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history
OF .

GREEK literatures.

CHAPTER I.

INTRODUCTION—EARLY USE OF WRITING—THE INFLUENCES OF 
RELIGION AND PHILp^^OPHY AND THE DAWN* OF Hl§TORY 
IN THE SIXTH CENTURY B.C.

§ 295. Introductory.—The history of Greek prose literature* 
as we possess it, begins almost at the close of the poetical, 
development of* the nation, at least at the close of its original 
development, for though many poets flourished later than our 
earliest prose writers, no new species of poetry, except possibly 
the bucolic, dates its origin from this time, and the later poets 
,w(2re in few cases men of remarkable of enduring originality. 
Hence it is that, in a logical survey of Greek literature, we may 
allow ourselves to treat all the poetry before we approach the 
consideration of prose writing. This, indeed, is now the 
accepted order among the German writers on the subje<^lt

I have in the former volume stated my belief that the 
composition of any long or elaborate poem postulates the use 

, of writing, and I therefore proposed this condition as giving us 
the earliest limit for the date of the Iliad as we have it ; but 
many eminent critics have thought differently, and have argued 
that poetry can be composed .and preserved without any such 
aid. Fortunately this divergence of opinion does not exist in

VOL. II. B

    
 



2 HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE. CH. I.

the case of prose literature. Everyone admits that prose is 
impossible without writing—nay, even without the well-estab
lished habit of fluent and sustained writing. A few words on 
the history of the alphabet in Greece may therefore suitably 
introduce our present subj<^(^1t

§ 296. The materials for the investigation of early Greek writ
ing are to be found in many various and scattered inscriptions, of 
which all those discovered up to a certain date are to be found 
in Boeckh's Corpus Inscriptionum Gi^ascc^^um, but the later are 
scattered through various archa^i^l^iogical journals. The stricter 
study of these documents must be prosecuted by means of 
photographs or facsimiles, as the shape and character of the 
letters are generally our only means of ti^etermining the age of 
the inscription. Investigations of this kind, when reduced to 
method, are called the science of E^pigraphik, and, with the! 
constantly increasing excavations and discoveries through the 
Hellenic East, have become the most important and fruitful 
branch of recent Greek studies. But in England the Univer
sities have completely neglected this study, and the best English 
Hel^l^enists, with a very few brilliant exceptions, are as helpless 

- in the face of an old Greek inscription as if it were in a Semitic 
tongue. I can only refer the reader to a German summary of 
the main results—K^irchhoff’s Stud^&n zur Geschichte des griech- 
ischen Alphabets (3rd ed. 1877). In this very able book he 
will find it shown that our earliest inscription of determinable 
date—that of the Greek mercenaries on the leg of a colossal 
figure at Abu-Simbel—is by no means written in the most 
primitive form of the Greek alph^bi^lt And yet this inscription 
cannot have been made later than 600 bc., more probably 
about 640 Bic.* The sepulchral inscriptions found at Melos

* BA2IAEO2EA0ONTO2E2EAE<i^>A^TTI^iAN’I'AMATlXO
TATTAErPA'i'ANTOlSTN’yAMATIXOITOI0EOKAO2 (sc. tow ©{okAUos) 

EnAEONHAQONAEKEPKIOSKATTnEPQENIS (sc. <^s) OI^(^'^,AMOS 
ANIH^^^AO^OS (sc. aAA^yJ^wro-os) AHX^^0TA2 IMTGAIi^mr^TIOSAE 

AMASrS
Er^I>A4-E^z^/^AKE^PXOO’;^AK^IIBXC^lKAnEAEl’O2OT^AAM^(sc. son of nobody).

Cf. Lepsius, Dcnk. xii. plate 99, No. 531 for a facsi^mie; also Boeckh, 
vol. iii. p. 507 (No. 5126).

    
 



CH. I. EARLY WRI'TTEN COIDES. 3

and Thera, though perhaps not older in date, are far more 
archaic, and point to a condition of writing at least hal^ a 
century older among the lonians, who had modified their 

. writing into the character found at A^t^v^-Simbel. These and 
other facts collected by K^irchhoff with great care show that the 
Phoenician alphabet, of twenty-two letters must have been 
adopted by the Greeks, and quickly modi^ed to suit the 
different character of their language before 700 b.c., and per
haps considerably earlier. But for our purposes we need not 
cla^im an eai^ller origin than 700, though perhaps the constant 
discoveries of old inscriptions at Olympia will soon afford us 
clearer and fuller evidence. I predict that if such evidence be 
forthcoming it will tend to increase rather than to diminish the 
age of the use of writing in Greece.

§ 297. These considerations are confirmed by another phe
nomenon which we find in Greece about the same period. 
The rise of lawgivers and of codes of law points distinctly to 
writing, for we can hardly conceive the ordinances of a states
man entrusted to vague tradition. The date and character of 
Zaleukos, Charondas, and Ly^c^urgus are indeed subject to dis
pute, and the extant Spartan rhetra may be suspected to be 
later in lorm,’ but no one can doubt that the Locrian and 
Spartan constitutions were early fixed in writing, certainly a 
considerable number of years earlier than those of Drako 
and Solon, which are fairly determined as shortly before and 
after the year 600 b.c. Quite in concert with this develop
ment of law we hear of the sayings of the Seven Wise Men, 
whose varying catalog^ie includes rather the politicians than 'the 
early philosophers, and whose wisdom was not only laid down 
in verse but in those short proverbs which easily fasten on the 
popular imagination. When Herodotus speaks of ^sop as a

‘ It is cited and explained by Plutarch (L^yc^irg^is, c. 6) : Aibs 2 
Kal ’ABavaS! 2vW^^vias tepbv iSpi^t^iip^evov, <vV^its tf^vAix^avTa Kal wjhs uf3i(avTa, 
rpidKovTa yepovirlav ovv &^^ayirats Karaar^iravra, l^pas lipas ajrelA^ii^ofetv
A«Tal-b BapvKas Te i^rxi Kvamwvos, oStios eiripfpetv re kizI aiplarcitrSai • Sapoi 
8e rav Kvpiav lipev Kal ai Se o-koKlav 6 Sapas -^obs vpe^Ht^'ye^iias
Kal &pxa'Yeras iTroffTaTiipas ilpev, Cf. on this Rawlinson’s Herodotus, iii. 
p. 346 ; or Grote’s Greece, vol. ii. p. 46S) sq., and notes.

B 2

    
 



4 HISTORY OIF GRIEEK LITERATURE. CH. I.

XbyoTTotos of early date, he seems to point to some form of 
prose fable far older than his own time. It is remarkable that 
savage races in our own day have made beast-fables their first 
literary effort on the discovery of the use of writing.* But all 
these things have left us but faint and doubtful traces ; for the 
wisdom of the Seven Wise Men, and the fables of ^Es^p, have 
come down to us in a rehandled and- modern form, and we 
know nothing of any early prose form in which these things 
were originally composed. But on the whole, we have ample 
evidence for the common use of writing throughout the seventh 
century, evidence which is, in my opinion, necessary to account 
for the development of Greek lyric poetry, the construction of 
codes of law, and the general literary culture of the age.

In fact, the wonder is, not that prose writing came so early, 
but so late in the history of Greek literature. But the national 
taste was so well satisfied by poetry that it required special 
influences, other than the mere familiarity with writing, to- 
induce men to set down their thoughts in unmetrical form. 
To these we may now turn.

§ 298. We cannot embrace in this volume either the history 
of Greek religion or of Greek philosophy, both large and inter
esting subjec^(^i^7 and demanding special investigation. We are 
here concerned with them only so far as they produced a direct 
effect in moulding either the form or the tendencies of general 
literature. But as religion under^vent great changes in the sixth 
century, and philosophy then originated, our sketch of Greek 
literature must embrace the remoter effects of both on the 
writers of that and succeeding generations.

We have already noted 2 in Pindar the allusions to a future 
world, and to its rewards and punishments, and that this 
doctrine was due to the Orphic mysteries, which were com
mon through Greece in this century. The origin of these 
mysteries is uniformly referred to Pieria in Thrace, from -which 
they are said to have been brought to Lesbos, and then spread 
over Greece. They are closely identified, on the one hand, 
with the worship of Diony^sus, which also originated in Thrace,

• Cf. my T^roleg. to Anc. Hist., pp. 118, 391. 1 Vol. I. p. 213.

    
 



CH. I. THE ESOTERIC RELIGION. 5

but had assumed, by contact with Phrygia, an enthusiastic and 
orgiastic nature, so that the dithyrambs to the god, .of old sung 
to the cithara, were adapted to flute and cymbal accompani
ments ; on the other hand, the Orphic rites were bound up 
with the widely spread mysteries of Demeter and Persephone, 
cel^ebrated at Eleusis. But still more remarkable, and more 
important than either of these indications, is the identification 
of Orpheus, as the priest of A^pollo, with Dionysus, and the 
evidences that he and Apollo, with whom he is identified, once 
in hostility with Dionysus, became reconciled with that god, 
who, under the title of Zagreus, was made a sort of nightside 
to the sungod, and ultimately confused with him. This secret 
doc^t^rine, the identification of A^pollo and Dionysus, is said to 
have been that disclosed in J^j^ichylus’ trilogy about Ly^c^urgus 
of Thrace, for which he was indicted as guilty of impiety. It 
is accordingly evident that the Delphic priests had recognised 

' and adopted the Orphic rites as in harmony with their own 
c^reed, so that they must have been of real importance in Greece, 
and widely spread through the hearts of men.

§ 299. We may infer, however, from the scanty evidence of 
later writers that this religion of mysteries and rites, whether 
Orphic or Eleusinian or Dionysiac, was fundamentally distinct 
from the popular creed. It preached the identification of the 
most diverse gods, perhaps even the unity of all the gods. It 
approached the dogma of a world-soul, and of the divinity of the 
soul of man, if not of all the world, as a manifestation of God. 
It portrayed the wonder of a suffering deity, and of good over
borne by the powers of darkness for a season. It held out the 
hope of immortality to those who embraced the faith, and made 
them a chosen people. It replaced, in fact, the old Homeric 
society of obvious human gods, with their vulgar amours and 
passions, by mystic principles and half-understood devot^ions. 
There seems little doubt that the established Delphic priesthood 
who adopted it borrowed from Egypt not only many elements 
of the new creed, such as the murder of the god and his resur
rection from the dead, but more distinctly the policy of the 
Eg^yptian priests, who are known to have been monotheists or 
rather pantheists, yet who not only tolerated but taught a most

    
 



HISTOR^Y OF GREEK LITERATURE. CH. I.

complicated polytheism to ti^ie people. Thus the established 
religion went on : temples were built and statues consecrated, 
sacrifices offered and feasts celebrated to all the gods ; but the 
select, the initiated, the higher classes in religion found their 
comfort in far different beliefs, which could not be made public.

Yet they could not but make themselves felt. Inasmuch 
as perhaps all t^e literary men of the age knew these mysteries, 
we find among them, at least, two leading ideas engendered by 
their faith : the conception of law and order in both nature 
and the life of man, an order resulting from the control of one 
supreme principle, untouched by caprice or passion ; and the 
conception of mystery, of something unexplained in the world, 
of something revealed to privileged classes and hidden from the 
vulgar. ■

§ 300. While the belieif in a future state takes but transient 
hold of the Greek mind, and even disappears in its vulgar form, 
these other larger notions seem to me to dominate most writers 
from Pindar onward, but above all to have affected the early 
philosophers, concerning whose views we must also say a few 
words. Most of them have unfortunately left us no fragments 
whatever •; but if they had, we should treat them as literature, 
not as philosophy. .

The very same tendencies which suggested in religion the 
identification of various gods, and an increased appreciation of 
unit^ in worship, seem to have acted on the secular thinkers of 
Miletus, and set them to seeking unit^ in the substance or 
matter of the world. The doctrine of Thales that moisture 
was the common element of which all things were variously 
compounded, is directly analogous to the cult of Dionysus, the 
god of moisture, to whom all growth and fruitfulness are due, 
and who, in combination with Apollo, the god of light and 
heat, generates all the conditions of change in nature. The 
theories of the sixth century started in Ionia, and have this 
common point, the search after unity, as their leading feature. 
The followers of Thales found moisture too coarse a primeval 
substance, and substituted the more subtle air (Anax^imander) or 
impericeptible fire (Heracleitus). Others, such as Xenophanes 
and Pythagoras, advanced beyond the conception of mere

    
 



CH. I. EARLY PHILOSOPHIES. 7

matter, and sought their single principle either in number, with 
its eternal and certain laws, or in some higher abstract Unity, i 
which embraced all apparent contradictions.

§ 301. The effect of these theories on literature was twofojl^l: 
first, that the matter of thought became worth recording apart 
from its literary form, and knowledge as such was to be pursued 
apart from elegance in diction ; secondly, they corroborated the 
religious teaching of the mysteries, that ‘ all things are not as 
they seem,' that public opinion and ordinary sense miss the 
truer and deeper meaning of experience, that there are 'secrets 
arid difficulties in human knowledge, and many things hard to 
understand and still harder to explain. The first resulted in 
the origin of prose literature,* which according to consistent 
tradition was due to the wonder-working Ph^erecydes of Syros, 
son of Babys, who lived about the middle of the sixth century, 
and is called the teacher of Pythagor^as. His semi-theological 

’ semi-philosophical book called 'ET7^i^/uv;x"r, on theogony and 
the revelation of the gods to the world, was the first attempt at 
a prose treatise. 2

Neither Thales nor Pythagoras left anything written, and it 
is remarkable that Xenophanes, though he was a great adver
sary of the poets and of public opinion in general, and led the 
conflict between philosophy and poetry, nevertheless employed, 
not only the poetic form, but even the poetic habit of public 
recitation to disseminate his views. Perhaps there was as yet 
no reading public in the newer colonies of Italy and Sicily 
when he lived; but the fact remains certain, and also the 
similar practice of his follower Parmenides.

If, indeed, Theagene^ of R^hegium, the first literary critic,

* The (^i^eeks easd saidse rur^ting, i^s> tlu^y were ik^nd on aoirit^snri fini^ry 
step in culture to a definite inventor. But, as we have shown, and as 
the inscrietions above cited have since esovedt mere esose writing must 
have long been in use for simple inscriptions, and for laws. But the uSe 
of prose for literai^^y eurposes was a distinct steet and much later than 
might have been expected.

- We have the opening sentence of it quoted by Diogenes : Zehs piv 
Kal Xp&vos kiI XBOiy ijv • XSovl Se ollvopa lyt^v^ero rij, lireiSl, airy Zeus
yepas SiSCi. And again (Clem. Strom.) : Zcts iroieti^Hpos fieya re 
Kal ly abrlp T^i^^i^iiWei yyv Kal aynviy Kal ret ayrjyoS Sd/iara.

    
 



S HISTORY OF GR^tEK LITERATURE. ch. i.

who wrote on Homer and introduced the principle of allego
rical interpretation, realty flourished about 525 b.c., the reason 
just assigned .would not hold good ; but the date rests on the 
single authority of Tatian, and I hesitate to reckon a literar/ 
critic among the earliest pioneers of prose literature.

§ 302. On the contrary, Heracleitus of Ephe^i^^ ’ was 
perhaps the first great prose writer among the Greeks, and the 
source o^ a new current in the literature of his country. His 
treatise on Nature,2 though not published by himself, was 
copied from the MS. he had deposited in the temple of .Artemis 
at Ephe^s^us, and was early known and read in Sicily, as appears 
from the fragments of his Sicilian contemporary Epicharmus, 
and from Attic references down to the days of Socrates. The 
whole philosophy of the man who had discovered that all 
organism grows, and that all growth implies motion, turned 
(like the Eleatic theory of Xenophanes) upon a contempt of 
ordinary opinions—nay, *^?yen a contempt of our ordinary 
senses, which are witnesses only to what is dead, as they per
ceive not the inner motion of ever^ substance in the world. 
He therefore appealed to a select public, and made a severance 
among the members of society which had, perhaps, been un
known in Greek cities heretofore.

But what is more important as regards literature, he was 
the first Greek . who ventured to write obscurely, and to profess 
to do so without apology. This is, to my mind, the important 
and novel side of Heracleitus in Greek literature ; for from his 
day onward we find obscurity not uncommon even in the nt^jct 
generation, whereas in older literature it is unknown. In the 
following age we find it affected by his followers, and evgn in 
Thucydides and in Sophocles, but banished again by the good 
sense of the A^l^henian public. It does not reappear till the 
Ale^a^ndrian epoch, with which we are not concerned. When

1 He was apparently of noble family, and certainly an exclusive aristo
crat in sentiment. He flourished about 500-480 b.c., and seems to have 
been a morose and unsocial man. Diog. Laert. ix. i, gives various stories 
about him and some quotations, with spurious letters.

2 Also said to have been called MoSfai, being in three books, which 
was the old number of these goddesses.

    
 



CH. I. HERA CLEIT US. 9

I speak of obscurity the word may, of course, be taken in differ
ent senses. First, there is t^e obscurity of allusions not clear 
to the reader ; and Pindar is full of this, but of this only, as 
he was one of the ordinary crowd in philosophy, and wa^ not 
capable of any thoughts in themselves profound. Secondly, 
there is the obscurity of a crabbed or affected style. In 
/Eschylus, on the contrary, we have not only the first kind of 
<^1^i^<^urity—the allusions to mysteries—but we have obscure 
t^houghts, difficult to express and unintelligible to the most 
advanced Greeks ; for we have the evidence of Aristophanes, 
which I hei^e: believe, that TEschylus thought even the Athenians 
no judges of poetry, and would not accommodate his writing 
to their comprehension.

It has not, perhaps:,' been sufficiently remarked how im
portant was the example of Heracleitus, and how easy it is 
to lead the fashion in obscure Waging. We must remember 
that Heracleitus was really, a quaint and original thinker, and a 
remarkable innovator, not only in thought, but in style ; for he 
wrote a rythmical, picturesque prose, at a time when prose was 
in its infancy. His fragments are far more poetical in the 
higher sense than the of Xenophanes, and for this very
reason he may have scorned the shackles of metre, and set 
down unchanged the utterances of his teeming mind. This 
accounts for the remark of the rhetor Demetrius,’ who says 
that the frequent asyndeta were the greatest cause of his 
o^t^scurity. Each thought was thrown out by itself, and the 
reader must find its logical connection with the rest for 
himself.2

In addition to Zeller's exhaustive chapter on Heracleitus,’ 
I may recommend the various brilliant essays of J. Bemays, 
reaching from 1848 to 1869 3 some separately published, others 

' § 192.
SpecSner^is of Ht^rad^e^rtus’ isq^le !^ire tire follov^ing: nguiZav 
kus is TrdvTa iirrl ravrb Tipi/^is y^vaals

ityviacrti), filya /impiv, nepixa^peovra koI ipt^tfUptiEva iv Tp ToS aiuvos
TTc^iStfi. a,id>i>, T^ais io^iri irafji«y, T^t^c^^^iiwv a'lii’Siaipepp/J.ei'vs. tA 5ii vdina
oi^ai^f^ei K^p^e^^wfs. ov (veiao'i Sistas Siai^f^p^ipitvov ’ ira^lv-
rpi^T^os appovlri Sioiri^p to£ou (^’al Kipijs.

8 I^hil. d. GT^pch. i. 566-677.

    
 



IO HISTORY OF GR]EEK LITERATURE. ch. i.

in the seventh and ninth vols. of the Ifhein. Mus. We have also, 
from Mr. I. Bywater of Oxford, a new critical and more com
plete edition (1877) of the fragments, 130 in number, with 
Diogenes' Life, and the spurious Letters, done with that con
scientious care which distinguishes all his work.

§ 303. The example of the theologians and philosophers was, 
however, active in another dir^c^lti^n; for it stimulated writers on 
the genealogies of gods and of men to set them down in prose. 
The earliest of these are enveloped in mi:^t; it is even doubtful 
whether Cadmus of Miletus, the reputed father of history, ever 
existed, or whether his account of the settlement of Ionia was 
not a late forgery. Acusilaus, of the Boeotian Argos, near Aulis, 
the son of Cabas, who devoted himself to mythical genealogies 
chiefly adapted from Hesiod, is a real personage, of whose 
work some thirty notices are preserved in the scholij^i^f^ti; but 
we know nothing more about him. Equally obscure is Dio- 
nysi^^s of Miletus, the reputed author of a Persian hi^s^t^iry; and 
the prose works attributed to Eumelus of Corinth were certainly 
later paraphrases from poetical treatises. ^h^er^ecyd^^ of Leros 
(the second of the name) certainly did some service in genea
logies, which even at his time {b.c. 460) were the only phase of 
history esteemed and understood. A society consisting of 
clans always lays- the greatest stress on genealogies ; as, for 
example, the ancient Irish, whose histories are little more 
than enumerations of names.* Xanthus, Charon, and Scylax 
are only of interest in connection with Herodotus (below, p. 26).

§ 304. But the second or critical element of history was added 
presently by a greater man, Hecat/eus of Miletus, who seems 
to me to have the best, right to be called the Father of History 
among the Greeks. For he was the forerunner of Herodotus 
in his mode of life and his conception of setting down his ex
perience. He attained such eminence as to be consulted pub

* Those who ridicule these Irish genealogies are ignorant that they 
were practically title-deeds, for any man proving himsi^l^if an O'Neill or a 
Maguire had a right to graze cattle in the O’Neill and Maguire country, and 
to till it. Hence these genealogies were early kept, and no doubt early 
disputed, and this gives them an exceptional value. I perceive the same 
anxiety to show hereditary rights in all the usurpers of power throughout 
early Greek history.

    
 



CH. I. HEf^E^^T/E US. II

licly by the lonians at the time of their revolt (incited by 
A^i^istagoras) from the Persians. .He knew the Persian empire 
from personal examination, and advised strongly against any 
revolt. When he could not persuade them, he advised them to 
secure the supre^^cy of the sea, a common capital, and a cen
tralisation of forces ; which could only be done, he considered, 
by applying the treasures given by Croesus to Apollo's temple 
at Branchidse 'to supply the sinews of war. These views show 
him to have been a man of large political insight. He also 
advised A^r^istagoras, at the end of the revolt, to fortify the 
island of Leros,’ and there await the tide of events:;; but 
for the third time, his advice was unheeded. T^hese facts all 
rest upon the authority of He^r^odotus, who mentions him else
where, and systematically, as &vrjp, or 6 XoyonoWe.
In one place he tells us that Hec^a^l^seus boasted to the priests of 
Egyptian T^hebes that he could trace his origin through fifteen 
generations back to a god, which they denied, saying that 
at least 345 generations could be proved by them to have 
lived on the earth since the reign of the gods. He^rodotus also 
mentions without criticism his theory of the unjust expulsion of 
the Pelasgi from Attica, and he often alludes to his prede
cessor slightingly, witho^ut:. expressly mentioning his name.

From these facts, along with the notices of Suidas, it ap
pears that the historian was bom about C^1. 57-8, and died after 
the conclusion of the Persian war, about C^l. 76. His high 
position in society is proved not only by the story just men
tioned, but by his wide and careful travels, which imply good 
means and connections. Whether he learned from Pyt^hag^o^ras 
we cannot telL His travels apparently embraced Egypt, Persia, 
Pontus, Thrace, as well as the Greek world, and were probably 
made before the Ionian revolt in 500 Bic., when his wide ex
perience was publicly recognised, and after 5x6 b.c., when the 
town of Boryza in Thrace ‘became Persian, which he states it 
to be in a geographical fragm^^tt Thus the settled and orderly

1 There is an inscription published in Ross's collection (ii. p. 28), in 
which some He^c^a^i^seus is honoured as a founder and benefactor by the 
L^erians. Whether this person be the historian, or a relative, I am unable 
to tell. The fact is mentioned by Mure (iv. 143)-

    
 



12 HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE. CH. I.

condition of the Persian empire, when Darius was established 
on the throne, seems to have enabled H^e^c^^taeus to acquire his 
geographicaJl materials. It has been inferred from a story pre
served in a fragment of Diodorus that he was sent as an am
bassador to Artaphemes after the conqi^i^i^t'of Ionia, and that 
he obtained good terms for his countrymen. He is men
tioned as a man of exceptional learning (along with Hesiod, 
Pyt^hagoras,' and Xenophanes) by his younger contemporary 
He^r^ac^lei^tus, and classed by Hermogenes with the great histo
rians of Greece.

§ 305. Of his works we can recognise two : a geographical 
d^e^sc^ription of the known world, and an historical work, some
times called Genealogies. He seems to have had one predeces
sor in each—Scylax of Caryanda, who explored the Indus for 
Darius Hj^staspes, and wrote a which was soon lost,
and A^c^u^silaus of Argos. He completed and improved the map 
first constructed by Anaximander, and it was, doubtless, this 
copy which Arittagorat brought with him to exhibit at Sparta. 
He narrated curious natural, phenomena, just as Herodotus, but 
naturally believed more than Herodotus did, and is accordingly 
criticised by him for credulity. But he was, nevertheless, the 
first Greek historian who did apply rational criticism' ’ to test

' The following are the chieif specimens :—
MUller, frag. 346 : 'Etroiiitrav Sii 'EAAljviov ntvis &s 'HpoutiAi)!! avaydyoi 

Tavi'p ToS'AtSov rbv Kvva, obre 6riJi yrjriSov S^itToS cri^'^Aalou <f^e/^pOirps, otre 
fTOipov Su i^mcriTi^ai Seuu imi^aiou elua^ TUa oli^<riu, is V &9pol(^i^<r8ai rots 

aAAa 'EnaTd^ios p^v S MlA(|a■t(^:t Ki^ou eUpeu el^^^a, ‘ Sipiiju ipiii^as ^irl 
Tc^i^ua^pip T^po<pijuol Selv<iv, KKp9^^■vol “’AtSou Kiua, S-ri ' SSei rbu Sr^;(6^vr■o
T^i^duduai ‘lropl^tr^iKo inrb rou lou- ko^ toStov ^ip'p rbu Sttw inrb 'HpaicKious 
&X0T)^‘tt ‘rrap’ Eupua^l^ea. ’

Frag. 349 ; ‘ T^ripbt^vjiu Si, iip’ S^riua 6 ’Ap^etos 'HpaicK^s irpbs
EupuoB'ios, ras l^io^s ai^^.^<^o'o^ rbs Tp^^^uou koI i^^ayUu is Mul^r|Vlts, or^l^l^v 
ti rr^|^otri^l^^^v ri) yi} T0rv ’l|}■(|r^<ov,^' ’EKt^^atos 6 Aoyoiroibs Aiyei, ‘ ob^^ W 
vp(rS^' Tiua ’Epr^3elov Qw rps p^ey^dAps OaKd^i^-ps o^1ro.^pvol 'Hpol^^<ra’ &AAa 
Tps pireipou rijs irepl ’Ap^I^poK^ov re koH ’Ap^ipiAS^ous f^oalA'ra yevr^aiol 
r^ppi^^upy Kad Ik rT^s piTerpov ra^ps iT^eA^dtrai ’HpaKA'ia ri^s |rovs, obS^ toutou 
T^t^i^:Kou dB^ot' nSl^p^^uou. ’

Frag. 357 : 'H iroAAii Si^a xa'^i^'xet pb 1X011' rbu AXyr^'rov eis^Apyos, 
KaBdriep &KXot re (laa'l kOI 'Ekotoios ypihj^tov oS^tas" ‘ i S^ AX'^tn^ios abrbs piv 
obc i/ABev els "Apyo^' Aeyeroi S^ ns iv ‘'Apyei irptiv, Sirov StKo^oviriv ’Ap^^^t^h'
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popular beliefs ; and his originality in this point, the result, no 
doubt, of the contemporary philosophy at Miletus, must not be 
overlooked. From his geographical work some 330 citations 
have been collected by Carl Muller, most of them names of 
towns in Stephanus of Byza^ntium, and a few in Strabo.* From 
his Genealogies (of which the genuineness was disputed by Cal
limachus, but defended by Eratosthenes and Strabo) a smaller 
number of more interesting passages still survive, bringing up. T.e 
total number (together with the j^t^a^gme^ita incerta) to almost 400, 
The very opening sentence of the Genealogies is characteristic.^ 
On his style we have three very interesting notices : Strabo' 
sa;^^ 3 that the school of Cadmus, Pherecydes, and He^to^i^jEus, 
though abandoning metre, were in other respects poetical 
writers. He^rmogenes 4 has a general description of his style, 
which is somewhat as follows : ‘ H^e^ca^^seus of Miletus, from 
whom Herodotus profited most, is a pure and clear writer, 
and in some respects possesses no ordinary charm. Using

Mure says (iv. 71) that while his foreign geography was full of good ob
servations of an historical kind, his genealogies and his Greek notices were 
confined to the mythical period The pass^;ges just cited show that he ap
plied criticism here also, and that Mure's distinction is probably un

founded.
* C. Muller thinks it unlikely that the genuine work survived till 

Stephanus' time, and holds that he used an interpolated and modified copy. 
Thus Capua was called Vul^turnum in Heca^l^ieus' day, and yet is cited from 
his work (fr. 30) with its new name. A map of his views is published in 
most good ancient atlases, and also in the appendix to Mure's fourth 
volume. The gap in his description of the coast from Naples to Genoa 
is well noted by the latter, and points to some distinct prohibition on the 
part of the Romans and Tjr^r^^e^nians, which kept Greek vessels from land
ing on their coasts. Probably Greek ships were compelled to sail from • 
Naples by way of Sardinia to Mentone, the first town mentioned on the 
coast above Naples, at least in the fragments we have in Stephanus. But 
the like omission ofAthens, Argos, and other renowned Greek towns, shows 
that there was some other cause of gaps either in Hecatmus' book, or in 
Stephanus’ quotations from it.

2 Frag. 332 : BovA^'rai /leyrot StAvotav, oTov as 'Exaraids iv rjr
T?s laroptas' ‘'Exor^o^ros MiAi/i^it^it £Se Cf. also § 12:

‘EffctraTos tvioj f^ot S^oct^^t l?aaf
ot yi^p 'EkkOivuv A^i^^oi iroAl^ot re K«l yeA^oToi, &s ipot ^plioomi, ticiv.

’ P’ 34- * ii. 12.

    
 



14 HISTORY OF GREEK L^^T^E^^A^T^l^I^E.. CH. I.

the Ionic dialect pure, and not mixed with epic and other 
elements, as H^e^rodotus did, he is in diction less poetical.i 
Neither is he so finished a writer. His charm is, therefore, not 
comparable to that of Herodotus in treating similar subjects ; 
for the matter of a book is not its only element as regards de
lighting the reader, but the diction, in all its details, is of great 
importance. Thus H^e^catOeus, not having given equal thought 
and care to his diction, was completely surpassed by his suc
cessor.' The modern reader will of course observe that the last 
remark is . wrongly put. No doubt, H^e^cattseus, with ten times the 
labour, could not have attained the elegance in style of Hero
dotus, who did not write till Greek prose had been studied and 
practised for nearly a century longer ■; but the facts on which 
He^imogenes based his remark are doubtless strictly true. 
Lastly, in loK^ginus de S^ubli^m., chap, xxvii., the author says : 
‘ Sometimes when a historian is speaking of a person, he sud
denly leaves his own attitude and passes into that of the 
person he is describing. This figure should be used when a 
sudden crisis brooks no delay in the writer, and, as it were, com
pels him to pass at once from person to person. So it is in 
He^c^atateus. ‘ Ceyx being grieved at this, immediately requested 
the his descendants, to leave the country. For
I am not able to help you ; in order then that ye may not be 
yourselves destroyed, and, moreover, injure me, go 2 to some 
other community.'

§ 306. I have dwelt at considerable length on He^c^attaeus, 
who represents most distinctly the positive tendencies of tire 
sixth century as opposed to its speculative and mystical aspira
tions. With him all was matter of fact, observation, and plain

' This is quite in a different sense from Strabo's remark.
- Frag. 353 :'Eti 7c I^Te vepl irpocri^i^iov Str'yo^pevos 6 avyy^pa-

^l-al<)vris c^s rb avrb irpicrtinTov iiv^tpeSlaTaTai.—Aib K^ia 7
i^t^PiXpVCt^ Tov T^i^p^aTos rdre T>^^Ka o£us 6 ^aipbs iiv Sta/pe^^Weiv T^ip ypdipo^'Ti 
pi] SiStp, eV0bs inavayKafy pcT^/ia^^veiv eK TTpoaO^mmu els irpi^iranTa' ms 
Kal Tapd Tip 'Ei^c^^altp' ‘ K.i)v£ 8e Tavra Seiva Troiovpevos, airhca iK<^i\eve robs 
Hpc^K^elSas eiTiyOvovs iK^api^ei^- OU yap iplv SvyaTds elpi ap^ii^l^ll^^ ms pi] Sv 
avTol Te aiToXyade Kape Tpd^TjTe, is S,\Koi> Ktva Sfipov a-^oOi^i^iTO^i.’

Note the infin. airol^xeirOai. Did lie return here to the narrative form ?

    
 



CH. I. THE DESTRUCTION OF MIILETUS. 15

recording of observations. Thus the positive tendencies, which 
culn^inatt^d in the splendid histories and geographies of later 
days, owed their origin to this early school of practical enquirers. 
But I will not prosecute this side of Greek literature further here, 
and shall consider the successors of He^ca^l^teus in relation with 
their most illustrious and perfect type, Herodotus. I feel 
j^ii^s^tified in doing so, not merely because the Persian wars form 
so great a crisis in Greek history that no sort of literature, save 
the choral lyric poetry', passed through it uachaaged, but also 
because Miletus—the great intellectual hothouse of Greece, the 

■centrri of her art, her philosophy, and her history—was com
pletely destroyed by the Persians at the opening of the fifth 
century, and so the splendid continuity of Greek thought re
ceived a disastrous check. Up to this date, the title Milesian 
meets us in every field of tho'^j^l^t; from henceforth it dis
appears for centuries from our studies. Simple stories of rude 
shepherd life, and the loves of rustic swains, were known long 
after as Milesian tales—a faint and wretched afterglow of the 
most lurid and stormy sunset in the history of Greek iatnllect. 
Prose liferature received a blow from which it never rec^^i^i^i^d; 
for while the teadeacy of Ionic prose had been (as it ought to . 
be) to assume the narrative, or the philosophical form, the de
struction of its proper home threw the balance into Attica, 
where the rhetorical nlemnat became so predominant as to 
control all descriptions of prose writing. Hence, as Mure 
observes,! Greek prose has permanently suffered, and we have 
only one great specimen of what narrative prose might have 
been but for the injurious iaflueacns of Athens. Herodc^t^us, 
with all his genius, was unable to stem the tide of Attic in
fluence ; yet his great work shows us clearly what might have 
been expected but for the subjugation of Ionia and, above all, 
the destruction of Miletus.

I haveav^re Irft ur^to^a^^(^nl a^n^ott^ac hirden bnt puwei^owe 
tendency in the religious mysteries of the sixth century, espe
cially in the worship of Dionysus—I mean their dramatic 
elements. But this has Pnen treated in a separate chapterj^ 
when I discussed ancthnr eease in the history of the subject.

* iv. 127. 2 Vol. I. chap. xiv.
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CHAPTER II.

HERODOTUS AND THE CONTEMPORARY IONIC PROSE WRITERS.

§ 307. Though Miletus, the great centre and mainspring of 
Ionic culture, was untimely destroyed, the influence it had 
already exerted over eastern Hellas could not disappear in an 
instant. A series of men attempted to utilise prose for historical 
purposes, and communicated the old Milesian spirit to Herodo
tus, who, although he lived to see the Peloponnesian war and to. 
witness the teaching of the sophists and the rise of rhetoric at 
A^thens, was, nevertheless, so strictly a writer of Ionic genius,, 
so completely a coequal in spirit and in culture of Epicharmus, 
and Pindar, and Aischylus, that in a rational survey of Greek 
literature he must be placed among his predecessors as one- 
bom out of due season. But the culture of A^^hens had, per
haps, not yet swallowed up all the rest of Greek literary genius^„ 
and the style of Hellanicus, a younger contemporary, or, at 
least, not older than Herodotus, makes us suspect that Herodo
tus was not so unique as he is generally considered.

We have the late, but respectable, authority of Dionysius 
of Ha^l^i^ca^rnassus, that he was bom ‘ a little before the Persian 
wars,’ which would make him older than the account of 
Pamphila, who gives b.c. 484 as his birth year. As it seems 
likely, from the absence of later allusions, that he died before- 
420 B.c., he may have been born before the battle of Marathon. 
It is generally agreed that Halica^rnassus Wis his native town, 
though from his long residence at Thurii he is called the 
T^hurian by Ar^istotle, when quoting the opening words of 
his history in the Rhetonicy He is also called the Thurian

4 ' iii. 9.

    
 



CH. II. LIFE OF HERODOTUS. 17 

logopoios in a passage cited from an epistle of Julian by 
Suidas. But Strabo mentions both titles, and explains them 
in the obvious way just mentioned. Suidas says his parents' 
names were Lyxes and Dryo, or Rhceo, through one of whom 
Pa^nyasis was his uncle. An extant epitaph or epigram con
firms his father’s name, and the obscurity, of both, though 
Suidas calls them illustrious, seems some warrant for the trust
worthiness of the tradition.

1 see no reason for doubting the relationship with Panyasis, 
which is rendered internally probable by the peculiar and ex
ceptional education which Herodotus must have received. His 
intimacy with Homer’s poems has been shown from a compara
tive table of phrases i to be such as we should not expect from 

' ordinary circumstances, but can easily explain by his intercourse 
with Panyasis, the learned reviver of epic poetry. In the same 
way he quotes the cyclic poets, Hesiod, the gnomic and lyric 
poets, and the earlier tragedians, Ai^s^c^hylus and Phrynichus. 
ft seems by accident, rather than fTom ignorance, that he omits 
Ca^llinus, Ty^r^l^seus, the elder Simonides, Stesichorus, Epime- 
nides, and Epicharmus, from references which otherwise em
brace a^l the older literature. The two Sicilian poets may 
possibly not have been known to him till he went to Th^urii, 
but he writes like a man with all the greater authors at hand, 
as they may have been in the house of Panyasis and, of course, 
at A^l^he^ns, which he visited in mature age. Suidas, indeed, 
says that he was exiled to Samos by Lygdamis, grandson of the 
A^rtemisia whom he delights to honour in his history ; that he 
returned and obtained his country’s liberty by expelling Lyg
damis, but finding hims,e^f disliked, left for Th^r^r-ii- where he 
settled and died. But all these facts, if true, could hardly have 
escaped corroboration by his own allusions, or, at least, by 
early witnesses.^ We hear nothing of Herodotus having married, 
or left any descendants.

§ 308. We can therefore assert nothing, save that a good deal
• Mure (vol. ii., Appendix Q) gives an imperfect list.
2 All these legends are rejected by A. Bauer, in his researches, as in

vented when Herodotus began to revive in popularity after long oblivion. 
But this ground for scepticism is refuted by H. Weil in the Revue Cri^tique 
for Jan. I, 1880. ,

VOL. II. c '

    
 



18 HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE. ch. n.

of his earlier life was spent in travelling, and apparently travel
ling for the purpose of his history.* This he must have brought ' 
with him to A^thens in sufB^icient completion to make him 
famous, if Sophocles, as Plutarch and Suidas tell us, composed 
an ode to him in the year 440 b.c. It is probable, therefore, 
that before this time he had visited Upper Egypt, Susiana, 
Babylonia (as far as Ardericca and Agt^a^tana), Colchis and 
Scyt^hia, Thrace, Dodona, Zakynthos, and Cyrene, with most 
of the countries within this great ci^^^^lt The spread of mer- 
c^antile enterprise from Miletus and Phoc^sea, and ' the security 
afforded by the Persian conquests and good administration of 
Asia and Egypt, made such voyages not only possible, but 
perhaps not unusual. Even in the days of Solon it was part 
of a perfect education to visit, at least, the Lydian court and 
the wonders of Lower Egypt.

Herodotus’ eastern travels seem to have been made before 
his retirement to Thu^rii, but we cannot fix the years and order 
of them, except that he saw the battle-field of Papremis after 
the year 460 b.c,2 probably while the A^thenian armies were 
in possession of part of the country. He is said by the pseudo
Plutarch to have recited his history when he came to Athens, 
and (by Suidas) after^^vards at Olympia; but the latter tale is 
plainly an invention suggested by the later fashion of exhibiting 
there, and the earlier is not much more probable, unless a mere 
reading among distinguished friends were intended. But if this 
were so, the alleged public vote of ten talents would of course 
be inconceivable.’ Yet I see that most recent German critics 
accept both the public recitation and the state reward.4

It is probable that he resided at A^thens for some years 
until he joined, with many other celebrated men, the colony

* Travelling for literary purposes was so rare in those early times, that 
I do not share the confidence of K. O. Muller and others, who assert 
positively that Herodotus had no other object. ■ Commercial reasons may 
have existed, though it is not easy to imagine such various voyages con
ducive to any systematic business. As Stein observes, his personal 
wanderings seem to have extended precisely to the limits of the Persian 
dominion ; beyond them he only speaks from hearsay.

2 iii. 12. 8 Cf. E^v^seb. Chron. ad Ol., 83-4.
* Stein, Introd. to his Edition, i. p. xxii, note.

    
 



CH. II. HERODOTUS AT ATHENS. 19

which founded Thurii, near the old site of Sybaris; in 443 9.c’ 
Th^ere can be little doubt that at Athens he learned to know 
many of the splendid intellects then collected there, besides 
Sophocles, who seems indebted to him for at least three 
passages : that in the brought out in 440, where the
greater loss of a brother than a husband is curiously discussed ; 
the attack on the habits of Egyptians in the C^dipus Col. . 
33^^, sq., as well as the rehearsal of human misery in the chorus 

sq.).2
It also appears from the strongly democratic temper of the 

later part of his history, in spite of his aristocratical antecedents 
and parentage, that he came under the influence of Pericles 
and his policy. Yet if we assume this, and even that he re
visited A^t^hens after the Propylsea was built (430 b.c.), we are 
astonished at the. small effect which Attic thought and Attic 
style made upon his history. The compressed logical speaking 
of Antiphon, the stately emphasis of Pericles, the subtlety of 
Euripides, and the whole sophistical school, seem the offspring 
of another age and another atmosphere. In this society we 
may conceive him, intellectually at least, a sort of Oliver Gold
smith, often ridiculed by his friends for simplicity, and no doubt 
underrated, but, wiithal, far exceeding his clever critics in direct
ness, in grace, and in pathos, and so gaining a place in the 
literature of his country which his contemporaries never antici
pated. But perhaps this is too fanciful, and I would rather

* As K. O. Muller observes, there is no evidence that he left Athens 
in 443 ; it is even possible, according to the same authority, that he did not 
leave till after the opening of the Peloponnesian war. But this would 

.throw the composition of his history far too late, if we suppose with Muller 
that it was not written till his retirement to Italy.

2 Cf. further, frag. 380, on the discovery of games to stave off the pangs 
of hunger ; and frag. 967, on the melting snow causing the inundation of 
the Nile. The passage above mentioned in the An^ti^gone is considered 
spurious by some critics, but is defended on very reasonable grounds by 
K_^i^chhoff, Ent. des herodot. Ges^Ch., pp. 8-9. Though, he says, we 
can conceive no later time at which such an interpolation would be 
popular, it is more likely that Sophocles obtained the story privately from 
Herodotus than that he copied it from a just published history. Cf. 
Stein's Introd., p. xxv.

C 2

    
 



20 HISTORY OF GRl^lEK LITERATURE. ch. ii.

infer from this curious want of influence that the main body of 
his work was finished when he came there, and that he spent 
his leisure in completing and perfecting it. There are, it is 
true, a good many references to current events after 431 b.c.,* 
and these notices are woven into the tenor of the nar^i^t^ii^e; 
but, nevertheless, these later allusions which touch the opening 
of the Peloponnesian war, and some events which may not 
have occurred till 425 b.c., are easily severed from the main 
narrative, and are probably additions mat^e. to a corrected 
copy, in which he even refers to the incredulity with which 
one of his statements had been received. He allui^,^^ 2 to a 
separate work on Assyria, of which hardly any trace seems to 
have survived, so that many have thought he only referred to 
a longer episode which he intended to introduce in his book.

§ 309. His life, which some critics have prolonged beyond 
all probability into the next century, was ended either at Th^urii, 
where he was even said to have been buried in the market
place, or at A^thens. The restless and troubled state of Thurii, 
together with the late allusions to Athens, make the latter alter
native probable enough. A third account transfers his tomb to 
Pella in Macedonia, which is incredible. The complete absence 
of allusions to the Sicilian expedition, coupled with his habit 
of ‘ writing up ’ his book to recent times in its allusions, is 
strong evidence for his death before that event. It has been 
debated whether the work was finished, and, as usual, critics 
have held opposite views on the sul^jt^ct: some alleging that 
the capture of Sestos is a natural and proper end; others that 
he must have intended to proceed to other events in connec
tion with it. I can only state my opinion that though the • 
author meant- to add some details, as is proved by an unful
filled promise,® the main subject was completed with the

’ v. 77 ; vi. 91, 98; vii. 137, 233 ; ix. 73 and elsewhere.
i. 106 and 184. Prof. Rawlinson cites a passage in Aristotle’s Natural 

History, and some notices of Parthian manners in John of Malala, which 
may possibly be taken from it; but according to the best MSS., which 
Kirchhoff supported by the expression irejrobj/ce, used by Aristotle, the 
passage comes from the poet Hesiod.

3 iii. 213.
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repulse of the Persians from Europe, and the work substan
tially and properly concluded.

Similarly it has been debated whether he wrote his work 
in middle of in advanced life 3 and, as Mure has observed, 
its tone and style, in the absence of outward evidence, are 
c^e^rtain to produce the impression of an aged man telling his 
long experiences to a younger generation. This feeling is en
hanced by the strong contrast to his Attic contemporaries 
which has already been mentioned. Most of the debates about 

.his life are of this vague and uncertain character, and are after 
all but waste of time. I will only observe that his most elabo
rate biographer, Dahlmann, seems to me more unfortunate and 
illogical than the rest in his conjectures, none of which I have 
acc^epted.

§^x0. But of -late years A. K^irchhoff has taken up the 
que^stion with his. usual acuteness, and has discussed in a special 
pampl^ll^t* the evidences in the .work itself, which are, as he 
rightly says, our only real evidence. He thinks the earlier 
part of the work shows traces of familiarity with Athens, from 
the comparison of the circuit of Ecbatana with that of Athens,^ 
from the comparing of a distance with that from the agora at 
Athens to Olympia,’ from his knowledge of Aischylus' poetry, 
and from his reducing Persian measures to Attic.* Hence he 
infers that the historian arrived at A^thens from his travels 
about 446 b.c., and finished up to iii. 119 (the story of Inta- 
phernes' wife) at Athens early in 442 b.c., so that Sophocles 
came to know it. He thinks that the criticism of his dia
logue among the Persian conspirators,® to which he afterwards 

, pointedly refers,® may have been one of the causes for his 
suspending his work and going, in the interesfs of Pericles, 
whom he admired greatly, to Tl^urii. From there he visited 
Sicily and Magna Graecia, and thus resumes his history with 
special knowledge of Crotoniate legends. From v. 77, in 
which the Propy^ltea at Athens, which were not finished till

* Die E^^^^stehungsze^t. des hero(^<^ti,sc}ien Geschichtswerkes, 2nd ed., 
Berlin, 1878.

2 i. 98. * ii. 7. « cit.., p, l2.
5 iii. 80.

’ ii. 7. 
‘ vi. 43.

    
 



22 HISTORY OF GR^jEK LITERATURE. ch. n.

431 b.c. are mentioned, and from other hints in the later 
books, the historian seems to have returned to Athens about 
that time, and proceeded with his work up to 428 bc, which 
contains the latest references to contemporary events. K^i^rch- 
hoff holds that' the work was then interrupted by the death of 
Ht^i^odotus, as it should have included the victory at the 
Eurymedon.1

But the whole of this acute argument is based on the- 
hypothesis that our text stands exactly as it was originally 
composed, and that allusions were not afterwards inserted. 
The argument from silence used to limit the last year of 
Herodotus’ writing to 428 b.c. is also very precarious. It is 
also certain that a successful recitation, followed by public 
rewards at Athens, which K^irchhof^ accepts, cannot possibly 
have been a reading of the first three books, but rather of the 
last three, in which .A^t^hens is really glorified. This conside
ration upsets either the tradition or K^i^i^c^h^hof^’s theory. .

There are two busts of Herodotus in the Naples Muse^um,, 
neither of which is of good workmanship, and which are, 
moreover, not very T^ike or referable to the same original. 
One is a double Herme, with Thucydides at its bac^lk; the 
other is a smaller and plainer bust, but with a peculiar ugly 
and friendly "ace, not unlike the bust of Socrates, and with 
much of the gentle and gossiping expression which we might 
expect in the historian. I should be disposed- to consider 
this as our best authority, but for the recent confirmation of 
the Thucydides on the double Herme.' r ....

§ jn. Turning from the histonan to his work, it must be at 
once premised that no abstract of each book will here be at
tempted, because such an account gives a false idea of the work, 
which, while following a general plan, abounds in so many digres
sions, small and great, in so many stray remarks of interest in 
literature and archa^t^l^ogy, in so many anecdotes of national or 
individual peculiarities, that any reader can take it up any
where, and f^nd it both instructive and amusing. Even a care
ful and lengthy digest of the general argument, such as is- 
given by Mure,® conveys no idea of the general effect, which

1 Ojp, at.; cf. his summary, p. 26. ’ iv. 276-94.
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can be far better appreciated by a perusal of any twenty 
chapters.

The plan is distinctly stated at the opening. It is to 
narrate the great conflict of Greeks and barb;^i^ii^i^^; so that 
the glorious deeds of both may not perish, and that their true 
causes may be known. Herodotus thus chooses no petty quar
rel between neighbouring Greek cities, no dispute of transitory 
moment, but the great shock of East and West, of liberty 
and despotism, which has lasted in many Protean phases up 
to the present day. The first result of this large conception, 
which rises above the narrow nationalism of his successors, is 
that his history gives us more information about the state of 
ancient nations and their culture than all the other Greek his
torians put together.

§ 312. His preface is on the mythical conflicts between the 
Greeks and the Asiatics ; but after a very brief sketch in five 
chapters he boldly lays aside the mythical point of view, with
out caring to decide upon the question of aggression there dis
puted, and states his intention of starting from the first Eastern 
aggressor upon the Greeks for whom he can vouch from his own 
knowledge, not forgetting to tell of cities, both great and small, 
as he proceeds, seeing that the fortunes of men change, and 
their glory waxes and wanes with the lapse of time. He enters 
at once upon Crcesus of Lydia, and proceeds to give an account 
of the kingdom since its foundation by Gyges to its destruc
tion by Cyrus, turning aside constantly to explain its gradual 
encroachment upon and conquest of the Ionian cities. The 
antiquities of Ionia, and its connection with Attica and A^c^h^a^i^a, 
are probably drawn from his uncle Panyasis’ poem, and are 
highly interesting as regards the federal constitution,' the dia
lects, and the culture of the early Ionians. * But there are also 
interwoven digressions of dramatic interest—the legends of the 
visit of Solon to Cr^cesus, and the affecting story of Atys; others 
of historical importance, such as the reign of Peisistratus, the 
rise of Sparta thrpugh L^y^c^urgus, and her early struggles with

* i. cc. 142-51. Niebuhr thought the grand catalogue of the Persian 
forces was borrowed from Choer^lus (cf. § 109). But this poet was younger 
than Herodotus.
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Teg^ea. The conquest of Lydia by Cyrus leads him to go ' back 
to the rise of the Median empire, and its merging into that of 
the Persians by the revolt of Cyrus. The customs and religion 
of the Persians are described, and then their conquest of Ionia, 
Ca^ria, and .Lycia, with constant notes on these latter nations 
and their customs. The next war of Cyrus.leads the historian 
to Babylon, which is carefully described and its later history 
sketched.* The first book ends with the death of Cyrus in 
battle with the northern barba^rians.

§ 313. Herodotus passes through these and a vast number 
of other subjects with the most perfect ease and mastery. The 
reader is never disappointed at the dela;y of a result, or annoyed 
at the irrelevance of a digression. When Croesus comes in 
contact with Cyi^us, he reverts to the older history of Cyrus' 
emp^(^; when Cyrus attacks Babylon, he reverts in the same way 
to the older history of Babylon and of A^ssyria ; but finding this 
episode too cumbrous, he relegates it to a separate ‘Assyrian 
history.' The second, third, and fourth books are a detailed 
account of the progress of the Persian empire under Cambyses, 
the false Smerdis, and Dar^-us; but the campaigns against 
Egypt, Arabia, Scythia, and Lybia afford a proper place for 
a full and interesting discussion of the geographical features, 
natural peculiarities, or society of these countries. These 
digressions, w'hich occupy the whole of the second book (on 
Egypt) and almost all the fourth (Scythia and Ly^bia), are so 
complete in themselves as to suggest the theory that Hero
dotus, when he first travelled, intended to put his careful and 
systematic observations together into a geographical work— 
on the model of Scylax, but something far greater, which would 
describe the less known countries of the East and South, not 
only in .'t^t^ceir natural, but in their political history. This plan 
must have been abandoned before he went to Thurii, or he 
would certainly have composed a similar digression on the less 
known parts of Italy, and probably on the Carthaginians. But 
as the work proceeds, and the interest in the coming catastrophe 
grows warmer, the episodes and halting places are sparingly 
admitted, and the great struggle advances with epic grandeur

* cc. 178-88.
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1^o its close. The narrative f^nds its natural conclusion in the 
capture of Sestos, the last point which the Persians held in 
Europe, and their repulse into that Asia which they always 
clla^imed as their own. There is, therefore, no reason to doubt 
whether the author lived to finish his task. The ver^ last chapter 
is, indeed, a sort of appendix, like several in the work, which 
a. modem author would have thrown into the form of a foot
note ; but as this device was then unknown, all these collateral 
points find their place in the text.* Yet even in these parts 
of the work we should deeply regret the omission of the short 
notes on the character and privileges of Spartan royalty, on 
the Athenian acquisition of Lemnos, and on older Attic his
tory ; nay, even the scandalous anecdotes about the courts of 
Periander and of Xerxes are agreeable diversions, though by 
most critics censured as beneath the dignity of history. On 
the, affairs of Sa^^si 2 he is so explicit in several places that he 
was supposed to have retired there when in exile from Hali- 
carna^ssus, and learnt the Ionic dialei^l:; but the affairs of 
Samos, especially under Poly^c^rates, the greatest of Greek 
despots, if we except those of Sicily, are suff^iciently impor
tant in themselves to warrant the share assigned to them, 
and the inscriptions found on the site, of Halica^rnassus by 
Mr. Newton are in the Ionic dialect.

A fuller inventory of this great and complex work is acces
sible in many good editions and translations mentioned 
below; nor is it the duty of a historian of literature to dis- 
c^uss the. many historical problems raised by a comparison 
of the statements of Herodotus with those of other ancient 
a^uthorities, or with, the evidence of inscriptions newly dis- 
c^^^ered in our own times. We must here confine ourselves to 
the literal character of his book, and his qualities as an 
author and an artisit

1 It is, moreover, noticeable that very few of the historical works left 
us by the Greeks have formal conclusions—a fashion which seems some
how contrary to literary taste in those days, and of which the absence is 
perhaps connected with the practice which many authors followed of tack
ing on their narratives to that of a predecessor by taking up the thread 
where he had dropped it. ’ in. 120, sq., &c.
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■ § 314. The extant fragments of Xanthus show that Hero
dotus used his History of L^ydia less than might have been ex
pected, there being no extant coincidence between them, al
though E^phorus states that Xanthus afforded a starting point 
to our author. The case is only different in degree with Charon 
of Lampsacus, whose fragments (on .the annals (Zpot) of Lamp- 
sacus) show a good many points of identity in subject with 
H^e^i^od^c^fus, though there are equally points of dififei^^r^c^; and it 
has been argued from Herodotus’ massing the point of a joke on 
the old name of L^^mpsacus (Pityusa), made by Croesus,* that 
he cannot have read Charon’s annals of the town, in which this 
older name is prominently mentioned. Charon’s annals of the 
Spartan kings seem, however, to be referred to in vi. 37. The 
works of Hippys of Rh^g^^um, and of Antiochus of Syracuse, were 
chiefly devoted to the affairs of Magna Grsecia, which Herodo
tus does not touch at len^t^li; and this is, I think, a strong 
argument against the composition of his work at T^^urii in his 
later years. Had the whole scheme and plan of it not been, . 
matured before he settled in Italy, it is ■ more than probable 
that he would have gathered materials for more interestiing 
episodes, and told us something of the early fortunes of the 
Hel^l^enes in the West. The memoirs of Ion and Stesimbrotus, 
and the history of Hellanicus, must haye been later than the 
date to which his history is here assigned, and do not therefore 
require notice in this place. As to geographical literatui^e^,. 
Herodotus cite^^ the Ar^masfea, a geographical poem of 
A^I^steas, as an authority on Scythia; and Scylax of Caryanda’s 
Periplus on Arabia and India. He also criticises the maps 
then current, and I have already noted (p. ii) his references to 
tire work of H^c^a^l^jeus. It is, indeed, notable, at the dawn of 
an epoch of research, how often men despise their immediate 
and ablest predecessors, while they treat with respect the 
earlier and weaker attempts of the same kind. Herodotus 
appears to feel in He^ca^l^teus a rival, while the rest were hardly 
in the same plane of literature.

§315- The books now enumerated, together with the poetical 
library above described, were all the literary sources accessible

i vi. 37. (Miiller, FIIG. i. p. 33, frag. 6.) » y. 13. 5.

    
 



CH. II. STATE REGISTERS AND INSCRIPTIONS. 27 

to He^r^odotus, if we except the personal intercourse with all the 
high culture and knowledge to be found at Periclean At^hens, 
Commanding these materials, Herodotus had set to work from 
an early period of his life to enlarge and complete them by a long 
series of travels and careful observations ; endeavouring, where 
it was possible, to see both geographical curiosities and monu
mental records with his own eyes, or else giving us the evidence 
of those who had seen them, often with careful scrutiny and 
cautious reserve, when they were beyond his personal ken. 
Thus, in the Greek world he consulted those ancient registers 
or lists of kings, priests, or victors, which were preserved in 
various temples. Charon had already published the list of 
Spartan kinj^is; Hellanicus added the priestesses of Juno at 
Argos and the Camean victors, probably after Herodotus’ 
researches were concluded. These lists were of the last 

I importance to early chronology, and . were collateral with the 
system afterwards adopted in Greece—that of reckoning bjr 
Olympiads. There were also a vast number of inscribed pillars 
in important cities, and of rich offerings dedicated to ancient 
shrines, on which the donors had told their circumstances, and 

• so left records of their life and acts. The treasury at Delphi, 
for instance, was full of such offerings, one of which, the tripod 
dedicated by Pausanias to the Greeks after the battle of 
Platsea, was lately found in the hippodrome at Constantinople.* 
By means of these documents, as well as by sifting the tradi
tions of the nearer times orally, the historian attained consider
able accuracy and clearness about the earlier portions of Greek 
history, properly so called. The trivial points at which Thu
cydides sneers show how free of serious errors Herodotus must 
have been in this part of his work, and we may safely say that, 
with all his love of the marvellous and his taste for gossip, he 
has told us more, and told it better, than his critical followers 
contrive to tell us with far greater compression and the omission 
of endless points of interest.

§ 3x6. When he goes beyond the Hellenic world, his want 
of linguistic knowledge causes a great dif^ere:nce in his power of 
attaining truth. He takes care, indeed, to express doubt con

* Cf. Rawlinson’s He^od., vol. iv., Note A (p. 483).
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ceming the many wonders told him of the ends of the earth 
—northern Scythia and southern Arabia—which he repeatedly 
tells us he could not learn from an eye-'^^i^(^i^^s£>; but con
cerning these nothing trustworthy was perhaps then attainable. 
But in the case the old cultures of 'Asia, and in Egypt, 
where ample records positively teemed on rocks, and pillars, 
and public buildings, his ignorance of the languages threw him 
into the hands of cicerones—inferior priests, mercenary soldiers, 
and other incompetent and untrustworthy persons—who often 
did not know the truth, and, perhaps, sought deliberately to 
mislead the curious Greek enquirer. Hence, while his pictures 
of the life and manners of these nations are of inestimable 
value, his attempts to ' sketch their past history have often been 
corrected, or even reversed, by the recent deciphering of in
scriptions which lie could have seen and transcribed. Even 
here he is generally rii^lh:; it is hard for an honest enquirer not 
to discover a great deal of trut^tr; but he is not reliable, and 
it is one of the great boasts of modern research to have been 
able to extract the truth where the venerable Greek enquirer 
was fain to be content with a cross-examination of doubtful 
witnesses and a comparison of their negligences and igno
rances.

It has often J:^e^en urged in addition, that even under his 
untoward circumstances, He^rodotus might have done better 
had he been endowed with the critical faculty of Th^ucydid^es, 
and had he not started with a theory^- of Divine interference, 
and an innate love of the marvellous and the quaint. This 
so-called childishness of Herodotus has been unduly mag
nified by the fact that we do not possess his forerunners, but 
only his most sceptical successor, wherewith to compare him. 
This is evidently unjust j for while he appears credulous from 
this point of view, he was probably far in advance of the 
Greeks of his day, if we except the Periclean circle. He is 
constantly sceptical, and even disposed to censure others as 
too easy of belief; but as is natural with all nascent scepticism, 
this feeling breaks out only here and there, and is illogically co
ordinated with credulity on kindred points, which the author 
has not thought of disputing. A most interesting catalog^ie
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might be made of such survivals of credulity in the works of 
the sceptics of a^l ages.

§ 317. But no German editor has approached the question 
of Herodotus’ credibility with such boldness and originality 
as Mr. Blakesley in the ver^ remar^kable introduction to his. 
edition. Of course others have pointed, as he does, to the 
influence of Sophistic on the historian, to his wandering life, 
like Protagoras or Gorgias, to his alleged reading out of his 
performances, to the conventional turns of his moral advices, 
and the repetition of the same ethical commonplaces in the 
mouths of divers and dissimilar characters. He is the first to 
lay proper stress on the close identification of Herodotus, 
by Thucydides and other ancient critics, with the ^ogopt^oi^i 
who composed not to instruct but to please.'} He believes that 
this class of men, as soon as the^y attained any facility in prose 
composition, selected such events, and attributed such motives, 

las they thought would be striking and popular without any 
misgivings as to the accuracy of their statei^^i^ts; for the 
historic sense is a late and gradual acquisition which Thucy
dides acquired only by his extraordinary genius and circum
stances in those early days. If this be so, the credibility of 
Herodotus as to particular facts will stand on a very different 
basis from that of modern historians. It has been hitherto 
assumed that wherever he speaks as an eye-witness his faith
fulness is beyond dispi^t^; but if he be a mere story-teller, 
which is our nearest English to a Xo'yoxouif, nothing is so 
universal an attribute of such people in all times as to narrate 
secondhand facts as if they were personal experiences. It is 
done without the least bad faith, for the teller may firmly 
believe his authority, and merely wish to complete his picture 
without critical statements as to his authorities. Mr. Blakesley 
is clearly of opinion that He^rodotus did this, and that he 
copied personal narratives from other people and set them 
down as his own. He gives as an example the alleged 
copyi^ng® from He^a^l^seus of facts about the crocodile, the

‘ He compares tlie speeches of Solon and Croesus (i. 23 and iii. 36) 
with the notions ascribed to Hippias in Plato’s Hipp. Maj., p. 236.

2 ii. 68-73.
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hippopotamus, and an account of the phoenix. This Herodotus 
does without acknowledgment, and with such deviations from the 
truth as seem to preclude a personal investigation. If these 
considerations be well founded, a vast deal of learned talk 
about the travels of Herodotus and his valuable evidence as 
an eye-witness will be blown to the winds. But of course it 
would not place him in the rank of a modern novelist, or even 
in that of De Foe, which Mr. Blakesley suggests. The real 
parallel he gives is that of Marco Polo, whose work at first cir
culated in MS., like that of He^rod^otus, and under^vent curious 
alterations, not only at the hands of interpolators, but at the 
author's own, before it was printed. There is the same 
mixture in both of credulity and scepticism, of veracity in
spirit, and yet ready acceptance of the doubtful or the false, 
of effort to be historical in an age when strict history was hardly 
yet defined.

§ 318. This speculation belongs to the estimate of his genius, 
which it may properly introduce, and is naturally suggested 
by the contrast of the Father of History with his greatest and 
most immediate successor, Th^ucydides ; nor is it reasonable to 

- waive the question by merely insisting upon the contrast of 
their natural characters, and the different social and political 
atmosphere in which they were educated. Had He^rodotus 
been a cold and sceptical critic, a despiser of all the domestic 
and personal features in great men or in dominant nationalities, 
a Periclean A^thenian whose exclusiveness raised the pettiest 
Greek quarrel above the largest revolutions among barbarians, 
he might, no doubt, have sifted such materials with greater 
acumen, but he certainly would have had neither the desire to 
possess them nor the temper and the patience to collect them. 
The genial simplicity and wide sympathy of Herodotus not 
only supplied him with the stimulus to seek, but his informants 
with the inclination to impart, what they knew, and thus vastly 
counterbalanced any inferiority of judgment by the larger field 
of knowledge which he embraiced.i His just estimate of the

1 The only authority I can quote for this view, which 1 have implied 
long ago in my P’rvlegomena io Ancient History, is that of the Comte de
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<^lder civilisations of the Lydians, the Medes, the Persians, and 
the Egyp^tians, has made his great work a picture, hot of Greece, 
but of the pld world at one of its most interesting periods. To 
the student of ancient history in any large and comprehensive 
sense, it must be pronounced a work- of infinitely greater 
value and more permanent interest than the struggle for 
.asicendancy between the two leading states of Greece, which 
had no general effects upon the changes of the world. While, 
t^herefore, the conceptions of history in Herodotus and Thucy
dides were mainly the consequence of the temper of the men 
and of their surroundings, it must be declared that, f^or an 
historian, the atmosphere in which the latter lived, while giving 
him critical acumen and freeing him from theological preju
dices, narrowed his view and distorted his estimate of the 
relative importance .of events. We may indeed feel very grate
ful that Herodotus was not attracted in early life by this bril

' liant exclusiveness, and that he remained an Ionic instead of 
becoming an Attic historian.

§ 319. There is a like contrast between the style of the earlier 
and the later historians. Herodotus was thought the master of 
the X'ftc tipof^^vri, or style of simple co-ordination of clauses, 
while Attic rhetoric brought them into complex connections, 
-^o as form ingeniously constructed periods.i There are, indeed, 
speeches introduced by Herodotus, such as the discussion on 
the best form of government by the fellow-conspirators of 
Darius,2 where he shows ample acquaintance with the rhetoric 
of the day, and where the periods are formed with some skill

Gobineau, in his exquisitely written but fantastic Hisloire des Terses (i. 247, 
sq.). He goes further than I do, and makes a curious apoloj^ia for the 
Oriental chroniclers in connection with the receptive and uncritical temper 
of Herodotus.

1 Dionysius Hal. gives, as an example, Herodotus’ words : Kpotaos 
AvSbs fiBv y^vos, i^cair 8B ’AA^t^'^'rea, ri^fa^vvos SB ISvBiov r&v Ivrhs "AKvo^ 
itio^iajioV ; which, if period^i^ally constr^^t^d, would be : K. ^jv vlbs ’A.,
y^vos SB A., rvpavvos SB rav Bi'tBs''AKvos isorapoS i&ruv. He even adds 
a forced and unnatural construction. This loose and easy style was some
times affected by Attic rhetors, as, for example, by the tyrant Critias, and 
may be seen in fragment 25 of his ^ecediamo^^ian Polity.

s iii. 80, sq.
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and intricacy. This intermediate sort of writing was the historic 
period as opposed to the stricter rhetoria^l or log^cc^I period. 
These speeches, which are a common feature of all the classical 
historians, are by no means so signal a blemish to his work as- 
are the rhetorical harangues in later liter^l^t^i^^; for his speec^h^t^s. 
are well contrasted with those in Thucydides as dramatic, and 
coming in so naturally as to produce a lifelike picture of scenes • 
and characters.1 I add a passage from one which I regard as- 
very peculiar, from its T^ucydidean tone, and which proven

1 The mosl^, elaborate instance just referred to is most severely cen
sured by all the critics, who think it absurd that the great Persian nobles- 
should discuss aristoc^^^y and democracy after the manner of Greek so
phists. Nevertheless Herodotus insists, in spite of the disbelief of his 
contemporaries, that this discussion really took place. It seems to me a 
very bold thing to deny flatly the truth of an assertion which Herodotus— 
a man of undoubted honesty and intelligence—makes in the face of hostile 
criticism ; and, even had I no stronger reason, I should hesitate to disbi^l^i^i^ie 
him. But Gobineau has clearly shown the elements of truth in the story, 
and how the historian puts in a Greek form the really vital problem of thie 
Persian empire. It is usu^l to regard it as an Oriental despotism, which wa^. 
occa^ion^^ly the ca^e, when the central power came into strong hands ; but 
this is realty a false view. The Iranian nobles were a feudal arist<^icrac^, 
divided into classes, within which each member was really free, though 
bound by immemorial customs to render certain dues of respect and service. 
to the chief. The independence of all these clans and families really con
stituted a democracy, not of course a city democracy, with an agora and 
public debates, but a country democracy, with liberty and eq^^lity of rights, 
and this was somewhat the form of constitution into which Persia relapsed 
under the Aj^saci^c^ae, when the tyranny of the central king of kings was. 
found too oppressive. Cambases, succeeding to the wealth of Cyrus, and 
to the possession of his conquests, which of course did not belong to the- 
hereditary nobles of Iran, began to make them feel this tyranny. Hence 
the discussion of the conspirators : were they to continue this imposing 
but dangerous mon^r^h^y? Could the seven lords in council control the 
other feudatories, and maintain the empire ? or should they revert to the 
natural condition of old Iranian society, and let all the clans live un^^r 
their immemorial custom:s? It is also to be noted that they do not resi^lve 
in a monarchy, without limiting it beforehand by reserving to themselves 
certain hereditary privileges, thus showing their appreciation of the danger. 
1 must again refer for an excellent statement of this matter to Gobineau,. 
Histoire des Terses, i. 583, sq.
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how fully Herodotus sympathised with the enterprise of im
perial A^t^hens, as expounded in Thucydides’ speeches.’

But the general character of his writing, with its gossiping 
resumptions and its natural anacolutha (which old
grammarians noted and admired), is that of a peculiarly easy and 
artless flow, more like a charming conversation than a set compo
sition ; and this is characterised by a constant passage from nar
rative to dialogue, which comes in so naturally as to be often 
unperceived. There is reason to believe (above, p. 14). that 
H^ca^f^aeus followed the same practice, which may have been a 
typical feature of Ionic historical prose. But it is not likely 
that many writers could have attained this art to such perfection 
as Herodotus. He employs it constantly to paint characters, 
which he never describes in a formal paragraph, but brings, as 
it .were, living and speaking upon his stage. It has, never • 
jt^i^less, been justly remarked that he is more successful in 
portraying types than individuals, national characteristics than 
personal features. His Persians, and Lj^d^i^ans, and Spartans 

• are very distinct ; but his Croesus becomes a Solon in captivity, 
and h^s Eastern grandees all use the same formulje of contempt 
for unknown Hellenes of the West. This monotony was doubt
less fostered by the gentle fatalism which prevails throughout 
early Greek literat^ire, and which finds its perfect expression in 
the dialogues of Artabanus and Xerxes.2 But this same feeling

* vii. 50 : 'Apelperai ErotatSf • ‘ ’Aprafiave, p(v av ye
rovreuv eKaara Staipi^<^<^i’ arap p^re m^i^Ta <pI}3o, prl^Te Spolas S^ikeyeo.
Et yap Sj fioikoio Sr-l rip atel S-retrl^epopSvip irpifi^i^ca^i rii SjpoI^is?
Sl^^^Syes0al, mlltsetss &v ovSa^a ovSev • Kpeaaov irSvra fiptav-
t^av Seivav irdiTKeiv pakk^ov, t) irai/ tcp^^^^i^i^i^vo!^ts pvSapa pvSiv TTaSetv.

et Se ipl.^av irpis irav rb k^ey^i^p^t^vov p^i] t'o fie0aiov diroSeiJeis, 
o^t^llkeis Su st>To'tsl ipoias KcH i b^^j^ca^Tla Toiroiai k^S^as. rovro pev vvv Sir’ taris 
?5(6i • elSe'vat SO dvOpaTtov ^^t^pra xas K^pb vi) ^S^aiov ; Soicea pOv oiSapas. 
toiSi rolvvv fiovkop^Svoiat iroiSetv lbs rO i■^^■a<sv y^vea^dai rd cSpSea,
total SO ^^tkeyopevotirl re Travta cai ScveSat oi pdka SBi^kkei. 'Opi^s tA.

■ TLepa^^v •lrpi■'Ypa/■a Ss rO Svvapios r^f^i^i^c^^K^pvKe • ei t^olvvv Scetvoi ol r^pO SpeS 
yevipevoi fiaaikSes yvSppai S^^pSovto Spolpai Kal ai, i] pOj K^eipe^ot yv^ppai 
Toiairrpai dkkovs avpfio^ikovs elxov roi^ovtovs, ovc i,v i^t^te eiSes ai-a Ss- 
tovro Tf^<^e^tk6t^t^'lra - vvv SO ctvSvvous iva^yll^'rio:^tes Ss rovti aipea itp^’^’yS- 
y^ovto. peySka yap i^fpiy^/^t^^a p^tyak^otSi civSivoiai SBt^lkei Katalpiea^6ai.

2 vii. IO, sq. ; and thus in 46, sq. : MaBiv SS piv ’AprSfiavos O ^i^^pias, 
VOL. II. D
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of the transitory nothingness of life—Euripides' to p^TiSev etc 
ovSev pet^i^i.—may have aided his candid nature in the very 
just and impartial view he takes of the virtues and vices of 
men. He has often been accused, but never convicted, of 
bias or unfairness. He is most explicit in telling the good 
points of those who suffer his severest censui^<e Perhaps the 
most disagreeable personage in his history is the deity ‘ who 
permits no one to feel proud but himself *—a sort of singular, 
but impersonal Providence, in whom a leading attribute is 
jea^lousy, a curious and early reflection of the most ingrained 
national vice of the Greeks from Homer to the present day. 
The enigmatical warnings of this Providence, through dreams 
and oracles, occupy, no doubt, too prominent a place among 
his causes for great events, but, nevertheless, convey to us the 
feeling of the Greek public, even of later days, far more faith
fully than the uncompromising positivism of Thucydides. If, 
also, he assigns trivial origins to great consequences, such as the 
selfishness of Demokedes involving his whole race in misfor
tune, we must remember in palliation that the caprices of

As rb t^/^cOroy yvta/iT^r itreSe^aro 4\^^i^eepas ov cx^v^^auiKtiaiv E^pf'? aTpareuea^Bai 
t)]V *EXXi^!^a, o^os b^ni/p <pparrci!s Hep^ca SaKprle^^i^'ra etpCTO raSe ’ 

jia^iKeV, &s r^^XXby a^f^O^av Ke^^upt^rpeva (pyia^ao vVv re ko! ixly^ip r^f^P^brepi^i/; 
p^iucaplt^^s yap aeavrbv SaKpvets. 'O Se elhre • ’E<^^^8e yip fi.e Aoy^t<riip.eyov 
Karoi^KTetpai i^s flpaxbs ett) i i^Ss i^i^OpWi^ivos filos, ej i^ovr^b^tov ye iiivrav r^t^irov- 
r^eiv is iKaTOSrbv eros meptesr^st. ‘O 8e i^p^e(fiero Keytov • "Erepa
rovrov rjjv i<Sqy ^^^rt^yOc^fpey otii^^pir-epa. Iv yi^p oStis fip^^xe'i ^‘<p ovSels
ol^r^(a &yOpar^os 4ii>v evSalpmv r^el^tiKe, ot^re rovT^f^m, oire rWv fLAKi^iy, rp ov 
r^tzpi^ar^o’eTSi TTo^WsKis, d^eii ovicl Htts^, re^Bvdvsi fifub^eTBai pSW^ov f) (^eis. 
al Te yi^p o^vpij^opcat ^poa^Trlirr^t^i^isai, Ksl at yovtioi t^vyT^i^f^il^^ift^t^t^ai Ksl Ppaxiv 

ji^vra paxpip Soxeety dysi ffa(t:5(ft tby 0loy. out^<o i pev B^i^nros po^BvpvT 
ioi^fTTls_tT(s tyris KSTsC^try^ slpeTt^'ri^r^la t"! ^t^f^f^tyuttp yeyove' b Sb yKvKbv 
^t^v^iTas rby atS^t/a i^l^i^i^epbs Iv avr^if evpla^t^t^erat itiy. The author of the 
E^frii^s^phi^os, ascribed to Lysias, has used this passage wlt^i great effect, and 
without any servile imitation, in his admirable peroration, §§ 77-^78.

* vii. io. It is, however, but just to add that he thinks the gods (Beol) 
have their name from setting in order (K<ir^lf Bt^iyes), and that he recog
nises in many places a wise and benevolent Providence. I’hus, iii. Io8, 
Ks^ Kttfs tov B-lov T) irpovolii, S)lr'l^ef Ksl 01k6s btfri, roviTs a'oi>■l|, makes harm
less and edible animals prolific, whereas the reverse is the case with birds 
of prey.
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despots, 'however contemptible in themselves, may be as vast 
in results as the rational policy of deliberative assemblies.

The same tendency makes him attentive to female charac
ter, and to the indirect influence of women on public affairs. 
His sketches of Queen A^rtemisia and the Spartan Gorgo, of 
A^mestris and of Labda, are very spirited, and full of feel^i^ig; 
but here again, like a tragic poet, he rather paints types than 
peculiar individuals. If he is anywhere peculiarly felicitous in 
individual features, it is in such scenes as K^j^pselus’ feast .for 
the suitors of Ag^ariste, or the attempt on this very tyrant in his 
infancy. Here it is that a certain humour, which almost passes 
for mere simplicity, makes him paint small and comic detail, 
and so fill in with definite and peculiar colour the outline of 
the fixed types which generally occupy his pages. We natu
rally associate this humour with its opposite, the pathetic, as 
both are the offspring of a quick and delicate sympathy. Nor 
arb we disappointed in Herodotus, whose profound pathos is 
not surpassed by any tragic poe^ The legend of Atys, the 
story of the Perianderis family troubles, and the dramatic fore
bodings of the great catastrophe in the dreams and confessions 
of X^erxes and Artabanus, are prominent among many instances 
of this rare and splendid quality in Herodotus’ narrative.

§ 320. Turning to the dialect of Herodotus, we find ourselves 
in presence of a problem which has been raised by the minute 
criticism of the present day, and which seems not likely to 
receive a satisfactory solution. We can perceive from the 
author’s careful observations ' on the four subdivisions of the 
Ionic dialect of Asia Minor that he had studied the question, 
and that his language was not unconsciously determined by 
the circumstances of his education, but was the carefully chosen 
and purified instrument in which he determined, for a^i^lth^tic 
reasons, to clothe his thoughts. This agrees with the repeated 
observations of Greek grammarians, that his dialect was mixed 
or various, as opposed to the pure Ionic of H^eca^t^aeus and Hip
pocrates ; it is therefore idle to assert that his history represents 
the Samian or any other local speech. But beyond this the ob
servations of such critics as Hermogenes and Dionysius are un

’ i. 142.
d 2
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fortunjately confined to general statements that he is the chief 
master of Ionic—as Thucydides of old Attic—prose. They do 
not determine in any detail what combinations or variations 
were admitted by Herodotus. This silence was probably 
owing to the. absence of any special studies among the Alexan
drian critics,’ who left so much material on Homer and on the 
Attic writers. As a natural consequence the readings of our 
texts seem regulated by no fixed principles, and not only are 
various dialects admitted, but the same word appears, even in 
our best MSS., in divers forms. While there are thus difficultie.s 
about the original for^ of individual words which will probably 
never be solved, we can indicate two certain sources of variety.

The first is the rise of epic language, with which Herodotus 
was always acknowledged to have been thoroughly imbued. 
This strong tincture, not only of epic phrases, but of thoughts, . 
seems to result from his early intercourse with Panyasis, a learned!, 
student of epic diction, who may possibly have educated his 
nephew, and endeavoured to induce him to follow in his own 
footsteps. If this be so, seeing that Panyasis must have 
studied epic diction critically, we should have ample reasons 
for this complexion in the dialect of Herodotus. It is, how
ever, carefully to be remembered that all the later researches 
into Homeric language tend to the theory of an old Attic 
recension, and to the consequently old Attic character of the 
diction as we have it. There can be little doubt that this old 
Attic and the Ionic dialects of Asia Minor were closely allied, 
so that many apparently epic forms may be mere archaic words 
in the language of Herodotus’ parents. The theory that our 
Homer was recast in the days of Herodotus, and so brought 
into accord with his language, is part of Mr. Paley’s doctrine 
of the late composition of our Iliad and Odyssey which has 
been above rejected (§ 48).

The second source of variety in Herodotus seems to be the 
adoption of Attic forms, and of some Doric forms, almost 
all of which are, however, in use with Attic writers. It is even

* Abicht, i. p. 9, says the Alex^andrians were much occupied with him, 
and that to them we owe the division into nine books. If so, why have 
we no body Q" scholia extant ?
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•^(^ubtful whether the dialect of Halics^massus was Doric in 
Herodotus’ ; its exclusion from the Hexapolis, which he 
mentions, and the discovery of an early Ionic inscription 
by Mr. Newton during his researches, make the matter very 
doubtful. And as regards the Attic forms, we are uncertain 
both how far old Attic and Ionic forms may have coincided, 
and how far our present MSS. may have been tampered with 
by Atticising transcribers. The difficult problem of determining 
the dialect of the book has, nevertheless, been attempted by a 
series of scholars, beginning with Struve in 1828, who worked 
out the evidence of the MSS. on a few very frequent forums, 
such as the declension of ; Dindorf followed in his
preface to the Didot edition (1844), and even gave an alpha
betical catalogue of proper Ionic for^^; then comes Bredow 
(1846), and the later-German editors of the text. They start, 
in my opinion justly, from the principle that Herodotus did not 
vary in his’writing of the same word, and that therefore the 
balance of MS. evidence in favour of one form should make 
us correct the less authenticated variants of the same word. 
There are cases where the evidence is so evenly balanced that 
no decision seems possible, and there are still editors, such as 
Mr. Wood, who will not accept the principle, and think that 
Herodotus carried his epic imitations so far as to use various 
forms for euphony’s sake. This question is • therefore likely to 
remain open, and it is a matter of great satisfaction that it inter
feres hardly at all with the understanding of the text. The age 
immediately succeeding Herodotus drifted away so rapidly from 
his tone of thought and style that he soon lost his popularity. 
T^f^ucj^dides and K^t^esias still think him worth criticism, but the 
rest set him as a mere story-teller, and in the days of Theo- 
pompus (a century later) he was so forgotten that that rhetorical 
historian published an abstract of his work in two books.’

§ 321. As already observed, there is no evidence t^iat the text 
of Herodotus occupied the A^l^xapdrian critics like those of 
Homer or Aristophanes. But the Roman rhetoricians, especially 
Dionysius of Halic^j^i^nassus, fully appreciated his perfection in 
style, though they, of course, set it down to a conscious theory,

’ But Aristotle, in his R^h^etoric, speaks of him as a typical historian.
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and not to the natural conditions of early prose. It was rather 
in the age of Hadrian, when the popular taste turned from 
over-refinement and polish to naive simplicity, that the father 
of History again revived in general estimation, and became the 
object of much comment and admiration. Thus we may thank 
the taste of a degraded and artificial age for having saved us 
this splendid monument of early genius. Porphyry mentions 
Miscellanies on the E^mendation of Herodo^tus, by the grammarian 
Philemon, who notices even in his day the many corruptions- 
of the existing texts. I suppose all Greek literature affords- 
nothing else so like a smart and adverse modern review as 
the tract on the Spitefulness of Herodo^^is, which has reached 
ns under Plutarch’s name. The author takes all the history to- 
pieces, especially the Hellenic history, and endeavours to show 
at every turn a spirit of malevolence and injustice, which is 
so strong as to result in self-contradictions and inconsisten
cies of various kinds. Some of the points made, especially 
as regards the Co^i^nthians, seem very good, and perhaps 
the attack has not been suff^iciiently cons^i^t^i^^d; but the 
smartness of the writing is singular for a Greek criticism.* 
At the same time t^ie writer insists upon the extraordinary 
charm exercised by Herodotus’ style, and thus bears witness to- 
his popularity in that day. Accordingly, he was constantly 
imitated in late Roman and Byzantine days.2 But no body of 
scholia seems to have reached us in any of the extant MSS. 
Of these some thirty are known, the oldest and best of which is 
the Codex Mediceus of the tenth century. There are also good 
texts of the eleventh and t^velfth centuries at Rome. But ever 
since Gaisford’s edition the peculiar codex S (Sancroftianus), 
which he first made known, was considered of higher authority,- 
and was made the basis of all the recensions down to Stein’s 
earlier te^t;; while Abicht has in our day argued successfully

1 Here is a .specimen (c. 33) : OijjSafour 8e Kal ^i^fiift^vros \iyav it' 
QepfiojruKais (rrtx^BW'ai, Kat VTij^flevTas aHSis iv nAar^eiK^Ts irpoBi^/^tus,
SokU fiot, i^aBiiirep 'liriroK}\fl3ris 6 ro?s x’^’^povopiov tjIs rpaTre<y)s,
tiireiv fir, i^^^^xoVpievos a\d)6(iap, oil 'HpoSir-p. He refers to
the story of the marriage of Ag^a^r-iste (vi. 129).

“ Cf. the curious references in Nicolai, L G. i, p. 271,
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against this course, and has again asserted the Mediceus as 
the proper groundwork for a critical texit This is admitted in 
Stein's larger critical edition, and the third edition of his com
mentary.

Herodotus was first printed in the Latin version of Laur. 
Valla at Venice, in 1474. The princeps of the Greek te.xt is 
that of Aldus (1502), but it is based on a Paris MS. not of the 
highest authority. Gronovius (1715) first collated the ^a^uren- 
tian codex, but Wesseling (1763) commenced the reallycritical 
labours on the text by a larger collation of many MSS. Early 
in the present century there are t^vo laborious and learned edi
tions by Schweighauser and by Gaisford, followed by that of 
Bahr (second ed. 1856). Blakesley's {Bib. Class. 1854) does 
not give any of the newer lights, but shows great acuteness in 
the appendices on various historical questions. The best critical 

I books of the newer school are the annotated editions of Abicht 
and Stein, with German notes. The former has also written 
important monographs on the te^t:; * the latter has published 
a large critical edition (Berlin, 1869), in which he has discussed 
and classified the MSS., and given the fragments of lexicogra
phy and the few scholia attached to our extant copies. He 
promises (in a third volume) a full lexicon Herodoteum. Both 
have given at the close of the preface to their editions an ex
cellent conspectus of the peculiar forms used by He^rodc^tus. 
Schweighauser’s L^ex^con Her^odoteum is a painstaking book, but 
was published before the later labours in the text. Moreover, 
all the exegesis before 1850 is rendered obsolete by the reading 
of the cuneiform inscriptions, which have thrown immense light 
on the Persian and Assyrian histories. The same may be said 
as regards the results of Egyptology, which are brought to bear 
on the second book in Stein’s edition by the learning of^iu^g;sch. 
Besides the early version of Valla, there is an excellent French 
translation by Zaccher, and a fine English edition by Prof. 
George Ra^wlinson, which is illustrated with the learning and 
research of Sir Henry Rawlinson and Sir G. Wilkinson : this 
edition is the only English one up to modem requirements in

' * Especially in the Philolog^is, xxi. pp. 79, sq.
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exegesis. Mr. Wood's preface to his school edition of book i . 
gives a good summary of the recent controversies on the critical 
side in Germany.

§ 322. The most important rival of Herodotus as a writer of 
Ionic prose history was Hellanicus of Mitylene. who was 
older in years, according to Pamphila, and prior, according to 
Diony^sius ; but who mentioned circumstances concerning the 
battle of .Ar^g^'ir^^s^ae (408 b.c.),i and must therefore be regarded 
as a later writer than Herodotus. Ne^v^ertheless, he seems not 
to have been so perfect an artist, and to have fallen short as 
regards the conception of welding all his various researches into 
one great whole. Some thirty titles of his works are mentioned 
in various citations, and though some of these may be amalga
mated, there can be no doubt that he was author of many 
distinct books, of which some were even in poetical form. 
Carl. Muller discovers in their subjects something of a plan 
like that of He^rodotus, first handling Persian and othei 
barbaric nations, and then approaching Greece. The Greek 
legendary history of Argolis, Tl^essalia, Arcadia, and Attica, 
would come under the titles Phoroneus, Deucalion, Atlas, and 
Ce^rops, whose genealogies were handled after the manner, we 
may suppose,-in which the ‘Annals of the Four Masters' treated 
early Irish history ; but the Attic history was carried down to 
the historian's own days. The later events of other Greek 
states 'may have been noted in connection with the lists of 
the priestesses of Argos and the Carnean victoi^s. This scheme 
is ingenious, and in itself piobable, though it can hardly be 
proved from the scanty and indirect citations 'which remain. 
But this much seems plain, that Hellanicus, like He^rodotus,

* This appears from schol. Aristoph. Ran. 706, tows 
SovKivs 'EWavtKis kO iis Xl^aTaieis
cu/vo0.ir<svea-eat avroTs (fr. 8o, Muller). The schol. on Soph. Philoct. 201, 
makes him use the work of Herodotus, and therefore distinctly younger 
as a writer. He is also cited by Plutarch, and in the Life of Andocides 
as having shown that orator's descent from Hermes. This again points to 
the latest decade of the century, before which time Andocides could hardly 
have been prominent. Nevertheless, in the tract on the Spitefulness of 
Herodot'^is (c. 36) he is apparently refeIred to as older than that writer.
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pursued at the same time historical and geographical researches. 
His history did not however escape, like that of Herodotus, 
the vice of dwelling upon the mythical period, from which little 
but genealogies could be related. But these mythical accounts 
of the old poets were not merely transcribed into pr<^^(i; they 
were' apparently compared with and corrected by the local 
traditions. It may have been originally to extend and im
prove this local knowledge that geography was studied, and 
no doubt commercial reasons added their force. Thus'geo
graphy and mythical history became combined in the same 
hands, and in the case of Herodotus the avoidance of myths, 
and descent to real history, made the combination natural and 
artistic. Though we know that Hellanicus wrote in the Ionic 
dialect, the 179 allusions collected by Muller do not contain 
any materials for a criticism of his style or for any judgment of 

I j^is literary merits.
Hermogenes and Dionysius both rank him below Hero

dotus, and no doubt justly. Whether he wrote a few years 
before Herodotus or after him, the fact that a distinguished 
literary rival in the same field made so widely different a figure 
tends to increase our respect for our father of history, and our 
conviction that his work was not the natural outcome of a 
general progress in prose literature, but the discovery of an 
original and unique genius. As to mere research, He^llanicus 
may possibly, as Mure asserts,* have been superior, seeing 
that he had some notion of the Latin language, and mentions 
Spina, Cortona, and Rome, which belonged to a part of Ital^, 
almost unknown to the Greeks of his day. But these, and his 
other notices of Italy and Sicily, may have been borrowed 
from Hippys of Rhegium, or A^ntiochus of Syracuse, who is 
cited (fr. 7) by Dionysius of Halicarnassus as mentioning 
Rome. All these lost authors do not properly belong to a 
history of extant classical literature ; their statements, quoted 
at second hand, and in altered phrase, are important to the 
historian who is sifting the age and character of the authorities 
for some alleged fact, but they have no claim whatever to be 
called literature. I refer all those who desire a full list of these

* iv. 237.
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writers, and the conjectures of the learned about them, to Mure's 
fourth volume, or to Carl Muller’s first volume of his Inestimable 
Fragme^^a H^s^or^corum

§ 323. But I will not pass on without saying a few words 
about two other contemporaries who were among the Ionic . 
prose writers (though also otherwise celebrated), because they 
seem to have struck out a new vein In literature, and one which 
did not find favour for a long time' after they made their essays. 
I refer to the personal memoirs of Stesimbrotus of T^hasos, 
and Ion of Chios. The latter has already occurred (§ 228) in 
the list of the lesser known tragic poets, and he might have 
achieved In this direction an undying fame but for the exces
sive splendour of his rivals. He may have been a good po^t; 
‘nevertheless he did not attain unto the first three.’ As an 
historian we find him cited as the author of two works—the 
Settleme-^it of Chios, in which he gave the antiquities and 
early history of his native island, and a book variously called 
his vrofi^^nnfiara or tTrtSTjjutac, his memoirs or foreign travels, 
that is to say, his travels to Athens and other famous towns. 
He seems to have made notes of the eminent men he met, and 
their social qualities, and these he put together into piquant 
chapters, which are occasionally cited by Athe^n^seus and Plu
tarch. The long frag^ient on Sophocles (fr. i) is very curious, 
and so are the notes on K^imon and Pericles ; but the utter 
silence of all early writers concerning this work, and some 
chronological difficulties about the campaign of Sophocles, 
have made Ritter suspect that the whole treatise is a later 
forg^ery. If we consider the undeveloped state of Greek prose 
before the year 421 B.c., when Ion is alluded to as already 
dead, it is indeed somewhat strange that familiar memoirs 
should have been written, and still more strange that such a 
branch of prose should have found no school of cultiva
tors ; for Stesimbrotus of Thasos, who was a contemporary 
sophist, and wrote about Homer and about the mysteries, is 
quoted by Plutarch in a very similar way for gossiping anec
dotes, but seems unknown in the better days of Greek litera
ture. He wrote a book about Themistocles, and Thucydides 
(son of Melesias), and Pericles, from which a good deal is
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quoted about K^imon, and nothing about Thuc^y'dides. But 
these memoirs seem, even from our scanty fragments, of a 
very dif^srent complexion from the pleasant social sketches of 
Ion. Plutarch ranks Stesimbrotus with the comic poets in his 
savage attacks on Pericles, nor did he give even of K^^mon so 
agreeable a picture as Ion. He writes like a strong advocate 
of the aristocratic party, who endeavours to malign the policy 
and blacken the lives of the heads of the opposite party. We 
cannot say whether Stesimbrotus, who doubtless spoke Ionic 
at Thasos, but who lived most of his life at Athens, -vote in 
that dial^t^l:; however, the distinctly Ionic character of Ion's 
fragments leads us to suppose that this familiar sort of prose 
was not composed in severe Attic purity, but in the easy dress 
of Herodotus' co-ordinate constructions and semi-poetical dia
lect. But the days of Ionic prose were numbered : not even 
the splendour and variety of Herodotus' great history could 
stay the in^uence of Attic taste, of Attic rhetoric, of Attic preci
sion, which invaded Greek literature at this time and overcame 
all other tendencies. Thus it may possibly be the form in 
which they wrote which condemned these two anecdotists 
to oblivion for centuries. Rhetorical prose became the only 
prose tolerr^tf^d; even narratives were regarded as species of 
eloquence, and so the familiar homeliness and artless charms of 
the chroniclers gave way to political oratory and political his
tory. It is indeed not unlikely that Stesimbrotus formed a 
sort of connecting link, and that under the pretence of writing 
memoirs he composed a bitter political pamphlet against the 
liberal policy of the day. His trade as a sophist, and the 
strong protests of Plutarch against his unfairness, make us sus
pect that we are drifting away fast from the candid spirit and 
the large views of Herodot^us.

§ 324. For even Herodotus had his early and formidable 
detractor, who set hims^^f deliberately to contradict the histo- 

, rian's accounts of Persia and Assyria, and to show their general 
untrust^vorthiness. As this man, Ktesias, the private physician 
of Artaxerxes at the battle of Cunaxa, wrote in Ionic prose, 
and in the style of earlier historians, it will be well to include 
him in the present chapter, though his work cannot have
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appeared till after the year 400 b.c. But both his opposition 
to Herodotus and his general attitude, which owing to many 
years' residence in Persia was not affected by the revolution of 
taste at A^t^hens, bring him together logically with the earlier 
prose of Asia Minor.

We know that he was the son of K^t^esiochus of K^n^idos, and 
Galen describes him as a. relative of Hippocrates the phys^^ij^n; 
so that he may have been an etninent practitioner attracted by 
high pay to the court of Ochus, where he remained fourteen 
years (415-1 Bic.), as well as the first three of Artaxerxes’ reign. 
He described himself as a person of great importance at that 
court, and as an envoy, not only to the Greeks after the 
battle of Cunaxa, but to Ev^ag^oras, prince of Cyprus, and 
afterwards to Sparta. His two principal works, the Persica, 
which included Assyrian and Median histories leading on to 
the Persian, and his Indica, or description of the wonders of 
India, were composed after his return home. A Peripl^is and 
a tract on Mountains and Rivers are also quoted. We do 
not possess a single direct quotation from these works, our 
knowledge of him being derived from copious paraphrases in 
Photius, who gives the facts in his own language. Hence we 
can only take on trust the statement of ancient grammarians 
that he w^ote in good Ionic, and with elegance, but without the 
simplicity of Herodotus, for he was always seeking for sudden 
and str^ing effects and pathetic contrasts. These features 
sometimes appear even in the cold paraphrase of Photius. 
But he set hims^ilf deliberately to overthrow the authority of 
Hr^rodotus on Eastern history by asserting that he himself had 
access to the royal records, the hi^i^^pat, of the ar
chives of A^r^taxerxes j and he remodels all the Median history, 
changes the names of the personages allied with and opposed 
to Da^r^us, and in every point makes it his duty to show 
Herodotus a liar. Though successful for a time, and perhaps 
to some extent causing Herodotus to be neglected, he did not 
satisfy critics like Aristotle, or even Plutarch, who in the Life 
of Artaxerxes throws doubts on his authority. But the pseudo
Plutarch follows him in his tract On the S^pi^t^efu^ress of Hero-
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dUisU so does Diodoi^us, and in later classical times his 
audacity rather turned the balance of critical opinion in his 
favour.

His fragments were first edited and his credibility upheld 
by Stephanus in 1566, and this is the attitude of the two learned 
editions of Dindoi^ (Didot's Hcrodo^^is] and Bahr, both of which 
were published just before the newly deciphered cuneiform in
scriptions were brought to bear upon the question. The learned 
arguments and the judicial attitude of these critics, who insist 
upon the better sources of information of K^t^e^i^i^as, and the im
possibility of his being quite incredible where he insists upon a 
distinct version, have been rendered amusing by the reading of 
the inscriptions, which prove that Hc^rodotus was nearly always 
right, and that the colossal errors of K^t^e^sias must have arisen 
from a deliberate attempt to deceive.2 From this point of view 
the work is a literary curiosity, and it is to be hoped that some 
learned German will think it worth his while to re-edit the 
fragments, with all the monumental evidence appended, in 
order that w^ may know what residuum of truth is left in them, 
and whether it is worth while discussing their authority where 
they contradict Herodotus only, and are not themselves con
tradicted by monumental evidence. For my own part, I do 
not believe it is possible to lie consistently, and think there 
must be some elements of real history in every such fabrication.

§ 325. It is, however,very remarkable that while the Ionic 
dialect found little favour in history or in any kind of poetry 
during this epoch, and the resuscitation of its old epic form 
was not more successful than its very perfect narrative style 
in the hands of Herodotus, still in the department of pure 
science this dialect was dominant, and maintained it^^lf far into 
the next century. The earlier Ionic philosophers and their

The latter tells us (xiv. 16) that K^tesias brought down his Persian 
histoi;/ to the year of the Sicilian Dionysius’ declaration of war against 
the Carthaginians (398 B.C.). ./^lian, Arrian, and Lucian, however, all
suspect him of falsehood. Cf. the references in Clinton’s Fasl^i, sub an. 
398 B.c.

2 Cf. the trenchant decision of the venerable dispute between the his
torians in Rawlinson’s Herodotus (i. 77), where the evidence of the in
scriptions is brought to bear for the first time.
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Eleatic ofTshoot had used epic hexameters to -convey their 
speculations. From the time of the profound H^^r^ac^l^e^il^us, 
Ionic prose, and probably the dialect of Miletus, came into 
us^; and we find in the latter half of the fourth century, not 
only the Samian Melissus,* and the Clazomenian A^naxagoras, 
but the Thracian Democritus, the Cretan A^po^ll^c^nius, and the 
c^c^^m^c^politan Protagoras 2 writing in this accepted philosophic 
orga^n. It is remarkable, too, how the many actual quotations 
from these men show that terseness and vigour were perfectly 
attained in the language which strikes us as so diffuse and 
easy in H^e^r^c^c^c^t^u^s. Perhaps the most splendid specimen of 
this incisive and almost more than Thucydidean force and 
brevity is found in the genuine works of Hippoc^rates, who, 
though he may have taken that historian for his model, writes 
in pure Ionic, and approaches the style of Heracleitus far more 
than he does that of the Attic politician. The many treatises 
by later hands, which are transmitted to us under the name of 
Hippocrates, are composed i^ the same dialect, which had 
evidently become the established language of the school or 
medical guild of K^o^s. Such guilds are very tenacious of 
language, and Isatin is not more universal in the medical pre
scriptions of the present day than Doric became at Athens in 
the next century, where Doric schools of medicine were highly 
esteemed. ■

T^he scientific development of the Greek mind at this epoch 
does not belong to our subject, but I have called attention 
to the prevalence of Ionic prose among the most serious

* Though it seems that the Elean Zeno, the comrade of Melissus iri 
philosophy, agreed with him in adopting prose, instead of the epic, verse 
of his master Parmenides, as his method of conveying his subtle dialectic, 
there is still no evidence that he wrote in Ionic prose. The citations 
from his book are in Attic, but may possibly have been all paraphrased 
by Aristotle, Simplicius, and Di^^g^enes. The silence conce^injg his 
dialect is, however, good negative evidence that he wrote in old Attic. 
Blass (Att. Ber. i. 52) speaks of Gorgias as the first Attic orator, on some
what similar evidence. But if the Sicilian rhetor, who only visited Athens 
in old age, was able to compose in Attic, Zeno, who came there in middle 
age, may have also done so, though he was not a • professional orator.

2 Zeller, Phil, der Grtechen, 1020, note.
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thinkers, as well as among the most frivolous anecdotists, to 
show how easily we may make rash judgments about Greek 
dialects, and talk of the softness and weakness of the Ionic 
speech as an evidence of luxury and mental relaxation, whereas 
all the really earnest science of the day—I here waive die claims 
of the sophists—was expressed in this very dialect, and with a 
strength and compression which savours rather of harshness 
and obscurity than of simple and artless transparency.

§ 326. The life of Hippocrates is shrouded in a strange 
mist, considering the extraordinary celebrity of the man. In the 
late biographies which remain to us the following facts seem 
worthy of record. A certain Soranus of Kos, otherwise unknown, 
is said to have made special researches among the records of 
the A^sclepiad guild, in which Hippocrates was set down as the 
seventeenth in descent from the god A^sc^i^epios, and born on 
the 26th of the month Agrianus, in the year 460 b.c. The 
inhabitants were still offering him the honours of a hero. He 
seems • to have travelled about a good deal, particularly in the 
c^^untries around the northern Higean, and to have died at an 
advanced age at Larissa in- T^h^e^ssaly, leaving two sons, Thes- 
salus and Drakon. Many of his descendants and followers in 
the school of Kos were called after him—Suidas enumerates 
seven i^ all—so that this additional uncertainty of authorship 
a^l^taches to his alleged writings. The many statues of him 
agreed in representing him with his head covered, a peculiarity 
which excited many baseless and some absurd conjec^t^ures. Ab
stracting carefully from the numerous Hippocrates mentioned 
in contemporary Attic literature, there are two undoubted refe
rences to the great physician of Kos in Plato * and one in Aris- 
tophanes,2 which establish the epoch assigned to him in the 
biographies. He is said to have been instructed by He^r^odicus 
of Selymbria, and 'Gorgias of Leontini, a legend arising merely 
from the confusing of this Herodicus with another physician 
who happened to be the brother of Gorgias. Inhere is no 
vestige of either Herodicus’ practice or Gorgias' rhetoric in 
the extant treatises ; but Hippocrates assuredly, like Pericles,

1 Pi'otagoras, 311, A ; Plund'us, zio, c. 2 Thumoph. 2.74.
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trained himsielf for a large knowledge of his special pursuit by 
a familiarity with the metaphysic of the day. His alleged study 
of the great plague at Athens is not corroborated by a com
parison with Thucydides' account. The works pronounced- 
genuine by L^i^tlrd hi the large collection of Hippocratic writings 
which still survive’ are the^<^: the treatises on Ancie^^ Medicine, 
on Pr^ognos^s (which includes our diagnosis in the largest sense), 
the Aphorisms, the tract on Climate (air, water, and situation), 
the -JEpidemia (L and iii.), the Treatme:^1t of A^cute Diseases, the 
tracts on joints, fractures, and surgical instruments applied to- 
them, on head wounds, and the Oathi and Law of the guild.

It need hardly be added that several of these are disputed 
by more sceptical critics ; but some of them, for example,,, 
the tracts on Climate and the P^p^d^emics, are certainly genuine^,, 
and show that Hippocrates was not only a great physician 
and philosopher, but a literary genius of the highest order. 
It is, of course, quite mistaken to say that he originated Greek 
med:^i^ii^^; a large body of recorded facts, and of contesting^, 
t^^e^ories, were before him ; a great deal of practical know
ledge had been accumulated, and had guided the treatment 
of disease among his predecessors. In the AsClepeia or tem
ple hospitals established at Athens, Epidauros, K^nidos, K^c^s,. 
Cymene, and elsewhere, a great many cases were recorded in an 
empirical way. On the other hand, the physical philosophers, 
such as Empedocles, Democi^tus, and A^nax^agoras, were con
stantly putting forth theories on the nature of man and th^ 
composition of the body. What was perhaps more important 
than either was the close study of physical conditions by the- 
trainers in the palsestras. These men made hygiene and diet 
a matter of first-rate importance, and both they and the philo
sophers banished superstition from the st^idy of health, and 
introduced that purely human and rational method of discus
sion which is so prominent in Hippoc^rates, and which gives- 
his reasoning so strong a likeness to that of his contemporary 
T^hucydides. 1 From all these sources we can see materials

’ Here is a specimen :
(De acre, aq'^tis, locis. cap. 29.) Oi pisv oijv Trixci^fitoi ttjv aMtiv irpoff- 

rtOei^iri 6e<>, ku! c^^^ovrai rovrovs robs avBpcl^TiOvs ical irpoi^Kwec^vi^i, SeSoiut^'res
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{^ri^xvn logelher lo form a large and comprehensive syslem of 
medicine. Discarding all assumplions of abslracl elemenls, or 
of various phenomena being deduced from one substance, 
H^ipp^ocrales seems lo have insisled upon, laking man as he 
appears in experience, and from an accufalq 'induclion of par- 
licular cases lo esl^blish lhe laws of heallh and 'disease. The 
gymnasls had l^ughl him lo lay slress on hygiene, and he 
insisls lhal an accurale analysis of heallh is vilal for teaching' 
us lhe lrue symploms of disease. Bul while lhus slarling from 
parliculars, and building his inferences on lhem, he learned 
from lhe philosophers lhal large view which, as Il were, -neglect 
local symploms, and seeks lo classify each case under general 
conditions of disease, bringing oul lhe common fealures in 
each, and comparing lhem wilh lhe general condilions of nor
mal heallh. Hence he paid special allenlion lo climale and 
silualion, and his mosl inleresling lracl is lhal on lhe effecls of 
air, waler, and silualion, in which he compares A^sialic and 
European races, and suggesls lo Plalo and A^rislolle lhe cele- 
braled poI^^l^^cx^i division of mankind so oflen quoled from lhe- 
P^ol^i^tit^s. The minule noling of cases in his shows

, vepi ye (avTtiv e/aifToi. ’EjuoI St! KiH av-rtp Sotcel ravTa ra irtiOi^a Beia eThai
KoOi t2aXo iriivr’a, oO^'^ir erepov (Tepou ^^iS-repov, obSe kvOpuTrivtirepov,
iXA^II irdf^Ta ifota, Kal irt^i^^a eKtttsr'ou £xes e'iteri' rHu roioirau Ka^
ovSiu Svev S>^Ustos yiyve'rai. Kal touto tO triOos &s /.oi Soceei yiyueirBai 
epaira). "tiri rits hmat^his aVroVs K^i^naa^a AasScLvei, Hire del Kpe/ia/ievivv 
ivi Tuy Smtaiv roiis itoal• fite^s■a iaTOxe>XoVvTat Kial iXsot^wai tO OrrcS o'f ku 
(e<l)pSpa vo<Tf<rta<rr. ToOro Si a•ds•xovo■! StKuBeav ol irAoittoi, ov)( ol Kii.Kii^’roi, 

ol eb•yevflrrarol ta^ IffrcVv vl<ela'a^|V KeKTaothvoi, Sii riii' lvvaffl1ll'• ol S^ 
itiviiTes $r<rov, oi yip hnrd^oi^Trai. Kairoi IxiPW, if el deiiTepoy touto rb- 
vitrrvii^a ruv \om^sv ivri, oi toTs yryvau^T•drols ruv l^Ktl6ray ^eal rois vAov-■ 
mardroK ‘TpotnTriireiv poivots, iXAi toSs Sirari iiiolei^ Kail /tO^ov roefi. 
St.lya tet'^r|psvo((rr• i! Si/^rrlJsci/ieuol xdlp>^i>ri ol Oeol Kixl 0ttv|JlSl£d(tryo! vT 
ivOp&m KiXl TpSyrr>v x^dptras aTpSlSpV<Ti. Eais yap rous piv 1rKPvtlovs
Biirtv iroAXi toTs 6ep'ts, Kixl ivaTOlvai ava0■i|t^<iTa, o^'^av xpWddTav, tti Ttpiif 
tovs S^ srr^!y'ras fpr^Tt', Sii rl> pl) ixeiv, iiTitTa KiXl iTtpip<f>ppsrvvs, Sri oi 
StSiatri xp^/iVTa aiT■prlTl' H^fe Tav Tp|ppn^lav attal>Tl&u ris CipIks toUs ixl'ya 
^r■nfp(vpvs S>ipe‘v p^iA^PV t) toVs irApvaravs. 'AAAi yap, &tffp Kcil irpiTeppv~ 
lAe^a, 8eJa piv Kixl ravrd (rr^j ‘ptilris dPls • ylyverai S^ fvia
rtas^Ta • Kcdl 7 rouaim/ vpVlrp^ iri TotaOrnis a■ppr>li<rto^ Tpis SriOais ylyvfrai 
ohiiy Hlpiitr. ‘^jl^’xei Si xei Kc^x’el Xppl^Tpi &v9plin•TPv 4pp|ps.
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the other side of his mind ; and there are points of diagnosis 
prognosis/ as he called it) on which modern physicians have 

nothing to add to his observation.
Turning from details to the general features of the man, 

so far as we can discern them in the acknowledged treatises, 
we are struck with the honest, earnest, scientific spirit of all 
his researches. He is in direct antagonism with the spirit 
of charlatanism, and of seeking after sudden effects and sur
prises, which must have been a very general feature among 
medical men when they had but lately separated themselves 
from priests and soothsayers—in fact, from the ‘medicine 
men ’ who impose upon early and superstitious societies. The 
cei^e^brated opening sentence of the Aphorisms is a memorable 
manifesto against this spirit,’ and in a hundred places he warns 
against ostentation, recommends simplicity and patience, and 
•^(^jnfesses with true and deep modesty his errors and his 
failures. Here, again, we are reminded of Thucydides’ de
scription of his own work, no ayi^oviofia eg rO but a
KTiifia. ee au. In fact, as l^ittrd has observed, the polemic 
of Hippocrates against the charlatans is as serious and sus
tained as that of Socrates -against the sophists.

§ 327. The style of Hippocrates is nervous, exceedingly 
c^o^mpressed, and, at times, obscure from its brevity ; but, on the 
other hand, profoundly suggestive, picturesque, and full of 
power and pathos. He uses poetical words and images freely, 
but always to increase the fulness of his meaning, never for 
mere ornament. He is far terser in thought than Th^ucydides, 
though he resembles him in shortness of expression ; indeed, 
as I have before said, he more resembles Heracleitus than any 
other Greek prose writer.

The questions about his dialect are quite similar to those 
which beset the text of H^erodotus. Though dwelling in the 
Doric settlement of K^os, he used the Ionic dialect. It ap
pears, however, not only from our texts, but from the remarks 
of ancient critics, that his language was closer to old Attic 
than that of Herodotus, and we do not know whether it

* i Pios Ppa%s, v poKfV, < 8^ Kaipbs Ois, n Se rTpa trippae—,
i Se Kpiffr caKiV-
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was merely another of the four dialects distinguished by 
him, or whether it was an artificial language with Attic^isms 
introduced. Our MSS. are hopelessly vacillating in their 
various transcriptions of the same woi^t^i^; and here, as with 
Herodot^is, the ignorance of scribes, who substituted a familiar 
for a provincial form, has destroyed the evidence which we 
might have had concerning the literary dialects of Asia Minor.

The whole history of the text of this author is, indeed, 
full of doubt and difficulty. The researches of Littr^ have, 
disentangled the following facts. K^t^^sias of K^nidos, though 
said to be a relation of Hippocrates, belonged to a rival 
school, and is reported by Galen to have criticised some 
points of practice recommended by H^ppoc^i^ates. As these 
physicians were contemporary, K^t^^sias cannot have referred to 
any later or spurious writings. But such soon came into exis
tence. The sons and the son-in-law of Hippoc^r^ates, as well as 
other members of the school, ed^t^^dj enlarged, and circulated 
his writings. Some of the tracts are evidently mere rough 
notes thrown iil'to sh^]^^; and thus a body of Hippocratic 

writings, not unlike the collection of Aristotelian writings, 
began to be formed, in which the genuine and spurious were 
almost inext^cably combined. Aristotle, who shows many 
traces of intimacy with Hippc^c^i^ates, quotes one of the existing 
tracts (On the Nature OMan') under the name of Polybus, his 
son-in-law. We hear in the succeeding generations of Diokles 
of K^ar^-stus, Apollonius and Dexippus of Kos, as commentators 
upon his doctrine. With Her^ophilus, who founded a celebrated 
school at Alexandria, the real criticism of the text seems to have 
beg^n; for the lists of Hippocratic writings varied, and the 
learned men, called * sifters ’ (xupii^ovrf^q)., drew up a short list of 
what they held genuine. No author -vas more commented on, 
both as to style and as to matter, than Hippoc^rates. While the 
school of Herophilus carried on fierce polemics on his princi
ples, and on the genuineness of certain tracts, the verbal critics, 
like Aristarchus, discussed his dialect and style. I must refer 
the reader to L^itt^rj’s fifth chapter for a full list of all these 
critics down to Galen, who is our best authority upon Hippo
crates, but whose medical criticisms only have sur^i^'^(^d; a trea-

E 2
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tise on the genuineness of the several tracts, and another on the 
histor^c^l allusions in them, ate unfortunately lost. We may 
pass in silence the few later names which follow upon Galen, 
the last of the great ancient physicians. Three Lives are to be 
found : in Suidas (ver^ full), in Tz^e^t^zes, and one ascribed to 
Soranus (not Soranus of K^c^s).

§ 328. BiilOgraphical. A great number of MSS. of Hippo
cratic writings remain, but we are still in want of any com
plete catalogue of them. Those in Paris have been collated 
with exemplary care and diligence by M. I^j^t^tr^d, who dis
covered that one of them (No. 2253), of the tenth century, 
contains a text far superior to all the others, and is derived 
from a purer archetype. He also shows that none of our 
MSS. represents the texts of Artemidorus, Rufus, and Sabinus, 
prepared in Hadrian's time, and criticised for their innovations 
by Galen, who comments, even in his day, on the variations 
in the MSS. Concerning the Vi^ennese, Marcian, or Vatican 
copies I can find out nothing certain. The text first appeared 
in a Latin translation of Fabius Calvus, the friend of R^aphael, 
in 1525 (Aldus); the Greek text in 1526 {iiid.'). Then come 
the great Basle and Dutch editions of Comarius and Foes. 
The only modem editions of note are I^i^t^tr^^'s (4 vols. Paris, 
1839), based on the Paris MSS., and Ermerins' Dutch edition 
(1859-64), which only adds a collation of two trivial leiden 
MSS., a^d many notes of Cobet on a Marcian codex. The 
Histories of Medicine, such as Sprengel's and Daremberg's, 
must be consulted for closer infotmaticn.
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CHAPTER III.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PHILOSOPHY AND THE RISE OF TECH

NICAL EDUCATION IN THE FIFTH CENTURY—THE SOPHISTS 

AND SOCRATES.

§ 329. We now proceed to consider the speculations and 
the teaching of Greek philosophy—a large and special study— 
so far as they had a direct influence upon letters. There was 
a time when Greek philosophy assumed the garb of epic 
poetry, and though very novel in subject, did not modify the 
form which itj^dopted, or create a new kind or species in 
literature. I have mentioned Xenophanes, Parmenides, and 
Empedocles as the most remarkable representatives of this 
epoch in Greek thought. There came also a time when prose 
had long been the received organ for earnest thinking, when 
philosophy, with equal indifference about the form, used that 
received organ without adding any other feature to literature 
than seriousness of tone and the introduction of some tech
nical terms. Such, for example, was the prose of Chrysip- 

. pus and of Aristotle. But at the crisis in the Greek mind 
which we have reached with the middle of the fifth century—a 
period of seething restlessness in politics and in speculation, of 
scepticism in religion, of vagueness in the yet unformed theory 
of morals—philosophy must necessarily become an important 
thread in the variegated tissue which the historian seeks to un
ravel. The rise of a new character in Greek literature produced 
by these causes must of course have been gradual, and marked 
off by no gap of time from what preceded, and we might 
expect to find even contemporaries variously affected by it— 
some adhering to the old, and some to the new ideas. But by
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a peculiar good fortune we still have t^vo remarkable pairs of 
writers, conte^mporaneous in most of their life, who illustrate 
the wide gap in style and in sentiment which may be produced 
by a very small difference in age. Sophocles and Euripides 
were not twenty years apart in age, Herodotus and Thucydides 
not more, and yet the mellowness of the old, and the crude
ness of the new ; the acquiescence of the old, and the scepti
cism of the new; the clearness of the old, the depth of t^ie . 
new, are shown in them as i^ there were a century intervening. 
It is for this reason that, having concluded our survey of 
Herodotus and Sophocles, the last and most perfect bloom of 
Ionic and of old Attic culture, we ought not ,lc^o^iic^hy to pass 
to their rivals and younger contemporaries, T^hucydides and 
Euripides, without pausing to survey the remarkable intellectual 
forces which had come into play throughout Greece, and 
which found in them their earliest and greatest exponents. 
But for the severance of prose and poetry in this work I should 
accordingly have assigned to the Sophists a place which might 
seem peculiar in literary history.*

There are periods in the life of men when a few years 
make little difference in intellectual matters. If a new theory 
or a new way of thinking is broached to men of forty and men 
of sixty, the former are nearly as unlikely to embrace it as the 
latter. The case is widely different if we compare men of 
twenty with men of mature and settled convictions. For the 
time of opening manhood and growing intellect is the time 
when the mind is for a very few years peculiarly open as well as 
retentive, when passion intensifies study and inflames enthusi
asm, and thus the prominent teachers of our earliest manhood, 
whether preachers, or poets, or politic^ians, have an influence 
upon us which seems absurd to our elders, who keep quoting 
the leaders of their own youth as the ideals for otir imagination. 
Thus a very few years make a wide gap in our intellectual 
sympathies, and this is probably the most natural account of 
the gap between Sophocles and Euripides. Sophocles heard 
the same philosophers or sophists whom Euripides heard, but

1 Viz. between Caps. XVI. and XVII. of Vol. I.
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they were not fashionable at Athens till his education was com
pleted, and his career and artistic style determined.* Thus 
they would have but little effect upon him in comparison with 
their effect on the rising Euripides, who may have met Zeno 
and Anaxagoras before his genius had found its expression, or 
at least before he had adopted his philosophic creed.

§ 330. If we enquire what influences were at work when 
the dominion of A^thens in literature, as well as in politics, 
was secured, and every leading thinker, whatever might be his 
home, came to Athens as the natural field for • preaching his 
system, we shall f^nd several distinct schools—Grote enume
rates twelve—whose main object was physical speculation 
carried on to some extent by observation, but mostly by deduc
tion from certain metaphysical hypotheses. Among the latest 
of these was the teaching of Empedocles of the four hete
rogeneous elements, and their mixture by Love and Hati^; 
there was the atomic theory of Leuc^ippus and Democritus, of 
the homogeneity and indivisibility of all the particles of matter 
which are mechanically combined in the void. But there were 
also two theories which probably had far deeper influence on 
such men as Euripides—the one on account of its striking and 
fruitful dog^^; the other on account of the new method 
whereby its tenets were maintained.

Anax^a^goras, while agreeing with the Eleatics on the im
possibility of creation or annihilation, and with various of his 
other predecessors on the qualities of the elements of matter, 
could not explain the composition and harmony of the world 
without assuming as the prime cause of motion NoSe, or spiri^^ 
This postulate of a heterogeneous, non-material cause to ac
count for the harmony and order, as well as the composition

* The dates of all the leading earlier Sophists are not accurately deter
minable, but I think the weight of evidence is in favour of the assertion in 
the text, which has, moreover, general reasons in its favour. This is the 
general result of the careful and elaborate discussions of the dates in the 
notes to the last edition of Zeller on the Sophists (Phil, der Griechen, voL i. 
sect. iii.). Of course I do not put Diag^oras of Melos in Ol. "jS, as Suidas 
does, but about C^1. 98. On this point cf. Meier's article Diagora:s iij' 
ErscJi uud Gruber's E^cyclop. '
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of material nature, though only assumed in the most timid way, 
and for the purpose of introducing physical explanations, was 
nevertheless an innovation of capital importance, and opened 
the way to a philosophic adoption of the unit^;/ ’ of God, and the 
general idea of a divine Providence which we have already met 
in its popular form in the history of Herodotus. It moreover 
caused the gradual abandonment of that habit of personifying 
natural Objects which was the universal feature of the untutored 
Greek mii^d; and though the contemporaries of A^na^xagoras 
held it gross impiety to call the sun a mass of white-hot metal, 
these views must infallibly prevail as soon as the unity of God 
was seriously adopted, and his action required^* to explain the 
course of the world.

We have secondly, among the metaphysicians of the day, 
the Eleatic theory in the hands of Ze^io, who did not add to the 
theory of the unity of Being, and the unreality of variety and 
change, but merely strengthened it by a polemical method of 
reasoning which had a vast effect on the style as well as the 
thought of his day. He sustained his somewhat unintelligible 
and abstract dogma by attacking the opinions of his opponents, 
and showing that what they assumed as obvious—such notions as 
variety and change—involved greater absurdities and contra
dictions than the doctrine which he professed. This neg/^^ive 
dialectic, this habit of pulling to pieces the doctrine of the 
adv^ersary by question and answer, was carried out to its full 
completeness by Socrates, who made it the most powerful 
instrument of philosophic teaching ever known in the history 
of human intel^^^^ It must be carefully kept in mind that 
Zeno did not use this dialectical method for the purpose of 
teaching scepticism; he was no sophist or technical rheto
rician, but nevertheless his method was naturally adopted by 
them, and they used it as a model.

§ 331. This leads us to consider the influence upon lite
rature of the Sophists, the practical teachers of education in the 
fifth century, who sprang up to meet a sudden and pressing 
want, and who professed each in his own way, and without any

’ The reader will remember that this does not necess^irily imply His 
Personality.
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concerted plan or system, to instruct for money, and to train the 
youth of any city in the political and literary acquirements 
necessary for attaining and holding a prominent place in 

j^c^ciety. Only one of these celebrated men, Gorgias of 
L^eo^ntini, takes an actual place in the histpry of Greek litera
ture, and that from his rhetorical side, in which he was the 
direct forerunner of Attic eloquence. This rhetorical' side 
of the Sophists, and their grammatical and linguistic studies, 
will properJly be treated when we come to another department 
of Greek prose literature. I am here only concerned with ,t^ieir 
indirect effect on literature, and especially upon history and 
tragic poetry, by means of their metaphysical and et^iical 
speculations. T^hese are, indeed, not easy to sever from their 
rhet<^^ii;; for as with them form seemed always more important 
than matter, and an immediate result than a permanent gain, 
they were perpetually turning 'philosophy into rhetoric, a^id 
proclaiming rhetoric as philosophy.’

Grote was the first to dispel the cloud of misconception 
which had been’ diffused about the Sophists by ancient calumny 
and modern dulness, nor is there any part of his monumental 
history of Greece more enduring in value than the famous 
sixty-seventh and sixty-eighth chapters on this subject. While 
all the works of the Sophists have perished, there have remained 
to us the ablest and the most systematic attacks ever made 
upon them, and from opposite sides. Ar^istophanes, repre
senting the old Conservative party, which hated all enlighten
ment and progress, attacks them in his Cl^ouds, where he makes 
Socrates, as the most familiar at A(^hens, their representative, 
though attributing to him many tenets which he is well known 
to have opposed. Still Socrates, though he did oppose the 
Sophists and ridiculed them, and did not travel about or take 
pay, was, broadly speaking, one of them. He was a profes
sional educator, he kept shaking old prejudices and received 
opinions, he practised dialectic, he trained men to think and 
speak accurately, and so ' he might fairly be made by the comic

* Thus Philostratus, at the opening of his Lives of the Sophists, says tTv 
apx^Lav ffo<ta‘rtKKii ^riTOpuKv iiyeioBai XpB tftthotnxpovcav, and this theory was 
carried out strictly down to the time of Isocrates and proclaimed by him.
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poet a vehicle for his furious onslaught on all the weaker and im
moral features in the Sophistic education, though it was Socrates 
who had really reformed and rendered it the noblest outcome 
of the age. On the other hand, Plato, representing the ultra
Radical party, which advocated not the reform but the recon- 
str^iction of society, attacked them for the opposite fault—for 
not being thorough enough, for preaching mere hand-to-mouth 
expedients, and having no systematic principles at the basis of 
their slipshod philosophy. For this purpose he represents in 
his Di^alogues such men as Callicles and Polus and Euthydemus 
as impudent assertors of a selfish morality or as mere intel
lectual mountebanks, who are overthrown and humbled by the , 
elenchus of Socrates. But even Plato, the professed enemy of 
the Sophists, does not venture to traduce the great leaders 
who had inaugurated the movement, and made it popular and 
lucrative. Protagoras, Gorgias, and Prodicus are even in 
Plato's Dialogues treated as important and respectable thinkers, 
who though not a match in argument for Socrates, yet advocate 
reasonable and moral theories, and advocate them with ability. 
But all these circumstances, which Grote has brought out into 
clear daylight, were jumbled together by the former editors of 
Plato, and by most of the historians of philosophy, into a 
stupid tirade against all the Sophists whom Plato chose to 
oppose. Critics ascribed to them the lowest and most impos
sible motives, and attributed to their in^uence a complete 
degradation of Greek society, which, as a fact, is historically 
false, and even if true could never have been produced by a 
few wandering teachers of open immorality. The dramatic lam
poons of the old comedy, and the hardly less dramatic pictures 
in Plato's Dialogues, are used indiscriminately as absolute proofs 
against the Sophists, and yet as quite untrustworthy or merely 
ironical when they record anything in their favour. There is no 
more prominent proo^ of the prejudiced estimating of evidence 
common among distinguished classical scholars than the 
German literature on this subject, and it is an equally curious 
evidence of either preoccupation, or perhaps of the slow 
effect which an argument in a foreign tongue produces, that 
though most of them cite Grote's arguments, they fail to see
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their force, and set down his logic to his democratic party
spirit.* •

§ 332. These Sophists, who sprang up to meet the want of 
their age, a^d were morally neither better nor worse than the 
public they addressed, attempted to give practical instruction 
to such as desired it in philosophy, in morality, and in politics. 
They did not form a sect or school, but nevertheless resembled 
one another in certain important features, which they had indeed 
—be it noted—in common with the older and more profound 
philosophers, such as X^enophanes, and more particularly Em
pedocles. They travelled about from city to city, because in 
those days of cit^ states it was not convenient to send youths to 
a special university town, where they must have lived as aliens, 
and therefore, as they could not go to their university teaching, 
it must come to them. For the sophistic teaching corresponds 
very closely to what we should call university teaching, and in 
later days a ‘ pupil of Isocrates ' is spoken of as we should say 
‘ an Oxford man.' In the next place they were said to make 
very great fortunes by their profession, which Isocrates opposes 
by the bad argument that Gorgias, the richest of them, left but 
a small property. For though they were men of good morals and 
temperate habits, we perceive in them all a certain ostentation 
and expensive style of dress and living, which they, evidently 
thought necessary to their importance, and which doubtless 
absorbed their profits.

T^hese external points, along with their encyclopaedic pre
tensions and practical system of teaching, make it just' to 
call them by a definite class-name. Honoured and feted by 
the richer youth, suspected and mostly despised by the older 
and more staid people, a brilliant and yet a second-rate pro
fession, they afford an exact parallel to the artists of the pre
sent ’day—I mean especially singers and actors, who travel 
about the world in great luxury, and are received with much 
ambition and pride by younger people of the highest class, but 
who, nevertheless, spend great fortunes and acquire brilliant 
reputations without rising to that position in society which the

' To this Oncken, and Zeller in the latest edition of, his History 
Greek Philosophy, are honourable exceptions.
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better classes assert for themselves * An Athenian gentleman 
whose son turned sophist, however celebrated, would have felt 
as an Eng^lish squire whose son turned operatic singer. The 
worship of these merely material artists—actors and dancers 
—appeared in Greece also, at a later and degenerate timi^; 
in the classical epoch even such a social position could only 
be attained by artists in intellectual perfections.

§ 333- But, as might be expected from their somewhat 
super^cial character, which resulted naturally from the number 
of subjects which they professed, the Sophists found scepti
cism very convenient when positive theories were abstruse and 
disputed, or when moral objections were brought against purely 
intellectual education. Pt^otagoras of Abdera, the earliest and 
perhaps the greatest of them, asserted in the opening of his 
bottle: ‘ Respecting the gods, I neither know whether they 
exist nor what are their att^i^i^tt^j^; the uncertainty of the 
subject, the shortness of human life, and many other causes, 
debar me from this knowledge.' This statement, which is not 
verified by any allusion in Plato's portrait of the njan, is said 
to have so offended the orthodox public of Athens that they 
exiled Protagoras, and had his book publicly burntt More 
certain is his theory that * man was the measure of all things ; ' 
in other words, that all knowledge was relative, and depending 
upon the faculty of knowing—a statement of vast importance, 
and the basis of all idealism and of most scepticism from that 
day to our own. Profound as these dogmas appear in them
selves, they were peculiarly convenient for a teacher who de
sired to draw his pupils from theological and moral speculation 
into the more positive and practical pursuit of rhetoric and of 
politics. If individual man is the measure of all he can know, 
and of all he ought to do, the moral consequences are doubtless 
very serious, and they became obtrusive enough in the seq^t^l; 
but the earlier Sophists did not teach these developments.

1 I should be stating an absurdity were I to say, or imply, that there are 
not thorough gentlemen, in every sense, pursuing these artistic callings ; 
but it is notorious that this is not the rule, and that it is possible to be a 
renowned artist without other than a special cultivation of a particular 
dexterity.
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Similarly, Gorgias, as a philosopher, wrote a book denying 
any. possibility of a ' scientific knowledge of nature, apparently 
in the absolute sense. It was called On the or on
Nature (ncP roV /it) ovroc J nepl c),* and arg^ied, (i) that
nothing exists, (2) that if it does it cannot be known, (3) 
or even if known cannot be communicated. These propo
sitions were sustai^i^^d by a negative dialectic similar to that 
of Zeno, offering the adversary an alternative and then 
disproving both members. In morals these t^vo sophists 
seem to have taught nothing peculiar, though the logical 
result of their psychological scepticism could not be doubtful. 
Pr^odicus of Keos, on the contrary, to whom the apologue 
of the Choice of Heracles between Virtue and Vice is ascribed, 

' was apparently a teacher of the orthodox sort, and merely 
graced with the ornament of rhetorical diction the principles 
of popular morality. I will not here follow the history or 
the catalogue of the Sophists further. But in the absence of 
any philosophical treatises written by the Sophists, or of any 
closer infprmation than mere titles on their method, we may 
say a word here upon the fragments of one of the more obscure 
of their number, which are nevertheless preserved in no incon
siderable number.

§ 334. Antiphon, the sophist, also called rt^pv^i^aaKoiroe and 
oviipocpi-ric, often confused with the contemporary rhetor, is in
troduced by X^e^nophon disputing with Socr^t^i^ij; ’ but he is not 
there represented as preaching any opinions save a contempt 
for asceticism and a vindication of human pleasure, as well as 
being the advocate of paid • teaching. Hermogenes criticises 
his st^le only, and thus we are reduced to his fragments to 
tell us the nature of his teaching. He wrote a work in two 
books about Truth, which, as in Protagoras' treatise, meant 
Being or Reality, and in this work seems to have embraced 
most of the physical enquiries of the day. Its tendency was 
sceptical, for he denied Providence, and there were scientific

* Perhaps this title was inten^io^iil^y parodied from the title of Prota
goras’ work, which seems to have been inscribed irepl i^f^^Oelas % irepl rod 
S/ros, I do not think this remarkable resemblance is noted by the historians.

2 Mem. i. 6. '
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(as opposed to theological) explanations of astronomical phe
nomena. To this physical treatise he added a moral or 
ethical discourse, as is plain from the elegant extracts quoted 
from him, without special reference, by Stobseus, which illus
trate worldly wisdom and human fortunes in graceful and 
poetical diction, and with anecdotes possibly in the style of 
Prodicus. But the tone is not so much that of a preacher as 
of a mere painter of human life. I would call special attention 
to frag. 131,* which is closely analogous to the speech of 
Medea in Euripides,* with additional points of considerable 
merit, on the balance of happiness and misery in marriage.® 
There was a third book, called Politicus, which was probably 
a handbook for a young citizen who desired to prepare himsielf 
for public life. These fragments are sufi^icjiently full to show 
us both the encyclop^a^^ic turn of the man and his super
ficiality, so that his aim was rather to clothe knowledge in an 
attractive form than to stimulate to deep enquiry. Hence we 
can still see the justice of his nickname which
Suidas has preserved. If he recommended pleasure, and to 
snatch the happy moment as it came, his pictures of human 
sorrow and labour may have been meant to enforce this view, 
as well as the denial of Providence with which he is credited. 
But still the moral fragments are elegant in expression, and 
refined in the feeling which they show, so that we may be sure 
this forerunner of Aristippus did not choose to pass for anything 
else than a moral and respectable teacher. His fragments 
can best be studied in Blass's edition of the orator Antiphon, 
and in the discussiio^^ in which he has considered their con
trasts with his namesake's speeches.

§ 335. It seems established that the successors of these men 
gradually degenerated into polymaths and then into mounte
banks in education, and that they soon sank in importance.

■ Ed. Blass. 2 Medea, vv. 200, sq.
3 It ends with the words 85 koH iraJi^i^ir yev^etBcaaaa' (tpot^riSav ijSi] 

irdvTa T^^ea Mil t8 vfo'^’li^iov <ridf^ni/J-a iK tjs yvi^HTjS /tol rb
iipiiaavov rb ah^^. Blass thinks these extracts belong to his book
vepl ipovoias, from which the express quotations only prove that it was an 
exhortation to harmony amo^^ citizens.

* Att, Ber. i. 99.
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Before Plato composed his later Dialogues they had become 
too insignificant to merit refutation, and in the following gene
ration* they completely disappear as a class. This is of 
c^c^urse to be attributed not only to the opposition of Socrates at 
A^l^hens, but to the subdivision of the prcfesoicn of education. 
Its most popular and prominent branch—that of Rhetoric—was 
taken up by special men like the orator Antiphon, and developed 
into a strictly defined science. The Philoocphy which they had 
touched without sounding its depths was taken up by the 
Socratic ochoolo, and made the rule and practice of a life. 
The Politics which they had taught were probably found too 
general, nor were these wandering men, without fixed home, 
or familiarity with the intricacies of special constitutions, likely 
to give practical leoscns to Greek citizens in the art of state 

Thus they disappear almost as rapidly as they rose—a 
sudden phase of spiritual awakening in Greece, like the 
EncJ^ck^p^^ediots of the French.2

T^hese were the intellectual disturbers of society, who began 
to tell on poetry when Euripides approached the problems of 
the drama. It is indeed absurd to say that moral and meta
physical difficulties had not been agitated by earlier poets. 
The conflict between the duties^of avenging a murdered father 
and of filial affection to the murderess, is one which might 
make the most thoughtful doubt and hesitate. The conflict 
between obedience to the law and obedience to the holiest 
affection, in the A^nt^i^gpne, is an antinomy far deeper and more 
interesting than those of Zeno. But the tragic poets did not 
press for a general solution, they did not insist upon a full 
statement and argument on both sides ; they taught, after their 
manner, philosophy, but not dialectic. Euripides could no

* Isocrates indeed in his speech vcpli.vri.Z6<ri^<es §§ 198, sq.),
not delivered till 353 B.C., says a great deal about popular objections to him
self, and to the Sophists, as a class to which he was supposed to belong. But 
I think he was merely repeating the arg^iments of his youth, which were im
portant enough when he opened his school, about 408 B.C., but were quite 
obsoletis in his later years. Isocrates shows the peculiar tenacity of a 
narrow intellect in repeating a once acquired idea.

2 Cf. Zeller, Pkil. der Gti^eihen, i. pp. 1027, sq.
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longer avoid these explicit controversies. The physical theories 
of Ana^xagoras, and his theological difficulties, were current 
among thinkers at A^t^hens, and demanded a more popular 
exponent than a dry prose treatise. If man be indeed the 
measure of all things, the passions and the miseries of man 
take their place in philosophy, and require exposition and 
analysis as well as his higher principles. Above all, the weak 
and the ignorant, the woman and the slave, have their rights in 
the democracy where all men have been already equalised, and 
their wisdom, thei^ fortitude, and their temperance are not less 
suitable to excite our terror and our pity than the sufferings of 
heroic men. Such were the altered conditions of tragedy in 
the hands of Euripides.

§ 336. But I must add a word, lest it should be imagined 
that the great poets and prose writers, whom I have de
scribed as rising just before the movement, had remained 
absolutely untouched by it. Both Sophocles and Herodotus 
were too clear-sighted and too sympathetic to permit of their 
standing altogether aloo^ from the current of thought in their 
maturer years. Hence we find in Sophocles Elr^stic, as in the 
dispute of Te^ucer and the Atridse (Ajax), we find in Herodotus 

we find in both a rhetorical skill which, though con
cealed in the garb of poetry^* or of conversation, shows that 
neither was insensible to 'the charms of the new artistic study 
of diction. The appearance of a break with the old beliefs in 
Herodotus, and the insistance upon personal evidence, have 
caused him to be named, though unjustly, the sophist of Greek 
history. Inhere is in Sophocles an approximation even to the 
compression and obscurity of Thucydides, which indicates (I 
suppose) the reaction of Antiphon and his school against the 
flowing and diluted periods of Gorgias. But nevertheless) 
when all due allowances have been made, the main fact 
remains, that Sophocles and Herodotus belong to a different 
generation and a different school of thought from Euripides- 
and Th^ucy^d^ides. Hence it is not only justifiable, but even 
necessatry, to separate them in treatment, though they stand 
almost side by side in chronology.

§ 337. If this history were a history of Greek philosophy, we
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should class Socrates riot with the Sophists, but as the head 
of a new movement, and the father of Ethical philosophy, and 
of critical method in the succeeding century. But from a lite
rary point of view, it must not be forgotten that he was a man 
of the Periclean age, and the contemporary of those who 
made the fifth century the most splendid in Greek literature. 
Nevertheless we cannot trace Iris effect upon the books of his 
own day, except in the attacks of the Old Comedy, and the 
many traditions which make him a friend and admirer of 
Euripides. It is only after his death that all Hellas begins to 
ring w^th his name. We may therefore connect him either 
with the influence which brought him forth, or with those 
which were derived from him. I prefer the former, though 
less usual course, as being best suited to show his position in 
Greek literature.

It must be remembered that Socrates never wrote anything, 
and that his literary prominence is solely due to the extraor
dinary stimulus he gave to others. For he not only suggested 
all the philosophy of the succeeding centuries, but he really 
created a new form of Attic prose—the philosophical dialogue, 
which in the hands of Plato outshines every other form of 
Greek writing in the fourth century except perhaps the speeches 
of Demosthenes. Let us first consider what he owed to his 
predecessors, and then what were his special points of origi
nality as compared with them. *

-§ 338. It is hardly true to say that he was the first to bring 
down philosophy from heaven—from abstruse physical specula
tions—to earth—to ethical questions concerning the rules of 
human life. More than one of the greater sophists, such as Pro- 
dicus, had concerned themselves with morality, a^id professed 
the teaching of virtue. It is not less inaccurate to say that he 
invented negative dialectic, or the method of arguing with an 
adversary by raising difficulties, and proving absurd conse
quences, for this had been the special f^eld in which Zeno had 
already attained remarkable results. But Zeno had only ap
plied his dialectic to purely speculative metaphysic, and the 
Sophists had only regarded moral lessons as a small part of the 
cycle of practical education. The novelty in Socrates was the 

VOL. II. >
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application of the scientific method of dialectic to practical 
questions, and his severance of these, of ethical enquiries, from 
the physical and theological speculations of older philosophers. 
This was accordingly another step-in the, severance of the* 
branches <^Jf education, which was perhaps C^i^i^isiiced by 
A^n^t^iphon’s exclusive adherence to rhetoric. Now this latter 
was the very branch which Socrates wholly avoided, and which 
he protested against in the pursuit of tl^ear ethical notions. He 
insisted upon perpetual question and answer, upon keeping 'up 
the pupil’s attention by making him join as an equal or fellow 
enquirer in the research, and he sought, from an. induction of 
the particular uses of any term, to arrive at. some general defini
tion which should comprise, them, and thus convey a clear and. 
e^c^nsistent idea to those who used that term. Thus he not 
only laid the foundations of the science of ethics, but he- stimu
lated his followers to an accurate use of abstract terms, and to 
set down their enquiries in the form of question and Answer ; 
in other words, philosophical accuracy, and the conversational 
form, were his positive contributions to ' literature.

His negativp importance was his wholesome antagonism 
to the taste for rhetoric, for flowing periods, and plausible 
statements, which inflfected and had almost completely lea
vened Attic literature at {he close of this period. His whole 
life was a protest against rhetoric as an engine of educa
tion or of self-culture. Talking well about a subject was a 
mere disguising of ignorance to oneself and others. The 
real thing was to. sift each point, and discuss each state
ment. So deeply did Socrates feel this necessity of clearing 
up one’s own mental ccnditicn, that he held all virtue to 
be knowledge, and that vice arose ,^nct from passion, but from 
ignorance, or perhaps rather from confusion of thouj^l^lt This 
part of his teaching was indeed as it were an inheritance from 
the Sophists whom he combated all his life, for they too pro
fessed to make good citizens by teaching, and if virtue can be 
taught, it must be a kind of knowledge. J3ut the whole spirit 
of Socrates’ teaching was nevertheless directly opposed to the 
rival educators, with whom he was often classed. They were 
brilliant and superficial j he was homely and thcrcugh ; they
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rested in sCepticism^' he advanced through it to,deeper and 
sounder faith • they 'were wapderii^g and irresponsible, he was 
fixed at At^henSj^apd showed -forth by his life the doctrines he 
'preached. _ ■ . •, • , .
' ,§ '339?'' 3ut' I will not digress into Socrates' philosophy or
into his life. These things are fully discussed not only in. the 
philosophical, but in the ..political history of Greece. It may be 
su^icient here to.state that he was the son of the sculptor 
Sophroniscus, and Phmnarete (a midwife), and that having 
followed, his father's trade for a short while—a specimen of his 
work wag said to be. preserved in the. Acropolis, where Pausa- 
nias saw it—he turned to ethical speculation. But he started 
with self-examination,, and rejected al^'£^upeIficial solutions, and 
he soon came to test his researches by examining those around 
him, and seekyig from them answers to the. moral questions 
which puzzled him. He performed the public duties which 
fell to his lot with constancy and bravery, and bore with great 
equanimity the extreme poverty—/wpa nvia—which was the 
result of his devotion to the training of others. But as all 
the foremost young men of Athens—A^l^t^j^t^ia^d^c^Sj Critias, Char- 
mides—attended him, he was attacked by the orthodox and 
democratic party after the Re^s^toration, on the charge of cor
rupting the youth and teaching the worship of strange gods. 
His defence, which we must not identify with the famous 
A^pology of Socrates by his pupil Plato, justified his conduct, 
and. assumed so bold and patronising a tone to the jury, that 
he was condemned by a small majority, and executed 399 b.c. 
The real causes and the significance of this sentence have 
much occupied modern' critics, but do not belong to our present 
subject. Thus Athens lost a striking and familiar figure, which 
had for half a century frequented the marr^^t^-^j^ll^c^e; but his 
spirit lived on in the schools which sprang from his teaching.

§ 340. The many extant busts agree with the indications in 
Plato's S^ymposium concerning the very ugly type of his face—■ 
round eyes, snub nose, and thick protruding lips. But if the 
type was that of a Silenus, there was much kindliness and geni
ality about him, along with great bodily vigour and endurance. 
We have two detailed portraits of his life and conversation in the 
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Dialogues of Plato, and in the Dialogues of Xenophon, who also 
w^ote memoirs:, of his master. These latter are by modem scho
lars thought the less idealised portrait of the man, but in many 
traits they agree with the more elaborate and grander picture 
suggested in the Dialogues of Plato. There is a peculiar group 
of these Dialogues specially devoted to drawing a true picture 
of Socrates in his last days—the E^u^t^^yphro^, a discussion on 
his views concerning piety at the moment when he was charged 
with impiety by Melel^t^sj; the A^pology, which professes to give his 
defence in cour^; and the Crit^o, in which he refuses the chance 
of escaping, and lays down the strict duty of obedience to the 
law as the great civic virtue. This last dialogue shows us 
clearly enough the Xenophontic side of the man, who together . 
with intellectual scepticism inculcated plain orthodox morality 
in practice. The, Ihuedo, which completes the dramatic picture, 
and paints the last hours of his prison life, seems a later com
position, and attributes to him metaphysical theories, .which 
were rather Platonic than Socratic. But the scenery is no 
doubt fairly accurate. This group then gives us Socrates in 
his death. The best Platonic picture of him in his life is to be 
found in the introductions to the Lysis and Charmides, and in 
the latter por^on of the Sympos^'^im, where the drunken 
AJc^i^biades draws that wonderful, audacious, and unparalleled 
portrait of him in his most secret moments.

It is suspected that Plato has introduced many of his 
own theories under the asjgis of Socrates' name. This very 
probable conclusion is, however, curiously opposed to the 
testimony of Aristotle, who constantly in his extant writings 
quotes the opinions of Socrates, and quotes them from his 
words in the Dialogues of Plato, without once (so far as I 
know) hinting that the Platonic Socrates is an idealised 
portrait. Nor does he ever quote the Socrates drawn by 
Xe^nophon or any other of the numerous authors of Socratic 
dialogues.* There is a third sketch of the man in the fragments 
of Aristoxenus, who states on the authority of his own father 
that he was a man of strong passions and irascible temper, 
^king money for teaching, and altogether of a lower type than

* In the chapters on Plato and Xt^nophon I will return to this question.
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the fuller accounts compel us to believe. This shows us at 
least 'that he had many opponents and detractors, who looked 
upon him as anything but a great moral and social reformer.

§ 341. It is indeed not difficult to see injurious ten
dencies suggested by his teaching, which might alarm more 
earnest thinkers than the old conservatives, 'who feared that he 
was shaking all the foundations of traditional morality and 
religion. There is no doubt that by his discouraging the pur
suit of practical politics, of oratory, and of physical science, 
until men had -cleared up all their first principles by ample dis
cussion, he encouraged a strong and very mischievous tendency 
among all social people—that of wasting their time in conver
sation; the kcuzov of Euripides. It is no doubt
Very well to say that these dialectical talks were all-im^port:^int 
Even in the Dialogues of Plato, which are of course vastly 
better than the real discussions, there is much prolixity, and 
much waste of time and ingenuity. Accordingly the charge that 
Socrates taught young- men to idle in talking over what they 
ought to do—a.Zo\i^arxC<.v as the Greeks called it—is not un
founded. Again, the doctrine that each man’s first and most 
absolute duty was to purify his own soul from moral ignorance, 
and attain to that knowledge which was virtue—this doctrine 
asserted the infinite value of each man’s own good as contrasted 
with the good of others and of the State. Hence Socrates 
preached what the Germans call that abst^^^ie subje^^'ivity which 
was- ultimately the destruction of the whole ancient idea of 
the State. T^hough himself an exemplary citizen, it may be 
asserted that none of his pupils ever turned out even a mode
rately good one. Young aristocrats like Alcibiades, Ci^it^ias, 
and Charmides set up their ‘ absolute subjectivity ’ as above 
the laws, and endeavoured to use other men as slaves or play
things. Men of pleasure like Aristippus used the virtuous and 
vicious alike for their own convenience, and escaped by volun
tary exile from the intolerable duties of promoting thfe welfare 
and good government of their fellows. Last of all the Cynics, 
such as Antisthenes and Diogenes, broke with society altogether, 
lived as strangers under the protection of laws which they 
despised, and offended and shocked their fellow-citizens by the
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grossest rudeness and the most shameless indecen^i^es. No
doubt these men were parodies of Socrates. They omitted all 
the refinement, all the grace, all the wonderful- attractiveness, 
which his threadbare cloak and naked feet could not impair. 
They exaggerated his somewhat prosy homeliness about 
cobblers and tinkers and tailors as the proper illustrations in 
moral enquiry. * They travestied his noble contempt of a false 
and unjust public opinion into a;n insolent disregard of all the 
traditional decencies of social life. Still they were parodies. 
They followed up his rejection of the ordinary culture of 
sophistic education with a rejection of all culture, and thus for 
the first time that closest of all alliances in Greek social life 
was dissolved. Unfortunately, perhaps indeed fortunately, the , 
books of all'the Socratic philosophers, except those of Xeno
phon and Plato, have perished. The vast catalogue enumerated 
by Diogenes L^aertius in his Lives of Euclid of Megara, of 
Stilpo, of Antisthenes, of Diogenes, of Aristippus, and of the 
other vi'Ti S^ocrai^ici are gone, and have hardly left a trace 
behind. But though we thus have escaped commenting upon 
their style and method, it was necessary to say a word in passing 
on the extraordinary revolution produced by Socrates in Greek 
thoug^^i^ Had these men lived a century earlier, they would 
assuredly have been Sophists. In the fourth century they were 
all developed in antagonism to the general features of the 
Sophists.

§ 342. But we must now take up another thread in the com
plex woof, and show how great men of a totally different stamp 
stood out at A^t^hens, together with the poets, the historians, and 
the Sophists. We have seen in the last chapters how, from the 
writing of treaties and drawing up of registers, the first 
attempts had been suggested of setting down first mythical 
histories, and then annals in unfettered or prose diction— 
a very important and late step in a society whose poetry 
had long reached a splendid literary form, and had been 
employed for politics and for philosophy as well as for more 
emotional and romantic subjects. These bald and dry at
tempts were gradually refined into the narrative form by 
Heco^i^aeus, and perfected by the introduction of dramatic
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elements—of humour and pathos in the matter, and mixture 
of dialogue with narrative in the form, by the great and 
consummate genius of He^rodc^tus. But with him this branch 
of Greek literature reached its highest point. The later 
attempts to write Ionic historical prose, such as that -of K^t^esias, 
strove merely to enhance the effects attained by He^rodotus, 
and made no lasting impression upon their age, Indeed, it is 
very remarkable how little even his splendid work is cited 
among contemporaries, and how intent the men of his day were 
upon a different style and a different ideal in prose writing. 
Not even the great body of Greek speculation which was 
written in Ionic prose, and which contained the deepest 
thoughts of their deepest thinkers—Heracleitus, Democ^ritus, 
Anaxagoras—could stay the current which set in a new direc
tion.
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CHAPTER IV.

THE BEGINNINGS OF ORATORY AND THE RISE OF ATTIC PROSE 
CO^1PO^:^'^'ION—GORGIASj ANTIPHON.

§ 343. The new direction was itseliT determined by two great 
causes—the spread of education among the masses, and the in
crease of democratic constitutions throughout the Greek world. 
For the consequent importance of conversation and discussion 
raised eloquence above all other branches of literature, and no 
sooner was critical attention directed to its power and charm, 
than they were found to be reducible to a theory which could 
be taught to a degree impossible in the case of poetry. ‘This 
was the teachable or artificial element in oratory, by which 
the speak(^i^,'in addition to the natural gifts of genius and of 
outward grace, adds the technical skill derived from the science 
of rhetoric, the as the first inventors called it

In the simpler sense eloquence had always been at home 
among the Greeks. The Homeric poems assume it as a great 
gift in their heroes, and one not generally possessed by them. 
Odysseus, and Nestor, and Phoenix are the orators of the 
heroic . age, and the specimens of their persuasive speaking in 
the poems show how keenly the rhapsodists and their audiences 
appreciated this high quality. In Hesiod it is an inspiration 
of kings by the muse. The deficiency of the Spartan Menelaus 
almost seems suggested by Doric, not by Ai^hsean Sparta. 
But in early historical days, it is remarkable how little we hear 
of eloquence. None of the early tyrants is reported to have 
owed his power to this quality, not even Peisistratus, who was 
a literary and perhaps an eloquent man. In the pages of 
Herodotus we can only find the At^henian Hippocleides, who 
outshines the other suitors of Agariste in social eloquence at the
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feast, and T^hemistocles—the first notable historic instance, which 
the evidence of Thucydides corroborates. T^hough Herodotus 
does not remark upon it, his dramatic narrative leaves us in no 
doubt as to the secret of T^hemistocles’ influence. It is, however, 
certain that his speaking was not more based on technical know
ledge than that of tj^e orators in the Iliad, and that, like the 
many other speakers in' Herodotus, he trusted to a persuasive 
manner, and to weighty facts to produce the effect he desired. 
The period after the Persian wars was that which we have 
already discussed in connection with tragedy, and the develojo- 
ment of philosophy and sophiis^^^ The democratic right of 
free speech, and the love of talking and disputing, so dear to 
Greeks of all ages, transpires everywhere. Tragedy is the 
poetry of argument and of eloquence, rival systems of philosophy 
are the arena of polemic and exposition ; sophistic is little 
more than the setting up of this formal readiness as the highest 
and most perfect accomplishment of life. But far more im
portant than all these luxuries of education were the practical 
uses of eloquence, not only in public deliberation, but in plead
ing before democratic assemblies or courts of justice. Hence 
the necessities of the age must produce teachers of eloquence 
in all these branches.

§ 344. The earliest practical development was due to the 
Sicilians, who seem to have been always remarkable among 
the Greeks for their Attic qualities, their quickness of intellect, 
and love of clever speaking. There are signs of this talent even 
in the scanty fragments of Epicharmus and Sophron ; nor did it 
become extinct down to the days of Cicero, who specially 
notes it in many places through his Ve^r^r-ine. speeches and 
his rhetorical writings. But the introduction of democracy 
at Syracuse in 466 B.C., and at Agrigentum a few years later, 
gave a great impetus to the study of oratory ; and so it comes 
that while Aristotle, speaking loosely, mentions Empedocles 
of Agrigentum as the master of Gorgias and the father 
of rhetoric, Syracuse certainly produced in K^orax the first 
founder of the art of preparing court speeches, with a view 
to persuading the judges by artful attack and defence. It 
is said that the expulsion of the tyrants produced so many
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claims for property wrongfully seized and transferred by them, 
that K^orax wrote his techne, and probably prepared speeches 
for pay, to meet this public outburst of litigation. But the 
special point about him and his successor Ti^sias, was their 
avoidance of the trade of sophist, afid their strict adherence 
to the practical profession of rhetor. We are told in the Lives 

the O'rato-s, ascribed to Pl^utarch, that Tisias gave lessons to 
L^j^sias at Thurii, and to Isocrates at Athens. Pausanias even 
says that he came with Gorgias on his celebrated embassy (427 
b.c.) to A^t^hens. All these anecdotes are of little authority. 
T^here is no good evidence that Korax, who taught early, and 
T^i^si^as, who taught late, in the fifth century, wandered about 
like Gorgias. It is also certain that they composed their 
speeches for Syracusans in Doric dialect, and were therefore 
inconvenient models for Attic orators. A techne, or rhetorical 
treatise, by Tisias was extant in antiquity, in which he de
veloped the importance of the eu-Os, or guessing probable 
points, which Plato adopts and developes in his Phadr^is.

It is evident that these R^hetors, just like the Sophists, ■ cared 
nothing for truth and falsehood, but altogether for persuasion. 
This was generally called ‘ making the worse argument appear 
the better,' and is attacked by both Plato and Aristophanes, 
as if the whole profession of advocates was not necessarily 
founded upon the principle of leaving the truth to be ascer
tained by^' the judge, and of confining themselves to the 
strengthening of the side on which they have been retained. 
T^his charge against the Sophists, which all the German scholars 
repeat with great devoutness, might be brought with equal 
justice, and equal irrelevancy, against the great profession of the 
law in the present day. It is Machiavelli's adherence to this 
scientific neglect of moral considerations in a general policy, 
instead of a particular cause, which has excited against him 
the same kind of charge with greater force.

As has been just observed, we have no evidence of the influ
ence of K^orax and Tisias on Attic judicial oratory, and yet it is 
almost certain that A^ntiphon must have studied them. For 
he was essentially their successor, and not the successor of the 
Sophists, strictly so called, who taught at A^l^hens during the fifth
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century. Protagoras was indeed supposed by some to have made 
advances in rhetoric, but it was not in forensic, but in dialectical 
speaking. He discussed the accurate sense and use of words, 
and. noted grammatical anomalies ; he expounded poets, and 
discussed politics—in fact, he did everything but lay down strict 
rules for judicial argum^i^tt Nevertheless, his general studies 
must have greatly influei^ced st;yl^; and if Pericles thought 
it worth while spending a day in discussing with him the real 
caiise of an accident, he can have been no mean or unsuggestive 
thinker. But neither he, nor Prodicus, nor Hippias of Elis, 
though the one set forth the praise of virtue with elegant 
diction, and the other brought together an encyclopaedia of 
knowledge in his lectures, can be called special masters in the 

'kit of Attic prose. It is indeed possible that they all, like 
Protagoras, continued to use the Ionic dialect.

§ 3 45. But while these men were promoting in a formal 
way accuracy of diction and elegance of form, politicc^l oratory 
of a more solid kind, such as had been employed by The^mis- 
tocles, was receiving a great impulse at the hands of Pericles. 
There can be no doubt as to the extraordinary effect of his 
public speaking. Even the comic poets who upbraid his 
policy, and assail his motives, cannot deny it. They speak 
of him as the Olympian, whose eloquence was very thunder 
and lighti^i^i^jg; they speak of him as charming the audience 
with magic power, and alone of the speakers Of that day 
leaving a sting behind.' Yet we know that he left nothing 
written save a few decrees, that ' he never thought of publish
ing his speeches, and that the wonderful effects produced 
were not by a violent or' m^p^a^ssioned manner, but by the 
weight of his character, the dignity and calmness of his de
meanour, and the solid and convincing nature of his argu
ments. The few sayings remembered of him are remarkable 
for pithiness, and for a deep poetic feeling, and we know that, 
in addition to his political speeches, he made some of those 
semi-political harangues at public funerals, which were of the 
nature of an epideictic display, and which excited an U^j^overn- 
able enthusiasm in the Athenian women then present, whose

> Cf. Vol. I. p. 431, note.
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seclusion debarred them from hearing elsewhere the great orator. 
But we may be certain that, though we have no remains of the 
speeches which he delivered, the compositions put into his 
mouth by Thuc^j^dides have no resemblance to them except in 
the policy they advocate. The rhetorical antitheses and verbal 
subtleties of Thucydides were quite foreign to the genius of 
Pericles, who clearly owed his power to his profound thoughts, 
which were doubtless clothed in poetical and figurative, but 
c^lear diction. This purely political oratory, which despised the 
trammels of rhetorical form, was probably the oratory aimed 
at by such democratic speakers as Cleon and Lysicles and 
Hy^pt^r^bolus, though we know that the first of them added vul
gar and extravagant action—a thing quite contrary to Greek 
taste. In after days there may have been a few proud and 
careless aristocrats who trusted to natural gifts in public speak
ing, and, this wou^d seem also to have been the case with 
Phocion ; but on the whole, even political oratory could not save 
itself from the inroads of rhetoric, and thus we have in Demos
thenes the highest combination of both, but probably a political 
eloquence inferior to the more pregnant and more poetical, 
though less elaborated, eloquence of Pericles.

During the period of Pericles' greatness as a political 
orator, judicial eloquence was shaping itself, as we shall 
presently see, into an exact science in the hands of Anti
phon. But at the same time, the third prominent branch 
among the Greeks, epide'ictical oratory, or the eloquence of 
display, was rapidly developing in the hands of Gorgias. It 
was of course impossible that these three branches of. oratory 
should keep perfectly distinct, for great distinction in any 
one of them must naturjiHy lead to the others, as Pericles 
was called upon to deliver panegyrics, and A^ntiphon to defend 
hims^^f by a political speech. Still the parentage of the ‘ Attic 
orators ' from Antiphon, and of Antiphon from K^c^rax, is direct 
and certai^n; so is the descent of Isocrates from the school of 
Gorgias. Equally certain is it, that in Tl^emistocles, Pericles, 
Alcibiades and Phocion we have a practical kind of public 
speaking, which did not condescend to rhetorical artifices, and 
was probably more like the best speaking in the English House
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of Commons than anything else which I can suggest. But of' 
course, from the ver^ nature of this eloquence, which was not 
written out by, the speakers, and never reported (a device 
unknown to the Greeks), we can trace in it no development 
or necessary progress.

§ 346. We therefore turn at once to Gorgias, whom we 
merely mentioned (p. 60) in speaking of the philosophic side of 
t^ie Sophists, as his real importance belongs to the history of ' 
oratory. Ai-istotle speaks of En^jredocles as his forerunner ; but 
does not imply that Empedocles actually prepared a re'xnj, or ' 
devoted himself to rhetoric, but that his reputation in this direc
tion arose both from .the splendid diction with which he recom
mended his physical theories, and from his democratic action 

* ht Agrigentum. If Empedocles was the teacher of' Gorgias in 
philosoph^y,* this may have been an additional reason for the 
remark. But the slight difference of age, as Blass remarks, 
between the two men, as well as between Protagoras and T:^£^ias, 
makes the relation of master and pupil between any of them 
unlikely. For Empedocles seems to have become prominent 
about 470 b.c., and the birth of Gorgias, who lived all through 
the fifth century, cannot have been much after 490. All our- 
authorities agree that he lived over 100 years, and that he came 
to Athens as a celebrated man in 427, apparently for the first 
time, as his speaking then made so wonderful an impression. 
He was bom at Leontini, the son of Charamantides, and had a 
brother Herodicus, a physician whom Plato mentions, and a 
sister, whose descendants set up a memorial statue, which 
Pausanias describes, to the rhetor at Olympia. His other 
remarks in connection with it 2 are curious, but not very trust
worthy. Th^c^ugh Gorgias was justly counted a sophist, and 
published a celebrated sceptical treatise, he seems to have 
preferred to call himself a rhetor. He travelled much about 
Greece, and was reputed to have amassed great wealth—yet 
he only left a very small.fortune, though he was unmarried,

' The testimony of Plato (Menon, c) is decisive that Gorgias and 
Empedocles were advocates of the same doctrines, and must therefore have 
been in some way connected.

: vi. 17, 8.
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and had frugal habits. But frugal habits, as I explained (p. 59), 
are consistent with luxury and even extravagance in other 
directions. He seems to .have died in Thessaly, whither so 
many C^^lebrated men of letters resorted.

A great number of eminent men are named among his 
pupils : Menon and A^ristippus in Thessaly, who are mentioned 
in Xenophon’s Anabiosis; L^i^j^mnius, Polus, Alkidamas and 
Isocrates, the rhetors, with good reason ; Thucydides, Critias 
and A^l^c^i^b^i^ad^es, on doubtful authority. Though he shared with 
all the other Sophists the boast that he could make the weak 
appear the strong, and that no professional man could argue 
even concerning his profession against a trained dialectician, he 
seems tq have been a man of good moral character and high 
aspirations, and is said to have designated^, as a lampoon, and the 
work of a young Archiloc^hus, the celebrated dialogue (Gor^gias) 
in which Plato attacks his theory of rhetoric. He left several 
technical essays, but they are supposed to have been ready
made commonplaces rather than scientific expositions of prin
ciples. He is besides reported to have composed political 
speeches and har^r^n^^^^^; probably the former were merely 
accidentally p^c^l^i^tical, and belonged properly to the epideic^tical 
species, the harangue, of which he was the real founder, and in 
which his great merit lies.

§ 347. The subjects of these oratorical displays are pre
served to us. Two of these, called the Ol^ympicus and Pythicus, 
were, like Isocrates’ I^an^t^gyricus, intended as a sort of poli
tical pamphlet, except that Isocrates was unable to deliver 
them with effect, while Gorgias evidently trusted to the 
power and grace of his voice and presence. The subject 
of the once famous Olympicus was an exhortation to the 
assembled Greeks to give up internal feuds, and combine 
in attacking and appropriating the territory of the barba
rians. This subject was a favourite one with the R^hetors, and 
gave them opportunity to flatter the , Greeks on th^ii-. national 
advantages as compared with the surrounding barb^i^ii^r^n ; but 
it is a great mistake to confound this Panhellenism, either in 
Gorgias or in Isocrates, with the Hellenism of a later age, 
which sought to infuse Greek culture into the surrounding
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empires. Similarly there was an E^pi^^aphios of Gorgias, which 
probably served as a model to succeeding orators, for, in addi
tion to the lost epitaphios .^i^li'vered by Pericles and other lead
ing Athenian citizens, we have five extant—that in Th^u^^j^dides, 
that in the Menexe^ius of Plato, that of Hypereides, and those 
ascribed to Lysias and to Demosthenes, which are late .and 
poor. * We know from these how stereotyped was the form of 
such harangues, and it is more than probable that it is to Gor
gias that we owe its first establis^h^^i^tt There was also a • 
panegyric on Elis, beginning, we are told, without preface 
(proem) with the words ’HX-ic ^Vti^oLip^wv. The fart^ier
allusions in Aristotle's Rhetoric to his use of digressions in 
these "harangues make us imagine them not unlike Pindar's odes 
in a prose dress, wherein the mythical ancestors and former 
greatness of the victor's family formed the chie^ ornament of 
the encomium. '

§ 348. Gorgias' style was far more flowery and poetical than 
the chaster taste of succeeding generations could tolerate even 
as a display, for of course the judicial orators, who spoke in 
court and for a f^xed purpose of persuading a jury, must 
have been from the beginning more ordinary in their lan
guage, and tamer in their reasoning. But in addition to the 
license of his subject, and the occasions of his display, there 
seems in our extant fragments a staving after-' alliteration 
and ryming in sound, and antitheses in sense, which show 
how, prose in his hands still felt afraid to abandon the 
aids by which poetry seeks to charm the ear. The compo
sition seems far too attentive to fonn, and the display of inge
nuity in this respect is so cohscious and excessive a§ to be 
considered childish by the Greeks, who laid him aside, til) the 
Roman rhetors took him up, and st^^ied him afresh. The 
grammarians who write about style censure him gravely for this 
excess of vapiaa and just as Plutarch censures
Aristophanes for using- them, as compared with Menander.

* Isocrates also mentions that the subject of the Paneg^^rictis, so far as 
it consisted in the praise of ^the^ns, brought him into direct competition 
with these aicamia. His Evagoras was often called, though wrongly, an 
Epitaphios because it dealt with the virtues of the deceased monarch.
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His metaphors also were so frequent a^ to be tedious. Most of' 
these very superficial devices were called Gorgian fig^ires. I here 
quote the principal fragment given by Dionysius, as it is not 
easily acc^essible, except in Mullach's FR^c^g^^ne^ita or Clinton’s 
Fasti, though a curious and early specimen of Attic prose. * For 
Gorgias appears to have adopted this dialect, and thus in another 
important respect to have marked an epoch in Greek eloquence.

There are two speeches preserved among the orators under 
his name, the of Haelen, and the E^ej^f^t^ce of
which have much exercised critics as to their genuineness. 
Blass, after a careful examination of them in his first volume, 
cannot' m^lfe up his mind to accept them, though they have many 
likenesses to his certain fragments, and there is no decisive ana
chronism in style or matter to expose them; but Wien he cornea 
to discuss the E^e^len of Isocrat^^ 2 he is so impressed by the argu
ments in favour of its Being 'a reply to the Encomium, and to a 
speech of Gorgias, that he decides in favour of its genuineness. ' 
Nothing can better prove to us the di^culty of deciding the

‘ Schol; aD Harmoz. 412 : Ti toTs ivSpdiri Roirots, &v S«7
irpi^ire'iLaa; r{ Be xaL Si> oi Set rtp^a^eEt^^i; eirreiv Svvalp^iv

& floiKopat, HovKoipTiv Bl & Set, plv rYv Selav vip-Etriv, <pv^>v SI rBv
ivO/iBrrti^i^ir i^l^Lvov. OS-roi ^Ap iKeKTriVTO evSeov piv tY^ i/^t^^liv, iv0pi^Trti>ov 
SI TB 9v^pi^‘ irolKKa plv Sj rB zra^^iv liri^ii^^s i^o5 avO^l^i^vs Sia:alov irpoKpl- 
vovres, iroXXC SS vlpov ixpifielas KiyaiV ip9<iriira‘ rov^o vopl^ovres Se^^arov 
laO. Koiv^aT^ov v/^pov, rB Seov Iv T^ip Seot^'^i KtH Ke'^eiv Kal trfyAv Kal 
letOl Statrlz pAKtara llv Set, ^vWpnv xal (dSpijv, rijv plv fiovKe^ovres,
Tifv SI depiii^f^t^'^fs pl^y rav ASlaus Sv^'^i^^ovvrav, KoKat^Tal
Si rav iSlxas ^^■^^xoivrav, aVBaS.e^f, irpBs rB iTvpipipov,, a/^^r^TOi irpBs tB' 
irpiirov, rip ^pt^t/lpip Tijs yvWp^zs iraBoVres tB &ppao, Vflpt^'ral els rovs ViPpu^Ris, 
kIIt^ioi els roBs xoi^filous, l^ipoiioi els t^oBs iA^^ilois, Seivol Iv rots Seivois. 
MaprVpta S^ roBrav Tpoiraia iaTlja^a^VT^o rav iroKeplav, AiBs piv i^a/AKpaRa, 
RoVrav SI AvaOiiP^a^ia' oVk iareipoi oS're ipi^^TOv "Apeos, oBts voplpav ’EpSrav, 
oSre ivoiTKloi "EptSos, oBts ^i^^iciKov Eipl^^^is' irepvol pIv els roBs OeoBs Rip 
SiKalip, S^ioi Si irpBs roBs roc^eas Tp iepaireia, Slxaiot irpBs toBs i^^roBs Tip^ 
XiTip, eVa^f/Sels Si irpBs roBs ^iKovs Tp irlaRei. Toi^c^poiv aiRav ia^i^t^a^aVi^^isv 
6 ir/^Bos oB Oit^o^^iSaiev, iw’ Bt^iii^Tos ovK At^iopdrois ffT^/^ffi £p oi (^vToi.

'Sepvc^s ydp (sa;ys Dio^nysius) ivRavSa a^vpQopYu^as.\^e£eis S Topyias, ivvolas 
iviTi^i^txiu^Repas rots re iraptfots xdl i^p^otoR^i^XCvRots xal ipoto-
xardpXRocs xaK\^^'Rl(av Sr’ S\ov srpBs xl^pov rBv Xlyov,

4 A. B. ii. p. 222.
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question than these doubts and changes of opinion in such a 
critic as Blass, who is not, like most German*, over-sceptical, or 
disposed to make light of all evidence against his own subjec
tive opinions. Still, as all. early critics seem to ignore them, 
they are probably clever forgeries, at least on me they produce 
that impression, as on most of the German critics.* These 
speeches are now printed in the Te^ubner A^nti^phori (ed. Blass), 
but he has unfortunately not added the fragments, which' must 
be sought in Mullach's Fr^<^^^^i^enta I^htiO^i^ophorum, vol. ii. The 
MSS. are very numerous for the Helen, and in general found 
with the speeches of A^ntiphon. Their value is discussed by 
Blass in his Preface to_ Antiphon, p, xi, sq. .

§ 349. It is unnecessary in this place to make more than a 
passing mention of Polus of Agrigentum, and of Lil^ymnius, 
whom we know on Plato's authority to have been pupils and 
followers of Gorgias. For of neither have we any remains, nor 
do the ancients quote any works of Polus save a rhetorical trea
tise. The picture of the man in Plato's Georgias is disagreeable, 
forward, and insc^ll^r^t; but perhaps here too Plato is playing 
the Ajchiloc^hus. L^ik^ymnius is even more obscure, and only 
survives in stray allusions of Aristotle- and Dionysius as the 
inventor of ‘ Likymnian words ' of more sound than meaning. 
The greater pupils of Gorgias, A^l^kidamas and Isocrates, belong 
to a later generation, -and a newer epoch of literature than that 
with which we are now occupied. •

§ 350. We turn to the clearer and far more important figure 
of Antiphon the orator, the^‘ r£al father of . Attic judicial ora
tory, who may indeed have d^Hard Gorgias, and learnt from 
him, as some of the ‘ Lives ' assert, but who was neverthe
less the founder of a very different and far more solid branch 
of Attic prose composition. Plato in his P^hcedrus (257 d) says, 
that distinguished statesmen in Greek cities were ashamed to

1 In the preface to' his Antiphon (Teubner, 1870), Blass, in recording 
his change of opinion on both orations (after Reiske), regards the Pala- 
medes as a valuable specimen of early Attic judicial oratory, which is quite 
true, s'o far as accurate dissection of the subject goes. He adds, that even 
if forgeries, these speeches give us as good an idea of the genuine Gorgias, 
as the Roman copies give us of old Greek sculpture.
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commit to writing and leave behind them speeches, lest they 
might hereafter be called sophists. T^hough his evidence as 
regards the Sophists is always suspicious, it is not unlikely that 
this sort of teaching was at first classed with other teaching, 
and the office of schoolmaster or pedagogue (in our sense) 
has never ranked high among the ‘upper ten' of any society. 
It is probable from Thucydides’ expression (though not cer
tain, as Blass implies) that at first Attic counsel, who were 
not allowed to speak for their clients, aided them with verbal 
instructions. But it was inevitable that they should come to 
write down the speeches in full, and practise their clients 
in delivering them, so that this species of eloquence soon 
outran the political speeches on the bema, which remained for a 
long time the composition of mere practical politicia^ns. Hence 
it was that when a professional rhetor like Anl^iphon, did happen 
to make a political speech in the course of a judicial debate, 
the effect of it was so extraordinary. The Germans think that 
this practice of retaining a professional advocate by litigants was 
the result of what they call the ochlocracy, which invaded Attic 
politics about 420 b.c., and which is supposed by them to have 
iraj)ii^l;y corrupted all morals and principle in the state. But 
this, as Mr. Grote has long since shown, is a mere servile sub
mitting to the evidence of the comic aristocrats, who traduce 
and malign the completed democracy. It required no special 
revolution or degradation of public opinion to produce written 
c^c^urt speeches, when the habit of retaining counsel was once 
sanctioned. ’

§ 351. Antiphon the son of Sophilus, ofthe deme Rhamm^is 1 
in the north of Attica, was bom early in the fifth century, about 
480. His grandfather was said to have, been an adherent 
of the tyrants, so that his origin was probably aristocratic, 
as is to be also inferred from his politics. The authors of 
the ‘ Lives ’ are at variance as regards his education, concern
ing which they evidently knew noth^^fg; his style shows, as 
might be expected, evident traces of the study, of Tisias and 
Gorgias—the reasonable piesump-tions {tiKorO) of Tisias, and the

Cf. the picturesque description of the district in M. G. Perrot’s 
ElO(^quence politique et ju^diciaire a Athene!, i. p. 106.
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antitheses of Gorgias being prominent in his speeches. He 
was evidently a celebrated teacher of rhetoric, as appears 
from an allusion in Plato's Menexetnus, and from Thucydides’ 
statement we know that he was the leading advocate at 
At^hens. But it appears from the hint of his being self-taught, 
from his appellation Nestor, and from other allusions in the. 
Lives, that he did not become celebrated as a practical ora
tor or politician till he was advanced in years. We possess 
none of his speeches which seem to date before 420 b.c., ex
cepting possibly the indictm^int of the stepm^^her, which in my 
opinion is not genuine. He appears, from his traditions, and 
perhaps from constant associating with young nobles as their 

‘ teacher, to have acquired a profound hatred of the A^t^henian 
dem^-s; he wrote speeches for the allied cities in disputes 
about the tribute, and wrote a violent attack on A^lc^i^t^iades, 
who, as being a renegade, was of course exceptionally hated 
by the aristocratic party..' But it is probable that this speech 
was spoken by some client, for all through his life this wily and 
able man kept in the background, and pulled the strings of 
public affairs through weaker men whom he put forward. He 
was in fact a sort of Athenian Baron Stockmar, who made 
excursions from education, or perhaps still more a P^ichard 
Wagner, who made excursions from art, into politics. This is 
the picture drawn of him in a famous passage by Thucy^dides, 
who was, according to common tradition, his pupil and friend, 
and who evidently regarded him with no common admiration. 

The circumstances in which he became a moving force are 
a prominent part of Greek history. After the Sicilian disaster, 
when be was now an old man, he undertook the organising 
of the oligarchical revolution, which resulted in establishing 
the Four Hundred at Athens. We know from Thucydides’ 
graphic picture that this was done by a huge conspiracy, which 
worked by means of the aristocratic clubs in Athens. These 
clubs, called tTaipiai, were purely political, and may perhaps 
be compared to the Orange societies in the north of Ireland, 
which while they profess loyalty to the constitution in their own 
sense, and to their own order, hardly conceal their hatred of 
their political opponents in the very formulse of their party 

G 2
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creeii We know that these clubs carried out their object by
political assassination, and that they ■ intimidated the populace 
by their prompt and daring crimes. For this policy Thucy
dides makes A^ntiphon responsible, and if indeed he proceeded 
to call him ‘ second to no man of his day in virtue, we might 
well doubt the historian’s morality as well as his veracity. But 
of course Th^ucydides meant intellectual ability, as being in hiss
view the main perfection of a man. Horses or dogs which per
formed their allotted functions properly possessed an apet of 
their own quite analogous. After describing the plots and mur
ders perpetrated by the oligarchical conspirators, he adds,* that. 
Peisander was apparently the chief actor and public head of the 
movemi^i^t; ‘ but . the man who devised the whole thing so as- 
to bring it to this point, and had watched it longest, was An
tiphon, a man second to none of the Athenians of his day in 
ability ((perf) and abler than any to devise a plan, and to ex
press his thoughts ; who never came before the (assemble^d- 
people, nor so far as he could help it into any debate, but (yet) 
was an object of suspicion to the masses on account of his re
putation for 'cleverness ; for, indeed, he was the one man able 
to give most help as an adviser to those who were contending 
in debate both in court, and in the assembly.’

It is not our province to detail the fortunes of the leaders 
of the Four Hundred ; how they despatched a deputation, in 
which Antiphon took part, to Sparta, to put Athens completely 
in the hands of the L^aceda^i^c^i^ii^r^s; how when they re
turned after the failure of this embassy, the moderate party 
with Theramenes obtained the ascendancy, and how most of 
the conspirators fled to Dekeleia. Antiphon and Archeptole- 
mus remained, for reasons which have not been preserved. 
They were forthwith tried for their treasonable negotiation with 
the enemies of the city, and we are fortunate in still possessing 
the text of the indictment, as well as of the sentence, which in 
Plutarch’s Life is copied from the rhetor Csecilius, who found it 
in Craterus’ collection of state documents.^' It appears that

' viii. 68. According to the parallel passage.s quoted by Classen in his 
Introduction (p. lxvii), &perr also implies unseljishn^ess.

. Both these statements are quoted by Blass, AB. i. pp. 88^9, notes.
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Antiphon put forth all his strength in his own defence. The 
veteran rhetor, who had for years been the acknowledged master 
of judicial eloquence, at last found himself obliged to apply in 
his own case the arts and arguments with which he had sup
plied his clients. His speech, which was famous in antiquity, 
is an irreparable loss to us, as he did not adopt a technical or 
narrow ground of defence, but reviewed the whole revolution of 
the Four Hundred, and probably his own political life, in his 
harangue on the coup (ncpi rije ptj^aoTctf^Ewt). Thucydides
goes on to say, when describing his character as above quoted, 
that the defence was the finest oration of the kind known 
up- to his day. Agathon is said to have specially praised it 
to the orator, who replied that the approval of one competent 
judge atoned for its ill-success with the many. But of course 
the case was too clear, and the general distrust of the 
dangerous rhetor must have felt itself thoroughly justified by 
the evidence of his antidemocratic policy.* He and Arche- 
ptolemus were condemned to' death, their descendants to loss 
of civic rights ; their bodies were refused burial in Attic soil, 
and their houses razed to the ground.

§ 352. These events happened in 411 or 410 b.c. (OI.92, 2). 
We have no other evidence whatever of the personal character of 
this remarkable man. The Greek lives have sought to. afford 
it by confusing him with several other men of the same name, 
first with A^ntiphon the democrat, whose services in war and 
politics brought him death at the hands of the Thirty, who 
were the successors of the Four Hundred in policy at A^h^ens. 
T^l^ere was alsd Antiphon the tragic poet, murdered by Diony
sius of Syracuse for an anti-tyrannic joke, and (omitting ob
scure persons) the sophist A^ntiphon, already mentioned (p. 61). 
Didymus ascribed none but the speeches on homicide to the 
rhetor, to the sophist not only essays on truth and con
cord, but even what he calls the Crj/^i^-yopiKol and the —
political harangues. This judgment, which Hermogenes quotes 

. from Didymus, is shown to be correct from the careful exami
nation of the fragments by Blass,® and they are accordingly

* See the elegant sketch of the temper and feelings of the Athenian 
people at thi.s moment in M. G. Perrot’s RlOiqv^ence, i. p. 117» sq. _

- AB. i. 97, sq.
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printed as an appendix, under the sophist's name, in his 
edition of Antiphon. I have spoken of these fragments in 
connection with the Sophists. If the rhetor left no political 
speeches, we must understand Thucydides to mean that on 
these subjects his advice was given orally, and not by writing 
—a probable supposition, as the litigants might be obscure 
people, but the politicians already speakers of some experi
ence.

§ 353. We pass to the consideration of the still extant 
speeches which are ascribed to him. These are obviously divis
ible into two classes, the theoretical exercises, and the practical 
or actual court speeches. The former are peculiarly interesting, 
as affording a specimen from early times of the training given 
by the rhetors — training of a strictly real and practical ten
dency, and very different from the idle declamation upon 
impossible cases which was fashionable in the later schools. 
On the other hand, they show plainly the professional spirit 
then disseminated by the Sophists, who advocated the theory, 
so naturally acceptable to the over-subtle and not over-con
scientious Greek, that rhetoric was a sort of magic art, and 
that by unlocking its secrets a man could ply at will the assent 
and obedience of his hearers. Now -a-days, wheriT a great part 
of eloquence consists merely in feeling intensely upon a subject, 
and letting the heart find its most simple and natural utter
ance, we cannot easily put ourselves into this curiously arti
ficial attitude, which allows the conviction of the speaker in his 
cause to go for little, and makes his eloquence a mere play 
of intellectual dexterity. But such was indeed the case in the 
days of Antiphon. His exercises, called tetr^al^ogies, because 
they contain a double attack and reply on each case, are all 
upon murder cases, as indeed are all his extant speeches ; but 
though this branch of them was particularly famous, the unity of 
subject in his remains is rather to be ascribed to the accidental 
preservation of that portion of his collected speeches in which 
this class of cases had been brought together. They are meant 
to show how a master of the art could frame arguments with 
equal persuasiveness on either side of a given case.

One pair of the first tetralogy will here be suffi^^cient as an
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A distinguished man has been found in the way 
by night, but his person not plundered. His 

slave is found lying beside him, morally wounded.

example. 
murdered 
attendant 
Before dying, he attests that he recognised one of the murderers, 
the man who is now charged with the crime. Moreover, the 
latter was known to be at enmity with the deceased, and just en
gaged with him in, personal litigation. As the accused denies 
the charge absolutely, t^e case would come for t^al before 
the Ai^eopagus. It should be remembered that as it is an 
imaginary one, there is no stress laid on the narrative of t^e 
facts, which are assumed as undisputed on both si<^^^; the pro
blem is simply to argue from them in the best possible manner.

The accuser, who is a relative of the deceased, opens with 
reminding the court how an offender of known talent and 
mature experience will be sure to commit a crime in such a 
manner as to avoid easy conviction, and that for this reason, 
as direct evidence is almost sure to be wanting, the greatest 
importance must attach to rtkora, or probable inferences. He 
adds a reminder of the public pollution resting upon the state 
until the murdeler has been prosecuted and punished. This is 
the exordium. The argument opens by rejecting successively 
all causes for the outrage except that of premeditated murder, 
and shows that, such being the case, the accused had the 
strongest motives to prompt him to the act, both from old 
antipathy, and from the fear of condemnation in the pending 
suit. Added to this, there is the only possible evidence, that 
of the dying slave. On these grounds the speaker presses for 
a verdict of condemnation, repeating in conclusion the religious 
aspects of the question, and picturing the defilement of all the 
temples and altars frequented by a blood-stained criminal.

To this very strong case the accused replies by opening 
with a bitter complaint of his singular misfortune. While 
others are relieved by a cessation or change from a pressing 
danger, the defendant, whose property has been ruined by the 
persecution of the deceased, has not escaped him even now, 
but has his life still threatened and annoyed, so much so, that 
it is actually no longer suf^cient to establish his own good 
character, but he is in danger of condemnation if he cannot
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discover and convict another man’s murderers. He proceeds 
at once to show that, granting his hostility to the deceased, 
the certainty of being suspected was to him on prudential 
grounds the strongest dissuasive from attempting it. But he will 
undertake to retort the probable arguments set up against 
him. In the first place, the deceased may have been slain by 
robbe^i^s;,. who did not strip him because some one approached, 
or by some criminal whom he had surprised in the commission 
of another crime, or by some other personal enemy. Nor is 
the evidence of the slave tr^^t^^w^i^tt^y; for his excitement 
must have made it hard to recognise the murderers, and he 
would naturally name any person suggested by his master’s 
relations. Moreover, the evidence of slaves is at all times 
doubtful, being never accepted without the test of torture. 
But as regards the probabilities of the case, they are clearly 
against the accuser, for how could a man in danger of being 
condemned to a mere fine risk his life and liberty to avoid it ? 
and if he did, he would do it through another, and not expose 
himself to direct detection. His having strong reasons to 
commit the deed rather show that he was suffering injustice at 
the hands of the deceased, and it were indeed hard if this 
injustice were to entail the still greater injustice of a capital 
cond^emnation. The defendant concludes with retorting the 
charge of impiety upon those who leave the real culprit un
punished, and endeavour to convict an innocent man, who is 
also a man of high public character and of blameless life.

Such are the two speeches which open the debate, carried 
on through another attack and defence. They are all very 
short, in fact mere skeletons to be filled out, as occasion 
might suggest, but are so able and subtle as to show us how 
natural was .the distrust of such an art on the part of the 
Athenian public, and how invaluable must have been the help 
of such a counsel, if the opposite side was not furnished with 
similar weapons.

§ 354. The second tetralogy is on a case of homicide by 
an accident in the palaestra, when a lad, throwing a dart in 
accordance with all the rules of the school, hit another who 
ran across him at the instant. The case is interesting as
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showing the Greek sentiment concerning the pollution or 
blood-guiltiness of any man or thing which was the oiusc of 
death, whether intentionally or nott Hence the constant 
subtleties as to the real cause of the event which we find 
here, and in the speech on the chorister, and which are re
ported to have occupied the attention of Pericles and Prota
goras' for hours together. The third tetralogy is a dispute 
a^bout a homicide during a quarrel. The question argued 
is that the accused merely defended himsiellf against the 
attack of the deceased, who thus succeeded in causing his 
own death ; and moreover, that his wounds not being mortal, 
he deliberately, and against professional advice, had himsi^^lf 
treated by an incompetent physician, who caused the fatal 
result. All these curious rhetorical exercises are evidently 
from the same hand, and there have not been wanting attempts 
to prove them of later date and inferior authorship than that 
of Antiphon. But there is no reasonable ground for such 
scept^ic^i^s^m. The faults of over-subtlety and of crudeness attri
buted to them are exactly those which we should expect from 
his age and character, and their similarity in style, in spite of a 
few peculiarities, to A^ntiphon’s certain speeches and to Thucy
dides' history are satisfactory evidenc'e of their genuineness.

§ 355. I feel much more doubt about the Charge of P^o^soning 
against a St^epmother, which comes first in our MSS. This speech 
has no doubt many features very similar to the acknowledged 
pieces, such as the npoKa-raoKcvi), or short summary before the 
narrative of facts, which was usual with A^ntiphon, and the 
artificial antitheses and assonances. But it is certain that 
other rhetors of the same age used these devices. On the 
other hand, the narrative of the facts obtains a prominence and 
a picturesqueness in this speech which are foreign to what we 
know of Antiphon, while the argument is neither forcible nor 
ingenious, as his arguments are wont to be. Inhere is, moreover, 
a predominance of pathos in the speech which seems to me 
strange to him. But the best modem critic, Blass, is not 
convinced by these objections to reject the speech, and the 
reader may therefore regard my opinion as having the weight 
of authority against it.
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§ 356. As the speech about the chorister is on the subject 
handled in the second tetralogy, so the speech On the Murder 
of Herode:s is in character very similar to that of the He-
rodes was an Athenian, and a relation of the accuser, who 
became a cleruch at Mitylene after its capture in 427 b.c. 
While on a journey to Asnos, he left his ship at Methymna by 
night, apparently in a st^te of intoxication, and never returned, 
nor could his body be anywhere discovered. His relatives 
charged with the murder the only companion of his voyage, a 
Mity^le^njean, who was supposed to be incited by an enemy 
of Herodes called L^y^k^inos, who also lived at Mitylene. As 
additional ovidenco there was adduced a letter supposed to be 
written by the accused to Ly^k^inos, and the declarations of a 
slave on board, who was tortured by the relatives, and con
fessed against the Mitylensean, but was forthwith put to death, 
having revoked his evidence when he saw that he gained 
nothing by it. It is in this interesting case, and fora citizen of 
a subject town, accused with murdering an Athenian citizen, 
that Antiphon composed his admirable speech. We perceive 
that the accused had been harshly and unjustly treated. Upon 
coming to Athens, he had been at once cast into prison, and 
been refused the alternative of offering bail for his appearance, 
or of standing a second trial on appeal, though such refusal 
was illegal. The orator must therefore not only disprove the 
charge, but overcome a strong bias in the jury, arising from, his 
inferior condition, and the feeling against Mitylene, which had 
not died away since the memorable crisis described by Thucy
dides. I will not here pursue the intricacies of the argument, 
in which there is, as usual, little narrative, but rather a subtle 
discussing of the probabilities of the case. The trial is in
teresting in showing the constant and stupid application of 
torture, and the little faith which was put in slaves’ evidenco 
even with this precaution. Moreover, a free man who was on 
board was also tortured, which seems very strange, and one of 
the speaker’s points js the fact that while the slave confessed 
and criminated him, the free man would confess nothing.

§ 357- Particularly interesting is the argument which shows 
that mere probability is an unsafe guide, especially in capital
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cases, and this is illustrated by several cases of false condemna
tion; where the truth came out afterwards. The conclusion is 
also very characteristic, as showing the religious character of the 
Athenian public, to which Antiphon perpetually appeals. The 
speaker urges that had he been guilty, the gods must have 
shown their displeasure by unfavourable weather when he was 
sailing, or unpropitious signs when he was sacrificing with 
others ; whereas the contrary was the case.2 This and other 
like appeals in Antiphon’s speeches have been used wit^i great 
simplicity by Blass 3 to prove that the orator was a man of 
antique sanctity, and an advocate of the national and estab
lished religion. We may be sure that the follower of the great 
sophists, and the master of Th^ucydides, held no such views. 
His political career, and the practice of substituting clever 
arguments for a just cause, especially when it first arose, are 
anything but the marks of an old-fashioned and conservative 
piety. But of course Antiphon, as a skilled rhetor, knew the 
audience he was addressing, and especially in cases of homicide 
the religious superstitions of the people were very strong, and 
sustained by a wholesome instinct. Hence he takes the ptmost 
care that his case shall not be ruined by disclosing the least 
irreverence or scepticism on such matters—the least hint of 
which would have been to an elderly and sedate jury the 
strongest tii:6e that the speaker was a lawless and guilty person.

' § 69, sq. H5iJ S’ Eyuye kAL NpSrepov &Koip iv^hcrapia.i yeyovls, toUto

uTp Toils tovto 58 oV^ . . . .
avrlKa 'E^pidArpv tHv i/iErepov iroKl^pv ouSe-^a vVv eSppvrai ol aro^i^eti^icyTes 
.... tovto S’ ^vtSs oi itoWou xP^pou lraii oiSh SiiSeKa I-t^

yeyovi^s Tbv SeTs^^Tpv Kxl el pb 4«>Pri6els, as hi^efii^iiT^ev, l^y^Kara-
Aiirl^i' tVp pax^c^^pav iv Tp a-tpp^j} ixero oAA’ ^TlXppae petvat, l^nT<l\oyT

hr of evSov Sires l^t^t^^es' owS^Iit yTp H^ro tSv iraiSa tt^ore tovto.
He adds a curious condemnation of all the on a false
charge, when only one escaped through the dela^ of his sentence.

2 From the fact of A^ndocides (De Myst. §§ 137—9) urging similar 
points in favour of his own innocence, I infer that it was a commonplace 
at Al^hens to argue that fair weather was a proo^ pf favour from the gods, 
and that a sea voyage was supposed to afford them a peculiarly convenient 
opportunity for punishing the guilty.

3 AB. i. 135. Cf. also Professor Jebb’s Attic Orators, i. p. ^q.
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§ 358. Though the subject-matter of Antiphon's speeches 
is not without interests, there can be little doubt that the most 
important feature about him, especially in a history of Greek 
literature, is his form. For he is the earliest master of that 
artificial and technical prose, which reached its climax in De
mosthenes, and which is one of the most remarkable develop
ments of the genius of the race. Nor is there any depart
ment of Greek Literature so foreign to modem taste or to 
modem ideas. We would willingly attribute all the minute 
analysis of sentences in Greek orations to the barren subtlety 
of the rhetors of Roman times, and believe that the old ora
tors scorned to compose in gyves and fetters, and study the 
syllables of their periods, and the prosody of them, aS if 41fejr 
were writing poetry. But all these details seem to have been 
handed down in the riyvai which each of them published, 
and Antiphon’s was not the least-known among them. It 
seems that every sentence was to be weighed and measured 
in these orations, which were indeed not long but yet very 
intricate, and which were constructed with so close an adher
ence to rules, both in matter and in form, that we cannot 
imagine any parallel now-a-days. Not even French prose, the 
most polished and artificial organ of thought in modem Europe,' 
can compare with Greek rhetoric in this respect. T^he Greek 
orator composed in p^er^ods, each of which was divided into one 
or more kW\(x, or members, four being the major limit. These 
cola implied one another in construction, and were summed up 
or completed by the last member, which was longer and 
weightier in sound than the rest. This is the K^Tc<srpappii^t) 

of which Antiphon is the earliest official representative, 
though Gorgias was probably its originator, and there are not 
wanting examples of it in He^rodol^us. The relative length 
of the cola, their cadence, their ending syllables—all these 
mattei^s were made subject to rules. A^^t^iphon, standing at 
the opening of this peculiar study, has by no means attained 
all its refinements ; he oftens offends against the canons of the 
Roman critics by allowing the natural course of expression to 
carry him away. But this is only in comparison with later 
Attic eloquence. In comparison with our eloquence, we per-
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ceive at once a stiff and artificial tone about him, enhanced by 
the antique flavour of his language, wherein he and Thucy
dides affected the old and unusual, in contrast to the beautiful 
spoken Attic of their day.* I will not trouble the reader by 
going into more minute details on these technical points, which, 
rather injure than help our enjoyment of Attic prose, but re
commend the full discussion in Blass' chapter on A^ntiphon,. 
with the special tracts to which he refers. In an off^^ial historjr 
of Greek oratory these are essential details, however- dry and . 
uninteresting they may be to the general stu^^:^^

To. us moderns much of the force of Antiphon consists. 
perhaps in his having not refined his style into complete . 
accordance with these technical laws. The austere harmony 
which we find in him and in Thucydides is far more impressive ■ 
than the smoothi harmony of Isocrates.® This character is sus
tained by his choice of words, which are dignified and often, 
poetical without the excess of metaphors censured in Gorgias. 
He uses the older oa, though it had been already replaced by 
rr, and the expression roCro pir—tovto oI, so common in Hero
dotus but abandoned in later Attic prose. As to the method 
of his orations, we notice that the arrangement is simple and 
natural. After a proem, he throws in a sort of TrpoKaTaoKevt], to- 
prepare the mind for the narrative of facts which follows. But 
here is his weak point, particularly as compared with Lysias, 
while his strength lies in argument, especially in the urging and 
retorting of h priori probable proofs. He reiterates, however, 
a good deal, and comes back on points already argued. Besides

* Thus, while such writers as Dionysius and Demetrius are constantly 
showing anacolutha in the use of particles (piv repeated, or without Si, or 
vice versa, &c.), we are rather struck with such sentences as thi^: tyia S 
Tf'/oVptu ioKv avit^aiarcpov Uvat CtpiiTat tov TeBvet^Tos riiv Ttptipiav, &W<i>s 
re K<tt rod piv icc trpopouKij^ icovTas iiroBiivovTOs, rijs Si iKovtrios ix ttpo- 
votas itwoKTttvdtriqs (i. 5)—or this : ou yap Sixatov oHT HlP apapnivra Si 
ptftt^T-a aaSTjvtu, oir’ tpyip opBCs irpci^t^i/Ta Si ^r^p^tara iwi^JtiMat ■ ri pin 
yip pnpta rijs yiHircnis apdprripd itr-rt, rP Si ipyov r^s yvi^pts. And yet this 
latter is found fault with by the critics for having the last clause too short, 
and nothing corresponding to apdpnjpd iam I

2 We have no better word than harmony to use here for the Greek 
appovia, which is not at all the same in meaning.
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the figures O langua^ge, as the rhetors called them, that is to say, 
balanced antitheses, alliterations at the end of clauses, and such 
like, he made but sparing use of figures of thought, such as 
indignant questions, invocations of the gods, and such indica
tions of emotion as we should certainly leave to nature, but 
which these strict theorists had discussed as mere rhetorical 
devices. It was remarked that five of these, the afosiopesis, the 
assumed hesitation (CiaLirtipruitC), the emphatic repetition of a 
word (aVa<St'vXo,(7tc), the climax, and the use of irony, were un
known to him. But this is not true of irony, which is prominent 
enough in the Herodes speech, when the speaker is refuting 
the point that, as no murderer had yet been discovered, he is 
bound to clear hims^^^if by making the discovery.

The sum of these remarks leads us to the conclusion, 
that while the early condition and incomplete development of 
oratory made Antiphon adhere more closely than his more 
subtle and variously trained successors to a fixed and symme
trical plan, he did not equal them in the smoothness and grace 
of their structure, or in the artful simplicity of their- narratives. 
Nevertheless he makes an august and haughty impression, 
even when pleading in the person of others. His tone is severe 
and dignified, his language strong and clear, withn^i^tt being 
fervent or passionate ; and he stands before us not only as 
the fit organiser of an anti-democratic revolution, but as the 
master and model of the historian Th^uc^y^dides.

§ 359. Turning to the external history of Antiphon’s work, 
we note that, though greatly esteemed by his actual contem
poraries, he was soon eclipsed by succeeding orators, whose 
developed graces were more agreeable than the harsh har
monies of the antique rhetor. His commonplaces are men
tioned by Aristotle as of the same kind as those of Gorgias, 
and it is probable that A^ristotle refers to the extant tetralo
gie-, whi<cli may have been part of the well-known ri-gvii. 
But the other earlier writers on rhetoric do not seem to have 
paid any attention to him. He was not a model for either 
late Attic or Roman eloquence. Dionysius often refers to 
him as being, like Thucydides, a writer of the old rough 
style, and as being with Lysias and Isocrates a leading orator
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of Thucydides' day—as being a fine writer, but not plea
sant; Csecilius of Calacte appears first to have made a special 
study of him, and we have many good things cited from his 
oriticiims in a special treatise on Antiphon and in his Lives 
of the orators. Hermogenes speaks of him with equal care 
and appreciation. The Life ur F^i^utarck's Lives of the Teii 
Ot^ators, the Greek arguments, and many citations of phrases 
in the Lexica show that he was studied if not generally read 
in late' 'Greek times. Inhere was even a special book on Anti
phon's figures by Caius Harpocration, and we have extracts 
given by Photius from the orations.

§ 360. B^b^iOgrapkia^. As to MSS., Aldus tells us, in the 
preface to his Pri^n^ceps, that La^scaris was sent to the East
to look for Greek books, and brought back one containing the 
orators from Mount Athos. This MS. was evidently different 
from any of those now extant, but not, I think, superior to 

Jthe best we possess, though in some passages it alone pre
serves the true reading. Foremost is the Crippsianus (A), 
used by Bekker as the basis of his text, which is in the British 
Museum, and of the thirteenth century. But since Msetzner 
c^ollated the Oxford (N), of about the same age, it has been 
found, after much controversy, to be a better copy of the same 
archetype as A.’ Others are the Laurentian and Marcian, 
(B and L), and a Breslau copy (Z). After the ^d. Pri^ceps 
(1513), which contains all the orators save Demosthenes, as 
well as the speeches attributed to Gorgias and Alkida^mas, 
and is the first edition of them all save Isocrates, there are 
texts by Stephanus and others; but of highest authority, in 
our own time, are those of Bekker, Baiter and Sauppe (the 
Zurich Ed.), Msetzner, and Blass (Teubner, 1871). If these 
are not professed commentaries on the author, there is a host 
of critical monographs by Sauppe, Franke, Brieglebe, Spengel, 
and others, with occasional flashes of light from Cobet in the 
Mnemosyne. An exhaustive account of both the man and his 
writings is given by Blass^ and in Mr. Jebb's Attic Orators.

’ Cf. t^e discussion in Blass' Preface to his text of Antiphon, which 
differs from his earlier history of Attic oratory in some points.

1 AB. i. ch. iii.
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§ 361, In connection with the technical development of rhe
toric by Antiphon, it may be well to add a word on some con
temporary or . immediately succeeding irren, whose main activity 
is to be placed before the archonship of Eucleides, and who are- 
specially noted in Plato's dialogues, in Cicero's rhetorical works, 
and by Dionysius, as marking epochs in the history of Attic 
eloquence. The fact that their writings are almost wholly lost 
prevents their claiming any considerable space, in this short 
history. Foremost stands Thra^symacJios of Chalkedon, who, 
can be inferred from the extant notices to have flourished during- 
the later years of the Peloponnesian war. He figures as a lead
ing personage in Plato's Republic, where he appears in the cha
racter not of a rhetor, but of a bold and vulgar sophist, of 
blustering manner, and of low moral tone. But whether -this- 
portrait is indeed a fair one may well be doubted. In the 
P^Jccedrus he is mentioned with Theodorus as a cunning rhetor, 
and this is more in consonance with our other notices of him. 
His technical treatises are referred to as afoppai fa-opumi (whi^lh 
probably do not. differ from his great techne), as imhaic^TKoi.^^' 
and as Tra.iyvm^. Perhaps the deliberative speeches, of whicli* 
a fragment remains, were also technical models. From his- 
afnippal were cited various set proems, {/irspjSaW^ovT^t:, or cli
maxes, and ’iXeot, or appeals to pity ; Plat^o * speaks of him as- 
able to excite to rage, and to soothe again the minds of his. 
hearers, and this praise seems not ironical. But more generally, 
Blass has shown from a comparison of the ancient authorities^ 
that he was regarded as the real founder of the newer Attic elo
quence, inasmuch as he adopted in style the just mean between 
poetically artificial diction, on the one hand, and vulgar col
loquialism, on the other. Secondly, he determined more ac
curately the rhetorical period, a proper rounding of sentences - 
for proper effect, where everything is subordinate, and related to- 
the main thought, no loose or disconnected clauses bei^g ad
mitted. Thirdly, according to Aristotle, he first used the pa^(^i^^c 
rythm, beginning his period with a first ps^on, and ending with 
a first or fourth—a subtlety which is now of little interest,.

' Ph^c^rus, 266-7. •2 AB. i. 246.
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and, as Blass shows, not verified by the extant fragments, 
but which shows how. pi^ofoundly artificial was Greek oratory 
in comparison with oUrs. Cicero, however, also observes in 
T^h^r^asymachus this strict attention to rythm. He seems accord
ingly to have been a valuable guide to L^y^sias, and other prac
tical orators of the next generation. Only two short fragments 
remain.

We have the same sort of praise in Plato's of
TJieodoros of Byzantium, and of E^u^os of Paros, who seem 
to have been fertile in separating each part of an oration into 
subdivisions, such as ttpoZii-Ymi^i.Q, and
v'iart^<^t.z, and ; Euenus also suggested indirect and,
as it were, accidental effects, which he called irape:ratvot, 
i-apaX'o'yoi, and the like. But all these subtleties belong strictly 
to the history of Greek rhetoric, and require no special treatment 
in a general history of literature.

' 266 E.

VOL. IL
H

    
 



<8 HISTORY OF GRjEEK I^IT^^RA^T^URE. CH. V.

CHAPTER V.

Thucydides—Andocides, Critias.

§ 362. Thucydides is said, upon late and doubtful authority, 
to have been bom in 471 b.c., and to have been therefore forty 
years'old at the opening of the Peloponnesian war. This agrees, 
however, fairly well with the two passages in his woi^l^'* in 
which he states that he began his study of the war from its 
coir^mence^i^ejnt, .hieing then of mature age, and having per- 
c^eived its ; that he wrote down the events as they
occurred, and lived all through it to the close. As to the 
historian's early life, we can only affirm that, while he is not 
known to have taken any active part in politics, and yet had 
Suff^'cinnt means to permit perfect lnisurn, he must ' have studied 
with care in the rhetorical schools of Gorgias, and still more of 
A^ntiphon, as well as in the sophistical schools of philosophical 
scepticism. - He further tells us that he was the son of Oloros, 
that he himselif suffered from the plague at Al^hens, which he 
so graphically descr^l^i^;,; 2 also that he was appointed general 
for the protection of A^thnciac interests in Th^race, and that he 
was sent for from T^hasos, where he was occupied, by his col
league Eukles to save A^mphipolis, but that having failed in this 
object, owing to Brasidas' promptness, he secured Eion.® He 
tells us that, owing to his possession of gold mines in Thasos 
and on the opposite coast of Thrace, he was of great icfluence 
in that country,* but that he was banished after the affair at 
Amphipolis (b.c. 424) for twenty years, and thus had the 
opportunity of studying the other side of the conflict, especially , 
the Peloponcesiac affairs.

* i. I, and v. 26. 5 ii. 48. * iv. 104-^6.
‘ This circumsiacce may have caused his appoinimnct as strategus, 

without any nxpeditiocary force, in that region. '
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T^h^ese are then the indisputable facts which we possess on his 
own authority—moreover, we may infer that he outlived the cap
ture of Athens by Lysander in 405 b.c., perhaps for some time, as 
these confessions occur early in the fifth book, and we must 
allow him time to complete the remainder. On the other hand, 
his assertion that he witnessed and recorded the whole war is not 
borne out by the close, which ends abruptly, and shows evi
dence of being broken off by the death of the author, or some 
other untoward circumstance. Indeed his observi^t^i^i^n’ that 
the eruption of ri^t:na in the year 426 was the third recorded, 
and the last known up to the date of the remark, seems to fix 
his death, or the limits of his revision of his work, before 396 
b.c., when another eruption took place. However, his long 
absence from Athens, as well as his severe and perhaps surly 
character, kept him from being affected by the rapid changes 

. of style and taste which mark the later years of the fifth cen
tury. Hence, though his work was, in part at least, written 
after new Attic prose had been developed, and Wien Lysias 
was delighting the juries with translucent simplicity, Thucy
dides kept up the old austerities of style, which make him and 
Antiphon peculiar among all the extant prose writers.

According to the most current tradition, he was assassinated 
in Thrace, where he lived in retirement on his property, and his 
unfinished work, which passed into the hands of his daughter, 
was edited either by her or by Xenophon, to whom she en
trusted it. As we shall presently see, there are some points of 
style in the last and unfinished book which make Xe^nophon 
a possible editor. There is a great controversy among the 
Germans, some arguing that he considered the war concluded 
with the peace of Nicias, and had actually composed the first 
four and half books when he found that he must continue his 
task, and so he began again2 with a new proem. Others, 
among whom is the latest editor, Classen, consider that the 
so-called inconsistencies in his work, on which Ullrich based 
this theory, can be explained away, and that there is a clear 
proof of the whole work being the outcome of one deliberate

- V. 26.
' iii. Ii6.

H 2
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plan, not carried out till the end of the war, though evidence 
was taken, and notes made, all through its course. The con
troversy is, however, neither interesting nor profitable, and by 
modifying our purely subjective opinion as to the degree of 
completion which the earlier books may have attained before 
the later -w^ire written, we may indefinitely approximate the 
one hypothesis to the other.*

Two other more fanciful inferences are drawn from his work. 
When he contrasts it with those which are intended for imme
diate display, and spe^l^^* of them as composed by the logo- 
graphers rather to afford pleasure than profit to the hearer, he 
is supposed to refer, to the recitation of Herodotus at Athens. 
The earliest possible date for any such performance, and that 
of only parts of his work, is 446 B.C., which may serve to mark 
the time when the t^vo historians came in contact, not when 
Thucydides was a child (according to a current anecdote), but 
a grown man, and able to criticise. But all this is doubtful, and 
still more so is the notion of Ullrich, that his remark on Anti
phon's defence of himself, being the finest known tSv 
points at the defence of Socrates. This conjectui^'d assumes 
that Socrates' defence was esteemed an oratorical performance, 
which it certainly was not.

There is a note of Plutarch's, in his life of Kimon, which is 
of more value, and apparently trustworthy. After detailing the 
descent of K^i^mon through his mother from a Thracian king

* The legends about Thucydides' life have been lately^, examined (apart 
from Classen's Introd.) by Petersen, De Vita Thucyd., Dorpat, 1873; 
by W^Ia^mowitz-Mollendorff in Hermat (xii. p. 326, sq.]); by O. Gilbert 
(PhilOl. 38, 2), and by Firmani, Resista di Filologia, for 1877, p. 149, sq. 
But no new facts have been established. The newer tracts on the composi
tion of his history, and the relation of the earlier to the later part, are 
enumerated by L. Herbst, in the first part of his elaborate J^a^l^i^i^t^berieht 
(Philil^igus, 38, p. 504). The result of his very dr^ and intricate discussion 
is to show that while Thucydides regards and speaks of the first ten 
years of the war as a separate war, he did not compose its history, nor 
even his general introduction, without a knowledge of the whole twenty
seven years of its course. Whether the allusions which prove this were 
origi^^Hy in the narrative, or inserted on revision, no man can tell.

s i. 21 : Is rB ... 6s /^t^-^i^ypApot
rB T/iPfrap^tay^epoi' vi) Pt^/^i^iDtRP 1 &/^r)9'^a^'Tepov.
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Oloros, he ad<^i5: ‘ Therefore the historian Th^ucydides, being 
related to K^imon’s family, was the son of an Oloros, called 
after his ancestor, and owned gold mines in Thrace. He is 
said to have been murdered at Scaptesyle (in Thrace), but the 
monument over his remains, which were brought to Attica, is 
sho^m among the tombs of K^imon’s family, next the tomb of 
his sister Elpinike. But Thucydides was a Halimousian as to 
his deipe, whereas Miltiades’ people were La^ia^dse.’ There is 
also a very explicit and credible statement in Pausa^i^i^is1 that 
his return from exile was due to CEnobius, son of Eukles (appa
rently his old colleague in Thrace), who carried through a 
decree that he should be restored to A^t^hens, but that having 
been assassinated as he was returning, a statue was erected to 
him in the A^c^r^opolis, and a monument set up to him not far 
from the Melitean gat^.

I § 363- On a double Herme in the museum of Naples we have 
representations of Thucy^dides and Herodotus, which represent 
the former as a somewhat mean, surly-looking per<^<^n; yet the 
type is so unlike an ideal Greek head, and so . thoroughly in. 
dividual, that it was always believed to have some authority. 
The printing of photographs of the splendid bust at Hol^ha^m, 
by the Earl of L^eic^ster (in May 1878), along with a translation 
of Prof. Michaelis’ essay upon these portraits,* proves that the 
Naples portrait is a poor and shabby copy of the same (pro
bably bronze) original from which the Holkham bust is taken. 
Th^e^, latter is in splendid condition, and expresses all the stern
ness and strength, together with the peculiar modernness, which 
marks the character of Thucydides. I am of course far from 
thinking that a bust which did not express these qualities could . 
not be genuine ; some men are ve^ disappointing in their ap
pearance. But it is very satisfying to have the portrait corre.s- 
ponding to our ideal, and in no conventional way. It is the 
o^pinion of Otto Gilbert® that this is a copy of the portrait 
statue set up by CEnobius. '

1 i. 23, 9.
* I must here record my thanks to the Earl of Leicester for sending 

me a copy of this valuable contribution to archieology.
* Philologus, 38, 2, p. 259. 65123
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§ 364. T^urning to a survey of his work as we have it before us, 
we must adhere to the now received division into eight books, 
though it is nowhere countenanced by the author, and though 
we hear of divisions into nine and into thirteen books as known 
in old days. But the existing arrangement is convenient and 
well devised. Thuc^ydides intends his work to be a military 
history of the Peloponnesian war, compiled from original docu
ments, and from a careful record of personal observations, 
as well as a comparison of the fresh reports of eye-witnesses. 
That he has carried out this plan perfectly, and that his book 
is the most complete and careful record of the details of a long 
war, cannot be for a moment questioned. It is a work infirnitel^y 
more complex, and more difficult than Xenophon’s account of 
his R^etreat from Cunaxa, but is like it in being a contemporary 
history. The chronological method which he prefers, and 
specially vindicates,* as superior to the ordinary plan of quoting 
archontates and priesthoods, is that of successive summers and 
winters. Nev^ertheless, his starti^i^j^-^j^r^ii^t 2 must be determined 
on the old method, and his strict adherence to summers and 
winters leads him at times to break off a connected account of- 
military operations to notice some distant and unimportant, 
but synchronous transaction. This defect of arrangement has 
been commented on by Mure and others. Unfo^rtunately it 
has led the author to record a vast number of petty raids and 
resultless movements in outlying parts of Greece, while he 
has omitted the whole of the literary and artistic, as well as 
almost the whole of the social and political, history of the great 
epoch on which he wrote. This is the more to be regretted 
as the few digressions he does make into archa^t^logical or 
political subjects are, in proportion to their extent, the most 
valuable and interesting parts of his work.

§ 365. But the author himself is by no means of that opinion. 
His preface opens with the assertion that the Peloponnesian 
war, as he had from the very commencement expected, turned 
out by far the most important crisis in Hellenic, and therefore 
in human, history. It is almost impossible that in making this 
statement T^hucy^dides should not have had the great work of

’ v. 20. s ii. *.
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He^rOdotus in his mind's eye, especially if he did not begin to 
write, as many critics maintain, till the close of the war. But ' 
whether this be so or not, his prooif of the bold assertion as to 
the importance of his subject is singularly sophistical. He turns 
first to the very ancient times, and in what is called his ArCu^- 
ologia reviews the condition of early Greece, and especially the 
resources displayed in the Trojan war, which he holds to have 
been but small, for want of the real sinews of empire—xf^’Vara 
Wt vdvjTi^Kov, money and a navy. The same was in a lesser degree 
the case with the states which became prominent under tyrants 
from this time to that of the Persian wars, as he shows by a 
series of most interesting observations.

But when he comes to this crisis * he shirks a fair esti
mate of its comparative importance with his own subject ; he 
gives a very meagre extract to show its effects upon Sparta 
and Athens, and concludes 2 by saying that the ancient affairs 
were difficult to ascertain on proper evidence, because of the 
uncritical way in which people hand down tradition. He 
illustrates this by three examples : first, that of the Athenian 
misconception about Harmodius and Aristogiton, to which he 
again reverts more fully,’ and then to the popular Greek errors 
about two trivial matters, which had not past into oblivion, 
the Utra^vdrris, and the double vote of the Spartan kings,
in one at least contradicting an opinion of He^rodotus. ‘ So 
little pains do the many take in seeking after truth, and rather 
turn to what is ready at hand ! ’ In c. 23 he returns to the

' c. 18. 2 c. 20. 8 vi. S4.
< Herbst, in a very minute examination of this preface (Pkilologus, 

■' 38, pp- 53^-45), gives a new exposition of the whole argument, and de
fends Thucydides against the charge of having endeavoured to slight the 
importance of the Persian war in the history of Herodotus. He considers 
that Thucydides divided his retrospect into two portions, that of the 
iraXaid, reaching from mythical times down to the battle Marathon, and 
that of the MijSutd. The iroT^aid, which he reviews in cc, 2^17, embrace 
the Troica, which have been exaggerated by fables, and the period of 
the tyrants, in which o careful examination of facts shows want of the re
sources of W£^ir. He then sketches the MtiSind in cc. 18, 19. The criticism 
which follows ^^c. ^^^2), and which contains the disrespectful remarks on 
the logographers, and the general untrustworthiness of old traditions, is
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comparison of the Medic affairs, and observes that they were 
settled by four battles, whereas the later war was more pro
tracted, severe, and full of horrors. He speaks of cities being 
now destroyed by barbarians, of which we know only a single 
small instance (My^c^a^^e^ssus). He also asserts that this w^r, 
greatly affected barbarians as well as Greeks. Hi^storically 
this is not provable, but I fancy Thucydides' opinion was 
rather that any war, however petty, among Greeks was vastly 
more important than the most momentous struggle with bar
barians. This is the real cause of his exaggerated estimate of 
the Peloponnesian war—a war which was perhaps of less im
portance in the world's history than any other struggle of 
similar length, for it was not a struggle of either opposed races, 
or religions, or great ideas ; and had its issue been reversed, 
it would not have materially affected the general course of 
human history. But an exaggerated notion of Jiis subject isi 
a good fault in an author, and only to be blamed when it 
leads him to invidious comparisons with his rivals. With the 
twenty-fourth chapter the real history of the war begins, and in 
an excellent narrative he tells us of the quarrel between Corinth 
and Corcyra about Epidamnus, followed by other preliminary 
movements and the discussion at Sparta.* But before entering 
upon the actual war, he again reverts to the past, and resumes 
the sket^t^lh'of Greek history—this time A^t^henian—from the 
capture of Lesbos to the outbreak of the war.2 There follow 
directed, according to Herbst, wholly against the historians of the iraXaid— 
poets and poetical logographers—and has nothing to say to Herodotus. 
Thucydides then turns (c. 23) to a parallel criticism of the really important 
MijSif^d, and though allowing their greatness, nevertheless maintains the 
greater importance of his own period,' because of the brief crisis of the 
Persian war, and because of the lesser number of Greeks engaged. But 
this presupposes that he is comparing the MySiicd with the whole twenty
seven years war, and not with the Archidamic alone. I think this general 
sense m^^be read into the passage, but it is certainly not the obvious one, 
and I much doubt whether Thucydides intended to avoid censuring 
Herodotus' method of writing history, as distinguished from the early 
logographers.

* cc. 24-55, 56-88.
2 cc. &^-ll8. This was known amo^^ old critics as the Tlevrr)KovT€- 

Typia of Thucydides.
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additional preliminaries to the war, again interrupted by the 
episodes of Pausanias and Themisi^<^<^l«^i!; * and the book ends 
with the completion of the preliminary matter.

§ 366. It is remarkable that in the latter chapters Thucy- 
. dides not only implies a knowledge of He^rodotus, but also 

some respect for him. He starts his second retrospect • from the , 
capture of Sestos, where Herodotus had pau^i^d; he says that 
while ,the Medic affairs had been fully treated, the succeeding 
period was neglected, even by Hellanic^us, who was inaccurate 
in his ; 2 he, moreover, in his digressions' about
Pa^usanias and Tl^e^mistocles, expressly fills up the points 
omitted by Herodol^us. This seems to me to denote a differ
ence of date in the composition of the ea^^y preface and these 
later portions of the -fi^^t book. We see, however, that this 
book is full of digressions and of prefatory matter, all in the 

I author’s opinion strictly necessary to the understanding of the 
Peloponnesian war. I have also omitted all mention of the 
speeches—a peculiar and somewhat foreign feature in the 
history, to which we will revert presently with more detail.

Passing on to the succeeding books, we find in every one 
of them some brilliant piece of narrj^l^ii^i^; indeed, wherever 
the subject is worthy of the writer, his ialeni for nervous and 1 
spirited description responds fully tb the occasion. Thus we J 
have in the second book the night attack upon Platsea (at 
the opening), then the graphic and affecting account of the 
plague,3 which has been the model for so many subsequent 
wri^^i^^; and the naval operations of Phormion off Naupac- 
tus.4 We have in the third bool^® the night escape of the 
^’Is^t^seans from their city, which has been reproduced in our 
own day by Sir E. Creasy in his Greek novel, The Old Love 
and the New; the terrible tumults at Corcyra, with the his
torian’s reflections,® and a very interesting chapter 7 on Delos. 
The fourth book opens with the brilliant A^t^henian success 
at Sphacteria, and contains not only the equally disastrous 
failure at Deiuanc^® but the active operations of Brasidas

' cc. 128-38. s C. 97- * sq'
4 cc. 83, sq. ‘cc. 20, sq. ‘ 75. sq.

7 c. 104. « cc. 77.
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in Thrace, including the historian's own failure to save Am- 
phipolis.1

This passage, which is curt and stingy in detail, has given . 
rise to much discussion among critics. Most of the Germanes;,, 
whose enthusiastic reverence for Thucydides will allow no flaw 
in his character, maintain that he did all that could be done to 
save Amphipolis, and that his exile, to which he alludes casu
ally in another place, was an unjust sentence, caused by the 
disappointment of the Athe^nians at Brasidas' success. The 
most prominent supporters of this view are Classen (in his 
Commentary) and Ernst Curtius (in his History). On the- 
other hand, the reticence of the historian on the date and 
nature of his appointment to the command, and the yncon- 
cealed dislike and contempt he shows for Cleon, who probably 
caused his exile, have led critical English scholars, such as 
Mure in his chapter on T^hucydides' life, anti Grote in his 
Hi^story, followed (as usual) by Oncken, to declare that the his
torian was remiss and dilatory up to the last moment, and 
probably deserving of his punishment. We have not sufificient 
evidence to settle the question with any certainty. It seems to 
me that the historian honestly thought he was not to blame; 
but that the A^t^henians, perhaps just as • honestly, differed with 
him in opinion. His silence as to the sentence passed upon 
him is quite in keeping with his usual reticence on the disap
pearance of leading men from the scene. Thus he merely 
tells us that Pericles lived two years into the wair; he only 
lets out accidentally that Phormion was dead, by stating that 
the Ac^rnanians applied for his son to be sent to command 
them.

§ 367. Returning to our catalogue of remarkable passages, 
we have the celebrated reflections on the close of the Archida
mian war, and the new proem to the rest of the .work in the 
fifth book ; 2 and later on, after the long and complicated in
trigues of Al^c^:^t^i^ades in the Peloponnesus, the description of the 
battle of Mantinea, apparently from personal observation.^ 
The sixth and seventh books, by far the finest portion of 
the work, are mainly concerned with the preparation and

* cc. 10^-6. s c. 26. , 3 cc. 64-75.
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outfit ' of the Sicilian expedition, its interruption by the out
rage on the He^im^ae, its gradual progress, and disastrous close. 
Indeed, the sustained splendour of the narrative in the seventh 
book makes it impossible to specify passages. The eighth 
book, in which we miss the finishing hand of the author, is 
mainly interesting for its accurate account of the oligarchical 
revolution at Athens in 411 B.c., a political crisis so closely 
connected with the war as to form part of it, and thus fortu
nately to find its way into the narrative.

But it must be remembered that these remarkable narratives 
are interrupted both by barren chronicles of petty raids and in- j 
effectual campaigns, which are given in most conscientious ' 
detail, and by political speeches inserted at intervals, in order 
to expound the feelings and passions which formed the atmo
sphere in which the facts occurred. While the former details 

11 arise from a too minute and ’Ciareful registering of the facts, 
' which T^hucy^dides no doubt overrated in importance, the se
cond are of a ver^ different kind, and are rather violations of, 
than servile submissions to, historical accuracy. I need only 
say one word about the former. The various raids about 
/Etolia and A^c^arnania, among , the Sicilian cities before the 
arrival of the great A^thenian armament, or in the Poloponnesus 
after the peace of Nicias, though they are of little moment, and 
are now passed over by most readers, nevertheless serve to give 
us a very living picture of Greek warfare and of Greek politics, 
with their perpetually shifting intrigues and varying aspects; 
and although we should gladly have taken instead a few more of 
his invaluable digressions on antiquities or on changes of consti- 

, tution, we must acknowledge that they give his narrative of the 
war great completeness. There is indeed only a single passage 
in which he betrays weariness of these trivial movements, and 
says he will not chronicle them concerning Sicily, except when 
the Af^henians were directly concerned.

§ 368. But wherever the facts become important, his narra
tive is not content with a mere chronicle, it adds the motives of 
the actors, and describes their most secret thoughts, as if the 
historian had been present and had heard them declared. This 
drawing of human character in accordance with the suggestions
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■of the facts, is particularly remarkable in the Sth book, where 
there are no set speeches, and is a striking example of the 
dramatic way in which Greek historians identi^ed themselves 
with their subji^^lt We modems make our reflections con
sciously, and separate them from the narrative. Thucydides 

f seldom does so, but lets his subjective opinions come out in
the drawing of character, and the attribution of motives as his
torical facts. As his basis, is strictly the human, as opposed to 
the divine so often admitted by Herodotus, these motives are 
generally verified by the results, and are never improbable, but 
,yet- they are not histi^iry in our sense.* This is far more dis
tinctly the case with the speeches, where he absolutely leaves 
the domain of history, in our sense, and assumes that of a 
rhetorician, from which point of view he is justly criticised by 
all competent and complete historians of Attic eloquence. It 
is indeed most probably his great example which has led subse
quent classical historians to interlard their narrative with imagi
nary harangues, and which gave to Greek and E^oman history 
that rhetoriical flavour noted by Mure as the main defect of 
Attic prose literature. It is generally admitted that . these 
speeches have no claim to any accui^i^t^jy; and though most 
historians long to f^nd at least Pericles' Funeral Speech in the 
second book authentic, Mure has shown in this particular case 
how the mannerisms of the historian are specially prominent, 
and how he uses arguments which could not possibly have 
been spoken by a Greek political leader who possessed the 
secret of fascinating his audience.

There is even very little apparent effort made to preserve . 
character in these speeches. Thus the L^ac^c^c^semonian speakers 
are as voluble and as lengthy as the rest, and their Doric, dialect 
is exchanged for the old Attic diction of the work. Thucydides 
him^t^lf 2 notes the difficulties of preserving accuracy in these 
speeches, and says he endeavoured 'to reproduce the general 
sense of what was really spoken, that is to say, really spoken in 
his op:ini^^; but we may be quite sure that no such speeches 
could ever have had any effect upon a large audience. Ac

* Cf. the excellent remarks of Herbst, Philol. 3S, p. 556-9
2 i. 22.
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cordingly he toned them all to the uniform dress required by 
his history as a work of art, and only suggests peculiar features • 
by the short and rude speech of the ephor Sthenelaidas,* or 
by •the .lively style of Athenagoras,’ or by the egotism of 
Alc^ibiades. But more frequently they are so general and im
personal as to be ascribed to ‘ the envoys ' or ‘ the speakers ’ o'" 
a certain city or policy. The best analysis of them has been 
given by Blass, in the first volume of his work on Attic elo
quence, in which he follows closely the' well-known criticism' 
by Dionysius of Ha^^^^c^a^r^na^s^sus.

§ 369. Excluding the dialogues, which we shall consider pre-i 
sently, there are fort^-one speeches, of various length, inserted 
in thp first seven books, the eighth being peculiar in possessing • 
none. They may be classed as panegyrical, of which the famous- 
speech of Peri^l^.s 3 is the only specimen, juridical, of which 
the demurrer of the Platseans and reply of the Thebans 4 are • 
specimens, and thirty-eight deliberative harangues. About^ 
fourteen of these are exhortations to soldiers by their general, 
and are mostly short and to the point. There remain twenty- 
four strictly deliberative speeches, inserted generally in pairs^- 
or threes, and sometimes even so constructed that the answer 
follows a long time after the first speech, and not professedly in 
reply to it. A careful reading of these speeches will show a 
gradual improvement in clearness as the work advai^n^i^is; those 
of the sixth book being much more to the point and freer from 
obscurity than the earlier ones, the speeches of Hermocrates 
especially being very good specimens of the deliberative style. 
It seems indeed not unlikely that Thucydides in his exile made 
the acquaintance of the great Syracusan, to whom he is every
where very favourable, and from whom he may have obtained 
the outlines of his policy. Colonel Mure thinks that the same 
sort of relations with Alcibiades, when in exile, are to be in
ferred from the minuteness with which his secret policy is de
scribed. O. Muller has the same idea about Athenagoras, and 
most critics about Pericles and Nicias. These conjectures only 
prove how much character Thucy^dides has succeeded in in

' i. 86. - Vi. 66«
* ii. 35-46. * 53-^ i <5--7-
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fusing thi^u^g^h^c^ut speeches conceived in his own form and 
diction. ■

, § 370. Dio^nj^sius, whose judgment as a rhetorician is of value, 
however modem scholars may despise his notions of composing 
history, giyes us a very complete criticism of many of them, 
with a full appreciation of the glaring defects which require 
the genius of the author to palliate them. The chie^ of these 
is obsciu^-ity, which most critics think a natural and unavoid
able result of the early and undeveloped condition of Attic 
prose, combined with the perpetual striving of the author to 
pack his sentences as full as possible with meaning. Hence 
even his censors have perpetually admired his marvellous 
power of conveying substance in the smallest amount of words, 
and of pressing on the reader a new thought before the former 
one is fully expressed. Next to this compression and conse
quent obscurity, the historian has been justly censured for 
many sophistical mannerisms, such as the perpetual antithesis 
of nominally and really and t'pyw), which in the Funeral
oration occurs sixteen times, and nearly one hundred times in 
the course of the work. There are also needless definitions of 
obvious words, and subtle distinctions, not to sp^^k of the 
affected use of neuter adjectives for nouns—a practice for which 
his latest German commentator finds reasons which will ap- 
Dear,‘to such as are not pedants, invented to sustain a bad 
case. 1 Colonel Mure and Dr. Blass have also noted curiously 
inappropriate arguments in some places, where an orator of 
common sense could not possibly have followed the course 
assigned to him. Such, are the opening words of Pericles’ 
E^pi^t^a^phios, in which he ascribe.s a spirit of niggardly detrac
tion to his audience, and the speech of the Cor^inthians,^ where 
the changes and chances of war are insisted upon by those 
whose object was to urge it, and not to dissuade from it.

To these criticisms, which seem to me well founded, I 
have two remarks to add. In the first place, when Classen and 
others speak of the undeveloped condition of Attic prose, and 
the dil^culties of wrestling with an unformed idiom to express 

’ Cf. Classen, i. p. lxxiii, quoting the authority of Hermogenes.
* > 120.

    
 



CH. v. THE NATURE OF HIS EI^OQUENCE. ' ui

, adequately great and pregnant thoughts, they altogether over
state the matter in their efforts to defend Tf^u^ydides. Eur , 
ripides and Cratinus had already perfected tlie use ' of Attic 
Greek in dramatic dialogue. Ag^ain, not only was it quite 
feasible to transcribe into Attic the excellent models in Ionic 
prose already subsisting, but in Attic prose Antiphon had al
ready attained clearness, as we can see in • his extant speeches. 
Possibly his example may have aided in making the speech 

” of the Pl^taeans and the. Theban answer, which are essentially 
court speeches, the best in the work. But apart from dramatic 
poetry and oratory, it seems perpetually forgotten that the tract 
.on the Athenian polity, which we have among Xenophon’s 
works, must have been published before 415, and more pro
bably about 428 B.C., and therefore years before Thucydides’ 
history, and that whatever faults the tract may disclose, it shows 
an easy and complete mastery of the Attic prose idiom. ’ 

Secondly, when critics, both ancient and modem, reiterate 
their praise and wonder at the extraordinary compression of 
thoughts in these speeches and in the descriptions of the his
torian, and speak of his hurrying on from new thought to new, 
thought without waiting to express him^i^l^lf clearly, they seem to 
me to misstate altogether the true nature of his eloquence. I 
•cannot find that there is this crowding of ideas in his orations, 
but rather a crowding of curious and distorted aphorisms about 
some leading idea, which is reiterated in all sorts of forms. 
The real keynote to his style is to be found in the characteristic 
description of his A^t^henian audience which he puts into the 
mouth of Cleon.2 There appears, in fact, as before observed in

1 Dionysius notes the same thing in comparison with the prose of 
Ct^idas, whom he calls one of the new Attic school, but who wrote before 
Tii^^^d^d^es.

8 iii. 38 : 5’ kokSs iya^vodeTovpres, o7Ti»<^j eUBare Starai
pip rWv Aiyav yiyveaBat, i^apoara'l Si rav tpyiav, ri flip piAAovra tpya it^i> 
rav el^^:iv^ruv arionruvT^^, &s Swivri yiypt^trSai, ri Si v^er^payp^pa tjSy, 
cv ri SpaaSip Si^et AafSi^^-rts I) ri iKovaStp, irb Aiymp ^^AcSs
l^vr^tpLU^ffipt^^v Kal p^^^i flip Atyov irar^S^^Bai ipKrrroi, fiera SeSo-
Wipaapivov Si p^ (vpir^^^Sat tBlAeip, SovAoi Svres rip iel ir^r^wp, i^t^pirrai 
Si rip e^aSivav, Kal pi^A^iirra flip airhs tiiretp fK^i^ros fiovAipevos SupaaSai, 

■«l Si fili, ipTayu^Pll^i^f^evol rois ri 1^ol«&^a Aiyovlrl, pii varepoi ijcoA<^v6^yi^a.i
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the case of Sophocles (Vol. I. p. 316, § 194), a sort of tendency 
to play hide-and-seek with the reader, and, while expounding 
an obvious or familiar idea, to astonish him by the new and 
strange way in which clause after clause is brought out. J

§ 371. In support of this opinion, that Thucydides is only 
condensed in expression but not in thought, a great number of 
passages could be cited, but I must content myself with a few. 
The famous picture of the excitement of the land forces du^njg 
the last great battle in the harbour of Syra^^^^ * may serve as. 
the firsIt It has elicited the profound admiration of Grote,
and the ridicule of Mure for the same reasons. And though 
we cannot but agree with much of Grote's praise — ' the modern 
historian strives in vain to convey the impression of it which 
appears in the condensed and burning phrases of Thucyd^t^i^i;' 
—there is real truth in the words of Mure : ‘ The specification 
of the modes in which the assembled crowd displayed its emo
tions ; of the exact position of the groups of which it Consi;^t<^d ; ' 
of the precise amount that each saw and heard, with the v^^^cis- 
situdes . of their feelings and gestures, even to the nervous 
“ bobbing ” and “ ducking ” of their heads or bodies in sym
pathetic fe^s^s^c^nse to the critical turns of the combat, are over
stated to superfluity or triviality.' He shows too in a note the 
greater tendency to antithetical jingle of structure and sound 
in this part of the narratives.

I will next refer to an equally well-known passage, both as a 
good specimen of the style, and as an illustration of my position. 
It is the account of the A^thenian character as contrasted with 
the Spartan by the Corinthian envoys.® Now in this passage,

SokAv Trj yvWpp, Sa ti \^4yovTos irpoeiraivEcrat, Kal TtpoattrSefff^at re
etvai to Kci irpovoTa^at /JpaSeis tD c^ui^A^v i^Too0-^<r6peva’

£qtovvt4s Te &)\Ko n, &s eiireip, Iv oTs 84 oiS^ irepL tav
■c^Pi^Twv iKavWs. D-irKHs TE, lutoRis YSovp pa^T^iipevot, e<^(^prTtiv Sei^^aTs

KaOppPvois paW^ov, 1 irepl i^^IXetas flovXevopivois,
> vii. 71.
- i. 7° : ®PPv ye veioTepoiroiol ital iirivollixai t^al ln^e^^eirai Ap'yip

t &v yvWc^n^' ipets 84 tA le <T^(^eiv i^ttl 4^tyv5^vai ppSAv, i^ti^ Epyy
ouS4 T^&^va^Kala H-tKeirOu, aS6is SE ol pEv ical irapA Slvapiv i^oXpr^Tai, i^al 
irapA yvAppv Koliv Tots Seivots eii^^^iSes' tB 84 ipeiepov Tris
Te SviDpers ivSeA irp^(ai, Tijs re yvApps piSe r^ots fSe^aiois ^^ar^e^Sr^ai, Tai
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not only is the contrast very much over-strained (instead of being 
qualified by such cases as those of Nicias and Brasidas), but the 
whole description plays round the single idea that the Athenians 
are a very enterprising, and the Spartans a very conservative, 
society. Again, i^ the fine speech of the Pls^laeans in defence of 
their lives, the appeals to the generosity of Sparta are repeated all 
through the argument till they become wearisome. An endless 
number of similar instances, and of the repetitions of the same 

1 ideas and the same phrases) even in different speeches, indicate, ]
if anything, rather a poverty than a richness ofrdeas.’ »

The fullest and most suggest^^e is, perhaps, Pericles’ Epita
phios, though it too has its reiterated antitheses of in woo^d and 
in dei^d; but even here we may perceive one great reason both 
of the obscurity and of the constant playing with a few ideas . 
which characterise almost all the harangues. It is the fixed 
purpose of the historian to make them quite general in appli
cation, and hence the careful avoidance of all details and all 
particulars wh^ch give point and flavour to every great speech 
of every real orator. Thus the allusions of Pericles to the art 
education and a^s^f^l^i^tic pleasures afforded at Athens lose much 
point by the avoidance of ever^ detail concerning the great artists 
or the great works which were within the sight and in the mind

re SfiYuy nYSeiro-re oXitBcu &nroO\v6)<Ea6ai. Kal K«tl &oKt'oi
Kcal irrroSTIi^Ti'rAd s^p^>s iiYSir/^i^o^iiTous. oHoi^'^ai yap ol /tEy rY Drouala 

&v ti KraffOai, i/teTs SI ry i^ireKSeiy /(al tO Ir^otjaa ttu /iXc^f^ai. re
ray ixPpau iirl u^Ketarou Qip^ayrat, /cal utKii/teuoi ^ir’ lADx»aroy ayarlirrouaiy. 
Irt 5C, rots /tey at^/^tatv iW^^r^i^tu^T^AT^ots vr^p ^s jd^&yrai, rp
yvU/^y StE is ri irpt^iraeiy rt Vi^^p af^'^ijs. KtH & pi^y t^v iMu^t^t^trayres
/tij i{ef^0a^a^tv, otKi^i^ia ar^e^peo^ai yy^oVurat, tt 8’ tiv ^tyeK^^lurEs i^^'i^i^tavrai,
oXl'ya ir^s ra /peKKi^i^'ra Ru^xetu wp^i^^'res, 1y S’ &i^a irou /cal trelpo otpa^Haiv, 
DvTEKi^l^i^'OV'res UlKKa ^^KYp^aov rliy x^^elau. ptluai y^O^p Ixpucrl re /al i/tolas 
iKt^llPo’vaty & tky i^iual^^aat, 8i0 ri rax^Etav r^^u (NXEip^^lotv ^(^i^etoBot Oy t^^ 
y^aai. /cal raSra perO r^&ttou rrii^'ra /al K^^i^i^uwu 8i’ tiV alauas pax^BaVot,
/cal ilToKaiav1lU iKOxiOTa ray Sick ri del Krao^Oot, xaa pyre
ioprliy tlW^kt ri Yy^E^a^Bot i) ri rO SEai^ra /^/^t^Hai, £vp^<)l^f^iy te i/t^oou
Yov^loy ^nf^Pof/iOiyo, 1w^^aKloy irltri^t^t^y. S^t^-rE Et ris oiraVs (oyEX0v i^iuly 
y^E:pvKEyol M rp /stYie Oi•roVs Exetu Youx^^ou /tiiTE y^ois HxKt^tis iv9p<aTovs iOy, 
oplas ty cfirsc.

' Cf., for example, the latter half of iii. 37, iii. 44, and the appendices 
to Mure’s fifth volume, on the rhetorical mannerisms of Thucydides.

VOL. ■ II. I
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of all his suppc^s^e^ii hearers. Indeed, throughout the whole 
work not a single contemporary artist, or poet, or literary man is 
mentioned, except He^l^I^anicus, and that for his inaccuracy j not 
a single public work pr monument, save the Propyl^sea, and that 
perhaps because it was a needless expense in the way of mere 
^i^nament, without the excuse of religion. But if this adher
ence to generalities has damaged the rhetorical effect of the, 
s^peeches, it has made them a better and more enduring monu
ment of the philosophy of history as the author conceived it.

Finally as to the form of the speeches, the IhetOIical critics 
have observed that while there is a general attention paid to 
the rules prescribed in the early handbooks, while there is 
generally a fixed exordium, a prothesis, a narrative of facts, and 
a formal conclusion, there is no such slavish adherence to them 
we should expect rather in professional court-speeches than 
in the deliberative addresses of political leaders. While figures 
of diction, such as rhymed endings, artificial antitheses, and the i 
like, are frequent, figures of thought, such as indignant questions, 
irony, aposiopesis, and the like, are Ia;Ie, as if beneath the 
dignity of the historian, and chiefly admitted in the harangue 
of the demagogue Athenagoras whereas even in the speeches 
-^:f Cleon, whom the author hated and despised^, no attempt 
has been made to portray his vulgarity in his language.

_ § 372. Passing to the dialogues, the first to be mentioned, on 
a^t^c^c^unt of its length and prominence, is the so-called Melian . 
ditilc^o^'ue at the close of the fifth book. The form of this 
p^as^sage is that of a court-speech interrupted by replies to each 
p^^int, and is an ingeniously constructed method of expounding 
the brutal policy of the Athenians as expressed in a private 
•conference. Grote has raised special objections to its historical 
value, and thinks it rather a sort of tragic climax of insolence, 
intentionally 'dramatised before the disastrous ptripete.a of the 
Sicilian expedition. While agreeing fully with his objections, I 
think he need not have contrasted it, as less genuine, with the 
speeches, many of which rest on just as little evidence, and

’ They are, however, much more frequent than is to be inferred from 
Blass’s account, • who speaks of Athenag^oras’ speech as aflforiding the only- 
examples.
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have just as little internal probability. . But.in, any case, the 
"'c^l^i^t^u^i^ities and outlandish contorti^i^i^ .̂ of expression in the 

discussion have struck all commentators, and, elicited from 
Dionysius special censure. It is properly, ranked with the 
speeches on account of its rhetorical and' sophistical tone, and 
may be regarded as one of the weakest points i^ the great 
history. The other two examples, the. dialogue of Archidamus 
with the. Platseans,* and that of the A^mbraciot herald and the 

, A^c^e^nanian soldiers of Demost^ienes,^ are both admirable,, die 
former being formal and stately, the latter very brief and 
dramj^t^!^; ■ and it is to be regretted that there are not more such 
passages in the work.® For on the whole this dramatic quality 

, is a feature which we miss in Thucy^dides, after perusing the 
more picturesque Herodotus ; the genius of the Father of 
history has not been here equalled by his great Attic rival.

§ 373- The absence of both speeches and dialogues from the 
eighth book has caused much discussion in ancient and modem 
times, and is generally considered to be due to the accident of 
the work being unfinished at the- author's death. There are 
several summaries of opinion throughout the book which would, 
it is thought, have been expanded and transformed into speeches 
had he lived to revise and complete it. Cratippus, his contem
porary, is reported to have said that Thucydides deliberately 
omitted them, finding that they did not suit the prevailing taste.

■ But this seems to imply that the earlier books were published by 
the author himself, except we interpret Cratippus to mean that 
T^hucydides observed such a change in Attic eloquence with 
the rise of L^j^sias that he felt what he had already composed 
was becoming antiquated. On the other hand, X^e^nophon,- in 
the first two books of the Hellenica, which are a professed 
continuation of Thucydides, inserts several speeches—a proof 
that he at least did not consider the eighth book a matured 
change of style in its author. The later books of the Hellenica, 
written years subsequently, have no speeches in them, so that 
there seems really to have been a change of fashion, but not

* ii. 71-4. 5 iii. 113.
, 3 Perhaps i. 53 should be added as another case, but there is here only

a single protest and reply.
I 2
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in Thucydides’ time. There are, moreover, a good man;y 
peculiarities in this book, a good many words not elsewhene 
occurring in the history, but common in X^e^nophon, and a 
prominence of personal expressions of opinion, which have been 
sufficient to suggest its spuriousness to many ancient critics, 
and which have led some modems to believe that the editor, 
probably Xenophon, had some share in reducing it to its present 
form. The reader will see most of the peculiar phrases in an 
appendix to Mure’s fifth volume. I would especially add the 
violent sentence about Hyperbolus,* which is so different from 
what the historian says even about Cleon, and so historically 
false and misleading when we consider the real circumstances 
(preserved by Plutarch) of Hj^erbolus’ ostracism, that I wonder 
how Grote can quote it in a foot^^i^t^te^ without perceiving that 
it either overthrows his own theory of ostracism or the trust
worthiness of his infallible guide. So also the emphatic com
mendation of the A^l^henian Five Thousand® seems to me tool 
personal and explicit for the usual manner of the historian.

The last discussion of this question is in Classen's intro
duction to the eighth book, in which he of course adopts the 
theory most honourable to Thucydides, and most favourable to 
the dignity of the text on which he has spent so many years of 
his life. He has pointed to the peculiar recension of the text of 
this book in the Vatican B, as showing an early feeling that it 
had not received the author’s final revision, but this recension he 
attributes (at earliest) to some A^l^e^x^a^ndrian grammarian, though 
he joins Bekker in accepting it, as approaching what T^hucy- 
dides would have produced had his labours not been cut short 
by death. This may be reasonable enough, but when he goes 
on ■ to argue (p. x. sq.) that the historian deliberately omitted 
speeches here, as in a 'large part of the fifth book (which, by 
the way, also shows want of a final revision), he will not carry 
conviction to any unprejudiced mind. It is all ver^ well to 
say that the political movements were too fleeting and intricate

* c. 73 : xet! ri nva rav ’A0rriic^a«^v, pox^Biipbv S,vdp(uTrov •
ctarpaKU^/utvov ov Sia Svvii/K^ias Kal <6fi<^v, Sa , Kal
aii^xi^piiv rijs i^ilkias, ciroKretvovai fierh X^applvov (a strategus).

2 vii. 145. 3 c. 97.
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' for set declarations, but surely nowhere in the work can we 
see better scope for a great harangue than in the stirring events 
at Samos (c. 76) where the fleet became in fact the Athenian 
democrac^j^.. . Classen thinks that Thucydides only inserted 
speeches where they had really been made. I do not agree 
with him that Thucydides was restrained by any such conside
rations, but even taking up his own ground, does he imagine 
that the 'events both at Samos and at A^lhens were carried out. 
without both vigorous and plausible speeches at every meet
ing ? But there is endless room for this not very profitable 
subjective criticism.*

§ 374. It remains for us to gather up the details, and to form 
some general estimate of the genius and character of the great 
historian. Whatever faults of style, whatever transient fashion 
of involving . his thoughts, may be due to a sophistic education, 
and to the desire of exhibiting depth and acuteness, there can
not be the smallest doubt that in the hands of Th^ucy^dides the 
art of writing history made an extraordinary stride, and attained 
a perfection which no subsequent Hellenic, and few modern 
writers, have attained. If the subject which he selected was 
really a narrow one, and many of the details trivial, it was 
nevertheless compassed with extreme difficulty, for it is at all 
times a hard task to write contemporary history, and more 
especially so in an age when published documents were scarce, 
and the art of printing unknown. Moreover, however trivial 
may be the details of petty military raids, of which an account 
was yet necessary to the completeness of his record, we cannot 
but wonder at the lofty dignity with which he has handled every 
part of the subject. Inhere is not a touch of comedy, not a point 
of satire, not a word of familiarity throughout the whole book, 
and we stand face to face with a man who strikes us as strangely 
un-Attic in- his solemn and severe temper.

This dignity was, perhaps, even more strongly shown by his 
reticence on topics which excited the interest, arid filled the 
thoughts, of ordinary men. We can hardly think that he de
spised the great artistic and literary life at Athens, which was so

' Cf. another ingenious attempt by Cwiklinski in Hermes, xii. pp. 23
87.
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dear to his ideal hero, Perii^!^<^£>; yet, as already remarked, he 
never turns aside, except in a passing clause, to mention it, or to 
notice any of the great rival intellects which were fascinating the 
A^t^henian public of the day. It would have been str^^tly to the 

, point, when he insists upon the elastic and impressible hopeful
ness and energy of Athens, which astonished all her enemies, to 
have noticed that even during the invasions of the land, and 
the long dolours of siege and of sickness, not only did Sopho- 

, cles, Euripides, and their many tragic rivals continue to hold 
the attention and the interest of the Attic public, but even the 
buffoonery and broad farce of the Old Comedy found in war and 
distress a subject for fun and banter, and a people ready to en
joy and delight in it All this would have enhanced his argu
ment, but he merely mentions this side of Athens in passing, 
and by the mouth of Pericles, who probably made a far different 
use of so great and fruitful a topic. *

§ 375- Far more distinct and unmistakeable is his contempt 
for the social gossip and scandal of the day, which encompassed 
the two prominent At^henians of the period—Pericles and Alci- 
biades—with a perfect cloud of anecdote. The older comedians 
—we hear the echo of it in Pl^utarch and Athenseus—were aris
tocratic and conservative, and never ceased attaching in Pericles 
his policy, and his private life. The attacks on Alc^i^b^iades, 
who seems to have either bullied or cajoled the comic writei^s, 
still remain to us in the form of orations which are very libel
lous accounts of his private life, but are corroborated by the 
allusions of Thucydides and other good authority. The later 
aristocratic thinkers also were adverse to Pericles' policy, and 
it seems to me as if Thucydides, in composing his history, had 
among other objects this in view, that he should vindicate from 
these objections the statesman whom he regards as the ideal 
leader of Athens. But concerning the private scandals told 
about the life of Pericles, concerning the very existence of 
Aspasia, concerning the heresies of Damon and Anaxagoras, and 
their persecution as Pericleans, on all these topics he is contempt
uously, perhaps indignantly, silent. Indeed, as regards women, 
he seems to have summed up his views in a single sentence at 
the close of Pericles' speech, when he said that ‘ she was best
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who is least spoken of among men, whether for good or for 
evil.' It is not unlikely, indeed, that a conscious antagonism 
to Herodotus led him to a faulty reserve in this respect, and we 
cannot but regard it as a defect of over-dignity, when he leaves 
us . to discover from a late epigram of Agathias, that a jury of the 
same Athenian assembly which condemnedf the whole popula
tion of Mitylene to death, forced Paches to suicide for violating 
the honour of t^vo of the women who had been condemned to 
slavery by the same decree. It is not, indeed, his habit to allude 
to the death of any leading men unless it took place in battle, 
but it was here the duty of an impartial observer, who disliked 
the democracy, and often records things against it, to mention 
the example of a just and upright feeli^g.i It has been very 
common to praise Thucydides for the wonderful impartiality of 
his stat^i^^ms;; it is not at all so certain that he was strictly 
impartial in his reticence. This question has been discussed 
with great ingenuity by M. Miiller-Strubing in his work on 
Aristophanes, and it seems to me that he has made out a case 
against the historian.2

§ 376. Parallel to this dignity of reticence on social matters 
and on political scandal, is the historian's neglect of religious 
matters, and his somewhat contemptuous allusions to oracles- • 
and other manifestations of Providence. This may be referred 
to the strictly modern character of his history, in which it differs 
strongly not only from that of Herodotus, but, from the subse- • 
quent histories of Xenophon and others who relapsed into a re
ligious attitude. The age and society in which Thucydides grew 
up were probably the most sceptical in all Greek history ; it was 
a period like the close of the eighteenth century in France, from

I I am bound to add that Mr. Bury has since led me to doubt the 
whole story in Ag^athias as a late invention.

8 The arrogance of this author, who professes to have learned political 
insight by long residence in England, but who is certai^^y in every other 
respect un-English enough, has elicited from Classen a vigorous reply, as 
regards Thucydides, in the Introduction to his Commentary on the fifth 
book. But to attack Thucydides is such high treason with Classen, that 
even the strongest arguments of this kind could have no effect upon him. 
Nevertheless his rejoinder, though short, is valuable, and he of course 
overthrows or shakes some of Mr. Stri^bing’s most advanced positions.
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which society afterwards recoiled, and returned to the more 
natural condition of either belief or acquiescence in the national 
faith. But Th^ucy^dides will only admit religion where the fears 
or the hopes it raises become moving springs of human actii^n; 
there is no trace in his work of any positive faith, no hint of 
ruling power in the world beyond that of human intel^^<^(L 
A^ppeals to Divine aid are only the appeals of the weaker side, 
who have no solid argument at their back, and are contempt
uously set aside as idle by those who insist on the motives of 
self-preservation and of self-interest as the real guiding princi
ples of society. He uses indeed frequently the term dptri/ 
apparently for a moral quality in men, or at least for that 
generosity and unselfishness * which obtain a good report in 
society, sometimes (I think) for that reputation itself. But 
when he applies it to a deliberate political assassin—Antiphon 
—we feel that he must have meant it in some widely different 
sense from its later use, and that even this word must be applied 
in an intellectual way,, and mean generally ability or reputation. 
Of course no man has ever been able to banish the notions of 
right and wrong from his language or his thoughts, and perhaps 
it fared with 2 as with , the terms aya^tiOs and wuede, which 
Mr. Grote asserts to have had at first a political meaning 
only, whereas the moral meaning is really the ground of their 
application in politics. However this may be, it is more than 
likely that with the belief in the religion of his day, and the 
belief in rewards and punishments from on high, Thucydides 
abandoned the belief in the intrinsic worth of moral excellence,

■ and that he especially points to the fate of Nicias to show that 
these qualities availed nothing when combined with want of 
vigour and ability. Hence the clearness with which he ana
lyses motives and explains policy from the single ground of 
selfishness and a regard to material interests. It was left 
indeed for Classen, his latest commentator, to discover in 
Thucy^dides a hidden wealth of piety and virtue, which leads

* Cf. the list of passages given in Classen, i. p. Ixvii.
2 It is specially noted by Suidas that Thucydides and Andocides used 

hpet-fi in the sense of eiiSoKla, and this seems to me true in several places 
throughout both authors.
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him to set forth the evil results of passion and ' selfishness, and 
to show the fatal consequences of impiety and neglect of the 
gods. There is no use in arguing the point with a man who 
after long and laborious study, perhaps owing to this study, 
adopts such views. But it is one more instance of the inferior
ity of tact and want of appreciation of evidence for which the 
Germans are no less remarkable than for their industry and 
their enthusiasm. I trust that in refuting this siUy glorifying 
of a favourite author, I have not detracted aught from the great 
and enduring merits of the historian who has taught us to know 
more of Greek interpolitical life than all other Greek authors 
put together. In acuteness of observation, in intellectual force! 
and breadth, in calmness of judgment, in dignity of language,! 
there has never been a historian greater than Thucydides. I

§ 377. As regards the historian's trustworthiness, it has been 
so universally lauded that it is high time to declare how far his 
statements are to be accepted as absolute truth. We may be 
confident, I think, that on contemporary facts his authority is 
very good, and so far there has been no proof of any inaccu
racy brought home to him. The discovery three years ago of 
the original text of the treaty, which he reproduces in v. 47, 
has indeed shown that our MSS. differ considerably from the 
actual wording of the original. I agree with Classen that these 
variations were probably due to an originally inaccurate trans
cription, and not with K^i^i^t^h^hoff, that they prove a great cor- 
r^iption of our texts. But what is more important for us to 
note is this, that the variations, through many (thirty-one in all), 
are very trifling, and do not in a single case alter the sense. 
This is the outcome of Kirchhoffs careful discussion in the 
twelfth volume of So far then the authority of

* This is not K^ir^c^hhofPs opinion. He cannot believe for one moment 
that such a man as Thucydides would make or insert in his work a 
‘ slovenly cop;y' of a document. I think that is exactly the difference be
tween the most accurate of ancient historians and the moderns. Thucy
dides, whose speeches were no doubt ver^ wide of the mark, and repre
sented very vaguely what the various orators really said, was not in my 
mind the least disposed to quarrel about trifling details in the tra^^icription 
of any document, and I think we are ver^ fortunate to find that he or his 
infonnant did it as accurately as it has been done.
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But when he goes into archa^c^logy, 
His admirers have not indeed ven-

Thucydides is unassailed. 
the case is very difTerent. 
tured to establish the reality of the Trojan war on his authority, 
but they all assume that his Sicilian history is as accurate as- 
his history of the war in his own day, though it reaches - back 
300 years, nay even to 300 years ‘ before the advent of the- 
Greeks.' It is only lately that his sources for this early history 
have been examined, and it appears that he copied from- 
Dionysius of Syracuse, a Xoyoirou^s of the stamp of the fore
runners of Herodotus. Hence in this portion of his work he- 
has really no more authority than Dionj^sius, and the whole
tradition requires careful reconsideration. But this would lead, 
us too far from our subject, and I will refer the reader to the- 
second appendix of my first volume, where I have discussed it 
in relation to the knowledge of western geography shown in the 
Odyssey of Heimer.

§ 378. learning to the external history of the text, we find 
that though it is not mentioned by any of the writers of the suc
ceeding generation, it must have at once attained a high repu
tation, for several historians—Xenophon, Cratippus and Theo- 
pompus—set themselves to continue or complete it, witfiout 
venturing to handle over again the epoch treated by the master 
hand. The later encycl^e^o^^edists of Greek history' refer to 
him as the best authority. In Roman times we know from the 
manifest imitations of Sallust, from the praise of Cicero and of 
Quintilian, that they admired the man, and were offended at his 
obscurities, just as we are.* But the Alexandrine critics had 

- declared him the highest model of the older Attic dialect, and 
commented copiously on his text. So also the schools of rhe
toric established - at Rome turned their attention to him ; and we 
have already frequently made mention of the judgments of 
Dio^nysius of Halica^rnassus, whose remarks upon our author 
are full of acuteness, and often very just, though he judges alto
gether from a rhetorical point of view, and therefore fails to 
comprehend the higher merits of Thucydides as the first philo
sopher in historiography.

§ 379- The body of scholia which we pos-
* I-’lutarch, De Gloria Ath., is full and appreciative on his merits.
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sess, and which, in contrast to those on Herodotus, are often 
very full, seem to be derived from a variety of commentaries’ 
(tiiijyi/iTEc) by Asc^lepius, Antillus, Evagoras, Phsebammon, 
Sabinus and Didymus, most of them of unknown date, but 
some very old and of value. From these we have excerpts of 
various value, and often contradictory, so that the study of them 
is one of difficulty. They are to be found in most of the MSS., 
which are many, and by no means of ascertained value, Poppo, 
Bekker, and A^rnold differing broadly as to their relative import
ance. Nor do the MSS. seem all as yet collated, and we may 
expect new results from a critical appendix to Classen's edi
tion, which would for^r the proper conclusion to the work. Thus 
Haase (in the Didot ed. 1842) says that a t^velfth century copy 
with good scholia had just been acquired at Paris, but too late 
for his edition. I myself have seen at Monte Cassino a fine 
and early MS., which I cannot find mentioned in any of our 
editions. So far as I can make out, a Laurentian codex (69, 2) 
is the earliest, but the Vaticanus (B) is the best. A lost ‘ Italus ’ 
(Bekker's A), a Cassel MS., an Augsburg (Augustanus), now in 

" Munich, and a Clarendonius at Cambridge, are all about the 
twelfth century in age, and all of value for the recension of the 
text. The Vatican (B) is peculiarly valuable for its recension 
of the eighth book, in which it constantly differs from the other 
copies, but whether these variations are early and clever 
emendations, or due to an originally purer text, is difficult to 

• determine. The former is the opinion of Classen, and the
German critics generally. Hence Schone still proposes to 
i^jike the L^a^urentian (C) the basis of the text, but Classen 
prefers the Va^tican recension.

The editions are very numerous. The pri^v^ceps is that of 
Aldus (1502), then there is a Juntinewith scholia (1526), but 
they had already been printed with Xenophon by Aldus in 
1503. The edition of Stephanus (1564, and often reprinted) 
gives the scholia round the text, and Valla's early translation. 
Hudson's folio of 1696 (Oxford) is a splendid book. Then we 
have Duker, Poppo, Goller, Haack, and in our own time Bekker, 
Arnold, Haase (Didot), and Stahl (Tauchnitz, 1874). The 
most recent commentary is that of Classen, a careful and
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scholarly work, but sadly in want of an index and of a critical 
preface-on the MSS. and older editions. The notes are mainly 
grammatical. Messrs. Bigg and Simcox have given us four 
books in the Catena Classicorum. The scholia are most con
veniently studied in the Didot edition.

The translations of Thucydides are in themselves a curious 
study. The earliest Latin version was that of Valla (1485), 
corrected by Portus (1594), then Casa (Florence, 1564), and 
Baron Hoheneck (1614). There are two very early English 
renderings, that of Nicholls, * citizen and goldsmith of London,’ 
in the fourth year of Edward VI. (1550, who mentions the 
older French edition of Claude de Seysell, Archbishop of 
T^u^i^in), and that of Thomas Hobbes, about 1670. ‘ We have 
since Smith (1753), Bloomfield (1829), Dale (ed. Bohn, 1848, .. 
good book), Crawley (1874), and also the speeches done sepa
rately by Wilkins. There are Italian versions by Cellario 
(Verona, 1735), and Strozzi (Venice, 1735), who calls the 
book, as might be expected at Venice in those days, ‘ the war 
of the peoples of the Morea with the A^t^henians.’ Many other 
partial and total versions I omit. The Lexicon of T^h^uc^j^dides 
(London, 1824) seems to me of little value,* but that of Bd-t^aifc 
is fairly complete (Geneva, 1843-57).

§ 380. It seems fitting to close t^ie splendid epoch of Attic 
literature which has so long occupied us' with two very distinct 
and characteristic names—one of whom sums up in his single . 
person almost all the literary tendencies of his age, but was too 
strong and ambitious in character to rest content with such 
glory, and who accordingly lived and died in the violent con
flicts of party politics—the notorious Critias. The second, 
Andocides, was involved in public affairs from apparently the 
very opposite cause, a certain weakness and instability of 
character which would not let him rest content with an ancient 
name and an ample fortune, but which involved him in troubles 
and wanderings, and in the bad repute of being an uncer-

‘ The review of Thucydidean literature up to 1877 in Bursian’s J^hres- 
be^ht (by A. Schone) has been long delayed, anid has not yet reached 
me.
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tain friend and, under pressure, a betrayer of his party, But
in another way he shows the results of Attic culture in that he- 
attained, under these circumstances, a place in the Attic 
who were models for subsequent eloquence, and that although,, 
like Critias, he was thought an amateur by professionals,, 
he was quite a first-rate professional among amateurs. The- 
life of Critias ends with the second restoration of the demo
cracy, as that of Antiphon with the first, but:, as beseemed his- 
more violent character, on the field of battle, and not by the- 
verdict of the court. Andocides, whose activity and whose- 
eloquence are concerned with the same period, prolonged am 
inglorious life after the Re^s^t^oration. But he is i^ no sense a - 
connecting link between the old and the new. He was not,. 
like T^hrasymachus, a stepping-stone beyond Antiphon leading; 
to Lj^sias. He was rather a weak echo of the school of'
Antiphon, modified by the subjects which he treated, or perhaps- 
owing to these subjects, different from Antiphon, and interesting 
as the earliest specimen we have, along with Tl^ucydides, of the- 
deliberative as contrasted with judicial style of Attic eloquence.

But we must first gather the facts known to us concerning the- 
life of Andocides. In this case we are not in want of full 
information, at least on the important moments of his career,, 
but unfortunately our information is untrustworthy from the- 
fact of its being conveyed either in the bitter attack preserved 
among the speeches of Lysias, or the impassioned defence of 
his character by the orator himself. On both sides we can 
even now detect exaggerations and inaccuracies, so that it is> 
not easy to say how far the rest may not be equally vague or 
misleading. Thucydides, for example, will not assert many 
things which Andocides claims to have been clearly proved. 
T^he following sketch has accordingly been compiled by modern 
historians from the somewhat conflicting evidence of lying or 
at least prejudiced witnesses.

§ 381. Andocides was an aristocrat of ancient family, - 
dedufed by the genealogist Hellanicus from the god Herbies 
through Odysseus, which belonged to the KJ^c^^lhl(^r^aean deme, 
and the tribe Pandionis. The orator asserts that his great-g^^^d- 
father Leogoras commanded an attack upon the Peisistratids,
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which we find it hard to verify. This man’s son (the elder) 
Andocides was employed as strategus. with Pericles and Sophocles 
against Samos, also at K^c^rkyra, and in the negotiations for the 
thirty years’ peace previous to this ti^^ These facts are cor
roborated by Thucydides.* The elder Andocides’ son was 
Leo^g^oras (the younger), a man of luxurious and hospitable 
habits, who begat the orator, and a daughter, married to Callias, 
the son of Telekles. Thus the boast of the orator' that his 
family had been celebrated both in war and peace, and was 
well known and respected at Athens, is fairly justified.

The pseudo-Lysian attack upon him, which seems a genuine 
speech delivered in 399 Bc., states that, though some forty 
years old, he had never done any public state-service. T^his 
assertion, while attributing to him a character inherited from 
his father rather than his remoter ancestors, contradicts the 
date of his birth (467 b.c.) given in the Greek L^iJ^e, which is a 
most untrustworthy compilation, and probably confounds the. 
elder and younger A^ndoc^i^d^es. The orator seems rather to have 
been born about 440 b.c. ' We know nothing of his training, but 
can hardly conceive him not to have profited; by the teaching of 
Antiphon, then the foremost sophist of the day, and;, moreover, 
of known aristocratic sentiments. Having joined the political 
club of Euphiletus, he became involved in the affair of the 
He^i^mjE, and hence in various troubles, which lasted most of 
his life. The details of the affair belong rather to Greek 
history than to literature. It is certain that after several inferior 
persons—slaves and metics—had informed, a certain Diokleides 
informed against the family and friends of Andocides, who 
were all thrown into prison, and were in the utmost danger of 
immediate execution. Under these circumstances, A^nd^ocid^es, 
pressed by his relatives, and under promise of a free pardon 
gave such informations as satisfied the public and restored 
public confidence.2 Our authorities vary widely as to how 
many they embraced, and what credit they deserved. His 
opponents said he accused his own father and himself. The 
orator asserts that this is false, and that he only added four 
names to those already implicated, and these he specifies.

1 J, ji. * Cf. the quotation below.
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He confessed to have known of the plot, but to have opposed 
it, and so accounted for the escape of the Hermes before his 
own door, which Euphiletus had given the conspirators to 
understand would be mutilated by A^ndocides, while he was in 
bed with a broken collar-bone, both unable to stir and opposed 
to the conspiracy when he first heard it broached. Thucy
dides sa^is 1 that the real truth was never ascertained, but, as 
many commentators observe, he wrote before the speeches of 
A^r^docides could have been known to him, and may thus have 
been less well informed than we are. Of course this informing 
made the orator an object of hatred to his companions, and 
presently, by a decree of Isotimides, entry into the agora and 
temples was forbidden to those who had committed sacrilege, 
even though freed from penalties in^c^o^^i^e^quence of the He^i^r^as 
affair.

It is plain that as soon as the high premium for inform
ing about this matter was offered, a perfectly distinct set of 
informations was given concerning the violation of the Eleu- 
sinian mysteries, and in these Alcibiades was involved, when his 
ennniies failed to connect him by any evidence whatever with 
the mutilation of the He^i^mae. The two charges were accord
ingly intentionally confused, and the man who had escaped the 
one was implicated in the other. Thus Andocides, who merely 
confessed some knowledge of the latter, was assumed by his 
a^dv^er^saries to have admitted guilt concerning the former. This 
he steadily de^^i^is; but the decree of Isotimides compelled him to 
leave Athens and wander abroad, where he made his living by 
mercantile speculations. His adversaries told ugly stories of 
his dangers and adventures in Cyprus. Then he brought 
various supplies to the Athenian army at Samos in 412 b.c, in 
the hope of working out his return by conferring solid benefits 
upon his countrymen, but upon venturing to A^f^hens he was 
seized by the Government of the Four Hundred, and only 
escaped death by their falk So he returned to Cyprus, where 
he is said to have been again imprisoned by Euagoras, and 
having managed the despatch of a corn fleet for Athens, 
returned about 409 b.6., when he delivered the extant speech 

‘ vi. 6^,
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his return. But failing in his object, he again 
vyent into exile, and is said by his accuser to have visited almost 
a^l Hellenic lands ; he himse^if confesses that he made friend
ships with various kings and strangers, and probably acquired 
by trade a considerable fortune. After the capture of Athens by 
L^y^j^ander, he returned with the other exiles about 402' b.c., and 
found his paternal property gone, and his house, after his father's 
death, occupied by the demagogue Cleophon, though now 
probably empty. He then began his career as a rich citizen, 
performing public duties, of which a tripod commemorating a 
victory with a cyclic chorus was long exta^ft But after three 
years he was attacked by the demagogue K^ephisius for his old 
complicity with the profanation of the My^steries. The pseudo- 
Lysian speech against him seems to have been delivered by 
one of K^e^p^hisius’ fellow accusers, Miletus or E^p^i^c^hares. Being 
supported by the respected democrats Anytus and K^e^p^halus,. 
Andocides gained the cause.

O^^^aore ' he appears on the political scene. The speech 

Concernirtg the peace, if genuine, asserts that during the Corin
thian war, he was sent with full powers to 'treat for peace with 
Sparta. He brought back terms, and an embassy of Spartkns, 
and pressed on the people the arrangement he had negotiated, 
but in vain. The L^iJ^e says he was again banished in conse
quence of his failure (about 391 b.c.) ; but the whole story of 
these negotiations, on which Xenophon and Diodorus are 
silent, is ver^ doubtful. Blass believes it because Philochorus 
is cited in the argument of the speech as asserting the fruitless 
visit of a Spartan embassy at this ' time. Of Andocides’ death or' 
of his posterity we hear nothing. Thus this lengthy summary 
the facts of the orator’s life shows him to have been an aristocrat 
who moved in political circles, and spoke either on public or' 
on personal matters, but did not compose speeches for others- 
or teach the art of rhetoric as a professional.

§ 382. The extant speeches and fragments of Andoc^^d^e^s. 
can be classified chronologically with tolerable certainty, and fall 
into the following order : (i) the fragment npOc roVg et^aip^o^vt, be
fore 415 b.c., and with it, perhaps identical, is the GjpJiovXtvncOs:, 
from which we have two fragments ; (2) the speech on his

    
 



andoc:^:des on the mysteries.CH. V. 129

Return, sometimes called riic aSsiac, 409 b.c. ; (3) on
the ^ys^eri^es, also called ntpl rije evSetSeotc, 399 B.c. ; (4) con- 
c^ning thep^e^a^ce with the I^ou^^d^czmo^nians, 390 B.C. The att^ick 
on A^l^c^i^biades, though handed down as Andocidean, and 
spoken in the person, of Pha^iox, is now generally believed to 
be the composition of. a later sophist, as shown both by his, 
ignorance of history and his polished style. It is hardly neces
sary to analyse these speeches individually, as they are not 
very important specimens of Greek oratory, and their loose and 
disconnected structure makes a brielf abstract impossible.

If we take up'the speech on the Mysteries, which is far the 
longest and the most characteristic, we can frame from it a per
fectly adequate idea of his style, which in the other orations is 

' less marked and striking, though of the. same complexion. He. 
opens with a proem, which reappears in the nineteenth oration . 
of L^j^sias, and which both orators seem to have adopted from 
some collection of commonplaces by an earlier sophist. But 
when we compare both versions, we find that AnS^<?ci<des 
inserts matter of his own, and reverts again to his model, 
whereas Lysias seems to have used it with hardly any modifi
cation. In Blass’ text (Teubner, 1871) the quotations from the 
proem are printed in special type, so that the reader can easily 
see the use made of it by our orator. He then proceeds, after
expressing a doubt what line he will follow, to a long narra
tive of his share in the affair of the He^rmse, and the various 
informations tendered concerning it He shows that his in
forming only touched the He^rmok^c^i^i^c^se, and had nothing 
to say to the profanation of the Mysteries, with which he 
was now charged. The whole narrative is very lively and 
picturesque, and full of a natural charm rarely to be found. 
amid the artifices of Greek orators. The scene in the prison 
(§ 48) is very pathetic, and worthy of special note.’ He is at

> iScSfpeOa vayres iy rij avT$ Kd ie ^y (tal rb SeepiuTti-
ptov a-ywcKcKAiiTTO, %Koy piv p^ipp aStXijb) rip yrb Ktl
calSes, iv 0ob Kd oIktos K^ailyroiy rnd hSupopeyuy rh vapivTa kokA, 
Ae-yei irp^is pe XapplS-ps, tiy piy iyedit^s, pKiKiUnis S^ Kd duyeirpaipels rp 
oldid rp pperypif id ydtSSs, Siy ’AySoKtSi], rdy ply ^rapylv<ay KOi^Hy ipHs riy 
peyeSos, iylt S iy ply ydpeAOi^Ti obSly ySelppy K:yeiy o-ic Atnrely,
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great pains to contradict the charge that he confessed any per
sonal guilt, or brought any charges whatever against his father 
and relations, whom he claims, on the contrary, to have saved 
from an unjust sentence. The legal portions of the speech, in 
which he discusses the various kinds of arifila, and the subse
quent restoration not merely of ftTt/tot, but of exiles, are not so 
clear, and evidently not so much to the taste of the speaker. 
But when he reverts again to personal matters, and attacks the 
motives and private character of his accusers, especially Callit^^^ 
son of Hipponic^us, he becomes very lively and striking. A 
very full and accurate analysis of this and the other orations is 
g^iven by Blass.i

§ 383. The criticisms upon his style are, however, all based 
on the formal and technical ideas of the rhetoricians, and seem 
to me to do little justice to the orator. They call him simple, 
unadorned, irregular, and wanting in method and vigour. They 
notice that his periods run frequently into abnormal construc
tions, and end in anacolutha. They mark his frequent digres
sions, and the want of due proportion in the parts of his 
speec^he^s. They complain that, although .he generally uses the 
language of common life, and is even vulgar and comic ip his 
pictures, he nevertheless often employs poetical idioms, which 
violate the strict notions of Attic prose. But if we remem
ber that his ' speeches must have been published, not as 
models of style, but as pamphlets vindicating the character and 
policy of the author, who was no rhetor or sophist, but merely a 
c^ul^tivated aristocrat, most of these charges fall to the ground. 
In fact Andocides stands nearest of all the Attic orators to our 
modern conception of a public speaker. We do not admire too 

yVv si SiD, tV avp^ipopav. cH yap ow-
TjtrOa l^veu rav avyyevSiv, oUtoi rais aJ^Ttais ST its Tifieis
*'i piv aVruv T^^Bvatrtv ol Si oT^^i^ivrat T^i^tVyovres, «l>ap aSrav K^^ayvivrts 
■SikEiv el %covaas rt toInou roV irpiDyparos, tli^e, irpiaTov piv
■■rauriiv aaaov, «?Te tBu ira'ri^pa, i^v eiieis iari vr pDs^iara <Pt\tiv, k. r. A. 
Ti^y^t^vr^os Si & h^U^ipes roV XapplSov ravra, dvrt/^i^o^oo^i^i^cav Si tAv tXAcov Kai 
iKeTel^ovTos M>s i^iar^ov, irpis iuavrii^' « iravruv iyU Sei^i^trdTji
<vp<poi>if veptiiea'tiv, i^^repa ireptl!^^ roVs ip^avToV atyy^evets fti^oAAupevovs 
J^SlKas, K. r. X.

* AS. i. 300, sq.
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strict or logical a frame, we like the language of common life, 
adorned occasionally with flowers of poetic ora^i^<^i^t; we en
joy digressions and personal attacks as giving life and point to 
political debate. It is moreover confessed that by his dramatic 
habit of introduicing the ve^ words of other speakers, he has at
tained a very striking amount of etJtos, in the sense of character
painting, which lends a great additional charm to his narrative. 
But we can understand how this orator was always despised 
by the formal and technical writers, to whom we owe all our 
info^ation on this side of Greek literature. Yet it is hardly 
creditable to modem critics that they should blindly follow this 
judgment, and ignore the very interesting and modem fea

, tures in this remarkable man, who alone represents to us the 
amateur and non-professional eloquence of the higher classes at 
Athens.*

§ 384. The external history of the text is bound up with that 
of Antiphon, both authors being handed down to us together, 
except that the good Oxford MS. (N) omits Andocides. Other
wise what has been said above of the MSS. and the Aldine prin- 
ceps on Antiphon may be consulted. A. G. Bekker has pub
lished a translation and commentary on the orator (Quedlinb. 
1832). Without producing special editions, Sluiter, Meier, 
Vater, K^i^i^c^hhoff, Hirschig and others have elucidated many 
points in the text.2 Baiter and Sauppe’s, and Blass' are the 
best texts.

§ 385. Widely different in character from Andocides was his 
contemporary and relation, Critias, born also of a noble family, 
which had been known and celebrated as far back as Solon’s 

t
* Perhaps I should add that in the Phadr^ of Plato, an amateur

speech on Eros is composed by way of contrast with the formal epideixis 
which he professes to quote from Ljrsias. There is, moreover, a long 
attack on formal rhetoric, and an exposition of the conditions which 
modems would think proper for an orator, though the standard of Plato 
is too high. Possi^^y the speeches of Phocion, if we had them, were 
similar protests against artificial rhetoric from the practical side. But the 
dissent of Socrates and his school, and of such men as Phocion, were in
effectual in stopping the tide of public opinion in favour o^ profess^^^^ 
and technical eloquence. ■

* Cf. Blass’s Preface to his Ed. (Teubner), P- vi.
K 2
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time. Indeed, both Solon and A^nacreon celebrated the beauty 
of the ancestors of Critias,* We hear through Xenophon and 
Plato that Critias applied himsellf much to mental culture, and 
attended the teaching of Socrates, but would not be dissuaded 
by him from pursuing immoral objects, and hence quarrelled 
with the philosopher.* Nevertheless it is very remarkable that 
a man who made literature only a stepping-stone to political 
influence should have attained so high a point in various kinds 
of writing.

He may have been born about 450 b.c., but showed little 
prominence up to the time of the Four Hundred, of whom 
his father Caill^aeschrus was a prominent member. Of course 
he was always an oligarch, but he probably spent his earlier 
life in study, and did not see a proper scope for his energies. 
It is remarkable that he took no strong side with the Four 
Hundred, so that he not only remained at Athens, but pro
posed decrees about the recall of A^l^t^i^t^iades, and the enquiry 
into Phrynichus' death, which show a desire to agree with the 
democracy. Yet he roused the suspicions of Cleophon, who 
had him banished. It was during his exile, in the dissolute 
society of Th^e^ssalian nobles, that he developed that strong 
hatred of the democracy, and that general lawlessness and vio
lence, which make his name a byword among later Al^henia^ns. 
His career as one of the Thirty, and his death in battle against 
T^h^rasybulus, are matters of notoriety. He was evidently a 
man of strong clear head and logical consistency, but probably 
a sceptic in morals, and an advocate of the worst theories of 
the sophists whom Plato brings up as opponents to Socrates.

T^hough highly cultivated in music and literature, though a 
good artist in various kinds of poetry and prose, he w^as a ruth
less and cruel man, upon whose nature the refinement of aris
tocratic birth and good society had no effect. His political 
misdeeds have, however, probably obscured his literary merits ; 
for he sums up in himsi^l^lf all the forms and kinds of Attic 
literature, and in all of them he attained a certain eminence. 
We have spoken above (§137) of his poetry, of his elegiacs and 
hexameters, which were political and aristocratic in tone, and of

* Xen. Memor, i. 2, §§ 12, sq.
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his tragedies (§ 232), which seem to have quite outdone Euripi
des in preaching scepticism and a contempt for received dogmas. 
Nevertheless, the frequent attribution of his plays to Euripides 
shows how high was their poetical mer:^it In prose he wrote 
descriptions of the polities of Sparta, Thessaly, and other 
stat^^; lives of celebrated men, such as Homer and Archiloc^iu^; 
and philosophical discussions, of which Galen quotes one 
on the nature of love. Hermogenes quotes as to oratory his 

Sni^riyopiKa. His prose works are said to have been 
the best, but, being long neglected on account of the deep 
hatred which his life inspired, were first revived and praised by 
Herodes Atticus, and then criticised next to the Ten by Hermo
genes, by Philostratus and others. It excites some surprise 
t^hat he did not supplant Andoc^ides in the Canon of the Ten 
orators. Unfortunately we only possess a few trifl^g fragments 
of his prose, and need not therefore discuss the judgments of 
the critics. They praise his taste and purity, and remark that 
he rather belonged to the new Attic writers, having none of 
the harshness of Thucydides, who nevertheless survived him. 
He was subtle and persuasive, but not, say they, fiery or vehe
ment His political violence was, we may fear, rather the result 
ofdeliberate selfishness and cruelty than of wi^d passion, for even 
in his poetry this latter quality seems absent, or under strict 
control. But from his manysidedness, and from his strictly aris
tocratic tone, he would have been a very good representative 
of Periclean culture, and of the older bloom of letters at 
A^f^hens, which passed away or changed with the Rest^oration.

    
 



134 HISTORY OF GREEK I^ITE^RA^T^^RE. ch. vi.

CHAPTER VI.

ATTIC LITERATURE OF THE RESTORATION—

LYSIAS AND ISiEUS. '

§ 386. From this time onwards the aristocrats, as a party, 
seem to have been absorbed or destroyed, and though Plato 
shows plainly enough his tendencies, he lives apart from the 
people, and abandons all hope of acting upon the politics of his 
day. Charges of hostility to the demos are indeed still common 
in the quarrels of the dajr; there is hardly a speech on public 
matters in the collection of Lysias in which it is not urged by 
the speaker against his adversary, and likewise pressed as a 
counter-charge. Even Thrasybulus does -not escape it. But 
parties had been so broken up and confused by the disotders. 

' of fifteen years ; the adherents of the Four Hundred were so 
often enemies of those of the ThiP^jy; so many aristocrats had 
been exiled as too moderate ; so many time-servers had changed 
sides, that we cannot show any definite aristocratic party after 
this date. But it was a time of sad memories and of poignant 
reg^<^(t^; in spite of the amnesty voted, and honestly enough 
observed by the demos, every private accusation, ever^ charge 
of peculation or violence, gave occasion for hints of former 
treason, _and for suggestions that the over-indulgence of the state 
might now be rectified by condign punishment on another score.

§ 387. It is of course not easy to draw lines of distinction in 
an epoch where a great number of literary men of various kinds 
were working collaterally, and where no year or decad could 
be wanting in intellectual work. But yet it seems, by some 
curious coincidence, that the lives of most of the great older 
lights of Attic literature closed during the dark troubles 
towards the end of the Peloponnesian war. Beginning with
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Antiphon, we can enumerate Sophocles, Euripides, and Agathon 
in poeitr^; Critias, Socrates, and Thucydides—all of whom 
died within a few years of the archonship of Eucleides. It 
does not appear indeed that among so man^ authors more 
than two—Aristophanes and Andocides—of those whom we 
know, wrote before this crisis, and also after it. Andoc^ides, as 
I have explained, is not of much importance. The later work 
of Aristophanes is perhaps the strongest evidence we have of 
the altered tone of literature after the year 399 b.c. Attic 
life was no longer the stormy existence of a tyrant demo
cracy, ruling a great dominion, and occupied with imperial 
interests—a society keen and intellect^ial, but rude withal, and 
in some respects coarse and cruel. The Athens of Isoc^rates 
and Plato is a tamer and more cultured city, in which for a 
generation political interests sink into a secondary place, and 
in which intellectual and moral culture come into the fore
ground. This is really the time in which the change took place 
from the Periclean to the Demosthenic citizen.* The Athenians 
of the Restoration, excluded from empire by the predominance 
of Sparta, sought material wealth and social re£i^<^i^^i^t; they 
paid mercenaries to perform the military duties which had no 
vital importance in their eyes. And for awhile all enterprise, 
even in art, paused. The glories of Pheidias found no rival till 
the schools of Scopas and Praxiteles, a generation later, re
kindled the torch. Attic poetry decayed, and never recovered. 
The New Comedy gained its greatness at the expense of all 
the higher flights of fancy, and cannot rank higher than the 
genteel comedy of Sheridan.

It cannot, however, be held that the years immediately 
following Eucleides were merely days of rest and weari
ness, for, as if to mark the epoch of the Restor^ation, several 
eminent men, who attained maturity some years before, now 
enter the field of literature, and perfect the development of 
Attic prose. Of these four stand pre-eminent above the 
rest—Lysias, Isocrates, Plato, and X^e^nophon. These men, 
historians, pamphleteers, philosophers, court advocates, occupy 
the field till circumstances again brought Athens into the

* Grote's Hi^t., voL xi. p. 39Oi my Social Life Gi'eei:ef p. 369.

    
 



136 HISTOR'Y OF GR^l^^K LITERATURE. ch.vi.

position of asserting Hellenic interests against foreign do
mination ; then political orato^ revives with De^mosthenes 
and his compeers. The lighter literature of the epoch—the 
many anecdotists whom later compilers quote, the Middle 
Comedy, which gave a picture of the society of the day, are 
unfortunately lost, and though fragments of comedies survive 
in hundreds, we can form no adequate notion of the merits of 
even Antiphanes and Alexis. The dramatic side of Plato and 
of Xenophon only gives us a glimpse into aristocratic life, a few 
realistic pictures in Ly^s^ias’ speeches show an ugly counterpart 
in the poorer ranks. But if the social aspects of A^thens are in 
this period but partially preserved, her intellectual development 
stands before us in a very clear and instructive way, for we 
have ample specimens of the style—the way of thinking—of all 
the great prose writers of the age.

§ 388. We will commence with Lysias, the oldest of 
them, whose technical education must have been completed 
in the earlier epoch, but whose literary activity, though late 
in development, starts with peculiar freshness and vigour 
at the ver^ opening of the Restoration. With him, moreover, 
we enter upon a new phase of oratory, and that whjch is 
the most characteristic of old Greek thought and culture. I 
have sketched in the last page the general ' condition of Attic 
society after the return of Thi^asybulus, how external peace 
and an enforced amnesty left many private feuds, and em
bittered many new disputes. I may add that the A^l^henians, 
who had no longer a great empire to control, turned to a 
closer scrutiny of domestic affairs and of home finance. The 
state was now poor, and the citizens unable to bear heavy 
taxation ; it is not unlikely that many men. of doubtful .cha
racter, who had made money abroad, came to A^t^hens, and 
were allowed to obtain or regain civic rights (like A^nd^c^id^es), 
because they would undertake liturgies and other expensive 
state burdens. On the other hand, there were constant com
plaints of peculation and waste among public servants—one 
man is charged with embezzling the revenues in the adminis
tration of foreign affairs, another is capitally accused for 
squandering the public chest in adding to the public sacrifices
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by false statutes, and thrusting upon the state religious burdens 
too great for it to bear. Thus this period of external quiet 
at Athens was prominently an age of litigation. It was not 
unlike the crisis at Syracuse which was said to have produced 
the earliest masters of rhetoric, Cora^ and Ti^si^as.

But at A^thens Antiphon had already domesticated the art; 
We can therefore expect only a new development with the 
rise of more favourable conditions. This new development is 
distinctly and prominently set before us in the oratory of 
l^j^i^ias. Let it be remembered that the A^t^henian theory of 
public life and of citizen duties required ever^ man to appear 
personally and transact his own business j as the assembly 
must not be made up of elected representatives, but of the free 
citizens i^ person, so in the law _ro^u^i^s it was abhorrent to 
A^lhe^n^jn* notions of the personal dignity and importance of 
cit^izenship'that any man should hand over-his affairs to a pro
fessional advocate, and sit by as a mute. Far less would any 
A^t^henian judge have ventured to insult or perplex the litigant 
who endeavoured to plead his own cause, and escape from the 
heav^ expense of employing a professional pleader. All this 
trade - union feeling which marks the judges and the bar of 
modem days was unknown at Athens. There was rather an 
opposite feeling in the Attic courts. The jur^ suspected and 
feared the devices of an art which professed openly to confuse 
the right and the wrong, and to give the victory to the worse 
over the better cause. As it was nevertheless inevitable that 
feeble or inexperienced litigants should seek the assistance of 
those who made the law their study, we find that the profession 
of paid advocate, or professional speech-writer, assumed this 
c^urious phase at Athens, that the orator must conceal himself, 
th^t he must assume not only the case but the person of his 
litigant, and, while pleading his cause, avoid all display ot 
power or of art which the jur^ might suspect as too perfect for 
an average citizen.

Thus the l^ogog^apher of the Restoration was strictly a 
dramatic author, differing from the poet in this, that while his 
plot was given him by the case in hand, the arguments, the 
diction, nay even the particular emotions to be expressed were
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devised by the advocate, and put into the mouth of an. 
actor, who, however poor in forensic gifts, had at least a deep
interest in the performance, and a personal knowledge of the- 
circumstances of the case. It had been said by older rhetors 
that what was probable (sledc) was more valuable in argument 
than what was true, as su<^li; this principle was carried to a 
far finer point by the so-called (conveying of cha
racter) and the —two hardly distinguishable qual^^^^^'—
of the school of I^y^sias. Thus when critics, old and new, note how 
like to comedy are many of the details in I^ysias’ speeches, they 
have caught only particular cases of these ‘ comic graces ’ which 
are really of the very essence of this artistic logography. It is a 
matter of common remark how dramatic genius seems to have 
faded out at A^thens after the days of the three great tragedians 
and the old comic poets. Perhaps it would be truer to say 
that this talent became diffused through a wider area, and 
through branches of literature apparently foreign to it. Dra
matic speech-writing and dramatic dialogue (as with Plato) 
occupied the attention of great artists who might in an earlier 
generation have held a foremost place among writers for the 
stage. There was a reality about the courts, and a freedom 
about the schools, which suited various complexions of mind. 
But the talent, though disguised, is there st^ll; we are still in 
the presence of Attic thought and Attic culture of the highest 
type. With this preface we turn to* the details.

§ 389. Lysias, an Athenian by birth, was the son of the Syra
cusan K^f^p^halus, a man of respectability and fortune, who was 
persu^aded by the influence of Pericles to settle in Athens as a 
metic, where he carried on a thriving manufacture, chiefly as an 
armourer. He is introduced as a very old man, living in 
refined and elegant society, at the opening of Plato’s R^epublic. 
It appears from the house property owned at Athens and the 
Peir^aeus by both K^e^p^halus and by his sons, that they must

’ Dionysius speaks of the srp('woi> (appropriateness) in three respects ; as 
regards the character of the speaker, as regards the character of the ^^di- 
ence, and as regards the character of the speech itseEjF, which should change 
according as narrative, argument, or appeal become necessary. The first 
of these is Ifios.

    
 



life of lysias.CH- VI. 139 

have all been of the privileged class of aliens called isoieleis, who 
were assessed the same state-burdens as citizens, though they 
enjoyed no full political rights. The date of Lysias' birth seems 
to be wrongly stated in the Lives of him as 458 b.c., in which 
case he would have been nearly si^ty years old before he made 
his first essay as an orator. For other critical reasons the date 
of his birth has been 'brought down by recent scholars to about ‘ 
435 b.c., but this is merely a matter of inference, and depends , 
on our denying the accuracy of Plato’s picture -of the family in 
his dialogues. We are told that as a boy of fi^een he, and at 
least one of his brothers, went to Thurii, and the assumption 
that they went among the original settlers was the main cause 
of the orator’s birth being fixed at the now rejected earlier 
.date. But there is no reason to sustain this view. It seems 
that at T^hurii he came in contact with Tisias or his pupils, 
and studied under them the art of rhetoric, in wh^ch he became 
known as a theorist, probably at an early age.

We hear from Aristotle that he kept a school of rhetoric, 
but that finding himsi^^^^ outdone as a theorist by Theodoras, 
he took to practical oratory, in which he was without any 
dangerous rival. This story, repeated for us by Cicero, is I 
think suspicious, because, as Lysias seems to have adopted 
speech-writing for a profession owing to his loss of fortune, we 
need not conceive his adopting rhetoric from any other mo
tive, and we find him coming out as a great practical orator 
immediately after the catastrophe which deprived him of his 
fortune. Moreover, Plato in his Phcedrus, which is supposed to 
be a discourse between Socrates and Phaedrus, when Lysias is 
a young and rising man, speaks of him already as u celebrated 
orator.* However this may be, it seems certain that he so
journed at Thurii from the age of fifteen till the Sicilian disaster 

. brought troubles on the democratic party through most cities 
of Magna Graecia, and he was among the 300 citizens banished

* Grote (Plato, i. p. 200, note) makes this allusion in the P/uzdiRUi an 
aigument for his view that it was not written till after 399 b.c. He thinks 
t^at Lysias, accoriding to his own statement of his want of experience in 
the opening of the speech against Eratosthenes, wa^ not famous before 
that date.
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by a revolution which sent him back to Athens in the archon- 
sbip of Callias (412, b.g). Here he and his brother Polemar- 
chus carried on their business, and apparently without incurring 
the general impoverishment which affected A^thens at the close 
•^ff the Pelo^po^nnesian War. For when the Thirty were in 
power, and were looking out for convenient persons to plunder, 
these brothers, with other resident aliens, were chosen as 
affording the best booty. In the striking narrative of his 
speech an adherent of the T^hirty, Ly^sias
has told us the story of this cruel and violent proceeding, 
in which his elder brother, Polemarchus, was put to death with
out cause or trial, the proper both seized by the T'hirty, 
and Lyusias only saved by presence of mind and accident from 
their hands. When in exile at Megara he seems to have worked 
actively in aid of the democratic party. Plutarch’s Life, ap
parently quoting from his lost speech the he hadco^i-

Jerred (on A^thens), states that he presented Tl^i^asybulus’ soldiers 
with all the rest of his property, 2,000 drachmae and 200 shields, 
which must have been invested in business far from Athens. 
He, moreover, collected mercenaries, and persuaded the Elean 
Thu^asyd^e^mus, his own great friend, and a strong democrat in 
politics, to give two talents in aid of the undertak^ingj.- It was 
in consequence proposed by Thrasybulus, as soon as they suc
ceeded, that civic rights should be accorded to Lyusias j but the 
proposal, though carried, was indicted by Ar^c^himis, a companion, 
perhaps a rival of Thrasybulus, as illegal, because proposed 
before the council who should have prepared it were pro
perly elected, and in consequence L^y^sias remained for the rest 
of his life an isoteles. Several somewhat hostile allusions to 
Thrasybulus in the extant speeches have puzzled the critics, 
who think that the orator ought to have been a staunch adherent 
of his democratic friend—as if it were not part of Lysias’ art to 
assume the person of his client, and perhaps by such very allu
sions to lull the suspicions of the jury that he and not a simple 
citizen was pleading the cause. But we do not know how far 
this disguise was possible, or whether it was not as transparent 
as that of the assumed authorships which we noticed in the Old 
Comedy of the previous generation. For we hear that Lysias
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having lost his fortune, and having revealed to both himself and 
others his practical power in prosecuting the murderers of his- 
brother, became so popular a professional speech-writer, that 
at least 200 of his. speeches (not to mention spurious attri
butions) were preserved. A^mong the many rivals who may 
have written some of the speeches assigned to him, none ap
proached him in celebrity. We hear nothing further concern
ing his private life, save that he stood in intimate relations to a 
certain Metaneira, though married to his niece, the daughter 
of his youngest brother, Brachyllus, according to a common 
fashion at A^l^hens. He does not seem to have lived to an 
advanced age, his latest extant speeches not reaching, I think, 
below 480 b.c The epigram or poem of Philiscus upon him 
cited in Plutarch’s Life is so corrupt as not to be worth quot
ing ; 1 but there is a fine bust of him in the Naples Museum,^, 
which seems to be genuine, and shows a strong, clear, somewhat 
hard face.

§ 390, The speeches of Lysias are upon so great a variety 
of subjects, that it is extremely difficult to classify them. The 

. great majority are very short pleadings in private disputes, some 
on trifling subjects, but even here constantly touching on public 
affairs, and discussing the general character both of the litigants, 
and of the public men of the day. But before entering on this 
side of the orator’s work, we may dispose briefly ofhis rhetorical 
and political speeches—I mean political as opposed to mere 
court arguments. Of his earlier works,, his technical treatise, 
which is alluded to, and his erotic and panegyrical efforts, which 
were extant both in the form of speeches and of letters, we know 
almost nothing. But a curious sketch or specimen of his rhe
torical essays on erotic subjects is preserved in the I^Jusdrus of 
Plato, where Socrates insists on Phsedrus reading out to him a 
composition of the kind which he has just heard Lysias, the 
famous orator, deliver. There is considerable controversy as 
to the genuineness of this document, most English and French 
critics, such as Mr. Jowett and M. Pe^^i^, 2 holding it to be a

■ Cf. Bergk, Lyr. Fragg. p. 640.
2 Mr. Grote, in his admirable chapter on the Phadrus (Grote's Plato., 

ii. cap. xxiv.), seems never to have suspected the genuineness of this docu-
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mere satirical imitation of the orator by Plato, many Germans, 
and among them Blass, asserting it to be a real transcri^^it 
Blass, indeed, goes so far as to say that even such a stylist as 
Plato could not have produced so characteristic an imitation of 
the graces and turns of Lyusias, whose speech is here, as he well 
observes, f^ormally far superior to Socrates' answer. But surely 
the imitation of Agathon’s style in the Symposium shows how 
clever a counterfeiter Plato could be. I confess myse^lf not con
vinced by these arguments, nor by others such as this, that the 
direct assertion of its being read from a written copy precludes 
its being the invention of Plato. The historical impossibilities in 
the Dialogues show plainly how far Plato considered his dramatic 
license to extend, and it seems more likely that he closely paro
died some kindred speech of the orator, than that he intro
duced real quotation of such length into his compositions—a 
practice which would have inestimably increased their value 
for the history of literature. From Lyusias’ p^a^^i^egyrics we have, 
on the contrary (in Dionysius), a genuine fragment, that of a 
speech delivered at the ninety-eighth Olympiad, when the 
elder Di^^ny^sius of Syracuse sent a pompous embassy to. contend 
at the games. The subject is the increasing danger tolGreece 
from the great king on the one side, and the Sicilian tyrant 
on the other, with strong exhortations to harmony among Hel
lenes, and a firm resistance to the encroachments of both. 
The mob at Olympia, as we are told, in consequence of this 
address, hooted the poems of Dic^nysius, plundered his gilded 
and embroidered tents, and insulted his deputation, but this 
was the only effect produced. The critic Dionysius says it was 
inferior in weight and dignity to similar compositions of Iso
crates and De^mosthenes. The fragment, however, as far as it 
goes, seems quite equal to ■ the more diffuse rhetoric of the 
former, and must have been fully as exciting to the hearers, 
though Dionysius says it is not so.

§ 391. The Epitaphios * appears to be spurious, and I will 

ment. But he was a man strangely easy of faith concerning the alleged 
authorship of Greek documents, and in the same chapter (p. 256) implies 
his belief in the authenticity of the of Lysias.

* Or. 2.
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therefore postpone the ' consideration of it to another place, 
where we can bring it into comparison with other displays of the , 
kind. Of the imaginary speech for Nikias before the Syra
cusans, we have only a sentence or two, and ’ though it was 
accepted by Th^e^c^p^h^rastus, it is likewise of doubtful authenti-

But a genuine and interesting fragment of a 
or deliberative speech, has been preserved by Dionysius, 
in which the speaker urges a complete restoration of the 
^e^^ocrr^ccJ after the expulsion of the Thirty, against the pro
posal of Phormisius to limit civic rights to landholders. In 
this, as in many other speeches, Lysias spoke his own strong 
sentiment against every form of government except that of the 
whole people. This sentiment is practically illustrated by the 
longest and. best known of his court speeches, that against 

■ Era^tt^sthenes, delivered in his own person, and generally stated 
{after his own exordium) to be the first essay that he made in 
•^ourt. It falls after the fragment just mentioned, which must 
•l^i^ive been delivered in 403 b.c. The only other document in 
the collection of earlier date is the speech f^oa Polystaatus, 
which may be as early as 406, but which all good critics refuse 
to consider genuine.

I may remark that spurious speeches like this, i^ really 
i^f^liivered at the time they profess, and not the work of later 
sophists, are a most valuable index of the general condition 
of Attic oratory apart from the great masters who towered above 
the average crowd.

§ 392. The speech against Eratosthenes is in every respect a 
very fine oration, full of point and of vigour, but only exhibiting 
.a certain number of ^^sias’ perfections. The narrative of his 
brother's murder and his own escape is admirable, and the press
ing of his proo:f by questioning of the accused irresistible. But 
far more interesting to us is the sketch of the political acts of 
T^h^e^r^amenes, who at the moment was somewhat rehabilitated in 
i^l^jiriicter by his enmity to Critias and his tragical death. The 
whole speech seems intended to have a larger scope than the 
•^(onidemnation of Eratosthenes, who is too contemptible an 
.adversary to have his motives dissected, or his character painted

■ Or. 34.

    
 



144 HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE. cH. VI.

at full length. Neither does Lyusias seek to convey his own 
character to the jury, a device chiefly useful to a defendant, but 
not to a plaintiff who merely sought to fasten his charge upon 
the adversary.

The speech agc^ii^^t Agorat-u^ is very similar in character* 
, except that both plaintiff and defendant,are lower in the social 

scale, so that while there is less of general political argument* 
there are more copious details, especially of the wretched 
conduct of Agoratus, who after becoming a tool to the Thirty 
and doing to death a large number of honest citizens, escaped 
to Phjllae, and attempted to join the democrats.* T^hough 
saved from instant death by Anytus, who nobly reminded 
his soldiers that this was not the time or place to take ven
geance on their enemies, he was shunned as an accursed 
outcast, and when attempting to join the solemn procession 
on the return of the exiles from Pe^ii^aeus, was disarmed and 
driven off with scorn by yEsimus, the chief of the ceremony. 
Thus i^ this oration is remarkable for Lysias' dramatic power 
or character-drawing, it is in the drawing of the adversary. 
This feature recurs in several of the lesser orations spoken by 
plaintiffs, of which I may refer the reader to that against Ald- 
biades (the younger), a dissolute young debauchee, who is de
picted as having inherited only his father’s vices ; 2 that against 
Philon,3 in- which a mean and selfish creature, who pro

. fited by his neighbour’s misery, 'is brought before us in strong 
coloui^s; that against Diogeiton,* who was ' a false guar
dian, and an oppressor of helpless orphans, according to 
his accuser ; and that against Nik.(^n^aclrui^®

§ 393- Far more striking, however, and more artistic than 
these portraits of adversaries, are the portraits conveyed by 
Lyusias of the characters of defendants in their own speeches. 
Here character wa^ of great importance, for in answer to the- 
allegations of the prosecutor, the defendant, without boasting

* §§ 77. sq.
z The authorship of this oration, which is evidently a genuine speech, is 

doubted by Blass and others, chiefly because they think the character-paint
ing not delicate enough for Lysias' (Blass, i. 406).

* Or. 31; « Or. 32. * Or. 30.
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or insolence, was bound to let the jury know his past history, 
his services to the state, and' his general blamelessness of life. 
This is more strictly the ethopteia for which the orator was so 
celebrated. His defendants are all personages distinct enough 
for a drama or a modern novel. The most remarkable ex
amples are those found m the speech for Mantitheos,* that of 
the accused, a political character, in or. 25, that of the speaker 
in or. 21 (very similar, wit^r delicate distinctions, to that of 
Mantitheos), and that of the defendant charged with cutting 

- away a sacred olive on his estate.
I w^l pause for a moment at this ; it consists of 

people of consideration, who come forward to speak with 
confidence and dignity in their own behalf. The speech of 

• Ma^ntitheos, whose name is preserved in the superscription, 
is the most remarkable. He is a young aristocrat, whose 
ancient family and good traditions have prompted him not to- 
only to seek danger in the van of battle, and retire from action 
more slowly than the mighty Thrasybulus, but to ascend the 
bema without waiting for the sanction of mature age, and .to
advise the people on public affairs. He chooses, moreover, to- 
adopt a style of dress and of life suited to his aristocratic 
station, though no one has ever seen him joining in the revel
ries and the misconduct of other young men of the same class. 
He thanks his present adversary, who has questioned his fitness 
for the council, for having given him a fitting opportunity in 
the scrutiny ^ce/x^a) of exhibiting his life. Though some
what self-assertive for our notions of good taste, the speech 
is admirably suited to a young Greek aristocrat. The other 
discourses of the same class, being delivered by older men, are 
calmer and less confident, but each of them conveys a strong. 
and' clear impression of the speaker's respectability, dignity, 
and superior^it^ to any vulgar crime.

§ 394. Passing to a lower condition of society, we may cite 
the oration on the property O A^iS^t^ophanes, in which the speaker’s 
father, who was already dead, was charged with having made 
away with the money of Aristophanes, confiscated aftef his 
execution by public decree. Here the speaker, touching -lightly,

* Or. l6.
L 'VOL. II.
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on the dreadful fate of'Aristophanes (who was executed without 
trial, and even his body refused to his relatives), endeavours to 
show that his own father and he hims^^^if were quiet, unpre
suming people, his father having maintained a good character to 
the age of seventy, when he died, and he himse^ having been 
too young to share in such a crime. Still more characteristic is 
rhe first oration, o;n the killing of Ei^c^l^osth^enes, whom the speaker 
found in his wife's chamber, having discovered her infidelity by 
a. slave, and having summoned various friends to be witnesses 
of the outrage. The picture of the innocent and unsuspicious 
husband—a man of the poorer clai^is; of all the suggestive cir- 
rumstances which he overlooked from thorough confidence in 
his wife; of his sudden awakening to a knowledge of her guilt— 
all this is drawn in homely detail, and with masterly power.

Similar in some respects, though contrasted in not asserting 
c^c^mplete innocence and justification, are the speeches in reply 
io and in answer to the Ciarge of malicious wounding.*
The speakers, who had quarrelled with rivals in somewhat 
<^ii^i^<^]^utable love affairs, while admitting their folly, and the 
reality of the brawl, assert their own efforts to keep things 
quiet, and the fury and unreasonableness of their opponents. 
All three orations are very interesting in opening to us 
views into the inner life of the lower classes at Athens. To 
take them as specimens of public morality, as is done by 
most Germans and the English critics who follow them, is 
to make the Newgate Calendar an index of average morals. 
As this has been done for Ireland in the last century by a 
4istitinuis}^ed historian, we must protest against its being done 
for Athens.

§ 39S. Last in this class of speeches I will mention the very 
interesting speech on beu^lj^ of the j^nvalid Pauper, whose 
a^llowance of an obol per d^em, according to the Athenian 
poor-law, was challenged, and who shows that his case is a fair 
one for public charity. The old urammartans, who could not 
understand how the great Lysias should plead in such a case, 
where the issue was trifling and any remunerattcn impossible, 
rejected it as spurious. Most moderns are of the cppcstte

' Or. 3 and 4.
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opinion, justly. But they seem hardly to have appreciated the 
circumstances of the case, which are easily to be deduced from 
the speech. The alleged pauper was evidently what we call 
‘ a character,' with a small shop close to the agora, the com
mon resort of many people far, above him in means and sta
tion, who were doubtless attracted by his wit or his drollery. 
These people, moreover, seem to have lent him horses to 
ride, and this fact, together with the distinguished company 

, which thronged his shop, led the accuser to believe that he 
was not ad^Vvarot, without means of helping himse^^ It is 
indeed more than probable that his influential friends got him 
put on the relief list in preference to more deserving; appli
cants. This created env^ against him, and he found himsel-f 
in danger of losing his pension. We can imagine him appeal
ing -with comic pathos to Lysias, who probably frequented his 
shop with other strollers in the agora, and we can imagine how 
the company would join in entreating the great advocate to 
help so useful and popular a character. Thus hal^ in charity, 
half in fun, Lysias writes him a defence, which could only have 
had effect when spoken by a well-known and original character, 
and which gains or loses almost all its point by the delivery.

There is all manner of fun in the speech, comic pathos, 
parody of serious arguments, unexpected turns ; but it must 
be acted to produce any effect. Most of the arguments are 
not serious, and the impression produced is t^iat - the speaker 
was by no means so badly off as he pretends ; yet the defence 
would be very telling, when a trifling sum was at issue, and 
would be sure to carry the Council by its cleverness and its 
racy humour. This tendency to the humorous is very apparent 
in two other speeches, that agtum^^ Thie^omnestus* who endea
voured to evade a charge by adhering to the letter of the law 
in contempt of its spirit, and the fragment against the Socratic 
.d^s^chines, which draws a picture of the defendant worthy of 
Aristophanes. Allied, as usual, to this talent, is the power of 
pathos, which, though kept in restraint by the taste of the day, 
and sparingly admitted in early Greek oratory, is very promi
nent in the prison-scene drawn in the speech against Agoratus,2

, ' Or. 10. * § 39. sq-
’ L 2
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which strongly resembles that already noted in A^ndocides 
(above, p. 129). Still finer and unique in our remains of 
Lyusias is the narrative in the speech D^ogeiton, which
indeed Dionysius cites as a model, where the appeal of the 
mother of the orphans to her father, who was their guardian, is 
not inferior to the finest speeches in Euripides. I will quote 
it here, as being little known to ordinary students.*

§ 396. I have endeavoured to bring together these gene
ral features because the particular analysis of sp man^ short 
speeches, on so many various subjects, would detain the reader 
far too long, and occupy a disproportionate space in this history. 
The argument, the authenticity, and the literary features of 
each speech have been fully discussed in Blass’ A^i^t^sche ^^red-.. 
samk^t and in Mr. Jebb’s Attic Orators, to either of which 
the special student of Lyusias may turn for fuller information. 
I am likewise bound to pass by in silence the many political 
and social lights on the history of Athens afforded by the 
allusions of his speakers—many of them not credlitj^lll^ to the 
public morality of the Restored democracy, and showing how 
vague suspicions, political changes, and • even the poverty of 
the public purse, were made the handles of • private accusations.

* § 22: ‘ aRt ‘ Sguv votraS'ra Sis
SpaXM-As & toVtav t^)itTip KaiTKiwe koI r^piDFcoi^Ta T^raTiipas, i^iap’ 

KaTaK^eTiO^t^ei^vra ii^elvov reKetM^i^TyTOs iyD> aoi liiaKO ; wal iKf^toKetv 
roir^ous IjljitaKas Si^'yaTpiSoSs Sktos Tc tT)s oikIos tTis oir^iav in rptHoipl^ots, 
avuTToSDiiroJus, oS i^eTO iKtoXoi^Bov, oK iieTH TT^papiiTar, ot pie'^ii l/jioTlav, ot 
pie-rl rav ir^l^^rKov & 6 wartip oSr^ots Kon^Jiivev, oiSi iierH rav wa^poxar^i^BriKiv 
As eneivos iTopii ool icaTeBero. Kai sou rots p-R^^ iK rTjs ftriTputOs tTJs i/nTis 
r^atSeSets ^v rroKK^oTs wpi^'lp^t^tris eSSaiiiovas Siros’ Kol toSto piKv kO^^s irote'ts- 
Tois S’ ifiois iSi^^Ts, o6;s lirrlias iK tTis olaias iKfli^P^liv Iwrl vKosalas n^rioxots 
OKoSellot wpoBu/jip, Kal irY Totoirots Ipyois oCre rots Beats <0^0)51, oHt’ i/iiH 
Tijv ois Bsyaripa r^^s fl^i^i^(^:5sloK al^xSip, oS'ie raS l^^t^ftpaS pki^p^vpiaau, I^aO 
viKras Tiip^s xapl IxiiT^r^ovas r^aiji, x^pvpirav. ’ ri^T^e jilv aSv, & &vSpes 5iko- 
ar^ol, iraKKiOv KtH Seisas ixi t^jJs v^i^i^cUKts j^jjflei^i^ias aira Siereitiiiev r^iivres 
al r^typat^res irri rav Tala^p ^inpay^fiii^iyv koI rOiv Kiyav rav ^KtliTis, Spusres 
jxlv Tais valSas, ala Ijaau Trcrr^i^t^Oi'es, l^!^tPi.upvi^<TK^ip^^vai SI roS l^i^t^BavSsTas, 
Os l^i^<l-tav Tvis ai^las rts i-^trpaxav KOrlKixev, ivBujiaiiiitvai Si Os xaXlittv 
i(fvf^e?v 3i^ap x^pH l’’6pl iavvaS titv^«S<voi • v^vi, &are, a O^ISpes Su^atarai,
jiilSeva rav v^c^i^iit^T^iov StsaoBoi pB^Bylaal^at, iAKJl kOI Sa^/^i^t^i^ras jiiiSlv i/rrov 
rav xex^osBS^av l^m^vr^a^s alxir^^oi ^latTi.
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Associated with these disagreeable features is the want of confi
dence in testimony shown through all his orations. After a pre
amble, and the prothesis, or first short statement of t^ie case, 
the orator proceeds (where it is possible) to a narrative of the 
facts, in which he seeks in the clearest order and the simplest 
language to convey his client's view of the case. Then follows 
the citing of witnesses, who swear to the truth of the narrative. 
But, instead of being content with this, the speaker generally 
goes on to general & priori arguments, based on the character 
or the interests of the litigants. Indeed, general character 
seems to have weighed far too much in the At^henian law
courts, as it will ever do where a trained judge is not present 
to guide and control the feelings of the jury.

, The attack on Ai^t^biadcs. (or. -14, 15) is generally regarded 
as spurious, but by an early if not contemporary author, and 

. bears curiously close relations to the speech of Isocrates de 
JBigis, to which it seems to be a reply. But the speech attri
buted to Lysias is not from so masterly . a hand as the defence . 
by Isocrates. Another speech in the Lysian collection, that 
against. Polioch-us, has likewise distinct references to the same 
defence, which, though in form a court speech, is really an 
encomium on A^l^c^i^t^i^^d^es, and may have been a good deal 
modified after its delivery for the purpose of publication.

§ 397. The general merits of Lysias have been implied in the 
above review of his extant speeches. It is perhaps important 
to add that the pettiness of many of the causes pleaded, and 
the consequent shortness and dryness of the argument, espe
cially when delivered in support of the main speech 
\oyia), have much injured his reputation among modem students 
of Greek. Did we possess a few more of his great efforts, like 
those against Eratosthenes, Ag^oratus, and Diogeiton,- we should 
better appreciate the praises of the ancient critics.

But with this pettiness of particular causes seems connected 
the c^ticism of Plato, that Lyusias, in contrast to Isocrates, or 
to Pericles, among his forerunners, did not seek to deduce his 
special arguments from general philosophical principles. This 
was no doubt tr^e ; we also find, as Plato says, his arguments 
strung together without logical nexus, and often repeated need-
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lessly. On the other hand, this close adherence to the indi
vidual case gave him that wonderful variety which the ancients 
admired, observing that among 200 genuine speeches no f^xed 
use of any commonplaces, even in the proem, could be found. 
But his occasional repetitions of arguments are probably inten
tional, and meant to bring important points before the court in 
an artless way, and as a simple man might do who could not 
give weight or importance to a single statement by lofty diction 
or sounding periods. For, above all things, Lysias aimed at 
unaffecteti simplicity, the temie dicet^<^i genUs, the XOyog
of the critics, in which he was always considered the un
approached master. This character he attained by the use 
of plain words, having been the first to perceive that elegant 
and even dignified prose did not require poetical diction to 
exalt it—and here he broke loose completely from the traditions 
of Gorgias. Secondly, he attained it by clear statement, there 
being seldom the least obscurity when we know the whole of 
the case, and where the text is not corrupt. Thirdly, by 
brevity—a feature which strikes us very much in most of his 
speeches, and which can only be fully understood by regarding 
many of the shortest as mere auxiliary statements to^tthe main 
argument.

§ 398. Of course a great writer like Lysias does not bind 
himsellf slavishly by such rules. There are passages of deep 
emotion where unusual words and phrases occur, and where 
they are more natural than common diction. There are cases 
where, for the sake of pathos, he repeats an idea, and holds it 
before the audience with great efifec^t; again, for the sake 
of point, he introduces those parallelisms and balancings 
of clauses, which were then so common in Attic eloquence 
that to avoid them was perhaps more affected than to use 
them. These ornaments are what give I^^sias’ speeches the 
archaic complexion which has been compared to the stiff curls 
and conventional smile of the older Attic sculpture, even in its 
high development under the hands of Calamis.’ But all these

' Dionysius uses the parallel illustration of the old simple paintings with 
few colours and little perspective, as compared to the more ambitious 
modem works. But to us, unfortuniately, his illustration is of no avail.
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things are disti^ict^y exceptions to his rule of extreme simpli
city, which would often degenerate into dryness or meagreness 
but for the exquisite grace (xapec) which is the most brilliant 
feature of his genius. This quality, which cannot be analysed, 
has been extolled by all critics, and is equalled, especially in 
his narratives, by Herodotus alone of Greek prose writers. 
Indeed, as A^ntiphon stands close to Th^u^j’d^i^des, and is strong 
on the argumentative or dialectical side, so Lj^sias approaches 
Herodotus, being far superior in the historical or narrative part 
of his oratory. His style seems at first sight, as Dionysius 
observes, so simple and natural that anyone might hope to 
imitate it, whereas it is really the most exquisite and un
attainable art to copy nature artistically and yet with perfect 
accuracy. For this purpose he often deserts the rounded 
period, and uses, like Herodotus, an easy and lucid 
eipofievti, which makes his stor^ wonderfully plausible and per
suasive. T^hus he steals upon his hearers, as the ancients 
observed, instead of coercing them by power and grandeur. 
He also abandons his periods for an opposite purpose, when in 
passages of great excitement he adopts short unconnected 
clauses, as in the famous conclusion of his speech against 
Eratosthenes, and in the mother's description of her orphans 
before Diogeiton. All these peculiarities make it easy for us 
to understand how his critics thought him inferior in those 
panegyrical or deliberative harangues, where a periodic style 
was peculiarly effective. Thus a plain and forcible speaker in 
our own day might find great diff^^ulty in composing a con
gratulatory address, which is expected to run in long and 
rounded sentences. Of course rhetors and grammarians have 
always preferred Isocrates, but if it were only as an antidote to 
that over-artificial and watery eloquence, the remains of Lysias 
are of inestimable value.

§ 399. Turning to the external history of his works, I have 
nothing to add to what has already been said about Plato's cri
ticism, except that he may have been biassed by Lysias' demo
cratic views, which led him constantly to attack and expose 
with great severity men with whom the philosopher had great 
sympathy. Aristotle ver^ seldom mentions Lysias in compa-
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risen with Isocrates, and Theophrastus, though regarding him as 
the type of the * genus tenue,' seems to have thought Thrasyma- 
c^hus more important in the history of rhetor^. Deinarchus, 
C^I^a^i^i^s^ius, and Heg^esias are spoken of as imitating his style in 
contrast to that of Demosthenes. There were treatises com
posed upon him, as upon the other orators, by the Alexan
drian critics, but these are unfertun:ately lost, nor do we possess 
any scholia upon this author. But in R^oman days, when there 
was a reaction against the florid Asianism, Lysias found many 
admirers and students who aimed at old Attic simplicity and 
purity : of these C. Lie. Calvus is the most importt^i^t^. Cicero, 
who was attacked by this school, holds the balance very 
fairly between L^ysias and his supposed opponents. He grants 
Lysias all the merits due to him, but prefers Demosthenes as a 
model on account of his power.

In the Augustan period, when Atticism triumphed, there 
were very ful^ appreciations and discussions of Lysias by 
Dionysius and Cre^ilius, both of whom wrote special works on 
him, besides the extant tract of Diony^sius, and ^^nyy’judg- 
ments of both these and of H^rmogenes in relation to other 
orators. Various later commentators, such as Zosimus of 
Gaza, Zeno, Paulus Germinus, are cited in the Lexica. In 
fact, throughout all Greek criticism, his place seems fixed as 
next in importance to Dem^o^sthenes and Isocrates. Of the 
333 speeches declared genuine by Dionysius and Crecilius, of 
all these comments and explanations, we have only the critiques 

cited, a good many special points in Suidas and Harpo- 
cration, the titles of about 170 speeches, and a single collection 
of 34 speeches, some of them imperfectly preserved, with about 
100 lesser fragments.

400. Bib^^ographtMl. The speeches (with the exception 
of the spurious E^pi^t^aphios, which was copied separately also) 
are handed down to us through one codex,* the Palatinus X, 
preserved at Heidelberg, which is the parent of all other 
copies, particularly of the Florentine, once esteemed of higher 
authority. Not only was X copied from an archetype already

' Written in the twelfth century, and brought from Nic^asa to Europe. 
Cf. a special article upon it by Scholl in Hermes, vol. xi. pp. 202, sq.
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mutilated, but it has itself lost several pages, and is, moreover, 
the work of a careless and inaccurate scribe, so that our text 
has afforded critics ample scope for emendation and correction. 
Eight of the extant speeches (whole or partial) are attested 
by Dionysius, the ablest and most careful of the authorities 
on this question. Five he rejects ; others are doubtful. The 
selection seems made from two collections of I^y^sias’ speeches, 
or else there are two selections from his whole works brought 
together. This is inferred from speeches on murder appearing 
in the first and twelfth places, the latter of them (against 
.Er^^^osthenes\ being evidently the first in order both of time 
and merit. *But all closer classifications are complicated and 
unsatisfactory, owing to the great variety of the cases treated, 
as the reader will see from Blass’ discussion of the point.*

The first edition (Aldus, 1513, with other orators) is taken 
not from the Palatinus, but from the Athos MS., which Lascaris 
brought over, and which is now lost, but it was evidently an 
inferior copy of the same archetype. In our own day, besides 
the Zurich editors, and the Te^ubner edition of Scheibe—both 
excellent—this author has received inestimable aid from the 
critical labours of Cobet, both in his Nova I^di^ones, and in a 
special school edition (Amsterdam, 1863), which is of course 
the best textt There are many good essays, and many selections 

. with notes by the Germans, of whom I may mention Hoelscher, 
Francken, Frohberger, Rauchenstein. There are German 
translations by Falk (Breslau, 1842) and F. Baur (2nd ed. 
Stuttgart, 1869). Excellent general estimates will be found (be
sides those of Blass and Mr. Jebb) in Perrot’s and Girard’s—the 
latter specially on Ly^sias—^writings on Greek literature.’

§ 401. It is usual to pass from the consideration of Lysias 
and his court speeches to that of Isocrates and his epideictic 
displays, and then to return to Isaus as the special forerunner 
and master of Demosthenes. But as the evidence of this 
latter relation is not very clear, and in any case only applies to 
a special class of Demosthenes’ against his

1 i. 348, 368.
1 G. Perrot, Eloquence politique, &=c., Athlnes, vol. i., and J. Girard, 

de T Atttiiim^e dans Lysias, passim.
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guardians—it seems preferable to take up the works of Isaeus 
in dose connection with Lysias, to whom he affords many 
points of resemblance and of contrai^iL This will enable us to 
form a better estimate of the legal eloquence ’of Athens before 
we turn to her philosophers and pamphleteers, who were also,, 
according to the fashion of the day, orators and special students’ 
of rhetoric.

§ 402. The darkness which shrouds the life of Isa^ius is- 
hardly an accii^i^i^t; it is rather the mark—I had almost said 
the distinguishing mark—of -the developed profession to which 
he belonged. While Antiphon's apparent privacy of life only- 
concealed an active and constant interference in public affairs,, 

' as was clearly shown when he came to lay aside the ; 
while Lysias' speeches contain several discourses of public in
terest and on public affairs in which he was persi^i^idlly con
cerned, the works of Isaeus, not only as we have them, but 
as they were known to the ancients, were Xoyoi Hiutkoi, not 
merely for private individuals,’ but on private suits, and in 
these they approach more nearly to what we should call 
Chancery practice than any other Attic eloquence preserved. 
Ac^c^c^rdingly as our Chancery lawyers do not even attain the 
notoriety of those engaged in criminal or nisi-prius actions, far 
less that of political speakers, so Isaeus remains personally 
unknown, and even his speeches, remarkable though they be, 
have seldom been studied except by special enquirers into the 
principles of Attic jurisprudence. Hence the dates of his birth 
and death are not known. His origin is said doubtfully to 
have been of Chalc^is, and his father's name Diagoras. He 
may have been an Eubcean cleruch, driven back to Athens by 
the loss of the island to A^thens, or a metoikos, a resident alien,

’ The Greek argument of the fourth oration (comcerninjj Nicostratus, 
&c.) says that Isaeus was related to Hagnon, nephew of the testator, and 
spoke this speech in aid of them person^ly. As there is no hint of these 
facts in the course of the speech itself, they must have been derived from 
sora^ old authority, and are not improbable, though Blass thinks (ii. p. 506} 
that this is alleged ledigHch aiii.s tho-richteir Vermuthung. But, un-
for^un^tel^, the people in question are obscure, and the speech gives us 
no light concerning Isaeus' life or connections. Cf. for a careful review 
of the facts, Blass, AB. ii. p. 454.
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who settled and practised at Athens without the social posi
tion of K^e^p^halus and his son Lj^ias. The dates of the 
extant speeches, so far as they can be determined, range from 
389 to 352 b.c. This, and his alleged instruction of Demos
thenes, show his activity to have extended through the first 
hal^ of the fourth century b.c. Of his education equally little is 
ascertained. He is called a follower of Lysias, a pupil of 
Isocrates. But his speeches only show the general influence 
which these ^great contemporaries must have exercised upon a 
man of his ability. The absence of closer likenesses even 
suggests that their education of him was not more direct.

§ 403. The subjects of the eleven speeches, and of the con
siderable fragments quoted as specimens by Dionysius, have no 
special literary interest, nor is there any one of them which is 
worth analysing in this place.* The most elaborate and Demos
thenic in tone is the eleventh, that on the bequests O ^^gnias. 
Concerning ' this lawsuit, which lasted many years and under
went many trials, we have among the speeches of Demosthenes 
that again^^ Macartatus—a performance not only below the 
usual level of the great orator, but inferior to the speech of 
Isaeus, which is far more logical and better constructed. The 
eighth, on the su^cces^^on to Kiii^oris is similarly inter
esting in having been considerably used by Demosthenes in 
his speeches against his guardians, but the free and independent 
way in which he modifies the commonplaces or quotations from 
it, shows that he was even then no mere ordinary pupil, but an 
original and powerful rhetor. All the speeches of Isaeus are 
about questions of succession, about the validity of wills, or,of 
the evidence on which they are established and impugned, and 
upon the rights of relationship. They show us very clearly, 
like the speeches of Lysias, the grave defects of the Athe
nian jury system. These juries were not a small group of 
men, sworn to enquire into questions of fact,' guided on points 
of law by a professional judge, and intended to protect private 
individuals from an abuse of power on the part of the govern
ment. They were rather the sovereign people broken up

* From a collection of sixty-four speeches, of which fifteen were re
jected by old critics, we only have a scanty remnant of about one-.sixth. 
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into divisions of 500, ' and bringing into court all the powers 
of the sovereign, without responsibility or control of any so^iU 
Accordingly, while ■the great numbers of the jury made Attic 
court speeches to be practically harangues to a large assembly 
—a point seldom adequately insisted upon—its absolute and 
despotic power turned advocates to aim at persuasion rather 
than sound argument, to appeal to passion and not to reason, 
to flatter and not to convince by fai^ means.

All the court eloquence of Athens is vitiated by this funda
mental unsoundness of the tribunal which it addressed, and 
nowhere is the result more apparent than in the speeches 
of Isaeus, which were on subjects settled by strict law, by 
established custom and precedent, by traditions as old as any 
in Aryan civilisation. As regards the right and lipnits of testa
mentary bequest, the strict line .of succession among collateral 
branches, the consequences of intestacy, the disturbing elements 
of mental incapacity and undue influence—in all these matters 
the system of Attic jurisprudence was very complete and care
fully constructed. But, however desirous an advocate of Isaeus' 
legal turn of mind might be to confine hims(^:^lf to the strict 
law of the case, t^ie jury were averse to such dry discussions. 
Moreover, they seem to have laid far less stress on positive evi
dence t^an we do, probably on account of the mendacity of 
the nation ; we also find t^e preparation of documents, and 
preservation of them in proper archives, strangely neglected. 
Hence in no case is the advocate content with proving a point 
by positive evidence, or producing a document establishing it; 
he always goes on to the Akos, the probabilities of the case ; and 
indeed most of Isaeus’ speeches are arguments again^^ the evi
dence on the ground of these probabilities. The produced 
will is argued to be a forgery, because the testator was on bad 
terms with the legatee ; the alleged adoption of a son is denied 
on similar grounds. Is it likely a m^n in his senses would do 
such a ■ thi^jg? is the perpetual plea of the litigants. It is easy 
to see how such a state of things ' stimulated court eloquence, 
and how the ingenuity of a trained rhetor was required to put 
a fair face even upon a case which should have stood upon its 
own merits. The dicasts thought nothing of breaking a will,
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or even of deciding in , the teeth of sworn evidence. Indeed, 
from the number of cases of conviction for perjury known to 
us, we may infer that the swearing in Attic courts was not more 
conscientious than it is in the Irish county courts of the pre
sent day.

§ 404. Hence we see the point of the remark upon Isaeus in 
the Greek Lij^e, that he was thoroughly unfair to his opponent 
and out-generalied his jury.* But this very reputation injured 
his efficiency, for while Lyusias seemed artless when charging 
the guilty, Isaeus was suspected even when vindicating the inno
cent. Indeed a comparison with Lysias is the best means of 
showing the peculiar characteristics of Isaeus. In the first 
place, his speeches are as a rule much longer and more elabo
rate, and this especially by reason of the many summaries and 
recapitulations which L^^sias ■ would have considered tedious, 
an<^, which are in any case violations of ethos, i^ the speaker be 
an inexperienced debater. But in Isaeus the mask seems fall
ing away ; the position of the logographer was too notorious 
and well established to be denied, and he either disdains, 
or he fails, to assume the personality of his client. Hence he 
abandons the simple structure upon which all Lysias' speeches 
are based, and affects variety and power of treatm^i^tt He 
breaks up his narrative into parts, and introduces argumentation 
between them, he omits the exordium or the peroration, or 
rather weaves in these preambles and appeals into the body of 
his speech. He even begins or ends with the reading of laws 
—in fact, a study of variety is one of his chie^ objects. This is 
as obvious , in the diction as in the arrangement of his speeches. 
In some of ■them, and in some parts of them, his periods are 
almost as grand as those of Isocrates or Demosth^^i^sj; in 
others he, affects, perhaps with less success, simplicity of narra
tive ; in others he presses the adversary with close questioning, 
and with a rapid urging of short points. But while his elo
quence is more sustained and logical, and while he forces home 
his arguments by dint of clever restatement and recapitulation, 
he does not attain to the grace of Lysias ■ nor to the sustained 
power of Demosthenes. Nay, even in spite of the studied

* Kai rpVs hiv rBy iivrlSucov tovs 8e Sikui^tKs Kii^iu^'rpaAn^ti.
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attempts at variety, there is a certain sameness of character 
about his speeches which makes them tedious in comparison 
with those of I^y^s^i^as. This may be in some measure due to the 
uniformity of subjects in Isseus. Yet even apart from this, the 
want of ethos and the assumption of rhetorical power naturally 
produce an unpleasant effei^tt '

■ § 405. The influence of Isocrates’ rhetoric is to be seen in
the avoidance of the hiatus in some speeches, as well as 
in the general finish and smoothness of ma:ny of his periods, 
but we cannot trace any gradual.adoption of these features, or 
their predominance in the later speeches, so that it is more 
likely he used this, like other devices, merely to produce vari
ety and novelty. He certainly never adopted the avoidance 
of hiatus as a fixed principle. His figures of thought, such 
as indignant questions and * the like, are more frequent than 
those of lysias, whose natur;^!' gifts he endeavoured to rival 
by better training. Tf^us the old parallel clauses of the Gor- 
gian rhetoric, which give lysias his antique flavour,! are 
hardly ever to be found in Isa^t^s;; but his composition js 
not the less careful and artificial, though Tie seeks to '-avoid 
these obvious ornaments. And thus with all his archaic man
nerism ly^sias is far the more easy and nat^i^i^ll • It is not neces
sary to pursue this comparison, which, after the model of 
Dionysius, has been worked out by Blass and Perrot.

§ 406. B^bli^ographi^^. We may add a word on the history 
of the text. Beyond the fact of his being Demosthenes’ educa
tor, there is little mention of this orator till Dionysius and 
He^rmogenes, who speak very favourably of him. The notes of 
Didymus are only once cited (by Harpoc^ration, ya^iiiixia). The 
Greek arguments ' are very complete, but no scholia, so far as I 
know, have come down to us. As to MSS., we are dependent 
upon the same which have been already noticed under Anti
phon. .The pr^n^ceps of Aldus (1513) and the edition of Ste
phens (1575) were followed by that of Reiske (1 773), which were 
based on no new collation, but all rest on the lost codex 
of la^sca^r^is. The translation and legal notes of Wm. Jones 
(Oxford, 1779) are highly commended by Schomann.

The eleventh speech (on Menecles’ bequests) was first
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from the Laurentian MS. by Tjrwhitt (London, 1785). 
The large fragment of the speech on Cleonymus' bequests was 
a^dded by Mai from an Ambrosian codex in 1815. Of later 
editors the texts of Bekker and Scheibe and the complete edition 
and commentary of Schomann (1831), who has also given us a 
<^(^ir^ian .translation (2nd ed. 1869), are best worthy of mention.

§ 407. We have now followed out Attic court oratory to its 
•^(^mpleteness under the hands of Isa^n^si; for any superiority 
which some of Demosthenes' speeches of this kind may pos
sess, seems rather due to the exceptional genius of that orator 
than to the discovery of any new principles, or new method of 
r^hetoric. . And as Demosthenes' ‘ private orations ' can hardly be 
disisuss^fed, apart from his life, we may pause here, and turn to 
c^c^llateral fields of .literary activity. But, instead of taking up Iso
crates, who was at this time the leader of the epideictic rhetoric, 
or oratory of display, and whose merits were altogether stylistic, I 
prefer to proceed to that branch of Attic prose which forms the 
strongest contrast to the practical advocacy in the law courts— 
I mean the dialogues of Plato and other companions of Socra
tes. These men despised such a trade, and kept aloof from 
actual politic^!!; they will therefore afford us a welcome respite 
from the practical oratory which has occupied us so long. But 
as thcrcughgcing thinkers, and philoacphers in the strict sense, 
their work deserves an earlier and more important place than 
the idle and empty compromiae attempted by Isccratea, of 
combining a shallow philcaophy with equally shallow theoretical 
politics. Thus this eminent rhetorician, but feeble statesman, 
will be brought into closer ccmpariaon Wth his proper contrast 
—Demosthenes. ’ '
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ChApTER VI f,

PLATO.

§ 4o8. Plato, whose proper name was Aristoclc^s^J waif _ 
bom either 429 or 427 b.c,,*' at Ai^g^na, where his father held 
property. His falherj Ariston, son ■ of .Aristodes, and his mother, 
Peristione (sister ^of Charmides), were both of ancient and noble 
descent, and though later writers represent him as a poor man, 
this seems only from the desire of making him a closer copy of 
Socrates, and of the ascetic type fashionable in Greek philoso
phy. Several indications may be quoted to show that he was 
a man of wealth and consideration. He studied gymnastics in 
his youth, when he was surnamed Plato in the ’ gymnasium 
from his broad shoulders,, and he is reported to have won a 
prize at the Isthmian games. As his age of- military service 
coinciCeC with the grievous days of the closing Peloponnesian ■ 
war, he must have been employed in the armjr; but upon this 
point, as well as upon his education in music, gymnastic, 
poetry, and philosophy, we are left to conjecture, and to vaguie 
legends, which were nO doubt widely circulated about him, but 
which have no solid foundation. Diogenes says he studied 
the writing of poetry, and essayed dithyrambs, songs, and' 
tr^edies, but that, upon meeting Socrates, he burnt his poems. 
The epigrams attributed to him in the though
trifling, are very elegant, and some of them may be genuine^. 
Lastly, Aristotlie® says that Cratylus had instructed him in 
the doctrine of Her^acleitus before he came under the in
fluence of Soc^rates.

* Cf. the conflicting authorities cited in Zeller's Plata, p. 2, note (Eng„ 
tran^.).

’ MEtaph, i. 6.
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The whole impression conveyed by these stories is con
firmed by his works, and shows him to have been a young 
At^henian gentleman in contact with all the current science 
of the day, and influenced by all the social and artistic 
culture of that matchless city ^in its matchless period. But 
his conversion by Socrates marks the great turning point of 
his life. Plato must have met him at an early age, for Socrates' 
conversations were yer^ 'fasiiionatle among his aristocratic 
friends—probably the age , of twepty, which is reported to us, is 
too late. At all events, he became .a constant and favourite 
pupil, and was with the ■ great master at • bis' trial hnd condem
nation. «According'to Plato's qwh statement in the A^pology, he 
endeavc^ured. tp persuade Socrates itoi assess the fine which 

.the dicasts ,might impose aj;. thirty min®, Wuch he and other 
'friends'were ■ ready tp pay. i This, large sum (for those days) 
implies that they ' had means. /Vftei; Socrates' death he left for 
Megara, and stayed for a time with Eucleides, another pupil 
of the same school, who became after^vards the head of a 
distinct sect. From Megara Plato made voyages to Egypt, 
Gyrene, Magna Gr®cia, and Sicily ; but it is more than pro- 
b^a^ble that he returned at intervals to Athens. The dates of 
these journeys, even of those to Sicily, which are best known, 
are involved in obscurity. He is said to have studied 'mathe
matics with Theodoras of Gyrene, and to have made closer 
acquaintance with the Pythagoreans in Magna Gr®cia. But, in 
addition to these theoretical matters, he gained his first practi
cal experience of the effects of irre^pjonsible monarchy from 
the elder Dionysius. Through introduced by Dion, the tyrant 
was so offended with his views, which were then probably a 
reflex of those of Socrates, t^iat he delivered him up to the 
Spartan ambassador Pollis, who had him sold in the market of 
d'Sgiina. He ivas, moreover, well-nigh put to death by the 
^^ginetans, who at this time (about 390 b.c.) would permit no 
Athenian to touch their shore. Being ransomed by one Anni- 
keris, he returned to At^hens, and set up a school at the well- 
known Academy, in the western suburbs of Athens.

§ 409. We unfortunately know nothing of the details of his 
oral teaching, which he avers in his written dialogues to be far the

VOL. 11. M
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. most important. We hear that his discourses were very dry, and 
that in lecturing on the good he by no means adopted the homely 
style and illustrations of Socrates, but brought in mathematics, 

• astronomy, and finally so abstract an idea of the Good that no 
one but his special pupils would listen to him. This we have, on 
the report of Aristoxenus, who professes Aristotle’s authority, and 
it agrees with some sneers to be found in the Middle Comedy. 
At all events, Plato took no part whatever in the politics of 
A^thens, which were thoroughly distasteful to him, and opposed 
to all his principles. His notions of the proper State and, its 
government are clear enough in the three works he has left us 
on the subject, the Politicus, the Repubiic, and the Laws. But 
when his old friend Dionysius died, he was persuaded by Dion, 
and also by the younger Diony^sius, then under Dion’s influence, 
to revisit Syracuse (367 b.c.) in the hope that, by converting the 
new tyra;nt to his views, he might at last have an opportunity of ' 
realising his theories of state reform. The experiment turned 
out exactly as might have been anticipated. After a few days 
of novelty and of politeness Dionysius grew weary of Plato, and 
jealous of Dion, so that he banished the latter, and Plato soon 
departed. But he actually was induced to return to Syracuse 
about 361 B.C., perhaps chiefly in order to reconcile his friend 
Dion with the tyrant. After escaping again from the tyrant’s 
displeasure, he returned to Athens, where he spent the re
mainder of his old age respected by a large society of admirers. 
He died peacefully at a marriage feast, according to the legend, 
in 347 b.c., having exceeded the age of fourscore years.

§ 410. Plato is one of the very few Greek authors of whose 
works nothing has been lost. On the contrary, the catalogue 
we possess is rather redundant than defective, and one of the 
main duties of modem criticism as regards him has been the 
sifting of his writings, and the rejection of what is unworthy or 
unauthentic. Before approaching the dialogues, we may say a 
word concerning the lesser and more obscure writings, which 
were once ascribed to him. There are the epigrams already 
mentioned, which most critics reject, but one or two of which 
seem to me probably genuii^t^: there are certain Dt^stin^cttons 

to which Aristotle refers more than on^i^; but as
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they are never mentioned in any catalogue of his works, they . 
seem to have been some collection of maxims from his oral 
lectures preserved in the school of the Aca^demy. There are, 
moreover, a collection of E^pistles, which are still printed in the 
editions of the text, and which Grote, in his great work on 
Plato,* accepts as genuine, and bases upon them many state
ments about the life of the philosopher. One of them (the 
seventh) is so interesting and circumstantial about his relations 
with Dion and Dionysius, that all critics have longed to have 
it regarded as genuine, and even those who reject the Platonic 
authorship think it an almost contemporaneous composition by 
a writer thoroughly informed on Plato’s life. But I agree with 
Mr. Jowett and with all the German critics, that none of these 
epistles are genuine, and I am disposed to think the information 
derived from the seventh epistle as very suspicious. It may 
be all true, but no point unsupported by other evidence should 
be accepted without the greatest caution. We hear, moreover, 
of about ten dialogues which were of old considered spurious, 
and most of which are mentioned as such by Diogenes Laertius.* 
There remain thirty-five dialogues,® of which four (the second 
A^c^biades, Anterastce, Hipparchus, and Ep^no^niS') have been

* Plato and the other Companions Of Socrates, i. p. 220, sq. 
2 iii. 62.
’ Here is the list :—Dialogues of

(a) Search, O) Exposition.
Theatetus Tinue^is

Pa^r^menides Lams
ACci^biades I. * Epinomis

* AC^iiiiades II. Critias
* Theages Rep^iblic

Laches Sophistes

I^ysis ' Politicals
Chamides P^h^iedon

M^enon P^h^ith^b^ts
Ion P^t^c^t^c^goras
El^^t^hyphron P^h^tedr^is
E^t^tl^ydemuis ^ympos-ium
Gorgias Cratylus

* Hi^ppias I. Critm
Hippias II. ------ ■

M 2
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doubted by the Greek critics,* and many more by the school of 
Ast and Socher, which grew out of the Wolfian controversy in 
the second decade of this century.

§ 411. The connection of these isolated compositions, 
and their relation, both logically and chronologically, have 
ever been, and will remain, a subject of controversy, unless 
the view of Grote is adopted, that Plato deliberately intended 
them as perfectly distinct works, and consciously laid aside in 
each all reference to the rest as regards theory. This Grote 
•^i^t^^^^tly asserts to be the case, at least as regards the two 
classes of dialogues, into which the Platonic compositions 
must be divided. We will first discuss the logical ordefr. 
Plato himse^if is of course the main authority to be consulted. 
The same characters who have met in the Th^e^cBtetus meet 
o^gain expressly in the Sopiiistes, though they do. not t^ke up 
the unfinished thread of the discourse. The Politicus pro- 
c^^^a^ims itself a third colloquy of the same party (with a new- 
respondent). The Republic, Timo^tus, and Critics are similarly 
c^c^nnected, and a fourth dialogue, the H^ermocrates, though ap
parently announced, was never composed. But I am. not sure 
that Plato did not merely assume the same personages for 
the sake of dramatic convenience, without^- meaning to assert 
intimate relation. I do not know that the author himse^ gives 
us any further clue. The earliest attempt at a logical classifica
tion of which we know is that quoted by Diogenes,® as laid 
•dc^wn by Ai^istophanes of Byzantium. He arranged five tri
logies :—1. Repubi^ic, Tima^eus, Critias; 2. laws, Minos, Epi- 
no^i^; 3. The^tt^ti^^, E^u^th^yphron, A^polog;y; 4. Sophist, Politicus, 
Cratyl^us; 5. Criton, P^hicedon, and Letters. The rest of the 

d^ialogues he placed singly and without any fixed order.
(/3) Exfosjition. 

The Apology 
Menexenus.

(a) Search,

* Cleitophon
* Hipparchus
* Et^a^s^re
* Minos.

These last two are not proper^ly dialogues, but the one a dicastic, the 
other an epideictic exercise.

* Cf. Zeller's Plato and the Oldeir A^t^cd^emy (Eng. tr.), p. 49, note.
* iii. 61.
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Several important remarks here suggest themselves. Aristo
phanes does not utilise the hints just mentioned in the dia
logues themselves. He does not follow any scientific order on 
any conceivable theory of Platonism. He seems also to have 
recognised as genuine, not only works now rejected, but even 
those doubted of old, such as the Epino^^^s. Diogenes next 
mentions the arrangement of Th^i^asylus, t^vo centuries later, into 
nine tetralogies—a dramatic connection often forced and 
absurd, and of no real value. It was probably suggested, as 
Grote observes, by the really close bond which unites the 
E^uUy^ph^t^on, Apology, Criton, and J^/uzdon. It^is Thrasylus' full 
catalogue ' of thirty-f^ve dialogues (including Apology and Menexe- 
mts) which Grote thinks based upon the safe traditions of the 
Academy and the critical work of the xu^P'Zovnc, or critical 
sifters, of Alexandria, and therefore perfectly trustworthy, But 
T^hrasylus implies another cross division which is of far more 
value—that into Dialogues of Search and of Exposi
tion (vipr'ytif^aTtKf^i')..- It appears also from the statement of Dio
genes that essays of classi^cation in old times were almost as 
numerous and various as among t^e modern Germans, for nine 
dialogues which he mentions were each put first in the list by 
divers critics. I am very far from agreeing with Zeller's inference, 
that these attempts imply a trustworthy tradition or belief in 
some fixed and definite order. But to those who are sceptical 
as to any other logical nexus between the dialogues, or of the 
possibility of tracing a gradual philosophical progress throughout 
them, this distinction at least is salient and quite unmistake- 
able, that in some of them a discussion is raised, which results 
in no conclusion, while in others principles are laid down, and a 
whole system of law or of philosophy dogmatically expounded.

§ 412. Next after the labours of the Alexandrian and Augus
tan grammarians, who seem not to have attempted any deep 
sounding of the mind of Plato, but were content with distinc
tions of form, we come to the neo-Platonists, who went into

' Cf. the list on page 163, note 3. His subdivisions under these heads 
1 need not repeat. The same principle underlies the classification of 
Albinus (in his Isagoge to Plato), though he differs in his subdivisions, as 
may be seen in Zeller's note (p. 97 )■
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the opposite extreme, and sought to find mystical revelations 
and divine allegories at every turn in the dialogues. This 
method of criticism, along with the attempts to show Plato's 
agreement with the religion of Moses, and his consequent 
inspiration as an ‘ Attic Moses,’ is now so universally discredited 
that it may suffice to refer the reader (with Grote) to the pre
faces with which Fic^i^nus, the great Renaissance Platonist, 
introduces the Dialogues in his .^atin version (Florence 1494). 
Serranus, in Stephens’ edition of 1578, goes back to the old 
external way of classifying, and makes out six groups accord
ing to the general subjects treated (Ethics, Physics, Politics, 
&c.). From this time on till the end of the last century 
speculation on the internal relation of the dialogues seems to 
have been suspended. With Schleiermacher a new era com
mences, and since his day Germany has been flooded with 
theories based on the internal consciousness of the theorist, 
ascribing a necessary and natural order to the writings of 
Plato, together with rejections of all those which will not suit 
the theory, and bold assertions that all opponents and objectors 
are ignorant of the true spirit of real Platonism. The comba
tants may be divided into three camps, that of Schleiermacher— 
now rather waning in influence, though he was the originator of 
the whole discussion, and still supported by Ritter, Brandis, and 
Ribbing, which holds that Plato consciously composed his dia
logues in a fixed and logical order, which anyone can ascertain 
who attains to a thorough knowledge of the Platonic system. 
Next comes that of K. F. Hermann, with a large following, who 
denies any conscious arrangement in the mind of Plato, but holds 
that the dialogues show the necessary growth and development of 
his mind. Various attempts are now being made to reconcile 
these theories, and to assert this necessary growth, accompa
nied with a conscious expression of it in certain pieces. Lastly, 
there is the English school, of which Grote is the leader, and 
Mr. Jowett the present representative, and to which we may 
almost add the German Ast, had he not been so illogical as to 
reject numerous dialogues, though holding the view which most 
easily admits differences of style and treatment. This school is 
perfectly sceptical as to the possibility of proving any large
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plan or sequence in the dialogues, and not only holds each to be 
^c^mplete in itself and isolated, but even careless of contradicting 
the rest, and often openly inconsistent with them. It follows 
logically that all dialogues not discredited by exterin^l. evidence 
must be accepted, such a thing as internal improbability being 
seldom admissible.

The great and continuous divergence of opinion among 
the German Platonists, who have now for 100 years exhausted 
all possible combinations without establishing any sure re
sults, almost compels ' us to adopt the third theory in the 
main. . A few general guide-posts are perhaps not denied by 

These are, for example, that the purely Socra
tic and questioning dialogues were written when Plato was 
fresh from the converse of Socrates ; that after his travels in 
Italy and Sicily he approached Pythagorean metaphysics, and 
thus brings out principles perfectly foreign to Socrates under 
his authority. Furthermore, dialogues like the E^tttJyd^emus 
show a polemical antagonism to Antisthenes and Isocrates, or 
some such persons, who were rivals as heads of schools ; these 
are to be referred to the more active period of his life, while 
such didactic and dogmatic dialogues as the Laws, which was 
•^(^i^tt^inly written in Plato's old age, seem to indicate the latest 
form of his teaching, and the temper of his decaying years. 
With the exception of these, and perhaps a few more such 
g^eneralities, nothing certain ever has been ascertained as to 
the logical order of the Platonic writings.

§ 413. For convenience' sake, and in order to afford some 
frame wherein we may arrange the diverse pieces, the plan of 
Zeller,i put forth without much dogmatism, may be followed 
i^s reasonable, and fairly probi^l^ble; but the great work of Grote 
has for ever destroyed the hope of any surer results. Fol
lowing this division, we may regard the first, a purely Socratic 
group, as consisting of the Lessee Hippias, Lysis, Charmides, 
Laches, Protagoras, ^^tt^h^yphron, Apologv, and Criton. In these 
there is no Pythagoreanism, no attempt at a philosophy of 
na^i^^; they are purely ethical, and concerned with virtue 
in the Socratic sense, as one and reducible to knowledge.

1 Plato, pp. 115. sq.
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Next come the Gorgias, M^en^on, TJi^cetetus, and E^tstly^e^emus. in 
which the doctrine of Ideas, moral theories of the state after 
death, the theory of Reminiscence, and sundry Py^t^hagorean 
elements begin to appear. The F^ttiedrus, about whose date 
the widest diversity of opinion exists, may have been an intro
duction to this group. Next come the dialogues, which, while 
presupposing both Pythagoreanism and the theory of Idea?, in
troduce us to Eleatic and Megarian philosophy, abstruse and dry
in cha^j^c^l^t^r: these are the Cratylus, Sophist, Politicus, Par^ne- 
nides, and Phi^bus, and to these Zeller appends the t^vo most 
celebrated of all, the Symposium and Piuzdon, which latter is 
often placed shortly after the death of Socrates, though its 
doctrines show a large advance on Plato's earlier works. To
wards the end of his life come the Republic, Tinueus, Critias, 
and L^aws. Zeller, in this list, omits the Ion and 'jMe^t^:xc- 
nus, as well as the E^pisties and first A^c^biades, I think the 
former two are not spurious, or at least proved spurious,, and 
feel the danger of determining such matters without, very 
strong evidence. I venture to assert that no modem Ger
man critic would have admitted either the L^^sser Hippias or 
Laws, and that their spuriousness- would now be an accepted 
fact, had not Aristotle chanced to allude to • them in passages 
of still remaining works. While such mentions of Aristotle are 
of course conclusive (if precise) as to the authenticity of a 
dialogue, nothing can be inferred from his silence. Thus the 
Pj^otagoras, one of the most universally accepted, has no early 
guarantee whatever. The extant allusions of this kind, both 
direct and indirect, are collected with great care by Bonitz in 
his valuable Index Ari^stotelicus, and are discussed by Zeller,* 
who will not, however, admit the Menexenus, in spite of a direct 
reference in Aristotle's Rhetoric, on account of ‘ internal improba
bilities.' So indelible is the habit of preferring d priori specu
lations to external evid^t^c^f;!

§ 414. I must add a word on the chronological order of 
the dialogues, which need not be the same as the logical 
order, for Plato may have composed a prior composition, 
drdmatica^ly, as an afterthought or introduction to an already

3PP- 54-77-
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existing dialogue. Again, such a dialogue as the Piiado, 
which in dramatic propriety should follow immediately on t^e 
^_/^o^iO!gy,,is supposed with good reason to be a very distant 
afterthought to an early group.

Inhere is no direct evidence that any dialogue whatever 
was published during the lifetime of Socrates, except the 
anecdote^* in Diogenes,* that Socrates, on hearing the Lysis 
read, exclaimed, ‘ Herakles, what a number of lies this youth 
has told about me! ' This Grote rejects, and argues with great 
force that Plato published nothing till after the death of So
crates, and when he had at least reached his twenty-eighth year. 
We have no evidence to decide the question, though Grote's 
argument is rendered probable by t^e fact that several of the 
apparently earliest dialogues are written about the accusation 
and death of Socrates, and must therefore fall after this date. 
So also the group called the second in Zeller's list, above given, 
alludes to events which happened 395-4 B.C., and is later 
than that date. We have hardly any other chronological data, 
unless we argue that striking inconsistencies imply a lapse of 
some years for their growth. Thus the theory of the Protagoras, 
that virtue is the intelligent pursuit of happiness, and the 
balancing of lesser pains against greater rewards—this theory 
is contradicted in the Georgias, where the identity of the good 
and the pleasant is distinctly controverted as an immoral doc
trine. Again, Pericles and Isocrates, who are greatly praised 
by name in the P^fued^is, are rudely handled and severely 
censured in the Gorgias and E^u^h^ydemus, if indeed Isocrates 
is the philosopher-politician alluded to in the latter. If the 
E^c^clesiazusa of A^ristophanes were directed against Plato's R^e- 

we should obtain a minor limit (391 b.c.), which is 
contrary to all probability, as that dialogue has unmistakeable 
evidences of maturity in views and dogmatism in tone. The 
absence of all direct mention of Plato in the play permits us to 
reject it as positive testimony. The author of the seventh 
Platonic Letter speaks as if the Rep^ubl^c were an early work, 
but probably upon this very evidence, whereas the play itself* 
shows many reasons for believing that Plato is not in view.

* iii. § 35. * Cf. Zeller, p. 139, note.
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§ 415. It seems hardly necessary in this general sketch to 
give a particular abstract of each of the dialogues, for purely 
metaphysical discussions are foreign to our plan, and the actual 
texts are easily accessible, not to speak of the admirable and 
classical versions of Schleiermacher, the Stuttgart translators 
{40 vols., 1869), and Mr. Jowett. I shall therefore confine my
self to general indications of their contents, while in a few typical 
cases a fuller treatment will include the broad features ■ which 
recur in divers discussions. And first let us consider the 
form adopted by Plato and other followers of Socrates—the 
philosophical dialogue.’

§ 416. It is in no sense true that Plato was the originator of 
this literary form, though most of his commentators attempt to 
add this to his other merits. But it is certain that he was the 
greatest artist of this kind which Greece, or perhaps the world, 
ever saw, and that as he drew into one all the partial truths of 
earlier philosophy, so he united in his works all the various 
kinds and attempts of his forerunners in the use of dramatic 
prose. His early biographers asserted that he studied carefully 
the mimes of Sophron, which were apparently prose and city 
idylls, portraying character and manners among the lower 
classes at Syracuse.2 In the Poetic, indeed,. all similarity be
tween these mimes and Plato's dialogues is flatly denii^d ; but 
the assertions of the Poetic are so inaccurate and conflicting; 
that I attach little weight to them, and think this denial, if 
true, refers to the subject-matter only. At all events, it is 
certain that in this school of Sophron and Xenarchus character
drawing was attained by prose dialogue, perhaps the truest 
forerunner of the Roman satura or medley. I turn next to 
another model, which must have been before Plato's eyes, 
and in which dialogue must have played an important part 
—the M^e^moirs of Ion of Chios, and Stesimbrotus of Thasos.

1 The definition given by All)inus {^isagoge, c. i.) is very complete, and
each member of it reasoned out: *E<m rolvvv q^k n, t)
o’ee^^ ^tal airoKplo'tws vept iroXtrti^CQis Kcd c^t^o(^o^i&v
"^^layi^^Twv, pi^<^'rh rrjs ^pe^^i^cnjs IjOoT^f^itt^^ rt^tv s^^paA^(^f3avo4V«ai^ irpoQ^irc^t^^ 
Kol TTjS t1)V K^^efiTV TK^f^a^acK^t^^is.

2 Cf. Vol. I. § 240.
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These works are not known, or not quoted, by writers of this 
period, and are, as I have above said,* liable to suspicion on 
•tliis account ; but if they existed in Plato's day, as is alleged, 
he must necessarily have known them, and the extracts in 
Athe^r^seus show us how essential dialogue and character-draw
ing must have been to them. The use of rapid question and 
reply is fully understood by He^rodotus, who perpetually en- 
l^iv^ens his history with dialogue ; and even by Tl^u^ydides, who 
in two or three striking pass^^^^ 2 exchanges the tameness of 
his narrative for this more striking form. 1 am here speaking 
of the shorter and simpler dialogues in both historians ; for the 
more elaborate discussions, such as that of Xerxes and Arta- 
banus in the one, and the Melian dialogue in the other, are 
rather upon a tragic model than upon that of any earlier prose 
dialogue, nor indeed do they aim at any special character
drawing, as Albinus points ou^ Of course the great influence 
and popularity of tragedy and comedy must have stimulated all 
contemporary literature in the same direction. Most young 
authors of the day—Plato among the number—aspired to be 
dramatic leaders of thought, like the great poets, who had 
remodelled all Greek poetry. We even saw how the legal 
oratory of the day assumed the dramatic tone, and how the 
orator composed his attack or defence in the character of the 
client who spoke it. This dramatising of court speeches is 
perhaps the closest parallel we can find to the philosophical 
dialogue, as a piece of TjO^oroUa or character-painting. Along 
with all these indirect antecedents, we are distinctly told that 
the form of dialogue had been already employed for philo
sophical teaching by Ale^a^meno's of Teos—to us a bare name— 
and the Eleatic Zeno. We see plainly in the antinomies of 
the latter how dialogue, with prompt question and answer, was 
the most natural and almost necessary form for his writings 
to assume. But this was pure dialectic, dry metaphysical 
subtlety and counter-subtlety, and was doubtless devoid of 
all grace and poetry. Perhaps in the P^hi^l^ebus, the Sophistes, 
and the Parmenides, Plato copied this dry and unattractive, 
but scientifically invaluable, method of enquiry.

ijj. 42. * Cf. above, p. US.
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But there is no evidence that Plato, in assuming thiis 
form, led the fashion, or turned the minds of men to its ad
vantages. Some of the spurious documents may be as old as- 
the genuine, and it rather seems that the fashion grew up with 
the age and society of Socrates, and that Plato outran and ob
scured many rivals and competitors by his genius. We can 
perceive at least four distinct and important objects attained 
by adopting it. First, it was the best and most natural way of 
giving a full and lively history of the life, character, and con
versations of his master Socrates, thus producing from another 
mind, and from a different standpoint, a grander, if not so faith
ful a memoir of the inimitable master. Secondly, it exhibited 
most clearly the most Socratic and valuable point in Plato’s phi

' losophy—the principle of searching after truth, and of resting in 
this search as a great intellectual end, whether any conclusion 
was attainable or not: the raising and discussing of all the 
objections to, and difficulties in, any theory, could in no other 
way be brought so vividly before the student. • I'^irdly, it 
enabled Plato to put forth opinions tentatively, without as
suming any responsibility, and of ventilating a new theory 
before adopting it as a dogma. In the infancy of philosophy 
this is no unimportant object, and both in this and the last- 
named points we may justly compare Plato’s dialogues with the 
disputations of the media^'val schools—a great engine of real 
culture, and of real education, lost in the hurry and crowding 
of our modem instr^iction. Lastly, we must not forget that 
Plato satisfied a keen dramatic and literary instinct by drawing 
these personal sketches. He gave rein to a satirical and critical 
spirit also ; and if, in that strangely modern statement of 
Socrates at the close of the S^ymposium, we are told that the 
genius for tragedy and for comedy (of old dissociated) is really 
one and the same, in no Greek author is it so clearly exempli
fied as in the author of the tragic Phctd^^ and of the farcical 
Eu^i^h^ydemus. Gorgias called him an ^a^mbist, and most critics 
a dithyrambist in prose.

§ 417. While admitting all these advantages in Plato’s dia
logues—a literary form which has -suirvived to the present day, 
and of which he was practically, if not strictly, the originator—it
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^ught not to be overlooked that they have certain faults inher
ent in themselves, and perhaps some arising from the peculiar
ities of their author. A conversation which exhibits character 
on both sides must always command attention, but there are 
many long passages in which the respondent is a mere answer
ing machine, and in which his perpetually repeated, ‘ Yes, cer
tainly,' ‘ It seems so,' ‘ By all means,' excite great e^tnui in the 
modern reader. Hence comes the undoubted fact, that this great 

-xutthor is far more talked about, and lauded to the skies, than 
honestly read, and that even diligent scholars find it a task to 
read a dialogue of Plato honestly through,. Very often the 
questions and answers are minute and trivial, containing no 
further interest than the persistent assertion of the importance 
of the search after truth as such. Often, again, the points made 
by Socrates are really sophistical and' unsound, and we feel 
annoyed that Plato will not let the respondent give him the 
true and embarrassing reply.

r^here is, moreover—there cannot but be in modern minds 
—a strong feeling that Socrates and his school wasted time in 
^isiputt^aton, and induced habits of idleness, cloaked under the 
garb of philosophic research. It is here that the conditions ot 
old Attic and of modern life are widely in contrast. The 
A^i^henian gentleman, with slaves to do his work, with no home 
occupation, and living about the city as in a huge club, had 

no notion that he could waste his time, when it 
was not required in the public service. The modem gentle
man thinks very differently. His work lies in reading and 
writing, in the transaction of professional or public business, 
his amusement in games and f^eld sports ; so that he seldom 
regards conversation as a serious pastime, or a means of ac
quiring new truth or deeper culture. This is no doubt much 
to be regretted, and we should be reminded that a great deal 
of our best knowledge is learned by conversation. But the 
At^henians of Socrates' school surely went into the opposite 
extreme. Even all the literary skill and the nameless charm 
of Plato's style cannot conceal from us the fact that his dia
logues are tedious in the minuteness and elaboration of their 
c^c^nv^e^rsations. This will be admitted by any candid reader ot
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Plato who does not belong to the scholastic trade union which 
thinks that all great Greek authors are to be lauded as per
fect, and that even the mildest detraction is to be set down as- 
want of taste, or want of real appreciation or of sympathy for 
the classics. Verily the merits of such an author as Plato do- 
not need to be supported by a suppression of his weaker points.

§ 418. We might hazard even a further word of criticism as- 
to the form of dialogue he has adopted in some of his greatest 
works, such as the Parmenide: and the S^ymposium, in which 
the main conversation is reported in indirad narration by one 
of the speakers. This prolonged obliqueness of construction, 
with its crowded infinitives, always appears awkward, pot to 
speak of the dramatic absurdity of making any man repeat 
from memory a set of speeches or an intricate dialogue. This- 

,£^b^:^urdity is only artistically tolerable where the speaker re
ports a conversation in .-which he himse^^if took a leading part., 
as is the case with Socrates in the Lysis, Charmid^, and Pro
tagoras. Zelli^ir* quotes Weisse and Schone as making this 
distinction of direct and indirect dialogues a fundamental one, 
and ranging them accordingly—another example of perverse- 
ingenuity in forcing the facts to fit into a preconceived theory.. 
There is no reason whatever for classing together the Charmides 
and Parme^iido;, because Plato chanced to make both of them 
(dramatically) repeated and not direct conversations. The 
point is as old as the AJ^ex^a^ndrian days, for Diogenes Laertius 
mentions it,2 remarking that it is a dramatic rather than a 
philosophic principle.

The anachronisms in the dialogues, on the contrary, 
are not disturbing to our enjoyment, though we can imagine 
sober and critical A^l^henians sharing in the impatience of 
Grote, who thinks the historical blunders in the Menexenus 

. prove that Plato had never read T^uc^ydides ! This judg
ment is rendered positively comical by the fact that Socrates, 
in making his speech on the glories of Athens, actually alludes 
to events as late as the peace of Antalkidas (387 b.c.), 
whereas he himself died in 399 b.c. The author of such 
an anachronism would hardly have recoiled from historical

* pp. 107-8, note. '' ii- § S°-
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inaccuracies in older tl^i^S!; and yet the dialogue is quoted as 
genuine in Aristotle's Rhetoric.

§ 419. I will proceed to analyse a very few of the dialogues, 
each as representative of a class, though it is necessary to add, 
and to insist, that there are not any two of them strictly upon 
the same ' model, nor is there any one of them in which there are 
not many fruitful and original remarks. Laying aside the Apology 
and Criton, which are intended as special pictures of the specu
lative and of the practical sides of Socrates’ life, we will first 
approach that group which the commentators call purely Socra
tic. In most of these, after a dramatic introduction, where the 
passionate relations of young men at Athens' are the leading 
feature, someone makes a remark implying some moral idea, 
which is not clearly defined, but used by the public with vague 
andvarying associations. Such are the notions ofValou^ {Larches), 
Friendship {L^ysis), Chastity (Char^nideSj, Religiousness {Euthy- 

phi^o^. Socrates, in the dialogues mentioned, immediately 
fastens upon this vagueness, and proceeds to sift the connota
tion of the term in the minds of those around him. He refutes 
the first crude answer easily, by cross-examining the respondent, 
and showing him inconsistent with him^i^lf; then other answers 
are suggested, and in their turn refuted. But Socrates himself 
generally offers no solution of his own, and where (in another 
class of dialogues) he does attempt to do so, he often proceeds 
to refute himself, and show that so far only a negative result 
can be attained, and that it will require a deeper philosophy to 
establish consistent and scientific definitions of even the most 
ordinary terms. It is quite plain that this negative dialec
tic, this sceptical cross-examining, was. Socrates' great feature, 
and that (like Bishop Butler) he was far weaker as a construc
tive philo^<^^^l^<^r; for we may be quite certain that the great 
system or series of theories put into his mouth in Plato’s later . 
dialogues contain not his, but his pupil’s notions.

The fragment entitled Cleitophon, which most critics assert 
to be spurious, on account of its cogent criticism on the barren
ness of positive results in Socrates’ teaching, deals altogether 
with this- point. After a negative discussion on justice, in 
which various definitions are rejected, Cleitophon turns upon 
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Socrates, and presses for a positive answer. ‘ It is not once or 
twice/ he says, ‘ that I have endured these perplexities, and 
have importuned you to clear them up. At last I am wearied 
out, and come' to the conviction, that you are doubtless a con
summate proficient in the art of stimulating men to seek virtue ; 
but as to the ulterior question, how they are to find it, you 
either do not know, or you will not tell. I am resolved to go 
to Thrasymachus, or anybody else who will help me, unless you 
will consent to give me something more than mere stimulating 
discourses. To one who has not yet received the necessary 
stimulus, I repeat that your conversation is of inestimable 
val^^; but to one who has already been stimulated, it is 
rather a hindrance than a help to his fully realising the acqui
sition of virtue, and with it of happiness.' Such is the summary 
of these negative and sceptical dialogues, to which Socrates 
here makes no reply, but which the ancients considered a sort 
of introduction to the Republic, in which the notion of Justice 
is formally and positively considered.*

In selecting a specimen, one is at first strongly inclined to 
cite the Lysis or Charmides, in both of which the dramatic 
introduction—which is laid in a palaestra, among a crowd of 
fair youths with their passionate elder friends—is peculiarly 
striking and peculiarly A^ttic. The excitement at the entrance 
of Charmides, the reigning beauty, and the intoxication felt at 
his presence even by Socrates, are among the strangest features 
in old Greek life, as compared with that of modern Europe. 
But the questions raised and discussed—What is friendship or • 
affection ? What is chastity or self-control ?—are by no means 
so important as that in the Euth^yphron, where a permanent 
moral diffi^^ulty is started.

§ 420. Socrates is going to put in his formal plea of defence 
against the charge of impiety laid against him by Meletus, 
when he meets Euthyphron, a man of religious life, and an 
authority in theological matters—perhaps a Greek pharisee— 
who is coming to the same airchon’s office to indict his own 
father for homicide. This strange situation arose from the 
following circumstances. A free" dependant of the father had

* Grote, ii. p. 18.
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lulled a fellow-servant in a drunken quarrel at Naxos, where
upon his master threw him bound into a ditch, and sent to the 
E^x^e^getes at Athens to know what should be done with him. 
Meanwhile, the prisoner died in the ditch of cold and hunger. 
For this barbarity, Euthyphron indicts his father as guilty of 
homicide, which in the Attic law implied a pollution upon the 
house, Of the same kind as we should consider murder. But 
diough we should feel so deeply this outrage on common 
humanity that we might feel disposed to sympathise with 
Euthyphron, the Greek public, who were well accustomed to 
barbarous treatment of slaves (and this wretched tfnc is re
garded as hardly better), and who did not set the absurd 
value we do on human life as such, were of a different opinion. 
With them family ties were so sacred and binding, that the 
feeling of all Euthyphron's relatives was one of horror at his 
proceeding. ‘ Your father,' said they, ‘ did not kill the man 
(who was, in any case a wretched hire^i^j^); if he did, was not 
the man a murderer? and, in any case, to indict one's father 
is simply monstrous.' Such, then, was the verdict of public 
opinion. To this Euthyphron opposes his clearer and better 
knowledge. Either his father's act was just or unji^^t; if the 
former, let it be so pr(^'^<^d; if not, the murderer is tainted 
with a curse, and so is his family. It is, therefore, an obliga
tion of the ttrictett kind, on the ground of piety, to remove 
this curse ; and so far from being impious to indict him, it 
would really be impious to omit doing so.

Here Socrates joins issue. He profettet ignorance on the 
merits of the disp^l^tj; for he is ignorant of the general feature 
which constitutes piety, and in which all pious acts must par
ticipate. What, he asks, is this general feature or quality? 
Euthyphron answers by giving the particular case in poii^t: it is 
holy to bring to justice him who commits impiety, whoever he 
may be. The examples of the gods—K^ronos punishing Uran<^;5; 
Zeus, K^i^onos—show this. * Do you really believ'e these stories,' 
says Socrat^i^:^; ‘ I can hardly bring myself to do so, and 
this is probably why I am indicted for offending against ortho
doxy. But if you insist, of course I must admit t^iem, for I 
have no evidence against them. But to return. The answer 
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given is too sp<^<^i£^l; there are other pious acts to be done. 
What is the general type or standard that a man should know 
and apply to all actions, and determine them as pious or the 
reverse ? ’ The second answer of Euthyphron is : ‘ That which 
is pleasing to the gods is holy. But the gods, as you just 
now said, are often at variance, so that the same act may 
please one and displease the other. Well, then, what all the 
gods love—and there are such acts—is holy, and what all hate 
is unholy and impious.’ Here Socrates begins to subtilise, 
and touches dialectically a great theological question—that ot 
immutable morality. ‘ Do the gods love an act because it is 
holy ? or is it holy because they love it ? ’ Euthyphron declares 
himsielif for the former alternative. ‘ Well, then, the gods loving 
it is only an accident, by reason of its essential feature, which 
has not yet been described.’ Here Euthyphron confesses 
himse^Lf puzzled, and Socrates suggests that it may be a 
subdivision of the Just, viz. our duties to the gods, as or
dinary justice is our duty to men. But after a sjibrt excursion 
into this field,* Euthyphron impatiently returns to the old 
orthodox answer, that piety is to do in prayer and sacrifice 
what is agreeable to the gods, which Socrates shows to be 
identical with one of the already rejectecl answers. Here 
Euthyphron breaks off on the plea of other business, and thus 
no positive solution is attained.®

. § 421. Such are the apparently earlier and simpler JDtaO^gu^es 
O Search, to which may be added the greater and lesser Alci- 
biades and Hippias, if we accept them as genuine—which critics 
are agreed to do in the case of the lesser Hippias, but are doubt
ful as regards the rest. In all of them Socrates is represented as 
seeking to purify and deepen a popular notion, by showing vague

* Plato is here on the verge of another great modern question : whether 
piet;y consists in gratitude to the gods—an act of right traffic between gods 
and men, as he calls it—or in the love of God as the ideal of perfection. 
The Xenophontic Socrates held the form^i^; in Plato’s later dialogues the 
latter is expounded with great loftiness and splendour. But whether this 
latter doctrine be truly Socratic may well be doubted.

2 The reader will not forget that a particular phase of this ver^ moral 
difficulty—the conflict of the most sacred obligations—had occupied all 
the great tragic poets from ./^i^(^l^;ylus onward.
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nesses and inconsistencies in its application, and by comparing 
various special meanings, with a view to fixing its general charac
ter or essence. In an age when formal logic was in its infancy, 
and the ‘now well-understood processes of generalisation and 
specification had not been analysed, it was not only useful, but all
important, to insist upon the conscious use of t^^m; hence we 
may well excuse Plato for making these logical processes meta
physical engines, and setting up the results attained by them as 
laws or principles of the nature of things. Such a mistake was 
peculiarly likely to ove^ake t^e first speculators in formal Logic, 
who were at the same t^me ignorant of all languages save their 
own, and came naturally to t^nk distinctions of language 
must correspond to differences in things. No confusion was 
more permanent in Greek philosophy than this double meaning 
of ratio and oratio, as if the Greek language were a
necessary and natural manifestation of the reason, and through 
it of the nature of things.

§422.' These reflections lead us naturally to a second group 
of the dialogues, those which are supposed to have been written 
under the influence of t^e dry logic of Eucleides of Megara, 
when Plato went to sojourn there ; nay, by sceptical Germans 
some of them are even supposed to have been written by 
thinkers of this sch^^ll These are the Theatetus, SopJh^Stes, 
and Politicus, which are dramatically intended as a trilogy, 
and the P^ar^menides, Phi^ebus, and K^ratylus. The references, 
however, of the Sophistes and Politicus to each other and the 
Theatetus are merely d^a^i^tiic^l; for the difficulties raised and 
left unsolved are not touched in the sequel, nor is there any 
logical connection in these extended conversations, in which a 
new speaker, an Eleatic stranger, is introduced in the Sophistes 
as taking up the leading part. Of all the dialogues of this ■ 
group, the Theatetus is probably the most valu^a^lli; for while 
it is, like the earlier group, strictly a dialogue of Search, with
out any positive result, it discusses in a masterly way all the 
difficulties contained in t^e problem : What is knowle<^j^<e?' 
What is the relation of a varying subject towards varying 
objects, which can result in universal and necessary trr^^^^?- 
What, again, is opinion? How is false opinion pos^j^i^lie?

N 2

    
 



180 HISTORY OF G]^^]EK I^IT^E^R^A^I^l^RE. CH. vii.

What is the process and what the criterion of knowledgie? 
This dialogue, like the rest of this group, shows an important 
advance in philosophising, in that it is not so much popular or 
vulgar beliefs, but the theories of antecedent thinkers, which 
are subjected to the Socratic dknchus. Thus in the present 
case it is the Protagorean theory that all truth is subjective, 
that varying man is the measure of all he can know, and hence 
of the universe, which is canvassed and criticised. Aiid this 
theory is very properly regarded as the subjective form of 'he 
older objective ‘ flux of all things ' maintained by Heracleitus.

It belongs to the history, of Greek philosophy to discuss 
the metaphysical aspects of such enquiries ; but it is our duty 
to call attention to the famous literary passage of the piece, in 
which the rhetor, who speaks before a tyrannical audience to 
gain a fixed object, and is accordingly a slave, is contrasted 
with the philosopher, who spends his leisure in the search after 
truth, unincumbered by any control or coercion from the outer 
public. This remarkable passage, which shows, a dignity and 
self-assertion somewhat, different from that of the historic 
Socrates, is worth quoting as a specimen.’ ‘

’ p. 172 c.: Ka! piv ye Sit, & Sai^/Pivte, Kai iJK-tt're Kvre-
y^T^^a, drap Kai vdVt ws eit^iTws ot iv rais trolKbv xpdvov Starpb^^i^rres
els rd SiKt^tJ^rriipta livres ^^Aotot ^t^^i^t^tvrai groPf^es, ©EO. nojs SV aSv x^^ets ;
20. KtvSuveb^^a'iv ol 4v StKzo'r^-^f^Piois i^al toCs r^otoVrots 4k vetov KiX^^St^'^^evot 
irpbs robs iv <>iK<»roip< Kai rfi r^o^^Se StarptPp reSpappivovs £s olairat srpbs 
iXevQip^'us ©EO. ni) Sii 2^. *Hi rots p^ev^ rovro & ab clires,
dei r^i^/p^c^-rt axo)-b Kal robs f^iSyovs iv elpiivt) tirl ajcb-^j^s. yotoiv•ral • Horrep 
fip^t-ls vuvl rplr^ov ijSi, Xiyov iK Xiyov p^er^aXap^fiivopev, aSra) Ka^eet^iit, idv 
abrobs 4 4rreASiijv roS r^/^i^i^KiiJ^ivov p^^XXov, Kabdrrep bpas, ipi^p, i^a^ S)d pa- 
Kpiuv 1 Opaxiwv p^Xet ob^^v Xiyetv, tiv p^vov r^^xwcri r^oS Svros, oi Si iv 
Ju^^XaAi<a Te bei Xiyovat • /^(^•rei^^t'ye) yc^p SSwp piov, K«l oVk rrepl ou
tw imiSvpiioaai robs ^^ovs r^i^i^t^^Sat, dXX.’ dvS^K-qv exwv b dvrl^Smos itpiari^Ke 
Kal byo'^>^a^lrll^v ■r^l^|^>^l^<a^l■yvwaKo^ilvqv, iKrbs ob pqriov • 01 Xi&'^oi dei
irepl ipoSovXou ypbs Set^i^r^rqv Kt^■r|J>e^ov, iv xf‘p^ ’’’b’' Si^v exovra, Ka! ol 
dyWves obSir^io^e rfv SXXus iXX’ dei r^i^iV srepl avrou • yaXXdKis Si K»l irepi 
X^iU^Xis b Spipos. i£ ar^r^i^v^iav rohr^wv evrovot /^lai Spipeis yi^ovr^t,
iyi^r^S^p^^i^ot rbv ^^lariirqv Xi^p ■ re Say^i^<Tar Kai ip'^p xaplo'ao'Bati o^rpiKpoi 
Si Kal ovk opSol rds i^i^;xds. ri/v ^dp aS£<qv T^b eiiSu re /ciai rb ^XebOepov
4k viwv SovXeia al^■l^>^>^^ai, dva^tS^^^^aa ypdrretv OKi^i^id, p^e^dXovs Kll/SlJyous 

Ka! ^lifiovs eri diraXais t^'^Xals iyifiSA^Xovaa, oSs ob Svvdpevpr p^er^d. rod
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The Sophistes is by no means so uniform and consistent. 
It begins with an exercise in logical division, so as to determine 
in what exact place of the predicamental lines descending from 
the genUs acq-^iisitive art, the position of the angler should be 
placed among those who live by catching their food. As Grote 
remarks, such exercises were of great value and interest in t^e 
infancy of logic, though now of little importance. Plato goes 
on to speak of the sophist as a man who palms ofiT falsehood for 
truth, but then passes on to the difiii^i^llty: how can you speak 
falsehood—how can you assert non-being, which has e:x hypo- 
thesi no existence ? This question had already occupied him 
in the T^cetetus, and is here discussed against the materialists, • 
who assert as real objects of sense only, and against the idea
lists, who hold that real being is confined to Forms or Ideas. 
Plato argues that some mediation must take place when we 
assert unreality. He then, after a long and tedious discussion, 
ret^irns to the sophist, whom he paints in dark colours ; though, 
as Grote justly says, his picture is more suitable to Socrates 
than to any of the professed sophists we know.

Of the F^ol^t^^c^is I will speak in connection with the state 
theories in the S^f^publ^c. It would lead us too far to speak at 
length of the other three dialogues I have grouped here : the 
F^a^i^m^enides, which puts i^to the mouth of that venerable philo
sopher an exposition to the youthful Socrates of the famous 
antinomies of the Eleatic schi^i^l; the F^JU^^ebus, which discusses 
the nature' of plea^^i^e; and the K^r^a^l^ylus, that curious first 
essay at derivation of words. In this latter Plato shows plainly

SizeOov KcH ifniBo’us TnI tB te Kal tB
noWA K^f^irrovTai ic(tl c^vyicKayT'ai, &/:rB’ Byiir ouBes 

TTis Stavolas els H^l^^ias lie /.^eipaKloiiv reAevraKi, Seivol re i^cH i^oipol 
yeyovir^es, Ws oJi^t^iai.

Kol oE^oi ptev 51 toioStoi, & QeoSwpe • toBs SB toV fipt^Tepou jopou 
E^lTepov flovKet Sie^B6vTes 1 idu^t^i^Tes 'ndXlv ViI tBv Jiyov Tparr&teSa, 
Ji^<a fill Kat, 6 vVv SB D^^'^i^ftev, Klav noKV tj) iK^evBepla /^ol ^i^^aHVpei 
t^Dv ; ©EO. MxSoptus, & HiVi^f^tares, AAAA SieXBA^'res.
nBvv yap eS tovto ej/^rii^cas, Stu ov-^ ej/tets ol Hv r^ip T<i«SSe x^epeBovres Tuv 
jiyuv ini/>eu^ai, 4aa’ oi fi^'^^oi of yfieTepoi &tMep oH^^rat, /cal (k^ittos 
avTav veptpevet avo^'^Jee^Brlvai, t^nav y^l7v SoicC) ' oBre ^flp SiKi^t^i^lis ot^e 
B^f^riis, aiETrep voiTiats, ivlT^tsli^f^<a>' re i^al 6p{av i^irT^ar^^t rap' fiHlv,
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his belief that words express the nature of things, and his ten
tative analysis of ordinary words is intended to show that 
the meaning he postulates was in the minds of the first framers. 
Many modem critics have thought the whole intention was 
to ridicule some contemporary effoilt!; but anyone who has 
heard ignorant people nowadays attempt derivations, and who 
knows Plato's attitude, will side with Grote in -asserting that 
the attempt was serious, though only provisional, and that Plato 
would readily have surrendered his results had anyone shown 
him a more reasonable method of procedure.

§ 423. As we cannot fix any chronological sequence, I may 
here turn to a small group of very interesting tracts, which are 

, more clearly satirical in tone than the rest of the dialogues.
I will not say that there is anywhere in Plato a want of this 
quality, but the main purpose of t^vo at least—the Ion and the 
E^i^'^hydemus—is to ridicule two well-known classes of literary 
men. In the first Socrates cross-examines, in a tone of good- 
humoured banter, a popular rhapsode who has just come from 
a contest of epic recitation at Epidaurus, and who gives us 
many curious details concerning his profession, and the bold 
claims which the unintelligent reciters of Homeij made to uni
versal knowledge, derived from that omniscient bard. For to 
the Greek public Homer was strictly a Bible, in which beyond 
controversy all theology and morals were contained. The 
majority also maintained, though here there were doubters, 
that all kinds of science and practical wisdom were also to 
be derived from him. But when Ion confesses that he knows 
no other poets critically, Socrates explains this peculiarity by 
expounding two theories which are the direct pagan counter
parts of the doctrines of Verbal Inspiration, and of Apostolical 
Succession in the Christian Church. He holds that the Muse 

^^nspired Homer to a certain madness, distinct from, if not 
opposed to, reason, which made him sing divine truths which 
he himself did not com^j^i^t^f^i^d; that this madness is trans
mitted by a magnetic succession to the rhapsodes, and that thus 
they teach truths on the ground of inspiration, which are not 
attained by rational discussion or inference.

It may be well to add here the remark, that the whole school
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of Socrates never criticise the great poets of their nation from 
aeisthetic, but from moral grom^t^ss; they never commend a pas
sage as beautiful, but approve of disapprove of it as moral or 
wise. The same may be said of the criticism in the Frogs of 
Aristophanes, and generally of criticism before the days of 
A^ristotle. Perhaps this is not the smallest reason why the 
beauties of Greek poetry are so natural and so u^iconscious. 
That the Greeks of this age were susceptible to these beauties 
as such is certain ; it is equally certain that they were quite 
foreign to' that peculiar vice of modern literature, the conscious 
production and conscious analysis of a^:^(^t^ist_ic effects in poetry. 
I need riot here turn aside to discuss the many qualifications 
and exceptions, some of them dnly apparent, of this law, which 
the reader should verify and emend for himself. The J^on closes 
with the ridiculous assertion of the rhapsode, that he must 
at least be a good general, because he knows his Homer, in 
which that art is t^^j^l^t; Socrates banteringly presses him to 
admit the converse, that all good generals must be good rhap
sodes.

The Eul^hydemus is similarly a ridiculous picture of the arts 
and devices of a pair of professional sophists—Euthydemus and 
Dionysodorus. This again is an indirect dialogue, or reported 
conversation by Socrates of his discussion with these two men, 
who profess to teach arms, and judicial rhetoric, and virtue, but 
have lately, in their toothless old age, mastered the art of Eristic, 
by which they profess to silence anyone, or in which to instruct 
anyone who pays the necessary fee. The dialogue wanders 
into coarse and vulgar buffoonery, showing Plato in the light' of 
a comic artist, though I think he is deficient in wit, even where 
he abounds in humour. It is, however, remarkable that the 
sophists carry on the very same sort of elenchus or cross-exami
nation as Socrates, but with a totally different : they wish 
to humble the adversary, and display their own for<^<e; Socrates 
is always intent on stimulating and suggesting, and never seeks 
to confute for the mere sake of victory. Inhere is a curious 
epilogue which, as Grote says, seems like an after-'thought, 
which defends the pure philosopher, even such an one as 
Euthyde^mus, against a popular half-and-half teacher, who is
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neither professional qrator, nor real philosopher, but a mongrel 
worse than either, who gives .himse^^if great airs, and knows 
nothing- thoroughly. . There s^i^t^ms great probability that this 
points at Isocratys, of whom Plato expressed high hopes in the 
Ihcedrtis, but who had become the head of a rival school, f^nd 
was now viewed with a critical, eye, and not without jealousy, 
by ,the_ head of the Academy.

§ - 424. I pass to the Mcnexemus, or funeral panegyric, which 
Socrates professes to have learnt from - hints of Aspasia, who 
liad; he says, taught Pericles his great harangue. This points 
apparently to the speech in Thucydides’ second book, in rivalry 
with which Plato would Seem to have composed this dialogue. 
He represents the -art of making- funeral harangues as an easy 
one, and desired, according to Grote, to resist the rhetors 
on their own ground, by showing he was dqual to them in sus
tained eloquence. If this were indeed his obj*ect, we cannot 
hold tj^Jit he was very successful. The eulogy of the dead is 
very inferior to the weight and splendid performance 
dides, though it is «s^(^other in form, and more easy to under
stand. Yet we hear that it was afterwards very popular at 
Athens, owing no doubt to the author’s general, reputation. 
The review, of Athenian affairs comes down to 387 b.c., though 
put into the mouth of Socrates — an anachronism which 
causes some to reject the speech. But Aristotle’s R^hetoric 
speaks of it, as of other Platonic dialogues, as ‘ Socrates in the 
Funeral Speech.’ The rhetorical critics from Dionysius to 
Blass have paid much attention to it, and Dionysius criticises 
it severely in comparison with the De Corojta of Demosthenes. 
Plato was no really finished rhetorician in the Greek sense. 
Though he laid the foundations for a far deeper and more phi
losophical theory of rhetoric than any of his contemporaries^, 
he was not in form so strict and irreproachable as they were. 
He mixes poetical and prose words, he abounds in metaphors, 
he does not round his periods with accuracy. It is even re
marked as regards this speech that he does not adopt the formal 
improvements of the Isocratic school. The hiatus is not 
avoided, as it is in later Platonic writings, and the emulation is 
evidently not'with the new, but with the old rhetors, professedly
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with Aj^c^hinus and Di^oi^i ■leading' citizens .wlio were probably ■ 
, of the old school, and would not suit themselves to the new. re- 

■ finements which we shall discuss' when we come to Isocrates.
The Epitaphios ascribed to Lysias^is very like Plato's speech.' 
in plan and structure, and' might be regarded as its model, were 
we sure, of its priority. As a performance in rhetorical prose, 
it is not equal to the speech of Agathon in the Symposium, in 
which the peculiarly florid and balanced style of that fashion
able author seems imitated, with wonderful, skill. •

§ 425. Great as are the merits of the dialogues already men
tioned, they are far beneath the 'writings''of the t^vo classes 
which haVieyet to be named. The first I will term the perfect , 
dialogues—meaning those of' Tlato's matun^'genius, in which 
both the negative vein and positive philosophical teaching ■ 
are combined,, without any loss in dramatic form or bril- , 
liancy. I will ’call the remaining the constructive dialogues, 
and discuss in relation with them,' Plato's political and social 
the'o^i^i^.; 'But it seems justifiable 'to' apply the term perfect-to 
three pairs of dialogues, which I put in this brAer, because each 
pair expounds either the same subject or opposite sides of the 
same subject. They have no other connection. Thus the Pro- 
iagoi^!^ and Gorgias set forth opposite views on the nature of 
virtue, Socrates arguing in the former that it is identical with 
private utility, while in the Gorgias he repudiates this view, 
and holds that virtue is totally distinct from pleasure. Ag^ain 
the Phadrus and S^ymposium, though the former touches on 
other subjects, are ma^ly dialogues in which the famous Pla
tonic theory of Eros is expounded and defended against objec
tions. Lastly the Menon, which is professedly on the teachable- , 
ness of virtue, maintains this thesis by adopting the theory of 
the pre-existence of the soul, and may theJefoJe be brought 
together with P^h^tedon, which preaches its permanence after 
death. Of all these the l^^non is perhaps the least striking as a 
literary piece, though it is philosophically very suggestive, and 
has inspired poets down to our own day with its magnificent 
conception of the antenatal life, which accounts for so many
great riddles—d priori knowledge, noble instincts, sudden ■dis
coveries—by' moving a step backward, and drawing them from
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the treasure-house of a former existence.’ This hypothesis has 
made the dialogue more famous than its professed subject, the 
teachableness of virtue, upon which Socrates actually comes to 
a definite conclusion; Identifying virtue as 'a kind of knowledge, 
as Socrates consistently did, he holds that the highest kind of 
virtue, being such, must be commu^ic^c^l^le;; but that the ordi
nary virtues of men being only right opinions, are not so con^ 
veyed, but come by special inspiration of the gods. Hence it 
is- that there are bad sons of good fathers, and that in general 
virtue is regarded as a moral, and not an intellectual condition.

§ 426. The Pluzdon, or last conversation and death of So
crates, is certainly the most famous of all Plato's writings, and 
owes this renown not only to the infinite importance of the sub
ject—the immortality of the soul—but to the. touching scenery 
and pathetic situation in which the dialogue is laid. Socrates and 
his friends in the prison, the calm cheerfulness of the victim, 
the distress of the friends, the emotion even of the jailor—these 
pictures are only paralleled in literature by the one sacrifice 
which was greater and more enduring than that of the noblest 
and purest pagan teacher. But there is one moment in the 
Greek prison, which stands in strange contrast to the deep sym
pathy and gentleness which relieve the gloom on Calvary. The 
wife and children of the philosopher are removed that he may 
enjoy his last moments undisturbed in the comfort of philosophic 
converse, and there is no hint that the heart-broken woman 
had any c^laim to the most precious moments of her husband's 
life. Her lamentations were to him in discord with his dying 
song, but we feel as if the human string had snapt when the 
Attic martyr dared to silence it How much nearer were the 
mother and the Son at the cross of Golgotha ! Yet this scene, 
one of the greatest in any literature, is not the main inter
est of the dialogue. It is' the clear and cheerful promise of 

, future happiness which has fascinated the thoughtful men of 
all ages, and especially t^ose who had not obtained a hope of 
immortality through the adoption of the Christian faith. Before 
all men the dark grave stands gaping, and ever the question

’ Cf. Grote, Op. Cit. ii. p. 7, and the passage quoted there from the 
dialogue in a note (p. 8l b).
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repeats itself, What is the hereafter ? This is the world-grief, 
the world-fear which Plato seeks to remove, am^^is answer has 

'' -comforted patriots and martyrs in many ages and divers lands.
But the reader who imagines that here at least he will find 

•a pure and simple strain, that, like the song of the dying swan, 
the notes must be clear and the melody simple and pathetic, will 
be greatly disappointed. The dialogue is full of hard meta
physic concerning the self-motion of the soul, its participation 
in the eternal ideas of a former existence, its likeness or unlike- 

(iness to a harmony, and, moreover, concerning the nature of effi
cient and final causes. The discussion ends with an elaborate 
•^nd difficult myth concerning the future state, which tries the 
intellect, but does not excite the emotions, of the reader. In 
all these features the Phadon bears a singular analogy to its 
great musical parallel in modem times, the famous R^equ^e^n 
in which Mozart declared his hopes and fears through the last 
hours of his failing life. Here too, at first hearing, the ear misses 
the simple and sweet melodies which he composed in earlier 
life, but is surprised with all the intricacies, all the display of 
wonderful learning, which heap harmony upon harmony, in
version upon inversion, subject upon subject in complicated 
counterpoint. It requires long familiarity both with Plato and 
Mozart to feel the great leading ideas, and follow the thread of 
the divine argument. But even to honest men who are not 
satisfied with the reasoning, the practical evidence that Socrates 
showed his own perfect conviction of its truth is perhaps the 
clearest and the most effective corroboration.

No doubt Plato has here introduced some metaphysic of 
his own. Indeed the doctrine of Ideas is so developed and 
prominent in the Phadon, that the critics place its composition 
long after Socrates' death, and late in Plato's mature life. 
But the main picture must be true, and if Plato had left us no 
other monument of his genius, it would have sufficed to place 
him in the highest rank.

§ 427. The most striking contrast to the Phadon is the 
Symposium, which is no doubt really greater and more bril
liant, but is so intensely Greek, that it sounds strange and 
even offensive to modern ears, If is an account given by 
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Aristodemus of a banquet at the house of the tragic poet 
Agathon after one of his victories, at which, together with 
other less famous persons, Socrates, the physician Eryxima- 
chus, Aristophanes, and by and by Alcibiades, discuss the na
ture and praise of Eros. The introduction is very graphi^c> 
and brings before us vividly the manners of refined society 
at Athens. Instead of drinking hard, which most of them 
had been doing the night before, or listening to a flute girl, 
they ‘ send her to play to the women within, if they like it/ 
and propose to speak in turn in praise of Love. The speeches 
are somewhat strained and mythological, especially that of 
Aristophanes, which is more grotesque and far-fetched than 
witty, and again shows that Plato had no real wit at command,' 
in spite of his delicate humour. The speech of Ag^athon is, on 
the contrary, a very remarkable rhetorical display, and well 
deserves the applause which it receives from the company. It is 
in the old style of Gorgias, full of alliterations and conceits, and 
is evidently carefully copied from the poet's style. The speech 
of Socrates, whose passion for cross-e:xamination breaks out 
.several times during the dialogue, is an exposition in which he 
repeats the lessons he professes to have heard from the pro
phetic Diotima, and forms (with the 1^/mdrus) the l^ocus classiais 
for the proper understanding of the Platonic Theory of Love. 
But presently Alcibiades breaks in with a riotous party, and 
the banquet degenerates into a scene of drunkenness and 
almost of ribaldry. For Alcibiades, instead of praising Eros, 
undertakes to praise Socrates, and gives such an account of his 
resistance to erotic temptation, as even in Greek society is only 
excused by the drunkenness of the narrator. Nevertheless, the 
most wonderful of all our pictures of Socrates, in all his ugliness, 
his fascination, his deep sympathy, his iron courage, his unas
sailable chastity, is this panegyric of the licentious Alcibiades. 
The end of the banquet shows him in yet another light, as a 
man of so strong a head, that he can drink most men under the 
tables, and sit discoursing though his audience is unfit to follow 
him upon the analogies of the pathetic and the humorous, and 
how a tragic ought also to be a comic poet. This quality 
of resisting intoxication was prized by Plato even more than it
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is nowadays, as giving proof of a strong and clear intellect, 
Dot easily disturbed by outward causes.

' ’ § 428. The Phadrus is a discourse in a far simpler setting—
there are only two speakers, Socrates and Phsedrus—but yet there 
are few Platonic works more full of poetry, as Socrates, by the 
shady banks of the Ilissus, and within view of t^e theatre of 
Dionysus, soars into a mighty dithyramb on the nature and 
effects of that divine impulse which leads us to long for immor
tality, and to seek after perfection. The position of this piece 

(in the development of the author's system has been much dis
puted, but there seems now to be a sort of general agreement, 
even among ' the Germans, that it was an early work. This is 
most in accordance with the high expectations expressed of 
Isocrates, who afterwards became a rival, and is probably 
{above, p. 183) censured in the E^-^uthydemus. It accounts also for 
the favourable judgment here pronounced on Pericles, in con
trast to the severe remarks in the Gorgias. As to what the 
crites say about the youthful exuberance of the st^le, and what 
in the translation of Zeller is called ‘the want of intuitive 
faculty in the myth,’ * it seems to me discovered to suit the 
theory of its early composition. On the other hand, the great 
doctrines which Plato is supposed to have attained gradually, 
and long after the death of Socrates, are here almost all dis
tinctly preached. The Reminiscence of previous existence, the 
Platonic Forms or Ideas, the Eros, and other points, show that 
if this is indeed an early work, the favourite theory of a gradual 
evolution in Plato must be abandoned. And this is the sen
sible view of Grote.

The dialogue opens with the rectiatton of the erotic 
speech alleged to be Lysias’, which has been discussed above 
(p. .141), and to which Socrates at first replies with a sar
castic parallel speech, formally inferior to the Lysian harangue. 
But then craving pardon of the god, he breaks out into that 
wonderful rhapsody on the nature of philosophic love, which 
has made its everlasting mark upon human thought, and 
still survives in the mouth of the modem public which has no

' p. 130, note. I suppose Anschaulichhet is the word.
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inkling of its real sense. The identifying of all- kinds of Eros 
as mere degrees of the same eternal instinct—the Love of the 
Ideal Beauty, which is coincident with the Good and the Ti^ie— 
is no doubt a very noble theory. Above all it marks in old Attic 
days a very different kind of pursuit of knowledge from that of 
modem life, when competition for material rewards is stifling 
all the poetry and charm of learning. The passion for truth, 
which Plato held to be a love * passing the love of women,' is- 
now a rare thing to meet, and is regarded as an unpr^<^i^ii^ial 
anachronism. But while we admit the poetical and 
beauty of the 'doctrine, it must be confessed a ver^ unfortunate
specimen of t^re perpetual efforts of Socrates to find a common 
thread or connecting link between all the senses in which thie 
same term was used in ordinary speech. It might puzzle an. 
ignorant person of intelligence to know how Plato identified 
the sexual instinct with the longing to solve a mathematical' 
problem. The desire of happiness is the desire after the- 
Good, which is identical with the True—this leads us to the love 
of Mathematics or to any other new truth. Again the desire to 
possess the good must be a desire to possess it ^^or e^ei-; 
hence a^ desire for immortality, hence, when this is unattain
able, the desire to procreate an alter ego who.may repre
sent us. And the selection of beauty for this purpose is of 
course the desire of possessing the Beautiful in its phenomenal 
manifestation, for this alone of the eternal Ideas has its illustra
tion in-^ense. Such is the logic of the theory of Eros.

The latter part of the dialogue, -after the famous myth com
paring the soul to a chariot with ill-matched horses, is a criticism 
on existing Rhetoric, and suggestions ofa newer and wider theory. 
He complains that the existing professional speakers have neither 
the logical nor the psychological knowledge necessary for the 
true art. In the first place the subject must be carefully 
divided, and the heads subordinated—an advice still valuable, 
and which, if taken to heart by the many pertont who deli^i^]“ 
i^nvertebrate harangues, might raise their performances into a 
higher order. Secondly, the special peculiarities of the minds^- 
to be addressed must be studied, and the arguments specially 
suited to these circumstances. As Grote observes, these con-
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.editions are too exacting, and it is not fair to attack the practical 
men who were training the Attic public in habits of debate, 

• 'because .they could not satisfy the requirements of the philoso
pher. But nevertheless Plato, though himsellT a rhetorician 
inferior in form to his ablest contemporaries, laid the basis of a 
better and more permanent philosophy of Rhetoric—developed 
by Aristotle to some extent, but requiring and admitting of 
application at all ages and among all kinds of culture. It has 
indeed been well shown by Spengel that the hints thrown out 
by Plato in this dialogue on the defects of the popular rhetoric 

''of the day, on the importance of ^vynyuy'ia, or p^i^j^r^h^c^l^ogical 
study of human character, and on the essentials of proper 
proofs and method, contain all the really valuable matter of 
Aristotle’s rhetoric, and that they are silently adopted and 
developed by Plato’s great pupil. Aristotle refers indeed to 
the polemic against rhetoric in the G^orgias for the purpose of 
refuting and .qualifying Plato’s views as there expressed. But 
no doubt Spengel is right, that it was not the fashion of the 
day to quote authorities, and that Aristotle’s silence as to the 
P^h^tedrus arises from no vulgar jealousy, but rather from cordial 
approval of this striking flash of Plato’s far-seeing genius.

Another topic in the Phced^^us is the comparative value of 
written and oral teaching, on which again we have from Plato 
a profoundly true, if exaggerated, theory. He despises mere 
written discourses. He does not believe that a man can be taught 
to know anything by such means. Until a man has discussed a 
subject with kindred minds, until he has undergone a careful 
cross-examining and sifting of his views, he cannot be said to 
know thoroughly, or have made his own, any subji^i^t Here 
Plato argues with the medise'val schools, or rather against the 
modern universities, where the increase of examinations has 
compelled students to spend their time in reading many books, 
and remembering what they say. When the test is a colloquium, 
or discussion with the examiner, some of the resulting evils may 
be obvi^t^ied; but even this safeguard has been for the most part 
abolished by the English universities, and many candidates for 
honours, who can write down apparent knowledge on paper, 
would be speechless if set down to stand the vlvO, voce elenchus of
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the examiner. However, the tirade against the value of-written 
discourses (which is repeated from the Phadrtts in ^e , seventh 
epistle) sounds strange from one of the most proli^c authors of 
written treatises in his day, many of them expository and didactic 
in style. ' ..

§ 429. The criticism of Rhetoric in the Pluzdrus leads us 
naturally to the Gorgias, in which the same subject is handled at 
greater length, and with greater detail. Rhetoric is treated as the 
art of practical politics, of persuading the multitude, just like 
Sophistic, which aims at laying down laws both of ^^rals and 
politics. Socrates, on the contrary, insists that (^ue politics are 
the art of making men happier by making them better, and are 
therefore a consequence or deduction from ethii^s^^^nd from a 
thorough philosophy of human nature. The sophist Gorgias, 
like Protagoras in the dialogue which bears, his name, js repre
sented as an estimable man and a successful .teacher, but not 
rising above the popular level, and only teaching by knack, not 
from any scientific principle. In the mouth of Polus and of 
Ka^llikles, two inferior followers, are put certain repulsive 
theories of selfish morality, of the right of the stronger, and 
of the happiness of power, to which Socrates replies by showing 
that vice is indeed misery, and that the happiest thing for the 
evil-doer is to suffer condign punishment, as the sick man must 
endure painful remedies. He all through compares vice to 
disease of body—an analogy least of all tenable on his theory 
that vice is ignorance, and that the wicked man is ig^iorant 
of his condition, and requires to be restrained and corrected 
by wise interference from without. Though Plato does not 
say it, the only' disease which really suits his argument is that 
form of lunacy in which the patient is happy and contented 
under his hallucin^^^i^i^sj; for then indeed the man who does 
wicked acts, without knowing they are such, is in a worse con
dition than ^he who does them with a consciousness that they 
are wrong.

The Gorgias is the greatest of all pagan protests in 
favour of absolute morality against the utilitarian theory, 
that good is pleasure, and evil pain. In this dialogue there is 
no account whatever taken of present pleasure, and he alone
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is thought a- true philosopher and a good man who can despise 
such inducements, and follow his conscience in spite of bodily 

'' pain and torture. The first declaration of Stoicism, and of the 
self-denial of our Gospel, is to be found in the splendid and 
ennobling'argument of Socrates, who knows that he will not be 
followed by ' the mob, who feels himself isolated and disliked, 
but who claims the inalienable right of the honest man to think 
for himself, and follow those eternal laws of justice which alone 
can render any human soul, or any human society, pennanently 
happy. Grote complains that in arguing against utility, and even 
m supporting . it ((Protagoras), Plato only supposes that coarse 
form which regards the purely private interest of the indivi
dual, without considering the utility of those around him. And' 
no doubt by bringing in this latter consideration, late writers in 
ethics have contrived, as Grote does, to put a fair face on the 
doctrine of Interest.' But is not this the colouring of an ugly 
theory with the colours borrowed from a foreign source ? Can the 
regard for others be called utility or interest with any common 
decency of expression ? The very assertion this is my ^n^^erest 
excludes in many cases those of the rest of mankind, and if these 
interests clash with it, to choose them is to violate the doctrine 
of utility in its only proper and reasonable sense. Thus the noble 
protest of the Gorgias stands, with the P^iuedo, among those writ
ings of Plato which have not (like the Symposium and T^luedrus) 
lost their point by a change of social conditions, and there are 
few of the dialogues more profoundly instructive and interesting 
to the ethical student of the present day.

§ 430. A remarkable contrast to it, in ethical theory, is the 
P^to^i^t^goras (on the possibility of teaching virtue). This dialogue 
is in style and scenery not a whit inferior to the Gorgias; nay, it 
is even a more elaborate and brilliant composition, and not even 
the theorists who wish to prove it an early and mistaken piece 
can find in it the supposed crudities of the P^hue^rus. It has 
all the marks of Plato's ripe scholarship and literary perfec^tion? 
Yet in it Protagoras is made the honest and persuasive advocate 
of the best traditional morality, whereas Socrates -attt^cks these 
views, and holds that virtue is the art of computing our pleasures 
and pains, and making the most of the balance. To utilitarians
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like Grote, this theory, which is very foreign to Plato's general 
tone, is peculiarly attractive. Nay they even strain points to- ' 
bring out this side of the Socratic ethics in other dialogues. 
No doubt there was a certain vulgar homeliness about Socrates, 
which sometimes taught the pleasant consequences of virtue as 
if they were its chief recommendation. It was, moreover, an 
excellent engine in disputation, as it opposes an intellectual 
computation of results to an often vague a^s^tl^iel^i^ic feeling. 
But the real value of the L^t^e^l^a^goras, as compared with the 
Gorgias, is to demonstrate Grote's theory of the mutual . 
independence and frequent conflicts of the dialogues, which 
were written separately, and which each put their own point of 
view, often in intentional variance from the rest. Plato evi
dently was too genuine a pupil of Socrates not to feel the 
difficulties in all ethical speculations, and though he was quite 
ready to dogmatise, and set up a system, he was quite ready to- 
ditcust and debate its foundations. In fact, as Grote has 
shown beyond all question, the constructive and the sceptical 
sides of Plato are separate streams of thought, and _he did not 
seek to bring them into one channel.

On another point these two dialogues are interesting. They 
prove the general respectability and high character of the lead
ing tophitl^%. Though Plato was the determined enemy of their 
system, though he ridiculed and censured the pretence of teach
ing excellence, moral or intellectual, for money, he always 
makes inferior followers of the great sophists—Polus, Thra- 
symachus, Euthydemus—the butts of his satire, and treats both 
Gorgias and Protagoras with respi^i^h They are not debaters, 
they cannot stand a cross-examination from Socrates, but they 
teach vulgar morals with elegance and sincerity, and there are 
few finer passages than the exposition put into Protagoras' 
mouth of the general diffusion and teaching of virtue by all 
society in a civilised Greek city?

§ 431. We pass to the last class—the purely or mainly con
structive dialog^ies, in which Plato has set forth his views on the 
construction of the world (T^maus) and on the reconstruction of 
society (Republ.ie and L^aws), with the fragment called Critias.

■ Protagoras, pp. 322-3.
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These latter are so important from a social and political view, as 
Well as from their great length and explicitness, that they deserve 

'special consideration. The R^ep^iblic is, moreover, the best 
composed and most perfect composition of Plato, so much so 
that those German critics, who assume that a man must decay 
in old age, will not allow it to be placed' late in the catalogue. 
All agree that, the Lams was one of his last essays, and was 
intended to give a more practicable scheme than the R^epublic, 
both of them being, however, harmonious in principle.
, ( But the style and tone of thinking are very different. There 
is no kind of Platonic excellence which is not represented in the- 
Republ^^c. There is the gentle, pertinacious, ironical. Socrates 
in the f^rst two books ; there is the didactic, imaginary Socrates 
to suit Plato's convenience in the later books. There is the ^nest 
character-painting—the resigned and mellow old age of K^e^pha- 
los, the brutal frankness and impetuosity of Thrasymachus, the 
delicately shaded differences between Glaucon and Ad£^;^mantus, 
both earnest seekers after truth. There is hard-and-dry meta
physic in the fifth and sixth books ; there is a splendid myth, 
that of Er the Armenian, at the close of the tenth. Few of 
the important theories of other dialogues can be cited which 
are not alluded to or implied in the argument. But when 
there are oppositions, such as between the Gorgias •^nd Prota
goras, it is the nobler and more ideal side which is adopted. 
In fact, there are peculiar points of contact with the Gorgias . 
and I^Iuedon, and perhaps less of the erotic element than we 
should expect from the author of.the Pluud^us and Sympos^ium.

§ 432. The formal subject of the dialogue is the enquiry, wlat 
is^ustCce t It is the subject approached with such boldness, and 
with so direct a challenge to Socrates in the -KUe^t^opI^^i, that triose 
who accept that fragment as genuine think it was originally in
tended as the opening of the Republic. Others agaip, from the 
negative and lively tone of the first two books, imagine that this 
portion was an early composition, added to and enlarged by Plato 
in his later and more constructive years. All these are but con- 
ject^ures. What is more important to note is that the work has 
taken both its name and importance, not from the official, but 
from the indirect or accidental investigation which Socrates intro- 
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duces in a huge parenthesis. The problem to be solved is the 
nature of justice. It is only by the assumption of a civilised 
polity being a system analogous to the mental constitution of 
an individual, and of larger and easier survey, that t^ie conver
sation passes into the description of the ideal State, falsely 
called by us the Rep^ublic, as the absence of monarchy is by no 
means essential to Plato’s scheme. We know in fact from the 
Politicus that he was inclined to the rule of a single head, and 
an absolute head too, provided the ideal character, the king- 
philosopher, could be found to conduct it. In the State or 
R^e^public before us, he places the control under a small number 
of guardians, with similar qualifications to his ' Politicus, but 
the number is immaterial, their relations to one another are not 
considered, and their authority is regarded rather as an abstract 
unity than as the wisdom resulting from discussion, and the 
decision of the majority in a consulting board. The real point, 
which he considers vital in the constitution, is to exclude the 
public from consulting on state affairs, and to confine the 
government to one, or to a few, select experts, who are not to 
be required to impart their reasons to the subject classes, or to 
submit to criticism. * This is the attitude of all . those aristocratic 
theorists who speculated on the best form of polity in Plato’s 
age. They were all profoundly convinced of the evils of a de
mocracy, and still more of the inexpediency of amateur politics. 
The hand-to-mouth legislation of mobs, or of the casual advisers 
of mobs, was to them absurd on so vastly important an issue, 
and t^iey considered that here if anywhere professional skill 
was absolutely required. The common sense or collective 
wisdom of a number of intelligent private men—the best form 
of government, according to modem notions—was by them

* Cf. his argument in the Politicus (pp. 292-3) begi^n^ii^gg: Oiv ■
SoC srArf^is ye iv irJA.« ra.irifv rijv liriOTiinilv Sivt^fov elvtu KK’fio'acOai; 
his conclusion is (p. 297 B) : Ms oiic iv vot-e oiS avTivavoVv, rijv
ToiauTjjv fi^af^bv h^taf'ir'I^iiLVv, oiov t' iiv yevoiro vov SioineTv v6\iv,
and therefore (p. 292) : riiv /lev opl))v fpxhv fept eva rivd, Svo, icai 
m^vvivaTiv oflyovs, Sev (/reiv, Srav opDii ytyvfaai. He goes on to com
pare the art to that of medical men, who treat patients of a^l ranks and 
dignities, without allowing them to interfere or meddle with the treatment, 
often painful and distressing, which medicine and surgery prescribe.
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thoroughly despised. If any of the practical politicians, like 
Pericles, had really done anything great, it was to be accounted 
for by their partial acquaintance with deeper philosophy, and 
their even' occasional converse with the philosophers who 
raised their thoughts to the general laws of the world. Yet 
even Pericles had fallen vastly short of the Platonic require
ments, as we may see in the Gorgiias.

Assuming then that the public was unfit to govern itself, 
Plato, and with him the Greek theorists, were furthermore 
quite averse to allowing it even that liberty of life, which was 

(the mark of the Athenian democracy, and which all actual 
states allowed their citizens in their own homes. The general 
notion which governed Greek life was that the state could 
demand any sacrifice from the citizen, that his personal rights 
were as nothing in regard of any state claim, but that, provided 
he submitted to this demand, his private life was to be without 
control. When the citizen entered the strong door of his house, 
he was absolute master, and it required some extraordinary vio
lence or scandal to persuade the state to interfere. Thus ordi
nary Greek politics, while holding the absolute power and 
claims of the state, were less particular than we are in maintain
ing private morality.

There was one peculiar exception—the Spartan society 
under the paternal despotism of the ephorsi Here the young 
men at least were kept under control all through their life. 
They lived in common, slept in common, hunted in common, 
and were all the time under organised supervision, Plato 
applies this idea to the higher classes of his state, and, strangely 
enough, makes this higher caste or class the military class. 
T^he men of his day were beginning to find out that a citizen 
militia, torn from home and from peaceful duties, was no 
match for professional warriors, like the Spartans, whose disci
pline and experience were now being imitated by mercenary 
troops and paid generals. Hence the theorist set apart a 
special caste as a military guard for the rest of the state, and 
he devotes much of his treatise to their education and mainte
nance. Moreover, like that Homer whom he, though himself so 
saturated with his genius, ejects from his state, he will not conde-
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scend to describe the life and training of the artisan or husband
man class) but spends all his attention upon the noble warriors 
in the battle of life.

§ 433. But Plato went far beyond this. He saw clearly that 
while the production of other animals was carefully controlled by 
men, and hence varieties and improvements in breed were 
easily obtained, the production of man, the highest and most 
precious of animals, was left to chance, to random fancy, to 
stray passion, to pecuniary considerations ; so that congenital 
defects, moral obliquities, and all other defects are propagated, 
and deform the human race. This question was then, and has 
ever since been, so surrounded with a cloud of sentiment, and 
entwined with the sacred ties of family affection, that the very 
discussion of it is almost intolerable, and only a few advanced 
thinkers are even yet to be found who will venture to urge 
this necessary condition for the physical and therefore intellec
tual improvement of mankind. Mr. Jowett, no old-fashioned 
conservative, can see how the abolition of private property, and 
a community of goods, may yet become the condition of a more 
advanced culture, and how the assertion of private rights and 
interests may be a hindrance to the public good. But lie recoils 
even from imagining a society without permanent marriages, 
without apparently a home or family ties, and where' the propa
gation of the race was directed and controlled by the state.

It is usual to speak of Plato's theory as the Comm^n^ty of 
wives—a gross libel on the philosopher, who guarded the rela
tions of the sexes . in the strictest way, as long as they lived 
together for the state, who made marriage, so to speak, a 
‘sacrament,' and punished every sin against its sanctity as 
impious.1 But though he does not give details on this point, it 
appears that his marriages were to last only for a season, and 
when the necessity for a new union of citizens arose, the persons

1 The only point in this part of the Republic which is in any sense im- 
mot^al is the license given to the guards who are past the staled age for 
marriage. They are not restricted, except in this, that they are not to 
produce any children, or, if they do, to make away with them. This is 
the point on which modern ethics may well censure the highest Greek 

morals.
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who had formerly cohabited ■ had no claim to remain together, 
nor were the parents to know their own children, whom the 
state took and educated.

It should be observed, that though Plato had no actual model 
for these temporary marriages, there was at Sparta a greater 
regard paid , to the breeding of the human race, and with good 
results, than in any other civilised society of either ancient or 
modern times. This care had certainly advanced to the point of 
disregarding all the usual sentiment as to the sanctity of married 
life, for Plutarch tells us facts (in the life of Ly^c^urg^us) which 

(■show how easy the adoption of Plato's scheme might have been 
at Sparta. 1 The really remarkable point about the matter is th^^: 
that in the state^ where temporary husbands were allowed, and 
where the production of a healthy and beautiful race was made 
the paramount consideration, no decay in female honour, no 
collapse of family lies, or of the influence of 'home, ever took 
place. Spartan wives and mothers were, on the contrary, the 
noblest and purest in Greece. A^c^c^or^dingly, Plato could have 
pointed to Sparta as the only state which approximated to his 
ideal polity in. freeing the relation of the sexes from the shackles 
of mischievous sentiment, and nevertheless as the only state in 
which the physical improvement of the race was notorious, 
while the chastity and refinement of both sexes were not im
paired. In other respects the Spartans had fallen short (not 
in degree, but) in principle. They had apparently thought 
about the equality of the sexes, according to certain legends 
about Ly^c^urgus, but the weaker sex had proved itself the 
stronger in resisting the lawgiver, and the education and train
ing of women had accordingly suffered. Plato proposes that 
in his caste of g^iards both sexes shall receive the same treat
ment. Again, as to education, the ignorant and vulgar ephors 
would of course fall far short of Plato’s philosophic elders, 
who seem rather framed on the model of the Pythagorean 
brotherhood. Hence music, as well as gymnastic, was to be 
taught on philosophical principles, and with a view to educate

. 1 Schomann (Gk. Antiq. i. pp. 214, 267, Eng. tr.) thinks that even
p^olyandry was sanctioned, but only on late evidence. He cites Polybius, 
Excerpt. Vatican, xii. 6, p. 819 (Ed. Hultsch).
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the faculties and feelings of the mind rather than the muscles 
of the body. On Plato's theory of the tripartite division of the 
soul, the intellect must be developed by philosophy, the affec
tions by music, while the union of both is to keep in check 
the lower appetites. '

§ 434. But no real reform can take place in education with
out a complete reform in religion, and hence Plato goes to his 
extremest length when he proposes to abolish Homer, the Bible 
of the Greeks, and all other poetry based on the ordinary theo
logy. He thinks a totally new religion is requisite for pure 
and sound morals. The deity must be one and the author of 
all good. He must be passionless, without variableness or 
shadow of turning, without love or jealousy, without pride or 
inter^^ft All defects in the world are to be attributed, not to 
his want of benevolence, but to his want of omnipotence in 
controlling the original necessities of things. New myths must 
be invented and circulated in place of the amours and wars of 
the gods, such myths no doubt as those of which he has him- 
sel:f given specimens in many of the dialogues, and not least) in 
the end of this dialogue. The control of the whole polity, is 
placed in the hands of a small number of elders, chosen fit^m 
the caste of guards, who have been so trained in speculative 
philosophy, and so steeped in the contemplation pf the Ideal 
Good, and True, and Beautiful, that they will be persuaded with 
dif^culty, and only as a matter of duty, to undertake the regu
lation of human affairs.

But the great work is so full and suggestive that no ade
quate analysis can find a place here. I must omit the determi
nation of justice as the proper relation of the various divisions 
of the soul, like that of the various orders in the state, as well 
as the curious history of the various aberrations from right 
polity in the state, and right morals in the individual, with 
which the later books are occupied. To one feature, however, 
I will call attention. It is fashionable among Christian theo
logians to say that the pagan world, and especially the Greeks, 
had no consciousness of sin, no real feeling for the pollution 
of moral gui^lt If such persons would take the trouble to read 
the picture of the tyrant (ix. i), they would find the portrait
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of' a stricken conscience never equalled, so far as I know, from 
, Plato's day till the days of Macbeth and Richard III. in 

, - Shakspeare's drama.
§ 435. Plato's Deuteronomy, the Laws, may best find its 

place as an appendix to the far greater ReptibEc. It professes to 
be the second best constitution, and one surrendering many 
points to t^ie strong national prejudices which were openly vio
lated or disregarded in his earlier and more complete system. 
It may also be regarded as a third alternative, if we consider 
that the absolute control given' to the ‘ kingly artist ' in the Politi- 

'ius, and to the select few elders in the Republic, is here vested 
in an established code of laws, which are administered by a sort 
of timocratic democracy. It abandons expressly the theory of 
the Politicus,,- that a code of fixed laws is only a make-shift to 
meet average cases, and the want of special knowledge in the 
ruler, so that the ideal king will not hesitate to punish the wicked 
according to, his own judgement, and in violation of existing 
legislation, as he is the highest and best judge of the neces
sary changes in laws, and the varying requirements of a complex 
human society—n)y ri^s re^ytje pOtp-ijv tMv vOfiuy trape-xUi^ievov 
Kppei-r-u. But if the philosopher-king, or the council of perfectly 
educated elders, who know the Forms or Ideas of Things, and 
act accordingly, cannot be found, we must only establish the 
best possible code, and invest it with the dignity and sanctity 
of a Divine Revelation. This had already been foreshadowed 
in the Politicos.’^

Upon the fiction of a new foundation in Crete, a name
less Athenian stranger undertakes to describe its proper con
stitution, and does so in a detail, and with a minuteness 
exceeding that of Plato's other works. But though Aris
totle cites the nameless A^thenian as Socrates, nothing can be 
more contrasted with the real Socrates than the tone and 
method of this lawgiver. He is with great propriety called an 
Athenian, for as the Republic might fairly have been excogitated 
by a philosophic Spartan, if such could exist in the fourth cen
tury, the La^ws are distinctly modelled upon the older Attic

' pp. 294-7- ' PP- 297. sq.
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constitution.! As the board of elders represent the ephors, 
so the Code of Laws represents the venerable work of Solon, 
protected by an invisible, or nocturnal council, which has 
no logical place in the scheme. This contrast of' ideals— 
Spartan in the Republic, Athenian in the Laws—runs all 
through the works, and it has long been recognised by critics 
that the chie^ value of the latter is in pointing out to us details 
of Attic law, which we only know through the adaptation of 
Plato. It is interesting to find the philosopher in his old age 
conceding even so much to the democracy which his soul ab
horred, and deigning to make Attic models serve him for even 
a partially ideal state. But truly the Laws are a work of his 
old age, and if the testimony of Aristotle assures us of their 
authenticity in the literal sense, we may agree in a higher and 
spiritual sense with the Germans who will not accept it, For in 
the Laws the real Plato is dead, just as the . real Edmund Burke 
is dead in the Letters on the French Revolution. The spirit of 
Socrates is gone from him, as his figure pales out in the later 
dialogues, and an evil spirit is troubling him. All his fame, all his 
piety, all his earnestness, have not been able to st^y the spirit of 
scepticism which his dialectic had worked. The rejection of 
popular theology was bringing with it the decay of morals. The 
philosophers were found to be bad citizens, for the questioning 
of principles had induced laxity of practice. The world is 
so bad, and evil is so predominant, that he even advances 
in one isolated passage to the theory of a second ^^<^jrld-soul, 
the author of mischief in creation, and the opponent of the 
good Demiurge i^ the Republic. So then the dying theorist 
composes a great palinode, in which he protests that his prin
ciples are perfectly consistent with even Al^henian principles. 
He shows that, with some practical modifications, these will suit 
a Platonic state, and that on one capital point he will even aban
don the task of his life. When the laws are once established on 
philosophical foundations, he will make peace with the orthodox 
crowd, and forbid all discussion and dialectical practice. Let

* The commentators note that many social points are taken from Sparta. 
This is true ; but the main body of the work is on the details of leg:islation, 
which are almost all Attic in principle.
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us but agree upon our religion, and I will defend it with all the 
Vigour of the .^lar^owest religionist. I will make mere heresy 

' 'in opinions, though accompanied by a blameless life, punish
able with five years' imprii^c^t^i^^r^t; I will visit the graver (and 
more usual) cases with the penalty of death. Verily, if this be 

-so, the sentence on Socrates was just, and may be defended 
from the Laws of his favoured disciple. A^c^c^c^i^d^ingly he 
banishes a strictly philosophical education in the Theory of 
Ideas even from his magistrates, and substitutes mathematical 
training, together with the sanctions of religion—in fact, a 
Py^thagorean rather than a Platonic ideal.

We have in Greek literature many instances of intellectual 
power unimpaired in advanced age, and not a few of our 
greatest remaining monuments are the latest work of their 
a^ut^hors. The La^ws of Plato are therefore a remarkable and 
exceptional case of senility, curious and valuable in its way, 
but no fair evidence of the real greatness of its author. There 
is no doubt great dignity, and even oracular splendour about if 
like the Deuteronomy ascribed to his Hebrew rival, the Laws 

the Attic Moses combine solemn homily with precept, 
burning exhortation with command ; the old man's former 
grace and subtlety flash out here and there. But there is 
something pitiable, as well as pathetic, in the rage of this royal 
thinker, who, like Lear, has brought up ungrateful children, 
and they have turned against him. *

§ 436. The E^pi^n^otnis, an appendix of very doubtful authenti- 
c^ity, goes in detail into the education of the Nocturnal Council, 
to whom is entrusted in the Laws the general care of the consti
tution. It consists chiefly in a theological study of Astronomy, 
to which Plato seems really to have inclined in his later or 

- Pythagorean epoch. So likewise the fragmentary Critias, and 
the projected H^^m^ocra^es, were to give illustrations of the 
carrying out of the ideal principles of the Republic in history. 
For this purpose the Critias, and also the opening chapters of 
the Ttit^ceus, give a curious and imaginary account of the con
dition of Attica thousands of years before, when she entered 
into conflict with the power of the great continent Atlantis, 
which lay beyond the Pillars of Heracles—a strange a^id much
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discussed anticipation of the discovery of America, which the 
Abbd Brasseur de Bourboui^jg * has actually received as a genuine 
historical tradition. To him the civilisation even of Egypt is- 
originally brought from the older, and once more advanced, 
western continent.' But these splendid dreams, as well as the 
abstruse physical theories of the Timaus, cannot detain us 
here. I will only call attention to the freedom with which 
Plato (and other philosophers of his day) treated the facts of 
history as a vehicle for moral impr^-^^i^i^i^lt The genuine his
toric sense, and thorough conscientiousness as to facts, wh^cb 
we all admire in Thucydides, seem to have made no impres
sion upon Attic society. Plato especially, who preaches the 
use and morality of fiiction for didactic purposes, does not hesi
tate to invent (in the Critias) and disto^^ previous history—■ 
his account of the Dorian migration and its results being con
trary to what we can deduce from the evidence. Thus, while 
the rhetors handled history as a branch of oratory, Plato 
handled it as an adjunct to ethics, and dressed up the older 
annals of the Greeks to suit his purposes as a sort of moral 
fairy tale. .

§ 437. The above very inadequate review of Plato's works will 
afford the reader a better means of judging their author than a 
mere literary description of his genius. Nevertheless, a few points 
may be suggested in addition to what appears from the foregoing 
pages. Few readers of a single dialogue, even of the Republic, 
would imagine or anticipate the extraordinary fascination exer
cised over European thought by Plato from his own day to the 
prese^i^ It is the fashion to deduce all the later schools of 
philosophy from the real Socrates 3 but perhaps the Platonic 
Socrates may have replaced him more completely than we 
imagine. The Stoic ideal of the wise man, standing apart from 
and above the crowd, more precious in himsel:f and to himse^ 
than to others, or to the members of a Greek city—this ideal 
is clearly drawn in the perfect philosopher of the Gorgias, the 
Politicus, the Cj-ito. The deeper and sounder aspects of Epi

* Cofmmission Scienlifique de Mexique, vol. iii.—the splendid work pro
moted by the Emperor Napoleon III.

- Laws, pp. 691, sq.
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churns’ Search for Pleasure appear in the Pr^otagoras. The 
goods of ‘ mind, body, and estate,’ indeed the 

whole of their' system, comes directly from Platonic teaching. 
Need I add that the sceptical A^ca^demics found their forerunner 
in the Agnostic Socrates of the earlier dialogues, and that the 
AJ^e^x^a^ndrian fusion Judaism, Egypticism, and Christianism
could find no fitter book to form their philosophical Bible than 
the works of Plato. This exaltation of Plato by the school 
called the neo-Platonic is perhaps the most curious and the 
greatest tribute to his genius. No argument can so convince 
us of the veneration, of the sanctity, of the absolute authority 
of .any book in the minds of men, as the desire of ages which 
have drifted away from its principles still to claim and to obey 
its authority, by dint of allegorising, and sublimating, and mysti- 
cising its doctrines. The scholars of the Renaissance, the 

C^E^mbridge Platonists, Berkeley, Malebranche, and a host of 
later intellectualists, have sustained to the present day the 
spirit, and to some extent the doctrines of Plato.

But apart from th'e history of philosophy, apart from those 
metaphysical theories which only attract the few choice and 
subtle spirits of an age, what do we not owe to him in literature ? 
The form of the philosophical dialogue, constantly copied by 
later Greek philosophers, but by all of them without dramatic 
genius, has fascinated even in English literature some of our 
greatest masters of style, such as Bishop Berkeley and Walter 
Savage Landor, nor have Symposia been wanting even in the 
ephemeral literature of the present day. Both the sceptical and 
the constructive sides have been imitated. The vulgarest atheist 
will still put his arguments in the form of a Socratic elenchus, and 
the deepest thinker will strive to use it in laying the foundations 
of his system. Above all, the construction of an ideal state has 
been a model imitated, as Mr. Jowett says, ‘by a goodly band 
of followers.’ Cicero’s Republic, Augustine’s Ci^ty of God, More’s 
Utopia, are among the greatest, and perhaps even Hobbes’ 

L^eviathan, and Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees, owe some of 
their celebrity to a far-off and distorted reflex of Platonic 
genius. Great practical books of statesmanship, such as Aris
totle’s Politics, and Machiavelli’s Pri^n^cipe, would not disown at
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least the suggestions of contrast. Still more fruitful has Platia 
been in throwing out scattered guesses at truth, and bold 
inferences from unrealised principles, which ever attract 
and stimulate those who will think more thoroughly and 
fearlessly than the vulgar masses. Thus in the R^epublic he 
has anticipated the Mediaeval Church, in which the spiritual 
control by a few, and a strict subordination of the rest to those 
specially selected and educated, were realised beyond his most 
ardent hopes. So too he anticipated a great reform of religion., 
and from the summit of his Mount looked upon a promised 
land which his people should inherit. And while he went a 
long way beyond even the present age in his theories of the 
improvement of the race by rational and careful selection of 
parents, and proper attention to the physical antecedents of 
humanity, he was so far from degrading the female sex in social 
importance, that he distinctly asserted the equality of the sexes 
and the rights of women in the strongest nineteenth-centqry 
spirit. Again, on the laws of war, he distinctly asserts (though 
here in agreement with the higher minds of his day) the laws 
of what we should call Christian warfare, of humanity to 
Hellenic prisoners, of regarding Hellenic troubles as family 
quarrels, to be celebrated by no trophies or triumphs. His 
guesses in physical science are not less curious and interest
ing.

§ 438. But with all this strange modernness; Plato is a 
Hellene of the Hellenes. His prospect does not include any 
non-Hellenic races. Though he acknowledges the culture and 
the learning of the Egyptians, and borrows, or affects to borrow, 
splendid myths from other barbarians, the fusion of Jew and 
Greek, of bond and free—the Hellenism of a later age—is far 
beyond his vision. He shares with Isocrates the old, I had 

• well-nigh said the vulgar, Greek admiration for the most retro
grade and narrow of the Hellenes, the Spartans ; nay, he is so 
exclusive and aristocratic in spirit, that he will hardly conde
scend to consider the lower classes, and conceives, like every 
other Greek of that day, even his ideal society to be a select 
body of equals amid a crowd of unprivileged inferiors and of 
slaves. This it is which gives to Plato's Communism a cha

, I
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racter so radically distinct from all the modern dreams known 
by' the same name, or from the early Christian society described 
in the Acts of the Apostles. It was essentially an aristocratic 
Communism, and was based not on the equality of men, but 
upon their inherent and radical disparity. It was really 
the Republi^i^’'of the select few, exercising a. strict and even 
intolerable despotism over the masses. Here again, in spite 
of the modernness of the Socratic conception of the philo
sopher as a privileged dissentient, of the rights and the 
dignity of the individual and his conscience—here again Plato 
falls into the purest fourth-century Helle^nedtc^nr; “when he con- 
str^icts an ideal state, or a code of Laws, in which this dissen
tient can be allowed no place. To protect such an individ^ua^l,. 
with all his nobility, and his inestimable good effects on those 
around him, the actual Athens of Plato's day, as Mr. Grote says, 
was a far safer, happier, and better abode. There democratic 
habits and common sense had modified and softened those 
theories of state interference, which no individual thinker of 
that age seems able to shake off.

All these profound contradictions were doubtless the cause 
of that increasing gloom and morbidness which seem to have 
clouded Plato's later years. He did not believe in the perfect
ibility of the human race. Even his ideal Polity, if carried 
into practice, is declared by him to contain the seeds of a neces
sary decay. The human race was not advancing, but decay
ing. Dialectic and free thought led to scep^i^^;^m; acquies
cence in received ideas to ignorance and mental apathy. We 
may almost infer from the silence of contemporary history con
cerning his later years that, beyond his immediate disciples, he 
was neglected, and regarded as an idle dreamer. Yet if this 
was so he but verified his own prophecies on the social position 
of the true philosopher.

§ 439. In his style he is as modern as in his thinking. He 
employed that mixture of sober prose argument and of poetical 
metaphor, which is usual in the ornate prose of modem Europe, 
but foreign to the character and stricter art of the Greeks. This 
style, which is freely censured by Greek critics as a hybrid or 
bastard prose, was admirably suited to a lively conversation, 
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where a sustained and equable tone would have been a mistake.’ 
But when Plato attempts formal rhetoric, as in the reply to 
Lysias in the I^htzdrus, or in the M^enexenus, we find how true 
was the artistic feeling of the Greek schools, and how this 
greater genius, with its irregularities, falls below the more chas
tened and strictly formal essays of professional orators. He is 
said in his youth to have inclined to dramatic poetry, but his 
aversion to dramatising passion was so ingrained, and his love 
of analyzing the play of intellect so intense, that we may ima
gine him producing very dr^ and unpopular tragedies. Yet his 
appreciation of the great poets, though his criticisms of them 
are always moral, and never ^^t^th^tic, was certainly thorough, 
and told upon his style. Above all, he shows a stronger 
Homeric flavour than all those who professed to worship the 
epics which he censured. His language everywhere bears the in
fluence of Homer, just as some of our greatest and purest writers 
and speakers use unconsciously Biblical phrases and metaphors. 
It is also very remarkable that he is not only the first Greek 
author who confines t^e name of Homer to the Iliad and 
Odyssey, but that the text he used was apparently that estab
lished afterwards by Aristarchus against the inferior and faulty 
copies used by Aristotle and later critics.® The effects of the 
rhetoric of his r^val Isocrates are also to be remarked in him, 
though he seems never to have adopted with any strictness that 
avoidance of hiatus which is a distinctive mark of Isocratic 
prose.3 Hence we see in Plato the child of his age and yet its 
leader, the most Attic of Athenians, and ' yet a disaffected citi
zen, a profound sceptic, and yet a lofty preacher, an enemy of 
the poets, and yet a rhapsodist himself, a thinker that despaired 
of his own people, and yet, aloft on his Pisgah of speculation, 
looking out with prophetic eye upon a far future of better laws, 
purer religion, and nobler life.

' * Albinus (Isa^goge, c. 2) well sums up its characteristics-: rB ’AttikIy, 
rB efixapi, tB HirepcTTov, tB It is remarkable that Aristotle, in
his calls the dialogues specially by one of the epithets here denied
—rB ; but he is evidently speaking of the matter, not of the tech
nical prose style.

2 Cf. Sengebusch, £>Si^s. Hom. ii. p. 118.
* Cf. above, p. 184, on the Menexenus.
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, § 440. BUl^lO^graphical. As regards the external history of the 
text,' there is no doubt that the dialogues were early conveyed, 
iro very good copies, from the Platonic school at Athens to the 
Alexandrian library, where they were commented on with care, 
especially by Aristophanes and Eratosthenes. Inhere were 
even editions brought out with the critical marks devised for 
the Homeric texts,* a fact which shows the great esteem in 
which they were held ; and the very term ywpiZovree was applied 
in this controversy. Unfortunately we have little remains of 
Aristophanes’ work except the grouping in trilogies of some 
dialogues, mentioned by Diogenes, and two references (I think} 
in the extant scholia. The neo-Platonists and the Roman 
schools of philosophy studied and criticised the text diligently. 
The rhetor Libanius composed good arguments, and our scholia 
quote both Didymus and Aristarchus. But some of them 
are distinctly composed by Christian writers, as, for example, 
the note on the Sibyls to the PJuzdrus. These scholia, which 
are on the whole good, are scanty on many of the dialogues, 
though very full on others. Thus the first A^db^ades, the Gor
gias, and above all the T^m^ceus, have very ample notes, while 
the Protag^^as, Parmenides, and l^on have hardly any whatever. 
They have been separately published by Bekker ' (1824) in a 
convenient form.

Passing to the MSS., which are good and numerous, it is 
agreed that far the highest authority belongs to the splendid 
^Bodleian codex, written in the year 896 a.d., and therefore one 
of our oldest classical MSS. There is an equally ancient 
Paris MS. for the Republic, Laws, and Timams. The rest have 
been described and classified by Bekker in his edition, which 
other editors follow. The printed editions, commentaries, and 

, translations are so numerous, that it would be a great task 
to enumerate even the principal ones.2 Long after the Latin 
version of Ficinus (1483) came the Aldine folio of 1513, de
dicated to Leo X., not even now a rare book. Every great

• Cf. Vol. I. p. 37, note.
- Nicolai, ZC. i. pp. 508-27, gives a catalogue of the myriad works on 

Plato, to which I refer the special student. Yet he omits to mention Mr. 
Jowett’s translation.

VOL. II. P
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press, or editor of Greelc texts, since that time has produced 
a P^ato. I particularly avoid the philosophical side of Plato 

- in .this literary history, and therefore pass by his ancient rivals 
and pupils, who belong strictly to the history of philosophy, but 
I cannot avoid making an exception to my silence on the great 
library of Platonic philosophy in favour of Mr. Grote's admir
able and not sufif'oi^ntly esteemed work. In our time the .best 
texts are Bekker's, Stallbaum's (with full commentary, 1835-61), 
and the Zurich edition (1839). An interesting and rare book is 
the seven dialogues printed by the Dublin University Press, as 
its first book, in 1738. The special editions of separate dialogues 
up to date are given in the prefaces to each dialogue in Stall
baum's edition. But some good English commentaries have 
since appeared, such as W. H. Thompson's Gorgias and Phadrus 
(1868), Badham's ^hiiebus (1855), Geddes’ Phado (1863), L. 
Campbell's Thccet^tus, Sophisies, and Poliiicus., Wayte’s Prota
goras, &c. Mitchell’s J^ndex Graciiaiis was printed at Oxford 
1832. In addition to Manuel Chrysoloras’ translation of the 
R^e^public, about '1397 (printed by Cassarini, Venice, 1624), and 
Ficinus’ early Latin translation, we have am English version 
of the Apology and Phcedo in 1675; Dacier's French in 1699, 
reproduced in England 1701; Sydenham’s in 1760 (several 
dialog^^is); abridgments of the Phado and T^iif^cBieitts by Leib
nitz ; Davies and Va^ughan’s Pepubll^c—an excellent book ; V. 
C^c^usin’s 'French version in 18212; SchleiermachePs, and the 
Stuttgart translation by various scholars (1869); and now, 
finally, Mr. Jowett’s five volumes, with admirable introduc
tions which give us the literary side of Plato perfectly. Never
theless, this great book by no means supersedes the admir
able work of Grote on Plato, in which we have the curious 
phenomenon of a Positivist expounding the great Idealist with 
sympathy and generally (I think) with fidelity.    
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CHAPTER VIII.

ISOCRATES.

, ,§ 441. We turn to another leading representative of Attic 
prose during the earlier hal^ of the fourth century b.c.—a 
representative who, with Lysias and Isteus, with Plato and with 
Xenophon, makes up that wonderful constellation of writers of 
whom Demosthenes may be considered the greatest star. Our 
authorities are agreed that Isocrates was bom at Athens in 436, 

the son of Theod^c^ius, a flute manufacturer, and of Heduto. The 
names of three' obscure brothers and ■ a sister are mentioned. 
He may have been a few years younger than Lyusias, eight or 
nine^ years older than Plato. His father, being wealthy, was 
able to give him so good an education that he himse^if boa^i^ii * 
he was better known and stood higher among his school
fellows than ever afterwards—a very credible statement, see
ing that his great talent for form must have made him a brilliant 
and promising pupil. Among his masters are mentioned 
Prodicus, of whom critics have found traces in his orations, 
and Socrates, whom he once menti^i^i^is 2 in connection with 
Alcibiades, without sympathy, so that the stories about his 
public mourning of the philosopher’s death seem fa^!^<i; indeed 
no natures could be more contrasted than those of the two men, 
and the praise of Isocrates in Plato’s I^fuedrus, which Socrates 
speaks, is evidently mere Platonic Socratism.

It is fashionable to argue that he was necessarily influenced 
by Socrates, because he shows a high moral tone, and was su
perior in philosophic culture to Lysias and the earlier orators. 
But this opinion 3 is based on the vulgar notion that the real 
sophists were Plato’s sophists, and on a false estimate of the

* Antid. § 161. * Busiris, § 5. * Cf. Blass, AB. ii. p. 12.
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philosophy of the speech-writers, whose art consisted chiefly 
in concealing itself. It is not fair to say that an epideictic 
orator is more philosophical than a court speech-writer, except 
the latter has had official means of affording us a comparison. 
At all events, the cardinal doctrine of Socrates, that virtue is 
a teachable science, was not held by Isocrates, though it was 
emi^iently in harmony with the profession of education which 
he adopted. On this point he shares the very noble and 
popular view expounded by Protagoras in Plato's dialogue.

When the Peloponnesian war ruined the fortunes of his 
family, Isocrates was obliged to turn h^s good education to 
account, and then probably took lessons from Gorgias, whose 
oratory was the model he adopted and vastly improved. { He 
is also said to have been a friend of Theramenes, a more likely 
intimate than Socrates, also of X^e^nophon, and of Archinus — 
whom the critics restore in Suidas! notice—a well-known patriot 
and speaker.

§ 442. But it is evident that his first efforts in speech-writing 
were not in the style of Gorj^ii^is; they were the few court 
speeches which we still possess, and which the orator in after 
years deemed so unworthy of the far higher profession which 
he had adopted]^- that he stoutly denies ever having assisted 
in any litigation. The consistent external evidence, as well 
as the internal character, is, however, too clearly against him, 
and commentators are unanimous in refusing credence to the 
author as regards the genuineness of these speeches. There 
is, however, another theory possible, concerning which I will 
speak presently, wh^ch holds all or part of these speeches to be 
rhetorical exercises, made on the occasion of real lawsuits, but 
perhaps in rivalry with the speeches really delivered, and to show 

■ what ought to have been said. This would justify Isocrates’ 
assertion. Finding himself, however, not likely to surpass his 
rivals in this profession—both Lysias and Isseus must always 
have been more in repute—he turned to the profession of 
education, which had become fashionable under the Sophists 
and Socrates, but which he endeavoured in his manifesto 

the S^ophisis to put on a new basis. In this fragment 
we can see the programme of all his life. He endeavours to
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stefer a sort of midway between true philosophy, such as 
Socrates had taught it, and ■ the pretended science of the 
sophists, who held that expertness in speaking and in debate 
was ' in reality the only thing to be learned, and in itself the 
sum of education. He postulates a moral basis which, in 
opposition both to Socrates and the lower Sophists, he thinks 
impossible to attain by instruction, but, for the rest, he thinks 
the ideas required by a cultivated man few and easily compre
hended ; whereas to think them in an orderly way, and express 
theijr, with' elegance, is really the object of education. In fact, 
le style—Ces^ In after years, when his position as a
rhetorician was secured, he published some moral addresses (to 
Nicocles), which are on the level of the gnomic poets in think
ing, and preach that vulgar and selfish piety which has not yet 
disappeared from Christian pulpits. But as for any criticism of 
received dogmas, any speculation about the nature or the 
desti^iy of man; ■ such things are far above him. The only 
immortality he knows is that of fame ; * the only sanction, that 
of material rewards. He is sceptical about the popular faith, 
but expresses his doubts as an ignorant man of fashion, not as 
a serious thinker feeling after the tr^ith.

We have, in addition to ■ the speech against the Sophists, a 
very long resum'e, and defence of his life and teaching, in an 
imaginary speech entitled (by Aristotle) irtpl avr^^ooeue, con
cerning the exchange of property, from which, and from the 
Fanathenaicus, we may take the remaining points of interest 
known to us concerning his life. But when . he tells us that, 
in contrast to the fast youth of Athens, his own life had been 
pure and blameless, he seems to contradict certain scandalous 
rumours preserved in A^thenaus from an epistle of Lj^sias, that 

• he was attached to t^vo famous courtesans successively. He 
certainly did not marry till in advanced life Plathane, widow 
of the rhetor Hippias, of whose sons he adopted the youngest, 
Aphareus. When his fame as a rhetorician brought him many

* I am aware there is an exception, or an apparent exception, in his 
striking remark about the Mysteries (I^anegyr. § 28) ; but it^ repetition in 
a vague way elsewhere (De Pace, § 34) prevents any serious weight at
taching to it.
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pupils, each of whom stayed with him from three to four years, 
and paid ten minae—a sort of university course—he acquired a 
large fortune, and was enrolled among the richest class of 
citizens. Hence his st^te duties were heavy, and more than 
once he was obliged to resist the at^ck of sycophants, who 
desired to thrust upon him an undue share of state expenses. 
Once (acting through Aphareus as his deputy) he was suc
cessful (b.c. 355), • but a second time he was obliged to under
take the duty. He protests that though his pupils were many 
and famous, and his wealth greater than that acquired by 
Gorgias, the most successful of former sophists, it was exagger
ated by report. He also urges, in reply to the suspicions and 
the aversion of the A^thenian public, the number and celebrity of 
his pupils, whom he gathered about him neither to waste their 
time with subtle speculations of ancient sophists—probably 
Pythagoras and Parmenides—studies respectable in themselves, 
but unfitting for practical life ; nor to delude them by boast
ful promises that, in spite of any natural wants, he could make 
them orators and politicians. For he exhibited in his own 
person the defects of a poor organisation, a weak voice, and 
extreme bashfulness. Hence he never could take part in 
public affairs, nor did he ever solicit or fill any s^te office.

§ 443. But he amply compensated for this, in his own esti
mation, by publishing pamphlets in the forms of harangues, or 
open letters to eminent persons, on the interests of the Greek 
nation. His moral essays and those upon culture have already 
been mentioned. It may be added that he strove to take 
from the term phiilosophy the high meaning which it had ac
quired for ever from the writings of physical and metaphysical 
speculators, and to confine the name to the somewhat shallow 
compromise between vulgar common sense and real learning 
which he affected. But the most important of his pamphlets 
are those on ^e national politics of Greece. He developes in 
these—p^^t^^^i^shed during a course of forty years, during many 
changes and chances in the history of the nation—the same 
leading ideas, to which he holds with narrow and stupid tena
city. He is ever painting the sorrows and miseries of Greece 
through internal factions, through internecine wars, and, in his
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earlier days, through the unjust and tyrannous supremacy of 
Sparta after the defeat of A^thens in 404 b. c. The only remedy 
fdr the resulting poverty, discontent, and savagery throughout 
Hellenic lands' is an union either under Sparta and Athens, or 
under either of them, or under some single head such as Philip ; 
and this is the alternative which in later years he recognised as 
the only possible one. But the whole profit he saw in such an 
union, and the main chance of its benefiting Greece, was by 
producing at once an invasion of Persia, and plundering its 
enormous wealth for the benefit of the Greeks. He exhibited a 
very just estimate of the Persian power, chiefly derived, it would 
seem, from the 'experiences of Xenophon in the Anabasis, or 
from Agesilaus' campaigns, and he saw that the conquest was 
not diffii^i^llt But when he ever indulged the hope, which be
came with him a sort of monomania, that the conquest of Persia 
would make ever^ poor Greek rich, and ever^ discontented one 
happy, so th^it. the natural superiority of the race would find 
due scope for its exercise, he was totally incapable of appre
hending the necessary reaction which so vast a conquest must 
produce upon the conquerors, and how inevitably the very 
culture which he taught and reverenced must alter and lower 
itself to embrace a vaster area. Had these natural consequences 
been within his vision, he would have recoiled in horror from 
his pet scheme, for nothing was further from his mind than 
Hellenism in the later sense.* He held indeed that culture 
more than race was the. distinctive feature of real Greeks, but 
for all that, he would not have hesitated to place the most 
ignorant Spartan far above the most enlightened Macedonian 
or Egyptian. Herodotus approached far nearer to the later 
conception of Hellenism than Isocrates.

§ 444. Preoccupied with these notions, su^ounded by dis
tinguished pupils and friends, but treated with indifference, and 
I imagine with contempt, by the Athenian public, the vain 
rhetorician lived on to an advanced age, still thinking himself 
the leading political adviser of Greece, and still wi^r^c^ering,

’ The same is the case with Xenophon ; cf. his Agesilaus, c. 7, sub 
fin.
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with amusing naivetd* that his advice, however beautifully ex
pressed, had so little effect upon the politics of the day.

He wrote most of his Letters, his Philip and Evagoras, in 
old age, for though not gifted with physical vigour, his health 
remained excellentt In his eighty-second year he composed 
the Apology entitled Trtpi avriMMoew^, and began to prepare his 
P^anathmaiais, or panegyric on Athens, in his ninety-fourth year, 
finishing it in his ninety-seventh, though he then suffered from 
a painful disease, which attacked him three years before. 
When he was ninety-eight, the battle of Chseronea supervened, 
and he at last saw some hope o^ his life-long desire being 
accomplished ; for Philip now stood undoubtedly at the head 
of Greece, and could carry out the policy the orator had re
commended to him in an open letter. Isocrates accordingly 
addressed him another letter (the third), which was the last 
product of his pen, and which is particularly valuable, as giving 
a direct contradiction to the fables about his patriotism, his dis
gust at the battle, and his consequent death by suicide. , For 
he was no political martyr, havi^, in fact, always postponed 
the liberties of Greece, about which he discoursed so much, 
to the realisation of his favourite schemes against Persia : he 
knew that an autocratic ruler was more likely to carry them out, 
as the result proved. But he must have died about this time.

§ 445. Thus this remarkable writer lived through three of 
the most eventful generations in Greek history, and though 
one o^ the most prominent writers of his time, may be said to 
have produced no influence whatever except upon the formi 
of prose writing. For he was in no sense a thorough-going 
man. He was a curious combination of sophist and patriot, 
of would-be politician ■ and philosopher, of really private and 
public man at the same time. The candour and honesty of 
his nature made him in feeling a patriot, while his want of 
appreciation for deeper politics prevented him from seeing 
the evils of despotism, or taking any thorough interest in the 
forms and varieties of constitutions. His bashfulness com
pelled him to remain in private life, while his vanity urged him 
to appear in public ; his profession suggested to him the study 
of philosophy, while his intellect was incapable of understand-
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ing its higher problems. Thus his egregious vanity and self
complacency were perpetually wounded by the consciousness 
'that he had, after all, not made his mark upon the age, and that, 
though eminent and widely respected, he was neither consulted 
nor obeyed by the men whom he most desired to influence. 
He aspired to the position of a Swift or a Junius, with the 
talents of an Addison or a Pope.

We shall speak of his style when we have reviewed his 
works. Here we have only considered the man himself, a 
personage in after days . greatly overrated, when the study of 
d^r^eek history .fell into scholastic hands, but in-his own day 
rightly estimated as merely a shallow and conceited, but per
sonally respectable rhetorician. Into the great contemporary 
struggle between Macedonia and Athens, bet^veen Philip and 
Demosthenes, he was never admitted, nor does either side ever 
refer to his advices. Among the philosophical schools which 
then sprang into life he finds no place. Thus he lived among 
the most profound speculative thinkers and the most ardent 
politicians the world has ever seen, without either giving 
or receiving aught in these momentous conflicts of deeper 
ideas and of nobler men. Had his advices been of the 
smallest importance, they would doubtless have been cited both 
by the honest and the dishonest opponents of Demosthenes’ 
patriotic policy, both by Phocion and Ai^s^^hines, as being 
strongly in their favour.

He was buried in the K^y^nc^sarges, and his family monument 
is described in the of ‘ Plutarch.’ The account somewhat
resembles what future ages may read concerning the Albert 
Memorial, except that on the summit was a Siren, the emblem 
of the sweetness and persuasiveness of his discourse. There 
were, moreover, a statue of him dedicated by Aphareus at 
Olympia, and one preserved in the Acropolis at Athens, as a 
boy on horseback, and yet another made by the sculptor 
l^eochares for Timotheus. From this latter descend the busts 
which still perpetuate for us the gentle and refined features of 
the orator.

§ 446. As to his pupils, stated to have been one hundred 
in number, he himself enumerates several who ■ were honoured
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by the state with gold cro^w^s; but this list by no means- 
specifies the most important, Diophantus and Timotheus, 
distinguished generals ; Androtion, Laodamas and Lakritus, 
equally distinguished speakers ; and Ephorus and Theopompus, 
who were the leaders of the later historiography among the- 
Greeks. These latter will occupy us hereafter. But ever^ 
contemporary, not only friendly, such as Xenophon, but 
adverse, such as Plato and Aristotle, shows the influence of 
his style, which he boasts to have been imitated by all 
his opponents. Moreover, though his pupils distinguished 
themselves in ever^ department, so that he even foolis^^^y 
pretends that T^^motheus’ strategy was the result of his good 

” education, it is no doubt true that careful training impressed 
upon them all a certain fixed type or style, which made ‘ a 
pupil of Isocrates ’ mean in those days the same sort of thing" 
that is now meant when we say an ‘ Eton boy,’ or an ‘ Oxtfoi^td 
man.’ *

§ 447. The works of Isocrates have been handed down to 
us in various order in our MSS., and most of . those which are 
fixed in date come from the period of his maturity, or his later 
agie; indeed most of the longer orations were written so late in 
life as to show an increase of garrulity, and of an anxiety to be 
heard, as he neared the limit of his activity. But the earlier 
speeches, especially the court speeches and rhetorical exer
cises, are not dated, so that we can follow our convenience in 
arranging them. Two of these exercises remain, or rather an 
actual exercise (the Helen), and a letter to the sophist Polycrates 
concerning an exercisd (the Busiris), which Isocrates criticises, 
and suggests topics for a better treatm<^i^^ Both documents 
are extremely interesting, as they must have been to some ex

* It is observed by Blass that while Plato’s school shows some affini^tty 
with western Greeks, the pupils of Isocrates, if not A^thenian, come 
from easti^m'or Asiatic Greece, and this he rightly ascribes to the deca^y 
of Hellenedom through the tyrants and advancing barbarians of Italy and 
Siciljr; while in the East Hellenic culture was gradually becoming ascen
dant. Indeed, in another generation, Greek eloquence came to be called 
Asi^an, where the excess of ornament marred the. chastity of the speech of 
Attic orators. Hence probably the strong interest felt by Isocrates in 
Asiatic affairs.
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tent advertisements of what he could perform, and of the prin
ciples on which he considered an encomium should be! com
posed. As, however, he assumes (in the Busiris) the tone of 
an experienced sophist of high repute, in contrast to the re
cent claims of Polycrates, it is probably reasonable to date 
these speeches shortly before his great performance—the 
gyric(s—or about 390 b.c.

The Helen is composed in rivalry to another Helen, every 
topic of which he professes to have avoided, while composing 
a better encomium. This general indication, together with the 
friendly tone of Isocrates towards his rival, has made many 
critics, old and new, regard the other extant Haelen (p. 80) to be 
the piece intended. The difficulty 01 ascribing it to Gorgias 
arises from the mention of that rhet^ir* in the present speech as a 
negative philosopher, in a way which at first sight seems to imply 
that he is not the author of the rival composition. The writer of 
the Greek argument suggests (after Machaon) that Anaximenes 
of Lampsacus was the rival intended. Blass decides in favour 
of its being Gorgias. However this may be, Isocrates’ proem is 
quite foreign to the subject, though ver^ suitable if the speech 
was intended as an advertisement, for it opens with censure of 
eristic and ethical philosophers, such as Antistnenes and Euthy
demus, and also of the Platonic school, who spend their time 
in vain subtleties. These disputations (it says) are not even ori
ginal, for ever since Protagoras, Gorgias, Zeno, and Melissus have 
done all this, and done it better than their successors. Akin to 
these vanities was their habit (he says) of advocating paradoxes, 
or exalting mean topics, in order to show their acuteness. He 
that wrote the encomium of Helen, on the contrary, at least 
chose a great subject, in which it is worth while to outdo him. 
After this proem 2 he approaches the proper argument. It is re
markable for the realistic treatment of mythical history, which 
gives the speech an unreal complexion, as well as for the digres
sion on l'h^eseus,3 which, though intended to vindicate Helen by 
the greatness of her ravisher, is expanded wit^r an evident bid 
for Athenian popularity. If these seem to us drawbacks, the

’ § 3- 5 §§ I-I6- ’ §§ 22-37.
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praise of beauty is, on the other hand, very noble and poetical, 
and its power in story and in poetry is set forth with great 
elegance and profound truth.* The style shows all the special 
points of finish, to which we shall revert when we have con
cluded our survey of the works.

§ 448. The Busiris is not only a sketch of an encomium, 
but also an Apologia for the hero, necessitated by the admission 
of Poly^c^rates, that he was a cannibal who sacrificed foreigners 
when they came to Egypt. The subject therefore, as Isocrates 
points out, is badly chosen, besides being inartistiically treated 
by the rival sophist. The introduction is a letter to Poly
crates, couched in apparently friendly terms, professing as an 
advanced teacher to help an ignorant beginner, by pointing him 
out his gross faults of composition. The advice is far too sharp 
to be received in a kindly spirit, and we hear that Polycrates 
replied by criticising the Helen of Isocrates. He had also 
published an attack on Socrates, which unfortunately is not 
here described by Isocrates, except that Alcibiades was de
clared to be the pupil of Socrates, ‘a thing no one'ever heard 
before,’ and which redounded to Socrates' credit. This then 
should not have been mentioned in a rhetorical attack, We 
wonder at Isocrates’ criticism, which directly contradicts both 
Plato and Xenophon, nor has any reasonable explanation for 
such a statement been offered. In this speech also there is 
a long digression on Egypt,® which dilates on the still wide
spread fame of Pythagoras, who had learned his wisdom there. 
The conclusion of the essay is almost as offensive as the proem, 
and asserts broadly the superior wisdom and experience of 
the writer, though younger in years than his correspondent. 
The composition is not so elegant as that of the Helen, though 
there is some fine writing in praise of Egypt.

The speech against the Sophists is classed by the ancients 
with the foregoing, detraction being considered the opposite of 
e^icoi^iium, and therefore requiring analogous treatment. Iso
crates’ refutation or censure of rival rhetoricians, first for their 
absurd pretensions in education, secondly for the immorality 
of their technse, in aiding falsehood against truth, is able and

*§§ 54-58. 5 3°.
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clear. His attaick on the dialecticians and their subtleties, 
oh the contrary, is the shallow talk of a mere essayist, who. 
cannot see the just value of this philosophic training.

§ 449. Before approaching the proper sphere of the orator 
—his harangues on political subjects—it is well to say a word 
concerning the few extant court speeches, which the author 
disowned in later life, but which are both well attested by 
competent ancient critics, and have internal evidence too 
strong to be overcome. T^hus, for example, a sent^i^c^e* in 
the earliest of them, that agc^inst Callimachus, is copied word 
for word in the A^^^^iid^osis; 2 and this Isocrates would never 
have done had not the original form been his own. The 
speech was delivered shortly after the amnesty, as the practice 
of arguing a demurrer {vcpaypcfn) before the plaintiff spoke 
was then quite new, and was specially introduced to meet 
violations of t^e. amnesty. The legal plea of the speaker (who 
is the defendant in an action for 10,000 drachmae, said to have 
been abstracted from the plaintiff during the troubles following 
upon the rule of the Thirty) was to urge the act of amnesty, 
as a bar to further proceedings ; but, as was always the case 
before Athenian juries, such legal points, however valid, must be 
supported by showing that the defence was a just one on its own 
merits. Hence most of the speech is spent in proving that the 
speaker had nothing to say to the loss of the mol^<^I'; moreover, 
that his opponent was a villain and a sycophant, while he himself 
was a patriotic democri^lt The details concerning the act of 
amnesty and its general observance make the speech one of his
toric interest. It is smoothly and gracefully written, but wants 
the incisiveness of the greater logographers, as well as their 
superior ethos or character-drawing. A certain diffuseness is also 
to be observed, which we should naturally expect from Isocrates.

The short speech composed for a man of the lower classes 
against Lochites, who had assaulted him, has the same features 
—too much smoothness and too many generalities, though it is 
very interesting in its assertion of the modem notion of insult 
as the main thing to be resented by free men, the damage 
done being a mere accidental consequence of an essentially 

‘§41. ! § 91.
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unlawful adt Blass compares this speech wil^li, that of' De
mosthenes again^^t Conon, to show how abstract and broad 
Isocrates' pleading is, in comparison with the force and point 
of Demosthenes. But the opening of the present speech, in 
which the facts were treated, seems to be lost.

There seems to be also a mutilation at the end of the 
next speech on our list, that a^^aiits^ Euth^ynous, which has no 
epilogue. Its ' authenticity has indeed been denied by Benseler, 
on the ground of the frequent admission of the hiatus. But in 
other respects it is suff^^ci^ntl^ Isocratic to persuade Blass and 
Sauppe that it is the speech which we hear the orator to have 
written on the subject, though the only citation from it is not 
found in our remaining fragment. It may be held either that it 
is one of Isocrates' earliest speeches, composed before the prin
ciple of avoiding the hiatus had been consistently adopted, 
or that he did not give it a final and careful revision. The 
case was one of peculiar interest to rhetoricians, and we know 
that Lysias composed a speech on the other side, of which 
only a sentence remains. But we may be sure that it 
was often discussed in abstract exercises, and this is, according 
to Benseler, the real character of the present document. The 
intellectual interest referred to was that of arguing a case in 
which no direct evidence could be procured (apipTupoQ), and 
which was therefore to be settled on general grounds of proba
bility, which could be urged on either side. .

The plaintifT Nicias, during the troublous times of the 
tyranny, being threatened with persecution, had got rid of all 
his property by depositing it with friends, among whom Euthy- 
nous had received three talents to keep for him. When he 
claimed back his money, Euthynous would only admit the receipt 
of two. As soon as the democracy was restored, Nicias, who 
had been afraid to do more than protest at the time, sued for the 
remaining t^e:^1t There being no evidence or witnesses, the 
case turns on the respective characters of the litigants, and 
their respective opportunities for sycophancy, or for oppression, 
under the T^hirty. From this point of view the speech is an in
teresting exercise. In style it seems to me more concise and 
br^ef than is usual with Isocrates.
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450. The speech 01^1 the Chariot and Pair (i-epi toZ 
is really, as we have it, a mere encomium on Alc^i- 

Bigdes, whose ' son is defendant in an action brought for the 
recovery of the value of the horses, which were alleged to 
have been wrongfully taken from a certain Tisias. Here
again the earlier part, and the proofs of the honest acquisi
tion of the horses from the Argives, seem lost, and we have 
merely the epilogue answering an attack on the life and 
policy of Alc^i^biade^s. The similar condition of several of the 
speeches just described, in which we have part of the argument 
<^la^l^<^]^:^t^ied with ' only a brief reference at- the opening to the mis
sing part, leads me to suspect that, after all, Isocrates may have 
told practically the truth when he denied that he ever busied 
himself in the law courts by writing speeches. It may have 
been his practice, when a case of public interest occurred, such as 
the general validity of the act of amnesty as a bar to proceed
ings, or the importance of punishing even a formal assault, or 
the panegyric of a public man like Alcibiades, to compose by 

' way of model to his pupils a portion of the harangue which 
ought to have been delivered. This case of Alcibiades must 
have been peculiarly attractive to the rhetors, for his life and 
policy were open to either praise or censure. The attack handed 
t^own to us among Lysias' speeches bears close relations to the 
present harangue, either as its forerunner or its reply. Both 
o^rations seem mer! displays of what could be said on either 
•siide concerning a genius so brilliant,, so mischievous, and so 
various in his fortunes. We have another longer and more 
g^enuine encomium of the same kind in the Eva^go^as, addressed 
to Evagoras' son Nicocles, tyrant of Cyprus. This family stood 
in fri^^'^1^3^' personal relations to the orator, and the deeds of 

'Evagoras in holding Cyprus for years against the Persians 
were not only more splendid but more recent, and not al
loyed by the treacheries and unstablenesses of Alc^ibiades' 
carreer.

§ 451. The case seems to me different in the two remaining 
c^ourt speeches, the oration against Pasion (rpaitelirKog) and the 
EEgineticus, both composed for friends or pupils, n^^ Athenians, 
and one not even for delivery at Athens. If then the above sup-
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position about the other court speeches * be correct, we may still 
believe the orator that he never mixed in the quarrels of citizens, 
though he assisted a foreign pupil from Byzantium against the- 
banker Pasion, who was originally a metic of no better reputation 
than the Jewish money-lenders who settled in the mediaeval 
cities of Europe. The conflict is about d priori probabilities, not, 
as in the Amartyros,' for want of evidence, but from conflict of 
evidence, the plaintiff alleging that he had deposited a large sum 
in the bank with no witness except the slave clerk, and that Pasion 
had even forged a subsequent document to show that he wa^ 
under no responsibility ; Pasion of course denying all this, and 
showing that the plaintiff had openly alleged his poverty and 
his debts at At^hens. This the plaintiff confesses to have done- 
when summoned by Satyrus, the tyrant of the Bosphorus, to re
turn and surrender his money. The whole case gives us no
pleasant picture of the commercial honesty of Athens, and of the 
chicanery openly alleged against important men of business. 
This speech is plainer in style, and more closely reasoned, than 
most of Isocrates’ court exercises, but indeed the hiatus is sn 
frequent that Benseler rejects it altogether. We presume from 
Pasion’s after career that he must have either gained or settled 
this lawsuit, though such an inference, inevitable in our day, is- 
not conclusive in his case, seeing that he was constantly ac
cused of gross fraud, which he managed to tide over through 
the influence of powerful friends and through his wealth. Our 
best evidence for the genuineness of the speech is Dionj^isu^!^^ 
careful criticism of it as such. -

A strong argument for the merely theoretical character of 
the court speeches is furnished by the jast and greatest 
which Isocrates composed, and this in the defence of himself. 
It was falsely entitled irepi arrSSoretot by Aristotle, whereas the 
orator, who was pained at the result of this action, conce;i\^<^!> 
himse^lf ^t^^^icked as to his whole life and profession, in imi
tation of Socrates, and delivers this long speech as an 
Apologi^ia pro vita sua on a capital charge. Here, then, we

* Havet long ago extended this view to all these court speeches, and 
so appareni^^ly, from another point of view, does Kyprianos. Cf. Blass^ 
AB, ii. p. Ii8.
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have a distinctly imaginary case treated in this peculiar form, 
The most interesting of all the other court speeches in the col
lection is the /Egineticis on a disputed succession; but we have 
already delayed too long upon this lesser side of the orator’s 
activity,

§ 452., I pass to an intermediate pair of speeches, the P^la- 
taic^is and Archidamus, which are in many respects like court 
speeches, though the subject-matter is political, and there
fore approaches the ‘ public advices’ to which, he devoted the 
best' part of his life and art, The former is supposed to be 
spoken before the Athenian assemb^ly by a Plaisean speaker, 
when that city had been destroyed a second time by the The
bans, about 373 b.c. He appeals to the Athenians, as the ad
vocates of justice in Greece, and as bound by peculiar ties to 
Plat^aea, to interfere, and to restore them to their city, The 
speech is thus very similar in subject to thoSe inserted by Thu
cydides in his history, and invites special comparison with the 
speech of the Pla^l^aeans in his third book, But though there is 
great pathos in the description of the misery of the exiles 
by Isocrates,i and the style is infinitely smoother and more 
polished, the exercise of the rhetor is almost contemptible 
in comparison with the burning force and deep earnestness of 
the historian,

Th<^ Archidamus is a strong appeal made by the youngSpartan 
prince to his city not to submit to the liberation of Messene by 
the T'hebans, and to choose the extremities of war in preference 
to such a national disgrace, Both Dionysius and Philostratus 
place this speech very high in the collection, on account of its 
splendid expressions of patriotism, and its postponement of all 
lower motives to that of honour and devotion.2

§ 453, I will only notice three more compositions, the later 
two of which are only expansions, with some modifications in 
detail, of the first and most perfect of the orator’s harangues,

1 §§ 46-50,
J I see that G. Sauppe (ad Xen, Ages., praef, p, 126) declares it certain 

that this letter is not by Isocrates, I suppose on account of its historical 
blunders and contradictions about the acquisition of Messene, Bla^s does 
not even suspect it.

VOL. II. Q
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on which his fame properly rests. This is the Panegyricns, a 
speech which might have been delivered to the assembled 
Greeks at Olympia or the Panathenaea, but which was actually 
a pamphlet, and published in a written form, as the orator was 
totally incompetent to declaim it like Gorgias or l^j^sias. The 
subject is Isocrates’ lifelong idea, the union of all Greece under 
the hegemony of Sparta and Athens, for the purpose of the con-' 
quest of Asia. It was published about 380 b.c.,* when the 
disastrous results of the peace of A^ntalcidas were becoming 
manifest, and when Isocrates’ Asiatic pupils were doubtless 
constantly bringing him details of the misery of the Ionic cities 
under the decaying Persian despotism. Indeed his persistent 
anti-Persian policy may have been stimulated by his close rela
tions with eastern Hellas, and doubtless tended to make hinr 
very popular among the better classes through the cities of Asia 
Minor. The Anabasis and Retreat of the 10,000 mercenaries 
under Clearchus and Xenophon had lately exposed the weakness 
of the Persian empire, and Isocrates shows an accurate appre
ciation of these facts. But, along with this war policy, he justifies 
the claim of Athens to the hegemony of the sea by an elaborate 
panegyric (in ou^ sense) of her history and her claims, which 
should persuade the Spartans to yield this portion of their 
dominion. Here he enters into competition with the
or funeral harangues, which always extolled the city and its 
greatness, jso that we are again brought to compare him 
with T^huc^dides, whose Epitaphios in Pericles’ mouth goes over 
similar ground, in describing the national merits of Athens as a 
centre of culture for all Hellenedom. I do not subscribe to the 
jv^dgment of Blass,2 that there is nothing equal to this passage 
in Greek literature ; but I do think that Isocrates has here suc
cessfully emulated Thucydides, whether with originality, or, as 
his opponents alleged, by plagiarism from others, and that the

* There are difficulties as to exact date,owing to a statement of Diodorus 
about Evagoras’ war, which cannot be well reconciled by those of Iso
crates. Cf. the discussion of the point in Blass, AB. ii. p. 230; and 
Mr, Jebb, Attic Orators, ii. p. 151.

a ii. p. 241.
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passage is . perhaps the best in his works.' Of course ' the 
harangue was naught as a piece O^ practical politics, for a vague

* 43-51 : Twk . R^oIvvv Tis mAtc^<rrR)AivT-^ StKaie>^ LiTdt-
Srt T:ou^iSFai> lOos vapiSoAov &i^Te AT^furaptvovs «a1 tos

, *xOpAS Tits iuftSTTi^vliAi StaKvAopEvovs I^ve^\^ie7v «Jt Tadrl^i', Kol TaVr’ 
c&i^as Kal Om^^'os ooivits Trotr<^ioptVous i^i^tpuri^oOTtuou piv ‘^i)S <^fy7«v«los T3s 

SXAflAouj Unop)o>’^<tiis, eUptuEO^i^p^s 8’ «ts rBu \^otirBv xpiu'ov SioTcSitvot 
Npis Upas oBrois, kOI r-is te wa^^ias FE‘'‘as ivovEDooaDoot, w>l Kotvis irEpas 
rrori^^ao^Oai, Kai pTise ‘fois iStd^'Tois ptpTE rots SiEVEfooSat r^^Yv i^^tv apyiv 

■ . Elva^'i^'iv Siarptfiiiv, iXA’ i^/^t^ti^l^Evrtov vSo '^AKrtviuv EffEVEoVai i^oir p^o 
^■Vie^^i^irftoi rots air&y pBe^los, r^ots Si tEiaootai to^t^ovs irpBs iWljKovs 
if^wyt^opEvous, mil p^StrE^pous iOipos SiifEtv, AA^X* ^Kotr^t^pous T)C^‘v, if’ ols 

■'<^^<^'rtptjOEMrtv, ol pio Srou iSoiat rois iSKiiris aBrwU eueKo r^tuu^iuivros, ot 
‘ 5* thirty Eu^tlip^O^tv, ‘Sri rtiurEs Irr^ lEYv OipErEpau TirK^i^i^ttf—^t^t^^TOvy

r^ofvvu if^oOiiu ris o^n^vES^ous i^ptu T^ifypp^E^iitoy oBS’ Eu toU^Ots Il k4K«s

•ituiu K^ fip O^^iuiri *KE«aho mil K(iAAt<^^a K^KtrNhOi, ri ptu
' h^ois St^trauois is^t^^f^^^tyra, ri St ^^ti rits rE^xV^^^ EiSoiapoSura, 8’ ■

i^ltptOh^E^pots r^oUrots Sl.ai^^EP^lT^<o' Kol ri rrK^i^ts ruv Eioo^iKV^^upEuioy iis rupOs 
m T^oooUTtu Earw^ Or* EE Ti Eu r^ip v^ti^r^ic^^Etu iKXt)Kots if^a^SSu Eo'^t, koI

EiK oErrns itEptEiX^Oioi. ttpts St roUrots Kol IptKtias EipEty vtAr^oraTas mal 
ouroi^o'ftus EyruxEiy isovroSas'ro^tirots pAKtora irop' TlfpEu r^E^hat, E^-t S' ifoiyas 
{Sctu pr) pt^yov riyovs ^^l Ji^pris AAAA Eiffwu koI f^sipvs Kat *Sy I^Att^ir
Ep^fov is^iiyrtoy, ma^ r^oEr^^v S81\a pif^urra. rrpis fip oTs oiirX riSriot, 
rois ItAAous SiSiuoi ouyou^t^wetO^^’ ra ffitp r^pEop i^pt^t^^^ rooa^itv Aap-
piyEt SiFav &trTE Ttapi staoiu iuBptinots if^ari^at. xoipls 81 i^oUt^oiv al pBu 

fStAAai T^toy^fUpEis 8<a r^i^:WoU f^p^oi^O ouW^EffEEAat rt^x^'^’os SiEA^i^Siioay, it S' 
T^ErEpa t^A^ts in^tuvra Ahy oliva T^ots itptKut^t^pEvots «avt^fopts irrty, 

EftXotrotplay roiw^y, h riiiV’o rXSris avyEfEopE mo^ ffuyKareo’rn^iSaae, mil 
4^p((s re rXs «pd(Ets yptts ErolSey^e mil rrpE^s iAA^Aovs ErpEtyve, mxl ruy 

' aypipopUy rds re St ipaOty mil ris Ef i.y^fKfs fftf/yoiiEy^ Steeme, mal rAs, 
piy ippUct^otrOat, ris KaA&s EyefoeEy ESISo^ey, p rEKts yp&y «<o^•Ei8El^e, ko)
Atyoys Erlp^staey, Sy rrt^ives pty EviOujuoivdt, rots S’ E■rtlaropEyots (Ooyyofft, 
AuyeSta pEy, Srt ToSro pEyoy E^ aitruy^tey rUy (Stoy IStoy Etup^<iy Ex-oyEtes, 
mal 8^ti toEEi^^ #Jkl»>|reKmtEaty^Es mal rots H^Aots &vttaty atray StuyEyttapey., 
EpSaa SI rrEpe pty ris llA^as ■ffr^Seis o^ru ropax^ElS ylaos ris rO^Ets Hrre 
rrr^i^A<^K<sr Ey aUraEs Kal rats <pp(^iylfp)us iryxEly «al rots iyot•tyus rmryp8yvy, 
rUy 8« rntytoy rUy m^Eo^ KtH rexytt^Eos ExE^l^yyEy oB perty roos <aOJyts, i^Ki 
E^’^JCSst «8 Eppoyousts tpyoy Sy^as, ko) Tous te ffot>olis k<1 to^s Etpo0ees 
SykoSh^Tt^s elyat TaUrp ^TKEetOTyy iXXE^XMy Sto^tE>yyTtt^, 1st St pots etOits Ef 
Epx^T^s EXeuOEptos TE^^tpptyyus Ek pty iySpts m<a^ KAoErou Kal toy SytyyT■E>y 
iyaO&y ot ytyyOffKypPyyv^, EK St toy KEyoptytoy pAXit^a KtorotpayEEs ytyyo- 
pEyotis, Kal Tyyry aE>pf^)^yy r'ris TtuSEEir^c^s {p&y EaU(rTyy vtO’rE^^Ea^l^P Airo. 
6eSet‘ypEyy|', ma^ toUs Kty^p KtC^s J(|»ypEyy»s yb pEyyv ty t^s aSrOy

Q 2
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advice to Sparta and Athens from the study of a sophist to u^ite 
against Persia was not likely to, sway public councils. The 
whole importance of the speech is its splendid form, which 
was in fact not only far superior to any previous piece of prose, 
but has not been surpassed either in Greek or modern writ
ing. It is accordingly a monumental piece of writing, and, 
as such, not only deserved the ten years which the author 
devoted to its composition, but the great attention ever since 
paid to it by the students of rhetoric. Minute criticism has 
discovered slight inconsistencies in the political attitude, owing 
to the long interval between the composition of various parts, 
and even to enlightened At^henians, not to say to moder^!^,. the 
citation of mythical friendships as arguments for modern alli
ances, and the distortion of history for panegyrical purposes, 
are defects which mar the enjoyment of the perfect form in 
which these trivialities or falsehoods are disposed. There is, 
moreover, an extreme equability of flow, a smoothness of dic
tion, a rounding of periods, which a modem orator would have 
va^ed with bolder figures of diction, with poetical quota
tions, or at least with that forcible terseness which was ad
mitted even in the stricter Attic prose writing. But, with all 
these reservations, the Paneg^^ricus is still one of the masterpieces 
of prose, and has perhaps more constantly influenced careful 
writers in Greece, in Rome, and in the Renaissance, than any 
other harangue which could be named.* ■

§ 454. In advanced old age, when Isocrates had long seen the 
fruitlessness of his endeavours to reconcile the leading states by 
persuasion, he found in the rise of Philip a practical hope of 
realising his ideas. He therefore addressed him the open letter 
entitled Philip, calling upon him to insist upon peace among 
Swaf-ivovs iXXck Kti^ iropct rots iAKots evrl/iovs Swas. roiro^rov S’ iiroKi- 
Aoivfv V t^6Ais ruiav irepl rb ko} Aeyetv robs &AAivs avBpioTovs, &<r6’

oi raVrtjs ptaBifra^ rav StSincc^J^ot yeyivai^t, leai rb r&v 'EWiivav
Svopta i1e■lrol1|Ke /(Mj/r'Ti raiii yi^voos iXAct r?js Siavotas Soi^ielv elvai, K<i^ fiaWov 
"EAKtjms H^^sta'6a^ robs rfis s^io^Sebi^etos iIIs Off^^^pas robs rijs Kot^s 
i^bffftos pL(r^x^°'^''^<ts. ,

’ I will not give an analysis of this speech, as no student who desires 
to appreciate Isocrates can avoid reading it through in preference to any 
of the re;^1tt
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the Greeks, and to lead them against Persia. Thus the wealth
Asia would be carried back to Greece, and ample territory 

would be found'for all the exiled and wandering mercenaries, 
who were now a pestilence in the Greek world. The orator 
had even predicted with singular felicity in his Panegyricus, 
/lhat the difficulty would yet be to keep the Greeks at home, a 
state of things which really ensued under Alexander’s succes
sors, and produced, more than any other cause, the curious and 
sudden depopulation of the country. Isocrates thinks that the 
project would have been realised by Agesilaus, had _ he not 
spoilt his prospects, and created perpetual seditions an^ revolu
tions among the Greeks, by bringing back his own friends to 
power, whenever they, had been exiled, or subdued by the 
opposite party.’

The other side of the Panegyricus—the encomium- of Athens 
—was taken up again in the prolix and tedious Panathenaicus, 
already noticed as being composed between the author’s ninety
fourth and ninety-eighth years, and which, therefore, should 
not be criticised too severely. But in form and style even this 
essay cduld not easily be surpassed, though Isocrates often apolo
gises for his own decay, and protests that he is now no longer 
able to polish and adorn his speeches as he had done in former 
yea^rs. From this it appears that style never became a second 
nature with Isocrates, as it does with most great English authors, 
but always remained (as perhaps with the modern French) a oon- 
scious a^lt His definition of culture, in opposition to the philo
sophers and the lower sophists, is so interesting that I will quote 
it. It will be noticed that he is rather averse to the popular 
exposition and criticism of the poets, which we often see in 
Plato’s dialogues, and which was certainly one of the usual 
modes of education.®

' §§ 86-88. _
s §§ 26-35 : T3s /fv oSv iratSefas rijs inb rav refi^^i&i^iav 

ip6elatis toao^rov Sea Kara<>poveiv, Hare Kal rVv 4^’ sip&v KaTataraOarav 
^arrtvS), Aeya Se r-pv re yeaperplav (^(ol t^v iarpoKoylav Kal robs Sta^iyovs 
robs 4piffriKobs Ka^oupeyovst oVs ol pev ved'repot pctKAov x^f^p^ovtrt row S4o:yrost 
ray Si •lrp<^<rf^v•r4pav obSe^s ia^tv, St^-^is Vty i^i^eierobs abrobs eVyat <p<reiev. 
'AW’ Spas 4y(a roVs appppiyois 4irl ravra v^r^/^t^KeAebopLat s^t^veVy Kal aspoa- 
*Xetv "biv vovv ava^a roVrots, A^4yav, as ei /^lol ppSiy l&AAo Svvart^i rb
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§ 455* A word in conclusion on the nine letters in the- col
lection, which, contrary to the usual rule, are all admitted to be 
genuine by the critics.' Some of these (i, 6, 8) are mere proems 
to political advices, and evidently published as specimens, 
by the author. The ninth (to Arc^hi^damus) is’ a very elegant 
summary of most of Isocrates’ political views, and written in his- 
best style. Three (4, 7, 8,) are letters of recommendation, of 
which the fourth (to Antipater) is one of the most perfect 
models of what such a letter ought to be. It is remarkable that,, 
though we find some references to his techne, and to clever apo
phthegms in his conversation, there is not a single quotation from. 

fJ^fR^iiVARA RAVRA AYaO^Vf oDv ye robs
&Wtav apApr^^DRAV. roTs pBv o^^ rrjXik^Ob^^^^ obD€‘^^'R EBpeQi^t^tAi vopl^o
DtARpt^^s ^XfoExT^Ep^ R^o^AV bb8b pAXXoV T^f^^ErovB^aA’ roTs Bb

^oTs ois DoDoKl/^f^fiE^OlS O^K^'Rt <PJ)P R(^^ pO\^ERAS RaBrAS ApfJ^^^>roiV,
^Dp IvIovs rav 4rr^l rots pABijp^a'i r^oBrois o^tas AMt^KpiBAp^Pvt^^ &aR'e k(^^ 

roBs &^^vs DiDDi^^^iv^F o$r^* raTs ^i^ta^ ‘̂^/^ts ^^xov^i xpAp^Uvovs,
Tv RO TATS &X\a^S ^t^t^^/^^oiAlS RATS t^^pi rBv $io^ D,ApPir^(^'rRf^OX^^ Bi^RAS RAY 
p^aBY^A^Vi yD^p oi-^^O^ ray oit^^^^v. r$v aB^v 8b YvAp/v T^w kaI ^vEpt
r^a^i.. Dijp^'i'vopOov Dvva^D^^v kt^ rav iropl rLjv v^^aA^p^iv R^^ Rav \^Byav civBo- 
Kpo^Bi^tav, ^^as Bb itopl A^^^^^v rav rAs rOxvas KtAi rAs T^^iAR^iipas K(^^ 
rAs SvvD^eis Di^EppVRt^^. olT^ta /ilp kx^ roBrav robs 7^<^;\^obs oiiRo rBt r^^fpi 

a^oBs kA^iAs Eitpi^K^^^ oifA* Or r^aos iD^^s R^r^^^^r^t^is Avotprovs Vv-ras, 
rRis RO DV£r^ rRjs rav ARR^ErRO^xr^l^<^f^^*^iav B^t^a^^oVRRAS/ &K<(a^ to ^(^^«Er 
Kai f^^'^fOKAR ApAprr^f^^^AR ^if/^ovR^a^* &ffEr^ oBDB roVr^^s Y'^f^O^^at por^^Eiw 
r^^s Kj-^oas, .^^pi T/W rv^^A^va AiaX^^B^o^o^* TIvas o^^ k^a
p^^^Srs, I^oiEL/ rAs r/xRas kaI rBs K(^ rAs Drv^ois ARt^O^^^Ko^E^AiA ;
r^^^OV p^Bv RoVs XPWpBvOVS ROity R^r^p^E^f^^l ROOS K(^^^ R^V
KkAr^^V r^^<^trNr(^‘RORO'^ R^B,R ABiiAV rRW KAtp^R Px^^iR^tS fccl
A'RrjR irti rB tRr^XECP<^RBAt ^oR (^p^A^Eff^^'R‘os* o-r^i^^ roBs '^f^^Rvut^^
KaL Aik^^^S Sp/XO^^'RAS ROOS Aol t^\/1^^Rt^^RU<rt, KcA rAs pblR RAV
/e<zA f/ApBr^RAS oBkEx^s kcA p^D^^s AEpEVRt^, v^^<Es. E’ aBroBs <«>^ D^v^rBv 
B^^cup^^'rArovs kaL p^oREtARAr^oRS Roits At^ifoVAt ‘^(^c^Eo^^^R^(^* Tri Do roBs rav 
p'r Ao\ ^^t^^o^^'ras, rar DB AvvA<^(>pv ptj YRr^c^EB^'voRS, A\^^’
ARApiaDAS iv aBraOs AiAKOtpEvo^s K^ R/is i>>(r€Of^ A^^^s, pprixovros
Rofjio^* R^^^t^pRO^^Vi D/rop p^EyuRRoV/ r^obs f/Pj DtaAf^Ei/fop^^svov^^ BnB rav EXN^E^^^oCR 

i^lA'TRA/^f^f^^S aBrCr fO/jD^ VT^OpR</^^l^(^^S Yt^OpOR^^^ Aw’ if^^E^i^i^^as Rp 
r^<i|^6< Rff RAV oA kcA pVj paWov rots EiA rB/Pv B^<^E^^^^t^
Av^c^BoOs RoOs DtA r^^r aRrav <>>aiv i^tAI Ap^^uriA'v EH Ap^Rs •^^^^^E^Euo^s. ^oBs 
8b pii p^Apov ^pBs ty roBrav AAAA ^tAI irpbs Ai/^v^^ rabra rPjv e£^v rris i^p^p^^s 
0BApp^0^>rOV V'XOVRAS, R^oBrOVS Apff^^ KcA AEEvi^E^^ eJvAI KO^ R^EXe/ovS At^^f^AS 
lecAl rrtitjrAs V^Etv rAs
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any lost oration—a good guarantee that we possess, as in the 
case 'of Plato and Demosthenes, all that he published. There 
is, moreover, a.lpng catalogue of spurious treatises ascribed to 
him, quoted in the anonymous Life. The list is printed at the 
end of Benseler’s (Teubner) edition.

§ 456. We, now turn to the closer consideration of his rhetori- 
‘ cal theory and his style. The first question which arises is 

whether Isocrates ever published a formal techne, or handbook of 
the theory of oratory, as was done by almost all the composers 
of,qourt speeches. The conflicting evidence has been summed 
up with great care by Blass,* who shows that, though-there are 
several references to, and quotations from, an alleged teciine, 
there is not sufficient evidence to ascribe it to Isocrates himself, 
who seems only to have devised special rhetorical artifices 
called collected by his pupils into a book which passed
under his name. This conclusion is quite consonant with the 
character of his mind, which was not capable (I think) of 
devising a complete and logical system. He rather looked 
upon rhetoric, which was to him synonymous with philosophy, 
as a mental gymnastic, requiring, first, good natural abilities, . 
secondly, assiduous practice, and obtaining from theoretical 
instruction only moderate help. He distinguished, broadly 
speaking, the kinds of oratory into thi^<^^: dicastic, or court 
speeches, which he considered an inferior branch ; epideictic, 
or harangues of display, consisting of encomia or of the reverse, 
and these either of mythical characters or of historical men 
—the latter often of use in the epilogues of court speeches j 
and thirdly, deliberations, or orations of advice, of which the 
moral exhortations to individuals (Nicocles) were of less im
portance, and of inferior form, being necessarily disjointed in 
form, like gnomic poetry. The public advices, or speeches on 
national affairs, were, on the contrary, the highest and most 
valuable result of the whole art.

In all these he considered that the elements, or factors 
which made up the result, the ‘ ideas,' as he vaguely called them, 
were neither many nor obsct^i^te; the whole art consisted in 
combining them. On this point he has only left us the most

‘ PP- 97-S^.
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ordinary practical hin^ts; he evidently trusted to constant prac
tising, and to the imitation of the models he proposed, as 
the real method of learning, in opposition to the purely scien
tific and theoretical instruction in the school of his rival 
Aristotle. We can only seek his notions from the occasional 
statements scattered through his speeches, and quoted from his 
teaching by old critics. He tells us first that we should choose' 
a noble subject, not a trivial or a paradoxical one (like the 
cannibal Busiris) for an eulogy. This talent in the right choice 
of a subject depends upon natural taste, and cannot be taught. 
Then he tells us that the proem is not to be too long or 
too short, that it must fit closely into the main subject, that the 
narrative must be natural, and much more of such obvious, 
almost trivial advice, recommending that the finest and most 
striking topic should be kept for the lasst Again, he cau
tions against digressions, though his own exercises are not 
free from tliis fault. Above all, he seems to have paid great 
attention to making easy and natural transitions from one topic 
to another, an art which is perhaps nowhere more remarkably 
exhibited than in his speeches. He utterly scorned the formal 
subdivision into heads since so popular in Puritan preaching, 
and sought to lead the hearer naturally and • without conscious 
effort along well considered and carefully prepared, but carefully 
concealed lines of argument. A hiatus or gap in passing from 
one topic-to another was to him as inartistic as a hiatus between 
two adjoining vowels. He recommends greater simplicity in 
court speeches, where a jury is to be convinced, whereas a 
harangue should be as splendid as a lyric ode, that is, a Greek 
lyric ode, such as those of Pindar and Simonides.

As to the particular ideas, the great point is to have them per
fectly new, an advice only practicable in harangues, and which 
Isocrates has himself violated by admitting commonplaces into 
his court speeches,’ as well as by repeating himself in later years. 
But, on the whole, he really adheres to the precept, his Helen 
being a remarkable exhibition of an exercise on a trite subject, in 
which he boasts that he does not reiterate a single topic used by 
his predecessors. In the next place, the striking points must

’ Antid. § i8; Trapez. § 54.
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not only be suitable in length and dignity, but should be dis
tributed equably throughout the speech. It is remarkable that 
in encomia, and in personal attacks, he distinctly admits and even 
recommends exaggeration of the truth. This feature, which he 
applies not only to mythical, but to recent events, was of 
momentous importance in injuring the historical sense, if not 
the moral sense, of the historians who were his pupils. I will 
here add, as belonging rather to the matter than the manner, 
that though the whole flow of Isocrates’ harangues is extremely 
omate, he does not admit, or admits only ver^ sparingly, those 
special ornaments, such as quotations from poets, epigrams, and 
witticisms, which ar<i the main stock of modem orators. Such 
dive^rsions, which are almost as foreign to Demosthenes as 
to Isocrates, are unworthy of the solemnity and dignity as
sumed by most Greek orators.

§ 457. Passing from the discussion of the proper thoughts in 
a speech, upon Wl^i^h we can find little that is new or original in 
Isocrates, but rather a careful and methodical use of the rules 
long since suggested by the experience of his predecessors, we 
come to the rules for expression. These are of course either for 
words (ovoy.aTa) or for the combination of words (oVvQtt^t^). On 
the former of ^ese heads he recommends strongly the use of 
the ordinary vocabulary, which he calls ToXiri^Kit OvofrnTa, and 
censures the use of metaphorical or strange words, not absolutely, 
for t^e style is to be polished and above common language, but 
in any excess, for perfect style consists not in novelties and sur
prises, but in the perfect use of the speech of other men. This 
is the more praiseworthy in Isocrates, as the choice of words 
(iKXoyiO} of Gorgias and his school was very ornate and artificial. 
Hence Dionysius and other critics cite him as, next to Lysias, 
the highest model of pure Attic diction, using the simplest 
and best recognised .terms, and even too timid in avoiding 
the bold tropes and metaphors so striking in Demosthenes. 
However splendid the subject, and however noble the diction, 
it is everywhere remarkable how the effect is produced essen
tially by the composition, by a careful and artistic arrangement 
of common terms, seldom by the use of grand and poetical 
words. This is indeed the secret of a great artist, which he
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might teach by constant showing and correcting, never by any 
definite collection of rules.’ Occasional departures from this 
simplicity are caused by the necessities of the case. On 
the other hand, so .many words and combinations of words 
are rejected by the purism of the author, that it is easy to 
find in a spurious speech like the Demonicus numerous vio
lations of his usage. This Benseler has done, but it ought, to' 
make the same critic hesitate in rejecting other speeches 
merely on the ground of the hiatus, which is a far more fallible 
test than the accumulation of many phrases and constructions 
not found in the recognised works of so very consistent and 
careful a stylist. ,'

§ 458. As to the composition of the words, there are a 
few rules quoted from the alleged tecJine. First ■ to avoid 
hiatus in utterance, which must arise if we end a word, and 
commence the next, with vowels. And this is only a, salient 
instance of the great importance he attached to melodious 
utterance, and the avoidance of all harsh and difficult com
binations of sounds. But in most of these, our ignorance of 
the real pronunciation makes it impossible to guess his reasons; 
in the case of hiatus we have a law common in French and 
other modem languages. This matter was first thoroughly 
sifted by Benseler, whose book upon it’ is a classical work, 
though he overrates its importance as a test of genuineness. For 
the law i^ not absolute in Isocrates, much less in other writers, 
though all his contemporaries, and all subsequent prose writers, 
more or less conformed to it. The elision or crasis of Greek 
and of Latin poetry became a law for the Romance lan

* Some of the instances collected by Benseler are as follows : aiv is 
never used separately, always a peculiarity followed by .most of the
Attic orators : by L^y^c^u^rgus, Hypereides, and Dinarchus absolutely, by 
Lyusias, Demosthenes, Plato almost so (cf. Blass, AB. ii. 127). A^ain, 
inroi^TiKKcaBai and Xiyeiv only of persons, only of time and
money, literally, of writing; voss only with and ufoaixtw,
and a dozen more such points. This extraordinary purism is somewhat 
relaxed in his latest compositions. He seems even to repeat the same 
combinations, Bov/<^fe»' Kal iva.ive'i'v Kal Tii>.av, &c., as if be felt
them peculiarly suitable.

* De Hiatu in Oral. Alt. et Histor. Greets (Friburg, 1841).
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giiages, but no prose has ever been so strict in observing it as 

■ developed Greek prose. Blass doubts whether Isocrates was 
properly the discoverer of the principle, but the indifference 
of Lysias in some of his best speeches, and of Plato in earlier 
works, seems ,to point to him as its first promulgator. Indeed 
in two speeches, the Trapeziticus and that agai.nst Ev^hynous, 
hiatus is not avoided, and hence Benseler rejects them. But 
these are early speeches, perhaps the only real court speeches, 
and may have been composed before he adopted the principle, 
dr* to conceal his personality. I have already observed that 
in Isocrates genuineness can be ^dependently tested.

As to the particular kinds of hiatus admissible, of coarse 
those which admit of elision or crasis are not in point, though 
prose does not use these expedients so largely as poetry. 
T^hus where there is a stop, elision is inadmissible, and a 
hiatus will occur which is by no means so offensive as that 
in 'the middle' of a clause. Furthermore, as even these latter 
cannot be evaded, Isocrates admits a certain number, ri., 
irepi, and irpo, with a vowel follo-^ii^g; likewise tl, as do 
tragic and comic poets, but I doubt whether this v was not 
pronounced a soft consonant, as it is now by the modem Greeks. 
TToXu av is allowed, but no other case with av, and in the looser 
speeches tl and ? with a following vowel. In his stricter writing 
Isocrates carefully avoids hiatus with the cases of the article. 
Why these selections were made is now obscure, but should 
be carefully studied by those who seek to recover the old pro
nunciation. Many other details are given by Benseler. Another 
prescription was against closing and opening successive words 
with the same syllable, as iTravovpev ptiv, which occurs indeed, 
with one or two more cases, in Isocrates. This law is obvious 
enough, and, had it been strictly followed, would have saved us 
endless blundering in the copying of our Greek MSS., and pre
cluded many of Cobet's most brilliant emendations. Other 
disagreeable combinations were no doubt equally eschewed.

§ 459. When we approach the larger question of rythm, we 
find ourselves on peculiarly Greek ground. We can easily 
follow Isocrates when he taught that good prose must be more 
flowing and musical than conversation, and yet not so formal
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as poetry—that it must, in fact, be rythmical, but not metrical. 
But when his pupils and rivals began to- discuss the proper 
rythms to use, and the master recommended iambi and 
trochees, while Ephorus objected to spondees and tribrachs, 
and recommended ps^ons and dactyls, while Aristotle favoured 
the first pseon at the opening, and the fourth at the close, of a 
sentence—when we hear these and other such rules, we feel 
that there is indeed rythm in prose writing, and that we ourselves 
feel' one kind awkward and another plea^^i^t; but we cannot 
follow the Greeks into detail. The examples cited by the 
critics seem to depend completely upon quantity, disregarding 
accent; and this alone would make their rules unintelligible to 
a modem Greek, more than to an Englishman. Every good 
writer among us is led by an obscure feeling of rythm, which 
he observes, but none study prose writing with sufficient care to 
think of formulating their practice. It is refreshing to find that 
even the Greeks could not agree upon any absolute law, and that 
the later Asian orators, who constantly closed with trochees, 
like Isocrates’ OvvaaBai, were ridiculed for it Blass’
analysis of man^ passages in Isoc^^ti^s * proves that he used 
a great variety of rythms, but so combined them as to avoid 
poetical metre. It is very remarkable that, with all these art^^' 
ficial laws as to the order of words, our author seldom transposes 
the logical order, and that his sentences are models of clear
ness and facility. It is indeed one mark of genius, like that 
of great poets, to say naturally in metre what ordinary men 
can hardly express in prose.; but this no doubt was one of 
the causes why he spent such vast time and labour on his 
writing. The result seems simple eno^u^li; yet how many times - 
may each sentence have been recast before logical clearness 
and melodious rythm were equally satisfied. On the other hand, 
Isocrates’ over-strictness in avoiding transposition deprived him 
of that peculiar force and vividness which Thucydides, for 
example, attains by the prominence into which he roughly 
drags his leading idea and its contrasts.

We now come to the combination of rythmical clauses, or 
periods, which are a very distinctive feature in Isocratic prose,

’ PP- 138, sq.
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though unfortunately we have no rules left us by the master 
himself as to his usage in this respect. Our earliest authority 
is the suspected third book of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, from which 
we learn that a period in prose is like a strophe in verse, a com
plete unity, including various members u^der it, but as a whole 
easily grasped and satisfying to the mind. By the aid of a 
suspended grammatical construction, and of adversative or con
necting particles, a ver^ long sentence can thus be brought into 
a well-balanced and harmonious syst^ietn; but the poetical 
period is stricter in form; the prose period only varies the 
length and weight of its members, in order that the thought 
may also be rounded off and complete. It is evident from the 
careful survey of sentences by Blass * that ver^ great variety' was 
admitted, both as to the number of the clauses and their rela
tive lengths, in Isocrates’ periods. In fact, instead of the obvious 
antithesis of equ^ly balanced clauses (such as those so com
mon in Gorgias and in our Gibbon), he used a larger and more 
complicated harmony, in which we can now only wonder at the 
effect, and enumerate the elements, without being able to ex
tract from them the law—if law it was, and not a cultivated 
instinct—which guided him in his practice.

Certain it is that we often find a thought expanded for the 
sake of fuller expression, and that this insistance upon formal 
harmony wearies the reader who desires to hurr^ onwajrd to a 
new thoughtt But if there was one . thing wholly strange and 
odious to Isoc^rates, it was hurry in thinking or speaking. Let 
us quote a specimen. In the P^c^t^egyricus he wishes to say (as 
a sequel to his unde^king that he will exceed all former 
speeches), that while our ancestral glories are common property 
to all, the highest treatment of them is a peculiar gift, and 
oratory would indeed flourish if admiration was bestowed not 
on the first inventors of speech, but on those who have brought 
it to perfection. How does he express this idea ? 2 He ex

/
1 AB. ii. pp. 147, sq.
7 §§ 9-10 : aL fiSv yKtp irpd^cts at rjpUv

rb Si^ t^^tp$i '^aRrais ^ai r^^oc^Tikovt^o.
-rupP ^KOLt^'t^s 4y0^^R}67ivrt roas O'v6fAr^Ptiv eS Dt^04c^^<rt r&v eS
i^tSp ^PR^iV. 8’ oSr^oos Uv /^^y^c^T'iiv T^S
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pands the first clause, and gives weight to its conclusion by 
adding the superfluous i/piv KtreXeitdrjauf, because he desires 
to expand the responding idea, the oratorical treatment of 
ideas, in three parallel clauses, all coming under the Si. Then 
he brings the emphatic ISiov into a later part of its clause than 
the corresponding K^ival, thus gaining variety of order without 
losing his poin^

All the rhetorical points in such periods as this are easy 
to apprehend, when we apply ourselves to the careful study of 
their structure. But I confess I can hardly follow Blass in the 
details of the .analysis by which he shows that, in putting an 
argument, Isocrates balanced period against period, and wrote 
with an almost poetical though various symmetry. The 
reader will see the specimens he quotes,* and will be disposed 
to agree generally with his resi^lt; but the working out of the 
details is not easy, as the exact limits of each clause may be 
variously fixed by different . critics. Enough has been said to 
call attention to the subject, and show how Isocrates combined 
extraordinary fulness and splendour of style with perfect clear
ness and sii^j^licit^yy^f structure.

§ 460. With regard to the ornament, or what the ancients 
called figures, he employs the antithesis, sameness of length, 
and sameness of opening or concluding sound, which Gorgias 
had already used to excess. It seems that Isocrates was 
rixvas Kal tI)V irepl A^ovs iptKocroif^fav, ef ns i^ol jut

roBs irpllrous ray fpyav (.p^oplvovs iAAi roBs &pi^^ Ikaat^ov avRiav 
ya^^opivovs, pySH robs crep) Roiruv (YroVvRas Xlyciv, irepl &v prSOls vpl^Rt^f^ov 
OlpYKEv, &A^a t^oBs oS'Tas iMtAR^a^pi^t^ovs tbrftv, Its oBBds ^J\os Slvan^o.
The latter sentence is a very elegant specimen of a ^thmical and orderly 
period. The verbs are put first, because the double objects (other arts 
and eloquence) would otherwise keep the hearer too long in suspense as 
to the construction. Then in the expression koI Rti^tpri the verb is
doubled, merely to increase the weight of a clause which introduces a lengthy 
pair of oppositions distributed in a double pair of clauses. These clauses 
are marked both by rymed endings, and by curious and delicate varieties 
of expression. Thus Klyt^v, (IpYKtv, (hrttv are used together to avoid
tautolo^ of sound, /^i)56!s and oBSds with their corresponding tenses pro
ducing the same effect. Moreover, (iiROvvRas compares with ivKi^Rapivovs, 
and the conditional pitSds with Bivairo.

* PP- 148-53-
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adverse to other alliteration or plays upon words for this very 
reason. But Gorgias had brought his rhymes and alliterations 
close together, whereas in Isocrates they help us to catch the 
sense of balanced clauses. The maturer speeches seem to 
employ them less, and we know that later critics despised all 
such arts as trivial. Isocrates avoids the a vaf>tpa, or repetition 
of an emphatic word, common in Lysias, but agrees with him 
in the use of self-questioning to add liveliness to the arg^^i^i^tt 
Asyndeton with him is rare, and so indeed are those figures of 
thought, such as irony and apostrophe, which were so effective 
in his successors. But I have already noticed the careful and 
smooth junction of his sentences and subjects, w^ch is not 
consistent with violent emotions.

I must refer the special student to more explicit books for 
closer analyses of Isocrates’ rhetorical excellences. Mr. Jebb ’ 
has given very full accounts of all his ; Blass has 100
weighty pages on his style and dict^i^n; the Frenchmen 
C^a^rtelier and Havet have treated him from these and other 
points of view. Of course he was the delight of later rhe
toricians, and, had not Demosthenes arisen, would have been 
the leading name in Greek oratory.

§ 461. Owing to this competition, Isocrates, who had been in 
his day praised above all living men, falls in for a good deal of 
ad^verse criticism. The early critics Philonicus, Hi^eronymus, 
and Cleochares are cited by Dionysius as having made all 
manner of sound refflections on Isocrates’ style, compared with 
the simple grace of Lysias and the force of Demosthenes. His 
sameness and smoothness, his agreeable flow, and never-failing 
dignity pall upon the taste, which desires stronger flavour and 
greater variety. Dionysius himself, in his tract on Isoc^rates, 
and again in his remarks on Demosthenes, is accurate and 
thoroughly sound in his judgments, for Isocrates claims to be • 
judged as a rhetorician, and in this field Dionysius was a really 
great authority. Cicero also, whose style is exceedingly like 
that of Isocrates, appears to have especially used him for a 

• model—as indeed did Demosthenes, and through these two 
orators he has moulded all the prose of modern Europe. But 

' Attic Orators, vol. ii.
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his great followers supplied from their genius, or from othi^ir 
models, the higher qualities in which he was wanting—concise
ness, boldness, and, above all, pathos, which is hardly ever to be 
found in the polished periods of the self-satisfied professor of' 
eloquence. Yet, strangely enough, though his moral exhorta
tions were, favourites in education, and his other speeche^i- 
stud^i^d'for sophistic displays—though Dionysius and Hermo- 
genes were very full and appreciative concerning him—we have- 
no scholia extant upon him except the few empty wordy notes, 
published by Coraes from a Vatican copy (65 L), and again by 
W. Dindorf, with those on ^^sc^hines (Oxon. 1852). This is- 
the more remarkable, as we possess one MS. of his works,, 
which is better than most Greek MSS., the famous Urbinas, 
which is now the basis of our critical editions. The others 
are not to be named in comparison with this splendid code^>» 
The first printed edition is also of the earliest among Greek 
classics, being, I think, the first prose author issued /Milan, 
1493), and in the fine old type, which the influence of the- 
Aldine press unfortunately destroyed. We then have the hand
some Aldine edition of 1513, with the f lesser orators. Sirn^ie 
that time this remarkable author has been less edited than 
might have been expected. The Stephanus (1593) and*th^ 
Basle (Hieronymus Wolf, 1570) are the chief texts till we come 
to Coraes (Paris, 1807) with the scholia, Bekker's text (Oxford, 
1823) and the Zurich editors. There is also a good critical' 
revision with the fragments by Benseler in the Te^ubner series. 
The Demonicus and Panegyric^is have been lately brought 
out, with English notes, by J. E. Sandys (Cambridge, 1872), 
the Panegyri^cis and Areopagi^icus by Rauchenstein, and a few 

, other single orations by other scholars. Reiske's In^dex GiceH- 
tatis Isocratece was reprinted by T. Mitchell (Oxford, 1828), 
The careful translation and commentary of the Duc de Cler- 
mont-Tonnerre are specially commented on by Egger (Paris, 
1865). There are several German translations, and one Itali^a^n. 
I am not aware of any in English.
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CHAPTER IX.

THE LESSER CONTEMPORARIES OF ISOCRATES.

§ 462. The historian of Greek literature must chiefly oc
cupy himself with the greatest and best of each period, as its 
real fruit both in showing the national genius, and in affecting the 
literary history of the world. But our full consideration of Plato 
and of Isocrates—the greatest lights of this generation—must 
not blind us to the large number of lesser stars around them, 
who as critics, imitators, and even as independent thinkers, 
also affected their age, and had- perhaps more influence than is 
now apparent. The very names of these writers are unfamiliar 
to ordinary students, and do not even appear in some histories 
of Attic liter^t^t^i^e;; but this makes it the more desirable to give 
such account of them as is necessary to a right estimate of 
the age.

We must remember that the earlier sophists started from 
universality of knowledge as their stant^j^c^ii^t ,• they professed 
so to teach general culture, that on any given subject a man 
might be able to speak with elegance and with persuasion. 
Such was especially the aim of Gorgias, the most striking and 
suggestive of the older generation, whose negative attitude in 
philosophy was no doubt intended to arm the man of general
culture against the specialist in metaphysic. As has been said 
above (p. 62), in the chapter on the Sophists, the attempt at 
teaching universal wisdom, even through the help of scepticism, 
broke down before the orthodoxy of the public, who resented 
this iviTetiyivpa tGv rofiwv (as Alkidamas well called it), and 
before the attacks of the specialists, who by confining them
selves to single subjects attained a depth and authority un
attainable by polymaths. Antiphon, Plato, and Isocrates, each 
in his own line, made an impression on the Greek world,.

VOL. II. R
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whicli the more direct descendants of Gorgiag sought in -vain to 
rival. That the latter school still existed, that they carried on 
bitter controversies hith' one another, with Plato, and' with 
Isocrates, that they moreover published their views in a volu-. 
minous body of literature, is well known to us' from the criti- 
c^isms of Dionysius of Jl^illka^i^r^as^sus, from the, anecdotes of • 
Diogenes la^ertius, and from the lists of titles, and- literary 
scraps, - in Si^das and in various grammatical and rhetorical 
remains. .... .

But of all this -vast body of literature..there only survive, 
perhaps happily for us, four little speeches, and a rhetorical 
tract. From these, however, can form. some-estimate Of .the 
lesser writers of the day, just as the spurious orations in the 
works of Lysias and Demosthenes inform us, perhaps better 
than the genuirn^j.of the average practical eloquence at Athens.

§ 463. The first of the four speeches is the Ajax' a^d Odys
seus, ascribed to AntistHenes, the founder of the Cynic, and 
indirectly the Stoic philosophy—a very remarkable figure in 
his day, as appears from the extraordinary sketch in Diogenes 
Laertius. But the main interest in him belongs rather ' to the 
history of Greek philosophy, to which I must refer t^ie reader 
for a full account of his opinions. Being the son of a Thracian 
mother, and of poor circumstances, he bega^i his studies late in 
life, and when attracted by Socrates was perhaps the most 
independent and original of all his pupils. This many-sided 
man was not only a philosopher but a rhetor, who had learned 
from Protagoras and Pro^ii^i^^; he speaks disrespectfully of 
Gorgias. His character may best be gathered from his conver
sation in Xenophon’s Symposium and MLemoirs of Socrates, in 
both of which he takes a leading part. As he turned to prac
tical ethics, and to the best rule of life, we find him ridiculing 
Plato’s Ideas, and setting up sceptical paradoxes, which are in 
their turn ridiculed by Isocrates in his H^e:len. Plato, in his 
Sophistes., and Aristotle in his Metaphysic, spe^k of him with 
^c^ntempt as an unscientific and therefore unsuggestive teacher, 
who was not properly educated or cultivated.* • This seems

' They seem to have the same sort of feelinig about him wl^ich well trained 
university men have for self-educated writers, who often possess greater
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strange in the face of his writings, which embraced tracts on 
Homer, Theognis, and other poets, on- various questions of 
philosophy, and on rhet^:^ic The long and various list may be 
seen in the Life .by Diogenes. Xenophi^n. and The^c^f^ompus, 
among his cbtempt^ra^ii^c^:;;- speak of him with great respect.

We are here, however, concerned with his rhetorical works, 
which seem to' have Contained a number of tracts cn style, and 
also a number of speciim^i^ns.of oratory, in the form of imaginary 
attacks on or defences of mythical heroes. His dialogues were 
especiallyCelebrated among later 'Greeks, and he is even cited 
as a model of Attic diction. Cicero sa^^^ 1 that the fourth and 
fifth books of • his Cyrus, struck him ‘ like all Antisthenes’ 
writings, as rather the work of a subtle than of a learned man.’ 
The rhetors Dionysius and Hermogenes him com-'
pletely, and to this cause we perhaps owe the almost total loss 
of his works. '

§ 464. The one document now ascribed to him is the argu
ment of Ajax and Odysseus for the arms of Achilles, before a jury, 
said, in the legend, to be composed of Trojan captives. But 
this jury is not distinctly addressed as such in either speech, 
and is treated with contempt by Ajax, as knowing nothing 
of the case, and not being present at the previous conflicts. 
Hence the jury must be supposed a different one, made up of 
people who stayed at home, else we should certainly have had 
appeals from both speakers to the experience of the Troja^n- cap
tives during the war. The argument of Ajax is short and blunt, 
insolent to the jury, and contemptuous to his adversary. With 
a good deal of ethos, and even with a few rhetorical points 
{such as the opposition, § 9 of SiayiyffiusKtu' with haSoHciifeiv) 
there is much slovenliness in the style; t^tius Xoyoc or parts of 

are used ten times in ten lines.2 The answer of 
Odysseus is naturally longer and more elaborate, and vindicates 
the value of astuteness and wakefulness, of stratagems and 
wiles, against the brute valour and ignorance of Ajax. There 

originality and force, but are wanting in the form and grace only attainable 
in an atmosphere of classical culture. Isocrates’ school was doubtless the 
Oxford, Plato’s the Cambridge of the day.

’ Ad Alt. xii. 3S. 2 §§ 7-S.
K 2
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are constant allusions to the stories, and even to the expressions 
and metaphors, of Homer's Iliad.

The genuineness of this piece has been most needlessly 
attacked by many critics. Some think that these rhetorical 
exercises about imaginary cases only came int6 fashion late in 
the schools ; others observe that there is some avoidance of 
hiatus, and therefore evidence of the pri^it'e^x^istence of this 
law. Others again call the speeches unreal and vapid. All 
these difficulties have been disposed of by Blass,* who is one of 
the few German critics ready to defend suspected works. ■ 
But he has hardly put enough stress on the important prece
dent set by Euripides in his tragedies, which show us that 
elaborate arguments on mythical quarrels were not only in 
fashion long before the later schools, but were much to the 
taste of the Attic public. Hence it is quite natural that we 
should hear of almost all the sophists occupying themselves 
with rhetorical displays in defence of Helen or Paris, or .even 
Polyphemus, and in attacking Palamedes ahd other hei^oes of 
good report. These were in fact the favourite subjects for 
those sophists who wished to show their cleverness in teaching 
the art of debate. So far as 1 know, Socrates was the first 
modern personage who afforded materials for such exercises. 
As regards the absence of hiatus, there is no reason to think this 
work was brought out by Antisthenes until Isocrates was an 
e.stablished teacher, and his principles of composition generally 
recognised. The avowed hostility of Antisthenes and other 
sophists to Isocrates could not save them from his influence, 
and there is ever^ evidence that this particular law of euphony 
found early and universal favour. It is greatly to be regretted 
that all the dialogues of Antisthenes are lost, for in them old 
critics recognised the best specimens of his style. The Ajax 
and Odysseus is not wanting in ability, but as a rhetorical 
specimen is poor and weak when compared with the greater 
productions of the age.

§ 465. A lesser figure, but one more strictly belonging to our 
history, is that of Alkidamas, the son of Diokles, born in Aiolis, 
who seems to have been contemporary with Isocrates, for his

> AB. vol. ii. pp- 3*0. sq.
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extant speech abotUt the Sophists came out before the Panegy- 
ricus, and he is, moreover, mentioned as the master of the ora
tor ^Eschines, who was born in 390 b.c. This man was not 
only the pupil, but in the strictest sense the follower of Gor
gias. For A^ntisthenes, though a rhetor and a sophist, was also 
a Socratic philosopher, and this side of his teaching, as an ex
aggeration of Socratism, was far more important than his Sophis
tic. A^l^k^idamas, on the contrary, is the strict rhetor and sophist 
combined, who professes to teach men how to speak well on 
any subject, and his theory is put -forth in the able tract still 
extant—a manifesto directed against the school of Isocrates. 
Suidas, indeed, calls him a philosopher, and the titles of some 
physical works by him are mentioned, but these seem of slight 
imporlt Even in for^nal knowledge of rhetoric he seems to 
have done little, nor is any official techne of his now known 
from certain indications. But Tz^etzes, who says he read 
several of his books, mentions that the Encomium on Death he 
could not find (though Cicero refers to it *). There are, besides 
a \oyoe, the Messtniakos, composed on the opposite side
of the case from Isocrates' Ar^ch^^da^mos, the E^t^logies the
courtesan Tt^a^is, his Mouseion, and the speech about the 
Sophists, which last is not mentioned by the ancients. The 
Mou^s^eion is interesting as having contained an account of the 
contest of Homer and Hesiod, and of Hesiod's death.2

As a rhetorician Alkidamas seems to have asserted himself 
to be the rival of Isocrates, and with some success ; for though 
posterity has decided long ago in favour of Isocrates, Aristotle 
(in his Rhetoric) combats Alkidamas' claims with considerable 
care and asperity. He censures him as being frigid, and illus
trates it by many instances of the excessive use of composite 
terms, the use of poetical words, and the excess of epithets, which 
were used not as spice but as food in his writing.® Dionysius

> Tusc. Disp. i. § n6.
- I have discussed it above (Vol. I. § 87).
3 Khei. iii. 3, § 3 : A(b to ^vxpA oV yap ?6u-

x^pijrat &XX* tois ^vtOeTOis, ^ijKt^ots xedl haL
iirti^-llKots- olov, oi^x ISpH-ra, iXXo tBy VypBv S^^i^Ora- Kia^ ovk, els “loSpia, 
iXX' eis rLjy ruv 'laBplwv ravtiyvptv kcH oixl v6povs, ix 4 rent's ri-v trlXeav 
JiaMKels v6pous' Kal oi Spt^prp, iXXck Spopala rp tntis 'j/vxij'! Kal obxl
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follows in the wake of Aristotle. Nevertheless, his extant ora
tion, as Blass remarks, saves him somewhat from these charges, 
and shows him to have been a rhetor of ability, who advanced 
with the times.

§ 466. The speech abt^iUt those who write set speeches, o' 
abotU- the Sophists,^ is a distinct defence of the school of Gorgias 
against that of Isocrates, which was now bidding fair to out
strip it. It is a Lehrprogram, just like Isocrates’ car« ooiptm-Un, 
and is alluded to in Isocrates’ Panegyriccis (§ ii), at least pro
bably, for I do not think the references at all so certain as. 
Reinhardt and Blass do. The orator desires to show that the 
mere composers of carefully written speeches in the closet in 
which they spent their lives ‘ had missed the greater part of 
both rhetoric and philosophy, and should rather be call<^<3 poets 
than sophists.’ He supports this thesis by a string of sound 
but not logically connected arguments, in which the whole case 
is well and fairly stated. The difficulties of reciting a set 
the ludicrous effect of stic^ng in it, the hazards of inserting 
any sudden inspiration, are all put with clearness and force. 
There is, in fact, from the history of Greek eloquence no docu
ment which represents more thoroughly the modern and 
common-sense views, as opposed to the artificial finish of 
ai .rient rhetoric. Alkidamas by. no means despises writing ; 
he li^dly appreciates the value and even the necessity of such a 
practice, but he insists that a proper training in extempore 
speaking is the only safe and thorough instruction in the art of 
practical oratory. The style of this excellent tract is in accord
ance with the matter. The author shows that he has benefited 
by I^socrates' work. He writes in good periods, he avoids un
necessary hiatus and allite^t^l^ti^i^n; he attends to rythm and 
balance in his clauses. He is, in fact, a pupil of Gorgias who 

povt^tiov, AwAi. Til tR:s vapaKafOIv povoolov ' tV'
<puvrl^a rys ' Kal oi x“P‘tos, aAAa v^v^fijpov x<*P‘'ROS
Kal ah^opS/pos r^7)s rifp iiK^i^^i^iuv r^l^c^ov’' Kal ov KAdSois, toTs rr)? ifAiijr
kKi^^ois aveici^uJe' /al ov, ii o^&pa vap/i^Tni^^ev, aAA^ek rRjp tov p/iparos 

KcJ Dvrlp/pov rt^o rrjs (roSro f’ &pa Kai fiMAovv
Kal Hare vo/r^ipa y'lyverai) /al ovTas ilflSpov ri^p rijs pi^^xO'Yp/ai
ivepfioKt^v.

1 irepl vWv ToVs y^pt^T^povs Ad'yovs y^pl^<p^^prloy ? vepl ^ot^tpr^iU •.
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has distinctly gone beyond his master. These are the results 
brought out by the careful examination of Spengel, who first

. good the genuineness of the speech against earlier 
doubters, and whose arguments Blass has supplemented.

§ 467. But the critics are unanimous in rejecting the second 
speech, the acc^isation of Pal^a^mede^ by Odysseus, as the work of 
another author. It is, like the defence of Palamedes ascribed 
to Gorgias, in form a court speech, resting rather upon general - 
grounds (fh^OTi) than upon evidence, for though witnesses are 
cited to prove that a traitorous missive was shot into the camp 
on an arrow, neither the mis.sive (though quoted) nor the arrow 
is produced. The rest of the speech is an artful XoH^opia, or 
attack on Palamedes' former life, showing that treachery might 
naturally be expected from him. I do not share in the con
tempt usually expressed for this speech by German critics. The 
writer has a bad case, and knows it, but he gives us an instructive 
picture of the sort of arguments permitted, and perhaps even 
t^iought effective, before Athenian juries. For though the com
position (especially as to hiatus), shows it not to be the work of 
Al^k^i^da^mas, Blass has proved that there is no reason to deny its 
antiquity, and that it may be the work of some contempora
neous rhetor. He suggests the rhetor Poly^rates, to whom 
Isocrates addressed his letter of advice,* and who was well 
known as the advocate of desperate causes, in order to display 
his acuteness. Such would be the present , speech, as well as 
the attack on Socrates, the defence of Busiris, of Polyphemus, 
the encomium of Clyt^emnestra, and others. He, moreover, 
composed a \otSop’i.i - of the Lacedaemonians, and encomia 
of mice, of pots, and of counters. If the encomium of Paris 
was written by him, the citations from it show it to have been 
the best of these tours de f^i^ic^e. Blass accordingly compares 
him in his juggling rhetoric with the dialectical acrobats 
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, whom we meet in Plato.

§ 468. Of Zoilus, mentioned as both a rhetor and a historian, 
and moreover as the notorious Scourge of Homer, we know little 
beyond what Suidas and the Homeric scholia tell us. From 
this point of view he has already been noticed.* The sophist

* Cf. above, p. 220. ° Vol. I. p. 34.
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l^ycophron is a very hazy, but yet interesting figure. We know 
from allusions in A^ristotle that (in addition to some logical 
subtleties) he asserted noble birth to be an idle distinction, and 
what is far more important, that laws were the mere negative 
guarantee of justice among citizens. This last principle, taken 
in connection with Lyc^ophron’s democratic views, has suggested 
the probability that he may have followed up the idea of Hip- 
podamus, and set up a democratic ideal against the aristocratic 
ideals of Plato and his school. To the latter laws were a system 
of positive training, intended to watch and direct the whole life 
of the citizen; to the former our modem notion may have 
been revealed, that laws are only the protection of a society 
governing itself in ordinary life without state control. If this 
be indeed so, we may deeply regret the loss of t^e works of so 
advanced and reasonable a thinker. But our evidence is too 
scanty to be satisfactory.’

§ 469. Far more important to us is Anaximenes of Lampsa- 
cus, son of Aristocles, pupil of Zoilus and the Cynic Diogenes, 
teacher and companion of Alexander in his campaigns. As he 
is reported to have written Alex^a^nder^s life, and as the treatise 
extant alludes to nothing after 340 b.c., he may have been a 
mature and active teacher and writer for the period thus com
prised (340-20 bc.) His grateful fellow-citizens, whom he had 
saved from Alexander’s wrath, set up a bronze statue of him in 
Olympia, which Pausanias saw. -He was the master of the 
notorious Arc^hias, who hunted down Demosthenes, and he 
is said to have been specially hostile to Thec^pompus, whose 
style he parodied in a libel on At^hens, Sparta, and Thebes, 
called the Trikaranos, and published under T^e^o^pompus’ 
name.2

' Cf. Vahlen’s article on Lycophron, Rhein. Mus. vol. xxi., and Suse- 
mihl’s interesting notes on the allusions to him in his edition of Aristotle’s 
Politics (ii. pp. 67, 143), where further writers on the subject are indi
cated. .

* There is a remarkable^- extract, giving the substance of it, in the 
rhetor Aristides (i. p. 338), which the reader will find quoted in Muller’s 
FHG. i. p. Ixxiv., note, in the Prolegomena on Theopompus. It argues 
—my opinion with great justice— t^at none of the leading states of Greece 
ever knew how to carry out an imperial policy. The author appears to
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These jealousies and rivalries are important as showing the 
competition among literary men, and the activity with which 
a^ulhorship was carried on as a profession during the fourth 
century b.c. Both as sophist and rhetor Anaximenes was in 
his day celebrated. He was a famous extemporiser, composed 
court speeches for others, and harangues, of which an encoynium 
of is cited. In more serious literature he wrote a tract
on Homer, no doubt owing to Zoilus’ example, and some phi
losophical book from which ethical fragments are quoted by 
Stot^aeus. But his hist^^y was th.e most impor^i^ft Though 
called Hellenica, it began with t^e origin of gods and men, and 
reached down to the battle of Mantinea (in twelve books). 
Eight more embraced the Phili^pfica, and the acts of Alexan
der. We also hear of a tract ‘on the deaths of kings.’ All 
these works are lost, and we can only imagine him to have been 
a rival of Theopompus and Ephorus, an Isocratic historian, 
with the capital fault of treating history as a branch of oratory. 
Dionysius speaks slightingly of him, as a ‘ Jack of all trades, 
but master of none.’ ’

§ 470. The extant techne was saved by being foisted in among 
Aristotle’s works, with a spurious preface in the form of an 
epistle to Alexander. As early as the sixteenth century, Petrus 
Vi^c^(^o^I^us conjectured from the allusions of Quintilian that it 
was the work of Anaximenes. Spengel has supported its 
genuineness in this sense with additional arguments.® This

have shown this in contrast to the policy of Alexander, to whom he was 
attached. • '

’ Isans, § 19.
2 It should, however, be noticed that Zeller (Aristotle, p. 78, note, 

third German edition) hesitates, with Rose and Campe, to accept Spengel’s 
theo^, on the ground that the dedication to A^l^e^x^ander is not foreign to the 
rest, though plainly un-Aristotelian, and (what is far more important) that 
the work shows in several places the influence of Aristotle in its nomeni^Ia- 
iure and in its method. The careful examination of Mr. Cope (Introd. to 
Aristi^tlls Rheto-ric, pp. 4oi, sq.) rather goes to disprove this view, and 
leads us to suspect that the most important points of agreement were 
produced by a deliberate alteration of this lesser rhetoric to suit the 
accredited views of Aristotle in his classical work. Mr. Cope seems to 
incline rather to the work being previous to Aristotle’s than a later produc-
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techne is therefore possibly the only theoretical treatise of the- 
kind extant from the age of the Greek sophists, when the rhe
toric of Aristotle had not yet eclipsed all the rest. It gives us 
the condition of the theory of eloquence among his predeces
sors, and is consequently of considerable interest. But 
literature it is nought, for it consists wholly of dry logical divi
sions, with the barest possible examples, and unfortunately 
original examples, by way of illustration. The most interestiinjg 
section (30) is perhaps that on the proem, intended to conciliate 
the audience, which must be either favourable, unfavourable, or 
neutral. If unfavourable, it is so either to the speaker, or the 
cause, or the speech. If to th^. speaker, either for past or pre
sent causes, because he is too young, or too old, or talks too 
often, or not often enough. Hints are given in each of these 
cases. The book ends with a collection of gnomes, or ethical 
commonp^^^es.*

While the author is ful^ and sensible on . the arrangement 
of a speech as a whole, he tells us nothing of the mysteries of 
style, beyond avoiding the hiatus, and studying alliteration ; he 
nowhere defines rythm, or discusses such ornaments as meta
phors ; in fact, with all his divisions and subdivisions, he re
mains on the surface of the subject. It is here that his work 
contrasts with the philosophical rhetoric of Aristotle, which was 
probably written a few years later. There are, indeed, points 
of contact in the two treatises, but- while Anaximenes (^^ it be 
he) thinks of nothing of practical precepts, which are directly 
useful to a speaker, Aristotle thinks of little but the psycho-

tion, though he justly hesitates to ascribe it to Anaximenes, and prefers to- 
call it Anonymi rhetorica. The resemblances between the two treatises are 
distinct, and yet so general and apparently so undesigned as to persuade me 
that there Was certainly no borrowing on either side, but that the rhetons 
of the day had agreed upon some points which appear, in both works. But 
had the anonymous work been really later, as Zeller supposes, the resem
blances, if there were any, must have been far more frequent and definite. 
On the other hand, Cope points out (p. 409) some expressions which have 
a suspiciously later tone. The whole question is full of difficulty, nor do 
I see the prospect of a definite solution.

* For a fuller . analysis the reader may consult Blass, A^tt. Ber. ii. pp. 
355. sq.
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logical conditions, and, as has been often observed, his R^hctoric- 
never trained a speaker.

It is, I think, hardly fair of Blass to criticise this tract as a 
sample of Anaximenes' style, even though Dionysius quotes it 
when censuring the author. Of course a dry manual like this 
would not affect the dignity of his Moralia, or the grace of his 
historical narrative. The style is as simple and straightfor^vard 
as possible, and as such well suited to its subject. I will only 
repeat that here, as among all early rhetors, there are no definite 
laws for grace of diction and eup^iony of composition beyond 
the obvious points which they all make. It was very well to- 
speak of eloquence as a matter of training, chaste and ornate- 
prose as a matter of prescription. Whether in Isocrates, or in 
Plato, or in Demosthenes, the euphony really came from t^^ 
delicate a^s^l^l^ietic sense of the individual master, and could 
never be transferred to inferior pupils by any handbook of' 
rules, or prescriptions of arguments.

§ 471. B^bl^ograph^^cal. The best separate editions of the 
tcchnc addressed to Alexander, which appears in all the com
plete ' texts of Aristotle, are Gaisford's (Oxon, 1820) and 
Spengel's (Zurich, 1844), who appends illustrations from the 
extant orators, as the author unfortunately constructs his own 
examples. Spengel has also included it in his collection of 
rhetorical tracts. As regards the text of the orations just dis- . 
cussed, they are found, as well as the Helen of Gorgias, in the 
MSS. of Antiphon and Andoc^ides, but not all in each MS. 
The Helen is most frequently foui^d; the oration of Alk^idamas 
in the best MSS. They are printed in the Zurich edition of the 
orators, and by Blass with his Antiphon. There are not, I 
think, any special commentaries on them, except some articles 
in German classical periodicals, and a few special tracts, such 
as Vahlen's do- Rhetor Alkidamas (Wien, 1864), Winckelmann's 
Ant^sthenis ^^r^t^gmenta, Cope’s Introduction to Aristotle's Rhetoric, 
p. 401, sq., on the techne addressed to Alexander, and others • 
not worth enumerating here. Blass' history of Attic oratory is 
quite exhaustive on all these matters, and should be in the- 
hands of every serious student of the subject.
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CHAPTER X.

XENOPHON.

§ 472. Neither the birth nor the death of this remarkable 
and characteristic figure in Greek literature can now be fixed 
with any certainty, but for literary purposes we can approximate 
to them sufficiently. Most of his biographers have been misled 
by either of two mistakes : first, the accepting of the false 
legend that Socrates saved his life at the battle of Delium, a 
story implicitly contradicted by Alcibiades' evidently historical 
account of this retreat in Plato's Symposium; secondly! the 
assumption that Xenophon was present, as a youth of fourteen 
or fifteen, at his own ^ympos^um, an assumption in no manner 
warranted by his solitary opening remark, that he^ wishes to 
record the lighter conversations of eminent and refined men : 
otf ft ravra yi^yvui^a^Kta, fiuvXofta^i, The
scene being laid at At^hens in 420 b.c., would require us to 
assume 435 at latest for his birth, .whereas Cobet has clearly 
shown 1 that he speaks of himself in the Anabas^is as a very 
young man, and even specially numbers hims^l^lf with those 
under thirty years of age. T^h^is, as well as his amateur position, 
without command in the Grecian a^’my, makes it certain that he 
was not born before 429 b.c., and not much later, seeing the 
maturity of his character and conduct in the famous ‘ Retreat 
of the Ten Thousand.' We must therefore reject the date of 
Ki^uger and Clinton, who think him to have been born about 
444 b.c., chiefly I think on the strength of the fable about the 
battle of Delium. T^here is, on the contrary, nothing known of 
X^enophon before 400 b.c, He then introduces himself, not as 
a tried veteran who had fought through the Peloponnesian war,

I Nov. lectt. pp. 535. sq.
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but as a young man who- was still a disciple or follower of 
Socrates, and who was looking out for some opening in life. 
This general impression is, to my mind, so naturally produced 
by the narrative, that I wonder how experienced critics, like 
Sauppe, can still maintain the old chronology. What can be 
more decisive than the conclusion of his first speech ? 1 « 8'
vftQ rnfTtri ft li'ys'itTOat, ovSev vpoijtaal^opai rj iXtuiav, 
aXXa rat aKisiafei.v ipuK-eiv At’ epavrou -a mm. The
man who says this, must be either above or below middle age. 
The former is impossible. We must therefore consider him 
not over thirty at this time. Cobet has cited much additional 
evidence. The latest events noticed in his works are the con
clusion of the Social war between Athens and her allies 
(356-5 b.c.), together with the beginning of the Phocian or 
Sacred war. T^his is the proper interpretation of the allusion - 
to the Phocians abandoning Delphi, and the Thebans endea
vouring to seize it—an earlier affair, which cannot mean the 
final ruin of the Phocians (347-^6). This has also been well 
explained by Cobet.3 We have thus a period of seventy-tw^o 
or seventy-three years for his life, which is more probable than 
the ninety years claimed for him by Luc^ian.

§ 473. During this momentous epoch of Greek history, we 
have only a few passages in Xenophon’s life clearly before us 
—passages however of great interest, and indeed of national 
importance. He was the son of Gryllus, an Athenian, of the 
Eretrian deme, and apparently an aristocrat, to judge from his 
habits and associates. Acc^ording to the legend in Diogenes, 
given in his Life among the philosophers, he early attracted the 
notice of Socrates, who stopped him in the way, and asked him , 
where men of honour were to be sou^l^h; and on his replying 
that he did ' not know, said, ‘Follow me and learn.’ His dis
cipleship is, at all events, certain, though we cannot perceive 
any adequate moral results from such splendid teaching. We 
may suppose that first his youth, and possibly his connections 
among the oligarchs of 411 b.c., prevented him from taking any 
prominent place at Athens, where indeed all the later war was

‘ Anabasis, iii. i, 25. 2 Hellett. v. 8. ’ Nm'. Lcctt. pp, 756, 5^
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a naval war, for which he shows but little taste. Certain it is 
that we find him after the Restoration at Athens, with no ^xed 
c^^urse of life, or good prospects, and ready to accept the invita • 
tion ■ of his friend Proxenus to come to Asia, and ingratiate 
himself with that eminent phil-Hellene, the younger Cyrus.

It is, however, not impossible that before his departure he had 
something to do with bringing out the unfinished work of Thucy
dides, and that he commenced his Hellenica, as its continuation, 
in which he relates the closing fortunes of the Peloponne
sian war, the Tyranny, and the Restoration by the patriotism of 
Thrasyb^ulus. This valuable piece of contemporary history bears 
every trace of earlier composition, and of a different temper, 
from the later books ; and I even incline to the theory of a 
separate publication, as we can hardly imagine the author not 
rehandling and modifying his early statements, if he came after- 
wards^ to • put forth the whole book for the first time in its 
completeness.

§ 474. His adventures in Asia, where he attended the battle 
of Cunaxa, as a sort of voluntary field officer, then consulted with 
the Greek generals, and at last became himself a chief com
mander and organiser of the Retreat—all this isv.ah^t^ng the 
most familiar chapters in Greek history. We will return pre
sently to the question of his credibility in this narrative. He 
seems to have been then rather a young man to take the lead, 
but without doubt his good general education, and his ready 
eloquence, marked him out among an army of desponding mer
cenaries, none of whom excelled him except in military experi
ence. How he obtained the technical knowledge for manoeu
vring large bodies of troops seems very strange, and is only 
to be explained by the strong natural taste he everywhere dis
plays for evolutions, perhaps still more by the rudeness of war
fare among the Greeks, who seem to have known little or 
nothing of strategy till Epaminondas arose.

Whatever share, however, he had in saving the 10,000 
mercenaries, there can be no doubt, from his own narrative 
and his laboured self-justification, that he was a most im
portant agents in their travels and troubles after they had 
reached the Greek colonies on the Euxine. He evidently
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hoped to become the founder of a new city. When this 
scheme failed, he made himsislif the agent of the Spartans at 
Byza^ntium to scatter or to disarm the very dangerous army 
of marauders, which well-nigh sacked the city, and which must 
have been the dread of all the colonies within its reach. In 

<^<^i^!^<^<iuence of these services, and of his strengthening the 
army of Thimbron (in‘399 b.c.) with the remnant of his tried 
soldiers, he became intimate with the Spartan magnates, and 
especially with Ag^esilaus, to whom he particularly attached 
himself.

About the same time, but for reasons which are unknown 
to us, he was sentenced to banishment from Athens. If this sen
tence had certainly come after the battle of Coronea, its explana
tion would be easy _ ; but it is alleged by old authorities t^ have 
been because of his campaign with the mercenaries Cyrus, 
which seems inexplicable. At all events, he ^^(^<^<^i^]^ianied 
Agesilaus on his homeward march, and was present at the 
momentous battle of Coronea (394 B.C.), of which he give? u^ a 
graphic description. He after^vards settled in Skillus, p Lac^edae- 
monian district, some miles south of Olympia, and on the <3iid 
to Sparta, so that he could see his friends on thetr way to the 
festival. In this retreat, which he digresses fo describe in the 
An^aba^is, he combined religion, sport, and literal work. He 

.erected a shrine to the Ephesian Artemis from the proceeds of 
his spoils, which he had deposited safely with a-certain Mega- 
byzus, her priest at Ephesus, for votive purposes, when he set 
out on his perilous march with Agesilaus. As the district was 
full of game, the main materials for the periodic feast were 
procured by the hunting of Xenophon and his sons, aided by 
any who chose to join.

§ 475. Most of Xenophon’s works were produced in this de
lightful retreat, which seemed unlikely to be disturbed by further 
wanderings and troubles. But we hear that of his two sons, 
whom he sent to fight with Athens and Sparta at Mantinea, 
one (Gryllus) was killed fighting bravely in the cavalry, so 
bravely that his death was commemorated in one of the 
pictures; which Pausanias saw long after in the Acropolis of

’ iii. S-
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Athers. We also hear, or Diogeres' authority, that the 
Elears invaded his estate, ard drove him out, so that he spert 
his last days at Corirth. Accordirg to others, his serterce of 
barishmert was rescirded or the proposal of Eubulus, ard he 
revisited his rative city, after a lorg lapse of chequered years. 
Hi.s death is placed by Diogeres (after Stesicleides) ir 360 b.c. ; 
though if the tract on the R^evenues be accepted as geruire, he- 
must have lived till 356 at least, ard this is thought the more 
probable theory. Yet I fird it hard to reject so precise a rotice 
as that of Diogeres.* We krow rothirg more of his private 
affairs, except that his wife Philesia is said to have beer brought 
home from Asia. Ar earlier wife, Soteira, is also mentioned' 
as accomparyirg him to Aspasia's house. Amorg the other 
Xenophons erumerated by Diogeres, it is curious to fird ore 
mertiored as the biographer of Epamirordas ard Pelopidas, 
the very mer whom our author has passed over with urjust 
reg]^^<^^ His persoral beauty was much praised ; I am rot 
aware that there is extart of him ary authertic bust. 1

Ir character he was a very typical A^therjan, ard though^, 
rot pre-emirert wher we thirk of Pericles or Thucydides, a far 
truer average specimer of his age thar they. The very first 
poirt which strikes us is his religiousress, which is perpetually 
croppirg up, but which, wher closely examired, turrs out to be 
mere pruderce with regard to the gods, ard rot real piety. Ir 
his owr accourt of the trarsactjons at the clese of the Retreat, 
ard of the gereral affairs of his time as a historiar, he shows 
far less horesty ard sirgleress of mird thar his sceptical pre
decessor. There are rot wartirg eviderces of both selfish- 
ress ard varity ir the mar, ir additior to the urfaimess of 
mird which has robbed us of a cortemporary portrait of 
Epamirordas, by ore of the very few capable of estimatirg 
his military gerius. But Xerophor is so irtert or laud- 
irg Ag^esilaus ard the Spartars, that he hides from us the real 
hero of his day. How far this ore-sided marrer of writirg

‘ ii. 6. 56 : K^-rCarpeipe Se, KaSii tppitrtv 26 A9iiva!os iu ri}. 
Twv apxivrav ^al ’O\^t,nmoi'iKWv &vaypaip\, fret Tris ireprrmqs Kal
kKc^^oa^Tris ’OKu/jimdSos, ItI &^pxoy^os KaWtii^rj/xltiov, irfr’ o5 Kol f^iAmtos 6 
’Apiprov MaKeSdyav ^pi^.
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history may have been produced by the influence of Isocrates 
will be discussed in its proper place.

§ 476. Turning to his Works, it seems that he is one of those 
few authors, like Plato, whose literary labours have been handed 
down to us complete. The dark ages have exacted from him 
no tribute of oblivion. The ancients counted forty books, 
which corresponds fairly with the sum of the subdivisions of our 
collection, nor is any work cited by them not to be found in 
our catalogue, even when their citations cannot be verified in 
our texts. As to their chronology, it is tolerably certain that 
one of them, the tract on the Athenian Constitution, is tar ante
rior in date to all the rest. But though the once-received ea^ly 
date for Xenophon's birth might make his authorship of the 
trac;t' possible, most good critics have agreed in declaring it an 
anonymous production, which has been incorporated in his 
works on account of its analogy to the genuine tract on the 
laiei^d^cemo^^^an Constituti^on. The condition of Athenian affairs 
assumed in the work cannot have existed after 425 b.c., so-^hat we 
have before us (discounting the fragment of Gorgias) the earliest 
extant specimen of Attic prose, the remains of Antiphon being 
generally supposed to date from the latest period of his career.

But here even the partial agreement of critics, about this 
very interesting tract is exhausted, if we except their perhaps 
harmonious chorus of complaint as to the miserably cor^ipt 
and lacerated condition of the text. Indeed, if we consult the 
critical preface of Sauppe, we may f^nd, even on the date of 
its composition, opinions varying from that already given, 
down to' the Macedonian period, the latter extre^^^' being sup
ported by Bemhardy, on account of the s^^t^iei^^nt ’ that the 
Attic dialect was an idiom containing a mixture of all the res^ 
Inhere has been an equally great and bootless controversy 
about the authorship. Few scholars maintain Xenophon's 
claim, though Cobet seems to admit it But (in addition to- 
Thucydii^^i;!) both Critias and Alcibiades have been named,

1 iracav ^KoVo^'res tovto tiKv 4k tovto 5e 4k

kcD ol f^X^^ov Kal Kal StaUrp Kal F'XVN*rt
Xp^f^'ratf ^^Orjvatot 5^ KEKf^afj^^vT) 4^ Kal
(ii. 8). This is a wonderful statement.

VOL. II. S
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because the work is professedly that of an Athenian aristocrat 
hostile to the democracy, and nevertheless defending the expe
diency of the policy of the demos. Both these suggestions seem 
to me absurd; for all the evidence we have concerning Critias 
shows him to have been a rhetor of far greater skill than the 
author of our tract, and we may be certain he would not have 
written in defence of the demos from any ppint of view. As 
to Alc^ibiades, there seems to me one sentence in the work 
directly aimed at him : ‘ I indeed excuse democracy in the 
populace, for it is natural that anyone should benefit him
self; but whosoever does not belong to the populace, and yet 
prefers living in a democratic to living in an oligarchical polity, 
has [evidently] laid hims<^!lf out for crime, and knows that it 
is easier for a miscreant to pass muster in a democratic than in 
an oligarchical state.' This is the reflection of an oligarch upon 
his fellows who adopt radical or whig politics, and play the 
part of democratic leaders.

Passing, then, from this resultless enquiry, we (jiome to 
another cloud of controversy about the original form and scope 
of the tract, some explaining its direct question-and-answer 
style as implying a familiar lett^ir; others (Cobet and C. Wachs- 
muth) maintaining that an older dialogue has been cut down 
into an argument by an inexpert writer ; others again, such as 
K.ii^c^h^hoff, analysing the work sentence by sentence, and de
claring it a mere congeries of badly connected fragments. But 
K^i^rchhofif has dissolved in his crucible even the de Corona of 
Demostlh^i^i^; nor do I think that any ordinary speech, for 
example, of Andocides, would afford him fewer points of 
attack than this tract. If it be indeed an early essay in Attic 
prose, when no model existed for an argumentative treatise 
except, perhaps, a few dialogues of Zeno, we may fairly expect 
to find a conversational style with question and answer, as well 
as rapid transitions without strict logical nexus. And indeed, 
Rettig, in a careful tract,* has shown that, with a few trans
positions of paragraphs at the close, the whole tract may be 
brought into a reasonable shape.

Turning to the matter of the work, the reader will ^nd it one of

* Die Planma^ssigkeit de;r ’A9r>^c^l<ai' iroXiTcfo (Wien, 1877).
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the most interesting and instructive documents of the age, and 
very remarkable for its Machiavellian tone, that is to say, its calm 
ignoring of the right and wrong of. the case as irrelevant, and 
its discussion of the question : Given a democracy; are the 
provisions of the Athenian democracy expedient for its pre
servation? Had Machiavelli written his projected tract on the 
Republic as a sequel to his Principe, he must have produced 
a very similar argument, though with historical illustrations, 
such as Aristotle uses, which are foreign to the author before 
us. Thus the whole temper of the writer is that of the 
school of Antiphon or Th^u^c^y^d^t^isSf not that of Plato or Xeno
phon. I will quote a specimen of the st^Ie.' In addition to 
A. Sauppe's text (Tauchnitz), the special editions of K^irchhoff 
{Berlin, 1874) and C. Wachsmuth (Gottingen Program, 1874) 
are to be recommended. For a summary of the various 
controversies, Wachsmuth's and Sauppe's prefaces, Kiii^c^hhoffs 
paper in the Transact, of the Berlin Academy (1874), and 
Rettig's criticism of this and other essays (Zeitschr. j^iir ost. 
Gymn., 1877), will suffice most readers, and will indicate to the 
unwearied multitudinous special studies which may be consulted.

§ 477. There is the greatest difficulty in arranging chrono
logically the remaining works attributed to Xenophon, and the 
differiences of opinion are so great and ably defended, that in a 
practical survey like the present it seems best to give one's

' ii. §§ 14—16 : ‘Eybs 5^ ek ycip
K^f^^opes ^A^Or^vatiot, vNT)px*v itv KotfTv fj^4v KctKws,

*((^5 t7j5 t^v avrWv
irpoa^T^t^^e^Qai iroKeplovs' vvv 8£ ol teal ol irX^oVo^^ot

"^^Or^^atwv B-^^f^pxo^'rat r^oBs rroXectlovs D 5£ t^^os, Si'e eD €(^>0$ O-ri
ov54v (re^Pav ^/^At^fPfjoovo'iy ov5e reciove^tv, aG€^<s koL Bve^^Dpevos
oBt^oBs. 7rpBs 8£ rovrois kc^ 4^4pov Jjwcav, e^< vrii^e^if
$ko\^v, p^^^iiro're irpo5o9r^^vat r6)\iv BiT Oxl^e^^ cirVle TrvAas Dvot^Grlvat pate
iroXefilovs iTreur^^^aeeXi^* ircUs a^Dp v^aov oiKt^O^i^^rov r^^^* ttv iylyve^o; paW 
oD c^T^ai^ic^irat r^ap GYp^fp C^^atevi vacro^ OjKOt/n' vvv p4v yDp d e^aO'^oatev, 
4)^^<5a tev epovres 4v rots iroXeplocs ff'rr^crii^er'ic^^t yav
el vt^^ov <^oi^^i Kal ravr^ tiv dSeWs e^^ev av^ois. 4irei54| o^^ 4£ dppx)
ovk trv^ov olXY^^i^'res vT^erov, vvv r^tCe r^v p^v oBa^liuf rats vYeroo^

crte^'reBo^'res r\i 'ry Kor'd Gtir^e^'^^av, rCj^ 54 ^Arr^K^v
Trepi^f^Siort rep^vop^evyv, ^i^va^CKO^^es t’ct el aB^r^v i^^'fjo-o^^^v, e'cefn^if D^o^GiBv 
^^t£^^icta' ff'r^f^^^ov^ac.
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own view, and refer the special student to the critical prefaces 
in Sauppe's edition, which contain a prospectus of the con
troversies up to 1866. But it seems to me surprisin^g that 
those who hold Xenophon to have been forty years of age 
when he joined the expedition of Cyrus, should also hold 
that he wrote nothing until after his return. That a mature 
and educated man should write nothii^n?' during years of 
enforced idleness, or certainly of political and military in
significance at A^thens, and suddenly burst into persistent 
authorship, after serving as a mercenary for a few years, because 
he was exiled from his home, and settled in a sporting country 
—this is what I cannot believe. There is no reason for as
serting that he ever rested from campaigning or wandering 
till 393 b.c. at least, so that he would thus begin his literary 
career at over fifty years of age. Cobet, who holds more 
reasonable views as to his comparative youth when he served 
with Cyrus, thinks the ardour of the Tract on hunting good 
evidence that it was a youthful work—a supposition most un
likely, seeing that Attica was so thickly populated that ‘ not a 
hare could be found in it,' and that Skillus was the natural 
scene of such interests. Nor is Cobet perhaps acquainted with 
sporting society, in which the keenest members are often 
those who have spent the longest time in such pursuits. To 
my mind, the continuation of Thucydides, which may have 
been suggested to him by his being entrusted with the un
finished MS., is his earliest work. We find in it no trace of 
Lac^onism, or of that historical unfairness which he developed 
in later years. In fact, it seems probable that it was written 
about 400 B.io., just before his departure for Asia ; * nor do I think 
Its concluding sentence, which says, * that after the amnesty 
the A^l^^e^nians live in political harmony, and even now abide 
by their pledges,' is any proof that many years had elapsed. 
The real danger was during the first couple of years. T^hese,

’ I observe that the many lonisms and Dorisms, which Cobet has 
noticed throughout Xenophon, and regards as evidences of residence away 
from the pure dialect of Attica, are almost all cited from later works, 
and that the earlier Hellenica (especially books I. and II.) offer very few 
examples. Sauppe's Lexil^ogus seems to afford us the same evidence.
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I take it, had just elapsed, and still the demos wa.s firm and 
kept its promises. The same phrase is no doubt used in the 
end of his L^ij^e of Socrates, which must have been written ten or 
twelve years after the events he describes, when he says that 
1 even still ' people kept regretting his loss. But the cases are 
not at all parallel. Nor can it be argued that this vague phrase 
implies any corresponding lapse of time whenever it is used.

But it is better to abandon these unsatisfactory enquiries, 
and classify X^e^nophon’s works not as to date, which is imprac
ticable, but as to subjecl^-matter. They will easily fall under 
four heads : the historica^^ books, the S^ocratic books, the Essays 
on Political Ph^^oosophy, to which perhaps may be appended 
the Tract on the Attic revenues, and lastly the technical tracts 
on horses, on the management of cavalry, and on hunting. 
T^he first class falls naturally into the following order : first the 
early books of the Hellenica, down to the Restoration of tire 
Democracy under Thrasybulus. Then the Anabasis, or Expe
dition of Cyrus, with the Retreat of the Greek auxiliaries, and 
their fortunes in Asia Minor under the Spartan supremacy. 
This huge parenthesis in the Hellenica, which is specially in
dicated as such at the opening of the 3rd book, is, followed by 
the remainder (lib. 3-7) of the Greek history, down to the 
battle of Mantinea and death of Epaminondas. The Agesilaus, 
a panegyric on the Spartan king, forms a sort of appendix to 
these works, justifying the exaggerated estimate of the king 
which we find in the later Hellenica.

§ 478. There can be no doubt that -the earlier Hellenica, or 
F^c^i^^ip^t^mena (of Thucj'dides), as they are sometimes called, are 
far the most reliable of Xenophon’s contributions to history, 
though all are very valuable, as giving us light where we are 
deserted by the earlier and greater historians. At this time the 
author had not developed either that personal vanity, which 
makes him justify all his own actions in the An^abasis, or that 
servile adulation of Ag^esilaus, which has infected his later history. 
In the Para^ip^omena he follows the course of the Peloponnesian 
war from the year 411 b.g to the Restoration of Thrasybulus 
(403-2 b.c.). The affair of Ar^gjir^u^se, the rule of the Thirty 
T^yr^ants, and the final settlement of the great war, are the pro-
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minent events which he records. Several remarkable characters 
■—Lysander, Callicratidas, The^i^a^menes—would be almost un
known to us but for this worrc; and of Callicratidas in particular 
he has drawn, perhaps unconsciously, a nobler picture than that 
of any other Spartan. Grote is not satisfied with his account of 
the affair of the generals after Arginuste, but whatever difficulties 
there are the narrative are rather to be ascribed to the con
flict of evidence than to any want of candour on the part of the 
historian. The whole narrative, and the inserted speeches, 
though clear and agreeable to read, want both the power and 
the pathos of Thucydides. The trial and death of Thera- 
menes, with whom he evidently sympathises, is the most strik
ing episode in these books.

§ 479. At the opening of our third book' of the Hellenica, in 
which the author resumes his narrative in later years, and with 
altered tone, he states that the relations of Cyrus with the Lace- 
de^^c^nians, and subsequently his march, against the king, his • 
death, and the retreat of the Greek mercenaries to the sga, have 
been written by The^mistogenes the Syracusan. No such person 
is elsewhere mentioned, except by Suidas, as an author, and 
our Anabaasi though composed anonymously, has so many 
internal marks of Xenophon’s style, that all antiquity was 
unanimous in attributing it to him. The question remains, 
whether Xenophon wished to have his own work attributed 
to another, or whether there really was an* earlier Anabasi^^ 
lost, or completely superseded by the work now extant. There 
is of course on this, as on ever^ other Xenophontic pro
blem, a perfect library of controversy. Plutarch thinks that 
the author considered his self-laudation would be more cre
dible if put as the evidence of a disinterested writer. Some 
have dreamed of modesty on Xenophon’s part—a theory which 
ignores all that we know of his character. Others, again, sup
pose that he expanded a nucleus or smaller narr.ative of The- 
mistcTjf^nes, but are opposed by minute censors who find 
traces of gaps and omissions, and think our -Anabasis only a

* We generally speak of the ‘ Retreat of the Ten Thousand,’ whereas 
Xenophon entitled his work ‘ The Expedition (or going up the country) of 
Cyrus ’ against his brother the King of Persia.
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compendium. It is a curious fact, that the writer of the book 
not only speaks of Xenophon throughout in the third person, 
but that he often pretends not to have been himself an eye
witness. Thus,* in describing a scene at which Xenophon’s pre
sence had just been mentioned, the Writer procei^i^Ei: ‘ but some 
say that they (the Greeks charging at Cunaxa) struck with their 
shields against their spears, to frighten the horses.’ Several 
such examples are cited by Mure.2 On the other hand, there 
are passages, like the soliloquy of Xenophon, when he starts 
up from his dream in the eventful night after the treacherous 
murder of the generals, which can hardly have been composed 
by anyone else, even admitting the habit among Greek his
torians of supplying set speeches for prominent speakers in 
their narrative.

Nevertheless contemporary writers, like Isocrates, while 
well acquainted with the history of the Retreat, and often 
quoting it as a great feat of arms, never mention Xenophon 
among its leaders. This silence of Isocrates is to me so 
strange that I conjecture him to have read an original and 
shorter Anabasis;: by Tl^e^mistog^enes, in which the part of 
Xenophon was by no means so proimi^e^r^t; that Xenophon, in 
reply to unfavourable criticisms upon his conduct in connection . 
with his relations to Athens and Sparta, took up this obscure 
and little known work, and re-edited it with larger additions from 
his own recollections. Hence the combination of second-hand 
and direct observations, and also those not very consistent 
excuses and self-j’usti^cations in the later part of the narrative 
which Mure has exposed with much acuteness. According 
to this theory the opening notice of the third book of the 
Hellenica, which may just as well be regarded as the conclud
ing sentence of the earlier second book, must have been written 
before Xenophon rehandled the woi^lc; for from that moment 
his authorship could not be doubtful, and his affected disguise 
would be ridiculous. It would also account foir, any harsh
nesses of transition which are really to be found in the work, 
still more for the 472 words not elsewhere (aut perraro') used 
by Xenophon, which the patience of Sauppe and others has 
discovered in our text.

* i. 8, 18. ' v. p. 368.

    
 



264 HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE. CH. x.

It is surely unnecessary to say one word in description of 
the subject-matter of the Anabasis, which may be found in 
any elementary history of Greece, and with great fulness of 
detail in Grote's monumental work.

§ 480. As to the historical merit of the work, most critics have 
been unbounded in their admiration of its excellence, and have 
adopted it as a thoroughly complete and faithful account of a 
very important episode in Greek history. Even Grote, who is 
cautious and' critical in accepting the statements of the Hel
lmica, here lays aside' all reserve, and finds in Xenophon the 
model of an Athenian gentleman, and a splendid specimen of 
the results of democratic education. This mixture of scepti
cism and credulity is a curious feature often recurring in 
Grote's great work. We do not so much wonder at it in 
mere philologists. But many even among these, and with 
them Colonel Mure, in one of the best chapters of his work, 
have suspected that the Anabasis is, after all, as an historical 
work, not more conscientious than the later Hel^e^iica, and that 
the author, without fear of contradiction, seeing that all the 
main actors were now dead or scattered, could assume an im
portance quite beyond that warranted by ' the real facts. He is 
the soul of the Retreat : he is never wrong ; he always thinks 
of the right thing, and says the right word. It seems extraor
dinary that, were his achievements equal to his ■ description of 
them, he should not have been recognised as one of the 
greatest generals of the age ; and yet we never find him either 
employed or consulted in that capacity.

In truth we have here a striking example of the value of 
literary excellence. The clear and fascinating narrative of the 
author's adventur^^; his affected modesty and worthiness, his 
frankness and apparent naiveness and piety—all these seduc
tive qualities have made us forget that he is really pleading his 
own case, without admitting any repljy; while, even on his own 
showihg, his conduct towards his companions at the close was 
doubtful and treacherous. At all events, his contemporaries seem 
to have judged him differently from the mass of modern critics. 
The book is one familiar to every schoolboy, and there is no 
figure in Greek history now so prominent in the classical world.
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T^his k a just tribute to his style and to the adventurous life 
which he led. In his own day, the Retreat of the Ten Thou
sand was chiefly valuable in showing the inherent weakness 
of the Persian Empire, and in suggesting to every ambitious 
Greek the possibility of overthrowing it But to us the con
cluding books, which treat of the fortunes of the ar^y after it 
reached the sea near Trapezus, have perhaps the most interest
ing and valuable lessons. They are far less read and edited 
than the earlier books, and schoolboys seldom attain unto 
them. Neveitheless, it is here we obtain our only clear and 
detailed account of the doings of a mercenary force, when not 
engaged in an actual campaign—of the scourge which such a 
force was to all the surrounding country, and how they were 
just as likely to plunder a Greek as a barbarian settlemi^i^tt At 
the same time we see among them that strong sense of external 
religion, that dependance on dreams and omens, that fear of 
the anger of the gods, which strikes us all through Xenophon's 
writings as a strong contrast to the temper of Thuc^yd^^d^es. In 
all these features we are strongly reminded of the Grand 
Catalan Company, whose pious words and atrocious deeds 
form so interesting a chapter in the history of the Byzantine 
Empire, and of Greece during the Frankish occupation. There 
are also in this concluding part of the Anabas^ts many curious 
details about the manners and customs of savage tribes living 
along the Euxine, as well as of the court of Seuthes, and of the 
socrisl^' condition of his kingdom.

§ 481. The digression about his residence with his children 
at Skil^^is 1 proves that the work was not brought out till many 
years after his return, somewhere about 380 b.c. It would 
have been impossible for him to resuscitate the details with 
such accuracy, had he ‘not either taken notes at the time or 
trusted to some earlier history of the Retreat. It seems to me 
improbable that, had I1Q kept a journal with the intention of 
publishing it, he should have delayed its completion, when 
all Greece was deeply interested in so remarkable and sig
nificant a campaign. His delay may be accounted for by the 
earlier work of Themistogenes, which I have above assumed,

■ ‘ v. 3.
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and perhaps by his fear of being , contradicted or criticised by 
the surviving leaders, had he put his owrf prowess so strongly 
forward while they were at hand to correct him.

Nothing strikes us more strongly, at the close of this histor^-, 
than the enormous power wielded by the Spartan harmosts and 
admirals throughout Hellenic lands, and the arbitrary And 
cruel use they made of it. Xenophon's Laconism was not then 
so developed as to prevent him from drawing these things with 
a faithful hand; his own subserviency to the Spartans, and his 
determination to stand well with them, while it throws a stain 
upon his loyalty to his comrades, shows us how he thought it 
hopeless to adopt any other policy. He may have apprehended 
banishment from Athens, though the digression just referred 
to is worded as if it had only followed his treason at the battle 
of Coronea. It is indeed hard to conceive any motive strong 
enough to induce him to this latter step, except his personal 
attachment to King Ag^esilaus. We may be sure that' an 
Athenian would feel as much ' intoxicated by the favour of a 
Spartan king as some Americans are by the courtesy of Euro
pean grandees.* '

§ 482. This intimacy with one of the main actors seems to 
have suggested to him the continuation of his Hellenica, which 
he accordingly carried down to the year 362 b.c., ending with 
the -battle of Mantinea. . It is in this work that we meet with 
the earliest specimen of that debased historiography which is 
mainly to be traced to the influence of the rhetoricians, and 
particularly of Isocrates. As that rhetor confessedly used his
torical facts for the sake of, recommending a polii^jy; as he pro
pagated the old sophistical habit of composing panegyrics of or 
attacks on mythical and historical persons, in which truth was 
deliberately sacrificed to oratorical eff^e^t; as he began distinctly 
to lay claim to history as a branch of oratory, the fatal fashion 
was introduced of writing history with an object, and so the 
splendid path pointed out and pursued by Herodotus and

, * There are three special Lexica on the A^nabasis, by Strack (8th ed. 
r874),Vollbrecht (3rd ed. 1876), and Suhle; Relidantz’ 4th and Vollbrecht's 
6th eds. (both 1877) are the best commentaries ; Arnold Hug’s new recen
sion (Teubner, 1878), based on the Parisian MS. C, eclipses all previous 
texts, even Cobet’s, and is regarded by the critics as final.
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Thucydides was abandoned. Thus we have a school of his
torians whose respect and attachment for truth is seriously 
impaired, while their studied rhetoric is indeed by no means 
superior to their great models. The later books of the Helli^iica 
are an instance of this depraved tendency, and here we happily 
have some means of exposing it. The earlier books are 
upon the Asiatic campaigns of the Lac^t^c^temonians, in which 
Xenophon could panegyrise them without serious damage, 
though occasional discussions about acts of tyranny in Elis 
and Thebes are glossed over without comment, especially when 
Ag^e^silaus is concerned. But in the later and general history 
of Greece, which follows the battle of Coronea, when the 

Jt^i^ders of Greece were Thebes and Sparta, and when the latter 
was completely humbled by the genius of Pelopidas and 
Epaminondas, the disgraceful partiality of the author becomes 
painfully apparent. He was writing up Agesilaus, a second- 
rate man, against the strong and sound popular opinion that 
Epaminondas was the great military genius of his age. Hence 
the military achievements of both Ismenias at Naryx, and 
Pelopidas at Tegyra—victories of Thebans over Spartans— 
are quietly omiti^i^d; at Leuctra and elsewhere the Theban 
generals' names are ignored, and it is only at the close of the 
book, in describing the campaign which ended with Mantinea, 
that a tardy tribute to Epaminondas is wrung from him, in 
terms which show that the popular opinion (whi^ich we find in 
Plutarch) was then prevalent, and that he sought to detract from 
it by no better arguments than petty carping, unjust insinua
tions, and unworthy silence. This is all the more regrettable, 
as we have in Xenophon one of the few men competent, had 
he been so disposed, to have informed us concerning the re
markable innovations in both tactics and strategy due to the 
great Theban, of which we have but a glimpse in the account 
of the battle of Manti^ne^a^-—a sort of ancient Rossbach in its 
disposition. But the fuller criticism of such matters does not 
belong to the history of literature.

§ 483. Tu^rning to the style of the Hellenica, the ordinary 
reader finds it easy and pleasant, yet not without a certain dry
ness and narrowness, as the author confines himseilf strictly to-
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military affairs and political revolutions, without social or liter
ary digressions. But more careful critics f^nd it full,of harsh 
transitions, apparent gaps and breaks, and other traces of its 
either being left unfinished by its author, or contracted by an 
incompetent epitomist. They even profess to find in Plutarch 
traces of his use of a fuller Hellenica, which had disappeared, 
and made place for the present compendium, before the days of 
Diogenes Laertius. But all such , arguments are surely very un
safe in the absence of the other sources, which Plutarch may 
have used, and in answer to which Xenophon may have com
posed his Hellenica. This latter attitude seems to me so proba
ble, that I fancy the book was composed in the form now before 
us, by way of answer to some strong and popular panegyric on 
the Theban leaders. 1 Such an origin would account for gaps, for 
transitions, and for allusions not supported by the work itself— 
such, for example, as that to the fame of Epaminondas, in the 
very last chapter, when hardly an act of his has been recorded 
throughout the history. But the weight of German enquiry 
into the sources used by Plutarch, and his way of using them, 
inclines to the theory that he followed some later historian, 
such as Ephorus or Ister, as his one main ‘guide in each life, 
so that he only agrees with the older authorities when these 
authors have copied them. Plutarch may, therefore, not have 
used Xenophon directly, any more than he used Thucydides 
directly in composing his L^i^vis?

In other respects the composition reminds one rather of 
H^e^rodotus than of Thucydides, not of course in dialect, 
but in the dramatic way in which speakers are introduced, 
short speeches and dialogues interspersed, and especially in 
the constant transition from indirect to direct speaking—from 
a report of what was said into the actual '^■ords of the 
orator. This practice is, indeed, so constant in the J^il- 
linica, as to be apparently a favourite ^guri with the author,

’ See especially 7, 5, 12, which is manifestl^^y a reply to such a 
panegyric.

2 Cf. Vollbrecht, Di Xin. Hill. (Hannover, 1874), pp. 19, 20, who 
spates and refutes the arguments of K^ypi^anos and Grosser, the main ad
vocates of the epitome theory.
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There is an occasional moral or religious reflection of no 
great depth, and always in agreement with the writer’s bias. 
In the scenes which he himself witnessed, such as the battle 
of Coronea, and the announcement to Ag^esilaus of the destruc
tion of his battalion by Iphicrates near Corinth, there is much 
graphic pow^ir; and he does not seek to paint his hero a con
ventional Spartan, but a man touched with the changes of for
tune, starting up in wild excitement from his throne or weeping 
with joy, at sudden announcements of evil or of good.*

§ 484. The formal panegyric of die Spartan king has come 
down to us in the tract entitled Agesilaus, which gives a sketch 
of his life and acts, in the form of a written encomium, like 
Isocrates’ E^v^a^goras, which that orator afterwards declares to 
have been the model for many imitators. Most of the facts in 
this tract are copied from the Hellenica, some unsuitable points 
being omitted, and a notice added of Ag^esilaus’ e.xpedition to- 
Egypt, and death, which occurred in 360 B.c. Hence the tract, 
if genuine, must rank amongst Xenophon’s latest works. But 
concerning the genuineness there is, as usual, a mass of con
fident and contradictory criticism, many first-rate critics assert
ing that the book must be by Xenophon, because of its style 
and its manifest borrowing from the Hellenica, while a large 
number of learned men reject it for the very same reasons. 
Under such circumstances, a^iy new decision is not likely to be 
accepted with much confidence. The rhetorical pomp, which 
marks this composition beside its genuine fellows, may ofcourse 
be accounted for by its very object—an epideictic display. 
The historical suppressions are proper to such a performance,2 
even were they not strictly Xenophontic. But what does seem 
to me like the work of a stranger, and not of the Boswell of Age
silaus, is the want of intimate personal knowledge of that king 
beyond what the Hellenica afford. There are, indeed, a few 
things added' but it seems strange that Xenophon, if he were 
the author, should not have supplemented his Hellenica with

' The best recent editions of the Hellenica are those of Breitenbaeh 
(1876), Buchsenschiitz (1876), and E. Kurz (Munich, 1874).

2 On this point, therefore, the censures of Mure (v. pp. 434, 435) are 

completely beside the point.
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many private recollecli^c^r^s^,. when he is illustrating the character 
of his hero by special anecdotes. I am suspicious, moreover, 
on account of the gross exaggeration (in chap, ii.) about the 
Spartan loss at L^e^uc^l^ra,'which, he says, amounted to half the 
citizens, whereas in the Hellenica we are told that 400 out of the 
700 present were slain. The style is uneven, and the structure 
of the piece not according to the strict laws of rhetoric. Thus 
the proem consists only of two short sentences, and there is a 
full recapitulation at the end, which is unsuitable, and spoils 
the effect (as Isocrates felt, when he forbade such repetitions 
in encomia). The following sentence is perhaps the worst 
possible specimen of Gorgian allite:^i^l^ti^n*:—Kv rJi 
ti^io-u-io to re aTpepcQ, cal aveKvljr^KroraTOT', rai iOopvjStiroT^c^'^i^’,

■ rat ava/j^c^prT7^(^T^iATov, i^ai CvoeTifiSovXevTOT^o^TOv elvat. Several of 
these words occur nowhere else in X^enophon, as is the case 
with many other terms in this tract. But the frequent recur
rence of aira£ y^^y^o/xeva in each tract or work of Xenophon 
makes it very difficult to establish their genuineness from inter
nal evidence. In contrast to the former, here is an elegantly 
finished period : o SK KapTepip pKv irpior^^iai', cvOD Kaipoi,
dAOj Sk, avSp'iac Dywi’, yy^pp ?£, Sttov (^ouXijc ep-yoK, oVtoq

ipoiye C^Kei Siralwg Ovl/p aya^dOc TetvTe'K.WQ av vo/j^l^^eiTOi^^.^ Here 
I leave the A^g^esilaus, recording my own opinion against its 
genuineness, but referring the reader to the German critics for 
arguments on whichever side he pleases to range himself. 
T^^ere is a convenient English text' and commentary lately 
published by Mr. Hailstone.

§ 485. We now proceed to consider the Socratic group of 
works, consisting of the M^emoirs, or general sketch of Socrates, 
with the (Hconomicits, which describes his views on the practi
cal business of life, and the S^y^m^posium, on social relaxations. 
This account of the great philosopher, , by an affectionate pupil, 
differs widely from the panegyric we have just discussed. In
stead of rhetorical periods and figures, for which Xenophon 
had little natural taste, and imperfect training, we have the 
form of artless narrative and easy dialogue, in which he is a 
great master, though overshadowed by the quaint Herodotus

’ c. vi. sub fin. s Cf. also c. xi. § 13,
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and the matchless Plato. Yet the real artlessness and the 
frequent tameness of his conversations only impress us the 
more strongly with their faithfulness, and it is now agreed that 
to, him we must look for the unvarnished picture of the great 
master whom Plato trans^gured and Aristophanes traduced. 
This form of composition was indeed not new, or original to 
X^enophon, having been already employed by Ion of Chios, in 
his Recol^lections of his own Life, and of the remarkable men he 
had melt But Xenophon applied it to the special purpose of 
illustrating the Life and Character of Socrates,.and the other per
sons introduced are intended as mere foils to the central figure.

It is remarkable that the author, though here speaking 
throughout in the first person, introduces himse^if as a third 
actor in one scene.’ The treatise as a whole is too disjointed 
and too diffuse to be agreeable reading, but may be taken up 
here and there with great profit Near the commencement 2 
there is a ver^ interesting defence of Socrates against the 
charge of having educated Alc^ibiades and Critias. It is 
shown that these men went to Socrates to gain power from 
intercourse with him, not to learn virtue, which they from the 
beginning despised, though they were for a time kept in check 
by him. I may indicate as specially interesting in the remainder 
<^f the work the locals classicus on the choice of Heracles, 
borrowed from Prodicus' famous apologue,’ the sketch of a 
I^me^gyricus on Athens,* and the very elegant argument for the 
•^j^i^t^i^nce and benevolence of the gods from final causes,® with 
the exhortation to piety in gratitude for these favours.

The last chapter 6 has so much in common with the Apo- 
^oogia Socratis handed down to us under the name ofX^<^r^c^j^hon, 
that most critics have refused to believe in the genuineness of 
both, but believe that one at least, perhaps both, must be spurious 
and that the longer Apolo^^a is either the source or the ex
panded copy of the eighth chapter. If the Apologia is (as I be
lieve) genuine, it was probably the original conclusion of the 
M^^moirs, with which it agrees strictly in form, being professedly 
no complete account, but, like the fourth Gospel, a sort of sup
plement to the incompleteness of other defences. Cobet;7

’ i. 3, II. 2 i. 2, 12, sq. ’ if- !. 21, sq.
* iii. 5, 10, sq. * iv. 3. 3 iv. 8. ’ Nov. Lectt. 667, sq.
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thinks it specially intended as a reply to the accusation of the 
sophist Poly^rates—a rhetorical exercise to which Isocrates 
alludes in his J^iusiris {above, p. 220). The shorter eighth 
chapter would then be an excerpt, put together and added to • 
the Me^moirs when the Apologia came to be read and copied 
out separately. As a defence, though neatly and even.ele- 
gantly written in the unmistakable vein of Socratic question
ing, it is ver^ inferior to Plato's Apologia. For it implies a 
greater assumption of wisdom and piety in Socrates (which 
specially appears in the far stronger response of the oracle tO' 
Ch^serephon), and also preaches the eudaemonistic view of the- 
profits of death at the limit of a hale old age, with which Socrates 
consoles himself. He thinks it a positive gain to die before his 
faculties and friends forsake him. Old age, we must remember, 
was not honoured at Athens as it is among us.

The marks of time in both Memoiios and Apolo^^a are few and 
uncertain. In the former he sa^:3 * that all ‘ even still ' continue;- 
to feel Socrates’ loss (en cat vvv StareXouot ■n-c^i'riiiv '

w^f^tovv^rec avrov), which seems to imply the lapse of some years 
after his execution. The apology alludes not only to the death 
of Anytus, but to the confirmed drunkenness and loss of cha
racter of his son, and this again requires a considerable interval. 
Still I do not believe, in the rapidly changing society of Athens, 
that these Memoii's would have produced any effect, or the • 
Apolo^^a have been read, many years after Socrates' death. If 
so, this sketch of Socrates would date from the time when 
Xenophon first attained literary leisure at Skillus, about 493 e.c.

The text is purer than most of our MSS. of Xenophon, nor 
have the critics (except in the last chapter of the Memoirs'^-' 
found fault with the logical nexus of the various subjects, as- 
they are successively discussed. These tracts have not re
ceived much attention from English scholars, who seem, 
indeed, of late years, rather determined by school requirements, 
than by the intrinsic value or interest of the Greek classics. 
The best special information (besides the histories of philo
sophy on Socrates) will be found in Breitenbach's (ed. 5, Berlin. 
1878) and K^^hner's editions, and in the preface to Sauppe's text..

* Mem. iv. 8, n.
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§ 486. The CEconom^c^is, which is in form a mere book of the 
Me^moirs, introduced with a connecting' particle, is realty an in
dependent treatise, and is the only Socratic dialog^ie of Xeno
phon which can be compared in value to the Platonic dia
logues. For here Xenophon is no longer a mere pupil, but 
an independent thinker, setting forth views even opposed to 
those of his master. But, characteristically 'enough, while Plato 
does this in speculation, Xenophon does it in practical matters, 
and in relation to the art of husbandry. The dialog^ie, 
which is very varied in its subjects, and, excepting the 
technical part, exceedingly interesting, begins with Socrates’ 
affected desire to make the fashionable and ambitious Crito- 
bulus a good economist, since, though his fortune is large, his 
expenses, and the public demands upon him, are proportionate- 
They then enter upon a very sophistical discussion as to the 
proper 'meaning of the tenn econotny, which is shown by Socra
tes to apply to practical good sense in all the affairs of life, but 
specially to the management of one’s household ; and first of all 
of its mistress, .then also of landed property with its stock, the 
chief kind being horses. There follows a panegyric on farming, i 
showing it to be a suitable recreation even for the Persian king, 
with the garden anecdote about Cyrus and Lysander, and an 
allusion to Cyrus’ death, which is an anachronism in Socrates’ 
mouth, as he could hardly have heard such details until the 
return of the Cj^eians, just before his trial. There is a fine pas
sage 2 on the tyranny of the passions, which is eminently 
Socratic, but the panegyric on agriculture, in cap. v., is pro
bably quite foreign to him.

Accordingly, with great dramatic propriety, the leading part 
is now transferred by Socrates to Ischomachus, a gentleman of 
position as a landed proprietor, and owner of a large town 
house, who instructs Socrates, fir^t; 3 on his method of training his 
wife and servants, tht^n 4 on his own rules of life and of recrea
tion, and next: 8 on the training of his steward. There follow 6 
chapters on the details of practical farming.

OEco'n. cc. 4 and 5. 1 i, l6’ sq‘
cc. 6--i^. 4 C’
cc. i2-«4^ • • cc. I4"19.
II.

I
3
5

VOL. T
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The end of.the treatise is an eloquent argument against 
Socrates' leading doctrine, that knowledge is virtue, since all 
men understand husbandry, but many fail from not carrying out 
•vlij^t they know, through sloth, or incapacity of governing their 
dependants. The conclusion is a reflection upon the divine 
gift of ruling men without constraint, which seems inborn in 
a few men, and cannot be acquired. It is likely that Xeno
phon is here thinking of Epaminondas, in whom he particularly 
praises this quality at the close of the Thus the
principal speaker not only lectures Socrates on topics which the 
latter does not understand, but tells him important truths which 
he does not contradict, though they are foreign to his teaching. 
We may, therefore, regard this tract as composed after the 
Memoirs, and that the author began by adhering to the form of 
dialogue and the character of Socrates, but soon wandered into 
an independent line of thouj^l^tt The description given by 
Ischomachus, a model Attic husband, of his young wife,’ brought 
up in total ignorance except of cooking, and adorned with paint 
and false hair, and high-heeled shoes, though ^m^t^er allowed to 
leave the house—his account of his gradual education, of her, of 
her ingenuous and noble cooperation, and of the honourable re
lations of husband and wife, is one of the most striking passages 
in all Greek literature. * The style is careful and pure, though 
critics find some peculiarities unusual in Xenophon.2 The

1 Cf. my Sodi^l Life in Greece, pp. 275, sq. It is remarkable that the 
use of factitious dress and ornament, so justly reprehended by Ischomachus 
here, is defended in the case of the Persian kings in the Cyi^opc^i^!ia (viii. 
I, 40-2) as a means of imposing on (aarayorireheiv) their subjects.

2 Thus the careful variation of the verbs in this sentence (concerning the 
risks of painting and other artificial aids to female beauty) is remarkable :

yap ewri^s I^avtffR^apfvai ire^fiaTKei^i^fra.a'I^CAi, % {nrb
ISpi^Tos ^He-yxovTat 0 {mH SoKpitov 1 {nrH Kourpov
Ka-ra^tTfuSr^traY. Here is an elegant passage in praise of husbandry :— 

' xix. 17—19: Owe lari toSt', iAA’ Ktxl aot
Sri V yeoipyia oStu lptKdy8patr6s ioft Kcal srpofta sIx^p Severe Kod 

{^(jwuTos aKO^e^o^uros ev?us iaorijs tiroteTv. iroAAlt S’, <<>71, Kat
aiTl) StSfo^KCt &s Itv KOKAterfd Tis airp xp¥t°. oUriKo &pireKos &vaPaluouoo 
uev iirl ra HiuSpa, frav exp ti SluSpou, StSfoKEt U^auat aVti^t^'
s^^f^irrrTr^i^i^iiotxra Si oti^apa, Srau lit aSsp a)^aA^l^l oi fiSrpues &oi, SiSaaKei 
gku^^Fciu rO. i)KioUpi.iva rraUriiv rijv &pi^i'‘ frt^ Si Koipis jj inri rav pAlou %i^ii
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reader will find in the many hints of the author's
special knowledge of horses, which led to the tract on the Horse, 
and also of the technical side of his mind, shown in the details 

■conccrniiig farming. The allusion to Aspasia, as an authority, 
on the duties of husbands and wives, has excited much attention, 
and has helped icgrcious authors, such as M. Becq de Fouc- 
quiferee,' to rehabilitate her character. English readers will also 
be much struck with ■the description of the big Phorniciac ship, 
•vliii:h was visited and admired for its order and discipline, as an 
English man-of-war is visited in foreign parts. These are but 
a few of the many points suggested by this tract. The latest 
English version has appeared in vol. i. of Mr. Ruskin's Bi^blio- 
iJteca P^o^stor^im. Schenkl's text is the most ercrct rececsion.

§ 487. We turn to the Banquet, a dialogue intended to show 
the cocvrrsation of educated gmtlemen. at Athens in society, 
and especially of Socrates, as the king of all good talkers. The 
scene is laid at a feast given by the rich Callias in honour of 
his favourite, the boy Autolycus, who won a victory in the pan
cratium at Athens in 421 b.c. But when critics infer that Xeno
phon was persrnt at a banquet in this year, they quite mistake 
the freedom with which Attic authors composed their dialogues. 
He was intimate, he tells us, with the speakers, and that is all.

After describing the extraordinary effect of the beauty of 
Autolycus on the company, and their consequent silence and 
a^wkwardness, a professional jester or parasite, perhaps the ear
liest we know personally, icteudrs himself, but is hospitably 
admitted to the feast. After his jokes have been tried, with little 
effect, the convrrsatioc becomes general, and wanders through 
many subjects, all of them, however, social or ethical. This is 
diveesifird by the feats of a company of what we should call 
circus peeformees, introduced by a profrssiocal Syeacusac, who

rAs (^'raTpuAas, (^^jKXoppoovcRa SioD^(ricfi ^aijr^v t^iTAovy 7er- 
iratvctv Tpf oTTti/^^v, Sici isoKvE^t^o^tixv 5A roi/s pEv veirovas SetKi^^'Ov^a fiSrpus, 
rotis Si Zrt oo^oo^Eipous tpEpauira, SiSao'Ket ■ rpuyAv Iout^p, SicNrcp rit eri^K^n 
4r^Kii^£^^T^cri, rS SpyWv act.

' Aspasie de Mil^ct. (P.aris, 1872). The special literatuer on the CEco'no- 
micus, both in editions and dissretations, will be found rcumreatrd (lup to 
1864) in Sauppe's Preface. Schcridre's edition (with several other Xeno- 
phontic tracts, in 1805) is still the most complete.

T 2
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is much annoyed at the lead which Socrates takes in' the enier- 
tainmeni, and only pacified by the latter recommending him 
to exhibit something lovely and graceful, instead of feats of 
danger. The banquet accordingly closes with a wanton scene 
of the loves of Ariadne and Bacchus, acted by a boy and girl of 
his troupe.

The conversation, which seldom remains f^xed upon one 
subject, is chiefly intended (unlike the M^emOirs) to bring out 
the peculiarities of each of the company. Antrsthenes, Crito- 
bulus, Callias, and Hermogenes are sketched in this way, each 
by dilating upon his own strong pointt Thus Hermogenes 
describes his piety, and the practical results of it,* in a very- 
homely way, reminding us of Sydney Smith's des^^i^tti^r^.'^ir 
certain people's religion as othe^-wo-rldlitu^ss. Poverty and riches 
are discussed, and so are beauty and love. This latter is the 
leading topic, and gives Socrates the opportunity for a remark
able discourse on its two species—the spiritual and the carnal * 
—which is not unworthy of Plato's best writing.

The similarity of subject has of course • givtfn rise to much 
discussion on the relation of this to Plato's I^ymposium, some 
holding that Plato meant to rival Xenophon, others that 
X^enophon intended a critique on Plato, while there is really 
nO clear evidence that either intended to censure or sought 
to excel the other. In splendour of thought and loftiness of 
diction Plato is of course far pre-eminent, but we may be sure 
that in excluding all the professional amusements, which he 
does with ma:rked contempt, and in making his guests speak 
long orations on the same subject, he has not drawn so faithful 
or natural a picture as Xenophon's, where the talk is discon
nected, often trivial, sometimes coarse. To us it would appear 
that the people talked too much about themselves, and that 
questions of personal interest, as opposed to those of larger im
portance, are too prominent. On the main subject discussed, 
that of love, our modem ideas are so far removed from those 
of Socrates and his companions, that it requires long study of 
Greek life, and deep sympathy with its grace and beauty, to-

■ iv. 47, sq. 2 cap. viii.
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enable us to tolerate even what is said by way of banter. To the 
serious statements of Socrates no objection can be made. But 
it is not to be wondered at that a respectable English Philistine, 
like Mure,’ should condemn Xenophon’s Socrates and his com
pany very severely, and see nothing but grossness of the lowest 
kind in their mutual affection. We must not judge them so 
harshly, for even the divine Plato stooped lower at the close 
of his Symposium, and Epaminondas did not rise above the 
received customs of his country, though both were men of 
genius, and I believe also of piety.

The weight of opinion leans towards the priority of Xeno
phon’s Symposium, and to its being 5w?itt:en early in his literary 
life, as a supplement to his more elaborate picture of Socrates. 
As a source of information on Attic morals and manners its 
value is • not easily over-estimated, nor is it by any means so 
tedious as his longer works.

§ 488. The political philosophy of Xenophon was not, as we 
may imagine, of a very deep or speculative order. During middle 
life he was brought in contact with the Spartans, whose consti
tution was the most lasting' and the most aristocratic in Greece. 
Ac^c^c^rdingly he undertook in a special tract, not unlike the 
tract already described on the Athenian state, to show the 
causes of the dignity and permanence of the Spartan power. 
There is, indeed, little said about the constitution, so little that 
the tract should rather be entitled on the discipline of the Lace- 
^cemo'nians than on their polity. The Ly^c^urgean training of 
the youth, so like in some respects to that of our public 
schools, the military training of the citizens, their high state 
of discipline and their subjection to authority, are set forth 
in a very striking picture. But we can see plainly that the 
a^uthor gives us old traditions confused with actual facts, and

’ Vol. v. pp. 453, sq. The reader who desires to consult an opposite 
authority may turn to G. F. Rettig’s long article in the Philolo^tts for 
1879 (vol. xxxviii. part ii.), where the whole dialogue is analysed with 

^^eat minuteness, and all manner of hidden delicacies and moral lessons 
extracted from it. But the learned German is so simple as to imagine 
that the Syracusan’s i^afs is his son, and to be completely in the dark as to 
their relations (p. 296). I need not add any further evidences of his criti
cal judgment.
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the fourteenth chapter, if genuine, distinctly admits that a great 
decadence had set in, and that the ideal condition described in 
the tract was a thing of the past. The concluding remark, that 
the curious obsequies of the kings were meant to show they 
were regarded as heroes, appears to me made in reference to 
Herodotus’ remark,’ that the customs of the Spartans on these 
occasions were the same as those of the Asiatic barbarians.

T^here is the usual controversy about the form of the 
work, and even Cobet is in this case induced to consider it a 
mere abstract of a fuller treatise, seeing that Plutarch, who^ 
uses it freely as an authority in his life of Lyc^urgus, seems to 
quote things not now to be found in the text. Others have 
pointed out its antagonism to the Panathenaiic^us of Isocrates, 
who claims for the Attic culture, against a partisan of the 
Spartans, the superiority which Xenophon claims for his patrons. 
When the tract was written, the battle of Leuctra had evidently 
not been fought, and the fourteenth chapter, which is perhaps 
to be placed at the end, and may have been mutilated, seems 
intended to meet the altered prestige of the Spartans in Greece. 
I am disposed to hold it genuine, arid nearly in its original 
form, seeing that all Xenophon’s works are found equally dis
jointed in argument, and that the theory of compendiums by 
later hands cannot surely apply to the whole of his works.

The permanent interest of the tract is the sketch of a state 
morality overriding the ordinary laws of chastity and of purity, 
and yet, though introducing new habits and new morals, pre
serving the feelings of honour and personal dignity among men 
and women, who must have been degraded in any ordinary 
State. There is much in Plato’s Republic plainly imitated from 
this remarkable society, particularly his postponing the purity 
and per^ianence of the marriage tie to the higher duty of pro
ducing healthy children for the state. But Plato’s arrangements, 
'whereby the sanctity of the tie was strictly maintained through 
its temporary duration, seems far more civilised than the coarse 
indifference of the Spartans, as described by Xenophon.^ It 
may, indeed, be doubted whether his statements are not merely 
theoretical exaggerations, for the Spartan women, whatever their

* vi. 58. 8 i. 7-10-
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other faults, seem to us more like modem mothers of fai^iilies 
than any other Greek women.

§ 489. But while Xenophon could not but be struck with the 
marvellous permanence and power of the Spartan constitution, 
his inmost character must have led him to favour the monarchi
cal form. He was all his life attached to some one superior mind, 
which he took as his guide, and which he served with ready 
obedience—first, and best, Socrates, t^ien the brilliant Cyrus, 
then the inferior, but still able Ag^esilaus. Hence we find in 
his remarkable dialogue entitled Hiero, between that tyrant and 
the poet Simonides, that though the miseries and dangers of 
tyranny are most eloquently set forth, the author finally turns to 
the good side of absolute rule, and shows how a despot may live 
a life of great usefulness to the people whom he sways. A 
private career is, indeed, vastly happier, but a tyranny may be 
made ■ not only an endurable, but even an enviable position. 
The whole form of the tract is peculiar, being a dialogue with
out Socrates, and being, moreover, more ornately written than 
is usual with Xenophon. Nevertheless, critics have been almost 
unanimous in accepting it as genuine, and I do not feel my in
stinctive dissent can be supported with convincing arguments. 
The passage which describes the change from the contentment 
of private life to the anxieties of sovereignty, is perhaps the most 
striking in all our remains of Xenophon. *

1 Cap. vi. §§ 1-8 : Bo^^Aojuat Se 2 r&s

<po<r<tva5
a^'rUv. lyU yap pFo F^OiKicOrais

F^Oopevoi^ 4fJioi, ei^iVlri 81 4fpavr^(p, Fo-i6i^p.r^(^air.i,
Ot^tryov 8* fo avp^^oaiots itoAA&kis pev p4xpi rov n
XaAe^Bv Jv aiDpUTrlvcp f3i<p J^o^ iro^^AAK^s SI p^^pi roV (^F^ats re HtOl OcA^ii^^s Kal 
XopoLs rJ^v vx^^^^o^^taptyvVvai, “^^^Dkis 81 p^xpt K^tv^js Jv^Ovptas Jvys
t6 Kal rUv •^^pDv'ruv. vvv 81 ai^^t^'rCp^pai pJv rUv J^Vopevuv Ipol BiD rB 
SovAo^s Dvrl <ii<tav *XEtt/ Orreff^epTfpai ?>’ c^vr^B^s rof^v
Jvelvots SpiAeiv StD r^S pj^Viep^lav IvopDv eVt^v^it^^ 4/poI Tap* aSr(^^^ peOrrv 81 
Kal vt^!vov Spolus eveSpa ^i^v^t^^'rop^t. t8 81 ^pf^eCffJ^c^^ pJv
8' a^irp^^^Vt 81 a<p^c^l^^vf 81 kaI avroSs roSs <pv.c^^-
r^ovr^^St Kal pJO iv6T’Aov5 fjx^tY JVeAet^ aSrSv pJV JjOCus
O^EDj^Oatf ovk DpyaAeov iarl i^i^cayfpa ; Jot 81 £Jvots pJv paAAov T^oV^tTats 
iriATcvciv, JiapjaDpois 81 pS^AAov *^EAA.Tjcriv, JortOvp^^Tv SI roSs pJv 4Aeu0€povs 
SovAovs ^xetv» SI SouAo^s Dvay^KileaQai TOietv lAc^OCi^c^vs, ov travra
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§ 490. In this tract, the disadvantages of despotism de
cidedly preponderate, but we find that our author was not con
tent to leave the question so, and many years after (for the Hiero 
seems an early work) we find him developing his ideal state under 
the form of a paternal and hereditary monarchy in his Education 
of Cyrus; a very diffuse political novel, in which he sets forth 
his ideal picture as a biography of the older and greater Cyrus, 
in opposition to the dreams of Plato and other theoretical politi
cians of the day. This work, which is the longest and most 
ambitious of all Xenophon’s writings, but consequently the most 
tedious and the least read, seems to be our earliest specimen of 
a romance in Greek prose literature. The author frequently 
professes to have written from observation, and from informa
tion obtained in the East, and this has induced many critics to 
seek in the Cyroftedia for historical materials, wherewith to sup
ply a corrected account of the Eastern histories of-Herodotus 
and Ctesias. X^e^nophon differs from both as much 'as they 1 
differ from one another on the history of Cyruis; and as there 
were at least four versions of his origin and his rise into power, 
it has often been supposed that; Xenophon followed one of 
these traditions, and did not invent his -facts. When he agrees 
with Ctesias against Herodotus, that the name of Cyrus’ second 
son was Ta^naoxares, and not Smerdis, he no doubt had some 
foundation for his assertion. But it is idle to attempt to sift 
out the particles of history from the mass of fiction with wh^ch 
the author has consciously surrounded his heri^..

The work being strictly a panegyric of Cyrus in the form of 
an historical-n^a^irative, the writer felt bound to exclude any 
flaws or faults which he knew, and to exaggerate all his virtues, 
and seeing that he pursued this rhetorical course in professed 
history, he was not likely to depart from it in a treatise really 

touto SokEt VkS TPDFIwv K^^c^J^evXyy/tiv^s TEKp^^pta ; & y4 toi
oi> pDvov al^Bs Rats >l/uxats Xvirypls (^ol irdvrav rSiv

YSEav av^p^K^i^p^t^KoXovBav Kvpdiv yi~^i^iETat. el Si Kol ab woXejptKiav Spuretpos 
eT, & Sip^avtSy, teal wo^i troXi^ipiiji t^itT^c^AYYt v^Kyirlov iivrerd^a, 
aBi^iri /lev rtya irtrov ^pov iv ia^el^vp tiJ! x^pi^vp, woiov Se rtva Si^vov
iKi^i/x<2. oTa crol T&r' Kinrypi, Toiavrd ieri^t Tct wav n^i^pD^vvivv
Kal fTi Seti^iiTepa• o^ y^Hp i( ivavrlas pti^i^ov, iX^X.k (^<il KdvroBev KoKeplovs 
i^pav vopl(ovatv ol Ti^/^oi^i^ot.
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political, and describing an ideal monarch. TTl^us from this 
long and elaborate work we can hardly be said to gain anything 
new on the life of the greatest and the most interesting figure 
in Asiatic history. Nevertheless, we wonder how a man bom 
and educated in all the blessings of Hellenic law and liberty 
can stoop to defend almost a^l the circumstances of Asiatic 
despotism—eunuch households, painted faces, pompous and 
effeminate robes, and slavish ceremonies.’ Such concessions 
to the splendour of the Persian court, which had evidently 
so dazzled Xenophon in his youth that he never recovered 
his political vision, make his ideal picture anything but a monu
ment of Hellenic superiority. As to style, the book is exces
sively diffuse, and many conversations are introduced without 
much point, merely to illustrate the conversational talent on 
which Xenophon much prided himself, as a Socratic At^henian 
of good birth, and accustomed to good society. But the 
specimens he gives hardly justify his good opinion of himself.

It is remarkable that in this political romance we have also 
{as an episode) our earliest sentimental romance, the loves of 
A^bradatas and Panthea, which are told at intervals through the 
narrative,^ and which end with the death of Abradatas in battle, 
and the suicide of Panthea and her eunuchs. As was natural to 
an Athenian of that epoch, such love could hardly be conceived 
as existing jtiill after marriage, and the story may have been intro
duced in support of the Socratic theories of the dignity and im
portance of the female sex and of the married state. To us, who 
have been satiated with such stories, this early attempt seems 
rather dull and feeble, but it deserves notice as a phase important 
in literature, and one which was to bear fruit an hundredfold.

The great king is represented as dying quietly in his bed, 
and not from his wounds in a battle, as K^i^esias says. He ends 
his life with a very striking address to his children, in which 
the author inserts his hopes of the immortality of the so^l ®—a 
very interesting passage, of which Cicero has made large use.

The last chapter of the book must surely be spurious, as it 
contradicts the whole purpose of the work. It explains how, 
as soon as Cyrus was dead, his people degenerated into all

* Cf. vii. S, and via. I. * Books iv. to vii. * viii. 7, 17, sq.
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manner of vice and disorder, and reversed all the good arrange
ments inaugurated by him. This chapter is, indeed, curiously 
analogous to the chapter on the La^c^r^c^Eemonian decadence in 
the tract just discussed, and could not but suggest the hand of 
an e^^iitor, who added his own reflections on the historical results 
to the theories of the author. In the present case some such 
theory is necessary to sustain X^enophon’s character for good 
sense. The text is perhaps purer than that of any other portion 
of our author ; but though this is so, and though the style is 
perhaps smoother and more finished than the rest, yet the sub
ject is so needlessly spun out with dialogues and descriptions 
of semi-imaginary campaigns, that it can never be popular, and 

"there are probably very few who have had the patience to read 
it through. Here, if any^vhere, we should have longed for the 
‘ epitomator ’ of the German critics to come forward, and treat 
this tedious novel as he is supposed to have treated the rest of 
X^enophon’s remains. The Cyropxdia seems a late work, com- 1 
posed, probably about 361 b.c.,* in the decline of his powers, 
and when the garrulity of age was increasing.

§ 491. We pass from the most theoretical and fanciful of 
X^enophon’s works to the most thoroughly practical, the tract 
entitled irupoZ (not irtp. ■ponCOttiv., a later name), and intended 
to exhibit the financial resources of Athens, and the policy 
which should consequently be followed by that state. We hear 
from Diogenes Laertius that Xenophon, having been exiled on 
the proposal of Eubulus, was ultimately recalled by the influ
ence of the same statesman, then at the head of the Athenian 
finances, and it is consequently conjectured that Xenophon, 
in extreme old age, wrote this tract by way of advice tn 
Eubulus—a notion justly ridiculed by Cobet. Nevertheless, it 
was certainly intended to support the same party, and, if not 
written for Eubulus, was intended to dispose the public to put 

_ confidence in a peace policy.
Commencing with an eulogistic statement of the climate 

and central situation of Athens, as favourable for a develop
ment of wealth, the author recommends four improvements in

> Both Breitenbach and Hertlein have given us good commentaries (now 
both in third editions, 1874).
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state policy : (i) the encouragement of alien settlers, by allow
ing them to buy or build houses in t^e city, admitting them 
to the cavalry (not the hoplite service only), and other such 
complim^i^ts;; (2) the encouragement of merchants by mate
rial conveniences, such as marts and hotels, and by better laws, 
for .saving time and promptly settling disputes, but in general 
without any further outlay than * decrees, and civilities, and 
attentions,’ such as inviting important traders to public en
tertainments—^he also recommends a state merchant service ; 
(3) the . .d^e^v^el^opment of the silver mines by state subsidy and 
state control,.providing capital in the way of slave workmen,. ■ 
and by the formation of joint-stock companies ; (4) lastly, by 
earnestly adopting a peace policy, and endeavouring by em
bassies to establish a sort of international agreement to check 
the wastefulness of war. He advises a mission to the Delphic 
oracle and to Dodona to enquire whether such a policy be not 
the right one, and if so, how it should be carried out in detail.

But the main object of all this care to increase the revenues 
of the state is to secure a regular state support of three obols . 
per day, payable to all citizens alike, poor and rich, without 
any corresponding obligations. Thus, says he, the prevailing 
poverty will be relieved, and even the rich, who pay heavy 
taxes, will receive back a very high interest on their outlay. 
It is hard to conceive a more dangerous and mischievous the
ory of finance. As Grote observes, the returns for the outlay,, 
especially in t^e mines and the merchant navy, are all un
certain, while the expenditure is heavy and certain. But even 
granting the possibility of an adequate return, can any con
dition be conceived more utterly ruinous to all the true great
ness and dignity of .A^thens than that of making all the citizens 
pensioners of the state, so long as they could manage to remain 
at peace with their neighbours ? Could any proposal pander 
more effectually to the weaknesses and vices of the Athenian 
charact^^? Grote justly points in contrast to the oration OC 
Demosthenes on the Symmories, delivered about the same time, 
where the views of a practical and sensible statesman may be 
found, based on the same facts, and the same condition of 
public affairs. T^here is nothing commendable in the policy of
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the tract, except the warm affection and zeal for Athens which 
the author shows in his declining years.

' § 492. Some critics have wondered why Xenophon makes no 
mention of agriculture, for which in his other works he shows so 
strong a predilection, and again, how so experienced and enthu- 

• siastic a soldier should advocate a peace policy. Of course the 
agriculture of Attica was not, in his mind, capable of producing 
state revenue, and no man was more likely to advocate a peace 
policy than the aged veteran, who in his hospitable retreat had 
so long learned to value the enjoyments of peace, while 
narrating the excitements and dangers of war. The peculiar 
value of the tract lies not in its recommendations, most of 
which are obvious, and the rest not very practical, but in the 
very interesting details it gives of the mines of Laurium, and 
their working. Xenophon seems to express quite too sanguine 
an opinion as to their inexhaustible value, and he says some 
absurd things as to the unalterable value of silver, eveh as com- I 
pared with gold. But we know from the speeches of Lj^c^urgus 
and Hypereides, that great profits were being made twenty years 
later from the mines, and great activity displayed in opening 
new shafts. Sycophantic prosecutions, with promises of enor
mous confiscations of wealth among the people, became quite 
common, and even stopped private enterpr^sie.'

The date has been ve^ well determined by Boeckh as C^1. 
106, I, just after the conclusion of the Social war, and before the 
beginning of the Sacred war, though the Phocians had, it seems, 
already seized the Delphic temple, but had retired from it—a 
preliminary occupation which Cobet was the first to infer, and 
which has helped to clear away the difficulties of dating the 
tract. All the critical questions as to its Xenophontic style, its 
unity, and its purpose, have been discussed in a very careful 
pamphlet by H. Zurborg (Berlin, 1874), and since in his edition 
of the text (1876). The for^ adopted is no longer that of dia
logue, but rather that of a deliberative speech,2 so much so that

> Hypereides, pro Euxen. col. xlv. ,
1 Accordingly, a comparison with Isocrates’ speech on the Peace, 

composed under the same circumstances, is very instructive on the differ
ences of the two men : the one broad and vague and sentti^er^ta^l; the
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the tract has been held to be compiled from t^vo such dis
courses. But all such subtleties are disposed of by the analogy 
of the remaining tracts, which are wholly, what the Finance:^ 
are chiefly, treatises, and which, therefore, need only
be slightly handled in a work on literature.

§ 493. These technical tracts are three in number : on the" 
care and training of horses ; on the duties of a cavalry ofSi^i^ir; 
and on hunting, including the care and training of dogs. They 
are the earliest specimens we have of such books, excepting the 
Hippocratic treatises, and as such have been much studied by 
specialists. I confess the Hipparchicus, or tract on the duties 
of a cavalry general, confirms my notion that the Greeks 
knew little of scientific warfare. The directions for creating 
and keeping in discipline a cavalry force are what any prac
tical man could suggest. The evolutions described are very 
simple, and much of the tract is devoted to the political diffi
culties of raising and maintaining such a force. But the most 
curious feature of all is its dominant religiousness, so much 
so that the opening is like that of a business meeting, where 
the proceedings commence with prayer. All through the prac
tical directions, the reader is constantly reminded that he must 
act according to the will of the gods ; a^d at the conclusion 
X^enophon leaves his reader with a justification of this view : 
‘ If any should wonder why the expression D. V. (aVv Qc<p 
has been so frequent in my treatise, let him know well that 
a man who has gone through many dangers will be less sur
prised, and that in war, though the adversaries are always 
making plans, they seldom know how they will turn ou^’ I 
may also not^i^i^' the non-Socratic doctrine that correct know
ledge is of no use in any pursuit or art, we do not insist on 
the carrying out of the practical details.

§ 494. The treatise on the Horse is a far more valuable 
work, and really shows . an insight into the care and training of 
horses, which would do credit to a modern book. He refers in 
his preface to the work of Sinon, which he praises, and of which 

other narrow and precise in his thinking, but both one-sided, and wanting 
in the qualities of real statesmanship.

* Cap. 9, 2.
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3 short fragment has survived.* He desires to supply what has 
been omitted in that work, which its author commemorated by 
setting up a bronze horse at the Eleusinion, and engraving' his 
works on the pedestal. '

.The technical character of this treatise does not tempt us 
to delay upon it ; I would only mention the persistent in
culcation of kindness and gentleness in the treatment of the 
horse, so far in advance of the methods of our vulgar and brutal 
horse-trainers. But though Xenophon constantly alludes to the 
danglers of being cheated in the buying of horses, Providence, 
which he elsewhere so frequently invokes, is here never called 
upon to interfere. The principal object of keeping horses 
at At^hens was for display in processions, and curjous im
portance is laid 2 on the proper prancing and caracolling of 
horses at such ceremonies. In fact, we see the author de
scribing such riding as is represented in the famous Parthenon 
frieze, which may have been before his mind whe'n writing. I 
We also learn that this was no ideal horsemanship, but the 
fashionable practice at Athens. The absence of any remarks 
on saddles, or on shoeing, w^ll strike the modern reader; neither 
of these was in use among the ancients. Hence the hard
ening of the feet, and the difficulties of mounting without 
-^l^tnmps, occupy much space. This tract has been specially 
translated and commented on (together with the H^pparchicus, 
by P. L. Courier, a French A^rtillery officer, 1807) in English by 
Berenger, in his History of the Art O Horsemanship; also by 
Fr. Jacobs (Gotha, 1825). Neither tract has received much 
attention among recent English scholars.

§ 495. We now come to the last and most characteristic of 
Xenophon’s technical tracts, that on Hunting, which treats very 
carefully of the points, the breeding, and training of dogs ; 
then of nets, and, lastly, at great length, of hare hunting, in 
which the author takes the most enthusiiisi^^c delight.® Nor is

' Published by Darenberg in his Notices et Extrails Dos MSS.
p. 169.

2 Cap. II.
’ ov-ra 8ii rb 8i)plov, o^Sfds Sans oO^k tv ISiiv ixvevS-

M-vov, eiptaKSnevov, firraBeifirov, aXtaK6pL(vov inXiOi^is' ttv eff rov ipijm 
(v. 32).
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the religious element wanting, for when the nets are ready, the 
trained of the dogs is not loosed without a prayer to 

Apollo and Artemis Agrotera to give the hunter spoilt The 
chase of fawns and stags, or of wild boars, is not detailed with 
any such. care. There is a foolish and mythological preface 
about Cheiron and his pupils, generally and justly rejected by 
^riti<^!3; there is also a very inappropriate attack upon' the 
sophists at the conclusion, beginning with the last (thirteenth) 
chapiter, which is also rejected. I should be disposed to hold 
the real conclusion to come earlier, ending with 12, 9. But the 
question is hardly worth discussing. Cobet thinks it (above, 
p. 260) probably the earliest of Xenophon’s works. If we adopt 
(as I do) Cobet’s own arguments on Xenophon’s age, he was 
brought up at Athens during the Peloponnesian war, when 
hunting in Attica would be seldom possible, and indeed we 
know that in the following generation one of the comic poets 
speaks of it as a land where not a hare remained. I am con
vinced, therefore, that it was not composed till after the author 
had settled in his ‘ hunting box ’ at Skillus. The very form of 
the genuine proem,*—iylo jitv ovv TrepaivU role vcoi^iq, &c.— 
implies a writer of mature years.

§ 496. On the so-called fragments of Xenophon I need not 
delay the reader. There are short epistles to Socratic friends, 
first printed .by A^llatius, and some quoted by Stobseus, which 
may be read in the appendix to Sauppe’s edition, or in the 
Epi^siologiv^a^Ph Graced, but which are certainly spurious. There 
are also a considerable number of words and phrases quoted by 
old authors and grammarians as Xenophon’s, which we do not 
now find in his woiks. These are the stronghold of the * Epito- 
mators,’ the chief of whom is the modem Greek K^yp^i^ianos. A 
good many of them are doubtless blunders, where Xenophon is 
cited instead of Xenophanes, or some similar name. Others 
are free citations, and can be still identified. A few, especially 
from the Anabaiii, are really unexplained,' and may possibly 
come from the lost A^t^c^basis of Themistogenes.

§ 497. It remains for us to sum up the general conclusions 
to be derived from our special survey of Xenophon’s works.

. ' i. 18.
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We have seen that there is much reasonable suspicion of 
their having been edited by a later hand. The epilogues of 
the Memorabil^ia, of the Polity of the L^tu^edoemonians, of the Cyro- 
fCcedia, of the tract on Hunting, all contain irrelevant matter, iri 
some cases stultifying all that goes before. If these be indeed 
the author's additions, we must assume them to be the addi
tions of an embittered and querulous old age, and appended 
to the later copies of his works. Ag^a^in, the combined pro
lixities and brevities of his style have tempted scholars to- 
the theory that we possess but blundering epitomes, which 
feebly convey to us the real grace of the ‘ Attic bee.' But the- 
fact that these objections have been separately brought against 
so many of his works, show that the epitome theory is vastly 
improbable, and that the fault lies in the author - himself, whose 
imperfect literary and rhetorical training—Socrates was no
master of form—contrasts with the very polished and st^^ictl^ 
professional authors of the same period. ' I

It is, however, hardly true to speak of Xenophon as a mere 
practical man, and his works as mere recreations. On t^^^ 
contrary, his later life seems to have been wholly devoted tor- 
literature, and he attained a rank among Attic writers which 
very few were ever able to reach. Among the Roman critics 
especially he earned no small meed of praise. His subjects 
were congenial to them ; his books were easy ; his language- 
approached the later common dialect, which they all understood- 
perfectly. He was, moreover, always the gentleman amateur, 
who cared less about a hiatus in his vowels than in his huntinjg 
nets, and admitted stragglers in his vocabulary while he would 
not tolerate them in his troop. This reputation for simple
grace and unaffected ease, which made him so popular among 
Roman critics, he has maintained among the students of Attic 
style, and among the educators of our youth in Attic Greek, 
so that great scholars, like Cobet, Dindorf, Sauppe, Schneider, 
and Schenkl, have spent endless labour upon the purifying of 
his text. It is the more remarkable, as he confessedly not only 
admits Ionic, Doric, and poetical words into his ordinary style, 
but uses so irregular a vocabulary that each work abounds in- 
tval, Xeyofitva, not only as regards himself, but as regards the
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good Attic authors of his age. As a writer, therefore, of good 
clear Attic Greek, and upon very attractive subjects, there can 
be no question that Xenophon ranks very high.

§ 498. But when we come to judge him from a different stand
point, and consider how he appreciated the divine philosophy 
of Socrates, the momentous facts of the T^heban supremacy, 
the merits of the various polities with which his adventurous 
life acquainted him—then it is that we feel in him a great want, 
and are obliged to degrade him to the second rank among the 
writers of the Attic age. For among his many advantages of 
ability and of experience he lacked the one which is worth all 
the rest—he lacked genius. We see this in his practical life, 
for though a successful and experienced general, he never at
tained any high reputation as such through Greece. Indeed, 
he seems all his life dominated by any great man whom he 
met—Socrates, Cyrus, Ag^esilaus. Yet even here when he en
deavours to draw the portraits of his idols, he is a mere Bos
well, a mere photographer, who copies petty details, but, being 
no true artist, is unable to catch the ideal side of the character, 
and reproduce it for all time. T^hus the portrait of Socrates in 
Plato's dialogues is probably far less faithful in detail than 
Xenophon’s, and yet in its depths how infinitely truer and more 
satisfjring 1 So likewise in his History, in his political philo
sophy, he is consciously writing up a personal friend, and 
writing down his fo^s^; he is consciously recommending the 
virtues of a personal friend, or, in the Anabasis, his own, and 
thus he omits the larger features of the world-problem as it un
rolled before him. Above all, he completely wants that spon
taneity, that absence of self-consciousness, which „marks the 
products of real genius. Hence his portrait of Socrates is vul
garised, and that great man’s philosophy represented as a mere 
refined and calm Hedc^nism, such as Epicurus afterwards 
taught. His own religion is of the same kind, a cool calcula
tion of the profits to be derived from honouring the gods, and 
no real exercise of self-denial, purity, or nobleness of soul.

The stirring times in which he lived, and his diligence as 
an author, make him a valuable and important personage in 
Attic literature, but he has probably imposed upon the learned

VOL. II. u
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with a great exaggeration of his military deeds in the Anabasis. 
In his own day, this famous Retreat, while it made no little stir 
through Greece, did not bring him any immediate renown. It 
is owing to his own bright and well told narrative that he is not 
only cited as an authority by all the historians of Greece, but that 
he is a household name in the mouth of every schoolboy who 
begins the study of classical Greek.

The writings of Xenophon were much read and admired by 
succeeding generalt^i^i^!5; but, imitated by Arrian,’ quoted by , 
Cic^ero, criticised by the Latin rhetors, I cannot find that the 
Al^e^x^andrian scholars paid him any critical attention. There 
are said to be scholia in some of the Oxford texts, but as yet 
unedited, nor do I know what may be their value.

§ 499. Bibliographical. The number of extant MSS. is 
very great, and scattered through libraries from Jerusalem to 
Madrid, but few of them are old, and there seems much 
difference of opinion as to their real date and respective value. | 
The earliest dated (a.d. 1x66) is the No. 511 in the Marcian 
library at Venice ; there is another of some such date in the 
Escm^ii^l; one at Wolfenbiittel seems the bes(t Very few of 
them, if any, contain all the works, but rather selections and 
excerpts. The earliest printed Xenophon is the Latin version 
jof 1476 (Francis. Philelfus, Milan), the first Greek edition the 
Juntine of 1516. Of recent complete, texts the best are 
Schneider's (3rd edition, Leipzig 1838-40), that in the Didot

’ The works of Arrian, who called himself, and was called by others, 
the younger Xenophon, are interesting and valuable from an historical and 
ethical point of view, but cannot be included within the bounds of Greek 
classical literature. There are in them so many grave violations of Attic 
usage, that by common consent they are not studied in an ordinary clas
sical education. The appellation of the younger Xenophon, it may be 
observed, applies by no means so much to style as to similarities of life 
and choice of literary subjects. The Socrates of Arrian was Epictetus, 
whose life and opinions he recorded. Besides this, he wrote history 
chiefly from a military point of view, such as the anabasis of Alexander, 
the In^o^i^ca, and other lost works, a'book on tactics, and b supplement to 
Xenophon’s tract on hunting. The InDica were not even composed in 
Attic Greek, but in the Ionic dialect of Ktesias and Herodotus, the latter 
of whom he has everywhere imitated in the structure of sentences, and in 
many peculiar terms.
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series, and those of G. Sauppe (Tauchnitz, 8vo., 1864) and 
L. Dindorf with A. Hug’s .A^tia^basis (Teubner, 1873). There 
are many -excellent recent editions of the separate works, which 
have been already mentioned. Schenkl’s complete edition 
(Berlin,- 1876), with his studies on the MSS. in the ‘ Abhand- 
lungen of the Vienna Academy for 1875-6,’ is now far- the most 
complete and valuable. He- has also published a ver^ popular 
C^^restomathy with lexicon (6th edition, Vienna, 1877). The 
various recent monographs are noticed by Nitsche in Bursian’s 
y^a^lu^e^sberiNh. for 1877. -

u 2
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CHAPTER XI.

D E M O S T H E PT E S.

§ 500. We come at last to a great Greek author, concerning 
whom there are fortunately very ample materials presented to 
us. We have several copies, evidently authentic, ofhis statue, so 
that his very appearance is familiar to us. We have in the next 
place the details of his early struggles in life in his own speeches 
against his gua^^^z^i^j;; of his political acts and career in his 
great public harangues, especially in the speech for Ctesipho^i 
on the Crown, which is a splendid apologia pro vita sUa. We ' 
have, moreover, these public confessions in many cases com
mented and animadverted on by his adversaries, Ai^schines 
and Hypereides, so that they are not uncontrolled self-pane
gyrics.

In the following generation, when literary history came into 
'fashion, his memory was yet fresh enough to afford good mate
rials to historians and biographers. From these are derived 
the various and independent Lives of the orator, which still 
amount to ten in number. Fullest and most interesting is the 
work of Plutarch, then the many details contained in Diony
sius of Hal^ta^i^nassus, though his official L^ife is not pre
served. The various sketches in the Lives of the Orators, in 
Suidas, and in the prefaces to his speeches, are less important. 
The points which remain in doubt are rather obscured by con
troversy than .by oblivion.

§ 501. We know that Demosthenes was bom of respectable 
and well-to-do, though not illustrious, parents—Demosthenes (of 
the deme Pa^iania) and Cleobule,’ and that in childhood he was

’ yEschines Cttes. § 171) gives an explicit account of the Scy
thian origin of Cleobule, which may be true, but he can f^nd nothing to say 
against her character.
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brought up in comfort, and with the advantages of a good 
station. But the exact year of his birth is uncertain, because 
he has himself confused it He says he was thirty-two years 
old when he prosecuted Meidias, and this speech is fixed at 
such a date (349 b.c.) as would make his birth-year 381 b,c.‘ 
On the 'other hand, the speech against Onetor specifies that he 
attained his majority (in his eighteenth year) in the archon
ship of Polyzel^us, 366 b.c. This gives us his birth-year as 
384-3 (the date given in the Lives') ; and this date is now 
assumed, with slight variations, by all the best authorities. 
Thus at the very outset we have a specimen of the sort of diffi
culty we constantly meet in treating of this orator. The passage 
in the speech against Meidias being an isolated statement, must 
be regarded as a deliberate misst^tement,’and it deceived most 
of the ancients—Dionysius, Aulus Gellius, and apparently 
Plutarch. But there are not wanting indications of the truth 
elsewhere.2

The elder Demosthenes had two establishments, one for 
the manufacture of swords and knives, another for the wooden 
frames of couches ; in fact, we should call him both a cutler 
and an upholsterer. But of course he carried on this business 
rather as a capitalist, for his property in slaves and chattels at 
his death is valued by his son, probably with some exaggera
tion, at fourteen talents (about 3,300/.)—in those days a large 
fortune. By his will he left his children—Demosthenes, a boy 
of seven years old, and an only daughter—to the care of two 
nephews and a family friend, on the understanding that one 
nephew, Aphobus, should marry his widow (an ordinary Attic ar
rangement); the second, Demophon, should marry the daughter, 
with a good dowry, and to all three he gave the use of certain 
moneys until his son should come of age. None of these ar
rangements, except the securing of the money for themselves, 
was carried out by the dishonest • guardians. Thus Demo
sthenes found himself, when he came of age, possessed of the 
responsibilities and expenses of a fortune—which ought by

* This, viz. OI. 99, 4, is Dionysius’ opinion.
2 Cf. the intricate discussions of A. Schafer (Dem^:^the!n^:s und scIne 

Z^t, iii. B. p. 55), and of Blass, AB. voi. iii. pp. 7-10.

    
 



ch. xi.294 HISTORY OF GR^]^1K LITERAT^URE.

interest, he says, to have increased to thirty talents—but in 
fact a pauper.

There is little doubt that in this emergency he had recourse 
to Isaeus, the most skilful practical pleader of the day in'such 
lawsui^i^Ei,. and with his help and advice * brought an action 
against Aphobus, the main delinquent, for ten talents, ■ the 
third part of the embezzled property. There is no pr^^^ that 
Demosthenes learned from any other of his famous contem
poraries, either philosophy from Plato, or rhetoric from Iso
crates ; but it is certain that, by a diligence so exceptional 
as to be remarkable, he had attained a sounder general culture 
than almost any young man of his day. Hence his own know
ledge was suflf^^ient to compose in the main the early speeches 
concerning his property, which, though not brilliant, manifest 
the force and directness which we admire in his most perfect 
works. He won his case against Aphobus, but_ was put off 
by various pretexts and devices, so that he was obliged to I 
prosecute Onetor, Aphobus' brother-in-law, to whom the pro
perty had been professedly transferred.

I need not give the details of these disputes, which can be 
read in the speeches. The young orator seems to have re
covered but a small part of the ten talents claimed from A^pho- 
‘bus, and after many vexatious delays and disputes, while the 
other two guardians were not prosecuted, so far as we know. 
However, his legal victory over Aphobus must have brought him 
into notice, so that he was soon able to improve his impaired 
fortune by the lucrative profession of composing speeches for 
litigants in the law courts.

Our authorities agree in representing him as a very hard-

' The relations of Demosthenes’ to Isrnus’ speeches have been carefully 
examined in two programs (Hildesheim, ^^^72-3) by A. Laudahn, who 
also adduces the forty-first speech (aj^c^inst Sptidias) to show how the same 
ideas were repeated in various forms by Demosthenes. Laudahn thinks 
that though the borrowing from Is^us is clear, the modi^c^tions intro
duced into the proem of the Or. xxvii., which to some extent mar Is^us” 
composition, cannot have been made with that orator’s advice and con
sent, and thus Demosthenes’ independent use of Ismus’ speeches may be 
proved.
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working, water-drinking, unsocial person, who spent all the night 
either in political studies, or in the preparation of speeches, 
which Smelt of the lamp, and were at first so laboured as to be 
obscure and even dull—a fact which we can partially verify in 
his earliest public harangues. In after years there were not 
wanting allegations of debauchery and extravagance against 
him, but these seem so inconsistent wit^r his nature that they 
would require the most convincing evidence to sustain them. 
It is more likely that he devoted every moment of his early 
life to intellectual work. Later on he married, but his only 
child, a daughter, died just before the news came of Philip's 
death (336 b.c.), and he left no direct descendants to enjoy the 
hereditary honours voted, though long after his death, by 
his grateful fellow-citizens. .

For ten years after his successful suit against his guardians 
he worked as a speech writer, and from this period we have 
remaining the speech (if genuine) for the trierarch’s crown 
(359 b.c.), then the speech against ^Lepiines (354 R(c), and pos
sibly others, but many are lost. He is reported.at the close of 
the speech (of Demon) against Zenothe^iis to have said that lie 
abandoned private suits, when once he had undertaken the 
duty of public politics. But there is no doubt that t^iis r^tle 
suffered many exceptions, or only applied to personal appear
ances as an advocate or supporter of litigants in court. He 
had the reputation of being a subtle advocate, ready to take 
every advantage in the intricacies of the law, or in the state
ment of doubtful facts ; he was even openly accused during his 
lifetime, and ever since, of selling his services to opposite sides . 
in the case of the disputes between Phormion and Apollodc^i^us. 
Something of the kind he must really have done—perhaps (as 
Blass thinks) in order to induce Apollodorus to propose the bill 
for the application of the theoric fund to war purposes. The 
proceeding now fashionable among the panegyrists of De
mosthenes is to evade this serious moral charge by asserting the 
spuriousness of all the speeches for Ap^c^llodc^Ius, a desperate 
resource in the face of the soundest ancient criticism.

But to return to the earlier speeches. It has been well re
marked that those personally delivered show a marked contrast
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to those composed for others. The latter are bold, incisive 
and pass^t^i^t^tt;; the former very modest and restrained, if we 
except the pathetic and anxious appeals at the end of the 
speeches agc^i-^t Aphobus, where he pleads for the succour of 
the jur^ as an orphan on the brink of ruin 'and disgrace.

§ 502. The public speeches of Demosthenes belong rather 
to the political than the literary history of the period, and are 
so fully discussed in ever^ Greek history, that it is unneces
sary to recapitulate here the circumstances familiar to every 
student of the period, and to which we must again refer in 
speaking of the several harangues. But without an intimate 
knowledge of the history, it is impossible to appreciate their 
greatness and their power. They are essentially occasional, 
each called forth by the crisis of the time, and applying them
selves to its solution. And yet for all that they are the expo
nents of a great and consistent policy—the policy of maintain
ing the imperial position and dignity of At^hens at th,e cost of , 
personal sacrifices and personal dangers.^ '

His political career begins at the moment when by the 
Social war Athens had a second time lost her naval greatness, 
and by the death of Chabrias Timotheus and Iphicrates her 
best generals. Passing by the speech against Leptines, which, 
though spoken before a jui^, is devoted to an exposition of 
public policy and the maintenance of public obligations, we 
have the speeches on the Symmories (354 b.c.), on beeii^ljf of the 
Mcgalopol^tan^ (353 b.c.), and f^or the Liberty the Rhodians 
(351 b.c), the first of which proposes an important financial 
reform, so as to equalise the state burdens and render the 
state forces efficient. The other two are very important and 

. statesmanlike announcements that the policy of Athens is to 
be influenced not by special likes and dislikes, or by past quar
rels and ingratitudes, but by present expediency, and above all 
by the determination to maintain a proper balance of power

' By far the best commentary on the political speeches is Grote's 
History/, as that author, being himself an experienced politician, as well as 
an accurate and philosophic critic, has a power of appreciating political 
situations which is quite foreign to Schafer, E. Curtius, and the other 
philologists who study Greek politics.
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among the neighbouring states. He also advocates the cause of 
democracy against despotism, of Hellenedom against barbarian 
encro^i^l^^^i^i^iL The style is very Tl^ucydidean, being grave, 
at times even harsh, and restrained. But we see from the first 
the deep earnestness and the large views of the speaker.

§ 503. Then comes the period of Philip's aggression in the 
north—an aggression begun by smal^ degrees, and not openly 
attacked by Demosthenes till his first Philippic in 351 B.c. His 
panegyrists, indeed, pretend to discover allusions to Philip in the 
speech on the Symmoi^r^e ; but there is no reason why the king 
of Macedon, if then at war with Athens, should not have been 
ex^pressly named by so direct a speaker as Demosthenes, who 
seems here to have been behindhand in tu^^ing his attention 
towards the real dangers of his country. He claims, indeed, 
and obtains even from Grote,* credit for having foreseen 
political events from their beginnings, and having forewarned ' 
his hearers. In the present case the danger must have been 
already obvious enough; it was Demosthenes’ real merit not 
only to have brought it forcibly and clearly before the people, 
but to have at the same time, as was his wont, pointed out 
the practical remedies for it, and the proper policy to be 
a^dopted by the Al^henia^ns.

Then followed the three orations for the Olynthians, which 
make up what has been properly called the first series of Demo
sthenes’ Philippics. The real adversary in all these famous 
speeches is not so much the king of Macedon as the sloth and 
supineness of the A^thenians, and the influence of the peace party, 
whether honest or bribed by Philip. Against these he is ever in
sisting on financial reforms, personal service, and diminution of 
mercenary auxiliaries. He advocates the seeking of alliances, 
and the abandonment of petty disputes. T^hus while practically 
effective, and even minute in the details of their special recom
mendations, these harangues have large and eternal features 
about them, and are applicable to all luxurious and peace
loving societies, when brought in their advanced age into 
conflict with a young and energetic power. Still more do they 
apply to the conflicts of a democracy, which conducts its

* xi. p. 442.
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affairs by public discussion, against a despot who keeps his- 
own counsel. It was Demosthenes’ greatest difficulty that he 
was opposed not only by able and unscrupulous orators like 
/Eschines, but by men of integrity and personal weight of cha
racter, Eubulus and Phocion, both of whom steadily advo
cated the peace policy against his more splendid but dangerous 
exhortations. For he would have the people assume higher 
responsibilities than personal well-being, and greater risks than 
those of a mere defensive armament.

On the fall of Olynthus, he was persuaded of the neces
sity of peace, and for a moment joined his pol^i^icc^l ' adver
saries (in his oration on the Peace, 346 BC.). To this coalition 
is attributed his somewhat mean settlement as regards a public 
and personal insult by Meidias, who, apparently through the 
influence of Eubulus, after some delays and subterfuges, was 
enabled to stay the pending action by paying Demosthenes 
thirty minae—a result which has been mentioned to the orator’s! 
discredit ever since.

Yet it was during these years—the years of peace (346-40) 
which were being employed by Philip for the consolidation of 
his power and the extension -of his influence—that Demosthenes 
seems to have gained an important place among the public ad- 

_ visers of his country. He led, with Hypereides and Hegesippus, 
a great party against the supporters of Philip. His second 
Philippic (344 b.c.) raises the alarm, and declares a new war 
with Macedon to be impending; and in the following year Philo- 
crates, the main advocate of peace and confidence in Philip, 
was banished by the prosecution which he promoted. In the 
same year came on the long delayed prosecution of /Eschines 
(7r£^0‘ irapaier^tr^OPtiaC), the debate on which is still extant. But 
here Eubulus and Phocion were able, though with difficulty, to 
rescue the accused. In 340 there followed his third and most 
powerful Philippic, which calls the Athenians from their indo
lence and false security to arms against the increasing and now 
proximate dangler.

During the next three years (340-38 b.c.) the power of De
mosthenes was at its zenith : his eloquence had really awakened 
his counti^^^i^^n; vigorous measures were taken; Euboea was
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regained to their all^ai^i^e; Byzantium saved from Philip's at
tack. Even the theoric fund was resigned by the democracy, 
and applied, as the orator had long since proposed, to the 
public emergency. But by means of the new Sacred war Philip 
succeeded in invading Greece, and forti^ed Elateia, the northern 
key of Boeotia. Then it was that Demosthenes first persuaded 
the Athenians to cast aside traditional hate, and bring prompt 
succour to their old enemy, Thebes. Moreover, he himself 
went forthwith on an embassy to T^^ebes, and induced the 
T^^e^t^ans, in spite of the opposition of the Macedonian party,, 
to receive the Al^henian army with sincere good-will. Without 
doubt t^iis was the greatest triumph of his life, and it is ever to 
be lamented that the hurry and urgency of the crisis have de
prived us of the harangues by which he effected these wonder
ful results.

§ 504. The battle of Chaenonea (August, 338 b.c.) crushed 
his hopes, and his policy. He fought in the battle as a common
soldier, and fled with the rest when the day was decided. But 
the Al^henians marked their sense of respect for him, and chro
nicled their refutation of the charge of cowardice, by appointing 
him (in the following winter) to pronounce the Epitaphios over 
the fallen. He was also appointed Commissioner of Public 
Works, to repair the fortifications of the town, by which the 
patriots maintained the digni^^ of Athens, though she was com
pelled to abandon her aspirations to the leadership of Greece. 
Owing to the orator's good conduct in this office, and his muni
ficent donation of eighty minae towards the works, he was voted 
the public compliment of a crown, to be presented in the theatre, 
at the proposal of Ctesiphon (337 b.c.). But the proposal, being 
impeached as illegal by 2Eschines, was not then carried out The- 
death of Philip (336) once more revived Demosthenes' hopes ; 
he appeared in festive array, having cast aside the mourning just 
assumed at his only child's death, for in him patriotism loosed 
all domestic ties. While A^l^ex^a^nder, content with a formal con
firmation of his position as generalissimo of the Greeks, was for 
a moment hidden among the barbarians of the north, Demos
thenes, with the aid of treasure sent from Persia which he- 
dispensed without control, gave the Th^ebans arms and supplies,
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and endeavoured' to incite a general revolution against him. 
But the A^th^e^nians were still delaying, and had not actually 
declared themselves, when the Macedonian swooped down 
upon Thebes, destroyed it, and demanded the heads of 
the patriot part^ at Athens, whom he knew to be the real 
T^ebels against his authority. By the mediation of Phocion and 
Demades the lives of Demosthenes and his friends were saved 
—an act of remarkable generosity in Alexander, but rather, I 
fancy, from a policy of contempt than of prudence.

The splendid conquests in the East, the Hellenization of 
Persia, the foundation of a new and continental Greek empire 
—all this was lost upon the Greek patriots. They remained at 
At^hens, sorrowing over every fresh Greek victory, offering lUp 
secret prayers for their ancient enemy, the Persii^i^'; hoping 
against hope that Alexander might be lost in the remote East, 
from wh^ch the wonderful reports of his doings brought despair 
to their narrow though noble hearts.

Yet while the East was the theatre of brilliant deeds, A^t^hens 
witnessed a contest of arguments which has almost produced as 
much attention among posterity. This was the prosecution by 
yEschines of the vote of confidence in Demosthenes, which 

■Cctsif^l^on had carried, and the reply of Demosthenes—in 
reality a public trial of the life and acts of the orator before his 
assembled countrymen, after his policy had' failed, and his 
country had been hopelessly subdued in the struggle. The 
successful defence of Demosthenes {on the Crown, 330 b.c.) is 
the grsatsst of the speeches handed down to us from antiquity.

§ 505. After this great and worthy triumph, the voice of the 
orator is to us all but silent, and the closing years of his life were 
shaded with misery and disgrace. When the ‘ unjust steward ’ 
of Alexander, Harpalus, arrived off Sunium with an army of 
mercsnariss and an immense treasure, Demosthenes opposed 
his admission to Atheni^; but Harpalus obtained an entry with
out his troops, and scattered his gold among the politicians, 
in the hope of raising Athens against Alexander. Demosthenes 
now separated himself from the patriots, and advocated, with 
Phocion, submission to A^l^e^^ander, whose power he under
stood ; and he accordingly proposed the detention of Harpalus
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and sequestration of his treasures till Alexander’s officers should 
come to claim them. But Harpalus escaped, and half the 
money, though formally lodged in the acropolis under the 
direction of Demosthenes and others, was found to have dis
appeared. Demosthenes was forthwith charged with having 
been bribed to connive at the flight of Harpalus. After an 
enquiry by the Areopagus, he and others were- sent for trial. 
State prosecutors, of whom Hypereides was the most notable, 
were nominated. Demosthenes, who was the first defendani;, 
was sentenced to a fine of fifty talents, and cast into prison, 
as if payment were impossible, without allowing him even 
the legal respite. Two of the speeches against him have sur
vived in the remains of Deinarchus and Hypereides (the latter 
mutilated). With the help of these documents, and the narra
tive of the facts, most modem historians have reversed the 
judgment of the Attic jur^, in which the ancients acquiesced, 
and consider him to have fallen a victim to the coalition of t^e 
Macedonian with the ultra-patriotic leaders at Athens.* He 
escaped from prison, and was leading a miserable life of exile 
on the coast of Argolis 2 when the news of Alexander’s death 
startled all Greece. The patriot party at Athens rose in 
rebellion. Demosthenes reconciled himself with them, and 
joined their embassy to influence the Peloponnesus to war. 
He wa.s recalled by public decree to Athens, and his glorious 
return was compared to that of the far different Alcibiades. 
But after brie^ successes, the defeat at Crannon again ruined 
the patriots, and Antipater, no Alexander in generosity', in
sisted upon the extradition of the orators, who were a perpetual 
danger to the dominion of Macedon in Greece. Demosthenes 
was overtaken by his pursuers at the temple of Neptune on

' So Grote, A. Schafer, E. Curtius, F. Blass, and others. I find that 
the Messrs Simcox, in their introduction to the speeches of Demosthenes 
and Aischines on the Crown (Oxford, 1872), take a more sober and prosaic, 
but to my mind a truer, estimate of the case. We shall revert to it hereafter 
in connection with the accusation of Hypereides.

2 Perhaps writing plaintive letters to soften the anger of the demos ; 
and if the extant letters, which are on this topic, are genuine, they must 
be the latest compositions we have from his pen.
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Cal£lt^r<^ia—an ancient shrine commemorating the earliest con
federacy in the nascent Hellenic people. Seeing escape im
possible, the orator, under pretence of writing his last wishes 
to his family, retired to the shrine, where he took poison which 
he had kept in readiness. His strength did not serve him to 
free the temple from the pollution of his death—a > pathetic 
scene, which Plutarch has immortalised.

§ 506. If the date of his birth is disputed, that of his death 
was noted with peculiar and affectionate accuracy—01. 114, 3, 
the 16th of the month Pyanepsion (322 b.c.). He was then 
sixty-two years old. Fifty years later, the Athenians, at the 
proposal of his nephew Demochares, erected to him a bronze 
statue (the original of our extant portraits) in the Agora, and 
granted honours to his descendants. The following foolish 
epigram was inscribed on the pedei^tt^l:—

etirep Krjjv yviS^tirQ Ixifiiiv, AripirBeves, fixes
oSi^i^r’ t/v 'EAAl^^av %>£ev "Aprs MaiccSai^. 1

T^he statue in the Vatican represents a poor, thin fig^ire, with 
lean arms, and no muscular devel^^^i^^i^t; the face is care
worn and fun^n^tw^d; there is no geniality, no trace of humour 
or good nature, as in most Greek portraits ; the lower lip is 
contracted, and retreating—a corroboration of the witnesses who 

't^ell us of his naturally defective utterance. He looks a dis
agreeable, painstaking, morose man; nor can we see in his face 
any clear marks either of the moral greatness which raised him 
to a foremost place among Greek patriots, or of the intellectual 
force which made him an orator unsurpassed in the annals of 
history.

§ 507. The existing collection of the works of Demosthenes 
seems to be ver^ nearly complete, for we hear from the L^tf^e

> The same point is brought out in the ironical fragment of Ti^mocles, 
which A^themeus quotes (cf. Meineke, Fragg. Com. in. 59!^):

B. Ktil irpt^To, p.4v <01 vaioerai A^ij/toirOivR^s
A. i Titos ; B. i toios ; i Bpiape/ts

i -roBs K^T^t^s^i:\Tas ris re Ai-yxAS DtBiiev, 
purwv AOyous Dvipttros, oVSJ Tiiri^re 

ciiriiv ouSIv, aAA’ "Apr ftAfTav,
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^i^i^ong those of the ten orators) that the number of recognised 
•^i^^tions was sixty-five, and we still possess sixty speeches, ex
clusive of the Letter of Philip, the six letters of Demosthenes, 
mid the collection of prefaces and speeches. We have many 
different arrangements of these speeches in our MSS., nor is 
that of the oldest and best apparently preferable to the rest. 
They agree (I think) in one point only, in placing the eleven 
Phi^^ppics, or speeches against the policy of Philip, first in order. 
None of the MSS. observe a chronological, but rather a logical 
order, and upon the following general lines. The widest divi
sion is into Zunoaioi and li^m^-in^oi, orations on public and private 
subjects. The former are again divided into five general 
oufif!OnvX.ty^TiKoi, eleven inXerrnKol., and eight Zi^zciviKoi, or court 
speeches on public questions, like that on the Crown. The 
SoTiKoi, or orations in the causes of private individuals and on 
private disputes, are subdivided according to their legal aspects, 
such as those on the guardianship of his property, then argu
ments on demurrer, on contracts, on assaults, &c. Beyond 
these t^vo classes come the ^^iC^niKriwi (spurious) and the 
Letters and proems.

The first collection, or -zivali, of Callimachus (for the Alex
andrian L^ibrary) seems not to have been very critical, and to 
have contained all that went by the name of Demosth^i^^s^; 
•l^ut the rhetors of the Augustan age, Dionysius and Caecilius, 
were already full of critical doubts, and the former (the 
criticisms of the latter are not extant) rejects many speeches on 
the ground of style, and also of historical inaccuracy. This 
•careful and sensible writer acknowledges only twenty-two 
public, and about twenty-four private, orations as genuine, 
thus giving us a total of forty-six. But the path on which he 
trod has suggested to modern critics similar investigations, and, 
as is natural to destructive criticism, more and more speeches 
have been declared spurious, till the list of the greatest of the 
•German critics—A. Schafer—only reaches twenty-nine in all.

§ 508. Before entering on any special analysis of Demos- 
t^l^enes’ works, it is necessary to say something generally on 
this question, one analogous to that of Hc^meric and Platonic 
<rititiiim, but fortunately with some additional elements at hand
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to afford us a solution. The moderns observe, reasonably 
enough, that the first rhetors who opened the way in '^■ejecting 
previously received works were likely to be timid in their pro
cedure, and to allow much to stand which should logically 
have been set aside. This is in most cases a sound and fair 
argument. But when I find that Dionysius was not^t all conse^i'- 
vative in his views, and that, owing to his extravagant estimate 
of Demosthenes' perfections, he was disposed to reject anythinjg 
unworthy of him, I do not think that we are justifiedf^in ad
vancing beyond his scepticism. I hold this especially in the 
case of orations which he has quoted as genuine, but which 
modems have rejected on the score of inferior style. This is- 
the one point in which the old rhetor's judgm^<^u* was doubtless, 
far keener and sounder than ours, and it seems to me accord
ingly that when he, who had his attention closely fixed on style, 
allows a work to pass unchallenged, and even quotes illustra
tions from it, the strongest arguments are required to convince | 
us that moderns have proved it spurious on the score of 
s^listic defects.

From another side, we may approach the same conclusion. 
When we are told that, owing to the too frequent admission of 
the hiatus, or the imperfect rounding of the periods, or the 
monotonous use of connecting particles, a certain speech is un

' worthy of Demosthenes, and therefore spurious, there are two 
assumptions involved, neither of which need be true. The first 
is that the orator was at all times equal to himself, and that all ' his 
efforts were equally grand; whereas we may be sure that not only 
the subject, but any momentary crisis, the state of his health, 
or of his popularity, was sure to affect strongly the productions of 
his genius. But even admitting, as we may, that up to a cer
tain point the assumption is warranted, and that a great orator
will not allow a poor and feeble composition to be circulated 
under his name, we have no right to hold that all Demosthenes' 
speeches received the same amount of revision, or in many 
cases any revision at all. For we know that only some were 
published by himsel^^' as political pamphlets—these of course 
were the most carefully and thoroughly polished. Others, and 
especially the speeches on private suits, being perhaps not even 

    
 



CH. xi. THE QU^ESTION OjF GENUINENESS. 305 

the rhetor's property, but sold to the litigants, and in any case 
of small' importance to a man who did not live by speech
writing,., may have received very little after-^]^<^'^ii^i(^n; and, 
except in a few instances, when the author was interested in 
bis subject, 'Or had accidental leisure for composition and cor
rection, such speeches might fall far short, both in power and 

' in polish, of the greater public speeches. There is yet again a 
third class, not intended for publication, or left aside for the 
time being, and never taken up again, till other hands did so 
after the orator's death, and then brought them out in a con
dition very different from that of a perfect and revised work. 
Such is the case with even so remarkable a speech as that 
against Meidias, which, not being spoken, was cast aside, and 
never perfected by Demosthenes himself.

But it may be argued that all these counter-suppositions 
assume a greater improbability than those above censun^d; for 
they assume that the first draught of a speech by a great orator 
such as Demosthenes would not contain all the perfections of 
his style. Why should not so practised a composer at the very 
first burst produce a speech unmistakeable in the power of its 
arguments and the splendour of its diction ? The answer is, 
that in the case of Demosthenes we know that such extempo
rising was foreign to him, that all his speeches, when completed, 
smelt of the lamp, and that their beauty and variety were not 
the result of a spontaneous gift, like that of Demades, but of 
careful and conscious elaboration. The varieties, for example, 
in his acknowledged speeches in the admission of the hiatus 
point to the fact that he did not in ordinary writing or speaking 

• avoid it as naturally disagreeable, but rather that he revised 
his compositions and got rid of it in the finished draught. 
This is, in fact, the method of composition postulated by both 
Schafer and Blass in their account of the speech against Timo- ■ 
crates, where there are evidences of two recensions, one of 
which was not polished, and therefore contains offences against 
the usual rythm and hiatus between vowel^s.* Perhaps the 
same elaboration was applied to his periods, to the studied

VOL. II.

‘ Cf. Schafer, iii. 64, 65 ; Blass, iii. 248.
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variety of his connecting particles, nay, even the logical 
strengthening of his arguments.

As regards form, therefore, I think modems have been 
hasty in rejecting much that is genuine, and we can point to 
the conflicts of opinion in our suppi^irt What Schafer thinks 
manifestly spurious, Weil and Blass defend with sound argu
ments, and these are only instances of a large and widely spread 
contro^ei^sy.

§ 509. When we approach the matter of the speeches as a ' 
c^riterion, it is confessed by all the sceptics that the majority of 
the disputed speeches are so thoroughly at home in the details 
of Athenian history, or Athenian law and social habits in De
mosthenic days, that any theory of late forgery js out of the 
question, and that these works, though spuriot^s, must be the 
compositions of obscurer contemporaries. A few, -such as the 
Epitaphios and Eiotikos, are ascribed to later rhetors, though 
even here (in the Epitaphios} Blass shows that the secrets of 
Demosthenic s^le, soon obscured and lost in the decadence of I 
oratory, are known and observed. But admitting tfie matter 
to be of the Demosthenic age, they think that (r) feebleness 
and vulgarity, (2) dishonesty in the speaker, are sure marks of 
spuriousness. The former is so completely a matter of taste, 
and one upon which the critics vary so widely, that I pass it by 
as of no accou^^ The second is clearly what has urged A. 
Schafer to seek for grounds of rejection in the case of those 
speeches in Apollodorus' suits which argue against a client for 
whom Demosthenes had already composed one of his best court 
speec^hes. The ancients had noticed this grave charge against 
Demc^st^henes. Alschines brings it against him, and he no- . 
A'l^iere denies it. Subsequent biographers, like Plutarch, repeat 
it. It is surely safer, with Blass, to find strong political rea
sons for some laxity in the morals of Demosthenes' advocacy, 
than to start by assuming his moral perfection and make it the 
ground for seeking critical objections against well-attested 
speeches. This tone runs all through A. Schafer's great work, 
and in my mind mars its critical value and its good sense in 
more than one argument. But its thoroughness has made it 
the standard book, which both historians and critics in this 
country seem now to follow.blindly.
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, § 510. With these prefatory remarks I pass on to say some

thing in detail of the principal orations of each class, and upon 
each it will suffi^ice to cit^'l^he opinions of the three best modern 
critics—A. Schafer, Blass, and H. Weil (as far as his edition 
reaches). In general, we shall follow the chronological order, 
maki^ng;,’ 'however, exceptions where a good logical grouping 
can be attained. Thus we begin with the juvenile speeches 
against his guardians, as certainly the earliest, though belonging 
to the iSiut-k-nl, or private orations, and therefore placed late in 

' the MSS.
The first and second speeches agc^inst- Aphobus are very 

interesting, as the first composed by the orator, and certainly 
composed with the advice and help of Isreus, upon whose 
eighth extant oration (on the succession to Kiron's estate) they 
are modelled, and from which some commonplaces are even 
transferred to these spe^^^^:^ * especially in the proem and re
capitulation. Some old critics for these reasons thought them 
wholly composed by Isaeus, and are often refuted with the 
bad argument, that we find everywhere advances in structure, 
in fulness, and in pathos beyond the older orator. I call 
this a bad argument, because I believe these speeches are not 
now in their original form, but retouched by Demosthenes in 
maturer years, when he published them as early specimens of 
his art. Hence, though in many respects they are tame and 
dry, there are many other parts in which we find the real 
master. The tame parts are the long and- minute proofs of the 
amount of his property in the first spe^i^li; the finer portions 
are the pathetic conclusions, especially in the second speech, 
when, after describing the death-bed scene of his father, he 
bursts into a passionate appeal to the judges, which must have 
been quite startling to those accustomed to the older and more 
staid eloquence.2 Of the ethos or character-drawing so attrac
tive in Lysias we find no trace. The whole composition is 
serious and at times even harsh, showing a mind anxious and

' Cf. o'. §§ 2, 3, 7, 47, with T^.s.cus, Or. 8, §§ 5, 4, 28, and 20, in the 
second speech; there are also borrowings from other Istean speeches in these 
and the Onetor speech (Blass, p. 202).

* §§ 20-2.
X 2
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engrossed with the subject, to the exclusion of all conscious 
rhetoric. But, as I have said, we may be sure that many youth
ful defects, perhaps many more Isaeisms, have disappeared in 
our revised version of this early specimen of the great orator’s 
work.

The third speech (for Phanos), in reply to (n-poe) Aphobus, is 
a good example of the controversies to which I have alluded. 
Act^ording to Westermann, the speech is inconclusive and wordj^, 
full of Asian bombast, and therefore spurious. To this A. 

'Schafer adds a number of apparent inconsistencies with the 
other speeches against Aphobus, and that against Onetor. He 
thinks it not even like Demosthenes’ work. H. Weil, an equally 
competent judge, thinks all these arguments inconclusive, and 
suspends his judgment. Dareste defends the speech, and so 
does Blass decidedly, showing that no forger would have ar
gued so independently or even inconsistently with the other 
speeches, and declaring that to him there is nothing un-Demos- 
thenic in either style or argument. In this state of the contro
versy the early tradition of the work as Demosthei^c must be 
allowed to maintain its authority. The speech is in other re
spects not ver^ interesting, and does not call for analysis here. 
We know that the prosecution of Aphobus was successful, 
though the law’s delays and subterfuges did not permit Demos

' thenes to obtain his rights either at once or in full measure.
§ The two speeches against Onetor, Aphobus’brother- 

in-law, were delivered in the sequel of the same suit (362-1 B.c.). 
Aphobus, when defeated, or expecting to be defeated, had con
veyed to Onetor his landed property under the guise of repay
ment of the dowry of Onetor’s sister, from whom he pretended 
to be judicially separated. By this means Demosthenes was 
prevented from seizing this property in satisfaction of the award 
granted him against Aphobus. The present speeches are in a 
trial which we should call ‘ contempt of court,’ or
something like it, and argue that Onetor is defeating by false 
pretences the previous sentence of the court. The orator’s 
main difficulty was doubtless the good character of the defendant, 
who had lived hitherto a blameless life ; hence ethos, or cha
racter-drawing, was so far excluded, even had he been able and
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de^sirous to use this device. We are not informed of the result 
of the case. Demosthenes here agai^n ’ uses a commonplace 
from Isaeus’ eighth speech,® which is, however, as is remarked, 
already to be found in Isocrates,® but only in substance : it is 
the stupid commonplace, that while sworn evidence has been 
often found untrustworthy, evidence by torture has never been 
proved false, a notion upon which I have remarked in another 
work.4

Thus these speeches are rightly classed with those against 
A^p^hobus, as showing some dependence on Isseus, and marking 
the first stage of the orator’s style. The rythmical laws which 
c^ritics have discovered in his later works, and which we shall 
note presently, are not yet observed with tiny strictness. On 
the other hand, the influence of Isocratic prose is manifest in 
a more strict avoidance of the hiatus than we find after^vards. 
But the distinctly Demosthenic features of strong pathos, shown 
by exclamations, and of the absence of ethos, are already 
promin^]^^ So is also that peculiar subdivision of subjects, by 
which he does not complete one consideration, and abandon 
it, but inter^weaves argument and narrative, and returns to his 
former ideas in. recapitulations—all this, which is the most 
striking feature in his masterpieces, may here be found in germ. 
To the same epoch are referred the speeches against Spu- 
dias, Callicles, and the speech A^bout the trien^^^i^dis crown, which 
latter is hardly a private oration, but one on the condition and 
duties of the Athenian fleet. This work is so methodically 
divided into cwXn, or members, and so carefully composed as to 
rythm, that it has been referred to the Isocratic school.

§ 512. With the opening of the social war (b.c. 357) the 
c^ritics mark the second epoch in Demosthenes’ development, 
when he begins to speak not only in court cases of public in
terest, but comes forward as a politician to advise the assembled 
people. These two kinds of speeches now interchange so 
constantly, and are so closely allied in subject, • that it is 
better to take them as they occur chronologically than to 
separate them into their logical classes.

' «'• § 37- 2 § «2- ’ 17, § 54.
4 Social Life in Gt^eece, p. 240.
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First then come the Attack on A^^drotion {gapavOptav') and on 
LeptincS law, which is substantially a pleading of the same kind 
—both, therefore, arguments against mischievous legislation. 
The former is not delivered by the orator himself, but composed 
(355 u.c. according to Dionysius) for a certain Diodorus, who 
spoke in support of Euctemon in attacking for illegal^t^jr. the bill 
of A^n^di^ot^ion. This politician had proposed the customary vote 
of thanks to the outgoing council, though they had not provided 
in their year of office the additional ships, without which the 
law forbade them ‘ to ask for any complimentary gift.’ The 
proposal of Androtion is therefore attacked by these speakers 
as illegal and contrary to the public interest. The elaborate 
second Greek preface, as well as that of Libanius,' gives full in
formation concerning the case. As the speech is h Civrtpo- 
Xo-yi'a, or subsidiary to the main accusation, it begins, -without 
strict proem, by stating the causes of enmity which the speaker 
had against Androtion—a strange preface in our eyes, but at | 
Athens an 'apology for an accusation, which, if gratuitous, might 
be called sycophantic, and hence a frequent preliminary justifi
cation in such cases—and goes on to anticipate the arguments 
by which this clever and experienced debater will probably 
defend himself. The speaker argues his own case, (i) from the 

-informality of the proposal, (2) from the incompetence of the 
proposer to bring it before the people. The proposal had 
not gone through the preliminary stage, and was opposed by 
the law prohibiting any rewards to a council which had not 
provided new ships. Androtion is supposed to urge that the 
preliminary vote, though enjoined by law, was in practice 
usually omitted, and, again, that though the law prohibited 
the outgoing officers asking any favour, there was no law 
against their receiving one proposed ab extra. Against thfese 
he urges first the importance of the letter of the law, and 
then the importance of its spirit, for those who were not to ask 
must h J^ortiotr (afoSpa yt) not receive favours. He further
more insists, with a historical retrospect, on the great importance 
of the navy to A^thens, and shows how its efficiency was always 
coincident with the power and prosperity of the state. As 
regards the person of A^ndrotion he argues (without any proper
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proof) first that his father was still a debtor to the state, which 
disqualified the son from proposing meas^i^<^i^; again, that he 
had lived such an immoral life as to be in any case disqualified. 
To this the speaker adds many details of the violence and 
injustice of Androtion in exacti^ig certain debts from public 
defaulters in taxes. These and other subsidiary topics are 
urged with great force and acuteness, and with intense bitter
ness, against Androtion. The whole speech shows us for die 
first time the orator in his full strength, though it is not free 
from a great deal of conscious sophistry, and much violent per
sonal abuse, which is directly justified by the speaker's private 
hostility to his oppon^i^i^ Thus the letter of the law is urged 
against the loose precedents brought by Androtion, but the 
spirit of the law against his argument that the letter has not been 
violated. Inhere are, moreover, evidently insincere evasions of 
Androtion's reply that his personal character should have been 
arraigned directly, and not for the purpose of annulling a 
vote affecting others. Nev^e^rtheless, the speech is a master
piece in its way, and the first of those we have discussed 
which is likely to interest the general reader, though its intri
cacy and close reasoning make it no easy study. We are 
nqt, however, surprised to hear that it failed in procuring a 
verdict.*

§ 513. We pass to the more celebrated but not abler speech 
In reply io Leptines, who had proposed that the list of
exempted persons should be abolished, and that all should 
be liable to the same state burdens, except the represent
atives of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, the ancient tyrannicides. 
This was the first speech of the kind delivered (b.c. 354) 
byDemosthenes in person. The time for direct prosecution 
(rapavu/joiv ) having passed, the orator assists a previous speaker 
(Aphepsion) in attacking the law, not the person of . the pro

* There is another much longer and more intricate speech of the same 
kind written for Diodorus, the Attack on Timocratis for illegality; but it 
would require a volume to analyse a^l the several speeches, and I therefore 
pass it by, though it suggests interesting critical questions as to its second 
recension, owing to a change in the adversary's attitude (cf. Blass, Demos
thenes, pp. 244, sq.).
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poser. I will not attempt an analysis of this intricate speech,
which deals in far too many repetitions and recapitulations for 
a reader, though all practised public speakers know that such 
insistance is necessary when addressing an audience. But 
from many points of view the work is peculiarly interesting. 
In the first place, as the ancients remarked, the enumeration of 
the acts of several of the benefactors threatened by the law 
gives the orator an occasion of showing his panegyrical style, 
of which hardly another specimen has sur^i^^ied. 1 He argues 
that the number of persons affected is small, and therefore the 
result insignificant in a monetary point of view, compared with 
the tremendous effect produced by a repudiation of state obli
gations. For here lies the main interest of the>sije^£^ch, as a 
manifesto of the orator's character and of his policy. He de
fends the sacredness of public . promises, on the one hand, 
ag^ainst the seductions of a false expediency,^ which really 
would defeat itself; on the other,® against the pressure of 
alleged religious scruples, which he shows to be inconsistent ' 
with common honesty. -

There is reason to believe that Demosthenes' efforts to 
keep the people from committing an impolitic injustice failed, 
and that Leptines' proposal became law. Demosthenes' speech, 
however, remains a monument of the lofty views and the large 
policy which he consistently pursued, and it gives us a high 
idea of the Athenian assembly that such an argument should 
have been delivered before them by one of their public advisers 
■—at least in aspiration. The best special edition is that of F. 
A. Wolf.

§ 514. Before we proceed to the professedly public harangues, 
I will notice one more speech, which though in form a charge of 
illegality, yet approaches nearly to a speech on foreign policy, 
and is in many respects one of the orator's best efforts—I mean 
the speech composed (for Euthycles) against the propo;^(^l of 
Ar-i^i^ocrates (end of 352 b.c.), that the mercenary general Cha- 
ridemus, then in the pay of the Thracian king K^^i^sobleptes, 
should be declared sacrosanct in person, and that any man 
slaying him should be held guilty of a crime against the whole

• §§ 30-86. 2 §§ 13. sq. ’ §§ 125-7.
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<^c^nfederacy, no city of which should be allowed to harbour hIm. 
This astonishing and disgraceful proposal was eminently suited to 
bring out ,the powers of an orator of large and dignified views. 
Acc^ordingly Demosthenes opens by deprecating any personal 
hostility against Aristocrates, whose name hardly occurs in the 
speech., ' After a general introduction he subdivides his argu
ment into three formal heads—rather an unusual practice with 
him—first, the formal illegality of the proposal, secondly, its in
expediency as a matter of policy, thirdly, the unworthiness 
of its object to receive this, or indeed of any honour from the 
state. But while these heads are severally and fully discussed, 
there is constant recapitulation and suggestion of them all, and 
the speech ends by reminding the audience particularly of the 
first head, which might be obscured during the later details.

^his formal illegality is shown by an accurate analysis and 
interpretation of the Draconian and still valid, laws concerning 
homicide, and is, indeed, the locus classic^ts on the six methods 
of procedure in the various forms of homicide.’ With great 
subtlety the orator shows that the proposal to make the slayer of 
Ch.aridemus directly punishable violates all these solemn enact
ments, which former complimentary edicts had respected by 
the clause ‘let the slayer be punished as if he slew an Alhe- 
ni^an! 2 He also cites the general decree that no law should be 
made which did not affect all Athenian citizens equally—a 
provision which could, however, hardly be meant to exclude 
special enactments or compliments. He then passes, after 
some further technical arguments, to the reply of the opponent 
that the bill is at all events for the public interest, and therefore 
excusable, even if formally questionable.® This is by far the 
most interesting part of the speech, and is based on the princi
ple which we find the most dominating in De^mosthenes’ 
foreign policy—I mean that of maintaining a balance of power 
among the rivals or enemies of ^l^hens. He shows that by 
giving so strong a support to Charidemus and his employer 
K^e^i^sobleptes, the rival Thracian kings will be discouraged, 
and the Thracian Chersonese, an important A^thenian possession, 
will be endangered by his ambition. He shows by the exam

* §§ 22-86. 2 § 89. * §§ 100, sq.
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pie of the Oly^nthians and of Philip,* that the friendship of these 
semi-barbarians is untrustworthy, and that no compliments|to 
Ke^rsobleptes will prevent his seizing the Chersonese if he feels 
strong enough to do. so. This untrustworthiness makes all ex
treme declarations of friendship, such as the present, dangerous ; 
and likely, under altered circumstances, to become ridiculous. 
Indeed, it lowers Athens to the position of a mercenary body
guard, protecting the life of a despot or an adventurer. Nor 
will there be wanting many others of equal claims, who will 
feel offended at such a special selection. This leads ' him to 
sketch briefly, as he pretends, the previous history of Char^- 
demus—a valuable sketch, and indeed the locus classicus for 
the life of the condott^i^i^i 2 of the fourth century b.c., but . in 
the present connexion far too diffuse.^ He then meets with 
a lame excu^e4 the retort why he had not mentioned all 
this long ago, when other honours were being paid to Chari- 
demus. He concludes with a splendid eulogy, often to be re
peated in his political speeches, of the dignity of the policy and 
the rewards of the older Athens compared with the decadence 
and folly of his own day, especially as regards the leading poli
ticians (phroptc) and their act;ic^n.^® With a recapitulation of 
his legal argument the speech concludes. We may well wonder 
how any but the orator himsellf could possibly have delivered 
so long and intricate a speech, for we do not know what 
assistance from notes or otherwise tire buyer of a speech was 
allowed to use in court. All the main lines of Demosthenes^^ 
policy are here plainly laid down. All the wonderful arts of 
his oratory ajre already at work.

§ 5^5- We are thus naturally led back to his political speeche^s;, 
the first of which was spoken two years before the present trial, 
and is termed On the Symmories. It is really a recommenda
tion of an important naval reform, but in direct relation to an 
exposition of the foreign policy of A^t^hens at a given crisis.

' § 107.
1 The student may further compare Demosthenes’ defence of Diopei- 

thes, a similar general, in his speech Ot^-the Chersonese (§ 24, sq.), delivered 
some years later.

a §§ 144-86. 1 §§ 187-90. * § 201.
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Hence it properly ranks under the Hellenic harangues of the 
orator, and Dionysius proposes to entitle it ‘ on the relations to 
the king of Persia’ (Kepi tWy But, after the mannier
of Demosthenes, the two subjects are intertwined, and produced 
as parts of the same policy. There seems to have been a 
strange uneasiness, almost a panic, at Athens about the arma
ments of Darius Ochus against Egypt, which were supposed 
the prelude of a new invasion of Greece.

Demosthenes shows that these fears are in all probability 
groundless, in any case premature, and that a declaration of' 
hostile policy against Persia might produce serious complica
tions. ‘ Military preparations against either Greek or barbarian 
being the same, why, when we have acknowledged foes, should 
we seek new ones, and not rather prepare against the former, 

. and so be able to repulse the latter should they arise ? ’ 2 All 
the commentators, from Dionysius and the scholiasts down' to- 
Schafer and Blass, have asserted that the orator is here pointing 
at Philip, and that he here first (354 b.c.) shows his long-sighted 
prudence as to the real dangers of Athens. I think the con
text proves this widely accepted view to be quite false, and 
invented to panegyrise the wisdom and political insight of 
Demosthenes. As he speaks in the previous sentence of GrecJi 
as oppost^d to barbarian enemies, and then of acknowledged 
as opposed to problematical enemies, it is quite certain that 
he did not intend Philip, whom he always carefully separates 
from proper Greeks, and ranks among barbarians. Moreover, 
had he really intended or thought of Philip, it would have 
added point and power to his argument to say ‘especially 
Philip, against whom we cannot contend without an efficient 
fleet.’ It appears, on the contrary, from Philips Lcttc^r? which 
is now generally accepted even among the Germans as genuine, 
that the Athenians at this time intended to invite Philip to join 
them and the rest of the Greeks against Persia. Such evidence

' Nevertheless, as. Spengel observes (Dc-mcgo-ricn dcs Dcm., Abha^ndl. 
Munich Acad, for 1863, p. 62), the lesser and merely introductory part of the 
speech refers to the Persian king, whereas Demosthenes’ main object is. 
the internal reform. He therefore justly rejects Dionysius’ proposed title.

2 §§ lo-ll. s § 6.
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is absolutely conclusive against Demosthenes intending to indi
cate Philip among the acknowledged Greek enemies of Athens. I 
therefore call attention to this as one of those remarkable speci
mens ofa false and forced interpretation, which, when it has once 
j^iiined a footing in philology, goes on infecting book after book 
for centuries. Mr. Grote alone, with that genuine historical 
sense and appreciation of proper evidence which distinguishes 
him above all the narrators of the affairs, of this epoch, ignores 
the imaginary reference, and notes how obscure Philip's plans 
remained, and how little even the wisest people thought of 
them at this time.* '

I will not here discuss the scheme of naval reform proposed 
by Demosthenes, which shows a thorough study of the re
sources and wants of At^hens, and proves his thorough compe
tence as a financial statesman. It is the guarded and digni^ed 
foreign policy, the insistance upon proper preparation and 
diligent attention to public affairs, which forms the main 
interest of this weighty speech. The style is sober and gra'^f^,. 
as befitted a young speaker then first coming for^vard as a 
politician. The critics justly note in these higher qualities, as 
well as in a certain harshness and obscurity of didtion, the 
strong influence of Thucydides upon the orator.,

§ 516. In connexion with this speech, we may take that on 
Megalopolis (353 Bc.), and that on Rhodes (351 b.c.), both declar
ations of foreign policy, and both distinctly written in Demos
thenes’ pre-Philippic attitude. In the former, he supports the 
petition of the Arcadians, now united in Megalopolis, whom the 

. Spartans (as soon as Thebes was weakened by the Phocians) 
wished to break up into their old sporadic villages and political 
unimportance. To support these A^rcadians was to reverse the 
policy pursued at the battle of Mantinea, when Athens had 
sided with Sparta against the then dangerous power of Tl^ebes. 
Hence Demc^sthenes has to refute the charge of inconsistency, 
which he does by showing that with a change of circumstances 
Athens must change sides, and t^at she is really consistent in

* xi. 399. Cf. p. 406: ‘ In this (on Megalopolis), as in the oration De 
Symmor^'is. a year before, there is no allusion to Philip, a point to be 
noticed,’ &c. ' ' 
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doing so, the balance of power being the object at stake. As- 
the Spartans were formerly supported with this object only, so 
now they must expect that, when they attempt unjust aggrandise
ment, Athens will oppose them with active force. Similar is the 
speech • for the exiled R^hodian democrats, who came to implore 
the assistance of the A^thenians to reinstate them, though they 
had been active in the social war against Athens, and had 
been leading agents in the overthrow of her naval and insular 
dominion. Hence these exiles, far from being able to claim 

■sympathy, were the objects of hatred and aversion to Athens- 
—a feeling which Demosthenes recognises, and which he ex
presses in his speech in the strongest terms. But he shows 
that a large policy should not be guided by such personal likes 
and dislikes ; he thanks the gods that the Rhodians have been 
taught by bitter lessons the errors of their ; he urges that 
it is the essential duty of Athens everywhere to support demo
cracies against oligarchies, and he therefore recommends that 
they should be assisted in their present misfortunes. It is ob
jected that this will bring Athens into collision not only with the 
Carian queen (widow of Mausollus), but with the power of 
Persia, whose vassal she is. To this Demosthenes replies, that 
such hostility need not be feared, that when a proper cause is 
supported, men should not shrink from danger, and moreover 
that Persia is only strong with Hellenic aid. Thus the very 
policy which when vague, and for no special purpose, he op
posed in his speech oti the Symmories, he here advocates when 
a special purpose and distincfforeign policy require it. These 
three speeches give a full and clear picture of the pan-Hellenic 
policy of Demosthenes, ever desirous to make Athens felt as a 
leading and an imperial state, ever ready and claiming the right 
of interfering in external politics, nay even insisting upon it as a 
duty, but always in relation to definite questions and for definite 
purposes. These purposes were two : first to maintain the 
balance of power among the rivals and • opponents of Athenss; 
secondly, to sustain liberty and democracy against tyranny and 
oligarchy, whether Hellenic or barbarian.

§ 517. But the rising power of Philip is not yet clear to the 
orator ,• he does not mention him as even of equal importance
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with Kotys or K^e^i^s^o^bl^e^pt^es. The single allusion in the latest 
speech of the thr^ie * makes me believe it to be really his first 
notice of Philip, and delivered before the first though
Dionysius maintains the reverse. The passage is, moreover, in
teresting as having suggested to the critics that in contrasting the 
king of Persia with confessed enemies in the earliest harangue, 
he intended the king of Macedon. Here are his words : ‘ I see 
some of you often speaking with contempt of Philip as of no 
consequence, but with fear of the King as a powerful enemy 
when he takes up a quarrel. But if we do not actively resist 
the one as too cheap, and yield in everything to the other 
as for^ridable, against whom, O Athenians, shall we set our
selves in ari^i^j^!’’ This is not the tone of the first Philippic; 
it is even contradictory to its proem. I hold it, therefore, 
to have been delivered just before serious advices reached 
Athens that the power of Macedon was no longer to be trifled 
with, and that here lay the real danger. But instead of 
agreeing with Dion and his panegyrists that his chief merit was 
to foresee coming events and to raise the first note of warning, I 
marvel that this series of harangues should show such ignorance 
and carelessness about Philip, and think the orator ma^ fairly 
be charged, along with his obscurer countrymen, with great 
want of providence and curious dimness of political vision.

The ancients justly separated the Hellenic harangues from 
the Philippics, under which title they classed all the speeches 
relating to-the struggle between Athens and the rising power 
of Macedon. Of these the undoubtedly genuine are (in their 
chronological order) the first Philippic (351 b.g), and the three. 
Olynthiac orations (349-8 b.c.) ; these may be called the ear
lier or first group before the Peace of 346 b.c. Then follow the 
orations on the Peace (346 b.c.), the second Philippic (344 b.c), 

the oration on the Chersonese and the third Philippic (341 
b.c.)—in all eight orations. The remaining three, of doubtful 
authenticity, I will postpone for the present.

§ 518. Nothing can be more striking than the new and 
altered tone of the first Philippic as compared with the nearly syn- 
chronous'R^/zo^/an harangue. There Philip is mentioned as an

' Or. xv., § 24.
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object of contemptuous indifference to at least a section of the 
people, here the orator assumes at the very outset that all are 

•^^spirited at his successes, that many debates have already been 
• held about them, and that he does not hesitate to come for- 

.,ward, because the advice of older speakers has been exhausted 
and found useless. Such a sudden change of attitude seems 
to me inexplicable by the natural course of events, and in a 
politician of ordinary foresight, especially when we find Demos
thenes with his attention fixed on the foreign relations of 
Athens, and already knowing the northern /Egean from personal 
se^^ice as a trierarch. Dionysius, indeed, divides the speech 

i into two parts, of which he brings the latter pat i down to
347-6 b.c.—a division not sanctioned by later critics, who insist 
upon the unity of the speech, and its delivery at the earlier 
^3^te. I confess that but for a stray mention of Olynthus, 
and of the prompt expedition to The^i^mc^f^y'lse as recent,2 I 
should be disposed to bring the whole speech down to a 
later date, and to demand a considerable lapse of time or a 
serious crisis bet^veen this and the former public harangues ; 
and this will yet, I believe, be possible with the aid of a few 
■(^i^<^i^(^^tions.3

’ From 8 30, onward. * ra reKevraia irpijiriv, § 1^^..
3 There is the strongest possible internal evidence against the chrono

logical order of the public speeches delivered 354-50, as laid down by
Dionysius, and adopted by A. Schafer and other moderns. If we compare 
the allusions to Philip found (or not found) in these speeches, we get the 
following natural sequence : (i) The speech on the Symmories, where he 
strives to calm the fear of the Persian, and though it lay in his way to 
mention Philip, he is silent concerning him, and only contrasts certain 
Greek enemies to the uncertain Persian. (2) The speech on the Rhodians, 
in which he c^u^lly mentions Philip a^ an enemy whom some at Athens 
despise, while they dread the Persian. (3) The speech against Aristo^ir^lts, 
where Philip's acts towards Olynthus and Athens are cited a^ affording 
a clue to the probable policy of Kersobleptes, in being ambitious as well 
as faithless, and preferring risks and dangers to peace and security. (4) 
Then, after a momentous (though possibly short) interval, comes the first 
Philippic, of which the proem states that many public discussions had 
already taken place about Philip, and that the public mind is in discourage
ment, nay, even in despair at his great successes, and' his almost impri^jg- 

.nable position. I am hardly able to conceive in an earnest man, following
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The orator seeks to meet the profound discouragement Of 
the people, and their belief in the invincible and • impregnable 
position of Philip, by showing that this was not the temper by • 
which Philip waxed great, 6r by. whiCh .Athens recovered h^^ 
independence from the dominion ofiS^p^j^ia^ ami'that i-^ivery 
really vigorous action of Athens has .bSen'coiw^^ed with success. 
He recommends the preparation of A large at hqme, of a 
small flying squadron near, the scene • of the War, ,bnt above all. 
he inveighs against the sloth ahd dil^toriites's of the people, whc^' 
are ever talking and voting and resolving ancf^ doing nothing. 
The whole tenor of the speech jS; that of Demosthenes’ later 
oratory, full and vehement,' .^jpe^^lting with authprity and yet 
with respect for the people, atta^ng the national faults and 
the corrupt pcliticians with bitterness, yet ever maintaining the^- 
dignity and the greatness of the real Athens.

§ 519. It is not necessa^ to analyse severally all the kindred 
harang^ies, which are curiously similar in tone and style, and 
turn perpetually round the same subjects. Indeed, so general. 
are the recommendations in the Olynthiac orations, that then- 
order cannot be determined from internal evidence, and the- 
greatest authorities from Diony^jsius to our own day have dif
fered upon the question. Had even Thirlwall and Grote been at 
one we might accept their consensus as historians to outweigh 
all the mere critics, but even they cannot a'gree, and Grote,. 
while adopting the order which seems to me • most probable, ex
pressly refuses to give a positive opinion. I call special atten
tion to this general character of these speeches, as perhaps the 
reason why they had less effect upon the audience than might 
be expected. It arose no doubt from the personal apprehen
sions of the speaker, who could not jnake a definite proposal ' 
without danger of prcsecuticn for illegality (wapavv/itj>). In
deed, we know that he put forward Apollodcrus• to run this- 
risk by voting the Theoric fund to military purposes; and 
though his proposal was carried in a moment of panic, he wash
accused when it had passed over, and was fined a talent, about 

an honest and consistent policy, such declarations a.s these last preceding, 
the casual or contemptuous notices in the other speeches.
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which time the’ .j^iroposa! he had made was declared by a new 
law to be a capital-offence.

What strikes Us next ’to this generality of exhortation, which
• is, however, always svibable to- the particvlar facts of the case, 

or illustrated by p^a^st'h^^!^^OT^y^, is the great seriousness of style, 
which admits/pf’ hardly’ anj'^iomament in the way of metaphor 
or simile.. Nothi^fa’gr ca^n* be simpler and more dtTecS than the 
redhot eaTn4stn4tesrp^f•^hese• speeches!* Therer are only two of 
them whichi have marked '(^itTf^l^le^ces from the rest, the shorter 
and pora^oi^- apdech ^^/K iEi- peeacts. gnd the larger and more 
vaTt4d speech oxi ihe affairs 'oof ihe Chersonese. The latter is' 
professedly iq defence of ’the. m4rc4naTy general Diopeithes, 
who had’ und4rSak4n to aq£ on his own responsibility against 
Philip, and whom Demosthenes defends against the attacks of 
Philip’s party at Al^he^r^;..' This speech, moreover, contains a 
very remarkable peroration, declaring the orator’s own policy, 
and his descTiptton of the duties and Tesponsibtlities of a good 
citizen, in contrast to the venal and the comu^tt There is no 
finer passage in all Demosthenes, as has been recognised by 
Brougham. I sheTefore quote it as a specimen of his think
ing and his style.* The speech on ihe Peaae is poor and tame,

* Or. viii. §§ 66-72 : roiyaproi roirav piv 4k epioi raxv irAou-
aiot yev/6vaifi Kal dvavupwv Kal aSd^av evSo^oi Kal yvu^pipot, Vpcis 84 tou- 
vav-rlov (k psv 4vSd(iav &So£oi, 4k 5' eirtrdpiMV trdJ^feus yap iyay^
irXoVrov T'^’^'^lpai cvppdxous irt^^riv (ifvoiav av irdvrav %T0’ i/ieis Utropoi.' 

4k S4 rod o’ohouv oX^^y^tapas vpas %C€tv k^I 45v TavTO. 6 p^Sv evSalpav
Kot p4yas Kat Ti^iviv '’EXKtia^^ Kat fiapfidpois, f/peis 5* ipotpot Kat

oaroeivoi, Tp piv ruv aviav d|pO<^l^id X.ap'^pot, r^ji S' av TrpotrTjKe iraptu^i^'EvTj 

Kd'rdy^X^r^<fTot. ov oSv avrSv 84 opdioov Tr€pl $ Spav Kal irept avoWv 4vlovs 
oaiv Xeydvodv ipa fiovX^f^i^op^dvovs' vpds piv yap Op^'^^xIov HyKtv ^^p^ioI 8€ti', 

Kav KU vpas i8<Kji, avTol 8' od Suvo^^-ooi Trap' vplv Tp'^^VX^p iv*'v ovSevSs 
avoovs aSiKovvTOS.

Elra i^rrlv ft' dv rdxv irapeXOiiv ‘ ov yap 404Xeu vp<<<l^>“'t ovSi kivSv- 
veverv, aXX’ &Tokpos ef K«l paXaKUs.’ (yd) 84 6pdo■{u piv Kol f^SeX^vpis Ka! 
dvdlliVs oHr’ slpt pfire vevot^proiv, avidpei^'^i^pov pdvroi Trox^Xf irdvv rav ioapas 
'roXiTfvopdvtav Trap' vplv dpavriv Opvo’vpai. Sa'dis piv yUp, 2 dvipes ’AOvvd'ot, 
irapilSav S ariioiai^i olj vdXEt, Kptvet, SinpEvEt, 8(8<»(ri, Kaoriyopet, ovie/iia oavr^’ 
dvipiia iroiety dXX’ ^xav 4^^^JXvpot/ tvs aivrov <rd^^)p^ds t8 vpis X^^Piv 
vfXiv xdyeiv Kat Tro^m^^ir^8dl affrapaXls O^^^^avs dta^tv. Siners 8* vvip toD 
fief^r-arrov iroJxXa ools vpierdpois (^t^t^novrai fiovX^u.d,rt, Ki! pyiiv X4yei irpi^^ 

VOL. II. y
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for Demosthenes was advocating against his will the policy of 
his opponents, and recommending a peace with Philip, from 
apprehension of. a general attack by the Amphiktyonic Con
federacy. The orator afterwards denies that he advocated this 
peace (in the E^mbassy speech), which Grote notices as a matter 
of doubtful honesty, but which the German panegyrists explain 
away by absurd subtleties of interpretation.

§ 520. In the opinion of most critics, tire third Philippic 
is considered not only the finest of Demosthenes’ public ha
rangues, but probably the greatest speech ever delivered. I 
confess that, not to speak of the oration on the Crown, which 
they perhaps do not call a public harangue,‘the. speech about 
the Chersonese seems to me more varied, more pathetic, and not 
less powerful. But critically, the third Philippic is peculiarly 
interesting in being handed down to us in t^vo recensions—one 
(the shorter one) represented by our oldest and best MS. (the 
Parisian S) alone, the other by all the rest, in which clauses 
are constantly added, so as to change the symmetry, and at 
times even the argument. Nevertheless, both recensions seem 
purely Demosthenic, and point to separate editions. Blass, the

X&ptv, t2 &4^'ru^T0V aet, Kai -riiv rotairtiv i^i^l^tTetav irpi^i^^i^i^tTrat Iv 5
ri rixv Kvpla ylY^veTai -F ot Ko-^urp^ol, ToVrav 8’ intpoT^ptov eavrBv 

xNre'^l^uvov vpitv ovr6s lar’ ^vSpetos, kaI xpi^irtp^^s —e iro><lT^ris 8
roiov^6s loTtv- ov^ ol tTis irap* Ij/^^pav x^^ptros 'ta ul-^irra r^iJS Tr6Kee^:s Atto- 
AatAeK^sres, oDs I—W roaovrov 8e<o £i>\ovv iF l^i^O^vs

irt!A6<»s eti^at, Wat’ Et rtv 100^6 fie ‘ elire fiot, av Se $7 rt r^Tiv irSXtv TipSiv 
aya^BBv ireiTo^^Ki^A; ’ e^iov, Zi &vSpev 'i^A^iii^atot, Kal rpNipap^lav eliTetv Kal 
XopT'—iav Kal i^pr^piaTiov elaTpootAs ^iirets aixP-^}^<N^'uv Kai r^otavrav ^^Xav
p^^avOptoi^'iav, ovSev t^v roXtrcot' eXTotp^i, iXA’ ^^t T^t^v T^oi^o{nr^v ^TO\.T^<^l^t.^Drsav 
ovSev iro0.tTevofiai, aAAa t^i^t^StxevoS Hv fatos, X^TTep Kai erepot, KaTi^’-ooetv Kai 
Xaf^^efrPai kcT Sofiei^eiv Kai r&AA* & i^^ti^^iatv ovrot iTOtetv, ouS^ ipp evi rov- 
Ttov Ioso^'^tBv iTa^a ov8i T^/^Oxlrv oHD’ uvii KC|^t^<^us otSSI IktB pOtt^o^t-
fj^^as, &A^<^ Stafievto Xe-^t^-v i£ Sii e—i pev i^^^Wv IxSttsiov eifii irap vpt^v, 
t/t^ets S.’, el iTelSot^crSe ptot, petrovs ttv efipre' oStoi —Ap fo^i^v avetr'ip^t^oof^v eitTe^v. 
^Se y i^^oi SoKit StKaiov tov-t’ efvat troXlrov, Totavra ■K^^t^<^l^o‘■a0 et^pf^Ketv 

Sip e—i fiEp iTpcuTov vp^S^^ Ec^i^ftat evOea^^, vpets Se ruv SXXtov vuKarof 
fi^A^Atfc ^^i^i^t^jrapec^l^^t Set rf-v i^^^^tv r^^Ts t^o»v S'^aSWv tro^^^tas iToKsTeP^o^ctTl, Kal 
rS pI^Xtittov Set, pti) rS ftaa^'^ov Si^i^^Tas X^^etv, Itr’ iKeiso pep pAp f) a^t/a'^v 
auT’p PaSteiTat, iirl toSto Se rf K6p^tp Set irpo^pe^Bat StSaiTKOPTa tSp K-^c^PSv 
p^o^Tt^i^p,
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best of modem critics on such a subject, considers the shorter 
to be the later version prepared by the orator himself—if so, 

■another proof that he attained his perfect form not by previous 
' ■ meditation and slow composition, but by repeated and con- 

sc^ious correction.'
There are several other speeches in the series, only one of 

which, the fourth Phzit'ZppZc, has any strong claims to authenti
city. But 'it so abounds in passages borrowed from or used in 
other Demosthenic orations, that it must be either a cento by 
a, later hand, or an incomplete sketch elsewhere utilised by 
the orator himself, but afterwards found among his papers, and 

' published. Owing to the excellent composition ^of an original 
passage in the oration—the attack on Aristomedes 2—Blass 
thinks the latter to be the case ; he even thinks Aristomedes a 
fictitious character, and that the speech was a mere exercise 
prepared at home by the orator. This seems hardly so pro
bable as that a pupil put together the speed), using perhaps 
fuller materials to those now extant.

The speech irepi. avvTn^sh^<;., which does not profess to be 
a Philippic, is made up. of passages from the earlier public 
speeches of Demosthenes, along with general exhortations of 
a thoroughly uo-Demostheoic character. So, too, the speech 
an Philips Letter is not even a reply to the very weighty and 
now acknowledged missive placed beside it in the MSS. The 
speeches on Halonnesus and on the treaty with Alexander will be 
referred to under other authors in their place. Indeed, all 
these outlying speeches are interesting from the view they give 
us of the average oratory at Athens as compared with the 
exceptional . splendour of Demosthenes.

§ 52 r. I pass to the three longest, and perhaps best known, 
speeches of Demosthenes on his own affairs—those against Mei
dias, on the corrupt Embassy, and on the Crown. These, though 
separated in date, are worthy of being considered together, 
as they form, with the speeches against Aphobus, our materials 
for an estimate of Demosthenes from autobiographical sources.

1 Cf. also Spengel in A^bhandl. tpMunich Academy for 1863, at the end 
of his first article on Demosthenes’ public harangues.

- §§ 70-4-
v 2
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Meidias, who was connected with Demosthenes’ guardians, and 
hence an old personal enemy of the orator, had, after many 
annoyances and insults, gone so far as to assault him publicly in 
the theatre, when directing in festive dress the performance of 
the chorus of his tribe. This expensive public duty Demos
thenes had volunteered, when others were unwilling, and his' 
tribe likely to be disgraced beside the rest. He had been 
fortunate enough to secure by lot the choice of his ^ute-player, 
and his chorus would have won (he says) but for the constant 
and malicious interference of Meidias. But when the latter 
went so far as to give him publicly a box on the ear, De
mosthenes brought the matter at once (vpoftohr') before the 
ass embled people, who passed an immediate decree condemn
ing Meidias. The extant speech was written for the subsequent 
action in court, by which the penalty should be assessed after 
due argument. But as the case was compromised for thirty 
mii^is, this speech was never delivered, and bears many traces 
of not having been even revised for publication.

It is, perhaps, one of the greatest triumphs of Demosthenes’ 
art, that he has raised so scurvy a quarrel to eternal fame, for 
an action ‘about a box on the ear’ (Trep'i rov kovSUXov) was no 
grateful subject, especially when the orator submitted to the in
sult at the time, and reserved all his rage for a rhetorical dis
play. Indeed, he is almost ridiculous when he congratulates 
himi^(^lf 1 ‘ that he was not carried away at the moment to do 
something irreparable ; ’ with his feeble body and in state dress, 
any retaliation would doubtless have placed him in a more absurd 
and contemptible position. The mighty pathos then, which the 
scholiasts and Gennans so admire, when he is describing his 
own chastisement by Meidias, rather affects us with merriment 
than with indignation. Even worse are the passages where he 
boasts that he has rejected repeated attempts at a compromise, 
which he regards as dishonourable in the case of so grave an 
insult to a public officer. For we know that after all this was 
written—we will hope not before—the matter was compromised 
for a considerable fine (about 115/.). This fact is naturally laid 
hold of by .d^j^chines and by Plutarch as an ugly passage in the
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orator's career, nor can he be cleared of meanness except by 
those who are determined to find in him a perfect hero.

The finer side ofthe speech is its remarkable insistance on the 
' public side of the offence—how personal violence, as such, can

' not be tolerated as being opposed to the very essence of demo
cracy ; still more, how violence done to a citizen acting in a public 
<^i^]^;^city is a far graver offence, and an insult to the state ; how in 
the present case a religious ceremony, moreover, was disturbed, 
and hence the crime amounted to public impiety (»w'/3£ia), at 
A^l^hens the most heinous of offences. He proves the public 

. feeling in these matters by citing many remarkable precedents.*
From another point of view we may consider-the oration as 

a good specimen of what the ancients called a Xoicopia, or per
sonal attack, the counterpart of the eulogies which were part of 
their epideictical oratory. The life and acts of Meidias, his vio
lences, his luxuries, his cowardices—in fact, his violations of 
every principle of a democracy—are painted with great variety 
and liveliness. He is shown to be a sort of feeble ape of Alci
biades, but only to have succeeded in copying his private vices. 
It is remarkable how the orator 2 speaks of his own solitary posi
tion, in connexion with no other public man, whereas Meidias 
has great political support. I have already noticed his explicit 
statement of his age as only thirty-two,’ when he says that 
Meidias, though now fifty, has not performed equal public ser
vice. The reading is certain, but as the speaker wished to 

.urge his youth, he was probably guilty of an understatement of 
his age, so that it is not too bold of modern critics to reject, as 
they do very generally, this explicit statement as inconsistent 
with the birth-year established on other grounds.

I will only call attention to one more passage as particu
larly splendid in its pathos, the pas^i^a^*^^ in which he calls 
up the unfortunate Straton, who had decided in an arbitration 
against Meidias, and, having been disfranchised by his contriv
ance, could no longer speak or give evidence in court. As the 
speech was never thoroughly revised, there are many repeti
tions and unevennesses in the argument, and many feeble or 
diluted passages.

■ §§ 175-82.

Nevertheless, they are relieved by others of
2 §; 189-90. ’ § 154. < §§ 9s-g.
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such force that, in spite of the shabby subject, and the some
what sorr^ figure presented by the speaker, it is generally con
sidered one of the finest of his speeches. Dionysius says the 
speech was composed 349-8, as it was then that the assault 
took place. Possibly, however, it may not have been written 
till 347, after which time Demosthenes, by going on the em
bassy, shows that he was reconciled with the politicians whom 
he there speaks of as opponents.’ The best special edition 1is 
that of Buttmann.

§ 522. The speech on the cc^tr^iu^t Embassy (b.c. 344), against 
TlSschines, which is, I believe, the longest of all Demosthenes' 
speeches, may be placed, for many reasons, midway between 
the Meidiatia and that on the Crown. It is, like the others, to 
a large extent autobiographical, but devoted to a great public 
cause, in which the orator vindicates himself, and attacks the 
policy of iE^s^t^hines for corrupt subservience to Philip: ' Strange 
to say, though dealing with a'lar high^i^’ subject, it affects no 
pathos as compared with the earlier speech. Indeed, the only 
prominent passage of the kind—that about the treatment of 
the Olynthian captive woman at the fe^^t; 2—was, as we hear 
from A^^chines in his reply, an oratorical failure, for which 
the actor was hissed by the audience. In ethos, as is con
fessed, the orator is not remarkable, though he often attempts 
it in the present work. ' ■

The form of the speech has excited great suspicion on 
account of its irregularity of structure, its constant change of 
subject, its sudden returns upon itself, in fact, its want of 
symmetry and its diffusiveness. Moreover, in yEschines’ reply 
there are several points controverted which do not appear in our 
present text, and which imply that Demosthenes’ spoken attack 
must have differed from it. Ancient critics were accordingly of 
opinion that it was never really delivered, and that we have (as 
in the Mcidiana} a mere preparatory sketch not finally worked 
up. They even state that in their after disputes no pointed

’ Blass, op. at., p. 289.
- There is some reason to think from -S^ssil^ii^es’ allusions that the story 

was told with greater and more revolting detail 'in the actual delivery of 
the speech than it is in our extant version.
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reference is made to the trial; which is true, for though Demos
thenes * alludes to yEschines being on this occasion let off on the 

■ ground of his insigni^cance, I do not think this passage proves 
■' anything more than that Demosthenes laid his accusation, and 

- failed to carry it through, which he might have done by not pro- 
s^e^^v^ting a case he found hopeless. But Plutarch quotes, without 
being persuaded, the statement of Idomeneus that yEschines 
e-scaped by only thirty votes. On the whole, I am disposed to 
side with the ancients against the moderns, and to regard the 
close general correspondence of yEschines' extant reply to the 
undelivered attack as arising from the Athenian habit of discuss
ing in the agora all the probablept^os and cons in every impend
ing lawsuit; so much so, that it was a common formula to say, 
! but I hear that the defendant is going to lay stress on the fol
lowing argument.' Those who hold that the trial took place 
think that we have the first sketch, which was altered for delivery 
in some respects, and Schafer even defends all the transitions 
and reversions, which bolder critics seek to mend by transposi
tions and omissions.

After duly weighing these various views, I will state my own 
opinion, without venturing to dogmatise. In the first place, as 
regards the great length of the speech, I think it was forced 
upon Demosthenes. The trial, if it ever came off, was cer
tainly looked forward to as such an oratorical treat, that spe
cial arrangements were made, and additional time assigned 
to both plaintiff and defendant. If then the multitude of 
citizens came together full of interest and curiosity, it was 
absolutely necessary to satisfy them as to time, as well as in 
other respects. But Demosthenes' method of treating a large 
subject at full length was not that of an orderly succession of 
heads. We see from his imperfect Mcidiana, from his perfect 
speeches against Aristocrates and on the Cro^vn, that his aim 
was to keep the whole subject all the time before his audience, 
by means of rapid turns, ingenious retrogressions and anticipa
tions, and constant recapitulations. Hence nothing required 
more care and revision than the sequence of these interlacing 
arguments, and the proper methods of transition from one to

J De Corolla, § 142.
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another without sameness . and without jerkiness. Thus, I con
ceive him to have first chosen his arguments, then to have 
turned to the question of diction, and lastly to that of compo
sition, properly so called. I feel convinced that he transposed 
paragraph after paragraph, omitted some and added others, and ' 
only with great labour and perseverance attained that perfec
tion where every point seems to come in naturally, and yet 
receives no more than its due weight in the whole effect. If 
then the speeches against Meidias and ' on the Embassy were 
laid aside before actual delivery, and by a political man full of 
business and with no leisure hours, we can conceive them still 
requiring that exceedingly minute filing and polishing, which 
may be perceived in the oration on' the Croton. We have, in
deed, not only the materials, but the worked-up materials of 
such a speech. Probably, the actual paragraphs are all as he 
would have spoken them. The joining particles, perhaps the 
order in some cases, would have been different, so that fair 
critics could not have stumbled, as they have done, at the 
logical irregularity of the arguments.

As an historical source, this great speech, controlled by the 
counter-allegations of ^^schines, is one of the most precious 
documents of the period, but it requires the good sense and 
candour of Grote to balance the conflicting assertions, and 
make out the residuum of truth between them. Hence as a 
commentary on the matter of the speech, there is nothing com
parable, to Grote’s discussion.* On the mere text, we must 
study the critical revisions of Cobet (Mis^c. Crit.) and Weil 
{Harangues'), which have brought out all that can be obtained 
from the study of the best Parisian MS. for the interpretation. 
Shilleto’s foolish hostility to Grote mars his otherwise valuable 
commentary.

§ 523. The circumstances introducing the oration on the 
Crown are somewhat complex, but well recorded and tolerably 
certain. When, in consequence of the defeat at Chaeronea, the 
A^f^henians were compelled to look to their fortifications, they ap
pointed Inspectors of Fortifications (-eixoxoiol), one from each 
tribe, to superintend the public expenditure in this respect.

* xi. pp. 525, sq. See especially his valuable note on that page.

    
 



SPEECH ON THE CROWN.CH. XI. 3=9
Demosthenes, representing his tr^be, not only displayed great 
^eal, but spent a considerable sum of his own money in this ser- 
.vice. For this merit Ctesiphon proposed that he should be pub- 

• - licly crowned in the theatre of Dionysus before the assembled 
people with ' a golden crown. But the proposal was indicted 

by YEschines, on the legal grounds that Demos
thenes was ,as yet accountable for public money, and that there 
were special enactments forbidding such public demonstrations 
elsewhere than in the legal assembly in the Pnyx. This objec
tion stopped the proposal in its first stage, though it had re
ceived the approval of the Council (■rpolfiovXEeniLa.'), and De

'' mosthenes' friends did not feel strong enough to force on the 
actual trial at the time. But in 330. BC., when the revolt 
of Agis had just been crushed, and the anti-Macedonian sympa
thisers had no doubt nearly involved At^iens in the danger, 
j/EIschines felt able to bring his case to a decision. He there
fore indicted Ctesiphon formally for an illegal proposal, on the 
ground that Demosthenes was a traitorous and cowardly poli
tician, and that his public life had been fraught with disaster 
and not with credit to the state.

This is the account given by Grote of the position of affairs 
in August, 330 b.c., when the trial came on. It appears to 
me. however, strange, if it was really done at the instigation of 
the Macedonian party, that AEschines should have insisted on 
Demosthenes’ secret subservience to the Macedonians, and 
his dishonesty in pretending to oppose them.

Apart from the formal question, on which AEschines seems 
to have been right (though Demosthenes is able to quote 
precedents violating the letter of the law in his favour), he 
reviewed Demosthenes’ life and acts in four peri<^<^^: that before 
346, that from 346 to 341, then the crisis ending with the battle 
of Chteronea (338), and lastly, the subsequent period. The 
reply of Demosthenes does not follow him strictly in his track. 
In the first place, the legal question is treated very briefly, and 
thrust into the middle of the speech, where its importance dis
appears, owing to the larger and weightier arguments before and 
after it Secondly, as regards the four periods of his life, the 
last was not only of little political importance, but very incon-
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venient to be discussed in the face of Alexander’s successes,, 
and the close observation of his agents at Athens. T^his then 
the orator completely ignores. Thirdly, it is more remarkable 
that he is also silent on the period before 346, in which his 
first Philippic and Olynihiacs show him to have been an active 
and able state adviser. I can see no reason why he has not 
touched upon this period, except that (as I have already sug
gested) he did not show any peculiar prescience in an early 
discovery of Philip’s plans, and, in any case, though already a 
political man, his speeches at that time had little effect either 
for good or evil. We may even suspect that' our redactions of 
these early speeches contain a good deal of ex post J^acto wis
dom, which the orator may have added when revising them 
later in his life for publication.

In addition to the proper matter of his defei^<^i^,. Demos
thenes has all along added parallel pictures of Aischines’ 
character and policy, by way of contrast to his own, so that the 
speech is no mere defence of himself, but also a vehement and 
even scurrilous attack on his opponent. A very slight sketch 
of the general line of his argument must here sufi^ce, as its 
extreme variety and complexity can only be understicod by a 
special and careful study.

§ 524. T he proem,’ which opens with a modest prayer that 
the gods may grant him a requital from the judges of the same
goodwill which he entertains for the city and its citizens, re
quests that the jury may not be induced to expect in his reply 
a close adherence to his adversary’s attack, for he is under a 
grave disadvi^lt^j^e; his whole reputation, and not a singlle 
action, is at stake, and he will be bound to praise himself. 
For they will see that the trial does not affect Ctesiphon mo^te 
than it does himsi^lf; he therefore repeats his prayer. He 
then propose!3 2 to take up the general attacks of yEschines 
before approaching the case at trial. Then follows the narrower 
preface (;i^,o<^o-ar«oKv»/), in which he passes from the private 
attacks to those on his policy and public life, and shows^ 
that this is no proper way to bring so grave a charge. Had 
yEschines been honest, he should have brought an open and

’ §§ i_8. * v^pi^e^cm^s, § 9- 3 ’2-17.
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direct indictment long ago. This complaint of the form of 
attack chosen by the adversary is a commonplace as old as 
A^ntiphon, and recurs (say the old critics) seventy-two times 

' in various forms throughout this speech. Then follo^^^i a 
sketch (supported by documents) of the affairs of 346 b.c., of 
the peace negociations with Philip, and the ruin of the Pho
cians, in which he justifies his own policy, followed’ by a 
parallel exposing of the conduct of ^^sc^hines during the same 
period, with sundry digressions into the present consequences 
of this policy, and the pretended friendship of ^sc^hines with 
the Macedonian kings.

He now turns for the first time to the actual cha.rge,3 and 
directs it to' be read out, but fastens again upon 'the statement 
that Ctesiphon's praise of his policy was false, and proceeds to 
refute this charge from a sketch of the history of Greece sub
sequent to the' affairs of 346. This, with recapitulations, and 
with an account of previous crowns awarded to him, occupies a 
long argument.* He then turns back to the legal side of the 
charge, where his case is weakest, and seeks by charges of con
fusion, and by quoting precedents! n which the letter of the law 
was violated, to dispose of this serious diffi^^ulty.® He passes, 
into a violent personal attack on ^^schines’ origin and personal 
history, a regular Xi^iLCopi^ia, such as would hardly have been toler
ated even in the Irish Parliament ; ® and next to the political 
acts which he accuses ^schines of having done for the enemies' 
of the city.7 Then he repeats 8 the initial solemn prayer to the 
gods, since on previous occasions the people were blind and 
would not see either Philip’s ability or the fatal effects of ^s- 
chines’ guilt.® There follows the famous narrative of the seiz
ure of Elateia by Philip, of the great crisis, and of his own 
acts, justified against ^^schines’ attacks.’® This narrative is' 
concluded by the noble outburst in which he maintains that, 
even had the result been foreseen, no other policy Was honour
able or possible for imperial At^hens—and here follows the-

1 §§ 18-31.

4 §§ 60-109.
7 132-140.

2 §§ 3^-S2. •
3 §§ IIO-2O.

» § 141- 9 §§ i42-4-

S §§ 53-9. 
* §§ 121-31. 

I 145-87.
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famous adjuration.’ He then continues the narrative up to 
the battle of Chaeronea, which he naturally does not touch, but 
•allows how that, even as it turned out, his bold policy was of 
service in obtaining good terms for Athens.2

The whole remainder, though very long, is epilogue. First 
he replies to Ai^sc^hines’ attack that he was an unlucky politi
cian, who brought evil upon those he advised ; he contrasts the 
fortunes of his life with /Eschines’ low life and adventures—a 
bitter and abusive outburst. Then 3 he announces that he will 
recapitulate before concluding ; and in the rem^ndeif of the 
speech he touches upon almost all the topics already treated, 
throwing in new narrative, and digressions upon the duties of 
an honest politician and the fatal effects of treachery. He ends 
with an eulogy of the great men of old, whom he had fol
lowed in spirit, so far as he was able, and with a prayer (as 
he had begun) that the gods may destroy the traitors, and • save 
his city from impending dangers.

§ 525. Even this scanty outline will show the curious and 
variegated pattern in which Demosthenes has woven his great 
masterpiece. He has despised all the ordinary subdivisions by 
which inferior speakers preserve order and regularity in their 
compositions. He passes to and fro, combining apology and 
invective, argument and narrative, by natural transitions and 
in marvellous relief. The feeling which results from reading it 
straight through is (I think) not so much that of conviction, 
as that of being dazzled by the multitude and variety of the 
speaker’s matter, and by the general effect which he produces. 
There is no boasting, no vain-glory, and yet never was there 
such sustained and artful recital of personal merit. So, like
wise, the contrasted picture of /Eschines, though coarsely 
drawn, and not without obscene allusions, is so powerful that 
he has never recovered it in the eyes of posterity. But in 
marked relieif to this lower side of the speech is the lofty moral 
tone, the almost Stoic disregard of consequences, the assertion 
that the highest honour, the most enduring success, is the per
formance of right actions for their own sake. It was, indeed, 
the only defence possible for a politician whose career had

’ §§ 188-98. 8 §§ 199-250. 3 § 270.
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been disastrous, and whose plans had turned out a failure. 
But, nevertheless, it was the right defence, and as such has- 
stamped upon the speech a dignity rarely attained in political

• - oratory.
, The extreme complexity and variety of its plan is obviously 
the original idea of the orator, but is doubtless slightly increased 
by the insertion pf special replies to special points made by 
/Eschines, these replies generally occupying (as Blass remarks)' 
the place of excrescences or appendices to the main argu- 
me^tt This is in itself sufficient to show that Demosthenes 
composed his defence on the general lines which he knew d 

” priori, and which the gossip of the town informed him would 
be taken by- /Eschines, and afterwards added such special para
graphs as seemed requii^e^d. Whether this was done in the 
actual delivery is more than doubtful. For Demosthenes cer
tainly did not hold himself bound to publish the speech as it 
was spoken. In fact, i^schines (as the critics have shown) 
added replies in his speech to points made by Demosthenes, 
which do not now appear in Demosthenes’ harangue. But 
how far Greek speakers were able to answer extempore we do 
not know, and most assuredly in the carefully constructed 
orations which we possess, not only the avoidance of hiatus, 
but the alleged regularity of the cola or clauses in each period, 
must have made all such sudden additions easily marked and 
ungainly excrescences. Hence I believe them to have been 
either omitted, or specially worked in, before the oration came 
to be handed over to the copyists.

But will it be believed that this masterpiece of Greek prose 
lias found its Wolf, who insists on cutting it in two, and de
claring it the later combination of two inconsistent plans, one ’ 
sketched at the first threatening of the trial, the other actually 
delivered six years after? This is the theory of A. K^irchhoff,! 
whose essay will no doubt be read with delight by those who 
reject his critical dissection of the Odyssey. For if anything 
could throw general doubt and suspicion on a man’s critical 
judgment, indeed on his critical sanity, it is this attempt to

' Abhandl. Berlin Acad., 1S75.
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demand from a great and perfect work of art the starved logic 
of pedantic syllogisms.*

The special editions of this oration, generally accompanied 
by the companion speech of /Eschines, are very numerous. 
Weil (Les plaid, p^ol. de Demosthene, vol. i. Paris, 18']7') gives 
us the newest and most careful recension. The edition of the 
Messrs. Simcox (Oxford, 1872), with yEschines' attack, is a 
very good and satisfactory book.

We have now concluded our review of the harangues to 
which Demosthenes owes his great and deserved reputation. 
The speech on the Crown is (with the exception of a couple of 
Letters') the last literary product he has left us, and, as Grote 
has called it, the Epitaphios of Greek Republican liberty. ,

§ 526. But we have as yet hardly noticed t^ie large collec
tion of court speeches, written in private suits, which are handed 
down to us among his orations, and which have given rise to 
volumes of comment and criticism. To review them in detail 
would be beyond the scope of this work; not are they, with one 
or two exceptions, equal to the public speeches, or calculated 
to give us a better and clearer view of the orator’s art and of 
his style. Indeed, court speeches upon obscure quarrels can 
hardly in any age be called literature, nor is it from this point 
of view that they will ever again be popular. They were in 
their day important studies of how a legal plaint or defence 
should be framed ; they afford many Commonplaces and gene
ral appeals useful in other cases, and may have been a sort of 
handbook for speech writers. But nowadays they are chiefly 
valuable as a deep fund of materials for reconstructing the 
details of the Attic juridical system, which they discuss from 
all sides. They are, moreover, incidentally, rich sources for 
studying the private life and manners of Athenians in that 
age ; for in the narratives of facts, in the evidence adduced, 
in the personal attacks on character, we have sketches of life 
and of habits peculiarly fresh and genuine.2

' Cf. Cicero’s judgment, Orator, c. 38, § 133 : ‘Ea ' profecto oratio—ut 
major eloquentia non requiratui^,^,'

2 The later chapters of my Soc'ial Life in Greece were drawn from this 
W^i^xhausted source ; among other like studies, I may call attention to the
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For it is remarkable, that though many of these speeches 

have been declared spurious as being unworthy of Demos
thenes, hardly any of them have been shown the product of 
a later age, or the work of sophists imitating in rhetorical 
exercises the real conflicts at the Attic bar. On the contrary, 
their minute and accurate detail, both in legal and histori
cal allusions, prove them to be genuine court speeches, com
posed in the age and for the occasion when they profess to 
have been delivered. Acc^ordingly they have been rejected 
merely from deficiencies of st^’le, except, indeed, in the case of 
c^ritics like A. Schafer, whose objections are based on the moral 
^ground, that he does not believe Demosthenes capable of 
sophistically advocating certain unsound claims. This latter 
•{^i^t^und especially applies to the speeches for Apollodorus, 
whom Demosthenes had vehemently attacked in one of the 
ablest and bitterest of his court speeches, on of P/tor-
nitron.. The charge, however, of having corruptly changed sides 
as an advocate openly brought by YEschines, was not formally 
d^enied by Demosthenes, and was generally believed in ancient 
times, so that any rejection of such speeches on moral pre
sumptions must be regarded as uncritical, and opposed to com-, 
mon sense.

It is considered a remarkable coincidence of evidence, and 
a perfect proof of spuriousness among the Germans, that Ben
seler, starting from the merely external test of the avoidance of 
hiatus, and A. Schafer, who quite independently examines the 
speeches on a^s^l^lh^itical and moral grounds, should come to 
proximate conclusions in their rejection of particular works. 

-E^ut in the first place they do not always agree, and in the next 
it seems to me that the same revision which removed the hia
tus would also remove faults in rythm, clumsinesses of transi
tion, and inconclusive arguments. T^hus the researches of both 
scholars would only result in proving that some of Demos-

second volume of Messrs. Paley and Sandys' private orations of Demos
thenes ; and, above all, to the striking and picturesque study of bankers and 
banking, sketched from the history of the Bank of Panc^n Phor^iio^i 
Co.., in these orations, by M. G. Pcrrot (Re^tee des Deux Mondes for 
Nov. IS, 187,t).

    
 



336 HISTOR'Y OF LITERATURE. CH. xr.

thenes' speeches were more logical, powerful, and carefully- 
composed than others, and to the latter class belong mosit 
of the works they have declared spurious. When Diony
sius and the ancients felt a speech to be spurious, I cede to- 
their far keener appreciation ;' when the moderns object, I do- 
not feel persuaded, except they can show strong internal 
grounds, such as the avoidance of all historical detail, and the 
servile imitation of a known model, which we find (for example;)- 
in the two speeches against Aristogeiton. But here Dionysius, 
of course, was not at fault.

§ 527. The simplest and best of all the ‘ private orations ' is- 
doubtless that against Cotion, in an action for an aggravated 
assault. In this, as in very few of his works, the orator occupies:;- 
himsi^l^if with simple narrative, and a sketch of the dissolute life of 
Conon and his aristocratic set; the subject is- one quite fit for 
Lysias, but though all the critics praise Demosthenes’ narra
tive as superior in strength and even in ethos, I cannot see in 
it the genuine and unaffected grace of the older master.2 Per
haps more celebrated is the speech for Phormrot^i to whom the 
celebrated banker Pasion had bequeathed his wife (a common 
Attic practice) and his banking business, with the guardia^nshiy)- 
of his children. The eldest son, Apol^lod^c^rus, an extrav-agant 
man, qua^^lled with Phormion about the inheritance, but pre
sently compromised his differences. When he again, however, 
attacked Phormion, the accused brought a demurrer {napa- 
■ypaifit), and so spoke first, showing that the former compromise 
was a legal bar to any action, but for safety’s sake going care
fully into the rights of the case. The present speech is a 
auwriopia, or supporting speech by some friend of Phormion. 
The narrative, the argument, and the replies to Apollodorus 
are combined in Demosthenes’ manner, and, indeed, here if 
anywhere, he succeeds in the ethos, and draws his client as an 
honest man of business, opposed to a worthless, vain, and noisy 
spendthrift.

' This appears to be Mr. Jebb’s judgment, in his excellent - article on 
Demosthenes in the Encyclop. Britann., but he nevertheless defers to A. 
Schafer’s opinion on the speech aga-inst Mncartatm.

- Cf. the excellent analysis of this speech by M. Perrot, in the Revue 
des Deux for June 15, 1873, pp. 946 sq.
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The first speech against ^^ephanus, which is certainly gen
uine, Is happily a sort of reply on the side of Apollodorus, who 
sued Stephanus for having given false evidence in the trial con
cerning the establishment of Pasion's will. Thus though De
mosthenes did an immoral act in pleading on different sides 
in the same quarrel, we have learned by this means a great deal 
about an interesting case. The' struggles of Demosthenes' 
panegyrists to get rid of this evidence against their hero are 
summed up by Blass,* whose conclusion 'I have adopted.

§ 528. Among the other speeches rejected, because there is 
too much hiatus either between the vowels or the proofs, because 
the dates are supposed later than the epoch during which De
mosthenes wrote court speeches, or because the arguments are, 
in the opinion of the Germans, not sound enough or acute 
enough for the great orator, there are several which seemed 
genuine, and good specimens of his eloquence, to Dionysius, 
and whic^h^- liberal critics will hesitate to condemn; for we 
should now have given up that veneration for destru<ctive criti
cism which is often rashly felt for a new acquaintance.

Thus the excellent speech against Callippus is rejected by 
Schafer and Blass because no long interval can be proved to 

have elapsed since the death of Pasion (370 b.c.) and the case 
before us, which was therefore tried before Demosthenes wrote 
any speeches. These chronological inferences are extremely 
doubi^ff^l 3 in fact, delays in Attic law were rather the rule than 
the exception, and to base upon them the spuriousness of a work 
sustained by its own merits, and by consistent tradition, seems 
to me regular Te^ul^c^nism in reasoning. But no sooner is it 
determined that Apo^l^l^odorus’ affairs were not argued by Demos
thenes than the critics at once discover all sorts of feeblenesses 
and follies in a speech which would be shown full of beauty- 
and of force if they thought it , genuine. The s^me remarks will 
apply, I think, to two other sets of three speeches rejected 
even by B^^^^: first, the speeches against Macartat-^is, Olym- 

p^i^odorus and Lacritus, t^vo of which are cited by Dionysius as 
good specimens of Demosthenes’ ethi^is; next, those against

VOL. II.

■ pp. 412-13.
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Apaturius, F^h^ormion (quite a different person from the client 
of the speech in bi^Ju^lf of Phormion), and Dion^ysodorus. tn the 
case of any of them there is, however; some possibility that a 
clever pupil or imitator may have written under the advice and 
with the revision of the master. Such a production would be 
now quite undistinguishable from a lesser, or careless, or un
revised, work of the orator himself.

There are not more than nine as to which the arguments of 
the sceptics seem to me of real weij^l^t; but when we reach a 
certain boundary line, or balance of probabilities, the decision 
becomes ver^ difficult, if not impossible. It is perhaps best 
to refer, in conclusion, to the results reached by Blass,i to which 
I do not 'subscribe, but which will show the reader the most 
recent state of the controversy in Germany.

§ 529. There remain two epideictic speeches, the Epitaphios, 
or funeral speech, and the or tract in praise and
exhortation of the fair Epicrates. The latter is so essentially 
Isocratic in form and composition, that we wonder how it 1 
ever came to be attributed to Demosthenes. The Funeral 
speech is supposed to be that delivered on the slain, at 
Chaeronea, and is really, in outward form, of the school o 
Demost^^^^i^^sj; but is a poor perfor^nance,2 full of over-dressed 
conceits, and has never been able to deceive critics as to its 
spuriousness. The writer shows more acquaintance with Plato's 
"Menexenus than with any of the other extant models.

§ 530. Far more interesting is the collection of pnems, or 
introductions to public harangues, fifty-six in number, which 
have been raised, by separating some of them into parts, to 
the number of sixty-two. These commonplaces are in several

* p. 526. He acknowledges eleven public harangues, and eight court 
■ speeches on public afifaii^ri; then seven private orations of an early, and 

seven from a later period. This gives a total of thirty-three genuine ’ 
speeches. He furthermore classifies the spurious speeches into those by 
contemporary authors, by the school of Demosthenes, and by the writer 
who composed for A^p^oll^odor^is. Weil, a greater ling^iistic critic, acknow
ledges the speech against Olympiodorus, and others which Blass rejects.

2 I observe that Spengel ("Trins. .Munich Acid, for 1863) is not indis
posed to accept it as genuine, though confesseidly below the average of 
Demosthenes’ works.
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cases identical with the openings of the earlier speeches of 
Demosthenes (up to 350 b.c.), but show no traces of any of 
his later and more famous harangues. Had a rhetor or later 
c^ollector been here at work, such an avoidance would be in
conceivable ; and therefore the collection is to be referred (in 
spite of Schafer and Dobree) to about the year 349 b.c., and 
to the great orator himself. In form—in the observance of 
rythm and avoidance of hiatus—all these proems agree with 
those confessedly used by Demosthenes. About one half of 
them refer to special occasi^^i^^; the rest are perfectly general 
introductions, intended to excite the interest of the audience 
and to obtain a fair hearing for the speaker. But they are 
strictly commonplaces, and seek to gain attention not by put
ting things in a new and startling way, or by striking some sud
den and exciting chord of sympathy, but by the careful and 
well-rounded expression of some sound common-sense consi
deration. As such they are not very well suited for the use of 
the modern orator, though showing clearly how strict and con
servative was the taste of the so-called ochlocracy of Athens.

§ 531. As regards the Letters of Demosthenes, which close 
the long catalogue of his works, it has hitherto been the usual 
fashion to reject them as spurious in composition, but to use 
them as historical materials, on account of the important and 
apparently accurate information they contain about the orator^s 
exile.’

. . The genuineness has lately been defended (at least as re
gards most of them) with great ingenuity by Blass. They had

’ The genuineness of the documents inserted in the speeches has also 
of late years been generally impugned, and in many cases they have been 
proved the ignorant compilations of a later age. Nevertheless, the whole
sale scepticism regarding them which was growing up has been consider
ably checked by the discovery of some of them on marble, especially those 
cited in the speech against Macartatus, which so many critics think 
spurious. Hence the conclusion of Weil (in the preface to his edition of 
the speeches) is the just one—that we can lay down no general law, but 
must test each alleged document on its own merits. Some are certainly 
false, some apparently geniui^^; the majority are ver^ doubtful. I5ut 
this is not a literary question. Cf. H. Sauppe in the 25ih Pkilo/og. Ttr- 
sammltmg, Leipzig, 1868.

Z 2
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been assumed spurious by Westermann, who was followed, with
out argument, by Schafer,* and, what is far more important, by 
Grote, who was no sceptic in such matters, but who will not 
even 2 use them as historical sources, which Schafer does. Blass 3 
accepts the second and third, holds the first and the sixth to be 
doubtful (though the former may be in substance genuine), and 
rejects the fourth. No. 5 is of no consequence. He 'shows that 
the writer possessed accurate knowledge of obscure details, and 
that, moreover, both his politics and his composition correspond 
with those of Demosthenes. He concludes that the onus pro- 
bandi lies on the sceptics, and makes out a very reasonable 
case. Without venturing to decide the question, in which, how
ever, I sympathise with Blass, I will only point out how signally 
German critics have their testh'etical judgments controlled by 
their critical conclusions, and in consequence how utterly un
safe they are as to questions of style. Westermann, having 
made up his mind that the letters were spurious, discovers that 
he is guided by their ‘ thoroughly un-Demosthenic cbmpositionj 
their senile verbosity, their unworthy complaining of misfortune, 
their obtrusive boastfulness, their want of argument,' .<Sic. 
Blass, who decides them to be genuine, finds their self-praise 
moderate and in good taste, their logic thoroughly convincing, 
their bitter complaints the natural voice of a sensitive and re
fined nature, their patriotism noble and affecting !

" § 532. After this long review of special works, we may
sum up our estimate by some general remarks. All critics are 
agreed that, as in the writings of Isocrates, so in those of 
De^m^c^s^thenes, the greatest elaboration and conscious finish 
were appai^i^i^t; we know that the orators of that age regarded 
themselves as artists, who competed with poets, painters, and 
sculptors in the production of permanent masterpieces, of 
models for the imitation of lesser men. Hence the form of a 
Greek oration is a matter of widely different importance from

* Schafer has since (Ne^te Jfa^^i^rb. for 1877, pp. 161, sq.) given his argu
ments, and stronigly supported Westermann's vii^w; Blass has replied 
(Ibid. pp. 541, sq.), but I cannot see that the case has become clearer, 
I still adhere, though without much confidence, to the side of Blass,

2 xii. 406, note. 3 pp. 383, sqq.
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that of modern speeches. Even if the ideas were common
place, or at least, not new, a Greek orator could attain the 
highest praise by the arrangement of his 'argument, the choice 
of words, and of the constructions in which he put them. 
Hence the frequent use of commonplaces, such as the p^-oems 
of Demosthenes, in which some frequently occurring thought 
was shaped into a proper ex^jression, in which it might be 
always produced, without offending the audience by its repe
tition. Moreover, as speeches seem to have been mostly com
mitted to memory, such commonplaces were of no small 
assistance to the speaker, like the repetitions in the Homeric 
poems. As all art, and more especially Greek art, so Greek 
oratory was subject to rules, which were not lightly trans
gressed ; it was based on precedents, which were altered or 
extended slowly, and protected with great jealousy. The per
fection of such a speaker as Demosthenes consisted, there
fore, partly in his adherence to the tradition of his predecessors; 
partly in the wise and cautious innovations whereby he raised 
his eloquence to a higher level.

§ 533- First, then, as regards his choice of words, while adher
ing generally to the traditions of Lysias and Isocrates, it was re
marked that he increased his vocabulary in strength by the 
admission of many common words and exclamations, which 
they would have considered beneath their proper dignity, but 
which give him both greater variety and greater force. Such are 
his avOpm'^tov, o hielv^, Urav, rr^ Aia, and many
other terms, especially of abuse, which prevent him from being 
cited as a master of Attic purity, but which must have added to 
the force and homeliness of his language. We have reason to 
believe that his actual speeches contained more of these expres
sions than we now find in our texts ; for some were expunged 
during; revision by the au;h(^i^; others rejected by rhetoricians as 
improper and undignified. These coarser expressions are to 
be found rather in his court speeches (even in public cases) 
than in his public harangues, which are remarkable for their 
dignity and calmness of expression. , Indeed, nothing can give 
us a higher impression of the assembled Attic population than 
the eloquence which best succeeded with them. But in his
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court speeches he is in every respect freer, using vulgarisms 
and trite proverbs when he thinks them effective. Far rarer 
are poetical expressions in any of his speeches. His close 
study of Th^ucydides shows itself in his choice of certain ab
stract forms, such as the crowding together of infinitives with 
articles, which is very obtrusive in some speeches, and the use 
of neuter adjectives substantively, such as ro tSv QeGv tifiiy 

These to^trnures de phrase make some of his early 
speeches, for example, that on the Symmories, as obscure as the 
speeches of Thucydides. On the other ■ hand, the use of the 
plural of abstract nouns, like irepiovn'a is on the model of 
Isocrates. His metaphors are not ; they are chosen
from familiar objects, and are thus not poetical in our sense, 
but are very striking, and always tersely put, often in a 
single word. His similes are accordingly very rare. In the 
great third Philippic there are six to be found ; in the. equally 
great speech o^ the Chersotiese there are none. Everywhere wet 
wonder at the simplicity and brevity of his diction, no idea 
ever being repeated which does not give balance to a pe^<^<i; 
and most of these exceptions are removed by rejecting, with 
Cobet, the second and otiose expression. Indeed, we must 
again repeat that Demosthenes in his first draughts, or original 
compositions, did not approach the perfection and beauty of 

-form which his speeches ultimately attained, and that it was 
through conscious and painful revision that he introduced 
their more subtle beauties. This is frequently alluded to by 
the ancients, not excepting his contemporaries, who said his 
compositions smelt of the lamp ; it is also shown clearly by 
modem critics, like Blass, who point to speeches of which' 
parts have been elaborated and the rest left in the original 
form.

§ 534. But this after-polishing applies less to his words than 
to the rules as to hiatus and rythm, which have been analysed 
with minute care by Benseler and by Blass. As to hiatus, it 
appears that Demosthenes began by following pretty strictly the 
practice of Isocrates, and not permitting f^nal and initial vowels 
to come together, even when separated by a pause, except in 
such words as I and This is the case up to about 357, or
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the period which embraces the first speech relating to public 
affairs (that on the triera'rcJis But even during this
period, some of his speeches show less care than others, pro
bably in the revi^ii^ii; and afterwards we find that he refused 
to be bound by these fetters, and allowed himself greater 
liberty. At the close of a colon or clause, he no longer avoided 
the hiatus, any more than the tragic poets did at the end of a 
verse. How far elision and crasis prevailed in pronunciation, 
and diminished the apparent cases which we find, cannot now 
be determined. But after articles, relatives, and such frequent 
words as iirei, &c., initial vowels are freely admitted. The ■
exact law which he followed seems nowhere stated. Cicero 
says- he avoided the ‘ concourse of vowels ' vnagna ex paiie. 
Later rhetors seem to understand only the Isocratic law.

Passing to rythm, Blass has enounced the law that Demos
thenes avoids the collocation of more than t^vo short syllables, 
just as is done by the poets in tragiic trimeters—a law of. which 
he asserts that no trace is to be found in any of the previous 
prose He thinks that the immediate followers of
Demosthenes observed it, but that presently it was lost. In 
Plato especially Blass finds frequent crowds of short syllables, 
thus proving, as he thinks, that Demosthenes’ law was a deli
berate removal of his style from that of polished conversation. 
The reader who desires to go into the minute details of this 
theory, its apparent exceptions, and the evidence for it, should 
consult Blass’ statement.’ He says it is used so concurrently 
with the avoidance of hiatus, that spurious or unrevised pas
sages show a parallel negligence of both, and he applies them 
throughout to determine the question of genuineness.

§ 535. There follows a long and intricate discussion on the 
structure of Demosthenes’ periods, which were known to be 
divided into Ka»Xa, or members, and which were, according to 
critics old and new, arranged symmetrically, so as to produce a 
harmonious effect like that of the odes of Pindar. But while the 
best old critics, who speak fully and constantly about Demos
thenes—I mean especially Dionysius and Cicero—often in
deed praise his rythm and his periods for their harmony and their 

* pp. 100-4.
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structure, yet never give us any -special rules, or any definite 
analysis of his procedure, modem critics have striven to pene
trate into the secrets of his composition, and tell us what law.s 
he adopted to produce his great effects. That these laws pro
duced a certain avoidance of hiatus is certain, proving a rule of 
oratory expressly discovered and used by Isocrates. That they 
also resulted in the rythmical rule set up by Blass seems 
true, after the evidence he has adduced ; but I cannot see it so 
clearly as to assert that this rule is not the accidental, or 
at least unconscious result of some more subtle and purely 
a^s^t^t^i^itic canons, which the orator never taught, and probably 
could not teach, his pupils. This I think is the fair inference 
to draw from Blass' own admission, that all observance of such 
rythm disappears as soon as he comes to speeches distinctly 
posterior to Demosthenes in date. In other words, the revision 
of the master pointed out offences against a very delicate sub
jective' taste to which his pupils deferred, but as there was no 
canon laid down, or perhaps possible, the secret was ' lost with * 
the artist who alone could apply it .

The case seems to me equally strong as regards the question 
of larger composition, that of the arrangement of KW\a, or 
clauses, wherewith Demosthenes is said to have produced' a 
sense of har^nony by a symmetrical disposition. For this the 
reader should consult Blass's arrangement of the beginning of 
the Crown oration, according to his hypothesis.’

44 I 35 I 53 

^'rt^oi 24

§§7-8

2222 | 2222

1-8 :

24 I 4 I 4 I 42 
ffTlXOl 24

but if the reader will turn back to the

’ Op. cit. pp. 560-1, Proem, §§
§§_i-2

32 I 23 I 33 

arlixoi. 16

This looks wonderfully symmi^^r^ica^;
text printed by Blass on p. 529, he will see how arbitrary the determin
ing of each colon is. In fact, the old rhetors, as Blass tells us, could not 
^ree about it. Some are long, some short, and hardly any are clearly 
determined by either the sense or the construction. To print the passage 
would occupy too much space. Cf. the article on Sti^ch^ometry and Colo- 
met^y by Blass in the Rhdn. Mus. for 1869 (p. 524), followed up in 
his account of Demosthenes, pp. 105, sq. The question at issue is this :
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But when we come to enquire by what laws Blass determines 
the beginning and end of each member, we find no satisfactory 
test in his long and intricate discuss'^<^n 1 except the occurrence 
of a strong hiatus, which was seldom allowed within a kUXov. 
As to the rest his arrangements are capricious and often un
natural, nor do I think that another scholar, acting indepen
dently, and without a desire to produce a symmetrical result, 
would bring out the same divisions. I do not even think that a 
recovery of the analysis by the orator of Rhodes, who divided the 
speech ca^c^Cin^lt Philips Letter into K&\a. according to the number 

. given in (then) old MSS., and professedly derived from De
mosthenes himself, would help us much. For in the first place 
this speech, being spurious, would not give us the real practice 
of Demosthenes, but a mere imitation by what Blass himself 
determines to be® a poor successor, who did not follow the. 
rythmical rule. The analysis of the proem on the Croxmi 
by Lac^hares, which is still extant, dates from the 5 th century 
a.d., and has, I suspect, no authority. Nor do I think .with 
Blass that these indications are at all sufficient to prove that the 

noted at the end of our oldest MS. mean metrical or 
rythmical c<S^a and not mere lines found in an older copy. 
It is confessed that even the best of the older rhetors had no 
certain traditions, or fixed rules about the matter, for Cicero 
and Dionysius always confine themselves to generalities; Her
mogenes and A^steides even contradict one another.®

In the face of these difficulties, I think we may abandon as 
hopeless the attempt to measure out the symmetries of Demos
thenes with plummet line, and must content ouselves to believe 
that, like his great predecessors and successors in the art, he 
worked out his speeches by constant reference either to the 
taste of his audience—in this case a very critical and competent 
one—or to that delicate taste which he had produced in 
his own mind by constant and anxious meditation on older 

whether the number of arlx^oi given at the end of each speech in some old 
MSS. is the number of mere line^ in the speech, as written in .<ev(?n columns, 
or whether the lines represented originally cola of various length, of which 
the sum is given.

* PP- 105, sq< * Blass, p. 105, note.2 P- 347-
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models, on their perfections, and on their deficiencies in regard 
to the advanced requirements of his age.

§ 536. It is far more interesting and more practical to examine 
the features wherein we can still securely judge the orator, and 
explain how he attained his preeminence. Not that there does 
not still remain considerable difficulty. For when we consider
what not only scholars, but statesmen and modem speakers have 
noticed, that in Demosthenes we have a man who produced the 
greatest results ever attained in his art, without great natural 
gifts, or good voice, or a commanding presence, without being a 
philosopher, without any broad generalisations which could af
fect future 'ages, without ornament in the modem sense, with
out any pathetic scenes, without any% real wit—in- fact, without 
attracting either the thinkers or the sensitive natures whom 
Plato and Aristophanes can fascinate, we- are still disposed to 
be incredulous, and to require some clear and definite- solution 
of so mysterious a problem. ■ )

The old rhetors are very 'far indeed from giving us any 
adequate account of these things. But what they tell us is 
interesting and instructive as to the facts of the case. The 
theory of Dionysius is that Demosthenes consciously combined 
all the perfections of his predecessors, choosing the terseness 
and pathos of Thucydides, the grace and ethos of L^j^sias, the 
harmony and skilful disposition of Isocrates, and working them 
up into a mixed style, which embraced all these perfections. 
Of course no great ' genius was ever a Jt^iere eclectic, but what 
is really to be here inferred is the extraordinary variety of Demos
thenes, in whose work could be found passages emulating all 
these writers in their peculiar strong points. Nor does this 
variety apply exclusively either to the form or to the matter of his 
speechi^fi; it interpenetrates both thoroughly. Thus his choice 
of words was at one time grand and dignified, at another so 
homely as to be almost coarse. His periods were at one time 
splendid constructions of such complexity and intricacy as to 
astonish the hearer, at another they were mere loosely con
nected clauses, like the easy narratives of Herodotus. Nay 
even the arguments are never, so to speak, sustained and 
methodical, but he passes from point to point, anticipates for a

    
 



CH. XI. innovations in action. 347 

moment, then recapitulates, recounts facts and then expounds 
arguments ; in fact, plays all round his subject so as to present 
every aspect of it in curious and varied succession.

It is accordingly a constant remark of the old critics that 
he not only used the figures of th^ought of older orators more 
frequentl^^,-but added several of his own, which they never 
dared to use. He used anaphora, anastrophe, systr^ophe—they 
enumerate nearly twenty of them—in the way of repeating 
words at the opening of his clauses, of imagining questions put 
by objectors, of questioning himself, and so forth. But what 
seemed new in him was the frequent use of aposiopesis, and the , 
use of exclamations, especially at t^e end of an indignant sen
tence. Two of these, which must have had a most stinging 
effect, are very frequently quoted.*

This vivacity of making his oration almost a familiar dia
logue, and of bursting out into exclamation, tvas an unheard- 
of liberty according to the old traditions of Greek eloquence. 
His action in delivery corresponded to it, and shocked the 
old school. For while even iE^s^c^hines, with his fine voice and 
prepossessing appearance, stood up (as his statue still repre
sents him) keeping his hand hidden in the folds of his cloak, 
and spoke with dignified calmness, we hear that Demosthenes 
contorted his figure, laid his hand across his forehead so as to 
affect the attitude of sudden reflection, often raised his voice • 
to a scream, and even turned round and round on the bema 
in his e.xcitement. These things carried away the lower public, 
but were always reprehended by artistic critics. In fact, De
mosthenes' action was as new and startling on the bema as 
Mr. Irving’s Hamldt has been on our stage, and it was a long 
time before critics could come to confess that the new and 
vehement style of the young politician had great and enduring 
merit.

§ 537- If we examine what modern students have added 
to the somewhat barren criticism of the classical theorists, we 
may contrast with the liveliness arid variety, which they have

. * (And. 78) : iw^ ‘AvSparlwv t^<^ofitt(iu^ ^TiuKKvaA'i^'^s, 'AvSpoTloiv &
yij i^af 0fot. (Ar^ocr. 210): vvv Y irIXis (Is VvYpIrov aat tD^iv irpoe-
AfjAuOe Ktal XaplSilpOV (L x^pH <ppvf^((>> l^ovA(ti(Tat, XaplSYpov oI/noi.
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described as ‘ figures of thought,' a certain remarkable persist
ence in urging the main point, which makes him never forget 
his object amid all the changes and momentary digressions of 
his eloquence. He was far too subtle a student of human 
nature to lecture in definite heads, like a Scotch preacher. If 
he , has a scheme with subdivisions, he almost always conceals 
them by such natural and easy transitions that he leads on his 
hearer insensibly from point to point. But never does he 
digress from his real subject, and his affected episode is often 
his most insidious and telling arg^i^^i^i^lt '

All this subtlety and even astuteness of advocacy, which does 
not shrink at times from distorting facts and wilfully dealing in 
fallacies, is combined with that peculiar dignity and reticence 
in emotion which have secured him the sympathy '.of strange 
generations of men. For he never strains his pathos'however 
seductive or striking a picture may come before him, h^ never 
turns aside to paint it in detail, like the orators of the present 
day.- He suggests it with a burning sentence,' a brief clause, 
nay, with a single word, and passes on his way. It is parti- ' 
cularly remarked by the moderns how quiet and sedate are his 
conclusions, as if the Attic audience - objected to be released 
in high excitement, and in a moment of strong emotion. 
Hence the orator, like the tragic poet, was expected to calm 
his hearers, and close with an appeal to reason and common 
sense.* He never uses a simile for its beauty, but always for 

, its effect in illustration, and hence borrows it from the affairs 
of ordinary life. Whatever license he may have allowed himself 
in his actual delivery, he reduced all pathetic digressions, 
when he came to revise his speeches, to a very minimum, and 
so produces on us an impression of serious earnest, to which 
I can quote no modern parallel. This is perhaps the strongest 
feature in his ‘ thoughts that breathe, and words that burn.' 
And together with this redhot earnestness, there is, on the 
whole, a moral splendour about him, which raises him above 
all his contemporaries. It is of course ridiculous to assert -that 
he was a Stoic in his philosophy, that he was .so Quixotic a po-

* The extant speech of Lycurgus offers a remarkable exception to this 
rule.
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litician as to advocate from the bona the doing of right for 
its own sake, apart from consequences. He plainly enough, 
in his Hellenic harang^ies, lays down self-preservation by the 
weakening of neighbour states as the real basis of Athenian 
politics. He was quite ready to call in the Persian king, 
the hereditary enemy of all Hellenedom, to join with the 
Greeks against the newer and more .dangerous, though semi
Hellenic oppressor. But, nevertheless, he had large views of 
Athenian greatness and responsibilities; be grasped the idea of 
great sacri^ces for great national ends ; he advocated the cause 
of liberty and of culture against despotism ; he soared above 
the petty quarrels of individual states to an imperial policy. 
These wider thoughts made him the exponent of more than 
Attic policy, of other than A^t^henian conflicts.

His unattractive presence, his unsocial temper, and his early 
difficulties, while they prevented a ready recognition of his 
genius,' were perhaps strong contributing elements to its growth 
and peculiar complexion. For genius he developed, though 
attained by labour, and decked with artifice. Nor will any 
number of subsidiary causes explain to us his success.

But while he added more perhaps than any other great man 
in history to his natural powers by labour and energy, there 
was one gift he received from fortune, without which he could 
not have risen to his true position. He lived in a great historic 
cal crisis; he grew up to take part in a momentous struggle, 
which brought out all his eloquence in the vital cause of Hellenic 
freedom. The force and the subtlety of his unarmed words 
were pitted against the phalanx and the gold of one of the 
ablest monarchs in history. To have been overcome after a 
long and glorious struggle for such a cause, to have stood forth 
to speak the mighty epitaph on the tomb of departed liberty, 
was indeed a fortune worthy of no ordinary genius. The trials 
of his later years forced from him the bitter rejection, that 
were lie again olTered, with his acquired experience, the way to 
the bema or to the tomb, he would not hesitate to choose the 
latter. But had he been able to look beyond the present life, 
and see that the one meant lasting dignity and renown, and 
the other eternal oblivion, he might have justified his first
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choice by his own noble words, and cried out that he had not 
erred—no, not by the heroes that fought at Marathon and Sala
mis, and all the brave men whom a grateful posterity has hon
oured with a public tomb, the monument of their valour and 
their worth !

§ 538. The external history of his text is clearer than that of 
most Greek authors. It is plain, from the condition in which we 
find speeches like that against Meidias, that many of them were 
not edited by Demosthenes himself, but by pupils and ad
mirers, possibly by his nephew Demochares, on whose proposal 
his name was honoured and his descendants distinguished, but 
not till forty years after his death. The German critics find, 
e^ven in some of the speeches they reject, the delicate 'laws of 
rythm and hiatus observed according to the model of the 
master, and they infer from this that he was practically the head 
of a school. But I think all we know of the man tells against 
such a theory, and suggests (as has already been argued) that 
most of these lesser works were probably unr^’v^i^i^d'composi- i 
tions of his own. The collection which we possess, though 
some nine titles are mentioned which are now lost,* is in the 
main that of the A^l^e^x^a^n^drian Callimachus, a learned man and a 
scholar, who was not likely to class a notoriously inferior work 
in the list. Yet he seems to have been ■ easier of faith than his 
succes^sors,

. Polybius speaks of Demosthenes with great respect, but 
probably as a politician. Cicero constantly alludes to him, and 
places him as an orator above all other models. Indeed 
C^i^c^ero’s rhetorical writings are often the best commentary on his 
great predecessor, though he evidently knew nothing definite 
c^c^nc^erning the subtler laws of his composition. But Quintilian, 
and Plutarch, and Origen,^ though confessing his greatness as 
a speaker, seem quite convinced by their historical materials 
that he was not an honest or a worthy man.® Nevertheless,

* It is noticed that the geographer' Ag^atharchjdes and Rutilius Lupus 
have many quotations from Demosthenes not found in our texts, and ap- 
paren^^y not from any varying recension of extant speeches (Blass, p. 59).

* All quoted by Blass, p. 47.
* With this judgment very few moderns are agreed. I find an estimate
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Stoics like Pa^nsetius justly .recommended his speeches as a 
good moral study on account of their lofty tone. It was 
through the • rhetoricians that he was ultimately rehabilitated. 
C^aecilius and Dionysius both wrote largely upon him, and the 
first letter to Amm^i^^,<^^ the latter is an elaborate eulogy of 
the ‘wonderful eloquence of Demosthenes.’ From this tract, 
and from Dionysius’ incidental allusions in discussing other 
Greek orators, we discover that the critics of the day had begun 
to reject many works as spurious, and that the catalogue only 
included about forty-four of the extant speeches. As to mere 
copies of the text, we do not hear much from Dionysius. But 
it appears that the ’Amtntnia, or copies written by a certain 
A^tticus, were thought of peculiar value, as Lucian tells us, 
who speaks of him as a contemporary.* Among the Greek 
rhetors of the Roman schools, comparisons of Demosthenes 
and Cic^ero, of Demosthenes and /Eschines, and other such 
essays became common ; and from the many monographs 
or v-roii.viTni,iiTa they composed, were brought together the body 
of scholia, which have reached us under the name of Ulpian, 
and in which (together with allusions in Suidas and Photius) we 
find at least twenty-five authors of such works quoted. The 
tract on the Sublime is perhaps the only one which gives us the 
a^s^t^thetic criticisms of this age. The author’s judgments on 
Demosthenes are sound and clear. But though Ulpian is 
said to have been a rhetor of the third century a.d., we 
find fourth century authors quoted in his scholia, so that his 
own work may not have extended beyond the public orations,

of the orator in consonance with it in Mr. Simcox’s excellent preface to 
the edition of the speeches on the Crown, with all of which I would agree, 
except that he gives some credence to the attacks on Demosthenes charg
ing him with unchastity. These the whole man’s life, and his portrait 
statue, forbid us to believe. Among the Germans, I find that L. Spengel, 
in his articles on Demosthenes’ harangues, has taken an independent 
course, and does not fall down and worship the orator’s character as well 
as his eloquence. But Spengel has found man^ opponents, and only a 
stray follower in A. Weidner. The question of Demosthenes’ incoi^n^^l^ii^ility 
will recur in connection with the accusations of Hypereides.

* Adv. indoct. 1.
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the rest being the collection of Zosimus, or some such person. 
They are pretty full on the first twenty-four orations, very poor 
on the rest, but are, unfortunately, almost all on rhetorical 
points, and tell us little of the history or politics with which the 
text is concerned. Our best arguments are ascribed to Liba- 
nius, but there are often found more prolix arguments by other 
rhetors.

§ 539. B^bl^j^ographical. When we emerge from the Middle 
Ages we find a rich store of MSS., several Italian ones being 
as old as the eleventh century (the Marcian F perhaps even 
from the tenth), and one of them written by the same hand 
as the famous Ravennas of Aristophanes. But they are all 
completely thrown into the shade by the Parisian 2, of the 
tenth century, which is now recognised as the proper basis of 
the text, and probably taken from an Attican copy, whereas 
the rest are all the vulgar (Sr/pwoftc), considerably interpolated. 
But ■ from these latter (especially the Marcian F, ssec. x. or 
xi.) Aldus printed his Demosthenes in 1504. He also prin^<^<d' 
Ulpian’s scholia in 1503. All the later editions up to the pre
sent generation followed this recension, merely adding collations 
of MSS. of the same class. Now at last the Zurich editors, 
Dindorf, Bekker, and Cobet, have shown the enormous value 
of the codex 2, which has been most thoroughly and mi
nutely collated for the edition of H. Weil (two ■ volumes have 
appeared), but also for the texts prepared by these scho
lars. The work of commenting on Demosthenes is so varied 
and extensive, that except Weil's volumes, which already em
brace m^ost of the important speeches, and Redantz on the 
speeches regarding Philip, no general edition can be recom
mended for exegesis. The'l^e^st texts are Bekker's (second 
edition, Leipzig, 1854-5), G. Dindorlfs (with the scholia, nine 
volumes Oxon, 184(^-51), and Voemel's (second edition, Paris, 
1868) ; special editions of separate speeches are innumerable, 
and the best have been mentioned separately in the foregoing 
chapter., The English translations of Demosthenic . orations, 
especially of that on the Crown, are very numerous, the latest 
being that of Sir R. Collier. Leland's, of the last century, has 
a deservedly high repute. The myriad newer literature on
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Demosthenes (up to 1877) will be found catalogued in the 
thirty-seventh volume of the ^h^l^igus, pp. 676, sq. Little 
can ever be added, save in the way of criticism, to the ex
haustive histories of A. Schafer and F. Blass, from which I 
have borrowed materials throughout.

VOL. II. A A
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CHAPTER XII.

THE ORATORS CONTEMPORARY WITH DEMOSTHENES.

§ 540. Demosthenes was only the greatest among a con
stellation of great speakers, of whom we have suffi^^ient remains 
to justify the high praise accorded to them by-the Greek his
torians of rhetoric. If in fact they were not all judged by the 
severe test of comparison with De^mosthenes, we should pro
nounce most of them as quite first-rate in their department 
of literj^l^i^i^e; in some respects, indeed, their less studied com- i 
position is more congenial to modern taste than the thoroughly 
professional eloquence of their great rival.

We naturally begin with tEschines, marked out by his 
life as the special antagonist to Demosthenes. L^ittle would 
be known of him but for this circumstance, arid that little again 
has been obscured and perverted by the unspariing and reckless 

^vituperation of Demosthenes. But it is almost ridiculous how 
the extant of vEschines gravely repeat the calumnies of
the de Corona, as if they were historical truth, while the equally 
well-founded countercharges of vEschines against Demosthenes 
are generally set down at their proper value. However, this 
vulgar habit of personal Xonl^opia compelled orators to make 
count^ei^-statements showing their own antecedents, and to 
these, when unrefuted by their adversaries, we are bound to 
assign most weight, as they probably only err by omission, not 
by deliberate falsification.

T^he sketch of Apollonius (prefixed to the texts) is more 
honest than the rest, in appending to Demosthenes’ scurrilities 
the facts stated by vEschines himself in his own defence.* His

^f>! m^i^arpurfi. §§ 78, 147, 168.
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father, Atrometus, who was in court, at the age of ninety-four, 
when this case was pleaded (344-3 B<c.),was a respectable but 
poor citizen of the deme of the K^^(^hc^k^:^d^£e,’ who, before he lost 
his property owing to the Peloponnesian war, was a private 
citizen and an athlete, then was exited in the days of the Thirty, 
and served as a mercenary soldier in Asia. He belonged, says 
VEschines, to a clan which had the same family worship and 
altars as the Eteobo^uta^d^se, from whose family the priestess of 
A^thene Polias was chosen. Atrometus returned from Corinth 
with the exiles under Thrasybulus, and being poor began to 
make his livelihood as a schoolmaster. He had married Glau- 
cothea, the daughter of Glaucus of the deme Acha^m^se, apparently 
of respectable family. The orator tells us his mother shared 
in the exile to Corinth, which seems strange, as her second son, 
H^schines, was not born till 389 b.c., according to his own 
statemi^i^t His elder brother, Philochares, and his younger, 
A^j^h^obetus,2 were both well known and respectable men, the 
former entrusted with the highest commands.

Our orator is said in early youth to have assisted his father in 
keeping the school, and also (by Demosthenes) to have helped 
his mother in some disreputable private religious mysteries, such 
as were common but in bad odour at Athens. ^^^ichines never 
denies that she was employed in some such living, but merely 
accentuates the respectability of her family and connections. 
Being duly enrolled on attaining the age of puberty, he served 
his term in the or frontier guards of Athens, and in the
later campaigns at Nemea (368), at Mantinea (362), and es
pecially at Ta^n^j^r^te (349), fought with such credit that he was 
publicly distinguished by the general Phocion. At what time of

1 Some demes were local, and called by the name of their towns. But 
others were not so, and were called after some legendary hero. This deme is 
always mentioned in the patronymic form, but I can find no trace whatever 
of the personage from whom it derived its name. Hesychius gives KoBii 
and Kof^Pti as rare forms in the sense of 0\d0rt. Hence Fick (Griech. Per- 
sonennamen) suggests koB&khs in the sense of healer of ill (Ko6ce---^KTis), as 
the epithet of the eponymous hero of the deme.

2 The Life ascribed to Plutarch quotes these names as Aphobus and 
Dc^mochares, which shows either negligence or a text varying from ours. 
The former is the more probable.

A A 2
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his life he could have employed as a tragic actor we
cannot tell. Demosthenes says he played tri^^c^gonist with bad 
companies ‘ in the provinces,’ and that he was hissed off the 
stage as CEnomaus, but apparently only for the accident of fall
ing when he was pursuing Pelops on the stage, and being as
sisted up by the master of the chorus—a ver^ likely misfortune 
to happen on the Greek stage, with the awkward and unnatural 
padding and heightening of the human form. This incident 
is quoted in the f^rst LiJ^e on the authority of Demochares, 
and even the name of the chorus-master, Sannio, is mentioned. 
But the actors with whom he played, Th^eodorus and others, 
were the ■ most eminent of their day, and they played the 
‘ classic drama,’ which was the most respectable and honourable 
branch of the profession, so that yEschines, though taking 
inferior parts, played in the very best companies. V He may 
have been prematurely aged by all these occupations, for he 
speaks of himsel^:f as quite grey at the age of forty-f^ve.^ Being | 
of good appearance, though short in stature, and possessing a 
fine voice, he was after-wards appointed public clerk under the 
administrations of A^stophon and Eubulus, and gradually ob
tained sufi^^ient experience and training in public affairs to 
come forward as a political man (pifrap). He was entrusted 
with several important public missions, especially an embassy 
to Megalopolis to oppose Philip’s policy. He married the 
daughter of Philod^e^mus, and had a daughter and two sons, 
whom he produced in court during his defence, as children, 
when he was himself about forty-eight years old. Having com
pletely failed in his attack on Demosthenes in 330 b.c., and being 
condemned to pay a thousand drachmse for unsuccessful prose
cution, he went into exile to Rhodes, where he supported him
self, not I fancy by rhetoric, which he never professed, but by 
teaching letters, like his father. He is said to have died at Samos, 
at the age of seventy-five (therefore 314 Bi^.),but on no better 
authority than that of Apolloni^us. One of the spurious L^etters

* Cf. the high praise of this Th^eodorus in Aristotle, Rhet. iii. 2,4, 
which says that his voice always seemed to be the voice of his character, 
but that of other actors not so.

2 i. 49.
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says his mot^ier went with him into exile, aged seventy-thi^(^is,i 
which is impossible in the face of the statement that she fled 
with her husband to Corinth in 403 b.c.2 One of the finest 
extant portrait statues of the ancients is the fall-length figure 
of VEschines, standing in the attitude he assumed when speak
ing, which is now in the Museum of Naples. The calm and 
dignified face seems to me, however, wanting in expression, as 
compared, for example, with the analogous portrait of Sophocles 
in the Lateran. There is also a noble bust reproduced (from 
Colonel Leake's collection) in Millingen's-zzzz#/. Mon., plate 
ix., which corroborates the genuineness of the statue.

All these facts are obscure compared to his political acts, 
reviewed by Demosthenes and by himself in extant speeches. 
Inhere seems little doubt that JSschines, serving under Eubu
lus at home and Phocion in the field, naturally adopted their 
peace policy, and was hence from the beginning opposed to 
De^mc^st^henes. But though he honestly began to advocate 
this policy, the weight of evidence tends to show that he was 
afterwards bribed by Philip to promote his ends, and that his 
later political acts were tainted by this impure motive. Such 
is at least the verdict of all the calmest modern historians. 
Eiibulus and Phocion must have thought differently, for they 
supported him through the trial about his second embassy 
to Philip, and obtained his acquiitt^l; nor was he ever con
victed and disgraced, like Philocrates, though his case was a 
closely analogous one. Phocion and Eubulus may have been 
persuaded that, though /Eschines took money, he did so while 
honestly advocating a peace policy, and not as a motive for 
abandoning his principles. Hence they would protect him 
against their political opponent, Demosthenes. These impor
tant testimonies in his favour make me still doubt his treachery, 
but there is no likelihocd of any additional evidence ever 
clearing up this difficult point.

§ 541. As to .d^:3<^hines' rhetorical training, the ancients, 
who always insisted on the filiation of literary genius, asserted 
that he had studied under Plato and Isocrates, probably con
founding him with the Socratic H^scliines. Caecilius called him ,

>12, § 12. ’ Trapauptafl,. § I47.
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a pupil of L^eo^d^a^mas, for no other reason, I suppose, than that 
/Eschines speaks of him * as an orator • not inferior to Demos

. thenes, nay, even in his opinion a pleasanter speaker. Suidas, 
whose article on the is exceptionally bad, says he was
a pupil' of Al^ki^c^a^mas. All the internal evidence shows clearly 
that JEschines never studied rhetoric as a profession, but that 
having great natural gifts, and being brought by his offiicial 
position of clerk into constant contact with the best speakers, 
he formed himself as an amateur upon these models, adding 
to their method the dignified and graceful delivery which he 
had studied for his parts on the stage. He affected, more
over, not to be a court speaker, versed in the wiles and sub
tleties of nisi prius practice, but a state adviser on large 
public interests, like the respectable politicians • of t^he day, 
who thought speech-writing in private causes a questionable 
profession. Hence he asserts, at the opening of Kis speech 
against T^marchus, that though now forty-five years oid, he had 
never yet appeared in court to prosecute anyoi^^; hor do we ' 
find it stated that he wrote speeches for others. The three 
extant harangues, (i) aga'inst T^marchns, b.c. 344, (2) on the 
E^mbassy, B.c. 343, (3) against Ctesiphon, b.c. 330, were his only 
published works ; a speech about the Delian temple was of 
old rejected as spurious. iE^s^c^^i^nes, in fact, trusted more than 
any of the professional orators to extempore inspiration ; he had 
a ready flow of words, and probably seldom wrote down what 
he had to say. We have hints that of the extant speeches two 
were written after the real trials, and accordingly published as 
pamphlets of vindication. Hence we can easily conceive him 
reciting to the Rhodians Demosthenes' speeches, but not as 
undertaking to teach formally the art of rhetoric.

§ 542. The speech (i) against Tin^a^t^chus is perhaps the 
most interesting to modem readers, as it does not deal with 
complicated and disputed political affairs, and can be under
stood without a minute study of the history of the time. Ti- 
marchus had joined Demosthenes in charging VEschines with 
malversation during his embassy to Philip, when .d^i^t^lhi^es 
bethought himse^lf of disposing of his lesser adversary by a

i iii. 138-9.
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preliminary action. He indicted Timarchus as disqualified 
from political status, or from acc^u^Sin^g" any citizen, on account • 
of his disgraceful private life. It is evident from the pains 
taken by the orator in setting forth both the general’ expediency^, 
of such a law, and its basis ' in the nature of a democracy, •that . 
it had come to be regarded as a dead letter.

A^er a proem declaring his own modesty of • life, arid 
total inexperience in public prosecutions, to which he is only 
urged now by the sycb^^^iancy of Timarchus,* he proceeds to 
show that, of the various kinds of constitutions, democracy is 
that specially depending on law, and the upholding of its sanc- 
tions.2 Accordingly he proposes to examine the laws of Solon 
and Draco for the moral restraint of children, of young men, 
and lastly of the public generally,® and then to compare with 
them the life of T:^marchus in each period, which he do^is 4 
in two parts, f^rst showing his prostitution for pay,® and then 
his squandering of his father’s property. Having thus con
cluded his prosecution, he turns by way of epilogue more 
specially to t^vo points—first, a refutation of the reply which 
he hears will be made, and, secondly, an exhortation of the 
c^itizens to virtue. But these two are not kept asunder clearly, 
and the latter especially seems introduced mainly to give a 
good opportunity for recitations from the poets.®

This very Timarchus (says our argument) was the author 
of more than a hundred decrees. We know, too, other more 
celebrated A^l^henians, such as Alcibiades, who could hardly 
have escaped from a similar prosecution. The particular 
charge is, • however, not so much against youthful excesses, a 
charge which Eschines does not repudiate even as regards 
himself, but rather against the practising of immori^l:ity for hire 
—a distinction all-important in this case, and on which great 
stress is laid. Eschines expounds the plan of his speech 7 
more like a modem preacher than with the art of Demosthenes, 
though he afterwards 8 abandons that part of his parallel which 
affects the boyhood of Timarchus, professedly from generosity, 
but more probably from want of evidence. Indeed, all through

’ §§ 1-3- 2 §§ 4-^. 3 §§ 93-36- 4
M§37-94. «§§I4-5^. ’§5-• ’ § 39 andd 160.
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his proofs are so purely circumstantial, that he is obliged to 
repljy * to the natural demand of his adversaries to produce 
direct testimony of any particular act of immo^^lit^ on the part 
of Ti^marchus ; but such an objection, fatal to a prosecution in 
our courts, was easily disposed of at Athens by an appeal to the 
general character of the defendant, on which Athenians, who 
were great busybodies, laid no small stress. The whole speech 
is very valuable in showing us the moral life of At^hens, but the 
subject is not easy to discuss in a modern boo^ On its style 
I will speak when we have briefly reviewed the other orations.

- § 543- The second oration, irep'i as I have
already noticed, was probably not delivered,^ but was doubt
less published by VEschines with more care than attended 

. the publication of Demosthenes' attack, seeing that it was a 
vindication of his life and policy. The speech is, indeed, much 
more agreeable to read than its rival, being full of lively nar
rative and not less lively vituperation, and is not divided, lik^^ 
that against Timarchus, into heads, being rather a narrative of 
the circumstances of the two embassies to Philip; varied by 
sundry excursions in personal matters—accounts of his own 
family and antecedents, and attacks on Demosthenes. It 
is quite exceptional for its lively ethos, and its most dra
matic painting of the sourness and grand airs of Demosthenes 
on the embassy, as well as of the courtliness and sagacity of 

-Philip.® •
Indeed, the narrative of Demosthenes' break-down before 

Philip, when he had raised the highest expectations by his 
boasting, is too graphic to be omitted.4 The sketches of

* §§ sq.
2 Against this theory Thirlwall, Schafer, and others protest strongly, 

. and think the trial must have been held.
3 Both Bergk and Schafer think it the best of the extant speeches of 

/Eschincs.
1 §§ 34~5 • 'Pvl^Ovv^tav Si toVtuv ical iR^fpoiv \6yAV TjSt) A^adijKev els 

Scmtiv rB rijs irpfo^fisias p.ipos, Kal i^iivrEs irpoireEixov As i'RepfioKds Ttvas 
SwdpfAs aK0^a^iip.EV0t Kat yap trpBs avrSv rBv ^I^Ji^trrr^ov, As ^jarepor
aKoietv, ^ai irpBs rovs ir^alpovs avrov iliiiy^^^\6i) ij rav iii^iAY^eB.iuv 
oSta Si o^vAvtav Stai^i^tipet^iav irpBs tV aK^^>aMiv T^^^Oiyystai ri Oijpiov ToUr» 
irpoolptov i^at Setll<f, ^al p.tKpBv irpoc^-^iAfAv tSiF
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past history and the account of the Aniphictyonic Council 
are very interesting, and the whole narrative of Ai^s^t^hines’ 
extempore burst at Delphi, when looking down upon t^^ 
sacred plain, is worthy of the highest place in Greek elo
quence. But the vehement and ribald countercharges of cor
ruption and of immorality made in open court by men of the 
eminence of Demosthenes and Ai^sc^hines produce a most dis
agreeable impression, and show us how different was the tone 
of political debate at Al^hens from that of our House of Com
mons. It is evident that bribery was frequent, and so- little 
heeded, that every politician charged his opponent with it as a 
matter of course. I will add what appears stranger, but is not 
the less true, that I believe the occasional accepting of bribes
not to have been inconsistent with genuine patriotism and even 
general honesty. We feel it almost impossible to conceive 
this. A man once detected taking money in such a way would 
be among us absolutely ruined. But this is far from being,, 
the case in less solid nations than the English—as, for ex
ample, among the Russians, and perhaps nearer home. There 
it is so universal a rule to take bribes, that to accept them from 
supporters is not the least censured, and even more flagrant 
violations of honesty are condoned by the exigencies of poli
tical expediency. Unless we hold fast this notion, we are sure 
to go wrong in estimating both Ai^s^hines and Demosthenes. 
The peroration of the present sp^^^li * gives a true and striking 
sketch of the history of Athens, especially since the Restoration. 
He appeals to Eubulus and Phocion to support him, and it was- 
certainly the influence of these respectable men which saved 
him from the attack of Demosthenes.

§ 544. The same general remarks apply to the third speech, 
the indictmetU: of Ctesiphon for illegality, as having proposed a 

koI rEKev'rUv Se 4k tov

Xdyov. ISobp Si avrHv 6 SieKeiro, Boppe^p re rt^c^f^P^^E^eu^'ro koL
fiRi Popii^eip, l^a^rrep Iv roTs OeC^^poi^, Sick rovro ri s^^irovdev^t,
rjffr^Y fnKpBv HvafUfiv^AKeadai a>s ‘irpo€l:^€'ro. S S’ a^s:
aval Irapax^^V «“* twp SteffpoOiKr^, oVS* aUrSp IS^v^Or^^

lceOl r^^AiP ^e^^eiv IrrtxE^^^<(^^ ravrBv iiis S’ }ip
irrijpat fifLas I iK^K^euep.

' §§ 172-84.
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^^old crown to be presented to Demo^st^henes. The circumst^'nces 
have been detailed in connection with the reply de Corona. It 
is to be observed that the proem repeats in substance the com
monplace about the three forms of polity used in the speech! 
a^gainst T^^m^ar^ibus.^ The orator then proceeds to his three 
g^e^neral heads of accusation : first, Demosthenes was still under 
audit when the honour was proposed, which wa^ very property" 
forbidden by a distinct law under such' circumsta^nc^e^is. /This 
proof, together with the refutation of the counter-pleas, occupies 
from §§ 6 to 31. Then comes his second point, that in 'any case 
c^rowning in the theatre before the plays began, was specially 
forbidden by law, and was ordered to take place, if at ,iall, in ■ the 
Pnyx. This argument, which seems very sound, is met by 
Demosthenes with the quotation of certain exceptions, which' 
he accuses Eschines to have suppressed in quoting the law. 
As I see great authorities, such as Spengel and Halm,® at 
variance about the real justice of the case, it is not likely that 
the problem will ever be settled. It is quite certain that both 
^^r^ators were capable of both suppression and exaggeration, nay, 
even of stating deliberate falsehoods.

But ancient critics were so much impressed by the clear
ness and force of this technical part of Eschines’ speech, that 
t^hey say he would have convicted Ctesiphon more easily than 
Timarchus had he confined himself to it. He enters ne^^lt® 
Upon a different task—a general review of Demosthenes’ life in 
four periods (above, p. 329), in each of which he was either a' 
traitor or proved a misfortune to the state. The account of the 
•^iu^lier periods differs considerably in both orators from their 
former account, in the speeches about the embassy. As Spengel 
o^t^serves,4 sixteen years having elapsed since the facts, the 
f^l^ators knew that they could distort or accommodate them 
with less fear of detection. Hence Grote has found it impos
sible to make out the real truth amid their contradictions and 
inc^onsisten^ies. But as a piece of rhetoric, the close of this 
portion of zEschines’ speech, not of course so splendid as the

’ §§ 4, sq. 
* § 49.

* iUuttich ^S^tbbef. for 8875, P- *•
' Abbtu^^l. Aicad. for 1^!?"
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reply, is very impressi’ve.* So indeed is the rest of the speech, 
spent in what were called irpoKara:>>Jet(;, or anticipations of 

■ the adversary's replies. It is of course hard to conceive that 
Suah pleading could come from a mere vulgar traitor. I can
not but thi^k him rather a real advocate of the peace policy, 
and ' systematic opponent of Demosthenes’ imperial views, not 
.perhaps above taking presents from I^hilip, and doing him a ser
vice, when it accorded with the views of Eubulus and Phocion, 
but not a^ more serious or syste^tic delinquent.

§ 545. Xd. regards the general st^le of' the orator, it is first 
of all to be remarked that he was regarded the father of ex
temporising among the Greeks. To them careful and even 
written preparation was so essential to eloquence, that to speak 
on the spur of the moment, though often necessary in political 
debate, was not accounted an art till JEschines showed what 
could be done in this way. For the boast of Gorgias that he 
could reply fluently and elegantly to any proposed question was 
of course understood to depend on a carefully prepared and

' Here is a fine passage, §§ 132-^134: TaiYiproi rl rav aveA^ltrR^tvv 
Kai iR^/^/^irSoKiRTav E<^’ j^/pav ou yiyovfv; ob yA^p filov ye F^iEe?s &vO^<&^mvov 
fS^efitiiKoy-ev, 4XA’ eis RrapaSoi<^]^(^’^tav toIs Atrotiet^ois pteB’ V^is lipvpev. ob% 
6 pBv rav ^epo^tSv f^t^ntXeis, S tHv ‘'A^Ba) SiopVijas, S r-Bv 'EXA^ottovtov fei^os, 
i yTjv SSap toBs "EJA^nvas oiToia, i ToApav 4v Tils iT^tOTroAais ^pa^<peiv, 
Sts SeffiTT-TTis 4t^t!v ot^<^i^'^<»v i.vBi^ii'^av i^tp' i-ASov aviivTos pexp‘ Svopivov, 
vvv ob TTepi tov Kvpios S^repav eivoi Sioyavl^eToi, aXX' SfSt) iTepi Trjs rov 
vtiparos iTaTTipias ; Ka! t^oBs abTobs Bpapev tT(s t-e SS^ijs Tab^ijs i^al T^ijs ^t^! 
rbv nepaTNv Tp^'^/povlas Si^iapevovs, ot ko! tH iv AeAipols Sepbv iAevBepaiTav, 
€>if}ai Si, QTj^oi, t^iDAis ifT^Tvyelrav, p^eB' ypA^pav fiiov Ak p^Httis tijs ‘EAAiSos 
itii^inTairTai, e! Ktt! SiKiias, Trep! rav SAav obic S^pBas OouKevyrapevoi, oKAi hS? 
ye Bet^l^I^iiffisiav koI r)Av i^UPpor ’̂ivi^v obic avBptuT^ii^as, iXX.Ct So^ipovlas Krrjtrd- 
fj^evoi. AaKeSat/iivtoi S' ot rcA^aiirapoi, i^poeiOfP^IPevoi pS^i^ov robnav rav i^ptay- 
pirav itf^;(vs ii«p! i^iAv too lepov KaraAiji^tv, oS rav 'EA^^v^av t^i^tB ^u^i^i^res 
fiyepives elvai, vvv Sprspeit^i^jvres Kol i^ijs rrvpipopos Anil^i^ii^iv rioiiit<rp^t^t^ios 
p^eAAovffiv as 'X.Abl-avSpov ivaireprreifBai, rovro sre^a^•Saevo) hiI abnol ki^ 1) 
T^arpls, S ri iiv AkeIvip Siifj), k<^! iv rip rov Kpi^^oUvros Ka! irpo^S^ii^Tiii^i^t^i^^v 
perpiSr^pri Kpl8^^<r)^t^ra). % S‘ f^pen ipa i^i^JAis, ij leo^vB Karoi^vyB rav '^XX'fii^av, 
irpBs f)v iU^i^i^i^<^l^i^ro irpirepov iK r^ijs 'EXXaSos ai irpet^f^etoi, niiAeis
KK^i^'rot nop’ Tipav tV o^roriipiav ebpru^i^ipevoi, vvv ovKiri r^<^)>l iTjs tSk ‘EXXi^- 
vav i^-yepovios &^avlferii, iXX’ HSrj irepl tov nijs r^^^plSos ASi^ovs. koI 
naSS’ i^plv avpil^i^'AKev i( Stov XMpooBeviis rrpiis rri)v i^<^:Atrelov rrooi^eAil^vBev.
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well-adapted stock of commonplaces. ASschines’ three written 
speeches, therefore, give us a poor idea of the power of the 
man, for which we must rather recur to the great scene outside 
Delphi, where his wonderful address electrified or rather mad
dened an assembly ‘ inexperienced in oratory,’ as Demosthenes 
calls them. The ancient critics judge him, however, exactly as 
we should expect a great extempore speaker to be judged, even 
allowing for the influence of Demosthenes’ ribald abuse upon 
them. Dionysius calls him delightful at first reading, and, when 
more closely examined, powerful too, but rather from natural 
gifts than from art. Cicero and Quintilian are severe upon 
him, and (especially the latter) speak of him as turgid and ver
bose. Yet Cicero both translated the third speech and imita
ted from the f^^i^t * in his speeches pro Rose. Amer^ and in 
Eisonem.

When we look more closely into the technical structure of 
ASschines’ speeches, we find him in choice of words tolerably 
pure, and showing traces of the culture which he often con
sciously displays. But he is less careful in his composition 
than Demosthenes. He is not strict about hiatus,® and the 
rythmical law of avoiding a crowd of short syllables seems 
quite strange to him, a^ may be seen at the very opening of the 
first speech. His periods are often, long and clumsily con
structed,® but the sense is always clear. Though he constantly 
enlivens his argument by the usual figures, apostrophe, self
question, &c., and with ver^ telling irony and .sarcasm, his most 
brilliant side is certainly his narrative. I may quote, in addi
tion to the passages already cited, the description of the grave 
Autolycus bringing down a message from the Areopagus, and 
how it was received.4 Aischines’ ethos seems to me brighter

* §§ 190-9*, a splendid passage.
2 As, for example, in i. §§ 2-3, ii. 136 (^vhich I select at ran^^i^); 

examples are frequent.
’ e.g. i. §§ \T3-S 5 a. §§ 211-2; iii. §§ 149-50.
’ In Timarch., §§ 8l, sq.: rijs jJauAijs rRjs ’Apfitp irp&roSav

iroti^^pifVTis wpBs rBp STj/iiov rB rB toVi^ou, B oUros eipl/Kei wEpL
rZv otKli<r(o>p r&p Ip -rfi nuicyl, pIp B rBp KBy^^p Xlyap Ik tSp ’Apeoi^tAfnAp 
AvT^lVi^Kos, pi) rBp Aia rBy 'OK^fpirtoy ko! rBp ’Air^KKa Kal t^f^iiy&s koL
a^l^ors Iirr^l^yov i^oS ovpsSprov llefl^aKtis' IirttS)) SI iroiv wpt^iiyros rov Klfou
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and more natural than his pathos, though he affects the latter 
zealously, and occasionally, I think, exceeds the chastity ob
served by the better trained orators. The twelve Letters at
tributed to him are certainly both spurious and late composi
tions.

§ 546. As regards the history of the text, it may be ob
served that while complete editions, and editions of the T^imar- 
chus, are rare, many scholars have printed the other two to
gether with the corresponding orations of Demosthenes, espe
cially those for and against Ctesiphon. The older and better 
scholia were published from Paris MSS. by Bekker and Reiske, 
and then (with those on Isocrates) by W. Dindorf (Oxford, 
1842). The age and value of the various MSS. are not yet 
well ascertained. T^hese orations seem not to be contained 
either in the best MSS. of the lesser orators, such as the Crip- 
psianus, or in the best MSS. of Demosthenes, such as the 
Parisian 2. But nevertheless the oldest of the Parisian copies 
(C^c^islin. F) is described by Montfaucon as a quarto of the tenth 
century, containing many other rhetorical works ; and Bekker 
seems to lay even more stress on the Parisinus J. Inhere are 
new recensions by A. Weidner (Berlin, 1877) and F. Franke 
(Teubner, 1863), but without commentary. Scheibe, Hamaker, 
and others, but above all Cobet, in his Novae Zectiones, have 
contributed to the purifying of the text.
eIikv, Sti tB diO'll'rYPA ri Ttpdpxov i-RoSoKi/pa^et Y FIovXIi, ' wcpl 

IpYpLas TavTYS Kttl TOV t^tov tov iv Tp IIi/ki'I fiY & ’ASiivaiot, el
Tinapxos ipiretpi^'repias ix^‘ rps F-ovXYs tYs i^ 'Apeiov irayov,’ AveB^i^i^/Jljt^t^Tre 
vpels ivr^tu^Ba koI S-pere tBv Avt6x.vkov X.e'yeii^- elvai y^Atp avrBv
Spwetpov tovtuv. ir/vof^eras S’ 6pwv tBv Oipvfiov i AiiTiKt^Kos, paXa a^vl^i^(a~ 
rrdtras vei StaXtNrIiv el-oetv ‘ypets Toi, & ’AByvatoi, oi ’Apeoi^caytTai oiSre 
KaTyy^opovpev Tipdpxov oIte anoXo'rovpeBa, ov yi^p yptv vdTpidv ivTW, %xi>ftev 
Se Toiairyv tivA. evryv^iipyv Tipdp^xV o^ros Fo^ais ’ 4<pi ‘ ipYBy iv Tp $<v)cla 
T^airp puspiv 6pSv icdiTTp avdxapa ylyveaB^i’ ’ /al irdXtv fol Tp f^orvxta, vei 
T^ip p.tv^ip ivaXiipa'Ti. pei£av i^irfivra trap’ ipwv fieri yeXaros Bdpv^os. Sis S’ 
iTi^fivyoO) Tav oh^io:i^i^l^iav /al twp Xdxvav, oSS avaX^&etv aiTois iSvvc^TBe. 
EvBa S)l va^ nap^p^eTat TlvppavSpos ioMipiriO'av iptv, Koi Ijpero riv Sypov, 
ci oVk a^<xx"voivTo y^eXavres wapoviTys Tys PovXys Tys ^1; ’Xpetov T’dyov. 
ipels S* i^effdXe'Te aviTiv ‘fapev, & TlippavSpe, Sti ov Sei y^eXav
Toirav IvavTioif i^XX.’ ovtus ioxvpdv foTtv y dXySeta, H^te n^i^ivTdv fwivpairei 
Tav t^i^Bptvvlvdv Xo'yvTpdv. ’
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§ 547. Lycurgus, son of L^j^^c^p^hron, was a man of a very 
different type, and sprang from the family of the Eteobou- 
tad^se, who filled an ancient and venerable priesthood of Posei
don, connected with the famous Erechtheion on the A^c^ropolis. 
He was bom about the beginning of the fourth century, and 
lived till near the time of Alexander’s death.* When he 
felt he was dying, he had him^^^^^ carried into the Council 
C^ha^mber, to answer any accusations against his administra
tion. For twelve years—probably 342-30 b.c.—he remained 
what we might call Chancellor of the Exc^hequer (o £7rt

to the A^thenian state. During this period he 
signalised himself by the highest probity, as well as by the 
highest ability in administering and increasing, the revenues. 
He was, next to Pericles, the greatest adorner of the city of 
A^thens, and to these two, together with Herodes Atticus, and 
Hadrian, may be ascribed almost all the public monuments of 
that celebrated city. He completed the theatre of Dionysus, 
and adorned it with statues of the great tragic masters. More
over, he studied their memory more effectually by establishing 
state texts of their plays, _to which actors were compelled to 
adhere. His other sumptuary and religious laws do not here 
concern us.2 Though decidedly anti-Macedonian in policy, 
he cannot have been anxious to reserve all spare funds for war 
purposes, as he spent so much upon the adorning of the city, 
and the splendours of religious celebrations. Many addi
tional .details concerning him are preserved to us in the 
valuable and explicit L.iJ^e (among the Ten orators). Its author 
(or his source) seems well acquainted with Lycurgus’ family 
history, for he traces twelve generations of his descendants,

* life is spoken of in the Li^e of Hy^pereides as being dead before the 
affair of Harpalus, in which he would doubtless have been preferred to 
anyone else as public prosecutor.

\ Grote is singularly curt about Lycurgus, so that the reader must 
consult either the very full jLife or Thirlwall’s sympathetic account, vol. vii. 
cap. 56. If the letter of Demosthenes be genuine, his children ■ were im
prisoned after his death, we know not why ; and Demosthenes (above, 
PP- 339, sq.) wrote from exile to plead their cause. Some twenty years after 
his death (in 307 B.c.), public honours and a bronze statue were decreed 
to his memory.
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who held the hereditary priesthood, apparently down to his 
own time. T^his would point to the second century a.d. as 
the date of the biography, probably to the reign of Hadrian, 
when the antiquities of Athens, and especially the works of 
I^j^i^v^i^gus, must have excited special interest.* He is said 
to have studied with both Plato and Isocrates, and to have- 
composed with great difficulty and very slowly. His long but 
well-rounded periods produce this impression on the reader.

If we abstract from his artistic tastes, Ly^^urgus must have 
been a sort of Attic Cato, .exceedingly unsparing, and even 
fierce in the prosecution of crime. Hypereides, however,^ cha
racterises him to be not inferior as a speaker to anyone in the 
city, and considered besides to be a moderate and fair man 
—a curious judgment in the face of his violent prosecutions. 
These are noted by most of his biographers, and of the fourteen 
speeches enumerated by Suidas (the Lij^e says there were 
fifteen, perhaps including the Letters, as a single additional 
title) a considerable number were public accusations, in most 
of which—the Life says in all—he was successful. Concern
ing three only we are more closely informed. The first is- 
that against Diphilus, whom he accused of having made a for
tune by cutting away the supports of the shafts in the Lau- 
rian silver mines, which were specially guarded by law.® In 
Hy^perides’ speech _^or Euxmif^pus, which mentions Olymf^^£^<- 
as the sole ruler of Dodona (and, therefore, not earlier than 
330 b.c.), several recent sycophantic actions about the mines 
are mentioned as having been decided justly by the di
casts, and the panic about working them as having been thus 
allayed. This panic may have been the consequence of Ly-

• .f"
* This Zis’, the (Accrete oe Sb^atc^i^l^c^is in honour <^f Lyicurgus, !^I>*

pended to it, have been carefully and aptly uommented on by Meier, in an 
appendix to Kiessling’s Lycurg^is, He shows man^ corruptions in the text, 
and some ihaucuracics on the part of the aul^h^or^

■ Pro Eux^ett. col. xxvi.
3 This Diphilus’ property proeucee when eistributee a bonus to each 

uitizeh of 50 drauCma;, 'ahe, as it amyuntce to 160 talents, gives us under 
20,000 as the number of rccygnisce citizens at the time. But the date ot 
the autiyn is not known.
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c^urgus’ prosecution, which would be fixed at about 330 b.c. 
Next there is the attack, followed by a condemnation to deat^r 
of Ly^sikles,.who with Chares had been the Athenian general at 
C^l^seronea, and had escaped to A^thens after the battle. Dio
dorus has preserved us a sentence of this speech, as a specimen 
of the TTKpPm of the orator in accusation.* We hear that the 
T^heban general at the battle was also prosi^e^i^tt^d; but we are 
not aware with what reason. Had Lycurgus’ speech been 
prese^n^<^d« it would doubtless have given us important details 
c^c^nc^e^rning the matter.

§ 548. The third and now only extant speech, that against Leo- 
£rates, is connected with the same crisis, and is an attack made 
eight years after on this person, who in the panic after Chaeronea 
had escaped into a ship through a little gate in - the sea-wall 
at Munychia, and ^ed to Rhodes, where he brought so exag
gerated an account of the disaster that the merchantships were 
a^fraid to sail for the Peiii^aeus. ^eoc^i^ates, when he found out

• • * I )
that his panic had been premature, was afraid to return in 
the face of the stem edict denouncing all deserters from the city 
during the crisis, but came to Megara, from which he managed 
to dispose of his Athenian property. Six years later, imagining, 
no doubt, that the affair was forgotten, he returned, and seems 
to have been unmolested for some time, for Lyc^urgus speaks 
of eight years having elapsed since the defeat when his accusa
tion was made (330 b.c.). It is likely that ^Esichines is allud
ing to this tri^i^l® when he mentions that a man who escaped 
to Rhodes after Ch^e:^(fnea had just been tried for cowardice, 
nn^ had only escaped by the votes of the jury being equally 
divided. The speech is one of great dignity, but also of great 
bi^t^l^erness, and treats with extreme severity the mere cowardice 
of the defendant, for no graver crime is alleged against him.

* ’EfrrpaT'f^'^Fets, & AtiatKAfs, Kal iroKKriev TERreKtvTtiK^IraK,
SI alxftaAti^TaK yfyov^ra^v, rpoiraiov 81 ir^Kews

K^raSjTTjs S' 'EKAaSos a^d^<Tts SovKevovaijs, Kal to^twp airdvTwv y^y^f^oQpivwv 
'rn^S i)'Yovp<^vov xaL ToA/ifs (jjy ko! tB tov 1)Ktov <)wst Spav,
leal eA tTiv ayopav Ip/iaAA^et’, Vv^>xviipa yeyovihs tti<rxX>Tis ^velSovs r))
wuTpH^i; (Diod. xvi. i8).

* In Cies. § 252.
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The passionate conclusion is exceptional, and foreign to the 
traditions of Attic eloquence. Ly^c^urgus follows the usual 
scheme of first establishing his case, and then refuting the ex
pected replies of the defendant. But he varies it by sundry 
digressions upon older history, and by many long and in
teresting quotations from the poets, such as Tyrrt^seus and Euri
pides (Mrechthe^is), which are not so ^efe^e^t^i've in their place 
as valuable to modern students. Apart from these quota
tions, the finest and most impressive passage is the narra
tive of the panic at Athens after Chseronea, a moment so splen
didly painted by Demosthenes, and which Hy^pereides, we are 
told, also attempted, with less success. ■ Though this passage 
admits several cases of hiatus, its general style, and the careful 
periods of the whole speech, make the report credible that 
^yt^urgus studied with Isocrates. His political career was 
not, however, commenced till after the death of his master, 
or at least he was not distinguished at the time that Isocrates 
boasts of his pupils. That he was in his youth a pupil of 
Plato is also asserted in his but I do not think it pro
bable.

§ 549. We have no special treatment of this orator by the 
rhetoricians, nor have any scholia survived. Our MSS. of his

■ §§ 39-^41 : kiItoi 4ii^<iIvo^s toBs x^pDvovs, & HvSpes, tIs ovk Hr

utIXiv TiKerjirii', ov pl^vov itoXItiis A,\X.A ko! {Evos Ev tois Ep,vpoa^Bev xpE^vots 
Ei^tSeSiiiiijK^s ; tIs S’ tjv o8tms F) piot^Sipos tEt^o 1J pio^BRivtuos, Satis ESwriSri 
Hv &TitKTov avrBv SiropeTvai ISetY, T] pEv i^TTa Kol tB ye^ovbs iriiBos Tf 
SFii^tp •ai>o<rri'f'f6KK.fTO, o/^Bi) 8C ?^iv ? ivSXis 4ir! vols avpfislilKSaiv, al S*
DXi^lScs vijs aav^sipias v^ip Sppip Ev toIs Sivep ivevrliKi^t^Aa Evil V'ev'Ovlo'i icaBei- 
avqKeaaif, Spav S’ FLv Eit! piv vav Bvptiv v^waticas EXevBEpas ivepK^iffovs xave- 
s^-vTiX^vias kbI livvBavopevas e! £<Ji(ri, vas piv iivip BvSpis, Tas S’ Sivip iiavpSs, 
Aas S’ vTiip aSeXi^ctv, avaijlas avvav Kal vlfis iv<ix^<ts ipapivas, v&v S’ BvSpOv 
toBs toIs oDpaaiv av^itppi^KOTas K<tl vaTs vXuilais iTpe<rFiuTepovs K<il Sni vav 
vSpuv to5 OT^pm^iEl^^c^l^c^i aipetpivovs iSelv Jjv Kt^B’ SXijv v^ijv iriXiv tBt Ett! 
Vppos o8<(> ivepuf^^^ii^i^ipi^ovs, SiirXa rtt tpdTta Epir^^f^f^pTTii^Evoos; iroXXiav Se 
K<il SeivtAM ri^v i^iXiv ytvopivaiv, Kal iravrav r&v ttoX^Hv tb. peviara.
ilT^i^^(«Ki^T^<^v, paXiar’ l^!v Tis JjXvTjAe Kal ESdi^/^ivoev Eir! rats rltis iriXeos
tTvp.popaTs, ipav pv tBv Sljpov iVK<>ti^d^ipevov rois piv SovXovs dXevBepi^ius,
Tois Se {ivovs 'ABiivalavs, rois S’ arlpovs PiriTlpovs' is Eirl -r^p
auTix^Sov elvai Kal EXevSepos Eaepvivera.

VOL. II. B B

    
 



370 ■ HISTORY OF GREEK' LIT^E^RATURE. ch. XII.

extant speech are the same as those of the other lesser orators, 
or nearly so, and what has been said on the MSS. of Antiphon 
w^ll apply here. The same holds good of collected editions 
of this and the other orators, except that F. Blass has not yet 
re-edited him in the Te^ubner series, the present text being 
that of C. Scheibe (1859). The simple speech was given (with 
a Latin version) by Melanchthon (1545), and by many others, 
including Coraes (1826), Blume (1828), Maetzner (1836), 
Jenicke, with German translation (1856). A. Nicolai has pub
lished a good school edition (Berlin, 1875), and there are a 
few special essays, such as G. K^^essling's Ft^a^gmenta ^ycurgai 
(Halle, 1847), Jenicke's Symb. in lycurg. leoc^at&n (Leip
zig, 1848), Heinrich’s Schedae L^ycurgeta (Bonn, 1850), Halm, in 

Munich A^bhandl. iii. p. 123, &c. There are many German 
translations. The Fragments collected by Kiessling do not 
give us much in addition to the extant speech. • They are|' 
generally quotations of curious words used at Athens, espe
cially in sacred rites, and in enumerating the expenses of the 
state. A few interesting sentences are cited in Latin para
phrase as illustrating rhetorical figures in the work of Rutilius 
Lupus.*

■ § 550. Perhaps the most brilliant of all Demosthenes'con
temporaries was Hypereides, son of Glaukippus, of the deme 
K^c^l^^j^l^us, who was all his life a politician and a consistent 
leader in the anti-Macedonian party. He is generally assumed 
in former histories to have been a contemporary of Ly^c^ui^gus, 
and thus older than Demosthenes, chiefly because in the I^ife 
he is said to have come forward and contributed a trireme for 
hims^:^if and one for his son, ‘ when Philip was preparing to sail 
against Eut^oea.' If this refer to the events of 358 b.c., it will 
throw back the date of his birth at least as far as that of 
De^mosthenes. But everything else we know of , the orator 
points to his being a much younger contemporary of Demos
thenes, especially the passage in his accusation in which he 
reproaches Demosthenes, at his advanced age, of requiring

* Cf. Kiessling, pp. ii8, sq.
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censure and correction from younger politicians.’ If the state
ment of the Life be at all trustworthy, I suppose we must 
apply it to the crisis of the campaign of Ta^my^n^se (349 b.c), 
when we may conceive that Hypereides came for^vard as a 
young man, and somewhat boastfully offered a trireme for 
himself and for his infant son (rrw T-atSoe). When Demos
thenes in the Mleidiana enumerates the generous offers of sup
plying triremes by various citizens, it is strange that this 
occasion of paying a compliment to a young and brilliant 
adherent should be lost. Hence I believe that more probably 
Hy^pereides’ first political act, when a very young man, was the 
prosecution of Philocrates, and that he may not have been 
bom till about 366 b.c. He would thus be but little Over forty 
when accusing the veteran Demosthenes, as the passage above 
cited clearly implies. His prosecutions of Aristophon and of 
Diopeithes need not have been before 343 b.c., though he men
tions them before Philocrates’ case, apparently because he here 
only was successful, and he wishes to dwell on it; 2 Diopeithes 
especially was not prominent till after that date. T^he prosecu
tion of Autocles, if occurring just after that person’s known 
Tr'yla, would bring us up to 360-59, but there is no definite 
evidence that this was the occasion, and I cannot accept it in 
the face of the general probabilities for the later age of Hyper
eides.’ It was through his prosecution that Philocrates was 
condemned (343 b.c.). During the Byzantine campaign (340 
B.C.) he also performed an expensive Ch^oreg^a at home, .though 
himselt absent as trierarch. He was moreover employed on 
an embassy to Rhodes, but at what date is unknown. He ap-* 
pears to have proposed the public crowning of Demosthenes 
after the Athenian successes in the He^llespont, and to have

' Col. xviii. : ovk vvvl tijAikoCtos &I' iiri putpct^liai' Kp‘v^p^<^i^i>s
irepX S<«po5<^i^l^s ; KalTOt IS<^i Tovvavriov v<p’ vpLwv vcuSei^eaBat robs vewrOpi^^s 
rWv pTiriptav K't.A. vvv SI rovvavrlov ol viol robs vsrbp irr otvCppi/l-
(ova^tv.

2 In E^^^en. col. xxxviii-ix.
3 In a fragment (58, Ed. Blass) he speaks of Socrates being con

demned Iv our ancesrors (of irpifyovot THiZv}. Wouldhe say this i^ 359 B^., 
when all (he elderly people remembered Socrates' trial ?

b b 2
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him in his celebrated embassy to Thebes before the 
of Chterone^ai.' When the news came in, he was very 
in his proposals to enfranchise slaves, restore the dis-

372

aided 
battle 
active
franchised, and put the city in a st^l^<^,of defence by sending 
down everything unnecessary to the Pei^i^seus. For these pro
posals he was prosecuted under the ypatj^ii but trium
phantly acquitted. His extradition was demanded by Alex
ander after the conquest of Thebes, but then successfully 
resisted. He is said, nevertheless, to have proposed honours 
for the supposed poisoner of the king. As is well known, he 
was the public accuser of his old colleague,. Demosthenes, in 
the affair of Ha^rpalus, and procured his . conviction. Never
theless, he was again united with him in the war against Anti
pater, and was chosen to deliver the funeral harangue over 
Leosthenes and his brave soldiers (322 B.C.). When Antipater 
won the day at K^j^a^nnon, his extradition was again demanded, 
together with that of Demosthenes. He f^ed to Bigina, from 
whence, perhaps from the very temple of Poseidon, he was 
dragged by Archias, and was put to death, after having his 
tongue cut out, by A^ntipater, either at Cleonse or at Corinth.* 
There was a monument to him at A^t^hens, whither, it was said, 
his body, at f^rst cast out in dishonour, was secretly conveyed 
by his friends. His son Glaukippus was afterwards known as a 
rhetor and speech-writer. .

In character Hypereides is said to have been much under 
the influence of women, and fond of luxuries, especially of 
fish,2 but otherwise both respectable and very talented. He 
is called a pupil of, Isocrates, like Lyc^urgus, but the style of 
his extant speeches enables us decidedly to contradict it. In-

1 9th of Pyanepsion, C^i. 114, 3,
5 Cf. the fragment of Timocles' comedy, called ArjXos (Athen. viii. p. 

341; Meineke, Frag. Com. iii. 591), in which, after charging Demos
thenes and others with taking money from Harpalus :

A. D R Iv $€ivBs 'TsTEpelSRis Igfi >
B. robs i'xivoT^Xas oVros rj/iiv irXovrie?, 

ojpoif^ii'yos &j^'re robs Xapovs elvaj SVpovs.
sc. such a fish-eater that cormorants (;ompared with him) are Syrians 
(who never ate fish). Cf. also the same poet's Icarians (Meineke, iii. 
P- 592).
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deed, Dionysius remarks that his simplicity and grace remind 
us rather of L^y^s^ias. As to Plato having taught him, nothing 
is more improbable. Later writers seem to think, because all 
ambitious and rising young men, of whatever politics, attended 
the suggestive conversations of Socrates in the previous cen
tury, that Plato's school occupied a similar position. Such 
an inference is obviously false, and against all our evidence, 
both internal and external. It is- remarkable that, though a 
rich man, Hypereides was a speech-writer, as we may see from 
his Defence of I^ycoplvron, which is composed in this man’s per
son. But, instead of assuming, as is generally done, that his 
speech-writing was his earliest work, I imagine him to have 
come forward quite suddenly as a brilliant and rich young 
man, and to have taken a leading part in politics from t^ie 
.year 343 onward, when his arraignment of Philocrates brought 
him into notice. His extravagant habits and dissolute life 
having probably impaired his fortune, he turned his great 
talents to making money by speech-writing. Thus all his 
private speeches would date after Chseronea. But the other 
extant works chance to be personal harangues, t^vo of them, 
doubtless, the most well known he ever delivered, though 
probably not the happiest—I mean the indictment of Demos
thenes and the funeral oration over Leosthenes. This last 
must, however, be severed distinctly from the rest as an epideictic 
performance, while the rest are court speeches.

§ 551. The accusation of Demosthenes naturally holds the 
chief place, though it is not the earliest. When first discovered, 
it was thought that new light would be thrown on the rela
tion of Demosthenes to Harpalus, but, so far as we can judge, 
in'j^pite of the mutilations and losses at both ends of the 
speech, no new evidence was adduced, but the report of the 
Areopagus taken as suffiicient guarantee for the facts. Grote 
has examined the case, with this evidence, partly at least, 
before him, and considers that Hy^pereides’ speech tends 
strongly to prove that the real charge against Demosthenes 
was not personal corruptness but political unpopularity. The 

■openinn; speech in the prosecution was made by Stratocles, 
upon whom the speaker of Deinarchus’ extant speech seems to
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have followed, and Hypereides did not therefore occupy the 
leading place, as we should have expected from all our notices. 
I repeat (as it has not been observed) that Hy^pereides dis
tinctly classes himself with the younger generation, and up
braids De^^osthenes, that when past sixty he should require 
correction from far younger men. He also not^is 1 how uni
versally and publicly the political men of the day made indirect 
profits by their political power. This, he says, is conceded. 
The only offence resented was the taking of bribes the
interests of the state. Taking bribes was ' fer se no crime what
ever, and the orator speaks of Demosthenes having amassed 
great wealth in this way. Such was the political morality of 
the day.2

The defence of L^ycophron for immoral conduct, and for 
publicly tampering with the loyalty of a bride to her husband, 
when in command at l^emnos, is on a case which we cannot 
fully understand. The accuser was l^j^c^^J^g^us, or perhaps 
A^riston, whom lycurgus supported. Schafer dates the speech 
about C^1. 107, 4. In my opinion it cannot be so early. This 
oration is clear and vigorous, and full of very clever, though 
evidently stock arguments, against the .•a^ttt^cks of the’prose
cutor.® It is chiefly based upon eirora, such as the defendant’s 
good character and the absurdity of his addressing in such a 
wayr a bride at a marriage procession. The style is easy 
and clear, and reminds one (as Hy^p^ereides constantly does) of 
l^y'sias.

§ 552. The defence of E^uix^enippus is more interesting, being 
spoken by the orator himselif in support of this person, who 
was attacked by Polyeuctus for fraud. The accused had been ,

* Co), xxi. : rraKKh. ip.eis, S SrSpes SiKafTTial SlSi^-re bcOvres rots arpar)- 
yoTs Kal rots fOropatv a<f^>l\.(ia^6al—ou rwv vipav at^^^lTs S«SloK<iT«» rovro 
voitty, aWa rris OfLeripas vpair^^r^>3 eal t^tKavOpwrlas—% f^iivov irapat^t^J^Kir- 
tovtis, S-^ms SiL v/pas ita) pii( oad 6p.iiv ilrral rb \^anP^avi^/ii^evou. This is a 
most important passage.

2 The text of both this and the next oration is so mutilated that we 
cannot tell whether a vital part of the argument is not lost, and Cobet has 
even abandoned the ta.sk of editing them as idle.

s Cf. col. ix., which meets such an argument as that of yEschines in 
Ctes., 292a3.
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directed by the Assembly to sleep in the temple of /Esculapius, 
in order that by his dreams he might discover whether a certain 
disputed territory near Oropus was the god's property or not 
In this latter case it was to be distributed among two tribes, 
who claimed compensation if they were deprived of it. The 
accuser, who here again was supported by Ly^c^urgus, charged 
.Euxenippus with making a false report of his dream. The form 
of action chosen was an tiaa,yye\ia, to which Hypereides 
objects in limine., as applicable only to politicians or prominent 
public men, whereas Euxenippus was an elderly and unobtru
sive private person. The proper test, he urges, of the dream 
was to enquire at Delphi. The orator gives us a few details of 
his public accusations up to the date of the speech, when 
Olympias was sovereign of Dodona (circ. 330 b.c.), and only 
mentions three. This points to the late rise of Hypereides 
as an orator. He gives some interesting details * of the great 
profits made in the mines, and of the disgraceful attempts of 
sycophants to plunder the wealth made by individuals and 
distribute it among the people, as Lyc^urgus had once done. 
In this speech also there is great simplicity and directness of 
argument, with very little ornament and no pathos, but much 
lively ethos in analysing the motives of the accuser.

§ S53' The Fi^ineral oration, delivered in 322 Bcc, over Leos- 
thenes and the soldiers who fell in the earlier part of the Lamian 
war, is a very different kind of work, and was highly admired by 
the ancients. Hy^pereides here abandons his short, plain, direct 
style, and undertakes an epideictic display upon the model 
long established for such purposes. A Greek orator would no 
more have ventured to innovate on such an occasion than our 
preachers would in the general form of their ser^nons—I mean 
in attaching them to a text, with opening and concluding 
prayers, and in many other traditional ways of arguing and 
exhorting which will occur to. any reader. This epitaphios, 
then, is on the model fixed by Gorgias, and followed by 
T^hucydides and Plato, as well as by the orators whose works 
have not survived. We have in the remains of Lysias and 
D^e^m^osthenes suspicious examples of the same description.

* Col. xliii. sq.
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Hj^pereides so' affects the old style here that he' even balances 
his periods, and alliterates with antithesis quite in the manner 
of Gorgias or Agathon (in Plato's Symposium). The picture 
of Leosthenes’ reception by the famous dead when he ap
pears in Hades strikes us as curious and un-Periclean, but is 
very interesting as a .specimen of the style.’ Stobaeus has 
preserved us a fine fragment from the epilogue missing in the 
papyrus.

§ 554. We have more than two hundred fragments (collected 
by K^j^e^s^sling, and also commented on in Blass’ text) and sixty- 
five titles of his speeches remaining, but little of literary value. 
His free use of colloquial words was censured by the purists. 
A good deal of the argument of the A/iVcacoe is preserved, which 
evidently treated oi; the mythical history of the island, and the 
adventures of Leto before the birth of Apollo, at considerable 
length. It seems to me that it was probably oh this model that 
Callimachus constructed his hymn to 'the Delian Apollo (above, 
Vol. I. p. 137). The speech was delivered about 340 b.c., when 
the orator was appointed instead of /Eschines, but ,we wonder 
that the argument does not show more traces of political rea
soning. His defence of Phryne, and the'anecdotes of hi| tear

’ Col. xiii. l0-xiv. 28 : iv l^tnt SI KoYLaAoBai -r(yft cl tBv R'yefilva
tBv toBtoiv. 2p’ oi^ T.v olipieOa (^t^iTav AEwaBEvr) Sf£u^t>pivcvs 

KcCL O^t^/^iiFovTas t^&v {i/pil^itov Ka)^<^i^i^<lvav toBs Tirl Tpolav OT^/^i^T^i^j^irav'ras, &V 
ovTos iSEK.<)>&s srpdl-tts ivar^'/oa^pt^evos toitovtov Si-^vEyKiV, &<ote ol filv hetB 

Trjs 'EAAt^os p^lav v^Kiv ilKcv, & 8^ lierO rijs iovr-ov warplScs pt^irjs 
rraoav r^iYv rijs EipAn^ijs t.^s 'Aalas Spxcvcav ZCvapLiv iT^c^TrelvooEv. K&. 
i^etvci piiv evei^a ptias ywa^is SPptaOelaris i^p.vvav, S Si rriacov rav 'EAAij- 

vlSov t2s ir^ipepcpevas Sfipeis iieiiXvaev pera toiv avvOxTri^pp^t^tov vvv avr-ii> 
avSptiv, Twv per^ icelvcvs piv y^CT^t^iTipevov, S^ta Si t^s iaelvov DpeTrls Sta- 

Trerrpc^^pfvatv. 8)) -cial^s rTf^pl MiiAriMiS'^i' ko;! Q^i^ptir’coi^^^l^a /co;!
oJ Tijv 'EAAdSa iKevOepiiicavTes Evripcv piv Tijv r^ix-rplSa KoritcTi))- 

aav, EvSci-ov Si riv avrOv fiicv ^rrcir^crav, &v dros tcocvtcv 6r^i^i^<^<^;x*v S,vSpelx 
ko! ippct^^liaet, Sacv cl piv irreXBi^o^irav tIjv t-Oiv tiapiBdpuv Svvapiv iipivavro 
—i Si pTfS' ^TreXOetv lrrolr^lrev. KOiteivci piv iv Tp cBcelo; tcBs ix^ypoBs 
iirelScv i^-^av^^optivovs, cZtcs Si iv rp r&v ixBpHv r^epii^'yiveTo ruv i^vrt- 
r^iiXov. oipoi Se Kat rois r^))v rrpias aKKriKcvs ijpiKlav r<p Si/p^ip fieFla^lVrOTO 
^v^SeiL-apevovs, Ke-yx Si 'AppDSiov k^cO( 'Apiaroyelr^ova, ciSevas cS^os aircts 
sbce^sus Mic^rro'^'epovs bplv iJvat vcplCetv Bis AeoaBevN Ko^ toBs ixelvip
avvaya^vlo^a^p^<^vovs., oBS’ erepois tiv paKKcv IJ Toircis v^X^riotda'eiav iv A'lScv.
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ing open her dress to show her beauty to the judges, are well 
known. The speech was genuine, but the embellishments 
apocryphal, and probably falsely inferred from some appeal or 
suggestion.

The st^le of Hypereides is that of a newer school than 
Demosthenes’—of the school of Menander and the new co
medy, to whom long periods and elaborate structure seemed 
tedious, and who affected short and terse statement, clear a^id 
epigrammatic points, smart raillery, and an easy and careless 
tone even in serious debate. Hence the critics, such as 
Quintilian, think him more suited to slight subjects ; and we 
feel how artificial to him are the periods of his state sermon 
on the dead—a mere rhetorical toi^ur de But of his im
mediate successors some thought him better than Demosthenes 
—no doubt he was pleasanter reading—a Lyusias with all 
the accumulated art and experience of the completed Attic 
eloquence. With all this aristocratic gaiety and lightness of 
style, the man was no trifier. His life and acts prove him an 
energetic, earnest, patriotic citizen, and he escaped the dark 
shadows which hang about the later years of Demosthe^ne^s. 
The judgements of Dionysius, Long^inus, Hermogenes, and 
others can now be read in Blass’ preface to the Te^ut^ner text. 
The writer on the Sublime is particularly full and appreciative 

in bringing out the contrast between the sour, sombre, mighty 
Demosthenes and the peaceful, easy, but seldom impressive 
Hj^pe^r^ei^^es. • •

§ 555. B^b^^ographical. The history of his MSS., is peculiarly 
interesting. A splendid codex, covered with scholia, existed 
in the library of Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary, after the 
invention of printing, but was unfortunately destroyed or lost 
in the capture of Buda-Pesth by the Turks. Since then th^ 
orator was but a name in the scholia or lexica, such as Harpo- 
cration’s,* till the discovery of the four orations piecemeal in 
papyri bi^ught by Mr. Harris Warden and Mr. Stobart at 
T^hebes, in Egypt, about the year 1850. The papyrus con
taining the epitaphios is later and inferior to that which con

* It is Very curious to read Kiessling’s careful monograph (appended 
to his Lycttrgus, Halle, 1847), before the recovery of our text.
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tains the rest, and all were much mutilated by the Aj^abs, who 
cut them in pieces to sel^ them by separate bargains. The 
documents have been facsimiled in Babington’s editions, and to 
this scholar we owe more than to anyone else in the restOTation 
of the text. The discovery of course excited great interest, and 
we now have many good texts by Cobet, Blass (Te^ubne^r), &c., 
as well as Babington’s. The papyri seem to date somewhere 
bet^ween the second century b.c. and the second century a.d., and 
are therefore the oldest Greek MSS. we possess. Unfortunately 
the writing is careless, and the phonetic spelling of an Egyptian 
with a provincial and debased pronunciation has introduced 
many absurd forms. T^hus Cobet has found a fine field for his 
splendid powers of emendation, especially in the Epitaphios.

§ 556. Deinarchus, the last of the ten orators, notin point 
of age, but rather in the date of his activity, was a Corinthian, 
the son of Sostratus, who settled at Athens, and was intimate with 
Tl^e^c^p^hi^astus and Demetrius Phalereus. Dionysius computes 
him to have been bom in 361 b.c., for the vag^ie reason t^iat he 
must have been seventy when he calls himse^ ‘ an old man ' in 
292 b.c. He does not seem to have produced political speeches 
earlier than the date of the affair of Harpalus, but in this trial, 
and for a series of years later, he composed orations, chiefly 
political, for citizens, being himself merely a resident alien, 
and therefore excluded from public debates. Dionysius thinks 
he may have begun speech-writing in the law courts as early as 
336 b.c., when he was t^venty-six years old. A^fter the death 
and exile of the greater orators, he occupied the first place for 
about fifteen years, when he was implicated in the disturb
ances bet^ween A^ntigonus, Demetrius, and Cassander, and re
tired to Chalcis (307 b.c.), where he remained till the year 
292 B.C., in which his friends obtained his return. He then, in 
old age, pleaded a personal action for the first time against his 
A^thenian host Proxenus—perhaps merely his Trpolferos, or patron 
among the citizens—for refusing, with treacherous intent, to help . 
him in recovering his property. From this speech even the 
ancients had learned all they knew of his personal history. 
Suidas says he was killed at - the instigation of Polysperchon.
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There is fortunately a special tract extant by Dionysius, which 
examines the speeches attributed to him by the test of chro
nology, and rejects many, enumerating sixty as genuine, most of 
them by their opening • words. This is the case with the three 
extant orations, that against Demosthenes, against Aristogeiton, 
and against Philokles, all written for accusers in the prosecu
tions about the affair of Harpalus.*

§ 557. The long and elaborate attack on DemostJienes gives 
us pre'tt^ fully the case made against the orator. It agrees 
perfectly w^th the fr^jments of Hypereides' indictment in 
avoiding all statement of details. But this is here fully justi
fied by appealing to the challenge of the accused to refer the 
matter to the Areopagus, by whose decision as to the facts

* This tract of Dionysius is an excellent specimen of his literary •criti
cism, and makes me very slow to question his judgments in such matters. 
He begins by saying how little accurate information could be had about 
this orator, whom he had passed over when treating the pioneers and 
perfecters of eloquence. Neither Callimachus nor the Pergamene gram
marians knew anything clearly about him, or his genuine work. He 
quotes Demetrius Magnes in illustration of this inaccuracy. He the^n 
sketches the orator’s life, chiefly from his own words in the speech 
against Proxenus, compared with the Histories of Philochorus on the ton
temporary events, and quotes the title of this personal speech, with ex
tracts from Philochorus. From these materials he determines his age- 
approximately, and thus establishes a canon for rejecting all speeches bear
ing internal evidence of being composed before the orator was twen^^-f^'^^e 
(viz. 336 B.C.), or during his exile (30^^-292 B.C.). There follow (caps. 
5-6) excellent remarks on his style, which is shown to have been eclect^tc 
and imitative, without uniformity. But the imitations, which were evidently 
very good, must (he says) be tested by close comparison with his models, 
just as copies were compared with the originals of Pheidias, Apelles, or 
Polycleitus. They would then be found laboured and artificial in compari
son with the older masters. Similar were the attempts to imitate Plato, 
Thucydides, Hypereides (by the Rhodian school), and Demosthenes. He^ 
proceeds to give (c. 9) an invaluable list of all thearchons from the orator’s- 
birth to his la^t speech, and then classifies the extant speeches into genuinie 
public, spurious public, genuine private, and spurious p^vate. The spurious^- 

' are separated • into three classes : those too early for the orator, those evi
dently composed during his exile, and lastly those too wate^ and frigi^cl 
in style. Then he vindicates for Demosthenes, and abjudicates from Dei- 
narchus, the speech in reply to Boeotos fnrip rov iy<^//aaDs, Dionysius’ 
tract is unfortunately mutilated towards the close.
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he was willing to abide. The A^i^eopagus had spent months 
in the investigation, and ultimately sent down not only the 
names of the culprits, but the exact amounts they had received. 
A^cc^ording to the ordinary procedure of that court, the details 
of the evidence were not given. I suppose a re-statement 
of them was forbidden in the final trial before a dicastery of 
five hundred, which had really only to assess the punishment. 
T^his assessment was made according to the amount of public 
injury supposed to be done by the accused, and according to 
his general character. Hence both Hypereides and Deinarchus 
insist upon this side of the case only, especially as Demosthenes 
had openly declared that he would acquiesce in the finding of 
the Areopagus. Deinarchus insists, like Hypereides, on the 
enormous wealth gained from politics by De^mosthenes, which 
he sets down at 150 talents ; and all this was not invested in_ real 
pr^operty, but kept out of the reach of direct taxation.

The imperfect oration aga-inst Ar-i^t^ogeiton is about an aban
doned and worthless citizen, who had only obtained twenty 
minse of the plunder, but the evidence against him is the same 
as that against Demosth<^]^^i5; and if there were any proo^ that 
Demosthenes was associated with such a person in politics, it 
would be a grave corroboration of the charges now disbelieved 
on the ground of his general respectability. .

§ 558. The third speech is against Philokles, a man of posi
tion and importance, who was in charge of the Peir^aeus, and, 
t^hough he had undertaken not to admit Harpalus, had done so, 
^ut only in a single ship. This attack is accordingly different in 
tone from that on A^ristogeiton, and does not seek to prove the 
•case from the ■ general bad character of the accused, but rather to 
throw suspicion on all his former respectability, owing to the pre
sent transaction. None of the three speeches are very interest
ing, and clearly show us the decay of Greek eloquence. As Dio
nysius says in his careful critique, he was neither the discoverer 
<^lf a new style, like Lysias or Isocrates, nor the perfecter of one 
already known, like Demosthenes and Hypereides.* In fact,

* The received reading that he had no feature either common to the rest 
Koiviv}, or peculiar to him^i^lf (tSiov), appears to me' nonsense, and should 

{^e rejected for Katv6v—there was nothing in him either new or peculiar (cf.
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his st^le was really made up in the way vulgarly supposed to be 
Demosthenes'—the eclectic method of bringing together the 
features of all the previous orators. He specia^y imitated De
mosthenes, so that he was called the r^istic as well as the ginger
bread (k-piOroc) Demosthenes. Nevertheless, the Roman rhetors, 
who were able to compare him with still later Greek orators, 
found him full of good qualities which they lacked. He was, in 
fact, brought up among the great traditions of the Attic courts 
and free assembly, and the reflection of this greatness threw its- 
glory: over the orator who outlived its decadence. The extant 
speeches are not faulty, but not st^ii^ii^n;; they are wanting in 
fire, in originality, in vivacity, in power, though the writer knows 
all the figures of thought and diction used by the great masters., 
and even overdoes the application of them. The MSS. are t^re 
same as those of Antiphon. The best special editions are Maet- 
zner's and Blass'.

§ 559. A few words must be said in conclusion on the 
contemporary orators of repute, whose works have only reached 
us through uncertain or fragmentary tradition. Thus the 
defence attributed to Demades, which formed one of a col
lection of fourteen orations under his name, is certainly spu
rious, as this very rema^l^^able speaker, whose striking ex
temporaneous aphorisms were long remembered and quoted, 
did not compose written speeches. The same was the case 
with Phokion, whose sententious addresses to the people were 
thought so effective by Demosthenes. Both Demades and 
Phokion were more thoroughly than .d^s^ichines representa
tives of the extempore school, which can only exist when sup
ported by extraordinary natural gifts or great weight of cha
racter. But of H^eg^c^sippus, a contemporary and supporter of 
Demosthenes, we seem to have an oration—that on ffalon- 
nestis, which Dionysius notices as I^ysian in style, and unlike

Dionys. in Deinarch. c. 5). I do not think it permissible to translate, ‘ for 
he has no geneir^a complexion, or uniformity of style,' though Dionysius says 
this in the immediate sequel—that he is often like Lysias, again like Hy
pereides, and again like Demosthenes, and he then refers to special speeches 
to illustrate this. But to uniformity of style Dionysius applies the term 
^.uoeiSjjs or Spotas.
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the other works of Demosthenes. Ne^e^rtheless, he did not 
doubt its genuineness. There is also the speech about the treaty 
with Alexander, and there are no doubt, among the collection 
in our MSS. of Lysias and Demosthenes, a good many court 
speeches by obscurer contemporaries, which give us a valuable 
insight into the average standard of Attic eloquence as com
pared with that of the acknowledged masters. As regards the 
speech on Halonnesus, it was first shown by Vbmel in the last 
g^e^neration to be the work of Hegesippus, a partisan of De
mosthenes, who had been sent to Macedonia to demand back, 
with other territory, the island of Ha^lonne^sus. On his return 
(342 b.c.) he gave an account of his negociations, and of the 
plans of Philip, which he had carefully studied. The st^le- of 
the speech is clear and careful, archaic in its simplicity, and 
yet strong enough to persuade Dionysius of its genuineness. 
There are still critics 'disposed to agree with him, but the 
majority follow Vomel's decision. ,

§ 560. Demetrius of Phaleron handly belongs to the clas
sical period, being both in life and doctrine the representative 
of the passage of letters from Athens to Alexandria. The 
favourable judgments on his writings arose chiefly, I fancy, 
from the personal popularity of the man. .He was a leading 
figure in the history of decaying A^t^hens, brought up in contact 
with Demosthenes, Hypereides and Aristotle ; the pupil of 
Tl^e^c^p^l^i^as^t^us, and friend of Menander. He was practically 
ruler of Athens for ten years (317-^307 b.c.), and he gave 
an account of his stewardship in a special memoir. But he 
seems to have written memoirs about everything. After being 
honoured with 360 statues by the grateful Athenians, they con
demned him to death when a stronger Demetrius (Poliorketes) 
invaded Athens. But he found a pleasant refuge with the first 
Ptolemy, whom he helped and advised in the founding of the 
university system (if I may so call it) of Alexandria. The 
second Ptolemy banished him to Upper Egypt, where he died 
of the bite of a serpent (283 b.c.). The immense and various 
<^a^ta^logue of his works shows that polymath tendency which the 
A.le^x^a^ndrian grammarians seem to have adopted from the Peri-
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patetic school. Having suffered in his life the change from 
honour to contempt with commonalties and with kings, he has 
met the same destiny—that usual with second-rate respe^tabi^it^y 
—at the hands of changing centuries. A^c^mired and praised 
in his day for fruitfulness, for subtlety, and for elegance, he 
was presently and permanently forgotten.

    
 



!

384. HISTORY OF GREEK LITERATURE, cif. xui.

CHAPTER XIII.

ARISTOTLE.

§ 561. The last great name, with which the classical litera
ture of Greece may be said to close, is that of Aristotle, and 
he—great in so many directions—is least of all a literary 
man. To us he is such only as a literary critic, but even to 
the ancients, who possessed his dialogues, and who praise the 
elegance of their form, Aristotle’s literary performances were 
as nothing in comparison to his scientific works. And with 
him, too, we find, perhaps first among the Greeks, perhaps 
second to Heracleitus only, the feeling that literature and science 
are distinct, and that the seeker after accurate knowledge need 
not adorn his researches with the gr^c^^^. of eloquence or of 
poetry. Nay he even regarded literature, as such, from a purely 
scientific point of view, and the works which take their place in 
this history are his investigation of the nature and conditions of 
epic and tragic poetry, and of the psychological groundwork of 
eloquence. Even his Politics, though he does 'not enter upon 
a criticism of historiography, seem (together w^th his lost 

a distinct protest against the Isocratic principle of 
confusing the narratiive of events with rhetorical display, and a 
reassertion of the style of the bald chronicle with a philoso
phical rearrangement of facts under logical classes. Thus the 
numerous and monumental scientific treatises of Aristotle have 
not the same claim which the dialogues of Plato have to be 
treated in this book, and we will refer the student who desires 
to know the deeper side of the man to the library of works 
on his philosophy, of which Zeller’s volume,’ being the newest

‘ Philosophie dor Griechm, II Th. 2te Abth., 3rd edition, Leipzig, 1879. 
This volume is being translated, as the others have been, but as yet is not 
accessible in English.
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as well as the ablest, may be regarded as giving an excellent 
summary. • ’

The various lives still extant of Aristotle are very disap
pointing, when we consider the number of details they record. 
The fullest is that of Diogenes L^aerlius, which gives us also 
the text of his will, and the catalogue of his works ; then 
there is the epistle to A^mm^us of Dionysius of Hal^i^co^i^na^ssus, 
which is mainly devoted to proving that the rhetoric of De
mosthenes was developed anterior to Aristotle’s teaching, and 
therefore independent of it There are also several versions 
of a life attributed to Philoponus, first printed in the Aristotle of 
Aldus. These materials are well worked up for English readers 
by Sir A. Grant and by Grote, in their respective works on 
Aj^istotle.

The life of the philosopher coincides very curiously with 
that of his great contemporary, Demosthenes : they were born 
in the same year, and died in the same year. But in all else the 
circumstances of their career were widely different. Aristotle 
was born in 384 b.c. at Stageira in the Chalkidike—a region 
then thickly settled with flourishing Hellenic towns. His 
father, Nikomachus, was personal physician and friend of the 
Macedonian king Amyntas. His mother, Ph^stis, may have 
beeuMof Eubcean origin, for we hear of the family owning a house 
at Chalkis, to which the philosopher retired towards the close of 
his life. It is probable that Nikomachus lived with his royal 
friend, and that Aristotle was brought up about thfe Macedonian 
court ; but we know nothing of his education beyond the fact 
that his parents die$ "!sa^l;y, and that a family friend, Proxenus 
of Atarneus, took charge of him ; a kindness which Aristotle 
repaid by adopting' Nikanor, Proxenus’ son, and after^^'ards also 
givilig him his daughter in marriage. We hear that Aristotle 
had brothers and sisters, but they are as obscure as the brothers
and sisters of Kant or Des Cartes. ’

In his eighteenth y.ear, being apparently a young man of 
good fortune, and, as some said, even of luxurious and dissolute 
habits, he came to Athens, and joined the school of Plato (367-6 
B^.). Of this early period at Athens we hear nothing but 
occasional bits of scandal circulated by Epicurus, Tim^us, and"

VOL. II. c'c
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other of his opponents in the school of Isocrates. 1 These stories 
have found little credence in the face of the enormous extent 
and seriousness of his scientific labours. It is not even likely 
that he ever increased his means by practising as a physician. 
There can be no doubt that his independent mind gradually 
led him to question his master's theories, and thus to estrange 
him from the Platonic scht^c^l; but the anecdotes of his self
assertion arid rudeness to the aged Plato' are contradicted by 
the unfeigned respect with which he speaks of him in the first 
book of the JSHom. Ethics, and in the extant fragment of 
his eleg^ on Eudemus. He is said also to have edited and 
imitated several Platonic dialogues. Indeed, for twenty years, 
up to Plato's death, he seems never to have abandoned the 
Platonic school, though he openly questioned the’c^c^c^tfine of 
Ideas. Of cqurse the in^uence of Plato, during these twenty 
years, on the best part of his life can hardly be overrated, and 
yet in two essential features he made little impress on his pupil 
—f^rst in the matter of st^l^e; secondly, in the deductive cha
racter of his reasoning. Perhaps the in^uence of Plato on the 
former appears less than it really, was, because we have lost 
all the early works written by Aristotle during his Platonic 
yeat^ss 3—the dialogues which were praised for their style, 
and certain lectures on rhetoric, chi£;iT^j^^ directed against Iso
crates, whose shallowness seems to have been very distasteful 
to - Indeed, both Cicero and Quintilian quote his
adaptation of a line aXa)(pbv ananUx’, ’hrocparijv S’ i>> Xt-yeii'. 
Ne^v^e^it^heless, in his later and more philosophical rhetoric he 
quotes no one oftener, as affording good ;(^?^t^imples, than Iso- 
crate^s.

§ 562. On the death of Plato, he went (in his thirty-seventh 
year) with X^enocrates to Hermgias, tyrant of Atarneus and

‘ Cf. Miiller's FUG. i. pp. 20(9^11 (Timati Fragg. 70-6).
5 iv. § I.
8 I cannot agree with Susemihl (note 533 to his translation of the 

Politicst vol. ii. p. 140) that these dialogues were not composed till after 
335 Bc., when Aristotle returned to A^thens. In the face of the enormous 
catalogue of his works, such a theory seems to me untenable, not to speak 
of the marked contrast of style between the early and the later compositions.
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As^sos, who was himsislf a pupil of Plato. When, after three years, 
this Hermeias was treacherously put - to death by the Persians, 
Aristotle settled at Mitylene, a^rd took Pyt^hias, a sister or niece 
of Hermias, to wife. To this Hermias he ' dedicated a statue 
at Delphi, and also addressed him iri a still .extant lyric poem. 
In 343-2 b.c. he undertook, at .Philip's request, the education 
of Alexander the Great, now a boy thirteen years old. But 
unfortunately we know ' nothing of this interesting relation, ex
cept that two tracts of the philosopher, r^t^pt and vwtp
fi-irukiov (or (iTToiaiiav), were addressed to Alexandi^ir; but I do 
not fancy that Alexander's large ideas were based upon them. 
Indeed, we know certainly that Aristotle's He^llenism, which is 
so manifest in the I^ol^i^t'tcs, was distinctly opposed to the Hel- 
lenicism of the great king. During this period Aristotle and his 
pupil resided at Mieza, south-west of Pella. He is said to have 
obtained from Philip (or A^l^exa^nder) the restoration of his native 
town, destroyed along with Olynthus in 347 b.c. ; but his good 
offices were thwarted by the jealousies and counterplots of the 
exiles themselves.’ Numerous authorities assert that he went 
with Alexander to Asia, and there collected the materials of 
his 255 polities. But ' this is certainly false.

In 335 b.c. he again settled at A^t^hens, and formally opened 
a school of his ow^i, called Peripatetic, from his habit of walk
ing up and down while teaching in the gymnasium of the Ly
ceum. In the succeeding twelve years, he produced the majority 
of those works, and trained the followers, that have brought 
him undying fame. We hear of private lectures in the morning, 
of public receptions ,in "the afternoon, also of common meals, 
and a sort of discipline in his school.

The follies of Callisthenes, whom Aristotle had recom
mended to Alexander, and who was suspected of being disloyal 
to him, owing to his outspoken censure, may have estranged 
the great king from his old tutor, but no overt act can be cited 
to prove it; nay rather the materials for his natural history may 
in part have been supplied by the interest of Alexander in his 
researches.2 Nev^ertheless, a few years after the king's death,

’ Cf. frag. 610, from Dio Chrj^j^c^s^l^c^rai.^ ,
* Thus the moot question about the cause of tfte Nile's rising in sum- 

c c 2
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people began to talk scandal about A^ristotle having been privy 
to his assassination by poison. This idle and libellous rumour 
is sufficiently contradicted by the public feeling which broke 
out at Athens, at the opening of the L^amian war, against Aris
totle as a steady partisan of the Macedonian party. He was 
attacked under the allegation of impiety byD)era<^i)l^i!^us (pro
bably the son of the historian Ephorus) for having honoured 
Hermeias as a hero ; people had also charged him with offering 
devotions to one of his wives, Herpyllis (after the manner ot 
A^uguste Comte); and he retired before the storm to his country 
house in Chalcis, where he presently died (322 b.c., summer) 
of a chronic disease, which was no doubt aggravated by his 
intense application to study. His will, preserved like those ot 
his .successors in the school of Ariston, is still extant, at least 
in substance, in Diogenes' 'ILfe, and shows us his loving and 
thoughtful care for the welfare of his daughter, his immediate 
friends, and even the slaves attached to his house.

We know little ofhis personality. He was evidently thought 
ugly in his day—thin-legged and with small features. Many 
smart things are repeated from his conversation by Diogenes, 
and he was evidently no very agreeable person, or deficient 
in the power of making enemies.’ There are several -portraits 
extant of him, especially the splendid sitting statue in the 
Palazzo Spada at Rome ; they represent a refined and careworn, 
but somewhat hard face, in which thought and perhaps bodily 
suffering have drawn deep furrows. His policy was Mace
donian and anti-Demosthenic, and for this reason he was 
assailed by many sham pit-riots. Of course he saw, with 
Phocion, the impracticability of any other policy in the decay- 

mer was said to have been settled by the observations of the great sum
mer rains near its .source, which Alexander obtained for Aristotle (fr^g. 
325-6).

' Cf. Themistius, Orat. 23, p. 235 (quoted as frag. 57 of Timaeus by 
C. Muller) : SI (cdl Eu/JovAlSas /t(«l Tipatous, /col
a^Tpa.TBv tojv ’ApurTorlXet STayESpi-rJi KaT^aXeAapri

<!»' ko! Aoyoi ^^ikvovvt^c^i eij r^vSe tBv SiarT^pt^l^ivTes
eir(xdeiei' Kal Many of these were posthumous enemies. We
know that the school of Isocrates and other sophists afforiJed him plenty 
of contemporary oppondhts besides.
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ing state of Greece, and he was not bound by the spirit of 
patriotism, like Demosthenes, to fight to the last for a dying 
cause, being only a metic, or resident alien at Athens.

§ 563. The catalogue of Aristotle’s works, which were said 
to amount to more than 400, and which embraced every kind 
of science and eyery sort of literary criticism, need not occupy 
us here. The list given by Diogenes in his L^ife was probably 
prepared by Andronicus, or perhaps He^rmippus, from the 
works found under his name in the Alexandrian library, and 
does not contain some of those now extant. There is also 
a list drawn up by Arabic writers of the thirteenth century. 
The critical questions about these long and complicated lists 
are discussed by many German writers, who are referred to in 
Zeller’s account. A careful catalogue is to be found in the 
opening of the fifth volume of th'e Berlin Afistotle, prepared 
by Va^l. Rose, and to this splendid volume I also refer in con
sidering the fragments of lost works.

These fragments have, in the case of Aristotle, so peculiar 
an interest for us, that I propose here to consider them before 
I enter upon an account of the extant works which belong to 
the plan of the present book. For it is to the fragments of 
A^i^istotle that we must look for all our knowledge ofhis youthful 
work, and still more of the work which placed him among the 
ancients in the rank of a literary man. When we read the scien
tific treatises he has left us, we wonder at the complete neglect 
of form, the utter abnegation of style in the pupil of Plato, and 
ask ourselves how it was that so great a critic of poetry and elo
quence should not have given some evidence of his theories in 
his own writing. But the fact is that we only inherit from him 
those treatises which he wrote as head of a school, and possibly 
as mere jottings to be filled up by oral explanations. The 
enormous number and variety of his writings—most of t^rem 
c^c^mposed within a few years—seem to preclude anything like 
•^i^i^eful composition, and in more than one of them modern 
c^r^itics have suspected that we possess the mere hasty nbtebook 
of a pupil, taken down from the master’s conversation during 
his morning walks in the Lyceum.*

' Zeller shows (pp. IJS-S) with much acuteness that this view goes too
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§ 564- A^nother account of the bad condition of our texts 
is given in the famous story for which Strabo is our authority. 
He says ’ that after the death of Aristotle and T.'h^<^(^i^lirsisu4s> 
their books were inherited by Neleus of Skepsis, nephew of 
the latter. Owing to the danger of their being seized by royal 
book collectors, they were hidden by his heirs in a cellar,'* 
where they lay for nearly t^vo centuries, till discovered at the 
beginning of the first century b.c. by Apellikon of Teos, and by 
him brought to A^t^hens. Then they were carried by Sylla as 
booty to Rome, and first edited by Tj^rannio and Andronicus 
(circ. 60-50 b.c.). Hence, Strabo tells us, the early pupils of 
the Peripatetic school knew little of the real doctrine of Aris
totle, and mostly talked barren subtleties (Qc.aetQ v).
This theory is adopted by Heitz, Grote, Grant, and others, but 
has been of late comba^t^e^cT with success by Stahr and Zeller. 
There is plainly great exaggeration in it, for we find A^ristotle’s 
works distinctly quoted 2 in the interval, and a catalogue of 
them as preserved in the Alex^andrian library; and as' he pub
lished most of them during his life, it is not credible that 
among his pupils and critics, especially the Stoics, no other copy 
but that in the cellar Tat Skepsis should exist. There is, how-, 
ever, truth in the story as to these particular copies, and it is 
more than probable that there may have been some unfinished 
MS., like the which really lay concealed till this dat^,*
arid which is therefore . unknown to ancient critics before the 
time of Cicero. Bpbthe damp of the cellar could only produce 
lac^u^n^ae in the text, it could not mildew the texture of the style.

The ancients had; a very different picture of Aristotle from 
his works. Their best critics speak of-him as a master of style. 
Cicero tells us that he comes pouring forth a golden flood of 
eloquence to prove the Divine Providence which has ordered 

far, and that in these treatises, written in a rough and slovenly, but 
peculiar and very scientific style, we have the very words of the master, 
in most cases written down by himself, though often two collateral forms of 
amarguihent have crept in either fr^m a new treatment, or an inacc^i^r^^e 
copy at the moment. It is at least very likely that his pupils helped him 

, largely both in transcriptibn and in collections of facts.
* xiii, I, 54V
i Cf. the evidence collected in Zeller, pp. 145, sq.
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the world, and translates a splendid passage to prove it.’ 
Dionysius (Halic.) and Quintilian speak in similar words of 
praise. Simplicius and Photius declare that his letters (col
lected by Artemon in eight books) were unsurpassed as models 
of that kind of composition, and though Demetrius quotes a 
sentence from these letters as far too pompous in style, he cites 
another 2 to show how thoroughly the author confined himself 
to proper subjects, in which he says : ‘This I do not write to 
you, for it is not epistolary ' (eTicr-oXiKov). Unfortunately the an
cients have seldom supported their praise of the philosopher’s 
eloquence by adequate citations, and we must therefore search 
the scanty fragments carefully to find any clear proofs of their 
assertions. In the case of Cicero and later critics, we suspect, 
moreover, that Aristotle’s great and established reputation as 
a thinker may have led them to exaggerate the perfection of 
his style. ' ,

It is, however, to be remarked that Aristotle’s Roman critics 
cite none of our extant scientific treatises except the Topic 
and Rhetoric. Either, therefore, they did not know the scien
tific Aristotle, or, what is more likely, they were repelled by 
his acroatic (esoteric) books, and confined themselves to those 
i&T-rpiKa, which were written for the public, and were within 
their comprehension. Thus the Aristotle praised by the Roman 
philosophers and rhetors is not our A^r^istotle, he is the author 
of dialogues and exhortations to philosophy and virtue. But 
among the Greeks the loss of his dialogues and elaborated 
essays rather comes from the contempt in which these early 
semi-Platonic writings were held by his school. In his later 
and scientific works, they tell us, he put'down his real opinions, 
in the dialogues only what was false or held by others. Hence 
it is to Stot^aeus, to Plutarch, and to Cicero that we owe the 
preservation of a few passages from these dialogues, in which 
we find not only a Platonic vein of thought, but even, a far-off 
ray of Platonic sunlight in diction.® In fact, the influence of

• De Nat. Dao^tm, ii. 37. * Frags- 615, 620.
» We hear that he did not attempt dramatic prologues, like Plato, and 

that he sust:iined the principal part himself, unlike his master, but in the 
manner adopted by Cicero, whose dialog^ies are probably not unlike those 
of Aristotle in form. ‘ "
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Plato had been as great on A^i^istotle as the influence of So
crates on Plato; but we can trace the gradual weaning of Plato 
from the Apolo^^a to the Laws, with Aristotle the early stages 
have left but faint vestiges.

§ 565. There were certainly three dialogues modelled closely 
upon Plato.* From the first Sextus Empiricus and Cicero 
quote arguments for the existence of the gods and their govern
ment of a popular and rhetorical kind,2 also for the eternity 
of the universe, from its beauty and order.® From the third, a 
close imitation of the I^loEdon, we have so many interesting and 
suggestive notes about the nature of the soul, its unlikeness to a 
harmony, its future happiness, together with strange narratives 
of a spiritualistic character, that we can feel how thoroughly it 
was a literary woik.4 From the TrpoTptTrTiKnc, or Ex^Jiortaiion to 
Philosophy, we have also an interesting anticipation of Des 
Cartes' refutation of the doubter, for Aristotle tells us that men 
must either accept or reject philosophy. But if the latter, it 
must be done by argument, and hence by philosophy. Whether, 
therefore, men choose it or not, they must philosophise. From 
the treatises on Nobility and on Wealth we have also some 
good extracts by Stoba^ius.® ,

Among his critical works of this period I may mention an 
account of the older poets and rhetoricians—a favourite amuse
ment in those days when original literary genius had become ex
hausted. Cicero tells us' that his summary and exposition of the 
older rhetors (in his" TvyvHv') was so clear and good that
people gave up readj^^jg'these authorities themselves. And, 
no doubt, if the rhetoric^now ascribed to A^naximenes were 
genuine, it must date from tiiis period, and long before the far

* That ieP that Ptpl and the Ei^Sjjaos.
2 Frags. I2-I5- 3 Frags. 17-18.

8 Frags. 82^5, sq. Bemays (Diaiogs des Arist. p. 69) thinks that the 
opening chapters of the fourth book (new order) of the hUtics are in sub
stance an extract from an ethical dialogue, on account of the greater ease 
and flow of the style as compared with the rest of the book. The hypo
thesis, though rejected by Vahlen and others, is probable enough, but the 
resulting specimen of Aristotle's easier style is not a favourable one, there 
being little peculiar in it, except, some overdrawn expressions.
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different psychological study which we find in the real rhetoric 
of Aristotle. His views about the poets we cannot estimate 
except from the excerpts in the scholia on Homer, which con
stantly refer to his problems and solutions. I confess that both 
the difficulties and the answers seem to me so prosaic and 
often silly, that they do not raise the author in my mind above 
the critic of the Poetic, a work of little taste. He raised
such questions as these : How could Helen, in her view from 
the walls, express uncertainty about her brothers, the Dioscuri, 
seeing that the war had lasted ten years, and many prisoners 
had been made and ransomed ? Of course the obvious solution 
to us is that this scene was taken from a poem describing the 
first landing or marshalling of the Greeks at the opening of the 
war.* Aristotlesa^^i^: ‘ Perhaps Paris prevented her from meeting 
the captives.' 2 Many similar pieces of criticism will be found 
in the adjoining fragments, mingled with occasional , common 
sense. The most interesting is doubtless the curious anticipa
tion of t^e Comparative Mythologers, in which he tells us that 
the 360 oxen of the sun were the days of the year. Thus Aris
totle’s (tTu^itfo^^ra on Homer seem not very much better than 
his edition,® if indeed it be true that he prepared an edition for 
Ai^es^ander, which that monarch carried in a precious casket.

§ 566. This criticism of the poets suggests to us the philo
sopher’s own poetry, of which three very noteworthy fragments 
have survived. They are a skolion to H^e^rmias, an epigram for 
a statue of the same, and part of an elegyt'q'If^"Eudemus. I will 
cite them below.4 The epigram on 'the.i!5tatue is like those of

1
1

Cf. Vol. I. p. 73. 2 Frag. 142. * * Cf. Vol. I. p. 31.
(i) On Plato (fr. 623):

bX9iiv 8' h K^keivbv Kecpoirli^s 8dit«8ov 
fuaefte^s aeuvijs <ptt.lr)s tSpvt^i^^o fiapbv 
avSf^Pis, bu ouS aivetv roiat KaKo'iert 9ept^' 
bs pbvos t) vpoTOS 6vt^TSv Ka-reSet^ev bvapyWs 
otKt^tf) re fittp Kal p^eOiSotc^i Abywv, 
£^s BfaQis RE i^al eiiSaipcmv apa Ylut^rat 
oil vvv 8’ tar^i KafSeiv oliSevi Taura irore,

(2) On Hermeias (fr. 62^^): 
ri^vSe Ttor' oi^>x balms s^t^/^t^fi^s paKt^/^mv 6epiv ayv^v 

enretvev Tlepamv ro^or^Ptpiuv fiaatKe^s, '
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the best period, very simple and condensed. We do not pos
sess enough of the elegy to understand its plan, but we can judge 
from the fragments of the dialogue on Eudemus, and the story 
there told of the curious vision of his subsequent fortunes and 
death, that the poem was not wanting in imagination. One ' 
famous phrase on Plato has made the fragment celebrated. 
The hymn, which Athe^^teus says is not a paean, as was alleged 
in the accusation of impiety brought against him, but rather a 
skolion, is a very elegant little poem, and deserves far higher 
praise than is accorded to it by most of the Germans. It is, I 
suppose, silently assumed that the author of the dry Ethics, and 
Politics, and Categories cannot have been a true po^t; but I 
venture to say, had the poem been handed down under .the 
name of Pindar, some of those who now look upo^n it coldly 
would have been loud in their admiration. Apart from the 
felicity of its expression, there is a moral fervour about it which 
breathed through the dialogues, and which must have made 
Aristotle, in his earlier years, more a preacher of righteousness 
than a votary of abstract science. Of his remaining • Elegies and 
his tm] we know nothing.

o’V (xivepHs AifXV Qovlots Iv aywAt 
iXX’ DvSpBs Trltr-rei xpva^a^p^evos' SoKlov.

(3) The Hymn to Virtute: 
'A^pi^-rd, ylvEt Pporelp
O-pp^A^a K^l^f^ti^'rov fillip, 
Ads Trepi, ■vc^l^aPSv^, popipas 
Kal BiviEt Iv ‘EAAaSf t^T^t/ios
Kal n^tlvovs. TXrjvai ptaAfpoVs dadpavras' 

•roiov Iill-p^piva lidAAeis
KapT^iiv r dO^t^i^^ov xpvAov r-e Kpff'idAW 
Kdl yov^av pLAAaKdvydi-oi^ & 
dev S’ evffx’ olx Albs 'HpaKAen^s A-^Sas t€ ^^upoi 
ltDAA’ dveTA^c^dav (pyois 
ddv aypevovres I^v^i^ippitv. 
dds S' eveK^v (^ilAiov popipds kAI ’Atapvios IvT^/^i^pos 
'AeAlov xHipdXfV abydLS. 
TAiy^dp d^lBtpos Ipyois, dO^i^i^^ov re pLiv av^I^t^ovdi.

Movi^al
Wvv^l^<^,rivas p^yarpis, Albs Jevlou defias at/l^ovddt 

cpiAlds re yepas fleflaiov.
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§ 567- From the time that Aristotle went to Macedon, and 
during the leisure of his retirement with Alexander, we may 
suppose him to have gradually abandoned popular writing, and 
to have turned to that purely scientific form ' which he adopted 
as a scholarch at Athens. From this latter date come all those 
dry and abstruse works which belong to ■ the history, not of 
Greek literature, but of Greek philosophy. Aristotle’s view 
embraced all departments of human knowledge. Like Solo
mon, he discoursed on plants, from the cedar that is on Leba
non to the hyssop which groweth on the wall; upon animals y 
on the heavenly bodies and their eternal aut^^t^nr; on the mind 
of man and its faculties—in fact, on all things human and 
divine.

In this wide survey he also embraced t^re philosophy of 
history and the philosophy of art, and here comes in contact 
with literature in discussing the nature of rhetoric and poetry. 
Thus we may confine ourselves to a fuller consideration of the 
Rhetoric and the Poetic, though we may say something generally 
about the E^thics and Politics ; not that these are literary works., 
but because most readers know Aristotle through them, and 
would therefore miss their absence in this book. Indeed, they 
seem to have been the transition stage between the early 
dialogues and the later pure philosophy, and to have come in 
this order : first, the Ethics, and next, in close connection, the- 
P^oliti^^; then the E^oetic, and last of the exoteric treatises, the 
Rhet^^'ic, which may have been composed.about 330 b.c. The 
latter works are in style and method int'er^mediate between his- 
two classes of writings, so that ma:^;^.''^ave asserted them to- 
belong to the latter. Indeed, the boundary line can hardly 
have been very clearly marked. All these treatises have been

' This distinction is not imported by critics, but recognised by Aristotle 
himself, who constantly refers to the fuller treatment on well-known 
statements iv Toin iKStSo/evots, or iv toLs i^wrcpiKols This seems
plainly to refer to the popular treatises which were written and circulated 
among the public, while his deeper works, though by no means secret or 
withheld, were only known to his pu]}ils. The German critics have 
written a library of controversy on this matter, without advancing our' 
knowledge or understanding of it. The reader will find a summary in. 
Zeller, Op. cit. pp. ii2, sq., with the voluminous notes.
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so amply discussed and illustrated, that a student of Aristotle 
is not likely to delay over a general sketch, but will turn to the 
full and minute commentaries to aid him in the understanding 
of them. For none of them are attractive from their style, and 
al^ of them are difficult, both from ellipse and compression of 
thought, as well as from dislocations or gaps in our texts.

§ 568. It is remarkable that Aristotle, in this mature 
toric, regards the science not as a branch of the fine arts, or 
analogous to poetry, but as a sister science to Dialectic, and 
c^losely allied to Politics. As Dialectic, or logical disputation, 
seeks to establish the truth by argument, so Rhetoric seeks to 

■pe^rsuade, or to establish the probable by such arguments as will 
convince an audience. Hence the whole science is a popular 
or exoteric science, but nevertheless depends, or oughts- to 
depend, mainly on proofs, not on indirect means of influencing 
men's minds. In fact, he lays down the irrefragable position, 
that rhetoric is a natural gift of civilised men, all of whom in 
some way defend their own opinions, or attack those of others, 
by argument. It is the systematic treatment of this natural 
faculty of persuasion which forms the subject of the art of 
rhetoric. Thus Aristotle opposes on the one hand Plato, who 
is perpetually arguing that, because rhetoric cannot prove itself 
good to teach any one thing, it is good for nothing ; on the 
of^her, he opposes the Sophists, who pretended that it was the 
mj'sterious key to all sorts of knowledge. There is something 
very severe and noble in the restriction of the true province of 
rhetoric to that of reasoning with an audience. But there can 
be no doubt that this has been the true secret of • all really great 
speaking. Demosthenes, and the Greeks generally, seldom 
depart from argum^i^ft But even with Cicero, Chrysostom, 
Bossuet, Burke, and with all our greatest legal and political 
orators, it is primarily because they were brilliant and per
suasive reasoners that they were great orators. Hence the 
strict justice of Aristotle’s simple definition : ‘ the power of 

•^i:^<^(^.vering in each case the possible means of persuading.’ *

* S’ ri pitropucii SivctJts irepl eicacr-ov tow Beapijffat rb ivSex<^p^<^vov 
miBavbv. Cf. the comments of other rhetors upon it quoted in Cope’s 

Intr^od. p. 149-
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The main body of the first book is devoted to the analysis 
of rhetorical materials in relation to the three kinds (e’t^>/) of 
oratory, which Aristotle was perhaps the first formally to distin
guish—the deliberative, the judicial, and t^re epideictic.’ He 
says nothing of the exhortations of generals to their soldiers, 
which figure so largely in earlier historians. No doubt the 
fashion went out with the rise of mercenary and professional 
armies, but in any case such speeches must fall into the first 
class. This division he regards as by far the most important, 
though he says it was neglected by the rhetoricians for the 
sake of the court speeches, as in them sophistical arts were 
of more value. The fact is that political speaking was always 
thoroughly honoured among the Greeks, but for this very reason 
was considered a higher art than could be taught by mere 
sophistical professors. Aristotle's further distinction, that of 
these three branches the first is about the future, and its main 
topic the exp^i^ii^i^t; the second about the past, and its main 
topic the just; and the third (praise and blame) chiefly about 
the present, and its main topic the honourable (caXor)—this 
seems to me a piece of idle or false subtlety.

The first nine chapters are on the requisites for proofs 
in deliberative speeches—political education, and a general 
knowledge of ethical principles. Then he turns to judicial or 
dicastic speeches ; and on these, again, he enumerates the 
general subjects—justice and injustice, written law and un
written precedent, and the like, from which the orator should 
draw his logical proofs. He adds in an appendix the proofs 
from fact, such as testimony, oaths, documents, torture, by 
which the speaker may fortify the proofs constructed by argu
ment. So far, then, Rhetoric is little more than applied Logic, 
in which certain special forms of proof, such as the enthy- 
meme and the example, are substituted for the full syllogism 
and induction which the philosopher or dialectician uses. But 
each £'<or, or special branch, affords special propositions 
(-^p^oTiiaeiC) from which the orator must argue. Except, there
fore, in indicating to him the proper materials, which are de

* The passage which asserts the same division in the Rhct. ad Alex* 
seems to be spurious, as other passages cite only two.
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termined by moral and phy-sical philosophy, there is nothing 
whatever which would give a speaker any practical help in con
structing a speech.

§ 569. The second book approaches the psychological con
ditions which the speaker should either afiTect in himself, or sti
mulate in his hearers, so as to produce persuasion. Here there 
is much that is suggestive and interesting, though the whole sub
ject is treated in a very confused way. The reader must not 
imagine that Aristotle has deserted his t^rst principle, of laying 
the whole stress of oratory on proofs. For all the psychological 
a^ids which he here discusses—ethos in the speaker, pathos ex
cited in the audience—are all direct helps to persuasion, and, as 
such, direct means of carrying the orator's point. To excite the 
hearer, without any further object, by a mere splendour of dis
play, would have been thought by Aristotle meretricious even 
in an epedeictical speech. Thus j^hos is at first represented as 
the character which the speaker should assume, and manifest 
by his speaking : it is composed of three elements, viz. 
vtjtic, sound common sen^^; Upin'/, moral weight of cHa^^<^t^^r; 
and sW'ota, a strong interest in his audience. Aristotle might 
have gone so far as to say that these, if established by the 
previous life of the speaker, and not merely assumed for the 
occ^a^sion, will outbalance the strongest logical arguments against 
him. But presently (as Cope and others have pointed out) 
we find ethos in a new meaning, that of studying the general 
character of the audience, and addressing them differently if 
they be old men, or middle-aged, or young. The general fea
tures of these ages are then described. * As almost all audi
ences are mixed, such advices'seem of little use.

They are, however, preceded by a treatment of ^a^thos in 
rhetoric, which is wider in application than our meaning of it, 
and signifies the exciting of suitable affections—anger, pity, 
sorrow—in the minds of the heai^^^i^s;; and there are minute 
descriptions of the causes of these affections in mankind. 
Ethos, in the first sense, when it is actually produced by the 
speech, is merely arousing the tCOoc of confidence and good
will towards the speaker in the audience, and thus falls under

■ caps. 13-15.
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the class from which Aristotle has distinguished it But 1 need 
not specify these logical defects. The book clos^is * with general 
directions, or tokoi, for using examples, for using apophtheg^is 

which are merely single propositions implying an 
argument), and enthymemes, or arguments in that short form 
suited for rhetoric. He even gives a chapter on simulated 
enthymemes, or sophisms of this kind, which troubles such 
critics as Cope, who think they must defend the morality of 
all that A^ristotle has said. In these chap^^^^ 2 many examples 
are given from retorts of Iphicrates, from tragedies, especially 
those of Theodectes, as well as from his speeches, but, strangely 
enough (though Demades against Demosthenes is quoted),none 
are quoted from Demosthenes, his greatest contemporary.

§ 570. The third book, which at last comes to what we 
should call the proper treatment of orato^ or rhetoric, is di
vided into t^vo pa^l^is: the first twelve chapters being.on expres
sion (XE&p), the remainder on the arrangement (-Vdtf) to be 
observed in speaking. The latter division seems to me sin
gularly bald and incomplete, and can hardly have come in its 
present form from Aristotle’s own hand. The remarks on the 
pi-oem, or prologue, are the fullest, but the examples are as 
frequently taken from poetry as from oratory. On the narrative 
he omits all mention of the TpoKarctaKevt), or first sketch of the 
story, a point frequent in our extant speeches, and of great 
effect in tuning the minds of the audience. He criticises Iso
crates’ direction that the narrative should be compressed (ra- 
X^«a), and cites several examples of good and bad narratives 
from tragedies now lost. Perhaps his best remark is that the 
narrative should be ethical, and not intellectual. It should 
not strike the audience as clever, but honest, as is eminently 
the case with Lyusias. On the ‘ figures of thought ’ fie says 
nothing, except about the sudden questioning and

* As Spengel observes, this subject was announced to come before the 
psychological part, and is certainly out of its natural order. Hence some 
dislocation of the text is to be inferred, even though there are at present 
references from the discussion on the riiroi to the chapters on iraOos and 
?i0<^3r, which show that the work early assumed its present form.

2 caps., 22-4.
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witty repartees, which are indeed hardly figures of thought. 
As to the ’ he puts the reminding of the hearer on the
same level as the exciting him—a peculiarly Greek view, 
a^lready noticed when considering Demosthenes’ speeches,' which 
generally end with a very calm summary’, and a quiet de
mand for justice.

The chapters on expression are more suggestive, though 
nothing is more disappointing than that pn correctness of 
diction xpV 'EXA.TjrtTttJ'), in which the reader expects valu
able hints on style, and is merely told to mind his particles,* 
his concords, and the clearness of his sentences. Similarly on 
the difficult and subtle question of rythm,. he only says a few 
words about iambic and trochaic rythms, then recom

' mends (after Thi^i^s^^ymachus) the first pa^on for opening, and 
the last for closing, a sentence. On the deeper laws of the 
harmony of periods he is silent, or hopelessly general.

But on the qualities of style apart from grammatical 
accuracy, there are several good chapters against over-orna
ment and pomp, against stale phrases Xtl^eeuc), such as
those often used by Gorgias and A^^^k^i^da^mas, on metaphors 
and similes, and other kindred topics. His remarks on the 

differences of poetical and prose style, and also on the differ
ence of style suited to oral delivery and to written matter, are 
very sensible and sound, but not, I think, very suggestive.* 
To the real beauties of noble poetry he comparatively
a stranger. After discussing separate words and clauses in 
eight chapters, he goes on to their connection, either natural 
or artificial—the well-known Af£ts tipoptvif of Herodotus as op
posed to the KaTearTpafipivt} of Thucydides, and still more
,of Isocrates. He adds a chapter on saying ‘ good things,’ and 

* t c. 19. „

• It is to be wished that A^ristotle had followed his own advice. For his 
use of So^re, Se, and of prepositions, has caused special diflf^iculty to
commentators, and called forth special enquiries, such as Bonitz’ (t-Vicn. 
Sitzbcr. 1863) and Eucken’s books.

2 Voltaire profited by them, as may be seen from his frequent criticisms 
of the poetical prose of his rivals, and his praise of the principle laid down 

by A^ristotle. On this Ha vet (^Etude, pp. 95, sq.) has some excellent re
marks.
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on'v^yidness of style. But in neither of these is he happy or 
original. ’ •

§ 571. The impression produced the R^Jietoric is not 
bery favourable to Aristotle’s genius.’ We feel, indeed, that the 
whole book is on a large and sound basis, but is mainly an ex
pansion of the hints thrown out with such brilliancy by Plato 
in his T^fccedrus; and that, in following them up, Aristotle has 
stated a good many isolated truths of value, and shown great 
acuteness, but has added little to the of his predecessors
except the psychological basis, which must have been prac
tically felt by all previous orators. The real secrets of his great 
contemporary Demosthenes, which he, if anyone, could have 
discovered, or at least discussed,’ are either deliberately ignored^ 
or neglected all through his book ; and this capital blot in a 
Greek rhetoric of that age is not to be overlooked or excused. 
We may add that the style of this work, which expressly treats 
of style, contains frequent examples of vices which it repre
hends. It is constantly too compri^i^s^t^d; it is'^t^^scure; it is 
confused ; and though some-of these blots are undoubtedly to 
be ascribed to the condition of the text, many are due to the 
author. '

The Latin rhetoricians, Cicero and Quintilian, as well as 
Diony^sius, derive many valuable hints from it, and often follow 
it closely, but they seem to me to improve upon it very much 
in the clearness and elegance of their expression. Cicero 2

' If the reader desires to see the opposite case ably argued, I can recom
mend to him E. Havet’s excellent Etude sur la Rhitorique CAr^stote (Paris, 
1846), from which I have borrowed many points all through my sketch, 
though I think the author has often transfused his own ideas into Aris
totle. I must, however,^ note the curious blunder (pJ 7*)' of attribf^^jg'td/ 
R. Estienne the p^s^e on torture, which that intelligent tran^^lator found in 
the best MS. (A'), but which he printed in italics, as of doubtful authen
ticity. This is not the only error in Havet’s suggestive and charming essay.

- His judgment on the book is worth quoting (de Or. ii. 38) : Sed, 
ut eo revocetur, unde hue declinavit oratio, ex tribus istis clariss.imis philo- 
sophis, quos Romam venisse dixisti, videsne Diogenern fuisse, qui diceret, 
artem se tradere bene disserendi et vera ac falsa diiudicandi, quam verbo 
Graeco SiaAeKTiKTjv appellaret ? In hac arte, si modo est hrec ars, nullum 
est prreceptum, quo modo verum inveniatur, sed tantum est, quo modo 

VOL. II. D D
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especially, as Cope's notes will amply show, has put almost all 
Aristotle's points with great force, and in admirable and terse 
language. The Epistle of Dionysius to Ammseus, in which he 
refutes elaborately by dates the notion that Demosthenes bor
rowed his rhetorical principles from Aristotle, is valuable in 
quoting six passages verbatim (as he says) from the Rhetoric. 
Tho^ugh there are some differences from our text, they are not 
such as to warrant the belief that the work was originally fuller 
and more explicit. It is more probable that later rhetors 
added commentaries or expansions, of which a few fragments 
appear in Spengel's Connection. But, unfortunately, all these 

iudicetur. Nam [et] omne, quod eloquimur sic, ut id aut esse dicamus 
aut non esse, et si simpliciter dictum sit, suscipiunt . Diab^etici, ut iudi- 
cent, verumne sit an falsum ; et si coniuncte sit elatum et adiuncta sint 
alia, iudicent, i^ctene adiuncta sint et verane sttmma sit unius cuiusque 
rationis et ad extremum ipsi se compunguni suis acuminibus et multa 
quaeir<^)^^o reperiunt non modo ea, quae iam. non possint ipsi dissolvere, 
sed etiam, quibps ante exorsa et potius detexta prope retexantur. Ilic 
nos igitur Stoicus iste nihil adiuvat, quoniam, quemadmodiim inveniam 
quid, dicam, non docet ; atque idem etiam impedii, quod et multa reperit, 
quae negat ullo rriado posse dissolvi, et genu? sermoiiis aiTert non liquidum, 
non fusum ad profluens, sed exile, aridum, concisum ac minutum. Quod si 
qui probabit, ita probabit, ut oratori tamen aptum non esse fatcatur. Hate 
enim nostra oratio multitudinis est auribus accommodanda ad obleclandos 

•animos, ad impdlendos, ad ea probanda, qua; poti aurificis statera, sed qua- 
dam populari trutina examinantur. Quare istam artem totam dimittamus, 
quae in excogitandis arg^m^i^tts muta nimium est, in iudicandis nimium 
loquax. Critolaum istum, quem simul cum Diogene venisse commemoras, 
puto plus huic studio nostro prodesse potuisse. Erat enim ab isto Aristo- 
tele, a cuius inventis tibi ego videor non longe aberrare. Atque inter 
hunc A^ristotelem, cuius et ilium legi Hbjrum, in quo exposuit dicendi artes 
omnium superiorum, et illos, in quibus ipse sua que^c^am de eadem arte 
dixit, et hos germanc^s' huius artis magistros hoc mihi visum est interesse, 
quod ille eadem acie mentis, qua rerum omnium vim naturamque viderat, 
hasc quoque aspexit, qute ad dicendi artem, quam ille despiciebat, pertine- 
bant : illi autem, qui hoc solum colendum ducebarit, habitarunt in hac una 
ratione tractanda, non eadem prudentia, qua ille, sed usu, in hoc uno 
genere, studioque maidre. Cameadi vero vis incredibilis ilia dicendi et 
varietas perquam esset optanda nobis ; qui nullam umquam in illis suis 
disputationibus rem defendit, quem non probarit ; nullam oppugnavit, 
quam non everterit. Sed hoc maius est quiddam, quam ab iis, qui ht^a 
tiadunt et docent, postulandum sit.
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works are lost, and the remaining scholia are declared quite 
worthless by those who have studied them.

§ 572. Blbilit^graphical. Our best MS. is one of the eleventh 
century, now in Paris (A®), which was known to Petrus Victo- 
rius, and collated in his valuable edition, but more carefully by 
Gaisford'(iS2o), and still better by Bekker for his edition. The 
ne.xt best authority is the old Latin translation, undoubtedly by 
A^iilijam de Moerbeke, in 1281, which followed word for word a 
te.xt similar to the A® text, but with marginal interpolations or 
commentaries which . the translator generally adopts. All the 
later' and more interpolated *^ISS. seem derived from the same 
archetype as these older and better copies, and all of them 
bear traces of the amalgamation of two recensions, in which 
two renderings of the same idea are given one after the other. 
Separate editions of the Rhetoric are scarce. First printed by 
Aldus, not in his A^rssi^1:le, -but in the Rhetores Gra^ci (1508), 
it since holds a place in all the editions of the collected 
works. Hc^wever, Gaisford's special edition (Oxford, 1833) is 
the tenth since the editio The essays of Brandis
(Phi^lologus, vol. ' iv.), Vahlen, and of Spengel, who has giyen 
special attention to it, in his collection of rhetorical tracts, in' 
his series of papers on ' Aristotle in the Munich Academy's 
Abhan^dlungen, and lastly in a separate edition (Leipzig, 1867), 
also the hints of Thurot in his Essays on A^ristotle, may be 
read with advantage. Bekker's text is reprinted in a separate 
form, and we have an elaborate Introduction (1867) and a 
Co^mmentary in three volumes by E. M. Cope of Cambridge 
(edited by J. E. Sandys, 1874).

§ 573. The Rheto^^c points back in more ttian one place to 
the Poetic, which seems to have been composed before it, pro
bably next before it, and to which, as a kindred subject, we may 
naturally.turn. To us oratory is a sister art to poetry, and we 
may admire the rhetoric of Shakespere and Byron, as we 
admire the -poetry of Jeremy Taylor or Ruskin. We should 
have accordingly expected to find them treated by Aristotle as 
sister arts, teaching the most perfect expression in words, under 
divers conditions of human thought and of human passion. 
But we find, to our surprise, that he brings them into contact

D D 2

    
 



404 HISTORY OF LITERATURE. CH.XIII-

only in the detail of expression, or whereas their sources- 
are to him perfectly distinct. Rhetoric, as we have seen, he 
regards as merely the art of persuasion, and hence an offshoot 
of the science of reasoning, applied to a popular audience. It 
is the science of probable arguments, methodically expressed. 
Poetry he bases on the instinct of imitation, especially of the 
imitation, of human action, and classes it with the arts of 
dancing and of music, which have the same object, and which 
were commonly used in combination with it; also with the art 
of painting, which uses colours, as poetry uses rythm and metre, 
or as music uses melody.

This view is evidently the result of the predominance of 
the drama in Attic life. All other forms of poetry are re
garded in relation to it. In Homer it is far more the dra
matic side than the merely descriptive or picturesque, which 
occupies Aristc^tl’e, The old descriptive Margiies is regarded 
a^ a kind of t^t^medy, .and, what is still more singular, lyric 
poetry is hardly mentioned - at all, except on its dramatic side, 
and in those later developments wlien the music and the- 
dancing were plainly mimetic, and represented a sort of lyrical 
drama. This may possibly be the result of a great gap in the 
text, but 'I rather agree with torose who hold that while a dis
cussion on comedy has been lost,'there was no place for a 
separate treatment of lyric poetry in opr sense, and this for 
the special reason I have assigned. The complete ignoring of 
the" whole yEolic school, of Sappho, Alt^asus, Anacreon—nay, of 
Pindar and most of the great masters of Greek melic, is a blot 
in the P^oetic, like the ignoring of Demosthenes in the Rh^etoric. 
Bpt, as has been well observed, dramatic poetry and legal 
rhetoric, being surrounded by fixed conditions, lend them
selves to scientific analysis far more than the other branches of 
oratory and poetry. Hence the tendency to write special 
r£\>'«£ for these departments of each of the arts.

§ 574. Aristotle’s analyses in the first three chapters of the 
various kinds of imitation in dramatic and epic, and in tragic 
and comic poetry, are not very suggestive or fruitful, though un
doubtedly cort^r^e^c; but in the fourth he gives an ingenious psy
chological analysis of the instinct of imitation in man, and its
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leselts' It is owing to this that acceiate imitations even of re
pulsive objects give pleasure by oei lecognition of theii faithfel- 
ness. Thus the Margites, which He asciibes to Homei, and the 
Attic comedy aie branches of poetiy, though they piofess to 
paint men ‘ woise than they usually aie.' Bet the fellei expo
sition of the nateie of comedy is lo^t; we still have in the 
foeith and fifth chapteis valeable isolated facts aboet the histoiy 
of both tiagedy and comedy, which have been etilised in theii 
piopei place above.’ It is, howevei, plain fiom seveial allustofs 
(especially 9, § 3) that the brilliaft exebeiance of Aiistophanes 
did not fit into Aiistotle’s system, and that he even excleded it 
fiom his veiy defifttion of comic diama, which was essentially 
geneial, and emploj^ed in sketches of chaiactei applicable to 

.c^lasses of men. He also objected to the piodecing of laeghtei 
by obscenity, and notes that the new comedy ieplaced this by 

’ indiiect hints (vnoioia). In fact, the paiabases of Aiisto-
phanes aie to Aiistotle the woik ofian tafi/ioTmOe, not of a dia- 
matic poet. T'hes we have lost by the colruption of oei text a 
theoiy of Gieek comedy excleding Aiistophanes ! 2 In the 
opening of chap. vi. Aiistotle explicitly piomises to discess 
.epic poetiy and comedy aftei he has explained the fature and 
peifections of tiagedy. This lattei he does veiy e^Ioroughly 
fiom his point of view. .We have bet scanty notes on epic 
poetiy neai the end, in diiect compartsof with tiagedy, and a 
c^u^l^toes chaptei of ciiticism, oi of commonplaces foi ieplying 
to clttictsms on tiagedy.3 Theie is also an analysis of dicti^i^n ’ 
which is to a gieat extent on the fi'ist elements of giammai, and 
is totally oet of place in this woik,® as well as some iemaiks on 
<^lnamefeal diction, which aie analogoes to, bet not so good as, 
the paiallel chaptei of the j^Iu^^ori^c.

Apait fiom all the confesion of the text, apait fiom "tie 

pedantic sebdivisions of the school, apait fiom the flagiantly

> Vol. I. chaps, xiv., xix. ’j
- Cf. on these points Meineke, Fragg. Com. i. 272.
3 c. 25. 4 cc. 19-22.

^ger Chilili ifiea tlte; chiisuejl^jr pbn PoiJtiidie infenicjfc^f jyfommatm 
this time, and the consequent novelty and impoitance of what is now tiivial 
-ind elementary (Hist, de la Critique, pp. 227, 456).
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inconsistent judgments which are contained in the Poetic, and 
which make it thoroughly unsafe as an authority, without 
the constant test of plain common sense, there are two per
manent merits in the work which will ever interest educated 
men. The first is the scientific attempt to explain the nature 
and vindicate the uses of tragedy ; the other consists in the 
preservation throughout the work of many stray fragments of 
A^ristotle’s acute insight and his various and profound learning. 
For however corrupted and interpolated our text may be, there 
can be no doubt that the main outlines are those of the master’s 
mind. This scattered wisdom, whether on the history of Greek 
poetry, or on the nature of man, has been gathered and ap
plauded by admiring critics from the days of Corneille’s ene^mejs® 
to those of Lessing, who declared the mutilated and tentative 
essay in criticism to be as infallible as the ele^netnts of E^ticlid/ 
and thus it is now commonplace in histories of Greek litera
ture, or of art criticism. ,

§ 575. The theory of tragedy, on the other hand, has within 
the last twenty years been discussed in Germany, as if it had 
never been known before, and with this result, that what was 
once tolerably clear has become so confused as to be almost 
unintelligible. In prooif of this I will appeal to the discussion

' Some ofthese :^i^e exeleX^ed j^way by tbe it^j^ei^nous r<^se and
qualifications of critics, as the ruydur may see by consulting Susemihl’s 
netus to. his edition. Other points ma^ be the resuft of our misconception. 
Thus Welcker first saw the meaning of the sentence quoted from Sophecles 
in cempyring him^^lf with Euripides. What he really said was not that 
he himself had painted characters as they ought to be, but as they ought to 
be painted by a tragic poet, whereas Euripides had painted them from real 
or ordinary life. Again, when Aris'totle is made to say that the chorus 
should be an actor and constituent part of the play, Kal fty
Sarrep [irap’j EipurlSp &tri^ep [irapa] Se4^(^KAc^', and to add that the rest 
of the tragic poets made their choral odes quite irrelevant, he does not 
mean, as he is often translated, that the chorus was not an actor in Euripides,, 
but that it was not an actor of the right kind, being often an accemplice. 
I should suggest /ii)S’ Unrcep UPpirtiSri—e^ndyet i^ot Ik^e ]^^^ll^q3^dUes, as JJro- 
bably what Aristotle wrote. But there are other judgments which cannot 
be deSended with any common sense, or indepundunce, in criticism.

’ Cf. the Preface to his Don Sa^^ch^e, or M. Paul Albert’s la littlrature 
_frt^n<^a.i!^e an xviime Sit^cle, pp. 84, sq.
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of the tragical purification, in the introduction to Susemihl’s 
second edition (1874). It is not too much to say that a more 
obscure and confused piece of writing could hardly be found 
even in German literature. This, the most recent result of 
speculation on the question, is only to be compared to the 
wonderful hodge-podge made of the same matter in the old 
Lactin version retranslated from the Arabic, and cited by Egger 
as a curiosity.*

Here is the famous definition, in its complete form : iarw 
o^Vv ftifi^i^iaic OTri^y^i^iaiag Kai reXeCag fjikycQog
eyo^V/TJig, tiSj^iapit^iP XO-yu \o^pic eK^tarou t&v eiCb^-v kv roig poptoig, 

2pWi'Tioy Knt oi Si’ dirayyi^Xiag, Sii iXtov Kai tjio/iov i^i^/^c^^vovoa. rfv 

tU)v ToiovThtv ifa&tipaTbir Kc^taf^crir. The first clause is meant 
to contrast it with comedy, the third with epic poetry, and 
these require no further explanation. ‘.Ac^c^rned spe^t^li’he 
himself explains a^ having rythm and music in it. By the next 
words—the readings are all through uncertain—he tells us he 
means that different kinds of adorned speech are to be used in 
different parts, as iambic metre, and lyric measures with music. - 
But it is about the last clause that the storm of controversy is 
still raging. I will only note a few of the most interesting 
points.

In the first place it seems likely that this theo^ of Aris
totle’s is intended as a vindication of tragedy against the 
attacks of Plato, who (in his P^JuEdr/is, 268 c, 48 a,

and P^^ublic, x. 604) touches on the subject, and censures 
tragedy as a mimic representation of passion, and therefore 
as morally injurious to well regulated minds. For the luxury 
of pity is in his view relaxing and effeminating. The same 
objection, for the same reasons, he applies to epic poetry in 
its dramatic aspect. To this criticism Aristotle replies, not 
by directly asserting a moral use in tragedy, as has been 
argued by Lessing and others, not by considering the trials of 
the actors and their purification as intended for a moral train
ing of the spectators, but by asserting (as Goethe insisted) an

* Hi^st. di la critique, p. 427, in his commentary on the passage in his 
edition appended to that work.

2 c. 6, -§2.
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o^stlhUea^l purpose. He considers that human pleasures and 
human griefs, apart from their moral side, though not in con
flict with it, require to be raised and purified ; and just as we 
train the taste of the eye by ideal pictures, and by the study 
of exceptionally beautiful scenery, so the compassion and the 
fear of the ordinary citizen may be purified by showing him 
higher and nobler objects for its exercise. That this testheti- 
cal training will have good moral results is certain, but these 
are not included in Aristotle’s theory. Hence he speaks of 
the purification -oio/wv TaOqOrwv, that is to say, not the
same affections precisely, nor yet different, but of the lower 
forms of terror and pity, and perhaps other such affections, 
by the higher.*

But the wearisome question, what may have been the exact 
amount of meaning in the term purifying present to Aristotle’s 
mind, whether he intended it as a medical term, implying that 
tragedy was a purging medicine, and thus homa^op.athic in 
principle, or whether he used it in a religious sense, as sug
gesting the analogy of those treatments of madness and over
excitement by calm and rythmical music then practised in 
Greece, or whether he meant it in both, or in neither—all this 
I will leave to the Germans, and to those who have time and 
patience to wade through their eighty works on the subject. 
It is the merit of E. Muller and of Bernays first to have brought 
to bear on the theory a parallel passage from the F^olitics? in 
which the ^^t^l^^^i^al use of /aQaptig is cleai^* and in which we 
find it compared to the musical cures attempted by playing 
very exciting flute music as a palliative for morbid excitement 
of the mind. It is also certain from the researches of Bonitz 
that TriOoc and Ta<fjj/a are not distinct in sense.®

* The comic poet Timocles, in a remarkable fragment of his Diony- 
siazus/E (Meineke, iii. p. 592), seems rather to adopt the moral uses of 
tragedy as the chie;f good produced. The passage contains an excellent 
statement of the ordinal theory, to which A^ristotle’s more subtle view is 
not opposed, but from which it should be carefully distinguished.

2 viii. p. 1341.
3 index Aristo/el. sub vocc. The genitive plural of the former is rare 

in Aristotle, nor is apparently the singular of the latter used at all by him, 
so that the variation is merely one of usage.
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T^he whole question must ‘ be regarded • in relation to 
Aristotle’s theory of intellectual and relined leisure (itayuyi'i) 
as the chielf end of man. This is the happiness of the gods, 
whose contemplations are no labour, but the enjoyment of per
fect knowledge and perfect leisure. This is the happiness, too, 
of the cultivated man, whose leisure hours should not be em
ployed in the contemplation of vulgar cares, or wasted in vulgar 
sympathies, but engaged in that of ideal human actions—not 
always ideally good, but ideal in their greatness, their dignity, 
and their far-rt^iaching importance, as illustrations of the laws 
which govern the world.

§ 576. After thus defining tragedy, Aristotle proceeds to 
analyse the various features or elements which make it up, and 
determines six, the plot, the character drawing, the CUiroia ; * 
then the diction, the musical composition, and, lastly, the mise 
en sc^ne, or theatrical production. Of these various elements he 
justly considers the plot as by far the most important, observing 
that recent tragedians had succeeded, by attending to this 
element, without any character drawing. He gives a full and 
exceedingly valuable analysis of plots, both simple and com
plex,. of their various devices, such as catastrophe and r^ecog^^ii- 
iion, and of their proper limits as compared with epic plots. 
He even gives 2 practical advices to a tragic poet as to the 
construction of a plot; Of these I need hardly say that the 
first and most important is to imagine his characters clearly 
and vividly, so that they may live before him ; thus alone, 
says the acute critic, can inconsistencies and blunders be 
avoided. The character-drawing is discussed in chapter xv., 
and is not so suggestive. The fuller treatment of the St! vota 
seems to be lost, for his refei^r^i^t^c: 3 to the rhetoric is far too 
general to be satisfactory. The section on expression is in its 
earlier part an elementary chapter in grammar. The 21st,

• By which he seems to mean the thoughts or intellectual aspects of the 
piece. Thus the later school, and even at times Euripides, were not 
careful to draw but were very particular about brilliancy of dialogue 
and rhetorical point, which I take to be the Stavoia of the piece, accordii^^ 
to the concise statement in chap. xix. §§ 1-4.

2 cc. 17-^8. * 19, I.
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on elevated diction, is indeed properly within the scope of the 
work, but whether from corruptions of the text, or spurious
ness, or possibly, though one is almost afraid to whisper it, 
from the coldness and pedantry of the great author, does 
not touch the real beauties, or unlock the real secrets, of 
poetical language. This is throughout the crying fault of both 
Rhetoric and Poetic, and is not atoned for by any number of 
acute and reasonable observations. One almost suspects that • 
the author was beginning to disbelieve in genius, and attribute 
artistic success to mere soundness and accuracy of method. 
How far truer and more appreciative is the tract of Longinus . 
on the Sublime /

The remainder of the work, with the exception of the 
curious, and perhaps spurious, 25th chapter, on the refutation of 
dramatic criticisms by authors, is devoted to epic poetry, and 
chiefly to its dramatic side. This part of the work' is vitiated 
by an excessive reverence for the Homer of the I^^ad and 
Odyssey, and a tendency to consider him as a perfect model in • 
every respect, so much so that the problem, in case of any ap
parent defect (as with our Bible), was merely to vindicate and 
explain the reasons why the inspired master had chosen to put 
it thus. This over-reverence for Homer, together with a com
plete neglect of ‘the tragedy of /Eschylus, and of the great 
lyric poets, are indeed grave defects.* We have, moreover, 
reason to suspect, from the general tenor of the book, and 
from the few fragments on comedy still extant, that Aristo
phanes, and the splendid outburst of political comedy in the 
P^r^iclean age, were set aside by him in favour of the character 
comedy of Crates and the newer school. If indeed his 
definition of comedy correspori^^ed with that of tragedy, and if 
poetry, especially dramatic, was in his view more philosophical 
than history in drawing general pictures of human nature, such 
must have been his proceeding.

His ideal poet seems to have been Sophocles, and his ideal 
play the CEdipus Rex; and yet he st^^ngely omits all discussion 
of the agency of Fate in the Greek tragedies, of which this play^.

* Other defects and omissions, in addition to these, have been noticed 
in Egger's sensible review of the book (Hist, de la Critique, pp. 200, sq.).
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affords so obtrusive an example. In fact, the point of interest 
to us in Greek tragedy, especially as we have it in VEschylus— 
the conflict of human liberty and dignity with the curse of a 
hereditary fate—is a feature in tragedy apparently unknown to 
Aristotle. He often cites Euripides with praise, but also with 
blame, that is to say if we can trust the text. Of this author's 
plays the. Tauric Iphigenia is that most frequently commended; 
but when he reproaches the Aulid Iphigen^ia for inconsistency, 
we are bound, with all good judges since Schiller, either to 
accuse him of critical incompetence, or to reject the sentence as 
foisted in by a later hand. Thus he tells us in one place that 
Empedocles is only a poet as to metre, and yet in another cites- 
him specially for poetical diction. But every chapter of this 
tract offers so many points for expansion or for criticism, that I 
must not venture to enter upon this field.

§ 577. The student who desires to apply the theory of Aris
totle to modern poetic art will find it necessary to make allow
ance for several important changes in the drama, which I will 
here indicate in a few words. Greek tragedy, being essentially 
religious, became in the hands of its greatest masters so serious 
a thing, that the relief of humorous or low scenes was hardly 
permitted. Aristotle indeed gives us to understand in his sketch 
of its history that this was not so originally, that it arose from a 
satyric representation, of which the grotesque side was preserved 
in the satyric afterpiece, when banished from serious tragedy.- 
This severance was exaggerated by the French school of the 
seventeenth century, who are far more particular than the less 
artificial Greek masters in avoiding the lower side of human 
nature. And such, too, was the opinion of Milton, but happily 
for us Shakespere gave the law for a wider conception, and since 
his day, even in theory, the comic or humorous element is- 
admitted and even admired as a merit of contrast in our 
tragedies. With this exception, the elementary rules and di
rections of Aristotle are such as should guide every dramatist 
of every time.

Nay more, in our own reading age, when the drama has 
given way to the novel, or prose tragedy and comedy of 
ordinary life, without scenery or illusion, it were well if authors 
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•^c^t^ld study the laws which the Greek critic has laid down on 
the construction of a dramatic story. Now, as then, the plot is 
vastly the most important element, and no amount of charac
ter painting or clever writing will atone for its deficiency. The 

of the actors, now as then, can only be preserved 
by a vivid imagination which transports the writer into the 
situation of his charac^ters. There are as yet few more de
vices than those described by him as and
T£ia—an unexpected recognition and a catastrophe, together 
with pathetic misfortunes. All these and other of his laws 
may perhaps be better verified in George Eliot's great novels 
t^han in modern tragedies. But of course, as I before said, our 
novel replaces not only tragedy, but the newer comedy of the 
Greeks ; and thus, in addition to the humour allowed in mo
dern tragedy, we have sketches of ordinary life, honiie scenes, 
and other such matter, suited rather to Menander than to 
Sophoc^les. There are many cases too, as Aristotle tells us, 
when the mere accuracy of drawing, even of unworthy objects, 
pl^eases us by its very faithfulness.

The history of the varying influence of the Pod^'ic on litera
ture is itself a wide and interesting subject, which would easily 
fill a volume larger than the present. I will refer the reader to 
.Susemihl's Introduction to his edition, which gives the necessary 
references, excepting the important French adoption of the 
work in the seventeenth century, with its momentous conse
quences ; for this the reader must consult the histories of the 
French classic drama, or M. Patin's Tragiques grecs. I will 
here append a mere sketch.

§ 578. Bi^bi^i^ographical.. There are few. early allusions to 
t^his work, for some supposed ones are doubtless to the separate 
treatise on poets, which seems to have been in three books. But 
there are also clear indications that the extant work is referred 

^^o, and in the plural number, though we have no divisions 
marked. Some critics are disposed to think that here too 
there were three books, our corrupt and disordered text con- 
t^a^ining the substance of the first two, while the stray fragments 
•^1^ the author Tepi xu/jbichie and elsewhere point to the third 
book as occupied with comedy. But if our catalogues of Aris-
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totle’s works really come from the Lives of Hermippus, pupil 
of Callimachus, the work was then complete and in two books, 
and there seems good reason to believe that the authors of the 
best scholia on the tragedies (probably Aristophanes Byz.) 
knew and applied the canons of the L^oetic.

In later days we hear little of the work, and after the sixth 
century It seems forgotten. The Arabs indeed preserved some 
tradition of It, and made some attempts to understand it^ 
the only knowledge of the book before it was printed being 
derived from Latin translations of Arabic or Hebrew versions. 
It seems that there was a translation from the Greek into- 
Syriac, and from this with much care by Abou-Maschar Mat
thias, a Nestorian Christian, into Arabic, about 935 a.d. This 
MS. is still preserved in Paris, and shows that the text ^vas then, 
as imperfect as we now have it. Two centuries later Averroes 
wrote an abridgment of the work, which we possess in the 
Latin version of Hermann the German at the beginning of the 
thirteenth century, printed at Venice in 1481. This Her
mann tells us he had a complete Arab version before him, 
but preferred the abridgment of Averroes—a somewhat gro
tesque work, seeing that this celebrated man had not the least 
idea what a tragedy meant, and accordingly confounded it with 
the Arabic panegyrics in honour of princes. He also replaces 
A^r^istotle’s illustrations from Greek literature by examples from 
Arabic poetry. There was a translation of Averroes’ work into 
rabbinical Hebrew, and from this into Latin in the fourteenth 
century. .

The Latin version of L. Valla (Venice, 1498) was made 
directly from a Greek MS., but the text itsel^was not included 
in the great Aldine Aristotle. It first appeared among the 
Rhetores Gra^/^i with the Rh^etoric, in 1568 ; then come Pacci 
(1535)5 P- Victorius (Junta, 1560), and a host of others. The 
MS. followed in these prints was one of the many fifteenth can- 
tury copies, and this was the case with all later editions till the 
present century, when editors since Bekker (Burgess is a quali
fied exception) have reverted to the only older MS., an eleventh 
centui-y copy in Paris, known as A®. Passing by other early 
Latin versions, there are Italian translations by Castelvetro and
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Piccolomini in 1570-2, the latter of which is highly praised. 
In the next century Corneille’s enemies brought it out in a 
French version (by the Abbd Hedelin) and framed upon it 
their theoiry of the three unities., which they foisted on A^ristotle, 
and which they drove to such a pitch as ultimately to discredit 
the Greeks by the light of their false Aristotle. ’ T’his ‘ conflict 
of the ancients and modems ’ is an important chapter in French 
dramatic literature, and f^eached down to the days, of Vc^ltaire.

It is, however, now agreed even by the Ger^ians that T^^in- 
ing’s English translation (1789), and Tyr^^'hitt’s text and com
mentary, a magnificent specimen of the Clarendon Press (Oxon. 
1794), are the real foundation of a scientific knowledge of the 
work. Excellent German editions now abound : Bekker’s text 
{reprinted 1873); Ritter’s and Vahlen’s (1867) ; the translations 
of Stahr, Ueberweg (1870), Sus^^^ilil; the’ dissertations of 
Bernays, Vahlen, Bonitz, Susemihl, and a host of others. There 
are also excellent recent French versions : Egger’s (Hist, de la 
Critique, &c., 1849), .and several others since that date. I am 
not aware that there is any work of importance on the subject 
in English, in our own day, except Some notes of Mr. Bywater 
in the Journal of Phi.hhgy, No. v.;. for this reason I have given 
these details with disproportionate fullness. The reader will 
find a summary of works, not nearly complete, but very large, 
in Susemihl’s I^r^eface, pp. xix-xxiii, and references to fuller 
ca^l^a^^ogues in various German reviews. , '

§ 579- We turn to a far greater work, somewhat earlier in 
date, but not so clearly belonging to a history of literature. 
The Politics are confessed on all hands to be the ripest and 
fullest outcome of Greek political experience. They were based 
on the researches in Aristotle’s' Constitutions,, or Catalogue of 
some 250 polities, of which many precious fragments tell us 
enough to desire that it were -preserved even at the expense of 
the extant book on the theory of politics. For as such the 
p^resent work is essentially conceived in Aristotle’s peculiar 
method, being based on actual experience, and the criticism of

’ Of course Aristotle insists everywhere on unity of acti<^n; he once 
casually mentions unity of time (v. § 4) in contrast to the freedom of 
epic poetry ; on unity of place he is absolutely silent.
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previous theorists. To the historian, to the student of Greek 
politics and Greek society, this book, though imperfect and 
corrupt, is nevertheless inestimable. It can hardly be called a 
literary performance. All the defects of careless composition, 
or perhaps dictation, of double explanations, of hopeless con
ciseness, which we find elsewhere in his works, are here also 
the exercising ground of endless criticism. I will indicate the 
chief points of interest to the general reader.

The first book, after an introduction showing how the state 
is the natural a^id necessary outcome of man's social nature, • 
and a more complex union than that within the household, 
goes on to discuss slavery, and the acquisition of wealth, as 
parts of the household, and therefore as entering into the 
state. The other bonds of union are those of husband and 
wife, of father and son (daughters are ignored) and of brothers, 
of which the second only is treated in the subsequent book on 
education. These various bonds find their respective analogies 
in despotic, aristocratical, monarchical, and timocratic govern
ments, ns appears from comparing other pass^^^^i with what is 
here.said. Aristotle conce^:^i^!5. the relation of sex differently 
from Plato, for he thinks; that women differ -intellectually not in 
degree but in kind from men, and he does not contemplate 
their ever attaining more than the 'place of free but inferior and 
subject personages in the household. 'The loc^ts dassicus is 
not here but at the.opening of the ninth book of the Natural • 
l^si^^ory, a graphic passage, containing a curious mixture of true 
and false generalisation. I quote it as a favourable specimen 
of his style.2

’ Especially Nic. Ethics, viii. io, 11.
2 Book ix. ch. i. p. 608. After describing the distinction of male and 

female as the cause of differences of temper in all animals, he goes on to 
illustrate it by the case of hounds, and adds that in the case of the bear 
and panther only is the female more courageous than the male, tovtwv 
S' 'IxW F-Ll rav IatLv (v TtS^crtv t’cRciR, fiaXXov Se pavEpurepa hv tois

Exovo^i f^c^J^Kov /^al pDAiara avOpioMt^' tovto yap Ex(‘ Rpv pvartv
a.MO'^^-^Ttl.i^o^ls^v'qv, &<rTe ki^o^i^-^as .aas p^ti^cpa^Tppas v^ t^i^-^^is.
Sil^'Tep yuvii ai/SpBs EATTpTpv^TTpo'v Kal aplS^icp^u pal^K^pv, Tti St p^SovTppj^'TpPv 
T€ Kal pTji^<^iu(^iii^^TT^ov, /^al puK^oXoiSopov fiaWov kaL irKi^KTiKpTepov. EtrTt Se 
Kal SvoSi^fiov paKA^ov tS OR^v tov &^j^<^i^os /^al Sut^^.^iti, /^al avaiSTtSTepov K^al 
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His reflections on slavery are much more interesting, as 
showing that there were already A^bolitionisis in the world, who 
declared that slavery was against nature—a doctrine which 
Aristotle earnestly combats, though nrtl^l^i^:ng several important 
concessions very damaging to his cause. He rightly denies 
the absurd doctrine (so fashionable in the last century) of the 
equality of men, and ^s^nerts the radical inferiority of certain 
races. But it is surprising that he does not recognise among 
some barbarians, as he calls them, the same right to rule as that 
of the Greeks. The Aryan barons who fought against the 
Greeks from the days of Cyrus to those of the last Darius were 
a nobility of splendid traditions, and educated, as Herodotus 
tells us, ‘ to ride on horseback, to use their bows, and to speak 
the truth.' The Carthaginians had framed "so excellent a con
stitution that Aristotle presently selects it t^i^m^ng the best of 
those known, for careful description and 'comment. Yet he 
admits only individual exceptions, and is blinded by the national 
vanity of the Hellenes. His cage would have been much 
stronger had he known such races as the Negroes but if we 
admit his premises, that the refined leisure of a small minority 
of the inhabitants of a Greek city is the highest possible state, 
he is perfectly justified in his argument.

The nemainden of the book is about 'tt^r^de, about the nature 
of wealth, and how the acquisition of money has come to re
place that of the goods which are represented by it. Here 
again Aristotle shows the old Greek gentleman's prejudice 
against retail trade, and brands the taking of interest on money 
as an unnatural crime. This blunder lasted far into the Middle 
Ag^es, while the right of plundering wrecks was recognised, 
just as Aristotle maintains that war or piracy for the acquisi
tion of slaves among people who ought to be slaves (though 
they do not recognise it) is perfectly just.

§ 580. The second book is a review of famous polities, both

^evSeO'^npov, Se Ko.l p.i^Tip.ovLK<Trepoift trt 5e aypuTi^i^i^'^epov kaL
oi^itnppirepov, Kal oKats aiat^ni-r^repoi^ rb Bq Av tov f^pipi^i^os, Kal rpotpHs ^Aa-rr^i^/bs 
iariy. ffoTd^i^TtKt^Tepov S6, Ha^nrep Kal apSp'^idrepov rb &pp(p tov

Oir?^e<is i<Tiv, evel Kal tv sols pi^aAoKl^ts, Sray rtl rpibSoi^^i TrAj/yy V a^Typcla, 6 
P^v &pp'tjv rfj 6rlAelq, r Se OjA^ia tov ippevos Tr^AtlftvTOSi
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actually existing and devised by theorists, and does not, I 
think, increase our respect for the great critic. The .t^lh^i^i^i^it^ical 
sketches are put on a level with actually existing and successful 
polities, which is absurd, and, moreover, the faults and failures 
of these latter, which occurred in the lapse of centuries, are 
charged to want of foresight in their authors, as if any legislator 
could foresee such far distant consequences. The ideal states 
of Plato (or of Socrates, as Ar^istotle calls it throughout), of 
Hippodamos, and of Phaleas are criticised, the first at great 
length, but with much sophistry, and little attempt to under
stand or appreciate the immortal Repttblic. It is, indeed, main
tained by Susemihl,’ that while the refutation of the extreme 
socialism in family relations in the J^eptiblic is very complete 
and successful, the critique of the Laws, which sets forth a 
state not unlike in kind to A^ristotle’s own ideal, is petty and 
sophistical. He complains that critics have not attended 
suf^^iently to this contrast. But I cannot concede that an 
account of Plato’s Republic, which asserts his marriage laws to 
be a com^m^mity of women, destroying self-command
and chastity, is anything short of a gross libel, and unworthy to 
be called a refutation. .

Then follow very valuable sketches of the La^c^e^c^gemonian, 
Cretan, and Carthaginian constitutions. The last chapter seems 
a spurious addition, reviewing Solon and other legislators by 
way of supplem^i^^ There may have been a real review of 
Solon given by Aristotle, but surely not the brie^ and bald 
statement now in the text. Possibly the gap was early felt in 
this place, and the lost account of Solon replaced by the pre
sent chapter.

The third book enters upon the dogmatic or positive part 
of the scheme, and seeks to analyse what a state or polity 
means, before discussing its perfect conditions. A state is de
termined by its citizens, those who vote and judge in it. Aris
totle proceeds to determine more closely the idea of a citizen, 
and whether his apen) is the same as that of the man. Are the 
good man and the good citizen identical ? This he shows to

VOL. II.

’ Introd. p. 27.
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be not always the case, but so much 'so in the best or ideal con
stitution that his good citizen must be a Greek gentleman of 

. leisure, and secure from all menial trade or employment. He 
then deter^ii^^^ 1 the various species of constitution according 
to the sovereign p6wer in each—monarchy, aristocracy, and 
democracy-^with their various subdivisions and debased forms. 
With the ninth chapter he enters upon the discussion of indi
vidual forms, and, in the remainder of this book, of the forms of 
monarchy and its justification in nature. It is probably with 
his eye upon the astounding personality of Alexant^i^ir 2 that he 
declares there are exceptional cases, where the merit -of one man 
in the state is so indisputably pre-eminent that all are willing, 
and bound, to obey him. But ordinarily there is more wisdom 
in a selected plurality, or constitutional aristocracy, which is 
accordingly the best or ideal form.

§ 581. This he discusses at great length, and with special 
detail, in the following two books, which stand at the close in 
our MSS., but which haye long since been recognised as out of 
place there, and are now printed as fourth and fifth, in all good

■ cc. 4-5.
2 The reference has been vehemently denied by Susemihl (Inlrod. pp. 

42^3) and others, on the ground that Aristotle never considers such an 
empire as the Macedonian, but exclusively the.^mall Hellenic polity, with 
its narrow limits and purely Hellenic citizens. This criticism forgets that 
Aristotle might be so struck by A^le^xander as a commanding nature, 
as to infer the justice of making such an one a king even in a Hellenic 
and ideal state, though he actually lived in a foreign system. I cannot 
doubt that this amount of reference is intended, but I do not go so far as 
Oncken in finding philo-Macedonian allusions throughout the work. But 
if this point be doubtful, what shall we say to the strange statement he 
makes (p. 1296, 38) in connection with the moderate democracy managed 
by the middle classes, that ‘ of those who had formerly attained power, 
one man only was persuaded to restore this form of government (eTs 
aviip povos rwv np6’repov r'ycpovla ysvopfvuv ravT'\v caroSouvai

rd^iv], while all the rest had made oligarchies or democracies for 
their own interest ? ’ Who was this rem^r^able person ? The text seems 
unassailable. Pericles, Epaminondas, Solon, and Pittacus have been sug
gested. I will add Mardonius, suspeicti^^ that MljSai' has dropped out 
(after yevopi^i'av], and that ^iristotle may possibly refer to the statement of 
Herodotus (vi. 43) that he established popular tuie in the Asiatic cities, a 
thing incredible in his own day. But Pittacus is the most probable.
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editions. The first three chapters are ho doubt'an Aristotelian, 
■ but hardly relevant, inquiry into the most desirable existence 

for a state, which is determined on the questionable analogy of 
the individual. Whether the philosopher, who' stood aloolf fTom • 
public affairs, or the politician, who controlled them, be the 
more perfect man, leading the more perfect life, was a dispute 
common since Plato's day. Aristotle elsewhere declares ex
pressly for the OeotTKoi: Itioc, the life of intellectual activity, 
which approaches nearest to that of the gods. He Here' con
tents himsellf with showing that, as happiness—which consists 
of t^iree parts, the goods of mind, body, and estate—depends 
chiefly on 'the first, most men who praisd the politician’s life 
from ambition and grasping motives miss the mark altogether. 
The true and righteous politician’s life is not one of unjust 
aggrandisement, and, on the other hand, not devoid of specu
lation. So also the philosophic life is not wit^iout the noblest 
kind of action. The t^vo kinds are therefore not mutually 
exclusive, and a state need not exist for foreign conquest, or 
for imperial purposes, but may devote itself with equal dignity 
and perfection to the well-being of its own citizens.

It would carry us too far to pursue even this ve^ brief 
analysis. The external and internal conditions ofAristotle’s shite 
are unfortunately not. completely preserved. Nevertheless, 
the fragmentary fifth book, on the education of the citizens, 
is so interesting, that I hope to consider it elsewhere fully 
in connection with the subject of Greek: education. The 
philosopher then turns to the actual forms of polity, and 
discusses their relation to his ideal state, the conditions of their 
welfare, and lastly the causes j<^f their decay, with the various 
means of avoiding it This analysis of the pathology of 
polities, which occupies the last book (v. in the old order), is 
that of most practical value, and has accordingly been most 
studied by statesmen and political wtitets. Had Machiavelli 
completed his Republic, designed on the plan of his Pri^^^cipe, 
we should have had a close modern analogy to these books.

§ 582. Most editors, not content with changing the place 
of the last books in the MSS., as I have mentioned, also trans
pose the immediately foregoing ones, so that the MS. order is

E E 2
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thus reformed—i. ii. iii. vii. viii. iv.,vi. v. The placing of vii. 
and viii. immediately after iii. was first suggested by Nicolas 
d'Oresme (1370), then by several of the earliest commentators, 
such as P. Vic^t^oi^ius, Segni, and Scaino da Salo, in the six
teenth century; by Conring in the seventeenth ; but was 
not again urged till the problem was taken up in the last 
generation by St. Hilaire and Spengel.* It is Hildenbrand's 
suggestion that the closer description of the ideal state was 
postponed by Aristotle till after he had composed his historical 
survey, was accordingly left unfinished, and found at the end of 
the MS. when his books were rediscovered at Skepsis. Hence 
the place and condition of these books in our MSS. would be 
explained. The transposition of v. and vi. was not proposed 
till this century by St. Hilaire, who is supported by Spengel. 

. But this last change is not so imperatively demanded as the 
former. It is, however, now so generally adopted that the 
old numbering of the books should be abandoned, as pro
ducing useless perplexity.

§ 583. A sober review of the whole work impresses us with 
sincere admiration on the one hand, and on the other, with 
disappointment. To take the latter fir^(L I will not insist upon 
the various confusions introduced by Aristotle’s over-fondness 
for Jlog^cal divisions, especially the vague position assigned to 
the moderate democracy (TroXi^itia) and aristocracy in relation to 
one another, and to his ideal state. Neither will I repeat 
myselif on the defects of his style, or on t^e many difficulties 
introduced by corruptions or dislocations of the text. What we 
rather wonder at is the narrow Hellenedom of Ar^istotle, who has 
learned nothing from contempdrary history, nothing from his 
own studies in foreign politicos,, nothing from his varied foreign 
residences, nothing f^om the Macedonii^n' court, and hence 
nothing of course from the vague but splendid talk of Isocrates 
and his school about the spreading of Hellenic culture beyond, 
the limits of the race. With Aristotle Greeks alone are \vorthy 
to be free and dominant, and all foreigners are more or less 
adapted for slavery. The researches made for his 260 xoXirSiiai

* Cf. the interesting account of Oncken, Staatslehre des A., i. pp. • 
85, sq.
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must have brought him within sight of t^ie rising power of 
R^c^me, and yet we can have little doubt that the Romans 
were, or would have been, included by him under the head of 
slavish barbarians. The Ca^rthaginians occupy him very fully 
with their constitution, and yet he will not allow that even here 
there was another dominant race adapted for empire.

With this as.sumption of slavery as natural and necessary 
to most of the world, comes a contempt for labour, a glorifi
cation of leisure, and a dislike for money making, which was 
the main defect of all Greek political thinkers. And yet there 
were in Aristotle’s day not only logical thinkers who asserted 
the unnatural and immoral character of slavery in its essence, 
but democratic theorists, like Hippodamus and the sophist 
L^j^c^^j^hr^on, who had approached the modern conception of a 
state as a mere power of protecting its citizens by law from 
mutual oppression and injury, while it left them to follow their 
individual pursuits, without persecuting them with a lifelong 
education, or an inquisitive interm<eddling in their private affairs. 
But here Plato’s influence was too strong. His pupil differs 
indeed in many details. He will not approach the splendid 
conception that all the earthly life even of the highest rulers in 
the ideal state is but a preparation for a purer and higher 
existence beyond; he regards the state here as the end in 
itself. But still he is forced to admit that the life of abstract 
contemplation, apart from all practical affairs, is the best and 
nearest to the gods. He objects to Plato’s extreme super
vision of marriage, as set forth in the Repid^lic; yet his own 
notions differ little from those in the Laws, and he admits by 
far the most offensive point in Plato—the sanction of producing 
abortion—in his own state. And thus in many other cases. 
He really opposes Plato on a very few details, and those rather 
matters of degree than of principle.

On the other hand, the influence of the A^thenian democracy 
on this aristocratic theorist is far clearer than on Plato, owing, 
I suppose, to a more unbiassed historical study. He fully 
appreciates, in all actual constitutions, the paramount value of 
a strong middle cla:^^; and he upholds with great force the 
superiority of a fixed code of established law over the chang-
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ing decrees and decisions of courts and assemblies. The 
strongest, and doubtless the most immortal part of his book, 
is his review not only of the varying forms of existing polities, 
but of the causes of their conservation and decay—an account 
corroborated throughout with historical examples unfortunately 

7 too-, minute to be now verified. But there can be no doubt 
that here he has built upon so sound a philosophic basis, and 

• upon the evidence of so large and varied a political experi
ence, that his lessons on the rise and fall of gov^ernme^r^t^j^' will 
never grow old, and will be perpetually receiving fresh cor
roboration, so long as human nature remains the same.

§ 584. The Politics of Aristotle seem to have excited no at
tention in antiquity. The silence of our authorities gives new 
countenance to the story of the philosopher’s works being hid
den in a cellar in Skepsis, and only found and published by 
Apellikon of Teos in the days of Sylla. Of course this story-can 
be disproved as regards his purely philosophical books, but it is 
not improbable that this unfinished, and therefore unpublished, 
fragment of a colossal work may have been hidden by an ap
propriate fate from the generation who had lost the power of pro
fiting by it. It is distinctly cited by Cicero,* but all the other 
ancients who occupy themselves with Plato’s Republic are silent 
concerning Aristotle’s criticism, and his alternative state. Thus 
this work did not pass through the Nestorian Christians to the 
Arabs. ,

B^bl^i^ographical. Our earliest authority for the text is the 
barbarous but exceedingly literal translation of William de 
Moerbeke (a Dominican monk of Brabant), made about 1270 
a.d. from an older MS. than any we possess. On this Thomas 
Aquinas and Albertus Magnus'-wrote commentaries, but with 
the political darkness of their age. We have no Greek MSS. 
older than the fourteenth century, and most of them are only of 
the fifteenth. They are all corrupt, nor can any one of them be 
regarded as of pre-eminent value. Perhaps the Milan codex (in 
the Ambrosian Library) is the best. It was done into French 
with far more critical insight by Nicolas d’Oresme, about 
1373 (printed in Paris 1489). After another Latin version by

' De Rin. v. 4, ii, and elsewhere.
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L^ionardo Aretino (1398), it appeared in print in the great 
Aldine Aristotle of 1495-8. In the following century, the days 
of republics and tyrannies, and revolutions, and factions in 
Italy, a large number of editions and translations—Oncken 
says twenty-five—appeared. We see in Machiavelli’s Principe 
a close study, and often an imitation of the last two boolki; 
and no doubt the Italians of that age were the nearest approach 
the world has yet seen in politics as well as in art to' the 
old Greeks. In the present century the principal older edition 
is Schneider’s ; the more recent and best was Bekker’s (in the 
great Berlin edition), till the appearance of Susemihl’s elabo
rate text and apparatus, which has sorted and discussed fully 
all the MSS. and other helps. Susemihl has since published 
a text with German translation and very valuable' notes (Leip
zig, 1879), quite the most serviceable edition at present, though 
the translation is very inferior to that of three books by Ber- 
nays, and the constant transpositions of short passages (though 
carefully noted) are disturbing to references. In England 
we have Eaton’s and Congreve’s editions, both very inferior 
to those just named ; and there are partial commentaries by 
Heitland, Broughton, and Postgate. There is, indeed, an 
edition long promised by Mr. Newman of Oxford. But it is 
much to be regretted that we have as yet no standard English 
edition produced by some scholar who has an English sense of 
politics, like Grote. Unfortunately, his posthumous Aristotle 
does not touch the Politics. Susemihl’s notes (in his German 
edition) refer the reader to a great mass of special studies 
in the German periodicals, of which I may recommend those 
of Vahlen and Bernays. The best general discussion of the 
Politics is Oncken’s Staatsleh^-e des Ar^st^oteles (Leipzig, 1870), 
a very eloquent and attractive book, in fact quite an excep
tional German work, and well worth translating, though here 
and there too enthusiastic, and sometimes hasty ; Thurot’s and 
Havet’s Etudes are also suggestive. But the modern literature 
on the subject is almost endless, and may be appreciated from 
Susemihl’s German preface,* or from his account in Bursian’s 
falit^esbe^icCd for 1874 and 1877.

' pp. xviii-xxii.
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§ 585- We come, lastly, to the Ni<^a^machean Ethic, which 
was earlier in composition than the Politics, but is here treated 
in reverse order, because it is more strictly a philosophical trea
tise, with which we are not strictly concerned. I will pass by 
all critical questions, and all ethical discussion, and will merely 
call attention to the literary aspects of some portions of the 
work, which are, indeed, excrescences to the argument, and 
beyond its proper scope. I refer to the sketching of particular 
characters in the fourth book (which are illustrations of his doc
trine of ethical excellence being a mean), and to his discussion 
of friendship in the eighth and ninth books. The most peculiar 
of his characters is that of the iieyaiOi^P^vyaQ, which, with all its 
grandeur and dignity, is not an agreeable picture of Aristotle’s . 
ideal in practical life. The Germans are full of theories as to 
who is intended to be thus drawn. Zeller says he may have 
been thinking of A^le^xa^nder. Oncken believes the philosopher 
was describing himself! As the portrait is exceedingly unlike 
what we know either of Alexander or of A^ristotle, we may pass 
by these conjectures with a mere notice. We do not know 
enough of Pericles personally to assert that he was intended, 
nor perhaps did Aristotle think of him ; but he seems less un
likely than the other two.

The latter dissertation is not without the u^^j^l. defects of 
style in our Aristotelian writings—repetitions, parentheses, and 
omissions of points in the argument, but nevertheless it may 
lay some claim to .style, and has been greatly eulogised by 
most of the philosophic critics. 'To us the most interesting 
question about these books is to determine whether Greek 
friendship was, indeed, no more than is here described, or 
whether the fault is A^ristotle’s, who, through his love of defi
nition and explanation, has overlooked the real nature of the 
thing. He distinguishes three kinds : that from the love of 
goodness, that for the sake of mutual pleasure, and that for 
the sake of profit. On all these he makes many acute and 
many true remarks. But when he tells us that the good man 
loves himself and his own worth, and therefore the same quali
ties in another ; when he denies the possibility of true friend
ship, except in the case of such mature and self-conscious
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persons who are equal or nearly equal in position, he seems to 
me to have altogether missed the mark, and to have been misled 
by a spirit of narrow formalism. This is not the place for ethi
cal discussion, but I suppose there are no observers of human 
nature who will not admit that friendship, though suggested 
and stimulated by mutual goodness, and frequent intercourse, 
does not essentially depend upon either. For within the same 
house and. the same society there are often people of excel
lence, who respect one another, and yet who are not friends. 
Again, there are very inferior natures, nay actually bad natures, 
which are capable of forming loyal attachments that stand firm 

■and unsullied even in the midst of crime, of injustice and of 
contempt for the rights of society. The fact is that what we 
call friendship in the strictest sense, apart from any conscious 
mutual advantage, depends upon a subtle and inexplicable 
sympathy, which draws people together in spite of all manner 
of obstacles, and often forms bonds among the unequal, while 

. it refuses to join those whom every other promoting cause 
would almost force into the relation. While Aristotle is per
fectly silent on this intangible cause, which is far the most 
important, he gives us all manner of useful hints on those 
lesser and spurious forms of friendship, among which I am 
almost tempted to rank mutual esteem for the sake of good
ness. But there runs all through his remarks an unpleasant 
prominence of selfish considerations, the re^ex of the nation 
and the age in which he lived.

The discussion of editions and commentaries on the Ethics 
must be sought in the histories of philosophy.

§ 586. Before leaving Aristotle, it may be well to consider 
generally the oft-repeated charges of dryness and of disorder in 
that philosopher’s writing. As to the apparent disorder, it may 
arise from ^confusion of thought, as well as from imperfect trans
mission of our texts ; in the former case it is a grave defect. 
But we should remind ourselves carefully, in justice to Aris
totle, that no discoverer is likely to put his first draught into 
anything like logical shape, and that if we desire to watch 
the profoundly interesting phenomenon of the thinking out of 
new truths, or of a new system, we must be content to take it
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with those digressions, those repetitions, those perpetual ex
cursions beyond the strict matter in hand, which characterise 
the speculations of every fruitful thinker.’ Moreover, with 
such a thinker as Aristotle, we may even rejoice that he did 
not condescend to waste his few years of mature work in 
polishing his style, instead of quarrying out great mines ot 
untouched knowledge. These considerations are an ample 
apology for all those negligences which arise from carelessness- 
of form, or the over-crowding of thoughts in the teeming mind 
of the great thinker. The case is somewhat different when 
we approach those barren subtleties, those minute subdivisions 
and distinctions, which waste our time and exhaust our pa
tience, while they do not advance our knowledge. We must 
confess that here Aristotle was the child of his race and 
age, and did not escape that defect of over-subtlety, which is 
the leading fault in the Hellenic mind. Not only their phi
losophers, but their poets and orators give way to this weak
ness ; no sooner do they come in sight of an) logical distinc
tion, than they forthwith abandon themselves to the luxury of 
divisions and subdivisions, of definitions and qualifications. 
Which of us has not been wearied with them throughout the 
divine dialogues of Plato ? Which of us has not been in turn 
offended and amused with them in Aristotle? ‘Ce sont des 
articles de dictionnaire que le philosc^j^f^ti.' s'amuse rddiger 
chemin faisant.' One almost imagines that the Greeks of his 
day still found the newly discovered mechanism of reasoning 
so delightful, that they could not help exhibiting it,- ^s a child 
keeps working a new mechanical toy. We see the same turn 
in Thucydides ; we see it in Euripides, who affects his audience 
as much by conflicts of argument as by pictures of passion or 
of woe. But in the great classical writers this dominant pas
sion for logical subtlety alternates with those higher literary 
qualities, which command the sympathy of all civilised men, 
and thus we condone the Parmenides and the Sophistes for

’ I cannot recal any great discoverer who has put his thinking into a 
scrupulously neat and perfect form except Champollion, whose inductive 
reasoning in the Precis dn ^^'stime hi{r0Gi:ypHique has this extraordinary 
merit.
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the pathos of the P^hcBdon, for the imagination and humour of 
the S^ymposium, though here too there are not wanting tedious 
analyses. In Aristotle, as we have him, there is not this re
lief ; we have nothing but depth of thought, and suggestive
ness of expression, to atone for the arid scholasticism of his 
discourse.

§ 587. Thus the classical literature of Greece may be said 
to close with Aristotle. He himself, as a literary man, stands 
bet^veen the living and the de^d; and if in early life he at
tended to style, in mature age we find him neglecting it for 
the sake of the matter of knowledge. With him and his gener- 
ation—the brilliant generation which produced the greatest 
eloquence in Demosthenes and Hypereides, the most perfect 
social comedy in Menander and Philemon—the power of ori
ginal production seems suddenly to collapse, and the age of 
criticism to commence. Grammar, rhetoric, eclectic philo
sophy are the branches of literature which flourish, and which, 
together with second-rate poetry and oratory, fill up the silver 
or Ale^xandrine epoch in Greek literature. We have as yet to 
say something of the historians contemporary with Aristotle, 
who, though they were inferior to the great masters whom 
they imitated, transmitted the taste for historical enquiry to 
those later men, who have left us what is best and most enduring 
in the decadence of the nation. Poetry, as we have seen in 
the former volume, had its flashes of revival in Apollonius and 
The^^critus, but we may thank the kind Fate which has saved 
us the -^tt^dy of more productions like the Hy^nns of Calli
machus and the Al^exandra of Lyt^^p^hron.

In the Renaissance among the Romans, and after-wards in 
mediaeval Italy, the contrast of classical and post-classical was 
not strongly felt. Men imitated and admired Philetas and 
Callimachus along with Al^c^seus and Sappho, and loved Poly
bius and Plutarch as much as Herodotus and Xen^^phon. No
doubt we have gone into an opposite extreme, and neglect too- 
completely the real worth of the later literature, such as it 
remains to us in Theocritus and Plutarch. But still, in this 
hurried and weary age, when it is impossible to study the whole 
of Greek literature in its vast extent, the proper principle of
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selection is certainly to confine ourselves to the age and to the 
men who, in the judgment of all sound critics, have been pre
eminent as well in form as in matter. Plutarch is a pure and 
elevating writer, full of precious information, and breathing a 
lofty moral tone. But we lose little by reading Plutarch in 
English or in French, for as a stylist he is no Herodotus or 
Thucydi^^^; he is read for his matter, and his matter only. 
This too is strictly the case with Aristotle as we know him, and 
he therefore, as a stylist, is beyond the limit of classical Greek 
literature. As a critic, however, especially as a critic of clas
sical literature, he has occupied us, I trust, in no undue detail.
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CHAPTER XIV.

THE LOST HISTORIANS OF THE FOURTH CENTURY, B.C.

§ 588. We must not conclude this account of classical 
Greek prose without saying something of those numerous his
torians, especially of the school of Isoc^rates, who were much 
praised and quoted, and formed the principal materials from 
which Plutarch, Diodorus, and other writers of the Roman 
period drew their facts. The enquiry into what were the sources 
of Plutarch's biographies, or of the later histories, forms a 
favourite exercising ground for the Germans, and tracts de fon - 
Hints Plutarchi, or Diodori, or of the rest, inundate the learned 
periodicals. Unfortunately, though we have many criticisms 
upon these authors, especially by Polybius, and by Dionysius of 
Hali^c^arnassus, who reviews the most important of them, I do not 
know that we have a single specimen of their style sufficient to 
afford us an independent judgement. They are cited for facts ; 
they are criticised by one another, at times savagely ; they are 
praised and blamed, but never quoted verbatim at any length. 
Hence th^, splendid collection of Carl Mi^ll<^ir * in the early 
volumes- gives us hundreds of their fragments, and yet conveys 
no definite' idea'of their style. Nev^ertheless, we may be quite 
certain that none of these writers were in anyone's judgment 
(except their own) equal to the three great masters, He^rodotus, 
Th^uc^j^dides, and Xenophon, who have fortunately survived. 
All sound ancient critics note this inferiority, not only in judg
ment and' critical knowledge of political and military affairs, but, 
what would have pained the authors far more, in style. For they 
were trained rhetoricians, who cultivated manner with conscious 
care, and sought to outdo the great models placed before them.

* Fragg. Hist. Crac. 5 vols., Didot, 1853-70.
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One imitated He^rodotus, another Thucydides, another Xeno
phon, but, like almost all copies, they were wanting in the vivid
ness, the grace, and the power of the originals. There was 
apparently a self-conscious and controversial tone about them ; 
they were exercised not only in the jealousies of rival schools, 
but in the party politics of the dajr; they wrote history as 
rhetoricians, ^^nd as partisans, if not of men, at least of poli
tical theories. Hence later days neglected them, and amid the 
wreck of the dark ages no one exerted himsel:f to save them. 
One alone, from a later age, survives. Polybius was doubtless 
the soberest and most valuable of these E^pigoni. His work is 
of the highest value to the historian, as a long series of ap
proving critics has amply shoi^wi; * but as a stylist he never 
has been, and never will be, read. He is a valuable moment in 

' t^he historical development of the Greeks ; he forms no part of 
their classical literature.

From this preamble it will appear that these writers may 
here be disposed of very briefly, but a list of their names and 
works should not be wanting even in this handbook. It is, 
h^^wever, not easy to separate those of a later period from 
those who flourished before the death of Alexam^t^r; for • we 
have a continuous stream of names reaching down to the 
Roman times, as the student of Muller's Fragmen^a will see at 
a glance. I am only here concerned with' the earliest of them, 
and of these some reach higher than the opening of the fourth 
century b.c.

§ 589. I have already mentioned Ion and>' Stesimbi^^l^t^E!^ as 
authors of historical memoirs from which Plutarch* borrowed. 
Another early historian, who treated of no even't:^' subsequent 
to 420 b.c., was Antiochus of Syracuse, son of Xe^nophanes. 
He wrote on the early history of Italy, in which he, first among 
Greek writers, mentioned R^ome. He also composed the his
tory of Sicily from the earliest times to the first year of Darius

’ For the English reader the best sources to estimate the value of Poly
bius are Thirlwall's Hist, of Greece (last volume) and Freeman’s very remark
able Hist. O Fa^ri^l Govo^^iMie^it, vol. i. Unfortunately, neither Grote nor 
E. Curtius have carried down their Histories to the period of which Poly- 
b^ius treats. • Above, p, 42.
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Not^hus, C^1. 89, I. Being the oldest authority on Sicily and 
Italy, it is certain that he was much used by Aristotle, Diony
sius and Diodorus, as well as by the many succeeding writers ' 
on the same subject. But what is to us most interesting is 
that the account of Sicily at the opening of Thuc^ydides’ sixth 
book is probably borrowed from him, perhaps even verbally, 
to judge from some peculiar forms not elsewhere found in 
Thucydides. Thus the whole of this early chronology would 
depend upon a single writer from an uncritical age. It is not 
improbable that, as all the early dates are reckoned from 
the founding of Syracuse, and that this is determined by 
Archias, the founder, being the eleventh in direct line from 
.Heracles, our Sicilian chronology, which is implicitly received 
because it is sanctioned by Thucj^dides, is a ‘mere theoretical 
scheme. A^ntiochus, in an extant friagment,* speaks of the ' 
Ach leans who were founding Croton being helped by Archias 
when on his way to found Syracuse—a much more likely 
account than that which makes Syracuse an older settlement. 
In fact, the natural course of things points to the settlement of 
Corcyra first, then the south 2 coast of Italy, then Sicily. But 1 
cannot here enter upon this obscure question.

§ 590. The history of Sicily was again taken up by a re
markable man, who lived somewhat later than A^ntiochus. and 
was himself a prominent actor in the events of the day, Phi- 
listus of Syracuse, son of Arc^himenidas. Our main informa
tion concerning him comes from Plutarch’s life of Dion, and 
from Diodorus, when relating the fortunes of Dionysius and his 
son as tyrants of Syracuse. For in Suidas’ article the historian 
is evidently 'confounded with a rhetor Philiscus of Miletus, who 
was the pupil of Isocrates and master of T:^n^ssus, as well as 
with Philinus of Agrigentum, who wrote on the first Punic war. 
Philistus was born about C^1. 86-7, and therefore witnessed the 
great siege of Syracuse by the Athenians. He supported 
Dionysius with his private means and encouraged him with his 
advice, and was doubtless one of the staunchest adherents and 
best friends of the tyrant. Nevertheless they quarrelled, and

* Frag. II, from Strabo.
■2 As the east coast up to Brundusium is very barren and poor in soil.
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Ph^ilistus was exiled (386-5 Bcc.) to the Adriatic, where . he 
composed most of his histories. After many bitter complaints 
of his exile, and owing to much flattering persuasion, he was 
recalled by the younger Dionysius, when he set himself in op- 
p^c^si^ion, apparently with success, to Dion and Plato, who were 
attempting the philosophical conversion of the tyrant. When 
Dion invaded Sicily, Philistus was appointed by Dionysius to 
command his fleet, but being defeated by the Syracusans near 
I^eontini after a brave defence, he either killed himself or was 
put to death by his enemies, when an old man, in C^1. 106, i 
(356 B.C.).

He ^^ote the history of Sicily from the earliest date down 
to the capture of Ag^rigentum (407 b.c.), in seven books ; then, 
in connection with it, the immediately succeeding reign of 
Diony^sius the elder, in four books, down to his death (C^1. 
103, 2). He also wrote two books on the reign of the younger 
Dionj^sius, down to C^1. 104, 2, and this work was completed 
by A^t^hanas of Syracuse.' Two points are frequently insisted 
upon by his crit^i^is: first, his strong adulation of the tyrants, 
which made him very unpopula^r;- secondly, his imitation of 
Thucy^dides. Cicero 2 calls him ‘ Siculus ille capitalis, vafer, 
acutus, brevis, pasne pusillus Thucydides.' Quintilian thinks 
him weaker but clearer. Dionysius, in a fuller criticism, gives 
him praise and blame combined, and exhibits him, on the whole, 
as a very second-rate copy of the great master. From Cicero's 
Brtitus (cap. 17) we may infer that he despised rhetorical finish 
in his vwittng, and was hence degraded in the estimatiqp of an 
over-cultivated age as being deficient in these minor qualities of 
a historian. But this would, no doubt, have made his works 
not less valuable to us. The later historian Tin^teus, called 

from his censorious -temper, attacked Philistus, as 
well as other early historians of Sicily, in his great work, but 
was himself attacked in turn by Strabo and Poly^t^^us. It seems 
that subsequent historians, who used general histories as their 
main authority, turned to Philistus as a specialist when they

‘ The title is sometimes given to the whole series, though the
author so named only the first part, the second being vepi A^i^ovvcrlov. '

2 Fp. ad Q.fi^atr. ii. 13.
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came to treat of Sicilian affairs. This is believed to be the 
case with Diodorus in particular. Hence comes most of our 
knowledge of Philistus' works.

§ 59'1. Far more regrettable is the loss of the histories of 
Ephorus and Theopompus, the two greatest pupils of Isocrates, 
whom he trained carefully in what he considered historical 
style, and whose tempers were so diverse that he said the 
former required a whip and the other a curb. Hence Ephorus 

(of Cumas, -son of Demophilus, bom C^1. 98-100) with his 
calmer temperament turned to earlier history, and composed 
a celebrated work, reaching from the Return of tire Hera- 
cleidse,’ which he seems first to have made his starting-point, 

' to the siege of Perinthus by Philip (340 b.c.). It was after
wards brought down by Dyillus to the death of Philip. This 
history was in thirty books (the last completed by his son 
Demophilus), each with a separate introduction and forming a 
separate whole. It is praised by Polybius as the first and only 
attempt at an history. The other works, on Inventions
and on Geography, seem rather to be excerpts from the digres
sions in this history.2 The general contents of most of the 
books have been inferred' from the fragments by Muller.3

He was considered an honest and painstaking writer, as 
indeed we may infer from his own statement,4 but we do not 
know what sources he used, or how he used them, for we find 
through Diodorus and Strabo, who constantly follow him as an 
authority, that he differed frequently from Herodotus, Thucy
dides, and Xenophon in relating the periods treated by them. 
In the case of the last, indeed, it is fortunate that he was so 
independent, for it is to him (through Dic^dorus) that we owe 
the possibility of correcting Xenophon's scandalously unfair 
account of Epaminondas and the Theban supremacy. His. 
fourth and fifth books, called Evpaim, and "Aata cal on

’ This was fixed at 1'104 B-c. by Eratosthenes.
2 This is, however, more than doubtful, though suggested by Muller,, 

in the case of an ess:^;y irepl Xffewr, on expression, mentioned by Theon, 
and by Cicero, in which he recommended dactylic and pse^niic, in prefer
ence to spondaic and trochaic rythms, in prose composition.

3 i. PP- lx-i. 4 Frag. 2.
vol. II. f F
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the geography of the then known world, were largely used by
Strabo and by the scholiasts. • Ephorus' account of the causes 
of the Peloponnesian war is restated at length by Diodorus,* 
and is not calculated to increase our respect for him. On the 
other • hand, his geographical researches afforded valuable 
material to Strabo, as appears all through the geography. He 
quoted old poets and inscriptions, but not very critically. 
Polybius says he is quite ignorant of the operations of war, 
except those on sea, and that his details of land battles, when 
they are at all complicated, as at Mantinea, are absur^d; but 
this vice is not peculiar to him. In his account of t^re A^thenian 
hegemony, we can infer from Diodorus' second-hand history'- 
that he was partial to the A^t^henians, and differed from Thucy • 
dides' account of many transactions in giving a more favour
able interpretation of A^thenian conduct. Nevertheless, he 
seems to have been as sparing as Thucydides in mentioning the 
inner, or the constitutional, history of A^t^hens. As to style he 
is alternately praised and blamed (the former by Polybius, 
the latter by Dionysius), and he no doubt had the faults and 
perfections of Isocratic teaching. He was elegant • and flowing, 
but not spontaneous, and decidedly wanting in power.2

§ 592. It is remarkable that while Suidas • calls Ephorus 
iirroptKos, he calls his brother historian, • Theopompus, a piiT»fi, 
and very justly. For not only did this man compose epideictical 
displays, as for example at the funeral of M'iausollus, but all his

’ xii. 38-41, frag. 119.
* The value of Ephorus as a source of histo^, and the extent to which 

he w^ used by later writers, such as Plutarch, Diodorus, Trogus, and 
Nepos, form the subject of constant monographs in German philological 
journals—monographs which show more erudition and acuteness in their 
conjectures than solid results. I cite a few, in which the remainder will 
be found discussed : Volquardsen, U^itersuch. Ubeir die Quell^^ des Diodor.. 
xi-xvi (Kiel, i86i^); Collmann, de Diodotr Sic. ^O^nl^i^bus (Marburg, i86(^); 
^^t)racht, de Th^em. Plut. ^o^n^ti^bns (Gottingen, 1873) ; Sauppe, die Queile^t 
Pint, ffur das leben Perikies (Abhandl. Gott. Akad. vol. xiii. 1867) > Wolfi- 
garten, de P^phori hist., &&^v. a Ts^ogo expres^^s (Bonn, 186^); Holzapfel, 
Untersuch. Uber Gr^ech. Ges^Ji., &c. (Leipzig, 1875))'. The Sicilian part of 
Ephorus' history is specially discussed by Holm, Geschichte Sittl^^ns, ii. 

340, sqq.
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•w^il^ing ■ was intensely rhetorical, and breathed the vehement and 
angry spirit of the author. He was the son of Damasistratus, 
a^nd brother of the rhetor Caucalus, born about the looth Olym
piad at Chios.' 'He was exiled when an infant with his father 
from Chios ffor la^c^onism, perhaps, as Muller suggests, by the 
Theban party when Epaminondas attempted the hegemony of 
the sea. He became the pupil of Isocrates, and returned to 
his home in his forty-fifth year, owing to the interference of 
Alexander in favour of exiles during the early part of his expe- 

d^i^t^ic^n. Being a man of private means he never composed court 
speeches, but wandered through all the Greek cities making 
epideictic displays of his rhetoric, of which the most successful 
seems to have been his paneg^^^-ic on Mausollus, prince of 
Ca^ria, at the famous literary contest instituted in his honour 
by his widow Artemisia (C^1. 107, i).

After his return, his free tongue and quarrelsome manner 
appear to have made him fresh enemies, for after the death of 
A^l^xander he was again exiled, and sought a refuge in Egypt, 
where, however, Ptolemy I. was as unwilling as the Greek 
cities to receive him, so that he escaped from this countr^y 
also, through the warning of his friends. This is the last fact 
recorded of his life. As to his work, we find cited by Suidas 
an E^piio^me o J^^f^odotus in two books, then a continuation 
of Thucydides’ history of the Peloponnesian war (like Xeno
phon’s Hellenica''), and subsequent events in twelve books 
reaching done to the battle of K^n^i^us. But his greatest work 
was a history of Philip, embracing in digressions all the con
temporary history down to the king’s death, in fifty-eight 
books. This very voluminous work was abridged into seventeen • 
books, retaining nothing but the Macedonian history, by the 
orders, perhaps even by the hand, of Philip III., the opponent 
of the Romans. In this for^n at least the work was extant in 
the days of Photius. The reader will find an epitome of what

I This is the date preferred by Muller (i. lxv-vii). Others prefer the 
date given by Suidas, the 93rd Olympiad, and think he was trained by Iso
crates in his first school at Chios. But this does not agree with the state
ment that he w.as only forty-five years old after Alexander came to the 
throne.

F F 2
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isi known of the several books in Muller’s Fragg., I. pp. Ixx-^lxxIL 
His many panegyrical and deliberative speeches, as well as ^s- 
letters, doubtless in the style of his master Isoc^rates, ane 
rarely cited. Athe^nseus refers four times to his letters to 
Ale^^ander for attacks on the Chians, and on Harpalus con
cerning his Immoral life.' There are also mentioned a Dia- 
tribc against Plato, and a tract on P^ety.

§ 593. We have many and explicit judgments on his merits 
as a historian and as a stylist, which are sufifi^iciently supported 
by his fragments to give us a clearer idea of him- than of any of 
his rivals. We have an abstract of his vain and self asserting 
personal preface to the Phi^i^ppica.p He here boasted of his- 
independence from writing for pay, of the number of his works, 
and their celebrity through the world, as well as of his tra-vels, 
quite after the manner of one of the older sophists. He pro
ceeded to assert the superiority of the literary men of his own 
day over their predecessors, owing to the advances and im
provements made in the study of letters. This offensive self
praise was no doubt common in the school of Isocrates, and 
marks a turning point in the history of Greek literature. It is 
plain from the exceedingly voluminous character of Theopom- 
pus’ compositions, from the extraordinary variety of the sub
jects quoted in our fragments, and from other indications, that 
he aimed at excelling Herodotus rather than Thuc^j^c^^de^s. But 
not only were his digressions excessive and tedious, but the 
stories of mar^'els and miracles, and of barbarian manners and 
customs, which sound appropriate in Herodotus, were out of 
place and even offensive in this more conscious and sceptical 
age, and were justly ridiculed by his critics. We may also be 
certain that he treated his subject in an intensely rhetorical 
spirit, seeking everywhere for effect rather than strict truth. 
He was, moreover, a strong political partisan, and allowed 
himself constantly to attack violently Greek democracies and 
their failings. Indeed, in every case he sought out hidden 
motives, and stated them with force, but often with libellous 
rancour. His taste for repeating private scandal, and for 
drawing pictures of luxury and of immorality among both

* Frags. 276-8. * Frag. 26.

    
 



C^H. XIV. TIMA^IUS. ■

Greeks and barbarians,’ shows a very difTerent order of mind 
from that of Herodc^l^us. He is in fact a self-conscious, rhe
torical, Isocratic ape of the great historian. Nor do his in
vectives against the increasing luxury of the age sound like the 
•^o^^come of sincere indignation, but rather of a sour and fault
finding temper.

But withal, he must have been a man of considerable force, 
a^nd far the greatest of Isocrates’ pupils. The very persecutions 
he endured show that his furious invectives, and his angry ad
vices on public affairs, had far more effect than the despised 
pamphlets of his master. He is quoted particularly often by 
A^'^l^c^r^jeus on various manners and customs, which he had 
minutely described, and these are unfortunately not the most 
edifying or instructive portions of his works. In spite of his 
strong .self-assertion, and his unwearied diligence, no subse
quent critic admitted him to the pinnacle he claimed above 
his great predecessors in historiography.^

§ 594. I do not think that any of the numerous suc- 
c^e^eding historians,® or the group of antiquarian writers who

* Cf. in Muller frags. 33, 54, 65. 95, I29, 149, 178, 222, 243, 249, 
260.

2 The utilisation of The^opom’pus by later historians—Nepos, Plutarch, 
Diodorus, &c.—forms a parallel enquiry to those above cited as re- 
gj^rds Ephorus. The episode irepl seems to have been often
thus transcribed. In addition to the tracts above given, which touch on 
^l^(^<^f^^mpus a^ well as Ephorus, we have Bunger, Theopomp^ts (Wurzburg, 
1874) ; Natorp, qttos auctores—seceUi. sint Di^odo-^ms, &'c. (Wurzburg, 
1876); Buhl, die Quellen Plut. in Lebeen des Ktni^fftt (Marburg, 1867); and 
Schmidt’s Perikleisches Zeitalter. These critics set up and overthrow all 
manner of hypotheses on the indirect use of sources by late authors. But 
as they are chiefly based on the unproved assumption that later transcribers 
adhered with uniformity to the authi^i^i^;ythey had once selected, none of 
them is likely to add much to our knowledge of lost authors.

5 Thus Tinu^ts of T^uro^menium, who was bom in classical days 
(about 350 B.C.), did not begin his literary work till late in life, after his 

•^jdle by Ag^stthocles, and his settlement at Athens, The whole style of 
his Sicilian history, his perpetual censure of his forerunners, his want of 
that chastity and reticence which marked good Greek prose, unite in de- 
g^i^ading him in our estimation to a writer of the silver age. Our chief 
k^nowdedge of him is from Polybius, who ‘ hoists him on his own petard ’ 
3^^ frequent censuring of his angry criticisms.
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composed ■ on the legendary and-h^i^st^orical lore of
A^l^hens, can be included in classical Greek literature. In no
case have we sufficient knowledge of them to judge of their style, 
and there is no reason to think that any one of them reached 
such excellence as to entitle him to any attention beyond that 
claimed by the matter of his book. The age of originating 
in literature was passing away. People who studied form had 
unapproachable models in the older masters. People wh^ 
desired new knowledge sought it in a great and wide-spreading- 
literature which was scientific in its aim, and sought merely to- 
impart knowledge in the plainest way. These critical and 
scientific tendencies found a suitable atmosphere for their- 
growth beyond the limits of Greece, and in the new kingdom 
which first mediated between purely Hellenic and non--Helleni^ 
culture. To enter upon the history of this period, and in this 
foreign soil, must be reserved for a different work.

THE END,

    
 




