleading countryside and cityscape (including the tombs) in the peroration of the recent Against
Leocrates (1.150) (cf. the broader shared interests of the speeches noted by Sullivan [2002], 4). Aeschines
had, after all, mentioned the Leocrates trial obliquely only a few moments earlier (252), in the context of
some premier ‘cabal rhetoric’. The suggestion would then be that Demosthenes has let the Athenians down
by his misguided policies just as surely as Leocrates by his flight.

115 For Arthmius: D.9.41-6; 19.270-2; Din. 2.24-6; A.3.258; Colin (1933); Wallace (1970), 200-2; Meiggs
(1972), 508-12; Nouhaud (1982), 239-42; Famerie (1992); Yatromanolaki (1997), 117-69.

116 Aristides as representative of justice: cf. Eupolis, Demes and Storey (2003), 129-31; also (2011), 97 and
restoration of Aristides as speaker in the dialogue on Pap. Cair. 43227 (F 99); ‘justice’ in 1. 80, 91, 119;
Braun (2000), 194-5. Plut. Arist., esp. 6-7.
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embedded example of his own, a very rare move indeed and one which brings Aristides
even more sharply into the present — a statesman citing examples in front of a popular
audience, just as Aeschines is. Arthmius, after all, appears prominently both in the Third
Philippic (41-6) and On the False Embassy (271-2), such that the effect of 3.258 is to turn
Aristides’ fire not only on Demosthenes’ alleged medizing for cash itself (dwpodoxncavta
Kol €1t kol vOv kektnuévov) but on the honesty and integrity of his paradigmatic usage
itself, underlined by the adoption of examples Demosthenes had made notable use of

before.

The coherence of this series in Aeschines’ peroration functions, then, as the perfect
antitype to Demosthenes, featuring law and the foundations of the jury courts (Solon),
justice and the empire (Aristides himself) and, to a slightly subsidiary extent, Athenian
heroism (Themistocles and the Persian War dead).!'’ Demosthenes and his dexterity with
the past are left out in the cold with Arthmius, with no viable place in this cosmos of
Athenian achievement as ‘correctly’ understood and interpreted. The choice of the
examples is a skilful blend of assertion of the identifiably Aeschinean over the identifiably
Demosthenic with procataleptic assimilation of likely Demosthenic material: Demosthenes
might not be planning to mention Arthmius (though he might, in connection with
Aeschines: that was the import of the reference in On the False Embassy) but some
allusion to the Persian Wars was likely and Demosthenes’ relations with Persia worth
stressing as an apotropaic manoeuvre.*® Once again, then, Aeschines sticks to the terms of

343, apparently content (even, presumably, in the revised version) with this passage’s

117 The apparent division of labour between the resurrected characters of Eupolis’ Demes again seems
reflected (whether consciously or not); cf. Storey (2003), 129-33. Fourth-century speechwriters did read
comic texts: Hall (2006), 388.

118 Aeschines’ stress on Demosthenes and Persia: 3.156, 173, 209 and obliquely 164. cf. Din. 1.10, 18; also
Worthington ([2000b], 98-100) for valuable rationalization.
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procataleptic force despite Demosthenes’ decision to defend his political record on the

basis of full acceptance rather than nuanced denial .1

Demosthenes’ paradoxon argument (199-211) is aimed at dismantling all this. He refuses
to respond anywhere in On the Crown to Aeschines’ self-alignment with Aristides or
indeed to the implied comparison with Arthmius, while (as has been pointed out'?°) Solon
appears in Demosthenes’ proem (6-7) moments (presumably!?!) after his quasi-
resurrection by Aeschines in 3.257. There, Demosthenes’ stress is on Solon’s democratic
credentials (dnuotikog) and the ebvowa that is so important to his own self-presentation in
On the Crown. The motivation to wrest from Aeschines an example on which he had
lavished attention and which he had made integral to his own image seems clear. What
Demosthenes does instead is to play up the relevance to himself of the theme of the
statesman’s foresight and role in saving the city. Hyperides in Diondas also stressed how
the anti-Macedonians had succeeded in keeping Philip and his army at a ‘safe’ distance, on
the borders of Boeotia.}?? To achieve his aim, Demosthenes magnifies Themistocles and
the dead of Marathon and Plataea — secondary, as we saw, in Aeschines’ version (259) —
and makes Themistocles’ leadership and the other Athenians’ sacrifice the outstanding

image of his response.

Demosthenes’ paradoxon passage (199-211) does not respond only to Aeschines’
peroration. His great oath (208: ua tovg Moapabdvi TpokvduvedGovTog TOV TPOYOVMV, Kol
tovg v [Mhotawoic mapata&apévoug, kol Tovg &v Zalapivl VOuUoYcavTog Kol Tovg €n’

Aptecio...etc.) recalls Aeschines’ oath ‘pua tovg Oeovg tovg Olvumiovg’ and its

119 Strategic embracing of record: Yunis (2000), 104; (2001), 14.

120 Cook (2009), 42.

121 There is the mysterious figure of Diodotus the synegoros ([Plut.] Vit. Dem. 846a) who might interpose:
Rubinstein (2000), 241; MacDowell (2009), 386.

122 Hyp. Di. 5.20 cf. D.18.230, very closely.
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accompanying claim that it would be inappropriate to mention Themistocles, Miltiades, the
men of Phyle, and Aristides on the same day as Demosthenes (3.182). But the peroration,
which picks up on this earlier passage, is nonetheless the chief target. For the peroration,
Aeschines retained the cast members he did for good reasons: first, the men of Phyle were
too numerous to work as proxy synegoroi, nor was the sense of mass (potential) self-
sacrifice necessarily so strong with them.?® Second, the whole point of mentioning
Miltiades at 8186 had — as we shall see — been to feature his problematic status vis a vis
awards from the demos; again, a needlessly problematic figure to feature again in §8257-9.
For his peroration, then — the moment when the priorities the jurors needed to have
uppermost in their minds were those of law and justice!?* — Aeschines chose Aristides and
gave him the already well-exercised figure of Solon as a companion, making his
authoritative self-alignment complete. Themistocles and the Persian War dead, in the
background, supported the theme of medizing broached by Aristides’ embedded
deployment of Arthmius. Demosthenes’ achievement, in answering, is to put them centre
stage, and to reverse not only the tendentious complexion Aeschines had given them in
88177-92, but especially the weight he had failed to put on them in §259. 88177-92 had
been about the relationship between the demos, its leaders, and its rewards to them; §8257-
9 had addressed what it means to be an Athenian statesman sub specie aeternitatis. For
Demosthenes in 18.208, though, what happened at Marathon, Plataea, Salamis,
Artemisium and the rest — and Chaeronea — expresses that most fully. He succeeds by
avoiding special self-identification with any particular leader, or featuring any as

especially responsible for or identifiable with this sort of expression of civic ethos.

123 Hopden (2007b), 168-9.
124 peroration as moment for appeal to the judges to do their job: e.g. A.1.196, D.21.227, 23.219-220.
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Themistocles is the exception, and even he does not make it in person into the oath section
at 18.208. Demosthenes likes to use him,'?® and the qualities that he can embody —
foresight and intelligence — are those that Demosthenes still wishes to impress on the
audience on his own account t00.1% There are further complementary roles. In the context
of the paradoxon argument, Demosthenes saved the city by showing the same kind of
commitment and talent as Themistocles — the former’s land expedition against a barbarian
matches the latter’s sea expedition against a barbarian. Both were in a sense responsible
for losses: Themistocles for the destruction of the symbolic core of the physical city and
those of its people who refused to evacuate; Demosthenes for the dead of Chaeronea. Both
of them, however, saved the spiritual Athens, defined by liberty and principled resistance
to autocracy (esp. 205) as well as by the survival of the majority. All this is conjured — in
compressed form — by the reference to the 480 evacuation and the antithesis between the
election of Themistocles and the stoning of Cyrsilus (and his wife) at §204. Alternative
versions of the latter suggest that Demosthenes (unless he is relying on a different
tradition) may have dislocated it temporally to suit the Chaeronea parallel better; the
execution is made to seem to happen before the evacuation, just as Aeschines’ advice
might be seen as symbolically rejected in the Athenian decision to fight Philip before the
expedition to Chaeronea.'?” Either way, Themistocles and Cyrsilus must stand at some
level for Demosthenes and Aeschines, but Demosthenes has no need to press it. His
strategy is to stick to what is well known about his conception of the Athenian past, and to
bind his own recent record as closely to it as possible. This is in fact a characteristically

personal spin on (and possibly, in view of Demosthenes’ prominence, the definitive

125 The appearances: D.13.21-2, 29; 20.73-4; 18.204; 19.303 (of the decree); 23.196-8, 205, 207.

126 The most famous statement of them in Thuc. 1.138.3; Demosthenes’ study of Thucydides: e.g. Mader
(2007a), 155-6; Gotteland (2010).

127 In Hdt. 9.5, Lycides is stoned after Salamis, not before; D.18.204 may belong in a tradition which
emphasizes Salamis at Plataea’s expense (Flower and Marincola [2002], 107). Cicero’s version (Off. 3.48
Winterbottom) follows Demosthenes.
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version of) a more standardized paradigmatic key for Chaeronea already in use in anti-
Macedonian circles:'?® Hyperides’ Diondas features the same run of Persian War victories
as Demosthenes’ great oath did, and Lycurgus also conceives of the civic commitment
displayed in 338 as paralleling the events of 480, with Leocrates as a latter-day

Cyrsilus/Lycides, whom he cannot bear even to name (1.122-3).

Once again, the Demosthenes who acted in 339 is recommended as the most compelling
analogue for the Demosthenes being targeted in the indictment of Ctesiphon. In his
personalizing of the struggle — as brought to a particularly pointed adversarial level in
3.257-9 — Aeschines fails to engage with the civic collective in the way that Demosthenes
repeatedly does. The latter’s very rejection of an outcome-based evaluation of his policies’
success (noted by Yunis?®) involves a reassessment of what those Persian War victories
meant too, and increases their malleability as examples. Demosthenes detaches Marathon
and Plataea from their role as further evidence of physical success (i.e. the victorious
repulse of barbarian aggression) and stresses their symbolic instantiation of Athenian civic
ideology — something that Chaeronea also instantiated — hence the oath itself, notable
among ud-based invocations in addressing persons other than immortals.™*® For
Demosthenes here, of course, they are not ‘other’ at all. The heading-off of the imputations

of 88257-9 assumes a martial quality itself: Solon and Aristides are ‘arrayed’ against

128 See Demont (2011), 44-5. Marathon is a good fit for Chaeronea in some ways (e.g. as a land battle), but
not in others (i.e. less opportunity for figuring as a collective exercise, given the popular Athenian tradition
that they had fought it alone — e.g. Hyp. Di. 4.17-19 — pévou, 1.18; cf. Lys. 2.20, PI. Mx. 240c (practically),
D.60.10; Walters [1987]; Nouhaud [1982], 149-50). In that sense Salamis works better. The possibilities for
matching battles are also entertained (with different casting) by Todd ([2009], 170-1): Hyperides’ choice of
Thermopylae (Di. 6.13-18) as an analogue for Chaeronea where Aegospotami had been ‘a sort of perversion
of Salamis’ (171). cf. also Herrman (2009b), 177. In all the passages noted in the main text, though, the
creation of tone is more important than the privileging of specific parallels.

129 Yunis (2001), 14, but see Todd (2009), 165.

130 yunis (2001), 226; but given that Eupolis’ Miltiades (or another character) used the pa form with
reference to Marathon (F 106 ‘o0 yap pd tv Mapaddvi iy £unv pdymv...”; see Storey [2003], 136), we
should resist thinking of the specific striking usage here as Demosthenes’ invention (though the author of On
the Sublime [16.2-4] explains how the two differ). It is possible that Demosthenes even intends a reference to
some real or traditional coining of such a phrase by the historical Miltiades, which Eupolis would then be
drawing on too to generate humour.
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Demosthenes (the alleged deserter, we recall) (avtimopatetaypévovg, 3.257), and the
choice of words is answered by Demosthenes’ men at Plataea, mapataapuévovg (18.208).
He presents this, then, as a clash of warring conceptions not only of the place that
Chaeronea should now occupy in the Athenian consciousness but also of the validity of
examples as wielded by himself or by Aeschines. Aeschines may have Solon and Aristides
on his side, but Demosthenes can point to the thousands of dead of all kinds who have ever
fought for Athens (kai mOAAOVC €TEPOLG TOVGC €V TOIG ONUOGIOG HUVAROGL KEWEVOLG
ayobovg Gvopac) — just as much part of the city’s legacy as any quantity of identifiable
‘great men’. That willingness to supply his hinterland with the whole sweep of events in
the city’s history (not just the Persian Wars, but the wars of the fourth century in which his
audience would have fought, and their relatives and contemporaries would have died), as

131 works as an

well as utterly obfuscating Chaeronea’s status as either a defeat or a victory,
adroit parallel for Demosthenes’ self-identification with each member of his audience.
Again, just as any respectable patriot could have stood up in the Assembly on the morning
after the Elatea news arrived (170), just so should the entire Athenian people regard itself
as having made the correct choice in deciding to emulate its ancestors (206: G&wa tdv

TPOYOVOV QPOVELV) — an empowering message to contrast with Aeschines’ negative and

reductive counsel of expediency.

5.3. The Orators and the Monuments: Fixity and Flexibility

Aeschines’ other ‘set piece’ involving examples — in this case a long string of them — is the

passage on public honours for leaders at 88177-92. This he carefully grounds in popular

181 ¢f. Lycurgus’ role in instituting or reviving the cult of Good Fortune in the aftermath of Chaeronea: F V.6

(On his Administration). Perhaps he listed this among his achievements (cf. Conomis [1961], 103-4); on one
of the key inscriptions, IG 112 1195(+), Tracy (1994); Humphreys (2004), 66, 105-6 n.66, 119.
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knowledge, sketching why his audience should care about these everyday landmarks
charged with symbolic meaning (in a manner Demosthenes was to echo at 18.65-6), using
a variation of the enargeia-based technique we noted earlier to take the jurors on a mental
tour round the agora,*®2 and (for the part concerning the men of Phyle) renewing the appeal
he had made in On the Embassy to the knowledge imparted to him by his now-deceased
father Atrometus. But Demosthenes feels safe in simply dismissing the relevance of
Aeschines’ discussion (18.209-10), not answering it until just before his peroration (314-
20) and then not in any of its detail. Why? Although the appeal to the monuments of the
agora in 3.177-92 has been well discussed recently by Hobden and Webb, neither really
assesses whether it is likely to have worked or not, and what Demosthenes’ options were
for refuting it.1*® As Hesk does so only in brief compass,’® an extended analysis is

attempted here.

The problem seems to come from a lack of coherence which arises not in the way
Aeschines narrates his sequence — this is, as is usual for him, clear and vivid — but in the
way he handles the individual items. His surface intention is palpable: to appeal to the
authority of the demos’ decisions about awards to its leaders through the ages and project
those onto the jurors as the present embodiment of that collective.® In doing so, he re-
implements a strategy from the Embassy trial, picking up on and turning to his own uses
the idea of the continuum of Athenian values in its chronologically-anchored (and thus
typically Demosthenic) form. This all seems geared to anticipate the identification with the
demos that his opponent could be expected to undertake (and indeed does). But, as with his

various overreactions in On the Embassy to Demosthenes’ slurs about his attitude to the

132 We are very probably within the walls of the Heliaea, unroofed but perhaps with no obvious view out:
Boegehold (1995), 93, 150-2.

133 Hobden (2007a); Webb (2009), 138-47.

134 Hesk (2012), 220-3.

135 Webb (2009), 131-2.
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past, Aeschines appears to ‘play Demosthenes’ almost too well here. At no point in his
surviving public corpus does Demosthenes claim that the present Athenians are any worse
people than the glorious ancestors,**® but at 8178 Aeschines does (&vpec 8¢ motepov ToTE

duetvoug Roav §| vovi; T0Te PV S100EPOVTEC, VOVI 8& TOAAD KoTadeéoTeEPOL).

There is nothing here for the audience to hope for or to aspire to. As we saw in Chapter
Two, Demosthenes’ lambasting of the present in the Assembly speeches draws its
persuasive cogency partly from its simultaneous incorporation of a consistent vein of
optimism. Even as it criticizes, it encourages confidence that a more concentrated effort by
the audience to act as becomes Athenians — midwifed by listening to Demosthenes — will
yield glorious results (as, for example, at 13.13).13" Aeschines’ assessment, by contrast, is
bleak — potentially resentment-inducing. The point should be one about performance and
achievement (in Demosthenes’ mouth it would be) but instead Aeschines makes
fundamental capacity (katadeéotepor) the main issue — i.e. something very difficult to
alter.2® This claim is the springboard for a series of difficulties with the examples which
follow. The sequence, briefly, shows a disconnect between Aeschines’ proof that the
ancestors gave their awards to few people and the argument that Demosthenes does not
deserve one. Nothing in 3.177-92 proves why, if the Athenians were to resume instantly
the practice of honouring only a few, Demosthenes would not make the list. In order to
attack Demosthenes’ award successfully, it needs to. Where Aeschines fails to plot the
connection, Demosthenes does so — and both his responses, the dismissive one at 18.209-
10 and the pre-peroration round-up at 18.314-20, seek to explain why he not only makes

the list, but can claim to head it.

136 This is an important distinction which qualifies Clarke’s ([2008], 278) view of the passage in this
connection.

187 Other examples: 2.1-2; 8.77; 9.4-5.

138 |socrates often uses it in pvoig and 86&a-related contexts, e.g. 2.7; 3.5/15.253; 3.18; 9.11, 13, 41; 15.191.
Demosthenes’ ‘Then and Now’ usages: Jost (1935), 231-4.
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A prime example of Aeschines’ less than advantageous confrontation of the difficulties he
manages to create for himself is the treatment of Miltiades, well-known as an embodiment
of tension between democratic and aristocratic values and requiring handling with care.**
Casting Miltiades outright as the ultimate successful anti-Demosthenes, the figurehead of
Athens’s greatest land victory versus the alleged deserter from the iconic recent land defeat
at Chaeronea, might well have worked. That is certainly the way Aeschines initially looks
as if he is going to use Miltiades. At 8181, as 6 v &v Mapafdvt pdynv tovg PoapPipoug
viknoag, he is very much the iconic victorious general, and one of a number of figures
(Themistocles at Salamis, the men of Phyle, Aristides) played off pithily against
Demosthenes. But a set of problems arises. First, the reference to Themistocles (directly
prior) had made very clear that the demos — not the general — was responsible for the
victory at Salamis (@spiotokiiic 0 otpatnyfoog 6t° €v Ti] mepl Zoropiva vovpoyio TOv
[Téponv évikneate). That inconcinnity means Themistocles and Miltiades end up looking
like strange paradigmatic bedfellows in a situation where less (or different) detail would
have preserved the harmony they often exist in elsewhere (e.g. D.23.207).14° Simplifying
Miltiades so that he could function as an appropriate contrasting example for Demosthenes
— like Themistocles — is a natural move; but Aeschines looks like he is creating
unnecessary obstacles to the clear progression of his argument. The tendency of the list of
‘greats’ at §181 is, in fact, apart from Miltiades and his apparently lone victory (6
viknoag), entirely demotic; and the whole point of Aeschines’ subsequent discussion of the
Herms voted to the generals after the victory at Eion (183-5), of the Marathon victory as

depicted in the Stoa Poikile (186) and of the crowns voted to the restorers of the

139 See esp. Hdt. 6.104.2; Nouhaud (1982), 169-77; Bauman (1990), 16-22; Vanotti (1991).

140 Some sort of reflection of the tradition of the ‘battle of the battles’ — maintaining the demotic credentials
of the sea victory over the hoplite victory at Marathon (under Miltiades’ generalship) — might possibly be
detected here: see e.g. Pelling (1997), 9-12.
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democracy in 403 (187-92) is not only that the democracy awards honours for signal
achievements (and is sovereign in that allocation) but that they are by their very nature
demos victories.**! The awkward figure of Miltiades supplies cause for complication and
doubt where what is needed is unanimity of implied condemnation of Demosthenes. But,
as | suggest in a moment, this confusion may be precisely what Aeschines intends. As we
saw with Leptines’ forecast Herms argument in Chapter One (D.20.112), these issues
mattered; how successful leaders and their entitlements were spun (and by whom) in the

event and later was a minefield of contestability.

It makes sense that Aeschines’ choice to leave Miltiades out later, in the peroration, must
be motivated by a recognition of his problematic status. So it is interesting and revealing
that he lays emphasis on him when he reappears at 8186, in the discussion of the Marathon
painting. Here, Miltiades may be simply the strategos of a wider demos; but he resumes

his traditional aristocratic cast when he asks for honours — like 6 vikiioag of 8181:

Tic o0V fv 0 otpatnyds; ovTmol pev Epwtndévieg Bmavteg Gmokpiveiche T
Muktidomg, €xel 8¢ ovK Emy€ypontol. TAG; O0VK HTNOE TAOTNV TV OMPEGV;

3

fiTnoev, AL’ 6 dfjpog ovk £dmKeV, AAL AvTi TOD OVOLOTOS CLUVEYDPNOEV QVTD
TPAOTO YPAPTVOL TapakaAoDVTL TOVG oTpoTIdToc. (186)
Aeschines may be working with a tradition where Miltiades did ask, in person, to be
named on the painting. Given the problems with this, though, we have to canvass the
possibility that Aeschines is manipulating to suit the argument. Miltiades was dead well

before the Stoa Poikile pictures were painted (whether we construe the Stoa as ultimately a

141 plutarch has the people allowing Cimon to dedicate them: Cim. 7.3 (his choice: Clairmont [1983], 1.152).
Blamire ([1989], 113-14) prefers Aeschines’ interpretation, but: 1) Aeschines could be suppressing Cimon to
make his point; 2) (just as likely) the association between Cimon and the Herms might have been weak by
330; or 3) (a combination) it might have been or become normal and natural to interpret the monument as
Aeschines does, and so he is following a tradition: for which, see above (Ch.1) n.23.
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‘demotic’ or a ‘Cimonian’ monument'#?), so could not have made any request in person.
Plutarch in fact reports another tradition entirely, where Miltiades claimed not a labelling
on a painting (tavmv v dwpedv) but an olive crown in the Assembly, only to be told by
the war hero Sophanes that he could make that request if and when he defeated the enemy
on his own.'*® An argument which took account of this tradition and compared the demos’
rejection of Miltiades’ (Miltiades’!) olive crown with its likely acceptance of
Demosthenes’ gold one would seem to be signposted. It would combine two types of a
fortiori argument to be found elsewhere in the orators. One, which we have met several
times, emphasizes how correct it was even for great servants of the people to face
punishment when they offended later.1** The other type — dovetailing well with Aeschines’
theme — compares the defendant’s arrogant anticipation of high honours (and lack of a
sense of proportion) with great former recipients’ acceptance of modest rewards. If
Aeschines knew and wanted to draw on the tradition of Miltiades and the olive crown, then
an argument of this second type had been conveniently staged in a very similar context — a
high-profile prosecution of a secondary figure mopavopwv for proposing honours for a
major statesman — only four years earlier, by the anti-Macedonians. This was Lycurgus’
use of Pericles in his speech Against Cephisodotus on the Honours for Demades (F 1X.2),
attacking the proposed award of a bronze statue and sitesis.’*® Although some more

context for the fragment would be helpful, Lycurgus’ point seems fairly clear: Pericles,

142 Demotic or ‘Cimonian’?: Loraux (1986), 63-4 and 372 nn.281-2, following Meiggs (1972), 96, 469-72;
Castriota (1992), esp. 76-89; De Angelis (1996); Pelling (1997), 11-12; Stansbury-O’Donnell (2005), 78. In
detail, Fiorini in Cruciani and Fiorini (1998), 19-76. In A.3: Hobden (2007a), 496. With special reference to
our passage and Miltiades: Krumeich (1996) and (1997), 55-6.

143 plut. Cim. 8.1-2, with Blamire (1989), 114-15. Sophanes: Hdt. 6.92.3; 9.73-5; Paus. 1.29.5. This may be
the tradition Eupolis is working in, if F 106 (‘Marathon, my battle’) is meant to parody any inflated sense of
self-worth on Miltiades’ part (see n.130 above).

144 As, e.g. in D.23.205 with Themistocles and Cimon; Din. 1.14, 16 with Timotheus; [D.] 26.6 with
Miltiades himself (in the latter two cases with the similar context-specific tweak that the guilty accepted their
punishment, whereas the defendant arrogantly refuses to). Lyc. 1.93 (Callistratus) is a not-fully-spelt-out
variant.

145 For which see esp. Conomis (1961), 126-8. A certain amount of collaboration between them, though:
Lambert (2008/2012), 342 n.20.
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though with a string of glorious achievements to his credit, was still only awarded a crown
of olive.1*® (We note in passing that Pericles is not said to request anything.) Lycurgus’
argument, then, is that Demades should be happy with that too, but (as with Aeschines’

Demosthenes) wants more.

Why does Aeschines not make such arguments? He might simply not have known of the
olive crown tradition;**” or perhaps one version of it expressed disapproval of Sophanes’
intervention, taking the emphasis off the appropriateness or otherwise of Miltiades’
request. It is also possible that Aeschines was reserving the arguments for use with the
men of Phyle a little further on: the ‘great men who went to the bad” argument is used at
8195 for Thrasybulus,'*® while the ‘modest reward’ argument itself appears at §187 when
the men of Phyle receive, significantly, olive rather than gold crowns: 6oA\od
oTEQavVe...aAL" ob ypua®.t*® But there is another explanation available which does greater
credit to Aeschines as a strategist, even if its execution means that the clear progression of
his attack suffers. This would be that (despite the appearance of Miltiades in the line-up at
8181) Aeschines actually does not want Miltiades to be either a wholly positive or a
wholly negative figure. His aim is to complicate one of Demosthenes’ favourite examples
as far as possible by way of procatalepsis (we can see a good example of this with the role

of the figure of Alcibiades in the Meidias trial).*>® If Demosthenes tried to put a positive

spin on his own role in making Chaeronea happen, Miltiades and Marathon might be an

146 Lyc. F 1X.2: epikAfic 62 6 Tdapov kai EBPorav kol Alywvav ELdv, kol to IIpomdiaio kai 1o ‘Qudeiov kol

10 ‘Exatopmedov oikodopncog, Kol popta tdAavta dpyvpiov €ig v akpOToALY AveveyK®V, BaAlod otepdvm
£€0TEQaVmO.

147 Vanotti ([1991], 16) thinks the 330 audience would have known this alternative version.

148 A partisan of Thrasybulus had used it in 403: cf. Lys. 34.1-2, 11.

149 The honours: Shear (2007a), 106-7; more generally (2011), 287-94; Steinbock (2012), 237-45. Archinus’
decree: SEG 48.45 with Raubitschek (1941) and Taylor (2002), esp. 390-6 (vs. Krentz [1982], 83-90); also
Steinbock (2012), 239 (supporting Taylor, but see SEG 52.86). Thrasybulus’ decree: 1G 112 10 (see RO 4, 24-
5 for a list of sources; Steinbock [2012], 241-5).

150 Uses of Miltiades by Demosthenes in public speeches: 3.26; 13.21-2; D.19.303 (of the Decree); D.23.196-
8, 207; [D.] 26.6.
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obvious analogue — and we have seen how the two battles were connected by anti-
Macedonians in the 330s. So Aeschines’ thinking might have been that Demosthenes
would not be able to use Miltiades in his defence speech if the latter had been pulled in
opposite directions sufficiently to be made meaningless by Aeschines in his prosecution
(and it is true that, in our text at any rate, Demosthenes does not use him, focusing instead
on Themistocles). The Miltiades who emerges from Aeschines’ treatment has been shorn
of any fixed definitions. His precise role at Marathon (as opposed to his depiction in the
front line), his demotic credentials, or otherwise, the character and purport of his claim of
honours, and the nature of his activities post-Marathon are all rendered unclear. This is a
case — to reverse Hobden — not so much of a recommendation of a particular reading as a
denial of any particular reading’s validity.?>! We are left unsure whether Miltiades can be a

parallel for Demosthenes or not, and if he can be, what kind of parallel he might be.

I have focused on Miltiades, but there are other problematic items whose exposition by
Aeschines might have been less ambiguous and thus perhaps more effective in front of an
audience. One is the slightly eccentric, and certainly daring, parallel that he seems to draw
between the return from Phyle in 403, led by the heroic democrats (181, 187-92) and the
city’s climactic eclipse at Chaeronea, in a retreat involving the Phyleans’ ultimate antitype,
Demosthenes. It is never quite spelt out, but all the elements are present.’® The men of
Phyle are contrasted explicitly with those who fled at Chaeronea (187) — an obvious
reference to Demosthenes, who has been absent since 8182. If he is not on the same side as
the men of Phyle, he can be nowhere but on the opposite side — and not simply thanks to
the usual binary ‘my side/your side’ model standard in Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’

contests. At §188 Ctesiphon’s decree is said to cancel out the reward to the men of Phyle

151 Hobden (2007a), 495-6, 500; echoed by Webb (2009), 141.
152 On Phyleans vs. Demosthenes generally here, Hobden (2007b), 165-9.
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(tovt® 1® ynoeiopatt éEaAeipeton 1 TOV KOTOyayovIiov TOV Ofjuov dwped); it is the
evocative use of é€aAeipeton brings out the full point. ‘Erasing’ laws and ordinances (and
erasing people from rolls) connotes the oligarchic revolutions of 411 and 404, and
Aeschines spells out that link at 8191, where he notes that the removal of the indictment
napavouwv — the present action — was one of the acts of the oligarchy (i.e., in context, the
Thirty) (vovdov yap fv &1t t61e iy 8t tnvicadta 6 STfipog kotedvon Emeldn Tiveg TaC

YPOPAS TOV TAPAVOU®V AVEIAOV).

By now, Demosthenes’ association with all this is fairly clear: §191 leads into a lament for
the severity of the post-403 courts as opposed to the current situation (again, like 8178,
which began the passage, hardly likely to endear Aeschines to the present jurors!), and
once again Atrometus — now some twelve years dead — is Aeschines’ informant. But here |
think this is suspect. Not only does Aeschines seem to mistake, or blur, which oligarchic
regime removed the procedure — that in itself would not worry us, because the Thirty could
have done it too, or either Atrometus or Aeschines could have misremembered™®* — but
there is a close match with a passage of Demosthenes’ Against Timocrates (154), of which
A.3.191 may simply be a colourful adaptation (or of a topos).’® ‘Atrometus’’ detail about
the old severity of the courts (191-2) looks an ad hoc contrivance, like the example
involving the old Spartan in Against Timarchus, embedded in Aeschines’ ‘parallel Athens’
scheme. Further, Aeschines does nothing to develop this alignment of Demosthenes with

the Thirty, and at 8195, in (as Hobden points out) apparently aligning himself with

153 The Four Hundred: Thuc. 8.67.2; The Thirty: Krentz (1982), 60-2; Shear (2011), 172-7; X. Hell. 2.3.51-2
(of Theramenes being ‘erased’ from the roll); a possible allusion in Lys. 1.48; esp. Lys. 30 on the post-403
politics of ‘erasure’ generally (esp. 30.2, 5, linked up with 9-16 [Nicomachus as closet oligarch] — see further
Todd [1996], esp. 115-20). In general on the Thirty’s removal of laws: Ath. Pol. 35.2; Shear (2011), 166-87
esp. 175-80.

154 The Four Hundred, not the Thirty: Thuc. 8.67.2; Ath. Pol. 29.4; but cf. Rhodes (1981), 378; (2010), 71;
Hobden (2007b), 166; Hansen (1974), 55. See also Hobden ([2007a], 492-4, 498-9) on how all this links up
with Aeschines’ proem.

155 Wayte ([1882], 217), in turn, thinks Demosthenes took it from Thucydides. [D.] 58.34 suggests that it is a
topos, but that need not rule this out.
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Archinus, prosecuting Thrasybulus/Demosthenes mapavopwy, he unnecessarily
complicates it.1® There is not the consistency, say, of Demosthenes’ suggestive
referencing in Against Leptines. Hence it seems unlikely that an audience to whom their
own march to, and retreat from, Chaeronea — both involving Demosthenes — can hardly
have appeared more expressive of a united polity would buy this half-formed and rather
strained parallel.*>" This sense of community is precisely the one Demosthenes devotes his

defence speech to recapturing.

His first response (18.209-10) is to meet Aeschines’ resumption of his 343 strategies with
what he too had said in 343 — but inverted. His dismissal of Against Ctesiphon 177-92
almost seems to identify the tension in that section between what should normally be
interlocking aims — proof of the example’s validity and discrediting of the target.
Aeschines’ failure fully to articulate that allows Demosthenes to represent the section as
simply irrelevant (209: tpomoto. kai péyog kai makaid Epya Eheyeg, MV Tivog Tpocedeito O
napav ayov ovtoot;). The relevance of precisely these paraphernalia of civic pride was
what Demosthenes had Aeschines criticizing in his version of the debate in 346 (D.19.16).
After the volte-face of Aeschines’ On the Embassy, with its prominent, ‘Demosthenically’
totalizing, excursus on fifth-century history, and the similar appropriative bias in Against
Ctesiphon, Demosthenes is able to turn the tables completely. The reference to the
requirements of the mapav aydv get to the bottom of Demosthenes’ reactive strategy: the
message is that this is 330, not 343, and that Demosthenes has by now transcended
Aeschines completely. Answering Aeschines’ athletic characterization of the jury as

umpires at 3.180 (aywvobétag moltikiig apetic), he relegates Aeschines to the realm of

1%6 ¢f. also Ath. Pol. 40.2 and [Plut.] Vit. Lys. 835f-836a. Hobden’s point ([2007b], 167) is neat because it has
Aeschines conceding Demosthenes some recognition of his signal role in 339-8. But Archinus is unlikely to
have suggested that Thrasybulus’ proposal revealed oligarchic tendencies (Hansen [1974], 59; Wolpert
[2002], 43-5). The proposal probably had support; a version of it was enacted in 401/0 (IG 112 10 = RO 4).

157 Implying demos cowardice was a poor strategy: Ochs (1996), 135-6.

271



the theatrical, the fantastic (& tprtayoviotd, 209), while he himself is the one who belongs
in the fused world of physical exertion and high politics that Aeschines has manufactured
(8ug 8é...1ov mepi TV Tpoteinv cduPovlov Tij toker).1%® Consequently he can recommend
that the jurors judge public affairs by the standards of their ancestors’ glory with complete
sangfroid (tag 6¢ kowag mpoalpécels ig ta T®V Tpoyodvev aéidpata dropfiénovtog, 210)
because his ethos is so distinct from Aeschines’. When Aeschines talked about the past,
then, it meant nothing, partly because it was Aeschines and partly because it was
irrelevant, addressing a rhetorical situation long past. Demosthenes’ own usage, he argues,
is the usage that will take proper account of how far the city has travelled in those thirteen
years and still be able to plot good connections with the all-important npoyovov aéidpora,

as its proponent always had.

Demosthenes’ second response (314-20) rids the stage of virtually all parallels, all
historical specifics except the Demosthenes of the war with Philip — Demosthenes is again
recommended as the only valid available model for Demosthenes, and this time this is
foregrounded and unmissable. The Philammon and Glaucus parallel, focusing on
Aeschines’ lack of understanding of how things have changed, reflects Demosthenes’
strategy (so well that Aeschines could not resist the later insertion). Just as Aeschines fails
to grasp the fact that it is perfectly valid not to allow a comparison of individuals of
different eras, so has he also failed to comprehend that his old criticisms can no longer
work. And Demosthenes’ argument in §§314-20 succeeds where Aeschines’ string of

parallels had failed because it corresponds to the audience’s real, relatively recent, lived

1%8 rpwteia language: cf. 18.66 (with Wankel [1976], 1.396 for parallels), 203, 321 too; cf. 3.27; 10.74.
Related is the use of épapiriov at 18.320: Cook (2009), 47-50.
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experience;® and that experience did involve Demosthenes making speeches, decrees,
and laws and going on embassies,’®® and being seen to do so (§yd kpdricTa Aéywv
€patvouny, Kai Toig £Uoig Kol yneicpact kol vopolg kol tpecPeiong dmavta diwkeito, 320,
cf. 179) (even if the claim that no other politician had ever been as active must be
hyperbolic [219]). Importantly, Demosthenes also demonstrates how far Aeschines skews
the valuable practice of historical reference, wresting the theory back; and again he does so
by showing how the whole point of the ancestors’ glory is that it continues now, expressed
day by day in the laudable practice of talented and deserving individuals like Demosthenes
(316). Aeschines’ view is too literal, too fixed, too antiquarian and, above all, too
derivative — and after all, only Demosthenes is allowed to use the past correctly.’®! In
comparing Aeschines’ habits with those of all the sykophants who harassed great men
through Athenian history (317), Demosthenes effects a neat alliance of concepts: the
sykophant is nothing without the great man, can do nothing on his own account, as that
means he has nothing to attack (diacvpovteg, 317). In a similar way, Aeschines is nothing
without Demosthenes’ own virtuosic use of the past; the only strategies he can muster
respond rather than initiate, and never look ahead (317: tovg {6&} mpdtEPOV YEYEVILEVOLG
émnvouv), as Demosthenes always has done. This tells less than the whole story about
Aeschines’ creativity in On the Embassy, which, of course, Demosthenes would rather

forget.

Demosthenes’ response to Aeschines’ maximized view of the field of comparanda for his
activity is to claim that such comparanda are not only limited in number, but in fact do not

exist: ovdéva é€iotapan (319). The surface meaning is, of course, ‘none of Demosthenes’

159 Although it could be said that memories of his frenzied activity 340-338 might have faded by 330 - the
years in between were apparently ones of inactivity (n.35 above; and, for another perspective, Lambert
[2001]).

160 In the period before and after Chaeronea: Sealey (1993), 185-201.

181 This is the key ingredient in the ‘critical historicisation’ Hesk talks of ([2012], 222).
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contemporaries’; the historical figures are left out of account. But the swelling pride of this
lapidary pronouncement (‘I yield to no one’ in Yunis’ version®?) — as well as the
preceding ‘mpog Gvtiva Povdrel TdV amdvtov’ (319) — must extend the remit. Recalling his
claim to a rank separate from that occupied by earlier fourth-century politicians earlier in
the speech (in that unlike the luminaries he names — including Callistratus and Aristophon
— he moved proposals, took action and went on embassies: 219-20), it is worth wondering
whether only the earlier heroes Aeschines features in his peroration would do as
comparanda. By ensuring that his primary personal model is himself, Demosthenes
transcends Aeschines’ more objective illustrations (3.177-92) and puts on show for his
audience not only a visceral personal connection with his material but also a consistent
rationale for why they should endorse it. Aeschines’ connections, by contrast, smell of the
archives.'®® He had preferred the virtues of the dead to those of the living (3.178) and now
Demosthenes qualifies that (316: oBcag Vrepueyédeig (o0 uév ovv eimot Tig dv NAikac)...),

showing that the living have just as much — and more — to offer.

5.4. Conclusion

The Crown trial, then, takes its cue from the anxieties and priorities of the Embassy trial —
at least for Aeschines. As Demosthenes reveals (and as Aeschines himself is unable to
hide), Aeschines’ public activity had not matched that of his opponent during the 330s,
such that by 330 he might still have been ‘the one who was acquitted after the Peace of
Philocrates, but only just’. Demosthenes takes advantage of the divergence in their careers

to demolish Aeschines’ prosecution strategy, which, understandably enough, relies upon

182 Yunis (2005), 112. In his text ([2001], 103) he prints o0dév(a), but the temptation is strong here to read
ovdevi as in the varia lectio of the S Parisinus, supported by A and F (Dilts [2002], 317).

183 Aeschines as secretary: Lane Fox (1994), 140-1; Harris (1995), 29-30; cf. Aeschines’ mention of the
Metroon (3.187). Attitudes to undersecretaries in oratory: Todd (1996), 112-13.
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what had been voiced (and had succeeded, albeit narrowly) in 343 — which in part
consisted in attempting to match Demosthenes’ sophisticated handling of the Athenian past
and selling himself as just as compelling and accurate a guide to it. Demosthenes,
emphasizing his statesmanlike qualities and the inherent virtue and quintessential
reflection of the Athenian character in his unbroken policy of resistance, built on his
Assembly record — which was now perhaps available for a wider audience to read and
reflect upon — and produced the oratorical masterpiece of his career. But, fundamentally, it
was the audience that had changed. Eight years after their defeat, Aeschines gave them
nothing to believe in beyond the benefits of quiescent acceptance of Macedonian
hegemony; and offering that, and only that, to a proud but conquered democratic audience
in 330 could have nothing like the success that espousing a pragmatic and peace-focused
policy had done — still — in 343. When noting his own election as the funeral orator for
338, Demosthenes comments that Demades was not chosen even though he had just

concluded the peace with Philip (18.285).

In the Crown trial, the optimism he continued to nurture in the Assembly as the final
showdown with Philip approached — the optimism, in fact, which we see him continue to
foster in On the Crown, when he reports what he said after the fall of Elatea (174-8) —
works itself out in an important new way: the involving of the audience in a commitment
to the timeless evocation of Athenian values despite the huge upheaval generated by
Macedonian victory. This is why the principal historical model used by Demosthenes is a
recent one: himself. The mainspring of his assured handling of his historical material in
this trial is his preparedness to assimilate himself to the fifth-century untouchables,
exploiting the tension between maximizing recollection of his sterling efforts to avert

defeat and the unreachable ‘classic’ status of figures like Miltiades and Aristides. In what
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he depicts as a constant exercise of his intellectual gifts and his patriotic energy, he
recommends himself effectively as the last in the series of Athenian ‘greats’, a
Themistocles thwarted only by fortune. The spiritual Athens is evacuated to a safe realm
once again, but not, this time, to the precarious safety of Salamis and Troezen, with the
outcome still dependent on a battle. This time the refuge is unassailable, because it is a
creation of nothing more — and nothing less — than Demosthenes’ oratory. The safe place is

posterity itself.1%4

164 Oratory (and the logismos informing it) as providing protection in the abstract: cf. Demosthenes’ ‘walls of
adamant’: A.3.84 cf. D.18.299-300.
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6. CONCLUSION

I begin with a summary of the foregoing, and then move to a broader conclusion.

6.1. Summary

In Chapter One, | argued that the use of historical material in Against Leptines is part of a
wide-ranging assault by the young and ambitious Demosthenes upon what he constructs as
an atrophied political consensus: an alliance of elite interests whose self-interested and
defective understanding of the Athenian past becomes a cogent reason not to trust their
wider motivations for upholding Leptines’ legislation. This project goes beyond Against
Leptines itself and can also be found in his speeches for Diodorus and Euthycles, and is
powerful testimony to Demosthenes’ already having a sophisticated grasp of what the past
could achieve when mobilized in a major public trial: a grasp no doubt developed by
personal observation, much practice, and acute honing of an ability to spot both an
opponent’s weak points and the passages where he expected a virtuoso performance to win
adherents. The Oropus trials — in 366, when Demosthenes was eighteen — may have been
formative here, including as they did Lycoleon’s daring appeal to the statue of Chabrias,
Callistratus’ memorable self-defence, and no doubt models of the kind of prosecution that
made no secret of personal enmity as a motivation, in the speeches of Philostratus® and the
eloquent Leodamas. | noted how the situation in 355/4 can be thought of as still

responding to the political fallout of the Embata trials two years earlier, and the speeches

! Philostratus’ bitter prosecuting style made an impression; Demosthenes rarely uses ‘we all know’ (wévteg
fopev) as he does when recalling it at 21.64.
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given there too will have given Demosthenes much to contemplate. Not least, they will
have confirmed that giants could be killed: Iphicrates’ and Timotheus’ careers did not
survive these trials. When Demosthenes confronted Leodamas and Aristophon in court in
355/4, he knew that a successful performance could enhance his profile very considerably;
and his glossing of these political veterans as out of touch and associated with wrong-
headed and damaging priorities draws on skilfully-managed historical material, both
distant and recent. Above all, Demosthenes denies that the recent past — from the
watershed moment of the award of a bronze statue to Conon in 393 onwards — can
legitimately be thought less expressive of the Athenian continuum of values than the city’s
fifth-century heyday. That sends an empowering message to the audience that only a
correct decision in this case is necessary for the continuum — and civic society — to
function as it should. That decision implicitly involves exchanging political advisors, and
giving Demosthenes and his allies a chance to succeed where the older generation had
failed. The past is shown to be a useful way of coding (and decoding) more general

political motivations.

In Chapter Two, | examined how that very appeal — to optimism based on the endorsement
of Demosthenes as a trustworthy advisor — runs through the Assembly speeches.
Stretching over a relatively tight, if eventful, period from 354 to 340, these testify to
increasing Demosthenic agility with and investment in the persuasive potential of the past.
Growing prominence on the public stage is mirrored by continuous refinement of the ideas
communicated with the aid of historical examples in earlier speeches (though not every
speech makes extensive use of this mode of persuasion — On the Chersonese, for example,
deals with very recent events and tends to avoid much illustration of any kind). I was

particularly interested to demonstrate two things: 1) that Demosthenes’ conception of
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himself as a farsighted and impeccably democratic and well-intentioned statesmanlike
figure is informed by frequent reference to a wide range of past models, personal and
general; and ii) that his self-characterization often relies on surprises or pursued
unlikelihoods, intended to provoke the curiosity and secure the attention and and
intellectual engagement of audiences. Although we are limited by our evidence for
Assembly oratory in general, it is possible to see Demosthenes emerge from this
examination as a deft marrier of developed historical detail to the situation at hand, based
on the credibility and authority built up by previous successful performances (not least
those where the issue had in fact accorded with Demosthenes’ predictions rather than those
of his rivals, always more plausible). His attentiveness to the stringent models presented by
fifth-century and more recent Athenian behaviour enable Demosthenes the more
convincingly to self-cast as a statesman who demands considerable effort from his hearers
but who is also the only person who can help them realize the very potential as democratic
citizens of which both Philip and Demosthenes’ adversaries, for their different ends, would
deprive them. Demosthenes’ setting of himself and his audience in a context of past
achievement is so fashioned as to provide a platform where orator and audience can meet
and commune with one another, carefully separated from the erroneous or reductive views

of the city’s past adopted by other speakers.

In Chapter Three, | discussed two speeches — Against Meidias and Against Timarchus —
where Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’ principal task is the application of the city’s history
to cases where the prosecution depends on judgments of the targets as people as much as
political actors. I demonstrated how Demosthenes — who is under particular pressure to
prove the public import of the case he is bringing — adjusts his practice quite significantly

to fit these needs. Without further examples of speeches from this kind of action, we
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cannot judge how representative he is; but what we can certainly elicit is the extent to
which Demosthenes takes the opportunity to paint a positive picture of himself to contrast
with the figure of Meidias he is shaping. In the extended section in which he expatiates on
the life and career of Alcibiades, he makes it constantly clear that the points of comparison
between Meidias and Alcibiades, which may at points look transparent enough, are in fact
not all they seem: that Meidias can be compared usefully with nobody but himself, and
judged purely on his own behaviour as a bad citizen, as instanced in the attack on
Demosthenes in the Theatre. Also keen to particularize the behaviour of his victim is
Aeschines in Against Timarchus, who is also interested in self-recommendation as a
trustworthy and civically-engaged political operator. The discursive elements he deploys,
however, efface his personality more than Demosthenes’ do in Against Meidias; there is
less of an appetite to self-construct by contrast, and more of a motivation to impose a
carefully-constructed civic frame whose ethical profile, evoked in a wide range of
historical illustrations, cannot accommodate someone like Timarchus. This overtly
political prosecution also allowed us to broach the issue of contestation of models in
dicanic contexts in earnest, to consider possible responses by Aeschines to the public
career of Timarchus’ principal synegoros Demosthenes, and to develop the point that
although Aeschines’ characteristic conception of the Athenian past, on show in On the
Embassy and Against Ctesiphon, involves a reliance upon individual set-piece depictions
drawn from a ‘parallel’ traditional Athens, Against Timarchus deals with its acute absence
of hard evidence by iterations, in different forms, of essential strands. It makes it easier to
see that we should be talking as much about how astutely orators construe the needs of a
particular case as about characteristic personal styles of historical reference (or indeed any
distinction between usage in prosecution and defence speeches — very hard to divine when

we have only one defence speech by each orator).
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That balance assumed special importance in Chapters Four and Five, where | argued that
in the Embassy and Crown trials each orator’s use of the past (and indeed past use of the
past) becomes central to his figuration of the gulf between himself and his own career and
ethos and that of his opponent. It can also be seen knitted more closely to the main
strategies than before, which is one of the reasons why | have felt confident in giving it a
role in the assessment of the four speeches’ overall effect and outcome. Of course, such a
role is unlikely to be one we can pin down as easily as saying ‘some jurors would have
liked X or Y argument or example, and it would have helped them vote the way they did’.
They (or rather some of them) may very well have liked X or Y, but within contexts both
argumentative and, inevitably, performative: even assuming the speeches in the Crown
trial (especially) were presented to the 330 audience substantially as we read them now,
the ‘reality check’ that anything could have happened in performance must be borne in
mind (to adapt a pithy formulation of Judith Mossman’s: for all |1 know, it rained, and
Demosthenes was struck by a coughing fit during the Elatea passage).? | hope to have
shown that what emerges from each pair of speeches, especially the Crown speeches, is
how far strategic choices are governed by the previous dicanic encounters of the litigants
in question — and the historical argumentation involved plays a key role in articulating the
strategies that arise from that dependence. The chief strategic need for each orator to
determine is how far an element that informed a previous success of his own should be
restaged and developed in the new encounter, relative to how far a high-visibility element
raised by the opponent (whether in response or initially) in the previous encounter should
now be targeted and undermined. Part of Demosthenes’ success in the Crown trial is to

find ways to capitalize on Aeschines’ strategic error in assuming that reviving the modes

2 Mossman (1995), 6-7 (also cf. Griffith and Carter [2011], 9 n.15).
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of accusation prominent in the Embassy trial (where Aeschines had succeeded in securing
a narrow acquittal) — especially experimentation with a Demosthenes-style
chronologically-based continuum of values — could work in a context where Demosthenes
now commanded widespread support, was well used to defending his record, and had with
a group of allies including Lycurgus and Hyperides developed a compelling ‘past-
connective’ public discourse for all in post-Chaeronea Athens to buy into;® and this seems
to have answered the needs of the jury in 330 better than the reductive spin offered by

Aeschines.

The issue of the representativeness of these two inevitably limits the applicability of this
study somewhat — one with more generous limits would have allowed the examination of
the full oratorical corpus. But the dynamics observable in the cases of Demosthenes and
Aeschines are precisely those we should expect for the combative and personality-based
politics which Athenian cultural self-representation as a polis guided by intelligent and
logical argument (a pose encouraged by orators, of course®), constantly attempted to
efface. In public, the past was a weapon. It helped orators define their political standpoint,
debate with others both in Assembly and courts, and to communicate ethical arguments
engagingly to their audiences. At the same time, those very audiences stood there as silent
(or indeed vocal®) arbiters of orators’ creativity and ambition with their historical material.
Each audience member had his own ideas about his city’s past. Orators had to take account
of audience expectations — and we tend to find them framing obvious departures from
them carefully — but in order to recommend themselves as inspirational and imaginative
public figures, and thus worthy of demos time, frustrating those expectations to prompt

thought could be just as, if not more, important. Both Demosthenes and Aeschines

3 See above (Introduction), n.121.
4 Rational Athenians: D.23.109, and on intelligence cf. A.1.178, D.3.15.
S Bers (1985); Tacon (2001); Thomas (2011).
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understood this, and invested significant time and energy into their examples in the

struggle — sometimes with each other — to be recognized.

6.2. Afterwards

To round off a study that has repeatedly grappled with the problems of reliability,
credibility, and motivation raised by Athenian public oratory,® it may be salutary to think
for a moment about orators’ genuine imitation of models, and countenance the possibility
that Demosthenes had actually come by the closing stages of his career to believe in the
version of Athens — or the vision of Athens — he had made integral to his political
behaviour for so long. It was, after all, crucial to his image — how he had ‘made’ himself.
Demetrius of Phalerum, via Plutarch, attests Demosthenes’ conscious — if, in Demetrius’
judgment, unsuccessful — imitation of the figures he cited.” But Demosthenes’ own
complete immersion in a particular idea of what ancestral models could offer is also
vividly suggested by an isolated example from very late in his career indeed. When
conviction in the Harpalus trials of 323 sent him into exile,> Demosthenes chose for his
place of refuge a known Athenian (physical) lieu de mémoire, freighted with connections
to the very period he had harked back to so much in his historical argumentation. He writes
from Calauria, in the territory of Troezen, that he went there because he knew (fjdewv) that
Troezen was where the Athenians of the Persian Wars had gone, not because he was eager
to go to a city where he might win renown (v 1| péyiota mpééety avtog Epedrov) (Second

Letter 18).° Parallels with other famous exiles, Themistocles and Alcibiades, then, could

6 See summarily Harding (1987).

7 Plut. Dem. 14.2 (D.Ph. F 156).

8 Worthington (1992), 41-77; (2000b), 102-7; also Will (1983), 113-27

% Hyperides also knew this (Ath. 31). cf. Hdt. 8.41.1, and Goldstein’s ([1968], 244-5) and Clavaud’s notes:
(1987), 158-9. Troezen had helped Athens in the aftermath of Chaeronea too (Lyc. 1.42). Themistocles’ role
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no longer serve; they had been considered important men in their new Asian and Spartan
contexts respectively.!® According to Plutarch, Demosthenes made the contrast with
Alcibiades explicitly when, later in 323, he was recalled to help lead Athens — to its final
eclipse in the Lamian War, as it turned out.!! Demosthenes, then, was forging a straight
connection between himself and the Athenian continuum, and one invested with
characteristic optimism: after all, the Athenians returned from Troezen to make their city

greater than ever before; Demosthenes might have hoped for a similar restoration.

This glimpse may take us beyond the ‘past-connectivity’ Lycurgus had been practising at
an oratorical and a wider policy level for the last decade or more, until his death in 324. It
attests the capacity of attentiveness to historical models to dictate basic behaviour and
effect self-fashioning manoeuvres in a way familiar from the Roman personal exemplum. It
may be important, then, to the understanding of Demosthenes’ conduct especially in the
Crown trial that his sense of personal connection with his material be given some weight.
There was certainly a narrative packaged for the demos by Demosthenes, Hyperides,
Lycurgus, and others, reliant upon an alternative version of the present essential to which
was that, as far as Athens’s value-System was concerned, nothing had happened in August
338. But as Yunis points out, Demosthenes builds On the Crown round an ambition to lock
his audience into a project to perpetuate the spirit of Chaeronea!? — this is cast as the
culmination of an individual great orator’s dicanic and symbouleutic career, not just the
articulation of a political line. Further, allowing consideration of the differing strengths
and characters of orators’ personal connection with their material — however dimly we can

trace them — helps make the parallel point that each orator had his own way of packaging

in the sending to Troezen, and the two famous decrees: Whitehead (2000), 342-3, with references. This all
points to the Troezenian involvement being better remembered than Steinbock suggests ([2012], 98).

10 Alcibiades (at Sparta, at least): Plut. Alc. 23.3-6; Themistocles in Asia: Thuc. 1.138.5; Theopompus F 87.
11 Plut. Dem. 27.1-28.1.

12 Yunis (2001), 17; cf. strongly Lincoln’s Gettysburg Speech (para. 2) (with Wills [1992], 60-2).
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elements of that narrative. The treatments in On the Crown, Against Leocrates, and
Against Diondas share strategies and partake of identical historical illustrations, but there
was much else that would have made them seem distinctive, above all performance itself.
Both this group of speeches and how we are to conceptualize the role of ‘performance’
when analysing Greek oratory are currently attracting a good deal of scholarly attention,

and the future possibilities are manifold.

In 323 Demosthenes and Hyperides collaborated once more to turn the spirit of Chaeronea
into a reality, launching the largest fleet Athens had ever put to sea and engaging
Leosthenes as commander. The fact that the disaster that followed brought with it the
deaths of both orators®® and the subjection of Athens should do nothing to alter our view of
330, of what the demos wanted from its public speakers at that point, and of how fatally
Aeschines appears to have misjudged that; or of the living force of the civic past,
dramatizing their visions, sustaining their hopes, and, in Demosthenes’ hands,
immortalizing (18.208) both their successes and their failures. The intensity and scope of
this shaping of the past to make vital connections with a mass audience — and that it was
important for politicians to argue about it — is what | hope to have broached in this thesis.
We may add by way of coda that the sheer force of the past — the kind of connectedness to
it that Demosthenes appears to have felt and that he and his allies nurtured in the city in the
330s and 320s — simply kept growing after the Macedonian takeover of Athens in 322.14
We return to where we started: honorific statues. In 280/79, on the motion of
Demosthenes’ nephew Demochares, whose devotion to his uncle’s memory recommends

him as more consciously prone to ‘past-connectivity’ than anyone else encountered in this

13 Bianchi (2004).
14 Shear (2012) on the honours for Demochares in 271/0; cf. those for Lycurgus in 307/6: [Plut.] Vit. Lyc.
850f-852e. On both, Gauthier (1985), 79-92.
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study,™ Polyeuctus’ bronze Demosthenes was erected in the agora, and was seen by an
admiring Pausanias in the company of Callias and Solon.'® By 330, and On the Crown, we
saw Demosthenes strenuously staking a claim to the attention of posterity; now he had got
his wish. The last — and ongoing — stage in the making of this orator was his transition to
the ranks of the very figures he had cited, available for repeated exploitation and imitation

by future generations.’

15 Asmonti (2004) (influence of Demosthenes on Demochares).

16 Paus. 1.8.2; cf. Plut. Dem. 30.5. cf. the statue of Lycurgus, voted in 308/7: Lambert (2012), 263-5.

17 ¢f. van der Blom (2010), 257-9; 266-7 (Cicero setting himself up: 293-339). Reception of Demosthenes as
orator: esp. Wooten (1983); Harding (2000); Pernot (2006).
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