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PRETACE.

TrE first object of this book is to offer a contribu-
tion to a chapter in the history of Greek Literature
which has perhaps received less attention than its
importance deserves.  The oratorical branch of
Attic prose has a more direct and more fruitful
relation to the general development than modern
analogies would suggest. To trace the course of
Athenian oratory from its beginnings as an art to
the days of its decline is, necessarily, to sketch the
history of Greek prose expression in its most widely
influential form, and to show how this form was
affected by a series of causes, political or social.

The second object of the book is to supply an
aid to the particular study of the Attic orators
before Demosthenes. The artistic development of
Attic oratory is sketched as a whole. But a sepa-
rate and minute treatment is given only to Anti-
phon, Andokides, Lysias, Isokrates and Isaeos. The
period thus specially determined has more than a
correspondence with a practical need: it has an
inner unity, resting on grounds which are stated in
the Introduction and which are illustrated at each

stage of the subsequent inquiry.
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As regards the former and larger of these two
purposes, the writer may venture to hope that his
attempt, however imperfect, will be recognised at least
as one for which, in this country, there is room. The
History of Greek Literature by Otfried Miiller—
translated and continued by Donaldson—had been
carried only to Isokrates when the author died, at
the early age of forty-three, in 1840. Miiller’s chap-
ters on ‘The beginnings of regular Political and
Forensic Oratory among the Athenians’ (xxX11I), on
‘The new cultivation of Oratory by Lysias’ (xxxv),
and on ‘ Isokrates’ (xxxVI) are, relatively to the plan
of his work, very good: that is, they state clearly
the chief characteristics of each writer separately.
‘But this very plan precluded a full examination
of each writer's works, and even a full discussion
of his style. Nor does Miiller appear to have re-
garded Oratory otherwise than as strictly a depart-
ment, or adequately to have conceived its relation
to the universal prose literature. The materials for
a more comprehensive estimate had already been
brought together in Westermann’s Gleschichte der
Beredsambkeit, which carries the chronicle of tech-
nical rhetoric and of eloquence to the days of
Chrysostom. But this great work is rather a store-
house of references than properly a history; and,
owing to its vast compass and its annalistic method,
gives too little space, proportionally, to the best
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period of Athens. Westermann’s thesaurus and
Miiller’s sketch have recently been supplemented
by the excellent works of Dr F. Blass: (1) ‘Die
Attische Beredsamkeit von Gorgias bis zu Lysias,’
1868: (2) Isokrates und Isaios’, 1874—of which
the latter came into my hands only after my own
chapters on Isokrates were almost wholly printed.
I desire here to record in general terms my obliga-
tions to both these works. Particular debts are in
every case, so far as I know, acknowledged on the
page where they occur.

For the analyses of the orations it seemed best
to adopt no uniform scale, but to make them more
or less full according to the interest of the subject-
matter or the nature of its difficulties. In analysing
the works of Isokrates, which abound in matter of
literary or historical value, I have endeavoured to
give the whole of the contents in a form easy of
access, and, at the same time, to preserve the most
characteristic features of expression. A careful
analysis, whether copious or not, is necessarily to
some extent a commentary, since the analyst must
exhibit his view of the relation in which each part
of the writer’'s meaning stands to the rest.

In this sense, I hope that the analyses will serve
my second and more special purpose—to help stu-
dents of these five orators who have nothing but
a Greek text before them. Critical scholarship in

C
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England has done some of its best work on the
orators before Demosthenes. The names of John
Taylor, Markland, Robert Tyrwhitt, Dobree, Dobson,
Churchill Babington-—to mention only a few—are
proof enough. But it is long since the orators before
Demosthenes have been taken into the ordinary
course of reading at our schools and universities.
The commentary of Mr Sandys on Isokrates Ad De-
monicum and Panegyricus is (so far as I know) alone
in this country. Frohberger’s selections from Lysias,
Schneider’s selections from Isokrates, Rauchenstein’s
selections from Lysias and from Isokrates, Bremi’s
selections from Lysias and from Aeschines, are repre-
sentative of the German feeling that these Greek
orators should be read by ordinary students. The
principal reason why they have dropped out of school
and university favour among ourselves is perhaps not
difficult to assign. Demosthenes and (in his measure)
Aeschines have a political and historical interest of
a kind which every one recognises, and which lends
dignity to ancient prose in the eyes of a public that
is rather political than philological. Many speeches
which Demosthenes did not write have long been
studied among us in the belief that they were com-
posed by that statesman; while, on the other
hand, comparatively few know, or comprehend, the
conjecture of Mr Freeman that every Athenian

ekklesiast was equal in political intelligence to an
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average Member of Parliament. In truth, an ora-
tion taken at hazard from Antiphon, Andokides,
Lysias, Isokrates or Isaeos, will often be poor food
for the mind if it is read alone. "What is necessary
to make it profitable is some idea of the world in
which it was spoken. These orators who were not
conspicuous actors in history must be read, not frag-
mentarily or in the light of notes which confine
themselves to explaining what are termed ‘allusions,’
but more systematically, and with some general com-
prehension of the author and the age. Brougham, one
of the best and most diligent critics of ancient oratory,
himself tells us that he could not read Isaeos :—‘the
total want of interest in the subject, and the minute-
ness of the topics, has always made a perusal of them
so tedious as to prevent us from being duly sensible
of the force and keenness with which they are said
to abound.” If, however, Brougham had considered
Isaeos, not as merely a writer on a series of will-
cases, but as the oldest and most vivid witness for
the working of inchoate testation in a primitive
society, and, on the other hand, as the man who,
alone, marks a critical phase in the growth of Attic
prose, it is conceivable that Brougham should
have thought Isaeos worthy of the most attentive
perusal.

The present attempt to aid in giving Attic Ora-
tory its due place in the history of Attic Prose was

c2
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begun in the summer of 1870, and has since em-
ployed all the time that could be spared to it from
the severe and almost incessant pressure of other
occupations. In addition to the works of Dr Blass,
I would name the exhaustive work of Arnold
Schiifer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit, as one which
has been my constant help. M. Perrot’s ‘L/Elo-
quence Politique et Judiciaire & Athénes: 1*° Partie,
Les Précurseurs de Démosthene,” and Mr Forsyth’s
Hortensius, also claim my gratitude. Among par-
ticular aids, I must mention the Essay on Isokrates,
by M. Havet, prefixed to M. Cartelier’s translation
of the mepl dvriddoews,—an acknowledgement which
is the more due since, by an inadvertence for which
I would fain atone, the essay is ascribed at p. 45 of
my second volume, not to its true author, but to
the scholar whose memory he has so loyally served.
The article of Weissenborn on Isaecos in Ersch and
Gruber’s Encyclopaedia, the editions of Isaeos by
Schomann  and Scheibe, and the edition of the
two Speeches On the Crown by MM. Simcox, must
be added to the list. I am glad that my Intro-
duction was not printed too soon to profit by some
of Mr Watkiss Lloyd’s remarks on Perikles. The
authorities, general or particular, not specified above
will be found in a list which is subjoined. If an
obligation anywhere remains unacknowledged, I

would beg my readers to believe that it is by an
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oversight which I should rejoice to have the oppor-
tunity of repairing.

Last, though not least, I have to thank my
friend Mr Sandys for his help in revising some of
the earlier sheets of the book for the press, as well
as for several valuable suggestions.

It seems probable that the study of antiquity,
especially of the Greek and Latin languages and
literatures, so far from declining, is about to enter
on a larger and a'more truly vigorous life than it
has had since the Revival of Letters. That study
has become, in a new and fuller sense, scientific.
The Comparative Method, in its application to
Language, to Literature, to Mythology, to Political
or Constitutional History, has given to the classics
a general interest and importance far greater than
they possessed in the days when the devotion
which they attracted was most exclusive. For the
present, indeed, during a time of transition, the
very breadth of the view thus opened is apt to be
attended by a disadvantage of its own. So long as
the study given to ancient Greece or Rome was
practically confined to the short periods during
which the literature of either was most brilliant,
this study was often narrow, perhaps, but it was
usually searching and sympathetic. The great
masters in each kind were known at close quarters.

Their excellence was not something taken on credit
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as giving them their claim to a place in a rapid
survey. It was apprehended and felt. Paradoxes
as to their relative merits were, therefore, not so
easily commended to educated opinion in the name
of a revolt from academical prescription. I remember
to have seen an ingenious travesty of ‘The Last
Days of Pompeii,” in which the sorcerer Arbaces had
occasion to recite the praises of his countrymen, the
Egyptians. ¢The Greeks,” Arbaces sang, ‘ are won-
derfully clever; but we have invented the Greeks.’
Goethe said that Winckelmann had ‘found’ the
antique ; but it appears sometimes to be forgotten
that this merit is essentially distinet from that
intimated by the Egyptian. In the meantime, I
am persuaded that anyone will be doing useful
work who makes a contribution, however slight,
to that close study of the best Greek literature
which ought ever to be united with attention to
the place of Greece in the universal history of the
mind. In these things, as in greater still, the words

are true, ¢ Securus iudicat orbis terrarum’.

Tur Universiry, GLAascow,
November, 1875,
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the scholia, and for the lesser writers generally :—
Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. Walz, 9 vols., 1832.
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Jahn, Berlin, 3rd ed. 1869.
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Buttmann, Bonnell, and Zumpt; bks, 1—v1, Leipzig,
1798—1834.

T. Lindemann (see above), Leipzig, 1828.

In Tacitus, ed. J. G. Orelli, 1846.

II. Oruer AUTHORITIESL

Histoire Critique de UEloquence chez les Grecs.
Paris, 1813.

Voyage du jeune Anacharsis en Gréce Paris, 1788.

Andokides, iibersetzt und evidutert. 1832.
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Uecber das genus dicendsi tenue des Redners Lysias.
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Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres.  London,
1783,

1 The following list does not claim to represent the literature of the

subject.

My purpose has been to set down every book—whether it has been

expressly quoted or not—to which I am conscious of having owed help.
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Vol. 1.

p.

”

66,

92,
130,
143,
180,

CORRIGENDA.

in the note, right-hand column, line 8 from bottom, for
¢ Cirrh. read ¢ Cir.

in 1. 3 from bottom, for ¢ point’ read ‘part’.

in 1. 11 from bottom, for ¢in 507’ read ‘in or about 509.’

in 1 13 from top, for 444 B.c., read ‘early in 443 B.¢.’

in note 3, for ¢ Griesch.’ read ¢ Griech.’

201,in L. 4 from top, ‘For Andokides’ read ¢Against Andokides.’

226,

246,
248,

9,
31,
75,
82,

101,
119,
120,
156,
185,
193,
201,
217,
273,
351,

in note 4 to p. 225, 11. 3 and 2 from end, for Lysae...Niko-
machum, read Lysice...Nicomachum.

in L. 1 of Analysis, for ¢ The first’ read ‘The speaker first’,

in the note, 1. 4 and 8, for erparwiy, ‘Pyrpolinicen’, read
oTpaTiwTiky, ¢ Pyrgopolinicen’.

in 1. 16 from top, for d\afovein read dhafoveia.

in 1. 2 from top, for 8345 read 355.

in 1. 7 from top, for ‘Praxiteles’ rcad ‘Polykleitos’.

in 1. 4 from top, for ‘Against Alkibiades,” read ¢ For Alki-
biades.’

in 1. 10 from top, omit ¢(5)’.

in note, 1. 8, for ‘Ericthonius’ read ¢ Erichthonios’.

in note, 1. 2 from bottom, for wapékBaceis read mapexfdoets.

in note, 1. 5, for 423 B.c. read 421 B.c.

in note 3, 1. 6, for ‘Ochos’ read ‘}Inemon’.

in 1. 14, for ‘the speech’ read ¢tlis speech’.

in note 3 to p. 200, 1. 11, for 464 -355 read 464—455.

in 1. 3 from top, for ‘Kyeclades’ read ‘ Kyklades.’

in 1. 12 from top, for ¢ Philistos’ read ¢Philiskos’,

place the reference to Note 1 at  civil strife,” in 1. 7 from top,
not at ‘Olynthians,” in 1. 16.

,» 400, 1. 3 from top, for 337 read 336.
,, 439, L. 14 from bottom, for rpiBn read p¢B.

Vol. 1., p. 26, note 1.—Read the Note thus :—¢Thue. 111. 82. Hermogenes
(mept 10edv 1. cap. v1.) remarks that ceuvh Nétis depends more on dvéuara, sub-
stantives and adjectives, than on piuara, verbs. Thus, he says, in this
sentence of Thucydides, the whole effect is wrought by the évéuara. And
so verbal adjectives (dmd pnudrwy els 8voua memomuéva) are preferred to relative
clauses with the verb. (E.g. T6Aua d\éyioros is cewvdrepor than doris ToAudy
ob hoyl{erar.)’—[This, Inow believe with Ernesti s.v. 8voua, is the dvopasticy
cepvorns—as opposed to pnpuari—here meant by Hermogenes.]
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4. Menon 473
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99. opposes the restoration of the
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78. Theagenides | 468 | Pindar *OAvur. 6. Death of Aristeides.
Sophokles gains his first
tragic victory, aet. 28.
Sokrates born.
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' 1. cxxi.—Pindar IIve. 4 overthrown and a democracy
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4. Lysitheos | 465 Athenian colonists destroyed
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monians and allies.—Athe-
nians defeat Boeotians at
Oenophyta. Athenian em-
pire at its greatest extent

Kimon recalled from exile. Long
‘Walls of Athens completed.

Destruction of Athenian arma-
ment sent to help Inaros 1.
189. Persians reduce all
Egypt except the fens held
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Athens and Sparta: Andoki-
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84. Praxiteles | 444 | Date for birth of Lysias | Foundation of Thurii (1. 143),
placed between this year by Athenian colonists, on the
and 436 by C. F. Her- site of Sybaris.
mann and Blass, 1. 144
(cf. 459 B.0.).

Pheidias aet. 44 has super-
intendence of the public
art-works of Athens.
2. Lysanias 443 | Death of Pindar aet. 79. Thucydides, son of Melesias,
Herod. aet. 43 goes to ostracised : aristocratic party
Thurii: Lysias either broken up.
now or later.
3. Diphilos 442 | Huripides aet. 49 gains, for
the first time, the first
prize in tragedy.
4. Timokles 441
86. Myrochides | 440 | Andokides born, 1. 71. Revolt of Samos from Athens:
Decree to put down Comedy Andokides avus and Sopho-
(Yhpopa Tob puh) Kwpw- kles command with Perikles
O€tv). against Samos, 1. 72. Samos
Sophokles 'Apriybyy (in the surrenders in 9th month.
year of his erparyyla). Appealof Samiansto Lacedae-
monians : congress at Sparta:
Corinthians insist on the
principle of non-interference
with an autonomous city.
2. Glaukines | 439
3. Theodoros | 438 | Parthenon completed and
dedicated : Pheidias aet.
50. — Euripides “ANky-
oris.—Kalamis, sculptor,
flor.
4. Euthyme- | 437 | Pheidias goes to Elis.
nes Decree against Comedy re-
pealed.
86. Liysimachos | 436 | Isokrates born, 11. 2.
The Zeus at Olympia com- | The people of Epidamnos apply
pleted by Pheidias. to their metropolis Corcyra:
Propylaea of Athens be- help is refused, and. they
gun. apply to Corinth.
2. Antilochides | 435 | Phrynichos comicus begins | Corinthian army admitted into
to write, Epidamnos: sea-fight
Polygnotos, painter, flor. tween Corinthians and Cor-
cyraeans : Epidamnos capitu-
lates to Corcyraeans,
3. Chares 434
4. Apseudes 433 Embassies to Athens from

Corcyra and from Corinth:
Athens makes a defensive
alliance with Corcyra: 10
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87. Pythodoros

2. Euthyde-
mos

3. Apollodoros

4 Epameinon

88. Diotimos

2. Eukleides

3. Euthynos

4. Stratokles

432

431

430

429

428

427

426

425

Pheidias and Aspasia pro-
secuted doeBefas: Phei-
dias dies in prison—
Anaxagoras also perse-
cuted: he withdraws to
Lampsakos.

Perikles speaks the émerd-
¢uos of those who had
fallen in the first year of
the war.

Euripides Mydea.

Xenophon born,

Polykleitos, sculptor, flor.

Damon, musician, flor. 11.
145.

Plato born (May).—Death
of Perikles (autumn).

Eupolis writes Comedy.

Gorgias visits Athens as
chief envoy of Lieontini, 1.
cxxv, Tisias accompanies
him, ace.to Paus. Aristo-
phanes begins to satirize
the New Culture in his
Aatralels—a contrast be-
tween the old school and
the new.

Aristophanes BafBulwyior—
a plea for the allies
against Kleon, &e.

Aristophanes ’Axapvels.
Zeuxis, painter, flor.

Athenian ships sent to Cor-
cyra under Lakedaemonios
son of Kimon.

Coreyraeans,supported by Athe-
nians, defeated in a sea-fight
by Corinthians (spring).—
Athenians blockade Pydna
and Potidaea.—Congress at
Sparta (autumn): a large
majority of the allies vote for
war with Athens.

Peloponnesian demands reject-
ed by Athens.—Beginning of
Peloponnesian War.—Theban
attempt on Plataea.—First
invasion of Attica under
Archidamos,—Brasidas, now
first heard of, rescues Methone
from Athenians.

Year 2 of War.—Second inva-
sion of Attica.—Plague at
Athens.—Periklesunpopular :
he is fined, but re-elected
strategos.

Year 3 of War.—Potidaea sur-
renders on conditions (cf.
332 B.c.)—Phormion, com-
manding Athenian fleet, gains
two victories in Corinthian
gulf.

Year 4 of War.—Lesbos, ex-
cept Methymna, revolts:
Athenians besiege Mytilene.
—Third invasion of Attica,
led by Kleomenes.

Year 5 of War.—Plataea de-
stroyed by Sparta, 1r. 176.—
Fourth invasion of Attica,
led by Kleomenes.—Mytilene
taken by Athenians, 1. 56:
massacre proposed by Kleon
and averted by Diodotos.—
Strife at Coreyra between
oligarchs and demos (sum-
mer). Athens sends help to
Leontini.

Year 6 of War.—Athenians
purify Delos and restore the
Panionic festival, to be held
there every 4 years.

Year 7 of War.—Corcyraean
demos, helped by Eurymedon
and Athenians, storm Istone :
massacre of oligarchs.—Fifth
invasion of Attica led by Agis
II. — Demosthenes occupies
Pylos. Spartan hoplites block-
aded in Sphakteria: Kleon
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89, Isarchos

2. Ameinias

3. Alkaeos

4. Aristion

90. Astyphilos

2. Archias

3. Antiphon

424

423

422

421

420

419

418

Aristophanes ‘Trmes.

Thucydides, the historian,
is banished, or withdraws
from Athens, in conse-
quence of his failure to
save Amphipolis (Janu-
ary ?). Returns to Athens
in 403.

Aristophanes Negéhae (1st
edit. ).

Aristophanes Zepfices.

Eupolis in his Ké\ares
brings in Protagoras as
then living at Athens.

Isaeos born 11. 262,
Plato comicus flor.

takes the island, and brings
Spartan prisoners to Athens.
—Death of ArtaxerxesI. (465~
B.0.—See next year.)

Year 8 of War.—Defeat of
Athenians by Thebans at
Delium.—Brasidasin Thrace :
he gains Akanthos, Amphi-
polis, Stageiros, Torone.—
Congress of Sicilian Greeks
at Gela: Hermokrates de-
nounces Athenian aggression.
Accession of Dareios II.
(N¢os—405 B.0.) atter a con-
test.

Year 9 of War—DBrasidas in
Thrace: Skione and Mende
revolt from Athens.—Truce
for a year.

Year 10 of War.—Torone re-
covered by Kleon. Battle of
Amphipolis: Kleonand Brasi-
das killed.—Number of Athe-
nian males above the age of
20 was at this time about
20,000: total civic popula-
tion (excluding pérowor and
slaves) about 82,000: average
attendance in Ekklesia, about
5000.

Year 11 of War.—Peace ‘of
Nikias,” for 50 years, nomi-
nally valid down to 414, but
not accepted by Boeotians,
Corinthians or Megarians.

Year 12 of War—Separate
treaty of Sparta with (1)
Boeotians, (2) Argives.—Alki-
biades contrives to alienate
the Argives from Sparta: de-

fensive  alliance  between
Athens, Argos, Elis and
Mantineia.

Year 13 of War.—Alkibiades
grparyyds: he makes a pro-
gress through Achaia.—Inva-
sion of Epidauros by Argives.

Year 14 of War.—Spartans in-
vade Argos. Argives, with
Alkibiades, attack Orchome-
nos: Spartans come to the
defence of Tegea. Battle of
Mantineia (cf. 362 8.c.): Com-
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4. Euphemos

91, Arimnestos

2. Chabrias

3. Peisandros

4. Kleokritos

417

416

415

414

413

Antiphon or. 5 wepl 7ol
‘Hpddov ¢povov, 1. 59

Agathon tragicus flor.

Andokides banished, under
the decree of Isotimides,
1. 75.

Fictitious date of [Andok.]
or. 4 kard ’AlkiBiuddov,
1. 134,

Sokrates flor., aet. 53:
Plato is now 14: Alki-
biades cire. 34, Xenophon
cire. 16.—Euripides Tpw-
ddes.

Aristophanes *Opwifes.

plete victory of Spartans over
Argives and Athenians. Oli-
garchical conspiracy of the
Thousand at Argos.

Year 15 of War.—Rising of Ar-
give demos against oligarchs.
—Athenian expedition to get
back Amphipolis: Perdikkas
of Macedon breaks faith, and
the plan fails.—Ostracism of
Hyperbolos,1.134—the tenth,
and last, recorded exercise of
ostracism since its institution
by Kleisthenes about 509 B.c.
(Cf. 1. 187.)

Year 16 of War.—Athenians
take Melos, 11. 156.

Victories of Alkibiades at Olym-
pia? 1. 227.—Embassy to
Athens from KEgesta, asking
help against Selinus. Athe-
nian envoys sent to Egesta.

Year 17 of War.—Envoys return
from Egesta: Sicilian Expe-
dition voted.—Mutilation of
the Hermae, just as fleet ig
going to sail for Sicily (May),
1. 73—(Athenian ambitions
in 415: 11. 188.) — Alkibia-
des accused of profaning Mys-
teries.—Expedition sails for
Sicily under Nikias, Lama-
chos and Alkibiades.—Ex-
citement caused at Athens by
disclosures of Diokleides and
Andokides. Alkibiades con-
demned to death in his ab-
sence.—Nikias misses his
chance of investing Syra-
cuse.

Year 18 of War.—Second cam-
paign in Sicily. Lamachos
killed. Gylippos enters Syra-
cuse. Nikias writes to Athens
for help.

Year 19 of War.—Dekeleia in
Attica fortified by Lacedae-
monians, 11. 188, who ravage
Attica. Formal end to the
truce of 421. Beginning of
the second chapter of the
‘War, called the Aeke\ewkds or
’Ivios wohepos (—404 B.¢.)—
Third campaign in Sicily.
Sea-fight at Syracuse: Athe-
nian fleet destroyed. Death
of Nikias and of Demosg-

thenes.

€
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92, Kalliag

2. Theopom-
pos

3. Glaukippos

4. Diokles

93, Euktemon

2. Antigenes

412

411

410

409

408

407

Antiphon or. 6 wepl 700
xopevroi? 1. 63.—Lysias
and his brother Pole-
marchos driven from
Thurii, come to Athens.—
Euripides ‘EXévy, *Avdpo-
péda. Kallimachos, sculp-
tor, flor.

First return of Andokides
to Athens, 1. 79. Anti-
phon dies, 1. 13. Xeno-
phon begins his ‘EX\yrikd
with the manceuvres at
the Hellespont just after
the battle of Kynossema:
cf. 362 B.c,

Aristophanes Avaierpdry,
Oeapogpopidfovoal.

Second return of Andoki-
des to Athens: or. 2.
wepl TS éavTol kabodov, I.
109.—Dramatic date of
Plato ®aidpos? 11. 3.—
Higtory of Thucydides
breaks off after the battle
of Kyzikos.

Sophokles ®\okrijrys.

Buripides 'Opéorys. Aris-
tophanes IThovros (1st
edit.: cf. 388 B.c.).

Lysias or. 20 dwép IloAve-
TpdTov? 1. 217,

Death of Perdikkas, King of
Macedon (454 B. c.—); acces-
sion of Archelaos (—3899 B.c.).

Year 20 of War.—Revolt of
Lesbos from Athens, 1. 58.
Revolt of Euboea, 11. 263.
Revolt of Chios, 11. 160. Pe-
daritos commands there for
Sparta, 11. 198. Revolt of
Miletos. Oropos seized by
Boeotians, 11.179. Athenians
lose a sea-fight off Knidos, 11.
351.—Samian demos, true to
Athens, rises against the
oligarchs.  Athenian fleet
musters at Samos: Spartan
Astyochos defeats Charminos.
Alkibiades takes refuge from
Spartans with Tissaphernes :
his overtures to the Athenian
leaders.

Year?21 of War.—Government of
the Four Hundred, 1.7 : (March
—June. )—Eratosthenes (Lys.
or. 12) active at the Helles-
pont for the oligarchs: 1.
266.—Athenian victory at
Kynossema.—Evagoras  be-
ging to reign ? 11. 110.

Year- 22 of War.—Thrasyllos
commands on coast of Asia
Minor, 1. 297.—Second form
of the Trierarchy brought
in — eurrpmpapxla : cf. 857,
340 B.0. — Athenians attack
and recover Kyzikos: death
of Spartan admiral Minda-
ros. — Kleophon dnpaywybs :
Athens rejects Spartan offers
of peace.

Year 23 of War.—Athenian
campaign under Thrasyllos
in Lydia. — Messenians in
Pylos surrender to Sparta.—
Megara recovers Nisaea.

Year 24 of War.—Alkibiades
recovers Selymbria and By-
zantium for Athens.—Troops
under Thrasyllos defeated at
Ephesos, 1. 297.

Year 25 of War.—Alkibiades
returns to Athens, is chosen
orparyyss and leads the pro-
cession to Eleusis.—Antio-
chos, the pilot of Alkibiades,
defeated by Lysander off
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3. Kallias

4. Alexias

94. Pythodorus

2. Eukleides

3. Mikon

406

405

404

403

402

Polemarchos,

Lysias or.

Lysias

Death of Euripides.

Death of Sophokles.
Aristophanes Bdrpayot.
Dramatic date of Plato

Topylas.

brother of
Lysias, put to death by
the Thirty (May); Ly-
sias escapes to Megara,
1. 148: cf. 265.—Isokra-
tes leaves Athens for
Chios, 11. 6.

Proposal to give Lysias the

citizenship defeated by
Archinos, 1. 151. Lysias
or. 12 kara ’Eparocé-
vovs, I. 261.—Lysias or.
34 mwepl ToU 1 karalioac
Thy wokirelav, 1. 211.

Isokrates returnstoAthens,

1. 6. Isokrates or. 21
wpos Evfvouy, 11, 219,

Third and final return of

Andokides to Athens.
21 dwpodoklas
dmrohoyla, 1. 219.

or. 24 umép Tol
ddvrdrov? 1. 255,

Notion. Alkibiades plunders
Kyme. He is deposed from
his orparyyta: ten new Gene-
rals are chosen.

Year 26 of War.—Dionysios I.
becomes tyrant of Syracuse,
1. 171.—Kallikratidas (suc-
cessor of Lysander) storms
Methymna and blockades
Konon in Mytilene. Coms-
plete victory of Athenians at
Arginusae : death of Xalli-
kratidas.——Theramenes accu-
ses the Generals : six are put
to death, Sokrates protest-
ing.

Year 27 of War.—Battle of
Aegospotami (late autumn).
The Areiopagostakesmeasures
for public safety, 1. 212.
Konon escapes to Evagoras.
Death of Dareios II. (424
B.c.—): Artaxerxes IL (Mwi-
pwr—359 B. ¢.) succeeds him,

Theramenes brings the terms
of peace from Sparta. Agora-
tos informs, 1. 269. Athens
surrenders to  Lysander.
Kritias and Eratosthenes are
among the five Zpopor, and then
amongthexxx., 1. 266, Tyran-
nyof the Thirty begins (April).
Thrasybulos advances from
Phyle to Peiraeus. The
Thirty deposed in 8th month
(Dec.). Theramenes put to
death in autumn, 11. 6.—
Death of Alkibiades aet. cire.
45

Thrasybulos and the exiles in the
Peiraeus are at war with the
Ten ; but are in possession
of Athens before the end of
July.—Democracy formally
restored in September. —Law
of Aristophon, 11. 3828.—
Knights who had served
under the Thirty are required
to refund their kardorass, 1.
246.—Expeditionfrom Athens
to Eleusis, to dislodge the
Thirty, 1. 252,

e2
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Isokrates or. 18 mpos KaA-
Nuaxor, 1L 232,
4. Xenaenetos | 401 | Lysias or. 25 &iuov rara- | Expedition of Cyrus theyounger,

95. Laches

2. Arigtokrates

3. Tthykles

4. Suniades

96. Phormion

2. Diophantos

3. Rubulides

400

399

398

397

396

395

394

Moews dmroloyia, 1. 250.
Sophokles Oidimovs émi Ko-

Awr@: brought out by

Sophokles nepos.

Parrhasios, painter, flor.

Andokides or. 1 mepl Ty
pveryplwy, 1. 114.—Death
of Sokrates, 1. 153.—Ly-
sias or. 80 kard Nuko-
pdyov, 1. 224.—[Liys.] or.
6 «xard ’Avdoxidov, 1.
281.—Plato withdraws to
Megara.— Lys.or.18 kard
’Aryopdrov, 1. 269.

Ktesias brought his Iepouwcd
to this year.

Lysias or. 17 mwep! dnuociwy
xpnpdTov [better wepl Tdy
*Bpdrwros xpnudrwr]L 800

Isokrates or, 17 mwepi 7ol
$ebyous, 11, 228,

Lysias or. 18 mepl Onueb-
gews TGy ol Nukbov deh-
$ob, 1. 229.

Plato aet. 84 returns to
Athens. His Topylas
written between this year
and 389.

Lysias or. 7 mwepl 7ob
onrod? 1. 289.

[Lysias] or. 9 dmép 7ol
aTpaTiwTol, 1. 232,

Isokrates or. 20 kard Aoxt-
Tov, 1. 215.—(or. 393)
or. 19 ’Avywnrids, 1L
217 or. 17 Tpamwefvrucds,
1. 222,

. 161, 173. Battle of Ku-
naxa and death of Cyrus
(autumn).—Retreat of the
Greeks : they reach Armenia
in the winter.—War between
Lacedaemon and Elis.

Campaign of Thimbron in Asia
Minor, 1. 161.

The Greeks in their retreat
reach Kotyora on the Euxine
8 months after battle of
Kunaxa.

Proceedings before the Areiopa-
gos against men formerly of
the xxx., 1 296.

Derkyllidas supersedes Thim-
bron in Asia Minor, 1. 161.—
Death of Archelaos of Mace-
don (413 B.c.—); his son
Orestes succeeds, but is dis-
possessed (896 B.c.) by his
guardian Aeropos. See 894.

Second campaign of Derkylli-
das in Asia Minor.

Third campaign of Derkyllidas
in Asia Minor: he is about
to invade Karia when he
meets the satraps and makes
an armistice with Tissapher-
nes.

Beginning of ¢ wepl ‘Pddor mbhe-
pos between Persia and Spar-
ta (—394 B.¢.), 11. 160. First
campaign of Agesilaos in Asia
Minor, 1. 161.

Athenian expedition to relieve
Haliartos, 1. 247. Alkibiades
the younger takes part, 1. 257,
and Lysander is killed.—Se-
cond campaign of Agesilaos.

Beginning of Corinthian War
(—390 B.c), 1. 161. Naval
campaigns of Konon (Liys. or.
19),1.235.—Battle of Corinth.
Agesilaosin Boeotia (autumn),
1. 247. DBattle of Knidos, 11.
160. — Dionysios I. hard
pressed by Carthaginians, 11.
198. — Amyntas II. of Ma-
cedon begins to reign, 11
158.
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4. bDemoiéfra.tos

97. Philokles

2. Nikoteles

3. Demostra-
tos

4. Antipatros

98. Pyrrhion

2. Theodotos

3. Mystichides

4. Dexitheos

B.C.
393

392

391

390

389

388

387

386

385

Lysias or. 8 kard Zimwros,
1. 277.

Polykrates raryyopla Zw-
KpaTovs, II. 94,

(—391) Isaeos the pupil of
Isokrates, 11. 264.

Lysias or. 16 dwép Marre-
Oéov? 1. 245.

Isokrates begins to teach.
Firstperiod of his School,
392378 B.c. : 1. 10.—
Aristophanes ’ExxAyod-
ovoad.

(—390 B.c.) Isokrates or.
11 Bodoyus, 1. 93: or.
13 kara copoTiv, 11 127.

Andokides or. 1 mwepl Tijs
wpos Aakedaoviovs elprhvms
(spring), 1. 128.—Isokra-
tesvisits Gorgias in Thes-
saly, 11 5.

Isaeos or. 5 mwepl 700 Ar-
Kawyévous kNfjpov, I 348.

Skopas,sculptor, and Theo-
pompos, last poet of Old
Comedy, flor,

Lysias or. 28 kard "Epyo-
kN\éous, 1. 221.

Lysias or. 27 xard 'Eme-
kpdTovs ? 1. 222,

Liysias or. 29 kare $\okpd-
Tous, 1. 240.

Aeschines born, Plato aet.
40 first visits Sicily. His
ITohirela was begun be-
fore this year.

Lysias or. 33 'O\vumiakés,
1. 204.

Aristophanes IT\odTos—se-
cond (the extant) edition,
marking the transition to
Middle Comedy; cf. 408
B.C.

Polykrates eminent as a
teacher of Rhetorie, 11. 95.

Lysias or. 19 wepl 7év’Apio-
Togpdvous XpnudTwr, 1. 235,

Lysias or. 22 kard 7dv ouro-
mTwiov? 1. 227,

Plato aet. 43 begins to teach
in the Academy ?

Long Walls of Athens restored
by Konon, 1. 83.

Lechacum, western port of
Corinth, taken by Lacedae-
monians, 11. 352,

Plenipotentiaries sent by Athens
to treat for peace at Sparta, 1.
83 (winter 391—3Y0).

Thrasybulos the Steirian re-
ceives Amadokos I. and
Seuthes into the alliance of
Athens, 11. 168 : descends the
coast of Asia Minor, 11. 346.

Death of Thrasybulos the Stei-
rian, 1. 246, Athenian ex-
pedition to aid Evagoras, 1.
236.-—Conquests of Dionysios
L in Sicily and Magna Grae-
cia, 11. 163 (389—387 B.¢.).

388-—-387 m.c., Diotimos com-
mands in Hellespont, 1. 237.
Dionysios I. of Syracuse sends
an embassy to Olympia : 1.

155.

Eight triremes under Thrasybu-
los the Kollytean taken by
Antalkidas, near Abydos, 1.
243.—Peace of Antalkidas, 1r.
151

Plataea rebuilt by Sparta as a
stronghold against Thebes, 11.
176.

Mantineia destroyed by Lace-
daemonians, 11. 152.—Begin-
ning of war between Evagoras
and Artaxerxes IL, 11, 158,
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99. Diotrephes | 384 | (—383 B.c.) Liys. or. 10 katd
BOeourijoTov, 1. 293.
Demosthenes born (Sché-
fer).
Aristotle born: Plato aet.
2, Phanostra- | 383 Olynthos besieged by Lacedae-
tos monians, 1. 150.—Beginning
of Olynthian War (— 879),
11. 158. Kotys becomes King
of Thracian Odrysae. Iphi-
krates goes against him with
Athenian force: then makes
peace with him, 11. 337.
3. Evandros | 382 | Lysias or. 26 xard ’Euvdy- | The Kadmeia seized by Lace-
dpov, 1. 242, daemoniansg, 11. 152.—Philip
of Macedon, son of Amyntas
IL., born : cf. 359 B.C.
4. Demophilos | 381 | (—380 B.c.) Lysias frag.
cxx. f. (Sauppe) dmwép Pe-
pevikov, 1. 312,
100. Pytheas 380 | Liysias (1. 155). Phlius besieged by Lacedaemo-
nians, 11, 150,
2. Nikon 379 | Gorgias and Aristophanes | End of Olynthian War, 11
die about this time. 158.
3. Nausinikos | 378 | (—876 B.c.) Isokrates com- | Athens at the head of a new
panion and secretary of Naval Confederacy, 11. 10.—
Timotheos, 1. 10. Financial reform: establish-
These orators flourish;— ment of the 20 svuuopiar for
Kallistratos, Leodamas, payment of war-tax, 11. 30.
Thrasybulos and Kepha- | OnBaikds méheuos (11. 331) begins
los of Kollytos, 11. 372. (—3871 B.c.). Invasions of
Boeotia by Agesilaos and
Kleombrotos, 11. 176.
4. Kalliag 377 | (—3871B.c.)Isaeosor.10 wepl | Agesilaos invades Boeotia. —
700’ ApLoTdpyov kKNjpov, IL. Thebes begins to reorganise
333, the Boeotian Confederacy, 11.
178.
101. Charisan- | 376 | —351, Second period of the | End of war (385—) between
dros school of Isokrates, Ir. Evagoras and Artaxerxes II.,
10. 1. 158. Kleombrotos invades
Death of Antisthenes, 11. Boeotia.
103.
2. Hippoda- | 375 | Isaeos or. 8 mep! 700 Kipw- | Timotheos sails round Pelopon-
mos vos k\7pov ? 1L 327. nesos: Corcyra and other
Araros(son of Aristophanes) cities of the Ionian Sea join
and Kubulos, earliest the Athenian League.
poets of Middle Comedy.
3. Sokratides | 374 | Isokrates or. 2 ampds Nuxo- | —370 B.c., Jason of Pherae
kAéa, 11. 87, tagos of Thessaly, 1. 18.
Death of Evagoras king of
the Cyprian Salamis, 11. 107,
Congress at Sparta. Peace
between Athens and Sparta,
. 178: Thebes excluded
from it, 0. 181.
4. Asteios 373 | Isokrates or. 14 II\araikés, | Plataca destroyed. Walls of

1. 176,

i

Thespiae razed by Thebans,
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102. Alkisthe-
nes

2. Phrasiklei-
des

3. Dysniketos

4. Lysistratos

103. Nausigenes

2. Polyzelos

3. Kephiso-
doros

372

370

369

368

367

366

Isokrates or. 1 mpds Axn-
mbrucor ? 11, 84: or. 3
NewoxkAs 4 Kvmrpuot, 11. 90,

Isokrates or. 10 ‘Elévys
éykwueor, 11, 100,

Isaeos or. 9 wepl 700’ Aoru-
@ihov k\pov, 11. 330,

Isokrates Epist. 1 Awriay,
11, 238,

Dionysios I. gains tragic
prize with Avrpa "Exropos.

Plato aet. 62 visits Sicily
for second time.

Aristotle aet. 17 comes to
Athens, where he lives
till Plato’s death in 347,

Isokrates or. 6 ’Apxidauos,
11. 193.

Demosthenes comes of age:
his studies with Isaeos
probably begin, 11. 267.

i 177—9. At this time
Oropos belonged to Athens,
ib. : cf. 412 B.c.—-Timotheos
deposed from his orparyyla
and accused by Iphikrates and
Kallistratos. — Iphikrates,
Chabrias, Kallistratos chosen
Generals,

Battle of Leuktra, July 6, 11
196.

General Peace (excluding the
Thebans) concluded at Sparta
(‘Peace of Kallias’), June 16,
1. 141.—Jason of Pherae
enters Greece as mediator.

Jason assassinated, 11. 18. First
march of Epameinondas into
Peloponnesos : invasion of
Laconia : foundation of Me-
galopolis and of the new
Messene, 11. 194,

Second march of Epameinon-
das into Peloponnesos. First
expedition sent by Dionysios
I. of Syracuse to help the
Corinthians and Spartans:
Athens also forms friendly
relations with him.—Death
of Amyntas II. of Macedon :
accession of his eldest son
Alexander II. (brother of
Philip).

Second expedition sent by Dio-
nysios L.

Pelopidas imprisoned by Alex-
ander of Pherae : released by
Epameinondas.—Philip (aet.
14) sent by Ptolemaeos as
a hostage to Thebes: lives
there till 865 B.c. — Alex-
ander II. of Macedon put to
death by usurper Ptolemaeos
(—365 B.c.).

Death of Dionysios I. of Syra-
cuse, 11. 19. His son Diony-
sios II. succeeds him.

Third march of Epameinondas
into  Peloponnesos.—Timo-
theos again in command of
Athenian fleet.

Sparta refuses to recognise
Messene. Corinth, Epidau-
ros and Phlius make peace
for themselves with Thebes,
. 193.



kN\jpov, I1. 354,
Demosthenes trierarch.
Isokrates Epist. vi Tois "Id-

govos waisiv, 11, 241,

1 ANNALS.

lympiads and
0 yAr}éhonsg B.C.

Ovopos revolts from Athens
and is occupied by the The-
bans.

4. Chion 365 | Isokrates or. 9 "Evayépas? | Kallistratos and Chabrias im-
11. 106, peached for the Oropos affair
by Leodamas, Philostratos
Kohwréus, and (?) Hegesip-
pos :—acquitted.

Timotheos  reduces Samos
(where kAmpolyxor are esta-
blished), Sestos and Krithote.
—Perdikkas III. (second son
of Amyntas II. and brother
of Philip) King of Macedon
(—359 B.c.).

104, Timokrates | 364 | (—363 B.0 ) Isaeos or. 6 wepl | Timotheos succeeds to the com-
700 PulokTriuoros k\fpov, mand of Iphikrates in Thrace:
1L, 343. takes Methone, Pidna, Poti-

daea, Torone.

Expedition of Pelopidas into
Thessaly: his death.

2. Charikleides | 363 | Demosthenes or. 27 kard | Campaign of Timotheus against
: ’AgpbBov oy or. 28 kard Kotys and Byzantines: his
*AgpéBov (', 11. 301, return to Athens.
3. Molon 862 | Demosthenes or. 30 wpds | Fourth and last march of Epa-
"Omjropa o', or. 31 mpés | meinondasinto Peloponnesos.
"Owjropa B’, 11. 801, Battle of Mantineia (July 3) ;
Plato’s third visit to Sicily, death of Epameinondas.
Xenophon closes his ‘EA- General peace, excluding
Apried, (411 B.c.—) at the Sparta.—Autokles Athenian
battle of Mantine:a. commander at the Helles-
pont. '
4- Nikophemos | 361 | Demosthenes or. 41 mpds | Archidamos III. succeeds his
Zmovdlar, or. 55 wpos Kah- father Agesilaos as a king of
Aekhéa, 11, 301, Sparta, 1. 19.—Kallistratos
Deinarchos born. flies from Athens to Thasos:
Thasians recolonise Datos,
1. 185. Aristophon dyua-
ywybs.

105, Kallimedes| 360 | (—353 B.c.) Isacos or. 1 mepl | War between Artaxerxes IT. and
700 KXewvbuov kh\rfpov, 11. his satrap Orontes: Athens
319. supports the latter 11, 185,

Hypereides kar’ Avrox\éovs,
1. 381.
Praxiteles, sculptor, flor.
2. Eucharistos | 359 | Isacos or. 11 weplroi ‘Ayriov | Death of Artaxerxes II. (My4-

pewr, 405 B, c.—) Accession of
Artaxerxes IIL ("Qxos—3837
B.0.).—Perdikkas III. of Ma-
cedon killed in battle with I1-
Iyrians : contest for throne:
accession of Philip (—336.c.).
—Alexander of Pherae mur-
dered by his wife Thebe’s half-
brothers, Tisiphonos, Peitho-
laos and Lykophron, 11. 241.
Kotys, king of Thracian Odry-
sae, murdered : his son Ker-
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(2

3. Kephisodo-
tos
4. Agathokles

106. Elpines

2. Kallistratos

3. Diotimos

4. Eudemos

107. Aristode-
mos

356

355

354

363

352

Isaeos frag. xvi (Sauppe)
vrép Buudbovs, 11. 367.
Demosthenes or. 54 kara

Kévwros ? 11. 300.
Isokrates Epist. 1x ’Apxt-
ddpue, 11. 243.
Alexis writes Comedy.
Isokrates or. 8 wepl 7js elp-
vys (O guupaxkos): or. 7
‘Apeorayirikds, 11, 202,
Demosthenes or. 22 kara
’Avdporiwvos, 11. 301.
Aristotle may have taught
Rhetoric as early as this
year.

Death of Xenophon ?
Isaeos or. 2 mwepl o0 Meve-
khéous kN1jpov, 11. 336,
Dem. or. 14 mwepi T@v cuu-
pmopdv, 11, 301, 373, or.
20 mwpos Aewrlvyr, 11. 301.

Isokrates or. 15 mepl 7is
avTidboews, 11, 134,

Isaeos or. 7 mept To6 *Amol-
Noddpov kN\1jpov, 11, 324,

Demosthenes or. 16 dwép
Meyamrohrdy, or. 24 kard
Twokpdrovs, or. 23 katd
’ApoTokpdmeus, or. 36 Umép
Poupuiwrvos, 11. 300.

Theodektes tragicus flor.
Theopompos, historian,
flor.

sobleptes prevails, in a con-
test for the succession, over
Berisades and Amadokos II.,
1. 185.

Chios, Kos, Rhodes, Byzantium
revolt from Athens. Social
‘War begins (— 3855 B.c¢.), 11.
183. Philip takes Amphipo-
lis, 11. 185. Treaty between
Chares and Xersobleptes :
Thracian Chersonese (except
Kardia) ceded to Athens, ib.

Third form of the Trierarchy
brought in by the euuuoplat
of Periandros: cf. 410 s.c.

Philip victor at Olympia : takes
and destroys Potidaea: founds
Philippi. Alexander the Great
born.  Chares defeats a Per-
sian foree, 11, 206. o

Social War ends (midsummer),
11, 183.-—Phocian (or Sacred)
War begins (— 346 B.c.).—
Oligarchies set up at Corcyra,
Chios, Mytilene, &ec., 11. 248,

Eubulos becomes financial
minister of Athens (rauias
THs KowRs mwpoaddov), 11. 27: cf.
338 B.c.—Timotheos brought
to trial: dies at Chalkis.—
Kallistratos returns to Athens
(cf. 361 B.c.) : —his death, 11.
186.—The GeneralsIpikrates,
Menestheus and Timotheos
arraigned by Aristophon and
Chares.

Philip marches along the Thra-
clan coasts, and takes Abdera
and Maroneia.—Philip takes
Methone : is defeated in
Thessaly by Onomarchos.

Philip re-enters Thessaly: de-
feats Phocians under Ono-
marchos (who is killed), and
advances to Thermopylae:
finds it held by Athenians,
and retires. He marches to
Heraeon on Propontis: dic-
tates peace to Kersobleptes,
makes alliance with Kardia,
Perinthos and Byzantium.—
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He frees Pherae from the
Tyranny, 11. 241.
2. Thessalos | 351 | Demosthenes or. 4 xard ®¢- | Death of Mausolos. Artemisia
Marmov o', 11. 301: or. 15 proposes a contest of oratory:
Umép 7hs Podiwy éhevlep- Theopompos the historian
tas. gains the prize, 1. 11. Idri-
eus, brother of Mausolos, sue-
ceeds Artemisia as dynast of
Karia,11.178.— Philip marches
against the Molossian Aryb-
bas.
3. Apollodoros | 350 | (—3838.) Third period of the | Euboeans ally themselves with
school of Isokrates, 11. 10. Athens. Phokion leads Athe-
- nians to support Plutarchos
Demosthenes or. 39 wpds of Eretria : battle of Tamy-
Bowwrov wepl Tob dvbuatos, nae.— Apollodoros tried and
11. 300. condemned for proposing to
Isokrates Epist. 1x 7ot's Mv- apply the fewpikdr to the war.
TiNyralwy dpxovor, 11248, —First help sent by Athens
Death of Isaeos? 11. 269. to Olynthos.
4. Kallimachos | 349 | Demosthenes or. 26 xaré | Philip makes war on Olynthos
Mewiov, or. 1 ’Orvvbia- and the Chalkidic towns,
Kkos @, or. 2 ONvvfiakdsB'. Alliance between Olynthians
and Athens.—Second Athe-
nianexpedition, under Chares,
to help them.
108. Theophilos | 348 | Demosthenes or. 3 ’OAwy- | Philip besieges Olynthos—third
Ouaros ', Athenian expedition, under
Chares, to help it:—Philip
takes Olynthos: destroys it
and the 32 Chalkidic towns
of its Confederacy.
2. Themisto- | 347 | [Dem.] or. 40 mpos Bowwrow | Philip renews war with Kerso-
kles mepl MTPOLKOS. bleptes (cf. 852)—which he
Death of Plato aet. 82. ends in 346 by dictating a
Aristotle leaves Athens and peace. Athenian troops un-
goes to Hermeias of Atar- der Chares sent to Thrace.—
neus. Mytilene returns into alliance
with Athens.
3. Archiag 346 | Isokrates or. 5 ®i\armos | Envoys (Philokrates, Aeschines,
(April), 1x. 167. Demosthenes, &c.) sent by
Demosthenes or. 5 wepi ei- | Athens to Philip. — Philip
pivys (August). goes to Thracian War.—Anti-
pater and Parmenion nego-
ciate with Athenian envoys.
—Peace ¢of Philokrates’ rati-
fied on part of Athens and
allies (April).—Second Athe-
nian embassy to await Philip
at Pella: he returns and
takes the envoys to Pherae:
- ratifies peace there (end of
June),—Philip occupies Pho-
cis: end of Phocian War.
! Philip becomes a member of
i Amphictyonic Council, and
! i thereby a Gireek Power.
. Bubulos 345 . Demosthenes or. 87 mpds | Philip marches against Illyrii,
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109. Lykiskos

2. Pythodotos

3. Sosigenes

4. Nikomachos

1190, Theophras-
tos

2. Lysimachi-
des

344

343

342

341

340

339

Havraivercy, or. 38 mwpos
Naveoipayxor, 11. 300.

Aeschines or. 1 xard Tuyudp-
XOV.

Isokrates Epist. vii. Tiuo-
Oép, 11. 246.

The An\akéds of Hypereides
(cf. 11. 385 n.) earlier than
344: Sauppe 11. 285 1,

Demosthenes or, 6 kard
$imrmov B,

Aristotle removes from
Atarneus to Mytilene.

Ephoros, historian, flor,

Demosthenes or. 19, and
Aeschines or. 2, wepl Tis
rapawpesPBelas.

Antiphanes still writing
Comedy.

Hegesippos ([Dem.] or. 7)
wepl ‘Ahovwroov.

Isokrates Epist. 11. ®\w-
mw o, 1L 250: Epist. v.
' ANekdvdpe, 11, 262,

Aristotle beging to teach
Alexander.

Menander born,

Demosthenes or. 8 wepl Tév
év xepaovviiaw, Or. 9 kard
Simwmov v,

Aphareustragicus flor.down
to this time.

Isokrates Epist. 1v. ’Avri-
TdTpY, 1. 253.

Anaximenes ‘Pyropucd [wpds
>ANéEavdpor] ?

Isokrates or. 12 Iavafyvai-
kés, 11 113.

Xenokrates begins to teach
in the Academy.

Dardani, Triballi.—Timoleon
of Corinth goes against Diony-
sios 1I. of Syracuse.

Timoleon frees Sicily.—Philip
begins to meddle in Pelopon-
nesos. Demosthenes goes
thither to counteract him.
Embassy, in remonstrance,
from Philip, Argos and Mes-
sene to Athens.

Philokrates is accused by Hy-
pereides: goes into exile.—
Aeschines is accused by De-
mosthenes of malversation in
the embassy (346 B.c.), but
is acquitted.

Philip sets up tetrarchies in
Thessaly. — His letter to
Athens about Halonnesos.—
Alliance between Euboean
Chalkis and Athens.—Begin-
ning of Philip’s Third Thra-
cian War (—839 B.¢.): cf. 352,
347 B.c. :

Feud between Kardia and Attic
kleruchi of Chersonese.—
Philip supports Kardia: Dio-
peithes, Athenian General,
ravages Thracian seaboard.
Letter of Philip to Athens
aboutthe Chersonese.—Philip
approaches Perinthos.—De-
mosthenes envoy to Byzan-
tium: its alliance with
Athens.

Philip besieges Perinthos and
Byzantium :—Athenians un-
der Chares support Byzan-
tines.—Philip’s ultimatum :
Athens, on proposal of De-
mosthenes, declares war.—
Fourth form of the Trie-
rarchy brought in by law of
Demosthenes, equalising the
burden on taxable capital:
cf. 410, 357 B. c.

Aeschines and Meidias go as
wulayépar to Amphictyonic
Council : Amphictyons make
war on Lokrians of Amphis-
sa.—Second Athenian force
sent to help DByzantium :
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Philip raises the siege.— Am-
phictyons make Philip their
General (Oct.). He returns to
Greece, defeats mercenaries
under Chares and Proxenos,
and destroys Amphissa.

3. Chaerondas | 338 | Isokrates Hpist. 111, $iNmr- Commissioners (including De-
e (3, 11 235. mosthenes) appointed to re-

Death of Isokrates, 11. 31. store fortifications of Athens :
(—326 B.c.) Lykurgos, the Demosthenes administers the
orator,is raulas Tijs Kowdjs Oewpucby.—Immediately after
wpocbdov, 11. 375. destroying Amphissa, Philip
hands over the Achaean Nau-

paktos to the Aetolians: then

enters Phokis, and occupies

Kytinion and Elateia (Feb.?).

4. Phrynichos | 337 | (Jan.?) At the annual win- | Battle of Chaeroneia: perayeir-
ter Festival of the Dead viwvos éBd6uy (Aug. 22 Curt. v.
in the outer Kerameikos, 436 Eng. tr. n.). Peace ‘of
Demosthenes speaks the Demades’ between Philip and
epitaph of those who fell Athens. End of Athenian
at Chaeroneia. [Not ex- Naval Hegemony : Congress
tant: the Demosthenic of Corinth: Hellenic League
or. 60 is spurious.] underMacedonian Hegemony:

Philip Hellenic General a-
gainst Peisia. — Artaxerxes
III. ("Qxos) dies: Arses suc-
ceeds him.,
111. Pythode- 336 | Ktesiphon proposes(March) | Death of Arses: Dareios IIL
mos that Demosthenes should King of Persia (—330 B.¢.).
be erowned at the Great | Parmenion and Attalos open the
Dionysia. Persian War in Asia.
Aeschines gives notice of an | Philip assassinated at Aegae
action wapavbuwr against (early in August).
Ktesiphon. Alexander the Great becomes
Deinarchos begins his acti- king of Macedon.—He enters
vity as Aoyoypdepos. Greece: Thessaly, Amphic-
tyons, Athens and Congress
of Corinth acknowledge his
hiegemony.

2. Buaenetos | 335 | The surrender of Demos- | Parmenion repulsed in Asia by
thenes. Memnon, who takes Ephesos.

Lykurgos, &ec. is demanded — Thebans  rise against
from Athens by Alexan- Macedon: Alexander takes
der:—Demades helps to anddestroys Thebes (autumn).
arrange a peace.

3. Ktesikles 334 | Aristotle settles at Athens | Alexander sets out for Persian
and teaches in the Ly- War, and crosses Hellespont:
keion.—His Pyropwijcer- wing battle of Granikos (May):
tainly later than 338 reduces Aeolis and Ionia :
B.C. takes Miletos and Halikarnas-

sos : and advances to Gordion
in Phrygia.

4. Nikokrates | 333 Alexander routs Dareios IIL. at

Issos (Oct.).
112. Niketes 332 Alexander besieges Tyre ; takes

it (July): takes Gaza: occu-
pies BEgypt: founds Alexan-
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2. Aristopha-
nes

3. Arigtophon

" 4. Kephiso-
phon

113, Euthykri-
tos

2. Hegemon

3. Chremes

4. Antikles

331

330

329

328

327

326

325

Lysippos, sculptor, flor.
‘With his school began a
decline of Sculpture, pa-
rallel to that of Oratory.
Cf. 1. 445.

Kallisthenes of Stageiros,
who went with Alexan-
der to Asia, represents
the decay of taste in ora-
toriecal prose.

(August ?) Demosthenes or.
18 mwepl 7T0b caregpdvov,
Aeschines or. 8 kara K7y-
olupdrros, 1I. 398. — Ae-
schines leaves Athens.

Lykurgos kard Aewkpdrous,
1. 376.

Demades administers the
Oewpucov.—[Dem.] or. 17
mepl TV wpds *ANéEavipoy
ouwbnridy (by Hegesip-
pos?).

Hypereides dmép ’Evéevim-
wov ? 1I. 387.

Between 330 and 326 B.c.
(Schéfer) there was a
great dearth at Athens,
during which Demos-
thenes administered the
ourwvia.

End of financial adminis-
tration of Lykurgos (338
B.0. —) : Menesaechmos
becomes Taulas.

Fictitious date of the speech
wepl THs dwdexaerias (i.e.
338—326 B.C.): not by
Demades, Sauppe 11. 312.

dria : winters at Memphis.

Alexander crosses Euphrates
(July) ; routs Dareios at
Arbela (Oct.); marches to
Babylon, Susa and Perse-
polis.

Spartans, under Agis ITI., rise
against Macedon : are defeat-
ed at Megalopolis by Anti-
pater; and acecept Macedonian
hegemony : death of Agis III.
—Alexander pursues Dareios,
who is murdered by Bessos in
Parthia:—enters Hyreania,
Drangiania, and Aracosia :
founds Alexandria ad Cauca-
sum (Kandahar?).

Alexander enters Baktria and
Sogdiana; takes Marakanda
(Samarkand): crosses the
Oxus and advances to Jaxar-
tes: founds Alexandria Es-
chate (Khojend?).—Returns
to winter-quarters in Bak-
tria.

Alexander subdues Sogdiana.—
Slays Kleitos at Marakanda.
—Harpalos sends supplies of
corn to Athens, and receives
the citizenship.

Alexander crosses the Indus and
enters the Punjaub.

Alexander defeats Porus. —
Begins hisriver-voyage south-
wards through India.

Alexander reaches mouth of
Indus about July.—Sets out
on march westward in Aug.,
and reaches capital of Gedro-
sia in Oct.—Nearchos sails
for Persian Gulf in Oect.—
Harpalos, the profligate trea-
surer of Alexander, crosses
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114. Hegesias

2. Kephigodo-
ros

3. Philokles

4. Axchippos

115. Neaechmos
2. Apollodoros
3. Archippos

324

323

322

321

320
319
318

Deinarchos or. 1 kard An-
poafévous,or, 2 kata’ Apio-
ToyelTovos, or. 3 kard Pi-
NoxNéovs, 11. 373.

Hypereides xard Anuocfé-
vous.—Death of Lykur-
gos (before midsummer).

Epikuros aet. 18 comes to
Athens.

Hypereides émurdgros, 1L
389.

Death of Hypereides (Oct.
5). Death of Demos-
thenes (Oct. 12). Aris-
totle retires to Chalkis,
and dies there (Oct.?).

Theophrastos succeeds him
in the Lykeion.

New Comedy beginning, —
Menander aet. 21 ’Opy+
(his first play).—Phile-
mon, Diphilos comiei
flor.

Death of Demades.—Deme-
trios Phalereus flor.
Decline of Oratory begins.

from Asia to Attica:—is
warned from the Peiraeus,
and goes to Taenaron.
Alexander celebrates the Dio-
nysia at Susa. — Death of
Hephaestion at Ekbatana.—
Athensdecrees divine honours
to Alexander,—Demosthenes
dpxiféwpos at Olympia (July).
— Areiopagos directs that
Demosthenes, Philokles, De-
mades, &e. be prosecuted for
taking bribes from Harpalos.
—Demosthenes is fined and
imprisoned :—escapes to Ae-

gina.

Alexander holds court at Baby-
lon and receives the embas-
sies.—His death, June 8.

Lamian War, promoted by Hy-
pereides. — Leosthenes  of
Athens defeats Antipater at
Herakleia and besieges him
in Lamia.

Leosthenes killed before Lamia.
Antiphilos succeeds to com-
mand of the Greeks and de-
feats Leonnatos. — Decisive
victory of Macedonians at
Krannon (Aug. 5).—Hellenic
League breaks up. Athens
submits to Antipater. On
proposal of Demades, the Ek-
klesia pronounces Demos-
thenes, Hypereides, &e., trai-
t

ors.

Alexander’s Empire divided
among his Generals. Ptole-
my founds a monarchy in
Egypt (306) B.c. The descend-
ants of Seleukos found a king-
dom in Asia, which afterwards
shrinks up into Syria. In
Macedonia there is confusion
till about 272 B.c.: then the
house of Antigonos reigns till
168 B.c., when Rome abolishes
the kingdom.

Death of Antipater.
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Olympiads.

B.C.

116. 4.
120. 1.

122. 3.

127. 3.

129. 1.

130. 1.

132.
—187.

PP

145. 1.
146. 3.
156. 1.

158, 3.

165. 1.

166.
167.

PR

314
300

290

270

264

260

250
150

200
194
156

146

120

114
110

Death of Aeschines.

Kleitarchos of Soli, repre-
sentative of the florid
Asianism.

Hegesias of Magnesia, the
so-called founder of Asian-
ism, flor.

Theokritos, Bion, Moschos
flor.

Timaeos of Tauromenion
(now aet. cire. 70, resi-
dent at Athens since
about 310 B.c.) brought
his History down to this
year. He represents the
epigrammatic Asianism.

Kallimachos, the poet, li-
brarian of Alexandria.

A period of almost total
darkness in the history of
Greek Oratory. When
light returns, Asianism
is fully dominant, but a
reaction to Atticism is
just beginning.

Aristophanes librarian of
Alexandria.

Apollonios Rhodios libra-
rian of Alexandria.

Aristarchos librarian of
Alexandria.

Polybios brought his His-
tory from 264 B.c. (where
Timaeos left off) to this

year.

Hierokles and Menekles re-
present the epigramma-
tic Asianism in its matu-
rity.

Hortensius born.

Approximate date for Her-
magoras of Temnos [usu-
ally put much too late
—by Clinton, about 62
B.¢. See Cic. de Invent, 7.
8,written about 84 B.c.,
which shows that Herma-
goras was then long dead :
Blass die Griech. Ber.von
Alex. bis zuAug., pp.841.]
—Hermagoras foundsthe
Scholiastic Rhetorie, and
thus prepares the way for
Atticism.

Apollonios 6 padaxds emi-

nent as a teacher of Rhe-
toric at Rhodes.

306—285. Ptolemy Soter.

285—247. Ptolemy Philadel-
phos.
280—251. First period of

Achaean League.
247—222, - Ptolemy Euergetes.

205—181. Ptolemy Epiphanes.

197. Battle of Kynoskephalae.
The Greek allies of Rome,
though nominally free, are
henceforth practically de-
pendent.

Corinth destroyed. The Achae-
an cities become formally
subject to Rome.

145. Polybios legislates for the
Achaean cities,
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168.
170.

171,

172,

173.

174.

175,

175.

177.

181.

182,

183.

184,

187.

188.

Uy W

106
100

95

92

86

84

82
80

79
69

55

50

46
44
43
30

25

Cicero born.

Egstablished fame of the
Rhodian eclectic school
of Oratory,—Attic in ba-
sis, but with Asian ele-
ments.

Julius Caesar born.

Greek Rhetoric is already
thoroughlyfashionable at
Rome.

Apollonios, surnamed Mo-
lon (Cicero’s master),
eminent at Rhodes.

L. Plotius and others open
schools at Rome for the
teaching of Rhetorie, no
longer in Greek, but in
Latin.

Cicero De Inventione?

Caius Licinius Calvus born.

The Rhetorica ad Heren-
nium (incerti) not earlier
than this year.— Aeschy-
los of Knidos and Aeschi-
nes of Miletos represent
the florid Asianism. Cf,
120 B.c. .

Cicero, aet. 27, at Athens.

Hortensius, the Roman re-
presentative of Asianism,
is Consul. After this
time he comes little for-
ward as a speaker; and
leaves the field to Cicero,
the representative of the
Rhodian eclecticism.

Cicero De Oratore.

Calvus represents pure At-
ticism of the Lysian type.

Apollodoros of Pergamos
and Theodoros of Gadara
are rival masters of Scho-
lastic Rhetoric.

Death of Calvus.

Cicero Brutus.

Cicero Orator.

Cicero De Optimo Genere
Oratorum.

Death of Cicero.

Didymos of Alexandria,
grammarian and ecritie,
flor.

Dionysios of Halikarnassos
and Caecilius of Calacte,
a Sicilian Greek, flourish
at Rome as scholars and
crities. Victory of Atti-

Sulla takes Athens.

Death of Caesar.

Octavianus (Augustus Caesar)

begins to govern the Republic
as Emperor,
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Olympiads. ‘ B.C. '

189. 4.

191.
192.

ww

213. 2.

214. 4.

217. 2.

230. 3.

234. 4.

237. 2.

242. 2.

21

A.D.
14
18

74

80

90

143

160

170

190

cism over Asianism com-
plete and nearly univer-
sal.

Strabo (born 66 B.c.) pub-
lished his yewypagud a-
bout this year.

Tacitus Dialogus De Ora-
toribus.

The Biov Tév déxa pnrbpuwr,
wrongly aseribed to Plu-
tarch, were perhaps com-
piled about this time,
chiefly from Caecilius.

Plutarch flor.

Quintilian flor.

Herodes Atticus, the mas-
ter in Greek oratory of
Marcus Aurelius and Lu-
cius Verus, is made con-
sul aet. 40, by Antoninus
Pius. — Favorinus and
Fronto flor.

Lucian, a Syrian of Samo-
sata, writes the best At-
tic Greek since Hyper-
eides. — Aulus Gellius
Noctes Atticae.—Pausa-
nias the geographer, Pto-
lemy the astronomer, Po-
lyaenos (Zrparyyiuara),
and Galen flor.

Publius Aelius Aristeides,
of Mysia, in his ITava6y-
vackss and iepol Abyor, imi-
tates the Attic models of
éridetus.

Hermogenes makes a com-
plete digest of the Scho-
lastic Rhetorie since Her-
magoras of Temnos (110
B.¢.). It is contained
in his mepl ordoewr, mepl
ieav, wepl elpéoews, mepl
pedédov  dewbrnros, mpo-
yvpvdopara (in Rhetores
Graect, 11. Spengel). Her-
mog. was the chief au-
thority on his subject till
Aphthonios.

Athenaeos Aeurvosogioral.
Dio Cassius flor. — The
ovouacsTikéy of Julius Pol-

Athens deprived of its jurisdie-
tion over Eretria and Aegina:
Confederacy of the free La-
conian cities formed by Au-
gustus.

Death of Augustus.

69—79. Vespasian.

81—96. Domitian.

98—117. Trajan.

117—138. Hadrian. His visits
to Athens, 122—135,

138-—161. Antoninus Pius.

161—180. Marcus Aurelius.
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Olympiads.

A.D.

247. 2.
249.
251,

-

253. 3.

264. 4.
2569. 4.

273. 3.

282. 2.

289, 4.

210
220
225

235

280
260

316

350

380

lux drawn up about this
time,

Tertullian flor.

Origen flor.

Sextus Empiricus mpos Tods
pabnuarikods avrippnrikol:
a controversy with the
professors of (1) gram-
mar and history, (2) rhe-
torie, (8) geometry. (4)
arithmetie, (5) astrology,
(6) music. — Diogenes
Laertios ¢u\éaogor Blot.

Philostratos Bloc cogioTdr.
Aelian flor.

Timaeos Aéters I\aTwyikal,

Longinus (Acovieios Kdooos
Aoyyivos)flor.  His méywy
propuci is printed in
Rhet. Graec., 11. 298 f.,
ed. Spengel. [The trea-
tise On the Sublime (mepl
Uous, tb. 245 1) may be
his, and is at least of
about this date. The
ground of the doubt is
that the oldest MS. has
Acovvaiov (certainly not
the Halikarnassian) 3
Aoyylvov: another, drw-
vipov.]

Aphthonios mpoyvprdouara
(in  Rhet. Graec. 1L
Spengel). This book su-
perseded Hermogenes in
the schools. At the Re-
vival of Letters it again
became a text-book of
Rhetorie, saec. xvi. and
XVIL.

Libanios of Antioch vro-
Oéaeis els Tods Anuoabévous
Aéyovs, Blos Anuosfévovs :
- peNéral : mpoyvuvaocudTwy
rapadelymara, &c.—Gre-
gory of Nazianzos: Atha-
nasios flor.

Aelius Theon, of Alexan-
dria, wpoyvurdouara (in
Rhet. Graec. 11. Speng.).
[The only clue to his date
is that he certainly used
both Hermog. and Aph-
thonios, though he does
not name them ; and pro-

284—305. Diocletian.

306. Flavius Valeriug Constan-
tinus (the Great) begins to
reign.

323.—337. Constantine makes
Christianity the religion of
the Empire, and builds
Constantinople as it new
capital,

361-—363. Julian Emperor.

879—395. Theodosios the Great.
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293. 2.

394

395

397

480
800

858

988

1050

1100

bably wrote while the
popularity of the latter
was fresh. Cf. Walz,
Rhet. Graec. vol. v. pp.
137 £.]

Eunapios of Sardis, pio
PuNoddPpwy Kal coPloTV.

Toannes, surnamed Xpv-
cboTouos, archbishop of
Constantinople.

Ioannes Stobaeos, *AvfoAé-
yeov "ExXoyal.

Photios raised to the pa-
triarchate, Dec. 25, Bi3-
Aeodrjkn, Negéwy ouraywyn.

? Byzantine ’Ervuoloyikoy
uéya.

? Suidas Méfeus.

Harpokration’s Liexicon to
the Ten Orators (Néfets
TGy V' pyrépwr) was used
both by the compilers of
the Etymologicum and by
Suidas. Its author has
been identified (1) with
the Harpokration who
taught Lucius Verus, a-
bout 150 A.p.: (2) with
the poet and teacher
praised by Libanios,about
350 A.p.: (3) with the
Harpokration of Mendes
mentioned by Athenaeos
—whom Schweighduser
(ad x1v. 648 b) identifies
with the friend of Julius
Caesar.

890—420. The Pagan religion
prohibited, and (except in the
rural districts) extinguished.

Olympic Games abolished under
Theodosios I.

The Empire divided between
the Caesar of the West and
the Caesar of the East.

Charles, king of the Franks,
crowned Emperor of Rome.

Cherson, the last of the Greek
Commonwealths, submits to
Wladimir of Russia.

f2






INTRODUCTION.

IN the reign of Augustus, when Rome had become T dugus-
the intellectual no less than the political centre of cism-
the earth, a controversy was drawing to a close for
which the legionaries cared less than their master,
but which for at least fifty years had been of some
practical interest for the Forum and the Senate, and
which for nearly three centuries had divided the
schools of Athens, of Pergamos, of Antioch, of Alex-
andria, of all places where men spoke and wrote a
language which, though changed from the glory of its
prime, was still the idiom of philosophy and of art.
This controversy involved principles by which every
artistic creation must be judged; but, as it then
came forward, it referred to the standard of merit
in prose literature, and, first of all, in oratory. Are
the true models those Attic writers of the fifth and
fourth centuries, from Thucydides to Demosthenes,
whose most general characteristics are, the subor-
dination of the form to the thought, and the avoid-
ance of such faults as come from a misuse of orna-
ment? Or have these been surpassed in brilliancy, in
freshness of fancy, in effective force by those writers,



Caecilius
and Diony-
si0s.

Ixiv THE ATTIC ORATORS.

belonging sometimes to the schools or cities of Asia
Minor, sometimes to Athens itself or to Sicily, but
collectively called ‘Asiatics,” who flourished between
Demosthenes and Cicero? This was the question of
Atticism against Asianism. For a long time Asian-
ism had been predominant. But, in the last century
of the Republic, the contest had centred at Rome, at
Rome it was fought out, and the voice that decided
the strife of the schools was the same that com-
manded the nations. If the Roman genius for art
had little in common with the Greek, if it was ill-
fitted to apprehend the Greek subtleties, it had pre-
eminently that sound instinct in large art-questions
which goes with directness of character, with the
faculty of creating and maintaining order and with
reverence for the majesty of law. A ruling race may
not always produce the greatest artists or the finest
critics. But in a broad issue between a pure and a
false taste its collective opinion is almost sure to
be found on the right side. Rome pronounced for
Atticism.

Among the Greeks then living in the Imperial
City were two men, united by friendship, by com-
munity of labours and by zeal for the Atticist revival;
symbols, by birth-place, of influences which in the
past had converged upon the Athens of Perikles
from Sicily and the Ionian East,— Caecilius of
Calacte and Dionysios of Halikarnassos, now met
in that new capital of civilised mankind to which
the arts, too, of Athens were passing. DBoth were
scholars of manifold industry, in history, in archee-
ology, in literary criticism, in technical rhetoric,
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and in a field which the catalogues of the libraries
had left almost untouched—discrimination between
the genuine and the spurious works of Attic writers.
Both wrote upon the Attic orators, but with a differ-
ence of plan which is instructive.

The lost work of Caecilius was entitled 7ept ya- Cacoitius
pakTnpos Tév Séka pmrdpwv, On the Style of the Ten Orators.
Orators. These ten were Antiphon, Andokides, Liysias, The decade.
Isokrates, Isaeos, Lykurgos, Aeschines, Demosthenes,
Deinarchos. Now, Caecilius, and his contemporary
Didymos, the grammarian and critic of Alexandria,
are the earliest writers who know this decade. Dio-
nysios takes no notice whatever of the canon thus
adopted by his friend. He seems never to have
heard of the number ‘ten’ in connexion with the
Attic orators. But from the first century A.D. on-
wards the decade is established. It is attested, for
instance, by the Lives of the Ten Orators, wrongly
ascribed to Plutarch, but probably composed about
80 A.D.; by Quintilian; by the neoplatonist Proklos,
about 450 A.D.; and by Suidas, about 1100 A.D.—
from whom it appears that, in his time, the grammar-
ians had added a second list of ten to the first. The
origin of the canon is unknown. Tt has been ascribed
to Caecilius himself, mainly on the ground that it is
not heard of before his time. It has been referred
to Aristophanes the Byzantine, librarian at Alexan-
dria about 200 B.c., or to his successor Aristarchos,
about 156 B.C.,—by whom a canon of the poets, at
least, was certainly framed. Another view is that
it arose simply from the general tendency to reduce
the number of distinguished names in any field to
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a definite number,—the tendency that gives the
Seven Sages of Greece, the Seven Champions - of
Christendom, and the like. This last theory may
safely be rejected. The decade includes at least
three names which this kind of halo can never have
surrounded—Andokides, Isaeos and Deinarchos. It
excludes other orators who, though inferior as artists,
would have had a stronger popular claim, such as
Kallistratos of Aphidnae, the chief organiser of the
Athenian Confederacy in 378, of whom Demosthenes
said, when asked whether he or Kallistratos were
the better speaker, ‘I, on paper—XKallistratos on the
platform’,—his opponents, Leodamas of Acharnae,
Aristophon of Azenia, Thrasybulos and Kephalos of
Kollytos,—or that vigorous member of the anti-
Macedonian party, Polyeuktos of Sphettos. Clearly,
this canon was framed once for all by a critic or a
school from whose decree contemporary opinion al-
lowed no appeal, was adopted by successive genera-
tions, and ultimately secured the preservation of the
writings which it contained, while others, not so
privileged, were neglected, and at last suffered to
perish. The decade was probably drawn up by
Alexandrian grammarians in the course of the last
two centuries before our era: but there is no warrant
for connecting it with any particular name?.

Dionysios Dionysios, as has been said, altogether ignores

on the Altic
Orators. the decade. If we supposed that Caecilius was its

1 On the history of the decade, and the observations in Blass, Die
see Rubnken, Historia Critica  Griechische Beredsamkeit in dem
Oratorum Graecorum, whobrings  Zeitraum von Alexander bis auf
together the ancient authorities; dugustus (Berlin, 1865) p. 193.
Meier, Comment. Andoc. 1v. 140;
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author, and that, when Dionysios wrote, Caecilius
had not yet made his selection, the fact would be
explained. But the double supposition involves the
strongest improbability. Even if Caecilius had been
the framer of the decade, it can hardly be doubted
that at least the idea must have been known through
him to his intimate friend Dionysios before the latter
had completed the series of works which we possess,
and that we should find some trace of it in those
long lists of orators which Dionysios frequently gives.
The truth probably is that Dionysios was perfectly
aware of this arbitrary canon, but disregarded it,
because it was not a help, but a hindrance, to the
purpose with which he studied the Attic orators.
Nothing is more characteristic of Dionysios as a
critic than his resolution not to accept tradition as
such, but to bring it to the test of reason. This
comes out strikingly, for instance, in his distrust of
merely prescriptive or titular authenticity when he
is going through the list of an ancient writer's works.
Now, his object in handling the Attic orators was i atjoct
not to complete a set of biographies or essays, but to then.
establish a standard for Greek prose, applicable alike
to oratory and to every other branch of composition.
He considers the orators, accordingly, less as indivi-
dual writers than as representatives of tendencies.
He seeks to determine their mutual relations, and,
with the aid of the results thus obtained, to trace a
historical development. The orators whom he chose
as, in this sense, representative were six in number
—Lysias, Isokrates, Isaeos, Demosthenes, Hypereides,
Aeschines. We have his treatises on Lysias, Isokrates,
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and Isaecos. We have also the first part of his
treatise on Demosthenes—that part in which he dis-
cusses expression as managed by Demosthenes; the
second part, in which he discussed the Demosthenic
handling of subject-matter, has perished with his dis-
courses on Hypereides and Aeschines. The treatise
on Deinarchos, it need hardly be said, is bibliogra-
phical, and has nothing to do with the other series.
is cassi- - PDionysios considers his six orators as forming two

JSication—
the eboetal

and the - classes. Between these classes the line is clearly

R drawn, Liysias, Isokrates, Isaeos are evperal, invent-
ors,—differing indeed, in degree of originality, but
alike in this, that each struck out a new line, each
has a distinctive character of which the conception
was his own. Demosthenes, Hypereides, Aeschines,
are telewral, perfecters,—men who, having reggxd
to the historical growth of Attic prose, cannot pe
said to have revealed secrets of its capability, but
who, using all that their predecessors had provided,
wrought up the several elements in a richer syn-
thesis or with a subtler finish®.

Plan o this The task which I have set before me is to con-
sider the lives, the styles and the writings of Anti-
phon, Andokides, Lysias, Isokrates and Isaeos, with
a view to showing how Greek oratory was developed,
and thereby how Greek prose was moulded, from
the outset of its existence as an art down to the
point at which the organic forces of Attic speech
were matured, its leading tendencies determined,
and its destinies committed, no longer to discoverers,
but to those who should crown its perfection or

1 Dionys. De Deinarch. . 1; cf. c. 5.
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initiate its decay. The men and the writings that
mark this progress will need to be studied systema-
tically and closely. It is hoped that much which is
of historical, literary or social interest will be found
by the way. But the great reward of the labour
will be to get, if it may be, a more complete and
accurate notion of the way in which Greek prose
grew. It will not be enough, then, if we break off
when the study of Isaeos has been finished. It will
be necessary to look at the general characteristics
of the mature political oratory built on those foun-
dations at which Isaeos was the latest worker. It
will be necessary to conceive distinctly how Isaeos
and those before him were related to Lykurgos,
Hypereides, Aeschines, Demosthenes. Nor must
we stop here. The tendencies set in movement
during the fifth and fourth centuries B.c. were
not spent before they had passed into that life of
the Empire which sent them on into the modern
world. The inquiry which starts from the Athens
of Perikles has no proper goal but in the Rome of
Augustus.

At the outset, it is well to clear away a verbal The Bn-
hindrance to the comprehension of this subject in ‘orater’
its right bearings. The English term ¢orator,” when
it is not used ironically, is reserved for one who, in
relation to speaking, has genius of an order analogous
to that which entitles a man to be seriously called a
poet. The term ‘oratory,” though the exigencies
of the language lead to its often being used as a mere
synonym for ‘set speaking,”is yet always inconveni-
ently coloured with the same suggestion either of
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comparezirony or of superlative praise. The Roman term
Latinorator, ‘pleader,” had this advantage over ours, that
it related, not to a faculty, but to a professional or
official attitude. It could therefore be applied to any
one who stood in that attitude, whether effectively
or otherwise. Thus the Romans could legitimately
say ‘mediocris’ or ‘malus orator,” whereas, in Ing-
lish, the corresponding phrases are either incorrect
or sarcastic. Kven the Romans, however, seem to
have felt that their word was unsatisfactory, and
to have confessed this sense by using ¢ dicere,” ‘ars
andwith - dicendi, as much as possible. But the Greeks had
word pirer o word which presented the man of eloquence, not,
like the English word, as a man of genius, nor like
the Roman word, as an official person, but simply as
a speaker, pprwp. This designation was claimed by
those Sicilian masters who taught men how to speak :
at Athens it was given especially to the habitual
speakers in the public assembly: in later times it
was applied to students or theorists of Rhetoric.
‘What, then, is the fact signified by this double phe-
nomenon—that the Greeks had the word rhetor,
Signifeance and. that they did not apply it to everybody? It is
‘rhetor’. this: that, in the Greek view, a man who speaks may,
without necessarily having first-rate natural gifts for
eloquence, or being invested with office, yet deserve
to be distinguished from his fellows by the name of
a speaker. It attests the conception that speaking
is potentially an art, and that one who speaks may,

in speaking, be an artist.
This is the fundamental conception on which
rests, first, the relation between ancient oratory and



INTRODUCTION. Ixxi

ancient prose ; secondly, the relation between ancient
and modern oratory.
The relation between ancient oratory and ancient reation

between

) i . ., . . .  Detween
prose, philosophical, historical or literary, is neces- ¢rcient

and ancient

sarily of the closest kind. Here our unfortunate Zros.
word ‘oratory,” with its arbitrary and perplexing
associations, is a standing impediment to clearness
of view. The proposition will be more evident if
it is stated thus:—In Greek and Roman antiquity,
that prose which was written with a view to being
spoken stood in the closest relation with that prose
which was written with a view to being read. Hence
the historical study of ancient oratory has an interest
wider and deeper than that which belongs to the
study of modern oratory. It is that study by which
the practical politics of antiquity are brought into
immediate connexion with ancient literature.

The affinities between ancient and modern oratory Relation

have been more often assumed than examined. To drcient
discuss and illustrate them with any approach to ¢
completeness would be matter for a separate work.
‘We must try, however, to apprehend the chief points.
These shall be stated as con'cisely as possible, with
such illustrations only as are indispensable for clear-
ness.

Ancient oratory is a fine art, an art regarded Anciont
by its cultivators, and by the public, as analogous et
to sculpture, to poetry, to painting, to music
and to acting. This character is common to
Greek and Roman oratory; but it originated with
the Greeks, and was only acquired by the Ro-
mans. The evidence for this character may be
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I Iwiernat considered as internal and externall. The internal

;::%;Z::h oevidence is that which is afforded by the ancient
orations themselves. First, we find in these, con-
sidered wuniversally, a fastidious mnicety of diction,
of composition and of arrangement, which shows
that the attention bestowed on their form, as dis-
tinguished from their matter, was both disciplined

2. Ropi- and minute. Secondly, we find the orator occasion-
ally repeating shorter or longer passages—not always
striking passages—from some other speech of his
own, with or without verbal amendments; or we
find him borrowing such passages from another
orator. Thus Isokrates, in his Panegyrikos, borrowed
from the Olympiakos of Lysias,and from the so-called
Lysian Epitaphios. Demosthenes, in the speech
against Meidias, borrowed from speeches of Lysias,
of Isaeos and of Lykurgos, in like cases of outrage.
In many places Demosthenes borrowed from himself.
This was done on the principle that 76 kalds eimetr
dmal meprylyverar, dis 8¢ ovk évdéyerar: A thing can
be well savd once, but cannot be well said twice?.
That is, if a thought, however trivial, has once been
perfectly expressed, it has, by that expression, be-
come a morsel of the world’s wealth of beauty.
The doctrine might sometimes justify an artist in
repeating himself; as an excuse for appropriation, it
omits to distinguish the nature of the individual’s
property in a sunset and in a gem; but, among
Greeks, at least, it was probably not so much indolence

1 Some of the chief heads of the ? Theon (who disputes the
evidence are given by Brougham, maxim) mpoyvpvdopara c. 1 (Rhet.
Dissertation on the Eloquence of  Graec. 1L 62, ed. Spengel).
the Ancients.
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as solicitude for the highest beauty, evenin the least
details, that prompted such occasional plagiarisms.
Thirdly, we find that the orators, in addressing Speskers

eriticise

juries or assemblies, criticise each other’s style. g "™
Aeschines, in a trial on which all his fortunes de-
pended, quotes certain harsh or unpleasant figures of
speech which, as he alleges, Demosthenes had used.
‘How, he cries to the jurors, ‘how, men of iron, can
you have supported them? And then, turning in
triumph to his rival, “What are these, knave? pyuara
%) fodpara; metaphors or monsters'?” When a poet,
a painter or a musician thus scrutinises a brother
artist’s work, the modern world is not surprised.
But a modern advocate or statesman would not
expect to make a favourable impression by exposing
in detail the stylistic shortcomings of an opponent.

The external evidence is supplied by what we IL Zater-
know of the orators, of their hearers and of their dence
critics. Already, before the art of Rhetoric had; Training
become an elaborate system, the orators were ac-
customed to prepare themselves for their task by
laborious training, first in composition, then in de-
livery. They make no secret of this. They are
not ashamed of it. On the contrary, they avow it
and insist upon it. Demosthenes would never
speak extemporarily when he could help it; he was
unwilling to put his faculty at the mercy of for-
tune? ¢ QGreat is the labour of oratory,” says Cicero,

1 Aesch. In Cles. §§ 166 f. of many contemporaries, Demo-
2 2m) rixy moteigbar Ty SVvapy,  sthenes showed more rélpa and
Plut. Demosth. ¢.9: who observes 6apgos when he spoke without

that this was certainly not from premeditation. His habitual re-
want of nerve, since, in the opinion luctance to do so is, however, well
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“as is its field, its dignity and its reward’ Nor
were the audiences less exacting than the speakers
were painstaking. The hearers were attentive, not
merely to the general drift or to the total effect, but
to the particular elegance. Isokrates speaks of ‘the
antitheses, the symmetrical clauses and other figures
which lend brilliancy to oratorical displays, compel-
ling the listeners to give clamorous applause’.
Sentences, not especially striking or important in
relation to the ideas which they convey, are praised
by the ancient critics for their artistic excellence®
Further, when an orator, or a master of oratorical
prose, wished to publish what we should now call a
pamphlet, the form which he chose for it, as most
likely to be effective, was that, not of an essay, but
of a speech purporting to be delivered in certain
circumstances which he imagined. Such are the
Archidamos, the Areopagitikos and the Symmachikos
of Isokrates in the Deliberative form, and his speech
On the Antidosis in the Forensic. Such again is the

attested. See Plut./. c.c.8,and the
story in [Plut.] Vii. X. oratt.,
Dem. § 69. To the reproach, dr
del okémrouro, he answered :—aloyv-
volpny yap v el Tnhikovre Sfue
ovpPovievor adroryedidorpe. The
compiler naively adds, rods 8¢
wh\elorovs Noyovs elmey adrooyedid-
oas, €0 mpos avtd wepukds,—a
fact perfectly consistent with la-
borious preparation for all grave
occasions.

v Isokr. Panath. (Or. x11) § 2.

2 E.g. Cic. in Verr. Act. 11. Lib.
v. ¢. xxxiii, Stetit soleatus praetor
populi Romani cum pallio pur-

pureo tunicaque talars, mulier-
cula nizus, in litore: praised by
Quint. vir. 3 § 64 for évdpyeta,
artisticeividness: (not,as Brougham
says in alluding to it, Dissert. on
the Eloquence of the Ancients,
p- 42, for ‘fine and dignified com-
position.”)—Cic. Orator, c.63 § 214,
speaking of the rhythmical effect
of the dichoreus, — - -, at the end
of a sentence, quotes from the tri-
bune Carbo, Patris dictum sa-
piens temeritas filsi comprobavit:
and- adds,—‘ The applause drawn
from the meeting by this dichoreus
was positively astonishing.
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INTRODUCTION.

Then we know 4. cotzec-

tions of

famous Second Philippic of Cicero.

that orators compiled, for their own use, collections jrme"
of exordia or of commonplaces, to be used as occasion
might serve. Such was that volumen prooemiorum

of Cicero’s which betrayed him into a mistake which

he has chronicled. He had sent Atticus his treatise

‘De Gloria’ with the wrong exordium prefixed to
it—one, namely, which he had already prefixed to

the Third Book of the Academics. On discovering

his mistake, he sends Atticus a new exordium, beg-

ging him to ‘cut out the other, and substitute this!.’
Lastly, the ancient critics habitually compare the s ncient

eriticsteom=

pains needful to produce a good speech with the pare Ora-

tory with
Sculplure

pains needful to produce a good statue or picture. o Pdainting.
‘When Plato wishes to describe the finished smooth-
ness of Liysias, he borrows his image from the sculptor,
and says dmorerdprevrar. Theon says :—‘ Even as for
him who would be a painter, it is unavailing to ob-
serve the works of Apelles and Protogenes and Anti-
philos, unless he tries to paint with his own hand,
so for him who would become a speaker there is no
help in the speeches of the ancients, or in the
copiousness of their thoughts, or in the purity of
their diction, or in their harmonious composition,
no, nor in lectures upon elegance, unless he disciplines
himself by writing from day to day%’ Lucilius, from

1 Cic ad A#t. xvi. 6 § 4, quoted  of them from Demosthenes, some

by Brougham, Dissert. p. 36. As
to the ‘mpooluta of Demosthenes’
there noticed, it is now well known
that they were not drawn up by
Demosthenes. The scholastic com-
piler, whoever he was, took some

from other orators, and probably
wrote some himself : Schiifer, Dem.
w. seine Zeit, 111. App. p. 129.

2 Theon, wpoyvuvdopara e. 1,
(Rhet. Graec. 1. p. 62 ed. Spengel.)

9
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whom Clicero borrows the simile, compares the phrases,
lexers, each fitted with nicety to its setting in a
finished sentence, with the pieces, tesserulae, laid
in a mosaicl. But among the passages, and they
are innumerable, which express this view there is
one in Dionysios that can never be too attentively
considered by those who wish to understand the
real nature of ancient, and especially of Attic, oratory.
He is explaining and defending—partly with a
polemical purpose at which we shall have to glance
by and by—that minute and incessant diligence
which Demosthenes devoted to the perfecting of his
orations. It is not strange, says the critic, ‘if a
man who has won more glory for eloquence than
any of those that were renowned before him, who
is shaping works for all the future, who is offering
himself to the scrutiny of all-testing Envy and
Time, adopts no thought, no word, at random, but
takes much care of both things, the arrangement
of his ideas and the graciousness of his language :
seeing, too, that the men of that day produced
discourses which resembled no common scribblings,
but rather were like to carved and chiselled forms,—
I mean Isokrates and Plato, the Sophists. For
Isokrates spent on the Panegyrikos, to take the
lowest traditional estimate, ten years; and Plato
ceased not to smooth the locks, and adjust the

! Lucilius ap. Cic. De Oratore Albucius, who wished himself to

L § 171 be thought ‘ plane Graecus’ (Cic.
Quam lepide lexeis compostae!  De Fin. 1. 1§ 8), and was alluding
ut tesserulae omnes especially to the Isokratics. No
arte pavimento atque emble- one, certainly, could say of Lucilius
mate vermiculalo. what he said of Albucius.

The satirist was mocking T.
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tresses, or vary the braids, of his comely creations,
even till he was eighty years old'. All lovers of
literature are familiar, I suppose, with the stories
of Plato’s industry, especially the story about the
tablet which, they say, was found after his death,
with the first words of the Republic—rkaréBnv xbOés
eis Iewpard perd Thadkwvos Tov *AploTevos—arranged
in several different orders. What wonder, then,
if Demosthenes also took pains to achieve euphony
and harmony, and to avoid employing a single word,
or a single thought, which he had not weighed ? It
seems to me far more natural that a man engaged in
composing political discourses, imperishable memorials
of his power, should neglect not even the smallest
detaal, than that the generation of painters and sculp-
tors, who are darkly showing forth their manual tact
and toil in a corruptible material, should exhaust the
refinements of their art on the veins, on the feathers,
on the down of the lip and the like niceties®.” Re-
peating this passage, slightly altered, in the essay
on Demosthenes, Dionysios adds that we might in-
deed marvel if, while sculptors and painters are thus
conscientious, ‘the artist in civil eloquence (wohirikos
Snuiovpyds) neglected the smallest aids to speaking
well—if indeed these be the smallest®.’
It has already been observed that this feeling zniscon-

ception is
originally

about speaking is originally Greek ; and it is worth @7

1 The language here—7ovs éavrod  and dvamhékwr to the retrench-
dialéyovs krevifwy kai Boagrpuxi{wv ment, of luxuriance.

Kkal wdvra Tpémwov dvam\ékov—is not, 2 Dionys. wepl ovvbéoews dvopd-
perhaps, mere tautology. krevilwr Tov,c.25.
may be the general term; while 8 Dionys. De Demosth. c. 51.

Boarpuxifwy refers to the addition,

g2
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while to consider how it arose. That artistic sense
which distinguished the Greeks above all races
that the world has known was concentrated, in the
happy pause of development to which we owe
their supreme works, on the idealisation of man.
Now, Myos, speech, was recognised by the Greeks
as the distinctive attribute of man!. It was ne-
cessary, therefore, that, at this stage, they should
require in speech a clear-cut and typical beauty
analogous to that of the idealised human form.
This was the central and primary motive, relatively
to which all others were subsidiary or accidental.
But, of these secondary motives, two at least
demand a passing notice. First, the oral tradition
of poetry and the habit of listening to poetical reci-
tation furnished an analogy which was present to
people’s minds when they saw a man get up to make
a set speech; they expected his words to have some-
thing like the coherence, something like the plastic
outline, something even like the music of the verses
which they were wont to hear flow from the lips of
his counterpart, the rhapsode. Secondly, in the
Greek cities, and especially at Athens, public speak-
ing had, by 450 B. c., become so enormously im-
portant, opened so much to ambition, constituted a
safeguard so essential for security of property and
person, that not only was there the most various

1 Aristotle uses this considera-
tion to enforce the °¢defensive’
use of Rhetoric :—mpos 8¢ Tov-
ToLs TG odpart pev
k] \ \ A4 ~ [ 34 ~
atoxpov p1) Svvacbar Bonbetv éavra,
Adye & odk aloypdy' & paAhov 18iév

P H
aTowoy €l

) 3y 3 ~ ~
éorv dvfpdmov Tis Tod odparos

xpeias, Rhet. 1. 1. On Aéyos as
the distinction of man, see a splen-
did passage in Isokrates, Antid.
(Or. xv.) §§ 252—257.
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inducement to cultivate it, but it was positively
dangerous to neglect it. Further, since in a law-court, [ comper-
it was unavailing for the citizen that he could speak

well unless the judges thought that he spoke better

than his opponent, the art of persuasion was studied

with a competitive zeal which wrought together

with the whole bent of the Greek genius in securing
attention to detail.

It will now be useful to look at some of the broad gharecter-
characteristics of modern oratory and of the modern fream
feeling towards it; but only in so far as these will help
our present purpose—namely, to elucidate the na-
ture of ancient oratory. The first thing that strikes
one is how completely modern life has redressed the
complaint made by the earliest philosophical theorist
of rhetoric. Aristotle opens his treatise with the ob- ristotte on

the three
instruments

servation that, whereas there are three instruments Zgumes
of rhetorical persuasion—the ethical, the pathetic “*" "
and the logical—his predecessors have paid by far the
most attention to the second, and have almost totally
neglected the third, though this third is incompara-
bly the most important,—indeed, the only one of the
three which is truly scientific. The logical proof is
the very body, océpa, of rhetorical persuasion,—every-
thing else, appeal to feeling, attractive portrayal of
character, and so forth, is, from the scientific point of

view, only mpoathjxn, appendage. This is essentially i ctimate
the modern, especially the modern Teutonic, theory % Hedern

of oratory, and the modern practice is in harmony
with it. The broadest characteristic of modern ora- sodern

Oratory

tory, as compared with ancient, is the predominance pus e

Aoy} wioTis

of a sustained appeal to the understanding. Hume, "™
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with general truth, declares the attributes of Greek
oratory to be ‘rapid harmony, exactly adjusted to
the sense’, ¢ vehement reasoning, without any ap-
pearance of art’, ‘disdain, anger, boldness, freedom,
involved in a continual stream of argument’—a
description, it must be observed, which should at all
events be limited to the deliberative and forensic
orators contemporary with Demosthenes. Brougham,
however, states the case both more accurately and
in terms of wider application, when he observes that
in ancient oratory there are scarcely any long chains
of elaborate reasoning; what was wanted to move, to
rouse, and to please the hearers, was rather a copious
stream of plain, intelligible observations upon their
interests, appeals to their feelings, reminiscences
from the history, especially the recent history, of
their city, expositions of the evils to be apprehended
from inaction or from impolicy, vindications of the
orator’s own conduct, demonstrations of the folly
which disobeys, or of the malice which assails him %
Aristotle himself, it may be observed, the very cham-
pion of the enthymeme, is the strongest witness to the
truth of this. He impresses upon the student of
Rhetoric that a speaker must ever remember that he
is addressing the vulgar ; he must not expect them
to be capable of a far-reaching ratiocination, he must
not string syllogism to syllogism, he must administer
his logic temperately and discreetly 3, Now, in con-
trast with this, long and elaborate chains of reasoning,

1 Essay x1r., Of Eloquence. 3 Bee (e.g.) Rhet. 1. 2 §§12,13

2 Dissertation On the Eloquence (6 yap kpurs dmékesrar elvat dmhods,

of the Ancients, pp. 48, 58. kT ¢ IL 22 §§ 2ff 111717 § 6, ete.
>
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or expositions of complicated facts, have been the very
essence of the great efforts and triumphs of modern
oratory ; the imagery and the pathos heighten the
effect, but would go only a very little way if the
understandings of the hearers had not, in the first
place, been convinced. We are here again reminded
of the basis on which ancient oratory rested. The The modern
modern speaker comes before his audience with 1o seprime
a priort claim to be regarded as an artist whose dis-" e
play of his art may be commendable and interesting
in itself. Cicero’s speech for Archias, which is ex- Zheancients

less strict
about logical

quisitely composed, but of which not more than (4w
one-sixth is to the purpose, or his speech for Publius
Sextus, in which the relevant part bears a yet smaller
proportion to the whole, could not have been de-
livered in a British court of justicel. There is
usually, however, an important difference, which will

be noticed by and by, between the nature of Greek and

that of Roman irrelevance. On the other hand, the
modern exaction of consecutive and intelligible rea-
soning becomes, of course, less severe the more nearly

the discourse approaches to the nature of a display.

Still, this logical vigilance, with a comparative indif-
ference to form, is, on the whole, the first great
characteristic of modern oratory, and has, of course,
become more pronounced since the system of re-
porting for the Press has been perfected, as it is mmuenceor
now, in many cases, far more important for the reporting.
speaker to convince readers than to fascinate hear-

ers. The characteristic which comes next in degree

of significance for our present object is the habitual

1 Brougham, /. ¢., p. 46.
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presumption that the speech is extemporary. Even
where there has been the most laborious prepara-
tion, even where the fact of such preparation is
notorious, it is generally felt to be essential to im-
pressiveness that the fact of werbal premeditation
should be kept out of sight, and on the part of the
hearers it is considered more courteous to ignore it.
A certain ridicule attaches to a speech which, not
having been delivered, is published,—the sense of
something ludicrous arising partly from the feeling,
‘What an absurd disappointment’, but also from
the feeling, ‘Here are the bursts which would have
electrified the audience’. One thing which has
helped to establish this feeling is the frequent
failure of those who have attempted verbal pre-
meditation ; a failure probably due less often to
defective memory or nerve than to neglect of a
department in which the ancient orators were most
diligent, and in which, moreover, they were greatly
assisted by the plastic forms among which they lived,
by the share of musical training which they ordinarily
possessed, and by the draping of the himation or the
toga—delivery, in respect both of voice and of action.
When a premeditated speech is rendered lifeless or
ludicrous by the manner in which it is pronounced,
the modern mind at once recurs to its prejudice
against Rhetoric—that is, against the Rhetoric of
the later schools—and a contempt is generated for
those who deign to labour beforehand on words
that should come straight from the heart. There
is, however, a much deeper cause than this for the
popular modern notion that the greatest oratory
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must be extemporary, and it is one which, for
the modern world, is analogous to the origin of the
Greek requirement that speech should be artistic.
This cause is the Hebraic basis of education in
modern Christendom, especially in those countries
which have been most influenced by the Reforma-
tion. It becomes a prepossession that the true
adviser, the true warner, in all the gravest situa-
tions, on all the most momentous subjects, is one
to whom it will in that hour be given what he shall
speak, and whose inspiration, when it is loftiest,
must be communicated to him at the moment by
a Power external to himself. The ancient world
compared the orator with the poet. ~The modern
world compares the orator with the prophet.
It is true, indeed, that the ancient theory has Hodorn ap-

often been partially applied in modern times, some- tions to the

times with great industry and with much success ; 6y,
but modern conditions place necessary limits to the
application, and the great difference is this :—The
ancients required the speech to be an artistic whole;

the modern orator who composes, or verbally pre-
meditates, trusts chiefly, as a rule, to particular pas-
sages and is less solicitous for a total symmetry.
Debate, in our sense, is a modern institution; its ruence o
unforeseen exigencies claim a large margin in the pebae
most careful premeditation ; and hence, in the prin-

cipal field of oratory, an insurmountable barrier is

at once placed to any real assimilation between the
ancient and the modern modes. Just so much the
more, if only for contrast, is it interesting to contem-

plate those modern orators who have approximated
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to the classical theory in such measure as their
genius and their opportunities allowed. In an in-
quiry of the present scope, it might be presumptuous
to select living illustrations of the Pulpit, the Se-
nate, or the Bar. It would not, indeed, be needful
to go far back; but it may be better, for our purpose,
to seek examples where the natural partialities of a
recent memory no longer refract the steady rays of
fame. In respect of finished rhetorical prose, which
is not, either in the ancient or in the modern sense,
great oratory, but which bears to it the same kind of
relation that the Panegyrikos of Isokrates bears
to the speech On the Crown, no one, perhaps, has
excelled Canning. The well-known passage of his
speech at Plymouth in 1823 will serve as an illus-

tration :—

‘The resources created by peace are means of war. In
cherishing those resources, we but accumulate those means.
Our present repose is no more a proof of inability to act,
than the state of inertness and inactivity in which I see
those mighty masses that float in the waters above your
town is a proof that they are devoid of strength and in-
capable of being fitted out for action. You well know,
gentlemen, how soon one of those stupendous masses now
reposing on their shadows in perfect stillness—how soon,
upon any call of patriotism or of necessity, it would assume
the likeness of an animated thing, instinet with life and
motion—how soon would it ruffle, as it were, its swelling
plumage—how quickly it would put forth all its beauty and
its bravery, collect its scattered elements of strength, and
awaken its dormant thunder. Such as is one of those
magnificent machines when springing from inaction into
a display of its might—such is England herself, while, ap-
parently passive and motionless, she silently concentrates
the power to be put forth on an adequate occasion.’
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The ancient parallel for this is such a passage s ana

ogue—
Isokrates.

as that in the Panegyrikos, describing the irresis-
tible and awe-inspiring might in which the Pan-
hellenic invasion will move through Asia—@ewpia

palov 7 oTparelg mpoceokds'.  But a mnearer re- Ynina

Jfimish with

semblance to the classical union of rhythmical finish jassion:
with living passion is afforded, in deliberative ora-
tory, by Grattan, in forensic, by Erskine. Take

the peroration of Grattan’s speech in the Irish Par- Gratan.
liament on the Declaration of Irish Rights?:—

‘Do not suffer the arrogance of England to imagine a
surviving hope in the fears of Ireland; do mnot send the
people to their own resolves for liberty, passing by the
tribunals of justice and the high court of Parliament;
neither imagine that, by any formation of apology, you can
palliate such a commission to your hearts, still less to your
children, who will sting you with their curses in your graves,
for having interposed between them and their Maker,
robbing them of an immense occasion, and losing an op-
portunity which you did not create and never can restore.

‘ Hereafter, when these things shall be history, your age
of thraldom and poverty, your sudden resurrection, com-
mercial redress, and miraculous armament, shall the historian
stop at liberty, and observe—that here the principal men
among us fell into mimic trances of gratitude; that they
were awed by a weak ministry, and bribed by an empty
treasury; and, when liberty was within their grasp, and
the temple opened her folding doors, and the arms of the
people clanged, and the zeal of the nation urged and en-
couraged them on,—that they fell down and were prostituted
at the threshold.

‘I might, as a constituent, come to your bar and demand
my liberty,—I do call upon you, by the laws of the land
and their violation, by the instruction of eighteen counties,

! Isokr. Or. 1v. § 182, * Speeches, Vol. L. pp. 52 1.
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by the arms, inspiration, and providence of the present
moment, tell us the rule by which we shall go—assert the
law of Ireland—declare the liberty of the land.

‘I will not be answered by a public lie in the shape of
an amendment ; neither, speaking for the subject’s freedom,
am I to hear of faction. I wish for nothing but to breathe,
in this our island, in common with my fellow-subjects, the
air of liberty. I have no ambition, unless it be the ambition
to break your chain and contemplate your glory. I never
will be satisfied so long as the meanest cottager in Ireland
has a link of the British chain clanking to his rags; he may
be naked, he shall not be in iron; and I do see the time is
at hand, the spirit is gone forth, the declaration is planted;
and though great men should apostatize, yet the cause will
live; and though the public speaker should die, yet the
immortal fire shall outlast the organ which conveyed it, and
the breath of liberty, like the word of the holy man, will
not die with the prophet, but survive him.’

Erskine’s defence of Stockdale, the publisher of a
pamphlet in defence of Warren Hastings, containing
certain reflections on the Managers which the House
of Commons pronounced libellous, contains a passage
of which the ingenuity, no less than the finished art,
recalls the best efforts of ancient forensic oratory ;
though this ingenuity cannot be fully appreciated
without the context. At first, Erskine studiously
keeps his defence of Stockdale separate from his de-
fence of Hastings ; then he gradually suggests that
Hastings is entitled to indulgence on account (1) of
his instructions, (2) of his situation, (3) of English
and European policy abroad, (4) of the depravity to
which, universally, men are liable who have vast
power over a subject race,—and the last topic is
illustrated thus:—
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‘Gentlemen, I think that I can observe that you are
touched by this way of considering the subject; and I can
account for it. I have not been considering it through the
cold medium of books, but have been speaking of man and
his nature, and of human dominion, from what I have seen
‘of them myself among reluctant nations submitting to our
authority. I know what they feel, and how such feelings
can alone be repressed. I have heard them in my youth
from a naked savage, in the indignant character of a prince
surrounded by his subjects, addressing the governor of a
British colony, holding a bundle of sticks in his hand as the
notes of his unlettered eloquence; ¢ Who is it said the
jealous ruler over the desert encroached upon by the rest-
less foot of English adventure—‘who is it that causes this
river to rise in the high mountains and to empty itself into
the ocean? Who is it that causes to blow the loud winds
of winter, and that calms them again in summer? Who is it
that rears up the shade of those lofty forests, and blasts
them with the quick lightning at his pleasure ? The same
Being who gave to you a country on the other side of the
waters, and gave ours to us; and by this title we will defend
it !’ said the warrior, throwing down his tomahawk on the
ground, and raising the war-sound of his nation. These are
the feelings of subjugated men all round the globe; and,
depend upon it, nothing but fear will control where it is
vain to look for affection®’

But no speaker, probably, of modern times has purt.
come nearer to the classical type than Burke; and
this because his reasonings, his passion, his imagery,
are sustained by a consummate and unfailing beauty
of language. The passage in which he describes the
descent of Hyder Ali upon the Carnatic is supposed
to owe the suggestion of its great image, not to

1 From a longer extract given by ~ Review in the volume of his ¢ Rhe- -
Brougham in his Essay on Erskine, torical and Literary Dissertations
reprinted from the Edinburgh and Addresses,” p. 225.
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Demosthenes, but to Livy’s picture of Fabius hover-
ing over Hannibal; the whole passage is infinitely
more Roman, more Verrine, if the phrase may be
permitted, than Greek; but it is anything rather
than diffuse :—

‘Having terminated his disputes with every enemy and
every rival, who buried their mutual animosities in their
common detestation against the creditors of the Nabob of
Arcot, he drew from every quarter whatever a savage ferocity
could add to his new rudiments in the arts of destruction;
and compounding all the materials of fury, havoc, and de-
solation into one black cloud, he hung for a while on the
declivity of the mountains. Whilst the authors of all these
evils were idly and stupidly gazing on this menacing meteor,
which darkened all their horizon, it suddenly burst, and
poured down the whole of its contents upon the plains of the
Carnatic. Then ensued a scene of woe, the like of which
no eye had seen, no heart conceived, and which no tongue
can adequately tell. All the horrors of war before known
or heard of were mercy to that new havoc. A storm of
universal fire blasted every field, consumed every house,
destroyed every temple. The miserable inhabitants, flying
from their flaming villages, in part were slaughtered; others,
without regard to sex, to age, to the respect of rank, or
sacredness of function, fathers torn from children, husbands
from wives, enveloped in a whirlwind of cavalry, and amidst
the goading spears of drivers and the trampling of pursuing
horses, were swept into captivity in an unknown and hostile
land. Those who were able to evade this tempest fled to
the walled cities. But escaping from fire, sword and exile
they fell into the jaws of famine. For months together
these creatures of sufferance, whose very excess and luxury
in their most plenteous days had fallen short of the allow-
ance of our austerest fasts, silent, patient, resigned, without
sedition or disturbance, almost without complaint, perished
by a hundred a day in the streets of Madras or on the glacis
of Tangore, and expired of famine in the granary of India.
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Brougham! contrasts this passage with that in Browsnam
which Demosthenes says that a danger ‘went by (77
like a cloud’, with that where he says, ‘If the mosthencs.
Thebans had not joined us, all this trouble would
have rushed like a mountain-torrent on the city’, and
with that where he asks, ¢ If the thunder-bolt which
has fallen has overpowered, not us alone, but all the
Greeks, what is to be done??  Brougham contends
that Burke has marred the sublimity of the ‘black
cloud’ and ‘the whirlwind of cavalry’ by developing
and amplifying both. This, surely, is to confound
the plastic with the picturesque—a point which will
presently claim our attention. Demosthenes is a
sculptor, Burke a painter.

It might, however, have been anticipated that s

Eloquence
modern oratory would have most resembled the g e
ancient in that branch where the conditions are
most nearly similar. If Isokrates could have foreseen
the splendid, the unique opportunities which in later
ages would be enjoyed by the Christian preacher,
what expectations would he not have formed, not
merely of the heights that would be attained—past
and living instances remind us that, in this respect,
no estimate could well have been too sanguine—but
of the average abundance in which compositions of
merit would be produced! It will, of course, be
recollected that no quality is here in question ex-
cept that of an eloquence which, regarded as literary
prose, has the finish which deserves to be called
artistic.  If the test, thus defined, be applied, it

1 In his Tnaugural Discourse 2 Dem. de Corona § 188 (védos),
before the University of Glasgow,  § 153 (xewudppovs), § 194 (axymrrds).
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will be found to afford a striking confirmation of
what has already been observed in regard to the
effect upon oratory of that especially Protestant con-
ception according to which the orator’s function is
prophetic.  In the combination of argumentative
power with lofty earnestness and with eloquence of
the Hebraic type!, none have surpassed, or perhaps
equalled, those divines whose discourses are among
the chief glories of the English language. In respect,
however, of complete artistic form, of classical finish,
a mnearer resemblance to the antique has been pre-
sented by the great preachers of Catholic France 2.
The most memorable triumphs of modern oratory
are connected with the tradition of thrills, of electrical
shocks, given to the hearers at the moment by bursts
which were extemporary, not necessarily as regards
the thought, but necessarily as regards the form. It
was for such bursts that the eloquence of the elder
Pitt was famous ; that of Mirabeau, and of Patrick
Henry, owed its highest renown to the same cause.
Sheil’s retort, in the debate on the Irish Municipal
Bill in 1837, to Lord Lyndhurst’s description of
the Irish (in a phrase borrowed from O’Connell), as
“aliens in blood, language and religion’, was of this

kind®  Erskine, in his defence of Lord George

Modern
Oratory—
18 greatest
triumphs
won by
sudden
bursts.

1 Chatham prescribed a study
of Barrow as the best foundation
of a good style in speaking.

2 In his Essay on ‘Pulpit Elo-
quence’ Brougham seems hardly
to do justice to Bossuet— the
more florid Isokrates of the
group. Bourdaloue, with his abun-
dant resource, his temperate pa-

_thos and his frequent harshness,

may perhaps be compared with
Lykurgos: Massillon, Voltaire’s
favourite, with his severity, ra-
pidity, and lofty fervour, was pro-
bably the most Demostheniec.

3 It is quoted in the excellent
article on ‘ The British Parliament;
its History and Eloquence’, Quar-
terly Review of April, 1872, No.
cxxxii. p. 480.
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Gordon, produced an astonishing effect by a pro-
testation,—which would have been violent if it had
not been solemn,—of personal belief in his client’s
innocence ; a daring transgression of the advocate’s
province which was paralleled, with some momentary
success, In a celebrated criminal case about twenty
years ago. Now these sudden bursts, and the shock or
the transport which they may cause, were forbidden -
to ancient oratory by the principal law of its being. In
nothing is the contrast more striking than in this—
that the greatest oratorical reputations of the ancient
world were chiefly made, and those of the modern
world have sometimes been endangered, by prepared
works of art. Perikles and Hypereides were re-
nowned for no efforts of their eloquence more than
for their funeral orations. Fox’s carefully composed
speech in honour of the Duke of Bedford, Chatham’s
elaborate eulogy of Wolfe, were accounted among
the least happy of their respective performances.
There 1s, however, at least one instrument of 4,
sudden effect which Greek oratory and British Par- “““"
liamentary oratory once had in common, but which
the latter has now almost abandoned—poetical quota-
tion. A quotation may, of course, be highly effective
even for those to whom it is new. But the genuine
oratorical force of quotation depends on the hearers
knowing the context, having previous associations
with the passage, and thus feeling the whole felicity
of the application as, at the instant, it is flashed
upon the mind. In this respect, the opportunities
of the Greek orator were perfect. His hearers were
universally and thoroughly familiar with the great
h
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poets. When Aeschines applies the lines from
Hesiod to Demosthenes, it is as if Digby, address-
ing Puritans, had attempted to sum up Strafford
in a verse of Isaiah. In the days when all educated
Englishmen knew a good deal of Virgil and
Horace, and something of the best English poets,
quotation was not merely a keen, but, in skilful
hands, a really powerful weapon of parliamentary
debate; and its almost total disuse, however unavoid-
able, is perhaps a more serious deduction than
is generally perceived from the rather slender re-
sources of modern English oratory for creating a
olow. Pitt’s speech on the Slave Trade concluded
with the expression of this hope—that ‘Africa, though
last of all the quarters of the globe, shall enjoy at
length, in the evening of her days, those blessings
which have descended so plentifully upon us in a
much earlier period of the world’: the first beams
of the rising sun were just entering the windows
of the House, and he looked upward as he said—

Nos...... primus equis Oriens afflavit anhelis;
Illic sera rubens accendit lumina Vesper.

Hitherto we have been seeking to bring into
relief, against the modern conception, that character
which is common to Greek and to Roman oratory.
But Greek oratory, as compared with Roman, has
a stamp of its own. It is separated from the Roman,
not, indeed, by so wide an interval, yet by a line as
firm as that which separates both from the modern.

That character which, with special modifications,
belongs to every artistic creation of the Greek mind,
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whether this be a statue, a temple, a poem, a speech,
~or an individual’s conception of his own place in life,
is usually, and rightly, called the plastic. When it
is desired to describe the primary artistic aspect of
Greek Tragedy, this is commonly and justly done by
a comparison with Sculpture. But it is certain that Popular
comparatively few understand the real meaning of % it
‘ plastic’, ‘sculpturesque’, in these relations; and that st
to a vast majority of even cultivated persons, the
statement of this affinity conveys an altogether
erroneous notion. The reason of this is that the
place held in antiquity by Sculpture is now held
jointly by Painting, Music and certain forms of
Poetry ; that the modern mind instinctively refers
the sculptural to the standard of the picturesque;
and that, consequently, while the positive and essen-
tial characteristics of Sculpture are lost sight of, its
negative qualities, relatively to Painting, become
most prominent. These are, the absence of colour
and the exclusion of tumultuous or complex action.
Hence to the popular modern conception of Sculpture
there usually attaches the notion of coldness and of
rigidity. 'When people are told that Greek Tragedy
(for example) is sculpturesque, they form this idea of
it—that it has grandeur, but that it is cold and
rather stiff. Then, if they are convinced that some-
how the Greeks really were a race with the very
highest genius for art, they begin to feel a secret
wish that this alleged analogy between Greek Tra-
gedy and sculpture might turn out to be a mistake.

Here is an opportunity. The ingenious step in and o
128 M8~

say, ¢ It ¢s a mistake. It is pedantry and sentiment. Zoepiion.
h2
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For our part, we have always felt that Sophokles
was frigid, and that Euripides, with his pathetic
humanity, his tender women, his heroes who are
not ashamed to display their emotions, was the
better artist ; now, dismiss the prepossessions created
by students who are in no sympathy with nature or
men, look at the facts as they are, deign to take
homely views, and say, Is it not so?’

Consequent The question at issue here happens to be vital to

danger to
the whole

e e, the immediate subject of these pages, viz., the de-

@ velopment, through Attic oratory, of Attic prose. Tt
is, however, just as vital for every other department
whatsoever in the study of ancient art, literature
and thought, for it involves nothing less than our
fundamental conception of the antique. Unless that
conception is true, everything will be seen in a dis-
torted light, and the best things that the ancient
world has to teach will be neglected for the second-
best.

Character of Let us take a moment of the period when, as a

Greek

mouwsht in matter of fact, the creative activity of Greek art

the best days
of Greek

p was abundant—say 440 B.c.—and consider what, at
that moment, was the principal characteristic of

Greek reflection®.  This will be best understood by

a comparison with two other characters of thought;

that which has belonged, though in a multitude of

special shapes, to the East, and that of mediseval
Europe. Oriental thought, as interpreted by Oriental

t The essay on Winckelmann, in  If the restatement of some of its

Mr W. H. Pater’s ‘Studies in the points should gain for it fresh stu-

History of the Renaissance,” is the  dents, such a separation of its

most perfect interpretation of the teaching from its beauty may de-
Greek spirit in art that' I know. serve to be forgiven.
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art, fails to define humanity or to give a clear-cut wmparea
form to any material which the senses offer to it. Oriental;
Life is conceived only generally, as pervading men,
animals and vegetables, but the distinctive attributes

of human life, physical or spiritual, are not pondered

or appreciated. The human form, the human soul,

are not, to this Eastern thought, the objects of an
absorbing and analysing contemplation. To European and with
medisevalism, they are so; but the body is regarded
as the prison and the shame of the soul ; and mediseval

art expresses the burning eagerness of the soul to
escape from this prison to a higher communion. The

three marks of mediseval art are individualism, desire

and ecstasy ; individualism, since the artist is strug-

gling to interpret a personal intensity, and goes to
grotesqueness in the effort; desire, since the perpetual
longing of the Church on earth for her Master is the

type of the artist’s passion; ecstasy, since this pas-

sion demands the surrender of reason and has its
climax in the adoration of a mystery revealed!. Be-
tween the Oriental and the Medizeval art stands the
Greek. Greek art defines humanity, the body and

the soul of man. But it has not reached the medizseval
point; it has not learned to feel that the body is the
prison and the shame of the soul. Rather, it regards

the soul as reflecting its own divinity upon the body.
“What a piece of work is man! how noble in reason !

how infinite in faculty ! in form and moving how ex-

press and admirable ! in action how like an angel ! in

1 T have not at hand an article the Westminster Review, and in
on (I think) Mr Rossetti’s poems, which these traits of medisevalism
which appeared some years ago in  were very finely delineated.
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apprehension how like a god! the beauty of the
world ! the paragon of animals!” If Hamlet could
have stopped there, he would have been a Greek ;
but he could not, he was sick with a modern
distemper, abandonment to the brooding thought
that sapped his will'.  The Greek of the days when
art was supreme could and did stop there; he was
Narcissus, standing on the river bank, looking into
the deep, clear waters where the mirror of his image
shows the soul, too, through the eyes, Narcissus in
love with the image that he beholds,—but Narcissus
as yet master of himself,—as yet with a firm foot-hold
upon the bank, not as yet possessed by the delirious
impulse to plunge into the depths. Here, then, was
the first condition for the possibility of a great art.
Reflection had taken the right direction, had got far
enough, but had not got too far; it was a pause.
But, in order that this pause should be joyous, and
that the mind should not, from weariness or disap-
pointment, hasten forward, another thing was neces-
sary—that men and women should be beautiful. By
some divine chance, the pause in reflection coincided
with the physical perfection of a race ; and the result
was Greek art.

Why, however, should this art have expressed
itself in Sculpture rather than, for instance, in Paint-
ing? Art gives pleasure by form, by colour, by
sound, or, as in poetry, by the reminiscence of all
these combined with the delight of motion. But
the mind has had a history ; and the very degree in
which the resources of a particular art are limited or

1 Dowden, ¢ Shakspere’s Mind and Art,’ p. 47.
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ample may give it a special affinity with an earlier

or alater stage of the mind. Architecture corresponds Aroitec-
with the phase when man’s thoughts about himself

are still indistinct; the building may hint, but it
cannot express, the artist’s personality: Egyptian art

has been called a Memnon waiting for the day. Paint- puinting,
ing, Music and Poetry are the modern and romantic #*#%;
arts, with a range of expression adequate to every
subtlety and intricacy of self-analysis. Between this

group and Architecture comes Sculpture, the art seumpture.
kindred with that phase in the mind’s history when

man has just attained to recognition of himself and

is observing his own typical characteristics of form

and spirit with wonder and with joy, but, as yet,
without the impulse towards analysis. In all the
greatest sculpture there breathes the unshamed and
innocent surprise of a child just waked from sleep.

But this of itself implies renouncement ; the limits e imi or

. . . . P:.J‘pz‘essz'on
of possible expression in Sculpture are severe. If, S

irksome, but

then, the Greek was contemplating his own soul as-conenias,
well as his own body, why, it might be asked, had he &
recourse to a medium of interpretation for which the
spiritual subtleties of painting and poetry are im-
possible #  The answer is,—Because he was mnot
observing the soul apart from the body, but as one
with the body in a godlike union ; and because, to
him, any expression of spiritual subtleties was not

a gain but a loss, if it was effected at the expense

of that in which he was absorbed—the contempla-
tion of man as man, in his totality, as the paragon

of animals. Sculpture cannot express a complex or
refined situation ; but its very limitations on that
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side make it the clearest interpretation of a character
or a type. The Greek’s attention was fixed on the
typical, unchanging, divine lineaments of man, as he
stood forth under the blue heaven, his outlines clear
against the sunlit sea; and, for the Greek’s purpose,
sculpture was the more fitting just because it elimi-
nates what is restless or accidental. But he did not
mean sculpture to be cold or rigid; he did not mean
it to be blank or vague; and assuredly he made it none
of these things, The ‘Adorante’ lifting up his hands
in praise for victory, the cousinship of Love with
Death hinted in the Genius of Eternal Slumber,—Ilet
these works and such as these be witnesses.

This character of Sculpture belongs also to Greek
Tragedy. But this is not, as seems sometimes to
be imagined, because the Greeks sought to make
Tragedy like Sculpture. It is because that tendency
of intellect and feeling, for which Sculpture happened
to be a peculiarly apt expression, set its necessary
stamp equally on every thing else that the Greek
mind created. In naming this stamp ‘plastic’ we
borrow our term from the arts of modelling ; but to
conceive the form of Greek Tragedy as derived from
Sculpture is like conceiving the Greek language to be
derived from Sanskrit. It is true that, in reference
to the history of Greek thought, Tragedy is a later
manifestation than Sculpture; the perfect repose is
already troubled, an element of conflict has entered,
man is in the presence of Nemesis, and the Spdoavre
mafetv, the law that sin shall entail suffering, is
the theme. But the typical character is not lost ;
those unchanging attributes which, on the one hand,
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bring man near to the gods or, on the other, mark his
brotherhood with the dust and the limits of his mortal
destiny are presented in emphatic, untroubled lines;
and, when Retributive Justice has done its work,
that blitheness out of which the passions rose into a
storm returns subdued to the graver and deeper calm
that follows a transcendant contemplation. Allhonour
to those sublime voices of Titanic pain or victory that
roll, like dirges or paeans, along the spacious music of
Aeschylos; all honour to Furipides also, for no one
is capable of feeling that Sophokles is supreme who
does not feel that Euripides is admirable. Euripides 7 true

greatness of
Euripides.

is a great emotional dramatist; a master of the pic-
turesque ; the only Greek, except Aristophanes, who
set foot in the charmed woodlands of fancy!.  That
special claim, however, which has in recent times been
made for Euripides, and on the strength of which he
has by some been preferred to his predecessors, in-
volves a fallacy which it is important to observe, since
what is at issue is much more than our judgment on
the relative merits of two poets, it is the principle of
appreciation relatively to all the best Greek work in
every kind. Turipides has been regarded as distinct- rauey in-

volved in

ively the human. Now if by this were meant only s

Touripides
the most

that he is great in dramatising the accidents of life, <ruman’ or

the Greel

in portraying the more obvious phenomena of charac- ?raecians.

1 ¢An admirer of Aeschylus or fancy which Calderon and Shaks-
Sophocles might affirm that neither  pere and Fletcher trod.” Symonds,
Aeschylus nor Sophocles chose to  Z%he Greek Poets, p. 230. This
use their art for the display of seems to me exactly to define one
thrilling splendour. However that  of the most attractive poetical dis-
may be, Euripides, alone of Greeks, tinctions of Buripides. Compare
with the exception of Aristophanes, the same writer’s remarks on the
entered the fairyland of dazzling lyrics of Aristophanes, p. 250.
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ter, in exciting compassion for such troubles, or sym-
pathy with such joys, as come home to us all, in
establishing between the poet and the spectator not
merely a vivid intelligence but something like a per-
sonal friendship, then the epithet would be perfectly
just. If, however—and this is the popular notion—
Furipides is to be called the ‘human’ poet in contrast
with, for instance, Sophokles ; if it is meant that So-
phokles is comparatively cold, pompous, stiff, while
Euripides is in a warm, flexible, fruitful sympathy
with humanity—then the epithet involves a confu-
sion of ideas than which nothing could be more fatal.
sopnortes . Jiuripides is human, but Sophokles is more human ;

is the most

pumarn o s Sophokles is so in the only way in which a Greek
G could be so, by being more Greek. When the best
Greek mind was truest to the law of its own nature,
it looked at man and man’s life in the manner of
Sophokles—fixing its regard on the permanent, divine
characteristics of the human type, and not suffer-
ing minor accidents or unrulinesses or griefs so to
thrust themselves forward as to mar the symmetry
of the larger view. True simplicity is not the avoid-
ance, but the control, of detail. In Sophokles, as in
great sculpture, a thousand fine touches go to that
which, as the greatest living creator in fiction has
proved, he can still help to teach—the delineation of
sopnokies  the great primary emotions. Sophokles is the purest

the most

%;f;ge/g;m type of the Greek intellect at its best. Iuripidesis a

iwateee.  very different thing, a highly gifted son of his day.
Rhetorical Dialectic has broken into Tragedy, and
the religious basis, the doctrine of Nemesis, has been
abandoned in favour of such other interests as the
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poet can devise. Euripides was brilliantly fertile in
plots. This is what Aristotle means by rpaywdraros,
alluding especially to sudden and pathetic reversals
of situation; for, before Alexander’s time, ‘tragic’ had
already come near to ‘sensational’l. No woman in
Greek Tragedy is either so human, or so true a
woman, as the Antigone of SophoklesZ

Since, as has been seen, Oratory was for the
Greeks a fine art, it follows that Greek Oratory
must have, after its own kind, that same typical
character which belongs to Greek Sculpture and to
Greek Tragedy. Wherein, then, does it manifest
this character? We must here be on our guard
against the great stumblingblock of such inquiries,
the attempt to find the analogy in the particulars
and not in the whole. It might be possible to take
a speech of Demosthenes and to work out the de-
tails of a correspondence with a tragedy of Sophokles
or a work of Pheidias; but such refinements have
usually a perilous neighbourhood to fantasy, and,
even when they are legitimate, are apt to be more
curious than instructive. How truly and universally
Greek Oratory bears the plastic stamp, can be seen
only when it is regarded in its largest aspects. The

1 The gradual degradation of the
words rpaywdeiv, Tpayedia, ete., is
a painful hint of this. Perbaps the
nadir has been recached when a
contemporary of Aristotle’s, a
master, too, of all Attic refine-
ments, can use rpaywdiar of the
menaces with which a Macedo-
nion queen intimidated Athens:
Hypereides vmép "Evfevirmov col.
37, Tas Tpayedias avris (.e. ONvu-

muados) kal Tas karnyoplas dpypykd-
Tes éodueba.

2 To Sophokles, hardly less than
to Plato, apply the words of Pro-
fessor Jowett (Introduction to
the Phaedros, 2nd edit. 1r. 102),
‘We do not immediately recognize
that under the marble exterior of
Greek literature was concealed
a soul thrilling with spiritual emo-
tion.’

The plastic
character as
manifested
in Greel
oratory.
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first point to be observed is that, in Greek Oratory,
we have a series of types developed by a series of
artists, each of whom seeks to give to his own type
the utmost clearness and distinction that he is
capable of reaching. The same thing is true of
Tragedy, but not in the same degree; for, in Tragedy,
the element of consecrated convention was more per-
sistent ; and, besides, Oratory stood in such manifold
and intimate relations with the practical life that the
artist, in expressing his oratorical theory, could ex-
press his entire civic personality. Hence the men
who moulded Attic Oratory, whether statesmen or
not, are good examples of conscious obedience to that
law of Greek nature which constrained every man to
make himself a living work of art. “In its poets and
orators’, says Hegel!, ‘its historians and philoso-
phers, Greece cannot be conceived from a central
point unless one brings, as a key to the understand-
ing of it, an insight into the ideal forms of sculpture,
and regards the images of statesmen and philosophers
as well as epic and dramatic heroes from the artistic
point of view; for those who act, as well as those
who create and think, have, in those beautiful days
of Greece, this plastic character. They are great
and free, and have grown up on the soil of their own
individuality, creating themselves out of themselves,
and moulding themselves to what they were and
willed to be. The age of Perikles was rich in such
characters : Perikles himself, Pheidias, Plato, above
all Sophokles, Thucydides also, Xenophon and So-
krates, each in his own order, without the perfection

1 Aesthetik, Part 1. Section 2, ch. 1, quoted by Pater, p. 192,
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of one being diminished by that of the others. They

are 1deal artists of themselves, cast each in one flaw-
less mould—works of art which stand before us as
an immortal presentment of the gods.’

The plastic character of Greek oratory,—thus
seen, first of all, in the finished distinction of succes-
sive types, clearly modelled as the nature that
wrought them,—is further seen in the individual
oration. Take it whence we will, from the age of s tusin-
Antiphon or of Demosthenes, from the forensie, from “**™
the deliberative or from the epideictic class, two great
characteristics will be found. First, however little the main,
of sustained reasoning there may be, however much %o e
the argument may be mingled with appeals, re-"““"
miniscences or invectives, everything bears on the
matter in hand. It is an exertion of art, but of art
strictly pertinent to its scope. No Greek orator
could have written such a speech as that of Cicero
For Archias or For Publius Sextus. In a Greek
speech the main lines of the subject are ever firm;
they are never lost amid the flowers of a picturesque
luxuriance. Secondly, wherever pity, terror, anger, e
or any passionate feeling is uttered or invited, this ot
tumult is resolved in a final calm ; and where such
tumult has place in the peroration, it subsides before
the last sentences of all.  The ending of the speech
On the Crown—mwhich will be noticed hereafter'—is
exceptional and unique. As a rule, the very end is
calm ; not so much because the speaker feels this to
be necessary if he is to leave an impression of personal
dignity, but rather because the sense of an ideal

1 Vol. . p 415,
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beauty in humanity and in human speech governs
his effort as a whole, and makes him desire that,
where this effort is most distinctly viewed as a whole
—namely, at the close—it should have the serenity
of a completed harmony. Cicero has now and then
an Attic peroration, as in the Second Philippic and
the Pro Milone; more often he breaks off in a burst
of eloquence—as in the First Catilinarian, the Pro
Flacco and the Pro Cluentio. FErskine’s concluding
sentences in his defence of Lord George Gordon
are Attic :—Such topics might be useful in the
balance of a doubtful case; yet, even then, I should
have trusted to the honest hearts of Englishmen to
have felt them without excitation. At present the
plain and rigid rules of justice are sufficient to entitle
me to your verdict?!.’

This seems the fitting place to touch for a moment
on a trait of ancient forensic oratory which has some-
times been noticed with rather exaggerated emphasis,
and which, it might be objected, is strangely discord-
ant with the character just described—the disposition
of Greek as well as Roman orators to indulge in
personalities of a nature which would be deemed
highly indecorous in modern times. Their case is
scarcely, perhaps, mended by the observation that

1 This calmness of the Greek
peroration is noticed by Brougham
in his Dissertation (p. 25), but is
more fully discussed in his essay
on Demosthenes, pp.184f. He docs
not, however, penetrate to the true
Greek feeling when he says, ‘ The
same chastened sense of beauty
which forbade a statue to speak

the language of the passions, re-
quired that both the whole oration
and each highly impassioned por-
tion of it, should close with «
calmness approaching to indiffe-
rence, and tameness! There comes
in the popular modern notion of
the sculpturesque.
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the point of honour did not then exist. A more im-
portant circumstance to observe is that the language
in question, however strong, is seldom redundant.
It finds its place; but it does not overflow; nor
does it destroy that self-mastery in the speaker on
which the unity of his utterance depends. From the
artistic point of view—and from this alone it is now
being regarded—it is a distressing blemish; yet not,
even here, of the order to which it is referred by
those whose estimate of it is purely modern, since
it is not permitted to disturb the symmetry or the
repose of the whole. Unquestionably, the scale of
life in the Greek republics, and the dialect of the
aristocracy at Rome, often imparted to the mutual
criticisms of their orators a parochial character which
is comparatively rare in the public discussions of the
present day. Apart from this accident, however,
modern analogies are, unfortunately, not wanting?.
The speech against Ktesiphon and the speech against
Piso certainly contain exceedingly strong phrases.
Catullus, who used the ordinary language of society
in his day? is less euphemistic than Byron. But
scurrility is not the measure of vituperation. Ancient
invective concentrated the former. Modern invective
prefers to diffuse, without diluting, the latter.

1 Specimens of the language ad-  or two of them will be found in the
dressed by Coke, then Attorney- Quarterly Review, No. 132, p.470.
General, to Raleigh, whose prose- Those who desire further illustra-
cution he was conducting, will be  tions may read, or recall, the de-
found in a note to Mr Forsyth’'s bates in the House of Commons of
Hortensius, p. 45. The phrases May 15 and June 8, 1846.
are surpassed by nothing in Aes- 2 Sce H. A. J. Munro on Ca-
chines. Chatham’s most effective  tullus’ 29th Poem in the Journal
rotorts were personalities which  of Philology, 11. 1—34 (1869).
might have satisfied Cicero. One
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The superiority of Greek oratory to Roman, in
the deliberative and forensic branches alike, has been
recognised by the best critics as well as by the most
competent practical judges. Brougham, who speaks
with the authority of both characters, brings this
out with great force and clearness. He says:—
‘In all his (Cicero’s) orations that were spoken (for,
singular as it may seem, the remark applies less to
those which were only written, as all the Verrine,
except the first, all the Philippics, except the first
and ninth, and the Pro Milone), hardly two pages
can be found which a modern assembly would bear.
Some admirable arguments on evidence, and the
credit of witnesses, might be urged to a jury; several
passages, given by him on the merits of the case,
and in defence against the charge, might be spoken
in mitigation of punishment after a conviction or
confession of guilt; but, whether we regard the
political or forensic orations, the style, both in respect
of the reasoning and the ornaments, is wholly unfit
for the more severe and less trifling nature of modern
affairs in the senate or at the bar. Now, it is al-
together otherwise with the Greek masters; chang-
ing a few phrases, which the difference of religion
and of manners might render objectionable,—mode-
rating, in some degree, the virulence of invective,
especially against private character, to suit the
chivalrous courtesy of modern hostility,—there is
hardly one of the political or forensic orations of the
Greeks that might not be delivered in similar cir-
cumstances before our senate or tribunals?.’

v Inaugural Discourse, pp. 122f, Hume, again, observing that Cicero
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The main reason of this decided advantage on the Reasons of

thu supe-

part of Greek practical oratory—and the epideictic G
. R oratory is
oratory has a corresponding excellence relatively to wuwasto
the point:

that of the French Pulpit—is the business-like
character already noticed. If everything is not
logical, everything is at least relevant. Cicero, with

all his ingenuity, brilliancy and wit, is so apt to
wander into mere display, and this display is so
openly artificial, that, as Brougham says, ‘nothing

can be less adapted to the genius of modern elocu-
tion’. The style of modern debate comes far nearer

to the Greek than to the Latin. But there are two
other causes which should be remarked, one es-
pecially influential in Deliberative, the other in
Forensic, oratory. The first is that, in the days of e poica
the great Roman eloquence, Rome had no political E?Z‘%%;‘::s
rival. Her discipline and her manners contributed """
with her civic security to exempt her citizens from
sudden or violent emotion. ~What Claudian® after-
wards happily called the vitae Romana quies already
prevailed. If the paradox of Quintilian? be true, that
Demosthenes has plus curae, Cicero plus naturae, it

is true in this sense alone, that Cicero is an inferior
artist, and indulges more freely the taste of the
natural man for ornament. But that Roman oratory
should be on the whole more artificial than the
Greek, and more limited in its range of subjects, was
inevitable. Athens, the antagonist of Sparta or

is ‘too florid and rhetorical’ and (Essay x11, Of Eloquence, p. 60.)

that Greek oratory is ‘ more chaste 1 De sexto consulatu Honorii
and austere,’ adds:—‘could it be  Augusti (404 +.0.) v. 150.
copied, its success would be in- ? x.1§106.

fallible over a modern assembly.’
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Thebes, Athens vigilant against Persia or threatened
by Macedon, was a city in which the inspirations
of eloquence were not only personal but national.
Secondly: the Roman patronus, who pleaded his
client’s cause gratuitously, rewarded by the fact that

all the higher paths of ambition opened directly

from the forum, had, doubtless, an incentive to
eloquent declamation which his Attic brother, the
professional logographos, did not possess. But he
had not anything like the same inducement to
handle his case scientifically. He was a political
aspirant, not a man settled to a calling; and, from
a forensic point of view, the element of unreality
in his position had a strong tendency to vitiate
his performance by making it, before all things, a
display.

The least gifted people, in the earliest stage of
intellectual - or political growth, will always or
usually have the idea, however rude, of a natural
oratory. But oratory first begins to have a his-
tory, of which the development can be traced, when
two conditions have been fulfilled. First, that ora-
tory should be conceived, no longer subjectively,
but objectively also, and from having been a mere
faculty, should have become an art. - Secondly, that
an oration should have been written in accordance
with the theory of that art. The history of Greek
oratory begins with Gorgias. The history of Attic
oratory, properly so called, begins with Antiphon.

The special attributes and endowments of the
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Greeks would lead us to expect, before the beginnings

of an oratorical art, a singularly rich and various
manifestation of natural eloquence, and also an early
moment of origin for the art itself. Now, as & Late ap:
matter of fact, the origin of the art was singularly et
late, relatively to the gifts and to the general " “™
artistic tendency of the race; but the causes of this

delay were external and political. On the other hand, Extraords-
no documents of any early society can show an ey @ te
exuberance, a brilliancy, a diversified perfection of orators:
natural eloquence comparable to that which makes

one of the chief glories of the Homeric poems. By
‘patural’ is meant, not mnecessarily unstudied,

but unsystematic, or antecedent to a theory of
Rhetoric. The man to whom the gods had given Homeric |
dyopnTis, the power of discourse,—that which, with Fezere
beautiful strength, ¢vj, and good sense, ¢péves,
makes the Homeric triad of human excellences,—
might cultivate it; but so long as this cultivation

is empirical, not theoretic, the eloquence which it
achieves is still natural. From Achilles to Thersites,

the orators of the Iliad and the Odyssey are indi- momers

tllustrations
vidual. If Achilles alone is a Demosthenes, who had %2

no defects to conquer and no mysteries to learn,
Nestor is an Isokrates unaided or unembarrassed by

his system, Telemachos an ingenuous youth who has

no need of prompting by a Lysias, Odysseus a
speaker in whom the logical terseness of Isaeos is

Jjoined to something like the unscrupulous smartness,

though to nothing like the theatrical splendour, of odorn
Aeschines. Nor does any oratory that the ancient chracter or

the great
Homerie

world has left approach so nearly as the Homeric to speces:

v2
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the modern ideal. The reason of this is that the great
orations of the Iliad are made in debate, and the
greatest of all are replies,—as the answer of Achilles
to the envoys in the First Book. Condensed state-
ment, lucid argument, repartee, sarcasm, irony,
overwhelming invective, profound and irresistible
pathog,—all these resources are absolutely com-
manded by the orators of the Iliad, and all these
must have belonged to him, or to those, by whom
the Iliad was created. As Mr Gladstone has said?,
‘Paradise Lost’ does mnot represent the time of
Charles the Second, nor the ‘Excursion’ the first
decades of this century, but ‘as, when we find these
speeches in Homer, we know that there must have
been men who could speak them, so, from the exist-
ence of units who could speak them, we know that
there must have been crowds who could feel them.
The Homeric ideal, to shine in eloquence as in
action, to be at once ‘a speaker of words and a doer
of deeds,” ‘good in counsel, and mighty in war,’
had ample scope, as far as kings and nobles were
concerned, in the council and the agora. But the
eloquence of the commons does not appear to have
been particularly encouraged by the chiefs, and the
consummate individuality of an Achilles or an
Odysseus was no real step towards the development
of a popular oratory based upon a theory communi-
cable to all. In the presence of these great debaters
of the Iliad, the Homeric tus, when present at all,
is essentially a layman, confined strictly to the
critical function and uttering his criticisms, when

T Studies on Homer, 111, 107.
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they find utterance, in the fewest and plainest
words. Democracy, with its principle of loyyopia,— First con-

ditions of

the principle that every citizen has an equal right evieo
to speak his mind about the concerns of the city,— ™"
was necessary before a truly civil eloquence could be

even possible. But, after Democracy had arisen, a
further condition was needed,—the cultivation of and popular
the popular intelligence. What is so strikingly
characteristic of Greek Democracy in the period The fuculty
before an artistic oratory is this,—that the power of i i
public speaking now exists, indeed, as a political *"*"“*
weapon, but, instead of being the great organ by

which the people wield the commonwealth, is con-
stantly used by designing individuals against the
people. It is employed as a lever for changing the
democracy into a tyranny. Such names as Arista-

goras, Kvagoras, Protagoras, Peisistratos, frequent
especially in the Ionian colonies, indicate, not the
growth of a popular oratory, but the ascendancy

which exceptionally gifted speakers were able to
acquire, especially in democracies, before oratory

was yet an accomplishment studied according to a
method.

The intellectual turning-point came when Poetry Pho el
ceased to have a sway of which the exclusiveness tuis-
rested on the presumption that no thought can %fngzz;ofa
be expressed artistically which is not expressed £ros
metrically. So soon as it had been apprehended
that to forsake poetical form was not necessarily
to renounce beauty of expression, an obstacle to
clear reflection had been overcome. Mythology and

cosmical speculation began to have a rival,—a
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curiosity withdrawn from the cloud-regions of the
past or of the infinite to the things of practical life.
And this life itself was growing more complex. The
present, with its problems which must be solved
under penalties, was becoming ever more importu-
nate, and would no longer suffer men’s thoughts to
wander in mazes where they could find no end :—

The riddling Sphinx put dim things from our minds,
And set us to the questions at our doors.

The political turning-point came with the Per-
sian Wars. Greek freedom was secured against the
barbarian. A maritime career was opened to com-
merce. The Greek cities everywhere came into more
active intercourse; and the centre of the Greek world
was Athens. The Dorian States, Sparta and Argos,
had never been favourable to the artistic treatment
of language. This, like all art and science, was
especially the province of the Ionians; and, for the
fature of oratory, it was of the highest importance
that the central city of Hellas should be Ionian.
But, though Athens perfected the art, and soon
became almost its sole possessor, the first elements
were prepared elsewhere. The two principal forces
which moulded Attic oratory came from the East
and the West. One was the Practical Culture of
Tonia; the other was the Rhetoric of Sicily.

The theories of the Ionian physicists had not
been able to interest more than a few, still less had
they been able to draw away the mass of the people
from the old poetical faith; nor had the Ionian
chroniclers made any but the rudest approaches to a
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written prose. But the national Wars of Liberation
had quickened all the pulses of civic life. Freedom
once secured, the new intellectual tendency took
a definite shape. Men arose who, in contrast
with the speculative philosophers, undertook to
This culture had repre-
sentatives in every part of Greece. DBut, while
in Sicily and Magna Graecia it was engrossed with
Rhetoric, in Asiatic, and especially Ionian, Hellas
it was more comprehensive. There, its essence was
Dialectic, in connexion with a training sometimes
encyclopaedic, sometimes directed especially to gram-
mar or to literary criticism. These more compre-
hensive teachers were known by the general name
of Sophistsl. Those who, like the Sicilians, had a

narrower scope were sometimes called Sophists, but

give a practical culture.

were especially and properly called Rhetors.

Protagoras of Abdera, the earliest of the Sophists protagoras.
proper, was born about 485 B.c., and travelled
throughout Greece, teaching, for about 40 years, from
455 to 415. The two things by which he is signifi-
cant for artistic oratory are, his Dialectic, and the

1 Tt does not fall within my pro-
vince to enter on the ‘ Sophist’ con-
troversy, to which, in this country,
eminent scholars have lately given
a new life. But I would invite the
reader’s attention to a note, on
p. 130 of my second volume, as to
the use of the word by Isokrates.
And I would record my general
agreement with the reasoned de-
velopment of Grote’s view by Mr
H. Sidgwick, in the ‘Journal of
Philology,” Vol. 1v. No. 8 (1872).

For the details given here re-
specting particular Sophists or
Rhetors, I have used chiefly :—(1)
Cope’s papers on the Sophists and
the Sophistical Rhetoric, in the
Journal of Classical and Sacred
Philology, 1. 145—188,11.129—169,
111. 34—80 : (2) Westermann, Gesch.
der Beredsamkeit, pp. 36—48 :
(3) Blass, die Attische Beredsam-
keit von Gorgias bis zu Lysias,
pp. 1—-78.
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Commonplaces which he made his pupils commit to
memory. His Dialectic is famous for its undertaking
to make the weaker cause the stronger. One of the
uses of Rhetoric, as Aristotle says, is to succour truth
when truth is imperilled by the weakness of its
champion; but this is not the place to inquire
whether Protagoras intended, or how far he was
bound to foresee, an immoral application. As a
mental discipline, his Dialectic was important to
oratory, not merely by its subtlety, but by its treat-
ment of the rhetorical syllogism. The prepared
topics which his pupils learned seem to mark a
stage when public speaking in general was no longer
purely extemporary, but when, on the other hand,
the speech was not, as in Antiphon’s time, wholly
written. In regard to language, Protagoras insisted
on opbfoémeta—ri.e. a eorrect aceidence : but there is
no proof that he sought to make a style ; both the
Tonic fragment in Plutarch! and the myth in Plato?
are, for the prose of the time, simple, and they are
free from the Gorgian figures.

Prodikos of Keos—the junior by many years of
Protagoras—was neither, like the latter, a dialec-
tician nor a rhetor of the Siceliot type, but rather,
like Hippias, the teacher of an encyclopaedic culture.
There is no reason to think that he, any more than
Protagoras or Hippias, concerned himself with the
artistic oratory of Gorgias. Xenophon gives in the
Memorabilia® a paraphrase of the ‘Choice of Hera-

1 Plat. mapapvOnricds wpods’ Amol- 2 Plat. Protag. pp. 320 p—328 ¢.

Adwioy, ¢. 33 (Moral. p. 118), rév 1L i §§ 21—33. Xen. calls it
vap viéwr venmdv—adpunyaviny. 70 obyypappa 76 wepl “Hpaxhéovs.
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kles’ as related by Prodikos in his fable called
® When Philostratos! says that he need not
describe the style of Prodikos because Xenophon
has sketched it, he is refuted by Xenophon himself,
who observes that the diction of Prodikos was
more ambitious than that of his paraphrase? There
are certainly confusions of synonyms which the
Platonic Prodikos distinguishes®; and the only
safe inference appears to be that, however faithful
Xenophon may have been to the matter of the
fable, he is a witness of no authority for its form.
The true point of contact between Prodikos and the
early Rhetoric is his effort to discriminate words
which express slight modifications of the same idea,
and which, therefore, were not ordinarily distin-
guished by poets or in the idiom of daily life. How-
ever unscientific his effort may have been, it at least
represented a scientific tendency, which soon set its
mark on literature as well as on thought. Two men
who are said to have been pupils of Prodikos—
TFuripides and Isokrates—show clear traces’of it;
but, for reasons which will appear further on, it is
especially distinct in the earliest phase of artistic
oratory—in Antiphon, and above all in Thucydides.

Hippias of Elis is of no immediate significance

CXV

Qpat.

1 Vit Sophist. p. 16 (Kayser),
kal T¢ av yapakrnpiloipev Ty TOD
podikov yAéTrav, HEevoddvros aij-
Ty ikavds vroypagpovros ;

2 Mem. 11 i. § 34, 0UT0 Tos

3 As Blass points out (Z.c.),
Xenophon (Mem. 11. i. § 24) makes
Prodikos use répmeobai, 1deabar,
évppalvedbar,  indistinguishably:
whereas Plato (Prot. 337 ¢) makes

dudker (Segirer?) Tpodikos hy '
*Aperiis “Hpakhéovs waldeveiy, éxdo-
mae pévror Tas yvdpas €Tt peya-
Aeworépois pripacy i) €yad viv.

Prodikos appropriate edppaivecbar
to intellectual, 7j8eofa: to sensuous
pleasure.

Hippias.
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for our subject. Neither Dialectic nor Rhetoric
was included, or at least prominent, in the large
circle of arts and sciences which he professed to
teach. Tconomics, Fthics and Politics—*the faculty
of managing public affairs along with his own’—
formed his especial province. Like all the other
Sophists, he touched, of course, the domain of
grammar and prosody ; his Tpwwds Ayos?, a dialogue
between Nestor and Neoptolemos, made pretensions
to elegance of style, but probably not of a poetical
or Gorgian cast®; and, in Plato, Hippias assigns,
not his oratory, but his political insight, as the
ground of his selection as an ambassador by the
Eleans 4

Thrasymachos of Chalkedon stands in a far
riper and more definite relation to Attic rhetorical
prose, and will more properly be noticed in con-
nexion with the progress from Antiphon to Lysias,
when we come to look back on the development
as a whole .

These, then, were the two things by which the
Fastern or Ionian school of practical culture pre-
pared the ground for Attic oratory : first and chiefly,
popular Dialectic; secondly, in the phrase of Pro-
tagoras, orthoepy—attention to correctness in speak-
In contrast with the Eastern

cexvi

ing or writing.

1 Plat. Hipp. Mai. 282 B, 70
kal 1& Snubota wpdrrew Stvacba
pera 76y dlwv. Cf. Cope in Journ.
Class. and Sacr. Phil. 111. 63.

# Plat. Z. c. p. 286 A.

3 Philostratos, at least, says of
Hippias that he wrote ‘powerfully
and naturally,’ els Aiya karaged-

yov réy €k mouTikiis dvépara, Vit.
Sophist. p. 15 (Kayser).

4 Plat. l. c. p. 281 (ad init.) He
is a Swkaoris kal dyyehos Téy Noywy
of &v mapd TdY woNewy éxdoTwy
Aéyovrat.

5 See Vol. 1. ch. xxiii.
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Dialectic stands the Western Rhetoric. In contrast
with the Ionian study of correct diction, dpfoémeia,
stands the Sicilian study of beautiful diction, evérea.
Deeper causes than a political crisis fitted Sicily IL. The
to become the birthplace of Rhetoric. The first cause Zeeric
was the general character of the Sicilian Greeks.
Thucydides remarks that the quick and adventur- craracer
ous Athenians, who were often benefited by Lace- z;”:fi%;"
daemonian slowness or caution, found most for-
midable adversaries in the Syracusans just because
the Syracusans were so like themselves!; and this
resemblance, we have good reason to suppose, in-
cluded the taste for lively controversy and the
passion for lawsuits described by Aristophanes in
the Wasps. ‘Anacute people, with an inborn love of
disputation’, is the description of the Sicilians which
Cicero quotes from Aristotle?: Sicilians are never
so miserable’, he says in one of the Verrine speeches,
“that they cannot make a happy joke®’. The popu- Political
lation thus gifted had, further, gone through the %%,
same political phases as Athens; through aristocracy “*"
they had arrived at tyranny, and through tyranny
at a democracy. The flourishing age of the Sicilian The dge
Tyrants—the early part of the fifth century B.c.— §ietian
was illustrated by art and literature, by the lyric
poetry which, native to Ionia, found its most splendid
theme in the glory of these Dorian princes of the
West, and by a home-growth of Comedy, the crea-
tion of Phormis and Epicharmos. It was in 466 & Demo

cratic Revo-
lution.
1 pdAiora dpowérpomror, Thue. VIIL 3 Cic. In Verr. 1v. 43 ad fin.
96. Cf. Quint. v1. 3 § 41.
2 Cic. Brut. xil. § 46.
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that Thrasybulos, last of the Gelonian dynasty, was
expelled and that a democracy was established at
Syracuse. Somewhat later, a democracy arose at
Agrigentum also. Popular life was now as exuberant
in Sicily as it was at Athens after the Persian
‘Wars; but, with its mixture of races, it was less
fortunately tempered; its vigour, instead of glow-
ing with the sense of national welfare secured
against aliens, had the feverish vehemence of a domes-
tic reaction; and hence we should be prepared to
find these younger democracies showing almost at
once some features which do not appear in the
elder Athenian democracy until the time of the
Peloponnesian War. But it was neither by the
turbulent rivalries of the popular assembly, nor by
the natural growth of cukodavruci or pettifogging,
that the formulation of Rhetoric as an Art was
immediately caused. The absolute princes of Sicily
had done as they listed. They had banished, they
had confiscated,—like Dionysios I. in later times,
they had effaced towns and transferred populations,—
they had turned all things upside-down. When
they were driven out, and when governments arose
based on the equality of citizens before the law, a
crowd of aggrieved claimants presented themselves
wherever that law had a seat. ‘Ten years ago’,
this one would say, ¢Hieron banished me from
Syracuse because I was too much a democrat, and
gave my house on the Kpipolae to Agathokles,
who still lives among you; I ask the people to
restore it to me.’ ‘When Gelon razed our city’,
another would say, ‘and divided the lands among
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his friends, we were commanded to dwell at Selinus,
where I have lived many years; my father’s land
was given to a favourite of the tyrant’s, whose first
cousin still holds it ; I ask you to insist on this
man making restitution.’  Claims of this kind
would be innumerable. And, besides those which
were founded in justice, a vast number of false
claims would be encouraged by the general presump-
tion that the rights of property had been universally
deranged. If, twenty years after the Cromwellian
Settlement of Ireland, a government had arisen of
such a nature as to make it worth people’s while
to dispute every possession taken under that settle-
ment in the Ten Counties, the state of things which
would have ensued would have borne some resem-
blance to that which prevailed throughout Sicily,
but especially at Syracuse, in 466 B.c.?
Now, if we consider what would be, as a rule, genera

Jeatures

the characteristics of claims to property made under e
such conditions, we shall find that they throw a
significant light on the little which is expressly
recorded in regard to the first artists of Rhetoric.
First, such claims would, as a rule, go several years
back, and would often require for their elucidation
that a complicated mass of details should be stated
or arranged. Secondly, such claims would often
lack documentary support; the tablets proving a
purchase, a sale, or a contract, would, in many or

most cases, have been lost or destroyed, and the
! Those who wish to test the ac-  Cromwellian Settlement by Mr

curacy of this illustration are J. P. Prendergast. (Longmans,
referred to the History of the 1865.)
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claimant would have to rely chiefly on inferences
from other facts which he could substantiate.
If, then, we imagine a man conceiving the idea
that these innumerable claimants want help, and
that the occupation of helping them may be a
way to notoriety or gain, in what particular forms
is it probable that he would have tried to render
this help? He would have seen, first, that people
must be assisted to deal with an array of complex
facts ; they must be taught method. He would
have seen, secondly, that they must be assisted
to dispense with documentary or circumstantial
evidence ; they must be given hints as to the best
mode of arguing from general probabilities.
Diogenes Laertios quotes a statement of Aristotle
that Empedokles was the inventor of Rhetoric, as
Zenon of Dialectic!. The more cautious phrase of
Sextus Empiricus? (also from Aristotle), which
Quintilian translates, is that Empedokles broke
ground (kekwnxévar, aliqua movisse) in Rhetoric.
Assuredly the poet and philosopher of Agrigentum
created, at least, no rhetorical system. His oratory—
which, after the fall of Thrasydaeos in 472, found
political scope in resistance to a restoration of the
tyranny—however brilliant, was practical only; and
his analogy—so far as the wanderings of his later

1 Diog. viL 57, ’Apwororélns

& év 16 qoduaty Pyar mpdrov *Eu-
medokNéa pyropikny €V pety, Zijvova
d¢ dahekrwknv. In his lost work
wepl wounTdy, Arist. (as quoted by
Diog. . ¢.) said that Empedokles
was Sewods wept THv Ppdow and
weraopikds, as well as generally

‘Ounpekds. Twining notices(Vol.1. p.
249) the apparent discrepancy be-
tween this statement and that in
the Poetics c. 1.—that Empedokles
and Homer have oddév kowdv mhny
T pérpov.

? VIL 6: Quint. 1. 1 § 8.



INTRODUCTION. cxxi

years and the union of care for studied expression
with a doctrine give the semblance of such—is, at
least, more with the Sophists of proper Greece than
with the Sicilian Rhetors.

The founder of Rhetoric as an Art was Korax o
of Syracuse. He had enjoyed some political con-
sideration in the reign of Hieron (478—467 B.C.),
and was probably several years older than Em-
pedokles. The law-suits which followed the estab-
lishment of the democracy are said to have given
him the idea of drawing up, and committing to
writing, a system of rules for forensic speaking.

This was his 7éxvn or Art of Rhetoric—the earliest
theoretical Greek book, not merely on Rhetoric, but in

any branch of art. There is no mention of speeches
composed by him either for himself or for others.

Nor, except the story of his law-suit with Tisias, is

there any evidence that he taught Rhetoric for pay.

In regard to the contents of his ‘Art’ two facts Tyeatiso of
are known which are of interest. They are pre- Rietoric:
cisely those which, as has been shown, we should

have expected to find. First, he gave rules for
arrangement—dividing the speech into five parts— 4rane-
proem, narrative, arguments (dyaves), subsidiary re-

marks (wapéxBaocis) and perorationl. Secondly, he 7re topicor
illustrated the topic of general probability, bringing o
out its two-edged application: e.g. if a physically

weak man 1s accused of an assault, he is to ask,

‘Is it probable that I should have attacked Aim?’;

if a strong man is accused, he is to ask, ‘Is it

1 The dydves and mapéxPBaotis are  legomena to Hermogenes, Spen-
thus explained in the Greek pro- gel, cwvaywyy) Texvér, p. 25.
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probable that I should have committed an assault
in a case where there was sure to be a presump-
tion against me?’. Nothing could be more sugges-
tive of the special circumstances in which the art
of Rhetoric had its birth. The same topic of
Probability holds its place in the Tetralogies of
Antiphon®. But its original prominence was, in
truth, a Sicilian accident?.

Tisias, the pupil of Korax, must have been born
about 485 B.c. 'We hear that he was the master of
Lysias at the colony of Thurii (founded in 443 B.C.),
and of the young Isokrates at Athens—about 418 B.c.;
Pausanias makes him accompany (orgias to Athens
in 427 B.c.; and speaks of him as having been
banished from Syracuse®. Whatever may be the
worth of these details, the main facts about Tisias
are clear. He led the wandering life of a Sophist.
And in his Art of Rhetoric—the only work of his
which antiquity possessed—he followed his master
in further developing the topic of Probability*.

Those who bring a scientafic spirit to the study
of Attic oratory need not be cautioned against
allowing what is ignoble, puerile, or even immoral in
the earliest Greek Rhetoric to prejudice their esti-

L See below, pp. 47 fl. abstract and particular probability.
2 This topic of eikés—the great  Arist. illustrates it by the verses
weapon of the early Rhetoric—  of Agathon:—‘Perhaps one might

stands ninth among those topics call this very thing a probability,—
of the fallacious enthymeme which  that many improbable things will
Avistotle enumerates in Rhet. 11 happen to men.” ‘Of this topic’
24—a chapter which, for his says Aristotle (Z%. 1. 24 § 9) ‘the
Rhetoric, is what the mepl oo~  Treatise of Korax is made up.” Cf.
Tikdy Néyxwv is for the Zupica. Spengel, cvvaywyn Texviv pp. 30 f.
The fallacy arises from the 3 Pausan. VL. 17 § 8.

owission to distinguish between ¢ Plat. Phaedr. 267 A, 273 A=0.
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mate of the real services afterwards rendered both
to language and to thought by the conception of
expression as an art. Popular sentiment is univer-
sally against new subtleties. To gauge the morality
of the early Rhetoric by the feeling of the people
would be as unreasonable as to judge Sokrates on
the testimony of the Clouds. The real meaning of reat poan-
the story about the lawsuit between Korax and w;tfwﬂw
Tisias lies in its illustration of the people’s feeling. )
Korax, suing Tisias for a fee, argued that it must be
paid whether he gained or lost his cause; if he
gained, under the verdict; if he lost, because the
success of his pupil proved the fee to have been
earned ; Tisias inverted the dilemma; and the judges
dismissed them both with the comment, ¢bad crow,
bad eggs.” What this really expresses is not the
character of the earliest Rhetoric, but its grotesque
unpopularity. : A

Gorgias is a man of whose powers and merits Gorics.
it is extremely difficult for us now to form a
clear or impartial notion. This is not, however,
because the portrait of him in Plato is so vivid.
Nothing more distinguishes Plato from later sati-
rists of like keenness than his manner of hinting the
redeeming points of the person under dissection ;
and, whenever Gorgias comes in—whether in the
dialogue that bears his name or elsewhere—it may
be discerned (I venture to think) that Plato’s pur-
pose was to bring out an aspect of the man—that
aspect which he considered most important—but
that he allowed, and was writing for those who

knew, that there was another side to the picture.
k
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This other side is suggested by the fact that Gorgias
had at least some influence on a man of such intel-
lectual power as Thucydides, on one so highly culti-
vated as the tragic poet Agathon, and on so shrewd
a judge of practical ability as Jason of Pherae. The
difficulty of now estimating CGorgias comes from
this,—that he was an inventor whose originality it
is hard for us to realise, but an artist whose faults
are to us peculiarly glaring. Gorgias of Leontini
was born about 485 B.c. Tradition made him the
pupil of Empedokles; but their nearness in age
makes this unlikely. That they knew each other
is probable enough. Gorgias, like Protagoras, began
with natural philosophy; and, after employing
Fleatic methods to combat Eleatic econclusions,
turned from a field of which he held himself to have
proved the barrenness. The practical culture to
which he next addressed himself differed both from
that of the Eastern Sophists and from that of the
Sicilian Rhetors. It was founded neither upon Dialec-
tic nor upon a systematic Rhetoric. Its basis was
Oratory considered as a faculty to be developed
empirically. Whether Gorgias left a written Art or
not, is doubtful ; it seems more probable that he did
not!; and his method of teaching—which reappears
a century and a half later with the beginnings of
Asianism?—rested on the commission to memory of
prepared passages. These passages were especially
such as might serve to magnify the speaker’s theme
(avénois) or to bring out the enormity of a wrong
(Selvwais). Beautiful and effective expression (Aé€is)

1 On this point see Blass, p. 53. 2 See Vol. 11 ch. xxiv.
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was the one great object. Gorgias seems to have
given little or no heed to the treatment of subject-
matter,—to invention or management; or even to
that special topic of Probability which was already
engaging so much of the attention of Rhetoric. He
was himself a man with a brilliant gift for language.
His general conception was simple enough, but, for
his own day and world, both bold and original.
If the faculty of expression is cultivated to the right
point, and is combined with a certain amount of
general information, it will carry all before it. Just
in the spirit in which Vivian Grey is described as
saying to himself ‘knowledge is power’, Gorgias said
to himself, ‘expression is power.’ HHe considered
the gift in its relation to victory, and this vie-
tory not to be such narrow and painful success
as was prepared by the pedantries of the rhetors,
but dazzling and world-wide. Everything recorded
of the man suggests his immense self-confidence, his
capacity for sustained work, his exuberant vitality,
and, above all, his power of doing what a new style
would not have done without other gifts—setting
the fashion to the ambitious among the rising gene-
ration, or even exciting a popular enthusiasm. In His it
427 B. 0. the Leontines sent an embassy to Athens, 4thens.
praying for help in their war with Syracuse. ‘At
the head of the envoys,’ says Diodoros!, ‘was
Gorgias the rhetor, a man who far surpassed all his

1 1. 53, 7§ Eeviforre Tis Né-  kal maploois kal Spotoredelros kal
fews éfémhnfe Tods Abnvaiovs  érépois Towovrois. On these, see
3vras edpuels kal phoNdyovs, dua-  Vol. IL pp. 64 f,
bépovary dvriférois kai lookshois

k2
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contemporaries in oratorical force. He astonished
the Athenians, with their quick minds and their
love of eloquence, by the foreign fashion (r$ &evi-
{ovtt) of his language’—and by figures which the
historian proceeds to enumerate. Now Gorgias
appears to have always spoken and written in the
Attic dialect—not in the ordinary Sicilian Doric,
nor in the Jonic of Leontinil. The 70 fevilov of
Diodoros is that ‘foreign’ air which Aristotle in his
Rhetoric calls 76 fevicdr?, and which, for Athenians
at least, was capable, when rightly used, of being
a charm in oratory. There is no word which will
exactly translate it, but it is nearly akin to what
we mean by ‘distinction.” That which was, to the
Athenians, 70 &evilov, or the element of distinction,
in the Sicilian’s speaking, was its poetical character ;
and this depended on two things—the use of poeti-
cal words, and the use of symmetry or assonance
between clauses in such a way as to give a strongly
marked prose-rhythm and to reproduce, as far as
possible, the metres of verse. The only considerable
fragment of Gorgias extant is that from the Funeral
Oration—for the Palamedes and the Helen are now
generally admitted to be later imitations. A few
sentences from this will give the best idea of his
manner :—
paptupias 8¢ TovTwy Tpdmaie érTioavTo TGV mwole-
plwv, Aws pev dyd\para, TobTev 8¢ dvabripara, odk
1 Blass, p. 52. 76 capés kal 76 10V kal 7 Eevikdy
2 (e.g.) Arist, Rhet. 111 2 § 3, 8o &yer pdNiorasj peragpopd. And 111
di mowciv £évmy Ty duddekror 7 § 11, 18 Edva pdlwora dppdrrer

bavpacral yip TGy dwovrov elaly’  Néyovri madyTikds.
780 8¢ 70 badpacrov. So b. § 8,
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4 7 ) ’, y 4 ’ 3 ’ 4
amepol ovTe €uduTov ApPEos oUTE VOULU®WY EPWTWY OUTE
\
évomrhiov €pibos ovTe Pulokdlov elpirs, oepvol pev
~ E \
wpos Tovs feovs TG dukalp, Solor 8E wPos Tovs Tokéas
™ O¢ {a, O 5s TOUS ATTOUS TG Low, evoeSer
N Oepamelq, Sixkaiol mpos Tods doTovs TG Lo, evoeSels
~ ~ y ~ 3
8¢ mpods Tovs pilovs T wloTE. TOUyapolY avVTGY diro-
/ < 7 3 7, 3 3 3 ’ 3
Oavévrwv 6 wélos ov owvaméfaver, dAN dbdvatos év
0Uk aowpdrows odpact (f ov {dvrwv’.
It may be hard now to understand how such misgrea

. . popularity
a style can have moved to transports of delight men %%

how 7t is to
be under-

who lived among the works of Pheidias and Iktinos, stood.
who knew the prose of Herodotos, and whose ears
were familiar with Homer, with Aeschylos and with
Sophokles. It is more difficult still, perhaps, to
realize that the invention of this style was a proof
of genius. Gorgias was the first man who definitely
conceived how literary prose might be artistic. That
he should instinctively compare it with the only
other form of literature which was already artistic,
namely poetry, was inevitable. Farly prose neces-
sarily begins by comparing itself with poetry. Gor-
gias was a man of glowing and eager power; he
carried the assimilation to a length which seems
incredibly tasteless now. But let it be remembered
that the interval between Gorgias and Thucydides,
in some passages of the historian’s speeches,-is not
so very wide. And if the enthusiasm of the Ekkle-
sia still seems incomprehensible, let it be remem-
bered that they felt vividly the whole originality of
the man, and did not at all see that his particular
tendency was mistaken. It was only by and by,
and after several compromises, that men found out
1 Sauppe, Or. A#t. 11. 130.



Perikles.

Was his
oratory
artistic
n form?

exxviii THE ATTIC ORATORS.

the difference between 76 éppvfuor and 76 edpvbuov,
between verse and rhythmical prose; namely, that
rhythm is the framework of the former but only the
fluent outline of the latter. If a style is new and
forcible, extravagances will not hinder it from being
received with immense applause at its first appear-
ance. Then it is imitated until its originality is
forgotten and its defects brought into relief. In the
maturity of his genius, Lord Macaulay pronounced
the Essay on Milton to be ‘disfigured by much gaudy
and ungraceful ornament.” Gorgias was the founder
of artistic prose; and his faults are the more ex-
cusable because they were extravagant. Granting
the natural assumption that prose was to be a kind
of poetry, then Gorgias was brilliantly logical ; and,
as the event proved, his excesses did good service
by calling earlier attention to the fallacy in his
theory. Allowing, however, all that has been ad-
vanced above, it might still seem strange that
Gorgias should have had this reception from the
Assembly which, within three years, had been listen-
ing to Perikles. But the true question is whether
Perikles had aimed at giving to his eloquence the
finish of a literary form. Suidas says that Perikles
wag the first who composed a forensic speech before
delivering it; his predecessors had extemporised!.
Cicero says that Perikles and Alkibiades are the
most ancient authors who have left authentic writ-
ings?  Quintilian, however, thinks that the com-

1 Suidas s. ». ITepikhijs 5 pritwp 2 Cic. De Orat. 11 § 93, anti-
kal Snpaywylds, doTis wpdTOS Ypamw-  QUISSIML fere sunt, quorum qui-
Tov Noyov év Swkaornple elme, v  dem scripta constent: where the
wpo avTod oyedialovrov. ‘constent’ seems to imply that the
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positions extant under the name of Perikles are not
worthy of his reputation, and that, as others had
conjectured, they were spurious’. Plutarch says
positively that Perikles has left nothing written
(&yypacpov) except decrees®. The antithesis meant
by &yypadov is with those sayings of Perikles which
tradition had preserved; especially those bold similes
from nature and life to which reference will be made
in considering the style of Antiphon 2.
in Thucydides doubtless give the general ideas of it
Perikles with essential fidelity; it is possible, fur-
ther, that they may contain recorded sayings of his
like those in Aristotle: but it is certain that they
cannot be taken as giving the form of the statesman’s
oratory. Like the other speeches, they bear the
stamp of a manner which was not so fully developed

Statement
of Plutarch.

The speeches Trucyai-
dean

until after his death. Perikles as an orator is best Notices ot
known to us from the brief but emphatic notices of

the impression which he made. ¢This man, says
Eupolis, ‘whenever he came forward, proved him-
self the greatest orator among men: like a good
runner, he could give the other speakers ten feet
start, and win.......Rapid you call him ; but, besides
his swiftness, a certain persuasion sat upon his lips

—such was his spell: and, alone of the speakers,

question of authenticity had been
examined. But in Brut. § 27
he says, more doubtfully, Ante
Periclem, cuius scripta quaedam
JSeruntur, littera nulla est quae
quidem ornatum aliquem habeat.

1 Quint. 1L 1 § 12, Equidem
non reperio quicquam tanta elo-
quentiae jama dignum; ideogue

minus miror esse qui nihil ab
eo scriptum putent, haec autem
quae feruntur ab aliis esse com-
posita.

2 Plut. Pericl. c. 8, éyypacdorv
ey 0vdév dmohéloure Ay TEY Y-
Proparev’
O\lya mavramwaoy.

3 Below, pp. 27 f.

N , \
dmopvnpoveveTar O¢
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he ever left his sting in the hearersl.” When
Aristophanes is describing the outbreak of the Pelo-
ponnesian War, ‘Perikles the Olympian,” he says, ‘was
thundering and lightening and putting Greece in a
tumult?.’
kles must have been in two respects unique also as
an Athenian orator ;—first, because he occupied such
a position of personal ascendancy as no man before

Unique as an Athenian statesman, Peri-

or after him attained ; secondly, because his thoughts
and his moral force won him such renown for elo-
quence as no one else ever got from Athenians
His
manner of speaking seems to have been tranquil,
stately to a degree which Plutarch seems inclined
to satirize3, but varied by occasional bursts having

without the further aid of artistic expression.

the character of lofty poetry*.

LA
avfpdmey ANéyew | émére mwapéNbot,
dpoudjs | ék
woddy jjper Néywv Tovs pritopas.

’ Ly 3 7 3
KpATLOTOS 0UTOS éYEVeT
xdamep dyabol Séka

B. raydv Néyeis pév mpos 8¢y

avtob 74 Tayer | merba Tis émexdbiler

~ . o /. . \
éml Tols yel\eaw' | olrws éxiher xal

pdvos TGV pnTépev | TO Kévrpov éy-

karé\etre Tols drkpowpévors. Kupo-
lis, Afjpoi, Bothe Frag. Com. 1.
162, where the ancient citations of
this famous passage are brought
together. See (e.g.) Cic. Quint.
XIr. 10, Brut. § 38.

3 Ar. Ach. 530.

3 Plut. Per. c. 5.

+ Cf. Mr Watkiss Lloyd’s ‘Age
of Perikles’ 1. 159 (speaking of the
sweetness of voice and facile swift-
ness which distinguished the elo-
cution of Perikles):~—The com-
bination of power, rapidity, and

fascination that is thus avouched,
is probably not so much explained
by, as it explains, the tradition of
his obligations to such varied in-
structors as Anaxagoras, Damon,
and Aspasia...To Plato, Perikles
was still, though only by tra-
ditional reputation, the most ac-
complished of all orators’ (Phaedr.
P. 269 E, mavrov Tehedraros eis Ty
pnropuiiv.)—As Mr Lloyd says,
Plato seems inclined there to con-
nect this excellence of Perikles
with a study of psychology under
Anaxagoras: though the Phaedo
p- 97 B implies that Anaxagoras
did not enter on such inquiries.
Undoubtedly psychology is what
Plato in the Phaedros is recom-
mending, first of all, to Isokrates ;
see on this, Blass, Isokrates und
Isaios, p. 29.
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The earliest of those Athenian orators who have Hi
left writings is not the disciple of him who most
represented the new art of oratory. Antiphon was

chiefly formed, not by the new Oratory, but by the @ disciple,
new Rhetoric, not by Gorgias but by Tisias.

The

influence of Gorgias meets us somewhat, of course,
even in Antiphon, but far more decidedly in Thu-
cydides, and then, chastened to a form of which its

beginnings had little promise, in Isokrates.

second half of the fifth century at Athens had al-
ready given a place in the popular life to the new

culture.

While Comedy set itself against that cul-
ture, Tragedy had been more compliant.

trast could be more significant than that between

the singular barrenness of the trial-scene in the
FEumenides, or the measured controversies of the
Ajax, and the truly forensic subtleties of the Orestes.

"Nor was the exercise only mimic.
public advocates (cvrnydpor) formed a class.

Already the

private advocate was forbidden to take money.
Hence he usually begins by defining the personal

interest which has led him to appear.

In the next

century, at least, the law was not strictly observed?;
private advocacy was often paid; and it is not rash

1 Lykurgos thus speaks of the
mercenary advocacy which in his
time had become a tolerated prac-
tice, kara Aewkpdrovs § 138 (circ.
330 B.c.):—‘I am astonished if
you do not see that your extreme
indignation is well deserved by
men who, although they have no
tie whatever either of kinship or
of friendshipwiththe accused per-
sons, continually help in defending

them jfor pay’—pobot avvamrolo-
yovuévois del Tois kpiopévors—Bub
the real error both of Greece and
of Rome (until, at some time be-
fore Justinian, Trajan’s renewal of
the Lex Cincia was repealed), lay
in their refusal to recognise Ad-
vocacy as a profession. See, on
the theory, Forsyth, Hortensius,
pp. 377 L.

The Rhetoric

No con- Tragedy.

The Forensic
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to suppose that this practice was as old as the fre-
quency of litigation.

But while literary fashion or private need thus
lent their aid, greater and older causes than these
had prepared Athens to be the home of Civil Oratory.
The chief importance of Grecian history depends on
this, that the Greeks are the first people from whom
we can learn any lessons in the art of ruling men
according to law!. 'While all the nations with
which the Greeks came in contact were governed
more or less despotically, the Greek cities alone were
governed politically. No Persian or Egyptian had
any conception of the principle that both sides of a
public question should be fairly heard, that it should
be decided by the opinion of the civic majority, and
that the minority should be bound by this decision.
Every Greek city, be it planted where it might, at
the Pillars of Herakles or on the shores of the Inhos-
pitable Sea, was perfectly familiar with this doctrine.
Sometimes a tyrant forcibly suspended its operation,
sometimes an oligarchy capriciously narrowed its
scope, but it was known wherever the Greek tongue
was spoken. In democratic Athens, more than in
any other Greek city, this doctrine was no specula-
tive opinion, no occasional motive, but the present
and perpetual spring of public action; nor did any
goddess of the pantheon receive a tribute more
fitting or more sincere than that which Athenians
annually laid on the altar of Persuasion? It has

1 Freeman, ¢ General ‘Sketch of mocracy’ (Second Series, no. 1v.).
European History,” ch. 11.§ 3: and 2 Isokr. dntid. (Or. xv.) § 249,
the essay on ‘The Athenian De- iy pév yap Ieibo play 7édv bedv
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sometimes been said that Greek Oratory means
Athenian Oratory. This is far from being true in
the sense that all the considerable masters of ora-.
torical prose were either natives of Attica or perma-
nent residents at Athens. Gorgias of Leontini,
Theodoros of Byzantium, Thrasymachos of Chal-
kedon, Anaximenes of Lampsakos, Naukrates of
Erythrae, Philiskos of Miletos, Ephoros of Cumae,
Theopompos of Chios, Theodektes of Phaselis, and
many more, might be adduced. But there is another
sense in which the statement is true. Athens was
the home, though Attica was not the birth-place,
of all the very greatest men in this branch of art,
of all the men whose works had wide and lasting
acceptance as canons. Athens was, further, the edu-
cator of all those men, whether first-rate or not,
who, after about 400 B.c., won a Panhellenic name
for eloquence. The relation of Athenian to Greek
oratory is accurately stated by Isokrates when, in
353 B. C., he is defending his theory of culture
against supposed objections—objections which, as
the very history of his school shows, had never
really taken hold of the Athenian mind, but were
restricted to a much narrower circle than his rather
morbid sensibility imagined!. ‘You must not
forget that our city is regarded as the established?
teacher of all who can speak or teach others to speak.
And naturally so, since men see that our city offers

vouilovow elvai, kal Ty woAw 2 dokel yeyeviolar Siddokalos:
opdot kal Ekaorov Tov éwavrdy note the tense, —expressing a
bvaiav aity mworovuévmy. position thoroughly won and gene-

1 Isokr. Antid. (Or. xv.)§§295—  rally recognised.
298.
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the greatest prizes to those who possess this faculty,
—provides the most numerous and most various
schools for those who, having resolved to enter the
real contests, desire a preparatory discipline,—and,
further, affords to all men that experience which
is the main secret of success in speaking. Be-
sides, men hold that the general diffusion and the
happy temperament of Attic speech, the Attic
flexibility of intelligence and taste for letters, con-
tribute not a little to literary culture; and hence
they not unjustly deem that all masters of expression
are disciples of Athens. See, then, lest it be folly
indeed to cast a slur on this name which you have
among the Greeks...; that unjust judgment will
be nothing else than your open condemnation of
yourselves. You will have done as the Lacedae-
monians would do if they introduced a penalty for
attention to military exercises, or the Thessalians,
if they instituted proceedings at law against men
who seek to make themselves good riders.’
Athenian oratory has two great aspects, the
artistic and the political. The artistic aspect will
necessarily be most prominent in the following pages,
since their special object is to trace the development
of Attic oratory in relation to the development
of Attic prose. When, however, Attic oratory is
considered, not relatively to Attic prose, but in
itself, the artistic aspect is not more important than
the political; and, if even the literary value of the
Attic orations is to be fully understood, their politi-
cal significance must not for a moment be left out of
sight. This significance resides not merely in the
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matter or form of each discourse, but also in the Politial
rAININg

training which had been received by the public to % gre
which it is addressed. We must ask ourselves, not
merely, ‘Is this subject well treated?’ but also,
‘What manner of a multitude can it have been for
which the speaker thought this treatment adapted?

The common life of every Greek city, not sup-
pressed by tyranny or too much warped by oli-
garchy, was a political education for the citizens.

The reason is manifest from the very fact that

the society was a city, and neither a village nor’

a nation. On the one hand there was the instinct
which demanded the highest attainable organisation
under laws. On the other, there was the inability to
conceive parliament except as a primary assembly.

At Athens this political education of the citizens wmdere.
was more thorough than elsewhere, because at "™
Athens the tendency of a commonwealth to deposit

all power in an assembly was worked out with most
logical completeness’. All the powers of the State,
legislative, executive and judicial were concentrated

in the absolute Demos: the law-courts were com-
mittees of the Ekklesia, as the archons or generals

were its officers. The world has seen nothing like

this. The Italian Republics of the middle age were Civic sen-

timent in

fragments of the Roman Empire and the Kingdom %%

and in the
Ttalian

of Italy. It was from their prosperity as municipali- kepubtice.
ties that they had derived their independence as
States. They grew up among traditions of feudal
privilege, represented here and there by a noble who

* Freeman, IHistorical Essays (Second Series), pp. 128 f,
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could openly violate the order of the city within
whose walls he lived!. A Florentine, like an Athe-
nian, was a citizen with his share in the government
of the city: Florence, like Athens, recognised the
right of the assembled People to decide questions of
State. But Florence, until its latest days, had
nothing truly corresponding to the Ekklesia. The
citizens were occasionally called together, but there
was no popular Assembly with an organised and
continual superintendence of all affairs. Nor was
the civic sentiment so vivid or so direct for the
Florentine as for the Athenian. The Florentine acted
in politics primarily as member of a commercial
guild? and only secondarily as a citizen. The Greek
Republics far more than the Italian, Athens far more
than Florence, afforded the proper atmosphere for
such an oratory as alone, in strictness, can take the
lofty name of Civil; that is, which is addressed by a
citizen, educated both in ruling and in obeying, to
the whole body of fellow-citizens who have had the
same twofold training as himself. The glory of Attic)
oratory, as such, consists not solely in its intrinsic
excellence, but also in its revelation of the corporate
political intelligence to which it appealed: for it
spoke sometimes to an Assembly debating an issue
of peace or war, sometimes to a law-court occupied

! In the Essay on ‘Ancient qualified for the franchise by be-

Greece and Mediseval Italy’ (His-
torical Essays, Second Series), Mr
Freeman has worked out the like-
ness and unlikeness which here
are barely touched on.

2 The Florentine burgher was

longing to one of the incorporated
arts: Symonds, ‘Renaissance in
Italy: Age of the Despots,” p.
128. On the mercantile character
of the Italian republics as in-
fluencing the political, ¢b. 173 f.
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with a private plaint, sometimes to Athenians
mingled with strangers at a festival, but everywhere
and always to the Athenian Demos, everywhere
and always to a paramount People, taught by life
itself to reason and to judge.






CHAPTER L

ANTIPHON.
LIFE.

IN describing the Revolution of the Four Hundred
at Athens, Thucydides lays stress upon the fact
that the measures which had effected it owed their
unity and their success to the control of a sin-
gle mind. The figure of Peisandros is most conspi-
cuous in the foreground. ‘But he who contrived
the whole matter, and the means by which it was
brought to pass, and who had given his mind to it
longest, was Antiphon ; a man second to no Athenian
of his day in virtue; a proved master of device and
of expression ; who did not come forward in the as-
sembly, nor, by choice, in any scene of debate, since
he lay under the suspicion of the people through a
repute for cleverness; but who was better able than
any other individual to assist, when consulted, those
who were fighting a cause in a law-court or in the
assembly. In his own case, too—when the Four
Hundred in their later reverses were being roughly
used by the people, and he was accused of having
aided in setting up this same government—he is
1



Birth of
Antiphon.

2 THE ATTIC ORATORS. [Crar.

known to have delivered the greatest defence made
in the memory of my age by a man on trial for his

life'.’

This passage gives in outline nearly all that is
known of the life of Antiphon. Other sources sup-
ply details, and make it possible to work up the
sketch into something like a picture; but they add
nothing which enlarges its framework. The Revo-
lution of the Four Hundred is still the one great
scene presented to our view.

Antiphon was born about the year 480 B.c.2,
being thus rather younger than Gorgias, and some
eight or nine years older than the historian Thucy-
dides. He was of the tribe of Aiantis and of the
deme of Rhamnus?; of a family which cannot have

1 Thue. viI1. 68.

2 [Plut.] Vitt. X. Oratt. yéyove
xara ta Ilepoiwka kai Topylav Tov
ooy, SNiye vedTepos airod.
Gorgias can scarcely have been
more than seventy in 411 B.c.
Blass would place the birth of Gor-
gias ‘a few years’ below 496 (Ait.
Bereds. p. 45). Clinton suggests
485 (sub ann. 427).

3 He is often distinguished as
the ¢ Rhamnusian’ from namesakes.
Of these there are especially three
with whom his ancient biographers
—the pseudo-Plutarch, Philostra-
tos, Photios (cod. 259), and the
anonymous author of the yévos >Av-
Tupdvros—frequently confuse him.
1. The Antiphon who was put to
death bythe Thirty Tyrants,seven
years after the orator’s death:
Xen. Hellen. 111. 40. He had fur-
nished two triremes at his own
cost during the war: and of him

Philostratos is probably thinking
when he says of the orator, éorpa-
Tiynoe wheloTa, éviknoe mheioTa,
éénrovra  Tpujpect
niénoev *Abpvalows 76 vavrikév. The
speech of Lysias mepi mijs *Avripdy-
Tos Ovyarpos (pseudo-Plut. Vit X.
Oratt.) referred to his daughter.
I1. Antiphon the tragedian, put
to death by Dionysios the elder,
towards the end of his reign, i.e.
about 370 B.c.: Arist. Rhet. 11. 6.
The anonymous biographer says of
the orator, tpaypdias émoie: and
Philostratos describes him as put
to death by Dionysios for criti-
cising his tragedies. III. dnti-
phon the Sophist, introduced by
Xenophon as disputing with So-
krates, Memor. 1. 6. 1. Diogenes
calls him reparogémos (soothsayer),
Suidas, dvetporperis—by which title
he is often referred to. Hermo-
genes expressly distinguishes him

weTANpwUévaLs
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been altogether obscure, since it was made a re-
proach to him on his trial that his grandfather had
been a partisan of the Peisistratidael. The tradition
that his father Sophilos was a sophist antedates by
a generation the appearance of that class of teachers?
and may have been suggested simply by the jingle of
the words®. Antiphon himself, as the style of his
composition indicates, must have felt the sophistic
influence ; but there is no evidence for his having
been the pupil of any particular sophist. He is
allowed by general consent to have been the first dntiphon
representative at Athens of a profession for which *roveées
the new conditions of the time had just begun to
make a place,—the first Noyoypddos, or writer of
speeches for money*. With the recent growth of
Rhetoric as a definite art, the inequality, for purposes
of pleading or debating, between men who had and
who had not mastered the newly-invented weapons
of speech had become seriously felt. A rogue skilled
in the latest subtleties of argument and graces of
style was now more than ever formidable to the
plain man whom he chose to drag before a court or
to attack in the ekklesia: and those who had no
leisure or taste to become rhetoricians now began to
find it worth while to buy their rhetoric ready-made.
Forensic speeches were, no doubt, those with which
Antiphon most frequently supplied his clients. But

from the orator (mepl i8edw, I 3 Donalds., note, #bid.

497); but they are confused by the 4 [Plut.] Vitt. X. Oratt. Néyovs

pseudo-Plut. and by Photios. guvéypayre wpdros émi TodTo Tpamels,
! Harpokration 8. v. oracidrys. Somep Twés paoe. Diod. ap. Clem.

* K. O. Miller, Hist. Gr. Lit. Alex. Strom. 1. 365, mpérov dikavi-
¢. xxx1r,Vol. 11, p. 105, ed. Donald-  «ov Néyov els €doaw ypayrdpevov,
son.

1—2
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and Thucy-
dides.
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Hermogenes! describes him as ‘the inventor and
founder of the political style’,—a phrase including
deliberative as well as forensic oratory: and this
exactly agrees with the statement of Thucydides
that Antiphon was practised in aiding, not only
those who had lawsuits, but debatersin the ekklesiaZ?
Besides being a speech-writer, he was also a teacher
of rhetoric, and, as the allusion in the Menexenos?®
implies, the most fashionable master of Plato’s time
at Athens. The tradition that Thucydides was the
pupil of Antiphon may have been suggested by the
warmth and emphasis of the passage in which the
orator is mentioned by the historian*; a passage
which, in its sudden glow of a personal admiration,
recalls two others in the History—the tribute to the
genius of Themistokles, and the character of Perikles.
In the tradition itself there is nothing improbable,
but it wants the support of evidence. The special

relation of master to pupil need not be assumed to

1 Hermog. mept i8. 1L p. 415, Né-
yerat.. elperns kai dpxmyds yevé-
ofat T0d Timov Tod woliTikod. By
mohtrikol Aoyor, as distinguished
from Siakexrexy), were meant both
oupBovhevrikol and Sikavikoi : see
Isokr. kard cogp. § 20.

2 Thue. VIIL 68, Tovs dywrilopé-
vous kai év dwkaorypie kai év Oif-
po...dvvduevos Gpeleiv.

3 Plat. Menex. p. 236 A.

¢ [Plut.] ¥itt. X. Oratt. Kawiheos
8¢ (Caecilius of Calacte, the Greek
rhetorician of the time of Augus-
tus) év 7@ wepl adrod ovrrdypart
Qovkvdidov T0D Guyypagpées (VIIL
68.) pabyryv Texpaiperar yeyové-

3 ) 3 ~ > 3 At
var, ¢ Sv émouveirar wap’ avrg o

*Avripiv. Ruhnken (Disp. de Ant.)
says that some mss. have 8:8do-
kalov instead of pabnriv here:
Blass suggests kafpyyrijv. Hermo-
genes (mwepi 0. II. 497) refers to the
tradition as one which ‘many’ re-
ceive ; but rejects it for the in-
adequate reason that the style of
Thucydides resembles that of An-
tiphon the Sophist (sce note above)
rather than that of Antiphon the
orator. In Bishop Thirlwall’s re-
marks (c. xxviir Vol. 1v. p. 23 note,
ed. 1855) I entirely concur. Ruhn-
ken’s ‘satis, ni fallor, demonstravi-
mus Thucydidem ab Antiphonte
esse eruditum,’ is surely not justi-
fied by his reasonings.
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account for a tone which congeniality of literary
taste!, common sufferings at the hands of the demo-
cracy, or perhaps personal friendship, would suf-
ficiently explain.

Nothing is directly known of Antiphon’s political fntighon's
relations before the year 411 B.c.; but there are™*
slight indications which agree well with his later
hostility to the democracy. Harpokration has pre-
served the names of two speeches written by him,
one for the people of Samothrace, on the subject of
the tribute which they paid to Athens; another,
on the same subject, for the people of Lindos in
Rhodes? The oppression of the subject-allies by the
demagogues, who extorted from them large sums on
any pretence or threat, was a commonplace of com-
The employment of Anti-
phon, afterwards so staunch an oligarch, by aggrieved
allies, preparing to represent their grievances at the
imperial city, was perhaps more than an accident of
professional routine. The hostility of Antiphon to
Alkibiades?, again, need not have had any political

plaint with oligarchs?®.

L See below, ch. 11. pp. 23 ff.,, on
the affinity between the styles of
Antiphon and Thucydides.

2 Harpokration quotes five times
a speech of Antiphon mepl Tod
Sapofpgrov ¢opov, spoken, as the
fragments show, by their ambagsa-
dor; and in ten places refers to
another mepl 700 Awdlwy pdpov.

3 See, e. g., Ar. Vesp. 669 L.

4 Plutarch (A4lk c. 3) quotes
Antiphon as the authority for a
discreditable story about Alki-
biades; and goes on to say that it
must be received with caution, on

account of Antiphon’s avowed en-
mity towards him: év 8¢ rais ’Av-
TipdvTos Notdopiars yéypanrar.
These Nowdoplac would seem to have
fo:med a sort of polemical pam-
phlet. But Athenaeos, on the other
hand, quotes a statement made by
Antiphon, év 76 xar’ *AkiBiddov
Notdoplas (Athen. x11. 525 B). This
would seem to have been a speech
in a dikn kaknyopias (Dem. Konon.
§ 18), for which Aowdopia is used
as a convertible term: cf. Ar.
Vesp. 1207, eihov didkwr Aodoplas.
Sauppe thinks that the mistake is



6 THE ATTIC ORATORS. [Crap.

meaning ; but it would have been especially natural
in one who had shared the views, and who mourned
the fate, of Nikias. At all events, the words of
Thucydides give a vivid idea of the position held at
Athens by Antiphon just before the Revolution of the
Four Hundred. His abilities were acknowledged,
but they were exerted only for others; he himself
came forward neither in the assembly, nor—‘when
he could help it!’—in the law-courts ; he lay under
The
nature of the ‘cleverness’ (Sewdrys) for which Anti-
phon was distrusted and disliked is sufficiently illus-
trated by his Tetralogies. It was the art of fighting
a cause which could hardly be defended on any

the suspicion of the people for ‘cleverness.’

broad ground by raising in succession a number of
more or less fine points. The indignant bewilder-
ment expressed by the imaginary prosecutor in the
Second Tetralogy? on finding the common-sense view
of the case turned upside-down represents what
many a citizen of the old school must have felt when
he encountered, in the ekklesia or the law-court, a
client of the ingenious ‘speech-writer” Antiphon
was a cautious, patient man. The comic poets could
ridicule him for his poverty or his avarice®; they
could say that the speeches which he sold for great
sums were ‘framed to defeat justice*;” but a care-

with Athenaeos, not with Plutarch.
See Blass, Att. Bereds. p. 95.

1 Thue. VIIL 68, 0vd és &\\ow
ayéva ékodaios ovdéva.

2 Tetr. 11. T ad init.

3 [Plut.] Vitt. X. Oratt. keko-
pednrac & els phapyvpiay Urd TING-

Twvos év etaavdpo.
4 Philostratos p. 17, kaédmreras 1
kopadia Tod *Avripdrros ws Sewod
\ \ \ ! \ ~
7@ Sikavika kal Ndyovs kaTa ToD O~
, f s ,
kaiov Evykeipévovs damodidoué-
vou mOAAGY xpnudrwy avrols md-
AioTa Tols kwdvvelovaiv.
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fully obscure life probably offered no hold to any
more definite attack. Meanwhile he was quietly
at work with the oligarchic clubs. According to
Thucydides he was not merely the arch-plotter of
the Revolution. He was the man who ‘had thought
about it longest.’

In the spring of 411 B.c. the opportunity for e Rev-
which Antiphon had been waiting at last came.
Alkibiades, by promises of Persian aid, induced the
oligarchs in the army at Samos to commence a move-
ment for the overthrow of the Athenian democracy.
Peisandros, as their representative, came*to Athens,
and, by insisting on the hopelessness of the war
without such help as Alkibiades covenanted to bring,
extorted from the ekklesia a vote for that change of
constitution which the exile demanded. Having
visited the various oligarchical clubs in the city
and urged them to combine in favour of the project,
Peisandros went back to confer with Alkibiades.
When he presently returned to Athens,—with the
knowledge that his hopes from Persia were idle, but
that, on the other hand, the Revolution must go on,—
he found a state of things very different from that
which he had left. He had left the people just con-
scious that an oligarchy was proposed, and consenting,
in sheer despair, to entertain the idea; but, at the
same time, openly and strongly averse to it, and in
a temper which showed that the real difficulties of
the undertaking were to come. He now finds that,
in the brief interval of his absence, every difficulty
has already vanished. Not a trace of open opposi-
tion remains in the senate or in the ekklesia ; not a
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murmur is heard in the conversation of the citizens?.
It is a fair inference from the words of Thucydides
that the principal agent in producing this rapid and
wonderful change had been Antiphon2 A brief con-
sideration of the task which he had to do, and of
the manner in which it was done, will supply the
best criterion of his capacity. He had, first, to
bring into united and disciplined action those oli-
garchical clubs to which Peisandros had appealed.
These are described as ¢leagues with a view to law-
suits and to offices®; that is, associations of which
the members were pledged by oath to support, per-
sonally and with funds, any one of their body who
brought, or defended, a civil action, or who sought
one of the offices of the State. When, with the
steady advance of democracy from the Persian wars
onwards, the oligarchs found themselves more and
more in a minority, such associations became their
means of concentrating and economising their one
great power—wealth. The tone of such clubs would
always be, in a general way, antipopular. But
they were unaccustomed to systematic action for
great ends; and, in regard to those smaller ends
which they ordinarily pursued, their interests would,
from the nature of the case, frequently conflict.
Antiphon need not have had much difficulty in
proving to them that, on this occasion, they had a
common interest. But to make them effective as
well as unanimous; to restrain, without discourag-

1 Thue. viii. 65, 66. transl.).
? Cf. Grote, ch. Lx; Curtius, 8 &vvopooias émi Olkats xai dp-
Hist, Gv. Vol. 1. p. 435 (Ward’s  xats, Thue. vur 54.
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ing, the zeal of novices in a political campaign, and
to make of these a compact and temperate force,
loyally taking the word from the best men among
them, and so executing the prescribed manceuvres
that in a short time they were completely ascendant
over an enormous and hostile, but ill-organised ma-
jority,—this, assuredly, was the achievement of no
ordinary leader. The absence of overt, and the skil-
ful use of secret, violence was the characteristic of
the Revolution. Adverse speakers were not menaced,
but they disappeared; until apparent unanimity,
and real terror, had silenced every objection. Anti-
phon had seen clearly how the Athenian instinct
of reverence for constitutional forms might be used
against the constitution. His too, on the showing of
Thucydides, must have been that clever invention,
the imaginary body of Five Thousand to whom the
franchise was to be left; a fiction which, to the
end, did service to the oligarchs by giving them
a vague prestige for strength.

The Council of the Four Hundred comprised nenwo
two distinct elements, — those thorough oligarchs #¢ @
who had been the core of the conspiracy; and a
number of other men, more or less indifferent to
the ideas of oligarchy, who had accepted the Revo-
lution because they believed that it alone could save
Athens. Had the new Government been able to
conciliate or to frighten the army at Samos, both
sorts of men would have been satisfied, and the
Council would have gone on working, for a time
at least, as a seemingly harmonious whole. But
the resolute hostility of the army, which at once
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made the case of the Four Hundred really hopeless,
brought the discord to light forthwith. The Council
was thenceforth divided into an Extreme and a
Moderate party. Among the leaders of the Ex-
treme party were Peisandros, Phrynichos, Aristar-
chos, Archeptolemos, Onomakles and Antiphon.
The Moderates were led by Theramenes and
Aristokrates. Two chief questions were in dispute
between the parties. The Moderates wished to
call into political life the nominal civic body of
Five Thousand; the ultra-oligarchs objected that
it was better, at such a crisis, to avoid all chance
of a popular rising. The ultra-oligarchs were forti-
fying Eétioneia, alleging the danger of an attack
from Samos; the Moderates accused them of wish-
ing to receive Peloponnesian troops.

The Extreme party was soon driven, in May
411 B.C., to the last resource of an embassy to
Sparta.  Phrynichos, Antiphon, Archeptolemos,
Onomakles and eight others! were sent ‘to make
terms with the Lacedaemonians in any way that
could at all be borne?’ Thucydides does not say
what the envoys offered at Sparta or what answer
they got; but he states plainly the length which
he conceives that their party was ready to go.
‘ They wished, if possible, having their oligarchy,
at the same time to rule the allies; if that could
not be, to keep their ships, their walls, and their

t Thue. viiL 90, ’Avripérra kai  [Plut.] Vitt. X, Oratt.
Ppivyoy kai &\ hovs 8éka. That 2 Thue. . mavri Tpdme GoTis
Archeptolemos and Onomakles kal dmwoody dvekrds Evvalha-
were on the embassy appears from  yfvar mpds Tods Aaxedaipoviovs.
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independence ; or, if shut out even from this, at
all events not to have their own lives taken first
and foremost by the people on its restoration;
sooner would they bring in the enemy and covenant
to keep the city on any terms, without wall or
ships, if only their persons should be safel’

This embassy brought the unpopularity of the mut e e
Extreme party to a crisis. Immediately upon his @
return Phrynichos was assassinated. The revolt
of the citizens employed in fortifying KEétioneia
Quickly followed. The assembly in the Anakeion,
broken up by the sudden appearance of the Pelo-
ponnesian fleet, met again on the Pnyx soon after
the Peloponnesian victory at Oropos; and the Four
Hundred, who had taken office in March, were
deposed about the middle of June.

The leading ultra-oligarchs hastened to save
themselves by flight. Peisandros, Alexikles and
others went to Dekeleia; Aristarchos, taking with
him a body of bowmen, contrived to betray Oenoe
on the Athenian frontier into the hands of the
Boeotians who were besieging it. But, of the
twelve who had formed the embassy, and who now,
before all others, were in peril, three remained at
Athens—Antiphon, Archeptolemos and Onomakles.
An information against these three men was laid
before the ekklesia by the Generals. The eisan-
gelia charged them with having gone on an embassy
to Sparta for mischief to Athens, sailing, on their
way thither, in an enemy’s ship, and traversing the

1 Thue. viII. 91.
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enemy’s camp at Dekelela. A psephism was passed
by the ekklesia directing the arrest of the ac-
cused that they might be tried by a dikastery,
and instructing the Thesmothetae to serve each
of them, on the day following the issue of the
On the day fixed
by the summons the Thesmothetae were to bring
the cases into court; and the Generals, assisted
by such Synegori, not more than ten in number,
as they might choose from the Council of the Five

decree, with a formal summons.

Hundred, were to prosecute for treason®.

Zrigs and Onomakles seems to have escaped or died before
tiphon " the day. Archeptolemos and Antiphon were brought

to trial.
by Antiphon in his own defence reveal only one item
of its contents. One of the prosecutors, Apolexis,
having asserted that Antiphon’s grandfather had
been a partisan of the Peisistratidae, Antiphon re-
plied that his grandfather had not been punished
after the expulsion of the tyrants, and could scarcely,
therefore, have been one of their ‘body-guard?’

The scanty fragments of the speech made

1 [Plut.] Vitt. X. Oratt.

2 Harpokr.s.v.oracusmys (Sauppe,
Or. Att, 11 p. 138.) "Avripév év 76
Tepl TS HeTAOTATEWS' TEPL TOlVUY
Sv AméAnéis karnyopnkev @s
oracidTys v éyé kal 6 wam-
wos 6 €uods €owke viv o pritap
dilws émt Tod Sopupdpov kexpiiobar
7 dvdpory év yoiv Tois éffs -
ow 4T oUk dv ToUs pév Tupav-
vodvras #8vvibnocav of wpo-
yovor koldoai, Tovs 8¢ Sopu-
$pdpovs dvvdrnoar.

Curtius (Hzst. Gr. Vol. 111. p. 460,
transl. Ward) infers from this frag-

ment that Antiphon in his speech
argued ‘that the Four Hundred
had acted as one equally responsi-
ble body,and that, therefore, either
all ought to be punished or all
acquitted.” He observes that ‘re-
ference seems to be made to an
unjustifiable separation of the par-
ties involved: this is indicated
by the distinction drawn between
the Tipavvor and the dopupdpor.” It
is very likely that Antiphon may
have used this argument: but I do
not see how it is to be inferred
from the fragments of the speech



L] ANTIPHON.—LIFE. 13

The other special topics are unknown; but their
range, at least, is shown by the title under which
the speech was extant. It was inscribed wepl pera-
ordoews, On the Change of Government. It dealt,
then, not merely with the matter specified in the
eisangelia—the embassy to Sparta—but with the
whole question of the Revolution. It is described
by Thucydides as the greatest defence made in the *
memory of that age by a man on trial for his life.
The story in the Eudemian Ethics!, whether true or
not, seems at any rate characteristic. Agathon, the
tragic poet, praised the speech; and Antiphon—on
whom sentence of death had passed—answered that
a man who respects himself must care more what
one good man thinks than what is thought by many
nobodies.

The sentence ran thus :—

‘Found guilty of treason—Archeptolemos son of
Hippodamos, of Agryle, being present: Antiphon
son of Sophilos, of Rhamnus, being present. The
award on these two men was—That they be de-
livered to the Eleven: that their property be con-
fiscated and the goddess have the tithe: that their
houses be razed and boundary-stones put on the
sites, with the inscription, ‘the houses of Arche-
ptolemos and Antiphon the traitors:” that the two
demarchs [of Agryle and Rhamnus]shall point out

wepi s peracrdoews that he used it. L Eth. Eudem. 111. 5, kal paA\\ov
The distinction between the ripav- & ¢povriceier dvjp peyakdyvyos
vot and the dopugpdpor is made,as a  v{ Ookel évi omovdaip 7 woAhois
perusal of the fragment will show, rois rTvyxdvovow, domep  Avripdy
solely in reference to the Peisistra- &pn mpos *Aydbova kareympiopévos
tidae. ™y dmoloylay érawéoavta.
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their houses. That it shall not be lawful to bury
Archeptolemos and Antiphon at Athens or in any
land of which the Athenians are masters. That
Archeptolemos and Antiphon and their descendants,
bastard or true-born, shall be infamous; and if a
man adopt any one of the race of Archeptolemos
_or Antiphon, let the adopter be infamous. That this
decree be written on a brazen column and put in the
same place where the decrees about Phrynichos are
set up?l.’
Oharagtor The distinctive feature in the life of Antiphon is
phowspoli- the suddenness of his appearance, at an advanced
age, 1n the very front of Athenian politics. Unlike
neaﬂy all the men associated with him, he had nei-
ther made his mark in the public service nor come
forward in the ekklesia; yet all at once he becomes
the chief, though not the most conspicuous, organiser
of an enterprise requiring in the highest degree
trained political tact; does more than any other
individual to set up a new government; and acts
to the last as one of its foremost members. The
reputation and the power which enabled him to take
this part were mainly literary. Yet it would not
probably be accurate to conceive Antiphon as a
merely literary man who suddenly emerged and
succeeded as a politician. It would have been a
marvel, indeed, if any one had become a leader on
the popular side in Athenian politics who had not
already been prominent in the ekklesia. But the
accomplishments most needed in a leader of the
oligarchic party might be learned elsewhere than in

! [Plut.] Vitt. X. Oratt.
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the ekklesia. The member of a érawpela, though a
stranger to the bema, might gain practice in the
working of those secret and rapid combinations upon
which his party had come to rely most in its unequal
struggle with democracy. As fame and years by
degrees brought Antiphon more and more weight in
the internal management of the oligarchic clubs,
he would acquire more and more insight into the
tactics of which at last he proved himself a master?.
He need not, then, be taken as an example of in-
stinct supplying the want of training: he had pro-
bably had precisely the training which could serve
him best. The real significance of his late and
sudden prominence lies in its suggestion of previous
self-control.
growing power, had tempted him to stir until in his

old age he knew that the time had come and that all

the threads were in his hand.

The ability which Antiphon brought to the Charaoter
service of his party is defined as the power ér- 8
QupnbOivar kal d <yvoin elmew. It was the power
of a subtle and quick mind backed by a thorough
command of the new rhetoric. ~IHe was masterly
in device and in utterance. Fertility of expedient,

No desire of place, no consciousness of

1 ¢By far the larger number of
the members of the party belonged
to the sophistically-trained younger
generation...who greedily imbibed
the political teaching communi-
cated to them at the meetings of
the party by Antiphon, the Nestor
of his party, as it was the fashion
to call him.” (Curtius, Hist. Gr.
1L p. 435, transl. Ward.)

The only authority for this

¢ fashion’ which I have been able
to find is [Plut.] Vit X. Oratt. :
mpdros 8¢ kal fyropikds Téxvas
ééiveyke, yevbuevos dyyivovs &id
kal Néortwp émekaleiro. As this
notice makes the name °Nestor’
refer simply to rhetorical skill, not
to political sagacity, I have hesi-
tated to follow Curtius in his pic-
turesque application of it.
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ingenuity in making points in debate, were the
qualities which the oligarchs most needed; and it
was in these that the strength of Antiphon lay.
In promptness of invention where difficulties were
to be met on the instant he probably bore some
likeness to Themistokles; but there is no reason
for crediting him with that largeness of view, or
with any share of that wonderful foresight, which
made Themistokles a statesman as well as a diplo-
matist. '

Thucydides praises Antiphon not only for his
ability but, with equal emphasis, for his dpers,
his virtue. The praise may be interpreted by what
Thucydides himself says elsewhere about the moral
results of the intense conflicts between oligarchy
and democracy®. The dpers, precious as rare, of
a public man was to be a loyal partisan; to post-
pone personal selfishness to the selfishness of party ;
to be proof against bribes; and at the worst not
to flinch, or at least not to desert. Thucydides
means that of the men who brought about the Revo-
lution Antiphon was perhaps the most disinterested
and the most constant. He had taken previously no
active part in public affairs, and was therefore less
involved than such men as Peisandros and Phrynichos
in personal relations: his life had been to some ex-
tent that of a student: he had never put himself
forward for office: he seems, to judge from his
writings, to have really believed and felt that old
Attic religion which at least the older school of
oligarchs professed to cherish: and thus altogether

1 Thue. 111, 82.
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might be considered as the most unselfishly earnest
member of his party, the man who cared most for its
ideas. In this measure he was disinterested: he was
also constant. When the Council fell, he could, no
doubt, have escaped with Peisandros and the rest.
Considering his long unpopularity, and the fact that
he would be assumed to have been the chief spokes-
man of the odious embassy to Sparta, his condemna-
tion was perhaps more certain than that of any other
person. But he stood his ground: and for the last
time put out all his strength in a great defence of
the fallen Government.

In a general view of Antiphon’s career there is Zienew
one aspect which ought not to be missed—that aspect "
in which it bears striking evidence to the growing
importance in Athenian public life of the newly-
developed art of Rhetoric. Antiphon’s first and
strongest claim to eminence was his mastery over
the weapons now indispensable in the ekklesia and
the law-courts; it was this accomplishment, no less
fashionable than useful, which recommended him to
the young men of his party whom he had no other
pretension to influence; it was this rhetorical dewdms
to which he owed his efficiency in the Revolution.
In his person the practical branch of the new culture
for the first time takes a distinct place among the
qualifications for political rank. The Art of Words
had its definite share in bringing in the Four Hun-
dred: it was a curious nemesis when seven years
later it was banished from Athens by the Thirty.
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CHAPTER II
ANTIPHON.

STYLE.

antiphon - ANTIPHON stands first among the orators of the

Attic canon; and he claims this place not merely
because he was born a few years earlier than any one
of the rest. A broad difference separates him from
those who were nearly his contemporaries hardly
less than from men of the next century, from Ando-
kides and Lysias as well as from Demosthenes and
Hypereides. He represents older ideas and an older
conception of the manner in which these ideas are to
find expression. His successors, taken collectively,
are moderns; compared with them, he is ancient.
The outburst of intellectual life in Hellas during
the fifth century before Christ had for one of its re-
sults the creation of Greek prose. Before that age no
Greek had conceived artistic composition except in
the form of poetry. The Ionians who had already
recorded myths or stated philosophies in prose had
either made no effort to rise above the ease of daily
talk, or had clothed their meaning in a poetical dic-
tion of the most ambitious kind. As the mental
horizon of Greece was widened, as subtler ideas and
more various combinations began to ask for closer
and more flexible expression, the desire grew for
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something more precise than poetry, firmer and more
compact than the idiom of conversation. Two spe-
cial causes aided this general tendency. The deve-
lopment of democratic life, making the faculty of
speech before popular assemblies and popular law-
courts a necessity, hastened the formation of an
oratorical prose. The Persian Wars, by changing
Hellenic unity from a sentiment into a fact, and re-
minding men that there was a corporate life, higher
and grander than that of the individual city, of which
the story might be told, supplied a new motive to
historical prose. Athens under Perikles became the
focus of all the feelings which demanded this new
utterance, and of all the capabilities which could
make the utterance artistic. The Athenian mind,
with its vigour, its sense of measure, its desire for
clearness, was fitted to achieve the special excel-
lences of prosel, and moulded that Attic dialect in
which the prose-writer at last found his most per-
fect instrument. But the process of maturing the
new kind of composition was necessarily slow; for it
required, as its first condition, little less than the
creation of a new language, of an idiom neither poeti-
cal nor mean. Herodotos, at the middle point of
the fifth century, shows the poetical element still
preponderant. The close of that century may be
taken as the end of the first great stage in the
growth of a prose literature. If a line is drawn
there, Lysias will be perhaps the first representative
name below it: Antiphon and Thucydides will be
among the last names above it.

1 See Curtius, Hist. Gr. Vol. 1. p. 517, transl. Ward.
' 2—2
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The leading characteristic of the earlier prose is
dignity. The newly created art has the continual
consciousness of being an art. It is always on its
guard against sliding into the levity of a conversa-
tional style. The composer feels above all things
that his written language must be so chosen as to
produce a greater effect than would be produced
by an equivalent amount of extemporary speaking.
Every word is to be pointed and pregnant; every
phrase is to be the condensed expression of his
thought in its ultimate shape, however difficult this
may be to the reader or hearer who meets it in that
shape for the first time; the movement of the whole
is to be slow and majestic, impressing by its weight
and grandeur, not charming by its life and flow.
The prose-writer of this epoch instinctively compares
himself with the poet. The poet is a craftsman, the
possessor of a mystery revealed to the many only in
the spell which it exerts over their fancies; just
so, in the beginnings of a literary prose, its shaper
likes to think that he belongs to a guild. He does
not care to be simply right and clear: rather he
desires to have the whole advantage which his skill
gives him over ordinary men; he is eager to bring
his thoughts down upon them with a splendid and
irresistible force. In Greece this character, natural
to immature prose, was intensified by a special cause
—the influence of the Sophists. In so far as these
teachers dealt with the form of language, they tended
to confirm that view of the prose-writer in which he
is a professional expert dazzling and overawing lay-

men. The Sophists of Hellas Proper dwelt especially
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on the minute proprieties of language, as Protagoras
on correct grammatical forms! and Prodikos on the
accurate use of synonyms?; the Sophists of Sicily
taught its technical graces3. In this last respect the
teaching of Gorgias was thoroughly reactionary, and
,Was calculated to hinder the growth of a good prose
just at the critical point. At the moment when prose
was striving to disengage itself from the diction of
poetry, Gorgias gave currency to the notion that
poetical ornament of the most florid type was its
true charm. When, indeed, he went further, and
sought to imitate the rhythm as well as the phrase
of poetry, this very extravagance had a useful result.
Prose has a rhythm, though not of the kind at which
Gorgias aimed ; and the mere fact of the Greek ear
becoming accustomed to look for a certain proportion
between the parts of a sentence hastened the transi-
tion from the old running style to the periodic.

- Dionysios has described vividly the character- Dionsios
istics of that elder school of composition to which stere’
Antiphon belonged. He distinguishes three prin-
cipal styles, the austere, the smooth and the
middle*. He cites poets, historians and orators who

1 8pboémeia,Plat. Phaedr.p.267c.  Graeci dpboémeiav, Siculi edémeiav

2 gpborns dvopdrev, Plat, Eu-
thyd. p. 277 B. On the work of
Protagoras and Prodikos in these
departments, see Mr Cope in the
Journal of Classical and Sacred
Philology, vol. L. pp. 48—517.

3 Spengel, Suvvay. rexvév, p. 63:
“Omnino Graeci sophistae, et quos
diximus, et alii minus noti, recte et
dilucide eloqui studebant ; et si uno
vocabulo omnia comprehendamus,

elaborabant.’ ‘

% adorypd, yhagupd and kows (or
uéan) dppovia: Dionys. wepl ouvb.
dvop. cc. 22, 23, 24. The three
appoviat, or styles of composition,
distinguished by Dionysios, must
not be confused with the three
Né€eus, or styles of diction, which he
distinguishes in his essay on Demo-
sthenes, cc. 1-—3. The dppoviac re~
fer, of course, to the putting to-
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are examples of each. Among orators Antiphon is
his representative of the austere style, Isokrates of
the smooth, Demosthenes of the middle. The austere
style is thus described ! :

‘It wishes ils separate words to be planted
firmly and to have strong positions, so that each,
word may be seen conspicuously; it wishes its
several clauses to be well divided from each other
by sensible pauses. It is willing to admit frequently
rough and direct clashings of sounds, meeting like
the bases of stones in loose wall-work, which have
not been squared or smoothed to fit each other, but
which show a certain negligence and absence of
forethought. It loves, as a rule, to prolong itself
by large words of portly breadth. Compression by
short syllables is a thing which it shuns when not
absolutely driven to it.

¢ As regards separate words, these are the objects
of its pursuit and craving. In whole clauses it
shows these tendencies no less strongly ; especially
it chooses the most dignified and majestic rhythms.
It does not wish the clauses to be like each other
in length of structure, or enslaved to a severe syn-

gether of words; the Aéfeus, to the

Isokrates Of Antiphon and Isaeos,
choice of words. As to Aéées, Dio-

in respect to Aéfis, he says merely

nysios recognises (1) an elaborate
diction, which employs farfetched
and unusual words, één\ayudvy,
mepurryy Néfes, of which Thueydides
is the great example: (2) a smooih
and plain diction, At dpehis
Aéus, best represented by Lysias:
(3) a mixed diction, pwry kal avv-
Oetos Nékus, of which the type is

that there was nothing ‘novel’ or
¢ gtriking’ in their choice of words.
(Demosth.c.8.) Probably he would
have regarded them as intermedi-
ate in Aé&s between Thucydides
and Lysias, but as representing the
compromise in a less mature and
linished form than Isokrates.
! Dionys. wepi guv. dvop. c. 22.
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tax, but noble, simple, free. It wishes them to bear
the stamp of nature rather than that of art, and to
stir feeling rather than to reflect character. It does
snot usually aim at composing periods as a compact
framework for its thought; but, if it should ever
drift undesignedly into the periodic style, it desires
to set on this the mark of spontaneity and plainness.
It does not employ, in order to round a sentence,
supplementary words which do not help the sense;
it does not care that the march of its phrase should
have stage-glitter or an artificial sinoothness; nor
that the clauses should be separately adapted to the
length of the speaker’s breath. No indeed. Of all
such industry it is innocent... It is fanciful in
imagery, sparing of copulas, anything but florid ; it
is haughty, straightforward, disdainful of prettiness,
with its antique air and its negligence for its beauty.’

It is important to remember that this description
is applied to a certain kind of poetry as well as of
prose, to Pindar and Aeschylos as well as to Thu-
cydides and Antiphon ; and that, taken in reference
to prose alone, it needs modification. It is not
true, for instance, of the older prose that it always
shrank from the display of artificialism. Negligent
it often was; but at other times it was consciously,
ostentatiously artificial. Its general characteristics,
however, are admirably given by Dionysios. It is
dignified ; it relies much on the weight of single
words ; it is bold but not florid ; it aims at moving
the hearer rather than at reflecting the character of
the speaker. Antiphon, his representative orator,
exemplifies these points clearly,—as will be seen
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better if he is compared from time to time with the
critic’s representative historian, Thucydides.

In the first place, then, Antiphon is preeminently
dignified and noble. He is to his successors gene-_
rally as Aeschylos to Euripides. The elder tragedy
held its gods and heroes above the level of men by
a colossal majesty of repose, by the passionless
utterance of kingly thoughts; and the same feeling
to which these things seemed divine conceived its
ideal orator as one who controls a restless crowd by
the royalty of his calm power, by a temperate and
stately eloquence. The speaker who wins his hearers
by blandishments, who surprises them by adroit
turns, who hurries them away on a torrent of
declamation, belonged to a generation for which
gods also and heroes declaimed or quibbled on the
stage. Plutarch has described, not without a tinge
of sarcasm, the language and demeanour by which
Perikles commanded the veneration of his agel.
‘His thoughts were awe-inspiring?, his language
lofty, untainted by the ribaldry of the rascal crowd.
His calm features, never breaking into laughter ;
his measured step; the ample robe which flowed
around him and which nothing deranged ; his moving
eloquence ; the tranquil modulation of his voice ;
these things, and such as these, had over all men a
marvellous spell.” The biographer goes on to relate
how Perikles was once abused by a coarse fellow
in the market-place, bore it in silence until he had

1 Plut. Per. c. 5. Perikles took from ‘his sublime

2 goBapév. The word is openly speculations’ (uerewpoloyia) and
sarcastic, and is meant by Plutarch  ‘supramundane talk’ (uerapoiole-
to describe a pompous tone which oxia) with Anaxagoras.
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finished his business there, and when his persecutor
followed him home, merely desired a slave to take
a lantern and see the man home!. It is not pro-
bable that the receiver of the escort felt all the
severity of the moral defeat which he had sustained ;
and he is perhaps no bad representative of the
Athenian democracy in its relations to the superb
decorum? of the old school. Much of this decorum
survives in Antiphon, who, in a literary as in a
political sense, clung to traditions which were fading.
Yet even in him the influence of the age is seen.
The Tetralogies, written for practice, and in which
he had to please no one but himself, are the most
stately of his compositions. The speech On the
Murder of Herodes is less so, even in its elaborate
proem ; while part of the speech On the Choreutes,
doubtless the latest of his extant works, shows a
marked advance towards the freedom and vivacity
of a newer style. It was in the hands of Antiphon
that rhetoric first became thoroughly practical ; and
for this very reason, conservative as he was, he
could not maintain a rigid conservatism. - The public
position which he had taken for his art could be
held only by concessions to the public taste.
Antiphon relies much on the full, intense signifi- zeiance on

single

cance of single words. This is, indeed, a cardinal words.

1 Joc. cit. paxis. (In Ctes. § 2.) Cf. Dem.

2 edkoopla. Aeschines says that
Solon made regulations wepi 7ijs
76y pyrépov evkoopias. The oldest
citizen was to speak first in the
assembly—ow ppovws émi 70 Bijua
mwapeNdoy dvev GopivBov kal Ta-

de F. L. § 251: ‘He said that the
sobriety (cwcppooivy) of the popu-
lar speakers of that day is illus-
trated by the statue of Solon with
his cloak drawn round him and his
hand within the folds.
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point in the older prose. Its movement was slow; each
word was dropped with deliberation; and now and
then some important word, heavy with concentrated
meaning, came down like a sledge-hammer. Take,
for instance, the chapter in which Thucydides
shows how party strife, like that in Corcyra, had the
effect of confusing moral distinctions. Blow on blow
the mnicely-balanced terms beat out the contrasts,
until the ear is weary as with the clangour of an
‘anvil. “Reckless daring was esteemed loyal cou-
rage,—prudent delay, specious cowardice; temperance
seemed a cloak for pusillanimity; comprehensive
‘Re-

monstrance is for friends who err; accusation for

sagacity was called universal indifference!.’

enemies who have done wrong?’ In Antiphon’s
speech On the Murder of Herodes, the accused says
(reminding the court that his case ought not to be
decided until it has been heard before the Areiopa-
gos):—* Be now, therefore, surveyors of the cause,
but then, judges of the evidence,—mow surmisers,
but then deciders, of the truth3’ And in the Se-
cond Tetralogy :— Those who fail to do what they
mean are agents of a mischance; those who hurt, or
are hurt, voluntarily, are authors of suffering®’ Ex-

1 Thue, mr 82. Hermogenes stance is IL 62, alynua pév ydp

(wepl ey 1. cap. vi.) remarks that
oepvémys is a matter of dvduara,
phrases, not of pjuare, single
words; and that the attempt to
achieve ceuvérps by prpara is a
mistake. Thucydides, however, he
says, is constantly doing this : kara.
Pavis 8¢ avTo év T4 THs oTdoews
ékppace. Tdv Keprupalowv wemolnke.

% Thue. L 69. Another good in-

kal dwo duablas ebTvyols kal Sel\d
Twl éyylyverai, karadppdvnois Oé
os v kal yvouy moTely T@V évav-
Tiwy wpoéyew.

8 de caed. Herod. § 94 viv pév
ody yvepioral ylveobe Tijs dikns, Tére
3¢ dwkaoTal TGV papripwyv' viv péy
dofaoral, Tére 8¢ kpiral TGy dAnddv.

4 Tetral. 11. B, § 6, ol e yap a-
papravovres v v émwoiocwoi T
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amples of this eagerness to press the exact meaning
of words are frequent in Antiphon, though far less
- frequent than in Thucydides. It is evidently natu-
ral to that early phase of prose composition in which,
newly conscious of itself as an art, it struggles to
wring out of language a force strange to the ordi-
nary idiom; and in Greece this tendency must have
been further strengthened by the stress which Gor-
gias laid on antithesis, and Prodikos on the discrimi-
nating of terms nearly synonymous. Only so long as
slow and measured declamation remained in fashion
could the orator attempt thus to put a whole train
of thought into a single weighty word. 'What the old
school sought to effect by one powerful word, the later
school did by the free, rapid, brilliant development
of a thought in all its fulness and with all the va-
riety of contrasts which it pressed upon the mind.
A further characteristic of the older style—that Antinion is

Tmaginative

it is ‘fanciful in imagery, but by no means florid’— §u*
is exemplified in Antiphon. The meaning of the
antithesis is sufficiently clear in reference to Aeschy-
los and Pindar, the poets chosen by Dionysios as his
instances. In reference to prose also it means a
choice of images like theirs, bold, rugged, grand; and
a scorn, on the other hand, for small prettinesses, for
showy colouring, for maudlin sentiment. The great
representative in oratory of this special trait must
have been Perikles. A few of his recorded expres-
sions bear just this stamp of a vigorous and daring
fancy ;—his description of Aegina as the ‘eyesore’ of

~ G ~ y N < ~
Spacar, olror mpdkTopes TGV dkov- i) waoyovres, ovror TGV wabpudrev
alwy eloi oi d¢ ékovaibs Tu Spdures  alrio ylyvovrat.
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the Peiraeus?!; his saying that, in the slain youth of
Athens, the year had lost its spring?; his declaration,
over the bodies of those who fell at Samos, that
they had become even as the gods; ‘for the gods
themselves we see not, but infer their immortality
from the honours paid to them and from the bless-
ings which they bestow?®’ The same imaginative
boldness is found in Antiphon, though but rarely,
and under severe control. ¢Adversity herself is
wronged by the accused,” he makes a prosecutor
exclaim, ‘when he puts her forward to screen a
crime and to withdraw his own villainy from view*.’
A father, threatened with the condemnation of
his son, cries to the judges:—I shall be buried
with my son—in the living tomb of my childless-
ness®’ But in Antiphon, as in Thucydides, the
haughty ¢, careless freedom of the old style is shown
oftener in the employment of new or unusual words
or phrases 7. The orator could not, indeed, go so far
as the historian, who is expressly censured on this
score by his Greek critic® ; but they have some ex-
pressions of the same character in common? While

1 Arist. Rhet, 111. 10, 8 Dionysios speaks of 76 kard-

2 ¢b,and 1. 7.

8 Plut. Per. c.8.

4 Tetr. 1.T.§ 1.

5 Tetr.11.B.§10: cf ILT. § 12.

6 peyaképpwy—aibékacros : Dio-
nys. wepi ouvb. dvop. €. 22.

7 B.g. Tetr. 1.T. § 10 7a Ixm tijs
Smoyrias : Tetr. 1. A.§ 10 v tyvn 1od
pévov: Tetr. 11 B. § 2 dvarpomeds
700 otkov éyévero: Tetr. V. T. §2
Puhobirns : Herod. § 18 xwpopihety
(=Phoxwpeiv.)

YAwoaov Tis Néfews kal Eévoy in
Thucydides (de Thuc. c. 53), and
remarks (¢b. 51) that it was not a
general fashion of the time, but a
characteristic distinctive of him.

® The Thucydidean style may be
recognised, for instance, in Zetr
1L.T.§ 3,7 aloyivy—dprovoa v co-
ppovigat 6 Bupodpevor Tijs yrduys :
Herod. § 13 kpeiogov 8¢ xpy dei
yiyveaar 76 vUpérepov OSuvvdpevoy
éué Oikalws adlew i} 70 TGV xOpdy
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Antiphon is sparing of imagery, he is equally mode-
rate in the use of the technical figures of rhetoric.
These have been well distinguished as ‘figures of
language’ (oxfpara Néfews) and ‘figures of thought’
(oxripara Suavolas)—the first class including various
forms of assonance and of artificial symmetry between
clauses; the second including irony, abrupt pauses,
feigned perplexity, rhetorical question and so forth.
Caecilius of Calacte, the author of this distinction,
was a student of Antiphon, and observed that the
‘figures of thought’ are seldom or never used by
him!., The figures of language all occur, but rarelyZ
Blass® and K. O. Miller* agree in referring this
marked difference between the older and later schools
of oratory—the absence, in the former, of those
lively figures so abundant in the latter—to an essen-
tial change which passed upon Greek character in
the interval. It was only when fierce passion and
dishonesty had become strong traits of a degenerate
national character that vehemence and trickiness
came into oratory. This seems a harsh and scarcely
accurate judgment. It appears simpler to suppose
that the conventional stateliness of the old eloquence
altogether precluded such vivacity as marked the
later; and that the mainspring of this new vivacity
was merely the natural impulse, set free from the
restraints of the older style, to give arguments their
most spirited and effective form.

Bovhduevor ddikws pe dmoNAivvac:  p. 485, Bekker.
ib. § 84 ol pév &Noe dvbpemor Tois 2 See Blass, A#t. Bereds. pp.
&pyots Tovs Aéyous éNéyxovow, obTor  130—134.
3¢ rols Noyous (yrodoe T €pya dme- 3 Att. Bereds. p.134.
ora kabordvat. 4 Hust. Gk. Lit. c. XXXIIL § 5.
1 Caecilius ap. Phot. Cod. 259,
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rammosana  Nothing in the criticism of Dionysios on the
dtiion. € austere’ style is more appreciative than his remark,
that it aims rather at pathos than at éthos. That
is, it addresses itself directly to the feelings; but
does not care to give a subtle persuasiveness to its
words by artistically adjusting them to the character
and position of the person who is supposed to speak
them. It is tragic; yet it is not dramatic. There
has never, perhaps, been a greater master of stern
" and solemn pathos than Thucydides. The pleading
of the Plataeans before their Theban judges, the
dialogue between the Athenians and the Melians,
the whole history of the Sicilian Expedition and
especially its terrible closing scene, have a wonderful
power over the feelings; and this power is in a great
degree due to a certain irony. The reader feels
throughout the restrained emotion of the historian ;
he is conscious that the crisis described was an
agonising one, and that he is hearing the least that
could be said of it from one who felt, and could
have said, far more. On the other hand, a charac-
teristic colouring, in the literary sense, is scarcely
attempted by Thucydides. No writer is more con-
summate in making personal or national character
appear in the history of actions. And when his
characters speak, they always speak from the general
point of view which he conceived to be appropriate
to them. But in the form and language of their
speeches there is little discrimination. Athenians
and Lacedaemonians, Perikles and Brasidas, Kleon
and Diodotos® speak much in the same style; it is

1 Thue. 111 42.
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the ideas which they represent by which alone they
are broadly distinguished!. The case is nearly the
same with Antiphon. His extant works present
no subject so great as those of Thucydides, and his
pathos is necessarily inferior in degreé to that of the
historian ; but it resembles it in its stern solemnity,
and also in this, that it owes much of its impressive-
ness to its self-control. The second? and fourth?
speeches of the First Tetralogy, and the second * and
third ® of the Second, furnish perhaps the best ex-
amples. In éthos, on the contrary, Antiphon is
weak ; and this, in a writer of speeches for persons
of all ages and conditions, must be considered a
defect. In the Herodes case the defendant is a
young Mytilenean, who frequently pleads his in-
experience of affairs and his want of practice as a
speaker. The speech On the Choreutes is delivered
by an Athenian citizen of mature age and eminent
public services. But the two persons speak nearly
in the same strain and with the same measure of
self-confidence. Had Lysias been the composer,
greater deference to the judges and a more decided
avoidance of rhetoric would have distinguished the
appeal of the young alien to an unfriendly court
from the address of the statesman to his fellow-
citizens. :
The place of Antiphon in the history of his art is The style of

nitiphon
! One exception may possibly els doov BovAgueba dpxew : b, § 4 :%{%;
be noted. It seems as if the aIlehomovwoior oropéoroper 7o
unique personality of Alkibiades ¢pdvnua.
were sometimes indicated by a 2 Iisp. §§ 1—4, 9.
characteristic insolence and vehe- 3 Tsp. §§ 1—3.
mence of language: e ¢. vi 18 4 §§ 1—3, 10—12.
§ B«kai ok éoTw fpiv Tapieveabar 5 §§ 3, 4.
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further marked by the degree in which he had at-
tained a periodic style. It is perhaps impossible to
find English terms which shall give all the clearness
of the Greek contrast between mepiodiki] and elpouéry
Mééist.  The ‘running’ style, as elpouérn expresses, is
that in which the ideas are merely strung together,
like beads, in the order in which they naturally pre-
sent themselves to the mind. Its characteristic is
simple continuity. The characteristic of the ¢ perio-
dic’ style is that each sentence ‘comes round’” upon
itself, so as to form a separate, symmetrical wholeZ.
The running style may be represented by a straight
line which may be cut short at any point or prolonged
to any point : the periodic style is a system of inde-
pendent circles. The period may be formed either,
so to say, in one piece, or of several members (k@ha,
membra), as a hoop may be made either of a single
lath bent round, or of segments fitted together. It
was a maxim of the later Greek rhetoric that, for
the sake of simplicity and strength, a period should
not consist of more than four?® of these members or
segments ; Roman rhetoric allowed a greater num-
ber*.

Aristotle® takes as his example of the ¢running’

1 Nébus elpopévn (Arist. Rhet. 111
9). Demetrios (épp. mwepl wepiédowv
§ 12) calls it dmpypévy, ¢ disjointed,’
diahehvpévy  ‘loose,”  dieppippéry
‘sprawling’—in contrast to the
close, compact system of the peri-
odic style. Itis also called by Dio-
nysios de Demosth. c¢. 39, roupa-
Tk}, ‘commatic,” as consisting of
short clauses (kéupara) following

each other without pause. Aristo-
tle (I. ¢.) calls the periodic style
kareoTpappévy, ¢ compact.’

2 Cicero calls the period circue-
tum et quast orbem verborum (de
Orat. 111 51. 198).

3 Hermogenes mepl edpeo. IL .
240, Spengel.

4 Quint. 1x. 4. 124,

5 Rhet. 111. 9.
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style the opening words of the History of Herodotos;
and, speaking generally, it may be said that this was
‘the style in which Herodotos and the earlier Ionian
logographers wrote. But it ought to be remembered
that neither Herodotos, nor any writer in a language
which has passed beyond the rudest stage, exhibits the
‘running’ style in an ideal simplicity. In its purest
and simplest form, the running style is incompatible
with the very idea of a literature!. "Wherever a lite-
rature exists, it contains the germ, however imma-
ture, of the periodic style ; which, if the literature is
developed, is necessarily developed along with it.
For every effort to grasp and limit an idea naturally
finds expression more or less in the periodic manner,
the very nature of a period being to comprehend and
define. In Herodotos, the running style, so con-
genial to his direct narrative, is dominant; but
when he pauses and braces himself to state some
theory, some general result of his observations, he
~ tends to become periodic just because he is striving
to be precise?.  From the time of Herodotos onward
the periodic style is seen gradually more and more
matured, according as men felt more and more the
stimulus to find vigorous utterance for clear concep-
tions. Antiphon represents a moment at which this
stimulus had become stronger than it had ever before

1 Blass, A#. Bereds. p. 124:
Bine gewisse Periodik hat natiir-
lich die griechische und jede Lit-
teratur von Anfang an gehabt : eine
ganz reine Aéfis elpopévy ist in der
Wirklichkeit nie vorhanden.

2 See (for instance) the passage
in which Herodotos speculates

on the causes of the overflowing
of the Nile, 1. 24, 25. It begins
in a thoroughly periodic style:—
€l 8¢ Oel, | peprdpevor yrvépas Tas
mwpokewpévas, | avrov mwepl TEY a-
Pavéwv dmodéfadbas, | ¢pdow Silr
‘poe Soxéer wAnbieadar & Nethos Tov
Oépeos.

3
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been in the Greek world. His activity as a writer
of speeches may be placed between the years 421
and 411 B.c.™. The effects of the Peloponnesian war
in sharpening political animosities had made them-
selves fully felt; that phase of Athenian democracy
in which the contests of the ekklesia and of the law-
courts were keenest and most frequent had set in;
the teaching of the Sophists had thrown a new light
upon language considered as a weapon. Kvery man
felt the desire, the urgent necessity, of being able
in all cases to express his opinions with the most
trenchant force; at any moment his life might de-
pend upon it. The new intensity of the age is
reflected in the speeches of Antiphon. Wherever
the feeling rises highest, as in the appeals to the
judges, he strives to use a language which shall
‘pack the thoughts closely and bring them out
roundly?’ But it is striking to observe how far
this periodic style still is from the ease of Lysias or
The harsh-
ness of the old rugged writing refuses to blend with
it harmoniously, —either taking it up with marked
transitions, or suddenly breaking out in the midst of

the smooth completeness of Isokrates.

the most elaborate passages®. It is everywhere plain
that the desire to be compact is greater than the

! The speech On the Murder of
Herodes must probably be placed
between 421 and 416 B.c.; the
speech On the Choreutes about 413.

2 Dionys. de Lys. c. 6 (in refer-
ence to Lysias) 5 cvorpépovoa Ta
vojpara kai oTpoyyiles éxpépovoa
Nééis,—a good description of the
periodic style generally as opposed

to the elpopévy.

3 E.g., in the speech On the
Murder of Herodes, sections 1, 2
show thoroughly artistic periods :
§ 20, again, is almost pure elpouévn:
in Tetral, 1. T. 7 (d&dv O¢ dut 10
pavepav elvar Ty vworlay...éméfero
airg) the xareorpappévy and eipo-
wéwm are combined.
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power. Antitheses and parallelisms® are abundantly
employed, giving a rigid and monotonous effect to
the periods which they form. That more artistic
period of which the several parts resemble the
mutually-supporting stones of a vaulted roof?, and
which leads the ear by a smooth curve to a happy
finish, has not yet been found. An imperfect sense
of rhythm, or a habit of composition to which rhyth-
mical restraint is intolerable except for a very short
space, is everywhere manifest. The vinegar and the
oil refuse to mingle. Thucydides presents the same
phenomenon, but with some curious differences. It
may perhaps be said that, while Antiphon has more
technical skill (incomplete as that skill is) in periodic
writing, Thucydides has infinitely more of its spirit.
He is always at high pressure, always nervous, in-
tense. He struggles to bring a large, complex idea
into a framework in which the whole can be seen at
once. Aristotle says that a period must be of ‘a
size to be taken in at a glance®;’ and this is what
Thucydides wishes the thought of each sentence to
be, though he is sometimes clumsy in the mechanism
of the sentence itself. Dionysios mentions among
the excellences which Demosthenes borrowed from
the historian, ‘his rapid movement, his terseness, his
intensity, his sting?;’ excellences, he adds, which

1E.g. Accus. Venen. § 5 rob pév 4 ra rdyn—ras oveTpodas—rols

ék mpoPovhijs drkovaiws dmofavévros
Tijs O¢ ékovaiws éx wpovolas dmokret-
vaans.

2 mepipepns oréyn, Demetrios
mepl épp. § 12, where this compari-
son is made.

3 péyebos ebaivomrov: Rhet.11L9.

Tévous—rd mukpov : Dionys. De Thuc.
53. He adds 76 orpugrér (which
seems to be a metaphor of the same
kind as adornpdv, and to mean ‘his
biting flavour’); and v éfeyeipov-
gav Ta waly dewornra.

3—2
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neither Antiphon nor Lysias nor Isokrates possessed.
This intensity, due primarily to genius, next to the
absorbing interest of a great subject, does, in truth,
place Thucydides, with all his roughness, far nearer
than Antiphon to the ideal of a compact and mas-
terly prose. Technically speaking, Thucydides as
well as Antiphon must be placed in the border-land
between the old running style and finished periodic
writing. But the essential merits of the latter,
though in a rude shape, have already been reached
by the native vigour of the historian ; while to the
orator a period is still something which must be con-
structed with painful effort, and on a model admitting
of little variety.

These seem to be the leading characteristics of
Antiphon as regards form : it remains to consider his
treatment of subject-matter. The arrangement of
his speeches, so far as the extant specimens warrant
a judgment, was usually simple. First a proem
(mpooiutov) explanatory or appealing ; next an intro-
duction (technically mpokarackevrf) dealing with the
circumstances under which the case had been brought
into court, and mnoticing any informalities of pro-
cedure : then a narrative of the facts (Sujynots): then
arguments and proofs (wiorews), the strongest first :
finally an epilogue or peroration (émiloyos). The
Tetralogies, being merely sketches for practice,
have only proem, arguments and epilogue, not the
“introduction’ or the narrative. The speech On the
Murder of Herodes and the speech On the Choreutes
(in the latter of which the epilogue seems to have
been lost) are the best examples of Antiphon’s
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method. It is noticeable that in neither of these
are the facts of the particular case dealt with closely
or searchingly; and consequently in both instances
the narrative of the facts falls into the background.
Narrative was the forte of Andokides and Lysias ;
it appears to have been the weak side of Antiphon,
who was strongest in general argument. General
presumptions,—those afforded, for instance, by the
refusal of the prosecutors to give up their slaves
for examination, or by the respective characters of
prosecutor and prisoner and by their former re-
lations—are most insisted upon. The First Tetralogy
is a good example of Antiphon’s ingenuity in
dealing with abstract probabilities (eixdéra); and the
same preference for proofs external to the imme-
diate circumstances of the case is traceable in all |
his extant work. The adroitness of the sophistical
rhetoric shows itself, not merely in the variety of
forms given to the same argument, but sometimes
in sophistry of a more glaring kind™.

The rhetorician of the school is further seen in
the great number of commonplaces, evidently ela-
borated beforehand and without reference to any
special occasion, which are brought in as opportunity
offers. The same panegyric on the laws for homicide
occurs, in the same words, both in the speech On the
Choreutes and in that On the Murder of Herodes.
In the last-named speech the reflections on the
strength of a good eonscience?, and the defendant’s
eontention that he deserves pity, not punishment?,

1 Seee¢.g.the ax;gument inacircle 2 de Choreut. § 93.
in Tetr. 1. A. § 6. 34b.§ 73
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are palpably eommonplaces prepared for general use.
Such patches, unless introduced with consummate
gkill, are doubly a blemish; they break the coherence
of the argument and they destroy everything like
fresh and uniform colouring; the speech becomes, as
an old critic says, uneven!. But the crudities inse-
parable from a new art do not affect Antiphon’s
claim to be considered, for his day, a great and pow-
erful orator. In two things, says Thucydides, he
was masterly,—in power of conception and in power
of expression?. These were the two supreme qua-
lifications for a speaker at a time when the mere
faculty of lucid and continuous exposition was rare,
and when the refinements of literary eloquence were
as yet unknown. If the speaker could invent a suf-
ficient number of telling points, and could put them
clearly, this was everything. Antiphon, with his
ingenuity in hypothesis and his stately rhetoric, ful-
filled both requirements. Remembering the style of
his oratory and his place in the history of the art,
no one need be perplexed to reconcile the high praise
of Thucydides with what is at first sight the start-
ling judgment of Dionysios. That critic, speaking
of the eloquence which aims at close reasoning and
at victory in discussion, gives the foremost place in
it to Lysias. He then mentions others who have
practised it,—Antiphon among the rest. ¢Antiphon,
however,’ he says, ‘has nothing but his antique and
stern dignity; a fighter of causes (dywviomjs) he is

! dyduator: Alkidamas Ilept So-  elmeiv. Comp. [Plut] Vitt. X.
Puor. §§ 24, 25, Oratt. 8: éoru 8¢ év Tois Noyous

2 Thuc. VIIL 68 : kpdrioros évv-  dxpiBis kai mibavds kal Sewds wepl
punlivar yevéuevos kai & yvoln  THv elpeow.
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not, either in debate or in lawsuits!.” If, as Thucy-

dides tells us, no one could help so well as Antiphon
2

11]

those who were fighting causes (dywnlopévovs)? in
the ekklesia or the lawcourts; if, on his own trial, he
delivered a defence of unprecedented brilliancy; in
The ex-
planation lies probably in the notion which the critic
attached to the word ‘agonist.” He had before his
mind the finished pleader or debater of a time when
combative oratory considered as an art had reached

its acme; when every discussion was a conflict in

what sense is Dionysios to be understood?

which the liveliest and supplest energy must be put
forth in support of practised skill; when the success-
ful speaker must grapple at close quarters with his
adversary, and be in truth an ‘agonist,” an athlete
straining every nerve for victory. Already Kleon
could describe the ¢agonistic’ eloquence which was
becoming the fashion in the ekklesia as characterized
by swift surprises, by rapid thrust and parry3;
already Strepsiades conceives the ‘agonist’ of the
lawcourts as ¢bold, glib, audacious, headlong®’ This
was not the character of Antiphon. He was a subtle
reasoner, a master of expression, and furnished others
with arguments and words; but he was not himself

1 Dionys. de Isaeo c.20: ’Avri-
Py ye pyy 16 adoTnpov Exer povoy
kal dpxaiov, dyeviatis 8¢ Aéywy
ovre oupBovhevTikdy olre Sukavikdy
éori.

* Thue. viIL 68.

3 It is remarkable how strongly
this image of debate in the ekklesia
as an dydy is brought out in Kleon’s
speech, Thue. 111. 37, 38: dyonoral

—&uvéoews dydw émapopévovs—as
odk ¢yvoorar dyovicar’ dv—ék TGy
Totévde dydvov—airior § Vueis ka-
k®s dyovoberodvres—avrayovi{ope-
vo.. The characteristics of the
dyevoTis are To evmpemes oD M-
you ékmovijaar—rkawdrns Aéyov—2-
Eéws Néyew (ib.)

4 Ar. Nub. 445 Gpacds, elyhor-
70s, TOAUNPOS, LT7)s.
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a man of the arena. He never descended into it
when he could help; he had nothing of its spirit.
He did not grapple with his adversary, but in the
statelier manner of the old orators attacked him (as
it were) from an opposite platform. Opposed in
court to such a speaker as Isaeos, he would have
had as little chance with the judges as Burke with
one of those juries which Curran used to take by
storm. Perhaps it was precisely because he was not
in this sense an ‘agonist’ that he found his most
congenial sphere in the calm and grave procedure of
. the Areiopagos. v
Beligious Nor was it by the stamp of his eloquence alone
Antiphon - that he was fitted to command the attention of that
Court. In politics Antiphon was aristocratic; in
religion, an upholder of those ancient ideas and
conceptions, bound up with the primitive tradi-
tions of Attica, of which the Areiopagos was the
embodiment and the guardian. For most minds
of his day these ideas were losing their awful
prestige,—fading, in the light of science, before newer
beliefs, as oligarchy had yielded to democracy, as
Kronos to the dynasty of Zeus. But, as Athene,
speaking in the name of that dynasty, had reserved
to the Eumenides a perpetual altar in her land?, so
Antiphon had embraced the new culture without
parting from a belief in gods who visit national
defilement?, in spirits who hear the curse of

L Aesch. Eum. 804. vile and polluted as he is, should
2 See, for instance, the close of enter the precincts of the gods to
the accuser’s first speech in the defile them, or should poison with
First Tetralogy (I. A. § 10)...It is  his infection the guiltless persons
also harmful for you that this man, whom he meets at the same table.
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dying men! andgavenge blood crying from the
ground. In the recent history of his own city he
had seen a great impiety followed by a tremendous
disaster 2. The prominence which he always gives
to the theological view of homicide means more than
that this was the tone of the Court to which his
speeches were most frequently addressed : it points
to a real and earnest feeling in his own mind. There
is no better instance of this feeling than the opening
of the Third Tetralogy—a mere exercise, in which
the elaborate simulation of a religious sentiment
would have had no motive :—— *

‘The god, when it was his will to create mankind,
begat the earliest of our race and gave us for nou-
rishers the earth and sea, that we might not die, for
want of needful sustenance, before the term of old
age. Whoever, then, having been deemed worthy
of these things by the god, lawlessly robs any one
among us of life, is impious towards heaven and
confounds the ordinances of men. The dead man,

From such causes spring plagues
of barrenness (ai dpopiar) and re-
verses inmen’s fortunes. Youmust
therefore remember that vengeance
is yours: you must impute to this

man his own crimes: you must’

bring their penalty home to him,
and purity backto Athens” Again,
in Zetr. . T. § 8, he speaks of
Oeia kqhis. Compare the passage
in which the Erinyes threaten
Attica with Aexnv dpvAdos, drekvos,
FEuwm. 815; and Soph. O. 7. 25,
101.

1 of dhurjpeor (which Antiphon
uses in the sense of dhdoropes: and
s0 Andok. de Myst. §131)—oi Tév

dmofavévrev wpoorpémaios i Tetr.
1L A. § 4. He uses év@duios (Zetr.
1L A. 2 &c.), just as the older poets
do, of a sin which lies heavy on the
soul, bringing a presage of avenging
Furies; and the poetical mouwn
(Zetr. 1. A. §11), of atonement for
blood.

2 Timaeos, writing early in the
3rd century B.C., directly connected
the defeat of the Athenians in Si-
cily with the mutilation of the
Hermae—noticing that the Syra-
cusan Hermokrates was a descend-
ant of the god Hermes: Tim. frag.
103—4, referred to by Grote, vol.
VviIL. p. 230.
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robbed of the god’s gift, neces%rﬂy bequeaths, as
that god’s punishment, the anger of avenging spirits
—anger which unjust judges or false witnesses,
becoming partners in the impiety of the murderer,
bring, as a self-sought defilement, into their own
houses. 'We, the champions of the murdered, if for
any collateral enmity we prosecute innocent persons,
shall find, by our failure to vindicate the dead, dread
avengers in the spirits which hear his curse; while,
by putting the pure to a wrongful death, we become
liable to the penalties of murder, and, in persuading
you to violate the law, responsible for your sin alsol.’
deschylean The analogy of Antiphon to Aeschylos in regard

tone in

Antiphon. i i

w40 general style has once already been mnoticed; it
g

forces itself upon the mind in a special aspect here,
where the threat of judgment from the grave on
blood is wrapt round with the very terror and dark-
ness of the FHumenides. In another place, where
Antiphon is speaking of the signs by which the gods
point out the guilty, the Aeschylean tone is still
more striking. No passage, perhaps, in Aeschylos
is more expressive of the poet’s deepest feeling about
life than that in which Eteokles forebodes that the
personal goodness of Amphiaraos will not deliver
him :—

Alas that doom which mingles in the world

A just man with the scorners of the gods!

*® * * ¥* * * * *

Aye, for a pure man going on the sea

‘With men fierce-blooded and their secret sin
Dies in a moment with the loathed of heaven?

1 Tetr. i1 AL §§ 2 £. 2 Aesch. Theb. 593 ff.
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In the Herodes trial the defendant appeals to
the silent witness which the gods have borne in his
behalf :—You know doubtless that often ere now
men red-handed or otherwise polluted have, by
entering the same ship, destroyed with themselves
those who were pure towards the gods; and that
others, escaping death, have incurred the extremity
of danger through such men. Many again, on stand-
ing beside the sacrifice, have been discovered to be
impure and hinderers of the solemn rites. Now in all
such cases an opposite fortune has been mine. First,
all who have sailed with me have had excellent
voyages : then, whenever I have assisted at a sacri-
fice it has in every instance been most favourable.
These facts I claim as strong evidence touching the
present charge and the falsity of the prosecutor’s
accusations!.

Coincidences of thought and tone such as these
deserve notice just because they are general coin-
cidences. There is no warrant for assuming a
resemblance in any special features between the
mind of Antiphon and the mind of Aeschylos: all
the more that which the two minds have in common
illustrates the broadest aspect of each. By pur-
suits and calling Antiphon belonged to a new Athe-
‘nian democracy antagonistic to the old ideas and
beliefs: by the bent of his intellect and of his
sympathies he belonged, like Aeschylos, to the elder
democracy. It is this which gives to his extant
work a special interest over and above its strictly
literary interest. All the other men whose writings

Y De caed, Herod. §3 82 ff.
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remain to show the development of oratorical Attic
prose have around them the atmosphere of eager
debate or litigation; Antiphon, in language and
in thought alike, stands apart from them as the
representative of a graver public life. Theirs is the
spirit of the ekklesia or the dikastery; his is the
spirit of the Areiopagos.
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CHAPTER IIL

ANTIPHON.

-WORKS.

SixTy speeches ascribed to Antiphon were known The o
in the reign of Augustus; but of these Caecilius «@:
pronounced twenty-five spurious®. Fifteen, including
the twelve speeches of the Tetralogies, are now
extant. All these relate to causes of homicide. The
titles of lost speeches prove that Antiphon’s activity
was not confined to this province ; but it was in this
province that he excelled; and as the orations of
Isaeos are now represented by one class only, the
kAnpucol, so the orations of Antiphon are represented
by one class only, the dovixol.

The Tetralogies have this special interest, that The Totra-
they represent rhetoric in its transition from the ™
technical to the practical stage, from the schools to
the law-courts and the ekklesia. Antiphon stood
between the sophists who preceded and the orators
who followed him as the first Athenian who was at
once a theorist of rhetoric and a master of practical
eloquence. The Tetralogies hold a corresponding
place between merely ornamental exercises and real

1 [Plut] Vitt. X. Oratt. -
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orations. Kach of them forms a set of four speeches,
supposed to be spoken in a trial for homicide. The
accuser states his charge, and the defendant replies ;
the accuser then speaks again, and the defendant
follows with a second reply. The imaginary case
is in each instance sketched as lightly as possible ;
details are dispensed with ; only the essential frame-
work for discussion is supplied. Hence, in these
skeleton-speeches, the structure and anatomy of the
argument stand forth in naked clearness, stripped
of everything accidental, and showing in bold relief
the organic lines of a rhetorical pleader’s thought.
It was the essence of the technical rhetoric that it
taught a man to be equally ready to defend either
side of a question. Here we have the same man—
Antiphon himself—arguing both sides, with tole-
rably well-balanced force; and it must be allowed
that much of the reasoning—especially in the Second
Tetralogy—is, in the modern sense, sophistical. In
reference, however, to this general characteristic
one thing ought to be borne in mind. The
Athenian law of homicide was precise, but it was
not scientific. The distinctions which it drew
between various degrees of guilt in various sets of
circumstances depended rather on minute tradition
than on clear principle. A captious or even fri-
volous style of argument was invited by a code
which employed vague conceptions in the elaborate
classification of accidental details. Thus far the Te-
tralogies bear the necessary mark of the age which
produced them. But in all else they are distin-
guished as widely as possible from the essays of a
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merely artificial rhetoric ; not less from the ¢ displays’
of the elder sophists than from the ‘declamations’
of the Augustan agel. They are not only thoroughly
real and practical, but they show Antiphon, in one
sense, at his best. He argues in them with more
than the subtlety of the speeches which he com-
posed for others, for here he has no less an an-
tagonist than himself: he speaks with more than
the elevation of his ordinary style,—for in the
privacy of the school he owed less concession to an
altered public taste.

The First Tetralogy supposes the following case. First oy
A citizen, coming home at night from a dinner-party,
has been murdered. His slave, found mortally
wounded on the same spot, deposes that he recog-
nised one of the assassing. This was an old enemy
of his master, against whom the latter was about to
bring a lawsuit which might be ruinous. The accused
denies the charge : the case comes before the court
of the Areiopagos. The speeches of accuser and de-
fendant comprise a number of separate arguments,
each of which is carefully, though very briefly, stated,
but which are not systematised or woven into a
whole. An enumeration of the points raised on either
side in this case will give a fair general idea of the
scope of the Tetralogies generally.

' ¢ Antiphon is a sophist, (says
Reiske (Orat. Att. viL. p. 849)—
‘nay, in a manner the father of
that pedantic (umbratici), hair-
splitting, empty, affected kind of
speaking with which the schools
of the ancients were rife; The

very phrase ‘scholae veterum’
shows the vagueness of this as-
sertion.  Precisely that which
distinguished Antiphon from the
earlier sophists was his practical
bent. No man could be less fairly
called ‘ umbraticus.”
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L First Speech of Accuser.

1. §§ 1—3. (Proem.) The accused is so crafty that even

an imperfect proof against him ought to be accepted: a proof
complete in all its parts is hardly to be looked for.—It is not
to be supposed that the accuser would have deliberately
incurred the guilt of prosecuting an innocent person.
. [Here a narrative of the facts would naturally follow ;
but as this is a mere practice-speech, it is left out, and the
speaker comes at once to the proofs—first, those derived
from argument on the circumstances themselves (the évreyvos
wioTers)—then, the testimony of the slave (which represents
the dreyvou.)]

2. § 4. The deceased cannot have been murdered by
robbers ; for he was not plundered.

3. Nor in a drunken brawl; for the time and place are
against it.

4. Nor by mistake for some one else; for, in that case,
the slave would not have been attacked too.

5. §§ 5—8. It was therefore a premeditated crime;
and this must have been prompted by a motive of revenge
or fear.

6. Now the accused had both motives. He had lost
much property in actions brought by the deceased, and was
threatened with the loss of more. The murder was the only
means by which he could evade the lawsuit hanging over
him. [Here follows a curious argument in a circle.] And
he must have felt that he was going to lose the lawsuit, or
he would not have braved a trial for murder.

7. §9. The slave identifies him.

8. §§ 9—11. (Zpilogue.) If such proofs do not suffice,
no murderer can ever be brought to justice, and the State
will be left to bear the wrath of the gods for an unexpiated
pollution.

II.  First Speech of the Defendant.

1. §§1—4. (Proem.) The accuser deserves the pity of
the judge, for he is the most unlucky of men. In death, as
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in life, his enemy hurts him still. It is not enough if he
can prove his own innocence ; he is expected to point out
the real culprit. The accuser credits him with craft. If he
was so crafty, is it likely that he would have exposed him-
self to such obvious suspicion ?

2. §§ 5—6. The deceased may have been murdered by
robbers, who were scared off by people coming up before
they had stripped him.

3. Or he may have been murdered because he had been
witness of some crime.

4. Or by some other of his numerous enemies; who
would have felt safe, knowing that the suspicion was sure to
fall on the accused, his great enemy.

5. §'7. The testimony of the slave is untrustworthy,
since, in the terror of the moment, he may have been mis-
taken ; or he may have been ordered by his present masters
to speak against the accused. Generally, the evidence of
slaves is held untrustworthy ; else they would not be racked.

6. §8. Even if mere probabilities are to decide the
case, it is more probable that the accused should have em-
ployed some one else to do the murder, than that the slave
should, at such a time, have been accurate in his recognition.

7. §9. The danger of losing money in the impending
lawsuit could not have seemed more serious to the accused
than the danger, which he runs in the present trial, of losing
his life.

8. §§10—13. (Epilogue.) Though he be deemed the
probable murderer, he ought not to be condemned unless he
is proved to be the actual murderer—It is his adversary
who, by accusing the innocent, is really answerable for the
consequences of a crime remaining unexpiated—The whole
life and character of the accused are in his favour, as much
as those of the accuser are against hvm.—The judges must
succour the illfortune of a slandered man.

IIT. Second Speech of the Accuser.

1. §1. (Proem.) The defendant has no right to speak
of his ‘misfortune:’ it is his fault. The first speech for

4
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the prosecutor proved his guilt; this shall overthrow his
defence.

2. §2. Had the robbers been scared off by people
-coming up, these persons would have questioned the slave
about the assassins, and given information which would have
exculpated the accused.

3. Had the deceased been murdered because he had
been witness of a crime, this crime itself would have been
heard of.

4. §38. Hisother enemies, being in less danger from him
than the accused was, had so much less motive for the crime.

5. §4. Itis contended that the slave's testimony is un-
trustworthy because it was wrung from him by the rack. But,
in such cases as these, the rack is not used at all. [Nothing
is said about the hypothesis that the slave may have been
suborned by his masters.]

6. § 5. The accused is not likely to have got the deed
done by other hands, since he would have been suspected all
the same, and could not have been so sure of the work being
done thoroughly.

7.§ 6. The lawsuit hanging over him—a certainty—
-would have seemed more formidable to him than the doubt-
ful chance of a trial for murder.

8. §§ 7—8. (Notice of a few topics touched on by the
defendant at the beginning and end of his speech.)—The fear
of discovery is not likely to have deterred such a man from
crime: whereas the prospect of losing his wealth—the in-
strument of his boasted services to the State—is very likely
to have driven him to it.—When the certain murderer
cannot be found, the presumptive must be punished.

9. §§ 9—11. (Epilogue) The judges must not acquit
the accused—condemned alike by probabilities and by
proofs—and thereby bring bloodguiltiness on themselves.
By punishing him, they can take the stain of murder off
the State.

IV.  Second Speech of the Defendant.
1. §§ 1—3. (Proem.) He is the victim of cruel ma-
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lignity. Though bound only to clear himself, it is demanded
of him that he shall account for the crime.

2. §§ 4—5. Suppose that robbers did the murder, but
were scared, before they had taken their booty, by people
coming up. Would these persons, as it is contended, have
remained to make inquiries? Coming on a bloody corpse
and a dying man at dead of night, would they not rather
have fled in terror from the spot ?

3. § 6. Suppose that the deceased was slain because he
had been witness of a crime :—the fact of such crime not hav-
ing been heard of, does not prove that it did not take place.

4.§ 7. The slave, with death from his wounds close at
hand, had nothing to fear if he bore false testimony.

5.8 8. But the accused can prove a distinct alibs. All
his own slaves can testify that on the night in question—
the night of the Diipolia—he did not leave his own house.

[The assertion of the alib? has been reserved till this
point, because now the prosecutor cannot reply.]

6. § 9. It is suggested that he may have committed
the crime to protect his wealth. But desperate deeds, such
as this, are not done by prosperous men. They are more
natural to men who have nothing to lose.

7.8 10. Even if he were the presumptive murderer, he
would not have been proved the actual: but, as it is, the
probabilities also are for him. On all grounds, therefore,
he must be acquitted, or there is no more safety for any
accused man.

8. 88 11—12. (Epilogue.) The judges are entreated not
to condemn him wrongfully, and so leave the murder un-
atoned for, while they bring a new stain of bloodguiltiness
on the State.

A tolerably full analysis of this First Tetralogy
has been given, because it is curious as showing the
general line of argument which a clever Athenian
reasoner, accustomed to writing for the courts, thought
most likely to succeed on either side of such a case.
It will be seen that, though other kinds of evidence

4—2
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come into discussion, the contest turns largely on
general probabilities (elkdra)—a province for which
Antiphon had the relish of a trained rhetorician, and
on which he enlarges in the speech On the Murder
of Herodes!. As regards style, in this as in the
other Tetralogies the language is noble throughout,
rising, in parts of the speeches of the accused, to
an austere pathos®; it is always concise without
baldness, but somewhat over-stiff and antique. There
is also too little of oratorical life ; at which, however,
in short speeches written for practice, the author
perhaps did not aim.

The subject of the Second Tetralogy is the death
of a boy accidentally struck by a javelin while
watching a youth practising at the gymnasium. The
boy’s father accuses the youth—whose father defends
him—of accidental homicide; and the case comes
before the court of the Palladion. In order to un-
derstand the issues raised, it is necessary to keep in
mind the Greek view of accidental homicide. This
view was mainly a religious one. The death was a
pollution. Some person, or thing, must be answer-
able for that pollution, and must be banished from
the State, which would else remain defiled3. In a
case like the supposed one, three hypotheses were
possible :—that the cause of the impurity had been
the thrower, the person struck, or the missile. Pe-

1 See esp. de caed. Herod. §§
57—63.

2 Esp. B. §§ 1—4: A §§ 1—3.

3 This feeling about homicide
comes out strongly in the custom
of trying cases of ¢évos in the open
air: a Todro pév oi Owaortal pi

logw els 70 adrd Tols pi kabapols
Tas xeipas, ToiTo 8¢ 6 Sidkwy THY
Sikny Tod Pévov va py Spwpdcpios
vémrar 7¢ adbévry. Cf. supra, p.
40, note 2; and Dem. Awristocr.
$§ 65—79.
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rikles and Protagoras spent a whole day in discussing
a similar question. Epitimos, an athlete, had chanced
to hit and kill a certain Pharsalian: did the guilt
lie, they inquired, with Epitimos, with the man
killed, or with the javelin?? There was a special
court—that held at the Prutaneion—for the trial of
inanimate things which had caused death. Here,
however, the question is only of living agents. The
Judges have nothing whatever to do with the ques-
tion as to how far either was morally to blame. The
question is simply which of them is to be considered
as, in fact, the author or cause of the death.

The accused, in his first speech, assumes that the case 4natysis.
admits of no doubt ; states it briefly ; and concludes with an
appeal to the judges (A.§§ 1—2). The father of the accused,
after bespeaking patience for an apparently strange defence
(B. §§ 1—2)—argues that the error, the auapria, was all
on the boy’s side (§§ 3—5). The thrower was standing in
his appointed place ; the boy.was not obliged to place him-
self where he did. The thrower knew what he was about ;
the boy did not—he chose the wrong moment for running
across. He was struck; and so punished himself for his
own fault (§§ 6—8).—The accuser answers in the tone of a
plain man bewildered by the shamelessness of the defence,
(I. §§ 1—4). It is absurd, he says, to pretend that the boy
killed himself with a weapon which he had not touched.
On the showing of the defence itself, the blame is divided: if
the boy ran, the youth threw: neither was passive (§§ 5—
10).—The youth’s father answers that his meaning has been
perverted (A. §§ 1—2): he did not mean, of course, that the
boy pierced himself, but that he became the firsé cause of his
own death (§§ 3—5). The youth did no more than the other
throwers, who did not hit the boy only because he did not

1 Plut. Periki. 36.
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cross their aim (§§ 6—8). Involuntary homicide is, doubt-
less, punishable by law; but,in this instance, the involuntary
slayer—the deceased himself—has been punished already.
To condemn the accused would be only to incur a new
pollution (§§ 9—10).

The striking point of the whole Tetralogy is the
ingenuity with which the defender inverts the
natural view of the case. The guilt of blood is, he
says, with the deceased alone, who has taken satis-
faction for it from himself. ¢Destroyed by his own
errors, he was punished by himself in the same
instant that he sinned.” (A. § 8.)

Another peculiarity of the Athenian law of
homicide is illustrated by the third and last Tetra-
logy. An elderly man had been beaten by a younger
man so severely that in a few days he died. The
young man is tried for murder before the Areiopagos.

The accuser, in a short speech, appeals chiefly to the
indignation of the judges, dwelling, in a striking passage
on the sin of robbing a fellow-mortal of the god's gift
(A. §§ 1—4).—The defendant argues in reply that, if the
homicide is to be regarded as accidental, then it rests
with the surgeon, under whose unskilful treatment the man
died ; but, if it is to be regarded as deliberate, then the
murderer is the deceased himself, since he struck the first
blow, which set the train of events in motion (B.§§ 3—5).—
The accuser answers that the elder man is not likely to have
first struck the younger (I'. § 2) ; and that to blame the sur-
geon is idle; it would not be more absurd to inculpate the
persons who called in his aid (§ 5).—[Here the second
speech of the accused could naturally follow. But the ac-
cused has, in the meantime; taken advantage of the Athe-
nian law by withdrawing into voluntary exile. The judges
have no longer any power to punish him. A friend, however,
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who was a bystander of the quarrel, comes forward to defend
the innocence of the accused.] The guilt, he maintains, lies
with the old man ; he, as can be proved, gave the first blow
(A. §§ 2—5) ; he is at once the murdered and the murderer

§ 8).

The line thus taken by the defence is remarkable.
It relies chiefly on the provocation alleged to have
been given by the deceased. But it does not insist
upon this provocation as mitigating the guilt of the
accused. It insists upon it as transferring the whole
guilt from the accused to the dead man. Athenian
law recognised only two kinds of homicide; that
which was purely accidental, and that which resulted
from some deliberate act. In the latter case, whether
there had been an intent to kill or not, some one
must be a murderer. Thus, here, it would not have
been enough for the defence to show that the accused
had, without intent to kill, and under provocation,
done a fatal injury. It is necessary to go on to
argue that the deceased was guilty of his own
murder. -

The literary form of the Third Tetralogy deserves
notice in two respects; for the solemnity and
majesty of the language in the accuser’s first ad-
dress ; and for the vivacity lent by rhetorical ques-
tion and answer to part of the first speech of the
defendant!—a vivacity which distinguishes it, as
regards style, from everything else in these studies.

Of extant speeches written by Antiphon for real
causes, by far the most important is that On the speecn on

the Murder

Murder of Herodes. The facts of the case were as o Herodes.

! Tetral. . B. §§ 2, 3.
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follows. Herodes, an Athenian citizen, had settled
at Mytilene in 427 B.c. after the revolt and reduction
of that town. He was one of the kleruchs among
whom its territory was apportioned, but not_other-
wise wealthy!. Having occasion to make a voyage
to Aenos on the coast of Thrace, to receive the ran-
som of some Thracian captives who were in his hands,
he sailed from Mytilene with the accused,—a young
man whose father, a citizen of Mytilene, lived chiefly
at Aenos?. Herodes and his companion were driven
by a storm to put in at Methymna on the north-west
coast of Lesbos; and there, as the weather was wet,
exchanged their open vessel for another which was
decked. After they had been drinking on board
together, Herodes went ashore at night, and was
never seen again. The accused, after making every
inquiry for him, went on to Aenos in the open ves-
sel ; while the decked vessel, into which they had
moved at Methymna, returned to Mytilene®. On
reaching the latter place again, the defendant was
charged by the relatives of Herodes with having mur-
dered him at the instigation of Lykinos, an Athe-
nian* living at Mytilene, who had been on bad terms
with the deceased. They rested their charge prin-
cipally on three grounds. TFirst, that the sole com-
panion of the missing man must naturally be consi-
dered accountable for his disappearance. Secondly,
that a slave had confessed under torture to having
assisted the defendant in the murder. Thirdly, that

1§58 2§78 Tépes ¢ avrov lepdv, which implies,

3 Compare § 28 with § 23. as Blass points out, that Lesbos

4 See § 61; and also § 62, dmeo-  wasnot the marpis of Lykinos, as it
véper pév éué tiis warpldos, dmea-  was of the defendant. |
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on board the vessel which returned from Methymna
had been found a letter in which the defendant
announced to Lykinos the accomplishment of the
murder.

It was necessary that the trial should take place Hode of
at Athens, whither all subject-allies were compelled zrocedure.
to bring their criminal causes. The ordinary course
would have been to have laid an indictment for
murder (ypa¢y ¢dvov) before the Areiopagos. In-
stead, however, of doing this the relatives of Herodes
laid an information against the accused as a ‘male-
factor’l. He was accordingly to be tried by an ordi-
nary dikastery under the presidency of the Eleven.
¢ Malefactor,” at Athens, ordinarily meant a thief,
a housebreaker, a kidnapper, or criminal of the like
class; but the term was, of course, applicable to
murder, especially if accompanied by robbery. In-
stances of persons accused of murder being pro-
ceeded against, not by an indictment, but by an
information, and being summarily arrested with-
out previous inquiry, occur only a few years later

than the probable date of this speech®. When,

! &debis  kaxovpylas: cf. § 9  aywy; wasthe act of apprehending
kaxodpyos évdederypévos. When the  him.
accused arrived in Athens, he was, 2 The two murderers of Phryni-
on the strength of the &defis, chos in 411 were ‘seized and put
arrested by the Eleven: § 85 dmj-  in prison’ by his friends (\n¢pfévrov
x67v. Hence in § 9 he speaks of kal és 70 deapwripiov dmorebévrov),
radry Ty dmayeyjr. The terms —that is, were proceeded against
&dafis  kaxovpylas and dmayey) by dmayeyd: Lykurgos ¢n Leokr.
raxoupyias do not denote two dif- § 12. The procedure in the case
ferent processes, but two parts of of Agoratos (391 B.0.), again, was
the same process. "Evdeifiswasthe by an &defis, not by a ypagy
laying of information against a  ¢dvov, and there was an dmaywyr]
person not yet apprehended : dm-  of the accused (Lys.in dgorat.
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therefore, the accused contends that the form of the
procedure was unprecedented and illegal, this is pro-
bably to be understood as an exaggeration of the fact
that it was unusual. In two ways it must have
been distasteful to the prisoner; first, as an indig-
nity ; secondly, as a positive disadvantage. Trial
before the Areiopagos left to the prisoner the option
of withdrawing from the country before sentences ;
and imposed upon the accuser a peculiarly solemn
oath®. In this case, moreover, the unusual (though
not illegal) procedure was accompanied by unjust
rigours. When the accused arrived in Athens,
although he offered the three sureties required by
law, his bail was refused ; he was imprisoned. This
treatment, of which he reasonably complains?, may
have been due in part to the unpopularity of Myti-
leneans at Athens, and to the fact that Herodes had
been an Athenian citizen.

The date of the speech must lie between the
capture of Mytilene in 4272 B.c. and the revolt of
Lesbos in 412 B.c.  The accused says that in 427 B.c.

§ 85). Strictly speaking the évdeies
and draywy) were applicable only
to those cases in which the accused
was taken én’ avropdpe : that is,
in which no further proof of his
guilt was required. Thus Pollux
defines évdeiéisas opoXoyovpévov
aduparos pijrvats, ov kploews dANa
ripwples Seopévov. Agoratos ap-
pears to have raised this verypoint:
Lys. in Agor. § 85. But, since the
procedure of the Areiopagos was
s0 highly favourable to the accused,
a prosecutor would generally pre-
fer the procedure by &dafis if

there was any decent pretence for
it. And the condition of manifest
guilt does not seem to have been
rigorously insisted upon by the
authorities. There was, probably,
a fecling that the forms of the
Areiopagos would be in a manner
profaned by application to crimi-
nals of the vilest class.

1 De caed. Herod. § 12, déov oe
Sropdoacdar Sprov Tov péyioTov kal
loxuporaroy, éédhetar aitg kal yé-

. veL kal olkig T oj) émapwpuevov.

2§17
*§76.
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he was too young! to understand the events which
were passing, and that he knows them only by
hearsay. On the other hand, he can hardly have
been less than twenty at the time of the trial.
Kirchner? and Blass are inclined to place the speech
about 421 B.c.; it would perhaps be better to put
it three or four years later, about 417 or 416 B.c.
On the other hand, a slight indication—which seems
to have escaped notice—appears to show that it was
at least earlier than the spring of 415 B.c. The
accused brings together several instances in which
great crimes had never been explained?. If the
mutilation of the Hermae had then taken place, he

could scarcely have failed to notice so striking an
example.

The speech opens with a proem in which the defendant Anatysie.
pleads his youth and inexperience (§§ 1—7); and which is
followed by a preliminary argument (wpoxatacsevy) on the
informality of the procedure (§§ 8—18). The defendant
then gives a narrative of the facts up to his arrival at Aenos
(§§ 19—24) ; and shows that the probabilities, as depending
upon the facts thus far stated, are against the story of the
prosecutors (§§ 256—28). The second part of the narrative
describes how the vessel into which Herodes and the defen-
dant had moved at Methymna returned to Mytilene; how
the slave was tortured, and under torture accused the de-
fendant of murder (§§ 29 —30).

The defendant now concentrates his force upon proving
the testimony of the slave to be worthless (§§ 31—51). He
next discusses the statement of the prosecutors that a letter,
in which he announced the murder to Lykinos, had been
found on board the returning vessel (§§ 52—56). He shows

1§75, by Blass, Attisch. Bereds. p. 166,
? Kirchner De temporibus ora- 3 §§ 67—70.

tionum Antiphont. pp. 2 ff,, quoted
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that he could have had no motive for the murder (§§ 57—63).
He maintains that he cannot justly be required to suggest
a solution of the mystery. It is enough if he establishes his
own innocence. Many crimes have finally baffled investi-
gation (§§ 64—73). He notices the reproaches brought
against his father as having taken part in the revolt of
Mytilene and having been generally disloyal to Athens
(8§ 74—380).

Besides all the other proofs, the innocence of the prisoner
is vindicated by the absence of signs of the divine anger.
Voyages and sacrifices in which he has taken part have
always been prospercus (§§ 81—=84). In a concluding appeal
the judges are reminded that, in any case, justice cannot
be frustrated by his acquittal, since it will still be possible
to bring him before the Areiopagos (§§ 85—95).

In reviewing the whole speech as an argument,
the first thing which strikes us is the notable con-
trast between the line of defence taken here and that
traced for a case essentially similar in the model-
speeches of the First Tetralogy. There, the de-
fendant employs all his ingenuity in suggesting ex-
planations of the mysterious crime which shall make
the hypothesis of his own guilt unnecessary. Here,
the defendant pointedly refuses to do any thing of
the kind. It is enough if he can show that he was
not the murderer; it is not his business to show who
was or might have been. On this broad, plain
ground the defence takes a firm stand. The argu-
ments are presented in a natural order, as they arise
out of the facts narrated, and are drawn out at a
length proportionate to their consequence,—by far
the greatest stress being laid on the worthlessness
of the slave’s evidence; in discussing which, indeed,
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the speaker is not very consistentl. One apparent
omission is curious. The prisoner incidentally says
that he mnever left the vessel on the night when
Herodes went on shore and disappeared?; but he
does not dwell upon, or attempt to prove, this all-
essential alibe. If the numerous commonplaces and
general sentiments seem to us a source of weakness
rather than strength, allowance must be made for
the taste and fashion of the time; and every one
must recognise the effectiveness of the appeal to
divine signs in which the argument finds its rheto-
rical climax.

As a composition, the speech has great merits.
The &thos, indeed, is not artistic; a style so digni-
fied and so sententious is scarcely suitable to a
speaker who is continually apologising for his youth
and inexperience. Nor, except in the passage which
touches on the ruin of Mytilene?, is there even an
attempt at pathos. But there is variety and versa-
tility; the opening passage is artistically elaborate,
the concluding, impressive in a higher way; while
the purely argumentative part of the speech is not
encumbered with any stiff dignity, but is clear,

1 In § 39 it is contended that
the slave cannot have represented
himself as taking part in the mur-
der, but only as helping to dispose
of the corpse. In § 54,on the con-
trary, it is assumed that the slave
represented himself as the actual
murderer. Lastly, in § 68, the
view taken in § 39 is not only reas-
serted, but is ascribed to the ad-
versaries as their own.

2 § 26 Néyovar O¢ s év pév T
Vi dméfavev 6 dvijp, kdys MNifoy
éméBatov adrd els THv kepa\ijy, bs
ook éEBny TO mapdmay ék TOU
mholov.

3 §79: ‘For all Mytileneans, the
memory of their past error has been
made indelible; they exchanged-
great prosperity for great misery ;
they beheld their country made
desolate.’
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simple, and sufficiently animated. Altogether the
style has less sustained elevation, but shows more
flexibility, greater maturity and mastery, than that
of the Tetralogies.

The speech On the Choreutes relates to the death

-of Diodotos, a boy who was in training as member of

a chorus to be produced at the Thargelia, and who
was poisoned by a draught given to him to improve
his voice’. The accused is the choregus, an Athenian
citizen, who discharged that office for his own and
another tribe, and at whose house the chorus received
theirlessons. The accuser, Philokrates, brother of the
deceased Diodotos, laid an information for poisoning
before the Archon Basileus; and after some delay,
the case came before the Areiopagos? It was not
contended that the accused had intended to murder
the boy, but only that he had ordered to be ad-

1 The object with which the
draught was given is not stated in
the speech itself: but the argu-
ment says edpovias xdpw éme pdp-
pakov kat maev vé@ymrev. Compare
the passage in which Plutarch
speaks of the pains taken to train
the voices of the chorus (De glor.
Athen. c. 6): oi 8¢ xopnyoi 7Tois
Xopevrais éyyxé\ia kal Opuddkia kai
areN\idas kal pveNov maparifévres
evdyouy émi wolvy ypévov Ppwvac-
kovpévous kal Tpvharras.

2 That the Areiopagos was the
court which tried the case appears
certain (1) because that court alone
had jurisdiction in ypagal ¢papud-
kwv: (2) because the special com-
pliment to the court as ‘the most
conscientious anduprightin Greece’
(§ 51) points to the Areiopagos

Some have supposed that this case
came before court at the Palladion,
because, in § 16, the accused is
spoken of as BovAedoas Tov bdvaror,
and, according to Harpokration,
cases of fBovlevois were tried at
the Palladion by the Ephetae. But
the BodAevas of Harpokration is a
technical term, =: émBovNevats, and
denotes the intent to kill in cases
in which death had not actually
followed. On the other hand, the
accused here is said Bovkedoar Tov
Bavarov merely in the sense that it
was by his order that the draught
was given to the boy, though he
did not hand the cup to him. No
intent to murder was imputed to
him: see § 19 of karjyopor Spolo-
yoval py éx mpovoias und €k mapa-
akevijs yevéabar Tov Gavarov.
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ministered to him the draught which caused his
death. According to Athenian law this was, how-
ever, a capital offence. The present speech is the
second made by the defendant, and the last, there-
fore, of the trial. Its date may probably be placed

soon after the Sicilian disaster 1.

In a long proem, the accused dwells on the advantage Anatysis.
of a good conscience—on the excellence of the court of the
Areiopagos—and on the weight of a judicial decision in
such a case (§§ 1—6). He goes on to complain of the manner
in which the adversaries have mixed up irrelevant charges
with the true issue; he will address himself to the latter, and
then refute the former (§§ 7—10). A narrative of the facts
is then begun; but he breaks it off with the remark that
it would be easy to expose the falsehoods contained in the
adversary’s second speech, and that he will now bring proofs
(88 11—15). The testimony of witnesses is adduced and
commented upon (§§ 16—19). The defendant goes on to
contrast his own conduct in the matter with that of the
accuser ; dwells on the refusal of his challenge to an exa-
mination of slaves; and urges the strength in all points of
his case (§§ 20—32). The evidence closed, he digresses

1 In §§ 12, 21, 55 the choregus
speaks of having brought an action
for embezzlement of public monies
against Philinos and two other
persons. Now Antiphon wrote a
speech kara ®u\ivov,—very pro-
bably, as Sauppe conjectures, a-
gainst this same Plilinos when
prosecuted by the choregus: and
from the speech kara ®u\ivov are
quoted the words, rovs te Ofras
dmravras omNiras woujoar. Sauppe
thinks this points to a time just
after the Sicilian disaster: ‘in
illis enim rerum angustiis videntur
Athenienses thetes ad arma vo-
casse” (Or. Atf. vol. 1. p. 144.)

This is quite possible: but Sauppe’s
other argument that the fact of
the choregus representing Zwo
tribes (§ 11) points to a contrac-
tion of public expenses in a time of
distress, is not worth much, since
we do not know that this may not
have been the usual custom at the
Thargelia. At any rate the de-
cidedly modern character of the
speech as compared with the De
caed. Herodis warrants us in plac-
ing it some years after the latter,
which (as has been said above)
was probably spoken between 421
and 416 B.0.
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into a full review of the adversaries’ conduct from the first,
in order to illustrate their malice and dishonesty. ¢What
judges,” he asks in conclusion, ¢ would they not deceive, if
they have dared to trifle with the awful oath under which
they came before this court?” (§§ 83—51.)

It seems probable that the end of the speech has
been lost. Standing last in the MSS. of Antiphon,
it would thus be the more liable to mutilation ;
and in the concluding speech of a trial the orator
would scarcely have broken the rule, which he ob-
serves in every other instance, of finishing with an
appeal to the judges. The fact that a rhetorical
promise made in the speech? is not literally fulfilled
need not be insisted upon to strengthen this view.

- In the speech On the Murder of Herodes, Anti-
phon had to rely mainly on his skill in argument;
here, witnesses were available, the case against the
accusers was strong, and little was needed but a ju-
dicious marshalling of proofs. This is ably managed;
but, as a display of power, the speech is necessarily
of inferior interest. The Mytilenean defendant in
the Herodes case and the choregus here speak in
the same general tone—with a certain directness
and earnestness; but the common &thos is more
strongly marked here, as the personality of the
speaker comes more decidedly forward. In other
points of style there is a striking contrast between

1 In § 8 the speaker says that he
will first deal with the matter at
issue, and then meet certain other
charges which the adversaries have
brought against him, but which he
feels sure that he can turn to their
own discomfiture. The promise,

however, is conditional —éav Juiv
7#dopévois 7 : and is, in effect, if not
literally, fulfilled by the digression
(8§ 33—51) in which he brings out
the malicious character of their
whole conduct towards him.
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the earlier and the later oration. The proem here is,
indeed, as measured and as elaborate as any thing in
the earlier work. But it stands alone; in the rest of
the speech there is no stiffness. The language is
that of ordinary life; the sentences are more flowing,
if not always clear; the style is enlivened by question
and exclamation, instead of being ornamented with
antitheses and parallelisms; and already the begin-
ning of a transition to the easier, more practical
style of the later eloquence is well-marked.

The short speech entitled ¢ Against a Step-mother, $peect
on a Charge of Poisoning,” treats of a case which, like ¥#"*%
the preceding, belonged to the jurisdiction of the
Avreiopagos. The speaker, a young man, is the son
of the deceased. He charges his step-mother with
having poisoned his father several years before!, by
the instrumentality of a woman who was her dupe.
The deceased and a friend, Philoneos, the woman’s
lover, had been dining together; and she was per-
suaded to administer a philtre to both, in hope of
recovering her lover’s affection. Both the men died;
and the woman—a slave—was put to death forth-
. with. The accuser now asks that the real criminal,
—the true Klytaemnestra? of this tragedy,—shall
suffer punishment.

After deprecating in a proem (§§ 1—4) the odium to Analysis.
which his position exposes him, and commenting on the
refusal of the adversaries to give up their slaves for examin-
ation (§§ 5—13), the speaker states the facts of the case.

(§§ 14—20.) He goes on to contrast his own part as his
father’s avenger with that of his brother, the champion of

1§30, 257,
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the murderess (§§ 21—25); appeals for sympathy and re-
tribution (§§ 26—27); denies that his brother’s oath to the
innocence of the accused can have any good ground, whereas
his own oath to the justice of his cause is supported by his
father’s dying declaration (§§ 28—30); and concludes by
saying that he has discharged his solemn duty, and that it
now remains for the judges to do theirs. (§ 31.)

Two questions have been raised in connexion
with this speech ; whether it was written merely for
practice ; and whether it was the work of Antiphon.
I. It has been urged that stories of this kind
were often chosen as subjects by the rhetoricians
of the schools; that the designation of the ac-
cused as Klytaemnestra is melodramatic; that the
name Philoneos (®ukovews) seems fictitious; that
the address to the Arelopagites as & Sukd{ovres
in §7 is strange; and that the speech stands
in the mss. before the Tetralogies!. The last ob-

%

1 Spengel rejects the speech, but
without assigning reasons (owr.
Texvav, p. 118). The special ob-
jections mentioned above were
advanced by Maetzner, an editor
of Antiphon, and are examined by
Dr. P. G. Ottsen in a tract De
rerum Inventione ac dispositione
quae est in Lysiae atque Anii-
phontis  orationibus (Flensburg,
1847). If the speech was written
as a mere exercise, then it cer-
tainly is not the work of Antiphon,
who would have treated the subject
as he treats the subjects of the Te-
tralogies—in outline merely, with-
out needless details of name or
place. But there is no good ground
for assuming that the speech was

not spoken in a real cause. The
story has some melodramatic fea-
tures, but contains nothing which
might not have occurred in ordi-
nary Greek life. With the de-
signation of the accused as Kly-
taemnestra, compare Andok. de
Myst. § 129, ris av €ln odros; Oi- -
wovs §) Alyiofos; 7 Tl xpn airow
dvopdoar; Isaeos mentions Awoxhéa
Tov ®Avéa, TO¥ *OpéoTny émikakov-
pevoy: de Cirrh. hered. (Or. viIL)
§ 8. Maetzner derived the name
B\dvews from ¢pilos and vais, and
thought it suspicious that such
a name should be given to a resi-
dent in the Peiraeus. Ottsen ac-
cepts the etymology, but does not
share the suspicion. Even if ®\d-
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jection alone requires notice. The place of the
speech in the mss. is, as Blass observes, due to
the fact that it is the only accusatory speech;
the Tetralogies comprise both accusation and de-
fence; then come the defensive orationsl. On the
other hand the prominence of narrative and the
entire absence of argument in this speech—in direct
contrast to the Tetralogies, which are all argument
and no narrative—and the unfitness of the subject
for practising the ingenuity of an advocate, seem
conclusive against the view that this was a mere
exercise. II. The question of authenticity is more
difficult. As regards matter, nothing can be weaker
than the speech. There is no argument. An un-
supported assertion that the accused had attempted
the same crime before; the belief of the deceased
that his wife was guilty; the refusal of the ad-
versaries to give up their slaves; these are the only
proofs. As regards style, there is much clumsy
verbiage?. On the other hand, the narrative (§§
14—20) shows real- tragic power, especially in the

vews could be equivalent to ®\dvavs
(cf. Nemrévavs, pvpidvavs, &c.), the fact
of a person so called living at a sea-
port would be about as strange as
the fact of a pergon called Philip liv-
ing at "Apyos immdéBorov. Lastly, as
tothe & dwkd{ovres in § 7, the great
variety of forms used by Greek
orators in addressing the judges
would forbid us to pronounce this
one inadmissible because it is un-
usual. But the genuineness of

the words is not above suspicion. -

Blass, in his edition of Antiphon,

brackets as spurious the words in
§7, wds odv mepl TovTwY, & Sikd-
{ovres—otk eldnde. One good ms.
omits them; and they seem like a
scholium on what immediately pre-
cedes.

1 Attisch. Bereds. p. 180.

?eg §21 74 Telvedti Vpds ke-
Aetw kal T¢ 0 knpéve ..
povs yevéobar...dfios kal é\éov xal

UYL~

’ \ 7’ 3 < ~
Bonbeias xai Tipwplas mwap’ vudr
Tuxewr...§ 22 dféura kal drékeora

v sy s
kal dvijkovora...§ 23 Stkaoral éyév-
ecfe kal éx\ijlnre.

5—2
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contrast drawn between the unconsciousness of the
miserable dupe and the craft of the instigator;
throughout there is a pathos of the same kind as
that of the Tetralogies, but higher; and lastly there
is a strong resemblance to a particular passage in the
speech On the Choreutes®. The conclusion to which
Blass comes appears sensible’. Our knowledge of
Antiphon’s style is not so complete as to justify this
rejection of the speech ; but it must in any case be
assigned to a period when both his argumentative
skill and his power as a composer were still in a
rude stage of their development.

Besides the extant compositions, twenty-four
others, bearing the name of Antiphon, are known
by their titles. Among these three deserve especial
notice, because their titles have occasioned different
inferences as to their contents, and because it is now
tolerably certain that they belong, not to Antiphon
the orator, but to Antiphon the sophist®. These
are the ‘speeches’ (or rather essays) On Truth, On
Concord, On Statesmanship?. As regards the first of
these, indeed, the testimony of Hermogenes® that it

! Compare § 1 with de Choreuta
§27.

3 Att. Bereds. p. 184.

3 See p. 2, note 3.

4 dA\nlelas Aéyor B i—mepl dpo-
volas —mohirikés. The fragments
aregiven in Sauppe’s Fragm.Oratt.
Att. pp. 145 fi. printed in Baiter
and Sauppe’s Oratores Attici, and
in the edition of Antiphon by Blass,
pp. 124—143 (Teubner, 1871).

5 Hermog. wept iedv. II. c. 11. p.
414, There were two Antiphons, he
BaYS, Oy els uév éorw 6 pirep, odmep

of ovikol Ppépovrar Néyor kal On-
pryopikol kal 8oor ToUTols dpotoc.
érepos 8¢ 6 kal Teparookdmos kai
Svetpokpirys Neyduevos yevéoas, ov-
wep of Te mept Tis dAnbelas Néyov-
Tar Adyor kai O mepl Opovoias kal
of Snunyopukol TONLTLKGS.
Spengel proposed to detach the
words kal 6 mwept dpovolas kal of &-
pnyopikot kai 6 wolkurikds from the
last clause, and to insert them in
the first clause after ¢pépovrar Néyor,
(omitting, of course, the kat Snuny.
which already stands there, and

13
kat o
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was the work of the Sophist has scarcely been
questioned. But the treatise On Concord has often
been given to the orator on the assumption that it
was a speech, enforcing the importance of harmony,
which he delivered in some political crisis, perhaps
at the moment when the Four Hundred were
threatened with ruin by internal dissensions®. The
treatise on Statesmanship, again, might, as far as
the title witnesses, have been & practical ex-
position of oligarchical principles by the eloquent
colleague of Peisandros. An examination of the
fragments leads, however, to the almost certain
conclusion that all these three works must be
ascribed to the Sophist. The essay On Truth was
a physical treatise, in which cosmic phenomena
were explained mechanically in the fashion of the
Tonic School 2. The essay On Concord was an ethical

the re in of Te mepl 7is dAnbelas).
He would thus make Hermogenes
ascribe the mwept opovoias and the
moAerikds to Antiphon the orator,
and the d\nfelas Adyor only to
Antiphon the sophist. But this is
an arbitrary and violent treatment
of the text. Sauppe is no doubt
right in thinking that its only cor-
ruption is the recurrence of of
Snunyopukol in the second clause.
The article had been accidentally
left out where the word first oceurs,
and a corrector wrote oi Snunyopikol
at full length in the margin, whence
it crept into the text a second
time.

1 In reference to the meeting of
the Four Hundred on the day after
the mutiny of the hoplites in the
Peiraeus (Thue. viirn 92, 93), Mr

Grote says—‘It may probably have
been in this meeting of the Four
Hundred that Antiphon delivered
his oration strongly recommending
concord.” (Hist. Gr. ¢. 62, vol. ViIL
p. 94 ».) ‘In hoc autem libro,
(says Blass, Amntiphon p. 130)
‘sicut fragmenta docent, de mori-
bus sophista disserebat deque
vitae brevitate et aerumnis: rem-
publicam vero civiumque concor-
diam nusquam attigit.’

2 Protagoras called his Treatise
of Natural Philosophy d\jfewa, 3
mepl Tob owvros. The most sugges-
tive fragment of the d\nfelas Néyor
is no. 13 in Sauppe’s list (fragm.
Or. Graec. p. 149). Galen ap.
Hippokr. epidem. 1. 3. vol. 17, 1.
p. 681 (Kiihn) says:—olre 8¢ kai
map ‘Avripdure kard TO SevTepon
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treatise, exhorting all men to live in harmony and
friendship, instead of embittering their short lives
by strife'. The essay on Statesmanship was no
party-pamphlet, but a discussion of the training re-
Besides the
speeches known to the ancients, a work on the Art
of Rhetoric3, and a collection of Proems and Epi-
logues®*, were current under Antiphon’s name.
ot Sauppe and Spengel® believe the Tetralogies to be
Bpilogues. examples taken from the Rhetoric ; the latter, how-
ever, is expressly condemned as spurious by Pollux®.
The collection of Proems and Epilogues may, as
Blass” suggests, have furnished the opening and
concluding passages of the Speech On the Murder of
Herodes, and the opening passage of that On the
Choreutes. In the latter case the difference of
style between the proem and all that follows it is

quired to produce a capable citizen?

The Rheto-
ric.

The collec-

certainly striking.

s *ANnfelas o eSpely yeypau-
péy ™y mpoanyopiav év Tide Tj
pioer drav odv yévevrar év
T$ dépr 8uBpor Te kal myel-
para dwevdvria dANfAots, ToTE
cvorpéperar 10 V8wp kal wu-
kvoiTat kara woANd, k.7. A

t See, for instance, fragments 1
and 4 of the mepi Juovolas in
Sauppe :—dvabéobar 8¢ Somep mer-
Tov Tov PBilov ovk &rrw...moMoi &
&ovres Plovs o yryrdokovaw,
AN’ éralpovs mowodvrar Oémas, mhot-
Tov kal TUXNs kONakas.

2 For instance, in fragment 2 of
the mo\urikds we have a precept on
the value of a character for steady
business habits — pijre  phomdrny
kApbijvar kal Sokelv T4 mpdypara

karapeXely U olvov NoTGuEvo.

3 pnropikat Téxvat.

4 mpooipa kal émiloyot.

5 Sauppe, Fragm. Oratt. Gr.
p- 145.

§ Pollux (vI1. 143) quotes a word
as used by Antiphon év rats pnrope-
kals Téxvass: but adds—dokotor &
od yriouat.

7 Attisch. Bereds. p. 103, where
he quotes (note 7) Cic. Brut. 47 for
the statement of Aristotle—Auic
(Gorgiae) Antiphontem Rhammnu-
stum similia quaedam habuisse
conscripta : — where conscripta
seems to mean a collection of come-
munes loct stored up to be used
as they might be wanted.
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CHAPTER IV.

ANDOKIDES.

LIFE.

TrE life of Andokides has, in one broad aépect, a
striking analogy to the life of Antiphon. Each man
stands forth for a moment a conspicuous actor in one
great scene, while the rest of his history is but dimly
known ; and each, at that moment, appears as an
oligarch exposed to the suspicion and dislike of the
democracy. The Revolution of the Four Hundred
is the decisive and final event in the life of Antiphon.
The mutilation of the Hermae is the first, but hardly
less decisive event, in the known life of Andokides ;
the event which, for thirteen years afterwards, abso-
lutely determined his fortunes, and which throws its
shadow over all that is known of their sequel.
Andokides was born probably about 440 B.c.! Birthar

The deme Kydathene, of which he was a member,
was included in the Pandionian tribe. His family
was traced by Hellanikos the genealogist through

1 According to [Lys.] ¢n Andok. 1. about 540. The pseudo-Plu-

§ 46, he was in 399 B.0. wAéov 7 Ter-
Tapdkovra érm yeyovws. He speaks
of his ‘youthfulness’ in 415 B.c.:
de Red. § 7. His father, Leogoras
I1.,may have been born about 470:
Andokides I, about 500: Leogoras

tarch puts his birth in the archon-
ship of Theagenides, Ol 78. 1, 468
B.0.: probably on the assumption
that the orator was the Andokides
of Thue. 1. 51.
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Odysseus up to the god Hermes?!, and had been
known in Athenian history for at least three gene-
rations. Leogoras, his great grandfather, had fought
against the Peisistratidae? Andokides the elder,
his grandfather, was one of ten envoys who nego-
tiated the Thirty Years’ Truce with Sparta in 4453;
and had commanded with Perikles at Samos in 4404,
and with Glaukon at Corcyra in 435°
father of the orator, was, to judge from Aristophanes,

Leogoras,

famous chiefly for his dinners and his pheasants®.
The only glimpse of the life of Andokides
before 415 B.c. is afforded by himself. He be-
longed to a set or club, of which one Kuphiletos
was a leading member”, and with which his ad-
dress ‘To His Associates’ (mpds 7ods éralpovs),
mentioned by Plutarch, has sometimes been con-

1 [Plut.] Vit. Andok. yévovs Ei-
marpdéy, ds 8¢ ‘EXNdvikos, kal dmd
‘Eppot * kabriket ydp els avTdv 76 Kn-
pikov yévos. The pseudo-Plutarch
seems to have inferred from the
fact that the descent of Andokides
was traced from Hermes, that he
belonged to the priestly family of
the Krjpukes, who represented their
ancestor Kfjpvé as the son of Her-
mes (Paus. 1. 38. 3). But Plutarch
(Alkib. c. 21) tells us that Hellani-
kos traced Andokides up to Odys-
seus; the line from Hermes, then,
was not through Kéryx, but through
Autolykos, whose daughter Anti-
kleia was mother of Odysseus.

2 Andok. de Myst. § 106. Inde
Red. § 26 Valckeniir and Sauppe
read ¢ Tod éuod marpds mdmmos in-
stead of 6 Tov éuod warpds wpsmwam-
7os.

3 Andok. de Pace § 6.

4 Schol. Aristid. 1. 485, ap.
Blass Att. Bereds. p. 270.

5 Thue. 1. 51.

6 Ar. Vesp.1269: Nub. 109 tods
paciavods ovs Tpéer Acwydpas.
Athen. 1%. p. 387 A kopwdeirar yap
6 Aewydpas @s yaorpipapyos vwo
T\drwvos év Iepialyei. Besides
his son Andokides, Leogoras had a
daughter who married Kallias a
son of Telekles: de Myst. § 117:
cf. §§ 42, 50.

7 De Myst. §§ 61—63. Euphi-
letos is there described as propos-
ing the sacrilege at a convivial
meeting of the club (elonyioaro...
mwévteov fuér § 61). Its members
were intimate associates (émuridetor
§ 63: cf. ols éxpd kal ois ourioba
§ 49). There is nothing to show
that this club of young men was
anything so serious as a political
érapeta,
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nected!. It was in May, 415, when he was about afai

twenty-five, when the Peiraeus was alive with pre-
parations for the sailing of the fleet to Sicily, and
all men were full of dreams of a new empire opening
to the city, that Athens was astonished by a sacrilege,
of which it is hard now to realise the precise effect
upon the Athenian mind. When it appeared that
the images of Hermes throughout the town—in the
marketplace, before the doors of houses, before the
temples—had been mutilated in the night, the sense
of a horrible impiety was joined to a sense of helpless-
ness against revolution?; for to an Athenian it would
occur instinctively that the motive of the mutilators
had been not simply to insult, but to estrange, the
tutelar gods of the city. This terror, while still
fresh, was intensified by the rumoured travesties in
private houses of the innermost sacrament of Greek
religion, the Mysteries of Eleusis. In order to
understand the position of Andokides, it is neces-
sary to keep these two affairs distinct. There is
nothing to shew that he was in any way concerned,
as accomplice or as informer, with the profanation
of the Mysteries. As a matter of course, the author
of the speech against him asserts it®; but his own
denial is emphatic and clear?, and agrees with what
is known from other sources. It was in the affair

1 Plut. Them. c. 32. See ch. VL 8 [Lys.] in Andok. § 51 ppor-
ad fin. pevos T lepa émedelkvve Tols duui-
2 Thue. VI 27 kal 70 wpaypa  7oisy K.T.\. )
pelvos éduBavor' Tob Te yap 4 Andok. de Myst. § 29 wepl
mlov olwvds €doker elvar kai émi  pév TéY pvornplev...dmodéSewral
Evvopocia dpa vewrépoy mpaypd- pou &s obre foéfnka olre pewi-

\ ’ U
Tov kal Onfuov karalloews Yeye-  vuka, KeT.A.

vjoba. Cf Isokr. de Bigis § 6.

rof

Hermae.
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of the Hermae alone that he was implicated. The
first important evidence in this matter was given by
Teukros, a resident-alien, who had fled to Megara,
and who was brought back to give information under
a promise of impunity. This man denounced twelve
persons as guilty in regard to the Mysteries, and
eighteen as mutilators of the Hermae. Among the
eighteen were Euphiletos and other members of the
club to which Andokides belonged ; of whom some
were at once put to death, and others fled™.

But there was a very general belief that the
bottom of the matter had not been reached, and
that the conspiracy had been far more widely spread ;
a belief which the commissioners of enquiry, espe-
cially Peisandros, seem to have encouraged. As
usual in such cases, the demand for discoveries
created the supply. Diokleides, the Titus Oates of
this plot, came forward to state that the conspiracy
included no less than three hundred persons. Forty-
two of these were denounced, among whom were
Andokides, his father, his brother-in-law and ten
other of his relatives. They were imprisoned at
once ; Diokleides was feasted as a public benefactor
at the Prytaneion; and the whole town spent the
night under arms, panic-stricken by the extent of
the conspiracy,—not knowing whence, when, or in
what strength they might be attacked by the
enemies of gods and men?  Andokides has described
the first night in prison. Wives, sisters, children,
who had been allowed to come to their friends, joined
in their tears and cries of despair. Then it was that

1 De Myst. § 35. 2 De Myst. § 45.
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Charmides, one of his cousins, besought him to tell
all that he knew, and to save his father, his relations
and all the innocent citizens who were threatened
with an infamous death. Andokides yielded. He
was brought before the Council, and stated that
the story of Teukros was true. The eighteen who
had died or fled were indeed guilty. But there
were four more whom Teukros had left out, and
whom Andokides now named. These four fled?.
The deposition of Andokides, confirming as it
did the testimony of Teukros, and at the same time
supplementing that testimony, was accepted, at least
at the time, as the true and complete account. The
affair of the Hermae was dropped, and attention was
fixed once more upon the affair of the Mysteries2.
At some time not much later, Leogoras, the father
of Andokides, gained an action which he brought
against the senator Speusippos, who had illegally
committed for trial Leogoras and the other persons
accused by the slave Lydos of having profaned the
Mysteries in the house of his master Pherekles3.
Andokides himself was less fortunate. He had
given his information under a promise of personal
indemnity guaranteed by a decree of the ekklesia.
After his disclosures, however, a new decree, pro-
posed by Isotimides, cancelled the former. It pro- Deeresr
vided that those who had committed impiety and
confessed it should be excluded from the marketplace
and from the temples; a form of ‘disgrace’ (atimia)

1 De Myst. § 68. #v perd 7Tod avrod Adyov kal Tis

2 Thue. VI. 61 émed) 76 tdv Ewwopoosias émi v¢ Sfpe dn ékelvov
‘Eppdy govro gapés € ew, wokd &) (rod *Ahkefuddov) édéker mpaxbijvar.
B@\\ov kal T4 pvoTikd Sy émaiTios 3 De Myst. § 17.
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virtually equivalent to banishment. Andokides was
considered as falling under this decree, and was
accordingly driven to leave Athens.

This closes the first chapter of his life. Two
questions directly arising out of it suggest them-
selves for consideration here.

First—Does the speech On the Mysteries give
the story which he really told before the Council at
Athens in 415? In that speech, he represents
himself as having stated that the mutilation of the
Hermae had been proposed by Euphiletos at a
convivial meeting of their club ; that he had stren-
uously opposed it; and that, while he was confined
to his house by illness, Euphiletos had seized the
opportunity of executing the scheme, telling the
others that Andokides had become favourable to it.
Now it is a suspicious fact that in the speech On
his Return, spoken in 410—that is, eleven years
before the speech On the Mysteries-—Andokides
distinctly pleads guilty to certain offences com-
mitted in 415, and excuses them by his youth, his
folly, his madness at the timel. Tt is suspicious,
also, that not merely the author of the speech
against him?, but also Thucydides in terms which
can hardly be explained away?, and Plutarch still

more explicitly%, represent him as having accused

1 De Red. §§ 7, 25.

? [Lys.] én Andok. §§ 36, 51.

3 Thuc. VL. 60 kal 6 pév aitds Te
kal éavrod kal kar d\ev pnvier
70 7év ‘Epudy. Bishop Thirlwall
thinks that this need not mean
more than that Andokides con-
fessed privity to the fact (Hist.

Gr. vol. 1. Appendix 1L p. 500).
But the words would naturally
mean that he confessed partici-
pation in the fact. And so Mr
Grote understands them, vol. vir.
p- 279.

¢ Plut. Al 21 odros (Tipaos)
dvamelfer Tov > Avdokidyy éavrod ka-
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himself along with the rest. It can hardly be
doubted that, in 415, he told the Council that the
mutilation of the Hermae had been a mad freak
committed by the club of young men to which he
belonged, and by himself among the number. Pro-
bably he felt that it would be useless to make
a reservation of his own innocence. No one would
believe him; and at the same time it would
seriously damage the plausibility of his alleged
acquaintance with the plans of the conspirators.
It is very likely, however, that he did make excuses
for himself, such as that his active part in the
affair had been small, or that he had been drawn
into it against his will, or in a moment of excitement.
At the distance of sixteen years such excuses might
easily grow into a denial of his having been concerned
at all. ’

It is a further question whether, supposing that
the story which he told at the time inculpated him--
self, this story was true. Was he really guilty ¢ It
ought to be remembered that the eighth book of
Thucydides was probably written before the speech
On the Myésteries had been delivered, or the exiles
of 415 had returned ; and that, therefore, we have
perhaps larger materials than Thucydides himself
had for forming a judgment on an affair which (as
he says) had never been cleared up®. Great weight
ought surely to be allowed to the circumstance that

Tyopor kal Twdy dN\ev yevécbar  Ploparos Edeiav avrds’ ods & Swé-
uy wONNGY ... 6 *Avdokidns émelofny  paoe, k.T. N
kal yevépevos pnyuris kal avrod kal ! Thue. vr. 60.
> c 7 4 \ 3 ~
kal érépov Eoxe Ty ék ol Y-
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the Hermes before the house of Andokides was one
of the very few! which had not been mutilated. The
explanation of this given by Andokides himself in 399
is at least plausible. Euphiletos, he says, had told
the other conspirators that Andokides had himself
undertaken the mutilation of this particular image ;
and so it escaped, Andokides being ill and ignorant
of the whole matter. Now if Euphiletos had a spite
against Andokides for having condemned his pro-
posal, he could not, in fact, have taken a more
effectual revenge. The sparing of this Hermes was
just the circumstance, which, in the event, turned
suspicion most strongly upon Andokides. Had he
heen out himself that night and engaged in the
sacrilege, he could scarcely have failed to think of a
danger so evident, and would have taken care that
his own house should not be marked out by its
immunity. If the number of mutilators was as
small as he states, the neglect of such a precaution
is altogether inconceivable. The conjecture to which
we should incline is that the Hermae were mutilated
by the small club of young men to which Andokides
belonged, but that, for some reason or other, he had
no hand in it; that, however, when he gave his
evidence at the time, he accused himself of having
been actively concerned, thinking that otherwise the
rest of his story would be disbelieved. It would follow
that the version of the matter given in his speech

1 The only one—pdvos 6y Epudy  Tév émipavir pévos axeddv drépatos
7@y ’Afijvyow, according to Ando-  &uewe: and Thue. vi. 27 says only
kides himself, de Myst. § 62. But of w\eioTor wepiekémnoar.

Plut. 4k 21 says év d\iyors mavv
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On the Mysteries is, on the whole, true in itself, but
is untrue as a representation of what he stated in 415.

The second chapter in the life of Andokides Zifzor

Andokides
Jrom 415 to

covers the years from 415 to 402. It is the history iy
of his exile.

On leaving Athens in 415 he appears to have
adopted a merchant’s life. Archelaos, king of
‘Macedonia, a friend of his family, gave him the
right of cutting timber and exporting it!l. In
Cyprus, according to the author of the speech
against him, he was imprisoned by the king of
Citium on account of some treachery?; a story
from which it would be unsafe to infer more than
that Andokides had visited the island. When,
after the Sicilian disaster, Samos became the head-
quarters of the Athenian fleet, he endeavoured to
conciliate his countrymen there by supplies of corn
and cargoes of oar-spars and of bronze, which his
mercantile connexion enabled him to get for them
at a cheap rate®. In the spring of 411 he made Zis/srst
his first attempt to re-establish himself at Athens. “™"*
He was unaware, at the moment of his return, that
the revolution of the Four Hundred had taken place.
The hatred of the oligarchical clubs, incurred by his
denunciation of his own associates, and the enmity
of Peisandros, whose desire to keep up a panic had
been thwarted by his reassuring disclosures, would
have been enough to have prevented him from ex-
pecting any other reception than that which he

1 Andok. de Red. § 11. Cf the éfaywyn &ohwv drelis.
Theophr. Char. XXIL, where the 2 [Lys.] in Andok. § 26.
dNafév boasts of having received, 3 De Red. § 11.
ag a special honour from Antipatros,
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actually experienced’. He was instantly denounced
to the Council by Peisandros for supplying oars to
the hostile democracy at Samos, and was thrown
Released by the downfall of the oli-

garchy, he again visited Cyprus,—where, according

into prison®

to his accuser he was once more imprisoned ‘for a
misdeed —this time by Evagoras king of Salamis®;
but we may hesitate whether to recognise here the
monotony of fate or of invention.

In Cyprus Andokides found a new opportunity
to serve the interests of Athens. The loss of her
power in the Propontis had cut off her corn-trade
with the Euxine; and Andokides procured the de-
spatch of corn-ships from Cyprus to the Peiraeus.
It must have been in the spring or summer of 410,
before the results of the victory at Kyzikos had re-
moved all fear of famine*, that Andokides was again
at Athens, and in a speech in the ekklesia pleaded
for the removal of the disabilities under which the
decree of Isotimides was held to have placed him.
He expresses penitence for his errors in 415; and
lays stress upon certain information which he had
given to the Senate, as well as upon his services in
procuring a supply of corn®. His application was

1 He says (de Red. §13) xaré-
mAevoa Bs erawednabpevos Vo TRV
&vbhdde : and he would hardly have
expected the ‘praise’ of the Four
Hundred for having ministered to
the army at Samos. Earlier in the
narrative,indeed, (§ 11) he says that
he brought the supplies to Samos
‘when the Four Hundred had al-
ready seized the government;’ but

this is a way of fixing the date,
It does not follow that the tidings
from Athens had then reached
Samos.

2 De Red. § 15.

3 [Lys.] tn Andok. § 28.

4 For a discussion of the date of
the speech On his Return, see’
Chap. vi.

5 De Red. §§ 19 ff.
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rejected; and for the third time he went into exile.
During the next eight years he is said to have visited
Sicily, Italy, the Peloponnesus, Thessaly, the Helle-
spont, Tonia and Cyprus®. In Cyprus he had received,
perhaps from Evagoras, a grant of land?; and the
fortune which afterwards enabled him to discharge
costly offices at Athens, although his patrimony had
been wrecked?®, appears to show that he had been
active and successful as a merchant.

The general amnesty of 403 at last gave him the
opportunity which he had so long sought in vain.
He returned to Athens from Cyprus?, probably about
the beginning of 4025; and for three years was not
only unmolested, but was readmitted to the employ-
ments and honours of an active citizen. He was
a choregus, and dedicated in the Street of Tripods
the prize which he had won with a cyclic chorus®;
he was gymnasiarch at the Hephaestia—head of
sacred missions to the Isthmian and Olympian
games—and steward of the sacred treasure?; he ig
heard of as speaking in the Senate and preferring
accusations in the law-courts8, At length, in 3999,

1 [Lys] in Andok. § 6.

2 In De Myst. § 4 he supposes his
enemies saying of him—¥o7¢ 7hev-
cavre els Kimpov, 80evmep fiket, 7
woh\y) kai dyady Sdopévy kal Swpea
dmdpyovoa.

3 ib. § 144. 4 ib. § 4.

® The contest between the exiles
at the Peiraeus and the town party
was not finally concluded till Boe-
dromion (Sept. — Oct.) 403 =. .
See Clinton, #. H. At the time
when the amnesty was sworn, An-
dokides was absent from Athens :

[Lys.] in Andok. § 39. It seems
safe, then, to conclude that he did
not return to Athens before the
early part of 402,

¢ [Plut.] Vit. Andok.

7 De Myst. § 132.

8 [Lys.] in Andok. § 33 wapackey-
aferar Td mol\irikd wpdrrew kal 78y
Onunyopet. Cf.ib. § 11, where men-
tion is made of a ypapy doeBelas
brought by Andokides against one
Archippos.

9 Three years after his return to
Athens: de Myst. § 132. The date

6



82 rorE ATTIC ORATORS. [Crar.

the zeal of his enemies—stimulated, perhaps, by his
prosperity—appears to have revived. After one
attempt which seems to have been abortivel, he was
brought to trial, in the autumn of 399, on a charge
of impiety. He had attended the Greater Mysteries
at Eleusis ; and his enemies contended that he had
thereby violated the decree of Isotimides, by which
he was excluded from all temples. Before the Eleu-
sinian festival was over?, an information to this
effect was laid before the Archon Basileus. The
accusers were Kephisios, Epichares and Meletos,
supported by Kallias and Agyrrhios. The fact that
Andokides was supported in court by Anytos and
Kephalos?, two popular public men, as well as by
advocates chosen by his tribe, shows that his as-
siduous services to the State, and perhaps the per-
severing malice of his adversaries, had at last pro-
duced their effect upon the general feeling towards
him. He speaks like a man tolerably confident of a
verdict ; and he was acquitted.

Little is known of the life of Andokides after
399. From the speech On the Mysteries it appears
the Mysteries was spoken.

! [Lys.] in Andok. § 30 ddpe-

vos els Ty woAw dis év 76 adrd [éve-

399 is confirmed by another consi-
deration. In de Myst. § 132 the
offices which he had held are enu-

merated in apparently chronologi-
cal order:—mpéToy pév yvuvaciap-
xov ‘Harorios, Eérerra dpytfewpdv
els "ToOuov kai *Ohvumiale, eira ¢
Taplay év wéher TGV lepdy ypipaTov.
Now the Olympic festival at which
he was dpxtfewpds must have been
that of OL 95.1, 400 B.C. After
this architheoria he had been ta-
mias ; but clearly was so no longer
at the time when the speech On

avr$ 1] évdédewrar.  Neither Ando-
kides nor his accuser say anything
about the result of the earlier &-
detfes: probably, then, it never
came to a trial.

2 The great Eleusinia fell in the
last half of Boedromion (end of
Sept. and beginning of Oct.). The
&dafes was laid rals elkdor, Tols
pvarnplos Tovrots, de Myst. § 121.

3 De Myst. § 150.
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that he was at that time unmarried and childless™:
His uncle Epilykos had died leaving two daughters,
whom Andokides and Leagros, as the nearest kins-
men, had claimed in marriage before the Archon.
The girl claimed by Andokides had died before the
claim was heard; the other was now claimed by
- Kallias, who had induced Leagros to retire in his
favour, and Andokides, to defeat this intrigue, had
entered a counter-claim; but in 399 the case was
still undecided?. If Andokides died without legiti-
mate issue, his family became extinct?.

The first reappearance of Andokides in public life
is marked by the speech On the Peace with Lace-
daemon, which belongs to 390, the fourth year of
the Corinthian War%  Athens, Boeotia, Corinth and
Argos were at this time allied against Sparta. The
success of Agesilaos in 391 had led the Athenians,
probably in the winter of 391—90, to send pleni-
potentiaries, among whom was Andokides, to treat
for peace at Sparta. According to the terms pro-
posed by the Lacedaemonians, Athens was to retain
her Long Walls—rebuilt three years before by Konon

L De Myst. § 148.

2 4b. §§ 117—123.

3 4. § 146.

4 From the speech itself it ap-
pears that (1) the Boeotians had
been now four years at war, § 20:
(2) Lechaeum had been taken by
the Lacedaemonians, § 18: (3) The
Lacedaemonians are spoken of as
having been already thrice vic-
torious—at Corinth, Coronea, and
Lechaeum ; and nothing is said of
any check which they had received :
§18. The destruction of the mora by

Iphikrates—so tremendous a blow
to the Spartan arms—can hardly,
then, have taken place. Grote puts
the victory of Iphikrates in 390:
see his note, vol. ix. p. 455, which
discusses Clinton’s view that it oc-
curred in 393.

Kriiger places the speech of An-
dokides in 393 : Grote and Kirch-
ner in 391; but the data above
mentioned seem in favour of 390:
which is the year for which Blass
decides (A#t. Bereds. pp. 2821.).

6—2
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—and her fleet; she was also to recover Lemnos,
Imbros and Skyros: and Boeotia was to be gratified
by the withdrawal of the Spartan garrison from Or-
chomenos. The plenipotentiaries did not use their
powers, but requested that the Athenian ekklesia
might have forty days in which to consider these
proposals ; and returned, accompanied by Spartan
envoys, to Athens!. It was in the ensuing debate
—early in the year 390—that the speech of Ando-
kides was made.

This, his only recorded utterance on a public
question, is temperate and sensible. He points out
that it is idle to wait either for the prospect of
crushing Sparta in war, or for the prospect of reco-
vering by diplomacy all the possessions abroad which
Athens had lost in 405; her ships and walls are
now, as they always were, her true strength, and she
ought to accept thankfully the secured possession of
these. The soundness of this view was proved in
the sequel. By the Peace of Antalkidas three years
later Athens got only what she was offered in 390 ;
and she got it, not by treaty on equal terms with
a Hellenic power, but as part of the price paid by
the Persian king for the disgraceful surrender of
Asiatic Hellas. The advice of Andokides probably
lost something of its effect through the suspicion of
‘laconism’ attaching to all statesmen of oligarchical

! Xenophon and Diodoros say
nothing about such an embassy
from Sparta to Athens. But, ac-
cording to the author of the Argu-
ment to the Speech, ®\dyopos pév
oty Aéyer kal éNOety Tovs mpéofBeis

ék Aakedarpovias kal dmpdxrovs dveh-
Oty pi) mweloavros Tob Avdokidov.
Philochoros, writing circ. 300—260
B.C,, is a trustworthy witness for
the fact of the embassy.

b
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antecedents; and, though he had long cast in his
lot with the democracy, a certain odour of oligarchy
must have eclung to him still. At any rate his ad-
vice was not taken. The story that he was not only
disobeyed, but banished?, probably represents merely
the desire to add one disaster more to a history so
full of repulses.

A fair estimate. of Andokides is made difficult by Zaster
the fact that he was first brought into notice by a "
scandal, and that the memory of this scandal runs
through nearly all that is known of his after-life.

At the age of twenty-five he is banished for the
Hermae affair; he is defeated, on the same ground,
in two attempts to return; at the end of sixteen
years he is brought to trial for impiety; and his
acquittal is the last thing recorded about him. At
that time he was only forty-one; already, since his
return in 402, he had discharged public services;
and now, formally acquitted of the charges which
had so long hung over him, he might hope for a
new career: His speech On the Peace shows that in
390 he was sufficiently trusted by his fellow-citizens
to have been sent as a plenipotentiary to Sparta ;
and proves also, by its statesmanlike good sense, his
fitness for such a trust. But, except in this speech, -
nothing is recorded of his later and probably brighter
years. History knows him only under a cloud. It
was, moreover, his misfortune that while the in-
formations which he. laid in 415 made him hateful
to the oligarchs, his hereditary connexion with oli-

.
! [Plut.) Vit. Andok. meppfeis kal d6fas adixeiv Epuye.
8¢ mept Tijs elpijvys els Kaxeduluova
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garchy exposed him to the continual suspicion of the
democrats. One year he is imprisoned by the Four
Hundred ; the next he is repulsed by the ekklesia.
It would be an easy inference that there must have
been something palpably bad and false in the man to
whom both parties were harsh, did not a closer view
show that one party may have been influenced by
spite and the other by prejudice. Many of those who
believed that Andokides was concerned in the mu-
tilation of the Hermae must have regarded him
with sincere horror. But on the other hand it
should be remembered that such horror is never so
loudly expressed, and is never so useful to personal
enmity, as at a time when a popular religion, still
generally professed, is beginning to be widely dis-
believed. Diagoras and Sokrates were accused of
impiety with the more effect because the views
ascribed to them resembled the real views of many
who seemed orthodox. Besides those who hated
Andokides as an informer, as an oligarch, or as an
iconoclast, there were probably many who regarded
him with that special kind of dislike which attaches
to a person who drives the world into professing
angry conviction on matters to which it is secretly
indifferent. Viewed apart from the feelings which
worked on his contemporaries, the facts of his life
seem to warrant severe blame as little as they
warrant high praise. His youthful associates were
dissolute ; through them he was involved, rightly
or wrongly, in the suspicion of a great impiety;
and this suspicion clung to him for years. But it
was never proved ; and when he was at last brought
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to trial, he was acquitted. As an exile he conferred
on Athens services which, if not disinterested, were
at all events valuable ; after his return he discharged
costly public services, and represented the State on
an important mission.

To judge from his extant works he had not
genius, but he was energetic and able. Hard and
various experiences had sharpened his shrewdness;
he had a quick insight into character, and especially
the triumphant skill of a consciously unpopular man
in exposing malignant motives. There was no noble-
ness in his nature, except such as is bred by self-
reliance under long adversity ; but he had practical
good sense, which his merchant’s life in exile must
have trained and strengthened. If the counsel which
he gives to Athens in his speech On the Peace with
Lacedaemon may be taken as a sample of his states-
manship, he was an adviser of the kind rarest in the
ekklesia; not only clearsighted in the interests of
the city, but bold enough to recommend to Athenians
a safe rather than a brilliant course.
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CHAPTER V.

ANDOKIDES.
STYLE.

Axvpoxipes differs in one important respect from all
the other Attic orators of the canon. He is not an
artist. Fach of the rest represents some theory,
more or less definite, of eloquence as an art ; and is
distinguished, not merely by a faculty, but by cer-
tain technical merits, the result of labour directed
to certain points in accordance with that theory.
Among these experts Andokides is an amateur.
In the course of an eventful life he spoke with abi-
lity and success on some occasions of great moment
and great difficulty. But he brought to these efforts
the minimum of rhetorical training. He relied almost
wholly on his native wit and on a rough, but shrewd,
knowledge of men.

This accounts for the comparatively slight atten-
tion paid to Andokides by the ancient rhetoricians
and critics. Dionysios mentions him only twice;
once, where he remarks that Thucydides used a
peculiar dialect, which is not employed by ‘Ando-
kides, Antiphon, or Lysias?!;’ again, where he says

! Dionys. de Thuc. c. 51.
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that Lysias is the standard for contemporary Attic,
‘as may be judged from the speeches of Andokides,
Kritias and many othersl.” Both these notices re-
cognise Andokides as an authority for the idiom of
his own day; and it is evident that he had a
philological interest for the critic. On the other
hand it is clear that Dionysios discovered in him no
striking power; for Andokides does not occur in his
long list of men foremost in the various depart-
ments of oratory? Quintilian names him only in
one slighting allusion. Who, he asks, is to be our
model of Attic eloquence ? ‘ Let it be Lys