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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Critics both ancient and modern have universally ranked
Demosthenes as the greatest of Attic orators. While it is true that
Demosthenes' personal morality end political judgment have received
serious criticism in both ancient and modern times, even his most
vehement detractors acknowledge the power of his oratory.l Drerup, for
example, denounces the Third Philippic as "the most malicious and deceit-
ful agitative speech of a responsible statesman," while conceding its
power as an "artistic accomplishment."? Demosthenes' oratory is vulner-
able to the charge of "malice" and "deceit" because it relies for its
power not on clarity of rational argumentation but on emotional appeals
which, as recent scholarship has revealed, often enough conceal factual
misstatements and logical fallacies.3 For Henry Lord Brougham,
nineteenth-century classicist, statesman, and admirer of Demosthenes,
however, it is precisely this choice of emotional appesls in preference
to "“great closeness of reasoning" that is to be applauded in
Demosthenes' speeches:

Chains of reasoning, examples of fine argumentation, are calculated
to produce their effect upon & far nicer, a more confined, and a
more select audience. . . . But such & display of his powers was
not suited to that Athenien audience. What was wanted to move, to
rouse, and also to please them, was a copious stream of plain intel=-

ligible observations upon their interests--appeals to their

feelings—-recoﬁlections of their past, and especially their recent
history. . . .
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In fact, although Brougham documents the logical fallacies in the argu-
ments of several of Demosthenes' speeches, he appears to approve of them
as evidence of the orator's skill:
The more striking allusions and illustrations by which he enforces
them, are not always such as would bear clcse examinacion if consid-
ered as arguments, although they are always such as must, in the
populer assembly to which he addressed them, have wrought a wondrous
effect.”
What Brougham admires in Demosthenes' speeches is their power relent-
lessly to "strike the audience," to appeal to their passions and to
excite their feelings through the skillful use of illustrations and allu-
sions calculated to drive home the point st hand. The orator is eble to
move rapidly through a variety of topies because he chooses to draw the
material of his speeches from the common experiences of his audience:
Hence a very short allusion alone was generally required to raise
the idee which he desires to present before his audience. Sometimes
g word was enough for his purpose. . . . Some such apt sllusion has
a8 power--produces an electric effect--not to be reached by any chain
of reasoning. . . . Such apposite allusions~-such appropriate
topics--such happy hits (to use & homely but expressive phrase), have
g sure, an irresistible, a magicel effect upon a popular audience.
This dissertation will concentrate on a single major category of
"allusions" or "opics" by which--as Brougham recognized--Demosthenes
was able to "strike" his sudience. In his deliberative speeches against
Philip I will explore Demosthenes' use of epideictic commonplaces
identifiable in the six extant Athenien epitaphioi. I will attempt to
clarify and illustrate the function which the commonplaces serve within
Demosthenes' larger persuasive strategy in each of the speeches dis-
cussed. I will show that Demosthenes used these patriotic phrases and

themes, which evoke a heroic image of Atnens as leader among Greeks and

victorious champion of Greek liberties, tc rouse the Athenians!
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traditional eivic ambitions and to ignite their passions against Philip.
I will provide evidence thet Demosthenes sought in these commonplaces a
portrayal of Athenian identity which he could place in opposition both
to the ominous threat posed by the "foreign" militery machine of Philip
' emerging in the north and to the new, pragmatic economic policiés of
Eubulus in Athens. That is, I conclude from & re“ading of the si:eeches
that Demosthenes perceived enemies on two fronts. To the north he saw
an expansive and aggressive Macedonian power which would not rest con-
tent until Athens and all Greece had been drawn within its domain.
Within Athens itself he saw the administration of Eubulus as a leader-
ship prepared to relinquish Athens' traditional imperial ambitions for
the sake of short-term economic benefits, With the aim of persuading
the Athenian sssembly to oppose both adversaries, without and within,
Demosthenes, I will a.rgue,' chose to recall to the memory’ of his audience
e vision of Athens at the peek of its imperial power a.nd to clothe these
recollections in the familiar patriotic phrases of the Athenian
egitaghioi.

The runeral speeches from which the commonplaces cited in this
dissertation have been drawn are those of Gorgias, from which only a
short fragment has been preserved (D:i.e:ls--l{z'a.nz6 82 B 6); Pericles, as
represented by Thucydides in book two of his history (II 35-46); Lysias
(1I); Plato, as contained in his Menexenus (236d-249c); Demosthenes (IX);
and Hyperides (VI, also preserved in somewhat fragmentary form). The
first funeral speech to be reliebly attested is Pericles' speech in -
honor of the Athenians who died fighting in the Samian War, 440 B.C.T

0f this speech nothing remains except a few phrases quoted by Aristotle



and Plutarch, of little velue for our pu:tposes.8 The fragment of
Gorgias, probably written shortly after his visit to Athens in 427, is
generally considered the earliest of the extant funeral speeches.9
Pericles' speech of 431 is earlier than Gorgias'. If the account of it
in Thucydides, however, was among those parts of the History written
after 404, it mey have been influenced by the subsequent development of
thé tredition after 431, including Gorgias' speech.lo Gomme's sober
arguments for deting Thucydides' rendition of the speech shortly after
its presentation in 431 are, nevertheless, not easily dismissed.ll It
is sufficient for our purposes that both Gorgias' and Pericles' speeches
represent the state of the Athenian funersl speeches in the late fifth
century. The Lysianic epitaphios purports to honor the Athenians fallen
in the Corinthian War of 394-387 B.C. Although scholars have expressed
widely varying opinions about its authenticity, the earlier defense of
the speech by Walz has received confirmetion in the persuassively argued
1959 dissertation of J. Klowski.12 The genuineness of Plato's Menexenus
appears now to be generally accepted, and debate continues gbout its

intent rather than sbout its authen‘c:'u:ity.J‘3

Sykutris and Maas have
established the genuineness of Demosthenes' funeral oration, which is
said to be the speech that he delivered after the battlé of Chaeronea,
338 B.C.lh The funeral speech of Hyperides, parts of which are missing
or mutilaeted, was delivered in 322 for the men who died in the Lamian
W'ar.l5 All of the extant epitaphioi mey be safely dated to the late
fifth or the fourth century.

Nonetheless, these six speeches, one of them extant only in the

form of a brief fragment, would seem to be paliry evidence upon which



to base any sound generalizations sbout typlcal Athenian practice.
Because such epitaphiol were delivered annuelly in the Kerameikos,
apparently in both wartime and peacetime, the total nuwber of funeral
speeches actuslly delivered in the fifth and fourth centuries will
have been very large indeed.16 Of the speeches remeining we may doubt
that those of Gorgias and Lysias were ever delivered, since neither
author was A:bhenian.17 We know that Plato's is an invention for liter-
ary purposes. We are left with the speeches of Pericles, Demosthenes,
and Hyperides, and in the case of Pericles' speech the extent of
Thucydidean influence remains unresolved. The speeches might, in any
case, be expected to be aetypical simply because they are the creations
of extraordinary authors. Nonetheless, the similarities of form and
content among these few survi: .. sveeches suggest that--despite the
uniqueness of each due to it: utborship, context, or purpose~-they are
all closely following a well defined, common tradition. As Ziolkowski
has demonstrated in his 1963 dissertation, the five complete or nearly
complete epitaphioi exhibit the same structure: "Proocemium (Introduc-
tion), Epainos (Praise), faramythia (Exhortation), and Epilogue
(Conclusion)."lB Moreover, according to Ziolkowski, the speeches are
developed around the same "general topies,” to which he, following
Ps.-Dionysius, assigns the term 39295.19 In the Epainos, for example,
certain common topics recur: praise of the ancestors (topos genos),
praise of Athens (topos patris), and praise of the dead (topos praxis).ao
Finglly, the topoi are illustrated throughout the speeches by use of
specific statements which reflect traditional points of view about the

topoi. These statements Ziolkowski calls “commonplaces."21 Appendix II



of this dissertation lists tw.~Uy such commonplaces together with the
epitaphic passages .n whick they occur. George Kennedy has referred to
the "formulaic quality" of the epitaphioi:
The most interesting rhetorical feature of such speeches is the
highly formulaic quality which they achieved almost immediately.
Not only general orgasnization but the topics to be mentioned became
traditional in the wey thet gradually happened in other forms of
ocratory and poetry. Tne religious nature of the occasion no doubt
helped to effect this; it was a kind of rite. . . . The traditional
funeral oration led the way toward a traditionalism in all of
literature.
If even the common structures and general topics of these speeches
legitimate speaking of their traditional "formulaic quality," even more
go does the recurrence of the specific words and phrases used to
develop these topics. As Ziolkowski deseribes it, " a tradition of
praise existed, even though it was not so formal as that presented by
the later rhetoricians,">
The "tradition of praise" to whicl: Ziolkowski refers mey aptly
be termed an epideictic tradition and the words and phrases used to
praise Athens in that tradition mey be called epideictic commonplaces.
Whatever may have been the origin of these commonplaces or however much
they may be reflective of the common values of the Athenians, the
Atheniens heard these commonplaces every year on those solemn, moving,
ritual occasions when they remembered their fallen sons, brothers,
fathers.eh Buchheit writes of the impact on Plato of the yearly com-
memoration of the dead, the influence of Isocrates, and the role played
by praise, glory, and honor in Athens:
Halten wir uns vor Augen, dass Platon slljdhriich die Totenfeier und
den Nomos des Epitaphios Logos erlebte, dass er Zeitgenosse des

Isokrates war, der die Lobrede stark entwickelt und gef8rdert het,
dass Lob, Ruhm, und Fhre in der athenischen Polis und bei jedem
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einzelnen eine ausserordentlichen Rolle spielten, so werden wir es
fast selbstverstdndlich finden, dass Platon auch einen Standpunkt
gegeniiber der Lobrede, wie sie zu seiner Zeit bestanden hat,
bezieht und uns daeriiber in seinen Werken Aufschluss gibt.25
If Kennedy is correct to gee in the Athenian funeral speeches the most
traditional and'formulaic of oratorical forms to come down to us from
ancient Athens, then we can expect that the funeral speeches preserved,
fixed, and transmitted to each generation the vocabulary of praise
applicable to Athens even in other contexts. As the publ;c oratory of
praise of Athens it was the epideictic tradition of Athenian patriotism,
and we may assume thet the commonplaces of that tradition had power when
used in other contexts precisely because they were communicated to the
Athenian people every year in the Kerameikos at the graves of their
fallen loved ones in a ritusl of national grief, commemoration, and
exultation.

To speak of an "epideictic tradition" and to designate epitaphic
commonplaces as "epideictie" requires a definition of the term. The
definition of epideictic, however, remains s scholarly challenge. Un-
like forensic or deliberative oratory, which are easily definable in
terms of their context (courtroom or political assembly) and purpose
(persuasion to a verdict or a policy), the term epideictic has been
applied to so many kinds of oratory that it appears to be a convenient
designation for all oratory that is neither forensic nor deliberative.
As Burgess has described the problem,

BSince the time of Aristotle a large body of Greek oratory has been
classified under the title "epideictic." The term, as we shall
see, was used to some extent before his day, but not with the
definiteness of application which Aristotle's Rhetoric gave to it.
Like many other rhetorical terms among the Greeks, the word

EnudeLutinde held at different times or at the same time quite
different meanings.2
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The result of the diversity within the tradition has been the failure of
modern scholarship to find a definition of epideictic that speaks for
the majority of ancient rhetoricians. J. R. Chase has pointed to the
arbitrary character of the definitions proposed:

In most instances scholars have been more concerned with what they
found in so-called epideictic oretions then what the ancient
theorists and critics said about epideictic as e rhetorical concept.
Such practice is risky. Orators then, as now, did not feel
compelled, in a given oration, to "stick to the subject," much less
to a predetermined class of oratory with all of its special tech-
niques and topics. Hence, if one really tries, he can find evidence
in many panegyrics or funeral orations to support any definition of
epideictic thet strikes his fancy.2

Chase himself reviews classical theory from the Rhetorice ad Alexandrum

and Aristotle to the treatises of the Second Sophistic and concludes
that "the dominant concept of epideictic was oratory of praise and

blame”; the term stood only sezondarily for display.?a

In his major monograph on the theory of the genos epideiktikon,
V. Buchheit also attends to the theorists, from Gorgias to Aristotle.gg
Because Buchheit is convinced that the "Lobrede" is "Kern der uns
angehenden Lehre bei Aristoteles und in der Rhet. ad Alex." and that
"die Anweisungen letzlich alle um sie kreisen," he has made his investi-
gations of the epideictic genre, in fact, & study of the theory of the

30

ancient encomium. He excludes the epitaphios from consideration and

in his book refers to the epitaphioi only in passing because the funeral
speech "in der Theorie des 4. Jhds. keine Rolle spielt und erst in der

kaiserlichen Techne auftaucht."Bl

Nonetheless, his results are sugges-
tive for the funeral orations as much as for the encomia which are the
focus of his interest. His resulis mey be summarized as follows: Basic

to the encomium is guxesis (amplification) and its corollary, synkrisis,
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both of which he traces throughout Greek literature to the time of Homer.
They are expressive of the fundamental aim of life for Greeks--praise,
glory, and the achievement thereby of innncrta.liﬁy. Gorglas' intention

was to use auxesis es a means to demonstrate the power of speech.

Following Protagoras in the intent tdv fittw Adyov UpelTTw mMOLelv,

he made of his Praise of Helen a display of the pdun Adyou.
Isocrates, moved by a "high estimation of glory" and "boundless ambi-
tion" (p. 41) to surpass all previous rhetoricians, developed a new

form of encomium exploited for educational purposes. To serve that

. educetional purpose en encomium must G@EAelv, yphoiupov elval;

it must desl with subjects that are "1arge; noble, generous, and concern
public affairs" (Isoc., Antid. 276, ueydiag Mol xaAdg wal
@LAQVIPATOUC AL TEEL TOV HOLVEV npayudtwv). Hence, Isocrates
gave to the encomium an ethical thrust, but his ethical values were
those of popular culture (pp. 38-83). In his third chapter (pp. 84-188)
Buchheit deals with the philosophical theory of the encomium. Plato
wrote no systemstic treatise on rhetorie, but his dialogues reveal that
he viewed rhetoric as the artistic tool of dialectic in the service of
philosophy. For Plato as for Isocrates the encomium had educational
value, but to give an encomium in Plato's sense was to seek to know the
Truth and to express it in suitable form (p. 106). Its legitimate‘goal
could not be merely the expression of conventional popular values (pp. 8l-

108). Buchheit devotes the largest portion of his monograph to

‘Aristotle, who developed Plato's teachings into a systemstic theory

which differed radically from that of the Sophists, as represénted'by

Isocrates and the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum. For Aristotle the
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epideictic genre is concerned with f90C and with the &pETal.
Hence, it is linked as closely as possible to ethics and cannot be
understood apart from ethics (pp. 114-5). The &petal praised in
encomia are to be &yadd tfic Yuxfic which produce €oYa (p. 13L4). A1l
other goods--that is, so-called natural goods such as TLuf, mAoltog,
and oduatog &petal--are worthy of praise only for the person who
poséesses the GpeTh of the soul. Whoever possesses the inner arete is
termed ontoubatlog, and for him everything is worthy of praise, but
only for him and in relationship to him (p. 139). Hence, it is the |
character of the person who possesses arete that is decisive for
Aristotle's concept of the encomium. Only an individual kalos/agathos
is the worthy object of an encomium, and only a kalos/agathos may worth-
ily present an encomium. Epideictic is'praise of aAd (pp. 108-88).
In & final chepter Buchheit returns to the sophistic strand of
rhetorical theory by addressing the "codification of a sophistic theory

of the encomium” in the Rhetorice ad Alexandrum (p. 189). It lacks the

high ethos of Iscerates, draws its proposals for objects of praise from
popular values, and is less concerned with the suitsble form for portray-
ing true arete than with the effective methods for creating the impres~

sion of arete, whether truly present or not. In this the Rhetorica ad

Alexandrum returns to the rhetoricel theory of Gorgias.

It will be recognized that, by choosing to pursue a theory of

the genos epideiktikon by concentrating on the encomium ("Lobrede"),

Buchheit inevitably was led to define epideictic in terms of content.
He denies vigorously that the model or prototype of epideictic oratory

is the display speech ("Prunkrede"), and he thereby reduces style to
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seccndary importance. In fact, both Aristotle and the Rhetorica ad
Alexandrum confirm Buchheit's position. The seven €l8n (species) of
oratory listed in the first chapter of the Rh. Al. are categories of
content, not of style, and the first task the author of the treatise
sets for himself is the description of the topies appropriate to the
various species. Although Aristotle begins his discussion of his three
el6n by defining them in terms of ol d&upoatal Tév AdYwV, this inno-
vetion may be more a display of his ingenuity at clessification than s
substantive attempt at definition. For he moves on immediately

(1358b 8) further to define the three genres in content terms similar to
those in the Rh. Al.: &mnt&elutinol &8 1 uev &nawvoc td 68 Ybyog.
Similarly, the T€AoL of the three genres are defined in terms of con-
tent rather than of style (1358b 27-28): 7tolg 6° énaitvolol ual
Péyovol 1O naidv ual o aloxpdv. Also as in the Rh. Al.,
Aristotle first develops his discussion of each genre arcund the sub-
Jects and topics appropriate to them. Content is at the center of his
interest. As he later defines epideictic oratory (136Tb 28), €otiv &’
Enatvog Adyog éugaviTwv péyedog &perfic  (Praise is language
that exhibits the magnitude of arete.).3> Both the Rhetorica ad
Alexandrum, our best example of a fourth century sophistic treatise,

and Aristotle's Rhetoric, the outstanding philoscpiicz! treatise, place

content at the center of their definition of epideictiec. For both,
epideictic is the oratory of preise and blame.

Because Buchheit chose to exclude the epitaphioi from his
study of the epideictic genre one might object that the conclusions

about epideictic that follow from his monograph do not apply to
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epitaphic speeches. Aristotle, however, clearly intends to include them.
In Book II of the Rhetoric he is again discussing the subjects of the
three genres of oratory, and he writes that the speaker must be in
possession of their "basic facts" (Td Umdpxovta). (13962 6) He then
provides examples in turn for guuBouvAeveiv, énalvetv, YEyerv,
end watnyopelv and &noAoyetodal (1396a T-23). With regard
to praise he writes the following (1396a 12-15);

B énalveiv [mdg &v Guvo.n.usaa.] , L ud éxot.usv v év
zalauwn vavuaxtlav # 'cnv v Mapaddvi ud.xnv d T unép
Hpaulez.&mv npo.x&évra B &Alo TL TGV TOLOUTWV; E&u Y&
Unapxdvtev B Sonodviwv bndpxelv xaidv &naivolol ndvieg.
Or how should we be able to praise [the Athenians] if we did not
have the sea battle at Salamis or the battle a% Marathon or the
deeds they did for the Heracleidae or other similar sctions? For
all baese their praise on what are or are thought to be noble
actions.
Aristotle is not here prescribing subjects for praise, but illustrating
from common practice the fact thaet praise is universally aimed at the
celebrata.on of HaAd. The examples he gives are those that we know to
be standard subject matter of the epitaphioi. They are also to be found
in Isocrates' Panegyricus (54-56, 86-89, 96-98). Both the epitaphios
and pdnegyric stand s legitimate components of the epideictic genre
alongside the encomium, and their subjects are designated as epideictic
subjects, the standard subjects of praise.
In this dissertation I contend that, not merely the subjects of
the epitaphioi (Msrathon, Salamis, ete.), not merely their topoi

(genos, patris, praxig), but the commonplaces used to develop those

topoi and interpret those subjects are traditional "formulaic" features

of epideictic orstory. Epideictic, as the oratory of praise and blame,
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sought its appropriate subjects, topics, and commonplaces, and, if the
epitaphioi are at all representative of genéral practice, used and re-
used them. Perhaps the subjects, topics, and commonplaces of epideictic
oratory originated in other contexts. Kierdorf may be right to adduce
Herod. IX T2 as evidence that the traditional epitaphic subjects had
their origin as political propagands in international debate. The com-
monplaces themselves are certainly reflective of popular values and may

appear in a variety of contexts.33

It is my contention, however, that,
as praise of Atnens, they are logically elements of the epideictic
genre whatever théir origins or derivative uses and that, moreover, as
elements of the annual epitaphioi, they will have been inextricably
associated in the Athenian consciousness with the offinial‘oratory of
praise of Athens, i.e., with a powerful’instance of epideicfic oratory.
Therefore, despite the uncertainties in defining the epideictic genre
and in establishing the relationship bgtween epideictic and the cnnmon-
places preserved in the epitaphioi, I conclude that the epitaphiq’
commonplaces mey reasonsbly be désignated as "epideictic" ann tnax,
when Demosthenes resorted to these commonplaces in his deliberaxive’
speeches, he wan intentionally incorporeting epideictic elements in

them.

In & recent monograph, The Art of Demosthenes, Lionel Pearson has

provided evidence for the use of forensic materisl in Demosthenes'

34

deliberative speeches. The intent of his book, as Pearson describes

it, is to discuss

the developmwent of the orator's style, how it differs from that of
his predecessors and how his early addresses in the Assembly are
different from the later speeches, end how he learns to adapt his
forensic style so that it becomes the style of the Philippies.35
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The specific aspects of the forensic style with which Pearson concerns

himself are Demosthenes' "narrative and his devastating ability to

characterize his opponents":36

Deliberative oratory, according to orthodox teaching, was different
from forensic, but the more successful speeches of Demosthenes [the
Philippics], which were designed to influence public policy, are
written in the forensic manner. They are worked out in terms of
attack and defense; his task as he sees it, in the Philippic ora-
tions, is to convince his heerers that Philip is guilty and that
Atheg% has been shemefully trested and should take action ageinst
him.

Pearson emphasizes that Demosthenes adepts narrative from his forensic
style for use in his deliberative speeches because narrative is an
effective tool for the appeal to character:

It seems that, as in the law courts, he thinks he has a better
chance of achieving his object by appeals to character; and he
therefore appeals to the undesirable character of Philip and his
political opponents and the patriotic character of his audience,
which he claims to share with them. When narrative is introduced,
it is in order to illustrate Philip's character and aims and to
contrest the present weekness of Athens with the true Athenian
cheracter which their history reveals.?3

The appeal to character, one form of the argument from probability,

carried special weight in Athenian courts and received wide sanction

because of the unavailability of more credible evidence. As Dover

writes,
In a culture in which documentation was rudimentary, effective
techniques for the detection of crime virtually unknown, and the
use of forensic evidence hamstrung by the absence of cross-
examination and bedevilled by suspicion of organized perjury, the
question, "Which of the two parties is likely to be in the right?"
was of the highest importance, and the character of each party, as
revealed by his pest record as a petriotic and generous citizen
was crucial to this question.39

Since the speeches delivered between 351 and 340 have as their one

principal aim to convince the Atheniens that Philip is their first and

most dangerous enemy, it is understandable that Demosthenes would draw
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on his experience in forensic orstory to attack Philip in the manner of
a skillful and ruthless prosecutor, illustrating the violence and self-
serving immorality of his character, indicting his political and mili-
tary activities, and inferring from both his hostile intentions.
Demosthenes' resort to the narrstive strategy of the lawcourts
indicates the difficulty he faced in demqnstrating Philip's hostility
to Athens. In the absence of clear, indispumable evidence of Philip's
belligerent intents, Demosthenes was placed into a dilemme similar to
that of the prosecutor in the lawcourts whose only resort was to appeal
to character through use of narrative. Pearson's recognition of
Demosthenes' dependence on the resources of forensic oratory in his
attacks on Philip is a helpful contribution to the understanding of the
Philippics.

Although Pearson has identified the formal origin of
Demosthenes' attacks on Philip's character in forensic oratory, he
does not recognize Demosthenes' dependence on epideictic oratory for
his portraysl of Athenian character. The mixing of oratoricael genres
which Pea:son recognized in the case of deliberative and forensic ora-
tory applies equally to deliberative and epideictic oratory. Aristotle
says as much explicitly in his Rhetoric (1367b 37-1368a 1, 7-8):

ExeL &8 uouvdv elbog & Enarvog wal al oupBouvral. & vap
¢v th ouvpPouvAedelv Unddoto &v, talta uctatedévra TH
AéEet Eyuduita ylyvetar. . . . GoTe Stav énarvelv BoldAn,
"8pa T{ Gu UnddoLo® ual Stav Umodtodar, Spa Tl Av
¢naLveEoeLag.

Praise and public debate have a common nature: For what you might
propose in a public debate becomes encomium by a shift of wording.
« « « Therefore, if you wish to praise, look at what you might

prcposeﬂ if you wish to meke a proposal, look at what you might
praise .40



In the Philippic speeches Demosthenes indicts Philip, citing his
behavior as illustrative of his character. But, while he repeatedly
chastises present Athenian behevior, he is careful to digtinguish their
present behavior and their true character. The marks of their character
and the truth sbout their identity are not to be found in their present
behavior but in the traditions of their past history. Their present
behevior, Demosthenes continually asserts in the Philippics, is
unworthy of these traditions and untrue to the character they have
received from thelr ancestors.

The distinction is importent because Demosthenes cannot stand .
before his fellow Athenians as their prosecutor, asking them to serve
aé both defendent and jury. He can prosecute the foreign criminal
Philip, as Pearson suggests, and demand from the Athenians a vote of
condemnation and punishment. But he can hardly serve any useful
deliberative purpose or expect any favorable response by requiring the
Atheniesns to impose a verdict of guilty upon themselves. In the
Philippic speeches, as Pearson recognizes, Demosthenes is not concerned
to meke a case ageinst the Athenians. He does not accuse them of
injustice or criminality. His concern is to meke & case for Athens and
for the Athenian character. Pearson's discovery of Demosthenes' depen-
dence on forensic narrative clarifies Demosthenes' method of bringing
his case against Philip and of illustrating "the present weakness of
Athens." It does not, however, help to understand the orator's method
of illustrating and commending "the true Athenian character which their

nhl

history reveals. I argue in this dissertation thet for his portrayal

of true Athenian character Demosthenes resorts not to forensic narrative
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but to epideictic commonplaces, to the conventional vocebulary of praise
of Athens evidenced with particular compactness and recurrent public
impact in the Athenian epitaphioi. To gain for his audience a verdict
of guilty he attacks Philip in the forensic style. To move his audience
to active retribution against the guilty one, however, he appeals to
the bravery, nobility, and Justice of the Athenian nstional character,
employing the recognizable vocabulary of the epideictic tradition.

Apart from the contribution this dissertation will meke to the
understanding of Demosthenes' persuasive strategy in the speeches
against Philip, it will provide additional evidence of the interconnect-
edness of the three rhetorical genres of Attic c»m’c.m'y.h2 It will
support the agsertion of Chase that orators, then as now, "did not feel
compelled, in a given oration, to 'stick to the subject,' much less to
a predetermined class of oratory with all of its special techniques and
topics."h3 In the case of Demosthenes' Philippics I will not attempt u»
prove that Demosthenes was the first or sole speaker to use epideictic
commonplaces in deliberative speeches. Passages in his speech On the
False FEmbassy suggest thet the resort to epideictic themes may not have
been unususl before the Athenian assembly. There he speaks of Aeschines
as the first to marshal epideictic subjects against Philip (XIX 303-4):

tlg & Tolg Mamupolg nal walodg Adyoug Euelvoug Snunyopdv,
ual td MuAtiddou ual 1d Gcutotonréoug YhoLon’ avaylyvdo-

KoV xai OV &v Tt tfic "Aviadpou THV Ephipwv Spuov;
oby obtoc;

Who was it that contributed to public discussion those lengthy,
"heroic speeches and read the decrees of Miltiades and Themistocles
and the oath that the ephebes take at the temple of Aglaurus?
Wasn't he the one?
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Demosthenes here deplores the fact that after having brought to bear all
possible rhetoricel weapons, including even documentary evidence from
the period of the Persian wars, against Philip, Aeschines had since
proved himself to be Philip's champion and had told the Athenians "to
forget the ancestors and to repudiate those who speak of the old tro-
phies and sea~battles" (XIX 16 307)'hh We have no grounds for the
assumption that Demosthenes was first to use the epideictic subjeects or
the topoi and commonplaces which would accompeny them. As this
dissertation will reveal, Demosthenes resisted use of the traditional
subjects, mythical or Persian, while he made full use of the common-
places by which these traditional subjects were normally developed and
interpreted. In the Philippies we will not find either the mythical
references to the Amazons, Heracleidae, or Adrastus, nor the conven-
tional references to Marathon, Salemis, and Plataea. We will find
increasing use, however, of the commonplaeces which expressed the conclu-
sions about Athens drawn traditionally from those paradeigmatic events
in Athens' history. Demosthenes' paradeigmata, as we shell see, are
drawn largely from the period of the confederacy and empire, in
evocation of the period of Athens' hegemony. For it is to commend the
image of Athens as preeminent leader of Greeks that Demosthenes calls
upon the resources of the epideictic commonplaces.

The research lying behind this dissertation was conducted,
first, by identifying and listing the commonplaces that recur in the
epitaphioi.hs As an aid to that task the prior work of Ziolkowsky
proved invaluable.h6 After listing the identified commonplaces I sur-

veyed the Philippics, Olynthiacs, end the speech On the Chersonese %o
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locate occurrences of the commonplaces.h7 None are apparent in
Olynthiacs I and II. Although Olynthiac III contains what appears to be
8 number of allusions to commonplaces, most are disputable, and they
appear to play a less significent role in the persuasion of this speech
than in the Philippics. ZExtended analysis, therefore, was limited to
the four Philippies and the speech On the Chersonese. These embrace the
major decade of Demosthenes' political career (351-340 B.C.) for which
political speeches survive and during which the development of his use
of commonplaces masy be traced. The analysis to which these speeches
were subjected included the establishment of the occasion so far es pos-
sible within the results of current historical research into the period;
identification of the major aim of each speech and its primary strategy
for reaching that eim; determination of the function of the commonplaces
within the genersel persuasion of the speech, Finally, I summarize the
mejor discoveries and trends observed in the course of the speech
analysis and drew from them implications for the understanding of

Demosthenes' oratory and of the Attic orstory of his time.



FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER I

lFor an exhaustive introduction to the negative assessments of
Demosthenes in entiquity, see E. Drerup, Demosthenes im Urteile des
Altertums, Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, Band 12,
Heft 1-2 (Wirzburg: C. J. Becker, 1923). Among recent critics see
above all E. Drerup, Aus einer slten Advokatenrepublilk, Studien zur
Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, Band 8, Heft 3-L (Paderborn:
Schéningh, 1916, reprint ed, New York: Johnson Reprint Corp., 1967).
Cf. J. B. Bury, A History of Greece, 3d ed. rev. by Russell Meiggs
(London: MecMillan, 1951), pp. 736-37, "Demosthenes used his brilliant
gift of speech in the service of his country; he used it unserupulously
according to his light--the light of a purblind patriotism . . . .
His policy was retrograde and retarding . . . . He did not grapple
seriously with any of the new problems of the day; he did not originate
one fertile political idea." For a summary of other major nineteenth
and early twentieth century critics, primarily German, see J. R. Knip-
ging, "German Historians and Macedonian Imperialism,” AHR 26 (1920-21):
5T-T1.

2Advokatenrepublik, p. 113, "So bleibt flir mich die dritte
philippische Rede zwar als Kunstleistung die gewaltigste, nach Tendenz
und Ausfilhrung aber die gehdssigste und veriogenste Hetzrede eines
verantwortlichen Staatsmannes, die kaum von der Proklamation des 'sacro
egoismo' Salandras iiberboten werden konnte."

3G. L. Cawkwell hag presented, in a series of articles, the
most detailed documentation and cogently argued case for the position
that the picture of Greek and Macedonian polities conveyed in
Demosthenes' speeches is inaccurate and distorted. For the fullest
statement of his view, see his Philip of Macedon (London: Faber and
Faber, 1978). Although this "popular" book contains citations only of
primary sources, Cawkwell provides in the bibliography (p. 208) a
comprehensive list of his erticles published since 1960, which include
the scholaerly documentation and argument for the positions he assumes
in his book. Reviewers pro and con acknowledge Cewkwell's pro-Philip
bias: P. F. Herding, Phoenix 33 (1979): 177, "Cawkwell shows a complete
lack of sympathy with the aims, ambitions, and traditions of the Greek
city-state. Likewise, he is uncritically critical of Demosthenes.
Demosthenes does nothing right." G. T. Griffith, JHS C (1980): 255,
"In general, one of the most refreshing features of C.'s book is his
unreserved admiration of Philip himself." Whether denouncing or cele-
brating Cawkwell's assessment of Demosthenes, neither contests the
validity of his scholarship.

2‘Hem'y' Lord Brougham, "Dissertation on the Eloquence of the

Anciints," Works, vol. 7 {Edinburgh: Adem and Cherles Black, 18T2),
pp. 49, 58.




5Brougham, p. 50.

6Brougham, p. 49,

7For this paragraph I depend in part on the summary of scholarly
opinion provided by J. Ziolkowski, "Thueydides and the Tradition of
Funeral Speeches in Athens" (Ph.D. dissertatlon, North Carollna, 1963),
pp. 12-1k,

8Arist., Rh. 1365a 30-3. Plut., Per. 28.8. For & complete

treatment of the fragments, see Leo Weber, "Perikles samische Leichen-
rede," Hermes 57 (1922): 375-95.

9W Vollgraff, L'oraison funébre de Gorgias (Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1952), p. 16.

055 7. 7. Kakridis, Der thukydideische Epitaphios, Zetemats,

vol. 26 (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1961), pp. 5-6.

llA. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucyeides, 5 vols.

(Oxford: Clarendon, 1945-1980) 2: th 126, 129-30.

12J. Walz, "Der lysianische Epitaphios," Philologus, Supplement
no. 29, part 4 (Leipzig, 1939): 1-55. J. Klowski, "Zur Echtheitsfrage
des lysianischen Epitaphios" (Diss., Hamburg, 1959). Ziolkowski does
not cite Klowski. His arguments for the genuineness of the speech have
since been accepted by W. Kierdorf, Erlebnis und Darstellung der
Perserkriege, Hypomnemata, vol. 16 (GSttingen: Vandenhoek und Ruprecht,
1966), p. 83, n. 1. Cf. K. J. Dover, Iysias and the Corpus ILysiscum
(Berkeley: U. Cal., 1968), p. 193, "I see no reason why Lysias should
not have composed the Epitaphios." Although it is not necessary for
our purposes that Lysias is proved to have written the Epitaphios,
proot of suthenticity does establish the speech as representative of the
early fourth century.

13See P. Wendland, "Die Tendenz des Platonischen Menexenos,"
Hermes 25 (1890): 171-95. M. Pohlenz, Aus Platos Werdezeit (Berlin,
1913), pp. 2u4ff. K. Oppenheimer, "Zwei attische Epitephien” (Diss.
Berlin, 1933), p. 70. V. Buchheit, Untersuchungen zur Theorie des
Genos PEpideiktikon (Munich: M. Hnebner, 1960), pp. 94-96.

thaul Maas, "Zitate aus Demosthenes' Epitaphios bei Lykurgos,"

Hermes 63 (1928): 258-68. J. Sykutris, "Der demosthenische Epitaphios,"
Hermes 63 (1928): 241-58. Defended by M. Pohlenz, SymbOslo 26 (1948):
46-Tk. For a review of the discussion, see D. F. Jackson and

G. 0. Rowe, "Demosthenes 1915-1965," Lustrum 1k (1969): T72-73, who
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conclude (73), "It now appears that the strong case made for authen-
ticity by Sykutris has not been decisively rebutted; however, scholars
accustomed to the magnificence of the Philippics and On the Crown

will find it difficult to sttribubte the oration to the Demosthenes they
admire."

156. Colin, "L'oreison fundbre d'Hypéride,” REG 51 (1938): 209-
266, 305-94. Hans Hess, Textkritische und erkldrende Beitréige zum
Epitaphios des Hypereides,(Leipzig, 1938).

16, Deubner, Attische Feste (Berlin: Keller, 1932), p. 230,

"alljéhrlich." F. Pfister, Der Reliquienkult im Altertum, 2 vols.
(Giessen: Tépelmann, 1909-12), 1:190, "jahraus, jehrein." Cf. 2:490,
554. =

l70f course, Gorgias and especielly Lysias may have composed
their speeches for others (Athenians) to deliver.

18 0lkowski, p. 29.

197:01kowski, p. 39.

205pid., p. 61.

2l1pia., pp. 39-40.

22George Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton:

Princeton U., 1963), p. 154.

23Ziolkowski, p. 61.

ehW. Kierdorf (see sbove n. 12), pp. B82ff., argues that the

epitaphioi reveal a list of traditional Athenian deeds, "Tatenkatalog,"
which originated not in the epideictic epitaphioi, but in international
debate. Cf. p. 107, "Die Ubernahme in das andere Genos wird freilich
sehr bald stettgefunden heben, zumal nach gesetzlicher Vorschrift nur
die jeweils im Staate hervorragenden Redner (diese aber waren ja gerade
durch ihre politischen Reden allen bekannt) mit der Aufgabe betraut
wurden, die Rede auf die Gefallenen zu helten." For parallels to the
epitaphic commonplaces in popular Athenian values, cf. K. J. Dover,
Greek Popular Morality (Berkeley: U. Cal., 19Tk), passim.

ESV. Buchheit (see above, n. 13), pp. B84-85.

26,

T. C. Burgess, "Epideictic Litersture,” Studies in Classical
Philology 3 (1902): 91-62.
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27&' . R. Chase, "The Classical Conception of Epideictic,"

Quarterly Journal of Speech U7 (1961): 293.

280hase, p. 299.

29V. Buchheit (see above n. 13).

30 Buchheit, p. 12. H. Ll. Hudson—W:.llia.ms rev. in JHS 82
(1962): 165, calls Buchheit's deecision not to 1nclude the ep itaphioi,
speeches delivered at panhellenic meetings, and other ‘epideictic forms
"a fundamental weakness of this book." J. Brumel, rev. in REA 60
(1961): 478, suggests that Buchheit might better have dropped the term
genos epideiktikon from the title. G. Wille, rev. in Gnomon 34 (1962):
757-63, however, appears to affirm Buchheit's limitation of his material
and judges his book an "in kritischer Auseinandersetzung mit der
einschldgigen Literatur entstandene, kenntnisrelche, lesbar geschrie-
bene und iibersichtlich angeordnete Werk." Cf. also CR 12 (1962): 37-38,
AJP 83 (1962): 326-29, DLZ 84 (1963): 2h-26.

3lBuchheit » D. 13,

3":’(.')n this passage see Buchheit, p. 166, "Das Wort uéyedog ist

hier deshaldb von Bedeutung, weil es geneu ins Zentrum der eristote-
lischen Theorie der Lobrede trifft. Es ist das Aufzeigen (&miSeLErg)
einer im allgemeinen anerkannten Arete, wobei der Redner die Aufgsbe hat,
u€vyedog mepLdelvatr nal udiiog (1368a 27-28).

Bpor Kierdort and popular values see above n. 2.

3l

Lionel Pearson, The Art of Demosthenes, Beitrége zur
klassischen Philologie, Heft 68 (Meisenheim am Glan: A. Hain, 1976).

35Pea.rson, p. vi.

31p1d., p. vii.

3Tbia., p. 20.

381b1d., p. 13k,

39Dover . D. 294,

hOCi'. Quint. III 7.28, Totum autem habet aliquid simile

suasoriis, quia plerumque eadem illic suaderi, hic laudari solent. Also
Quint. III k4.16.
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h1Pearson, p. 134. (See sbove, p. 1%4.)

“20¢, D. A. G. Hinks, "Tria Geners Causarum,” CQ 30 (1936):

170-76.

h3Chase, p. 293. (See sbove, p. 8.)
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Demosthenes mey also be mocking Aeschines' somewhet pedantic
citation of ancient documents (Cf. Appendix IV, pp. 254-5. ). None-
theless, in the Third Philippic he finally cites his own document.
Perhaps he was more conservative than other speakers in drawing on
epideictic material.

hsFor a complete listing of the commonplaces represented in the
Philippics and a representative selection of epitephic parellels, see
Appendix II.

L6

See above n. T.

hTAppendix I contains a list of the commonplaces with citation
of the Demosthenic passages in which they ccour,



CHAPTER II
THE FIRST PHILIPPIC

In this chapter I will provide a detailed study of IV 2-3,
which I belie#e to hold the key to Demosthenes' persuesive strategy in
the speech. Demosthenes' attack on Philip in this speech is both an
indictment of his activities and a damaging portrayal of his character;
it is the creation of an image of a dangerous enemy whose character
nonetheless contains the seeds of its own destruction. Demosthenes'
appeal for Athenian action against Philip, however, is also based on
character--an image of the Athenian character which the orator draws
from Athenian history. In IV 2-3 he illustrates Athenian identity
through reference to a paradeigma from Athenian history the import of
which he conveys through allusions to several commonplaces. Before
treating these two paragraphs I will first give attention to the date
and occasion for the First Philippic and to previous analysis of its
argument.

By the summer or fail of 351, when Demosthenes, at age 33,
delivered his first public speech directed against Philip, he had no
doubt established his reputation as e skillful writer of speeches for
others to deliver in courtroom prosecution or defense.l His many
surviving forensic speeches and the three msjor, politically significant

speeches against Androtion, Aristocrates, and Timocrates are evidence of
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both the large number and high status of his clients. Nonetheless, in
351 Demosthenes remained a minor political figure, whose few earlier
attempts at personal speech-~making before the assembly appear to have
been ignored. As the prologue to the First Philippic indicates,
Demosthenes does not view himself nor expects his audience to view him
as one bf the "ususl speekers" (ol elwddteg), who habitually
eddressed the assembly and whose appearance at the rostrum would prompt
neither surprise nor indignation. Hence, Demosthenes must Justify his
decision to speak first on this occasion by reference to the situation
thet calls for the expression of his opinion and advice.

Both the date and the occasion for the speech remain subjects
of scholarly debate. Dionysius (Ad Amm. 725) places the speech in the
archonship of Aristodemus, 352/1, prior to Philip's war on Olynthus.2
In an influential article published in 1893 Edusrd Schwartz attacked
Dionysius' dating and sttempted to establish a date in 349 after the

Olynthisc speeches.3

Although Schwartz's arguments attracted a conzid-
erable following, the most recent scholarship supports an earlier date,
end the articles of R. Sealey and, especially, G. L. Cawkwell reaffirm-
ing the general validity of Dionysius' chronology have not been
successfully refuted.h

Although the precise occasion for the First Philipplc camnnot be
finally established, Cawkwell is probably right to place it during the
lull between Philip's march to Herameum Teichos in November 352 and the
dispatch of Charidemus ten months later.S In the previous eight years

of Philip's ascendancy his activities could be understood as legiti-

mately directed toward the internal and external security of Macedonis
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and of his own rule. He had defended his kingdom from Illyriens,
Paeonians, and Thracians to the north, and he had subjected the petty
kings of the rountain centons of Lyncestis, Eordaea, Orestis, Elimla,
and Tymphaea to himself by drawing them into the life of his court and
by resettling their populstions in new towns established in the plains
more easily controlled by central authority. He had provided for the
defense of his southern borders by seizing Amphipolis, the great
fortress strategically located at the mouth of the river Strymon, and
Pydna, important for his eventual control of the Thermsic Gulf.
Although the Athenians had watched Philip's growing power and assertive-
ness with anxiety during these early years, they could do little. Their
own energies were directed to more immedistely compelling problems--the
revolt of their a.lliés, Chios, Cos, and Rhodes; the wresting of Euboes
from Theban control; and the intrigues within the amphictyony which led
finelly to the so-called Sacred Wer.

In the year immediately preceding Demosthenes' presentation of
his First Philippie, however, hostilities between Philip and Athens were
heightened, first, by the appearance of his forces, for the first time,
south of Mt. Olympus, his subsequent inclusion of Thessaly within the
Macedonien sphere of influence, and his attempt--only narrowly thwarted
by & rapidly dispatched Athenian force--to penetrate Thermopylae for a
direct strike at Phocis; and, second, by his march deep into Thrace and
his siege of Heraeum Teichos, a fort probebly on the Propontis roughly
sixty miles northeast of the Chersonese (the modern Gallipoli peninsula).
Situated strategically along Athens' precious grain shipping route from

the Black Sea and within striking range of Athenian settlements on the
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Chersonese, Heraeum was not a stronghold easily to be handed over to
one whose intentions were as yet unknown and clearly threatening to
Athenien interests. In a fit of alerm, the Atheniens resolved to send
forty ships, carrying citizen troops, and to finance the expeditidn
through a special tax of sixty talents. When word came that Philip was
seriously ill and had been forced to call off the siege, Athens tabled
its expedition. With the immediate crisis past, Athens had time to con-
sider the mesning of Philip's ascendancy more deliberately, and it is in
the course of these extended deliberations that Demosthenes delivered
his First Philippic speech.

Cawkwell proposes that this speech mey well fit in the delibera-
tions which led to the deployment of Charidemus with e small force to
the area of the Chersonese in September 351.6 The vegueness of the
situation to which the speech is intended to speek would represent well
this period of melaise, when no particular aggressions were being experi~
enced or crises reported but when it was known that Philip's illness had
not proved fatal and that a renewed unleashing of Macedonian power might
be expected at any time. In the past it may be that Demosthenes had not
directed a speech ageinst Philip because action, where possible, wes '
being teken. At critical points, after all, troops had been sent out,
and when they failed to aécomplish their missions, Demosthenes' failure
to speak out suggests not that he was restrained by a naturel humility
but that he was in general agreement with the steps being taken against
Philip and had nothing more to offer. With Philip's recovery after the
crisis at Hersewm Teichos, however, it appears that Demosthenes had

become convinced that Athens must dig in for an extended campaign to
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chip away at Philip's power if he was not to be permitted %2 go on
chipping awey at theirs.T

Scholars today generally agree that the First Philippic maerks a

new stage in both Demosthenes' political career and in his oratory.a

Only recently, however, have scholars devoted themselves to the detailed

study of its persuasive strategy. Kennedy deals only briefly with the
speech in his article on the "Focusing of Arguments in Greek Delibera-
tive Oratory," but the attention he draws there to the relationship
between appeals to expediency and appeals to Justice and honor in the
development of Demosthenes' oratory is & significant contribution to the
understanding of his persuasive craft. Although he concludes that
Demosthenes' speeches become more persuasive when the orator determines
no longgr to try to balance expediency and Justice but to focus exclu-
sively on expediency, he finds that in the First Philippic "Demosthenes
so focuses Athenian interests that the question seems not one of advan-
tage but of necessity, not the choice of a course of action but the
adoption of the only possibility.9

In the article cited above (note 8), Galen Rowe concentrates his
study of the First Philippic on a pattern of recurrences that emerges in
the’speech, "a subtle process of elsboration and development bringing to
light new dimensions of meaning and sensation.” Rowe sees in Demosthenes'

. . I 10
use of recurrence an "sesthetic mode of persuasion--the satiric."

He
identifies in the First Philippic a recurrent use of "incongruous,"
"distorted," "inane," and " paradoxicel" images to create for the audi-

ence what he calls "a mundus perversus reminiscent of Brueghel's Flemish

Proverbs."ll For Rowe, "the foecal point of the oration--the nucleus, in
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fact, of subsequent deseriptive imagery,"

is IV 19, a peragraph in which
Rowe finds an obviousness and ironic ambiguity of detail that shape the
"sgtiric" form of the remaninder of the speech. While identifying satiric

elements in the First Philippic, however, Rowe has not been able to

explain why the cetegory of satire should be persuasive.12 If satire is

"the vituperatio of laus et vituperatio," how is it to become a
éersuasive strategy?l3 Peerson suggests that Rowe's use of the term
"satiric mode of persuasion” is not "a happy one, because (unlike any
satirist) Demosthenes is using ridicule in order to rouse the positive
emotions of pride and determinamion."lh Such ridicule can become per-
suasive, I would contend, only because the object of the ridicule is

the pathetic corruption of the true Athenian civic identity in current
Athenian beha.vior.15 It is, furthermore, only because Demosthenes has
already affirmed for his audience their true character in IV 2-3 that he
can subject their behavior to ridicule in IV 19. It is also the hope
held out in that identity that preserves Demosthenes' satire from the
vicious abuse that he directs at Aeschines in the speeches On the False
Embassy and On the Crown. There the terms of abuse are described by Rowe

. . . . . wlb
in an earlier article as techniques of "character assassination."

Here,
however, Demosthenes' intent is to endorse the Athenian character while
exposing its inconsistency with present Athenisn behevior. We now turn
to the means by which that endorsement occurs in the First Philippic.

In developing a persuasive strategy for his First Philippie
speech Demosthenes was faced with two interrelated problems. On the one

hand, there was the problem of how to build the Athenians' confidence in

their ability to oppose Philip successfully without belittling the
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threat he posed to such a degree that they would feel no urgency to
take action against him. If Demosthenes correctly judged that the
Athenians' hesitancy to institute full mobilization against Philip was
due, at least in part, to their fears of his military superiority, the
history of his ascendancy since 359 provided evidence for the legitil-
macy of their fears. To be sure, Eubulus managed in 352 to stop Philip
at Thermopylae. In the north, however, Philip had been largely success-
ful, and he had proved already how capeble he was of turning even his
occasional defeats to best advantage. Demosthenes found it necessary
both to assuage Abhenian fears about Philip's invineibility and to fuel
2 sense of urgency that the dangerous (if not irresistible) threat he did
pose must be challenged.

Demosthenes' second strategic problem arises vartly in response
to the first. As we shall see, Demosthenes' strategy in the First
Philippic is to shift the Athenians' attention away from Philip to
themselves, to what he claims is their passive complicity in Philip's
successes. But to do so he will have to write a speech which is lergely
an attack on the irresponsibility of the audience whose assent he is
trying to win. Demosthenes' response is to establish early in the
speech an alternative self-image for his audience, a nobler vision of
their national identity to which he can appeal. The effect is to estab-
lish good-will between speaker and audience through a strong affirmstion
of the national character that they share. His intent is that his audi-
ence hear his attacks on their present behavior not as an abusive
denigration of their persons but as a sympathetic revelation of the

inconsistency between their true identity evidenced by their past and
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their changed hebits in the present.

We shall deal first with the first of Demosthenes' two strategic
problems: his need to lessen the Atheniens' fear of Philip while inten-
sifying their sense of urgency to oppose his threat. These two
perspectives on their situetion Demosthenes leys before his audience in
the first sentence of his argument immediately following the brief

prologue:

Mpdtov WEv ofv obn &Suuntéov, & &vdpeg ‘Adnvaiol, Tolg
napolior npdyuaoiv, ovd’ el ndvu gadAwg &xerv Sowel. (2)

First of ell, then, Athenians, don't lose heart over the present
state of affairs, even if they seem very bad indeed.

The first point he wishes to make, indeed, the major thesis of the
speech is that the Athenians need not "lose heart'" (0Uu &Buuntéov)
at the present state of affairs (tolg mnapoGoL modyuaociv). But
the major thesis is followed immedistely by the minor thesis, that the
present situetion is "very bad indeed" ( mdvu @adAwg), although not
as bed as it may seem (SOMET!). This second, minor, thesis Demos-
thenes reiterates several times during the speech. A few lines after
his opening sentence he asserts flatly that Athens' affairs are
wretched: . . . Hou@g Ta npdyupata Exet (2). He éffirms that
anyone who contemplates the size of Philip's existing power alongside
all the outposts Athens had lost and concludes that Philip will be a

fearful adversary in war "is thinking straight":

el 6¢ TuLg Vudv, & &vbpeg ‘Ad9nvailo.r, Suomoréuntov oletal
v dliwnnov elval, ouondv td te mAfSog tfic Umapyovong
adtd Suvduewg nal T T& xwpla mdvt’' dnoAwAdfval TH mAEL,
6pdc UEV oletar. (4)

But if anyone of you, Athenians, thinks that Philip poses a formid-
able military threat when he considers the extent of the power in
his possession and gll the strongholds the City has lost, he is
thinking correctly. T
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He mekes detailed reference to Philip's seizure of Pydna, Potidaea, and
Methone (%), to his capture of Athenian citizens at Lemnos and Imbros,
his seizure of ships and levy of "untold sums" (&udSnta xphuat')
at Gerasestus, and his towing awey of the sacred trireme from Marathonm,
financing his incessant insults and attacks through pillage of the mer-
chant ships of Athenian allies in the Aegean (34). The result of
Philip's successes is that Athens cannot "at the moment” (VOv) provide
a military force adequate to meet Philip in open battle; the money is
not available for pay or maintenance (23) .18 In sum, Dembstheries
portrays Athens as having reached at that moment a crisis in its rela-
ticns with Philip, & moment when there is no longer time to wait and see
what the future might bring: vGv &' én’ abGThv fiuel THv duudv,
Wot’ obuét’ éyyxwpet (42). If Athens waits to see what will happen,
the city will guarantee the wretchedness of its fubure:
o0 vap &TTa not’ &otal Sel owomnelv, &AL’ &TL galla, dv
uh npooéxnte tdV vobv ual 1d mpoohnovta nouelv édéAnte,
ed eldévar. (50)
We need not speculste about what is going to hsppen. No, we need
only to know with certainty thet what is going to happen will be
disastrous if you fail to grasp the situation and show the will to
act as becomes you.

As Demosfhenes recounts Philip's successes, agrees with the
sense that Athens' present affairs are despicable, and suggesﬁs that
Athens' relations with Philip have reached a turning point that calls
urgently for action, he encourages his audignce not to despgir by
loca.tin‘g the source of Philip's successes and Athens" abasement, not in
Philip'ks economic and military superiority or in his ca.nny diplomatic

skills, but in Athens' lack of will to resist. That is, he defines

Philip's successes and Athens' failures in moral rather than in military
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or economic terms. The Athenians can teke heart because Demosthenes
defines the "worst" of what has occurred in their past dealings with
Philip as something within their power to change:

S vdo éGT’L XelpLoTov abtdv &u tol mapeAinAuddtog xpdvou,

tolito npoc td uéAlovta BéAtiotov Undpxet. Tl odv éoTu

tolto; &tL o08év, & &vépeg “Adnvaiol, Tdv SedvTwv

ToloVvToy budv wauds T& npdyuat’ Exer. (2)

You see, what is worst about our affairs from the time now pa.s‘f and

gone is, in fact, best for the fubure. And what, you ask, is that?

It is that our affasirs are in so miserable a state precisely because

you, Athenians, are doing a.bsolutgly nothing of what is needed.20
Demosthenes' statement is effectlve because it sidesteps the questioq ’
whether the "worst" in the dismal history of Athens' losses to Philip
‘may be not that the Athenians failed to do what was needed but that they
could noti do so. Ignoring the possibility thet the demsnds of the
situetion (T& Séovra) might have been and might still be beyond
effective Athenian response, Demosthenes encourages his audience to
believe that a new resolve, an act of will, a stiffened determination,
will reverse their fortunes and promise victory.

The grounds for that belief Demosthenes finds in the evidence
that Philip has been following precisely the principle of action that
he is recommending to the Athenians. It is the difference in their
yvdualr that has permitted Philip to grow (6-T). Several years
earlier, when Philip had none of his present possessions and was forced
to act out of weaskness, he did not adopt a disposition (Yvdun) that
would have stressed how difficult war with the Athenians was likely to
be. If he had done so, he would never have acquired his present

power (5)..21 Instead, Philip adopted as his principle (Yvoun) the

commonplace that "the property of the absent belongs in the nature of
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things to those who are present, and the property of the careless to
those willing to risk hardship and danger":

gloelr 6° Undpxel T?EQ napolor td tdv 4ndviev, wal tolg
¢9éAouoL movelv ual uivduvedelv td TdvV &uerobvtwv. (5)22

In Demosthenes' view, Philip calculated correctly that Athens would
offer no defense against his aggressions and that, if the Athenians
continually absented themselves from the arena of battle, he could not
lose. Hence, Demosthenes makes his cése that it was not through his use
of power that Philip accumulated his growing regources, but through
Athenian negligence: o056t Ydp oUtogc mapa Thv abtol Addunv Togoltov
énnOEnTaL, &oov mapd ThHv Auetépav duéieiav. (11)23 It follows
that the Athenians' hope lies in their willingness to adopt Philip's
policy; if they do so, Demosthenes promises, they will "(God willing)
recover their possessions, get back what has been frittered away, and
punish Philip":

av tolvuv, & &vbpeg ‘Adnvalor, ual Ouetlc &ml thc ToradTng

£deAionte vevéodSat yvaung viv, éneldinep od npdtepov, . . .

Kol T& Ouétep’ adT®V woutelod’, dv 9edg 9éAn, nal td

rateppgduunuéva dALv dvariyeade, wdueivov tLuwpioecsde. (7)

If a restored will to resist Philip promises the Athenians the

chance to reverse their fortunes, Demosthenes adds s second moral argu~-
ment designed to reinforce Athenian confidence. Demosthenes character-
izes Philip as a person who not only lacks real power but who displays
the classic marks of a person bent on his own destruction. He compares
deliberately the Athenian victory "not many years earlier" over Spartan
power (pdun)with Philip's YBpug:

napadelyuaot Ypouevot tii tdre ddun tdHv Aaxedarupoviwv, -

¢ éupatreit’ éu tob npoodyelv tolg mpdyuaot Tov volv,

wal tff vGv UBpeL toltou, 6u° Hv tapattéued’ éw Tol
und&v gpoviilelLv dv &xpfiv. (3)
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+ « . adducing as evidence, on the one hand, the power of Sparta

at that time, which you conquered because you were committed heart

and soul to the public welfare and, on the other hand, this fellow's

excessive self-agsertion at the moment, which unnerves us because

we ignore ouwr every duty.
Even in the fourth century hybris (over-growth) continued to imply gi;_é
(the blindness that leads to clc:cuu).25 Hence, it is & powerful emcour-
agement to the Athenians to believe that in Philip they are not
confronting a Adun comparable to that of the Spartans (though they had,
after all, bested the Spartans!), but a hybris which must finally work
to their advantage. Demosthenes reminds his audience that Philip is "no
god," and the present circumstances are not fixed irreversibly in his

favor:

ul vdp dg 9ed voullet’ éEuelvy td napdvia nemnyévar
npdyuat’ &9%vata. (8)26

Don't believe that his present goods are secured for him as for a
god, in perpetulty.

In fact, eppealing to universal human experience, Demosthenes asserts
that Philip's hybris has already made him the object of hatred, fear,
and envy among even those who seem at the moment to be most friendly to
him.QT For, in the portrsit that Demosthenes draws, Philip is under-
stood to be increasingly dominsted by unrestrained craving (Goéiyera);
he indulges in "boastful threats" (@netAel); he delivers "arrogant
speeches” ( Adyoug Umepngdvoug) .28 Like the 45Lnog of Aristotle's
Ethics and the tUpavvog, slave of his insatisble appetites, described
in Plato's Republic, Philip is portrayed as a driven man unable to rest
content with the holdings he has already brought into subjection to him~
self; he is alweys surrounding himself with something more.29

To solve his first strategic problem, the need to quiet Athenian
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fear of Philip while Intensifying the sense of urgency to resist him,
Demosthenes, on the one hand, recalls the details of Philip's successes
and, on the other hand, attributes those successes not to Philip's
skill or strength but to Athens' negligence. An Athenien change of
heart, a renewed determination to resist Philip, will turn the tables
on their enemy not only becsuse determined action has won them the
victory against a strong enemy in the past (i.e., Sparta) but because
their present enemy displays not strength, but self-destructive hybris.
The entire argument has shifted the discussion from a debate of strate-
gic probebilities to an imaginative portrayal of moral verities.

His focus on moral decision entails, however, a harsh eriticism
of Athenian negligence. How can such an attack cn the Athenians hope to
persuade them to accept the point of view of their critic? We turn now
to Demosthenes' second strategic problem, his need to gain the sympathy
and good will of an audience that is the obJect of his criticism. Such
a2 polemicael speech will require more than the usual attempts et ingrati-
ation of the audience. Pearson points to the tone of the prologue,
"which is more modest and in the manner of a plaintiff who thinks it

n30

necessary to explain why he is bringing suit. It contrasts with the

"self-confident, almost arrogant openings" of Demosthenes' earlier

political speeches .31

Also in contrast with his eerlier speeches,
Demosthenes deemphasizes himself, according to Pearson:
In the First Philippic the personal pronoun appesars only in the
enclitic form, and when he uses the first personal singular form
of a verb, it is without an ego, except in the closing paragraph
where he is summing up and rendering his personal conclusions.32
Finally, Pearson seys, Demosthenes in the First Philippic adopts an

order of argument normal for the deferential style of forensic oratory:
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Without any hint at the beginning that he has found the right
answer, he begins by expleining the situation and its dangers;
the solution does not come until, as in a forensic speech, narra-
tive and argument have prepared the ground. 33
All of theée changes in style and structure Pearson understands to be
Demosthenes' conscious attempt to gain the eGvoiaof his audience,
The changes do suggest that Demosthenes wos aware of the second strate-
gic problem which we are addressing, and Pearson is helpful in calling
our attention to them. But when he focuses directly on the "harsh
words" Demosthenes uses "to describe Athenian ineptness," Pearson's
interest in forensic orstory and in Demosthenes' attacks on Philip leads
him to define Demosthenes' solution to his strategic problem toco
narrowly and, hence, inadequstely:
To atone for his severity Demosthenes reminds them what kind of a
man Philip is, a man who cannot rest content with his victories but
is always trying something new (42); in fact he seems to be drunk
from his great successes (49). There is no need to underline the
conclusion. If the speech shows thet Philig is both guilty and vul-
nerable, it will have achieved its purpose. b
While the speech must show that Philip is guilty and vulnerable, it must
also show that Athens has both the hope of successfully punishing Philip
and the obligation to do so. It must persuade the Athenians to take
action.

Demosthenes responds to this second strategic problem through an
imaginatiﬁ'e use of historical example. Within the first two paragraphs
(2-3) following the prologue he lays the strategic groundwork for the
entire speech. Immediately he sets a positive tone for the speech:
npdtov uwév olv obu &duuntéov, & A&vépeg "Adnvatol,

Tolg mapolol npdywaoi. . . . (First, then, we don't need to

be discouraged, men of Athens, at the present state of affairs. . . .")
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It is true, of course, that Demosthenes goes on at once to lodge the
source ,of their present discém:fiture in fheir owxi irrespon;ibility, but
by a paradoxical sleight of h‘a.nd, he manages to turn their failures into
their most promising grounds for hope. For if the problém’ is thgir own,
then it is within their power to correct. With thié ’ra.fy;her vulneiablé
piece of sophistry Demosthenes intends to predispose his a.udience to
listen to his subsequent account of theii negligence. He is wise enough
not to rest content with this initial statement but immedia.tely‘contrasts

present hegligence with recent achievement:

EneLt’ &vduunTéov xal map’ &Alwv dwodoudt ual Tolg
elddoLv adtole &vauLuvnououdvoig, HAlunv not’ éxdvrwv
&Yvautv Aaxedairuoviov, &E ol ypdvog ol modlg, dg

KaABg KAl mpoonrdvrwe obsEv dvdEiov Luele é&npdEate

tfig ndAewg, &AL’ bnsusivaa’ bnép Tihv Sunalwv Tdv npég
éuelvoug nékeuov. Ttivog ofv elvina tabta Adyw; tv’
~elbfit’, & &vspec A&nvanou, ual 9edonode, &tu oﬁaev

" o0te @uAattoudvorg LuIV &oTLv woPepdv, obt’, dv
6ltympﬁra, totolbtov olov &v Uuetc BodAoLode, napa&euv-
waoct ypouevor tfi téte ddun Tdv Aoxedaruovivv, fic
tupatett’ &u Toﬁ npocéxsuv tolg mpdyuaot tov vobv, nal
f vOv UBper ToOTOUL, 6L° fiv tapatTdued’ &n tol un&ev
ppovtileLy dv Expfiv. (3)

In the second place, take heart at this: Those of you who have heard
the story from others and those of you who were eyewltnesses will
remember how vast Sparta's power was not so long ago and yet Heroic-
ally and properly you did nouthing unworthy of the City. No, you
faced up to a war against them in defense of what was rightfully
yours. Why, you ask, am I telling you this? So that you may know
from empirical observation,Athenians, that nothing is fearful to you
when you are on your guard; but if you are neglectful, nothing turns
out as you would wish. As evidence [of what I sey I am inviting you]
to adduce, on the one hend, Athenians, the power of Sparta at thet
time, which you conquered because you were committed heart and soul
to the public welfare and, on the other hand, this fellow's excessive
self-assertion at the momeat, which unnerves us because we ignore our
every duty.

"Eneitt’ évduuntéov, in pa.rallel with np@Tov uev odv d&uuntéov,

introduces what Pearson calls & nrtuoso passage w35 It is de51gned to

recall, not the worst (as in 2), but the best of Athens' past.
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'Eviuuelodatl invites the audience to draw conclusions from data, in

36 The "data,"

this case from an event in recent Athenian history.
vwhich Demosthenes assumes to be known to his audience, either from per-
sonal experience or from stories told by eyewitnesses, are "how vast
the power that Sparta had" in the not so distant past and how "heroic-
ally and properly" the Athenians "did nothing unworthy of the City" in
response to that Spartan might, but "faced up to their wer against them
in defense of what was rightfully theirs.">! For what purpose had
Demosthenes adduczed this accomplishment? some might wonder. (<T{vog
odv elvina tabta Aéyw;) He responds with a hendiadys (Lv’ el6&fit’
. . . ual 9edonode, &tL . . .)which may be translated, "so that you

mey know through empirical observation that . . . ."38

The object of
the empirical observation is the personal experience of the audience,
in the form of either stories heard about or direct participation in a
shared event of the Athenian past ( xal map’ &AAwv duolouot xal
tolg elddoLv abtolg), now recalled to consciousness (&vapipvno-
HOUEVOLG) . The conclusion Demosthenes intends his audience to
draw from their recollection and contemplation of that event is "that
nothing is fearful to you when you are on your guard; but, if you are

neglectful, nothing is as you would wish."39

He then repeats the
thought conveyed by 9edonode, defining it more specifically as
napadelYuaol xeouevolr and relating his conclusion comcretely to
his mapdSeiLyua with the further elaboration, Tfi TéTE PddUn, . . .
tfi vOv UBpeL. . . .  The Spartan might of that time the

Athenians conquered by pertinacious asttention to their public life

(Cp. puAaTTonEVOLG) , while "this fellow's" presemt violence, his
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excessive self-assertion today, unnerves the Athenians because they

give heed to nothing that they should (Cp. dAiyuwpfite) ..

Although the mapddetyua functions formally as inductive
evidence for Demosthenes' proposition that mpogéxeLv Tolg mpdyuact
tov volv (= @uAdTTELV) is the key to Athens' security, Demos-
thenes intends it to serve as more than logical proof.ho He is not
seeking rational objectivity, nor does he permit his audience to
achieve the distancing from the evidence which its valid use as proof
would entail (cp. 9¢donod’). First, and characteristically,
Demosthenes chooses for his example an event in Athens' own history and
not from common Hellenic lore or from the histories of other states.hl
He does not choose to argue from some universal truth about humanity-in-
general but from what he asserts to be specifically true of Athens. His
audience, therefore, is not asked to speculate sbout humen nature or
about general principles of international power struggles but to seek
the patterns of meaning within their own story. Second, Demosthenes
here uses an example within the memory of some of his audience. It is -
more than a chapter in the story of Athens or a recollection of Athens'
past glory; it is a living part of his audience's own collective
experience: 0088V GudELov buetg énpdEate tfig néksmg.“ He
invites his audience to recall their own behavior in the not so distant
past. It was they whose bravery and atiention to duty made them worthy
of their city ( ®OADG ual mpoonudviwg . . . DUl énpdEate) . It
was they who had submitted themselves to war's hazards for their
righteous cause ( Uneuelvad’). It was their own devotion to public

affairs that had conquered Spartan might ( éupateit’). By invoking
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an example from their own experience, Demosthenes is able to emphasize
the incongruity of their present behavior. The same Athenians who now
tremble in confusion before Philip's UBpLc were the ones who once
mastered the Ppwun of Sparta.

Hens Strohm comments about Demosthenes' use of the mopdSelyua
here, "das geht gegen das Sich-nicht-betroffen-Fiihlen der Athener."
Demosthenes is desling with a past, "die fiir die Gegenwart verbindlich
und demit gegenwirtig ist.“h3 He is correct. But if the example func-
tioned only as binding obligstion attacking the Athenians' apsathy, it
would lose most of its persuasive force. More than a statement of obli-
gation or censure, the exémple functions here as a strong affirmstion of
the grand and noble capecities Demosthenes intends his audience %o
expect of themselves. In their common history they share a unity deeper
than'the division in their present policy. Through the e#ample
Demosthenes recalls his audience to & more worthy image of themselves,
as though to éay that their identity is not to be derived from their
present situstion; it has been bequeathed to them by previous geners-~
tions of Athenians and evidenced in their own most recent past. It is
this recovered consciousness of themselves attested in their own story
that will make their present behavior appear incongruous and inappropri-
ate. By introducing a speech which is an attack on the Athenians' inse-
tion with an illustration of what Demosthenes intends to portray as their
true character, their more authentic identity, he attempts to creste
good-will with his audience and to avoid the appearance of a direct,
even hostile assault, on his fellow citizens. In effect, he is telling

his compatriots, "What I shall describe in your present behavior is not



L3
the real you. You and I share a history that reveals us as a quite dif-
ferent kind of people. If we begin to act 'in character' again, our

problems today will be overcome quite as successfully as they have been
in the past."lm
The character which Demosthenes ascribes to Athenians is cone

veyed in IV 3 through highly compressed allusions to four commonplaces:

45

Commonplaces in IV 3

1. Athenians live up to the ideasls of the ancestors and City.
npoonudviwg o0EEV dvdEiov buelc énpdEate tiig mdrewg

2. Athenians endure (Umonéveiv) whatever dangers and toils come.
bnepelvad’ Omép t@V Sukalwv TOV nPdg éxelvoug mSAEuov
3. Athenians act out of commitment to TO S{MaLov.

bnepelvad’ Unep thv Sinalewv TOV npdc &xelvoug MOAEUOV

4. Athenians are victorious over their enemies.

napadSetiyuact Ypouevol T tédte HoOUn TdV AaueSaiuoviwv,
fic éupatelt’

cp. IV 24--0l6* duolwv 8tL Aauedaipoviouvg maparattducvol
ued’ budv éviuwv odtoi ol Eévou ual Yuelg uet’
éuelvov ‘ '
In this early speech Demosthenes' use of commonplaces is not lavish.
In fact, it mey eppear that the words and phrases combined within a
single parasgraph are not commonplaces at all, but simply the appropriate
language any speasker would choose to describe the Athenian response to
Spartan threat. Nor can it be denied that these and other such phrases
identified as commonplaces in the epitaphiol are not obviously present
in the remainder of the First Philippic. The paradeigma with which

these four words and phreses are linked in pa.ragré.ph 3 is, moreover, not
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a familiar or characteristic part of the epideictic tradition, from
which one might have expected Demosthenes to-draw e reference to
Marathon or Salamis, if not to an incident from the standard mythologi-
cal repertory.

It can be conceded, therefore, that the resort to epideictic
themes is far less pervasive or even clearly demonstrated in this
speech than it will be in later speeches, particularly in the Third
Philippic. Nonetheless, it remains apparent thet the one part of this
gpeech in which terminology very close to that of epideictic oratory is
used 1s that one pert that links these terms to an historical example
for the purpose of defining, praising, and commending Athenian identity.
Comparison with the citations of parallels in the epitaphioi confirms
the recurrence of these terms, even the unususl Onouévw, in the
gsimilar context of the funeral spéeches.hs The absence of these words
and phrases from other parts of the speech aréues for their conscious,
intentional employment here. It is as though Demosthenes, in this early
speech, believed that he could gain the goodwill of his audience and fix
the vision of Athenian identity early in the speech and then continue to
draw on that goodwill and confident self-imesge throughout the remainder
of the speech, In the more mature later speeches he will reinforce the
Athenian self-image by dispersing the epideictic material throughout the
speech, as is particularly true in tﬁe Third Philippic. Finally, the
reference to the example of the Athenian conflict with Sparta rather
than to the traditional mythic or anti-Persian examples more characteris-
tic of epideictic oratory is conéistent with Demosthenes' later usage.
It will be seen in the chapters that follow that, even as Demosthenes

uses the language of epideictic, he normally avoids use of the
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conventional epideictic examples. I hypothesize that Demosthenes’
interest in examples of conflict within Greece, especielly of conflicts
between Athens and Sparta, reflects his desire for the restoration of
Athens' historic supremacy in Greece. He will see the conflict with
Philip less on the model of Athens' great defense of Greece against the
Persian invader than in terms of the traditional rivalry for supremacy
among the major Greek stakes--Athens, Sparta, and Thebes. To that
rivalry, however, he attaches the emotional power evoked by the slogans,
themes and language of the epideictic tradition.

Evidence thet Dempsthenes' first concern is for the protection
of Athenian rights and for the restoration of Athenian supremecy in
Greece is to be found in paragraph 5, where he describes the conflict
between Athens and Macedon as a dispute over property, which he calls
the "prizes of war" (d9\a Tol noXéuou) for the party that takes the
conflict seriously. Following common forensic practice, he places his
own point of view into the mind of Philip:

&AL’ eldev, @ &uSpeg ‘A9nvalot, TobTo naAdc éuelvog,
&te tabta pév dotiv dnavta th yepl®' &9a tol moAduou
ueluev’ év péoy, @voer &' Umdpxel tolg mapoboL Td TGV
dndvtov, wal tolc &94Aouot. movelv ual uivSuvedelv T

t@v duedolvtwv. ual vdp toi tadty xpnoduevog T
yvoun ndvta xatéotpantar xal EYEL.

But he recognized clearly, Athenians, that all these outposts are
prizes of war open to public competition; that by neture the prop-
erty of those who absent themselves accrues to those who show up and
that the property of those who refuse to get involved falls into the
hands of those who are willing to exert themselves and take risks.
You see, it was precisely by following this principle that he subdued
and now holds everything.

Demosthenes recommends adoption of the same YVWUWN by Athens (IV 7). If
Philip was right to see the property in dispute between Athens and

Macedon as &81a TOD TMOAEUOU, then the image of Philip and the image
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of Athens portreyed by Demosthenes in this speech are congruent. The
contest between Philip and Athens is a simple matter of military
supremacy, & contest for the prizes of war, a competition between two
rivals not unlike the boxing match which Demosthenes in paragraph 40
introduces as a metaphor of the war with Philip.

- For this context the four commonplaces which Demosthenes
appears to adduce in paragraph 3 are rhetoricelly potent. Having
pointed to Athens' readiness to engage in the competition with Sparta
in the recent pa.st,' he describes that behavior as consistent with
Athenian character ( mpoonudviwg o06&v &vdELov . . . Tfig ndAewg).
He interprets that conflict, and by inference the present conflict as
well, as a contest aimed at defense of the rights of Athens (Unép T@v
6unalwv). That is to say, the conflict was neither trivial nor
irresponsible but necessary to the preservation of Athens' legitimate
attributes. For that high purpose Athens was, moreover, willing to
endure ( neuelvad’) war, with its accompanying toils and perils.
Finally, having demonstrated the will to act for Athens in a manner
consistent with Athenien identity, the Athenians were victorious over
Spartan might (&upatelt’). With the use of these few commonplaces
Demosthenes summerizes his response to the two rhetorical problems that
he faces in this speech. His audience is to infer that the present
conflict with Philip is at least as threatening to Athenian rights as
was the earlier conflict with Sparta. They are to conclude that failure
to respond would be conduct historically unbefitting the City. They are
encouraged to believe that the will to endure the war with Macedon can

only result in an Athenian victory, a point which Demosthenes repeats
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for good measure in paragraph 2k.

In the leter Philippics Demosthenes' resort to epideictic
commonplaces will become both cleerer and more extensive. Even in this
speech, however, Demosthenes' use of commonplaces, though limited, is
significant. They are his chief means of defining Athenian identity and
of creating a vision of Athenian destiny against which Demosthenes can
playfully subject the present behavior of Athenians to ridicule. Even
as he derides his compatriots' policy and practice he intends thereby to
Jjolt them from easy complecency to the recollection of their own history,
when Athens was champion in the game of war. By couching their recollec-
tion of that history in proud epideictic terms he suggests that Athens
will as easily win the game with Macedon as it had won the geme with
Sparta a little earlier, if only Athenians will act the part of Athenians
and perform once again deeds that are honorasble and appropriate, in a

word, worthy of their own identity.



FOOTINOTES: CHAPTER II

lG. Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton:
Princeton U. Press, 1963), p. 207. - G. T. Ca Cawkwell Philip of Macedon
(London Feber and Faber, 1978), p. T9.

Although Dionysius complicates his chronology by separeting
paragraphs 30-51 from the earlier part of the speech and assigning them,
as & separate speech, to the archonship of Themistoecles, 347/6 (Ad Amm,
736f.), his division has been generally rejected by both ancient and
modern critics. For a discussion, see A. Schaefer, Demosthenes und
seine Zeit, 3 vols., rev. 2d ed. (Leipzig: Teubmer, 1885-T), 2:66ff.

3"Demosthenes erste Philippika," Festschrift Theodor Mommsen
zum fiinfzigifhrigen DoctorJubilﬁum (Merburg, 1893).

hAmong those who have followed Schwartz are U. Kehrstedt,

Forschungen zur Geschichte des ausgehenden fiinften und des vierten
Jahrhunderts (Berlin, 1910), p. 121, n. 211; E. Pokorny, Studien zur
griechischen Geschichte im sechsten und fiinften Jahrzehnt des vierten
Jahrhunderts (Greifswald, 1913), pp. 125f.; and A. D. Momigliano,
Filippo il Macedone (Florence, 1934), pp. 110 and 112, n. 1.

A date in 352/1 is favored by Schaefer; F. Blass, Die attische
Beredsamkeit, 3 vols. (Leipzig: Teubner, vol. 3, part 1, 2d ed., 1893},
P. 3005 A. W. Pickerd-Cambridge, Demosthenes and the Last Days of Greek
Freedom (New York and London: Putman, 191k), p. 194; P. Clochd,
Démosthénes et la fin de la démocratie athénienne (Parls Payot, 1957),
p. 735 E. Drerup, Aus einer alten Advokatenrepublik, Studien zur
Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, vol. 8, nos. 3-4 (Paderborn:
Schéningh, 1916), p. 64 n. 66.

The most recent rebuttals of Schwartz have come from R. Sealey,
"Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Some Demosthenic Dates," REG 68 (1955):
81-89, and G. L. Cawkwell, "The Defense of Olynthus," CQ m.s. 12
(1962): 122~27. 1In an article that fails to take note of Cawkwell,

J. R. Ellis, "The Date of Demosthenes' First Philippic," REG 79 (1966):
636-39, tries to make a case for & date no earlier than January 350.
His argument could as easily support a date late in 351; Cawkwell's
dating remains the most plausible.

5Dem. IIT bf, and IV 1. G. L. Cawkwell, "The Defense of
Olynthus," p. 126.

66. L. Cawkwell, "The Defense of Olymthus," pp. 125-27, and
Philip of Macedon, p. 80.
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7Conven.tional scholarly wisdom traditionally held that

Demosthenes' First Philippic merely articulates overtly for the first
time a deep opposition to Philip that Demosthenes had conceived from the
beginnings of Philip's reign. Bury, for example (A History of Greece,
3d ed., revised by Russell Meiggs [London: MacMillan, 1951), p. 705),
implies that Demosthenes had previously wished to attack Philip when the
advance on the Propontis gave the orator "a more promising oceasion to
urge the Athenians to act, since their own interests were directly in-
volved." Schaefer dates the onset of Demosthenes' vigorous oppositlon
to Philip to his first public speeches (2:57):

Wdhrend der ersten Reglerungsjahre Philipps hatte er die &ffentliche

Rednerbiihne nocht nicht betreten, sobald er aber an den

Staatsverhandlungen sich zu beteiligen anfing, arbeitete er auch

darauf hin seine Mitbiirger zu einem kridftigen Einschreiten gegen

Philipp anzutreiben.

Recent scholarship however, has pointed to how modest a role

Philip plays in Demosthenes' early speeches and noted an apperent
change between his speech Ageinst Aristocrates and the First Philippic
delivered only a few months earlier. Jaeger, (Demosthenes. The Origin
and Growth of His Policy [Berkeley: U. California Press, 1938], p. 11k)
comments that "Philip's sudden march to the Hellespont upset not only
all the calculations on which the officiel Athenian policy was based,
but also those which Demosthenes--~the severe crztic of that policy--had
expounded in his speech Against Aristocrates." Cawkwell adopts an even
more radical position (Phillp, pp. 79f.): "The speech Against Aristocra-
. tes was argued in the belief that Cersobleptes, not Philip, was Athens'
enemy in the north. . . . It is inconceivable that the Demosthenes of
The First Philippic could have written it, if he had appreciated what
was happening. Cf. also Kennedy, p. 223, and Minor M. Markle III, "The
Peace of Philocrates, A Study in Athenian Foreign Relations 348-346
B.C." (Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1968), p. 12.

8Blass (3,1:303): ". . . Ueberfluss an Lebendigkeit, an
mannlgfachen Gefiithlen, an machtlgem Zorn und schonungsloser Bitter-
keit."

Jaeger (Demosthenes, p. 123): "The thing that gives this
speech its new force is the sense of imminent decision, which inspires
the orator's fancy with images of an overpowering and stirring megnifi-
cence such as no other eloquence has ever again brought forth.

Pickard-Cambridge (Demosthenes, p. 188): Demosthenes' earlier
speeches are "cold" beside "the elogquence of this Speech.”

Kennedy ("Focusing of Arguments in Greek Deliberative Oratory,"
TAPA 90 [19593: 136): ". . . a new vigor . . . unlike anything in Greek
oratory since the fifth century and which involves a return to foecus on
a single form of argument."

Galen Rowe ("Demosthenes' First Philippic: The Satiric Mode,"
TAPA 99 [19681: 363): "A highly pictorial quality dlstlngulshes the
First Philippic from Demosthenes' previous speeches."

Lionel Pearson (The Art of Demosthenes, Beitrdge zur klassi-
schen Philologie, Heft 68 [Meisenheim am Glan: Verlag Anton Hain,
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19761, p. 126): "The First Philippic is different from any of the
earlier speeches because it is an emotional appeal, an appeal to the
Athenians' confidence in themselves and their pride as free men."

9Kennedy (see above n. T), p. 137.

lORowe, p. 362.

llBowe, p. 363.

1QRowe, p. 374 n. 23: "It is beyond the scope of this article
to explain how the mimetic aspect of satire is, or can be, persuasive.
For an example of how involved such an attempt can become, see Joseph
Bentley, 'Satire and the Rhetoric of Sedism,' Centennial Review 11
(1967): 387-boL."

13Rowe, p. 374, here quotes Ronald Paulson, The Fictions of
Satire (Baltimore, 1967), p. 3.

thearson, p. 127 n. 16.

lSIt is the Athenian identity that is the bearer of the "ethi-
cal norms" to which Rowe correctly refers, p. 370 n. 18.

lsGalen 0. Rowe, "The Portrait of Aeschines in the Oration on
the Crown," TAPA 97 (1966): 397.

1ome 14ea is repeated in IT 22. In the Second Philippic
(VI 6) he states his disagreement with it. AuomoAéuntoc oceurs
only here in the authentic speeches of Demosthenes (although it appears
in the spurious Answer to Philip's Letter [XI 15] in an expanded ver-
sion of II 22). In the Panegyricus (IV 138) Isocrates had applied the
term to the Persian king.

18 Gou &viL fuiv noploaocfar &%vautv Thv Euelve
napataBouévnv. . . . o0 vdp fotL pLoddc olé&E Tpooh.
The vOv is as important here (and in 41) as Calhoun has shown it to
be in the Second Philippic ("Demosthenes' Second Philippic," TAPA 6h
£19331: 1~17). Demosthenes is not saying that Athens could never meet
Philip in direct battle, only that the city does not have the resources
to do so now. That, of course, is what he finally intends by padAwg
and Hau@®¢ in 2.

9The first sentence of Demosthenes' argument had defined
thens' present situation as apparently very bad (2: mdvu oadAug
ExeLv Souel). The last sentence, which looks to a future
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Demosthenes claims rests within Athens' hands (50: T Aotmd &v
abtole Nulv £otl), asserts that the Athenians can know with
certainty ( €0 el&évalL) that their future will be bad ( galia) if
they fail to attend to the facts and do what must be done.

2OC:t‘. the similar argument in I 4 and IX 5.

2let tolvuv & mlumog tédte tadtnv Eoxe TAV yvdunv,
mg XaAETOV TMOAEUETV EoTiv ‘ASnvaloig &youot mco.ﬁ'c ém,re:t.-
xncua'ca. tfic abtol ydpac &pnuov Svra cuundywov, 0056\) av dv
vovl menolnuev &npafev o06E tooadtnv éxthoato dv SGvauLv.

22 ploEL is trenslated by Vinee as "by natural right," by
Croiset as "par une loi de la nature." Both translations are a bit
excessive. The passage is simply crudely pragmatic about "the way it
is," as the preceding metaphor drawn from wrestling suggests.
wLvduvedeLy  is an Athenian virtue which appears as an epitaphic
commonplace. Cf. Appendix I, p. 227; Appendix II, pp. 243-L.

23Cp. 5: A4ueAoUvTwV. The noun is relatively uncommon in
Demosthenes, appearing here and in 17 of this speech, in I 10 and IX 5,
where it is linked with d@duula.  In each instance the term is
invoked as the basis for Philip's successes. The term combines at once

the sense of negligence, carelessness, oversight, and apathy. Cf. LSJ,
S.V.

thote the emphatic placement of VOV at the end of its phrase.

Weil comments, "placé avec une certaine rudesse & la fin de la phrase.”
Cp. 4. Tuuwpla of one's enemies is a commonplace of the epitaphioi.

25Classsic:al tragedy continued to be performed in the fourth
century. Cf. Albin Lesky, A History of Greek Literature (New York:
Crowell, 1965), pp. 630f. T. B. L. Webster, Studies in Later Greek
Comedy (Manchester: Manchester U, Press, 1953), p. 8. Demosthenes
himself quotes Sophocles and Solon, in perticular, pessages thet recall
divine retribution on the arrogant (XIX EhTf. & 25‘5) Cf. Isocrates
VII L, VIII 102, and Demosthenes I 23: td vap €0 npdt'rew napd
v dgmv dcpopun tol ucm&g wpovelv tolg dvotoig ylyvetal®
SLénep moAAduitg Souel O QUALEaL Tayadd tol uthoacdal
xaArendtepov elval.

260f. 9: &vdpuwmnog!

2Tg: &AM Hal uLoet tic &uetvov ual Sé8iLev, & &vdpeg
*ASnvaior, nal @dovel, xal tdv ndvu viv Sonodvtwv oluelwg
Eyeltv' udl &navd’ doa mep udv &AAlolc TLoLV &vdpdnorg Bvi,
tabta ré&v tolg uetr’ éueivou xpf voullerv évetvair. On

oluelwg ep. 4. Cf. the abject portrait of the despot in Pl. Resp.
579b~580a.
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289. The term Umepf@avoc is associated with the excess
tha.t leads to disaster. Cp. Isoc., XIT 196: ol EEéotnoov avTdv
[ol ‘Admvatot] TnAinabra 5Lanpa§dusv0L 0 uéyeeog, obd’
Enadov TadTd TOlg S5LA udv Ttd HaAdg uaL ppoviuwg

-BobAeucaodaL xal nAolToug ueydkoug Kot Gégag HaAdg
wtnoapévorg, Sl & Tdg UmepPBoAdg Tdg rourmv unepnedvoLg
vevouévorg ual thv opdvnoLv Stapdapelor nal xatexdelouv
elc xelpw mpdyuata nal taneilvétepa TGV npétepov albtolg
Unapxéviwv. Arist., Rhet. 1390030, 1391bl.

299 o0x oldc Eotiv Eywv & uatdoTpantal PEVELV é:m.
TolTwv. cf. ho: vOv 8° émuxelpdv del TiLvL ual tob mAelovog
bpeYSUEVOG.  Arist. Eth. Nic. 1129b 1: Emel mAetovértng & &Suuog.
Plat., Resp. 573-76, esp. 573a: mddou uévtpov, 573d, "Ap’ odv ol
nokkcu, ual aewcﬂ, napapfiaotdvouoiy éntduunlal Auépas TE
nal Vurtdg &ndorng, moAAdv Scdueval;

3pearson, Art (see above n. T), p. 123.

31L. Pearson, "The Development of Demosthenes as a Political
Orator," Phoenix 18 (196k4): 101. The prologue appears to have been
modeled on the prologue of Isocrates' Archidamus.

Hpesrson, "Development," p. 10k. Cf. Art, p. 11k n, 7: "In
the 'First Philippic' the emphasis on self has almost disappeared, and
Demosthenes now prefers to say that things 'seem to him' rather than
'T think,'"

33Pea.rson, "Development," p. 102.

3hPea.rson, Art, p. 36.

5., Peerson, "The Virtuoso Passages in Demosthenes' Speeches,"

Phoenix 29 (1975): 225.

, 360f. XTI sk: Tl olv én toltwv budg &vduuetodalL &el;
L8J, s.v. évOupéouatl i, The term is sometimes paired with
AoytiCeodaL (Cf. I 21, IV 31.), which bears a slightly different
meaning: "calculate on the basis of date." "EvOuuetodalL  is used
twice in Pericles' Funeral Speech (Thuc. II 40.2, 43.1), on which Gomme
comments, "It is a word often found in Thucydides, especially in the
speeches, generally in the sense 'reflect on' or 'reflect deeply on.'"
A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentery on Thucydides, 4 vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1956-80), 2:123. At IV 43, however, &viuuelodaL is
paired with &6pylTeodaL, where stress is on the affective rather than
the cognitive aspect of the word: "take to heart, be concerned" (LSJ,
s.v. &vdupdouatl 2). Perhaps here in contrast with &Suuntéov
("despair," "be discouraged") the term bears the meesning "take heart at"
or even "be inspired by."




53

37The parallel that Demosthenes wishes to draw between Athens'
apperent weskness and its adversary's apperent strength suggests the -
Corinthian Waer of 395. The Theban War of 378 has also been suggested.
Weil, Harangues, p. 83, among others, declines to choose between the
two possibilities. Plckard-Cambndge chooses the Theban War because "it
commenced twenty—s:_x yeers before the speaking of the First Philippiec,
and would be well remembered by many of the hearers.”" Demosthenes' Ora-
tions (London: Dent, 1954), p. 144 n. 1. But a reference in the speech
Against leptines, which was delivered only three years earlier than the
First Philippic, indicates thaet eye-witnesses of the Corinthian War were
still alive: (referrmg to the Corinthian exiles of 394) &vayndZoual
62 AdveLv mpdc Gudc tatd’ & map’ Ludv thv mpeoputépwv
abtdg &whinoa (XX 52). It should be noted, however, that elsewhere in
this speech (1T and 24) two clear references to the Corinthian War are
introduced in & manner that suggests a more remote past than does the
reference here: . . . Hal npdtepdv noté gaolv elg
*AAlopTov. . . . (17) npdtepdv not’ &uolw . . . ols’
&wodwv. . . . (24)

Unép Tév Stualwv--Manuseripts A ard Y insert ‘EAANVLKGV

before Suualwv, but there is no justification for doing so. In a
parallel passage in the Second Olynthisc (II 24), where the expression
Ungp thv ‘EAANVLKHEAY Sinaltwv is attested in all the manuscripts,
the purpose of the reference to the Corinthian War is quite different
from its purpose here: it explicitly contrasts the Athenians' willing-
ness then to sacrifice for the rights of others (Iv’ ol &AloL tUXwWOL
t@v Sunalwv) with their present refusal to fight for their own
possessions. J. Lucecioni, who attempts to prove that Demosthenes was
& panhellenist, has not produced convincing evidence that "méme quand
Démosthéne emploie le mot Siuata sans adjectif, c'est aux droits des
Grecs qu'il pense." Démosthéne et le Panhellénisme (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1961), p. 73 n. 1. In the First Philippic the
word S(xaiLo¢ in any of its forms, appears only here. It most natu-
rally refers to Athens' own Just claims or to the claims of "justice"
(Croiset--"pour la défense du droit").

38 el6fite (codd.); C&nte (0.C.T./Blass). Demosthenes com-
monly introduces empirical evidence in support of a thesis with the
word 9edoaode: III 6 25, IX 55, XVIII 31 147 227, XIX 116 1h1 17h
196. Cf. XXXIX 13 and XXXVII 44 (!). The role of "spectator,"
"onlooker," "bystander" implicit in the verb (Cf. LSJ s.v. 3) makes it
the appropriate term for disinterested, ob;)ect:.ve observa.tn.on of data.
It is the chance to "see for omeself," cf. ewpla in Isoe. XVII L,
Thue. VI 24.3.

39It is possible that the phrase may also bear the meaning:
"that nothing is fearful to you when you keep [your past] in mind; but,
if you pay no heed to it, nothing is as you would wish." Cp. LSJ s.v.
QuAdoow ¢. 2. :
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ho"Auch Demosthenes weiss sehr wohl, dsss die Masse durch ein
Beispiel leichter zu iiberreden ist als durch einen mehr oder weniger
philosophischen Bewels. ©So steht das Beweisen dicht neben dem
Erkléren, und die meisten Beispiele sind zu beidem bestimmt." K. Jost,
Das Beispiel und Vorbild der Vorfshren, Rhetorische Studien, vol. 19
(Paderborn, 2936), pp. 178f. On the problem of examples as proofs in
Aristotle, cp. Jost, p. 178 n. 3.

thn Demosthenes' own preference for of.ns ta mapadelyuata
see Jost, pp. 163-67.

themosthenes does zmot use VUETC to refer to the distant
past. Cf. IX 2h, bulv, udldlov 6% tolg toT’ olouv ‘Adnvalolg,
referring to the fifth century. He pretends to insert Guilv inadver-
tently in order to highlight the contrast between the earlier era of
Athenian power and Athens' present weskness. See Weil, Harangues,
p. 328, Jost, p. 239, n. 1. ,

h3H. Strohm, "Eine Demosthenes-Interpretation," Gymnasium 69
(1962): 332.
LY

Cf. the contemporary speech On Organization (XIII), in which
Demosthenes' persuasive strategy is precisely defined as the raising of
hopes and enhanclng of Athenilan pride through praise of the ancestors.
XIII 12, Tt &° bplv én tdv AnuooSévoug A.éymv &yaddv véyovev;
napeAdov ubv, Stav abtd 66En, EvénAnoe ta bra AdYwy,

KoL Bt.écupe 'ta nopdvta, ®al tolg mpoydvoug Emnvedev, wal
petewploag ual guodoac budc natépn.

hsFor a list of the epitaphic parallels to each of these common-

places, see Appendix II.

hGSee Appendix II.



CHAPTER IIT
THE SECOND PHILIPPIC

No one seriously doubts that Demosthenes delivered his Second
Philippic in 344 B.C. But the precise occasion and purpose of the
speech have been metters of dispute since ancient times., It is clear
enough that the speech provided the argument for a response to a for-
eign embassy (VI 28). But whet embassy? ' The speech itself does not
say, and scholarly debate has been directed to the interpretation of
additional information provided by Dionysius and Libanius. Dionysius
mentions envoys from the Peloponnese (ad Amm. I 10: 6uédeto mpdg
tag éu Helomovviicou npecBelag). Libenius writes that,
although the speech itself does not identify the ambassadors, their
identity may be derived from the study of "the histories of Philip" (Hy-
pothesis 2: éx 68 THV OLALTMLuHGVY LotopLdv uadelv SVvatov).

In the "Histories"-~whether the one by Theopompus or Anaximenes or some
other--Libanius discovered a reference to ambassadors dispatched to
Athens by Philip in 344 to protest alleged Athenian slanders of Philip.
He infers that it is this embassy to which Demosthenes alludes in the
Second Philippic. At the same time as the embassy from Philip Libanius
writes that the Argives and Messenians elso sent embassies. In all
likelihood Libanius did not find mention of these additional embassies
in the "Histories," but eppends them as his own conjecture in order to

account also for Dionysius' "embassies from the Peloponnese."l
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G. M. Calhoun, in a 1933 article, has provided a convenient
smma.ry'of scholarly debate on the identity of the embassy.2 In the
eighteenth century many scholars assumed thaet Dionysius refers to an
embassy from Sparte, "which came to ask aid and alliance agsinst Philip
énd his Peloponnesian allies, and was opposed by embassies from Philip

3 More recent interpreters,

end also from Thebes, Argos, and Messene."
among them Schaefer, Pickard-Cambridge, and Eduard Meyer, assumed thet
Dionysius refers to the Argive and Messenian envoys mentioned by
Libanius and accepted the latter's explanation without modification.
Grote rejects the possibility of an embassy from Philip as "incompatible
with the the tenor of the speech" and refuses to speculate about whence
the envoys came since it "does not appear in the oration.”" Blass rejects
envoys from Philip but accepts envoys from Argos and Messenia as the
occasion for thé’ speech., On the other hand, Weil a.nd many more recent
authors and historians reject the possibility of thé presence of Argive
and Messenian envoys for & speech that scorns Peloponnesian stupidity
and concludes that "the challenge to the pro-Macedoniasn leaders proves
that the embassy was from Philip."h Still other interpreters reject
Libanius and either follow Grote in refusing to name the embassies
(Jaeger) or propose alternative explanations (Sandys, Rehdantz, Hahn).
Perhaps the most ingenious explanation of the occasion for the
speech has been devised by G. L. Cawkwell, who proposes that the
Macedonian embassy mentioned by Libanius is to be identified with an
embassy from Philip mepl €(pAvng noted by Libanius (col. 8.8) and
with the Macedonian embassy and representatives &nd tfic ovupaxtag

ndong cited in other speeches of the Demosthenic corpus (VII 20f.,
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XIT 18, XVIII 136).5 In Cawkwell's understanding, Python's embassy
brought both Philip's complaints about unfair attacks on Philip in
Athens and his proposal for an amendment ( &navédpdwoLg) of the Peace
of Philocrates which probably involved the establishment of a Common
Peace for all the Greeks.6 Cawkwell sees "the whole speech" as a dem-
onstration of "the hollowness of [Philip's] proposals.“7

The reconstruction of the events surrounding the delivery of the
Second Fhilippic which Cawkwell offers is initially persuasive. It ele-
gantly ties together evidence from widely separated sources and creates
a coherent picture out of fragmentary allusions. Close attention to the
speech itself, however, raises doubts about Cawkwell's interpretation,
however attractive and creative it may appear. For example, the intro-

ductory sentence of the speech implies that Demosthenes considers it to

be a contribution to a general discussion of Philip's aggressions in vio
lation of the Peace: 8Tav . . . Adyol Yiyvwvtal nepl dv ®lALmnog
mpdtTeL al BLdZetal napd Thv elpfivny (VI 1). If we are to assume
that the subjJect under discussion is Philip'é proposals for an amendment
of the Peace and that, furthermore, Python and the Macedonian delegation
are present for the discussion, it is unlikely that the thrust of the
discussion would be Philip's aggressions. But pDemosthenes' introduetion
mekes little sense apart from such & discussion. Similarly,
Demosthenes' reference a little later in his prologue to extended
Athenian accounts of Philip's "shocking behavior" (Loeb. trans.) implies
a debate unlikely to have occurred in the presence ofva Macedonian
embassy, particularly in response to proposals for an amendment of the

Peace (IV 3: ola motel 6°, &g Bewvd, wal Torabta SteEcoxdueda) .
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Perheps one could make the case that a speech devoted to a description
of the reasons &L° &v &x9pdv Ayoluar dfAimmov (VI 6) appropri-
ately defends Athenian attacks on Philip against the charge of slander
and builds distrust before Philip's proposel of é&navdpduwoLg; but it
is inconceivable that even so outspoken a politician as Demosthenes
would have delivered such a speech in the presence of "the enemy's"
representatives.e In short, Cawkwell fails either to demonstrate that
the Second Philippic is Demosthenes' response to Phil ' 3's complaints and
proposals or to explein how it could be a response voiced in the pres-
ence of either Mecedonians or Argives and Messenians, all of whom he
vehemently attacks in the speech.

These unresolved problems invite one to reconsider Celhoun's
solution: to discount Libanius' conjectures altogether and to propose
that the embessy which prompted the debate, to which the Second Philippic
‘is a contribution, represented Sparta:

It is at least a reasonable hypothesis that the envoys present in
the assembly were sent from Sparta to communicate the activities
and intrigues of Philip, which threatened her with destruction, and
to ask Athenian sid. . . . The subject of the speech is definitely
Philip's preparations to Join Argos and Messene in destroying the
Spartan power. The conjectures of Libanius are clearly wrong, and
the embassies to which he refers must have been received at some
other session of the assembly.9
Calhoun's hypothesis offers several advantages. First, if the debate
has to do with a question of possible Macedonian aggression against
Sparta, Demosthenes' introductory sentence becomes reasonably specific
to the discussion. For the subject under discussion would be a case in
which Philip mpdTteL al PBLdletal mapd thv elpivnv.  Second, a

Spartan delegation requesting Athenian help would sccount for

Demosthenes' appesl for action, in particular, action to restrain a
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specific Macedonien plan: (VI 3) &g 6t uwAdoalt’ dv &xelvov
npdtteLv talt’ é&¢’ &v &oti vOv, navieAdg dpyde Exete.
The urgency implied by the repeated viv in this speech, as Calhoun
points out, suggests a specifie crisis calling for effective Athenian
response, not the diplomatic maneuvering with long renge implications
that a discussion of amendment to the Peace would entail. Third,
Calhoun's hypothesis moves into prominence Demosthenes' warning that
 Philip o0 uéAdel, 4AAG ual Eévouc eloméumer wal yxoduat’
drootéAdel ual SOvauiv ueydinv Exov adtdg éoti
npoobduLuog. Todg utv Svtac &x9polc enpalwv
Aanebailpovioug &vaipel (VI 15). This ominous claim becomes more
then simply an argument in support of & general distrust of Philip which
should preclude Athenian agreement to amendment of the Peace; in |
Celhoun's hypothesis it becomes the central issue of the speech. Its
urgency helps to explain Demosthenes' insistence on an active Athenian
response "now." Finally, this hypothesis removes from discussion the
need to explain how Demosthenes can vehemently attack Philip as well as
scornfully refer to the Messenians and Argives and tédiously lecture to
them in the presence of their embassies. Calhoun's hypothesis removes
the need to justify such unlikely behavior.lo |

An obstacle to the acceptance of Calhoun's hypothesis will be
the unlikelihood thaet Philip actually contempléxed of bégén deﬁlcymént
of any such forces against Sparta. Despite Demosthenes' continual
attacks on Philip's good faith and his charges of Macedonian violations
6f the Peace, no clear evidence supports the contention that Philip had

in any way violated the Peace during the two years since its
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ratification. Between 346 and 344 he was busy in the north, securing
his borders; continuing the consolidetion and urbanization of Macedon
through transfers of its populetions; engeging in a defensive campaign
against a certain Illyrian king, Pleuratus, in the course of which he
suffered a smashed leg and barely escaped with his life; and, fihally,
in 344, marching into Theséaly, expelling the local tyrants, and
reorgaﬁizing the country's administration around the traditional four
tetrarchies. All of this the Thessalians appear to have greeted with
approval and gratitude, as even Demosthenes himself finally admitted in
the speech On the Crown (XVIII 43). The problem for Demosthenes was not
that Philip had violated the Peace, but that so many Greek states appar-
ently favored and supported his hegemony. They seem toc have been
relieved to have the presence of & guarantor of peace who would restrain
the’inter-staxe rivaelries and hostilities that had sapped the strength
of the Greek mainland for the preceding half century. Hence, it appears
unlikely’tﬁat Philip would have felt the need to launch a mejor campaign
in the Peloponnese to "destroy Sparta" (VI 15), and, as Cawkwell points
out, Demosthenes' subsequent silence on the subject implies that his
"eonfident assertions of 34k ( Eévoug elomnduner, yxphuat’
AnooTEALEL) came to nothing."ll

In order to accept Calhoun's hypothesis, however, we need not
assume that either the Spartans or Demosthenes is telling the truth.
Perhaps Sparte had given indications that it was sbout to seek control
once again of Megsenie =snd the Messenians and Argives had solicited aid
from Philip under the terms of the peace. Perhaps Philip had indeed

ordered Sparta to "leave Messenia alone" (VI 13) and made clear his
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intent to use force if Sparta failed to comply. It would be understand-
able if Demosthenes and his associates who shared his fear of Macedonian
power were disturbed by such an open invitation to Macedonian interven-
tion in the Peloponnese. It is consistent with Demosthenes' attitude
that he should have proposed an embassy to be sent to Méssenia and Argos
and that, as its head, he should have remonstrated with them for invit-
ing Mecedonian interference in their affairs. All of these developments
could have taken place without leading to the inference that Philip actu-
ally ever acted ageinst Sparta. If Sparts, however, feared the
possibility of Macedonian intervention and appealed to Athens for aid,
Demosthenes could well have exploited the cccasion to argue Philip's
violation of the Peace, to enflame Athenian distrust and hostility toward
Philip, and to promote resistance to the Peace and ultimate revolt
against Maéedonian power. As early as his 346 speech On the Peace
Demosthenes had counseled acquiescence but implied encouragement of
revolt whenever the time was ripe. He may have believed that, with the
opportunity for an allisnce with Sparta, that time was "now." Hence, a
Spartan appeal for Athenian aid against an "imminent" Macedonian attack
provides at least e plausible occasion for the Second Philippic. Such
a context for the speech mey be more consistent with internal evidence
than other proposed contexts without violeting recent scholarly conclu-
sions about Philip's policy during this period.

While it remains true that the precise occasion for this speech
cannot be established with certainty, the larger context within which
the speech was delivered will include the possibility of Macedonian

intervention in the Peloponnese, Philip's objections to continuing
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vocal opposition from such Athenian leaders as Demosthenes and Hegesip-
pus, and Philip's proposals for an amendment to the Peace that would
help to diffuse the criticism of his detractors and create a more steble
political balance in the Greek mainland. The identification of these
dimensions provides a sufficient historical context for the purpose of
this«paper.

In fact, identification of the precise occasion for the Second
Philippic may be less important for an understanding of its persuasive
strategy than a grasp of the larger historicel development that pre-
ceded it. When Demosthenes delivered his First Philippic, Philip's
actions in the north were perceived as ominous and threatening. They
were uncertain of his intentions and could herdly have interpreted his
action against Hereeum Teichos as anything but e potential threat to
Athenian interests. The First Philippic provides its own evidence of
the unrest that Philip was causing among Athenians in 351.'2 Hence, his
strategy in that early speech is less to stress Philip's deanger than to
encourage the belief emong Athenians that they could contain Philip's
ambitions if only they resolved to do so. Similarly, at the time of
the siege of Olynthus two yeers later, the three Olynthiac speeches were
delivered to an audience that knew Philip's activity to be an attack on
Athenian interests in the north. Olynthus, an economically and strate-
gically important city in the area and head of a union of thirty-two
cities in the Chalcidice, had sought allience with Athens and eppealed
to the Atheniens for military assistance against Fhilip. The issue was
not whether Philip was engaged in a hostile action contrary to Athenian

interests; the issue was how seriously Athens should view thet action
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.and how feasible it was for Athens to send aid in response.

By the time of the Second Philippic the relationship of Athens
and the other Greek states to Philip had changed altogether.
Demosthenes had himself worked to gein ratification of the Peace of
Philoerates, and however much he and some other Athenians mey have
resented Philip's manipulation of the negotiation process in order to
gain the most commanding control over Greek affairs, the fact 1s that
at the time Demosthenes delivered his Second Philippic speech Philip's
hegemony in Greece appears to have besn gaining acceptance, approval,
and support among the Greek states. Alreedy in his speech On the Peace
Demosthenes had felt compelled to warn the Athenians ageinst any activ-
ity that might invite a common war against Athens by all the other
Greek states!l3 In the succeeding two years Messenia, Argos, Thebes,
and Thessaly were not alone in apparent approval of Mecedonian leader-
ship. The fact that Demosthenes must "beg" (Sendfivai) the audience of
his Second Philippic to listen to his reasons for regarding Philip as
Athens' enemy implies the extent of Philip's support inm the Athens of
3&)&.1h Furthermore, in 346 Isocrates had published his Address to
Philip, which applied to the Macedonian Isocrates' dream of & panhel-
lenic crusade against Persis and which invited Philip "to assume-
leadership of the cause of unanimity smong the Greeks and a campaign
ageinst the bar‘barians."l5 This injection of traditional panhellenic
ideals and rhetoric into the Greek relationship with Philip illustrates
the positive impact that the Mmcedonian had on at least some Greek
intellectusls; at least one scholar has argued that Isocrates' vision

was influential enough with Athenians in 34l to have prevented the
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possibility of an Athenian-Persian alliance in that year and to have
impeded Demosthenes' efforts to create a Hellenic coalition against
’Philip.la In 34l Athenians were no longer convinced that Philip was
their enemy, and many of them apparently viewed him as a savior.

The rhetorical prbblem for Demosthenes in this speech is, there-
fore, altogether different from the problem posed for him at the time
of the First Philippic. He finds it necéssary to prove in this speech
that Philip is Athens! enemy (VI 6). Becausé he does not have thé con=-
crete evidence to demonstrate overt aggression by Philip against Athens,
however, his strategy is to create distrust of Philip's intentions
(VI 24, &niotla ) by portraying Philip as an ambitious despot whose
hidden plot is the seduction and subjugation of Athens. In the absence
of empirical grounds for his assertion that Philipi'is Athens' enemy,
Demosthenes must rely on calculations, Aoytouol (VI 6). He invites
the Athenians to engasge in calculation with him of Philip's motives and
intents and to draw their own inferences (VI 17, Aoy({Teode vdp ).
Philiﬁ, according to Demosthenes, is himself both observing the course
of present events and drawing inferences from the past (VI 10): o0
udvov ele td mapdvd’ dpdv, EAAL nal T TWEO ToUTwv AoyLld-
LEVOG. These calculations Philip measures against the standard of his
ambition, that is, his desire for universal dominion (VI 7): mnpdg
nicovellov, olpat, ual T mdvd’ Ve’ adtH novfoacdat Tolg
royiouolg £Eetdlwv. For example, it is so that they might become
"00ls of his ambition" that Pﬁilip seeks ties with Thebes and Argos
(VI 12): ouvepyodg . . . mAcoveElag. Those who would deny that

Philip acted previously mAcoveEtlag ¥ven’ cannot continue to argue so
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in the present situstion (VI 13). Philip is seeking empire (VI 17):
dpyeLv BoVAietat.
In Demosthenes' portrayal, Philip's ambition is understood as
the ngtural corollary of his role as king (VI 25):

BacLAedc Ydo wal tlpavvog dmac €x90dg éAeudeplq nal
véuoLg évavtiog.

Every king and tyraut is an enemy hostile to freedom and law.
Inasmuch as the free constitutions and free social intercourse of neigh-
boring states stand as a threat to the security of kingly rule, a king
or tyrant must fear democracies and ultimately seek to eliminate them.
Hence, as Demosthenes quotes his warning to the Messenians and Argives
(VI 21):

ol Yap dowarelc Tolc moiitelalg al mpdg Tob¢ Tupdvvoug
adtat Atav oduLAla.

These excessive involvements with tyrants are dangerous for free
societies.

Demosthenes suggests that democracies which negotiate ‘in good faith with
a king in order to avoid war soon discover that they have been deceived
into laying the groundwork for a dictatorship (VI 25):

o0 @uAdEedd’ dnuwg, émnv, uR moAéuou gnroﬁvreg
danoAlayfivat Seondtnv edpnte;

"Will you not take care," I said, "that, while seeking to escape
from war, you don't discover a dictator?"

To the image of Philip as a person ambitiously craving ever larger
dominion Demosthenes adds the associations Athenians would draw from his
title, BaoLAels (VI 25). His intent is to check every rationalization
of Philip's threat: even if the Athenians were to imagine that Philip's
ambitions were not directed at Athens and could be fulfilled thrqugh

domination of other Greek states or of barbarian tribes to the north and
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east, they must nevertheless reckon with the natural enmity Fhilip as
BaouAedc must feel toward Athens, the model of Hellenic democracy.

The third aspect of Demosthenes' image of Philip iﬁ the Second
Philippic flows from the second and first. If Philip is, indeed, a king
and tyrant by nature hostile to democracies and a person ambitious‘for
expanded empire, he must destroy Athens. But since Demosthenes can
produce no clear evidence, he argues that Philip is covertly plotting
Athens' destruction, in fact, that all of his activities elsewhere are
correctiy to be understocd as components of a master plan aimed at
Athens. In the prologue (VI 2) Demosthenes speaks of Philip's plots
against "all the Greeks" (mdoL tolg “EAAnouv émnifouiedovral).
Only a little later, however, he tells the Athenians tha£ he is sur-
prised at those who fail to recognize that "g;l Philip'skﬁreparations
are directed at them." (VI 6, &p’ budg ndvta napacuevdleodal)

It is this point rather than the first, more panhellenic, one that
Demosthenes pursues throughout the speech. Philip tenders his favors
to Thebes end Argos rather than to Athens, not in order to have them as
the @l{AoiL committed to Justice that Athens would expect to be, but in
order to find edditional accomplices for his ambitions (VI 12). More
than that, however, he is cultivating them as part of his plot against
Athens (VI 19, é&mi tii mdAeL Sepanevel TLvdg, 6nBaloug ual
Nelomovvnoiwv Tolg Tadtd Boviouévouc tovtoLg). Demosthenes
recognizes and admits that his picture is inferentisl and that other
interpretations of the facts are at least possible. It is only when the
facts are observed "correctly” that the Athenians will recognize the

meaning of Philip's activities, namely, that all the "business" to which
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Philip has devoted himself in the period since ratification of the
Peace has been integral to his plot against Athens (VI 16):

En ndvtmv &', &v TLg 6pSBc Sewpd, ndv& d mpaypoTeveTal
natd tfic ndAewe ouvtdrTwy.iT

Demosthenes continues with the line of reasoning which he believes will
provide the key to the meening and purpose of Philip's activities and
permit one to observe them Opddg (VI 17-18):
Aoy(lZeode vdo. &pxsuv BovAeTal, rourou 6 &vtaywviotdg
ndvoug Unetxnwev budg. A&Suuetl moAlv fdn ypdvov, ual
Tolt’ aﬁrog dpucta odvoLdev alth. . . . Guedtep’ olv
olée, nal abtdv bLulv énLBouksuovta wal budg alodavo-
uévoug® el gpoveiv &' budg UmoAiauBdvev. Sunatlewg
abTdV uLoetv voullel.
Figure it out for yourselves. Philip wants en empire, and for that
he has determined that you are his only rivals. He has been doing
you injury for a long time now, and of that his own conscience is
best aware. . . . He knows these two things, then, that he is
plotting against you and that you are aware of it. Supposing you
are insightful people, he believes that you must hate him.
Here as in the First Philippic Demosthenes in the forensic manner places
his own point of view into the mind of the antagonist.l8 He locates in
Philip's imagination both the characterization of Philip and the Athen-
ian response which he commends to his audience.19 In fact, the long-~time
injury done to Athens by Philip was not'a perception universally held
by his fellows. It is Demosthenes who is accusing Philip of secret
plots and trying to cause other Athenians to see them too. If Philip
were correct in his "knowledge" that the Athenians were aware of his
"plots," Demosthenes would have no need to deliver this speech. Final-
1y, Philip becomes Demosthenes' instrument to confirm for the audience
the legitimacy of the hatred toward Philip to which Demosthenes is try-

ing to rouse his fellow citizens. None of this is empirical evidence;

some of it is simply untrue. Yet it seductively creates and dramatically
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portrays the image of the ambitious ruler calculeting the necessary fac-
tors and plofting his course, At the same time Philip becomes an
advocate for Demosthenes' position in the speech: Philip, power-hungry
ruler, who has already injured Athens, now is planning more serious mis-
chief; but an insightful Athenian populace will take notice and alone
oppose Philip with a righteous hatred.

Demosthenes contrasts most clearly and potently the opposing
images of Philip and Athens in VI 8-12, where he also as in VI 17-18
conveys the contrast by portraying it as the reflections of Philip him-
self. In these paragraphs Demosthenes introduces the single significant
historical paradeigmse used in the speech. Here also he concentrates his
use of six epitaphic commonplaces. We shall now examine these five
ﬁaragraphs in further detail.

The paradeiggg which Demosthenes recalls in these paragraphs is
drawn from the period of the Persian wars, and through it Demosthenes
highlights the imsge of Athens as faithful panhellenic champion of com-
mon Hellenic rights egainst a scheming eggressor. This image he
introduces first in.paragraph eight as his explanation of why Philip

chose to act in the interests of Thebes rather than of Athens (VI 8):

el8e tobT’ &pSGc, 8tL Ti uEv Nuetdpq mMOAEL Hal tolg
fideoL Tolg ﬁustépoug o068v Gv &vSelEailto Tooobtov ob&E
notfioetev, Up’ od nenoﬁévrsg buete tfic (Blag Evenr’
mwekeuag Thv &AAwv TLVAg Ekkﬁvmv éueuvm npdoLode,
dAA% nal tob Sunalov Adwov nououuevou , Hal rﬂv npoooloav
d&oguav 1§ mpdyuat. gedyovtec, ual mwdvd’ & npocﬂueu
npoopmuevou, buoumg évavrumcec&s &v TL ToLolT’ énuxelpf
npdtteLv, domep av et noksuoﬁvteg T0XOLTE.

This he [i.e., Philip] saw clearly, that to our city and our charac-
ter he could offer or grant nothing so great that you would be
persuaded by it to abandon to him sny of the other Greeks. No.
Because you value Justice, flee the demsge to your reputation that
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would sttach to such & transaction, and foresee everything
appropriate to the case, you would oppose him, if he should try
to do enything of the sort, as much as if you were at war,

Here it is Philip who not only considers, supposes, or finds in his
own conscience, but "sees accurately” (el6e toUt' 6p8dg) the
Athenian national charascter. The statement of the image is repecated
only a few lines later, again as evidence of Philip's attitude toward
Athens. His actions on behalf of the Messenians and Argives are an
encomium of Athens and & judgment of the Athenian character (VI 9f.):

8 ual uéyiordv éotl nad’ duav Eyuduiov, & &vbpec
*Adnvatol” néupucﬁe yapo éxn toltwv THHV &pywv udvoi
v mdvtev undevdg v uép&aug & xotvd Sinaia THV
‘EAMvev npoéodatl, pné’ &vtaAAldEacdat undeuléc

Xdpitog und’ doerelag v elg tobe “EAAnvag ebvotav.

This is, indeed, the greatest encomium he could bestow on you,

men of Athens. For by these actions you are judged the only state
among them all that will not abandon the common rights of the Greeks
for any profit, nor exchange your devotion to the Greeks for any
favor or benefit.

The two statements of the penhellenic imsge, in both cases atiributed
to Philip or inferred from his actions, are then grounded in an histori-
cal event, again conjured from the mind of Philip. His imege of Athens
and his very different image of the Thebans and Argives are reasonable
(elndtwe) because Philip not only "observes current events, but draws

inferences from history" (VI 10f.):

ob wdvov elg ta napévﬁ dp@v, &Ard uaL td mpd rourmv
AoyLLduevog. elplouetr ydp, oluat, xal &wovet Tolg ugv
uuetépoug npoyévoug, éEov aﬁtoug TV AoLmdv &pYELV
'EAAMfvov dot’ abTtolg Umanoletv BaciAel, o0 udvov obu
dvaoyouévoug tov Adyov toltov, Hvin’ fAASev *AAEEavEpog
6 todtou mpdyovog nepl ToUTwv HfipuE, GAAL wal Thv
xdpav éuiinelv npoeiouévoug nal madeiv dtiolv bmo-
pelvavtag, xal petd tabta npdgavtag 1a09’ & mdvteg
&el vAlxovtair Aéyeuvv, &Efwc 6° obSelLC sf.new deddvntar,
S.onep n&yd napalauwm, Sunalwg (écrn Yap uello
rdueuvmv Eova §i &g T Adye Tic dv elmou). . . .
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He [i.e., Philip] not only looks at what is going on now, but he
also draws inferences from history. I think, for example, that
historical study apd common lore inform him that when your ancestors
might have ruled the other Greeks on condition of their own submis-
sion to the Greek King, not only did they refuse to receive this
proposal when Alexander, Philip's ancestor, came as hawker of these
terms, but they chose instesd to ebendon their land and endure
any suffering and after that accomplished those heroic feats that
everyone always loves to tell but never has been able to tell ade-
quately. So I too am justified in omitting any description of
their exploits; they are, after ell, too great for anyone to put
into speech.,
The paradeigma drawn from the period of the Persian wars serves,
in Demosthenes' use of it, as the grounds for Philip's (i.e.,
Demosthenes') image of Athens. Neither Philip nor Demosthenes would
be able to see SpdBc a city committed to freedom for all Greeks merely
by observation of the present policy and activity of Athens (elg Ta
napévd’ dpdv). The theme of all the Philippic speeches is Athens'
present failure to do anything of what the situation calls for (eeges
VI 1: yuyvduevov 6° o068v dg &nog elnelv tdv 6edvtwv).
Demosthenes suggests that Athens' principal foreign adversary and prin-
cipal domestic critic share a common vision of Athens based not on
its present policy end practice but on the hercic identity established
and portrayed in its illustrious history. According to Demosthenes,
Philip is treating Athens as though the city were continuing to act
worthy of its past. He himself repeats here and throughout the Philip-
pilcs that by acting in a manner worthy of its past Athens will be able
in the present to meet Philip's challenge.
The second function of the paradeigma is to associate the

image steted in VI 8 and 9f. with a specific event, not merely to pro-

vide evidence for the truth of the imsge but to endow the image with
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the evocative power of the event. F. W. Schlatter has argued that
the embassy of Alexander I to Athens "retained interest for the
Athenisns in the years following the Persian wer" and that awareness
of the event "was surely present when Attic conflicts with Philip II
biought reneved attention to Macedon." He concludes that "it seems
likely that so momentous an incident . . . would be a matter known
well enough to guarantee some type of common tradition."20 Demosthenes
appears, therefore, to be using here an event familiar to his audience,
perhaps a favorite among their recollections of the Persian wars. If
it is not, like Marathon and Salamis, a normal subject of epideictic
oratory recurrent in the epitaphioi, it is nonetheless particularly
pertinent as an illustration of the contrast between Athenian and Mace-
donian. Not only are the Athenians portrayed refusing the Great King's
proposal out of faithfulness to their Hellenic compatriots, but Philip's
ancestor, Alexander, is seen to be the bearer of the King's terms.

Demosthenes probebly chooses an illustration from the period
of the Persian wars because of the increassed reliance on panhellenic
rhetoric which characterized the political discourse of the period
since the ratification of the Peace. Demosthenes was not the first
to turn the traditional anti-Persian rhetoric agesinst Philip. In his
speech On the False Embassy delivered during his prosecution of
Aeschines in 343, Demosthenes accuses Aeschineg of having been the
first politician who single-handedly identified Philip as "the common
enemy of all Greeks" (XIX 302):

udvog nal np&'n:og L6V &TL noLvde Ex9pde éuswég goTuLy
dndvtov TEV ‘EAMvov. 21
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This identification, treditionally used of the Persian king, Aeschines
apparently set into speeches replete with references to the Persian
wars (X¥IX 303):
tilc & toUg poupodc mal waiolg Adyoug éuetlvoug Snunyopdv,
al Tt MLATidSou nal Td ecuiotourdoug dnMoLoun’ &vayLy-
voorwv Hol Ttdv &v Th Tfic ‘AvAalpou THV E@hBwv Spurov;
Who was it that delivered those long, noble deliberative speeches
and read the decrees of Miltiades and Themistocles and the oath
taken by ephebes in the temple of Aglaurus?
According to Demosthenes, Aeschines went so far as to call Philip a

"barbariaen," "

meny times” in fact, and in the context the implication
is that Aeschines intended thereby to identify Philip with the tradi-
tional Persian enemy (XIX 305). Aeschines, for his part, does not
deny Demosthenes' charges and grants that he had done what he could
to unite Greeks against Philip (Aeschin. II 79): &yd &6° &v udv T
moAguy cuviotnv, uad’ doov fiv 80vatog, ’ApudSac xal ToUC
&Alovug "EAAnvag &ne OlAiLmnov. After & visit to Macedonia,
Demosthenes says, Aeschines reversed himself, and the one "who had
spoken so eloguently about Merathon and Salamis, about battles and
victories, forbade you to remember the examples of your ancestors,
or to recall old victories, or to send help to anyone or to take coun-
sel in common with other Greeks" (XIX 311):
Euetv’ & SLEERAS0ov &v 4pxi 6ednunyopnude, tov Mapadidva,
v Zarapiva, TaC udxoac, ta tednara, &Ealevng dg &mépn
Makeboviag, ndvta Tévavtia toltoig, uh npoydvuv wepviiodal,
uh tednaia Adyeilv, ud Pondelv undevi. . . .22
Hence, it is clear enough that between 348 and the ratification of

the Peace in 346 at lemst Aeschines énd probably others eventually

were using the traditional, panhellenic, anti-Persian rhetoric to
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attack Philip and to seek common Greek resistance against him.

After ratification of the Peace panhellenic rhetoric continued
t0 be prominent among certain Athenian intellectuals and their sympa-
thizers. Now, however, that rhetoric was not directed against Philip.
It was exploited in support of a new Greek expedition against Persia
under Philip's leadership.23 This turn of events called for an‘opposi-
tion rhetoric which would airect anti~Persian themes and exsmples once
again against Philip. Moreover, the unification of the Greek states
under a common peace -intended st least ostensibly to link Greek inter-
ests and to suppress, under Philip's hegemony, the private hostilities
among the Greek states invited political use of a panhellenic rhetorie
responsive to common Greek con:zwzyns. Demosthenes himself appeers to
provide evidence in the prologue of this speech that the political
discussions to which the Second Philippic was a contribution were being
expressed in panhellenic 1anguage.2h No one'could argue against peace
or the cessation of Greek inter-state aggressions; the argument had
to center on Philip's relationships to the Peace, namely, on the ques-
tion whether his leadership was providing an effective and beneficial
guarantee of peace and freedom or whether he was using the terms of
the Peace to quiet Greek opposition and to cloak his plans for the
eventual  subjugation of the Greek mainland. While it is likely that
the speeéhes asserting Philip's violations of the Peace and aggressions
ageinst Athens (VI 1) were, in fact, voiced primarily by Demosthenes,
Hegesippus, and other representativesof the minority point of view
in the aséemﬁlj, it is probably also likely that‘many speakers--both

pro- and anti-Macedonian--were, by the time of the debate surrounding
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the Second Philippic, delivering @uAavdpdmnoug Adyoug argued
of concern for the welfare of all Greeks. The argument that Demosthenes
pursues in VI 8—12 and which culminates in the paradeigms of the Alex-
ander embassy is grounded in the concept of @tAavdpwrnia which he
notes in his opening sentence. This is one of the Athenian virtues
most cheracteristically represented in the epitaphioi and is the motif
which links together the six epitaphic commonplaces contained in VI
8-12,

Commonplaces in VI 8-12

1. Atheniens act out of commitment to TO &({uaiov.
vi 8, Ttob Sunalou Adyov moLoluevotr

VI 12, fyett” olv [& @lAummog], el udv vudg #Aovto,
mLAoug ént tolc Suualorg aupnoec&au, el &
¢uelvoLg mpoodeito, ouvepyole EEeuv tfic abtol
nAeoveElag.

cp.VIJn--unﬁevog Gv uépboug td xoLvd Siuaia TAV
‘EArfvov wpoéodat .

VI 1-- &L Tobg Umip Audv Adyoug wal Siualoug ual
oLAavipanoug Opd garvouévoug.

VI 3-- G¢ uev Av elnovte Bbuauoug Adyoug nal Adyovtog
dAAou oguvelnte, Guervov dLAlimnou mapeousdaode,

\

VI 7-- ToUg AoyiLouolg éEetdlwv [& @lAimmoc], xal ooyl
npdg elpivnv 006° fouylav o058 &ixaLov ovdév.

VI 35-- [I wish to remind you who it was that]
nenolny’ Oulv ph mepl Tév Siuaiwv und’ OnEp THV
E£Ew mpavudtov elvar thv BovAnv.

2. Athenians do not sacrifice freedom, justice, and glory to personal
gain

VI 8-~ ... tfic t6lac &ven’ dgerelac . . .

10-~ . . . undevdg av uépbougc . . .
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10-- . . . unéeptlg ydprrtoc und’ dweielag . . .

3. Athenians are the unly ones to do certain things [udvor],
among them, to defend all Greeks against the barbarian.

VI 10--#éupLode . . . pdvoL TévV mdvtwv undevdg qv uépsoug
& nolvd Silmata T@V ' EAAMivev mpoéodal.

ep. 17-- tolTou &' &vraywviotde udvoug dnelAngev LuGE.

4., Athenians make a conscious choice [MPEOALPETLG] of TO UAAOV
over TO olugepov.

VI 1l-- ThV Xdpav éxAinelv mpoelopdvoug nal madetlv
4tLobv Unouelvavtag

5. Athenians endure [Umopéveiv ] whatever dangers and toils come.
VI 1l-- . . . madelv &tiofv Umouelvaviag . . .
ep. XVIII 20k--thv xdpov Kal THhv méALv éxiinelv néucivav.
6. Athenian exploits are beyond human speech.
VI 11-- &Elwg 6° oldelg elmnelv &edlvuntal, 6Suénep nlyd
r\zapakeétbm, 6unalug (Bote vdp uellw térelvov €pya

N dg td Adye tig &v elnou)

Of the six commonplaces identifiable in VI 8-12, two (1, 5)
appeared already in the First Philippic. In their context there,
together with the four additional commonplaces which express Athens'
conscious, singular, self-sacrifice beyond all power of speech to convey,
they evidence more certain epideictic intent than can be demonstrated
in the earlier speech. In addition, the reference to the Athenian
abandonment of Attice in VI 11 is widely attested in epideictic oratory,
though it does not appear in the epitaphioi except in Lys:i.as.25 The
characterization of Athens which Demosthenes presents through his
paradeigma in the terms of these commonplaces he, moreover, calls
explicitly an encomium (VI 9, £yuduLOV), & term he uses ironicelly
since it is Philip's unfavorable treatment of Athens that prompts these

words in praise for the City.
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Here, in contrast to the First Philippic, the commonplaces
bear a distinctly panhellenic flavor. This panhellenic tone is used
here not only because it fit the mood of the times, as I have noted
above., It also creates the sharpest contrast to the image Demosthenes
gives to Philip, the scheming, self-serving “yrant whose aim is the
subversion of Greek freedom. While Athens is said to reverence Justice
(tol Suralov AdYov moLoOuevoL), Philip is designeted the adversary
of law (£x90dg . . . véuorg évavtiog) . While the Athenians refuse
to betrey freedom for their own gain (Un&evdg uépboug) , Philip plans
and acts solely .or the sake of his own ambition (mpdg mAeoveElav).
The Athenians chose to abandon their land for the sake of freedom for
2ll Greeks GNv xdpav éuALmelv mpoeioudvoug); Philip chose to
act in the interests of Thebes (mpdtteLv npoelAeto) in pursuit of
his ambition. Unfortunately, if it wes true that in the past the deeds
of Athenians were beyond the power of words to express (VI 11), now
it is Philip who excels in deeds, while the Atheniens concentrate their
skill on words (VI 4, &v ofg &udtepoL SiatplBete xal mepl &
onovddlete, Tolbt’ Guetvov &uatépore Exel, éuxelve pEv al
np&Eerg, Lulv &' ol Adyolr).

The commonplaces in VI 8-12, therefore, serve the purpose of
dramatizing the incompatibility of Philip and Athens. They clarify
how alien his values are to those of Athens. They drive home Demos-
thenes' claim that Philip's purposes are irreconcilably and dangerously
hostile to Athens' purposes. They, finally, remind Athenians of their
true identity as guardians of justice and freedom ageinst just such

an alien threat as Philip's. Philip is nowhere here called "the
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common enemy of all Greeks," though he is clearly designated Athens'
enemy (VI 6). He is not referred to as a barbarian, although his
ancestor, Alexander I, is identified as the Barbarian's accomplice.

He is condemned by association with the Persian rether than by equation
with him. Philip remains, in the Second Philippic, an ambitious,
scheming despot, against whom Demosthenes pleads for "democracy's best
and safest defense against tyrants"--&miotia (VI ab,).26 Against this
dangerous trickster Demosthenes in VI 8-12 raises the image of Athens
es faithful friend of Greek rights and relentless opponent of all
threats to Greek freedom. In support of this image he adduces his
paradeigma from the period of the Persian wars and couches it in the

patriotic commonplaces of the epitaphioi.



FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER IIT

v lSo; H. Weil, Les Harangues de Démosthéne, 2d ed. (Paris:
Hechette, 1881), p. 217.

%G, M. Calhoun, "Demosthenes' Second Philippic,” TAPA 6L
(1933): 1-17.

3Calhoun, p. 3.

hSo Puech, Croiset, Bury, Beloch, and Drerup.

5G. L. Cawkwell, "Demosthenes' Policy after the Peace of
Philocrates. I," CQ n.s. 13 (1963): 120-38.

6Cawkwell, p. 125. Cf. Fritz R. Wiist, Philipp IT. von Meke-
donien und Griechenland, Minchener Historische Abhandlungen, 1. Reihe,
14, Heft (Munich: Beck, 1938), pp. 69f.

TCawkwell, p. 126.
8

Thucydides provides fifth century evidence for the denuncie-
tion of enother state in the presence of its envoys and for the
mistreatment of the envoys themselves. Cf. Cleon's denunciation of
the Spartens, IV 22; Alcibiades' criticism before the Argives and their
allies of their treaty with Sparta, V 61.2; and the Athenians' arrest
of smbassadors from Corcyra, III 72.1. About this last, Gomme comments,
"an action ageinst the accepted standard of international morals?" A
Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1956), p. 362.

In none of these cases, however, does a politician attack and
denounce in the presence of its envoys a foreign state more powerful
than his own. When Athenians in the fifth century insulted and abused
foreign envoys, they did so because they believed that Athens had the
power to withstand any retaliation., The same could not be said for
Athens after the Peace of Philocrates. Demosthenes knew that Athens
could not successfully repel Philip unless its fundsmental attitude and
policy changed. Even the alleged Athenian kidnapping of a Macedonian
courier and the arrest and torture of a Macedonien ambassador, with
which Philip charges Athens (XII 2-4) is of an altogether different
order. It is one thing anonymously to kidnap a courier or seize and
misuse an ambassador and quite another personally to provoke an adver-
sary as formidable as Philip in the presence of his emissaries.

9Calhoun, pp. 16-17.



19

lO"We do not know enough about the rules and customs of the
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CHAPTER IV
ON THE CHERSONESE

The speech On the Chersonese, the Third Philippic, and the
Fourth Philippic were delivered at several week intervals in the spring
of 1.t During the period following the delivery of the Second
Philippic in 344 Philip attempted to negotiate the "amendment" to the
Peace of Philocrates which his envoy Python had proposed withoutysuc—
cess in 3hh.2 The speech On Helonnesus preserved among Demosthenes'
speeches (VII) but attributed by Libanius to Demosthenes' colleague
Hegesippus illustrates the hard line toward Philip adopted by the group
with which Demosthenes allied himself.3 Their terms for a Common Peace
included the return of Amphipolis, a stipulation to which Philip could
not agree.h However unrealistic their terms, the group attracted enough
voteé in the Assembly to block negotiations with Philip and to encourage
a deteriorating relationship with Macedonia.

In 342 Athens sent & large contingent of colonists to its
cleruchy in the Chersonese.5 Diopeithes, an agsociate of Hegesippus,
accompanied the colonists as leader of e band of mercenaries.6 When he
axtempted to take lands belonging to Cardie for the new Athenian colqn—
ists, the Cardians appealed to Philip, who sent a letter of warning to
Athens. He lodged a strong protest against the actions of Diopeithes

and stated his intention to defend the Cardians, his a.llies.7
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Demosthenes' speech On the Chersonege was delivered in response to
Philip, probably in April 3141.8 Although Diopeithes' activities were a
clear violation of the Peace, Demosthenes argues that Philip is already
at war with Athens anyway and that Diopeithes should therefore be per-
mitted to remain in the Chersonese with full Athenian support and
cooperation (VIII 6 19).

Thé main pi'oblem in interpreting On the Chersonese and in
detemining its reletionship to the Third and Fourth Philippics has
been the presence of a large block of material in On the Chersonese
(VIII 38-6T7) which is parallel to two blocks of material in the Fourth
Philippic (X 11-27, 55~70). In the nineteenth century, scholarship
focussed on the authenticity of the Fourth Philippic,’ and explanations
of the parellels appear to have assumed the integrity of On the
Chersonesev in the form in which it has coxhe down to us. In his intro-
duction to On the Chersonese, for exemple, Weil fails even to make
mention of the parallels with the Fourth Phi]’.ipp’ic.g He assumes that
the parallei passages in the Fourth Philippic have been drawn from On
the Chersonese.lo Following Blass, Weil concludés that the Fourth
Philippic was assembled from a number of Demosthenic scraps by an
a.rranger.ll In this century Drerup has written that both speeches were
delivered by Demosthenes, but that only the Chersonese speech was
intended for px,ﬂala'.c:a'l;5.on.12 Jaeger and Picard-Cambridge ignore the
problem.

In 1938, however, C. D. Adams proposed & theory for relating
the two speeches which, with slight modification, has since received

13

persuasive confirmation. Adsms' hypothesis was as follows:
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1. In early spring 341 Demosthenes delivered a comperatively short
speech on affairs in the Chersonese but did not at that time
publish it. This speech contained none of the matter that is
parallel with the Fourth Philippiec.

2. Before June 341 Demosthenes delivered his Fourth Philippic in
the form in which we have it. It was hastily composed and
loogely constructed. This speech Demosthenes himself never
published.

3. Some time later, Demosthenes, wishing to put into permenent
form (in addition to his great Third Philippic) a record of the
motives which led him to agitate for war with Philip, took his
manuscript of the speech On the Chersonese, separated it into
two parts, and inserted the strongest parts of his (unpublished)
Fourth Philippic, revising these parts in many details. It is

the speech On the Chersonese in the form in which it has come
down to us.

4, After Demosthenes' death, the unpublished Fourth Philippic was

. found among his papers and, like the Midisne, was published by

Demosthenes' literary executor.

In his Herverd dissertation of 1953, Stephen G. Daitz confirmed Adams'
hypothesis with some minor modifications and demonstrated the dependency
of our speech On the Chersonese on the Fourth Philippic.ls The effect
of his conclusion is to remove paragraphs 38~67 of On the Chersonese
from discussion of Demosthenes' strategy in April 341. If we are to
assume also, with Daitz, that the peroration of this speech was also
revised at the time of its publication to harmonize it with the segments
appropriated from the Fourth Philippic, then we may delete his call in
VIII 76 for embassies to be sent "in every direction," which appears to
have been drawn from IX 71 and 73 and which is inconsistent with the
scorn of émbassies that Demosthenes expresses in VIII 31&—37.16 The
speech with which we are left is concerned solely with Athens and with
Athenian interests, without the panhellénic rhetoric to be voiced only a
month later in the Third and Fourth Philippics.”r Pearson notes that

"references to past events are brief, and there is no attempt at
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narretive. . . . Also notably lacking are the solemn paradeigmata in
appeals to Athenian pride and tradition."la

Once the parallel passages have been removed, the speech On the
Chersonese in its originel form is & remarkably lean speech which
appears to be a throwback to an earlier stage in Demosthenes' oratorical
development. Although, as we shall see, this perception of the speech
is not adequate, nonetheless the remarkable difference‘in tone between
the speech as it was originally delivered and the speech as Demosthenes
finally published it with its interpoletions raises questions ebout the
extent to which we msy safely generalize about Demosthenes' standard
oratoricel practice on the basis of the speéches that have come down to
us. Demosthenes obviously delivered meny more speecheéyin thé Aésembly
than those that heve been preserved.l9 Probably Demosthenes published
only e smell selection of his speeches and intended to preserve for
posterity only those which were notable for théir rhetofiéal richness
and which would portray as favorably as possiblé his yélicy'inkopposi—
tion to Philip. The Chersonese speech is directed narrowly toward the
specific issue of Diopeithes' tenure in the north. It mey well provide
us with an example of how Demosthenes normally spoke to specific.ques-
tions facing the Assembly and may therefore be more representative of
his ordinery speeches than the more grand, elevated, and memorable
speeches which he revised for the wider audience of his published works.
Of course, other factors may also account for the spare character of the
speech, A debate about the brigandage of an Athenian general on behalf
of Athenien colonists may not have seemed the appropriate occasion for

florid rhetoric or for reminiscences of anti-Persian glory. Moreover,
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this speech, unlike the Second Philippic, was offered in a debate in
which the other speakers do not appear themselves to have drawn on pan-
hellenic rhetoric. Demosthenes says in the prologue that "most of the
speeches have been addressed to what Diopeithes is doing or is about to
do" (VIII 2):

tév 68 Adyov ol tAetotol nepl dv Avomeldng mpdrTel
wal néAder nmoietv elpnvrat.

If all the speeches pro and con focussed narrowly on Diopeithes' pro-
vocative adventures, we may essume that Demosthenes constructed his own
contribution to thet discussion in a form appropriate to it.
Demosthenes' strategy in this speech is to shift attention awsy
from Diopeithes' admitted aggressions to the larger conflict between
Philip and Athens. Diopeithes' leadership, however vulnerable to criti-
cism, is indispensible to Athens' defense against Philip. Demosthenes'
advice, however disagreesble, comes from an &yaddg noAitnc whose
policy always aims at the City's welfare. Beginning in the first para-
graph, Demosthenes poses as the dispassionate, objective statesman who
gtands sbove petty disputation. He implies that those speakers respond-
ing to Philip's letter of protest by focussing debate on Diopeithes'
behavior are neither acting in the interests of the City nor intending

to do so (VIII 1):

“ESeL pnév, & &vbpeg ‘AdOnvalol, Tolg Aédyovrag dnavtag
ufite npdg ExSpav mnoiletodal Adyov undéva ufte medg
xdoLv, &Ar’ O BéAtiotov Emaotoc hyetto, tolt’ &mo-
palveadal, GAAWG TE KAl MEPL HOLVEV Tmpayudtwv wal
ueydiwv budv Bouievoudvov® émnel 6° &viol TA pdv
eLioviriq, T@ &' fHvrLvidinor’ altiq npodyovtal Aéyetv,
budg, & &vépeg ‘ASnvalol, Tolg MOAAoUg Sel mdvia

T8AL° &oerdvtag, & T méAer voullete ouvuedpelv,

tabto xal Ynelleodal nal npdrreuv.
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It should be the obligation of all speakers, men of Athens, not to
meke any speech either out of personal emmity or favor, but to
declare what each thinks best, especially when you are debating
matters of greet public importance. However, since some are being
induced to speak either out of love or controversy or from motives
known only to them, it behooves you, men of Athens,--the majority--
to lay aside everything else and to vote and cerry out what you
believe is in the interest of our city.
Although Demosthenes shows himself later in the speech prepared to
grant the legitimscy of the charges leveled against Diopeithes
(VIII 9 20 28), he denies that they are sufficient grounds for relieving
the generel of his command. In fact, the issue, as Demosthenes puts it
in the second paragraph of his prologue, is not Diopeithes but Philip
(Vi 2):
A yév o0V ormoudn nsq‘h v &v Xeppovioy npa.vydn:mv &oTl
wat tfic otpatelag, Av &vééuatov ufiva toutovl GLAlmnog
&v 8pdun notelrat.
The matter of urgency, you see, concerns our affeirs in the .
Chersonese and Philip's campaign in Thrace, now in its eleventh
month.
If Philip and the threat posed by his extended military operations are
the real issue, then the extended discussion mepl &v Avomneldng
nodttet nal upEArer moiLelv is a smokescreen that obscures the real
issue and diverts the Assembly awsy from its essential interests. Who
is Athens' real enemy? Who is the cause of Athens' problems? Is the
enemy one or anocther troublemsker within the Athenian body politic or is
it Philip?
Demosthenes poses the contrast in the conclusion of the pro-
logue. Diopeithes he characterizes as a fellow Athenian legally
punishable under Athenian laws; whether sooner or later is of little

importance. Dealing with such charges against a fellow citizen is not

2 matter for intense public debate (VIII 2):
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Eyd 8 doa uév Tig altidtal TLva TOUTWV, oug uara Tovg
véuoug*éw outv éotiv, éta» BodAnacde, uokdgsnv, wiv A6n
Gouﬂ HAV éntoxoﬁouv nspu altédv ononelv Eyxwpelv Hyoluai,
nal o0 mdvu Get mepl TolTwv obT’ &u' ofT’ GAlov cO6Ev’
LoyvptlZeodal .,
In the case of Philip, however, Demosthenes asserts, the Athenians
are dealing with their city's real enemy (&xSpog Undpywv Tfj dAeL)
and with the possibility that he will make irreversible gains in the
area of the Hellespont. When the city is facing a critical showdown
with its substantial enemy, discussion of possible legal action

against a fellow citizen is irrelevant (VIII 3):

6ca & &yxdpde undpxwv Tff méAeL ual Suvduet (TIOAATR)
nepl ‘EAAfonovtov dv meLpdTtal npolcseuv, wdv &nak
botepfowuev, obuéd’ &Eouev cmcat, nept toltwv &°
OCOHQL v taxlotnv cuumépeuv nat Beﬂoulsﬁoaat

nal napeaueudc&au, nal uh Tolc meplL TOV GAAWV
dopUBoLg nal taic wmarnyoplaic &nd Todtwv &nodpdval .

But when the real enemy of our city is in the area of the Helles-
pont with a large force and is trying to seize our property before
we can stop him, [we are confronting an urgent matter.] We have
only this one chance to stop him; if we are too late, we will never
agaln have it in our power to recover our interests there. This
is the question on which I think it is in our interest to complete
our debate and planning with all haste and not to be sidetracked
from it by the outeries and charges about irrelevancies.
Demosthenes pursues the contrast between Diopeithes and Philip through-
out the speech. While Diopeithes is merely trying "to help the
Thracians" (VIII 8: Bon9eiv tolc ©pqElv), Philip is already at
war with Athens, seizing Athenian property and equipping himself there-
by for a final assault on the eity. (VIII 4-7) The Athenians have no
choice but to defend themselves against one who is already waging war
against them (VIII 7: qudveodaL tov mpdTepov moAeunolvd’ Autv).

Diopeithes, by contrast, "if he is indeed acting outrageously in de-

taining merchant vessels,” can simply be sent a "brief memo, just a
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little memo, and all the achivity in question would be stopped” (VIII
28):

el vdap SeLvd moiel Avoneldng ual watdyetr t& mAotla,

punpdv, & &uspeg ‘Adnvatol, uULUPdV mivduiov talta

ndvta HwAloalr &0valt’ &v.
To send out a second general to the Hellespont as & restraint upon
Diopeithes would be to place a guard "against ourselves," and that
would be "the height of insanity" (VIII 28: UmepBoAn naviag).
"Enemies" are those who are not, unlike Diopeithes, accountable to our
laws, and it is against "enemies" that & city should and must "maintain
troops, dispatch fleets, and raise taxes." (VIII 29) Philip is
responsible for sll of Athens' woes and problems: if he had kept quiet,
Athens would not have had any problem (VIII 31):

ndviewv THY KAV uan Tdv mpayudtov TolTwv ¢Lknnn6g

tot’ altiogc® el vap éxelvog ﬂyev houxlav, oO68v dv

fiv mpdyua T ndAeL.
But Philip has not kept quiet. He has won military successes largely
because he is consistently first to deal with the issues. He knows in
advance what moves he wants to meke. He is ready and on hand iri an
instant to attack whomever he wishes. "With great ease" he holds on to
whatever he has seized (VIIT 11-12):

fote vdpo 6&fnou told’ &tL obSevi Thv ndvtmv nAéov

HEXPdTNHE @thnvog, } 19 npdrepog mpEdc Tolg mpdyuaot

ylyveoSoL. & uév Yoo éxmv &hvautv guveotnruiav &el

nepl aurbv xal mpoeldde & BodAetar mpdEal, &Ealpunc

tp’ obic Bv abT 66En TdPECTLY. . . . elt’, oluae,

oupBalvetr T udv &’ Gv EA9n, tabt’ ExELv xatd

noAARv houxlav.
In fact, "continuously all the time" Philip is "seizing the property of

Greeks and baerbarians and stowing it for an attack on us" (VIII 6):

ndvta 68 tOV Xpdvov cuvexdS TA TV GAAWY ‘EAAAVwov nal
BapBdpwv Aaufdvov ual &¢° tHudc cuouevalduevoc.
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In these and other passages throughout the original portions of the
speech Demosthenes illustrates his contention that Philip is Athens'

real enemy and the cause of Athens' problems, who is acting and plot-

L

ting everywhere for an eventual ettack on Athens. His conclusion is
that Diopeithes, Athens' general and guardian of Athenian interests,
deserves the city's full support and cooperation (VIII 19):

taﬁra touvuv &navtag eléétac ual royilonévouc xpfi, ob
ud Al* oby fv Anoneuang netpdtal rﬁ ndieL Slvauilv
napackevdleLlv, Tadtny Bacuauvenv wal &caiboat
neLpdodal, &AL’ Etépav abTolc MPoomapackeUdlELY KOl
ouveunopobvtag éuelvy xpnudtwv xal TEAL’ oluelwg
cuvaywvi fonévoue.

Well then, all who know these facts and are drawing conclusions
from them should surely not be trying to smear and break up the
force that Diopeithes is trying to prepare for the City. My God,
no! They ought themselves to provide an additional force,.to keep
up & supply of money to him, and in other respects to share the
struggle with him as one of their own.
Anything thet Diopeithes is doing WN KQADC may be adjusted without
dissolving his whole operation because of somebody's accusations (VIII
76):
xptuat’ elopépewv onul Setv”  Tiv undpxouoav sdvapLv

ouvéxabv, Entavopdobutag &l TL S50kel uh Haidc EXELV,
un Soovg &v tig alTidontar Td Siov nataidovtag.

I say that we must pay our taxes. We must hold together the force
we already have, meking amends if anything improper seems to be
going on, but not disbanding the whole force because of all the
trifles one might criticize.
The issue is not Diopeithes but Philip, and he must be opposed.
As in his other speeches, Demosthenes é,ttacks not only Philip
but those Athenian politicians whom he alleges to be influencing the
Assembly on behalf of Philip. Immediately in the prologue he quéstions

the motives of speakers who "are being induced to speak either out of

love of controversy or from motives kmown only to them (1it. "for
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whatever cause")." (See p. 85 above.) He implies that the subject of
their disputations is the "everything else" (T&AL") which the

]

majority should "lay aside," instead focussing their deliberations and
actions on the interests of the city. The protracted discussion mepl
v AromelOng mpdttet #al uéAAeL molelv  he portrays as a diver-
sion from Athens' real interests. Later in the speech he explicitly
identifies the speeches of those carrying on extended debate about the
charges sgalnst Diopeithes as a filibuster consciously designed to pre-
vent Athens from taking action in its interests (VIII 13):

uh Tolvuv dyvoeit’, & &vSpec ‘Adnvalol, dtL ual

& vOv tédAla uév éotl Adyor tabto ual mpogdoerg,

npdtreyau 8t ual uatacuevdlerat tobto, &nwg

budv uev ofluot uevédvrov, &Ew 68 undentde ofong

™ mdAeL Suvduewg, petd nAelotne houvxlac &navd’

Soa BolAietalr @fALmnog StouufoeTal.

And so, don't be ignorant of the fact, men of Athens, that these

other irrelevancies now are just talk and pretexts and that all

this business has been trumped up to keep you at home without any

of our city's forces abroad, while Philip with the greatest of ease

will settle everything he wishes.
He asserts that Diopeithes has been subjected to accusations (VIII 2:
Soa pév tig altidral tiva) "even about what they say he is going
to do" because the citizens have given too much authority to speakers
who specialize in accusations and slanders (VIII 23):

ol ydp fi6n toocadtnv &Eouolav Tolc atTidodaL KoL SLapdAAELVY

Bouiouévoig 6L6bvteg, doteE nal nepl Gv @aol uéAAeLv

adtdv motelv, ual mepl toltwv Tpoxatnyopolviwv &upododal .
Diopeithes' accusers claim, "He is betraying the Greeks." Demosthenes
mocks their feigned concern for the Greeks in Asia, but he adds (VIII
27):

duelvoue ufvtdv elev thv &AAwv N TAc natptSoc ufiGeodal.
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- But they would no doubt be better at weeping for the woes of other
countries than of their own.

If Philip is the ultimste cause of Athens' problems, the penultimate

cause is "some" (E€vioL) of Athens' own politicians (VIII 32):

napeousuduactv Oudc Tdv noxnteuouévmv EvioL év
uev taic &uminolaig @oBepobe ual xaAemolg, év 58
talg napaouevaic talc tol moiduou Ppadliuoug xal
ehratappoviitoug.

Some of our politicians have prepared you to be formidsble and

harsh in the Assembly, but in your provisions for war slack and
contemptible.

Demosthenes suggests that Athens' active preparation against Philip
must be joined to active rejection of politicians whose attacks on
fellow citizens absorb the energies of the Assembly and prevent deci-
give response to the threat from Philip. While posing as the courageous
defenders of the City, in fact, they fleece their fellow citizens even

as they find security in popularity-mongering (VIII 69):

doTLg uEv de, & &vbpeg ‘Adrvziol, mapLédv 4 cuvoloet
tfi mdAier, uplver, Snueder, -LéwoL, watnyopel, ob6euLd
Tabt’ dvapeuq nousu, &AM’ éxm\ évéxupov Thc abtol
cmtnptag 10 mpdg XdoLv Lulv Adycoiv Hall oAt tedeodal ,
dogaArdc 9paclc é&oTLv.

For whoever disregerds what is good for the City and brings law-
suits, confiscates privete property, gives bribes, and brings
indictments is not doing so because of any bravery. Holding as
security for his safety his speeches and deliberations aimed at
geining your favor he 1s rash without risk.

In summary, Demosthenes says in his peroration that Athens must con-
tinue to support Diopeithes' forces in the Chersonese. But rather than
punishing Diopeithes, he adds that Athens ought to punish politicians
who take bribes and support their sound, moderate leaders (VIII 76):
napa ndvta Tadta Tolg éml totc npdxuaou Gmpoﬁouoﬁvtag

HoAdTeLy Hal uuoeuv navtaxol, tv’ ol udtpLot nal

Sunaloue abrolc napéyovtec el BePourelodal SoudoL
ual tolc &Alouc ual tavtolg.



92
Besides all this we must punish end everywhere detest those who
teke bribes for their peolitical activities so that decent men, men
who prove they are lew-abiding, mey be seen as ones whose counsel
benefitted everyone else as well as themselves.22
In his speech On the Chersonese Demosthenes is clearly concerned
to project an image both of Philip and of those politicians whose con-
tributions to public débate serve Philip, whether intentionally or not.
He portrajs Philip as Athens' enemy and the source of ell of Athens'
problems. Politicians who ignore Philip while absorbing public debate
in accusations directed at fellow citizens Demosthenes portrays as self-
serving opportunists who use the political and legal processes for their
own ends, while disregarding the interests of the city. Some of them he
accuses of deliberately obfuscating public debate ip,order to prevent
any action from being taeken against Philip. It is these partisans of
Philip tO'whqm.Demoéthenes particularly refers as SwpoSouolvieg
in his péroratibn;“bespite Diopeithes' violations of the Peace
legitimately protested by Philip in his letter to the Athenien Assembly,
Demosthenes throughout his speech portrays Diopeithes (whose close
associatién with Hegesippus mskes him a colleague of Demosthenes as
well) as a victim of politicians who are, in fact if not always in
inteﬁt, representing Philip's interests in the Assembly.e3 Even
Diopeithes' detention of ships and extortion from them of paymehts in
order to provide for his troops would not have been necessary if the
Assembly had voted him the necessary subsidy (VIII 26). He is the
scapegoat of "malignant persons seeking to destroy the City" (VIII 29):
gnnpealdvtov 68 xal Stagdetpdviwv T& medyuad’ a vov odtoL

notolouv.
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To such persons Demosthenes opposes the image of Diopeithes and
of himself. Diopeithes is the hapless general attempfing fo serve
Athens (VIII 8) and to bring help to the Thracians (VIII 9) without
'proper support from the fellow citizens whose interests he was sent to
protect. His fullest characterization, however, Demosthenes reserves
for himself. In paragraphs 68-T2 he defends himself against the charge
that he is cowardly and spineiess (68, &toAuog wai uaiawdg) for
refusing to take the risk of »**ng & solid motion (68, o0 Yvdp
&3¢reLc Ypdoelv, o08E i :UeLv), probably for a declaration
of war égainst Philip.zh He responds that he is neither cowardly and
weak nor rash, impudent, and shameless (68, 9paocdgc ual B&eAupdg
wal &vaidic). He is the brave and useful citizen (VIII 69):
otLc &° UnEp tol ReAtlotou mMoAAd Tolg uuerépoug
Evavtioltal BOUAﬁu@OL, udl unésv kévsu npds xdoLv
&AAG 1O BéATLOTOV GEl, Hal tnv ToLadTny nokursuav
npoabpsnrau &v ﬂ nietdvov A ToOXN uupta yiyveTal 1
ol Moyiouwol, TolTwv &° &upotépwv éaurov bmedduvov
butv madexer, odtde Eot’ &vSpetloc, nal xprhiolude Ye
noAlTng & toroltde &otTLv.
Whoever for the sake of what is best opposes himself to yoﬁr wishes
on meny issues, says nothing aimed merely at gaining your favor but
always what is best, and chooses the kind of policy in which Fortune
controls the outcome more than caelculation while holding himself
accountable to you for both--he is brave, the kind of person who is
a valusble citizen.
In contrast to his opponents he says he is not motivated by greed or
ambition (VIII 71, o06E meofxdnv o068’ Umd uépSoug ol Umd
@LAotiulag) . He does not contrive to become "first" while the City
becomes least smong the nations (VIII 72):
o06° Buotye Souel Siunalou tolt’ elvair moAltou, toiraldra

noALtebuad’ ebplonelv ¢E dv yd uEv mpdtogc Ludv Eooual
e08¢wg, luetg 8¢ tdv &llwv botatol.
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To me, at any rate, it does not seem characteristic of an honest
citizen to seek out the sort of political proposals by which I
shall instantly become first among you, but you take last place
among all nations.
He concludes his apology by reiterating his definition of the d&yaddg
TOALTNG as the counselor of TO PEATLOTOV, as e politician whose
personal welfare is so linked to the public welfare that they will rise
or fall together (VIII 72):
4AAD. cuvavEdveodal Set mv ndALv Tolg TéV Gyaddv
TMOALTGV TMoALTeduaoL, ual To BéATLOTOV dea,, wh o
pioTov &navrag Aévew én’ é&uetvo uEv vap W edoig

abth BaSiettar, &ml Tolto S T AdYe Sel mpodyeadul
SL8donovta tov dyaddv moAltnv.

No, the city ought to grow along with the policies prdposed by its
good citizens, snd they must alweys speek what is best and not what
is most agreeable. To incline to what is agreesble is natural; to
use public discourse to teach and induce you to what is best is the
role of the good citizen,

Curiously, it is in this "sober and dignified deScriptidn of
the characteristics of the 'honest citizen"'26 that we find converging
a number of terms reminiscent of the epideictic commonplaces which are
the interest of this paper. The good citizen "chooses" (mpoaLpelTal)
what is best rather than what is in his own interest (Cp. commonplace 7,
P. 234.). He evidences @LAavdpwrnia (see above pp. 73-Th.) He does
not act for personal gain (x€pPSOC, cp. commonplace 5, p. 233.). He is
concerned for TO &fmatov (VIII 72, Sunalou . . . MoALToU,cp. com-
monplace 3, p.230.). He contrasts himself to citizens who have not
shown themselves "worthy of the City" (VIII 70, &Elouc moAltag tfig
TOAEWS, cp. commonplace 1, p. 229.). Furthermore, the emphasis on
his &vépela recalls the commonplace which stresses the courage of the
27

fallen and their ancestors.

Merely because of the verbal similarities between these terms
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and the languasge of the commonplaces we cannot safely conclude that
Demosthenss is here applying those commonplaces to himself. No doubt
to do so would haeve been e shockingly presumptuous act for any individ-
usl. It is more likely that here we see evidence that praise of self
and praise of city draw upon a common value system so that there is a
congruence between the image of the ideal Athens and the image of the
idesl Athenian. If Demosthenes had here cited the example of Athenian
statesmen of the past, as he does in some other speeches (e.g., XIII
21-29, XXTIT 196-206), and sought to inspire his audience to emulate
them through use of the terms and themes we have identified in para-
graphs 68-72, we could justifiably claim that Demosthenes is here draw-
ing on the epideiétic commonplaces. He does not, in fact, point to the
heroes of the past but to himself and Diopeithes. In all probaebility,
his use of the terms and themes noted here would not have suggested to
the orator's audience that he was placing himsell alongside the notable
Athenians of Athens' patriotic lore. When he describes the "brave,"
"worthy," and "good" citizen, however, the langusge is consistent with
that of the commonplaces and demonstrates how deeply the ideels of
epideictic are embedded in Athenian popular values.

We conclude that even in this speech, without the paradeigmata
and clear epitaphic references of some other speeches, Demosthenes has
not lost sight of the need to provide positive images as motivation for
Athenien action. For an argument over treatment of a single Athenian
general Demosthenes probably revcognized thet a full epideictic style
would have seemed ineppropriately excessive. To the negative images of

Philip and self-serving Athenisn politicians Demosthenes does, however,
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oppose the positive images of himself and Diopeithes. Even as he
attacks Philip and Philip's partisans among Athenian politicians and
defends himself and Diopeithes, he commends himself and the accused
general as models for the emulation of fellow Athenians. Each is
acting in his own sphere of activity without regerd for personal safety
or advantage, Diopeithes in the field of combat, Demosthenes in the
deliberations of the Assembly. Diopeithes is the faithful general,
Demosthenes the brave and beneficisl citizen. By emphasizing his own
and Diopeithes' commitment to the City and by discrediting the inten-
tions of their opponents, Demosthenes manages to turn the arg\ménts
against Diopeithes back on themselves. Far from being a criminal to
be deprived of his position and punished Diopeithes is a true patriot,
and the accusations leveled against him by Philip and reinforced by
Philip's unwitting or willful partisans among Athenian politicians are
the badge of his patriotic herocism. He and Demosthenes, exactly because
their opponents accuse them, are revealed as OS(KaLOL Hal &yadol

moAlTal and models for the emulation of all true Athenians.
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don, 1960), pp. 198ff. Dover (see above, p. 99 m. 21), pp. 164-67.




CHAPTER V
THE THIRD PEILIPPIC

Delivered in May 341, only a few weeks ‘after the speech on the
Chersonesé, the Third Philippic addresses a situetion that is little
changed. If Demosthenes' report is truthful, Philip's troops have
arrived and are in control of Cardia while others are advancing on
Byzantium (IX 17 19 35). Diopeithes, however, has clearly not been
recalled and remains in leadership of Athenian mercenaries in the
Chersonese, possible evidence that Demosthenes' own politicé.l influence
was increasing at this time, Diopelthes evidently has sent a request
to Athens for money and supplies (IX 73), and this, together with the
report of Macedonian itroop movements toward Byzantium, has become the
subject of extended debate. Demosthenes' response, as in his speech On
the Chersonese (see above pp. f£f.), is to assert that the Assembly is
addressing the wrong issue (IX 19):

ol toooltdv y° dodotnua TéHv &AAwv, & &vSpeg ‘Adnvalol,
&V gupfouieudvtwv, Got’ o068 Souel uoi mepl Xeppoviigou
vGv ononeilv o068 Bulavtlou, &AL’ &naulval ugv todtoig,
ot Seatnpfioar ui tu nddwoe, [ual tolg olouv &xiel viv
otpatLdtare ndvd’ docwv v Séwvtar &mnootetiai,] PouAed-

eodal upévtol mepl mdviwv @V ‘EAAMveov dc &v uivslvg .
uevdig nadeotatwy.

Indeed, so far do I dissent from the other speekers in this debate,
my fellow Athenians, that I do not consider it appropriate for us
to be locking into the question of either the Chersonese or Byzan-
tium at this time. Of course we should help them, be alert to any
possible attack on them, [and supply the troops that are now there
with everything they need. ]1 But our debate should be concerned
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with all the Greeks, for they are facing a very dangerous
situation.

In his speech On the Chersonese Demosthenes hed suggested that the
extended argument sbout Diopeithes' misdeeds in the Chersonese was &
ploy to obstruct decisive Assembly action against Philip (VIII 13).
Thé iséue for deﬁate was not an Athenian citizen's peccadillos but the
real threat tb Atﬁéné posed by a foreign ememy (VIII 3). In the preé—
ent speech Demosthenes follows & similar line: the issue for debate is
not Athens' particular engagements with Macedon in the Chersonese, but
the dangeroué threat that Macedon poses for all of Greece.

Although the politicel situation is little changed since
Demosthenes' delivery of the speech On the Chersonese, his response to it
in the Third Philippic is a radical departure from his earlier politicai
oratory. it isvonly in the Third Philippic that we find Demosthenes
meking extended use of the tradition of anti-Persian rhetoric in polit-
ical debate. For the first time in this speech Athens and Macedon
appear as antagonists explicitly playing in the fourth century the tradi-
tional fifth—centﬁry roles of Athens and Persia. In this speech
Demosthenes' adopﬁion of the anti-barbarian rhetoric and his organization
of the speech around the theme of Athens in leadership of Greeks agsinst
the foreign usurper provide the matrix for major incorporation of the
epideictic commonplaces. If, in the speech On the Chersonese, Demos-
thenes' rhetoric was modest and retained a narrow focus on the need to
sustain continued support of Diopeithes' leadership in the north, in the
Third Philippie, as this chepter will show, Demosthenes elevates and
broadens thé dimensions of the conflict with Philip so that the issue of

the speech becomes the survival of the traditional relationships within
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the Greek community of cities and of Athens' traditional claim to
leadership. Because the Third Philippic mekes the theme of Athenian
identity central, develops it through resort to the symbols of the great
formative moment in Athenian history, the Persian wars, a;.ndk articulates
it through repested use of epideictic commonplaces, thi.s n éiaeech for the
first time conveys an authentically epideictic fone unlq_ue among
Demosthenes' speeches with the exception of his épeech Gn the Crown
(and, of course, his Epitaphios). -

Scholars ha.veb not failed to recognize the unique character of
the Third Philippic. In fact, they have universally recognized it to be
Demosthenes' most brilliant political speech.2 Even Drerup; who Judges
it to be despicable in its intent, calls it Demosthenes '  "mosﬁ pdwerml
artistic achievement."S Yet, despite the admiration for ’t’hek rhetorica.l
genius of the speech expressed by Demosthenes' champions and detractors
alike, more scholarly comment has been devd’ced to the controversfsur-
rounding its doﬁble rescension than to the question of its style and
method of argumentation. In their recent major survey of literature on
Demosthenes during the period 1915-1965, Jackson and Rowe show no work
on the argumentat‘ion of the Third Philippic and with reéard to style
they conclude:

While many scholars have preised thé Third Philippic for ité lofty,

Panhsllenic expression, very little has been said that is specific-
ally helpful for an understaending of Demosthenes' style.

Those scholars who, in larger works, have attempted to account
for the oratorical power of the Third Philippic generally speak of its
capacity to arouse the emotions of the hearer (or reader). Jaeger, for

example, refers this capacity to the "mighty alliance" of ethos and
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pathos in Demosthenes' soul, "marking the onset of & new era of spiri-
tual éﬁd artistic expression in the history of the Greek spirit."5 In
Schaefer's view the strength of the speech lies in its singleness of
purpose and its appesl to feeling:

Da ist kein Wort miissig oder einschmeichelnd, keines das nicht zum
Zwecke entspréche die Hrer zu erschiittern, sie zu klarer

Erkenntnis zu leiten und sie fest zu machen in dem Willen des rechte
und pflichtgemésse zu thun. In gesunder Kraft, markig und gedrungen,
ergreift die Rede das Gemiit und lenkt zu thatkréftigen
Entschliessungen.6

Blass links the pathetic power of the speech to its panhellenic charac-
ter, the fulness of its exposition, the moving use of narrative, and the
insight provided by Demosthenes' use of history:

Vollends hat in den spdteren Theilen die Rede den Charakter des
Pathetischen, machtvoll Andringenden und Einstiirmenden; die ganze
Lage von Hellas wird iberschaut und die Thatsachen, auch dieselben
wieder, gesammelt vorgefiihrt; einen breiten Raum nehmen auch die
Vergleichungen mit der Vergangenheit ein, wobei der Redner tiefen
Einblick in die Unterschiede von sonst und Jetzt offenbart. |

Croiset speaks of intensity of feeling joined to vigor of thought:
L'amour enflammé de la liberté, le sens le plus &levé de 1'honneur,
1'appel aux plus ncbles treditions s'y mélent & 1'ironie mordente et
& 1'indignation, et aussi & la tristesse que le spectacle de cer-
taines injustices eriantes fait naltre dans une nature généreuse.

George Kennedy finds in "the orator's vision of the national character

« « « the point on which the whole speech focuses and under which ell

arguments are subsumed."” Jaeger gives poetic summation to the rela-

tionship between oratorical forces and the orator's vision of national

character:

In the symphony of the Third Philippic the motifs of the other
Philippic orations are organicelly interwoven and subordinated to
the new leading theme. The new and amazing power of its eloguence
is fed by two springs that here converge: the passionate natural
feeling of consanguinity, the very existence of which was imperiled;
and the ethos of a moral right so unshakeble that no other political
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demend had ever been more firmly backed up. It was these two ideas
that mede Demosthenes' position so stromg. . . . Like his earlier
speeches against Philip, the oration is primarily & spiritual and
moral achievement. . . . In the Third Philippic the soul of the
Greek nation, which is at last beginning to find itself in the com-
mon will, though it has never heretofore taken on any form politic-
ally, is here mirrored in langusge--not in the phrases of a
patriotic holidey speaker, glamorous with the glory of a great past,
but in the imperious call of destiny, leading the people once agesin
out of the aimless clash of interests into a fellowship of action
and suffering.l0

The fact that scholars reading this speech many centuries after
its publication show themselves to have been deeply moved by its

rhetorical power witnesses to the skill of its a.u.thor.ll

In fact, his
skill, in my Judgment, was to take a highly ambiguous military and
political situation, to portray it as an unambiguous crisis of freedom
for all Greece, and tomake it a panhellenic cause célébre for the
preservation of all Greece from barbarian enslavément. He induces the
pathetic involvement of his audience in his appeal not only through
Judicious selection of events illustrating Philip's activities and a
tendentious interpretation of them, but through orchestration of &
series of parsdeigmatas and accumulation of words and phrases drawn from
common petriotic rhetoric.

The reéssessment of Philip and Demosthenes which has followed
upon the pro-Mscedonian work of such nineteenth-century historians as
Droysen and Beloch continues to exercise the scholarly skills and
personal prejudices of modern schola.rs.12 Drerup's viruleﬁtvattack on

Demosthenes in his Advokatenrepublik has been softened in the work of

such historians as J. R. Ellis and G. L. Cawkwell, who represent a view-

point moderately favorable towerd Philip and skepticel of Demosthenes.13

Nonetheless, in Cawkwell's view, Philip was "a great man and so a great
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menace to the liberty of Greece."lh As for Demosthenes, slthough he is

no longer Drerup's amoral and self-serving opportunist, but "a defender
of liberty" whose policy for the salvaetion of Greece was nonetheless
"hopeless" and "a hero of a tragedy of his own meking," yet, Cawkwell
argues, when Demosthenes protested constantly following the Peace of
Philocrates that Philip was breeking the Peace, "Demosthenes lied. Per-
haps in & good cause, but he lied." "mhe truth," Cawkwell asserts,
"is thet between 344 and 342 Philip did not intervene in Greece or
infringe the Peace":16
The sum totel of Philip's actual interventions in the affairs of
Greek cities in 344 to 342 was very slight. . . . For whatever
reason, Philip did not seek a conflict with Athens. The opinion
so constently asserted by Demosthenes in 341 that Philip was vir-
tuelly et wer with Athens was nothing else than an estimate of

Philip's intentions. As yet, Philip had done nothing hostile. T
[Italics mine. ]

Cawkwell's interprétation of the events surrounding Demosthenes'
career mey well be vulnerable to the charge that it is inordinately
biased in favor of Philip's good intentions.18 Nonetheless, a number of
passages in the Third Philippic do lend some credence to Cawkwell's
position. First, one notices that whenever Demosthenes speaks of how
wretched the affairs of Athens and all Greece have become, he resorts
to the most general language:

¥ 1: elg to0d’ dmnyuéva mdvta Td mpdyuaTa Kol TPoeLuév’
opd, dote . . . el ual Adyeuv dnavrteg £BodAovd’ ol
napLdvieg nal xeipotovelv Vuelg &E &v dg gavAdtat’
EueAie ta mpdyunad’ EEcuv, oOn &v fyoluar SUvacdalL xelpov
A vOv Siatedfivat.

IX 3: éu 6€ 1ol oupBouAedeLv mavtdmactv [Tthv mappnoiav]
EEeAnAdnate. (Demosthenes, however, speaks with candor, &

seeming contradiction of this statement.)

IX b: &v 68 Tolc mpdyuaoL uol Toic YiyvopdvoiLg mepLl
v Eoxdtwv fi6n uivduvedeulv.



107

IX 36: VOV 6° &moiwidc &mavta AeAdupavtat kot &ve HaL
wdtw nemolnke mdvrta Td npdypata.

IX 40: &AM talt’ &xpnota, &npaxta, 4vdvnta Ond T@EV
nwAodvtev YLYVETAL.

Even if the generality of these statements is to be understood as =&

rhetorical convention, they do not in any case stand as evidence that
Athens was suffering under the Peace. On the contrary, in the Third,
and even more explicitly in the Fourth Philippic Demosthenes suggests

X ho TPLAPELE YE udL Twudtev mARSoc ual xpnudtmv
nal Tiig dkkng HoTaoueufig dw&ovna, nal TdAAL® ofg &v
Trg loybeLv tag néieLe uplvol, viv &nact wal nAelw
nol pellw &ori tdv TOTE MOAAG.

IX 70: wal Huelcg touvuv, & &vubpec ‘Adnvatol, Eag
goutv ofor, nAALV usynornv &yovtec, &popuac mAelotag,
&ELwpa ndAALOTOV, TL TMOLAMEV;

X 16: . . . TEV 6"‘A8nya£mv Aruévav xal vewplwv
nal Totdpwv nal tditov Hat SEEng . . .

X 38: % TOXn, uaAdc motolica, TMOAAY memolnxe Td uoLvd,
ual teTpardolL’ &vtl ThHV Enatdv tardviwv npocépyetal.

In the Fourth Philippic, delivered only a few weeks aiter this speech,
Demosthenes clarifies in what sense he believes that the city's
affairs have been "betrayed" (IX 1, Umnyuéva), "abandoned" (IX 1,
npoeLuéva) , "rendered useless" (IX 4o, &xpnota . . . vlyverai),
and "reduced to chaos" (IX 36, &vo nal udtw menolnue). Athenians
are experiencing unprecedented economic prosperity, but they have lost
the sure support of their former allies and their military is defective:
X 49-50: el Tolvuv 'cb TV Ovlwv mAfidog dpBVTEC HAL TNV
gbetnplav thHv katd Tthv &yopdv, TtolTtolg ueniAnod’ dg év
obBEVL GELvm Tfig nékemg oGong, oﬁre npocnuévrmg olt”’
5pdiic TO mpdyua upuvers dYOQGM LeEv Ydp &v TLg Hal

naviyupLy &u tourmv N @adiwc N ualmg napecusudo@an
wolvoL' mOALY 6° Nv OmelAngev, O¢ v THV ‘EAARvVav
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&oxelv Gel BovAnTatl, uévnv dv évavrtiwdfival wai TAg
ndvtov 2Aievdeplac mpootiival, ob ud AL’ &x thv dviwv,
el waAdg éxeu, Sourudlerv 8et, &AL’ el cuuudxmv
cbvolq miotete., €l TOLQ énhong chuau, raU& dnep

tfic ndAlewg Set ononeiv’ & ogoAepiic Vulv Hol
olbaudc &navia xaidg E£XEL.

Hence, if you see the sbundance of goods for sale in the market and
their low prices and you are beguiled by that into the fantasy that
our city is in no danger, your judgment of the matter is flawed and
unworthy of you. A market or a fair--you could judge whether they
are well or poorly stocked on such grounds. But & city which anyone
who has ever wanted to rule Greece has regarded as the only one that
would oppose him and defend the freedom of all--My God! You
shouldn't test the prosperity of a city like that on the basis of
consumer interests! No. Can it depend on the good will of its
allies? Is it strong militarily? These are the questions you
should ask about Athens. And in these areas you are sheky, in fact,
a total end sbsolute disaster.l9
Whatever adventures Philip may have been attempting to the north,
Demosthenes himself appears to attest that at home the Pax Philippica
could be tasted and savored. Athens, so it seems, continued to be known
as the leading merket-place in the eastern Mediterranean, and the
Athenien economy appesrs to have been thriving. It is no wonder, then,
that Demosthenes accused politicians who defended the Peace of spesking
npdg NSoviv.  We can also grasp the enormity of the rhetorical
problem facing any politician who hoped to persuade fourth-century
Athenians to resume war with Philip. When Demosthenes argues for war,
he must continually speculate about what Philip is "plotting," because
the actual conditions of life under the Peace of Philocrates probebly
improved in Athens and perhaps throughout all Greece.
No doubt Demosthenes was correct, however, in his charge thet
Athens could no longer count on the support of its traditional allies.

Demosthenes himself provides evidence that, as Cawkwell has claimed,

"there are no good grounds for asserting that Greece in genersl felt
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itself menaced by Philip in early 342 and that Demosthenes’ enalysis of
the situation was widely shared."ao In his speech On the Fﬁlae Embassy
two years earlier Demosthenes had spoken of a "dread disease" that hed
inveded Greece, an epidemic of admiration for Philip and zeal to share
friendly relations, social and cultural exchange, énd fraternal bonds
with him.al In the Third Philippic, despite‘including the fall of
Olynthus (IX 11 26 56), Eretria (IX 33 57-58), and Oféus (IX‘12 33 59~
62) in his catalogue of Pti..p's violations of the Peaéé and assaults
on the;Greekvcities, he admits nonetheless that in each’of these éities
politicians speaking on behalf of Philip‘received a more favorable
reception than those speaking "for their own people" (i.e., against
Philip). (IX 63) He laments that none of the Greek states, even
though they observe and receive reports of Philip's activities, send
embassies to one another complaining ebout his behavior (IX 28). As
Philip's power increases, the various Greek cities pay no attention
(IX 29). Even as he portrays with considerable feeling and sympathy
the rejection, imprisonment, and eventual suicide of Euphraeus (oppon-
ent of Philip), he acknowledges that it was the SfMOC of Oreus that
abandoned him. He attempts to explain the lack of opposition among the
common people to Philip's supporters by attributing it to fear of
reprisals, but for that claim he offers no evidence (IX 59-62).
Demosthenes describes the Greek reaction to Philip by compering it to
people facing an attack of fever (IX 29) or the approach of e hailstorm:
they do nothing (IX 33, KwAUELYV 8° oUSElg EMLXELP@V). Seeing
Philip's activities, they "put up with it" (IX 33, Gvéyovtar). The

evidence is rather that they welcomed it.22
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Nor did Demosthenes' fellow Athenians, at least those present
in the Assembly, share Demosthenes' understanding of the Macedonian
threat. Even if they found Philip's imperisl adventures distasteful
they may have decided thet his military mechine was unbeatable and pru-
dently opted for peace over disaster. Moreover, if A. H. M. Jones is
correct in his assessment that the average assembly was attended mainly
by the well-to~-do citizens, i.e., those who had the greatest opportunity
to profit from the Pax Philippice and the strongest motives therefore
to preserve the Peace, we can grasp the reason for the gap between
Demosthenes' perception of the growing Macedonian power to the north and
that of these fellow 1!1.1:11enians.23 The finencial gains to be won from a
continuation of peace on almost any terms appeared to the mejority to
compensate by far for the decline of international political power
Athens was experiencing in the face of ascendant Macedonian imperialism.
The cost of what, in any case, must have appeared to be an unbeatable
war was too high for the majority to contemplate an intentional rupture
of the Peace., Demosthenes, by contrast, repudiates calculations based
on economics or the pursuit of short-term well-being. He is convinced
that Athens will not finally survive if the City fails to check
Macedonian growth while Athens and the majority of Greek cities remain
independent enough to launch & united resistance. In the Fourth
Philippic he will accuse his audience of sppearing to be high on drugs
(X 6): their very ecomomic prosperity haes become their opiate which dulls
them to the future consequences of their inaction. Why Demosthenes
apparently adopted a long view of Athemns' future while most Athenians

of his own economic class inclined to preserve at least polite if not
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cozjdial reletions with Philip for the sake of present advantage, we
cannot k.now.zu

Whatever the reasons for the difference in their perspectives
and policies, the fact of that difference between Demosthenes and the
Athenian msjority is evidenced in the Third Philippic. The prologue
begins with reference to the many speeches delivered "at almost every
meeting of the Assembly" mepl dv @lAunnog, &o’ ol thv elpfdvny
¢noLfoato, o0 udvov budc, &AL kalTobg GAAoug &Suxel  (IX 1).
To the extent that Demosthenes, Hegesippus, and their colleasgues raised
the subject of Philip's activities it would, of course, necessarily have
been the subject of debate. The attitude of the Athenian majority,
however, does not appear to be hostile to Philip, as Demosthenes' next
comment implies (IX 1):

wal mhviov o6’ dtL enodviov Y' &v, el ual ul notolou

tolto, ual Adyerv Selv ual npdtreirv Snwg &uetvog

nadoetalr tfic UBpewg xal SLunv Swoel.

and all, I am certain, would say--even if they don't do so--that we

ought to speek and take action to end his outrages and meke him pay

for them.
His parentheticel "I am certain" and his qualifying "even if they don't
do so" indicate that he is projecting his own viewpoint on others who
have given no indication of agreeing with it, who msy actually have
spoken in direct opposition to it. Well interprets the qualifying
clause to mean, "bien que leur conduite ne s'asccorde pas avec cette
déclaration."®® In paragraph six he indicates that not all politicians
are prepared to agree that Philip is at war with Athens and violating
the Peace. "Some" (EviLOL, cp. VIII 1) "continuslly assert that some

of us are the ones making war" (AeyOviwv moArduig dg hudv TiLvég
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eloLv ol molobvteg tOv mAAeuov).  Their opposition to proposels
for the renewal of the war with Philip is so strong thet anyone inelined
to offer such a resolution is afraid he will be formally charged with
having provoked the war (IX 7):

gotL vap Sfoc uﬁno& & Guuvodneda ypddag Tug ®al

ocuvuBovietoag elg thv altiav éundon roG nemoLnuévat
tdv méAepov. 26

For there is a fear that anyone who moves or recommends that we
defend ourselves may be faced with the charge that he was the
.. instigator of the war.
In paregraph 14 Demosthenes refers again to a political opposition
which continues to maintain "it is not Philip, at any rate, who is

making war with Athens,"

a contention which, following oratorical
convention, he attributes to bribery (IX 1k):

Hal T@v map’ tavtol LiLoSopopobvTwv Tolg Adyouc

doéroLto, olg &vaBdiiouoLv \‘Juc‘igﬁ Aéyovteg dg

Enetvédg v’ ob noAeuel <Tff ndAiel.

COnly if Philip were a fool would hel deprive his paid employees

of the speech with which they protract your deliberations, saying

that Philip is not, at any rate, meking war on Athens.
While the imputation of bribery may probably be dismissed, we may safely
infer from Demosthenes' remarks here and elsewhere in the Third Philip-
pic that he faced an opposition whose strategy was to label Demosthenes
and his associates belligerent warmongers. The size of that opposition
cannot be certainly measured on the basis of his remerks in the speech.
The fact that Demosthenes' exertions failed to persuade the Athenians to
open war until 3%0, when they no longer had a choice, implies the major-
ity status of that opposition.

My conclusion is that Demosthenes faced s formidable strategic

problem when he set out to write his Third Philippic: Athens was

prospering, Philip's adventures were remote and not necessarily crucial
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or contradictory to Athenian interests, and a good many Athenians and
“Athenian allies were content with the Peace or at least did not share
Demosthenes' strong opposition to it. Perhaps the most serious obstacle,
however, for Demosthenes or for any politician who hoped to kindle
armed resistance to Macedon was the obvious military and diplomatic su-
periority which had permitted Philip's power to increase so dramatically
in the previous fifteen years. In the speech On the Chersonese (VIII 69)
Demosthenes had already provided a clue that he understood well eﬁough
the strength of Macedon and the likelihood of the failure of opposition
to Philip. There Demosthenes described the idesl politician (himself)as
one who always speaks what is best and chooses a policy "in which Fortune
controls more than does calculation" (v § mAeildvwv 4 TUXN nupia
yiyvetar h ol Aoy ropol), & statement lacking the bluster of one
possessing certainty that his policy would échieve success. Similarly,
in that speech it is only with extreme caution that he expresses his
conviction that a change in Athenian attitude and behavior "might,
might, even still, improve matters" (VIIITT, (owg &v, [owg nal vov
€TL BeAtlw YEVOLTO). 1In the Third Philippic Demosthenes attempts
to belittle Philip's military achievement, attributing it as in earlier
speeches to Athenian failure to "move” (IX 5), to lack of serious
response from any Greek city, and to treachery at home. But he devotes
& lengthy section of his speech to a description of the revolution in
military strategy which he says hés occurred since the days of the old
disputes between Athens and Sparta (IX 47-52). We shall return to this

section later. For a moment, however, it is sufficient to recognize
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that the inclusion of such a prominent discussion of Philip's persist-
ence, versatility, experience, and diplomatic skill is evidence that
Demosthenes saw clearly how dangerous & military adversary Philip would
prove to be. He concludes the section of Philip's military art with the
admission that "for actusl combat Philip is better trained than we" (IX
52, elc 8" &ydva &uelvov Aultv éuelvog flountar). - Although he
spends time arguing the point, more than likely his sudience was well
enough aware of it. Athens would clearly have been loathe to Jecopardize
its peace and domestic prosperity for the sake of a renewed war with an
adversary whose military prowess and diplomatic agility hed already
been tested and proved during the events surrounding the retification
of the Peace.

Demosthenes clearly believed, however, that Philip's activities
in the Chersonese and eastern Thrace provided the seeds for the full
bloom of war. Diopeithes, after all, had not been recalled, even
though his actions were a clear provocation and had brought both a dip-
lomatic and military response from Mecedon. We do not know whether
Diopeithes was censured or ordered to suspend his operations against
the territory around Cardia. On the other hand, we do not know whether
he was encouraged to enlarge his sortees into Thrace and his harassment
of Philip's territory, as he had proposed (VIII 17). We do know that
Diopeithes remasined in the Chersonese, which is evidence enough that
Athens was not willing to give Philip the free hand Demosthenes accuses
Athens of handing over to him. If Athens was prepared to enjoy and
capitalize on the Pax Philippica, we are not to assume that its appre-

ciation of the benefits gained was not tempered by anxiety sbout the
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possible fubure cost. Athens had always shown itself ready to protect
its flanks, even when it prudently avoided a -full frontal assault.
Nonetheless, Demosthenes saw in this particular development of events to
the north a possibility to be exploited for the severing of relations
with Philip. The Third Philippic, his masterpiece, was his energetic
response to that possibility.

Demosthenes' strategy contains three elements. The first is to
hammer home his claim that Philip is already at war with Athens by
repeated listing of Philip's alleged aggressions against the various
Greek cities near and far from Athens. His list includes: Olynthus,
Phocis, Thessaly, and Oreus (IX 11-12); Serrium, Doriscus, Fort Serreum,
and the Sacred Mountein (IX 15); Megara, Euboea, Thrace, the
Peloponnese (IX 17); the Hellespont, Megara, Euboes, the Peloponnese
(IX 18)5 Phocis (IX 19); the Chersonese, Byzantium (IX 20); Olynthus,
Methone, Apollonia, the thirty cities in and about Thrace, Phocis,
Thessaly, FBuboea ("not far from Thebes and Athens!"), Ambracia, Elis,
Megara (IX 26-27); following which Demosthenes summerizes, 009’ 0
‘EAAdc 009’ # BdpBapoc thv mAcoveElav xwpel Ttédvdpdnov (IX
27). His list of injuries continues: Pythian gemes, Thermopylae and the
passes into Greece, preécedence at the oracle, Thessaly, Porthmus, Oreus
(IX 32-33); Ambracia, Leucas, Naupactus, Echinus, Byzentium, Cardia
(IX 34-35); Olynthus, Eretria, Porthmus, Oreus (at length) (IX 56-62);
Oreus, Eretria, Olynthus, Phoecis (IX 65-68). In the speech On the
Chersonese Demosthenes had argued that Athens had no choice between war
and peace, but he grounded his argument almost exclusively in Philip's

Thracian cempaign, completed and possible. Here Demosthenes begins
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with precisely the same theme (IX 6£f., cp. VIII 4ff.), but he amplifies
it to include all of Greece and reinforces it by incessent repetition of
illustrations throughout the speech. Cawkwell presents evidence which
suggests that some of Demosthenes' examples are cleer falsificetions of
the facts, that others may be interpreted in a manner much more favor-
able to Phillp, and thet the remainder are at leastambiguous.28 But
Demosthenes' audience will not have had evidence before it, and the
repeated recollection of events which, at the very least, portrayed the
growing influence of Philip on the Greek meinland, penetrates the
rational defenses of the hearer (and reader), excites ome's apprehen-
sions about this fearful Macedonian power, end arouses the conviection
that Philip must surely be Athens' enemy and the enemy of all Greece.
Such is the aim of the first element iﬁ Demosthenes' stretegy.

The second element in Demosthenes' strategy is his attack on
Philip's defenders. Pearson says -of Demosthenes' use of nerrative in
this speech prior tokhis presentation of his formal proposals that "he
wants it to appear that only a traitor could propose anything differ-
ent."29 Bribery is a major theme of this speech, and Demosthenes is
explicit in identifying politiciens opposed to his viewpoint as Philip's
"employees" (IX 14).3° 1n the prologue he lays the ground for his sub-
sequent attack by repeating the claim, familiar from earlier speeches,
that Athens' ill condition is due to politicians who choose to ingrati-
ate themselves with their asudience rather than to propose what is best
for them (IX 2, eUphoeTe 61L& ToVg Xxaplleodai udiiov § Ta
BEATLOTA AEYELV TPOQLPOUULEVOULG) .31 0f these, he says, some are

concerned primarily to preserve the perquisites of their popularity
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and have no foresight for the future. Others, the ones about whom
Demosthenes will evidence most concern, spend their time lsying charges
against, and spreading lies about, those in public life, with no other
aim in mind than that "this city should exact punishment from its own
and be ebsorbed in this, while Philip is free to say and do whatever he
pleases" (IX 2):

v TLVEG név, & &vbpec ‘Adnvaiot, &v olg eﬁﬁouuuoﬂcuv
adtol xal Sdvavtal, tabto QUAGTTOVTEG ouéeuiav nepl
@V ueArldvtwv npdvoiav Eyouvouv, [oOuoOv o008 budg
ofovtal S5elv &xeLv, ] Etepol 6% ToUg é&ml Tolgc mpdyuaoiv
6vrag alTLduevor ral auaﬁdklovrsg obé&v &Aro nouoﬁouv
A énmg N ugv ndAtg adth nap’ abvrfig Guunv AfYeTOL uaL
nept tolt’ &otai, dLAlnng &' &Efotal wal AéYELV KOl
npdTTeELY & TL BolAeTat.
Philip's freedom to engage in war against Athens without having Athens
at war with him Demosthenes says he has purchased by spending money,
presumably on those politicians who support peace. (IX 9: tolto &°
gotiv O T@V 4vaiionondvev xonudtwv tdvtev dLAunmoc dveltat,
abTdg pEv moAeueiv buiv, L' Ludv 68 un moreuetodal.)
In the past, war was "open and sbove board," but now most disastrous
defeats are due to the work of traitors whose services have been pur-
chased with money (IX 48-h9):
oltw 6° dpxaumg sfxov, udAiov 68 ToALTindc, GoT’ ob6E
xonudtov bvelodal map’ obSevdg od6év, &AA’ elvat
véuLudv tiva xal mpogavi tov mdAenov. vuvl 8’ dpdte
utv 6imov ta mAelota Tode moosdtag dmolwiendrag.3?
Any citizens who speak on behalf of Philip are to be hated, for they
are his servants ( UmnpetoOvteg), his "employees" (Gvdpwrot
prodwtol) (IX 53-54). The examples of Olynthus, Eretrias, Porthmus,

and Oreus are adduced to portray the consequences when a city’ follows

ol T& ®LAlnNOU @povolvTeg (IX 56). In each ca.2 the city was



118
brought to ruin: its loyal citizens and real champions (e.g., Euphraeus)
were banished and the cities have been placed into the hands of tyrants
(IX 56-62). Their citizens have become slaves, under threat of whip and
guillotine (IX 66: SouAelouot YE UAOTLYOUREVOL KOl
opatTtAuEvVoL) . In Demosthenes' depiction of the situation, no one
speaking favorably of Fhilip can be supporting the interests of Athens.
Debate is drawn sharply between Philip's "friends," "servants," and
"employees" and leaders who "speak the best" or who "speak on your
behalf, "3

Demosthenes' attack on Philip's defenders reaches its climax
vhen he compares them to the traitorous Medizers whom the :Athenian
npdyovotr in olden times severely punished (IX 41-45). Their defense
of all Greece is a panhellenic theme centrel to the third element in
Demosthenes' strategy. In previous speeches he had drawn modestly on
the commonplaces of Athenian patriotism as they are evidenced in the
epitaphioi; in this speech the commonplaces are pervasive. In the
Second Philippic the orator had begun to meke use of panhellienic rhet-
oric and drew bis mejor paradeigms from the Persian wars; in this speech
panhellenic rhetoric dominates and the conflict between Greek and
barbarien epitomized in Greek defeat of Persia in the early fifth cen-
tury becomes the organizing theme of the speech. Athens' task,
bequeathed to it by its ancestors, is the salvation of Greece (IX Tk).
Athens' enemy is the enemy of all Greeks (IX 1 35) and a barbarian
(IX 31, more despicable than the Persian had been) whose insatiable
ambition (IX 27) threatens the freedom of all Greece. While the speech

On the Chersonese was modest, almost understated, in its narrow focus
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on Athenian interests in the Chersonese and the need to retain an
Athenian military force there, this speech uses the conflict at Cardia
and the Macedonian threat to Byzantium as the occasion to press for a
unanimous uprising of all Greeks ageinst Macedon, what Jaeger has typi-
fied as Demosthenes' "brand of Panhellenism"--"the outgrowth of a
resolute will for national self-assertiveness, deliberately opposed to
the national self-surrender called for by Isocraxes.“3h

Without question Demosthenes intended his audience to respond
to the panhellenic themes of this speech as an act of self-assertion.
There is here, however, no notion of the subordination of Athenian
interests to the larger interests of a panhellenic unity. If the theme
is panhellenic unity, the igssue in the Third Philippic is hegemony--
Athens' hegemony "deliberately opposed" (Jaeger) to Philip's hegemony
espoused by Isocrates and promoted by the policies of Demosthenes'
political opponents. The point is important for understending both
Demosthenes' political aims and his rhetorical strategy, for it will be
seen that Demosthenes' aim and the end of his pelicy is not to create
panhellenic unity nor does the panhellenic idealism conveyed in the Third
Philippic represent Demosthenes' basic values or driving motives., The
penhellenism 1s not an end but a means--in the first case, to the defeat
and final demolition of Macedonian power; in the second, to the persua-
sion of his audience. Demosthenes here adopts a panhellenic strategy
because the political end rhetorical demends of the occasion cell for it.
For Demosthenes, however, the Athenian identity which he invokes in this
speech, cannot be separated from its historic lemdership--its rightful

hegemony--and it is to that identity, to that assertion of primacy
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among the Greeks, that Demosthenes is finally driving his sudience in
the Third Philippic.

In the first of four mejor illustrations (IX 23-25, 30-31, 36-
45, 47-52) from Athenian history which Demosthenes uses in this speech,
the contrast is drawn between the common response of the Greek states
to previous Athenien and Spertan hegemonies and to Philip. He adduces
the T3-year hegemony of Athens and the 29-year hegemony of Sparta to
illustrate the limits to power placed on the leeding cities of Greece by
the other Greeks. Even when Athens or Sparta were npootdral in
Greece for long periods of time and even when Thebes--never in genuine
competition with Athens or Sparta--held a measure of power (Coxvoav
6€ TL) for a time, the other Greek cities never conceded to them what
all of then, Demosth::g; r:‘hewe conceded to Philip-- © motelv & TUL
BoYAietar (IX 22-23, cp. 2). In turn, first Athens, then Sparta, held
the power to dominate Greece (IX 24, Suvaotela). But when the
Atheniens failed to conduct themselves with moderation in their dealing
with any of the other states (IX, 24, é&meléft TLOLY o0 uetplwg
¢66uouv mpoopfpeodal) and when the Spartans tried to expand end to
modify the existing order beyond acceptable limits (IX 24, é&me.én
nAcovdlelv &nexelpovv nat mépa toO uerplov Td HadeoTnudt’
Enlvouv), all Greek states together resisted, even those not directly
affected. Hence, whatever "errors" Spartans and Athenians had committed
in the 100 years one or the other of them held the Greek hegemony were
fewer than, not even a fraction of, the "aggressions" committed by Philip
in the not quite thirteen years he had "been on top."35 Two panhellenic

themes are present in Demosthenes' use of this illustration: the contrast
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between the moderstion and mutual accountability exercised within the
Greek community and the passive-aggressive relationship between the
Greeks as a group and a foreign overlord; and the readiness of Greeks to
go to war alongside and in behalf of other Greeks who had been the vie-
tims of aggression, even when those bringing aid had not themselves been

injured. 36

A clear subtheme, however, is the exercise of legitimate
hegemony by a Greek city and the malignant rule of a forelgn rival.

The theme is accentuated in Demosthenes' second masjor illustra-
tion (IX 30-31). Here again the contrast is between the legitimate
hegemonies of Athens and Sparta and the usurpation of rightful leader-
ship by Philip. Greeks are compared in this illustration to members of
a family. The Athenians and Spartans are legitimate offspring of that
family (yvfioLot tfig 'EAAdSOg) and may be compared to a legitimate
son born to a large estate (domep &v . . . uldg &v obolq
ToAA] yeEYovdg yvioLog). The implication of the image is that
Athenians and Spartans are rightful heirs to leadership in Greece.

While they battle between themselves to determine who shall exercise it,
the assumption is that either Athenians or Spartans assume Greek
hegemony as their rightful estate. Philip, by contrast, is compared not
merely to an outsider who can claim neither kinship nor rights of inheri-
tance (o0 mpoofinwv . . . o0 uAnpovduog toltwv &v), but to one
of unworthy and unequal status, & slave or a spurious imposter ( SoGAog
'ﬁ UnopoAiuatog) . Because Athenians and Spartans are members of the
femily, so to speak, their acts of aggression against fellow family
members may be counted merely as "a shemeful mismanagement of the

estate, for which they deserve censure and criticism" (Suguer TL un
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KAABC ual &pddg, Mat’ abTd piv Tobt’ &ELov péubenc elval

37 Philip's actions, however, may be described as

ual watnyopiac) .
"the wasting and squandering of what is not properly his," and "everyone
would say that it is terrible and merits indignant rage" (& un
npooiuovt’ &NAAAVE Al &AvpalveTo, ‘Hpduleirg Sop udiiov
GeLvdv ual pyfAic &ELov mdvteg av Epnoav efval). But the
Greeks, says Demosthenes, do not in fact respond to Philip's illegitimate
and aggressive exercise of leadership with appropriate rage (IX 31):

&AL’ obx OmEp OuAlmmou ual &v Exelvog mPdTTEL VGV,

o0y oUtwg &youoiv, op wdvov ody “BEAAnvog &vtoc

o068 mpoohuovtog obGEV Tolg “EAANOLY, &AL’ oU6E

BapBdpou &vteldev $9ev nardv elneiv, &AL’ &AESpou

Manebdvog, &3ev 006’ &vSpdnoSov onoudalov od6EV

fiv npdtepov nplacdal.

But that is not how they act toward Philip in respouse to his

present activity, even though he is not only no Greek nor any

relation of Greeks, but not even a barbarian from any place that

can be mentioned in polite conversation. No, he's a damned

Macedonian, from a place where in the past you couldn't even buy

a decent slave.
This celebrated piece of invective is surely intended to widen the gap
as far as possible between Philip and all Greeks. If Aeschines had been
able to call Philip &AAnvindtatroc &vdodnwv (XIX 308),
Demosthenes here calls him, in effect, BapBapdtatoc BopPBdpwv.
He is no Greek, in no way related to Greeks, and the worst of all pos-
sible berbarians. This obvious exaggeration is probably intended to be
humorous. But it is venomous humor fueled by more than the antipathy to
the barbarian and the dream of a panhellenic uprising against him remin-
iscent of the great enti~Persian campaign of 150 years earlier. It is

sarcasn fueled by Demosthenes' resentment of a foreign novus homo

successfully assuming Athens' traditional role of Hellenic leadership.
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Deinosthenes reveals his motive in the following paxagraph (32). If
Philip's attempts to esta.biish his hegemony in Greece may be viewed as
acts of hybris, quite literslly as attempts to grasp honor and position
gbove cne's station, Demosthenes can point to "the most extreme forms
of his insolence." (T¢ tfic €oxdtng UPpewg dnorelmer;) As if
destroying cities is not er;ough for him, he organizes the Pythian gemes,
TOV uoLvdv T@v ‘EAMivev &Y@va,and vhen himself’ cannot be present
for this Greek family celebration, tobg solAoug Adywvodethoovtag
néunst..38 He further assumes precedence at the Oracle (Exet 6% nal
TV tpopavtelav To0 9e0l), displacing Athens and other legitimate
Greek cities from a privilege, "to which noﬁ ev‘e'n,vla.‘il Greek cities have
access" (fic o068 tolg “EAAnoLv dnact. uéteoti). Demosthenes'
theme is that Philip is not a Greek and is showing himself the cbmmon
enemy of all Greeks both by seizing and destroying their cities and by
assuming their legitimete prerogatives. More than that, though a fraud
of sub-slavish birth, he has seized from Athens and Sparta, true-born
Greeks, their rights to precedence and imperium.

Demosthenes' third mejor illustration, the longest and most
fully developed (IX 36-45), is designed to support Demosthenes' attack
on Philip's defenders among Greeks. It i1s elso the most thoroughly
panhellenic illustration in the speech, with a paradeigma--ostensibly--
from the Persian Wars. In paragraph 35 Demosthenes laments the fact,
as he sees it, that despite the many injuries the Greeks had suffered
at Philip's hands dnavteg uéAAouev ual parulopev wai mpdg
Tolg n}\.ﬂqpov BAgmouev, &niotobvteg dAAfloig, ol TH ndvrag.:

Hudg &Sunobvti. "What is the cause of this?" he asks (36). He
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withholds his answer long enough both to build suspense and, while doing
so, to insert several patriotic commonplaces:

o0 y&p &veu Adyou ual Sixalag a.(‘.’rﬂo.g olte T4Y' oltwg
elyov troluwg mpdg éAsudeplav ol “EAAnveg olte viv
npdc 10 SouvAevelv. fiv TL TET’, ﬁv &b &vbpeg A&nvamL,
&v talg tdv moAAdv bSLavolalg, b vOv obu Eotuv, o nal
tol Hepodv &updtnoe mAoltou wal £Acudépav fiye Thv
‘EAMGSa wal ofOte vavuaxlag olte nelfic udxng obdeuLdg
hTtdto. . . . T olv fv tolto; [o06EV molnliov oboé
gopdv, GAL’ 61:1.] Todc mapd Tdv &pxelv Bouloudvov N

Stapdelpelv Thv ‘EAAGSa ypriuata AauBdvovtag dnavrteg
¢uloouv.

Por it was not without ratlonale or Just csuse that the Greeks in
the past were so zealous for freedom, while those today are zeslous
for slavery. There was something in those days, men of Athens,
something in the spirit of the masses which is not there now, some-
thing that defeated the wealth of Persia, that kept Greece free,
that never lost a single battle at land or sea . . . What was that?
[Nothing complicated or clever; merely that] any who took money
from those whose purpose was to rule Greece or buy control of it
were hated by all.
Triumph over weelth, pursuit of freedom, victory on both land end sea are
each commonplaces evidenced in the ep:i.ta.phioi.39 They elevate the tone
of this explanation and explicitly connect it to the panhellenic senti-
ments of the Persien Wers. He continues that in thet earlier period one
could not buy from either a politician or general any uaLpév . s e
006t THv mpedg dAAdAoug dudvoiav, oGBE TRV TEdg Todg
tupdvvong ual todc BapBdpoug anitotiav, obdd’ diwg ToLoltov
o06Ev (‘38).1"0 In the Second Philippic (VI 2k4) Demosthenes had com-
mended &mntotlaas a KOLVOV QuAanTrhpLov, &yaddv and cwthpLov
for all, but especially useful for the defense of democracies against
tyrants (pdAiota 68 tolg mANZeoL mpdg ToUg Tupdvvoug). Here
the theme is repeated, but given explicit anti-Persian coloring by the

additional reference to "barbarians" snd incorporated intc panhellenic

symbolism by its linkage to dudvoia, = key term in the panhellenic
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rhetoric of Isocrates.hl
That the incorruptible distrust of Greeks for tyrants and
barbarians did exist in an earlier age (IX 41, &v tolg Gvwdev
XP4VoLG) Demosthenes illustrates with a startlingly new kind of
evidence hitherto unexampled in his political speeches. With consider-
able ceremony he introduces what he alleges to be the very words of &
decree passed by the Athenian ancestors and recorded for the edification
of posterity (IX 41):
“otL &° obtw tTabt’ Exe. t& umev viv opdte &fnou nal
o056tV &uol npoodetode udptupog” & 6° &v Tolg &vwdev
xpdvoig 8tL thvavtl’ elyev &yd Snidiow, o0 Adyoug
Euavtolb Adyov, &AM ypduuata tEV mpoydvev ThHV
vuetépwv dnetlvol natédevt’ elg othinv XaAnfiv, vpdwu»rag
ztg dupdnoiiv, [0y tv avtoig § yxpdoirua (natl vdp Gvev
TolTwy THV Ypauudtwv td Séovt’ Eppdvouv), &ir’ tv’

bueic &ynd’ Onouviunata wal mapadelyuoata, ¢ Unep THV
ToLolTwv onouvddlelLv mpooiuet.

That such is the way things are today you surely see for yourselves
and need no further account of it from me. That in the olden days
things were just the opposite, however, I intend to prove, not by
reciting words of mine, but a document of your ancestors which they
engraved on a bronze pillar and deposited in the Acropolis. This
they did, not so that it would be of use to them (for even without
these documents their minds were inclined to what was needed), but
so that you might have reminiscences and examples of how earnestly
you ought to pursue such issues.
This lengthy introduction to his paradeigme attracts his audience's
attention to it, heightens their anticipation of it, and emphasizes its
importance. It also shapes his audience's attitude toward the document
and the understanding he intends for them to have of it, for Demosthenes
here introduces his "document" with & clear statement of its rationale
and purposé. For his characterizetion of conbtemporary Athens Demosthenes
implies that he needs no proof; he points out to his audience what he

sees and invites the members of his audience to verify his perceptions
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from their own experience ( o062v &uo0 mpoobelade udptupog). In
support of characterizations of the past, however, evidence is required.
The orator mey appeal to Athenien popular history, and usually he does
so (es in VI 11 and elsewhere in this speech). Here, however, he will
set aside these mere "stories" (Adyo.) in favor of hard data, documen-
tary evidence ( Ypduuata). The orator implies that he himself will
step aside and permit the Athenian ancestors to spesk for themselves.
Their words he invests with authority. They have been engraved in metal
for deposit in the netional archives (no ordinary words). They are the
words of a generation whose advice ought to be heeded, for "they were of
a mind attuned to what the situation required" (t& Séovt’ Egpdvouv).
And they were recorded by the Athenians' ancestors, not for themselves
but for their descendents, for the very audience that Demosthenes is
addressing. The ancestors intended their document to be & memento and
a model for their descendents, for Demosthenes' audience (fLv*' Uuetg
&xnte Umouviuata xal mapadelypata). Finally, leaving no chance
of misunderstanding, Demosthenes spells oubt for his audience the message
their ancestors wish to convey through their document: Athenians ought
to protect Greece zealously from traitors (ﬁmép Tdv ToLolTwv
onouSdleLv npootueL) .

With such an extended and carefully crafted introduction
Demosthenes clearly intends to arouse in his sudience onoudnh for the
"document" he then recites for them. It is a decree declaring Arthmius
of Zelea &TLuog ual moAéutog tob &fuou ToG ‘AdSnvalwv wal TEv
oupudxev adtdc ral vévog. (IX 42) He is declared "an outlaw and

an enemy of the démos of the Athenians and of their allies, himself and
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his descendents" because " he transported gold from the Medes into the
Peloponnese" (8Tl TOV Xpuodv tdv én MAdwv elg NMelondvvnoov
fiyayev). Demosthenes had invoked this same decree two years earlier
in his speech On the False Embassy (XIX 271). There as here his intent
was to urge state action against his political opponents. Even as
Arthmios is a paradeigma of a time when "justice was holy and punishment
of those who commit such crimes wes considered honorable" (XIX 272), so
Demosthenes concludes the earlier speech with a call to make Aeschines'
punishment e paradeigms as well: TLHwWPENOOUEVOLG TapdSevyua molfi=
oaL mdoL, ual Tolg moAltatlg xal Tolg &Aloig “EAAnOLV (XIX 343).
But also there as here he associstes the decree with the Persian Wars.
He emphasizes the special location in the acropolis of the bronze stele
containing the inscription; it is alongside a great Persian War memorial
(XIX 272):

vh Al*, &AL dnwg &tuxev tabta t& Ypduuad’ écrnuev.

arr’ élng chng lepGg tég {mponékemg 'L‘G.U‘CT]OL Hel

TLOAATIV eupuxmpt,o.v gyolong, mapt rnv xaArfiv thv

HEYAANV A&nvav & SeELdc EoTnHeEv, Mv &pLotelov #

noALe tob npde tolg BapBdpoug moAéuou, &dvtwv Tdv

‘EAAfvev T yxpruata talta, dvédnuev.

Does someone object that this inscription was set up Just anywhere?

They are wrong! Even though this whole acropolis of ours is a holy

place and has a good amount of free space, [the imscription] was set

up to the right alongside the large bronze Athena which the City

dedicated as a memorial of the war with the barbarians, a memorial

for which the Greeks contributed the funding.
Demosthenes here wishes to cloak his decree with the associations and
authority of Phidias's great bronze statue of Athena Promachos, "the
first great public monument to be set up after the Persian wars" and
"the most conspicuous landmark in Athens for those who approached the

nli2

city by sea. Both here and in the Third Philippic he clearly
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understands this decree to refer to the first half of the fifth century
-~-t0 the Persian Wars themselves or to the period immediastely following
and closely associated with those wars. In this understanding we may
assume he was essentially correct.h3
From the Arthmius affair and the decree which "outlawed"
Arthmius and his family for it Uemosthenes draws his evidence not only
that the Athenians' encestors "detested" (IX 37, &uloouv) anyone who
took bribes from aspirants to the rule of Greece; he also draws the
panhellenic conclusion that the decree is evidence of Athenian care for
the welfare of all Greeks (45, oGuoOv &vdéuLlov &xelvor Tfic ndvTwv
@V EAMvev owtnplag abtols éntueintéov efval) .Otherwise, why
would bribery in the Peloponnese be of concern to the Athenians?hh He
concludes his comments on the example, therefore, with a panhellenic

moral (IX U5):

Eu 6& toVTwv eludtwg Td TGV 'EAMvev v TH BapBdogp
@oBepd, obx & BdpPRapogc tTolgc “EAAnaiv.45

The logical result of this was that the Barbarian dreaded the
actions of Greeks, not that Greeks dreaded the Barbarians.

The mnapddetyua of Arthmius serves several purposes. It
illustrates Demosthenes' contention that the Greeks of olden times
viewed much more seriously the acceptance of bribes from non-Greek
powers than did Greeks in his own day. Secondly, it provides the occa-
sion for a memorable reference to the Persian wars and further emphasis
on the antipathy between Greek and barbarian and the panhellenic concern
and cooperation which those wars symbolized. If the decree stood in a
prominent place on the Acropolis, it is also reasonable to ask whether

the Athenians of Demosthenes' day may have known this decree and
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recognized it to have come from the period of the Confedéracy, vwhen a
decree of the Athenisn Assembly could be binding on the other members
of the Confederacy as mall.l‘6 If so, the incident is e reminder not
only of common Greek opposition to the barbarian but also a further
reference to the historic Athenian i-ight to leadership in Greek affairs,
a recollection of the days when the Athenian Assembly could législa.te

for the rest of Greecs.:.wr

Demosthenes' fourth paradeigma is introduced as the "silly talk
of those who want to reassure the City" (IX 47, "EotL Ttolvuv TLg
edfione Adyog mapd TEV mapapvdelodai BouAoudvev TRV MOALY) .
They say that Philip is not yet the equal of the Spartans in the days
when they were in control of "=nd and sea, had the Great King as their
ally, and nothing could resic: them. Yet Athens defended itself against
the Spartans and was not taken. Demosthenes had used this illustration
himself ten years earlier in his First Philippic (IV 3) and again in the
Second Olynthimec (II 24), when he was the one reassuring the city. Here
he uses it as a counter-paradeigme to illustrate the changes that have
occurred in the praétice of war since the days of the conflict between
Athens and Sparta. He seeks through this illustration to emphasize how
formidable an adversary Athens can expect Philip to be (see above,

PP. 113-11k). Although he does not say so, he is probably implying that
Athens' conflict with Philip lies outside the normel parameters of intra-
Greek rivalry. When Greeks fought with Greeks, war was "open and above
board" (IX 48, vouLudv Tiva nal npogavii tOv méAenov).  Now, to
return to the theme of bribery, treachery substitutes for open warfare

(IX 49, T& mAetoTa ToLC mpobdrag dnoiwAendtag). Hence,
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Demosthenes uses this illustration to support the view that effective
opposition to an adversary as wily and un-Greek as Philip must begin
with the purge of "his servants" within the Greek cities (IX 53) and
culminete in & common panhellenic revolt against his power (IX T1). The
implication of Demosthenes' use of the paradeigma is that a threast as
insidious and innovative as Philip's can only be met through = united
front.

If Athens cannot stand alone in opposition to Fhilip, Demos-
thenes does not conclude that Athens is thereby robbed of its precedence
of place and initiative. In a rhetorical flourish drawn from the
epitaphic tradition, Demosthenes asserts that "even if all the others
consent to become slaves, we at any rete must continue the battle for
freedom" (IX 70):

ual vdp dv &mavteg Sfnmouv SouieleLv ouyxwphowaLv ol
&Ador, fulv v* bndEp tfic &Arevdeplac &vwviotéov.

But, given his strong warnings about the formidebility of the Macedonian
in his fourth illustration, he may here be calling for hezoic death
rather than cowa.rdly submission, as in IX 65, TEdvdvalr 88 wupiduig
upettrov 3 moranelq TL moificat GuAimmou.  (This sentiment is
itself an epideictic commonplace.) Athens' role of leadership, however,
is not, first of all, to persevere to the death when all cothers have sub-
mitted. It is to function once again literally as npoord‘ms Thv
"EAMVoOV by calling them to action, by becoming their conmvenor,
teacher, and coach (IX 73): @nul Seiv . . . Todg &' &AAoug
YEAANVAg ouyraietv, ocuvdyewv, 8u8douelv, voudetelv.

This is the task that belongs to a city with the rank of honor that

scerues to Athens (Talt’ &otiv ndrewe 4Elwp’ &xoldong fHAlwov
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butv Ondpyxet). Cleerly, if the battle against Philip has to be a
panhellenic enterprise, Demosthenes' intent is that Athens will be at
its head. It is not the historic and rightful task of Chelcidians or
Megariens to "save Greece" (IX Tk, thHv ‘EAAdSa owoeLVv), nor would
they be able to do so if Athens were to withdraw. Drawing from the
epideictic tradition, Demosthenes concludes that the salvation of
Greece is a task bequeathed to Athens, a "prize" won for the Athenians
by their ancestors and handed down "with meny and greet risks" (IX Th):

&AM’ butv tolto [i.e. td TV 'EAAAS0 o@leiv] mpantéov’

butv ol npdyovor tolto Tt véoag é&utrhioavto ual watéAimov

HETA MOAAGY Mol HEYAAwV HLVEVVWV.
After this strong assertion of Athenian identity, capturing the heroic
image of its leadership of other Greeks at their moments of most serious
distress, Demosthenes adds one last, brief caution to any who still might
imegine they can sit still and hope for others to fulfill the duty which
is theirs alone. He then concludes the Third Philippic with a far more
confident statement than he had managed in the speech On the Chersonese
only a few weeks earlier. The conditional construction remeins, but the
fearful and somewhat carping repetition of fowg . . . fowg is
replaced with & straightforward, thdugh modest, assertion of trust in
the validity of the policy he proposes (IX T76):

'EY®d udv &0 tabta Adyw, tadTta ypodew® wal olfouat

nal vOv 81’ énavopdwdfvalr &v & mpdyuota ToOTwV
YLyvorévwv.

These, then, are my proposels, and I move their adoption. Even now
I believe that our fortunes mey still be 'amended,' if only my pro-
posals are put into effect.

Perhaps it is cheracteristic of the boldness of this speech that it

should end with an allusion to the "amendment" of the Peace proposed by
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Philip and finally rejected by the Athenians, ;argely through the
influence of Hegesippus, a year earlier. If Demosthenes has his way,
Athens, the yvriorog uldg, and not the UnoBoAiunaltog BdpBapoc
Philip, will settle the afféirs of Greece.ha

Both the assertion of Athenian supefiority and the panhellenic
concern of this speech are echoed throughout this speech in commonplaces
drawn from the epitaphioi. That is not &veu Adyou ual Suualag
altlag since in this speech for the first time the image of Athens as
defender of Greek freedom is opposed explicitly”ﬁo the image of Philip
as the common barbarien enemy of all Greeks. In the Second Philippic,
as we have seen, Demosthenes used the traditionzl panhellenic, anti-
Persian rhetoric to evoke a powerful patriotic image of Athens, but he
applied the tradition to Philip only indirectly by implication. Im
Demosthenes' confrontation with Aeschines a year latef, the role of the
traditionsl rhetoric in Aeschines' oratory becomes, somewhat surpris-
ingly, & focus for Demosthenes' attacks upon his political adversary
(XIX 303-08, 311, 16). It becomes apparent from & reading of the speech
On the False Embassy that the cooptetion of anti-Persien rhetoric for
attack on Philip did not originate with Demosthenes but had been used by
Aeschines before ratification of the Peace.hg Here for the first time
in his own political speeches Demosthenes places Athens and Macedon--as
Aeschines had done seven years earlier--into the traditional fifth
century roles of Greek and barbarian. It is for the articulation of the
historic anti-barbarien idealism and the theme of Athens in leadership
of Greeks against a foreign usurper that Demosthenes eniists the

epideictic commonplaces which appear plentifully in the Third Philippic.
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They are listed here in the order in which they first appear in the

speech.so

Commonplaces in the Third Philippic

1. Athenians are victorious over their enemies.

IX 5--v0v 68 Tfig pedunlag tfic buetépag KAl THC &uerelac
HEUPATNHE ¢Lkunnog, Tfic néxsmg 8’ ob ueupdrnuev*
o06° Nttnod’ Uuelg, &AL’ o06E uewlvnode.

EDC36~ﬁv TwoTéT’ . . . O ual tob Hspcmv tupdnoe
nkourou . « . nal ofte vavpaxtac olte nelfic
uaxng ovdeulde Hrrito.l

2. Athenians are the leaders of Greece.

IX 23--ualToL mpootdratr uEv bueic ERSowrduovt’ &Tn ol
Tola THV ‘EA%ﬁvmv tyéveade, C[npootdrtal &€
ToLdrovd’ Evog &éovta Aauebairudvior.]

3. Athenians help the victims of aggression.

[IX 2b~- ndvreg movto 6elv, wal ob undev &Yarelv &XOVTEC
adTolc, UETA TOV ﬁﬁnunuévmv TOAEUETY . . . ndvteg
elc médAeuov natéotnoav, wal ol undev éyuahoﬁvrsg
abtoig.]

CIX 25-- &AL° fHuelc abTol ual Aamedaiudviol, oGSEV Qv
elnetv &yovteg &E 4pxfic & TuL NOLnovued’ On’
Aoy, Suwe tnep dv tolg dAiougc &Sunouvuévoug
twpdUEV, TOAEUETV Houeda Selv.]

L. Athenians are nobly born and autochthonous.

[IX 30-- 0o udv bnd Aanedarmoviwv T U@’ ALdv Enacyxov
ot “EAAnveg, &AAL" olv ﬁnb’vvnoﬁwv Y’ &vrov Tfig
"EAAdBog fi6Luolvto . . . domep . . . ULdg év
obalq moAAff yeyovag yvioiog. . . .3

Philip, by contrast, cp. IX 31-- SoGAog .+ . . bmoBoAtualog
. « .« 00y “EAAnvog 6vtog 006E TPaoHKOVTOg OUSEV
tolg “EAANOLV, &AL’ 008E PapRdpou £&vtelGdev 39ev
uahov elnetv, AL OAédpou Mawedbvog . . .

5. Athenians do not sacrifice freedom, justice, and glory to
personal gain.

[IX 36"-3 Kol Tob Mepodv Eupdtnoe mAoltoul
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6. Athenians fight for freedom, for all Greeks.

[IX 36-- t69° olitwg elxov Etoluwg mpdg €Aeuleplav
ot “EAAnvec . . . vOv npog t0 SodAeleLv]

[IX 36-- tAcud¢pav fiye Tthv ‘EAAdSal

[IX 59--(Euphraeus) tiLc &vSpwnoc ual map’ #Huiv not’
Eva46° olufoag, &nwg &Aeddepol ual undevdg
do0AoL Eogovrtat]

[IX 70-- yal vdp &v &mavteg Gﬁnou SovAcleELV cmvxmpﬂ-
owoLv ol dAdo., hulv v’ Unép tfic éAeudeplag
dywviotéov. ]

T. Atheniasns are supericr in battle on both land and sea.

[IX 36-~ ual ofite vavpaxiag oftTe melfic udxng
o08enuLiic HTTdTo]

8. Athenians are the selvation of all Greece.

IX U5-- otiuobv &véuLlov éueivor TAG NAvTwv THV
‘EAMvov gotnplac altolg &ntupeintéov elval

IX Th--gl &° oleode Xaini6éag Tthv ‘EAAESa odoelv T
Meyapéag, Luelg &° dno&pdoea&at, ™ npd.yum:o.,
o0k 6pdic ofeode’ &yamntdv Yoo &dv aldtoL
opTwvtatl tolTwv tudotoLg. AAA" bulv tolTo
npantéov® LuTv ol mpdyovol To0to o Yépag éxthioavto
nal HaTEALTOV RETA MOAAWV KAl HEYEAWV HLVEOVWY,

9. Athenians die nobly rather than live disgracefully.

IX 65-- teSvdval 68 upupLduic upeiTtov N nolgustq. TL
notfioat dLAlnnov nal mpodadar TdV UnEp Ludv
Aeydvtov TLvdg.

10. Athenians possess an honored reputation.
IX 70-- ., . . 4E{oua wdAArotov . . .

T3=- talt’ foTlv drewe AEfwn’ é&yoldong fHAluov
tulv Unopyet

11. The ancestors of the Athenians have handed down ( yatéAimov,
napébwnav) & legacy of honor and responsibility.

IX Th-- Yuiv ol npdyovor tobTO 36 vépac &nthoavto ual
HATEALTIOV . LETA TOAADV Mal peEYdAwv HLVEOVLV.
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12, Atheniens submit to many dangers.

X Th-- Ouiv ol mpdyovol TobGto T vépag énthoavro ual
HATEALTIOV pETA TOAADY Mal ueydiwv uitvSbvwv.

Even such a merely quantitative measure as this listing of
epideictic commonplaces clearly identifiable in the Third Philippic
will provide a first explanation of the emotive power of the Third
Philippie. It illustrates concretely, first of all, the increase in
numbers of such commonplaces used by Demosthenes in a single speech.

The twelve identified in this speech are three times the number in the
First Philippic of a decade earligr and twice as meny as we have identi-
fied in the Second Philippic. Unquestionably the verbalization of the
most hallowed phrases and memories of the Athenian patriotic tradition
will have their emqtional impact on the audience. The mere fact that
they appear in such large numbers suggests that they provide one clue to
the both ancient and modern judgment thet this speech is the most
"pathetic" of Demosthenes' public speeches.

A second discovery to be found in the listing of the common-
places is their dispersion throughout the speech. In the First Philip-
pic we were able to identify four distinctive commonplaces. All of
them, however, fall within a single paragrsph early in the speech.
Indeed, two of them are phrases within a single sentence., 1In the
Second Philippic the six identified commonplaces again are clustered in
a single section of the speech (VI 8-12). They and the example of
Alexander's embassy which they illuminate also appear early in the
speech as a part of ﬁhat traditionally might have been called the
"narrative.“ In this speech, however, we find the commonplaces distrib-

uted in clusters throughout the speech. The first appears in the final
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sentence of the prologue; the last appear in the final statement of
Demosthenes' proposals immediately before the.epilogue. Several are
associated with the reference to Athenian and Spartan hegemonies (IX
23-25); the illustration of the legitimate heir and the illegal
imposter (30-31) may be understood as an extended amplification of a
single commonplace; several commonplaces appear in a single sentence
introducing the lengthy exsmple of Arthmius and another appears in the
conclusion of the section (36, 45); the story of Euphraeus is introduced
(59) with a characterization thet correlates with a commonplace; a brief
allusion in 70 is followed by a cluster of commonplaces in 73-Th drawing
the argument of the speech to a close. ' We can conclude, therefore, that
Demosthenes has departed from the practice of his earlier public speeches
in the distribution of epideictic commonplaces. In the earlier speeches,
both the paradeigmata and the commonplaces used to articulate their
meaning eppeared very early. It is as though Demosthenes viewed these
early attempts to pose & positive image of Athens as a kind of
insinuastio, to create & sense of good will between himself and his esudi-
ence and a positive attitude towerd the subject early in the speech. He
depended on that early establishment of a positive image to carry persua-
sive force throughout the remainder of the speech. By 341, however, he
seems to have learned that he could not depend on a single statement of
faith in the character of his people to sustain their confidence and
raise their spirits for the remainder of a speech which was an assault
on their present behsavior. Thet image needed continuel reinforcement
throughout the speech. Continual reference to the patriotic ideals of

the city's most heroic end lovingly remembered past was needed if an
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audience was to be able to receive the speaker's chastisement and chal-
lenge positively and hopefully. In the Third Philippic Demosthenes
disperses both his narrative of Philip's abuses (see above, Pp. 115f,)
and his illustrations of true Athenian identity throughout his speechasl

A third discovery mede possible by & listing of identified
commonplaces has to do with their order within the speech. Demosthenes
applies a number of the traditional Athenian commonplaces to the Greeks
in general. Characteristics attributed in the epitaphioi to the
Athenians alone are here said to be true of Greeks as a group. But this
application of Athenian commonplaces to all Greeks occurs only in the
case of commonplaces in the centrel sections of the speech (23-25, 30,
36, 59). Commonplaces used at the beginning of the speech (5) and
especially in the later sectioms (45, 65, 70, 73-Th) refer to the
Atheniens alone. Demosthenes recognizes that, even though he is making
an appeal for a common Greek rebellion against Macedonian rule and must
arouse among his Athenian listeners & sense of solidarity with other
Greeks in opposition to Philip, his appeal nonetheless is to Athenians.
He begins his speech, therefore, and concludes it with patriotic allu-
sions that will reinforce the distinctive Athenian identity within the
common Greek lendscape. Also significant is the subject matter of the
commonplaces with which he begins and closes his speech. The first,
with which he closes his prologue, is a reference to Athenian invinei-
bility. Demosthenes, in a clear instance of paramythis, reassures his
audience thet Philip has not defeated the Athenians; he has defeated
only their lassitude and apethy. With some humor he repeats his point

in the concluding words of the prologue: "You haven't been bested. How
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could you have been? You haven't even moved!" At the conclusion of
the speech the several commonplaces are more serious, but they are
filled with inspiring associmtions. It is the unique prerogative of
Athens, earnmed for the city and handed down to the present generation
through the blood, sweat, and tears of its ancestors, to be the savior

52

of Greece. If the Athenians have not been defeated by their adversary,
Demosthenes cannot imply that the defeat of Philip will come easily.
His speech stresses, on the contrary, the megnitude of the threat that
Philip poses, and Demosthenes' final illustration on the revolution in
werfare emphesizes the military superiority Philip brings to the con~
flict with Greece. Demosthenes, therefore portrays the conflict as
noble, worthy of Atheas' unique stetus among the Greeks, who look to
Athens for leadership, and as an obligation laid on the present genera-
tion by its ancestors. The orator had prepared for this final urging
with the exclamation a little while earlier (IX 65) that it was far bet-
ter to "die & thousand deaths than to pander to Philip!" If the selva-
tion of Athens and ell Greece can come only HETQ TOAA®V ual peydAwv
wLv8%vwv, that is nonetheless a Yépag which Athenians cannot refuse.
For to do so would be to disgrace themselves, their city, and the fore-~
bears who left to their descendents the role of leadership. Athenian
identity cannot be separated from its historic leadership, its rightful
hegemony, and it is to that identity, to that assertion of primescy smong
Greeks that Demosthenes is urging his audience in this speech.

Neither & quantitative analysis of the number and dispersion of
commonplaces in the Third Philippic nor even a description of their sub-

Ject matter will altogether explain, however, the far more authentically
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epideictic tone conveyed by Demosthenes' use of the commonplaces in this
speech. That tone derives from Demosthenes' employment of more of the
characteristics of epideictic style in this speech than in his earlier
ones. That this is to be & speech in the grand style Demosthenes estab~
lishes immediately with the first sentence of his prologue, a wondrously
long, belanced, finely wrought periodic masterpiece of epideietic propor-
tions. Blass examines its structure minutely as an exemple of Demosthe-
nes' mature style. In fact, he uses this sentence as an example of

"die Mischung von rednerisch gerundeten und epideiktisch vollen
Perioden."53 Indeed, this one sentence contains four perts, each of
which is itself a period, according to Blass. The first two parts are
parallel genitive ebsolutes: MOAAGV . . . Adywv yiyvouévwv, ®TA.
end MWeVTWV . . . @nodvieovy’ &v, wuTA., each part ending with
parallel terms, ToUg &Aloug &Siuel and S{unv &doel . The
third part, & complex clause dependent on the verb 0pd, specifies
Demosthenes' observation that Umnypéva ndvra & npdyuuta ual
TPoeELuéV’, as the clause begins and gavAdtat’ EucAle T&
npdypad’ EEeLv, as the clause ends. The fourth part records.
Demosthenes' interpretation, MyoOual, which is that matters could not
be worse (00K v Hyobual &S%vaodal xelpov § viv Siatedfval) .
The entire sentence is dependent on the Opd: at its center, the two
genitive ebsolutes providing the deliberative context (setting the
stage) and the finel clause succinetly stating Demosthenes' evaluation
of what he sees. Curiously, as Blass notes, the third part of the sen-
tence is not necessary for its meening but serves to accent the finsel

clause, which contains the orator's point.
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This sentence is & truly epideictic beginning to & deliberative
speech, and Demosthenes uses many such pieces of amplification in this
speech. If we examine the section of the speech which centers in the
Arthmius decree, we f£ind that it is introduced with similar sentences.
In paragraph 36 the section is introduced with a sentence which alone
contains three commonplaces (IX 36):
fiv tv tédt’, Rv, & &vépecg 'A&nvatpu, ¢v talg TéV MoAAGY
Sravolaig,_ S5 viv obu &otiv, S uxal tol Nepady ¢updtnoe
nAolTou xal &Aevdépav fiye THV "EAAASa nal olte va.uuo.xt'.ag
olte nelfic udyne oﬂSsunag 1‘11.'1:0.1:0, viv 6° &noiwAdg

&navrta AeAluaviar xol &ve Hal HATw Tmemolnie ndvia T&
npdyuata.

There was something in those days, men of Athens, something in the

spirit of the masses which is not there now, something thet

defeated the wealth of Persia, that kept Greece free, that never

lost & single battle on land or sea, but now extinet it has ruined

everything and reduced all our affairs to chaos,
The sentence begins with the pathetic repetition, v . . . fv, the
subject of which is .. Dependent on this main clause are two clauses
beginning with the relative &, the first of which informs the audience
that 7Tt "is no more," the second of which describes its bepefits in the
past:’ (1) wal . . . nmroltou; (2) wal . . . ‘EAA4Sq;
(3) nal . . . "TTdTO. The first and third of the three benefits,
in parallel clauses, refer to Greek victories; in the cehter, the second
benefit names the freedom which those victories preserved. A second main
clause, vOv 6° uTA., parallels the first. It begins with = condensed
version of the information that TtL "is no more," &noAwAdg, and then
in chisstic structure describes the damsge its absence does in the
present: (1) &mavrta AeAduavtai, (2) &vw nal wdtw TMEROUINKE

ndvta. . . . Demosthenes uses this finely crafted sentence to

increase interest in the characteristic of past generations which he
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will only name two sentences later. He heightens the value of that
unnemed characteristic by naming it as the cause of Athens' herocic past
achievements. Here the epideiétic commonplaces and the elevated style
reinforce each other to produce a truly epideictic tone.

Other examples of symmetry, parallelism, assonance, homoiote-
leuton, and other epideictic figures can be found throughout the Third
Philippic, many of them in the company of the commonplaces. Note, for
example, the homoioteleuta and alliteration in this commonplace (IX 5):

Tig fqduutag .

vOv SEptfic buetépag ual fig dueielag uexpdtnue dlAimnog,

Ifig mérewg &° ol ueupdrnuev' o006’ frngd’ Luelg, &AL’

oG5 neulvnode.
A study of each of the commonplaces will reveal similar attention to
style and sehtence structure which evoke the poetic and elevated tone
of epideictic oratory and give to the speech its emotiﬁe power.
Although a thorough analysis of the stylistic aspects of Demosthenes'
epideictic manner in the Philippic speeches lies outside the scope of
this paper, these few illustretions indicate the value that such an
analysis will have for further understanding of the epideictic elements
in Demosthenes' deliberstive orstory.

For us it is left to ask whether the arguments and themes of the
speech meet the demends of the situation outlined in the early part of
this cha.pter. It appears that the panhellenic thrust which Demosthenes
gives to the Third Philippic is his response both to the remoteness of
Philip's adventures and to the admitted strength of his military might.
Demosthenes implies his own awareness of the problem of remoteness when
he refers to Philip's alleged esgteblishment cf tyramnies in the cities

of Euboea and adds parenthetically (IX 27), wal talt’ &v vioe
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ninotov enBdv ual ‘Adnvédv {(and this in an island adjacent to
Thebes and Athens), as if to answer the objections of erities that he is
citing Macedonian actions far from Athens and of little threat to the
city's security. By emphasizing panhellenic unity, Demosthenes is able
to regspond thet no Macedonian aggression against any Greek city is
irrelevent to Athens. The Greeks are a common family of cities whose -
continued survival depends on their mutusl support and protection. Of
course, the panhellenic thrust also provides the most realistic response
to Philip's military superiority, since a united Hellenic effort

against the Macedonian was probably the only hope for elimineting his
influence in the region.

Nonetheless, Demosthenes was left with what appears to be the
immutable fact of Athenian prosperity precisely at a time that the orator
was attempting to motivate his fellow citizens to war mobilization.
Indeed, his repetitious recital of Philip's crimes against Greeks is his
attempt to demonstrate, probably at an emotionel more than at a rational
level, thet Philip was already at war with Athens and all Greeks. It is
curious, however, that he does not exploit more fully the serious conse-
quences possible for Athens in Philip's movement toward Byzantium. In
fact, he appears to deemphesize the crisis in the Chersonese and
Byzantium (19), instead of highlighting and drametizing the genuine
threat to the Athenien grain supply that capture of Byzantium implied.
Even without capture of Byzantium Philip menaged several months later to
seize a fleet of 230 Athenian ships pinned down by inclement weather
near the mouth of the Bosporus and to collect TOO telents, more than a

year's revenue for the Atﬁenians.sh nal vOv &ml Bulavtioug
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nopedetal ovuudyouc &vrtac; he asks (34), but mekes no allusion to
the implications of that act. Similarly, he refers once to the danger
for Athens in "the aliemation of the Hellespont" 18, td TOV
‘EAMonovtov dAdoTpLwdfival, but he places it alongside of
references to Megaras, Euboea, and the Peloponnese which would seem to
rob the immediste and serious threat to the Hellespont of its primary
importance.

Perhaps Demosthenes' failure to concentrate on the strategic
significance of Philip's threat to Byzantium and the Hellespont illus-
trates how obvious that threat would be to an Athenian sudience; there
would be no need to s, -1l out what any Athenian would already grasp
without explanation. Possibly the stretegic implicetions hed already
been discussed by other speskers during the course of the debate. We
do not know, and our lack of access to the other speeches delivered
alongside the extant speeches of Demosthenes remains one of the most
serious obstacles to valid interpretation of his rhetorical strategy.
Nonetheless, for whatever reason, Demosthenes does not concentrate on
the problem for Athenian security (or prosperity!) posed by any one of
Philip's alleged aggressions. Instead, to his litany of Mecedonian
offenses he responds with an appeal for the restoration of traditional
Athenian leedership in Greek affairs. His sppeal in this speech is not
directed so much toward the salvatign of Athens as to the salvation of
all Greece. But the salvation of Greece is inextricably linked to the
restoration of Athens' historic hegemony. As I have said earlier (see
above, pp. 118-119) +the unified opposition of Greeks to barbarian is

the theme of the Third Philippic, but the restoration of Athenian
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hegemony over Greeks is its underlying issue. That is why the conflict
and continuing tensiun between Athens and Sparta recurs as a theme in
all four of the major paradeigmata in this speech. Athens and Sparta
have united against the barbarian in the past, but they have spent most
of their histories vying with one another for the position of supremacy
in Greece. When Arthmius carried barbarian bribes into the Peloponnese
it was an Athenian concern and called for an Athenian response, not
merely because of Athenian care for others but because it wes a direct
threat to Athenian security. 3But these traditionel conflicts between
Athens and Sparta may not be employed as & paradeigm for the Greek con-
flict with Macedon; Macedon, in Demosthenes' eyes, is not a legitimate
rivel for Greek supremacy, nor do his tactics befit a Greek competing
for leadership with other Greeks. Demosthenes must seek the paradeigm
for understanding the conflict with Macedon, as Aeschines had done
before the ratification of the Peace had altered internal Athenian
politics, in the Persian wars, when all Greeks united to exclude the
barbarian from intrusion into Greek affeirs.

Demosthenes' paradeigmate betray his obsession with Athens'’
hegemony; he does not, as Aeschines had done, cite Marathon and Salamis
or any of the other conventional events of Athenian epideictic. His
interests remain lodged in the period of the confederacy and empire, as
his paradeigmate reveal. Even the Arthmius affair probably reached its
conclusion during the confederacy. But Demosthenes endows these
peradeigmats with panhellenic meaning and epideictic power through his
use of the commonplaces. Through them Demosthenes is able to comvert

the conflict with Philip from the specifics of his "aggressions" sgeinst
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Cardia or his threat to Byzantium and the Athenian shipping through the
Hellespont. In the Third Philippic, paradeigmets and epideictic common-
places unite with epideictic style to elevate, to transfigure the
confliet with Philip and to meke of it something as grand and heroiec and
portentous as the wars with Persia. Now as then, Demosthenes wishes to
suggest, the cutcome will decide the future of the relationships within
the Greek community of cities and of Athens' claim to leadership of that
community. Only in grasping the leadership of Greece at whatever cost,
only by assuming the privilege (Yvépag) bequeathed to it by its ances-
tors, will the City, however prosperous, survive as the "Athens" whose
&Elwuo. ndAALotov it is the obligation of the present generation to

preserve for its posterity.55



FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER V

lArgument gbout the relationship between the two versions of
the Third Philippic has animated scholarship at least since Spengel gave
the issue its first scientific treatment in 1839 (Athax, phil.-phil.
KL., III, 1, pp. 157ff. and IX, 1, pp. 112ff.). A schematic list of
possible solutions to the problem and a brief review of scholarly dis-
cussion may be found in E. Drerup, Aug einer alten Advokatenrepublik,
Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, Band 8, Heft 3-k
(Paderborn: Schéningh, 1916), p. 113, n. 115.

P. Treves, "La composition de la 3me Philippique," REA k2
(1940): 354-6L, argues that, of the two versions, the shorter version
found in S and L and the longer version preserved in the vulgate, the
longer version corresponds to the speech as it was actuelly delivered,
while the shorter version represents the form edited by Demosthenes
for publication. This paper will assume the validity of Treves' (and
Drerup's) position.

L. Pearson, The Art of Demogthenes, Beitrége zur klassischen
Philologie, Heft 68 (Meisenheim am Glan: Hain, 1976), does not
acknowledge recent discussion of the problem. He cites only the intro-
duction to Sandys, Demosthenes. On the Peace, Second Philippic, On the
Chersonese, and Third Philippic (London: 1900), pp. lix, lxvii, and to
Croiset's Budé edition of the speech, Harangues (Paris: Société
d'édition "Les Bellas ILettres," 1967) 2:90f. Of the question whether
Demosthenes delivered the longer or shorter version of the speech in
the Assembly Pearson writes (p. 151), "The question is unanswerable."

2D.H.,gg. 54, ueylotn tdv watd OLALnnOU SnunyopLdv.
A. Schaefer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit, 3 vols., rev. 2d ed. (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1885-87), 2:479, "Die Rede ist mit vorziiglicher Sorgfalt
entworfen und durchgearbeitet und gilt nech dem lbereinstimmenden
Urteile alter und neuer Kritiker als die gr&sste Staatsrede des
Demosthenes." - F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit, 3 vols., 2d ed.
(Leipzig: Teubner, 1887-1898) 3, 1: 381, "So ist disse Rede die
pathetischste und gewaltigste von allen, und, wie Rehdantz sagt, nicht
den Demosthenischen allein, sondern vielleicht von allen, die Jemmls
suf Erden gesprochen sind." Henry Lord Brougham, Works, vol. 7
(Edinburgh: Adam and Charles Black, 1872), p. 200, "In fire and variety,
indeed, it is surpessed by none of the lesser orations; and by some it
is preferred to ell the rest." H. Weil, Les Harangues de Démosthéne,
2d ed. (Paris: Hachette, 1881), p. 309, "La troisiéme Philippique est
la plus puissante des harangues de Démosthéne. Denys d'Halicarnasse
en g déj& Jugé ainsi, et le lecteur moderne regoit la méme impression."
W. Jaeger, Demosthenes. The Origin and Growth of his Policy
(Berkeley: U. of California Press, 1938), p. 170, "His Third Philippic
[is] the most powerful of these speeches, & work much wider in its im-
port then the occasion that calls it forth, bringing the whole signifi-
cance of this moment of history before us in one vast spectacle.”
George Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton: Princeton
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U. Press, 1963), p. 225, "The third Philijpic [is] Demosthenes' most
foreeful speech.

3See above, p. 20, n. 2.

hDonald F. Jackson and Galen 0. Rowe, "Demosthenes 1915-1965,"
Lustrum 1k (1969): T1.

5Jaeger, p. 17L.
6Schaefer, 2:480.
"Blass, III, 1:380f.

8M Crozset Démosthéne. Harangues, 2 vols. (Paris: "Belles
Lettres," 1967-68), 2:89-90.

9Kennedy, p. 225.

loJa.eger, p. 173-75.
e, Jaeger, p. 176.

laJ. G. Droysen, Geschichte Alexanders des Grossen (Hamburg,
1833). J. Beloch, Die attische Politik seit Perikles (Leipzig: Teubner,
1884), For a study of the politicel, social, and intellectual influ-
ences on attitudes toward Philip and Demosthenes, cf. John R. Knipfing,
"German Historians and Macedonian Imperialism," AHR 26 (1920/1): 657-T1.

137, R. Ellis, Philip II and Macedonian Imperislism (London:’
Thames and Hudson, 1976). G. L. Cawkwell, Philip of Macedon (London:
Feber and Faber, 1978). See p. 20, n. 3.

L iovell, p. 10.

Lcawicwell, pp. 10, 131, 130, 127.

16 aicwell, p. 127.

s, 1. Cawkwell, "Demosthenes Policy after the Peace of
Philocrates. II," CQ n.s. 13 (1963): 205.

880 P. E. Hardlng, review of Philip of Macedon by

¢. L. Cawkwell, in Phoenix 33 (1979): 173-78.
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lng. X 68-69: Uuetg 68 toOvavtiov éx udv EvE8SEwv
&50EoL, &n 6° elndpwv &mopot® moAewg Y&p Eywye mAolTov
Hyobual ouuppdyoug, mlotiv, ebvoiav, v mdvIiwv buetg Eot’
&mopo.. . . . Luelc &° Epnuot xal Tameirvol, T MEV uaTd
4vopdv ebetnplq Aaumpol, Tff &' &v mpoofine MapaACUEUT]
watayéilaotot. One observes the purely rhetorical, i.e., non-
factual, intent of Demosthenes' assertions by comparing &Sokot  in
this passage to SOENg in X 16 and 4Elwua xdAALoTov in IX 70
above.

200gwiwell, Philip, p. 206, n. 9.

2lyrx 259, véonua vdp, & &vépec ‘Adnvalo., SeLvdv
gunéntonev elc thv 'EAAESa. duAlnng Eeviav ual etaupelav
[t @LAlav].

220f. IX 18, where the danger facing Athens is the "alienation
of the Hellespont" and "defection" of the Peloponnese (&AAoTpLwdfivai--
--téuelvov gpovficat). Cf, also IX 35, Gniotobvtes dArdrorg,
ob 1§ ndvtag hubg &StuobvTL. Cawkwell, Philip, p. 132, "Philip
was not breeking the Peace. He did not need to. His interests were

being advanced by those in the cities of Greece who could profit from
his alliance." .

23A. H. M. Jones, "The Athens of Demosthenes," Athenian Democ-
cracy (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1969), p. 36.

2h

The conflict between Demosthenes and the Athenian majority
over the appropriate response to ascendent Mecedonian imperielism may
be compared to the twentieth~century conflict between ecologists and
the Euro-American mejority over the appropriate response to technology.
The rhetorical problem faced by both Demosthenes and the ecologists is
analogous.  For the Athenian majority Philip's power, for the Euro-
Americen mejority the power of technology, creates conditions productive
of economic growth and increase of general prosperity. Demosthenes and
the modern ecologists cen point to evidence that those same powers prom-
ise future disaster beyond "the good life" of the present, but their
evidence is ambiguous and inconclusive. Neither Demosthenes nor the
ecologists will be able to prove their case indisputebly until the doom
they now predict has arrived. In response to their rhetorical dilemme
both accuse their opponents of appealing to the base self-interest of
the majority (spesking TEdC N60VHV or MEdg XdOLV), while they
themselves appeal to the higher values inherent in the identity of
their audience in order to persuade their audience to the self-sacrifice
which effective opposition to Philip or unbridled technology will entail.
Attempts to discern the factors which influenced Demosthenes or the
twentieth-century ecologists to a perspective so uncharacteristic of
their own economic class must finally become futile psychohistorical
speculation.
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25We:il, Harangues, p. 31T.

260¢, VIII 68 and p. 93 above.

27For the claim that Demosthenes' opponents were intentionally
confusing discussion and delaying Athenian esction by their contributions
to public debate, cf. VIII 13 and above, pp. 85-87.

EBCf. esp. G. L. Cawkwell, "Demosthenes' Policy after the Peace

of Philocrates," CQ n.s. 13 (1963) 120-38, 200-13.

29Pearson, p. 155.

30gee above, p.112 . Cf. Isoc., Phil. 15-16,

31See above, p.100, n. 25.

320¢. Diod. Sic. XVI 53.3.

3313( 55 &AM ol uero. TAELOVog domahauag noiLteVeodal
Geﬁmua.re 'cou'rot.g [Philip's "employees"] § tolg Umep Oudv
A.évoucw. 56: Hacw €v ‘OAGVIy T&v Ev TOlg mMpPdyuad. TLVEG
LEV <Dl.Mmtou nal mdvo’ Umnpetolvtee éuelvy, TLVEC 68 1ol
Beluo’cou ol Snwg uh SouAeviouciv ol noMtaL MPATTOVIES. .

. . ot ta dLAlnmou gpovolvtec . . . TOUC T& BéATiota
AEYOVTAC. .« .« . 5T: Those members of the 6&fijuoc at Eretria
who wished to hand the city's a.ffa.irs over to Philip rather than to
Athens are contrasted with tol¢ Omép abthv Aéyovtag. 63: The people
of Olynthus, Eretria, snd Oreus were more fa.vorably inelined npdg tolg
bngp OuLALnnouv Adyovtac . . . N Todc bLmEp abT@v. Accordmg to
Demosthenes, the same situation prevails in A’chens (énsp ual map’
Oulv) : The conflict within Athens is between ol Unep tol -
BeAtlotou Aéyovrteg (IX 63), ol UmEp Luiv Adyovreg (IX 65), on
the one hand, and ol ®LAlmny cmunpdﬂovteg (Ix 63), ol 4mep t@v
Ex9phv Aévyovteg (IX 67). ‘ :

3hJaeger, Demosthenes (see above, p. 146 , n. 2), pp. 172-73.

Ja.eger continues, "The strongest antagonist arrayed against Demosthenes
in his fight for the loyalty of Greece was defeatism clothed in the emo-
tional gerb of a higher patriotism." In Chapter Seven of his book

(pp. 150-75) Jaeger emphasizes Isocrates' obsession with "Panhellenic
cultural unity" (p. 152) and his determination to enlist Philip as the
“agent for that unity once he had decided that Philip "could not be
eluded" (p. 152). That is to say, in Jaeger's view Isocrates could be
countéd among those opponents of Demosthenes whose defense of Philip
was based on surrender to his apparent invineibility (p. 168): "It is
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clear that a feeling of complete hopelessness was the basic reason for
their acquiescing in the dependence to which the peace had doomed them,
apparently forever. Such dependence, it seemed to them, was more
endurable in the form of an allisnce between equals than in that of co-
ercive subjection."” Demosthenes, however, had succumbed to no such
hopelessness: "For a state to hold its own is, in his opinion, primarily
s matter of will" (p. 168). Hence, as Jaeger states the case,

Isocrates pursued s Panhellenic scheme under leadership of Philip out of
" more or less voluntary submission to the will of the conqueror"

(p. 172). Demosthenes, by contrast, embarked on "an unperelleled fight
for nationel unification" precisely in order to foster "a unanimous
uprising of all the Greeks ageinst the Macedonian foe" (p. 172).

A far more positive view of Isocrates' political views and
intents has been taken by & number of modern scholars, among them Paul
Wendland, "Beitrige zur athenischen Politik und Publicistik des vierten
Jehrhunderts," G8ttNachr, 1910, "I. X3nig Philippos und Isokrates,"
pp. 123-82; "II, Isokretes und Demosthenes," pp. 289-323. Cf. C. D.
Adems, "Recent Views of the Political Influence of Isocrates," CP T
(1912): 343-50. J. Kessler, Isokrates und die panhellenische Idee
(Paderborn, 1910). G. Mathieu, Les idées politiques d'Isocraete (Paris,
1925). S. Perlman has argued that "Isocrates was not & tool in the
hands of Philip and was not a member of the pro-Macedonian party. . . .
He put forward a plan which would preserve the existing limit of
Macedonian influence., . . ." "Isocrates' 'Philippus'--A Reinterpreta-
tion," Historia 6 (1957): 306-17 (p. 317).

Attempts to portray Isocretes as a superior politicel genius
and Athenian patriot still fail to be persuasive, however, as a recent
article by Markle demonstretes: M. M. Markle III, “Support of Athenisn
Intellectuals for Philip: A Study of Isocrates' Philippus end
Speusippus' Letter to Philip," JHS 96 (1976): 80-99. Markle argues
that Isocrates attempted to persuade "the Athenians and other Greeks
to be content with their present circumstances and to accept Philip as
their legitimate leader in a campaign sgainst Persia' (p. 80). More-
over, he argues that Isocrates' motive in promoting Greek acquiescence
in Macedonian leadership was "to win royal patronage for himself and
his school" (p. 80). Here Jaeger's "national self-surrender" is in the
service neither of a panhellenic ideal nor of a sophisticated Athenian
patriotism but of personel prestige and power.

3 spartans and Athenians (IX 25): idvd’ &o° EEnudpTnTar,
Philip: dv olAvmmog év TDLOL nal Géu’ oOy SAoic &teoiv, olc
éninordet, fHi6iunue Tobg “EAAnvag.

36ﬁi2h-25 ndyteg govto Setv, ual ol undtv éyxaieiv
Exovreg abtolg, uHETd TGV ﬁauunuévmv noAeneiv. . . . ndvieg
elg mdienov natéornoav, ual ot un&év tynarolvreg
abtoic. . . GAL" fuele abtol ual Aaueﬁatuévuou, 006Ev v

eﬁneuv éxovtsg €E Gpxfic & TL fiSuuobued’ bn’ &ArdAwv, Suwc
Unép dv Tolg GAAoug 4SLHoULNEVOUC EwPDUEV, TOAEWETV méue&a
Setv. The theme of bringing help to the vietims of aggression is
itself a commonplace of the epitaphioi. See below, p.133.
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37Indeed, the whole section may be viewed as a use of the topos
genos and the commonplace of noble and legitimate birth. See below,
p. 133.

38011 this reference, see Weil, Harangues, p. 333, and Schaefer,

Demosthenes 2:415. When Demosthenes refers to Philip's &oOAot, he
mey simply be expressing the common Greek notion that in an absolute
state, only the king is free (Weil). Cf. Eur., Hel. 276: & BapBdpwv
Y&p So0Aa mdvta ARV &vdg.  This background does not vitiate the
strong emotional impact Demosthenes intends by his statement.

35ee below, pp. 133-%.

ho(}p. IX 35, above, 4amiLotobvieg dAARAoLG, wTA. . . .
budvoLa  is rare in the Demosthenic corpus and is found only here
among the speeches against Philip.

"gee Isoc., Phil. 16 141. Pamsth. 3 173 17h. For the earlier
oligerchic and Pythagorean associations of the term, see G. Grossmann,
Politische SchlagwOrter aus der Zeit des Peloponnesischen Krieges
(Zlirich, 1950), pp. 43-70.

heRussell Meiggs, The Athenian Empire (Oxford: Clarendon, 1972),
p. 94. Meiges argues that the inspiration for the statue came not from
Cimon but from "the radical democrats" {p. 94) and that the work on it
began "very soon" after Cimon's ostracism in 461 and was completed in
the late fifties (p. 95). He is sympathetic to Pausanias' statement
(I.28.2) thet the statue commemorated Marathon and suggests that
"Athens was reminding herself and other Greeks that she had defeated
Persia, alone with the Plataeans, before the Spartan-led alliance,
which she had now left, drove back Xerxes' invasion" (p. 95).

1Ex‘x"‘or discussion of the genuineness and chronology of the decree

and of the Arthmius affair to which it refers, cf. Appendix IV,
PP. 250-266.

mJ'I*:, is difficult to imagine that either Demosthenes or his

audience could have been so naive as not to suspect that such Persian
influence-peddling in the Peloponnese in fact was directed against
Athens, hence, & highly pertinent Athenian concern.

hs’l‘he use of T t@v ‘EAA. in the first phrase may imply
the commonality of Greek response to the Barbarian King in the fifth
century, in contrast to the fear prompted by the contemporsry "Barbari-
an" among the divided Greeks, totg “EAA.
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)'46'1'0 have cited a decree that was well-known to his sudience
would have been consistent with Demosthenes' and, indeed, all
fourth~century orators' preference for illustrations known to their
audience. Cf. Lionel Pearson, "Historical Allusions in the Attic
Orators," CP 36 (1941): 209-29. Even when Demosthenes (XIX 272) poses
and responds to the rhetorical question, "Does someone object that this
inseription was set up Jjust anywhere?" he may be posing a question to
vhich the audience already knew the answer, and in providing it himself
he mey be confirming their own knowledge in soliderity with them rether
than ingtructing them as their superior. Pearson, p. 213: "An orator
+ + « dares not pose as & scholar or a historian who can instruct his
sudience in the history of their own times or that of their ancestors."

h7A further inference cen be drawn from the suggestion of
P. Treves, "La composition de la 3me Philippigque,” REA 42 (1940): 359,
that the ouyyvoun tolg EAeyXouévoLg mentioned in the vulgate
version of IX 37-38 refers to the acquittal of Aeschines. If Treves
is correct, Demosthenes' use of the Arthmius decree here msy recall
intentionally his earlier use of the same example in the speech On the
False Embassy (XIX 271-72) end specifies Aeschines as a leader among
corrupted traitors ageinst whom he directs this section of the speech.

Because the critical situstion in the Hellespont provides the

occasion for this speech, one may speculate that an illustration drawn
from Zeleia--which was located in the Hellespont--was intended to
point the significance of the present conflict. Demosthenes, however,
seems unclear about the location of Zeleia or at least does not draw any
ettention to its proximity to Athens' present area of conflict. (IX 43,
h vap Zéield Eotu tfic ‘Aclag.)

hBCp. é¢navopdwdfivaL. The term is especially rich with mean-
ing within this context if Cewkwell is correct in his suggestion (Q_Q
n.s. 13 [1963]: 132) that the €navépdwOLE Philip was proposing for
the Peace of Philocrates was its conversion "into a sort of Common
Peace." Demosthenes clearly has in mind that any kind of Greek com-
mnity will exist only under Athenien tutelage.

u9Cf. Appendix IV, pp. 253-255.

5001‘ particular interest in the Third Philippic is Demosthenes'
use of patriotic commonplaces, which in the epitaphioi are directed to
the praise of Athens, to apply to the Greeks in general. Instances of
such use will be cited in brackets [ ].

5:LSO Aristotle writes that the appeal for the attention and good
will of the hearer cannot be confined to the prologue but must be dis-
persed throughout the speech. Rh. 1415b 9-12: ETL TO TMPOOEWTLHOVG
nmoLelv ndviev Tdv pEPdGV xotvdv, &dv 6én° mavtaxol Yap &vidot
udriov § &oxduevor® 8510 yeroTov &v dpxfi TdTTELVY, &TE
wAiota ndvteg mpogéxovteg &upodvTal .
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5equpl:'Led in Demosthenes' statement, though not explicitly
articulated is the commonplace that Athens alone { uévol) fulfills
its responsibility. :

SBF. Blass, Die attische Beredsamke:.t 24 ed., 3 vols.

(leipzig: Teubner, 1887-1898) 3,1: 152.

Dldymus, in Demosth. 11.1 col. 10.34k. Theop. FGrHE 115 F
292. Fhiloch. FGrH 328 F 162. For a discussion of the import of the
seizure, see Jacoby, FGrH ITIb 1 (Supplement) pp. 537-39, who conecludes
that the incident was not the cause of renewed war between Athens and
Mecedon, as Demosthenes asserts in XVIII 72 and the account in Didymus
suggests, but "a warlike sct" which probably occurred "at the very
moment when the Demos listened to his letter of complaint and
Demosthenes carried the formal declaration of war" (p. 539).

55For the significance of the notion thaet Athens' privileged
status is an inheritance which it is the Athenians' obligaetion to hand
on untarnished to future generations, cf. Plato, Memex. 24Tb (p. 2L2
below)s K. J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality (Berkeley: U. California
Press, 1974), pp. 170-75; and the ephebic oath preserved in Lycurg.,
Leoc. T7: duvvd 6t nal Unép Le:pc'bv ual dolev nal odu éld.'r'cm
Tapasdon TAV tatplba, TAElw 68 Hal &peliw HaTtd TE uautov Kal pETA
drndvtwv. . . . (on which M. N. Tod, A Selection of Greek Historical
Inscriptions [Oxford, Clarendon, 1948] 2:303-07. [Tod 204]).




CHAPTER VI
THE FOURTH PHILIPPIC

In the Third Philippic Demosthenes provided clues (IX 40 70,
see gbove, p.107 ) that the Athens which he was attempting to drive into
war with Pnilip was in fact prospering under the Peace with him. In that
speech, however, he did not choose to attack the issue of prosperity
head-on (see above, p.143 ). He chose instead to counter the desire for
continued prosperity with e call to reassert Athens' traditional
hegemony,; & call couched in panhellenic language and conveyed with a
markedly epideictic spirit and tone., In the Fourth Philippie, delivered
only a few days or weeks after the Third, Demosthenes' interest in the
recovery of Athens' hegemony is not less marked and his eppeal to the
conventional commonplaces is equally pervasive. In this speech, how-
ever, Demosthenes eppears to have discovered a tactic for neutrelizing
the economic issue. In the Fourth Philippic, therefore, weelth, pros-
perity, economic security--the fruits of Eubulus' economic recovery
program--move to the center and money becomes the unifying theme of the
speech. Without discarding the power of the epideictic commonplaces
to inspire the vision of Athens' treditionel station in Greece, Demos-
thenes, for the first time in his career, attempts a response to
Athenian concern for continued economic prosperity which he hopes will
unite rich and poor behind the proposed war effort.

The Fourth Philippic has been neglected by scholars because of
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questions about its authenticity. Already in the nineteenth century a
distinguished line of Demosthenic scholars, beginning with Valckenaer
and including F. A. Wolf, Dobree, Boeck, Westermsnn, and A. Schaefer,
had argued that the Fourth Phi}.ippic was & forgery.l Others, like Weil
and Blass, held it to be pastiche of genuine Demosthenic fragments by
an unknown o:ecli’t:or.2 With the discovery in 1901 of papyrus fragments
- containing parts of Didymus' commentary on Demosthenes a reexamination
of the issue of authenticity enaued.3 Didymus himself has been recog-
nized as a scholar "of immense learning and industry" and "a scrupulous
transmitter of learning that might otherwise have been lost."h His
commentery on Demosthenes, a substantive work full of citations from
such historians as Philochoros and supplying useful historicel materi-
al, deals at some length in the surviving fragments with the Fourth
Philippic. Although Didymus discusses fully the authenticity of the
Answer to Philip's Letter (XI) and informs us that it had been
attributed to Anaximenes of Lampsacus, he raises no questions at all
about the authenticity of the Fourth Philippic. He furthermore pro-
vides historical detail about the arrest of Hermeias and about
Aristomedes which indicates their thoroughly contemporary character and
relevance to the specific time when the speech was delivered. Kodrte
and Foucart have subjected the fregments to thorough analysis, and on
the basis of both the considerations mentioned here and of a detailed
explication of the texts of both Didymus and the Fourth Philippic they
have concluded in favor of the speech's authenticity.s Subsequent
scholarship hasg shifted away from the issue of authenticity to the

question of dating and of the parallels between the Fourth Philippic
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and the speech On the Chersonese. The most exhaustive study of the
problem is & 1953 dissertation by Stephen G. Daitz, which extended and
modified theories first set forth by Spengel in 1860 and Adams in
6

1938.° Daitz provides deteiled evidence that the pataiiél passaeges in
the two speeches were originelly part of the Fourth Philippic and not
of the Chersonese speech, as has been generally ]_n.'opossecl.,r R. Sealey
has arrived at the same conclusion, apparently independently, and it is
the bagis for the following treatment of the speech.8

Dionysius reports that the Fourth Philippic was delivered in
the archonship of Nikomachos (3&1/0).9 Didymus, citing Philochoros,
assigns the speech to the éame year.lo Cawkwell has noted, however,
that Didymus' discussion of the date of the speech "is very fragmentar-
ily préserved and breaks off in tantalizing fashion at the end of
column 2 with the remark that 'some' sey that the speech was composed

in 3bg/1,M

The earlier date is almost certainly correct, for Didymus
also conveniently preserves attestation by Philochoros, independently
confirmed by the scholia on Aeschines, that Athenian "liberation" of
Oreos from Macedonian control is to be dated to Scirophorion 31&1.12
Within & month the Athenians were also beseiging Eretria.13 Yet in the
Fourth Philippic Demosthenes refers to Oreus (X 9 61) in & manner that
implies that the city remains in Macedonian hands, and he says that
Philip is meking Euboee a "fortress ageinst Athens," & claim that must
appear preposterous if Athenian troops have already expelled Macedonian
leadership from major Euboean cities. Hence, the Fourth Philippic must

heve been delivered before Scirophorion 341, before the Athenian cam-

paign in Eu‘boea-a..l)‘L There is, in fact, no evidence within the Fourth
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Philippic that the situation has changed at all since the Third
FPhilippic, and I will argue thet it was delivered very shortly, perhaps
within & few days, after the earlier speech.

Analysis of the Fourth Philippic has been hampered by scholarly
concentration on the problem of the parallel passages and apparent
borrowings from other speeches. The resuit of this focus has been to
divert scholers from seeking a broader perspective on the speech, from
seeing it as a whole rather than as a patchwork of fragments stitched
together. Even scholars who argue for the authenticity of the speech
do not move beyond transitions between its parts to an adequate theory
which might setisfactorily link together the entire speec:h.15 A reading
of the speech itself, however, without continusl reference to its rela-
tionship to other speeches, reveals that it does have a single unifying
theme, and that theme is money.

A first indication that the speech is concerned with economic
questions is the high frequency of words related to money and finance.
The word Ypnuata, for example, appears twelve times in this speech,
more than in any other of the speeches against Philip. As the table on
p. 158 will show, the Fourth Philippic contains twenty-five terms
related to money, some of them found only in this speech. More of these
terms are found in the Fourth Philippic, and most are used more times in
this speech than in the other speeches against Philip. In paragraph 4-5
Demosthenes cites the victories of Philip's sympathizers "everywhere“
and attributes their success to employment of "all tl}e strategems by
which politics are conducted (ndoiLv Sooug npd&um;a npdtts‘cah) '

but "first and foremost, by having someone who will give money on their



MONEY-RELATED VOCABULARY

I II III IV VI VIII* IX X

xofinata (money) T 3 011 1 8 12
nplapat  (buy)

&vailouw  (spend) 2 1 2 2 1

tpogl  (provisions) 1 '

Gomavyy  (expense) 1

gyyuntic (gusrentor)

odola  (property)

4vdiwpa  (expense)

Sviot (consumer- goods)

gbetnpola (plenty)

4yopd  (market) 1 1 1
naviyupLg (festival)

nLLodapvetiv  (work for pey)

pLo9de  (working for pay) 1 3 &

4ovUptov (money) '

wapnolodal  (derive profits) 3 2

ntwxdg (poor)

nAoUorog (wealthy)

nAoGtog  (wealth) : 1
e0nopog  ("well off") 1 1

&nopoc  (poor)

&véera  (poverty) 2

éyxewplZewv  (entrust)

e06aluwv  (prosperous)

P R W R U S G e RSP I L " I VI R o i

gbatuovia (prosperity) 1

Total occurrences 17 2 14 23 b 11 12 57

*For the speech On the Chersomese (VIII) only occurrences of words
in the original sections are noted.
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behalf to any who want to get it." (mpdte uéEv ndvtwv wal mieloty
t§ Tolg Boulondvoirc xoruata Aaupdvelrv Exeirv tov Shoovd’

Unép adtdv) References to Philip's politics of largesse recur else-
where in the speech (X 19 64 65 6T 68), and Demosthenes recommends that
the Athenians imitate him (19, &AL° Sv &uetlvog moAenet tTpdmov,
toltov uLuetode, tolg uEv 4duuvopévoig fidn xpduata wal TEAML’
dowv Séovtal Subddvteg). Bribery remains, as in earlier speeches,
Athens' primary problem in making the necessary decisions against
Philip. For “only in Athens is immunity granted to those who speak for
one's enemies; politicians who have accepted bribes may safely address
you personaelly, even when you have been robbed of your own" (X 66):

év udvun THV Noodv ndAewv Ii buetépq G6et’ Umep rmvﬂ

Exdpidv AdveLv Sébotan, uan AaBé\n:a xprinat’ ou‘n:ov

dogarég éoti Adyewv map’ Gulv, ulv donenuévol T

tudtep’ abtdv fite.
Athenians, says Demosthenes, are well aware of what politicians are on
Philip's payroll and are practicing as his agents; they are equally
aware of which politiciens are really acting in the best 1nterests of
Athens. But they bring their complaints against these latter and so let
public business descend to ridicule and mockery that they are freed from
ever having to perform any of their duties (X 75):  '

obu &yvoolvteg c.(rcoug (Cote vap 09IV LBSVTEC dupt.Bmg,

ng uLodol Aéyst. nat Unep @LAlmnou nolnrsusrau, nal tig

dg dAnddg um-:p Thv Be)u:n.m:mv) , QAL UV’ alTiaocduevol

rouroug nal o mpdyn’ elg véAwta nal AotSoplav EpBAASVTES

unéév adtol tdv SedvTwv MOLATE.

In this speech the refusal to perform one's public functions’is

linked to money. Politicians speaking iﬂ opposition to resumption of
oben warkwith Philip are -arguing from its cost, as Demosthenes himself

reveals (X 55):
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EneLbdv tL THV mpdg dlALmnov éundon, e0dVe dvaotdc TS
Aéyelr ¢ o0 6!—:1, Anpeiv obO&E Ypdwew néleuov, napc.&at.g
e09¢wg LEfic TO TNV eLpﬂ\mv Gyelrv Og &yaddv ual TO
TedgeLv ueydAnv Sdvaunlv ag xaremdv, wal "Sitapndleiv
TLvéc T Yprfuata BovAovtal."
Whenever any of the issues having to do with Philip comes up,
instantly someone stands up and says there must be no foolish talk,
no declarations of war, and then adds right on without a stop how
good it is to keep peace and how burdensome to maintein a large
force, and that "some want to plunder your wealth."
Thet the accusation, Stapmdfelv TLvég T& Ypfiuata Bodloviat,
has become a slogan of Demosthenes' opposition is clesr from the follow-
ing two paragrephs, in which Demosthenes continually throws the word,
SLapndfelv, back on the opposition. The "plunder of their wealth"
they should stop by suggesting some policy to restrain Philip and not
by abandoning Athenien interests. Demosthenes' indignation is aroused
when he sees politicians concerned about the "plunder of their wealth,"
but not at Philip, who is "plundering" every Greek city in turn, and
"plundering" them in order to attack Athens. Furthermore, he says, if
it is xaAend to spend money on the preservation of Athens, what
Athens will suffer if its citizens neglect their duty will be much more
so (56-5T7).

It is apparent that since Demosthenes' delivery of his Third
Philippie little action has been taken. Perhaps money and supplies
have been sent to Diopeithes, but Demosthenes does not consider that
isolated campaign to be the issue in any case, and he specifically
criticizes Athens for funding PBondelal in an unsystematic, ad-hoc
fashion instead of funding a standing force.l6 Perhaps some embassies

have been sent to other Greek cities, although his mention of the

resistance of other cities--probably, Thebes, Chalcis, and Byzantium--in
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paragraph six does not require that the embagsies called for in the
Third Philippic have already been sent. The situation facing Demosthe-
nes in this speech appears to be continued resistance to the broad
mobilization which he had proposed in his earlier speech. His opponents
appear not only to be accusing him and his associates of precipitating
' war, but in so doing, of bankrupting Athens at the time of its highest
prosperity.l? The speaker's strategic problem is to convince his audi-
ence that Athens can afford the cost of war and that the war effort is
worth the cost.

Demogthenes admits that the cost of war with Philip will be
h:i.gh.l8 In fact, he asserts boldly that there is nothing Athens needs

so much for the business to which it must now attend than money (X 31):

oﬂ&svog TV ndvtwv odtwg O xpnudtwv Set TH mdAer
npdc TA VOV EmiLdvta mpdyuata.

He presents proposals, however, through which he intends to convince his
fellow Athenians that the necessary funds are accessible. First, he
proposes an end to wastefulness (cp. X 20, LoteplTete, dvaAlonete)
through establishment of a well-rounded standing military machine and
& fully functioning system of accountability (X 19-22). His second
proposal, his boldest and most visionary, is his suggestion that Athens
gsend ambassadors to seek an alliance with the Persian king. Demosthenes
had already made the suggestion in the Third Philippic (IX Tl), mention-
ing the King last in a list of places to which ambassadors should be
sent:

rtc.vw.xou , elg Hekonévvncov, elg *Pb&bov, elg Xlov,

ag Baouléa Ae’:vm (o088 Yap TGV &nelvy cuwpepévtmv
dodotnue TO un toltov édogal mAvta na‘racrpéwacﬁm..
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[we must disperse ambassadors] in all directions, to the Peloponnese,

to Rhodes, to Chios, yes, I say to the King (for preventing Philip

from subduing everything is not irrelevant even to the King's inter-

ests).
There the suggestion was made almost in passing, with the addition of a
single ciause to pose & rationale.for wﬁat must have seemed an audecious
notion. kPerhaps he inserted his proposel in just such a casusl way,
without preperation and without either emphasis or elaboration, in order
to tegt its impact and_tb lay the way for further development of the
idea later if the résponée to his trial balloon was favcrable.l9 Here
he cloaks thekidea with the suggestion of divine favor: a "spontaneous
stroke of good fortune" has fallen upon the city (X 31, cuuBépnue
6’ ebdtufuar’ &and tadtaudtouv), which can now use it to its advan-
tage. Persons considered by the King to be his trusted "benefactors"
are at war with Philip.20 Furthermore, one of Philip's operatives,
with personal knowledge of "all Philip's plots against the King," has
been dragged off to the King and will shortly be forced to iaform the
King of Philip's hostile intentions.>t All that remains for the
Athenians is to send a message to the King "which he will be delighted
to hear, nemely, that the one injuring both should be punished by both
in common" (X 33):

bc TOV dupotépoug &SLMoGvta uoLvii Tiuwphoacdal Sel.

The reception that such a proposal was likely to get from an
Athenien sudience is implied by Demosthenes' plea to his audience to
"put aside the silly talk" sbout "the Barbarian" and "the common enemy
of all," and the like (X 33):

olpar Sefv Gpdg . . . THv 4BeATEplav &nodéodai, &u° Hv

noAAduLe AAaTTdONTE, "& &0 BdpBapoc nal & uoLvog
dnaouv Ex9pde, " nal mdvta td Toralta.
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Demosthenes had himself used those epithets of the King more then a
decade earlier in his first known political speech (XIV 3 35 36). He
hed also used them to refer to Philip (XIX 302 307 308, IX 31, ecp. III
16). Here he does not do so. While asseﬁing that those traditional
epithets are no longer approprié.te to descfibe the King, he doés not
argue here that they should be i'eferred insteed to Philip., The King he
calls one "who both formerly was the c:i.‘cy'é ally in straightening out
its affairs and now was meking proposals to us V(xb3h).:

Sg‘ Kol TPATEPOV CUVETNNVAPSWoE T& TG néksmg npdyuata
wati viv énnyyéiieto.

He implies that, while Philip had talked deceitfully of ¢navépduoLg,

the King had actuslly accomplished it.2> And only recently hed he

sought Athenian assistance in his Egyptian ca.mpaign.23

For Philip, on
the other hand, Demosthenes does not use a title or epithet from the
anti-Persian tradition; he speaks of one "expanding in the midst of
Greece, a robber of Greeks" (X 3k4): €v uéon tfi "EAAASL
abEavouévou Anotol T@EV ‘EAARVWV. In order to ease establishment
of friendly relations and a possible military alliance with the King he
repudiates the old panhellenic rhetoric rather then seeking its transfer
to Philip. To create a negative image of Philip as "robber" and "plun-
derer" of Greeks, on the other hand, is to reinforce the theme of money
in this speech and to anticipate the discussion of plunder in paragraphs
25=5T.

Demosthenes' third proposal for meeting the financial needs of a
military campaign against Philip follows in parmgrenka 35-45. At a time
in Athenian history when financial considerations have become, in

Demosthenes' view, & pretext for inaction he proposes to speak "for the
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advantage of the city on behalf of the poor the case against the rich,
and on behalf of property owners the case against the needy" (X 36):
oluar vap £Eeuv ual UmEP TEY dnépmv r& Stuar’ é&ml rw

ovugépovtL Tfig néhemg elnetv npog ol etmndpoug, Hai
unép Tdv renTnuévov TAg obolag mpdg Toog Evéeelc.

The primary point of conflict between the two classes is, he says (x 35),
the theorikon, and he proposes removing it from contentious discussion

(x 36):

el &uéloiuev éu néoou ual rag Bkaownunag dc &nl %
Sempuuw notoGvtal TLvec obOXL Sinalwg, wal TV deov,
dc ob othoetal TolT’ &veu peydiou Tivdg uoanol, ovSEV
dv ele t& npdypata petlov eloeveynalpeda, o008’ & TuL
ot vij udAiov &v &Anv énippdoete THV TMOALV.
If we could do away with the slanders that some are illegitimately
speaking ageinst the theorikon and the feer that it will not sur-
vive without very dengerous consequences, we would not introduce
anything more favorable to the public good, nor would any action
improve more the vitality of our whole city.
This reversal of the attacks on the theoric fund which had character=-
ized Demosthenes' Olynthiac speeches (ef. III 10-13, 31) convinced
many nineteenth-century critics thaet this speech could not be genuinely
Demothenes'. As Drerup has correctly pointed out, however, politiciens

can change their minds.ah

He is undoubtedly correct as well in his
speculation thet Demosthenes here endorses the fund as a gesture
designed to gain the support of the majority and so finally to wrest the
finencial administration of the city away from Eubulus.25 He links his
defense of the fund to his arguments for "those appearing to be in
néed" (X 37, tv &v ypelq Sonolbviwv), with the claim that Good
Fortune (N.B.! not Eubulus' sound policies) has so increased the finan-

cial base of the city that there is plenty enough profit for everyone.

Al citizens of Athens, rich and poor alike, benefit from the city's
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prosperity, and all citizens accept their share of the benefits from the
theoric fund. Hence, Demosthenes ergues, the wealthy should not use the
large surpluses dispensed through the theorikon as a pretext (X 35 39,
npdeacLg) for withholding their liturgies or e€logopal. In support
of his claims upon the wealthy he ¢ites the willingness of people of
means o0 ndlaL--probably just after the Socisl War-~to perform their
civic duties even though the total revenues of the city were no more

than 130 talents at that time.2o

When Demosthenes speaks for the
wealthy, however, he does not actuslly address the poor and needy, but
the upwardly mobile politicians who take advantage of the Athenian
political and legel system to drain off public funds to their own advan-
tage and to win fines and confiscations from the wealthy in court. He
does not criticize the poor enywhere in this section of the speech, but
defends their right to share in the public wealth provided them through
the theorie fund. At the same time, he defends the right of the wealthy
to retain their property not by attacking the poor, but by attacking his
political opponents, whom he generally criticizes for getting rich at
public expense,

This third proposal for meeting the financial demands of war
with Philip, & proposel which is based both on defense of the theorikon
and on the assertion of a convergence of inberests within the body poli-
tic, is a highly effective assault on the political strategy which had
enabled Eubulus to hold together the interests of rich and poor for
nearly fifteen years. As Beloch interpreted that strategy, Eubulus
would have gained his natural support from the propertied classes who

had the most to gain from his financial policies. In & democracy,
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however, he could hardly hope to sustain his place of leadership if he
depended for support only on the rich., He therefore had to incorporate
into his finencial system a means by which he could assure his popular-
ity among the large. unpropertied mejority, and thet means was the
theoric fund.27 Demosthenes, for his part, gives evidence in this
speech that he had learned something about strategy from Eubulus. By
ignoring his earlier axﬁacks on the theoric fund and endorsing its con-
tinued importance for all econcmic clagses, by demonstrating that a
Persian alliance might provide the needed funds for a war with Philip
without compromising the prosperity enjoyed by rich and poor alike, and
by asserting & commonality of interests between rich and poor, Demos-
thenes was attempting to teke the financiel issue away from Eubulus.
In the Third Philippic he had concentrated on Philip's "aggressions"
and Athens' historic call to leadership, but he did not attack directly
the unassaileble position of Eubulus that a war with Philip would cost
Athens the post-Sociael War economic gains which had been realized under
his peacetimé financial policies. In this speech Demosthenes means to
imply that Athenisns can have their cake and eat it: the theorikon may
be maintained intact and its critics denounced; funds for the war may be
gsolicited from Persia, which has given signs of a desire for alliance
with Athens; recognition of mutusl interests and common responsibility
among rich and poor will mmke it possible for the city to produce even
out of its prosperity the revenues needed to support the war effort, as
Demosthenes implies in paragraph 45:

6et vdp, & &vSpeg ‘Adnvalo., Sunalwg &AAdAoLg Tfic

moALTelag notvwvelv, tTolc uev edndpoug elgc usdv tdv
Blov tdv doutiiv doparidc &xevv voulfovtac nal Omdp
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rot?'rmv uh 6eboundtag, elc S8 Tolg HLVEUVOUS HOLVA
Unep Tfig cmrnpéug 1:21 dvta Th naTpisL napéxov'cag,\
tolg 68 Aoimolg TA WEV HOLVA KoLV voutZovrag ual
petéyovtag T uépog, td &' tudotou [Sia TOl
uextnuévou. oltw ual HLuped HEYEAN mOALS YLYVeETaL
®al upeydAn ofletac.
Men of Athens, we ought to share fairly the rights and privileges
of our democracy: the weaslthy should be able to count their for-
tunes secure without need to worry about them; but in times of
danger they should furnish their wealth as & public resource to the
city for its defense. Everyone else should count public resources
public and accept their share of them, but recognize private weeslth
as the property of individusls. That is how smell c1t:x.es become
great, and great cities are kept great.
Behind the phrases defending both the right to private property and the
right to public welfare, however, Demosthenes discreetly conceals his
ultimete strategy: "In times of danger," he says, "they should furnish
their wealth as a public resource to the city for its defense." 1In
order to gain public acceptance of his war policy he emphesizes mutual
interests and mutusl respect. His aim, however, is common responsibil-
ity. He is able to talk about the need to maintain the theorikon and
to preserve the property of the wealthy because he is convinced that
once Athens is totally mobilized it will face dangers which will moti-
vate the wealthy to make their wealth motvd. As for the theorikon,
although he breathes not a word of it here, Demosthenes clearly also
believes that, given those same dangers, the poor and needy will also
gladly consent to meke their theoric moneys o*cpa.‘rt.muud..ea As
Philochoros informs us, that is precisely whet finally happened, at
Demosthenes' urging.29
Heving argued that Athens can afford the cost of war, he must

also persuade his audience that the war effort is worth the cost. This

he attempts to do with two lines of argument. The first is that,
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however high the costs of war, the cost of capitulation to Philip will
be higher:

gdv Aoylontalr t& T néAelr uetd toabta yevnodueva,

¢dv tabTta wi £9¢An noielv, ebpioer Avoiterobv To

gndvtag moLelv Td Séovta. (24)

voutlZelv &° efvak Yaiend oly §o‘ v elg cwtnelav

Sanaviuev, &AL’ 8 mnerodueda, v uh talt’ é¥¢Awuev

notetv. (56) ‘
Elaborating on & point made in earlier speeches, Demosthenes emphasizes
that Athens is "the chief object of Philip's plots" (L9, udAioc®’ tuiv
¢nLBoviederv OLALMNOV).  On the one hand, he is fortifying his
hold over property to the north, "those wretched objects in Thrace"
(15), in order to seize control in the future of the Athenians' "har-
bors, dockyards, triremes, location, and prestige” (16). On the other
hand, it is because Philip is the "irreconcilable foe of constitutional
government and democracy” that "all of his present activity and organi-
zation is preparing for an attack on Athens" (15):

npdTtov wEv &h tolto 6el, éx9pOv UmelAngéval Tiig MoAiLTelag

ual tfic Snuoupatiag Gdidilautov éueivov, Geéyspov &’

eidéval capdc STL nAvd® dba ngayuatsﬁerau Hal HATACHEUG-

Cetar vOv, énl TV fuetépav MOALV mapaoweuvdletal.
Philip knows precisely (0l8ev GxplLB®S)  that his own hold on power
will be precarious so long as Athens continues as a democracy (13,
obs2v Eot’ abth BePalwc Exerv, Ewg dv buelc Snuowpatfiode).
Therefore, in a considerable escalation of rhetoric over his previous
speeches, Demosthenes asserts as forcefully as possible Philip's hostil-

ity to Athens and his intent to destroy its free govermment, and he

invokes the city's gods to destroy Philip (11):
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npdrov név, & &vépec ‘Adnvalor, tolto map’ Luiv abtoug
BeBalwg yvéval, 6rL tfi ndAer OlAimnog noksuan ®al thv
elpfvnv kékuuev nal udxovouc uév -EoTL Al éxﬁpog &An
T méAeL wal tH tfic ndiewg &6dopel, mpoodfow S ual
tolg &v T ndier deolg, oinep abidv éEoréoerLav,
o008Vl pévtoL pdilov N tfi moArtelq moAenel obs'

énLBourelder, ual ouonel pdilov obSEV TdV ndviwv i ndg
tadtnv wataidoel.

First, men of Athens, you must fix this firmly in your ﬁinds, that
Philip is at war with Athens and has broken the Peace, that he is
the malevolent enemy of our whole city, and of the soil beneath our
city, and, I will add, of the gods within our city (Msy they
destroy him!), and that his military and diplometic efforts are
aimed at nothing so much as at our free constitution and he is
investigating nothing more than how to abolish it.
Later in the speech Demosthenes returns to the theme, assuring this
audience.that, in Athens' case unlike that of other ecities, capitulation
to Philip will not mean slavery but extermination (X 62):
naL whv obyx bmEp tdv fLowv Ouliv ual tolg &Alolc &od’

b uilvbuvog® ob yap Up’ abth motdoacdal ThHV mAALV
BoVAetar dlALmnog Gudv, ob, &AL’ BAwg &veAelv.

Moreover, it isn't for the same stakes that you and the others are
in danger. Philip, you see, does not want simply to subjugate our
ecity. No, he wants to wipe it off the map.
The war with Philip will be a "life-end-death struggle" (X 63, bnep
tov eoyxdtwev tooudvou Tol &ydvog).

Demosthenes' first argument for Athens' investment in the war
effort, however costly, is that the cost of capitulation will be
infinitely higher--the abolishment of Athens' democratic constitution
and, indeed, the City's utter annihilation.’ If the Atheniens are
skeptical that Philip's designs are as dire =s Demosthenes represents
‘ﬁhem, it is because his arguments, as in earlier speeches, mnst‘continue
to draﬁ on Philip‘s alleged motives, Demosthenes' arguments, therefore,
remain necessarily speculative, resting as they do on the argument from

probebility. Thus he says that it is "naive" (X 15, €0f9ng) +to
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believe thet Philip would endure the effort, the harsh winters, and the
extreme dangers of war in Thracé without having an eye to the ultimate
conquest of Athens. As in earlier speeches, Demosthenes attributes
Philip's antipathy to Athené' democratic order to his act of reasoning
(X 14, o0 naude o06° Gpydc talta AoyLTouevog) and it is, in
fact, speculation in which Demosthenes invites his asudience to engage
mth him (X 12, AoY({eo9c yvdp). If this reasoning from probability
is not persuasive, however, Demosthenes offers & second argument for ‘
his assertion that the war effort ageinst Philip is worth the cost. In
this argument he patrioticelly draws on Athens' history and attempts to
evoke the gatriotic sentiments of the audience by resort to the
epideictic commonpleces. They are listed here in the order in which

they appear in the speech.

Commonplaces in the Fourth Philippie

1. Athenians are victorious over their enemies.

X 2 (ironic)-- fueic obSauol ndnote, &mou mepl THV
Sunatwv elnelv &8énoev, ATTHONuUev o068’ Aa&dLHETV
£66Eanev, GAAd mdvtwv movtayxol upatoluev Hal
MEPLEOUEV TH AdYQ.

X 4 (of Philip's partisans)--cl tfic éxelvou mpoaipéoewg,
ol Tupavvidwv nal Suvaotetdv éniLduuolviecg,
nerpathnaol navtaxol.

X 5 (of Philip's partisans)--nal ueupatiuaoitv ol 6u°
Euelvou tdc moAttelag notoducvol mioLv dooLg
npdyuata npdtrETAL.

X 59--fyoOvTtaLr ydp, av pEv buetc duoduuadov &n uidc
yvoung olAitnnov dpdvnode, wdmelvou Epatfioerv budg.

2. Athenians sct out of commiitment to TO Sluaiov.

X 2-- . . . Huelc o08auol ndrote, dmou nepl THV Siualwv
glnetv £6énoev, HTthdNuey o0d’ &Siuelv E88Eauev, . . .




m
X 3(1rmng)m-ﬁuELg 88 uaddued’ etpnuéteg & Sluata,
ol &6° &unuadreg, eﬁuérmg, ofuar, Tolg Adyoug

Tdpya napépxerau, Hal npooéxouch anavreg ody olg

stnouév no9° fueic Sinalorc N vov &v efmoiuev,
&AL" ofg noLoluev.

3. Athenians submit to meny dangers.

X 3(of‘mn11p%_ ndoly tolg oloLwv Etoluwg uivduvelowv,
fuete 68 uaddued’

X T1l--Umep @LArotinlac nal &AEENg "o &navta nountéov
efvar voulZetg nal movntéov ual wivSuveuvtéov.

4. Athenians help the victims of aggression.
X 3-- £oTL 68 Tabt’ oV6dva TdV &Siuounévwv odleLv
suvdpeva

X h6--ndoL tolc &bBLroundvorg Bondelv meplepyov
tnclodnt’ elfval nal pdratov dvdiop’

5. Athenians are free.

X Y=< TOLYdPTOL anecrnuétmv gelg 600 Talta thv &€v talg

nélson, tov uEv elc 1O wht’ Goxeirv Blq BovAeadal
unaevog wite BovAedeLv &GAAy, AL év £leudepliq
nwat vduoig £E foou moAiLtelecSaL

X 14--00uo0v BoUietal tolg abtol uaipolc THV map
budv EAreudeplav £pebpedeLv

6. Athens is a democracy, based on equality.

X bee . . . nal véuorg £E foou moAiLtelecdar.
ndALg énuouparguuéyn BeBalwec obn olé” el tig &otuL
TV Taodv AOLTR TARV N nuetépa.

X 13--0068v fot’ adt)h PePalwc Exerv, &ug aw buetg
Snuonpatiicde.

XJS--npmtov uev én tobto 8eT, &x9pdv UmelAdpevat
tfic moAttelac xal tfic Snuonpariag &SLdAlantov
Enetvov

7-

Athenians are the only ones to do certain things (uévolL) among
them, to defend all Greeks against the barbarian.

X 12--Aoy(CTeode vdp. &pyeilv Bolierai, toltov &°
dvtaywviotde udvouc UnelAngev LUAC.
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X 30 (ironic)-- TOLYapoUv €éx Tdv TorolTwv £36Gv ndvot
v avdpdnwv Ouelg tolg &Adoig TolGvaviiov noielie’
ol HEV Ydp GAloL Tpd TdHV mMpayudtov eidSaol ypfiodatl
T( BouAeVeadal, Luelc 82 petd ta npdyuata.

x'so--ndkuv 8° fiv dmelAnpev, Og dv TdV ‘BAMvev dpxeLv
4el BovAntai, udvnv Gv Evavtiwdivatl uol tng ndvtwv
grevdeplac mpootiivatr, ob ud AL’ éu thv dviov, el
HaAds Exel, Soutudlerv 8eT. :

X 66 (ironic)-- £v udvn IOV naodv ndiewv T Uuetépq
Gser’ Undp tdv &xdpdv AdyvelLv S&Sotai, wal laBévra
xoriuat’ abtdv dopardc goti Adyewv map’ Oulv, v
donpnuévor t& Luétep’ adTdv fiTE.

8. Athenians fight for freedom, for all Greeks.

X 14--£0TE yap Vuelc obw abdtol mMAEoVerTfioaL xal
nataocxelv dpxhv el nepundteg, &AL’ &tepov AaBelv
nwAboal wal &xovt’ dmskéc&at nal Siwg évoyxAfioatl
tole Gpxeitv Bouiondvorg xal mdvrag &vipdnoug
elg éksuaepnam ¢EcAéodal Gevvol.

X 25-_a£cxpov . « . nal &udEiov GudV ual Tév
Unapxdvtev tf ndict nal TETQAY LEVWVY toug npovdvolrg,
tng (8lac paduplag &vena tolg &AAoug anavtag

YEAAnvag elg SouvAelav mpoéodat

X yy-nékuv 5* nv unanlnwav, og &v v Ekkﬁvmv apyeLv
4el BolAntai, uévnv Jv Evavtiwdfivar uwal thc ndvtwv
gAevdeplac mpootfivaL

9. Athenians possess en honored reputation.

X 16~ . . . @V 5° A&nvanm\) ALuévev Hal vewplwv ual
TpLhpwyv ual ténou uai S88Eng . . . oOu EmLSupelv

X T1--bngp guroTiulac wal 88Enc tabta médvta moLelc

X T1--00 Ydp éuelvéd v' dv elnorg, dc of uEv &v Ti
néAeL 6el Tiva galveodal, THv nwdALv 8° &v Tolc
YEAAnoL undevdg &Elav elvar.

173 (mockery of Arn.stomedes)--dk)»a vﬁ Alo mamnnga
got nal natpda SOE° Gmdpxel, Hv atcxpév ém:w Ev
ool rataAlool® Tff ndier & unnpgev dvmvuuo. nal
palia & TEV TMpoydvwv. GAL’ o068 ToGY' oltwg E&xetL.

10. Athenians live up to the ideals of their ancestors and city.

X 25--aloxpdv . . . nal 4udELov OuBV wal TdV
Unapxdviov T noAsl wal Renpaypévov toic npoyvdvorc,
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Tiic (8lag paduntac #vena toug &Aloug dnaviag
“YEAAnvag elg SovAeglav mpoéodal.

XT3 (mockery of Aristomedes)--&Ada vh Ala mamnga

ooy ol matpga SAE° umipxet., fiv atoxpdv &otiv &v
, gol watailoat® T mOAeEL &' UmfipEev dvdvuua ‘ual
_gabla T4 TOV mpoydvwv. GAL’ o006 ToGd" obtwg Exel.

11. Athenians die nobly rather than live disgracefully.

X 25..-ucu. Eyoy’ adTde TESVdval pdilov Qv n ro.ﬁr
elpnuévar Bouviolunv.

12, The ancestors of the Athenians‘ have handed down (uaTéALlTmov,
napéSunav) & legacy of honor and responsibility.

X b6--£Eéotnt’, & &vbpeg ‘Ad9nvalol, tfic Unodéoewg
&g’ flc bude ol mpdyovor watdALmov

13. Athenians are the leaders of Greece.

X 46--10 uev npot.oraaem. tiv "EAANvVoV . .. . TEPLEPYOV
énelodnt’ elvar xal pdraiov dvdien’ Und v
talta moALtevouévav

X 50-~ndALv &° nv brnelAngev, og dv tav 'EAMG VeV
&oxelv 4el PolAntaLr, uévnv v Evavrtiwdfjvalr xal
tfic nmdvtwv EAeuvdeplac npootiival

X 51--tdv név vap &Alov dnovt’ elc Svo talta Sifpnto
T v ‘EAAfvev, Aaxedatpovioug wal Hudg, ThHY &°
SAAwv [‘EAAAvev] ol udv Auiv, ol &' éuelvoig
Uminouov. :

X 62--8pyxeLv Ydp elddSate
X The=thv WALV &', 'i‘} npoeLcTirer tdv ‘EAARvov Téwg
LY ~ v Y
nal 1O npwtelov elyxe, vOv &v &SoElq mdon uat
tanctvdtntl nadeotdvatl
14, Athenians are the salvation of all Greece.:

X 73-——1:73 néksb & fudv oug ndn\n:ag foaoLv ol “EAAnveg
& TOV PEYLOTWV ®LVBUvwv oecwouévol
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Demosthenes introduces his second--patriotic--argument most
clearly in paragraphs 24-25:

aC udv de ¢otl Tic &yyunThc vulv 9edv (o0 yap d»epmnmv
Y' oGBeLe dv yévoLT' &ELdYpELC tnkunourou npdyuarog) g,
¢dv &ynd’ fouyxlav ol &navra npoﬁc&e, oln &n’ adtolg
budc teAeuTdv Enelvog ﬁgeu, atcprv wev vi v Ala nal
ndavtag Seoug ol  &vdEiov budv wal THY Ymapydvrtev T
TOAEL nan nenpayuéveov tolg mpoydvoig, tfic (Blag padunlacg
#vena Tolg ﬁlloug dnavrag “EAAnvag elg Soukeuav npoéadal ,
ol Eyoy’ abtdc pkv  tedvdval pdrdov v | talbt’ clpnuéval
BouAolunv.

" Even if there is some god who would be willing to underwrite the
pledge (since no humen being has means enough to back so large an
affair) that if you remasin et peace and abandon everything Philip
will not.in the end march against you yourselves, still, in God's
neme, in the name of all the gods, it would be shameful, it would
be unworthy of yourselves, if the legecy granted to our city, and of
the exploits of our ancestors for us to sbandon, for the sske of
our own comfort, all the other Greeks, and I for one would prefer to
die rather than to suggest such a policy.

Here the use of the term £YYUNTAC and perhaps also of 4ELdXPEQS
and TPGYUa reflects the financial interests of the speech.30
Demosthenes, however, quickly moves the argument from sound investment
(4ELdxpewe) to sound character ( &VEELov l')uE;v HTA.) invoking
Athens' identity as the preeminent gusrdian and protectéf of all Greece.
He punctuastes this recollection of Athens' destiny with persykonal appeal
to the commonplace of noble death in preference to shameﬁﬁ. life. A
little earlier in the speech he had claimed that ambition and pursuit of
empire were not (!) innate Athenian gifts (X 1k4):

€oTE Yoo Vpeic olw adTol mAeoventfioal Hal HATAOXELV

doxnv €0 meguudtec, GAA° &tepov AaBelv nwAloal nal

Exovt’ GoeAréodal ual OAwg Evoyificar tolg &pxeLv

Bouionévorg nal mdvtag &vdpdmoug elg EAeuvdeplav
£EeAéodaL Seuvol.

You are not yourselves well endowed by nature to seek more than your
due or to grasp for empire. But for stopping another's thievery and
relieving him of his loot, for obstructing completely those seeking
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to rule and for liberating sll humsnity nature has made you
marvelously adept.

Here agein commercial imsgery is linked to traditional patriotic common-
places. Athens as the guardian of freedom is here expressed in the
langusge of manumission--Tiva elg éAeudeplav &EcAéodar  (cp. Iys.
XXIIT 9). It is as true of Athens' nature as it has been characteristic
of its traditional behavior or the legacy of its forebears that Athens
should forego its own gain for the sake of the freedom of others. That
is the claim of the commonplaces on which Demosthenes' rhetoric depends.
But to forego gain is not to abandon one's station, and Athens' rightful
station is to hold preeminence among Greeks; its help to the oppressed
is linked inalienably to its supremacy over its peers. And, in Demos-
thenes' view, Athens has abandoned its due place and role among Greeks
(46):

EEdotnt’, @ &vSpec ‘Ad9nvalor, tfic Undddoewe to’ g

bude ol npévovot. natéALmov, wal TO uEv mpofotacdat

Tdv ‘EAAvev xal SlvauLlv ouvsornuuua\) gyxovtagc mnaoL

Tolg d8uuovuévorg Bondelv neplepyov énciodnt’ elval

ucm. uci'tat,ov dudiop’ Omd tév TtadTta moAlTeuouévav.

Men of Athens, you have abandoned the position to whiech your ances-

tors have left you, and you have been persuaded by politicians of

this line that to stand first among the Greeks, to maintain a

standing military force, and to help all the oppressed are excessive

and useless expense.
Demosthenes' intent is to portray the loss of traditional Athenian
identity as the substitution of commercial for petriotic values and
further to lay the blame for that corruption of the Athegian character
on the politicians resisting the war with Philip. They are promising

that peace ('tb &" &v fouxla Sudyerv) will guarantee a "marvelous

prosperity and full security" (Savuaotnv edSaipoviav ual ToAARv
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dogpdreLav) .- But in relinquishing its traditional role in Greece
Athens has lost to Philip not only its statusg, but its prosperity as
well (47):

én 68 ToVTwv TapeAddv Eml Thv TAELV o’ ic uuw

TeTdyxdat NPogfikey Etepog, odrtog ebbaluwv ual uéyog

Kol TOAABV ulpLog YEYOVEV.

In consequence another has passed into the station to which you

were rightly appointed, and it is he who has become prosperous,

great, and in control of vast holdings.3l

As in the Third Philippic, in the Fourth Philippic the concern

for all Greece serves the more fundamental aim of the supremacy of
Athens over all Greece. Though Athens does not seek more than its due
or grasp for empire, it nonetheless is accustomed to imperial control
(62,‘ dpxerv elddate). Throughout its history Greeks have divided
themselves into two spheres of influence, the one in subjection to
Sparta, the other to Athens (51). Of the two cities Athens, the
democracy, became known not merely as a "leader" but as & leader in the
caugse of freedom (50, Tfi¢ ndvTwv élsu&epiag‘ npootiivat), freedom
for all. At least such was Athens' self-understanding. And for the
purposes of this speech, Demosthenes assures his audience, that such a
¢ity with such a history, such a status, such a responsibility for the
welfare of the whole Greek community, cannot be measured by the wealth
of its gerden produce or quantity of its manufactured goods. It is
measured by the good will of its allies and the strength of its arme-
ments (50). That is, it must show power and influence at least as much -
&s prosperity and security. Hence, Demosthenes attempts to argue, war

with Philip is worth whatever cost; for the war aims not merely at the

preservetion of the Athenian market economy but at the restoration of



its status and the recovery of its true, historic identity.

The chief obstacle to that restoration and recovery Demosthenes
finds, as in previous speeches, in the influence of Philip's partisens
among the politically active in Athens, In the closing sections of the
speech On the Chersonese (VIII 68-75, 76) and of the Third Philippic
(IX 53-69) Demosthenes contrested his own statesmanship with the self-
serving treachery of his political opponents. In the Third Philippic
(IX 59-62) he adduced the example of the politieian from Oreus,
Euphraeus, who in a manner consistent with the ideals of Athenian
democracy olufoag, &nwg EAelOepol wal undevdg Soliol &oovtal
(59). In the final section of this speech Demosthenes again focusses
his criticism on &viot t®v Aeydvtwv (59). And again, as in the
Third Philippic, he uses an emotional appeel to intensify the impact of
his argument. He cites a politician by name, this time an Athenian
politician. In the Third Philippic his portrayal of the fate of
Buphraeus is tragic: the patriot's self-inflicted death becomes his
final witness to his honest and pure dedication to his fellow citizens
and opposition to Philip (IX 62). In the Fourth Philippic Demosthenes’
apostrophe to Aristomedes is satirical, sarcastic; he subjects this
representative of his opposition to comic ridicule. The crux of his
attack is the constrast between the individual politiciens and the body
politic of Athens. He says he observes that the policy to which these
politicians urge the city is the opposite of the policy they have
adopted themselves: they urge the city to remsin quiet even when being
injured; they themselves are incapsble of keeping quiet though no one

is injuring them (70). He then addresses Aristomedes directly--why when
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political life is so precarious does he not choose the quiet life
instead of political life filled with peril? The response he places in
Aristomedes' mouth provides evidence of his own motivation for political
involvement and his own understanding of Athenien patriotism (X T1):

el ydo Béluc‘cov ef.new dv &xoug, ToOTS oo Solnuev

aandtc Aédyeivv, ag unep wulouut.ag wal 84Eng Tabta

nbvta moLelg. . . .

For if we should be able to grant the truth of what you could say

as your best answer, that you do all this out of a competitive

urge to status and prestige. . . .
Demosthenes does not criticize kAristomedes for pursuing political goals
for the sake of the prerogatives and acclaim that miéht ensue., Nor
does he condemn him for, as he suggests (T1), thinking that "it is your
obligation to become a prominent figure in the city" (bg ot uév é&v i
néAeL 66l TLvd @alveodai).  He criticizes the setting of goals
for oneself which one appears to deny to the city, as though Athens
were of no significance smong the Greeks (thv méiLv &° &v ‘roT.g
“EAANOL undevdg &Efav elvai). Demosthenes pursues the contrast
between Aristomedes and Athens by suggesting that the politicisn may
claim that he must participate in polities, however perilous, because
he has the reputation of his father and grandfather to uphold. (By
implication, if he suggests that Athens should avoid involvements thet
offer danger or effort, he is claiming that the city has no noble legacy
from its forebears to preserve.):

dAAd vy Ala manndo oot nal mateda SGE° Undpxet, %v

atoxpév écrnv ¢v ool watailical’ tf ndAer &' UmnfipEev

dvdvuvpa nal gabia & T@V nmpoydvwv. (73)

On the contrary, says Demosthenes, reciting one of the traditional com-

monplaces, all the Greeks know that the Athenians' ancestors saved them
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from the deadliest perils (73):

tfj moAeL &' Audv odg mdvrec Loooiv ol “EAAnvec éx
Tév HEYLOTLwV HLVSivev geocwouévol .

Aristomedes' father, by contrast, at least if he was anything like his
son, was a thief:
ool pEv vdp fv uAéning & mathe, elnep fv Suotog col.

"Po you there was a thief for & father, if, indeed, he was like you."

The climex of Demosthenes' satire, indeed, of his attack on hisg
opposition, is to be found in this characterization. Crities in the past
considered the inclusion of a personal attack on a named opponent to be
evidence of the spuriousness of the speech, for Plutarch had written
that Demosthenes' Philippic speeches were free of all personsl invec-

tive.32

Drerup, on the other hand, says that the inclusion ofxthis
piece of personal invective does not speak against Demosthenesf author-
ship of the speech because this "ummotiviert, plump, léppisch" invective
is thoroughly consistent with Demosthenes' character.33 Perhaps, how-
ever, Deﬁosthenes felt the license here %o engage in a little reillery
against Aristomedes because he was already the common butt of ridicule
in his dsy. Until the discovery of Didymus' commentary, the identity of
Aristomedes remsined unknown. Didymus, however, informs us that
Aristomedes was a figure Already notorious in contemporary comedy. In
three passages from Greek comedy quoted by Didymus, one from the come-
dian Philemon and two from the comedies of Timocles, Aristomedes is
referred to as a thief, a fact which msy account for Demosfﬁénes' own

‘ 3

reference to Aristomedes as a thief in X 73. Aristomedes mey lLave

been an obscure figure unknown to modern scholars, but in fourth century
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Athens he apparently was proverbial.

We may speculate that Aristomedes had spoken, perhaps in this
session of the Assembly, as a spokesman for the policy of Eubulus and en
advocate of continued peace. In mocking Aristomedes Demosthenes is at
once ridiculing the posture of fiscal concern posed by the proponents of
peace and prosperity and suggesting that they are the real thieves
(like the "thief" Aristomedes) of the city's wealth. For they seek their
own fortunes at the city's expense, while urging upon the eity policies
which will leed to its moral bankruptey end corporste destruction. Some
of them ( £viot) he says, manage neither their private nor their
public affeirs in & fair and democratic menner (X Th):

dhkh th obu fowg 006E TOALTLRBE Eviol T& uad’ abrodg
nat Td natd thv ndALv moAitelovral® TNIHC yYdp E&aTLv
foov toltwv uév TLvag En tol 6scumtnpuou Hurovtag
éauroug &Yvoetv, T THV WALY 6°, N MPOELOTRKEL THV
‘EAMivov Téwg nat 1o npwtetov elxe, vbv &v 46oElq
ndon wat tanetvétnTL Hadeotdval;
But indeed some govern neither their own nor the City's affairs in a
democratic or statesmanlike manner. For how is it feir for some of
these now coming out of Jail to be ignorant of themselves, while the
City, which once stood as leader of the Greeks and held first place
should now have sunk to dishonor and humilistion?
Demosthenes had promised (X 70) to conduct his interrogation of
Aristomedes AoiSoplag XwplG. Drerup and others accuse Demosthenes
of having abandoned that promise. In fact, however, this section is not
invective against Aristomedes. It is a somewhat stypical appesl to a
commonplace of popular comedy as & reminder to his sudience of common
consensus about the politicians whom Demosthenes opposes. He invokes
the common belief that politicians are using their office for their own

personal benefit to reinforce his own claim that politicians opposing

war with Philip are doing so not because they are concerned for the
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welfare of the city but because they fear the loss ~f their own pipe-
line to Philip's largesse. He concludes, on the one hand satiriecally,
with a reference to politicians recently released from jail who fail to
observe the Delphic injunction, I'vidL oeautdv, and who yet through
their political machinations are able to bring their city to the depths
of ignominy and disgrace. On the other hand, to the comic commonplece
of Aristomedes "the thief" he opposes the patriotic commonplaces of
Athens' historic role of leader and preeminent victor. Thereby, in the
very last sentence of this section dealing with Aristomedes he turns
from the comic to the tregic, implying that if the Athenians saw them-
selves for what they were end are ever destined to be they would recog-
nize how dismal their status has become. Through the invocation of
the epideictic commonplaces Demosthenes, in effect, challenges his
audience to put the Delphic injunetion to themselves and thenkdecide if
they can continue to acquiesce in the dishonor and humiliation to which
they have sunk.

Upon that theme, the recollection of Athens' now lost hegemony
in Greece, Demosthenes moves to his peroration (75-76). There he warns
his audience again not to give heed to Philip's known agents nor to
turn crucial public business into the obJect of ridicule and mockery.
In his closing paragraph he contrasts his own contribution to that
debate, spoken with candor and simple love for the best interésts of
Athens,and the deceptive flattery of his opponents aimed at filling
their own bank accounts (76):

taﬁr gotTL TAANSR, uetd mdong mappnolac, dnlwg ebvoiq

& BéATLot’ elpnuéva, ob worarelq BALBNS ual dndtng
Adyog neotdc, dpyVpLov T AdyovtL Toihowv, TA 68
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npdyuata tfic ndiewg tolg é)éepotg EYXELPLDV. “ﬁ olv
naucTéov TolTwv THV €30y, N undév’ GAlov altiatéov
To0 ndvia gpadiec &xerv N budc adtoflc.

This is the truth, spoken with all candor, simply, with good will,

the best. This has not been a speech using flattery to demage and

deceive, designed tc make money for the speaker, but to place the

affairs of Athens in trust with our enemies. Now either you must

stop these habits of yours or for our completely contemptible con-

dition blame no one but yourselves.
This conclusion rests its power on its simplicity and directness. He
recognizes thet the message he brings to his fellow citizens is not wel-
come. But, he asserts, it is truth--completely candid--simple--well
mesning~~best for Athens. The pleasantries of politicians spesking for
continuation of the peace are flattery--mischief--deceit. Their aim is
not the best for the city, but Philip's bribes for them and the city's
wealth for Philip. The financial focus and imagery is prominent. The
last word of this long sentence, £YXELPL®V, which appears only here
in the political gpeeches, is itself e term commonly applied to business
and banking transactions.35 In a final twist, Demosthenes shifts his
accusetions to his fellow politicians to accusation of his audience. It
is they who welcome these agents of Philip to the podium and applaud
their ridicule and mockery of "patriots” like Demosthenes. If they con-
tinue to reject the truth in favor of the deceitful flatteries of
Philip's partisans, then the city's decline and fall will be the fault
of no one but themselves. And he points the accusing finger at them in
the last words of his speech--Updc abtolc.

In the Fourth Philippic s in the Third Demosthenes uses an

abundance of epideictic commonplaces. In fact, the number of identified

commonplaces in the Fourth Philippic exceeds even the number in the
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Third. Here, as in the Third Philippic, the commonplaces are dispersed
throughout the speech rather than clustered around a single paradeigma
early in the speech. Yet the subject matter of this speech, its tech-
nique, style, and:tone appear markedly different from the Third.
Despite the generous use of epideicticucommonplaces it fails to convey
the epideictic "feel" we experience when reading the Third Philippic.
This in & speech presumably delivered only a few days or, at most, weeks
after the Third Philippic!

One possible solution to the differences between the two
speeches would concentrate on the unfinished, "pre-publication" rawness
of the Fourth Philippic which has led some scholars to conclude that it
is a draft for & speech rather then the completed speech itself. If ore
were to adopt this solution, one would assume that this speech is simply
inferior and inadequate because it needs further refinement. One would
expect that later drafts of the speech would omit the address to
Aristomedes, possibly insert some appropriate paradeigmata, and emplify
the commonplaces for more moving epideictic effect. Such revision,
however, would leave us with a quite different speech altogether. This
chepter has attempted to meke the case thet the Fourth Philippic, even
in its present form, is coherent in its parts and general thrust and
displays its own power geined precisely from its directness, spontaneity,
and pragmatic reelism.

A second solution might attempt to account for the differences
between the two speeches on the basis of the agenda to which it contrib-
uted. Aristotle's Ath. Pol. 43.4-6 indicates that the various four

meetings of the Assembly scheduled during each prytany were assigned
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specific agends items. Special meetings were also held, and these too

mey heve been organized around specific topics. Perhaps the Fourth

‘Philippic was delivered at a meeting designated for discussion of

ndpoL  one of the five major deliberative topics mentioned by
Arigtotle in his Rhetoric (1359a 21-3). If the assigned topic for the
day were the issue of revenues, one could then expect to find a speech
focussed on finaneial questions. Perhaps in such a session a speech
filled with inspiring historical examples and the trappings of
epideictic style would i-ve uppeared incongruous and inappropriate.

The Fourth Philippic, however, is not a speech about revenues, nor does
it provide any clue that such is the topic of the discussion to which it
is a contribution. It does not reveal even the specificity apparent in
the Chersonese speech. Like all the other Philippic speeches it deals
generally with the threat posed by Philip end the fate likely to follow
Athenien inaction. If some of its subjects, the endorsement of the
theoric fund and the proposal of an embassy to the Great King, are novel,
they are to be expleined by the sequence of the speeches and their
appropriateness to the strategic situastion rather than by a supposed
agenda for the day.

A third approach to a solution would seek to discern & logical
movement in Demosthenes' strategy from the Third to the Fourth Philip-
pic. This approach would assume that the Fourth Philippic, as we have
it, is essentially the speech that Demosthenes intended to give and did
deliver before the Assembly a short time after having delivered the-
Third Philippic. It would also assume that we can know no more sbout

the agenda for the day that the Fourth Philippic was delivered than
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for any other of Demosthenes' speeches. We are reliant on internal
evidence, which is too ambiguous for any sound conclusions. This
approach, however, would see a movement from the Chersonese speech, with
its narrow focus on Diopeithes' misdeeds and possible recall, to the
Third Philippic, with its highly epideictic tone and content, to the
Fourth Philippic, with its brass tacks candor, its disarming bluntness,
and redical proposels. It is apparent from our reading of the three
speeches in succession that Demosthenes became convinced that the time
was ripe for a radical assault on his political opponents. The Cher-
sonese speech was at leest partially successful; Diopeithes was not
recalled and presumsbly continued his depradations in the north. The
seriousness of the Macedonian threat in the Cuersonese was perhaps
clear enough to his audience that Demosthenes did not need to dwell on
it; he had only to exploit it for his purposes. The Third and Fourth
Philippies represent two contrasting, yet complementary, forms of
exploitation. The Third Philippic elevates FPhilip's history of
"aggressions" and his present troop movements in the Chersonese to
panhellenic proportions and uses en elevated epideictic style, moving
paradeigmata, and abundant epitaphic commonplaces to evoke an Athenian
response equal to Philip's threat. The Fourth Philippic then attempts

to move with the heightened spirit evoked by the Third and to mop up

H

emaining oppcsition by a series of radical proposals and blunt attacks
on the economic values of the opposition, both rich and poor. Those
attacks eim, not at destroying the economic values, but at coopting
them for the war ageinst Philip, a war which Demosthenes in this speech

continues to fuel with a barrage of commonplaces that reinforce and
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even sharpen the concern for Afhens' historic hegemony evoked in the
Third Philippic. We do not find in this speech the application of
Athenisn commonplaces to Greeks in general as we did in the Third
Phlippic. The focus of this speech is not Greece; it is not even Philip.
It is Athens itself.

If both the Third and Fourth Philippics show use of common-
places reflective of Athenian concern for other Greeks--help to the
oppressed, champion of freedom for all, selvation for all-~the stress in
both speeches lies on the preeminence of Athens over other Greek cities
even in the defense of the rights of all Greeks. In this speech, how-
ever, the expression of Greek hegemony is far more intense than in the
Third Philippic. The conflict with Philip is portrayed as a battle,
not so much for the liberation of Greece, as for its control. Although
Demosthenes asserts that it is not in the Athenian character to stretch
beyond its due place or to grasp for empiré (X 14), he nonetheless
admite that it has been Athens' custom to rule (X 62). He reveals ﬁis
own resolution to the seeming conflict between "not seeking rule" and
"being accustomed to rule" in the prologue, where he portrays the con-
trast between true Greek petriots and Philip's partisans. The true
patriots are persons (X 4):

ele 0 wit’ &pxelv Blg BoVieodaL undevodg wite SOVAEVELV
dAlg, &AL’ &v Edeudepiq wal vépolg EE foou moAiteleodal.

who have no wish to rule anyone by force [italics mine] nor to be
slaves to anyone else, but to carry on their political life as
equals in freedom under law.
The implication of his modification of dpyeirv by PBla is that
Demosthenes saw the rule of other Greeks by Athenians as a birthright,

as & natural and normal expression of Athenian identity, and not as a
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tyrannical seizure of power over other sovereign states. Karl dost has
described Athenian hegemony as the center of Demosthenes' political
stance and the point of departure for the evaluation of his personal-

ity. 36

In this speech more than any other that creative center of
Demosthenes' thought is fully revealed.

The major statement of that point of view is made at the begin-
ning of part five of the speech, X 46ff. The UnddeoiLg for which the
Athenians' ancestors had bequeathed them is the preeminence of Greece
exemplified by the maintenance of & standing military and the offer of
protection to all victims of aggression (X 46). While Athens has sat
quietly by, however, its tTdELg has been assumed by another, who in
consequence has gained for himself the prosperity, greatness and influ-
ence that should be Athens' (X 47). In the past the leadership of
Greece was a valued prize (X 47, mpdypa y&p Evtiupov xal uéya wal
Aaunpdv) for which the greatest of Greek cities were in competition.
In fact, the Greeks divided themselves into two camps, the one answer-
able to Sparta, the other to Athens. The Great King was distrusted and
hated by all (X 51). Athens hes now permitted Philip to succeed to the
prized position of leadership over all "without opposition" (X 47,
£pnuov dvelAero). The result is that Philip is "prosperous, grest,
and feared by all Greeks and barbarians alike," while the Athenians are

left in "isolated disgrace" (X 69):

o udv elbaluwv nal péyag nal @ofepog micLv ‘EAAnoL
nal RapPdoorg, Guelc 6° Epnpot mal tamesuvvol.

Demosthenes recapitulates and focusses the contrast most sharply at the

conclusion of part six, his apostrophe to Aristomedes (X Th):
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™V TéALy &°, T mpoeLoTArEL TBY GAwY Téwg wal TO
nowtelov efye, viv é&v &doElq ndon ual tancuvdTnTt
wadeotdval . ‘

It is because the recovery of Athenian hegemony is the clear
isgue of this speech that Demosthenes backs away from the anti~-Persian
panhellenic rhetoric of the Third Philippic. Here the King can be
openly endorsed as a source of revenue and a potential ally. If the
King once authorized Conon to restore Athens' status in Greece so that
the City could cleim again its right to hegemony (see above, n. 22),
Persia can be as helpful an elly agein. Rether than drawing primarily
on the anti-Persian rhetoric, therefore, Demosthenes resorts instead to
the rhetoric of Atheniasn preeminence. That is, it is Athens' tradi-
tional role to protect Greece and to marshal a common Greek alliance
egainst common enemies. Hence, it is Athens' present task to summon
Greeks and barbarisns into a grand coalition which will breek the power
of Macedon and restore to Athens its traditional status among Greeks.

How does this line of argument respond to the concern about
financial prosperity which provides the unifying theme of the speech?
It is impressive and inspiring and, at the same time, revealing of the
difficulty Demosthenes faced in meking & persuasive case against Thilip.
He does not argue, as one might expect him to do in & speech responding
to financial concerns, that the expansion of Philip's control in Thrace
held out devastating prospects for the Athenian economy. With Philip
firmly in control of the mines and forests of the region as well as the
sole shipping route from the Black Sea, the Athenian economy could well
have been significantly damaged.38 At least it could have been held

hostage to Macedonian interests. Instead of accentuating the potential
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threat to Athens in Philip's Thracian campaigns, however, Demosthenes
denigrates their importance, ridicules the notion that Philip would seek
control of the Thracian territory for its o resources, and mekes no
connection between Thrace and Athens' importent northern trade route
(x 15—16).39 Perhaps everyone in his audience understood precisely to
what Demosthenes was referring when he said that it was to win Athens'
harbors, dockysrds, and triremes that Philip "earries on all that other
business" in Thrace (X 16). We must assume that what appear to us to
be only vegue allusions or irrelevant generalizastions may have been
clear and specific to an Athenian Assembly in the midst of a debate.

It is also possible, of course, that Demosthenes draws no explicit
connections between Philip's Thracian campaign and the Athenian trade
route because he believed that the argument would not be convincing.

The Athenians did not have hard evidence that Philip would use control
of Thrace and the Bosporus to damage the Athenian economy. In fact, the
period of his increasing influence following the Peace had been simul-
taneously a time of increasing Athenian influence.

Whatever the Athenians' perception of the Macedonian threat in
the north, Demosthenes saw their love of the new affluence as their
major obstacle to & realistic response to Philip. He counters the
Athenien concern for preservation of "the good life" with a speech which
is an eleborate amplification of a single patriotic commonplace-~the
common epitaphic praise that Athenians do not sacrifice freedom, justice,
and reputation for personal gain. Demosthenes cannot deny the fact of
Athenian affluence under Macedonian hegemony. He can and does seek to

persuade his audience that the pursuit of hegemony is a sine que non of
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Athenian identity end that the refusal to seize that legacy is to dis~
grace oneself, the historic achievement of Athens, and the brave
exploits of the ancestors. These, he claims, and not the quantity and
veriety of consumer goods in its markets, constitute the true wealth of
Athens.
In the Third Philippic Demosthenes made his strongest case that
Philip was already at war with Athens and all Greece. ﬁis evidence for
that claim fills many peragraphs of his esrlier speech. Here, although
his assertions of Philip's melignant intent are stertlingly strong, the
evidence from his earlier speasch is largely absent. Demosthenes may
feel no constraint to repeat illustrations from a speech delivered a
short time before. He chooses, therefore, to argue from probebility
rather than from example (X 11-12 15 62). His interest here is not
focussed on Philip's aggressions, but on Athens, in particular on the
~ internal relationships within Athenian society, Athens' political and
“economic life, and Athens' sense of itself and its destiny. By concen-
trating on the character of Athens itself Demosthenes intends to engage
his audience in contemplation of the fundamental values which have per-
vaded Athenian history and give meeaning and purpose to the life of this
people. He holds up before them the mirror of their present prosperity
end their past heroism. The inference he intends his sudience to draw
is that their failure to grasp their historic hegemony and to lead the
opposition to Philip may well permit the city to enjoy continued domes-
tic leisure and affluence (if Philip does not choose to annihilate his
potential rival). The choice of acquiescent non-resistance, however,

will leave to the Atheniens a city which is no longer "Athens," no
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longer the city for which the forebears endured many dengers and
offered their lives, no longer the city praised in the epitaphioci. The
¢ity bequeathed to them by their ancestors will exist no more. In aban-
doning freedom, justice, and reputation for personal gain they will have
sold their birthright and destroyed their soul.

In earlier speeches Demosthenes had assured the Athenians that
their future was in their hands. It was their choice. In this speech
as well he concludes his appeal to history, which is at the same time an
appeal to character, with a reminder thet the choice of their future is
theirs. If they choose self-service and the city is thereby reduced to

ignominy ( ndvta @adiwg Exelv), they will have no one to blame but
40

themselves.
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lA. Schaefer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit, 3 vols., rev. 24 ed.
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tory of the arguments for and ageinst authenticity to the early 1950's,
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Harvard, 1953).
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388-416. P. Foucart, "Etude sur Didyme," MémAcInser 38 (1909): 27-118.
Since the work of Kérte and Foucart no scholars deny that the Fourth
Philippic is from Demosthenes' pen. Some see it as an unfinished speech
not ready either for delivery or publication. BE. Drerup, Aus einer
alten Advokatenrepublik, Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums,
Band B, Heft 3-4 (Paderborn: Schoningh, 1916), p. 118, "den Entwurf
einer Volksrede . . . , die Demosthenes zwar gehalten hat, die sber,
gleichwie die Meidiasrede, erst aus seinem Nachlasse als Literarwerk an
die Offentlichkeit gebracht worden ist." ILionel Pearson, The Art of
Demosthenes, Beitrége zur klassischen Philologie, Heft 68 (Meisenheim
am Glan: Hain, 1976), p. 155, "The lack of design and unity in the
speech mekes it very difficult to believe that he could have delivered
it or wanted anyone to read it in the form in which it has been pre-
served." Pearson adds (p. 155, n. 20) that the view of Blass and Weil
"has not been upset by the commentary of Didymus, which was not known
to them." Both Jaeger and Seasley appear to accept X as a genuine speech,
W. Jaeger, Demosthenes, The Origin and Growth of His Policy (Berkeley:

U. of California Press, 1938), p. 258, n. 16. R. Sealey, "Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and some Demosthenic Dates," REG 68 (1955): 10k.

6See above n. 1.
7See above, pp. 82-85.

SSealey, pp. 104-10, esp. 108.
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9. H., ad Amm. 10, UETQ Swolyévnv dpxwv écrrt. Nuuduaxog,
&p® o0 Tthv évésu&mv Gnunyopnav BLEMAUSE mEpL tol
AcAvnéval thv elpfvny dlAinmov wal Tolg ‘ASnvaloug meldel
BufavtloLg &nootelial Bordeirav, fic &otiv dpxh® ‘Kal onoudaia
voulZwv, & &vépeg ‘Adnvaiot.’ ,

Dldymus 1, 29 (= Philoch. F 161), [Tolg nal Lp[ou]g 100
Adyou Tdyx’ &v r(t.g ouviSoL £E &v OL/Adyopog npoﬂeug
Gplxovta Nunduayov]* * *

llG. Cawkwell, "Demosthenes' Policy after the Peace of
Philocrates. I," CQ n.s. 13 (1963): 136. Didymus 2,2, EvioL S[é
®actL TV M)Yov gnl Zo-~]ouy[¢]voug cwterdxam (e« ..

?‘D:Ldymus 1,13 (= Philochoros F. 159), napt. uév vap thig
m[p]og [*Qpedv éEslﬁ]oucmg Bon&e:mg npoﬂebg &pyovra
SwofL]yé/[vn onot Talfta® wual oupupaxiav ‘AdSnvailot mpog
XainiLdetg énon[ﬁcav'ro, nall AAeudépwcav ‘Qpl[l]tag petd
XaAuL6éov unvoe [Exipogop]Léves, Knouoogpdvrtoc otpartnyobvtog,
ol @L/[Aotidlng & tlpavvog étedeltnoe.Cp. Schol. Aeschin.
III 85,

3piayms 1,18 (= Philochoros F. 160),mepl 68 Tig elg

'EpéTpLav (sL.a.l. Bonﬁst.ag) [ndALv & au] uég npoSeig &oxovta
Nt.néuaxév enoLv obtwg® énl tod/[Tou ol AS]T]UG.LOL 5Lé6ncrcw
elg "EpétpLa dunlwvog otpatn[yolvroc, wall] ua.'cdgovreg oV
&fiuov énoitdpououv Kieltapyov, [Sg npd] TEPOV UEV
“dvtiotaotding v MAoutdpyou nal SLe[moiL]tevEeTO npog
abtdv, é&elvou &6’ éunecév'rog gtupdv{vnoe” 1']61:5 5€
éunoALopuoavteg adTov ‘Adnvatol TdL SR/ [nwoL] THV mOALY
(mé&muav. Ja.coby, FGrH IITb (Suppl.) 1:536, argues against the

"general opinion" that the campaigns against Oreus and Eretria were
separated by an interval of about a year. The Bori9eiLa sent to Oreus
is dated explicitly to the last month of 342/1; the attack on Eretria.
begins 341/0, as the formula &mi TOUTOL  in F. 160 indicates. The
dating one month apert is confirmed by Diodorus, who opens his year -
341/0 with the campaign against Eretria (D.S. XVI Th.1).

thawkwell, pp. 134-36, attempts to reopen the possibility of the
Dionysian date for the Fourth Philippic. He says that the mentlon oi‘
Oreus in X 9 within a review of Philip's "progress in wrong-doing"

"no more inconsistent with Athens having actually intervened in Euboea
than, for instance, is the remark about Athens' lack of sllies (53) .
inconsistent with the alliances known to us from the scholiast on Aesch.
3.83 and elsewhere." Perhaps so. But the Fourth Philippic does not ,
suggest a situation significantly changed from that of the Third Philip-

. 'ple, and the recent d:.sps.tch of Macedonian troops to Cardia mentioned in
X 60 (al VG elc Kapblav nénoupe BoNdeiLav) - demsnds a date socon
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after the Third Philippic (ep. IX 16). Furthermore, Demosthenes' warn-
ing about the fortification of Euboes is inconsistent with Cawkwell's
own estimate of the results of the cempaigns et Oreus and Eretria:
"Euboea)was safe."” (Philip of Macedon [London: Faber and Faber, 19781,
p. 135.

1501‘. s Eules A.k, Puech, Les Philippiques de Démosthéne, Btude et
Analyse (Pa.ris:‘ﬁ Librairie Mellottée, 1939), pp. 202-27.

6x 22, obk €veotL Bondelaig Xpwugvoug 008EV TV

aeévrm\) noré rtpo.ga.t., AAAL uaraousudca.vrag et 5uvo.uw, ol
T.'DO(DTW Taltn noploaviag uo.t. tanlac wal Snuooioug, xal 8nwg
Evl TV TOV xpnud.rmv euAartiv dupLBeoTdTnV vevéc&at., oUtw
noufoavtac, TOV uEv THv xpnudtov Adyov mapd tolTwv
AauBAVELY. v . .

l78:’-:«3‘ above, pp. 107-108.

X ah el 6é T¢ GoxeT TalTa wal Samdvng TOAARG ual
névov ual mpayuatelag elval, ncu. udA’ 6p%g 50ur—;t..

X SS,dVaU'cdg TLS Adyer g . . . TO TNV stﬁvnv
é’wsw G &dyadov ucu, 0 rpéwew Leydinv Sbvaulv wg xaiendv,
notl "Gt,apndgsw 'rweg Tt yprijuata Boviovtal,” nal &iioug
Adyoug dg ofov T’ 4Andeotdrtoug AéyouoLv. Although this last
is meant ironically, Demosthenes intends to affirm that the war will be
costly, though worth the cost precisely because "there are some [i.e.,
Philip's lackeys] who wish to plunder Athenian wealth."

9The controversial character of the proposal is evidenced in
Demosthenes' deletion of it from the published version of the Third
Philippic. So Treves, REA U2 (1940): 360-62, "Or, cette politique
d'entente avec la Perse n'était guére populaire & Athénes ni, trés
probablement, dans les sutres cités grecques.”

2oHe is probably referring to satrapies along the coast, as the
scholiast suggests (Dindorf 134,5, p. 202), although it may be a bit
premature to claim they are at war with Philip at this point.

I.e., Hermias, tyrant of Atarneus, former student of the
Academy in Athens, host to Aristotle (who married Hermias' niece),
friend of Philip. In 342/l he was deceived by Mentor, a Rhodian mercen-
ery commander commissioned by the King to strengthen his hold over Asia
Minor, arrested, and carried off to Susa. Although he was, indeed, tor-
tured there in hopes of gaining information gbout Philip's intentions
in Asia, he revealed nothing and, when finally executed, sent & message
to his friends and associates assuring them that "he had done nothing
unworthy of philosophy nor unseemly." ( én]éoun[ye 8" adltdL mpoc
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" to[dclel [Aoug nal Todlg ttalpoug [&nio] TéAreLy, &g oUSEY & [VAELO]
vellln oLAogoptalc 00d’ &loynuov 5Lcmenpcwuévog Kallisthenes FGrH
124 F 2 (=Didymus 6,15-18.) Cf. D. S. XVI 52. D. L. V 3-0. Didymus &,
59-6,62.

®2Mme scholiast (134,5 Dind. p. 203) suggests that Demosthenes

is here referring to Conon's defeat of the Spartans near Cnidus in 393
(Thv 68L& Kdvovog vavuayxlav Aéywv). Didymus, in Demosth. 10,3k
col. T, consulted the fifth book of Philochoros' Atthis and considered
several possible events to which Demosthenes might be here referring:
the peace of Antalcidas of 391/2 which he discards because the
Athenians had rejected it (’ ASnvaLOL obn é6€Eavto); the peace of
375/4, (Av dondvag npooﬁucw'co ol ‘Ad9nvaiou); the peace of
Callias (1 Omd KaAAlouv Tol ‘Immoviuou nputaveudeloo elprivn)
and several Ypnudtwv &niLbdoeirg.  Finally he decides that the best
possibility (ual mdvu midavdv) is the Persian assistance to Conon
which made possible the naval victory at Cnidus and the rebuilding of
Athens' Long Walls. Cf. Diod. XIV 85.2-3, and Xen., Hist. IV 8.9-10.
The relevant section of Didymus is found in Philoch. 328 F 1hkh-L6, 1h49,
151. For a discussion, cf. F. Jacoby, FGrH 3b (Suppl.), p. 513.

In his speech Against Leptines (xx 68), Demosthenes reviews
Conon's services to Athens: oTpatny®dv Baoukeu, nop’ bLudv ovd’
r\vrwoﬁv dcpcpuﬁv Aafdv, wotevavudynoev Aaxedatpovioug,
ucu. npérspov Tolg GAloLg énitdTTovrag eldio’ c'mouew budv,
nal tolg dpuoc'ra.g égﬁkacsv éu v vicwv, nal uera Talbta Selp’
EASwv dvéotnoe Td TE:LXT], ®al npm'cog ndALv mepl TAC Ayeuoviac
énolnoe tff ndieL TOV Adyov mpdg Aauedaipovioug elvaiL. In the
following peragraph Demosthenes quotes Conon's inscription to the
effect thet he had "freed the allies of Athens" (XX 69, " éneLdn Kdvov"
enotv "Hreuvdépwoe tolc ‘Adnvalwv ocupudyovg."), and for that he
gained guloTtiula and SO8Ea for both himself and for Athens. He was
the first person honored with a bronze statue since Harmodius and
Aristogeiton (XX 70). In XX T4 he is compared with Themistocles, and
Conon's rebuilding of the Long Walls is declared a greeter achievement
than Themistocles' building of them in the first place. For other ref-
erences to Conon, ¢f. XXII 72, XXIV 180.

In Demosthenes' understanding Conon's defeat of the Spartans
and repair of the Long Wells was the mejor event that restored the bal-
-ance of power in Greece and made possible Athens' renewed claim on its
“hegemony, The fact that this mirsculous recovery was wrought by & gen-
eral whose authority and resources came from the Great King must have
influenced Demosthenes' views decisively in favor of a pro-Persian
policy. Demosthenes' reference here is unquestionably to Conon, as
Didymus surmised.

231 344/3. Cf. G. L. Cawkwell (see above, n. 11), pp. 120-38.

ahDrerup (see above, n. 5), pp. 116-17.
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25(}. L. Cawkwell, p. 135, suggests that Demosthenes' supporters
have already gained control of the Theoric Commission by the time that
this speech was delivered. His suggestion that the transfer of "admin-
istration" occurred between the speech On the Chersonese and this speech
is based, however, on the false assumption that the doublets in the two
speeches were original in the Chersonese speech. The "contrast" he
cites between the point of view of the two speeches relies on VIIT 52f.
= X 55f., and VIII 66f. = X 68f. In fact, Demosthenes is able within a
single speech (X) both to criticize Athens' "poverty" and to highlight
its prosperity because he claims that the city's "true" prosperity lies,
not in its markets and dockyards, bub in its allies, trust, good will
(X 69). Cawkwell's proposal requires a lengthening of the interval be-
tween VIII and X, and he is therefore persuaded to date the Fourth
Philippic, with Dionysius, in 341/0. The arguments against that dating
(see above, pp.156-157 ) remain decisive, and in the absence of external
evidence to the contrary we may retain Schaefer's Judgment that
"Demosthenes in der chersonesitischen und 3. philippischen Rede [there-
fore, also in X] noch das System des Eubulos in seiner vollen
Wirksamkeit zu bekémpfen hat." (Schaefer 1: 212, n. 2.)

26G. 1. Cawiwell, "Eubulus,” JHS 83 (1963): 61, n. 85, defends

the dating after the Social War about _which he says "there has been
generel discord." I cannot grasp why he says that Demosthenes "normslly
used mAAGL to refer to fairly recent events" (cf. Appendix IV,
p.266 , n. 34); he is quite clear, however, that o0 ndiat. refers to
events in the spesker's and audience's own lifetime.

On the recovery of Athens' economy under Eubulus' administre-
tion, cf. Cawkwell, pp. 61-63, esp. p. 62, n. 88, "Probably in 346 [the
city's] revenue was higher then it had been at any time since the

prosperity of the fifth century," and p. 63, "After 346 things improved
still more."

2Trulius Beloch, Die attische Politik seit Pericles (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1884), pp. 177-78.

2801). XIV 24-28 and Jaeger (see sbove, n. 5), p. T8, "We tend to
look upon the tacticians of the Athenian Assembly as much too innocent,
and we fail to realize that, as things then stood, they could not get
along without such methods--least of all the leaders of the alweys un-
popular propertied classes. . . . For they were forced to practice the
art of diplomatic concealment (uAémTeiLv) which the ancient rhetori-
cians demand of the political orator."

29Ph:.lochoros, FGri 328 F Séa (= D. H. ad Am. 1:11),
AUO‘LU.C!.XLGT\Q Axapveug- énl tobTou T& wév épya & meplL ToOUC
vemconuoug ol THV om-:uoav’mnv dveBdrovto 618 TOV MAAEUOV
OV mpdc dlALTnov, Td 68 ypohuata &yneloavto ndvt’ elvat
OTPATLLOTLHA, Anupoodédvoug ypdlavrtog. For the argument that
’3_113; theorikon is intended by t& YpnWuata here, see Cawkwell, "Eubulus,"
Ji3, p. 57.
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3¢y, 4ELdxpewg éyyunthe  in Ar., Eccl. 1064-5, Pl. Ap. 38c.

Cp X 69: &n 68 To0 toltwv dALydpwg Oudc Exelv ual
¢ay toUToy oV rpdnov (pépscaat., S uev eﬁ&mucov nal péyag
nal (posepog naoLv EA.lncn ua.t. Badepong, buetg &' Epnuot
ual tamelvol, T uEV watd TAV &yophv evetnpla Aaunpol, Tf
&8’ dv MPOOHKE TAPACHEU] uo.‘ra.yélacrou. Cp- here T} 6" &v
- MPOOTIKE TMaPaoHEUR with rnv 'rd.Ew Eo’ ﬁg butv tetdydat
mpoofiEV  gbove. Cp. Tf] uev no.'ca. v dwopav ebetnplq Ammpox,
with X U7: mpdyupa vap év'r:n.uov nal péya wal Aaunpdv, uo.t. nepl
ol ndvta tdv Xpdvov al péyiLoTtal TEV MOAEWV MPOC avTdg
S.epépovto, . . . Because the comnotations of the term
admit both commerciel and heroic associations, Demosthenes implies thet
Athens has lost sight of its true "business," which is not concentration
on its internal prosperity and security but competition for the leader-
ship of Greece.

32P1ut., Mor. 810d, Anuoc&é\mg £V TP SLuavind 1:6
kouéopov éxst. uéwp, ol 68 ¢LAlmminol nadapeldiouct wual
OUOUUATOC WAl Bapoioxiac dndong.

33Drerup y D 115,

BhDidymus 9, 52-10,11. Philemon, Edmonds F. 40a. Timocles,

Edmonds, FF. 13a, 16a. Cp. Plut. Dem. 11.

3%¢p. Dem. XAVIT 4 55, XKIX 47, XXX 20, LVI L.

361{31'1 Jost, Das Beispiel und Vorbild der Vorfahren, Rhetorische

Studien, Heft 19 (Paderborn: Schoningh, 1936), p. 208.

BTCp. IX 45, &n 68 tolTwv eludtug T TEV ‘EAAAvov fv
<o) Badep(p cpoBspd o0y & BdpBapog tolg EM.ncw. Thue. II
36.4, abtol 1 ol matépec Nudv BdpBapov T N “EAAnva néieuov
ém,évtcx npoddueg fuuvvdpeda.

Cp Thue. IV 108.1 and IG 105 = Tod 91. A. H. M. Jones,
Athenian Democracy (Oxford: Blackwell's, 1969), pp. 95-96. According
to Ath. Pol, 43.k, mepl olTou is a standard topic of
the uupla éunknma.

391s he does in XVIIT 87 2h1 301.

hon. X 73, @GAla vi Ala narmma oL MOl maTedo SAE’

UmdpyEL, nv aloxpdv éotTLv &v ool uataAloat.



CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the five speeches against Philip analyzed in thé preceding
chapters we have observed Demosthenes' increasing use of epideictic
commonplaces, In the First Philippic of 351 these treditional phrases
are confined to a single peragreph of the prologue. In the Third and
Fourth Philippics a decade later they eppear in much grester numbers
and their presence is pervasive. Whether in the earlier or later
speeches, however, the epideictic commonplaces serve the same function.
They articulate the historic definition of Athenian identity recalled
to Athenians annually in the epitaphioi logeij they invoxe the power
of that identity both to establish bonds of unity between speaker and
fellow Athenien audience and to impel the Athenians to present action -
consistent with their historic identity.

Demosthenes' rhetorical task in the speeches against Philip
was complicated, as we have seen, by the ambiguity of Philip's actions
and intents.  Prior to the Peace of Philocrates the Athenians agreed
that Macedoniasn insurgency threatened Athenian interests in the North.
Demosthenes' concern at that time was to motivate the Atheniens to take
decisive military action against Philip by reassuring them that their
efforts could be successful. Such was the thrust of his First Philippic
and the three Olynthiac speeches. After 346 and the ratification of

the Peace of Philocrates, however, Philip scrupulously avoided breaking
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. the letter of the Peace while he slowly built trust and expanded his

' influence on the Greek mainland and extended his control over the terri-
tories to the north and east of Macedon. Athens itself appears to have
enjoyed its highest levels of state income since the fifth century,

not least of all because of the sound fiscal policy of Bubulus, but

no doubt also because of the concentration on domestic issues made pos~
sible by the "Pax Philippice." When Demosthenes and his associstes
made the claim, therefore, thet Philip was violating the Peace and com-
mitting acts of aggression sgeainst Athens, they had to admit that their
~judgment was based on inference (VI 6, Aoyiouol). They had to
acknowledge that their observetion of Philip's hostile ectivities was
more foresight ( mpoopdv) rather than sight (VI 6 8). Many years
later, in his speech On the Crown (XVIII 43), Demosthenes recalled that
after the signing of the Peace the Greeks were already at war "in a
sense” (ual adtol TEdmov TLv’ éx moAAoD moAcuoduevol),

as though to grant that--even from his own point of view--Philip had
broken the Peace more in spirit then in fact. The recent studies of
the evidence, primerily by Cawkwell, confirm that Philip in &ll proba-
bility had not violated the Pesce even as late as 341. Whether or not
Philip had literally violated the terms of the Peace, the evidence of
Demosthenes' speeches is that the orator saw in Philip's activities
clear signs of his ultimate designs. Philip was seeking the complete
domination of the Greek mainland and the annihilation of Athens.

At the core of Demosthenes' persuasive response to this situa-

tion is the argument from character, on which the orator relies both

to attack Philip and to challenge and encourage the Acthenians. He
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creates an image of Philip designed to rouse Athenian hatred and con-
tempt; he evokes an image of Abthenians intended to rouse their civie
pride and mutual trust. Demosthenes creates the image of Philip for
his audience in three ways. First, as Pearson hes demonstrated,
Demosthenes portrays Philip's character through the use of narrative
adapted from forensic oratory. The method is particularly prominent
in the Third Philippic, in which the recitation of Philip's "aggres-
sions” consumes many paragraphs. The lists of injured cities serve
as more than an indictment of Philip's crimes; they are narrative evi-
dence of his character and clues, therefore, to his future intentions.
Second, Demosthenes creates an image of Philip through another forensic
device. Demosthenes projects impressions of Philip into the minds of
his audience and engages in imaginative and totally speculative
description of Philip's inner thoughts, feelings, and motives. In the
Second Olynthiac, for example, Demosthenes portrays the weakness and
moral decay of Philip and his court by characterization of his closest
associates and ascription to them of uncomplimentary attitudes toward
their king (II 14-21). In the Second Philippic he accounts for Philip's
alleged favoritism toward the Thebans and Argives on the basis of
reflections and attitudes he attributes to Philip (VI 7-12). Third,
Demosthenes evokes en image of Philip by inference. In the Third Phil-
ippic, for example, he draws a contrast between the legitimate heirs
to Greek hegemony (Athens or Sparta) and an illegitimate imposter
(Philip). He then defines the contrast as Greek vs. barbarian (IX 30-
31). By doing so he does not intend merely to call up from the

Athenian unconscious the associations and prejudices which typified
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the fourth century images of barbarians. As his later recollection
in the same speech of Arthmius' punishment for carrying gold
reveals, Demosthenes' intent is to identify Philip with Athens' major
adversaries in the historic panhellenic struggle for Greek freedom.
He draws from Arthmius' example the panhellenic moral that the
Athenians' ancestors considered it their respbnsibility to preserve
and protect all Greeks. Because of Athens' sovereign restraint of the
enemies of Greece, T TGV "EAAfvev fiv t§ BapBdpy ¢oBepd, oly &
BdpBapog tolg “EAAnoL (IX b1-45), Demosthenes' andience is led
to infer thet Philip poses a threat to Greece comparsble to that of
the Persiens in the fifth century; he is a threat worthy of panhelleniec
response under Athenian leadership. Through these three appeals to
character Demosthenes contrives to establish Philip's guilt, to revesl
his viecious intentions and moral vulnerasbility, and to dramatize the
megnitude of his threat to Greece.

In the speeches we have studied Demosthenes also communicates
two images of the Athenien character. The one is the image of the
Athenians of Demosthenes' own day, of his contemporaries seated before
him in the Pnyx. These Athenians Demosthenes accuses of spathy toward’
their civic duties and ebsorption in the selfish pleasure-seeking of
their privete lives. These are citizens who attend the assembly to
enjoy and applaud the spectacle of politicians insulting one another,
who are entertained by the day's agenda and forget its substance as
soon as they return to their homes, who refuse to vote for any proposal
which might require the slightest commitment of their personal affluence

to the common welfare. This is a generation, as Demosthenes portrays
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it, that is carelessly frittering away the prizes and possessions won
for Athens by the hard work and bravery of their ancestors. Demosthenes
can dare to criticize the behavior of his sudience as portreyed in this
first image only because he grounds Athenian identity in a second image,
the image of the Atheniens of the past, the ancestors, the Athenians
praised in the epitaphici. This alternative image of Athens, the ideal
Athens represented in the epideictic commonplaces to which we have
attended in this study portraeys a generous and self-sacrificing
community preeminent in both power and beneficence.

Demosthenes' evocation of this second, traditional, imsge of
Athens through use of commonplaces in the speeches studied reveals both
his response to the circumstances surrounding each speech and his devel-
opment in his use of the epideictic genre. The minimal eppearance of
commonplaces in the First Philippic may suggest that they were not
widely used in the oratory of the peri«:)d.l It is the increased threat
from Philip in the years immediately following which will stimulate
Aeschines and finelly Demosthenes to intensity their use of rhetorical
resources from the epideictic tradition. Even in this earliest speech
against Philip, however, Demosthenes' use of the paradeigma and four
commonplaces is effective. With exbtreme conciseness he celebrates with
his audience the loyalty of their ancestors to the City and their will-
ingness to suffer for the common good; he emphasizes the justice of
Athens' claims; and he recslls Athens' capacity to defeat even powerful
enemies so long as it is true to its best traditions. As his compatri- -
ots performed deeds "appropriate" to their civie identity (IV 3,

TEPOONUOVTWE) , S0 also he expects them to respond to the present
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threet with behavior befitting Athenians (IV 50, TS Tpoofikovta
noLetv) .

By 34k, when Demosthenes delivéred the Second Philippic,

: Aeschines had delivered his speeches inveoking the herces of the Persian
;rar, Isocrates had issued his Address to Pnilip, and ponhellenic slo-
gans were in the air. Demosthenes opens his speech with a reference

to @LAavdpdnoug Adyoug, which may well have been deliberative
speeches on penhellenic themes. In this speech, therefore, he employs
& paradeigms more unembiguously drawn from the Persian wars than we
will find in eny of his later speeches. Among the commonplaces here
‘there is mo talk of vietory. Philip has been victorious, and Athens

is living under the Macedonian imposed Peace. The commonplaces
Demosthenes adduces here stress the Justice of the panhellenic cause
end the Athenians' singular willingness to sacrifice everything (VI

11, madelv OtLolv) on its behalf. Here, as in the First Philippic,
the commonplaces are few in number and confined to a single section

of the speech., As interpretetions of the embassy of Alexander I, an
incident rich in panhellenic meaning, they reveal Demosthenes' response
to the example of other public speskers as well as to the changed cir-
cumstances of Athens under the Peace with Philip.

The lack of either clear paradeigmsta or commonplaces in the
speech On the Chersonese we have also seen to reflect Demosthenes'
response to what was appropriate to the speech situation. The disposi-
tion of Diopeithes' orders in the north did not call for the epideictic
treatment of which Demosthenes will prove himself capable only & few

weeks later in the Third Philippic. On the contrary, the orator
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personalizes his images in this speech, commending himself and the
accused general as models for the emulation of his fellow Athenians.
The fact that Demosthenes uses to describe himself words and phrases
which are reminiscent of several commonplaces suggests both how deeply
: the ideals of epideictic are embedded in Athenian popular values and
how cleerly Demosthenes perceives himself or intends his audience to
perceive him as a faithful exemplar of those accepted values. Although
he expresses this point less overtly in the other speeches, in all of
them Demosthenes clearly wishes to identify himself with the historic
identity to which he is recalling his fellow citizens.

As we have noted in chapter V, the Third Philippic is a radical
departure from Demosthenes' earlier oratory. Here, for the first time,
epideictic themes, formulas, and stylistic feetures are pervesive. In
fact, the theme of Athenien identity is central to the speech. Through
Tour major paradeigmats dispersed throughout the speech and a dozen
commenplaces, many of them repeasted several times in the course of the
Vspeech, Demosthenes is able to elevate and transfigure the conflict
with Philip and to meke of it something as grand, heroic, and portentous
as the wars with Persia. Among the four illustrations Demosthenes
ineludes the resding of documentary evidence, the decree of Arthmius,
the only occasion where he does so in these speeches, and we mey well
believe that Demosthenes had learned that technique from other speakers
such as Aeschines, whose citation of documents Demosthenes notes in
his speech On the False Embassy (XIX 303). The commonplaces themselves
convey many panhellenic themes, a number of them attributed to the

Greeks in general as well as to the Athenians themselves. This
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panhellenic thrust appears to have been Demosthenes' means for demon-
strating the relevance of Philip's far northern activities. Far from
being & provincial matter, they are a threat to the whole Hellenie world.
The panhellenism also seems to have derived from Demosthenes' recognition
that Athens could not any longer hope to defeat Philip alone. He there-
fore inspires his fellow Athenians to battle with the hope and desire

for a panhellenic coalition consistent with Abhens' historic identity.

As we have argued, nowever, the panhellenic themes employed in this
speech are in the service of Athens. Demosthenes' interest is the
restoration of Athenian hegemony.

The Fourth Philippic has often been perceived as a poorly con-
structed patchwork of unfinished fragments which is unworthy to be
classed alongside the other Philippics, We have seen, however, that
it has its own rationale and structure. While the Third Philippic turns
outward to the whole Hellenic community, the Fourth Philippic turns
inward attacking the materialistic, economic interests which Demosthenes
perceives to be obstructing the Athenisn response to Philip. Here,
more than in the Third Philippie, the commonplaces more clearly support
Athens' claim to hegemony. He backs away from the anti-Persian rhetoric

of the Third Philippic, drawing instead more heavily on the rhetoric

of Athenian preeminence ("Athenians sre leaders in Greece." "Athenians
are unique." "Athenians have an honored reputation." "Athenians are
a democracy." "Athenians are free."). As we have argued in chapter IV,

Demosthenes' use of the commonplaces in the Fourth Philippic appears
to complement his use of them in the Third, and this speech cannot be

understood adequetely in isolation from the Third. Delivered only
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shortly after the Third Philippic, the Fourth adopts an altogether dif-
ferent tone and style, revealing a directness, & sharp focus on Athenien
internal affairs, a candor and bold expression which must have gripped
the Athenian audience with startling power after the grandeur of the
Third Philippic's vision and tone. The Fourth Philippic and all the
speeches studied in the preceding chapters illustrate, therefore,
Demosthenes' readiness to experiment with new forms and applications
of rhetorical meterial and his ingenuity in adapting the epideictic
genre to the needs of the moment.

When critics have praised Demosthenes' alleged panhellenic con-
sciousness and commitment, they have been led to do so by his use of
commonplaces which reflect panhellenic themes. It has been the conten-
tion of this study, however, that Demosthenes' image of Athenian iden-
tity waes shaped fgr more decisively by his recollection of Athenian
hegemony than by commitment to the panhellenic self-sacrifices of the
Persian wars. As we have seen, Demosthenes only twice uses paradeigmata

’from the Persian war period, the embassy of Alexander I in the Second
Philippic and the Arthmius decree in the Third. ~As we have noted, the
Arthmius decree itself probably dates from the period of the Delien
Confederacy even if the event to which it responds occurred earlier.
All otker paradeigmate in these speeches are drawn from the period of
the Athenian confederacy or empire or of intra-Greek conflict in the
early fourth century. The First Philippic draws its single historical
example from the conflict between Athens and Sparta which lead finally
to the Athenisn victory over Sparta in the naval battle at Naxos in

376. None of the cormmonplaces that Demosthenes associates with this
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incident have panhellenic themes. Their point is that when Athens
fights for its inherited role as leader of Greeks it wins.?

The First Olynthiac contains no paradeigmata. The Second Olyn-
thiac contains the same reference to the rivalry of Athens and Sparta
in the early fourth century we have noted in the First Philippic. Here
Demosthenes inserts into the phrase, UmEp t@v Sinalwv, of the ear-
lier speech a reference to the Greeks (II 2k, Unép T&V 'EAANVLUGV
yﬁbuaﬂmv), thereby incorporating a panhellenic dimension into the
story. Nevertheless, Demosthenes' use of the example reveals his pri-
mery interest in Athenian victory over its traditional rivel for suprem-
acy. He refers to "the rights of Greeks" in order to draw a contrast
with present Athenians, whom he criticizes for refusing to pay and serve
nép tdv buetépwv adTdY wInudTwv. That is, he uses the pan-

hellenic commonplace not to instill panhellenic sympathies, but to .
| challenge his compatriots to fight for themselves and their "property"
(i.e., Olynthus).

The Third Olynthiac, like the Fourth Philippic--both of them
the final speech in a series of three delivéred in swift succession--,
contains many allusions to the commonplaces we find more explicitly
in other speeches. The paradeigms in paragraphs 21-26 is drawn from
the period of the confederacy and empire once again, here with emphasis
on Athens' dominion over Greeks and barbarians (III 24, Tmévte nev
ol tettapduovt’ &tn tdv EAMveov fpEav &udviwv. . . .
Umioue 6° & Tadtnv thv ydpav &xwv abrolc BacitAcelg, Gomep
£oTL mpoofinov BdpBapov “EAANGL) .  Allusions to commonplaces

praising Athenian defense of other Greeks are evidence more of Athens'
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leading role over them than of its feeling of solidarity with them.
Aristides and Miltiades (heroes of Marathon) and Pericles, Nicias, and
Demosthenes (leading figures in the Peloponnesian wars at the apex of
Atheniaen imperial power) are praised for enlarging Athens' power, wealth,
and reputation while living modestly themselves.3

The Second Philippie, Demosthenes' first extant speech ettacking
“Philip after retification of the Peace, also contains the first example
drawn from the Persian wars, the embassyof Pallip'sancestor Alexander I.
Demosthenes uses the incident to illustrate, with the help of common-
places, Athens' independence from foreign bribery, its resolute determina-
tion to do only what is right, and its willingness to endure whatever
dangers may result from that policy. With the reference to the Athenian
decision during the Persian wars to withdraw from its own land in order
to defend the "common rights of the Greeks," Demosthenes mskes his strong-
est appeal to the Athenians' penhellenic sentiments in the public
speeches so far delivered. However, the previous publication of
Isocrates' Address to Philip end the wider use of panhellenic themes
both for and sgainst Philip probably prompted Demosthenes' own enlist-
ment of an illustration from the Persién campaigns. His use of
panhellenic themes is muted however. He does not explicitly meke the
 correlation between the fifth century Persian king and Philip and leaves
that for his audience to infer from the paradeigma.

The three final speeches in the series of Philippics which we.
h&ve surveyed are remerkasble for the escalation of passion and, finally,
of candor which we observe as we read first the Chersonese speech, then

the Third, end finelly the Fourth Philippic. The Chersonese speech
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contains no historical example of any significance; its allusions to
~ commonplaces refer to Demosthenes' political leadership, not to Athens'
corporate policy. As we have noted elsewhere, the Third Philippic rep~
resents an astonishing expansion of vision and rhetorical effect. Here
agein, however, the new profusion of commonplaces is clustered around
examples which recall the Athenian struggles for hegemony (IX 22ff.,
30ff., 47). Even the Arthmius decree, though a reference to the period
kof the Persian wars, focuses on a proseription of Arthmius and his fam-
| ily passed by the Athenian essembly end binding on all other Greeks.
_ Hence, even in this speech replete with commonplaces, of which a good
’number have panhellenic themes, Demosthenes reveals his interest in
the restoration of Athenian supremacy.
Finally, in the Fourth Philippic Demosthenes' historical

- illustrations are again drawn exclusively from the continuing rivalry
between Athens and Sparta for Greek preeminence. The commonplace in

X 73 which refers to the preservation of Greeks é&u tdv ueylotwv
wLvdbvev  is undoubtedly a reference to the Persian wars, but
‘Demosthenes nowhere in the speech explicitly recalls that great

' panhellenic struggle. Athens' historic Und9eoLg was Td

 mpolotaodaL TV ‘EAARVwv.  Attention to the commonplaces alone

in the speeches that we have studied has misled unwary critics. Because
they have failed to notice that Demosthenes detaches the commonplaces

from the traditional panhellenic subjects, they have found in Demosthg-
nes panhellenic sympathies which a more cautious reading of the speeches

belies.

In his defense of his political career, Demosthenes himself



210
seys that an "inherently decent" citizen like himself has the responsi-
bility when in power to defend "without respite & policy in support
of the city's inherited and earned preeminence” (XVIII 321):

Abo &', &vbpecg ‘A9nvalot, TOV @loet pétpLov moAlTnv
gxeLv Set (oltw Ydp uotL mepl éuauroﬁ AEYOVTL
dvenuwﬁovmtarov elnetv), &v uév talcg éEoucuaLg v
to0 yvevvalou xal tol npmreiou i néheu npoaupecbv
SLapuAdTTELY, &V movTl 68 Halpd uol mpdEeL TRV
glvoLav.

There are two traits, Athenians, thaet cheracterize the inherently
decent citizen (to speak of myself in a way that will be least
offensive): when in power to defend without respite a policy in
support of the City's inherited snd esrned preeminence and in
every occasion and dealing to preserve his loyalty.

In fact, he seys from the beginning of his politiecal career he chose
"o nurture, enlarge, and identify with the honor, dominance, and fame
of my netive city. I do not promenade around the market radiant with
Joy at the gocd lurk =& others" (XVIII 322):

0 Yap &E &pxfic €09l¢ 6p&nv nal Snuabav v 68OV

tfig moAiTelag eukéunv, e tiude, ToC Guvacreuag,

g eﬁ&o&nag tag tfig natplbog Sepansuenv, TavTag

abEeLv, pett toltwV slvan. oOn ént usv Totg étépmv

ebTuYiuootL @alSpdg &yd ®al Yeynddc xatd Thv &yopdv
neptépyouat. . . .

Of his political activity Demosthenes explicitly seys in the
Chersonese speech (VIII T1):

Guauévm Aéywv EE dv &yd utv TMOAADV éAdIva elul map’
butv, buetg 6°, el nelosodt poi, uellouc av efnte.

I persistently propose policies because of which I am less

esteemed among you then many others, but through which, if you
will teke my advice, you would be more prominent [seil. than you

are now].

Demosthenes' stock criticism of other politicians is that they increase
their own power and prestige while diminishing the city's. Here he

prescribes for the "honest citizon" the opposite (VIII T2):
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o6’ Euoiye Sonel Siumalou tolt’ elvar moAlTou,
toralita moALteElNad’ ebplouelLv EE &v &yd uev
npidtog budv Eooual e09dwc, Luelc 68 TV &AAwv
totatoL” &AMy ouvauEdveodal Sef thv mdALV Tolg
Thv Ayaddv moALTdHV moALTeluaoL.
Nor indeed do I think that it is the role of an honest citizen
to invent policies through which I shall be instantly first among
you, but you the least of all states. No, the City ought to gain
influence along with the policies of its patriotic citizens.
Although it was convenient for Demosthenes to mske the claim in the
previous parsgraph (VIII 71) that his own political career had not been
motivated by desire for gain or prestige ( o06e mporixdnv 068’ nd
uépboug ol9’ Und puAoTuplog) =and that he had accepted deprivation
of honor as the price of his unpopular policies, nonetheless, he here
clearly declares that there ought to be a consistency between the for-
tunes of an individual politician and the state that he serves. Both
should seek their ascendancy together. And both ought to seek ascen-
dancy, the politician to be first smong poliﬁicians, the city to be
first among cities. We conclude that Demosthenes had himself
thoroughly internalized the values of the Greek agonistic system which
pervade the epideictic commonplaces and thet the pursuit of the glory
of preeminence was of fundamental importance for his own career and
for the shaping of his publie policy. For one who took such values
as seriously as Demosthenes panhellenic collaboration could only be
& provisional means for final Athenian ascendancy.
In the service of that ascendancy the epideictic commonplaces
function in three ways. First, they recollect and designate Athenian
values and behavior that have contributed in the past to Athenian great-

ness. Hence, the commonplaces serve as a prudential guide to success.

It is when Athenians have lived up to the ideals of their city, acted out
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of . commitment toTO 6{kaLOV endured whatever dangers and ordeals might
fall upon them, and gave up personal gain for the sake of freedom and
glory that they have been victorious over their enemies and performed
exploits that exceeded the power of mman speech. It was by following
such values that the Athenians became the leaders of Greece, superior
to all on lend or sea. To invoke the commonplaces of the epitaphioi
;ggg;, therefore, is to tap the collected wisdom of Athenian society .
and there to find what must be and remsin the sources of Athens' good
fortune. When joined to paradeigmate illustrating the successful
results that followed adherence to the ancient principles, they become
precedents for Athenian behavior in the present.

The second function of the commonplaces is to link Athenians
of the present generation to their ancestors. They are charged to act
in a manner "worthy of their ancestors.”" It is the ancestors who have
handed down a legacy which the present generation is obligated to pre-
serve, To neglect the trust placed with them from previous generations
would.be an act of impiety and an impudent dishonor to the many dead
vwho have given their lives to assure the continuance of Athenian freedom
and preeminence. The invocation of the commonplaces from the epitaphioi
logoi, therefore, reminds the Athenians of the solemn obligetions they
bear towerd their city and the ancestors who have delivered the city
safely to their care.

The third function of the commonplaces is the most significant
of the three and the most difficult to explain. It is also the most
thoroughly epideictic of the three functions, most akin to the ritual

function of the epitaphioi themselves. For when Demosthenes cites the
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traditional commonplaces, the effect is not merely to name or to cele-
brate the community designated by those treditional phrases; it is to
create that community, to call it forth into being. Modern linguistic
analysis and communication theory may offer a helpful conceptual frame-
work within which to understand this third function of epideictic
ora.tory.h Perelman end Olbrechts-Tyteca, for example, attack the opin-
ion of some theoreticians that epideictic was "a degenerate kind of
eloguence with no other aim than to please:."5 They argue the view that
epideictic oratory "forms a central part of the art of persuasion."6
The problem faced by Demosthenes in his speeches against Philip was
"not Jjust in getting the Athenians to meke decisions in conformity with
‘his wishes, but in urging them, by every means at his command, to carry
out the decisions once they were made. " Citing Demosthenes' First
 Philippic (IV 30), they write that the orator "wanted the Athenians
to wage against Philip, not 'just a war of decrees and letters, but
& var of action. rud Epideictic may help to move an audience from ini-
tial resolve to effective action because "it strengthens the disposition
toward action by incressing adherence to the values it lauds."? As
'wthey write a few paragraphs later,
The purpose of an epideictic speech is to increase the intensity
of adherence to values held in common by the audience and the speak-
er. The epideictic speech has an important part to pley, for
without such common values upon what foundation could deln.bera.tlve
and legal speeches rest? :

The evocation of traditional shared values in epideictic has the effect -

of both reinforcing those values and of intensifying the relationship

between speeker and audience:
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The argumentation of epideictic discourse sets out to increase
the intensity of adherence to certain values, which might not be
contested when considered on their own but maey nevertheless not
preveil against other values that might come into conflict with
them. The speaker tries to establish a sense of communion centered
around particular values recognized by th2 audience.ll
In the understanding of Perelman and Olbrecﬁts-Tyteca, then, epideictic
serves persuasive purposes by recalling to the consciousness of an audi-
ence the accepted traditional values shared by both audience and speaker
and, by so releasing the power of those shared value, moving the‘audi-
ence to action consistenﬁ with them. In particular, by articulating
values present in the hearts of his audience although suppressed in
the moment of public debate, Demosthenes reminds his hearers of who
they are and thereby challenges them to actions faithful to their iden-
tity.lg His invocation of the epideictic commonplaces cells into being'
“the corporate iéentity that those commonplaces represent.

In g recent article, Walter H. Beale attempts an even more pene-
trating definition of epideictic. He notés some of the traditional
definitions of epideictic but asserts that they point merely to proper-
ties and functions without resulting in & "comprehensive defining

nl3

principle. His own contribution, drawing on the language first

proposed by British linguistic philoscpher J. L. Austin, is to name

epideictic oratory "rhetorical performetive discourse,” which he defines

as

the composed and more or less unified act of rhetorical discourse
which does not merely say, argue, or allege something about the
world of social action, but which constitutes (in some special

way defined by the conventions or customs of a community) & signifi-
cant socisl action in itself. Whereas the deliberative or informa-
tive rhetorical act mey refer to or propose actions and may in
doing so be correct or incorrect, convineing or unconvineing, the
performative rhetorical act participates in actioms, and in ﬁoing

so may be appropriate or inappropriate, seemly or unseemly.1
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To illustrate his definitions Beale invites consideration of a high
school basketball coach delivering two speeches, the first to the local
school board in support of an expanded athletic program, the second
& pre-game "pep-talk" to his basketball team. Both speeches are rhetori-
cal and seek to influence futﬁre actions. The first is deliberative,
however, and the second epideictic. The first speaks to a situation
in which lack of consensus sbout ends, means, and feasibilities calls
for persuasion to & consensus. The second speaks to a team consensus
already existing and assumed. The task of the second speech, therefore,
is to articulate the team consensué, to recall it to the consciousness
of the team members so that the individual members are re-created as
& single, coherent team ready for effective action. Through appeals
to the loyalties, pride in, and obligations owed to the entire community
the coach exploits the already existing team consensus to "make" a team
out of its individusl members. Hence, Beale writes, "the epideictic
or 'rhetorical performative' act is one that participates in the reality
to which it refers.“15 The appeals to the loyalties, pride, and oblige-
tions--that is, to the already existing consensus of values shared by
the team members--profess, celebrate, and begin the enactment of those
values that will find théir fulfillment in the geme shortly to follcw.
The "pep-talk," a conventional pre-game ritusl, does not merely talk
about the game; it is & first action of the game that, while still in
the locker room, anticipates and imeginatively participates in the forth-
coming action on the floor.

Demosthenes' use of the epideictic commonplaces of ancient

Athens fulfills, I believe, a similar, though more profound, function.
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The power of the epitaphic commonplaces derives from their familiarity
as elements of a solemn ceremonial action of the whole Athenian commun-
ity. To be an Athenian was to participate in such activities, in the
course of which the shared Athenian values were expressed, reinforced,
and celebrated. Hence, when Demosthenes uses the phrases of that cere-
monial occasion, the epitaphios, he is recalling and recreating that
occasion and, together with his audience, participeting in it once
again. The effect is to intensify‘at that moment his audience's iden-
tity with the Athenian community of which it is a part and its identity
with the speaker as well. OSpeaker and audience are bound together in
& momentary shared experience of primordiasl "Athenian-ness." The
speaker-~Demosthenes--is not "saying, arguing, or alleging" something
about Athens when he cites the epideictic commonplaces. He is perform-
ing a significant act of Athenian identity in the spesking of those
phrases. He is doing what a prominent Athenian ought to do, and the
phraeses themselves both participate in and evoke the reality to which
they refer. The orator unites his audience through the powerful emo-
tionel eppeal to the Athenian character conveyed in the ceremony of

the epitaphioi logoi and binds himself and his sudience together by

associating himself and his own identity with that common character.
In the Third Philippic, the most thoroughly "epideictic" of
the speeches we have studied, this ceremonial "performative" character
is also most apparent. Because Demosthenes disperses the epideictic
elements throughout the speech, he is continually reinforcing the val~
ues expressed and re-creating the ceremonial associations suggested

by those elements. The intended effect is both to intensify the
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audience's awareness of their identity as Athenians and to establish
strong associative bonds with the speaker whose words prompt that
awareness. Speaking the words gives to the speaker the character of
the words themselves, thereby eliciting trust from the audience which
shares emotionally in the power of those words. That is why I say that
the use of the epideictic elements creates the community that the ele-
ments describe.

What Beale has articulated in the langusge of contemporary lin-
guistic philosophy appears to me to suggest what Werner Jeeger intended

when he wrote of & "mighty alliance" of ethos and pathos in

Demosthenes' soul.l6 Jeeger was referring to two "springs" of power
which he saw converging in the Third Philippic: "the passionate natural
feeling of consenguinity, the very existence of which was imperiled;
and the ethos of morsl right so unshaksble thet no other political
demand had ever been more firmly backed up."l7 He contrasts Demosthenes,
"the champion of liberty," with politicians who are merely the repre-
sentatives of special interests and for whom language is "nothing but
& medium for matter-of-fact elucidation." Demosthenes' task, as Jaeger
saw i, was not rational explication, but an assault on the "spiritual
resistance" of Athenians to the fulfillment of their destiny:
Exposition of the technical means and possibilities of building
up en armament belonged to a different stage of preparstion; there
was no place for it in a menifesto appealing exclusively to the
national will. . . . Like his earlier speeches agsinst Philip,
the oration is primerily s spiritual and morel achievement .l
The "spiritual and moral achievement," the "mighty alliance" of pathos
and ethos, to which Jaeger points in the Third Philippic rests, I

believe, on the "sense of communion” within the audience and between
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the orator and the audience which Demosthenes establishes through the
use of epideictic elements in the Third Philippic and his other speeches
ageinst Philip.lg When he recalls the familiar phrases of the
epitaphioi he both excites the patriotic pessions of his audience and
elicits the audience's trust in him as a public voice fqr the patriotic
values his audience recognizes and must profess to be truly Athenian.
The epideictic commonplaces, therefore, are the means by which Demosthe-
nes transcends merely "matter-of-fact elucidation" or "exposition of
technical means" in favor of an emotional appeal to the idemtity he
and his audience together share as Athenians., It is in this eppeal
' to Athenian identity through the use of epideictic commonplaces that
I have seen the key to Demosthenes' persuasive strategy. The common-

: places bear the common values and evoke the civic conventions, customs,

- and rituels which were the foundation of Athenien public life in general
end of each deliberative debate in particular. In Demosthenes' skillful
use of those commonplaces lies & major clue to the perennizlly

"irresistible," "magical effect" (Brougham) of Demosthenes' oratory.ao



FOOTNOTES: CHAPYTER VII

lDemosthenes' own earlier speeches do not show the attention to
commonplaces which we observe increasingly in the speeches against
Philip. They do provide clues, however, that other orators were invox-
ing the Athenian past and mey, therefore, have been describing that
past through the use of commonplaces. In the early speeches Demosthenes
seems t0 have ridiculed and rejected many such references to Athens'
illustrious past. See XIV 1, XV 35, XXIIT 124. But cf. XXIII 20h4-11. -

‘ 2For a vigorous defense of the thesis that Demosthenes used pan-
hellenic themes only in the service of narrow Athenian interests, see

H. B. Dunkel, "Was Demosthenes a Panhellenist?" CP 33 (1938): 291-305.
A similar point, thet Athenians invoked panhellenism for its velue as
propaganda, is argued by S. Perlman, "Panhellenism, the Polis, and
Imperialism," Historia 25 (1976): 1-30. ‘

30r. XXTII 206-7. XIIT 29-3L.

hSee George Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and
Secular Tradition from Ancient to Modern Times (Chapel Hill: U. of North
Carolina Press, 1980), pp. T4-TS.

5Cha.im Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rbetoric: A
Treitise on Argumentation (Notre Dame: Notre Dame U. Press, 1969),
p. 48.

®hid., p. ko.
Trhia.
8pia.

Tbid., p. 50,

19Tpi4., pp. 52-53.
Mpid., p. 51.

leCf. p. 53: "Simone Weil, examining the means that the French in
‘London might have used during World War II to rouse their countrymen in
France, included among them
« « « expression, either officially or under official sanction, of
some of the thoughts which, before ever being publicly expressed were
in the hearts of the people, or in the hearts of certain active
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elements of the nation. . . . If one hears this thought expressed
publicly by some other person, and especially by some one whose
words are listened to with respect, its force is increased a hun-
dredfold and can sometimes bring sbout an Inner transformation.
What she brings out so clearly is precisely the role of epideictic
speeches: appeal to common values, undisputed though not formulated,
made by one who is quelified to do so, with the consequent strengthen-
ing of adherence to those values with a view to possible later action."”

Byaiter 1. Bezle, "Rhetorical Performative Discourse: A New
Theory of Epideictic," Philosophy and Rhetoric 11 (1978): 221. Beale,
citing Buchheit, writes that "most ancient rhetoricians follow the lead
of Aristotle in identifying epideictic as the oratory of 'praise and
blame,' at the same time marking the ceremonial of literary encomium as
the charascteristic epideictic production."

1k

Ibid., p. 225. The division of speech into "performative" and
"constative" utterances is discussed by J. L. Austin, How to Do Things
With Words, ed. by J. 0. Urmson and Marinae Sbisd, 24 ed. (Cambridge:
Harvard U, Press, 1975). A "constative" utterance is a statement about
reality which may be logically judged to be true or false (e.g., "This
is my wife."). A "performative" utterance does not merely report or
describe something and cannot be Jjudged true or false; it performs what
it says so that to utter something is to do it (e.g., "I do [take thee
to be my lawfully wedded wifel.").

Yvia., p. 226.

16Demosthenes, p. 174 (see above, Chapter V, pp. 103~10L.)
Y 1vid., pp. 173-Th.
lBIbid., p. 17hL.

ncense of communion,” Perelmen and Olbrechts-Tyteca, see
above, . 21k,

20See above, Chaepter I, p. 2.



APPENDIX I

EPIDEICTIC COMMONPLACES

OCCURRENCES IN DEMOSTHENES' PHILIPPICS
1. Athenians live up to the ideals of the ancestors and city.

IV 3--npoonudvtug oGEEV &vdELov bueilc &npdEate Tfic

ndrewg
X 25~-aloxpdv . . . nol &udEiLov budv ual Tdv Lrapxdvtov

T mOAEL Hal nenpaxuévmv Totg npovévoug, tfig {8lag
pgdunlag Evena todg &Aloug anavrog “EAAnvag elg
SovAelav npoéodat.

X 73-~(mockery of Aristomedes) dlha vii Ala mannga goL
nal matoga S8E° Ymdoxet, Hv aloxpdv écruv g&v ool
natailool® tf méiel &6° OmfipEev &udvuna xal @adia
T Tdv npovydvwv. GAL° o006 ToU9” obtwg EXEL.

2. Athenians endure (Umouéveitv) whatever dangers and toils
: come.

IV 3--Unepelvad’ tndp tév Sunalwv tdV TMEdc énelvoug
ndAELOV

VI 1ll--nodetv otLodv Lnouelvaviag

3. Athenians act out of commitment to td &{uaLov.

IV 3--Umepelvad’ UnSp tév Sunalwv TOv mpedg éEuelvoug
noAguov

VI 8-=tol0 Sunalouv Adyov moiLolUEVOoL

VI 12--fyyett’ odv [b ®fAummog], el uév budc Erouto,
plloug &nl tolg Sunaloig ailpioecdal, el 6°
tuelvorg mnpoodeito, ouvepyodg &Eevv tiig adtob
ndeoveElag.
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VI 1--4el todg Omdp Wubv Adyoug nmal Simaloug wual
@LAaviponovg dpd goivouévoug.

VI 3--0g udv &v ECEOLTE SLualoug Aévoug nol Aéyovtog
dAlou ouvvelnte, Guewvov duAlnnou napeoneloode.

VI 7--ToUg Aoyiouobg &Eetdlwv [& dlAimmog]l, ual oOxl
nipde elpfvnv o0&’ fouxlav oldE Binaitov olbév.

VI 10--un&evdg v népdoug T& moLvd &imata @V ‘EAAMveV
npoéodal

VI 35-- [I w1sh to remind you who it was that] memoiny’
butv uh mepl thv Sukalwv und’ bmndp tdv EEw
npayndTev eCval TRV BOUANV.

X 2--fjueic olSapol ndmnote, Omov mept THV Siualwv
elnelv é8énoev, ftTidnuev o056’ &Suuetv E5SEauev

X 3 (ironic)--ﬁuetg 8¢ naddued’ eﬂpnuéteg Ta Sinaia,
ol &’ dunuodteg, stné*wg, oluat, toldg Aéyoug
T&pya MapdoXETAL, KAl npocéxououv anavteg oY
olg stnouév nod’ fuetc Sunalouc B viv v elmnoluev,
4AL’ ofg moiLoluev.

4. Athenians are victorious over their enemies.

IV 3--napadSetlyuoot ypopevol tfi téTe podun tdv Aanedatuoviov,
fic éupatett’

IV 24--0o06" duodwv OTL AoreSalpovioug napatattoUEvol
LES' Uudv Evinwy obtot ol Efvor nal buelc uet’
Enelvov

IX 5--vOv 62 tfic padunlag tfic Luetépag nal tfic duerelag
LEUPATTIHE Qulbnnog, tfig néhemg & o0 nenpdrnuev’
o085’ fitInod’ Yuetc, &AL’ o068 weulvnode.

IX 36--flv TL TtéT’ . . .D ual 1ol Hepodv éupdtnoe MAOHTOU

. . .Hol ofTe vavnaxlac olte melfic udxng ovSeuLdg
ATTdTOo.

X 2 (ironic)--fuelc oOSauod mdnote, Omou mepl TV
Swunaltwv efnetv £8énocev, HTTHONUEV 006" A&SLHETV
£64Eanev, 4AAY mdviwv moaviaxol wpatoluev nal
neplecuev t§ AdyY.

X 4 (of Philip's partlsans)--oL tfi¢ éuelvov mpoalpEcewg,
ol tupavv(bwv nal Suvacteldv éntduuolvreg,
rerpatTinaot Tmavtaxod.
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X 5 (of Philip's partisans)--ual usupdrﬁuaouv ol
6. éuelvou tag moAltelag moiLoluevolL mdOLV
dooLg mpdyuata npdiTeTaL

X 59——ﬁyoﬁvtan vdo, v pEv duetc dupoduuadov én uLEC
vaung dlALTnov duuvnc&s, wduelvou ypatioeLv
budg.

5. Athenians do not sacrifice freedom, justice, and glory
- to personal gain.

VI 8-~ .. .tfic (8lagc &veu' doeielac . . .
VI 10--. . . undevoc &v uépdoug. . .
VI 10--. .. undepLdc ydpLtoc und’ dgeielac . . .

IX 36=--8 ual To0 Nepodv &updtnoe mAodTou

6. Athenians are the only ones todo certain things (udvoi),
among them, to defend all Greeks against the barbarian.

VI lO-—uéupboae .« ~udvoL TEV mdviwv undevdg Bv
‘wépboug TO MoLvh Sluaira TEHV “EAARvav npoéodal.

VI 17--toltou &’ dvtaywviotag pdvoug UmelAngev GusGg.

X l2--Aoyileode vdp. Gpxetv BoVAetal, toltou &'
dvtaywviotdg pdvoug Gnelingev budg.

X 30 (1ron1c)-—rouyapouv En tdv ToiLoltwv é&mv udvou
ThV dvﬁpmnmv duete roug &AloLg ToGvavtiov moLeite”
ol mEV Yap &AloL TEO TEHV npayudtmv sCmSacL
xpfiodaL t§ BouieleodaL, Lpelc 68 usra & mpdyuata.

X 50--ndALv &6° fv bmelAngev, O¢ Av T@v ‘EAAfvev dpXELv
4el BolAntat, pdvnyv by évamrumanvat wal Tfig
ndvfmv éAeuvdeplag mpootfival, ob ud Al° én TdHV
dviwv, el waddc &xeL, Somiudleilv Setl.

X 66 (ironlc)——év Hévn TV TMaodV néAewv TR uustépq
asdeL” unep va Exdpdv Aédyelv &€dotal, uau Aaﬁdvra
xptfiuat’ aurov doparée éotL Aéyelv map’ duiv, udv
dgnenuévor td Guétep’ adtdv fite.
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7. Athenians make a conscious choice (mpoalpeoig) of &
waAdv over Td olupepov.

VI ll--Tthv xdpav éuiinelv mpoeAouévoug nal madelv
bTLolv Unouelvaviag

8. Athenian exploits are beyond human gpeech.

VI 11--4Elwg 6° olBelc elmelv &edUvntal, SLémep uayd
Tacakre i, Stkalwg (EoTL Ydp nello Tduelvev Epya
N ac ™ AdYe Tig Vv elnol)

;{9' Athenians are the leaders of Greece.

IX 23-—na£rou npoordraL ndv buelc &pSoprnovt’ érn nal
tola tdv ‘EAMiveov évéveode, [npootdtal &8
ToLduovd’ Evde Sfovta AaredaiLudviot]

X 46--td udv npotcraa&a& 6v “EAAMjvev . . . meplepyov
énelodnt’ elvar nal pdratov &udiop” Omd THV
Tolta moAlTEVOUEVLVY

X 50——n6luv &' Nv UnelAngev, og Qv TV Elhﬁvmv GpxXELV
&el PovAnTal, udvnv By évavtiwdfivar xal Thg mdvtev
eAevdeplag mpooTiivat

X 51-—tbv uév vap &Alov d&ravt’ elc 5% yaﬁra Suipnto
o THV EAARvVv, Aaua&auuovuoug wal Audg, THV &7
Grdwv [*EAAqvev] ol udv fulv, ol 6° é&uelvoig
brinouov.,

X 62--8pxeLv Yd3p elddate

X 74=-=-thv mdALY 6°, N mpoeLoThneL T@V ‘EAMvev Téwg

nal Td mowtetov elxe, vOv &v &SoElq mdon ual
tanetvdIntL wodeotdval

110. Athenians help the victims of aggression.

IX 24--ndvrag @ovro 8etv, nal ol undev éynareiv E&xovteg

adtolc, HETX TOV ASLUNuUEvVeY noxsueuv . . TdvtEeg
etg TSAENOV HaTéoTnooy, Hal ol unddv éywaiolvteg
abTotc.

IX 25--4AL° fuelc adtol ual AaxeSaiudvior, o0sEv dv
elnelv Exovtec EE dpxfic & Tuv HSLuodued’ bm’
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Aoy, Suwg Ongp dv tolg &Alouc &diuounévoug
twpdLEV, TOAEUETV Qoueda Selv.

X 3--fotL 6& TalT’' oVSdva THV &SLuounévaev adleLv
Suvdueva

X 46--ndo. TOlg a6unoviévore Bondetv neplepyov émetodnt’
elvar ual pdrtatov &vdiep’

11. Athenians are nobly born and autochthonous.

IX 30--80a utv Lmd Aaue&abuovimv b ﬁw‘ ﬁuﬁv &naoyxov
ol “EAAnvVec, GAL' oldv Umd yvnolwv Yy’ &vtwv rng
‘EAAdSOC ﬁ&buoﬁvro. . . dQonep . . . OLOG EV oucuq
noAAf] yeyovdg yvhoLog . . .

IX 31 (Phlllp, by contrast)--8oliog . . . bnoBoAiLuatog .
oux YEAAnvog &vtog oU6d mpoofuovtog ovSEV roug
"EAANOw, GAL° o006t BapBdpou &vtelldev &3ev naAdv
elnetv, 4AL’ SAEdpou Maneddvog . . .

12, Athenians fight for freedom, for all Greeks.

IX 36--149° obtwe elxov Etolpwg gp&g éreudeplav
ol “EAANVEC . . . VOV TEdc TO SouvAgleLv

IX 36--£Aendépav fiye thv ‘EAAdSQ

IX 59--Edgpailogc 5¢ tiLc &vdpwrog ual nap: fulv not’
Evdds’ olwdoac, &nwc éAeddepor umal undevdg
S5o00ioL &oovTat.

IX 70--ual y&p 2 &navteg SMnou SouieleLv ouYXwERoWoLVY
ot &Aloi, nuitv vy’ Umep tfic éAreudeplac dywvioTéov.

X l4--éotTE Yap uusug oOK adTol TMAEOVEUTHOQL HOL
HATATYETV dpxnv el negurdteg, dll Etepov AaBelv
noAloal ual &xovt’ dwshéceab nal SAwg &voyArfioat
tolg dpxelv Bouioudvolg ual ndvtag &vdponoug elg
gilevdeplav &EeAiéodoL Seivol.

X 25--aloypdv . . .uaL &vdEiLov budv wal TV unapxévtmv
T mOAEL HaAl nsrpawuévmv Tolg npoyévotg, tng
i{6fag padunlac Bveuwo Tole GAlouc dnaviag “EAAnvag
elg Sovlelav npodadal

X 50--ndAev &° nv unsnknwav, og v tév Ellﬁvmv GpyeLv
&el BolAntat, uévnv v évavtiwdfival ual tfig mdvrev
éAlevdeplag npootiival
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13. Athenians are superior in battle on both land and sea.

IX 36-=-ual oOte vauvpayfac obte nelfic udyxng ovseuLdc
fittdto

14, Athenians are the salvation of all Greece.

IX 45--o0no0v évduiLlov &xetvol Tiig ndvtov tdv ‘EAAfvev
cotnplag adtole éntueAntéov elval

IX 74--€l &° oleod9e Xaiuibéag TAV ‘EAAdSa odoelv B
Meyapéag, duelc 6° &noSpdoeodat td mpdyuata, odu
6p9ic ofeode® &yamntov vdp &&v adtol oglwvtot
tobtwv &ndotoilg. &AL’ Gutv tolto mpantéov" dulv
ot mpdyovor tolto Td vépag énthoavio wal HoTéALTOV
LETA TOAAGY HAL HEYEAWV HLVEOVWV.

X 73--tf] nSAeL 8’ hHubdv obdg mdvtec [oaolv ol “EAAnVeg
&n TOV peylotev wivdivev gecwouédvol.

15, Athenians die nobly rather than live disgracefully.

IX 65--tedvdval &2 uupudung upeiTTov R nohanenq TL
notfioat PLALTTOL Hal nooéodal Tdv OmEp Ludv
Aeydvtov TLVdg.

X 25--ual &ywy’ adtdc udv TeSvdval udriov av ) tadt’
elpnuéval Bouviolunv.

l6. Athenians possess an honored reputation.

IX 70-- . . . &Elwpo wdAALOTOV .+ .- .

IX 73--tabt’ éotlv ndiewe &Elwn’ é&xolong HAlnov
Ouptv trndpxel

X lG-—rmv &6 'Afnvalwv ALuévev KAl Vewplwv Hal tpbﬂpmv
nal témou ual 8AEnc . . . odu EmuLduuelv

X 71--Ungp gLrotLplac Hal S83Enc talrta ndvia moLelg
X 71--00 yap Eueivd y' v elmoig, &g of udv &v Ti

norer 6el TLvd golveodar, THY moOALY &° &v Tolg
“EAANOL undevog &Elav elval.
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X73(mockery of Arlstomedes)—-dlla v Ala manndo goL_
xal matpgo S8OE’ undpxsu, fiv aloxpdv &otiv &v gol
uaralﬁaau T néAeL &° Unnpgev dvavouo xal gabia
& TéV mMpoydvav. 4AA’ o0&t To09' oltwg EXEL.

17. The ancestors of the Athenians have handed down (naté-
ALmov, napébSwnav) a legacy of honor and responsibility.

IX 74--butv ol mpdyovoL tolto 0 vépac E&nthoavto ual
KHATEALTIOV HETO TMOAAGV Hal pEYdAwV HLVESlvev.

X 46--&Efotnt’, & &vSpeg ‘Ad9nvalol, tiig Vmodtoewg top’ fic
tude ol mpdyovol raATEALTIOV

18. Athenians submit to many dangers.

IX 74--0uiv ol npdyovor tolto 36 vépag &nthoavto ual
UaTéALov UETE mMoAABV ual peydiwv uivElvwv.

X 3 (of Phlllp)——naoLv tolg ololv &tofuwg wivduvelowv,
fuets 6t waddued’

X 71——Qnép pLiotipnlac Hat 8OENG . . . dnavta molnTtéov
elvatr vouplZeilg nal movntéov nal uivSuveutéov.

19. Athenians are free.

X 4--toLydprtol SLBGTnuéva gle 600 talrta thv v talc
néAeoL, TGV utv ele © wit’ dpoyxeiv Blq BodieoSal
nﬁsvog whte SouvAevéLv dxlm, &AL &v EAeudeplaq
ral véuorc &E foou moAutedeodar

X 14--o0uouv BovAetatr Tolg avtol uatpolg thv nap’
budv Elevdeplav dgebpedeLv

20. Athens is a democracy, based on equality.

X 4--ual vépoic &E [oou moAiteveodat. . .
néALg 5nuoupatouuévn Beﬂatmg oln oI& el tic
éoTL TEV mMao®v AoLmh mARV B Auetépa.

X 13--008tv &ot’' odtd BePalwc Exelv, fog av Ouelc
Snuoupatficde
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X 15--mp@Tov ptv & tolto 8el, &xIpdv OnelAngéval
Thic moAiltelac ual tfic Snuoupatiac &SLEANAKTOV
Euetvov



APPENDIX II

EPIDEICTIC COMMONPLACES

OCCURRENCES IN THE EPITAPHIOI
1. Athenians live up to the ideals of the ancestors and city.

Thucydides II 43.l1--ual ol&e uev mpoonudviug Tff nmoAet
toLolbe &yévovTto.

Lysias II 6l--uaiLvolg utvddvolg THv maiaitdv dpethv Tdv
npoydvuv pLunadirevot

69~-naLS5eudévrec utv &v toi¢ 1@V npoydvwv
dyadoic, &vbpeg 6t yevduevor thv tE énelvev SSEav
Staodoavteg kal thv abtdv dpethv énudelEavtee

Plato 237b--thiv THv &pywv mPdELv énidelEounev, dg naihv
ral &Elav Toltwv Anegfivavto.

2464~-naAdc alpovueda udirov teAeutdv, mplv Ludc
te wal tolc Enevta elc Sveldn nataotfioal wat mpLv
tol¢ fuetépoue natépac xal mdv tO nedodev yévog

aloxOvat, fyoduevoir t§ tolg avtol aloyxlvavti dBlwtov
elval.

Demosthenes LX 30--Kewponibair . . . &Eia &) toltwv
nodtteLv OmedduBavov abtole npooRueLv.

31--"Innodwvildar . . . &Era &) todtwv
fovto Setv morolvteg Sedfival.

31--'AtavtidaL . . . TOTE rogg &x9polc
duvvduevor tedvdvat Setv fovto, dote undev &vdEtov
abTdv nadetv.

. - 31—-‘Avtuox£5an\. . . 6etv olv fyhoavt’
n Cfiv GElwg tdv Lnapydviov N Tedvdvar xardc.

Hyperides VI 3--&EiLov &¢ é&otiLv énatvelv Thv udv ndiuv
Audv tfic npoalpéoewe Everev, tO mpoeAdodul Suora nal
gtL oeuvédtepa Hal HaAAllew Ty npdTepov adTh nenpayuévav,
tolg 6 tetreievtnudtag tfic dvbpelag tfic év T mMoAduy,
0 uf wataroxbvat tag TOV npoydvwv dpetdg.
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2. Athenians endure (Umouéveiv) whatever dangers and toils
come.

Thucydides II 42.5--1t0 &6’ &pyov t§ oduati Lméueivav.

Plato 24la--cla énlovrta bnéueivav watd Te Yfiv ual xatd
SdAratTav

Demosthenes LX ll--ndvtag 8ooug ouvéfn yevéodBal wuivéivoug
UneueLvav.

26~--1dv TE mMpoclovt’ 4and tdv fvavtliwv
ntvbuvov ebpwotug Ynéuewvav.

29--oi 6& tod¢ olnouL olumavtagc Yovéag
ndg odu flueArov Unep tob adoat mdvta nlivbuvov

UmouéveLv;

Hyperides VI 23--xeludvev 6° UnepBoAdc nal tév Had’
hudoav dvayraleov évéelag tooaldtag xal tnAinadtag
oltwg &yupatig Lmopepevnueval.

24--1dv &1 toiLavtac uapteptac &duvwg
bniouelval tolg noiltag npotpedducvov Acwcdévn.

3. Athenians act out of commitment to tO S({naiov.

Gorgias 82B 6-—ceuvou ueEv npog Tolg 9eolg T Sunaly,
. . . Sluatot 8¢ mpdg Tolg dotolc 1§ Loy

Lysias II 10--td 6% SluaiLov &xovrteg cﬁuuaxov Evinwv
uaxSuevor .,

lZ—-ﬁELouv Unép ThV do&evecrépmv Eera 100
Sunalou 5Lauaxéoﬂat uaAon A tolc Suvaudvorg
xaptféuevolr todg O’ éuelvev d&duuouvuévoug éudolvat.

14--5luarov 6¢ voplZovteg elvat, . . . oVBE
népboug nporetpévouv mAfv S88Eng &yadfic, . . .
fyoduevor . . . onuetov . . . Siuarogdvng SE tolg
daSituovuévolrg Bondelv.

17--noArd pev olv Unfipxe roug nuetéporg
npoydvorg uLd yvoun xpmuévoug EEQL to0 SLxalou
6Lauaxéceat. % te vap &pxh tolb Blou Sixala* ob Ydp,
domep ol woAAol, mavtaxddev cuvetAeypdvol nal
¢tépoug éuBaAévreg v dArotplav Punoav, AAA’
abtdydoveg &vreg. . . .
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46--5L5a0nduevol [ol Nelomovvriolol] 58 ual
voulloviee attol udv &5.1d Te TMOLETV Ml HOKBS
BouAeteodaL, ‘Adnvaloug & Simard Te AEYeLv ual TA
BéATiLota abtole napatveiv, &BonNdnoav elg MAatalag.

o 61——éue§vmv 58 thv Gvépdv &ELov . . . pepviodal,
ot pedyovtee thv Souvielav xal nept tol Simalou
HaxoduevoL

Plato 242b--ol &° fHuétepot . . . Tolg &biuwg welyovtag
Sunatwg watiyayov :

Demosthenes LX 7--h6({ungav ugv ob6éva ndnot’ o0 “EAAnv’
olte BdpBapov, &AL’ Unfipxev adtolg mpdg dnact Tolg
&AloLg narolg udyadolg nal Siualotdroirg elval

11--%nouv 10 &fuatrov eln tetayudvov,
tvtalbda npoovéuovteg Eautolg

26~-al 6% Snuowparial moAAd T° &AL HAl
noAd ual Sluat’ &xououv, dv tov €l @povolvt'’
&dvtéyeadal Set

Hypereides VI 5--f mdALg Nudv SLaterel Tolg UEV HaKOUG
noldZouoa, Tolg 6t SunaloLg Bondoloa

20--tfv Maxeddvwv Lmepngaviav wal uh mv
100 6unalou &Gvautv loybewv map’ EudotoLg

4. Athenians are victorious over their enemies.

Gorgias B82B 6--tpdnaira tothoavto Tiv moAeunlwv

Thucydides II 39.2--tfv te thv méAac abtol &neAddvteg
o0 YaAendg &v tff &Alotplq TOUg mepl TdV oluelwv
auvvandvoirg payduevor ta mielo wparobuev

Lysias II 10--moAlolc¢ ugv moAeuloug HTMUEVOL, TO 68
&lnarov &xovrieg olupaxov &vikwv uaxduevol

15--napataEduevor &6° (5{q Suvduet Thv &E
andong IMeAonovviioou atpatldv &Adoloav £€vinwv
uaxduevol '

25=--fotnoav uev tpdrnarov UnEp tiic ‘EAAdSog
TV Bapfdpwv
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. 26=--ol adtoL tolg GAAoLg amAyyeidav Thv T
¢vodse GpLELV THV BapBdpwv Hal TNV viwnv TV
npoySvwv

31--'Adnvator uév évinwv tf vavuaxlq

4l—-éné55u§av 6€ maoLV dv&pmnoug, viroavteg
T vavuaxtiq, &TL upetrtov pet’ 6Alywv Undp Thg
¢reudeplag nivéuveldeLv n HETR TOAAGY BacuAsvouévov
Ungp tfic abtdv Sovlelag

46--'A9nvaioL 8& wmal NMAatatelc mndvrtag Tolg
YEAANvag évinev payduevor tolg amoyvdvrag tfig
¢reudeplag nal Umouelvavtag THV SovAetav

52--tvinwv payduevol &nacav thv SlvaupLv
v énelvov

Plato 240d--otioavteg tpdnata THV BapBdpwv

242b--ol 6" fuétepor Tplitn fuépq &v OlvopldtoLg
viroavteg

242c~--vinioavteg adtole vavpaxiq ol fHuédtepor

243c--avbpec yevduevor duoroyouvuéveg dpitatol,
vinfoavteg pEV Tolg TmoAenloug

243d--rﬁ LEV Yap éusuvmv dpeTh tvinioanev od
uévov THv TéTE vavpaxliav &AAd xal TV GAAov mdAeuov

Demosthenes LX 8--ual ydp oV ‘Aualdvev otpatdv
EASSVT® &updtnoav

Hypereides VI ll--tolg mpwtoug &vtlLTaEauévoug Tff Thv
‘EAAMYvev EAeudepliq Boiwtolg ual Mareddvag nal
EOBodac ual tolg &Aloug ouunudyoug abtdv Eviunoe
uaxduevog €&v tf Bolwtiq

12~--1fic udv &nl TAv ‘EAA&Sa mopelac
‘AvTinaTpov &udAucev, adtov 68 nataraBdv év tolg
ténoLg toltolg nal udyxn vindoag, EnoAildpuet
watarAeloag €lg Aaptav

15--4tav Enalvd tﬁy ngovutav vinnv,
&Gua tff Acwodévoug fyeuwovig ual Thv TEHV GAAwv
dpetnv Eyroptdlo

38--o0tog 68 &v Tf v &xdpdv mepLeyvéveto
TV Qvtindiwnv
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5. Athenians do not sacrifice freedom, justice; and glory
to personal gain.

Thucydides IT 40. 5--ual udvoir o tol Eupgépoviog udiiov
royioud N tfic &reuvdeplac tH mMLOTH &6edg tLva dyedoluev

42, 4--tlvbe 5t obte mAoViou TLC THV &TL
dndiavoLy npotiwjoac Eucianlodn olbte meviag &Anide,
oc Hiv EtL SLaguydv abTiiv mAouthoeitev, &vaBoAnv
100 Sewvol émordoato.

44,4--10 Yo oLASTLUOV Ayhpwy pdvov, Hal
obu &v T &xpely tiic NAwnlag td uepSalverv, domep
TLVvég paot, udilov Ttépmet, AAAA TO TLndodal.

Lysias II 14--0088 uépSoug mpoueLuévou mARV SAEng &yadfg

29f,--[by contrast] tdv udv audviwv Unmawoudvt:
By 68 Eudvtov mpodLddvtwv . . . dugdtepa &' fiv adToly
ta neldovta, uépbog ual Séog

33~-ﬁvncduevou wpelttov elvau uer dpetfic
uau neviag wal Qu=ton Erevdeplav T uet’ dveldoug
nal mnAoUtou Soule. JU fig narplbdog

Plato 245c--wal ouvwifzvto ual Ouooav . cuuuaxou, el
uéxkob xgﬁgara napéEenv EndwoeLy ToLg &v T Anelpy

YEAAnvag®w udvor 68 tuele obu &toAudoonev obte
Endolbvar olte dudoat.

246e~-xpn . « o+ Gouetv uer dpetfic, etbddrag
4tL Toltou leunéueva ndvta KQL wtiuara ual énLtnéed-

uata atoxpd Kol uand olte vap mAobtog wdAlog oépet
TH weEnTNUEVe LET' &vavéplag

Demosthenes LX 2——e£6una Yap mapd Toig dyaﬁotg avépdorv
Tdg uEv T@V xenudtwv urtdoerg ual THv xatd TOV Buov
ﬁ&ovmv drnoladoeLg unspempauévag, tfic &' dpetfic nat
v Enatvev ndoav tnv tnLduntav oloav

Hypereides VI 5--obtwg ual A néALg Audv Svateiel . . .

tolg 68 (&loLg uLvddvoLg wal Samdvarg Holviv GSeLav
Tole “EAAnoLv mnapaouevdlovoa

6. Athenians are the only ones to do certain things (udvoi),
among them, to defend all Greeks against the barbarian.

Thucydides II 40.2--pdvor vdp Tév TE UnéEv TdVSE
netéxovta obu ampdyuova, &AL’ &xpetov vouilouev
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. 40.5--udvor ob Ttol Euugpépovtog udAlov
Aovioud n tfic tAevdeplag tH mioth &Sedg TLva
dpeAoluev

41.3--udvn vap tdv viv dnofic upelaowv
€c melpav E€pyetai, wal pdvn olTe TH mMoAeuly
EneAddvtL dyavéutnoiv &xet Vo' olwv weaxonadetl

Lysias II 18~--npd®tot @é nal pdvoi é&v Eéuelve @ xpdvy
EuBardvtec tag maph gplolv abtotc Suvaotelag
dnuonpatiav uateotioavto

20--pdvoL vdp bn2p dndong tfic "EAMASoOg mpdg
TOAARG HupLdbag THV BapPdpwv Stenivsdveuoav

57--3v &vena Sl wdvoug nal mpoatdtag TGV
‘EAMIVoV Hal fyeudvag thv néiewv ylyveodal

Plato 237e--udvn Y& &v TH TOTE KAl MEDTN TEOERV
&vipwnelav ﬂygvuev IOV ThHV Tupdv xal UpLSBv waptdv,
® udAiiota uaL Gprota Tpépetal TO Gvipdretov vévog

245¢c-=0uooav . . . oGupaxo., el uéidror xpiuata
napéEelv [& PBaolLAielg], &uddoeiLv tobg &v Ti "nelpy
“EAAnvac” pdvor S8 Huetc olu étoAudoauev obTe
Endolvar olte Sudoat

245de--¢uwg 6° olv tpovddnuev mdAiv SuLd O uR
E9éreLv aloyxpdv nal avdoiLov Epyov &pydoacdat “EAAnvac
BapBdporg EuddvTES , 5

Demosthenes LX 4~-udvoL vap mndviev &viednwv, &E fonep
Eguoav, tadtnv funoav wal tolc &E alidv napédSwnav

10--éuelvol tdVv &E dnrdong tfic "Acliac
otdrov EAdvTa pdvor 6ig fudvavio xal xatd Yfv wal
Hatd S9dAatTav, xat Std thv L6lwv uLvdlvwv wotvfic
gwtnptag ndol totlg “EAAnouv altiol natdotnoav

11--o0toL &6t tov &x mdong tiic fimelpou
otdlov EASSvTa udvoL. TEAAa mdvTa KaTtecsTeauunévov,
o0 udvov fudvavto, GAAL ual TLuwplav Ynep dv ToUg
dAloug f6inouvv Enédnuav

7. Athgnians make a conscious choice (mpoalpeoic) of 1O
Y
HAAOV over TO CUUPEPOV.

Lysias II 62--3dvatov uet’ &Aeudeplag alpovuevor ﬂ
Blov uetd SouAelag



235

Plato 246d--Auly 6t EEOV Cffiv unh xaAdc, naAGe atpodueda
udAdov TeEAELTGV

Demosthenes LX 26--9dvatov uaidv eflovto pdilov 7
Blov aloypdv

28--8eLvdv olv Hyolvro v éusuvou nposol-
vaL ngoaugscnv, wal tedvdval. udiiov Npolbvd’ h HatTaAvo-
névne tadtng mapd tolg “EAAnouv @Lioduxroaviec.

37--to0 6¢ Tiplou uai warolG THv ThV
€9eAnodvtwv naldc drodvijorelv ailpeoiv

Hypereides VI 3--&ELov 8¢ &oTuv &maitvelv ThHv uev ndALv
fudv tfig mpoaipégewg Eveuev, td npocAidodaL duora
HoL ETL CENVATEPA HalL KAAAlw THV MPOTEPOV alTh
TENPOYUEVWVY

40--0 wariic udv udl mapaSSEou tékuns tfig
npax&encng UMd ThHVSE THV 4vbpdv, EvSAEou &t Hal
usvakonpenoﬁg npoatpéoewg fg mpoelAovro, Unspaahkouong
6t dpetiic nal dv&paya&uag g év Totg uLudtvoig, Hv
oBtoL mapaouduevor elg THV xoLvhv Ereuvdeplav THV

*EAAM VOV

8. Athenian exploits are beyond human speech.

Thucydides II 35.2--xaAendv Ydp to uerplwg elnelv
[But cf. Ziolkowski, pp. 42£.]

Lysias II l--ndolv &vdpdnoig & ndc ypdvoc odx Luavdg
Adyov Loov nopaouevdoatr Totg Tobtwv &pyolg

54--yad’ Enactov uév ofv ot pdbLov td Yo
TOAAGY nLvBuveuddvta b’ Evdg Pndfivar, ol6E T
A &navru rq xpdvy npaxeévta Ev uLd Nuépq SnAwdfival .
tlc Y& v N Adyvoc B xpdvoc R Ahtwp Lravdg vévoito
unvﬂoag_rnv Thv Evddde neLuédvav &vbpdv dpetiiv;

Plato 246b--tioAdal ydp v fuépat xai vOrTeEC oy Luaval
vévoLvTo TP th mdvte HEAAOVTL TEPQLVELV

Demosthenes LX l--&Eetdlwv 658 nal ouondv &Efwc elmeiv
THv TeETEAsUTNHAOTOV v TL ThV &duvvdtwv nlpLonov Bv.
. . . midg obu &vumépBAnTov mavtl AdYe TRV adTdv
dpoeTnNV HaTaAeAOLTACLY;

. 6--td &° elg &vépelav ral THV GAANV_
GpeTnv ndvta LEV HAaTOUVD AEYELV, QUAATTOULEVOC 1N
winog duarpov £yyvévntar T Adye
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15--1oAAd Tolvuv &xwv elnelv dv olbe
npdEavteg Sunalwg Enalvedioovtal, Eneldn mpedg
abtotlc elul tolg &pyoig, dnopd tf npdrov elnw’
npooLotdueva vdp wot mdvt' elg #va nalpdv SdoupLtov
wadlotnoLv v alpeoiv abtdv.

Hypereides VI 2--pdiiota viv goBolual uf pot ouuffi tov
Adyov EAdtTe @alveodal TGV Epywv TEV YEYEVNLEVWV

4——nepr uEv odv tfic néhewg SLeEuéval 0
nad’ #nootov Av npérspov ndoav tHv ‘EAAASa ebepyétnuev
o0te & ypdvog & mapdv tuavdg, olte & ®aLPOG dpuéttmv
T uauporovelv, oltr pdbduov éva 8vta Ttocadtac ual
TnAtnadTtag medEele EneAdeiv ual pvnuoveloal

23-=¢véelag rocaurag uaL nALnadtag outmg
¢ynpatdc Lnoucpevnuéval, QOTE AL TP ASYY XAAETMSV
elvalr gpdoat

9. Athenians are the leaders of Greece

Lysias II 47--0nd ndvtov HELddnoav . . . "yeudveg
yevéodal tiic ‘EAAdSoc

57--tooadtnVv owgpoodvny xat 8€og 1 TolTwV
dpatn ndoLv dv&meOLg nupsuxsv. dv &vexna 8el udvoug

1ol mpootdtac TGV EAAAVeV ual Nyeudvog TtHV mdAewv
yiyveodal.

Plato 240d--fyyeudveg nal S.6donarol Tolg GAloLg vevduevor
ér},obu &uaxoc eln A Nepodv Sdvautg, &AAL mdv mAfidog
nat ndc mioltog &petii Lneluer.

Hypereldes VI 10--thv utv ndiiv fudv Scouévnv &vépdg,
v &' ‘EAMSa mdoav méAewcg, HTLC mpootiival
SuvioeTal Tiic fyewoviag, énédwrev tavtdv pev Tf
natelsL, ThHv 58 mdAiLv toic “EAAnoiv elg thv &ieudeplav.

10. Athenians help the victims of aggression.

Gorgias 82 B 6--9cpdmnovteg utv tdv &S{nwg Suotuxolvtwy

Thucydides II 37.3--00 napavouoﬁusv, @V TE alel év
&pxii &vTwv &upodoetl ual THY véuwv, nal udiiota
abTdv Soou te én’ dopeiiq Tdv &SLnouvuédvev reivral

Lysias II l4--dyoluevot . . . onielov . . . Sixatroocdvng
68 Tolg &Suuouuévorg Bondelv
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67--ol 6t vOv dantduevor, BondMoavteg
Koptvdiotg Und nadalwv ¢lAwv &dSikouvpévorge . . .
o THv adThv yvdunv Aoxedairpovioirc Eyovtec (ol uev
Y&o thv &vaddv adtolc &@ddvouv, ol 6% &Sinounévoug
adTolg fAgouv., . . )

Plato 242b--ol &' fuétepo. TolTn fuepq &v OlLvogltoLg
vinjgavteg tobc &bluwe gedyoviag Siuralog narhyayov.

244e--0c 4et Alav gLiountlipuwv &otl xal Tol
Kttovog depamlc. wnal &h wal &v tH TETE XPdVe 0dY
ola te &yéveto uaptepfioalL o068 SiagurdEal & £5&Souto
adtd, T undevi Souloundvy Bondelv TV opdc
d5uunodvtov, ALY Exduedn xal &Roddnaev.

245a~-=yall. Tolgc uEv “EAAnvac abth Bondfoaca
- dmeldoato SovAielag

11. Athenians are nobly born and autochthonous.

Thucydides II 36.1--Thv vdp Xdpav ol adtol alel otuobuteg

Suadoxfj t@v ¢nLyiyvonédvov néxpt tolde &Aevddpav SuL°’
dpeTnv mapédooav.

Lysias II 17--o0 vdp, domnep ol moAlol, naviayxddev
cuveLAeypévol udl &tépoug Enpardvtec Tthv &llotplav
funoav, &AL’ adtdydoveg Bvteg thv abThv ExéuTnvto
nal untépa nal natplsa.

20--. . . @UVTEG HAADG . . .
Plato 237a--&yalot 6" &vévovro 6iLa to @lvalL &E &yaddv

237b--tfic 6" elyvevelag mpdtov UnfipEe totode H tTHv
npoydvav véveorg olu Emniug oloa, o06E tolg &uydvoug
tolToug 4&nogpnvauévn uetoLnolvtag év tff xwpq &Aiodev
opidv hndvtwov, &AL’ abtdxdovac nat t§ Svti &v natplsi
olnolivrac ndl T&vrac, xal TPegoudvouc ol Wnd untpuldg
g &Alot, &AL" Ond untedg Thic xdpog &v 7§ Quouv.

239a--, . . pLdg unTEdc mdvrec 4SeAgol @Ovteg, obu
4ELobuev So0loL oGSt Seondtal &AAMAwv elvar . . .
waAde odvteec . . .

Demosthenes LX 3--, . . yeyvyeviiodat waAdg . . .
4--f vdp ebvéveiLa THVEE THV &vEpdv En

nAeloTou Ypdvov napd ndolv dveoéang dvonordyntar.
o0 Yap udvov elc natép' abtolc nai tHEv Gve npoydvev
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wat’ &vép’ dveveyusuv gudoty thv ebouv &otTiv, &AL’
elg 8Anv nolvij thv undpxoucav natplda, ¢ adtdydoveg
duoroyoOvtal elvar. udvor yap ndvtov dvepmnmv, EE
Ronep émucav, TadTnv funocav xal Tolg E&E aurmv
napedwrav, dote Sunalwg &v TLg unoAdBon, ToUg UEV
énAudag EA86vtag elg Tdg mdreLg natl toltwv moAlTag
npocayopevonévoug duoloug elvar tolg elonountolg

T@v malSwv, todtoug 68 yvnoloug Yvévy thig matpldog
noAltac elvar.

Hypereides VI 7--mnepl 68 ‘A9mvalwv &vpidv tobg Adyoug
wotobuevov, ofg % woiLvl véveatg adTdxdoolv olouv
dvutépBAntov thv ebyéveirov ExeL. . . .

12, Athenians fight for freedom, for all Greeks.

Thucydides II 43, 4-—oug vOv buetc Inidoavteg wal TO
eﬁéatuov 0 tievdepov, TO 5 ékeuaspov 0 ebuyov
uplvavTteg, Wl MEPLOPACIE ToUC TMOAERLUOUC HLVEUVOoug.

Lysias II l4--tyyoGuevo. é&Acudeplac udv onuetov elvar
undev motelv &uovtag, Sixatogdvng 6& tolc &Simounévolrg
Bondeiv, ebyuxlag 6° Umep toltwv dupotépwv, el &éou,
uaxouévoug anodvioueLv.

34--5 TLQ obn av (6wv émoBﬁSn, ag uéyag nal
8eLvdg Thibe tTf méAelr wlvéuvog UmEP rﬁg v ‘EAAvov
EAeudeplog fivyoviodn;

42--nActota 68 ual wdAiiota &xelvol Umep
Tiic thv ‘EAMjvaov EAeudeplac ouvepdiovto

44--tv pev obv Tij vauuaqu e o TH L6lq dpeTi
noLvhv Thv &Aeudeplav wal Tolc GAloig éuthoavto

47--RéBarov uEv THV €Aevdeplav T Elpdmnny
wateLpydoavto

55--gAcu9fpav ptv énolnocav Thv ‘EAM&SQ

68--&tdAuncav . . . ual UmEp TAic THV Moienlwv
tievdeplag dnodvioueLv

Plato 239ab~-0L tHvEe YE matépeg ual ou fuétepol ial
abtot oltoL . . . otéuevOL Setv UnEp tﬁg gArevdeplag
wal “EAAnouv OnEp ‘EAMAvov udxeodat ual PBapBdpotc
Ungp andvrtwv tdHv ‘EAANvov
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242a-~0nép Tfic BoLwtdv éheueepuag Aanedalpoviotg
HaxdUEVOL

242b--o0ToL 61 npérou peTd TOV HEPOLUOV ndAguov,
‘BAAnoLv fidn budp tiig éhsueepnag Bon&oﬁvrsg npog
Ekknvag, Gubpcec &dyadoi yevdpevol xal éAevdepwoavteg
ofg &pofSouv

242e--moAAOL UEV auol Sireiloav miztota TedmaLa
otloavteg Unép tfic Acoviivav &Acsudeplac

246a--4yadol 6t ual oi Baoiréa &Aieudepdoavteg
uwadt EuBardvrec &u Tfic SardTIne Aamuedaiuovioug

Demosthenes LX 23--% ndong tfic 'EAA&Soc Gp’ €Aeudepla
év talg tHvEe @V &vSpdv Yuxale SLecdleTo.

Hypereides VI 1l0--&néSwnev tautdv utv tf nmatplsl, TV Y
ndAiLtv Tolg “EAAnotv elg v &Aeudeplav

16--01 Tac tautdv Yuyxde ESwuav Unep il
twv ‘EArdvav gAeudeplag

19--yal Thv uév éksuaspuav gele T uobvév
ndoLv watédnoav

24--yal L& v (6lav &peThv THV xolvhv
gAeudeplav totc “EAAnolv &ReBalwoLv

40--unspBaAkouang &€ dperﬁg nal dv&paya&nag
Tfig év tolc uLvdbvolg, Nv odtot mapaocxduevot elg Thv
notvhv &levdeplav TéV ‘EAAdvev

13, Athenians are superior in battle on both land and sea.

Thucydldes II 41.4--4AAG nloav uEv 9dlaoogav wal yfiv
éoBatdv T Nuetépq TOANR HaTtavaywdoavteg vevéadar,
naviaxol 68 pvnueta waudv Te u&yaddv aldia ‘
EuvHaTOLHLOAVTEG

Lysias II 2——oﬁrs v&o tfic dneilpoL olte Saldtrng oUseuLdg,
navtaxi 6& na'L nap& ndouv &v&pmnoug ol t& abtdv
neviolvTeg nand tdg ToUTwv dpetdc buvolou

47--ual udvoi ual ned’ érépmv, Hall nsgouaxoﬁvrsg
uaL vauuaxoﬁvreg, nal mpde ToLg BapBdpovg nat npog
Tolc EAAnvag, Ud mdvtev ﬁgumancav . yeudveg
vevéodatr tfic ‘EAAdSoc - ’
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Plato 24la--yol yip TOOTwv THV &vEpdv MOAAL HEV &V TLC
gyol SLeAdelv, wual ofg é¢nvdvta néucrvav katd te yYfiv
ual xata ddAattav, wai dg Hudvavro tabta

Demosthenes LX 10--g&yeivoL tdv &E dndcng tiig, ‘Aolag
Urélov £X94vTa udvol 8Lg AubvavTo Mal watd Yfv xal
nate ddAratTav

14. Athenians are the salvation of all Greece,

15,

Lysias II 58=--¢&6fAwoev . . . 8Tt W Tfig ndAewg SOvauig
Tfic ‘EAAdBoc v ocwtnpla.

Plato 24lc--tpiToOV 6t Adyw TO &v Miataiaic &pyov nal
doLdup wal dpetii vevéodar tiic ‘EAMnviufig cwtnplag,
wotvov fién tolto Aauedaipoviey Tt ual ‘Adnvalwv.

. 24ld--&luatov &0 ual tolTwv Hudg émiuvnodfivac,
ot tolg Tdhv mpotépwv &pyorg TéAoc tfic cwtnplag
énéd9noav &vanadnpduevotr ual &Eerdoavtec mdv TO
BdpBapov &u tfic SardTing.

Demosthenes LX 8--yual uhv udl tdv “Hpauréoug maldwv,
OS¢ tode &rrouvc &oylev, cwtfipeg dvoudodSnoaav

1N==5La tdv (8lwv nLvslvev nolvfic cwtnplag
ndol. tolg “EAAnolv alriou umatéotnoav.

Hypereides VI 5--toig 5& (S{olLc niLvddvoLg nal Samdvaig
woLviiv &Setav Totg “EAANCL mapacueudlouca

Athenians die nobly rather than live disgracefully.

Thucydides II 42. 4—-uau év abtd TP audveodal ual madetv
uaAon fynoduevor i T &vedvtec odleodal

43 6-~&4AyeLvotépa Yop &vépl Ye wpévnua
éxovrn 1l uera o0 &v T§ ucAauiodfvair uduworc A O
RETA Pdunc ual uouviic &Anlboc dua yuLyvouevog
dvalodntog ddvatog.

Lysmas II 33——ﬁyncdusvon upeltTov efvat uer Gpetfic
uau neviag ual QuUYfic &Aeudeplav n uet’ Sveldoug
®nat mAoUtou Souvielav Tfic matplsog

62--9dvatov pet’ EArcudeplag alpoliuevolr R
Blov uetd Sovielag
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Plato 246d--fulv 6t &EOv Cfiv un waidc, xardc alpovueda
pdAdov televthv

Demosthenes LX 26--3dvatov naAdv eiiovto udAiov
Blov aloypdv

28=-tedvdvatl udirov Hpolvio A nataiuvondvng
tadTng mapd toltc “EAANOLY Tfiv @Lioduxoavteg

L 31--8etv odv hyhoavt’ N TfAv &Elwg TV
bnapxdvinv I h Tedvdvar naidg

37--10o0 62 tiplou Mal xarol TAV TGV
£9eAncdvtov Halde dnodviourelv alpeoiv

16. Athenians possess an honored reputation.

Thucydides IT 43.2--. . . wov 4yfipwv &ratvov . . .
58Ea . . . alel wal Adyou ual Epyou ua.pd
alelyvnotog wataieinetal

Ly51as II 2--navraxﬁ 8E wMal napa ndoLv dvapmnoug
ot & abtdv mevdobvtec naud tdc TOOTWV dpetde
buvolaol

3--npdTov pnEv obv Tolg maialolc KLvsdvouc
v npoydvwv &lerut, wviunv napd tfic elung Aafdv

5--A&Yp & mepL tfiode thic xdpag drovouocal
uAéoc néya

6--1ficbe uEv Tig néhewg 6Ll v dpeTnv
&3dvatov Ttnv uviunv énolnoav

22=-=tL &° abtolg éu Tdv mpotépwv Epywv nePL
tfic ndAewg toradtn SOEa mapeLoTNHEL

79--006" dvaueivaviec tdv abtduatov Sdvatov,
&AL° éuAeEduevor tOV udAiiotov. Hal ydp TOL
dyfipatoL pEv abdtév al wvfinatr, Iniwtatr 6t Lnd
ndvtov 4udpdnov al Tipal.

81--43&vatov nviunv 6Ld tnv dpethv v abdv
natéALTiov

Plato 243d--584Eav y&p 6.° aﬁroug ndAic &oxev un not’
&v wuatamoAeundfivar und’ Hmod ndvtwv &vOpanwv

Demosthenes LX 2~-{dvteg &wthoavt’ el6oElav
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.. 32--np@tov HEV &vTL uLueol Xpdvou moAlv
wal tov dmavt® eduievav dyhdpw uaToAelmouoLv

36==nal mdon T néAeL Mal TOlC gmcuv talt’
av &véyxoL mreloTny e0doElav. . . . &ydpwc Tiude xal
wnunv doetfic dnuoolaq wtnoanévoug

Hypereides VI 19--tfv 6& e0S0Elav Thv &4mnd THv mpdEewv
[6Lov cTépavov T natoldt nepLédmuav

24--489dvatov 6dEav énthoavto

42--g080Elav &yvpatov elAdgaciv

17. The ancestors of the Athenians have handed down (katéAimov,
napébwnav) a legacy of honor and responsibility.

Thucydides II 36.1l--tfjv Ydp xdpav ol abdtot alel oluobvteg
Svaboxij TV tntyiyvoudvov néyxpt tolde &Areudépav
8L dpethv napédooav.

36.2--utnoduevoL Ydp npoc ofc &6&Eavto
donv &youev &doxnv odu &rndveg Mutv totg viv
MPOCKHATEALTIOV

Lysias II 20--4eipvnota 8¢ uaL usYdAa #al mavtaxob ot
¢E éuelvwv Yeyovdteg Todmaia Sud THv adtdv dpetiv
ratéAlLnov.

23--ol 8" NuétepolL mpdyovor o0 AoyYLOUH 66vteg
ToUg &v 1§ moAéugp uLvéuvoug, 4AA% vouLTovteg TOV eluAEd
Ydvatov &ddvatov mapd THV &yoddv uataielnelrv Adyov

24-=1Mv &' & TGV wLvBlvev pviunv (&lav
rataielPeLv

81--&48¢vatov uvhunv SLa Thv &4peThv TtV adtév
uatéAinov

Plato 246b--., . . un Aeilmelv thHv TEELV TRV T&V Teoydvev

247b--e(vat uev yap Tiudg yovéwv éuyévOLg naAog
Sncaupog HaL usvalonpenﬁg xefiodat 88 ual xonudTwv
HAl TLUBV Sncaopm, xal un totc éuydvorg maposiddvatl,
aCoxpov ndl &vavspov, &roplq (Slwv adtol wrtnudtwv
Te ualL eO50ELGV.

Demosthenes LX l--mfg obn &vumépBAntov mavti AdYQ ThHV
abtdv &EETHV HaTaierolnaoLv;



2h3

32--npGtov utv 4utL pLupob Ypdvou moAbv
- . . ]
Hol Tov dnavt” edwieiav &yrpw xataAlelnovouv

Hypereides VI 4l--yph . . . ual ueuvﬁo&m. uh udvov tolb
SavdTou T@V TeETEAEuUTNUdTWV, &GAAL wal Tfig dpetfig fg
nataielolnacLv.

18. Athenians submit to many dangers.

Thucydides II 39.1--fuetc 68 dveindvec SiaLTtduevol odsEV
flocov é&nl tolc loomarelc nivélvoug XwpolOuev.

39.4--¢3¢ ouev HLVSUVEDELVY

40. 3"updTLCTOL 6" v v Yuxnv 5Luatmg
upu&ensv ol Td TE SeLvd nal 16¢a gapdotata YLYVOOHOVTES
ol 6L& Ttalbta uh anotpemdueva & TEY ®Lvdhvev

42,.4--ttv 62 t@v &vavtiwv Tipwplav
nodelvotépav altdv AaBdvrtee nal uLvdlvev dua Tdvée
u§AALcrov Vouloavteg é@oulﬁ&ncav uetT’ avtolb tolg
HEV TLuwpelodal, THv 68 Epleodat

43 . 4=} mEepLOPETdE Todc MOAELLKOYE HLVEGVOUC

Lysias II 9--npd¢ tod¢g &tépoug Unép augotépwv EnLvBlivevoav

12--tfv ‘HpaxAéoug &pethv udriov fHéoGvuto T oV
wivduvov Tov tautdv EpoBolvto

20--udvor v&p UnEp dndonc Tiic ‘EAAGSoc mpdg
moAAAC nupLdSag THV Bapfdpwv &Lenivdlvevoav.

. 23~—opi &° fHpérepor. mpdyovor ol AoyiLuod Sdvteg
Toug &v TH moréup nLvdldvoug

25°-uahkov toUc map’ abtoic véuouc aloyuvvduevor
n IOV mpoc Toug moAenloug ulvSuvov gofolpevol

34--ic péyac nal Scuvdg thbe tTH mMAAeL nivéuvog
Unep thic TtdV “EAAfvev &ieudeplac fywviodn

47=-yarrloTnv rekeurnv tTolg mpotépoLc &miLdévteg
wLvddvoirg . . . &v dnaot 8& tolg uLvﬁuvoug &dvteg
Ereyxov tiic Eavutdv dpetfic

50-1Elouv abtol pdvor Tov uiv&uvov notfoaoSat
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55—-usTa nAeloTwV yip méVwY UOL PAVEPWTETGV
aydvav uan HOAALOTWY HLVSOveY EAcuddpav uev
¢nolnoav thv ‘EAAdSa

63=-=4AN" &v tolg ovuaot tolg tavtdv
wivbuvelboavieg

68--&TdAuNnoav Ydp ueydinv nolobvteg thv ‘EAA&SQ
o0 udvov Umep tfic abTdv cwtnplag nLvsSuvelelv

Plato 246c~-uiLvéuvetoeLv Eusiiov

Demosthenes LX 29--& ugv ollv [Acamas] navtog énsnp&tc
uuv&uvou to0 ofoat TNV tautol untép’ &Evena® ou &8¢
ToUg oluot oldunavtag yvovéac nidg olu ﬁuekhov Unep
to0 ofoar mdvra uivduvov UNOuEveLv;

30--nowvol &° &vtoc dupotépalg rdng
ndrzowv toh mapdvrtog uLvdhvou, Undp duworépmv
4maoav Govto Selv dywviav &uTteivor

Hypereides VI 17--mpd 6wBaAumv dpdueva adtolg Td Seivd
Gouvov mapeixe TOAuav elg TO ®LVSUVEDELV TpoXELlpwC.

19. Athenians are free.

Thucydides II 36.l1--TAv yYdp xdpav ol adtol alel oluobvteg
SLadoyfi Thv éntyiyvoudvov péxpt tolde &Asudépav &¢°
4dpetnv mapéSooav.

37.2--€revdépug 8¢ T4 TE npde TO HOLVOV
noALTEVDOUEY Hal &C TNV TEdC GAAfAOUG TGV Had’
nugpav Envtndevudtov OnoPliav

Lysias II 18--mpdtol 6& ual udvor &v Exelvy T xpdve
EuBardvteg TAC mapd oplolv abtole Suvaotelag
Snuoxpatliav wateothoavto, fyoluevor thv mdviwv
EAevdeplav dudvorav elvar peylotnv, noLvdg 6°
&AARAOLe TAC én TAV ®LvBdvev Enidag noudoavieg
Edleuddpare talc Yuyaig é&noAitteldovto

Plato 239a--39%ev &1 &v ndcn éleuﬁepnq Tedpaunévor
ol TGVEE Ye matépec xal oi Nuétepol mal abtol odtot

240e-~¢yw ptv odv éuelvoug todc &vEpag onut ol
ubvov tdv cwudtwv TtdV Huetépwv natépag elvar, &AAL
ual tfic &Aeudeplag tfic Te Auetépac wal oupndvtwy TEV
Ev thide ) fnelpe.
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245c--obtw 61 Tou té ve tfic ndiewg vsvvauov HOL
grevdepov PdRaLdy TE nal OyLég &oTiv Al @UoEL
nLooBdpBapov

Hypereides VI 19--ual thv pev &ieudeplav etg o
HoLvdv TmdoLv uaté&eoav

20. Athens is a democracy, based on equality.

Gorgias 82 B 6--&6{xaLolL 5& mpdg Tolg dotoug 1§ Loy

Thucydides II 37.1--ual &voua uev &u& to uh &g SALyoug
dAL" g nkeuovag otueuv Snuoupatia uéulnraL
uéteoTL 8E uata pEv tolg vdéuoug mpdc Td [SLa
6Ldpopa mdoL to [oov

Lysias II 18--éuBaidvteg tdg mapd celouv adtolg
Suvaotetlag Snuonpatiav uwateotricavto.

56-~td [oov &xeLv &naviac &vayudoavteg

Plato 238c--f Y3p aldtn noAitela udl téte fv uaL Vov,
dpLotonpatia, &v 1 va TE noltrsuéus&a Kot rov deu
xpdvov EE éusuvou be T™ nolhd naksu 8t & utv adThv
Bnuouparuav, & 68 Ao, & Bv xalpn®' &otL 6& T
dAndelq petr’ ebéoElag nAldoug dprLotoupatia.

239a--oOu &ELobuev So0Aot o082 Seomdtal AAANAwV
elvar, @AL' A (ooyovia fudg ® wata @douv (covounlav
dvayudlelr Intelv watd vduov.

Demosthenes LX 26--ail 68 Snuonpatiol TMoAAd T' &AAa wal
naAd ual &lnair’ &youoi, dv tdv el gpovolvt’
dvtéyxeodal Sel, ual v mappnofav & tfic dindelag
fAiptnuévnv oOu &otL téAndEc SnAolbv &motpéyal.



APPENDIX III

ALEXANDER'S EMBASSY IN HERODOTUS AND

IN POPULAR TRADITION

¥. W. Schlatter, in & 1960 Princeton dissertation, argues that
Herodotus was familiar only to an elite of historians and literary fig-
ures in the fourth century and that the account of Alexander's embassy
in Demosthenes rests on independent popular tradition.l In this viewvz'
he follows Kircﬁhoff and opposes Jacoby.2 While Schlatter's data msy ~
argue against personal acqueintance with Herodotus and literary depen-
dence on him by fourth centuf& orators, they do not seem to necessitate
the existence of an independent popular tradition. We may have in thé
oratorical references evidence for a living pdpular tradition ultimately
dependent on Herodotus but shaped elong separate lines by the values
and interests of the general'population. Demosthenes' own use of the
Alexander embassy bubth here and in his speech On the Crown (XVIII 202),
moreover, appears to echo various of Herodotus' details as parallel
examples in Isocrates (IV 93-98), Lysias (II 33), and Lycurgus (In Leoc.
T1) do not. Of particular interest is the Athenian response to the
Spartan embassy, which, in Herodotus' account of the incident, arrives
to plead with the Athenians not to accept the Persian propcsals. The
Axhenian speech expresses precisely the thought which Demosthenes in~

tends his paradeigma in VI 11 to document (Her. VIII 1kk.1):
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olte xpuaég gote yRig obGSauddr roaoﬁrog o0te ydpn

HEAAEL uan \Geeti uéva tnepgépovoa, T ﬁusug SsEduevolr
£3¢A0LUEY Qv undloavtec watadovAdoal tHv ‘EALdSa.

There is not enough gold anywhere in the world nor any land so
exceedingly superior in besuty and prosperity thet the gift of
it would meke us willing to defect to the Persians and cause the
enslavement of Greece.
Although Alexander, in Herodotus' account, does not precisely offer
the Athenians the opportunity "to rule the other Greeks," as Demosthenes
expresses it (VI 11), he does offer retwrn of confiscated Athenisn ter-
ritory as well as choice of another land to be added to their own
(VIIT 140.2):
viv te &d6e, Map&dvie, noler® roﬁro uév v Yfiv ooL
dné&og, zo07t0 62 &AAnv mpdg tadtn EAdodwv altol,
fuTiva dv &9€AwoL, &dvteg abTdvouol.
While Isocrates mentions only the offer of TLMAS EEaLpéTouc and
SwpedS  (IV 94) and Lysias mentions only the choice of "joining the
berbarians in the enslavement of the Greeks" (IT 33: META TGV
BapBdpwv vevouévoug watadouidoacdai Tolg “EAAnvag),
Demosthenes appeers to recall the Persian offer of land to control.
In the speech On the Crown the verbal echo is clear (XVIII 202):
napa tol Nepodv BaotAdwg petd moAlfic xdoLtog tolbt’
av dcuévmg £649n TH néAcu, & TL BolAetor AaBolon

nat TA éaurﬁg gxovon TO ueievduevov moLelv ual &dv
Etepov tdv ‘EAAMvev mpoectdval;

I conclude that the Athenian traditions about Persian embassies to Athens
during the Persian war may be dependent at least in part on Herodoﬁus
and that Demosthenes may have been personally familiar with Herodotus'
history. To the exbtent that Herodotus' narrative lay behind Athenian
popular traditions we may legitimately ask whether an additional part

of the Athenian answer to the Spsrtans msy have been included in popular
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memory of Alexander's embassy. I refer to the second reason the
Athenians offer for their refusal to defect to the Persians (the first
is their obligation to avenge the desecration of their temples)(VIII
14h,2):

aftic 6E TO ‘EAAnVLKSY, Edv Spaiudv Te Hal dudyrwooav,
ol 9edv i6pluatd te wotvd nal Sualat fi%ed te dudtoona,
Tév mpoddtac vevéodal AdSnvalouvc ot dv el Exou.
If these strong panhellenic sentiments expressed in Herodotus' account
of the incident were known to Demosthenes and his audience, it becomes

en even more appropriate selection for evocation of the persuasive image

of Athens he is attempting to call forth.>



FOOTNOTES--APPENDIX III

lF. W. Schlatter, "Salamis and Plataea in the Tradition of the

Attic Orators" (Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1960), pp. 149-
152. Schlatter's argument has received support from Stewart Flory, "Who
Reed Herodotus' Histories?" AJP 101 (1980): 12-28, who concludes that
Herodotus' histories were too long and unwieldy to have become popular
in their author's own day and that even in the late fifth century evi-
dence that they were widely known is unconvineing.

2Schla.tter, p. 18, "In the last century Kirchhoff maintained
that the worl of Herodotus lost its public with the passing of the old
order in the Peloponnesian war. The general tenor of his remark has
continued to hold sway during the years in the treatment of the sublect,
notwithstanding Jacoby's vigorous representation of the opposite view
for belf g century." The reference to Kirchhoff is to A. Kirchhoff,
Uber die Entstehunggzelt des Herodotischen Geschichtswerkes 2d ed.
(Berlin, 1878), p. 9. For Jacoby, cf. RE Suppl. 2, s.v. Herodotos
cols. 505-08. See Flory for references "to the more recent discussion.

More detailed study of Herodotus VIIT 140-Ll4 msy reveal fur-
ther evidence of possible dependence by Demosthenes on Herodotus. For
example, if Calhoun is correct in his conjecture that the Second
Philippic is Demosthenes' response to a Spartan embassy, the role of
the Spartan embassy in Herodotus' account of this incident becomes more
" significant. The offer from Philip for an amendment of the Pesce simul-
taneous with a Spartan plea for rejection of such an offer and for
Athenien assistance against Philip's threatened attack prompts, in
Demosthenes' imagination, a remarkable repley of negotiations surround-
ing the offer transmitted to Athens through Philip's ancestor.



APPENDIX IV
THE ARTHMIUE DECREE

References to Arthmius' transport of Persian gold into Greece
and to the Athenisn decree of outlawry are to be found in Dem. XIX 271~
272, IX U1-Lb4; Aeschin. III 258-259; and Dinarchus II 24-25, among
fourth century orstors. Later writers, who ascribe the decree either
to Themistocles (Plut. Them. 6.4; Ael. Arist., De Quattuor 2.287, 392
Dindorf and schol. Ael. Arist. 3.327 Dindorf) or to Cimon (schol. M

on Ael. Arist. [2.287 Dindorf; Wilemowitz, Ind. Lect. GStting. 1884,

P. 103), demonstrete the durability of the story after the fourth cen-
tury. (Cf. also Harpocration s.v. 'Ap&unc;g and dtupog.) Aeschines
reports that Arthmius had been proxenos of Athens and was living in
the city when banished &x TAg méAewg ual éE andong fic &pyxouoLv
‘A9nvaiot.

The date and authorship of the decree and the dete and histori-
cal details of the incident of esplionage to which the decree refers
have prompted spirited scholarly controversy. R. J. Lenardon follows
Plutarch in placing the incident within the career of Themistocles and
suggests that it may have occurred not immedistely before Selamis (so
Pluterch) but during Themistocles' archonship in the l&90'5.]' M. B. Wal-

lace dates the incident during Xerxes' invasion and proposes that

Arthmius may have been "the Persian agent chiefly involved in securing
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Argive neutrality in 480."% The decree itself, however, he dates to
466 or 465, a time when "Kimonian conservatism, friendship for Sparta,
and undying opposition to Persia seem to have produced what in contem-
porary terms we may call the first attested judicial witch~hunt in
western histoz'y.“3 Several scholars associate Arthmius' intrigues with
Pausanies' machinations et Byzantium or Themistocles' at Argos in the
lete 470's or early h60's.h Others have seen in Arthmius' expedition
a relationship to Megabyzus' attempt to induce the Spartans to invade
Attice during Athens' Egyptian adventure in the mid.—-ltS(')'s.5 Still
cthers argue for c. 450, presupposing that Cimon had not been recslled
from exile after Tanagra (357) and pointing out that Persia had renewed
its ettempts to influence Sparte at this time.6 In the latest full
discussion of the decree, Noel Robertson argues that neither Themisto-
cles nor Cimon was author of the decree end that "only the years 408
and 407 offer a likely setting for Arthmius' errand."! The most radical
approach to the decree has been taken by C. Habicht, who has declared
this decree and eight others cited by orators in the 340's and there-
after to be fc;rger:‘ues.8 In his recently published commentery on
Plutarch's Themistocles, F. J. Frost follows Meiggs in rejecting Habicht
but refuses to choose among the proposals for "the true circumstances
of Arthmius' journey."g

Hebicht's charge of forgery against the Arthmius decree rests,
as in the case of the other eight decrees cited in his article, first
of all, on its appearance for the first time in the middle of the fourth

century:
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Alle neun Stiicke treten in der Gestalt von Urkunden erst um die
Mitte oder nach dsr Mitte des 4. Jhs. auf. Dies bedeutet, dass
fiir sie alle die literarische wie die . ., . epigraphische Bezeugung
einhundert bis einhundertfiinfzig Jahre spiter ist als das fiir die
Entstehung der Originalurkunden vorauszusetzende Datum. Bei dieser
Sachlage lieght das kardinale Problem auf der Hand: sind diese
Urkunden in der Substanz getreue Kopien zeitgendssischer Originale
oder etwa spitere SchBRfungen, denen der Charakter der Urkundlich-
keit durchaus mangelt?10
As Berve points out in hiy critique of Habicht, this argument from
silence is "nardly conclusive" ("wenig beweiskrﬁftig").ll In the case
of the Arthmius decree, moreover, Habicht's most important evidence
in favor of his charge of forgery is a single anachronism in the wording
of the decree as quoted by Demosthenes in IX 4l. Kolbe had demonstrated
that moAéuiLoc appeared in a similar context with similar meaning
for the first time in a document dated to 411, while five earlier in-
scriptions from the period 450/49 to 423/2 show exclusively &tiuog.l2
~ Although Kolbe had suggested that the offending word be stricken from
the text, Hebicht calls such a resolution of the problem "unwarranted"
("unzuldssig") and concludes without further argument that the anachron-
ism "proves on the contrary that Demosthenes' document is in any case
more recent than 423/2 and probably is a product of the fourth
century."l3
Berve's rebuttal to Habicht's appeals to anachronisms rests
on the "fact" that the Greeks, when committing a document to stome or
bronze, often aimed to provide only the essence of its subject matter
and not its precise wording:
Vor Jeder Brdrterung diese Problems ist es zundchst ndtig, der
Tatsache eingedenk zu sein, dass bei den Griechen die Widergabe
von Urkunden suf Stein h#ufig nicht den genauen Text des im Archiv
bewahrten Originaldokumentes brachte, sondern sich darauf

beschrénken konnte, in Anlehnung an jJenes Dokument das Wesentliche
seines Inhaltes zu bieten.
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Furthermore, when inscriptions recording a decree were made some years
after the decree itself, the wording would be. modernized to make the
languagé'consistent with current usage. Hence, orthographic and stylis-
tic cénsiderations, moderniiaxions, omissicng, and abridgements are
only inconeclusive evidencelfor or against the genuineness of a docu-
ment.l5 Such considerations cannot prove, therefore, that a given
decree is altogether the product of & forger. "Vielmehr ist es hier
méglich, wo nicht gar wahrscheinlich, dass die spitere Fixierung oder
Neufixierung auf Stein inhaltlich ein echtes Psephisma sus der ersten
Hilfte des 5. Jahrhunderts brach.te."l6

In support of the genuineness of this decree one may point to
the emphesis with which Demosthenes in both the speech On the False
Embassy (XIX 272) and the Third Philippic (IX 41) describes the loca-
tion of a bronze stele containing an inscription of the decree in the
Acropolis. In both passages he cleexly indicates his understanding
that the stele in the Acropolis in his day had been placed there by
a previous generation at the time the decree was ra.‘tified.lT If the
decree were, indeed, his own fabrication and, in fact, no such stele
existed, Demosthenes would hardly have provided precise directions to
its prominent, bubt fiectitious, location. Anyone who wished could see
for himself whether the orator was telling the truth, and‘proof of bre-
zen deception could have been used by his opponents to discredit him.18

Habicht argues, furthermore, that the fabrication of this and
other such documents is to be inferred from their spdden appearance
in the oratory of the period. To be sure, Aeschihes' use of the decrees

of Miltiades and Themistocles and of the oath of the Ephebes in 348,
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Demosthenes' use of the Arthmius decree in 343 and 341, and Aeschines’
enlistment of it against Demosthenes in 330 do suggest an unprecedented
interest in the use of early fifth century documents for the purposes
of fourth century oratory. The way that Demosthenes introduces the
Arthmius decree msy argue for its authenticity, while lending weight
to Habicht's claim that the other documents of the period were forger-
ies. Demosthenes' detailed description of the bronze stele on which
the Arthmius decree was said to have been engraved and of its location
in the Acropolis probebly served to strengthen the authority of the
decree by evoking its fifth century associstions and suggesting its
importance, as we have argued in chapter V. It may also represent,
however, the orator's attempt to establish the authenticity of the de-
cree by providing empirical proof of its existence and prominence. The
need to establish its authenticity, of course, would imply that the
question of the authenticity of such documents was being raised and
would support the contention thet others besides Aeschines were prac-
ticing the fabrication of fifth century documents for rhetorical pur-
poses, and that at least the more knowledgeable inner circle of
prominent political leaders knew the technique. Therefore, even if
Hebicht is right sbout the other documents which he treats, the Arthmius
decree may be authentic.

On the other hand, the sudden, unprecedented appearance of these
documents in the debate about Philip need not imply thet they were for-
geries. Orators debating the appropriste Hellenic response to Philip--
not least of all Aeschines--were drawing parellels with the fifth

century. It is altogether possible that a somewhat pedantic "bookworm"
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like Aeschines, whose previous occupaetion as a secretary to the Boule
would have produced both & familierity and a fascination with the
decrees of the Athenians, conceived the value of quotations from the
historic decrees and researched the texts of the useful ones, either
among the gtelae on the Acropolis or in the state archives.lg Scholars
have noted Aeschines' love of quotations. Mathieu refers to "cette
sorte de menie d'érudition oratoire dont il était possédé," and he sug~
gests that Demosthenes' accusation in XIX 16 that Aeschines had
forbidden appeals to the past is intentionally ironic--Aeschines was
acting out of character.go Pearson points out that, "apart from
Isocrates, Aeschines is the only other orator who seems willing to give
lessons in history to his audience":

In giving his account of the second embassy to Philip, on which
he served together with Demosthenes, he tells how he instructed
Philip in the traditions and history of the Amphictyonic Leegue:
"I told him the story from the beginning: the foundation of the
temple and the first meeting of the Amphictyons, and I read to

him the oaths by which the men of o0ld bound themselves."
[Ttalics mine. )21

It is unnecessary to assume that Aeschines fabricated the documents
for which he appears to have developed a fondness during this period.
It is at least as likely that Aeschines, whom Demosthenes credits with
having first made the connection between Philip and the Persian king
of the fifth century, also exploited his antiquarien interests to seek
out decrees which would evoke the spirit of the period. There is no
need to posit either a collection of decrees (forged or genuine) pub-
lished at this time or any febrication by Aeschines himself. We may
assume that appropriate fifth century texts were at hand and that

Aeschines brought them to public recognition.
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Heving granted the genuineness of the Arthmius decree we must
determine its historical circumstances. Until the 1980 article by
Robertson all previous studies had dated the event and decree to the
first half of the fifth century, from the 490's to the 450's. Robertson
argues that both the incident and the decree may best be set in 408-
407, when Sparts and Persis were negotiating support for Sparta's
continuing wer with Athens. "By late 407 Persian money had turned the
tide against Athens," and it was Arthmius, Robertson suggests, who
delivered the windfell to Sparta.>c
Robertson finds the license to move the incident and its
accompanying decree down intc the late fifth century by initially
dispensing with both Themistocles and Cimon as authors of the deecree.
His argument is that (1) Demosthenes makes it clear that the decree
was available on the Acropolis for all to see. With that contention
I agree. (2) He asserts that even an abridged text must have included
the mover's name at the end of the prescript and that, therefore, the
name of Cimon would have appeared on the inscription if Cimon were,
indeed, its euthor. I accept Robertson's point here. (3) He continues
that if Cimon's name appeared on the inscription, Demosthenes would
have recognized Cimon as the mover of the decree and would surely have
mentioned his authorship when citing the decree in 343 and 3h1:
In the later fourth century both Themistocles and Cimon were heroic
names (the former invoked by Aeschines in this very context), and
the ascription of the decree to either of them would have greatly
assisted the lesson which the orators are at pains to draw. They
all enlarge on the stern temper and noble purpose evinced by the
decree; could they have cited the magic name of Themistocles or

Cimon, they would not have been content to sgea.k simply of "your
ancestors" or "the Athenians of that time."?2
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At this point Ropertson is, I believe, in error. In the first place,
it is not certain that naming either Themistocles or Cimon would have
"greatly assisted the lesson which" Demosthenes was "at pains to draw."
In both XIX end IX his purpose is to draw the contrast between an ear-
lier generation of Athenlans and his own. He is not acelaiming the
wisdom or speciel insight of a particular leader, but the clear vision
and sound prudence of the earlier Athenians as a whole. To have named
the mover of the decree would have diffused rather than assisted Demos-
thenes' purpose, for Demosthenes' audience would have attended to the
"great name" and neglected to reflect on their own departure from the

wisdom of earlier Athenians like themselves.

More seriously, however, Robertson has misconstrued Cimon's
actual status in mid-fourth-century Athens. In fact Demosthenes men-
tions "the magic name" only twice in all of his speeches: XXIII 205,
where he is recalled as a hero discredited and fined despite his public
services because he had "subverted the ancestral constitution" ( Thv
nwdtpLov petenivnoe moArtelav &¢° Eautol); ¥III 29,
where he 1s introduced slongside Themistocles and Aristides as a famous
man who nonetheless lived modestly.eh He is not invoked for the example
of his exploits themselves, for his political leadership, or his
petriotism--for his "stern temper," perhaps, but not for his "noble
purpose." The fact is that Cimon is rarely mentioned in fourth-century
oratory, "there is no consensus of opinion sbout him, and there is no
feeling that here is an outstanding personality and an important period
in Athenian history."as Pearson explains thet Cimon "was probably under

suspicion as the least democratically inclined of the heroces of the
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Peentac:or.'ﬁ'.a.et.:la.."2'6 Perlman adds that not much was known sbout Cimon
and that "in the fourth century he remained a controversial figure as
he probably was already at the end of the fifth cem',ury."27 Given
Cimon’s controversial history and associstions with anti-demoeratic
a.ristocracy, it would not be surprising if Demosthenes and the other
orators citing this decree were to suppress his name as its mover.
There is a further piece of evidence, both contemporery and curious,
which may suggest & further reason why Demosthenes might have chosen
quite deliberately not to mention Cimon in association with a decree
on brivery. Theopompus refers to Cimon as a thievish sort of person
often convicted of finencial malpractice and implicated in bribery:

vodoet 6 mepl abtol Bedmounoc, &g Hal

wientiotatog YEvoLTd TLC HAL AnuudTwv

aloxpidv hrropevog oby &naf EEAAeyuTaL

ral 1O Thic Swpoboulag uddSnua map’ adTod

nal mpdtou tolc "AdvnoL otpatnyolc opdtal

Evoufidol .

But Theopompos writes concerning him that he both was a most thievish

sort of person and was convicted more than once of yielding to

opportunities for shameful profitmeking. And the lesson of bribery

from him first of all appears to have dewned on the generals at
Athens,28

Even though Theopompos was probably recognized even in his own day as

& curmudgeon whose pleasure was to deflate the reputations of past
heroes, his attacks mey provide a clue to the kind of gossip which
attached to the major figures of the Athenian past, and Theopompos may
not have been the only fourth-century Greek to have perceived in Cimon
" shrewd and embitious politician" who perhaps earned the ostracism
to which Demosthenes himself refers.29 If the term Swpoboulc was
bandied about at all in association with Cimon, Demosthenes would have

been a fool to mention him as the mover of the Arthmius decree. His
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audience would have been confused about his intgnt and distracted from
the point to which the decree as a paradeigme was leading. I conclude,
therefore, that Cimon's name could well have eppeared on the stele bear-
ing the inscription of the Arthmius decree, that Demosthenes would have
read the name and, for sound rhetoricel reasons, suppressed it. Cimon,
therefore, remains the likely mover of the decree and an obstacle to
Robertson's attempted late da.ting.3o
There remaing one additional piece of evidence that Demosthenes
et least understood the decree to date from the early fifth cgntury.
I have already mentioned the association which he emphasizes between
the decree and the Athena Promachos, the outstending victory memoriel
of the Persian wars.al More significant, perhaps, is the order of the
incidents which he relates in the speech On the Felse Embassy to illus-
trate past Athenian treatment of bribery. He adduces four illustrations
in the following order: Arthmius (XIX 271-272), Callias (XIX 273-275),
Epicrates (XIX 277-279), and Thrasybulus (XIX 280-281). Demosthenes
adduces the example of Epicrates, whom he identifies as one of the free-
dom fighters who gathered under Thrasybulus in the Peirameus in 40b4 to
plot the overthrow of the Thirty, to illustrate the willingness of the
Athenians to condemn even a public figure who had proved his commitment
to the Athenian demos by acts of heroism on its behalf. He served on
an embassy in 392/1 which apparently accepted the terms of a peace sent
down from the Persian King even though they included a provision which
would have retained Greek settlemeats in Asia under Persién control.
The Athenians rejected the pesce, Callistratus indicted the members

of the embassy, and they fled into exile rather than risk standing
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trial.32 The Thrasybulus to ¥hom Demosthenes mekes passing allusion

in XIX 280 is the son of the Thrasybulus who led the revolt against
the Thirty; he is mentioned only because of the reputation of his
famous father.33 Epicrates' democratic heroism may be dated, therefore
to the final decade of the fifth century, i.e., to precisely the same
period as Robertson proposes for the Arthmius affair, and his unfortu-
nate embassy and condemnation occurred only slightly more than a decade
later. The examples of Epicrates and Thrasybulus are separated from
those of Arthmius and Callias by peragraph 276.
o0 tofvuv ta maral’ &v tig &xot udvov elmnelv ual Sud
toltwv THV napa&ebvuétmv budic éml truwplav napaxaiéoal
A" Lo’ dudv touvtwvl TEV ETL gévtmv dvdpdnwv moAlol
&iunv SebuwunaoLv, Ov éx& topg uEv dAdoug napakgﬁw@,
v &° én npeoBsiag, N moAd talding éldytm*uana v
néALv elpyaoctal, Savdty Tnuiwdévtwv &vog N Suotv
éntuvnodioouat .
One would not have to speak only about the olden days, however,
and to appeal to you for punishment on the basis of these historic
examples. No, within your own lifetimes, during this very period
of people alive today, many have been called to justice. Of these
let me pass over the others and remind you of one or two sentenced
to death because of an embassy that damaged the City much less
by far than this one.
The period from Epicrates to Thrasybulus Demosthenes here includes with-
in current events, while both Arthmius and Callias he assigns to the

L
3 Similarly, in the Third Philippic his reason for intro-

"olden dsys."
ducing the Arthmius affair is that it represents the ethos of the good
old days ( T& 6° év tolg &vwdev ¥pdvoig) . If Demosthenes had
understood the Arthmius affair to have occurred at the end of the fifth
century, as Robertson proposes, he would not have grouped it with and

ghead of Callias among TO malal’.

For our own dating of the incident we are left, then, with the
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possibilities outlined earlier in the firgt half of the fifth century.
Among the arguments for dating the incident itself anywhere from 490
to 450 none is finally conclusive. Because the decree, as all scholars
heve noted, contains a reference to Athens' allies which can only make
sense after the establishment of the Delian Confederacy, the decree
itself (wnatever the date of the incident) must have been passed by
the Assembly sometime after 477. Aeschines' addition to the decree
of the phrase, mdAeLg Sowv ‘ASnvalol Gpyouot
(8eschin. III 258), a developed imperial formula, is probably his own
eleboration of an originsl &E dmdong fic Gpyouoiv ‘ASnvatol;

"the reference is not to the allies but to territory directly controlled
by Athens: there is no objection to dating the decree befure l&SO."35
Because of Demosthenes' associetion of the event with the Persian wars
my inclinatior is to follow Wallace in assigning the Arthmius affair

to the 480's, but to locate the decree within the career of Cimon,
probably in 466 or 465, during the "witch-hunt" which apparently counted
as its casualties Pausanias; Themistocles; Gongylos, an Eretrien; and,
Wallace posits, Arthmius.B6 This somewhet conservative interpretation
accords as well with what we know of early fifth~century history as

any of the alternatives, conforms best to the use of the incident by
Demosthenes and Aeschines, and does not require that we reject the

account of the incident in Plutarch's Themistocles VI h.37
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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

The subject of this dissertation is Demosthenes' use for
persuasive purposes of twenty epideiectic commonplaces in his four
Philippics and his speech On the Chersonese, The commonplaces, which
are derived from the five extant epltaphioi logoi and the surviving
fragment of Gorgias' epitaphios, are considered to be representative
of a traditional epideictic vocabulayy of praise of Athens.

Demosthenes delivered his speochzs against Philip with the
aim of persuading his Athenian audience to mobilize for war sgainst
Macedon. Repeatedly in the course of these speeches, however, he
berates his fellow citizens for theiyr npeglect of public duty. How
could such a censorious approach to his audience be effective in
persuading them? It is demonstrated ip this dissertation that Demos-
thenes prepared his audienée for his hgrsh criticisms by invoking
their common Athenian identity and recalling to their memory an
affirming vision of Athens at the pegk of its imperial power, These
recollections Demosthenes clothed in familiar patriotic phrases heard

by Athenians year after year in epiﬁggpioi logoi at the annual

commemoration of their fallen warriors, He thereby evoked the patrio-
tie feelings associated with those splemn state ceremonies, strength-
ened the bonds between himself and his audience who together parti-

cipated in those civic rituals, and, through appeal to the bravery,



276
nobility, and justice of the Athenizn character, sought to move his
audience to active retaliation against Philip.

Demosthenes' development in his use of epideictic commonplaces
from the First Philippic (351) to the Fourth (341) is described and
analyzed in the five central chapters of the dissertation. The setting
of each speech is ascertained so far as possible so that Demosthenes'
persuasive strategy in esch speech may be discussed as & response to
its rhetorical situation. In general, . is argued, following Cawkwell
and other scholars, that Demosthenes' rhetorical dilemma in his
speeches against Philip was posed by the Macedonian's oBvious militar&
superiority, by his avoidance of - . - v-rt violation of the Peace of
Philocrates, and by his diplometic sx.'l in gaining the respect if not
friendship of meny Greeks. Tt is aprarent also that Athehs was
enjoying its highest level of prosperity at this time under the
leadership of Eubulus, perhaps since the fifth century. In short,
Athens had little motive to seek a war with Philip.

Demosthenes' response is to reassert the values of Athenian
hegemony, to recall continually the days when Athens was leader amorng
Greeks and victorious champion of Greek liberties. In the First and
Second Philippics these vaelues, and the commonplaces that express them,
are clustered around a single paradeigma (see IV 3; VI 8-10), 1In the
Third and Fourth Philippics, however, the - -- »~laces are pervasive,
In the Third Philippic Demosthenes unites pargd~. -=*s - id common-
places with epideictic style to transfigure the —zcufi.r: with Philip
and to make of it something as grand and kerois .t .1 .<=ntous as the

wars with Persia. In the rourth Philippic, delive: - in its present
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unrevised form within a few weeks of the Third, Demosthenes openly
attacks the pragmatic, commercial values which he sees as dominant in
Athens under Eubulus' leadership. These values he claims to be
contredictory to the Athenien chevecter and destvuctive of the Athenian
identity.

Although the intent of this dissertation is to gain an increased
understanding of the meens of pevsuasion used in Demosthenes'!
deliberative speeches, it also provides evidence for the mixing of

oratorical genres in antiquity. In The Art of Demosthenes (1976),

Lionel Pearson demonstrated that in his Philippics Demosthenes adapted
narrative irom rorensic oratory for portrayal of Philip' chavactcr and
indictment of his "aggressions" against Greece. It is argued iu this
dissertation, following V. Buchheit, that "epideictic" is to be
defined more in terms of content than of style, as the oratory of
praise and blame and only seccndarily as the oratory nf Ajeniav.

Hence, the conventional vocabulary of the epitashiol logoi may aptly

be termed "epideictic®, and in using these epitaphic commonplaces he

is adapting elements of epideictic oratory to deliberative purposes.
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