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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Feeling Home:

House and Ideology in the Attic Orators

Hilary Lehmann
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2016

Professor Kathryn Anne Morgan, Chair

This dissertation traces the idea of the home and family (oikos) through several speeches
from the corpus of the Attic orators. Many of the speeches are concerned with family matters,
from issues of inheritance or guardianship to adultery and murder. Scholars studying the ancient
Greek family often use these speeches as evidence for social practices; my dissertation differs
from these approaches in that it centers around the evidence not for real life but for the
ideologies that shaped the habits and opinions of the ancient Athenians. I demonstrate that the
orators drew on the ideology of the oikos, a set of social expectations that the house should be
well-organized and family members perfectly loyal and affectionate to one another, in order to
persuade the jury to vote in their favor.

The oikos was a particularly powerful symbol in the Athenian imaginary: every member

of the jury and Assembly, before whom the speeches I focus on were delivered, belonged to an



oikos. The orators used references to the house and family as a way of appealing to the shared
experience of belonging to an oikos. In this way, they evoked what I call the home feeling, a
communal, family feeling which could be used to persuade, to characterize, or to provide
evidence. My first three chapters deal with forensic rhetoric, showing how speeches by
Antiphon, Isocrates, Lysias, Isaeus, and Demosthenes engage with social expectations about
behavior between family members and anxieties about dangers both inside and outside the house.
In my fourth chapter, I argue that Demosthenes’ political speeches invoke the home feeling at the
level of the polis in order to persuade the people of Athens to join together against dangers at
home —laziness and complacency among the citizenry —and the increasing threat of Philip of
Macedon. By focusing on the home feeling and the prevalence of the rhetoric of the oikos in the
Attic orators, my dissertation casts new light on the importance of the house and household in

Athenian public discourse.
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Introduction: Houses, Ideology, and the Home Feeling

Speaking before a jury in Athens around 325 BCE, Demosthenes delivered a resounding
denunciation of Aristogeiton, a politician and corrupt prosecutor being prosecuted for speaking
in the Assembly and prosecuting lawsuits when he was forbidden to do so since he was in debt to
the state.' The speech touches on every kind of malfeasance: legal, social, and dietary
(Aristogeiton apparently ate someone’s nose). Demosthenes compares his opponent to a viper or
a scorpion (§52: €y1 1) oxoQmioc), to an animal suffering from ritual pollution (§58: aEoOV...TO
Onotov). He has no place in the community of the polis, where life goes forward in a moderate,
regulated manner. He has no share in communal feeling (§51: o0 ¢pLhavOomiag... ®ovwvel)
and he rattles and ruins the order (§19: ®00p0G) of the city and its laws.” This order of the laws is
the fabric of society; everything is ordered by the laws (§27: Tolg vOuoLg dmovTa ooueltoL).
Aristogeiton disturbs this order through his failure to respect the laws. His antisocial, disruptive
behavior is the antithesis of political and social propriety, a threat to the basic framework of
society.

In contrast, the upstanding citizen of the polis is orderly, hard working, and communal.
Demosthenes describes the community of such citizens as a family (§87):

Vuelg YGQ, ® dvdoeg Abnvaiot, Tf) Thg Pphoemg meog dAlhlovg, drep elmov,

xomuevor prhaviommio, MomeQ ai ovyyévelan Tag idlog otrodowy oiniog,
oVt TNV TOALY oinelte dnpooia.

' MacDowell (2009: 298-313) and Wohl (2010b: 50-65) discuss the background and rhetorical strategies of this
speech, Demosthenes 25 Against Aristogeiton. Its authorship has been questioned on legal and aesthetic grounds
(Dionysius found it unpleasant, vulgar, and crude (Demosthenes 57: dndeig nal poQTIral ®al dygolrol)), but
MacDowell, following Blass (1887-1898: 3.1.415), concludes in favor of Demosthenes’ authorship both because it
contains details unlikely to be known by a later imitator and because the speech’s style, tone, and rhetorical strength
matches Demosthenes’ own.

? “Kosmos in Greek indicates a state of order, and indeed order is the key attribute of the speech’s legal universe”
(Wohl 2010b: 54).



You, men of Athens, feeling a natural philanthropy, as I have called it, toward one
another, inhabit the city as a civic body just like families inhabit their individual
houses.’

The communal feeling which Aristogeiton lacks is ingrained in the Athenian citizenry —it comes
to each of them naturally, from home (0ix00¢v).* The jury, as representatives of the entire city,
inhabit (oixeite) it in a familiar and philanthropic manner.” Demosthenes’ use of words related to
the house (0i%0¢) to refer to membership in the polis brings a feeling of community, of affection
toward other people, a family feeling. Aristogeiton’s status as an outlier strengthens the internal
resolve of the community: he is the exception that proves the rule, in the original sense of the
idiom. He is like the storm outside that makes the indoors feel more homey.® Safe within the
metaphoric walls of society, the law-abiding citizenry bands together in the face of disruption.
They are a family, the polis is their house. Each member of the jury makes his decision from his
nature, from home (oixo0ev).” It is as a member of this family, invested in its continued
preservation, that Demosthenes addresses the jury, speaking the truth with all intimacy.* This is
the intimacy of the house, the oixel0tng of the oixia, a feeling of closeness, of familiarity, of
unity, of home.

The discourse Demosthenes is invoking in this speech, drawing on the intimacy of the
house and household, is the topic of this dissertation: how and why the Attic orators engaged

with the house and household (oixio and oixoc) in their speeches. The word oixic. most often

? All translations are my own.
* §81: budV Exaotog Exwv oixobev Eoyetal, Eheov, cuyyvduny, prhaviowmiov

> §89: v WOMV oixelte ovyYeEVIRDS nal GrhavOohTwg

% “The sense of home is heightened when we are warm in bed yet can hear the rain on the roof and the wind
whistling under the eaves. The contrast between inside and outside accentuates the meaning of being inside; the
sense of cold outside makes warmth meaningful” (Dovey 1985: 46).

7§2: vmo TG EndoTov Gphoewg oinolev

¥ §13: petd mGong oixerdtnTog



refers to a dwelling place, although it can metonymically stand for the family, while oixog can
mean “house,” “family/household personnel,” or “estate.” These words are at the heart of my
dissertation, along with the related adjective oixeiog (“belonging to the house”)."” This adjective
has a range of interconnected uses: oi oixeiot are family members and friends, those intimately
connected to the household." This relationship is often expressed with the adverb oixeiwc. The
emotional connection between people can extend to the inanimate — for example, oixeio Yo,
one’s homeland."” From there, oixelog extends to anything that is proper or suited to one’s self,
such as oixrela TipwElo, an appropriate punishment.” In the comparative and superlative, the
adjective expresses degrees of intimacy, defining proximity to the house or self. Thus the hands
are more oixelog than a sword," thus rulers of nations, in the process of conducting diplomacy,
can forge the most oixelog relationship with one another.” Derived from oixog and oixelog are
the nouns oixelotng (“familial intimacy”) and the oixétng (“household slave”). From the related
verb oixéw (“dwell in”) comes the Greek term for the inhabited world, 1 oirovpévn. As I
demonstrate in my dissertation, these words and concepts related to the house and household can
be used to persuade, to characterize, to induce empathy, by drawing on the experience, shared by

both the speaker and the members of the jury, of being the member of an oikos.

® MacDowell 1989b.

1 «“The term “oikeioi’, derived from ‘oikos’ (the house, household, family)... was loosely and generally used to refer
to all members of a bilateral kinship grouping. It was not in any sense a well-defined or technical term, and the
boundaries of its application seem to have been contingent on the actual familiarity of a man with his kin” (Just
1989: 84).

"' Cf. the discussion of oik- words, from oikade to oikophthorein with a special focus on oikeios, at Nagle 2006: 16-
17.

"> Andocides 3.26: TTOUEVOL PEV %Ol TV OIXElOV YDOAV ATOLECWuUEV

'3 Antiphon Tetralogy 1.1.11: Oixelav obv y01) TV THOEI{0V Tiynoapévoug
' Antiphon Tetralogy 3.3.3: ai ygipeg oixerdtegan 10D 01d1QoV

" Demosthenes 14.11: iv’ ®g oixeldtot’ adTHV AmodENTAL
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In this introduction, in order to contextualize my understanding of what the term oikos
and oikia meant to the Athenian citizen of the fifth and fourth centuries, I first trace the parallel
developments of modern socio-historical and archaeological interest in the classical Greek house
and family. Comparing the differing perspectives offered by these disparate disciplines, I explore
the gap between prescriptive models of behavior and the way people actually lived. Looking into
this gap, which is particularly pronounced when it comes to the household, opens up a
perspective on the ways in which ideology, a system of beliefs and practices that regulates the
behavior of a society, affects both ancient and modern understandings of the ancient household. I
follow closely upon Barry Strauss’ understanding of ideology as “a system of meanings and
symbols which attempts to create a collective consciousness and to maintain power” that is found
“not just in treatises or party platforms but in institutions and symbols of non-overtly political
significance and finally in the language, actions, and habits of everyday life.”'* There are two
directions of ideology at work in the interpretation of ancient texts —theirs and ours. Ancient
Greek ideology shaped the texts we use to understand their society as much as actual practice
did, a truth that has come to be more appreciated in recent decades, leading to a more nuanced
reading of ancient literature. At the same time, modern readings of the ancient texts can never be
entirely separated from the systems of ideology that shape the way we see our own world. In my
dissertation, I focus on the ancient ideology of the oikos, a set of expectations concerning an
idealized model of the house and family that worked their way into many aspects of classical
Greek, particularly Athenian, society, while at the same time keeping in mind that no reading can
be entirely free from the biases that shape the way modern readers see both the ancient and the

modern worlds.

16 Strauss 1993: 30-31.



In the remainder of my introduction, I examine the ways in which the orators engage with
the ideology of the oikos, focusing on their evocation of the home feeling, a sense of intimacy
and connection to a domestic assemblage made up of a physical location, ancestors, family
relations, intimate friends, and possessions (including slaves). The orators appealed to this
feeling by referencing all the definitions of oikia, oikos and oikeiotés—the house, household,
possessions, and the feeling of intimacy between members of a household. To demonstrate the
ways in which the orators drew on the jury’s experience of the home feeling, I analyze several of
the house fopoi that appear throughout the corpus of speeches. I then conclude the introduction
with a summary of the chapters that follow.

The study of the history of the ancient Greek oikos is currently a rich field, but it has
emerged somewhat recently as a legitimate subject of interest in ancient history, a discipline that
was for centuries dominated by studies of great men, politics, and battles. Until a few decades
ago, a teleological model of Greek society held sway, in which the primitive oikos gave way to
the complex polis, and the disciplines of classics and history have had a difficult and slow time
moving away from this model. In 1968, W. K. Lacey began his study The Family in Classical
Athens with the claim that the “family in Greek history is a subject which has hitherto not found
favour among historians.”" By this he meant that, for most historians, the ancient Greek family
existed in a timeless, private realm separate from the so-called important events with which the
discipline of history was interested. In her 1975 textbook, Goddesses, Wives, Whores, and
Slaves, Sarah Pomeroy describes the “overwhelming ancient and modern preference for political

and military history” that “has obscured the record of those people who were excluded by sex or

" Lacey 1968: 9.



class from participation in the political and intellectual life of their societies.”"® But to say that
earlier historians had not been interested in the family in antiquity is to set aside the scholars who
were responsible for relegating the family to this ahistorical status in the first place. These
scholars include Johann Jakob Bachofen, whose theory of the Mutterrecht envisioned a
prehistoric wild matriarchy gradually replaced by patriarchy, order, and civilization, and
Friedrich Engels, who also located the earliest forms of the family in a matriarchal state which he
associated with communism. Such approaches, both posited in the nineteenth century, posited a
decline in the status of women and the oikos beginning with the Homeric epics, so that by the
classical period in Athens, “women were denied full moral personhood by the institutions of
marriage and the family.”” According to this model, the decline in the status of the oikos was
accompanied by the rise of the polis as the locus of political and economic activity. As Cynthia
Patterson points out, even after the publication of Lacey’s study (which was still influenced by
its 19" century predecessors), the evolutionary model continued to have weight. She critiques
textbooks from Pomeroy’s 1975 text to 1994’s Women in the Classical World (Fantham, Foley,
Kampen, Pomeroy, and Shapiro, eds.) for presenting “an image of a society where women were
in fact ‘secluded’ and wives were not ‘considered desirable’ in themselves but only as the legal
bearers of citizen children,” assuming “as ‘given’ the familiar evolutionary model of women’s
decline to an excluded low in classical and democratic Athens,” and being “overtly
ideological.”* The transition from an oikos-centered to polis-centered society makes for a neat
and compelling story, but ignores all the evidence that the oikos continued to play an important

role in Greek history throughout the classical period.

"® Pomeroy 1975: ix.
19 Patterson 1998: 27.

20 Patterson 1998: 40-41.



The study of family history, once primarily informed by the notion that the rise of the
polis as the basic unit of society was accompanied by the fall of the oikos and with it the decline
of the role of women in society, has begun to move away from this preconceived evolutionary
model. Several evidence-based studies focusing on the importance of the oikos in Greek society
have been published in the last few decades. Challenging the automatic association of the oikos
and women, Strauss demonstrates that to a large extent the father-son relationship underlay
Athenian political thought in the classical period. He moves past the oikos/polis distinction,
demonstrating that there were multiple and conflicting strains of ideology simultaneously
functioning in classical Athens.”" Virginia Hunter argues for the importance of kinship
obligations in maintaining social order. She focuses on women and slaves, emphasizing the
significance of non-legal strategies for social control and for the regulatory power of gossip. Her
insistence on women'’s authority within the household, especially concerning inheritance and
financial matters, acts as an important corrective to the assumptions about women’s
insignificance in Athenian society.”” Pomeroy rejects the simplicity of the oikos/polis dichotomy
and emphasizes the importance of the oikos for the identity of male citizens within the polis,
especially regarding matters of citizenship, membership in a phratry, and inheritance.” Cheryl
Anne Cox focuses on marriage and inheritance, showing that matrilineal descent and the
relationship between mothers and sons were often far more significant than previously thought.*
Beryl Rawson’s edited Companion to Families in the Greek and Roman Worlds emphasizes the

plurality of approaches to the family in antiquity and the importance of bringing together

2L Strauss 1993.
22 Hunter 1994.
» Pomeroy 1997.

** Cox 1998.



evidence from a variety of disciplines. She rejects the idea that family history is somehow trivial,
arguing for the significance of details such as “how people dined or bathed, in what sorts of
housing they lived, who married whom and what happened after divorce or death, what were
their religious rites, and what role family and family relationships played in all of these.”” The
essays in Rawson’s collection, as well as the rest of the approaches cited here, explicitly reject
ideological assumptions about the triumph of the polis at the expense of the oikos.

And yet the dichotomies of oikos/polis and private/public continue to influence modern
thought about the ancient household. This is due both to the emphasis the ancient texts place on
these distinctions and to the way Athenian and modern Western identity are intertwined. A case
study that demonstrates this intersection is the question of women’s place within the house —that
is, the notion that Athenian women were kept secluded in the house. Both modern and ancient
ideologies have had a significant impact on scholars’ interpretation of evidence concerning
seclusion. The textual evidence strongly associates women with the interior and men with the
outdoors.* This issue first became a topic of interest in the community of European scholars in
the early 19" century, a period in which the question of the role of women in contemporary
society, too, was being fiercely debated. One side argued that women were naturally suited to the
domestic sphere, that their strengths were separate from but complementary to men'’s; the other,
feminist, perspective was that women were subjugated and needed to be emancipated.

It was also during this time that Western identity was being forged in reaction to Eastern,

> Rawson 2011: 2.

*% Some frequently cited examples include Euripides Trojan Women 648-650: a0t To0T £pEAneTaL / OAXDG
axovewy, ftig ovx Evoov pévet, / tohtov mogetoo mdBov Eupvov v dopoLg, Plato Meno 7Tle: ei ¢ fovhel
YUVOUROG AQETNYV, 00 YahemOv dielOelv, 8Ti Sel ahTv TV oiniay eV oixelv, cOLovodv Te Td EvOov xal
%aThnoov oboav Tod Avddg, and Xenophon Oeconomicus 7.30: Tf) pev Yo yuvauri 2GAMov Ev8ov pévew
Bugavielv, T® 8¢ dvool aioylov Evdov pévely i) Tdv €Ew émpueleioBar. Examples from the orators (e.g. Lysias
1, 3, and 32 and Demosthenes 21, 37, and 49) are discussed below in the Introduction and Chapters 1 and 2).

8



or “oriental,” alterity.” The triangulation of ancient texts, feminist consciousness, and orientalist
thought gave rise to the idea that Athenian women were relegated to a harem-like “oriental
seclusion.”” The degree to which various scholars identified the Greeks as like or unlike
themselves as well as the degree to which they were sympathetic to feminist causes influenced
whether they considered Athenian women as closer to the Victorian housewife (the “angel of the
hearth” model)* or the prisoner of the harem. Depending on what a scholar thought of the
contemporary status of women, he could articulate the status of Athenian women on the scale
between European/Christian/civilized and foreign/oriental/savage —between “us” and “them.”
Joanna Brown demonstrates that the use of the word “oriental” by classical scholars of this
period “either differentiates the Greek from the misogynist (the Greek was not a Christian, but
also he was not an ‘oriental’) or is used as a signifier for ‘backward’ elements in Greek society
(misogyny in Greece is the result of external, eastern sources).”® For some, the seclusion of
women “occasioned expressions of moralizing disapproval from historians and comparisons,
explicit or implicit, with the situation of European and American women.”' Other scholars
rejected the thought that the Athenians, considered the progenitors of modern European society,

treated their women so harshly, claiming instead that the Athenian treatment of women was more

*7“[The] development and maintenance of every culture require the existence of another, different and competing

alter ego. The construction of identity...involves the construction of opposites and ‘others’ whose actuality is
always subject to the continuous interpretation and re-interpretation of their differences from ‘us’” (Said 2003: 331-
332).

¥ “It is the accepted view, challenged, so far as I know, by nobody except A. W. Gomme, that the Athenian woman
lived in an almost Oriental seclusion, regarded with indifference, even contempt” (Kitto 1986: 219). Kitto himself
sees himself as a detective rebutting this communis opinio with the evidence that the idea that the Athenian male
“habitually treated one-half of his own race with indifference, even contempt, does not, to my mind, make sense”
(221). On Gomme see note 32 below.

2 Patterson 1998: 10.
% Brown 2011: 9.

3! Patterson 1998: 125-126.



“similar to our own.” > As Marilyn Katz and others have shown, it is difficult to separate the
ideology of the past from that of the present and progress can only be made in this direction “by
exposing the ideological foundations of a hegemonic discourse that has dominated the discussion
of ancient women and that continues to make its powerful influence felt in the discussion of
women generally as part of civil society at the present moment in history.”* To address the topic
with care it is necessary both to separate contemporary ideologies from interpretations of the past
and to recognize that such a separation is never completely attainable.

Even as more and more scholars of classical literature and history have begun to
recognize the model of “oriental seclusion” as an artificial construct shaped by ancient and
modern ideologies, the question continues to be debated. Comparanda from other Mediterranean
cultures have been used as evidence for the segregation of Athenian women. A particularly
appealing comparanda is Pierre Bourdieu’s description of the Kabyle house, whose physical
layout matches oppositions built into the North African culture’s system of belief: the external
world “is a specifically masculine world of public life and agricultural work™ whereas the house
“is the universe of women and the world of intimacy and privacy.”* The resemblance between
the Kabyle house and Ischomachos’ house in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus is striking, leading some
scholars to use Bourdieu’s essay as evidence of a domestic ethos shared between the two
cultures.” The Kabyle house is a powerful symbol, and yet, as Paul Silverstein points out, the

Kabyle people Bourdieu interviewed for his essay were already displaced from their traditional

> Gomme 1925:19. Cited by Kitto, Gomme argued that the evidence for Athenian women’s oppression was
inconclusive.

3 Katz 1992: 40.
3 Bourdieu 1970: 158-159.

%% One recent example of a Classical scholar comparing an ancient Greek house to Bourdieu’s Kabyle house is
Whitmarsh 2010: 331.

10



ways of life. The Kabyle house represents nostalgia and idealization more than a building that
was ever in use.*® Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood, as a native of one of the Mediterranean cultures
whose practices are often adduced as evidence, critiques such comparative approaches, noting
that using evidence from one society for which there is abundant evidence to interpret one with
limited data often leads to leads to an overemphasis on similarities that might not be structurally
significant.”” Comparative cultural studies, when done carefully, can offer a corrective to overly
credulous readings of ancient texts, which ignore “the little bits of evidence about the details of
women’s lives because one has already reached conclusions based upon the grand ideological
statements” found in ancient texts.”® But more often, these studies look for and find only
evidence that supports preconceived notions.

Contributions from many fields within the umbrella of Classics have challenged these
preconceptions. Within the arena of Greek law, evidence from the orators overwhelmingly
promotes the idea that women were strictly secluded inside and exceedingly modest. But these
same texts also provide evidence to the contrary —the heavy penalties exacted from male
adulterers calls into critical question the “accepted notion of Athenian men as only interested in
courtesans, prostitutes, and boys, and Athenian women as isolated, passive, and disinterested in
sexual attachments.” Law is not a perfect representation of a society, but it often does

specifically address those areas where ideology and actual practice fail to line up.

%% “His early presentation of the akham as a space of structural stability that mirrors Kabyle culture built large
derived in significant part from interview with Kabyles living in a very different social and architectural setting than
the one described in his essay: the resettlement camps. In other words, his account was largely a post-facto
reconstruction of a social institution that, given the wartime context of his field research, he could only observe in
passing and about which many of his informants could only speak of in a language of loss” (Silverstein 2004: 562).

37 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995.
38 Cohen 1989.

% Cohen 1991a: 170.
"



Art historians have also addressed the question of seclusion, challenging the “facts”
provided by the literary evidence. Vase paintings that were previously interpreted as depicting
women working in a secluded inner chamber are now understood to be representing generalized
scenes of women’s lives. Sian Lewis argues that “seclusion was an ideal, a norm, rather than a
fact” and interprets the literary evidence for seclusion as meaning that “seclusion did not happen
in practice, but that nevertheless it was an ideal to which all adhered and paid at least lip
service.”* Her work on vase paintings shows that women led far less restricted lives than the
textual evidence would suggest. Again, like law, vase paintings do not capture an exact replica of
daily life—after all, as Marilyn Goldberg points out, “vases cannot be understood as
photographs™'—but the range of activities which women are represented as engaging in belies
the prevalence of strictly enforced seclusions.

Other approaches that have challenged the idea of Athenian women’s seclusion and
subordination include surveys of women’s prominent role in public religion and ritual by
Barbara Goff and Joan Connelly** and studies by Lin Foxhall and Steven Johnstone showing the
degrees to which women could exercise authority over property and finances.* The more
evidence that is brought to bear from different disciplines and methodologies, the more complete
a picture of Athenian practice as opposed to ideology appears.*

No discipline has had as significant an impact on the question of women’s seclusion as

40 Lewis 2002: 138, 174.

! Goldberg 1999: 151.

*2 Goff 2004, Connelly 2007.

* Foxhall 1989, Johnstone 2003, cf. also Harrington 2016 on domestic production.

* Davidson warns against dismissing ideology completely “as a banal simple-minded cliché,” arguing that even if
“it fails to represent ancient reality, it nevertheless provides important evidence for how some Greeks chose to

represent their reality, an important fact in itself” (Davidson 2011: 598). Like Davidson, I am interested in the
ideology of the house for what it tells modern readers about the Athenian imaginary, not actual practices.
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household archaeology. The rise in interest in women and the family within Classical Studies has
paralleled a refocusing within the field of Classical archaeology on the house, with both
disciplines following a similar trajectory. For most of the history of Greek archaeology,
especially Athenian archaeology, the overwhelming focus was on monumental architecture —
temples and other public buildings.* The first types of domestic architecture to draw interest
were the palatial structures found in Minoan and Mycenaean settlements excavated in the late
19" and early 20" centuries— prior to this the only knowledge about the Greek house came from
“those shadowy indications of plan and disposition found in the Homeric poems.”** Knowledge
about later Greek houses was primarily derived from literary descriptions both contemporary
(Athenian tragedy and rhetoric) and much later (the Augustan-era works of Vitruvius).”” Early
excavations used literary evidence to identify the function of spaces and objects, sometimes
bending the evidence to comply with their presuppositions.” Lisa Nevett describes how early
excavators would assign objects and areas within the house to preexisting categories and
typologies and warns that such “identifications inevitably represent modern coinages of ancient
terms and are sometimes used erroneously in order to draw conclusions about the activities
carried out in particular spaces using textual evidence, but without independent confirmation of

use through analysis of the archaeological context.”® In particular, the notion that all houses

* “The use of domestic architecture and assemblages as a source in this way is a relatively recent phenomenon: in
the past, the small scale and simple construction of most Archaic and Classical Greek houses meant that they
received only limited attention in comparison with the contemporary public architecture” (Nevett 2005: 1).

6 Rider 1964: 1. Cf. also the plan of the Homeric House based on a combination of Homeric epic and Mycenaean
architecture on p. 173.

" Rider 1964: 227-238.
* Cf. Allison on 19" and early 20" century Roman archaeologists working in Pompeii, who used “textual analogy to
move excavated tables and thus adjust the archaeological evidence so that it will comply with [their] labeling of the

domestic objects (Allison 1999: 61).

4 Nevett 1999: 25-26.



contained the separate, dedicated men’s and women’s quarters (andron/andronitis and
gynaikonitis, respectively) described in ancient literary sources was accepted without question as
fact, and spaces were assigned as one or the other without necessarily paying attention to the
artifacts found in the room and other such details. One well-known application of literary
evidence to the archaeological record is Susan Walker’s attempt to map out the male and female
quarters in excavated houses in Athens, Attica, and Euboea. Basing her argument on descriptions
of houses from the works of Lysias, Demosthenes, and Xenophon as well as a Nigerian house for
comparison, she assigns the various rooms to male and female spaces: men were given access to
the street, while women were “confined to cramped and dreary quarters.” Her examples,
however, are extremely selective, based on the literary record and not excavated artifacts linked
to male or female activities. There is no corroborating evidence that her spatial analyses are
correct, and her methodology and conclusions cannot be applied to the majority of Classical
Greek houses.”

More recent studies have complicated the question, starting from the archaeological
record rather than the literary sources.” In the last few decades, archaeologists have focused
more on understanding and organizing the material discovered in household excavations and less

on confirming presuppositions based on textual evidence.” Attempts to interpret the

9 Walker 1983: 82.

> “The main difficulty [in Walker’s approach] lies in the fact that instead of looking at the archaeological material
itself for evidence of seclusion, the consideration of the archaeology is only secondary to a foregone assumption of
seclusion” Nevett 1994: 101.

32 “[1t] has become apparent that conceptions drawn from literature, sometimes with dubious justification, continue
to prevail in discussions of the Greek house and have been imposed upon the interpretation of the physical remains
without giving the latter their due as independent evidence” (Jameson 1990b: 93). And, more recently, “instead of
imposing a literary-based reading onto the material evidence, we can go a step further: the architectural spaces of the
cities themselves can be used actively as a means to investigate aspects of the social lives of their inhabitants”
(Nevett 2011: 577).

3 Nevett 2005: 3.
14



archaeological record on its own terms have led archaeologists to reject some of the literary
evidence, particularly the idea that there was a strict separation between women’s and men’s
spaces.” Carla Antonaccio notes that despite “the textual evidence for restrictions placed on
women in Greek (especially Athenian) society, however, and the descriptions of the built
structures that enabled these restrictions, in the end, the Greek archaeological record has not
illustrated the written record very neatly.”” The lack of archeological evidence supporting
gendered separation suggests that the segregation of women was prescriptive rather than
descriptive in Athenian society —an idealization rather than a practice. As Michael Jameson
observes, “the architecture of the Greek house does not reflect the powerful social and symbolic
distinctions between the two genders. Attempts to divide space along these lines are arbitrary and
obscure the flexibility of use and a broader unity.”* The messiness of real life coexists with and
exposes the impossibly strict regimen of ideology.

The literary evidence for Athenian houses bears little resemblance to the few small and
irregular shaped houses that have been excavated in Athens.” The city of Olynthus, excavated in
the early twentieth century, more closely resembles the model of houses found in ancient
literature: it was settled in 432 and built on a Hippodamean grid with each house having a
similar, modular shape, and it was destroyed in 348 with no significant settlements on the site
after its destruction, with the result that excavation was relatively uncomplicated.” The Classical

houses in Athens are, first of all, much more difficult to excavate since the city was built and

> “Reconstructions of domestic life based solely on literary and architectural evidence, and neglecting the often
mundane and confusing evidence of household artifacts, leads to oversimplified and misleading conclusions” (Cahill
2002: 193).

55 Antonaccio 2000: 518.
56 Jameson 1990b: 104.
57 Graham 1974: 46-50.

%% Cahill 2002: 48-52. 1 discuss the excavation of Olynthus further in Chapter 4.
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rebuilt throughout the centuries both in antiquity and throughout the Byzantine, Ottoman, and
modern eras. Moreover, these houses have different numbers of rooms, and, although most of
them have a centrally located courtyard, only a few show signs of having a dedicated andron and
it is difficult to clearly recognize spaces where women could be kept secluded.”

One way to try to identify such spaces is to look for signs of women’s work, for example
loom weights or materials for food preparation. Loom weights were found in some of the
Athenian houses, but excavators did not always keep precise notes on these kinds of artifacts,
“whose worth was not considered important.”® Even where the find spot can be identified, there
is no evidence for a dedicated space for a gynaikonitis that is isolated from more public parts of
the house. The layout of these Athenian houses implies “a certain flexibility of the Athenians in
their assignment of function to space.”" Nevett confirms the need for the flexible use of space,
noting that most households would not be able to afford to cordon off specific areas for the use
of men and women.”” She suggests that “relationships in such households were not subject to the
same kind of regulation of social contact suggested above in the context of the larger houses, and
that all household members were compelled to move around more freely in order to assist
household production.” Archaeological evidence, alongside the other arguments cited above,
calls into question the literary ideal that women were secluded within the house.

Bringing together the literary and archaeological bodies of evidence points to a slippage

%9 Tsakirgis 1999: 69.
% Goldberg 1999: 149.
6! Tsakirgis 1999: 79.

62 The evidence from the orators is limited to those households wealthy enough to afford to hire a logographer; such
households could perhaps afford assigning dedicated space to the restriction of women, but I do not believe “that
they could” is sufficient evidence that they did in fact do so; the orators’ thematic and symbolic deployment of
house topoi strongly suggests that they are drawing on idealized practice rather than reality.

% Nevett 1995: 374.
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between ideal practice and everyday life. Scholars again and again attribute this gap to ideology,
as the examples cited above demonstrate. As I stated above, ideology is bi-directional. I have
discussed the influence of orientalism and the debate surrounding women’s liberation in the 19"
century discourse concerning the Athenian woman, a discourse which still has an influence on
modern understanding of the ancient world. Most scholars are now aware of the preconceived
notions driving many earlier studies and take caution in guarding against their own biases.*

This leaves Athenian ideology, which, according to Strauss, emphasizes “collective
consciousness” and “the power of democracy as a system of government and a way of life,”
identifying the oikos as one “of the most important sources of symbolic power in Athens.” The
concept of the ideology of the oikos operates at two levels.* The first, internal, level consists of
idealized notions about domestic practices such as gendered separation of space, appropriate
degrees of affection between family members, and the perpetuation of the oikos through
inheritance. We see this in poetry and drama, in fourth century philosophy, and, overwhelmingly,
in the law courts. Ideology is a story the oikos tells itself, that everything is in order; outsiders are
only exposed to the internal ideology when the order falls apart, when women and men fail to
enact their prescribed social roles, when enmity arises between family members when
inheritances are disputed.

This internal ideology becomes external when a struggle within the household is brought

before the court. The Athenian law courts played a significant role in maintaining Athenian

% It is, of course, impossible to have a completely unbiased or objective interpretation; part of trying to move away
from bias is, paradoxically, the understanding that to do so entirely is impossible (Goldmann 1994: 71-73).

%5 Strauss 1993: 33.

% T am borrowing the phrase “ideology of the oikos” from Humphreys: “an important consequence of this
intersection of polis and oikos in the legal sphere was that the law courts of the city became a theatre for the
expression of what may perhaps be called the ideology of the oikos: idealising statements about the nature and
foundations of the oikos and the norms of behaviour within the household and between members of closely related
households” (Humphreys 1983: 5).
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public ideology.” The speakers addressed a jury drawn from a pool of male citizens, thirty years
or older and not in debt to the state, who represented the citizen body as a collective: speakers
often refer to decisions made by other juries, or past actions on the part of Athens, as done by
“you,” not some other, separate, body . Thus the decision of the jury was made as though by the
entire collective citizen body, the demos.” Speakers before the jury frequently appealed to the
communal experiences and perspective of the group, the equality before the law promised by
Athenian democracy. As Victoria Wohl observes, “a forensic speaker’s attempt to solicit the
jurors’ identification appeals to the fundamental logical structure of Athenian democracy:
through that identification, the speaker becomes a metonymic embodiment of the demos and the
polis.”” As representatives of the demos, the people of Athens, the speaker and the jury are not
only required to uphold laws and decrees and punish those who transgress them, they also

process public opinion and social norms—both public and private.”" The laws, as in the passage

67 “Modern commentators have not failed to appreciate both the practical and ideological importance of the Athenian
jury to the character and stability of Athenian democracy; in recent years careful (and sociologically informed)
reading of the rhetoric of the Athenian courtroom has illuminated the courts as the focal point of the expression of
democratic civic ideology” (Patterson 2000: 93). Cf. also Ober 1989a, Cohen 1991a and 1995, Foxhall and Lewis
1996.

5% “When a speaker addressed the Assembly or the court, his audience represented the interests of the Athenian
people. In each instance, a mass audience, broadly representative of the social composition of the demos at large,
served as his judge” (Ober 1989a: 147).

% Ober describes the relationship between the demos and the jury as one of “synecdoche,” in which “each of the
various institutional ‘parts’ of the citizen body (¢éxxAnoia, dueaotiola, vopoBétal, fouif)) could stand for and
refer to the whole citizen body” (Ober 1989b: 330-331).

"' Wohl 2010b: 182.

" Public opinion: “Athenians serving on juries were not merely passive observers of the construction of social ideals
in the courts but active participants in the process. Every verdict issued was, among other things, a verdict on the
competing visions of continuity that litigants offered. In this way Athens's courts provided a venue not only for the
adjudication of individual disputes but also for the articulation and confirmation of collective ideals” (Christ 1998b:
190-191). Public social norms: “the courts provided an arena for the parties to publicly define, contest, and evaluate
their social relations to one another and the hierarchies of their society” (Lanni 2006: 112). Private social norms:
“The courts played a disciplinary role, providing incentives for Athenians to comply with sexual and other norms of
private conduct. But the fact that these norms were not expressed in statutes and were not the formal basis for
lawsuits permitted the Athenians to maintain the fiction, central to their democratic ideology, that they enjoyed
freedom in their private lives” (Lanni 2009: 728). Lack of distinction between public and private: “The Athenians,
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with which this introduction opened, were the kosmos, the order, of the polis, but what this meant
in practice was that “the laws functioned in forensic oratory not just as a series of specific
regulations but as a broader regulatory ideal.””* In terms of the ideology of the oikos, while the
legal reach of the judicial body was limited, their capacity for enforcing norms extended beyond
the law, permeating the private world of the house.”

The extrapolation from the oikos to polis in the courts is the second level at which the
ideology of the oikos functions. The court cases in which the oikos was opened up to the polis
can concern inheritance, neglect of dependents, adultery, or murder. In the courtroom, the
responsibility for the proper functioning of the oikos is handed off to the citizen jury, with the
implication that order within the oikos has important ramifications for the polis at large.”* As both
Aristotle and modern theorists posit, the oikos is the basic atomic unit of the polis.” It is a
microcosm, an essential part reflecting the whole of society.” Cases that focus on relationships
within the oikos often reflect the socio-political values of the polis: the “public ideology of

family and household” is also “the ideology of citizenship as ‘family membership’ in the

who had no notion of modern jurisprudence, entertained such pleas in court on the view that a litigant's social
standing, character, and family background could well affect communal welfare, which it was the court's duty to
protect. In an Athenian trial it was impossible to separate law, politics, ideology, and the litigants' style and
personality. All were on trial simultaneously” (Yunis 2005b: 194).

2Wohl 2010b: 27.

3 “In some cases the lack of legislation to check anomalous behaviour was no doubt because public opinion was in
itself a sufficient check to undesirable behaviour” (Roy 1999: 8).

7 “Plaintiffs involved in private actions sometimes tried to represent the entire polis as a direct fellow victim of the
defendant’s illegal actions, rather than presenting their case as a matter that affected only the two opposing parties”
(Rubinstein 2007: 364).

7> “The unit or atom of the polis in the sense of town is the house, 1 oixlo or 6 otxoc” (Hansen 1997: 12). Aristotle
Politics 1253b: ma.oa ya ovyxerton TOMG €€ ointdv. Drawing on Aristotle, Sissa articulates the commonly
accepted idea that “the oikia was truly the basic building block of the political community” (Sissa 1996: 196).

76 Patterson 1998: 145, 157.
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extended ‘family of families’ that is classical Athens.””” Orators often gesture to the impact that
the jury’s decision will have on the community in the future —they “operate under the
assumption that members of the community will adapt their behaviour in response to court
verdicts.”” Each trial is yet another opportunity for the jury as representatives of the polis to
bring it to greatness or to ruin.

The fact that the business of the oikos plays such a significant role in public discourse
belies the public/private divide essential to the ideology of the oikos.” Aristotle, in his taxonomy
of the forms of rhetoric, claims that the public does not care about the quotidian functioning of
family life with which forensic rhetoric is concerned (Rhetoric 1354b-1355a):

NTTOV £0TL ROODEYOV 1) dnuyopia dtwoloyiag, dTL xowdTeQov. éviadOa

HEV YOO O %QLTTG TTEQL OIXEIWY %QIVEL, DOT 0VOEV dALO Oel MV ATTodEIEML

OTL 0VTWG EYEL DS oy O ovuPovAelmv: €v 88 Tolg dLraVIXOLG OVY IXAVOV

ToUTO, AALG TTQO €QYOV €0TIV AVAAUPELY TOV ArQOATIV- TEQL AMMOTQIWY YaQ

1] #0(0LG, WOTE YOG TO AVTAV OROTTOVUEVOL RO TTQOG Y AQLV ARQOWUEVOL
L0600 Tolg audpropnrodory, dAL ov xeivovoy.

There is less trickery in deliberative speaking than forensic, because deliberative
rhetoric is of greater common interest. For in the case of deliberative speaking,
the judge makes a decision about things that affect himself, so all the advisor has
to do is prove that things are as he says they are. But in forensic speeches, this is
not sufficient. It is necessary to grab hold of the listener, because the decision is
about other people’s business. Since the members of the jury look only to their
own interests and listen only to please, they give in to the disputants but do not
make judgments.

According to Aristotle, the jury in a forensic case is only there to be entertained, and so the truth
matters less than attractive rhetoric. He claims that only deliberative rhetoric appeals to the

interests of each audience member, reaching them where they live (megl oixetwv), and that

7 Patterson 1994: 199
8 Lanni 2004: 166.

7 “While the Athenians had an ideology of freedom in private affairs and Athenian law did not directly regulate
matters that did not affect the community, in practice public legal institutions played an important disciplinary role
with respect to ‘private’ conduct” (Lanni 2015: 50-551).
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forensic rhetoric, since it is concerned with other people’s business (el dALOTEI®WV), is of no
personal interest to the jury. I argue that forensic orators’ use of the home feeling contradicts this
distinction: the decision of the jury affects the entire demos, since each decision influences the
norms and patterns of society. As true as it may be that, for the members of the jury, the forensic
case is about other people’s business, every member of the jury belonged to an oikos, and the
orators made it their duty to make other people’s business of personal interest to the jury by
appealing to a sense of community, to a polis built up of oikoi.*

So what is it, exactly, that the speakers appeal to, that the jury responds to, when
introducing the topics of house and family? I argue that the efficacy of this rhetorical strategy
results from an evocation of what I have been calling the home feeling. In this formulation, I am
drawing from a field of study concerned with the home environment which brings together
evidence from across cultures to isolate the concept of “home.” The foundational text for these
analyses is Gaston Bachelard’s The Poetics of Space, which explores the phenomenological
experience of domestic space. For Bachelard, the house is the place of daydreams and memories,
the physical embodiment of the “intimacy of the past.”® Scholars discussing the home
environment have identified the concept “home” as constituting an “affective core” containing
feelings of security, control, and relaxation.*” The home environment “is one thoroughly imbued
with the familiarity of past experience. It is the environment we inhabit day after day until it

becomes taken for granted and is unselfconscious... at home we can relax within the stability of

80 «I'T]he jurors are often asked to consider the effect of the verdict on themselves, their families, and the city before
casting their vote. The trial is thus placed firmly in the lives of jurors and community at large” (Carey 1994a: 176).

81 Bachelard 1994: 48.

82 Rapaport 1995: 27.
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routine behavior and experience.”® The emotional connection representing the concept of home
occurs even in cultures, like classical Athens, where there is not a unique word for home separate
from the word for house.** Home, often formulated as “house plus x,” brings together the
physical dwelling in which you live, the people with whom you live, and an affective
directionality evoked by the concepts of “homecoming” and “homesickness.”® Home exists in
time as well as space: “Individuals develop identities and regulate privacy in homes; families
establish, grow, bond themselves to a unit in homes and often bond themselves to the larger
society through their homes. Thus homes are the repository of central and essential psychological
and cultural processes.” In my dissertation, I draw on such studies to argue that the orators
appealed to the home feeling felt by each member of the jury as a way in which to take
advantage of the conception of the polis as a collection of oikoi. The sense of connection to a
space, the house, which simultaneously evoked the family due to the shared etymology between
the oikos and the oikia, had a powerful effect on the community of the jury. The house was at the
center of the identity, the foundation of all the order on which the polis prided itself.*’

In her discussion of the role of the emotional aspect of home in modern law, Lorna Fox
points out that, in the courtroom, the “danger of describing home as associated with affection or

love, is that this style of argument is unlikely to resonate.” In Athenian law, there was no such

¥ Dovey 1985: 37.

84 “Tn the case of some recent studies of a number of other cultures, home is not used, yet all the relevant
relationships of people with their cultural landscapes and dwellings as systems of settings, such as affect and
attachment, privacy, control, meaning, and preference are studied; home is clearly not needed” (Rapaport 1995: 32)

85 Hollander 1993: 33.
86 Altman and Werner 1985: xix.

87 “Pour 'homme grec, [’oikos était une garantie de stabilité, c’était I'ordre dans lequel avaient lieu et se déroulaient
les actes fondamentaux de la vie” (Liiceaneu 106).

% Fox 2002: 589.
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impediment: the evocation of emotion, identified by Aristotle as “making your listener feel a
certain way,” was a legitimate rhetorical strategy.” I argue that the orators engaged specifically
with the home feeling as a strategy of persuasion, a rhetorical fopos.” As the discussion below
demonstrates, the orators use houses in a variety of ways to forge an emotional connection with
the jury. The examples included in this introduction are isolated passages intended to identify a
number of different fopoi; the chapters that follow examine how house fopoi and the home
feeling interact with other elements within the speeches. These examples, which come from
speeches that I do not extensively analyze in my chapters, sketch out in brief the ways in which
the orators engage with the language of the house. House fopoi are, for the most part, the subject
of my dissertation, and so I provide only a partial taxonomy here. These techniques can be used
as evidence, to characterize, or to develop a theme within a speech.

The first house topos discussed here is the notion that spending time at another person’s
house constitutes proof of friendly intimacy. The choregos who delivered Antiphon 6, On the
Choreutes was accused of poisoning a young dancer under his care.” He argues that the
accusation was intended to impede a court case he was engaged in prosecuting before the boy’s
death and that the defendants in this earlier case contacted the dancer’s brother, Philokrates, and

compelled him to initiate a charge against the choregos in order to get the prior case dismissed.”

% Aristotle Rhetoric 1356a: tdv 8¢ St ToD Mdyov mogllopévav motemv tolo eldn Eotiv: ai puev yag eiow év
™® 9)0eL ToD Aéyovtog, ai 8¢ v T TOV dxpoatny dabeival twg, ai 8¢ &v avT® T AOYE S ToD dewmvival 1
datveoBar deunvival. Cf. Carey 1994b, Johnstone 1999, Lanni 2005, Konstan 2010.

% “Rhetorical topoi were repeated by different orators over time; they were therefore familiar but certainly not
empty of content. Indeed, topoi were reiterated precisely because of their symbolic value and demonstrated power to
influence an audience” (Ober 1989a: 44)

! Gagarin 1997 provides commentary and background on this speech.

%2 A note on transliterations: I have latinized only the names of authors and fictional characters as they appear in the
Oxford Classical Dictionary. The names of the private citizens who make up the cast of these speeches are directly
transliterated since they do not generally have an established latinized identity in the Classical tradition. For those,
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When this initial charge was rejected, Philokrates formally reconciled with the choregos and
afterward they spent time with each other all over town, including in one another’s homes.”” The
speaker uses the intimacy of spending time in one another’s houses as evidence that the
accusation was false. He remarks that the Council was surprised to see Philokrates’ change of
heart.”* Their shared intimacy, known to all, becomes proof that the charge is invalid.

Another example of this topos is found at Demosthenes 21, Against Meidias.” In this
speech, Demosthenes describes Meidias’ erratic behavior concerning Aristarchos, a young friend
(and, according to Aeschines, lover) of Demosthenes. Meidias accused Aristarchos of the murder
before the Council. However, as Demosthenes reveals, during the same time that Meidias was
accusing Aristarchos, the two men were spending time together at Aristarchos’ house. He had
come from Aristarchos’ house the day before he addressed the Council, talked with him and
spent time under the same roof,” and even after making his accusations went to his house and
clasped hands with many people present.” Demosthenes accuses Meidias of either impiety or
lying for accusing Aristarchos of murder and then, he repeats, spending time under the same roof

with him.*® As the example from Antiphon also demonstrates, being under the same roof with a

such as Kallias, who are better known by a latinized name, I have nonetheless stood by my practice for the sake of
consistency, insofar as this practice can be considered consistent.

3°§39: év i) éuf olnig, &v TN odetéoq ATV

% §40: dewvov dOEw elvar T POulT

% MacDowell 1990 provides commentary and background on this speech.

% “Becoming OpwOPLog, or sharing a roof, was a symbol of friendship” (MacDowell 1963: 145).

77§117: £éEedAvBarg T mooTegaig o AQLoTdyou, §118: AahdV pev xal OpmEddLog yryvopevog, §119:
eloeh0V 0ixad” mg éxelvov xal £peEig ovTwOol nabelopevog, TV deELav Eufaldv, TaedvImv TOMOVY

1 PO v OveldiCerv, Totl ¢ Jont { L.
% §120: pOvov pev overditewy, TohTe 8 duwEddLov YiyveoOa
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murderer was believed to spread pollution.”

If inviting another man into your house is a sign of intimate friendship, having the wrong
woman inside your house signifies scandal and shame. The speech in which this topos is most
frequently employed is Apollodorus’ Against Neaira ([Demosthenes] 59)." Apollodorus depicts
Neaira, over the course of her career, as being passed from house to house, bringing disgrace
with her from Corinth to Athens and Megara. Neaira’s peregrinations began during her
upbringing as a prostitute in Corinth. When Lysias (the orator) brought Neaira and her
companion Nikarete to Athens to be initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, Apollodorus notes
that Lysias did not allow them to stay at his house, out of respect for his wife and mother.""
Instead, he installed the prostitutes at the house of Philostratos, an unmarried friend. The
character Lysias’ awareness of the generic convention of letting the wrong women into your
house lends him the appropriate shame (ciioyvvOouevog) to help him avoid becoming involved in
a scandalous situation.

This early incident sets the stage for Apollodorus’ creation of Neaira as a bane to the
house. Neaira moved to Athens, where her new owner mistreated her, and so she appropriated

his household goods'”* and fled to Megara. There, she was unable to support her lavish lifestyle

% Phillips 2008: 63. Other examples of this topos can be found at Lysias 12.14, which I discuss in Chapter 3, and
Isaeus 8.24 (Diokles would not have let the speaker into the house for Kiron’s funeral if he did not know him to be
family (xaitou i pny v Ouyatododg Kipwvog, ovx av tadta diwpohoyeito, AL’ éxeivoug &v Tovg Moyoug
Eleye “ov O¢ Tig €l; ool 8¢ T Moo xeL OdTTELY; OV YLyvhoXm OF: 0 ) eloel gig TV oiniav™)).

1% Carey 1992 and Kapparis 1999 provide background and commentary for this speech, Hamel 2003 discusses the
life of Neaira, Glazebrook 2005 and 2006 looks at the characterization of Neaira in the context of prostitution in the
ancient world, and Gilhuly 2009 focuses on the exchange of women and hierarchies of womanhood in this speech.
01§22: 6 Avotag eig pev v avtod oiniav 0% eiodyet, aloyuvouevog TV Te yuvaiza v eiye, BoaydAlov
ugv Ouyotéoa, AdeApdNY 8¢ abTod, xal TV uNTéa THv alTod TEECRUTEQAY TE OVOV KOl £V T) VTR
OLAULTOUEVN V.

102.§35: ovorevacapévn avTod T Ex Th oiriag
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with prostitution'” and so she turned to Stephanos, Apollodorus’ opponent. Stephanos promised
to make her his legal wife and raise her children as citizens; he moved her into a little house
(839: ig T0 ointdlov) in Athens and used her earnings to support the household (§39:
OoéyPovoav v olxiav), since his only other income was sycophancy. While she lived with
Stephanos, they developed a scheme whereby Neaira would continue to ply her trade while
pretending to be a married woman living with her husband."* If Stephanos deemed a client rich
and stupid enough, he would interrupt their session and charge the man with adultery. As a result
of this plot, and Stephanos’ general character, Apollodorus describes Stephanos as “feeling no
shame for the crimes (0090 ...aioyvvOUeEVOS) he’s committed.” Even when Neaira was
purporting to live respectably, Stephanos (according to Apollodorus) exploits her essential nature
as a woman who brings shame to the house for his own purposes.'”

The third house topos, the sheltered woman disturbed, is often used as evidence for the
seclusion of proper Athenian women. Several examples of this trope are found at Lysias 3,

Against Simon."” The speaker, accused by Simon of intentional wounding, turns the charge

103 §36: 1) G0 TOD ohpatog Egyacio oly ixaviy ebmogiay maeiyev HoTe dowelv TV oinlov

104°841: (g €m mEoTNUATOS 10N TWVOS 0V %ol AvdQL cuvoLrODOa
105 844: 008 VITEQ TOV HUAQTNUEVOV OVTY GLOYVVOUEVOG

1% Other examples of the fopos can be found at Andocides 4.14-15, 29 (Alcibiades commits hybris against his wife
by bringing hetairai into his house, and so she tries to divorce him (0¥Twg VBELOTIG TV, EMELOGYWV Eig TV ATV
oixlav £raigag, #ol dovAag nal ElevOiag, HOT NVAYAOOE TV YUVAIXO CWPQOVESTATIV 0VOAY TOAMITELY,
éMBoDoav oG TOV doyovta natda TOV vOuov)) and, with the gender lines blurred, on several occasions in
Aeschines 1 “Against Timarchos” (on which cf. Fisher 2001): Aeschines describes how Timarchos was defiled and
unashamed to move from his father’s house (§42: 00% 1oy OVON O WOQOS OVTOG EXATAV MV THV TOTEHAY
oiriav) into the house of the older man Misgolas. Timarchos then passed from house to house (§52: dAA& »ol TOQ"
ETEQM Ol TTAMY TraQ” dAAW, %ol QA ToUTOV MG ETegov EAnhvBdTa), from Misgolas to Antikles to Pittalakos
to Hegesandros. Timarchos was not at all ashamed of his actions at the houses of these men, but Aeschines says he
would rather die than put his misconduct in words (§55: oUTog £QY® MEATTMV 0V% NoYDVETO, TADT EYD AOYW®
povov caddg €v vl elmiv ovx Gv £deEApNY Cv). Part of Aeschines’ characterization of Timarchos is to
feminize him by linking him with shameful behavior in houses, typically associated with bad women.

197 Carey 1990 and Todd 2007a provide background and commentary for this speech.
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around and insists that Simon was the instigator of the violence because they were fighting over
the affections of the same young man. He describes the extent of Simon’s brutality while he was
in pursuit of the boy (§6):

mOOuEVOC YA OTL TO pepdxiov v o éuol, EA0aV & TV oiniav TV

gunv virtwe pebivmv, éxndyag tag Bvpag eloNABev eig THV YuvourmviTLy,

€vOov oVoMV ThC Te AdeAPTS TS EUfIS Hal TRV AdEAPLODV, Ot 0VTW
200U PEPLdROOLY DOTE ROL VIO TOV OIXEIWY OQMUEVAL Aoy VVECOHOL.

When he found out that the boy was at my house, he came to my house in the
middle of the night, drunk, broke down the doors, and came into the women’s
room. Inside were my sister and nieces, who had lived so obediently that they
were ashamed to be seen even by members of the family.

With this passage, the speaker characterizes his own household as modest and obedient
(rooutlwe), in contrast to Simon’s erratic and inappropriate behavior. His insistence is
emphasized by the repetition of verbs of motion (éAOmv, eiofABeV) as he penetrates into private,
forbidden spaces. Although the women’s modesty is probably exaggerated, since it is unlikely
that women were not supposed to be seen by family members (V70 TV oixelwv), ™ the
extremity of their sense of shame makes Simon’s actions appear all the worse. The speaker
comes back to the incident again and again: at one point he uses Simon’s drunken violence
against free women to prove him a liar.'” At another, he denies that he attacked Simon at his
house because that would have too closely resembled Simon’s forced entry and lack of respect
for his female kin."* And in his closing arguments, Simon’s violent entry is the speaker’s first
item proving his opponent’s guilt."' With the repetition of this scene, emphasizing the violence

of Simon’s penetration into the feminized domestic space, the speaker draws on the jury

1% Todd 2007a: 314.

109'8§23-24: T O00ag ExPAMMY %ol VORTWE giotwv &m yuvairag éhevOégag. & xom pdhota, ® Bovid,
TerpnoLa vouitery 0t e detol 1o VHAGS.

110°§29: 6g nol & TV AV oiriav portdv giofjen Big, xal obte Thg ddehdiis 0DTe TOV AdEAPOOV PpoovTioas.

"1'846: oUTol giowv ol Pig eig THv Huetéoav oinlav eictovreg
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members’ feelings about their own homes and families. The women of the family represent, for
the speaker and his audience, the most vulnerable of his possessions; socially migratory, easily
made off with. Simon’s forced entry into the home of the speaker of Lysias 3 reminds the jury
members of the violability of the women in their own families, of how easily they could be
socially scarred by being exposed to a violent stranger.'”

The topos of the sheltered woman is a particularly useful one since, due to the close
cultural association between women and the oikia, it often overlaps with fopos of the house and
property threatened by hostile man. Diametrically opposed to the friendly man in the house topos
described above, this one involves the violation of personal space and possessions by a hostile
party. This can happen in a legal context, as, again, in Demosthenes 21, Against Meidias.'” This
case resulted from an act of personal violence in public space—Meidias punched Demosthenes
in the Theater of Dionysus while the latter was carrying out his civic duties as choregos—but
Demosthenes uses a scene of personal violence in private space as evidence of his opponent’s
vicious nature. When Demosthenes was young and vulnerable, Meidias and his brother
Thrasylochos challenged him to an antidosis in order to prevent him from prosecuting his
guardians. Antidosis was a legal procedure by which a wealthy man who was supposed to pay for
a liturgy could challenge another citizen to either undertake the liturgy himself or agree to
exchange estates; the challenger would then use his new estate to pay for the liturgy."* It was

generally not accompanied by violence, so the behavior of Meidias and Thrasylochos was

"2 Another example of this trope can be found at Demosthenes 37.45-46 (Nikoboulos claims that Pantainetos falsely
accused Euergos of coming into his country house and entering the presence of his mother and daughters) as well as
the two discussed below.

' In addition to MacDowell’s commentary (cited above, n. 95), this passage is discussed by Wilson (1992: 172),
Christ (1998a: 534 ff.), and MacDowell (2009: 38-39).

14 0On the process of antidosis: MacDowell 1978: 162-164, Gabrielson 1987, Christ 1998a.
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particularly shocking (§79):
2Ol TQADTOV UEV RATEOKLOAV TAS OVQAS TOV OIXNUAT®V, OGS AVTOV |ON
YLYVOUEVOC %OTO TV vTidooLy- it Thg Adehdc £T” Evdov obomng ToTe 1ol
moudOg ohong ndeNg Evavtiov EGpOEyyovt aioyod xai Tolodta, ol av
dvBowaoL Toovtol GpOEYEMLVTO (0U YaQ Eywye ooy Oeinv Av eimelv mOg
VUGS TOV TOTE ONOEVTOV 0VOEV), HOL TNV UNTEQX RANUE KAl TAVTOS TUOLS
onta xdoenTa ®oxa EEElmov.

First, he burst open the doors of my house, as though the antidosis had already
made them his. And then, in the presence of my sister, who was living at home at
the time since she was a young girl, he spoke the kind of filthy language that such
men speak (I could not be compelled to speak in your presence a single word of
what he said), and he addressed my mother and myself and all of us with evil
words both speakable and unspeakable.

The violent entrance and acquisitiveness of Meidias and his brother is emphasized by his
profanities in the presence of Demosthenes’ young sister and mother. As in Lysias 3, the violent
entry of an outsider into the private domestic space, the violation of the vulnerable women of the
house, triggers a sympathetic reaction on the part of the jury, even in the legal context of the
antidosis. Meidias’ presence threatens both the chastity of the house’s women and —literally —
the property itself, since he comes with the challenge of property exchange.'”

Another common category of cases offering logographers the opportunity to overlap the
topoi of (a) the sheltered woman disturbed and (b) the house and property threatened are those
concerning distraining and/or ejectment."® Distraining occured when someone claiming that
another person owed money or property either to himself or to the city went to the house of the
debtor to collect the money or property. If the debtor refused to let the distrainer in his house, the
latter could file a dike exoules, a suit for ejectment that would make the distrainer the legal owner

of the property in question. If the court granted the dike exoulés, the distrainer was legally

"> Other examples of antidosis proceedings can be found at Demosthenes 4.36, 20.40 and 130, 28.17 (discussed in
Chapter 3),42.5-19, Lysias 3.20, 4.1-3, and 24.9, [Aristotle] Ath. Pol. 56.3 and 61.1, and Xenophon Oeconomicus
7.3.

116 These procedures are discussed at Harrison 1968.1: 217-220, MacDowell 1978: 153-154, Hunter 1994: 123-124
and 141-142, and Christ 1998a: 531-542.
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sanctioned to enter and remove his property from the debtor’s house. During this process, the
distrainer “could act forcefully with relative impunity,” and the debtor could not legally retaliate,
although he could complain about the invader’s “indecorous behavior” in court on unrelated
matters."”’

The sheltered woman and house invaded by hostile man topoi come together in a case
involving private citizens obtaining possessions from one another’s houses, Demosthenes 47,
Against Euergos and Mnesiboulos.""® The courts granted the speaker the right to collect some
nautical equipment from Theophemos’ house, but when Theophemos refused, the two got into a
physical altercation. Both the speaker and Theophemos filed suits against one another for assault,
and Theophemos contrived to have his heard first. The speaker was then convicted of assault and
the jury imposed a large fine to be paid to Theophemos in addition to the court fees. Rather than
accept the money from the bank, Theophemos and his helpers Euergos and Mnesiboulos went to
the speaker’s house to collect the debt in property (§53):

EAOOVTES TQOC TNV oixlav ral éxPardvreg TV OUQav TV €ig TOV xfjToV

dégovoav... eiloehBOVTES €M TV YUVOIRA Hov ®al Ta toudio EéEepognoavto
oo €Tl VTOAOLTTA HoL 1V oreLY €V TH) olxia.

Coming to my house and throwing open the door leading into the garden..., they
came into the presence of my wife and children and carried off all the furniture
that was left in my house.

The violent, penetrative behavior of Theophemos and his companions is contrasted with the
speaker’s own actions when he had earlier tried to collect the equipment from Theophemos’
house (§33):

eig 0¢ TNV olnlav elomewy, iva £vExvOV TL AaPoL TV oreVOV- ETVYE YOQ 1)
000 dvewyuévn, mg NhBev 6 OedPnuog, val €t Euelhev eloévar xol

U7 Christ 1998a: 533.

118 Background and discussion of this case are found at Gould 1980: 47, Trevett 1992: 50-76, Usher 1999: 263-264,
MacDowell 2009: 136-141, and Scafuro 2011: 290-328. Christ 1998a: 536-541 and Phillips 2008: 110-131 offer
more detailed analysis of the legal issues involved.
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EMETVUOUNV QVTOV OTL OVX €N YEYOUNHROG.

I went into his house to take some kind of security for the equipment—for it
happened that the door was open, since Theophemos had arrived and had not yet
gone in. And I had ascertained that he was not married.

The speaker’s forbearance in contrast to Theophemos’ violent invasion shows the skill with
which the logographer engaged with the house fopoi of the sheltered woman and the house and
property threatened. The jury will recognize that Theophemos represents a threat to the sanctity
of domestic space and will, he hopes, vote in favor of the speaker, who attempted to collect the
equipment owed to him respectfully and without disturbing any women."”

Reversing directionality, the fifth house topos involves a person being forcibly expelled
from a house where they would expect to be welcome. One such example is found at
Demosthenes 25, Against Aristogeiton.” As part of his extended character assassination of the
defendant, Demosthenes includes an anecdote about how, after Aristogeiton broke out of jail, he
stayed for a time with a woman named Zobia, a metic, who hid him while the Eleven were
looking for him and provided him with food and clothing for his escape to Megara. Some time
later, she confronted him about his arrogant behavior and asked to be repaid for her service to
him (§57):

ATV TV GvOQWITOV, TV TOLoDT €VEQYETNOAOAY QUTOHV, G TOMGS TTALQ’

VLV €rtvel xal Mapmeog, HepdopEvnY TL 1ol TOUTWY DITOULUVIIOROVOAY KOl

Aa&lovoav v TABELY TO PEV TOADTOV QAILOOS ROL ATTELATOAS ATETEPPEY ATTO

Tig ointag, dg & ovx Emoved 1) AvOewIog, AAAG YUValov TTEAYW €oleL Xal

TQOG TOVG YVWQEIUOUS TQOOLODO  EVERAAEL, AAPMY 0DTOS AlTOYEW(R TOOS TO
nwAntoiov tod petotriov datiyaryev: nai el un xelpevov T T0 petoiriov

"9 Other examples of the “house and property threatened” fopos involving distrainment can be found at
Demosthenes 24.197 (the friends of the defendant should not be pitied because Timocrates did not show compassion
to those who he distrained, breaking their doors, dragged away their bedclothes, and appropriating their servants (Ov
émi TaC ointag £fAdICeS oV TOVG Evdexra nal TOVG AmodénTag Exwv xal TOVS VINEETAS UNdéva THTOT
éhenoat, dAha 000ag ddolpely xal 0TEdNAl” VTOoTAV %ol dLdnovov, el Tig £xofTo, Ta btV évexvedlewv))
and at Demosthenes 53.15 (instead of going to court and producing a summons, Nicostratos broke into Apollodorus’
house by force and took away his possessions (eioeABmV eig TV oixiav Big T& orevn TEvTa EEedhOONOEY)).

120 See above, n.1 on this speech.
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gruyev, emémpot Gv S TodTOV, O ThHS cwTNElng AT aitia &yeyovel.

This female, who had been so helpful to him, criticized him a little, since he was
getting to be high and mighty in society, and reminded him of what she had done
and thought she should benefit. At first, beating and threatening her, he drove her
out of the house. And when the female would not stop, but instead did what a
woman does and complained to all her friends, he seized her with his own hands
and brought her toward the office for the taxation of metics. And if her taxes had
not been paid up, she would have been sold into slavery because of him, whose
safety she had once ensured.

This story, juxtaposing the charity of the metic woman with the savagery of the citizen
Aristogeiton, makes housing a significant feature of the defendant’s characterization. When he
was in need, he went to Zobia, who kept him safe with her. But when she was in need (her
destitution signaled by her transition from yvvi] to 1] dvOowaog),”" he expelled her from his
house (Gmémeppev Ao TH)g oixiog). Driving her from his house, beating her, and finally
threatening to deprive her even of her metic status, Aristogeiton’s treatment of Zobia turns from
personal to political. This transformation parallels Demosthenes’ overall message: his
ingratitude, as Wohl describes it, “reiterates in a debased and humiliating form his failure of
reciprocity with the city: having shown nothing but bitterness and ingratitude to others, that is all
he deserves in return.”'** Demosthenes pairs the Zobia anecdote with an even more disturbing
one: when Aristogeiton was still in prison, he bit off another prisoner’s nose and swallowed it,
and the rest of the prisoners passed a decree that none would share fire, food, nor drink with him.
The juncture of these two stories gives the complete portrait of Aristogeiton as a threat to body,
house, and city, every level of society.

A less dramatic but still pathetic example of the pitifully expelled from the house fopos

21 On the use of 1 &vOWOG to signify a woman of low standing, cf. Sosin 1998 and my discussions of Isaeus 6
and Lysias 1 in Chapter 2.

122 Wohl 2010b: 56.
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comes from Demosthenes 40, Against Boiotos Concerning his Mother’s Dowry."” This is one of
two speeches between Mantitheos and his adoptive brother, who had changed his name from
Boiotos to Mantitheos. In the earlier speech, Demosthenes 39, Mantitheos objected to the other
man’s having the same name, which would entail confusion for better or for worse (the other
man would take credit for his brother’s successes and attribute his own failures to his brother).
He also accused Boiotos and his brother Pamphilos of having been registered as the sons of
Mantitheos’ father Mantias due to Boiotos’ mother, Plangon, tricking Mantias.”** Mantitheos lost
this case and was forced to share his father’s inheritance with the two brothers. The speech
concerning the dowry (Demosthenes 40) arose from a case in which both Mantitheos and
Boiotos (now also Mantitheos) demanded their mothers’ dowries be paid out from the liquidated
real estate of their father’s inheritance. The speaker, the original Mantitheos, begins with the
protest that the court’s decision forced him from his house (§2)

gEeMAapon pev éx Thg matedag otriag VT TODTWV, £V 1) xal £yevOuny ®ai

ETQAPMY, %Ol €ig 1)V OVY O TATNE AVTOVG AL €YD TEAEVTNOAVTOG ErElVOU
aedeEAUNY.

I have been driven from my ancestral home by them, in which I was born and
raised, and which my father would not let them into but I, after his death, did
invite them in.

He parallels the presence of his adoptive brothers in his father’s house with the disorder the
brothers have brought to the family. Mantitheos employs two other house fopoi to demonstrate
the extent to which the brothers belong neither in the house nor in the family. First of all, in order

to prove that his father was tricked, Manitheos employs the shameful woman in the house fopos,

123 Carey and Reid 1985, Usher (1999: 259-261), MacDowell (2009: 66-79) provide commentary, background, and
discussion for these speeches, which, according to MacDowell (74-75) were delivered in 348/7 (39) and 347 (40).

2 On the use of Plangon’s first name, MacDowell (2009: 67) notes that in Athenian oratory, “the use of a woman’s
own name generally implies that she is not respectable. A respectable lady is merely called the daughter or wife or
mother of So-and-so,” citing Schaps 1977. Mantias had bribed Plangon to refuse to swear that Boiotos and
Pamphilos were his children, but when the time came to make the oath, she went back on their agreement and swore
that they were his sons.
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claiming that his father did not invite Plangon to live in his house after his wife died'*—this is
evidence that Mantias did not consider Plangon’s children his legitimate sons. Mantitheos then
uses an inverted version of the friendly man in the house topos, stating that his father did not
want to let Plangon’s sons even enter the house, but he was forced to introduce them into his
phratry.”® Mantias’ unwillingness to let Plangon’s sons enter his house proves that he felt no
particular affection toward them. The combination of these three house fopoi in a single,
relatively short speech, shows how effective the rhetoric of the house can be for speakers
discussing the composition of the family."”’

The examples discussed above show the range and flexibility of houses in the orators.
When viewed taxonomically it becomes clear that house fopoi are rhetorical devices as
intentional and artful as aposiopesis or apostrophe. The house functioned as a physical metaphor
for the family, the building blocks of the polis which, as a physical entity, was as made of houses
as the conceptual unity of the city was made up of oikoi.

Each of the chapters that follows consists of close readings of speeches grouped around a
theme. In my first chapter, “Eikos and Oikos,” I examine the interplay of familial affection,
socially acceptable behavior, and probability. In each of the speeches I look at, the speakers
emphasize that they, unlike their opponents, have behaved toward their relatives with socially
appropriate degrees of affection. I argue that the orators used a specific set of rhetorical and

lexical techniques to negotiate their clients’ superior claim to the affection and support of family

123 §8: 008¢ A UNTEOG TG Eufis dmoBavoiong NElwoev adTV €ig TV oixiav o  £avtov elodEEacdal

126 §11: nol gig TV oixiav 008 g ei0déEaoOaL ToToUg NEIWOEY, £ig 8¢ TOUS PedTeQag NvayrdoOn
eloaryayelv.

127 Other examples of the “pitifully expelled from the house” topos can be found at [Demosthenes] 45.70 (Stephanos
kicked his uncle out of the ancestral home, deprived his mother-in-law of the resources she needed to live, and, to
the best of his ability, made the son of Archedemos homeless (¢E€Bakeg pev Tov cavtod Belov Nuxiav €x tig
matedag oixiag, dpflonoat 8¢ Tv cavtod meviegdy Tadt’ ad’ dv ELn, dolxntov 8¢ TOV Agyedfpov maida
T0 oautod pépog memoinxag)) and Lysias 32.16 and 17, which I discuss in Chapters 1 and 2.
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members. [ look at the use of comparatives, superlatives, and result clauses to express proximity
to or distance from eikos (likely) behavior, that is, in alignment with the social clockwork it is
the jury’s duty to keep oiled. I focus especially on the use of the adjective oixelog to express
degrees of affection between members of an oikos, linking the family specifically to the oikia,
which plays a constant role in these speeches as both setting and symbol, a physical
representation of the oikos.

In my second chapter, “The Stagecraft of Rhetoric,” I explore the role of women and
domestic space in oratory and tragedy. After a discussion of theories of space and gender, I look
at how speeches by Antiphon, Lysias, and Isaeus engage with tragic tropes in constructing their
plots and characters. Women in tragedy create offstage space through their cultural association
with the house: in rhetoric, too, women are linked to the house as simultaneously vital (because
without women and procreation, the family could not survive) and threatening (because through
adultery or other forms of betrayal, women have the capacity to dilute the bloodline). Women
have the capacity to either bring the house down from within or save it from falling apart. I argue
that there is a specific connection between how the tragedians and the orators construct interior
space, drawing on the cultural association of women with domestic space. Analyzing the
language of houses, movement, status, and gender, I demonstrate how the rich world-creation
undertaken by the orators interrelates with the imaginary spaces so essential to tragic storytelling.

In my third chapter, “Vulnerable Bodies and Private Places,” I turn to the relationship
between the house and the body. Democratic ideology emphasized the autonomy of the male
citizen body, which by law and custom was considered inviolable —at the opposite end was the
slave, whose body was subject to torture and sexual penetration. In my chapter, I look at two

bodies in between citizen and slave—a child and a metic. Neither has the full rights of a citizen,
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but both have enough in common with the citizen jury that they are able to appeal to them for
sympathy. Demosthenes and Lysias each describe their own experiences as vulnerable bodies
under hostile control. Opening their houses rhetorically to the jury, they each also reveal an
intimate scene emphasizing the vulnerability of the abject bodies at the center of the narrative.
By focusing on the juxtaposition of the vulnerable bodies and the domestic interior, I show how
body autonomy interacts with the sovereignty of the oikos. For each citizen member of the jury,
his house, like his body, was legally sacrosanct. By calling on the jury to empathize with the
suffering of the legally vulnerable child and metic, the orators at the same time reinforce the
democratic ideology of body sovereignty.

My fourth chapter, “Homeland,” moves from the level of the house to the city as made up
of houses, demonstrating the ways in which the works of Demosthenes engage with tropes
familiar from private forensic rhetoric in order to persuade the Assembly to collect money for a
war fund, give support to the allies of Athens, and punish politicians who did not act in the city’s
interest. From the mid-fourth century onward, as Athens was becoming more and more militarily
involved with Philip of Macedon, Demosthenes employed house topoi, more often found in
forensic rhetoric, in his deliberative speeches, connecting the home feeling not to a house but to
the entire city. Negotiations with Philip and the Athenian allies are characterized in the language
of intimacy, oikeiotés, lending urgency to the issues. Traitors to Athens are described as
profligate in their house-building, using bribes to aggrandize their own oikoi at the expense of
the polis. And the memories of the past are what gives meaning to the homeland; without them
the land will cease to be a home for anyone.

My dissertation, focusing on the rhetoric of the house and household, demonstrates the

prevalence and significance of the oikos in the genre of both forensic and deliberative rhetoric.
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By drawing attention to the specific rhetorical, grammatical, and lexical strategies the orators use
to evoke the home feeling in their auditors, my dissertation models a way of reading the speeches
that shows their significance not just as sources of evidence for Athenian law or social history,
but as works of literature in communication with other literary genres including tragedy and
history. For the orators and audiences of classical Athens, houses separated individuals while
also uniting the community. Focusing on the emotional connection to the house and its
relationship to the concept of the self offers a revelatory perspective on the Athenian concept of

home.
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Chapter One: Eikos and Oikos

Demosthenes’ speech Against Makartatos, Concerning the Estate of Hagnias
(Demosthenes 43), involves a complicated net of contested family connections, by both blood
and adoption.' The speech was delivered as part of a complicated inheritance dispute between a
first cousin once removed and a second cousin, each claiming to be the more deserving heir. This
speech, centered around the question of who is more closely related to the deceased, calls into
question how familial closeness can be quantified. In this kind of dispute, issues of kinship and
familial affection come to the fore. Examples of interpersonal behavior and family history are
presented to the jury as forms of evidence, as proof that the relationship between the deceased
and the speaker currently addressing the trial was closer than that between the deceased and his
opponent. With each party struggling to persuade the jury that he is the more appropriate heir to
the oikos, the adjudication of the inheritance becomes a sort of argument from probability, or
eikos argument.

The deceased Hagnias died several decades before the current trial, and in the subsequent
years was contested and passed between at least three family members.> Euboulides, the claimant
(represented by his father Sositheos), had been posthumously adopted by his eponymous

maternal grandfather, the first cousin of Hagnias.’ Prior to this trial, the jury had adjudicated the

" On this speech: Thompson 1976 analyzes this case alongside Isaeus 11, which also deals with the estate of
Hagnias, MacDowell 1978: 103-108 and Usher 1999: 266-267 discuss its legal and rhetorical features, MacDowell
2009: 83-87 situates the speech in the context of Demosthenes’ career, and Scafuro 2011: 123-177 provides
background, commentary, and translation. The authorship of the speech was strongly contested in the 19™ century
(for example by Blass 1887-1898: 3.1.554-556); Scafuro (138) is agnostic, but both Usher (1999: 266) and
MacDowell (2009: 87) support the authorship of Demosthenes.

> Thompson 1976 identifies Hagnias with an ambassador who was killed by the Spartans in 396; Humphreys 1986,
followed by Scafuro 2011, argues that this Hagnias died later, in the late 370s.

? On posthumous adoption, cf. Rubinstein 1993: 25-28 and 41-45. I refer to Euboulides’ grandfather/adoptive father
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estate of Hagnias to his second cousin, Theopompos, whose son Makartatos had received it after
his father’s death. The speaker’s argument is that Euboulides, Hagnias’ first cousin once
removed by adoption, is more closely related to Hagnias than Theopompos, who was Hagnias’
second cousin. According to the Athenian system of inheritance, heirs had to belong to a close
circle of relatives (anchisteia) comprised of (in order) legitimate sons and their descendants, and
then legitimate daughters and their descendants.” If the deceased had no living children, whether
natural or adopted, the next closest relatives were brothers on the father’s side and their
descendants, then sisters on the father’s side and their descendants, then uncles on the father’s
side and their descendants, and then aunts on the father’s side and their descendants. If relatives
on the father’s side were lacking, the same order held for relatives on the mother’s side.’ The
estate of a deceased person was passed on according to proximity within the anchisteia.

In Demosthenes 43, Sositheos returns again and again to proximity of kinship. He begins
by claiming that his wife, Philomache (the daughter of Hagnias’ cousin Euboulides (1)), was
awarded the estate several years earlier because she was the most closely related (§3: yéveL ovoa.
€yyutdtw) to Hagnias and nobody else could claim to be more closely related (§3: éyyvtéow).
Soon afterward, Theopompos challenged the inheritance and it was passed to him. Sositheos then
introduced his son into the phratry of Philomache’s father, Euboulides (I), as the adopted son of
Euboulides (I), since his mother was her father’s closest relative (§13: yéver v €yyvtatw). In

each of the examples I have cited, a comparative or superlative is used to express the proximity

below as Euboulides (I) to avoid confusion.

* The daughter of the deceased, called an epikleros, “along with the estate,” passed the estate on to her children. In
order to keep the estate in the family, the court could force an epikleros to marry her father’s closest male relative,
divorcing her husband if she was already married.

> This description of anchisteia is taken from Phillips 2013: 338-339. Ancient evidence for anchisteia comes from
Ath. Pol. 9.2 (establishing the law of anchisteia as Solonian), Demosthenes 43.51, Isaeus 8.34, Isaeus 6.25, 28, and
63, Isaeus 11.5,8,11-12, 17-18, and 29, Isacus 7.5-7, and Demosthenes 44: 24-26. Modern discussions include
MacDowell 1978: 98-108, Humphreys 1986: 57-92, Just 1989: 83-104, Cantarella 2011: 338-339.
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of relatedness within the anchisteia. As the literal expression of proximity within the anchisteia,
the comparative of €yyUg, “near,” appears in the speech twice, the superlative an additional nine
times, most often with the qualifier yéver.® Proximity of kinship is a fruitful metaphor, tying the
spatial together with the genealogical. This metaphor draws on the semantic overlap between the
house and family, concepts both expressed by the single word oikos. The use of the word €yyig
invokes spatial proximity, while another common way to express kinship proximity draws
specifically on proximity to the house, using comparatives and superlatives of oikeios.

As I discussed in my introduction, the adjective oikeios is derived from oikos, the
household. It has a range of meanings, from “related” to “one’s own” or “suitable.” In
Demosthenes 43, it appears in the comparative and superlative six times. The superlative of
oikeios first appears in the description of how Sositheos had his son, as his grandfather’s closest
kin (oixeldtatov), posthumously adopted so that the house of Euboulides (I) not be left empty.’
The remaining examples all occur within the same few paragraphs, as part of a detailed
genealogical argument. After tracing the lines of descent in the generations prior to the birth of
Hagnias, Sositheos asks the jury whether a son and daughter, or a nephew, should be considered
the closer relative (§22: oirel0teQ0c). He answers that a son or daughter are considered the
closer relative (oiretoteQov) than a nephew, not just in Athens but among all Greeks and

barbarians.® Sositheos then draws the lines of descent down to the generation of Euboulides (I)

6 ¢yyutéom: 3, 17; éyyvtdtm: 3,12,13,17,31, 32,51, 54,55, 65, 76; ¢yybtota: 54 (twice)

7 §12: gig Tovg podregag eioayOf) Tovg Exelvov, yotuevog, ® &vdoeg duwaotal, £x TV tohoimwy TodTOV
glval £aVTH 0IEOTATOV, %0l 0VTOG AV PAALOTA TOV OIXOV TOV £QUTOV dLao(TecOal xal 0% Giv
¢EeonuwOfval. Anxiety about leaving the oikos empty (£gnuog) appears frequently in Athenian (and Aeginetan, on
which see below) forensic rhetoric; citing Demosthenes 43, Griffith-Williams shows that “the continuity of the oikos
was a matter of public as well as private concern in Athens, and one that the courts would have taken seriously....
the idea of the ‘empty house’ would have been familiar to Athenian dicasts and, irrespective of its legal significance,
it is likely to have made a strong emotional appeal to them” (Griffith-Williams 2012: 148).

$ §22: fiyoDdpon TOV viov xai TV Ouyatéa oineldTEQOV elval E1A0TE NUOV PaAoV i} TOV AdeAdLdODY xal 0U
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and Theopompos, now asking whether the son of a son or daughter is more closely related (§25:
oixeloteEOC) than the son of a nephew. He responds: if a son or daughter is the closest family
member (0ixeldTaTOC), then their children are more closely related (oixetotegol) than the
children of a nephew.’

The forms of oikeios appearing in this speech position Euboulides not only as more
proximate to Hagnias by descent, but also, through the adjective’s etymological connection to
the oikos, as more proximate to the estate itself. Drawing on the emphasis on the oikos in this
speech (the word appears 57 times), the presence of these forms of oikeios is strategic,
positioning Euboulides as the heir both by kinship ties and because of his association with the
oikos. It is only natural that the estate (oikos) should go to the one who is the most oikeios.

In this chapter I look at how the Attic orators use family relationships to build up a sense
of naturalness or likelihood. Speeches concerning domestic disputes frequently include appeals
to the clients’ loyalty and affection towards other members of their households as a way of
characterizing them as more socially acceptable and sympathetic, rendering their cases more
persuasive.'’ I argue that the orators in these family cases employ particular lexical and
grammatical strategies—the use of oikos words (oikos, oikia, oikeios, oikeiotés), comparatives,
superlatives, and result clauses—to create an effect of likeliness or probability (eikos). Bringing
together likely patterns of behavior with the social expectations of members of an oikos, the
orators conjure a sense of proximity to socially acceptable behavior in order to make their clients

seem like the claimant most deserving of their vote.

povov o’ Nuiv TodTto vevootal, AAAa xol wod tolg GAhoig dmaot nai "EAAnol nal fagfdolg.

? §§25-26: ¢imeQ ®ai O VIOg oixelOTATOHS £0TL RAL T) OVYETNQ, TAMY O VidoDE %0l O &% Thg OuyaTEOS VIdG,
0VUTOL 0ineLdTeQOL il PaALOV 1) O TOD AdeAPLOOD VIOG Ral O ETEQOV IV OirOV.

19 Lanni 2009: 701-702.
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To understand the significance of eikos behavior, I begin by situating my argument
within the context of Athenian forensic rhetoric. In an Athenian trial of the Classical period, a
speaker addressing an audience of peers used his rhetorical performance to persuade them of the
superiority of one particular version of events over an opponent’s version. In essence, the
speaker was selling a product, wrapping it in the most appealing packaging possible. Certain
forms of evidence, such as legal statutes, oaths, and statements given by witnesses to the events,
could also be used support the speaker’s argument, but much of the heavy persuasive lifting was
done by the language itself and depended upon the apparent reliability of the speaker and his
ability to evoke an appropriate emotional response from the jury.'' As a theorist of Athenian
legal oratory, Aristotle provides a useful typology of these categories of persuasive techniques,
referring to the former type of proof —consisting of witnesses, evidence obtained through torture,
and oath, contracts, and so forth—as “artless” proofs, which orators do not invent on their own
but rather find already in existence.'> The latter type, called “artful” proofs, he further divides
into three kinds: the character of the speaker (ethos), the emotional response of the jury, and the
argument’s (apparent) truthfulness.” In practice, however, these types of persuasion can rarely
be isolated from one another: ethos functions as a component of the emotional response because

“one effect of ethos, as well as inducing a degree of trust, is also to produce a feeling of goodwill

"' On the relationship between rhetoric and Athenian law: Harris (1994 and passim) argues strongly for the essential
role of legal statutes in the jury’s decision making process, while Carey (1996) and Sickinger (2007) see the role of
the laws is more ambivalent. Carey (1994b) and Russell (1990) emphasize the role of characterization and emotion
in oratory. Cohen (1995), Christ (1998b), and Johnstone (1999) see law as one of many tools available to an orator.

' Aristotle Rhetoric 1355b35-39 separates “artful” from “artless” proofs and defines each type: T®v 8¢ moTewv ai
ugv dreyvol elow ai & Evieyvol. dreyva 8¢ Myw doo pr) S’ Nuidv memdLoTan ALY TEOVTQYEV, OlOV
pdiotueeg Pdoavol ovyygadal xal doa Tolodta, Evreyxva 0g o did Thg peBddoU nal dU” UMV
notoonevaodival dSuvatov, dote del TouTWV Tolg UEV yeNoacbal, Ta O¢ eVQELV.

" Aristotle Rhetoric 1356al-4: t®v 8¢ dud Tod hoyov mogilopévmv motemv Tl edn Eotiv- ai pév yao eiow
&v T 110eL ToD Aéyovtog, ai 0 &v T TOV axrgoatnv dtabdelval Twg, ai 0g v avT® T Aoy d1d ToD dewmvivar
1] palveoBor dewvival.
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in the audience toward the speaker” as a way of achieving the speaker’s aim."* And, frequently,
ethos, the appearance of a trustworthy character—one who behaves as people are expected to
behave —depends on the principle of eikos (“what generally happens”)."”

The appeal to eikos is a species of argument to which Greek orators turn again and again,
one which relies on an apparent “law of nature that given certain facts predictable results
follow.”'® From the earliest examples of the genre to the latest, the expectation that the world is
essentially predictable underlines Greek orators’ presentations of their cases in order to influence
jury’s judgment. The argument goes that since people “generally tend to act in a rational,
predictable way,” it can be inferred how any particular person or state “will act or has acted on a
particular occasion.”"” For a speaker to seem reliable and predictable, he “should be seen to be
the kind of person who can be expected to behave in a certain way.”"® The eikos argument
depends on a belief that, if all things were equal, any particular person is likely to do the same as
any other person in the same circumstances. People, on average, tend to act in a generalizable
way, the argument continues, and so “the general conduct of an individual offers a useful means
9919

of determining the balance of probability in the individual instance.

A successful rhetorical appeal, like an effective advertisement, would need to evoke a

* Carey 1994b: 35.
" Aristotle Rhetoric 1357a34: 10 pu&v yaQ €ixdg £0TL 10 OG £ TO TOAD YIVOUEVOV.

'® Kennedy 1963: 32. On the origins of the eikos argument see Kennedy 1963 and 1993 and Cole 1991. For later use
of eikos arguments, see Gagarin 1995, Schmitz 2000, and Hoffman 2008. The most recently discussion of eikos in
the orators and in Aristotle are found in the contributions by Gagarin and Allen in Wohl (ed.) 2014; other essays in
this volume treat eikos in tragedy, historiography, and medical writings.

"7 Kennedy 1963: 30
'8 Russell 1990: 199.

"9 Carey 1994b: 36. Cf. also Carey 1994a: 178: “A particularly important element in this new science was argument
from probability; that is, argument from the behaviour of man as a type to the behaviour of individual human
beings.”
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likely, likeable character and a persuasive narrative. Someone who is represented as acting
contrary to generalized expectations, that is, against eikos, is characterized as different,
antisocial, and therefore unlikable. Thus, eikos comes to mean not just what is likely, but also
what is socially acceptable.” These two types of eikos—eikos-likely and eikos-appropriate —
work together both in shaping a narrative and in characterizing the speaker as acting within the
bounds of correct behavior and his opponent as transgressing them. Since the premise of eikos in
the courtroom 1is that honest, law-abiding people act in predictable, socially acceptable ways,
likelihood is essentially equated to justice (T0 0izauwov). By describing certain behaviors as
eikos, therefore, a speechwriter sketches out likely, appropriate, and just behaviors and the
gradations of distance from this standard, constructing a bounded conceptual field I am calling
ethical space.

The range of behaviors encompassed by ethical space is defined by their distance from or
proximity to the standard of lawful, predictable behavior; this space is evoked through eikos
arguments and other rhetorical strategies. In particular, as I argue in this chapter, the orators
often drew the boundaries of ethical space by using certain grammatical constructions referring
to extremes and degrees of difference. In these constructions, likeliness or appropriateness is
considered a baseline which behaviors may abide to or deviate from. One way of delineating the

spatial plane of eikos is through the use of a demonstrative adjective or adverb with an abstract

0 The vacillation between these two meanings can be seen, for example, in Antiphon 1 (discussed below): in the
proem, the speaker states that it was eikos that his brothers defend their dead father and aid in the prosecution of his
murderer—that is, such behavior is characteristic of appropriate behavior. Later in the speech, he narrates his
father’s actions on the night he was poisoned —but since the speaker was not present at these events, he describes
their unfolding as “as is probable.” In each case, however, the other definition of eikos can be sensibly understood
because what is appropriate is what the majority does, and therefore it is predicable. To keep these (closely related)
definitions apart, I will occasionally identify a particular use of eikos as eikos-likely and eikos-appropriate. Hoffman
2008 argues, based on examinations of the usage of the word eikos from Homer to Isocrates, that the two types of
eikos in early Greek are appropriateness and verisimilitude (“like” gradually becomes “likely”).
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noun (usually in the genitive) in order to introduce a generalized result clause.”’ Constructions
like “my enemy/enemies came to such a degree of shamelessness/ boldness/ madness that...”
refer to a quantity that takes up the specified amount of ethical space. The metaphor is
mathematical: the formula requires a demonstrative amount— “this much” or “so much” —of
tolme or hybris, for example. A different amount would not result in the required outcome.

Another way the speakers use grammatical constructions to characterize people or actions
as more or less in accord with expected behaviors is through the employment of superlatives to
bound the outer limits of ethical space. One common way of drawing the boundaries of ethical
space is through the use of the adjective eschatos, a superlative in form and definition, meaning
“extreme” or “to the limit.”** This adjective appears in the speeches of the orators as a gesture to
a limit that is so extreme it is unable to be measured.” A superlative or an open-ended result
clause cannot be precisely measured, yet it cannot be said that these units of quantification are
meaningless: they gesture at the limits of behavior, within which can also be found gradations of
behavior signaled by comparatives and degrees of difference.

I argue that the orators use the ethical space projected by cultural standards of eikos to
define appropriate or transgressive behavior among members of an oikos. I demonstrate that in
these types of cases, the orators portray their clients and their opponents as manifesting

appropriate or improper degrees of affection towards family members, using these levels of

2 E.g. Antiphon 2.2.2,2.3.5,3.3.6; Andocides 1.122; Lysias 3.7 and 25,4.9,7.37,23.11,29.7,30.5,31.1, 32.20;
Isaeus 1.2,3.60,4.24,5.11,6.17,7.21, 11.14; Demosthenes 18.22,22.65 and 74, 24.172,25.49, 36.46 and 48, 40.28
and 49, 45.73. Natural result clauses appear slightly more frequently than actual, with no significant difference in
meaning.

*? Chaintraine (p. 380) derives eschatos from the preposition £x/¢E on analogy with superlatives like p¢ooartog and
delToTog.

» Forms of §oyatog appear at Antiphon Tetralogy 1.2.9,5.40 and 82; Andocides 1.68; Lysias 6.13 and 23, 12.36
and 37,60.13,27.8 and 16, 23.30, 31.26, 32.2; Isaeus 1.39,3.47, and 12.158; Demosthenes 20.100, 21.12, 100, and
102,22.59,25.63,59.1,6,7, and 53.
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intimacy to characterize the players in these courtroom dramas as good —reliable, trustworthy,
appropriate —or bad. In many speeches, as in Demosthenes 43, with which this chapter opened,
forms of the adjective oikeios are used to quantify degrees of proximity to the oikos, often
evoking the affection expected between members of the oikos.** The quantification of
appropriate behavior, more sharply circumscribed between family members than between
strangers, thus takes on a greater significance in court cases between members of the same
oikos.”

The idea that one ought to feel a greater degree of affection toward some people than
others is reflected in contemporary philosophy: in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, Socrates and his
interlocutor Chairekrates discuss ascending levels of intimacy between an acquaintance, a friend
(philos), a guest-friend (xenos), and a brother.?® Aristotle, in the Nicomachean Ethics, instructs
that the levels of affection one individual ought to feel for another are gradated and specific to
the degree of closeness of the relationship, and that justice should be defined accordingly.” It
was seen as both probable and appropriate—that is, as eikos—to behave more affectionately
towards a friend or family member than towards a fellow citizen: in fact, several of the words
used to identify family and friends also mean “appropriate” or “suitable”: mgoofxwv,
g¢mtndelog, and even oixelog.

Because these tiered expectations of affection were embedded in contemporary society,

* Discussing the emotional value of oikeios, Konstan notes that the “warm relationship” between either kin or
friends is “regularly associated with the use of the adverb oikeios, most commonly dependent on the verb khraomai.
The latter expression, like philia, refers to friendly actions or treatment, whether of friends who behave attentively
or of kin whose feelings and conduct are appropriately warm or loyal” (Konstan 1996: 88-89). Carson (1986: 33-35)
discusses the ambiguity of the two meanings of oikeios as “kindred” and “mine.”

> Other terms used to describe the intimate relationship between close friends and family members include ¢pihot,
g¢mtndelot, avayxraiol and oot novteg. I discuss these terms as they appear in the texts examined below.

*% Xenophon Memorabilia 2.3.11-14; for this and the following passage cf. Konstan 1996: 77ff.

7 Aristotle Nicomachaean Ethics 1160a1-8 (8.9.3).
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in a legal dispute the speaker and the jury shared a cultural understanding of what kind of
behaviors were appropriate or probable —a shared ideology, a common map of ethical space.”
For all members of the jury and of the polis, each case provided “a lively presentation of models
of correct behavior and examples of moral delinquency,” an example or precedent that citizens
were encouraged to consider in their own lives.” Each prosecutable offense, once brought to
court, presented elements of a morality play that both reflected and influenced the behavior of
the polis at large —“the citizens empaneled on a jury were regarded as standing in for the demos
and as representing the demos’ interests.”* This shared system of beliefs ensured that each case
tried in court had an impact on all Athenian citizens, and thus it was in the best interest of the
jury to ensure the practice of eikos, socially acceptable, behavior even in the privacy of the oikos.
To show how various types of eikos claims work as ethical limits to regulate normative
behavior within the oikos, I will discuss the interaction of these elements in four speeches:
Antiphon 1, Against the Stepmother, Lysias 32, Against Diogeiton, Isaeus 1, On the Estate of
Kleonymos, and Isocrates 19, Aegineticus. Each of these speeches, despite the differences in their
contexts (a homicide trial, the prosecution of a dishonest guardian, and two inheritance disputes),
provides evidence for the importance of the oikos in forensic oratory by revealing how the
negotiation of intimacy in the creation of an ethical subject functioned as effective means of
persuasion in judicial rhetoric. Through a close reading of these texts, I show how these speakers
used expectations of eikos behavior in both the oikos and the polis to construct ethical standards

by which the players in their legal dramas were judged.

¥ “BEach member of any given community makes assumptions about human nature and behavior, has opinions on
morality and ethics, and holds some general political principles; these assumptions, opinions, and principles which
are common to the great majority of those members are best described as ideology” (Ober 1989a: 38).

* Humphreys 1983: 7.

3 Ober 1989a: 146.
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Antiphon 1: Against the Stepmother

Antiphon 1, Against the Stepmother, was delivered either before the Areopagos or at the
Palladion by a young man accusing his stepmother (represented in court by one of her sons, the
speaker’s half-brothers) of plotting the murder of her husband, the speaker’s father.” His father
died when the speaker was too young to prosecute, and at the time a concubine (pallake) of the
father’s friend Philoneus (who was poisoned at the same time) was accused of the crime and
executed. Having now come of age, the speaker claims that the pallake had been the agent of the
stepmother, who was the mastermind. Over the course of the speech, the speaker relies on eikos
argumentation to show that he is more closely aligned with the appropriate interests of the oikos
than his opponents are. He augments his condemnation of his opponents’ familial loyalty by
insisting again and again that the jury itself must fill the role his brothers have failed to fulfill and
become helpers and avengers of the dead man. After establishing his character and actions as
socially acceptable and constructing an artificially intimate relationship with the jury as ad hoc
kinsmen, the speaker can assume that the jury will find him trustworthy and will consider his
narrative likely, despite the fact that his primary forms of evidence are ethos and eikos arguments
and a vivid narrative. In this early example of forensic rhetoric, we can already identify certain
generic features that will appear again and again in speeches by the next several generations of

logographers.

1 On this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 1.187-194, Jebb 1893: 1.64-67, Usher 1999: 27-30; text and commentary in
Gagarin 1997 background and translation in Gagarin (in Gagarin and MacDowell) 1998. The speech was delivered
in the last quarter of the 5™ century, before Antiphon’s death in 411. The speaker refers to the opposition arbitrarily
in the singular and plural: most likely, a single brother is standing in as the official representative of a coalition
joined in support of their mother. The location of the trial is debated: according to the Ath. Pol. (57.2-4), a charge of
bouleusis, plotting, was tried at the Palladion, while homicide charges were tried at the Areopagos. MacDowell 1963
supports the Palladion location, while Gagarin denies that bouleusis was tried separately from homicide: “planning
is treated simply as one way of committing homicide, like poisoning, and it is considered just as serious as the actual
killing” (Gagarin 1990: 92).

48



A frequent trope in forensic rhetoric is for speakers to stress the great compulsion that has
overcome their reluctance to appear in court as evidence for the magnitude of the situation at
hand; this compulsion needed to appear even stronger when relatives face one another in court.”
Antiphon 1 opens with exactly this situation: although reluctant to bring a trial against members
of his own family, the speaker was forced to prosecute the murderer of his father because the
latter sin far outweighs the former (§§1-2):

VEOG UEV Ral ATELQOC OLRMV Eywye €TL, OeLViG O nal ATOQWGS E)EL Lol TTEQL
10D MEAYNOTOC, ® AVOQES, TODTO ULV £l EmorPavTog ToD TATEOC
¢meEelOelv Tolg avToD Ppovedol ur éméEeu, TodTo 8¢ el émeElovTL
avayraing £yel oig firiota &xeny £v dtapoed rataotivar, Adehdois
OpomoTelolg xal uNTEL AdEAGMV. 1) YO TOYN %al adTol 0vTOoL VAYRAoOV
€U0l TEOG TOUTOVGS BDTOVG TOV AYMVA RUTOOTRHVAL, OVG ElOC NV TQ MV
Te0VEDTL TLWQEOVG YeVETOL, TQ & €meELdvTL fonbotc.

I am young and still inexperienced in matters of law, but I am in a terrible and
impossible place regarding this problem, men. I can either fail to prosecute my
father’s killers although he enjoined me to prosecute, or be forced to prosecute
those with whom I ought least to come into conflict, namely my brothers by the
same father and these brothers’ mother. But as it happens, it was they themselves
who forced me to bring them to trial —they themselves who would appropriately
have become the avengers of the dead man and helpers to the one prosecuting his
killer.

In this proem to the speech, the speaker uses expectations of eikos behavior to establish the
bounds of propriety, the ethical space in which the actions of prosecutor and defendant will be
judged. On the one hand, he finds himself in the unsavory position of prosecuting those whom he
should least (Wnota €1 V) face in court. Since the least necessary actions are also the least
likely and least appropriate, this claim of fxiwota €x7v functions as a type of eikos argument.

But, on the other hand, his actions are more than justified by his opponents’ blatant contradiction

2“To judge by the self-justification in which litigating kinsmen engage, they were under strong social pressure to
explain why they were opposing relatives at law. Kinsmen commonly express embarrassment that they are engaged
in litigation with ‘the last persons with whom one should quarrel’... Litigants assert, however, that if relatives are
the last persons with whom one should quarrel, they are also ‘the last persons who should wrong one’ (Demosthenes
48.1, Lysias 32.1, 10) and act as enemies (Isaeus 1.5-8; 5.9-10 Demosthenes 27.65). This misfortune, they insist,
compels them to appear in court” (Christ 1998b: 169). See below for discussions of this trope in Lysias 32 and
Isaeus 1.
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of eikos behavior, described by the counterfactual €ix0g 1v, “it would have been appropriate.”

In the face of his brothers’ failure to become their father’s avengers (T(uwQovg) or to be
helpers (fonBov¢) in prosecuting his killer, the speaker turns to the jury, urging them to take on
the roles that ought to have been filled by the brothers: “Take vengeance (tipwofjoar) for the
sake of your laws first, and this dead man second; and at the same time help (fon6fjoar) me, left
utterly alone.” Vengeance, law, and family ties are joined in a single unit: since he has been
abandoned by the allies he ought to have had, the members of the jury, those who will act as
timoroi and boéthoi, now become his blood kin in their place.” His opponents have transgressed
so far from eikos behavior, the speaker implies, that he now needs to turn to the jury to fulfill the
roles that ought to have been taken on by his brothers.

The brothers’ behavior is not just contrary to social expectations, it is actually
sacrilegious. The speaker balances his actions against his opponents’ in terms of their respective
piety (§5):

vouiZel TodTo evoéfetav eivar, TO TV untéga i) meododvar. 'Eyo &'
NYODUOL TOAD AVOOLDTEQOV €ivol AdELvaL TOD TeBVEDTOS TNV TLHWEIOY

He thinks that this is the reverent thing to do: not to betray his mother. But I think
it is far more sacrilegious to fail to avenge the dead man.

In these opening statements, the speaker sets up a scale of behaviors in which of all the people
one faces in the court of law, a family member is least appropriate, in which a brother is likely to

come to his father’s defense, and in which protecting a mother is “much more sacrilegious”

P §4: ruweRoa TEMTOV pev Tolg VOPOLS TOIG VUETEQOLG. .. deTeQov & éxelvp T( TeOVNROTL, %Al dpa éuol
oV amorehelpéve Bondfoat.

** §4: Opels yao pou dvoryraiot. This term, commonly used to denote “blood relatives™ (e.g. Andocides 1.50, 1.58,
Lysias 19.39,31.23, Demosthenes 24.196, Isaeus 1.7,6.23,9.10, Aeschines 1.138), here also evokes its
etymological meaning: the jury is also “necessary.” Antiphon uses the same word later in the speech (29: ¢pthovg
200 AVaYrRO{OUE TOVE OPETEQOUS ODTMVY XAhODOL %l HAQTDQEOVTAL, %Ol AEYOVOLY aTOolg V' MV AmdMvVTAL,
%Ol £TUORNTTTOVOL TLHWET oL oPioty avtolg Hdunpévolg) to describe the behavior of a man (like the father) who
knows he is in danger.
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(mohv dvooudtegov) than defending a father. In the court of acceptable behavior, with eikos as
judge, the brothers already stand convicted.

In pointing out that his brothers transgressed the order of probable and acceptable
behavior, the speaker makes certain assumptions about correct behavior among members of the
oikos. The relationship between brothers and between father and son is elevated, while the
mother-son relationship is diminished. This is, of course, culturally familiar to the ancient as well
as the modern audience from, for example, Aeschylus’ Eumenides, a reference the speaker later
highlights by identifying his stepmother as “Clytemnestra” (§7).” The suggestion that his
opponents side with this mythical destroyer of family ties makes the jury even less inclined to
trust them and shows the speaker to be again more appropriate in his familial allegiances, and
therefore more reliable. As Barry Strauss has shown, the primacy of the father-son bond appears
in Classical Athens across genres and media.*® The contrast between loyalty shown by the
speaker of Antiphon 1 to his father and his brothers’ betrayal would evoke an emotional
resonance on the jury due to the cultural emphasis on loyalty shown by sons to their fathers.

Having first confirmed his good character in the speech’s proem by presenting himself as
more appropriately faithful to relationships within the family, the speaker then turns to the
narrative portion of his speech. To prove that his narrative is in good faith, he first uses an eikos
argument to confirm its likelihood: he asserts that his brothers were unwilling to torture the
slaves who would provide evidence that his stepmother had tried to poison his father

previously.”” If, he continues, his opponents had offered the slaves for torture and he had refused

¥ Wohl 2010a: 45-46 discusses the tragic resonances in this speech, on which cf. my second chapter.

% “An Athenian son was expected to respect, honor, and obey his father, to take care of him in old age, to arrange
for his burial and memorial rites. He was supposed to protect his father from his enemies and to defend his father’s
reputation, even beyond the grave” (Strauss 1993: 97).

7 §§6-13. Slaves could only legally provide evidence under torture, the assumption being that they would lie
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to go through with it, this would have been proof that his claim was false. And so, with their
positions reversed, he argues that it is certainly likely (€in0¢) that these same circumstances are
evidence that they are guilty of the murder.””®

After using the proem to establish his own character as eikos-appropriate and the passage
about the slaves to set up his narrative as eikos-likely, the speaker fashions a vignette, step by
step, of the scene of his father’s poisoning.”® He casually implies to the jury that everything that
he describes happened exactly as one would expect it to happen, thus rendering an opposing
account less likely, less believable. First, the speaker’s stepmother, wronged by her husband,
asked the pallake (concubine) of her husband’s friend Philoneos to administer what she called a
“love potion” to both men. Although he has no eyewitness evidence, the speaker assumes (g
oipow) that the pallake agreed immediately (téiota).* Then, when Philoneos needed to make a
sacrifice at his house in Peiraieus and found out that the speaker’s father was heading to Naxos,
he decided that it would be an excellent idea (x&dAALoTOV £€00%EL) to travel to Peiraieus
together.*' When they arrived in Peiraieus, Philoneos conducted a sacrifice “as is appropriate”

(otov £in6¢).** The pallake wondered whether to give the men the potion before or after dinner,

deciding to wait until after dinner in accordance with the stepmother’s instructions. Philoneus

otherwise. Antiphon elsewhere (5.31) argues against the efficacy of slave testimony, on the grounds that a slave
would say whatever the torturer wanted in order to end his or her suffering. There is a debate as to whether the
challenge (proklesis) was an empty threat, since there is no evidence in the corpus of the Attic orators of it being
carried out; Gagarin (1996: 1) claims that basanos was a “legal fiction” but Mirhady (2007: 268) worries that
“unless there really was a possibility of torture taking place, the challenge and argumentation based on it would have
been useless as hearsay evidence.” Cf. Thiir 1977 and Hunter 1994: 89-95.

#§11: ¢poi dfmov eindg TODTA TADTA TEXUNQLA EIVAL OG ELOLY EVOYXOL T GOVQ.
%1 discuss the description of the house at §14 in Chapter 2.

% °§16: NohTa oVV ATV &l £0eAfooL Stanovioal oi, xal 1) VTEoYETO TAYLOTA, DE OLUAL.

1 §16: xGMoTOV 00V £d0%EL Elval TH PLOVEQ ThIS AvTiiS 000D Epo pev meoméupar eig TOv ITepaud TOv
TOTEQQL TOV EUOV GLAOV OVTA EQVTD

#2.817: nai Emeldn) Noav v 1@ Iepoauet, olov eindg, EOvey.

52



and his friend conducted sacrifices to Zeus Ktesios after dinner, “as is appropriate” (§18: olov
ein6¢).” The pallake then slipped the potion into the wine the men use to carry out their
libations. The speaker was not himself present at the events he is narrating, but he uses the
strength of his character—determined by his adherence to eikos—to give credence to his claims.
It is this credibility that allows him to use his own assumption (&g oipcu) that the pallake agreed
to the stepmother’s plan as evidence.** He then fills in the rest of the narrative with the kind of
details that the jury would find believable and appropriate, assuring them that everything that
happened was likely or natural. The descriptions of the women’s behavior are introduced into the
narrative in such a way as to suggest that they, too, are clearly inferable from the initial
conditions provided.

The location of the poisoning is significant. The speaker repeatedly informs the jury that
Philoneos was hosting his father (§16: éotidioon éxetvov), that the father was dining at the house
of a dear friend (§18: maQ” AvoQL £Taipm aTOD detTvdV). Drawing on the topos of the friendly
man in the home, the speaker juxtaposes Philoneos’ hospitality with the women’s murderous
scheme. The speaker’s father’s being in the wrong place at the wrong time confirms the violence
of his poisoning: “Of course he died a violent death, men—he was about to sail from this land
and was being hosted at the home of his friend!”* The emphasis on location points to the
greatest irony, or sacrilege: the deity to whom Philoneos was sacrificing is Zeus Ktesios,
protector of house and property. The piety of the two men contrasts brutally with the women’s

behavior.

#§18: émeldn) ya £dedeuvipneoay, olov irndg, O ptv Bwv Ad Ktnolw xdxeivov 0todeyOuevos. ..

* Gagarin suggests that the speaker’s (g otpau “subtly implies that all the other details in his account except
TayoTa are certain” (1997: 115).

#§26: g Y0 o Platwg amEdavey, ® Gvdoeg; 8g v énmhelv Euelhev &x Thg Yig THOOE, Tad Te Avdl ik
aUtoD eiotidto. The fact that the speaker’s father took 19 days to die after being poisoned (§20) adds drawn-out
suffering to the violence of the act.
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Over the course of the speech, the speaker confirms the eikos-likely arguments on which
his case depends both by building on his own trustworthiness (eikos-appropriate) and by
gesturing to the limits of ethical space. The conclusion of the speech returns to the themes and
key words of the proem, comparing the relative justice and reverence of the speaker’s case
versus his opponents’, characterizing the opponents’ behavior as transgressing social protocol,
and casting the jury again as helpers and avengers of the dead man (§§21-22):

onéPpaode obv 0@ drrardtega VUMV defoopal £y | O AdeAPOS. £yd pév
ve T tefvedTL DUAS ®ehebm %ol T NONUEVE TOV ALOLOV YQOVOV TLUmEOVG
vevéoOar: ovtog 8¢ Tod ptv tedvedrog mEpL 00dEV VUAC aithoetal, O dElog
rai EAEov xal fondelog xal THmEiaG oY VUMV TUYELY, ABEwS nol Arheds
70 TG elpauévng v wv Nriota £xefy TOV Blov Exlmdv, Uit 8¢ Thg
QITORTELVAOTG OeNoeTL AOEITA RAL AVOOLOL ROL ATEAEOTO HOL AVIIROVOTAL
7ol 0g0ig ol VL. VUelg 8 o TV dsrortelvdvimy gate Bonbot, AAAA TV
¢ moovolag AmoBvnordvImv, xai tadta V" v frota £xefv adTovg
ao0vioneLy.

And so consider how much more just what I request of you is than what my
brother asks. I am urging you to become avengers for all time for a man killed and
dishonored. But my opponent will ask for nothing from you for the dead man,
who deserves to get pity and help and vengeance from you because he was
deprived of his life before his time, killed godlessly and ignominiously by those
who ought least to have done so. But he will ask, for her sake, for something
lawless, unholy, impossible, and unheard of by the gods or by you. But you are
the helpers not of murderers, but of those intentionally murdered and, on top of
this, by those at whose hands he ought least to die.

The speaker first reiterates the superiority of his claim by inviting the jury to consider the
gradients of ethical space, to somehow picture precisely how much more just (60@ dtrodTEQM)
his own request is than his brother’s. He again urges them to be avengers (TLLwQOVG), asserting
his father’s need for pity, help, and vengeance. As in the proem, he frames the brothers’ behavior
in both legal and religious terms; but now their neglect of their father and his murder are paired
in an emotionally powerful series of alpha privative adverbs and adjectives: the father died
godlessly and ignominiously, while their defense is something lawless, unholy, impossible, and

unheard of. The extremity of his brothers’ transgressions against sacred and legal norms—cast as
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opposites to eikos-appropriate behavior in the field of ethical space —renders the speaker’s case
even more righteous, even more likely.

Whereas in the proem of the speech the fjuwota €yofv clause referred to interfamilial
litigation, it now is used (twice) of the patricide. Perpetrator and defendants are conflated into a
single unit through the speaker’s use of the plural relative pronoun in the repeated fjxioto €MV
clauses: in supporting their mother, the brothers have essentially killed their father. Their
betrayal of familial expectations has caused the brothers to be expelled from the family and in
their place the jury is once again to stand as the murdered man’s helpers (Pon0o() and avengers,
to take personally the juridical mandate to maintain the smooth operation of eikos behavior
within the city.

From the beginning to the end of this speech, categories of more just (duxawdTEQOV) and
more righteous (0oL TEQOV) are represented as absolute and measurable. The opponents’ failure
to behave according to these standards is matched equally with the speaker’s expectation that the
jury will respond to these precise requirements (§25):

3N

naltoL TOTEQOV ALHALOTEQOY TOV €% ROVOLag droxtelvavta dobvar diunv 1)
wi); zol wotepov Oel ointelgan PAALOV TOV TEBVEDTA 1) TNV ATORTEIVOOY;
&Y uev ot TOV TEOVEDTA: %0l YOO AV SLAadOTEQOV KO OOLDTEQOV KA
ROG BedV nal TEOG AVOQOITWV YiYVOLTO VULV.

And, really, is it more just for the one who killed with premeditation to pay the
penalty or not? And is it more necessary to pity the man who died or the woman
who killed? I think the man who died. For this would be more just and more
righteous for you to do, before both gods and humankind.

The speaker charts these expectations as an exercise in elementary inequalities, simple and
obvious. Buoyed by the strength of his conviction and his faith in the cultural standards shared
by the jury, the speaker constructs an elegantly simple ethical framework, all details of the case

fitting neatly into his categories, firmly aligned with eikos.
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Lysias 32: Against Diogeiton

Lysias 32, Against Diogeiton, is a prosecution speech delivered by an unnamed speaker
who is accusing his wife’s grandfather Diogeiton of mishandling her children’s inheritance while
he was their guardian.*® The background to the case is laid out early in the speech: Diodotos and
Diogeiton were brothers, Diodotos became rich from sea-trade, and Diogeiton persuaded him to
marry his daughter. Later, Diodotos enlisted with the army of Thrasyllos, but before he left he
arranged his affairs with his wife and her father Diogeiton. Diodotos died in battle and Diogeiton
became the guardian of his daughter’s children. Nine years later, when Diodotos’ oldest son
came of age, he discovered that Diogeiton had been mismanaging the estate that he and his
siblings were supposed to inherit and turned to his brother-in-law (the speaker) for help. After
the entire family, including Diogeiton, assembled, the children’s mother delivered an
impassioned speech decrying the behavior of a man who would neglect his own grandchildren in
such an egregious way. Her quoted speech parallels the main speech in which it appears,
combining precise calculation of the lost property with passionate appeals to the auditors’ pity.
Both the interior (Diogeiton’s daughter’s) and the exterior (her son-in-law’s) speeches juxtapose
the close relations between the households of Diodotos and Diogeiton with the magnitude of the
children’s deprivation, while the interior speech adds a sense of intimacy and familiarity. As in
my first case study, the speaker evokes an ethical space in which familial closeness is pitted

against betrayal and transgression.

% On this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 1.608-615, Jebb 1893: 1.293-296, Usher 1999: 80-82. Text and commentary in
Adams 1970 [1905] and Carey 1990, translation and discussion in Todd 2000. The speech was delivered around 400
BCE and preserved as part of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ commentary on Lysias. The character of Diogeiton’s
daughter is discussed by e.g. Gagarin 2001 and Foxhall 1996.
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The beginning of Lysias’ speech follows a familiar pattern: the son-in-law of Diogeiton’s
daughter opens by stressing that the seriousness of the conflict overpowered his great reluctance
to bring a case between family members to court (§1):

el uev un peyda Ny ta Stadégovta, ® dvdpeg duwaotal, obxn dv moTe €ig
udc eioeldelv TovToVg glaoa, voutmy aloylotov ivar IO TOVE oineloug
dadpépeoDal. ... Emedn pévrol, ® Gvdpeg duwaotal, TOAOY xonudTwv
ameoTéonVToL xol oM xal dewvd memovOdTES VP’ v Nriota £xofv, &
gue ©ndeoTNV Ovta nOTEGUYOV, AVAYRY LOL YEYEVNTOL ELTTELY VITEQ AVTAV.

If the disagreement were not so great, men of the jury, I would never have
allowed them to come before you because I think it is the most shameful thing to
be in conflict against one’s relatives.... But, men of the jury, since they have been
deprived of a lot of money and, after suffering many terrible things at the hands of
those by whom they ought least to have suffered, they fled to me, their brother-in-
law, it has become necessary for me to speak on their behalf.

The superlative aioylotov simultaneously allows the speaker to characterize himself as normally
reluctant to air family quarrels in public and to imply that the current circumstances are
egregious enough to force him from his general reticence. Compounding the speaker’s own
feelings is his appeal to the universalizing f)x.ota €01V, rendering Diogeiton’s actions an
affront to all propriety. The appearance of the exact phrase that was found three times in
Antiphon 1 confirms its usefulness for quantifying extraordinary transgression against kin (7100¢
TOVG oinelovg), marking a line in the sand of the field of ethical space.”

The speaker continues to map out the ethical space of the case by using a result clause to

gesture at the furthest boundary of propriety (§3):

VUMV déopar, €0V PEV AmodelEm oVTmg aioyoMS OUTOVS EMTETQOMEVUEVOUG
V70 TOD TATITOV WG OVAELS TOTOTE VIO TOV OVIEV TOOONROVIWY £V TH)
noAeL, fonbetv avtoig Ta diroua.

If I show you that they were treated by their grandfather more shamefully than

*" The phrase fjxioto €xonv only appears in the corpus of private speeches in the passages quoted in this chapter,
although it is found in identical familial contexts at Euripides’ Bacchae 26 (lies told about Dionysos’ mother by her
sisters, who ought least to tell lies) and Iphigenia at Aulis 487 (Menelaus’ marriage destroying his brother, whom he
ought least destroy), and (ironically) at Herodotus 3.52 (Periander reprimands his son for disobeying him, whom he
ought least disobey). Cf. also Aeschylus Choephori 930 (Orestes to Clytemnestra): ®Gveg TOV oU (Q1)Vv.
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anybody in the city has ever been treated, even by those with no relation to them,
I beg you to help bring them justice.

In this passage, the speaker negotiates with the jury, asking for their help in exchange for his
successful demonstration that Diogeiton crossed beyond the bounds of appropriate behavior.
This result clause builds upon the meaning of the superlative in the first sentence of the speech:
Diogeiton treated his grandchildren so shamefully that they overcame the speaker’s reluctance to
bring the case to court, a thing he once considered the most shameful thing. The degree to which
he mistreated his wards has driven Diogeiton far beyond socially acceptable familial relations,
beyond even proper behavior among unrelated fellow citizens. Relatives, ol mgoonxovteg, are
those who belong to you, who pertain to you. The kind of behavior Diogeiton is guilty of is
unimaginable even to those who are not kin. His transgression of socially acceptable behavior,
the speaker implies, threatens the categories of relationships on which the city depends.

In order to contrast the way Diogeiton treated his grandchildren as their guardian with the
expected behavior of a close family member, the speaker elaborates the intricate connections
between the families of Diodotos and Diogeiton in his description of the meeting at which
Diodotos entrusted his children to his brother (§5):

roléoag T Eavtod yuvaira, adeApLdfv ovoav, xai TOV éxelvng uev

TATEQ, QUTOD O€ *NOEOTNV ROl AdEAPOV {OpOTATOLOV}, TTATITOV 08 TOV

adiwv xol Betov, Yo uevog dud TV TG TAS AVayRAOTNTAS OVIEVL
naALOV TROooTeELY OLrnaim TEQL TOVGS avToD oldag yevéoDat.

He called his wife—who was his niece—and her father—who was both his in-law
and his brother, as well as being both the grandfather and the uncle of the
children—under the assumption that due to these familial ties there was no one
for whom it was more appropriate to treat his children justly.

The interwoven strands of kinship between the two families gives the sense of great intimacy, of
responsibility. Relatives, ol avaryraiot, are those who are necessary to you: they should,

necessarily, treat one another justly. The association that the speaker makes in this passage
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between kinship (dvaryraidtng) and responsible behavior towards one’s kin is explicit: those
most closely related are expected to take the most responsibility over the care of one another.
Diodotos’ —and society’s—expectation that his closest family member would be the most
appropriate guardian for his children is the equivalent of the fxiota €1V claim: close kin
ought least to mistreat one another, and are therefore most expected to care for one another. As
in Antiphon 1, kinship ties are used as a type of eikos argument—the speaker and his opponent’s
alignment with expected, appropriate behavior is an essential proof of their good or bad
characters.

In the narration that follows, it becomes clear precisely how inappropriate a guardian
Diogeiton turned out to be. When he discovered that his brother had died, he concealed this
information from his daughter and took possession of the will under false pretenses. The children
and their mother remained in Peiraieus as long as they had enough to live on, but after a year
Diogeiton sent the children to the city and married their mother off with a dowry that was far less
than her husband had promised her before he joined the army. Nine years later, when Diodotos’
older son came of age and underwent his dokimasia, the examination required before entry into
the ranks of the citizenry, Diogeiton came forward and claimed that all of the money left by his
brother had been spent and that his grandsons were on their own. It is at this point that the boys
came to the speaker, their sister’s husband, for help.

The speaker recounts this scene dramatically, drawing out the moment in a crescendo of
participial phrases (§10):

TadT anoboavtes ExmemMYHEVOL %ol HUrQUOVTES PYOVTO TQOG TNV

puNTéoa, ®ol TOQAANBOVTES ErelVIV NROV TIQOGS EUE, OIXRTEMGS VIO TOD

édBovg draneipevol ral AOMmG ExTETTONOTES, XAAIOVTES RO

TAQARANODVTEC PE W) TTEQUOELY 0 TOVS AIooTeEEN0EVTAS TOV TATQMWV
und’ eig mrwyelov vataotdvtog, VPELOUEVOUS VD’ OV Nriota EYQNv.

When they heard this, astounded and weeping, they went to their mother, and
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bringing her along, they came to me, rendered pitiful by their suffering, wretched
in their downfall, crying and begging me not to overlook them being robbed of
their inheritance, falling into poverty, violated by those who ought least to do so.”

The pathetic language of this vignette elevates the children’s discovery of Diogeiton’s betrayal to
a kind of tragic peripeteia; like the evocation of Clytemnestra in Antiphon 1, this cross-generic
moment strengthens the jury’s impression of the children’s suffering.** And at the conclusion of
this passage, the )niota €yof)v clause confirms the magnitude of Diogeiton’s transgression
against familial propriety: the violation (UPolopévoucg) was intensified by the fact that it was
perpetrated by the closest possible family member.

In response to her son-in-law’s entreaty, Diogeiton’s daughter parallels the rhetorical
trope with which this speech opened by asserting that “although she had not previously been
accustomed to speaking in the company of men, the magnitude of their misfortunes compelled
her to reveal everything.”* To the familiar trope of rhetorical reluctance is added the fact that
this speaker is a woman overcoming personal and societal pressures to right so great a wrong.”
That the speaker is a woman addressing a gathering of friends and family in an informal
arbitration emphasizes the feeling that this is a private event, despite being wrapped up in a
public performance. The heightened emotional language leading up to the speech evokes the
tragic stage; Edith Hall observes that this speech “could be imported more or less directly into a

suppliant scene in a tragedy. It effectively turns the jurors into recipients of the widow’s

*8 Carey describes the language used in this passage as “emotive” (1989: 215).

¥ 811 el nai p) mEOTEQOV elBLOTOL AéYELy £V AvdQAOL, TO uéyeBog adTV AvayrdoeL TOV oVUPOQMV TEQL TV
oPeTEQWV RANDV ONADTOL TAVTO.

%0 Gagarin (2001) concludes that Diogeiton’s daughter (whom he charmingly calls Didi) probably did not make this
speech since it shows too many rhetorical techniques which she, as a woman, would not have known. This is rather
beside the point: the more important question (to quote David Halperin) is “Why is Didi a woman?” Gagarin does
note (165) that “almost all critics today find the speech very moving.” On the topic of Didi as a woman, cf. Foxhall
1989, who contrasts Didi negatively with Demosthenes’ mother in Demosthenes 27-28 (on which see my chapter 3
below).
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supplication and entreaty.”™" The speaker invites the jury to witness this private moment,
implicating them as audience members in the unfolding drama.

Diogeiton’s daughter’s nested speech, like the external speech, pairs a meticulous
account of the money and property her father deprived his grandchildren of with a precise
quantification of her father’s betrayal of interfamilial intimacy —as though failure of decency is
as countable as a squandered fortune. Her speech also functions within the external speech as a
facsimile of the forensic performance of which it is a part. Like the external speech, Diogeiton’s
daughter’s speech begins with a rehearsal of the intimate connections among the members of the
family, underlining the extent of the betrayal. She reminds him that he is “the brother of their
father, and my father, and both uncle and grandfather to them.”** After adding up and
documenting the precise amount of money her children were deprived of, she concludes by
returning to the language of lament used by the frame speech before she began her address
(§816-17):

ral ExPailery TovTOUg NElwrOg BuyoTELdoDg dvtag éx Thg oiriag Thg

aUTOV €V ToLRWVIoLS, AVUITOONTOVS, OV HETA AxoAoVBOU, OV HETA

OTQWUATOV, OV PETO LLATIOV. ... ROL VDV TOUS UEV €% TNG WNTOULAS THS EURS

madeeLg €v ToALOLg yonuaoLy evdaipovas dvrog ®al ToDTo UEV RAADS

moLelg: TOVg O’ Epovg Adxels, oVg Atipoug éx TG oixrtag ExPalmv dvtl
mhovolwv TTwyoVs AmodetEal mpoOuui).

You had no problem with throwing them — your daughter’s children—out of their
own house in shabby cloaks, barefoot, with no servant, no bedding, no clothing....
but now you raise the children you had with my stepmother in a blissful state of
great wealth. And that’s fine, but you do my children wrong by throwing them out
of the house, dishonored; you’re eager to turn them from princes to paupers.

Diogeiton’s offense against the oikos is highlighted by the twice-repeated accusation that he

>1 Hall 2006: 383. Buis (2005: 205) makes a similar point: “el orador... transferir dicho efecto emotivo mediante
una recreacion casi teatral en el contexto del tribunal. De la mujer al hombre, de lo privado a lo publico, del
hogar a las cortes, mediante el juego entre la voz de la ausente y el silencio de los presentes, se termina en
definitiva instaurando una pluralidad compleja y dindmica de voces y testimonios.”

2 §12: 48O pev (v Tod TaTEOS ATOV, TaThE & £pdg, Oelog 8¢ abToig %ol TATTOg
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threw the children out of his oikia (éxf3dAlewv éx TS oinlag, &x TG oinlog ExPaimv).
Diodotos had tried to keep the familial oikos together by marrying his niece, appointing his
brother as his children’s guardian, and taking care to provide for his children. Diogeiton, in
contrast, physically expelled the children from their own property, the house in Piraeus and from
everything that their father had left them.” In a case between members of a household
concerning the mishandling of the property, the semantic slippage between the three meanings of
oikos—people, property, and physical house—takes on a thematic resonance. Moreover, the
speaker’s use of the word atipovc compounds the children’s wretchedness, implying that their
grandfather’s greed and lack of family feeling will result in atimia, the loss of citizenship rights,
due to their poverty. By usurping the state’s prerogative to deprive citizens of their rights,
Diogeiton’s mistreatment of the children verges on a civic offense.

The interior speech concludes with the powerful accusation that Diogeiton’s actions show
that he “neither fears the gods, nor is ashamed that I know, nor remembers his brother, but rather
cares less for all of us than for money.”* The parallel quantification of affection and property
comes to a head: Diogeiton has replaced appropriate familial affection with love of money. The
betrayal is complete, and neither the gods nor a sense of shame have any power to remedy the
situation.

Following Diogeiton’s daughter’s speech, the main speaker describes the effect it has on
her audience —the gathered family members —as they depart. They observe the children and how

they have suffered, remember the dead man and how he chose an unworthy (&véELov) man to be

33 §8: £eldn) 8¢ 0ove EdHAwoe TOV BGvatov alTolg %ol oMoV Td VOULOUEVA, TOV UEV TQOTOV EVIOVTOV
év ITewpauel dintdvTO: dmovta ya avtod notedédewmtto T Emthdeta: Exelvov 8¢ EMAELTOVIOV TOVG UEV
wotdag €ig AOTV AVOTTEUTEL. ..

> §17: nol ém tooTolg £gyols obite Tovg Beovs GpoPel, 0hTe ue Thv ovveldviav aioydvn, oite Tod Gdehdod
pépvnoat, AL Tévtog UGS TeQL EAATTOVOG TOLEL XONUATWY.
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guardian of his property, and —importantly —reflect on how difficult it is to find anyone to trust
with one’s own possessions.” The members of the jury are encouraged to consider the
implications of Diogeiton’s actions on their own lives. The danger of such a precedent is not just
that a single family will be deprived of its patrimony, but that the bonds of affection that all
people depend on will be severed (§19):

TolToV O’ ool Tolg mohitoug AELov 0QYTS NyNonobe. eig Toocai TV YOQ

vroYiov Aloyeitmv mdvtog avlemmoug meog dAlAovs xabiotnov, hote

unte Chvtag phte dmodviorovrog undev pdhhov Toig oirelotdrolg 1) Toig
£x0lotolc moteveLy.

You ought to consider this man worthy of the anger of all citizens. For Diogeiton
has driven all people into such a state of suspicion against one another that neither
the living nor the dead trusts even his closest relatives more than his greatest
enemies.

The appearance of the superlative of oikeios echoes the beginning of the speech, when the
speaker states that it is most shameful to go to court against relatives (§1: 1QOG TOVG oixrelovg).
This passage also picks up on the interior speech by implying that litigation among family
members, in particular, leads to the confusion of one’s closest family members (oixeldtTator)
and greatest enemies (€y0iotor). Kinship (dvayrordtng) is a necessary bond and to betray it
implies that the degrees of affection defining all relationships no longer have meaning. In a
society dependent on interpersonal relationships and trust, a breakdown in any part of the system
threatens the system as a whole.”®

Dionysius’ excerpt does not contain the end of the speech nor the result of its delivery,

but the insertion of Diogeiton’s daughter’s speech and the paradigmatic behavior of her audience

% §18: 6OVTEG pev ToVG TaEdOG, Ola Noav TEmOVOITES, dvaupuvnoxdpevor 8¢ Toh dmofavovtog, dg
AavdELov Tig ovotag TOV Emitoomov natéhmev, EvOupoluevol 08 mg ohemov €EeVelv 0T X1 TTEQL TOV
g€avtod motedoalt.

%% Christ 2010: 258: “Within the family, Athenians were expected as a matter of course to provide mutual support in
daily life and in time of crisis.... Outside the family, friends were expected to help each other, in keeping with the
affectionate and reciprocal nature of their relationship.”
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provides a model for Lysias’ expected outcome of this speech. The speaker implies that the jury
is in the same position as Diogeiton’s daughter’s audience, but, as Matthew Christ observes,
“whereas that original audience was unable to make Diogeiton treat his kin as he should, the
current audience has the power to do precisely this. In so doing, it will protect not only
Diogeiton’s oppressed relatives but also the community.”™’ In this speech, betrayals of close
familial relationships and the social expectations rising from these relationships are represented
as having consequences not only for the family members involved, but also for society at large —
and the jury is charged with righting these wrongs. Just as those present at Diogeiton’s
daughter’s speech went away reflecting on the uncertainties of life, so the jury witnessing the
main speech ought to think on how one man’s betrayal of the responsibilities he has to his closest
relations (tolg oixelotdtolg) leads to a dissolution of categories of affection. If the closest
relations are indistinguishable from the greatest enemies, degrees of distinction no longer have
meaning. There would be no way of determining right or wrong; with all of society thrown into a

state of suspicion, the bonds of trust and respect that tie the city together would be destroyed.

Isaeus 1: On the Estate of Kleonymos

Like Demosthenes 43, Isaeus 1, On the Estate of Kleonymos, was delivered as part of an

inheritance dispute.’® If a man died without any natural or adopted sons, his heirs (members of

his anchisteia) could claim their right to the estate through the process of diadikasia, a lawsuit

57 Christ 1998b: 171.

%0n this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 2.528-532, Jebb 1893: 2.319-21, Wyse 1979: 175-231, Edwards 2007: 13-26,
Usher 1999: 129-133. According to Wevers (1969: 10) there is no evidence for the date of this speech, but it must
come from the first half of the 4™ century.
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between two competing claimants, as long as the estate was open to dispute (epidikos).” A
diadikasia was an unusual type of trial because, in most cases, there was no prosecution or
defense; rather, all claimants were on equal footing 5% As seen in Demosthenes 43, there could
often be multiple claimants, each insisting on their own superior justification for inheritance. A
challenged will or contested adoption could lead to a messy court case that, by necessity, was
between family members. In these cases, the speakers could call upon the jury to determine the
rightful heir to an estate based on their own and their opponents’ previous behavior toward the
deceased individual —in effect, on their relative proximity to the oikos. When character and
previous behavior are often as compelling forms of evidence as written wills, the negotiation of
affection becomes an important proof.

Isacus 1 was written for a client who felt that he and his sibling(s) had been unfairly
deprived of the estate of their uncle Kleonymos. The circumstances of the case, as the speaker
presents them, are as follows: after he and his siblings were orphaned, they fell under the
guardianship of their paternal uncle Deinias. Kleonymos, their maternal uncle, had a
longstanding enmity with Deinias, and so when he made his will he excluded the speaker and his
siblings (who were still minors) in order to prevent his property from passing to Deinias. After
Deinias’ death, Kleonymos brought the children into his home and cared for them. At some
unspecified point, he grew ill, at which time he tried to change his will but was ultimately unable
to do so before his death. The speaker and his siblings were awarded a part of the estate in

arbitration, but, it seems, were unsatisfied with their settlement and took the testamentary heirs to

% Anyone who wanted to claim the deceased’s daughter as an epikléros would follow the same procedure
(Rubinstein 2005: 134).

% Phillips 2013: 30.
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court over the whole amount.”' At issue is whether the will can be trusted, since (the speaker
argues) a will excluding the closest and most beloved relatives could only have been written by
an insane person, and would thus be invalid,” but at the heart of the speech lies a familiar
trope —the quantification of affection among members of a family reveals the true character of
family members. This speech employs many of the techniques discussed above in constructing
its ethical playing field: it sets up a series of contrasts to open a gap between himself and his
opponents and uses language and likelihood to define precise degrees of affection. This allows
the speaker to make the claim that he is the most intimate, most oikeios, relation of Kleonymos,
and thus the most appropriate heir of the dead man’s oikos. In this way, the jury will be able to
determine which family members Kleonymos is likely (eikos) to have wanted as heirs,”” and
which side truly deserves to win.**

The speaker begins by setting up a series of contrasts which show the circumstances in
which he and his siblings find themselves to be unusual, unlikely, and inappropriate (§1):

oMM pgv 1) petafoli] pot yéyovev, @ &vdpeg, tTelevthoavtog Kiewvipov:

exelvog yaQ Chv pev nuiv xatélewme TNV ovoiav, Amobavmv g xivouveleLly

meQl QUTHG memoin®e. ®al TOTE PEV 0VTWE VT 0UTOD 0WPEOVIG
gmandevopeda, MoT’ 0VdE ArgoaoduevoL ovoémote ADoUeY €
OraoTNELOV, VOV 8¢ AymVIOUUEVOL TIEQL TAVTMV NHOUEV TV VITOLQYOVIWV.

' Wyse 1979: 176 warns us of “the probability that the nephews [delivering the speech] refused a generous offer in
the hope of bamboozling the judges.”

62 According to a Solonian law, a will written by someone who was insane, senile, or under the inﬂuence ofa
woman was considered invalid ([Demosthenes] 46.14: “Ogot u) snsnomvro wote m]te ameLmelv m]r
g¢mowmdoaobal, dte oMV 8L07]8L mv a@xnv Ta €ovtoD dtaBéaBan etval, dmwg av E0€AN, Gv |,n”| naideg mot
yviioloL dpeveg, Gv U pavidv 1 ynowg 1) pooudrmv ij vocou évexa, i) yuvorl metdoduevog, Vo ToVTWY
TOV TORAVOMV, §| VIT Avaryxrng 1} Vo deopod xataindBeig). Cf. also Arh. Pol. 35.2, Plutarch Life of Solon 21 4.

63 “Not every document that is presented as a fact is accepted as valid.... This is most easily seen in inheritance
cases which hinge on the validity of a will. Although a will is a clear example of a nonartistic proof that establishes
an objective fact, namely the deceased’s intentions, wills are regularly challenged on various grounds.... And those
challenges are generally cast in the form of eikos arguments” (Gagarin 2014: 23-24).

% Meyer-Laurin (1965, 2007) discusses the question of to what degree fairness, or equity, was a consideration in an
Athenian trial. He concludes that fairness arguments were equivalent to other form of entechnoi proofs, and could
not be used to overturn the law. In contrast, Harris (1994) argues that equity arguments have little to no influence in
Athenian courts.
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Great indeed was the upheaval that resulted for me from the death of Kleonymos.
For while he was alive he handed his estate over to us, but in dying he has put us
at risk of losing it. Back then, we were brought up so modestly by him that we
never went into a courtroom, even to listen. But now, we have come to fight for
everything we have.

The speaker compares the orderly, appropriate way in which he and his siblings were brought up
to their current state, set adrift in a chaotic world of opposites. He constructs the magnitude of
change through a matched set of opposites—while living, Kleonymos handed over his property,
but dead it is put at risk; then, they never entered a courtroom, but now they are on trial over
everything they have. The speaker’s very presence before the jury epitomizes the reversal of
everything he has always known.

To underline his helpless passivity in the face of these circumstances, the speaker then
introduces his opponents, whom he characterizes as greedy and opportunistic. Not content with
the settlement decided by the arbitrators, they are going after the speaker’s own patrimony (§2):

ovtoL 8¢ gig TODTO HOVOLY AVaLoYVVTIOG DOTE %Ol TO TAUTEQC

mpooaperéobar TnTodoy Nuag, obx dyvoodvreg, ® Avopeg, TO dixaov,
QMO TTOAANV LDV E0NUIOY ROTAYVOVTEG.

They have come to such a degree of shamelessness that they are also seeking to
deprive us of our patrimony, not ignorant of what is right but despising us for our
great destitution.

Matched result clauses frame the distance between the speaker (oUTwg cwdPEOVMG) and his
opponents (gig ToDTO Avaloyuvtiag), constructing an echoing gap between the two parties. The
repetition of the verb fjxw brings movement into this space: the speaker and his brother have
come (jxopev) unwillingly into an unaccustomed space, forced to do battle over everything
(el mhvtwv). Their opponents, however, have come (jxovowv) into a metaphorical space of
excessive shamelessness. Whereas the speaker is associated with destitution (¢gnuiav), his
enemies aim not just to take away (ad-oupéwm) the inheritance in question but to additionally

(mpoo-ad-eléoBan) deprive the speaker and his siblings of their preexisting property.
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To add to the contrast between the two parties, the speaker alludes to the familiar
question of shame when going to court against family members (§§5-6):

ovYyyevelg Ovteg nal oVOEV dixalov eimely €yovteg, oUx aioyvovToL
HOTOOTHOAVTES TUAS Eig AyDVA TEQL TOVTWYV, TEQL WV OLoYQOV NV
audpropnrhoo xai Tolg undév mooHxovowy. oy Opoing 8¢ poL doxoduey, ®
Aavdeg, danetoBat mEOg AAANAOVC. Y UV YaQ oy OTL Adirms ®ivOLVVEL®,
1000 yoDduon uéyLoTov eival TOV TodVIwV xaxd®v, AN 6Tl dywviCopon
OOG oixelovg, oG 0VO' dpvveoBat xaAdg ExeL.

Despite being our relatives and having no lawful claim to speak of, they are not
ashamed to bring us into court about the kind of things that it would be shameful
to dispute even with those who are not at all related. But I suspect, men, that we
do not feel the same about one another. For I consider this to be the worst of my
present problems: not that I am involved in this trial unjustly, but that I am
disputing with kin, against whom it is not good even to defend one’s self.

Again, the argument circles around the opponents’ lack of shame, and the contrast is clear. They
feel no shame (0% aioyvovtar) doing to family members what would generally be considered
shameful (aioyEOVv Nv) to do even to non-relatives. As Lysias did in the case of Diogeiton,
Isacus emphasizes the extremity of the opponents’ violation of social order: they have not just
crossed the line of propriety within the family, they have even gone beyond appropriate
engagement with non-kin. This transgression, as in the previous example, threatens to undercut
the bonds of affection that society depends upon. As in Antiphon 1, the context of the trial itself
is used as evidence of the ethics of the speaker and his opponent. Appropriately affectionate
behavior toward one’s family members separates good kin from bad kin; good kin are good
citizens, and good citizens get jury votes.

Thus, despite the ostensible focus of the case being the validity of Kleomenes’ will, the
subtext, emphasized over and over, is the quantification of affection. The speaker is able to
adduce many reasons why he and his siblings deserve the inheritance more than the heirs
recorded in the will (§4):

Nuelg 08 yévelr pev £yyutdtm meooNnoVTES, XOWUEVOL O Exelve TAvVTOV
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0IXELOTATA, OEdWARATWV O’ NULV AL TOV VOUWVY ROTO TNV AYYLOTEIOY 1Ol
ovtoD Tod Khemvipov did tv duhioy Ty vdoyovooy avtd, £t O
[MoAvdgyov, Tod mateog tod Kienviuov, mdmmou 0 uetéoov,
mpooTtdEavtog, el L tabol Khewvupog dmaig, uiv dodvaor to aitod.

We are the most closely related by descent, and we enjoyed the most intimate
friendship of anyone with him, and the laws have granted us the inheritance
because of anchisteia, and so did Kleonymos because of the preexisting
friendship we had with him. Moreover, Polyarchos, Kleonymos’ father and our
grandfather, insisted that, if Kleonymos died childless, we should be given his

property.

The speaker’s superlative relationship with Kleonymos is expressed in terms of both kinship
(&yyvtdtm) and friendship (oireldtata). This proximity of kinship and intimacy join the
emotional with the legal: both dvyloteio and Ppihio guarantee that Kleonymos’ estate should go
to the speaker and his siblings. To these superlative claims is joined the support of the kindly
ghost of Polyarchos. Of all these reasons, the only one that has any legal weight is the proximity
by kinship, making the speaker the closest heir in the circle of anchisteia.

And yet, despite his claim of superlative proximity to Kleonymos, this is not the
argument the speaker uses to disprove the will’s soundness. Instead, he insists that the validity of
the will depends on the measurement of change over time in the levels of affection between
Kleonymos and the speaker and Kleonymos and the opponent. At the time when the will was
made, Kleonymos publicly admitted that he had no grudge against the children or their parents.”
Kleonymos even addressed Deinias in the presence of all the citizens and testified to the fact that
it was anger that drove him to make the will while out of his mind. The implication is that the
case at hand had already been settled by Kleonymos’ admission at the time the will was written,
and that the mutual fondness between Kleonymos and the speaker has always spoken more

eloquently than any will.

6.§11: Kol e00vg ¢omtdvrog 1o Acwviov magoyofue e Tt fuiv i} @ motol &yroalel T Hueté, dmexoivato
TOVTOV TOV TOMTOV EVOVTiov Tl 0VOEV TOVNEOV £YROAEL, 1Ol ELAQTVENOEV MG OQYLLOUEVOG Exelve %ol
ovx 000M¢ Pouhevouevog Tobta dLEdeTO.
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The speaker continually builds up the impression of a longstanding affection between
Kleonymos and the speaker following the death of Deinias (§§12-13):

TEAEVTNOAVTOGS YAQ AELVIOU %Ol TOV TQAYUATOV NUEV TTOVNEDS EXOVIWV
0008 TEQLELdEY TUAS 0VOEVOS £vOeeis dvtag, AAL altovg uev gig TV oixiov
TNV _00TOL ®omoduevog émaideve, Ty 0 ovaoiav dberéobar TV yohoTwv
gmpovievodvtwv Eo0woev MUV, Emepeleito Te Opolmg ThV NUETEQWY HOTEQ
TOV aUTOD TQAYUATOV.

After Deinias died and things were not going well for us, he did not allow us to be
in need of anything, but he brought us into his house and educated us. And when
the creditors were plotting to take away our property he saved it, and he took care
of our affairs as if they were his own.

This description of Kleonymos’ solicitous treatment of the orphans reflects the opening of the
speech. First, the speaker contrasts knowledge and poverty. When Kleonymos was alive, he
would not allow (08¢ meLetdev) the orphans to be in need of anything —literally, he would not
overlook their lack. But now, the opponents are well aware (§2: ®otayvovteg) of the orphans’
destitution. In the past, Kleonymos saved the orphans from creditors plotting to take away
(dperéoBaun) their property, but now the opponents themselves are trying to deprive them (§2:
nmpooadpehéaBon) of the inheritance as well as their preexisting property. The actions of the
opponents are cast as counter to the legacy of affection between Kleonymos and the speaker.
The consistent contrast between the speaker and his siblings (on the side of affection,
beloved by Kleonymos) and the heirs (greedy and cruel) sets up an ethical playing field on which
the opponents are always at a disadvantage. When the speaker arrives at the question of whether
Kleonymos intended to change the will to include him and his siblings, or strengthen it for the
benefit of the heirs, he draws on issues of likelihood and intention based on Kleonymos’
affections for each party. First of all, the speaker argues, everyone makes mistakes when they are

angry,’® and those who wrong their relatives (tovg oixeiovg) when angry later come to regret

66 §13: Kaitol yom Oewoeiv avtod Ty Evvolay éx Tovtwv TV £oywv pahllov i} £ Tdv diladnrdv, xal

70



it.”” Kleonymos’ actions are ascribed to a natural human error, one easily understood —and easily
forgiven—by the jury. They are asked to consider what intention he would have been likely
(eikos) to have (§18):

vuelg O¢ onomeloDe Tag OLoBNHOG TAS LET' OQYNS YEVOUEVOS TTOTEQM EIROG

s

¢otL fouinOfivan Kheovupov dvelelv, émeldn moog Nuag oirelwg €oyev, i
oroTELV OIS £TL PEPALOTEQOV NUAS ATOOTEQTOEL TRV ALVTOD.

Just think about whether it is more likely that Kleonymos wanted to destroy the
will that he made under the influence of anger, after he had become friendly
toward us, or whether he was figuring out how to even more securely deprive us
of his property.

Kleonymos’ rashness in the composition of his original will makes him more human to the jury,
more understandable, and therefore his actions can be justified as natural. The friendly (oixeiwg)
relationship between the Kleonymos and the speaker’s family gives the jury a marker by which
to measure the likeliness (€in0g) of Kleonymos’ leaving them out of his will. The speaker then
raises this likelihood to necessity with the repetition of the superlative. By the time of his death,
the speaker insists, Kleonymos regarded the speaker with the greatest affection (oireldtata
diénerro).”® It is, in fact, madness to suggest that Kleonymos, in his anger at Deinias, had
composed his will in such a way as to completely fail to punish his enemy while hurting those he
now considered his dearest relations (oixelotdtovg).” The speaker finds this version of events
to be extremely unbelievable —that is, it is the opposite of eikos.””

To these rationalizations the speaker eventually adds new information: at some point,

tenunoiolg xoMo0aL py) Toig pet’ 0QYRg meayOsiow, &v oig GmavTteg TEPIRANEY AUAQTAVELY.

67.§19: Toig puev yao dAoig néxelvav Ov 6v 0yLofévtes Tovg oixelovg adNowowy Hotegov petapéhel.

8 §19: &v O mEOG NUAG OIELOTATO SIEAELTO. ..

69°§20: tig ya av yévorro Tattng pavio pelCmv 1) tote pev dte Aewvia d1dpoog MV ETvyev, NUOG RORDS
motelv te nal dratiBecBou Tolaitog drabnrag, €€ wv ovx Exelvov ETLumEELTO,AALA TOVG 0irELOTATOVG NOiXEL
VUVL ¢ (QMUEVOS NULY %ol TTeQL TAE(OTOV TOLOVUEVOS ATAVTOV, LOvoug EBouinOn Tovg aderdpLdoie, g

ovtol paoLv, Aniioug motijoal TdV £€0uTod...

70°§29: GAAG TaDTA PV, O GvOQES, TOMIY AmoTioy EYet.
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Kleonymos exchanged his anger at Deinias for a grudge against one of the testamentary heirs.
Although he does not go into the reasons for the enmity, he provides witnesses to his claim that
on multiple occasions Kleonymos snubbed his relative Pherenikos, probably one of the speaker’s
opponents. From there the speaker returns to his main probability argument, stressing again and
again the contrast between the opponents, with whom Kleonymos was angry, and the speaker’s
family, with whom he enjoyed a great affection (oixel0tng) and friendship (§§33-34):

0’(8068 ovv, M (’iwégsg, TOV OVTWOL TTROG é%arégovg NUAS dLanelpevov Nuiv
uev oig oixeloTata ex@nro otog motetv Hote m](Se Xoyov VIOAEPELY,
T00TOIG 8¢, OV TIOWY %O 6Laq)ogog NV, oromely dmwg dmaoay BeBaLwOEL v
ovoiav; Kai tovtoug pév v mepl mhelovog moteiobon Tahtng vovong Tig
£x0o0g, NUAS 0¢ TooaUTNG 0IrELOTNTOC ROl PLAMOC YEVOUEVNS TTEL oL
LAAAOV HORDGS TTOLELY; ... TOD & TOOAVTNV HOVIAY RATYOQODOLV (MOTE
daolv avtov mepl mhetovog moteloBat Tovg avT® dLodeQopEVoug 1) TOUG
oinelwe yowuévoug, xal oig puev Ldv 00de dieléyeto dmacav dodvar TV
ovotav, Tovg 0' oixeldTaTa ®eXENUEVOUS 0VOE TOAOOTOD HUEQOUVG AELDTOL.

Do you think, men, that Kleonymos, having that kind of attitude towards each of
us, would behave like this towards us and not leave us a word to say, when he had
the most intimate friendship with us? But that he was figuring out how to ensure
that my opponents would get the entire estate, even though he was quarreling with
some of them? And that he thought more highly of them despite this underlying
enmity, but he was trying to do ill to us when we had such a great intimacy and
friendship? ... And they are accusing him of being so crazy that (as they admit)
he thought more highly of those who were fighting with him than those with
whom he enjoyed a close friendship, and that he gave all his property to those he
never talked to while he was alive, while considering those with whom he had
enjoyed the most intimate friendship not even worthy of the smallest portion.

This passage is the culmination of the speaker’s differentiation between the two parties’
relationships with Kleonymos. He makes the same point four times in quick succession, each

time varying his description of the quarrel (“he was quarreling with some of them,” “despite this

9% ¢ 99 <6

underlying enmity,” “those who were fighting with him,” “those he never talked to while he was
alive”) but describing the friendship in more or less the same way (“the most intimate
friendship” (oirelotarta), “such great intimacy and friendship” (tooa0Tng oirelOTNTOC R

PLhiog) “those with whom he enjoyed a close friendship” (oixeiwg), “those with whom he had
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enjoyed the most intimate friendship” (oixeldtata). The repetition of forms of these related
words emphasize the association between oikeiotés and the oikos, giving the distinct impression
that the most intimate friend ought to be considered the one most deserving of the oikos.

As further evidence supporting this association, the speaker reminds the jury of the
connection between emotional intimacy and the house itself. Over the course of the speech, he
repeats three times that Kleonymos brought himself and his siblings into his house, underlining
the feeling of oixeldtNg between the children and Kleonymos by connecting it explicitly to the
oikia. First, in a passage discussed above, Kleonymos brought them to his house (gig T1)v oixniav)
and educated (¢maideve) them after the death of Deinias and their subsequent destitution.”"
Shortly afterward, he repeats this claim nearly verbatim.”” The third time, the speaker uses the
intimacy fostered by the speaker and his sibling’s presence in Kleonymos’ house to argue for the
absurdity of their being left out of the will (§28):

mavTwv 8 av gin BovpaoidTaToy, &i... Khedvupog 8' O¢ v fuiv

OIXELOTATOG %Ol NUAS €L TNV oixiov TV avTod AaPav éBegdmeve ol

EMePEETO TOV NUETEQWV DOTEQ TOV ADTOD TEAYUATWY, OVTOG UOVOG
¢PolAeTo NUAS AnANQOVG Elvol TRV QUTOD.

“It would be the most miraculous thing of all if... Kleonymos, who was our
closest relative and took us into his house to take care of us and managed our
affairs as though they were his own, was the only one who wanted to leave us no
portion of his property.”

The repeated reminders of the children’s former presence within Kleonymos’ home, of the older
man’s nurturing and care, fleshes out the “great upheaval” with which the speech opens. The jury
is confronted with a substantial challenge to eikos: how could those who were once Kleonymos’

oireldToToL now be left without a share of his oikos?

1 §12: TelevTHoavTog YO AElviov xal TOV TQAyUATOV NIV TOVNEXS £X0VTOV, 0VOE TEQLEdEV NUAG
000eV0g €vOeels OvTag, AAN aUTOVE UEV i TNV OixlaV TNV AVTOD ROWOAUEVOC ETTOLOEVE. .. EMENENELTO TE
Opolmg TAOV NUETEQWV DOTEQY TOV AVTOD TQAYUATOV.

2§15: i éxelvou (sc. Aewviov) TELEVTHOOVTOGS EMEPEAEITO TE TOV TUETEQMV ATAVTWYV Xl ATOVG Emaidevey
el TV oixtav TV aUTOD ROUOEIEVOG
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In emphasizing the degrees of difference separating the intimacy between the speaker and
Kleonymos from that between the opponents and Kleonymos, Isacus uses the invocation of
familial intimacy in order to create a more reasonable character for his client 73 As we have seen,
this tactic was a common one; moreover, it must have been considered an effective one, if
Isaeus, “an expert in testamentary pleading, felt secure in advancing before the jurors the claims

»7* Quantification of affection thus would have been seen as a

of affection in such a case.
legitimate form of proof in a court case: the speaker even appeals to the jury’s experience with
this trope when he says “you all know about familial intimacy.”” Oikeiotés is no longer a
subjective claim, but, through the use of eikos argumentation, an objective piece of evidence, as
relevant to the trial as the order of anchisteia. All things taken together, the speaker and his
siblings have a stronger claim on all fronts (§37, §49).

eite ya O Tv Tol yévoug ayyoteiov del yevéobauw Tivag ®Anoovopovg,

NUELS EYYVTEQM YEVEL TQOOTXOUEV: €(TE OLAL TNV PLALaY TNV VITdQyovoay,
{000y 0UTOV AITOVTES ULV OIXELOTEQOV OLAXEILEVOV...

unodétepov amodaivwat, pnb' g £yyutéow td yével mpoonrovot Pno' wg
0IXELOTEQOV NUOV TTROS Khedvupov diéxretvto.

If one must become heir because of proximity of kinship, we are related more
closely by blood. Or if it’s because of preexisting friendship, everyone knows that
he had a closer friendship with us.

My opponents have shown neither that they are related more closely by blood nor
that they had a closer friendship with Kleonymos than we did.

On the grounds of both kinship and affective evidence, the speaker and his siblings win out. The

will is discarded as a byproduct of Kleonymos’ earlier madness and only the arguments from

3 This exact advice can be found in the handbooks known to Dionysius (Lysias 24): dmovteg Yo 81 mov
TOQOYYEAALOVOLY Ol CUVTAEGUEVOL TAS TEYVAG, OTOV TROG 0irEIOVG O AYDV... ReEAEVOVOV... AEyeLy, OTL ueydia
TAORNUATO ROL OV VIV 0UTA PeTEIMG Eveyrely RaldTL VITEQ AVAYRALOTEQWY TQOCHTMV O AYMV.... TADTO
ugv 81 mogayyEMovol motety ol texvoyeddot, iva 1o 100g Tod Méyovtog tmewméotegov eivar SOEN. dlvatan
0¢ aUTolg EVVOLOY TODTO TOLELY %Ol £0TL XQATLOTOV THS RATAOKEVTS LEQOG.

"4 Konstan 1996: 87 n. 38.

3 841: TV pgv ydo Tod YEVOUC OIXELOTNTO TAVTIES EMOTAUEVOL TUYYAVETE
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probability remain compelling. The logic of this speech depends on an expectation that if the
world were perfectly eikos, people would leave their property to their closest kin, for whom they
would naturally feel the most fondness.

This speech demonstrates how the framework of eikos behavior is constructed through
the use of grammar as rhetoric. In trying to persuade the jury to accept that he and his siblings
have the greater claim to the estate of Kleonymos, the speaker’s primary strategy in this speech
is to insist again and again on the proximity of affection between the speaker and the deceased.
Within the world of the speech, this creates a set of expectations that must not be contravened.
He first outlines Kleonymos’ behavior in this framework, explaining away the behavior that
seems to contradict the rules of familial affection—excluding his oizeldtatol from his will—by
attributing it to madness brought on about by anger. The speaker spends little time describing his
own behavior toward Kleonymos except as potential behavior in hypothetical situations. Instead,
he simply repeats that Kleonymos brought him and his siblings into his house: their association
with the oikia, the house, leads, as we have now seen several times, to his claim to the oikos, the
estate. According to the principle of eikos, it is only natural for the party closest in oikeiotes,

closest to the oikos, to inherit.

Isocrates 19: Aegineticus

Isocrates 19, Aegineticus, is also an inheritance dispute, although since it was argued in

Aegina instead of Athens, the Athenian legal framework does not apply.” Nevertheless, in this

speech as in those discussed above, the negotiation of affection plays a significant part in the

76 On this speech: Brindesi 1963 provides commentary, Mirhady (in Mirhady and Too) 2000 provides introduction,
translation, and notes; aspects of friendship and caretaking in this speech are discussed in Konstan 1996 and 1997
and Sternberg 2000 and 2005. The speech is dated to c. 390 BCE based on the timing of the Siphnian civil war.
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speech’s persuasive strategy. Isocrates was a practicing logographer in his youth in the late 5"
and early 4" centuries, although he later disclaimed this background; despite being early
examples of the genre, his speeches show all the same characteristics found in similar speeches
by later generations of orators. The speaker of Isocrates 19 is the adopted son and brother-in-law
of Thrasylochos, an exile from Siphnos living in Aegina; his opponent is Thrasylochos’ half-
sister, who is claiming the estate for herself.”” The speaker takes pains throughout the speech to
establish his intimate friendship (oikeiotés) with the deceased, and to contrast his own solicitous
behavior toward Thrasylochos with the sister’s neglect. In this speech as in those discussed
above, character and behavior go hand in hand: the speaker’s actions reveal his character, and his
character provides evidence that his account of his behavior is reliable. The relevant rubric of
character is the speaker’s invocation of the intimate friendship between himself and the dead
man, which, in this speech, is shown to be a superior justification for his receiving the
inheritance than his opponent’s blood relationship. This speech is the only extant legal oration
delivered outside of Athens, but its resemblance to Athenian speeches of the same genre suggests
that similar rhetorical techniques found success in the two court systems.

The speech begins, like my previous example, with a dramatic revelation of upheaval
expressed by a result clause (§1):

gvolov pgv, o avdoeg Aiywvitat, oltm rolde Befoviedodal mepl TV

gavtod OpaovAoyov Mote uNdéV' dv mot' €ABelV évavtio mpdEovta talg
OLaBNraLg aig Exelvog vaTEMITEV

I thought, men of Aegina, that Thrasylochos had arranged his affairs so well that
nobody would ever bring a case disputing the will that he left.

This result clause posits that the natural outcome of Thrasylochos’ careful planning should have

been an uncontested will. This claim marks out standards of likely or appropriate behavior, yet

7 The speaker occasionally refers to the opposing party in the feminine singular, but §4 (T®V TEUTTOVTWV DIEQ
aUTg) proves that she had some kind of legal representation.
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these standards are preempted by the opening word évouZov: “Or so I thought, anyway.” This
opening, its result clause juxtaposing expected behavior with the actual outcome, also echoes the
openings of the speeches discussed above in immediately characterizing the opponent’s behavior
as contrary to expectations: she subverts natural order, she is unsettling. The speaker appeals to
the comfortable pattern of everyday life; this woman and her supporters countermand what is
eikos through their actions.

The opponent’s perverse behavior is tied to her relationship to the deceased and his
estate. Their appearance in court offers the speaker an opportunity to link her failure to treat
Thrasylochos well while alive with her desire to invalidate his will, revealing her to be no friend
to either the family or to the estate (§3):

YoMV LEVTOL ®al TNV AudLopfnTodoay TV xonudTov W) mog' VUGV

neaobar happdvew v ovolav v ©@aobroyog xatéhrev, GG TeQl

gxelvov YoNnotv ovoay obdtwg agodv avtils emdmdaleobon. NOv &' avti

T000UTOU O¢l peTapéhery mv eig LoVt EENUaQTEV, MOTe nol TeBVEMTOg

a0Tod mELdToL THV TE SLdf UV ErvEoV duo xal TOV olnov EoNuov
TOLT|OOL.

The woman disputing the inheritance should not have tried to get the property that
Thrasylochos left behind from you, but to have proven herself worthy of it by
being good to him. But as it is, she is so far from regretting the way she
mistreated him while he was alive that now that he’s dead she is trying to make
his will invalid and to simultaneously leave his household without heirs.

The opponent’s neglect of her brother is tied to her disdain of his interests through the use of
another result clause tying together Thrasylochos’ interests whether alive or dead. Her dispute
over the will is described as an attempt to nullify his will and leave his household without heirs
(olxov Egnuov molfjoau, literally “make an empty household”). As the passage from
Demosthenes 43 with which this chapter opened demonstrated, the empty household was a
powerful symbol in Athenian rhetoric. Its presence in this speech suggests that in Aegina, too,

the evocation of the “empty house” would arouse an emotional response in the audience in favor

77



of the speaker. Beginning with the opening of the speech, the speaker is allied with the interests
of Thrasylochos’ house, his opponent hostile to them.

Following the proem, the speaker moves to an explanation of how Thrasylochos’ father,
Thrasyllos, made his fortune (§§5-6):

O®daovArog Y O AT TOD RATOATOVTOS THV OLABNANV TOQA UEV TV
TEOYOVMWV ovdepioy ovoloy oéhafev, Eévog d¢ TToleparvétm T@ pdvtel
YeEVOUEVOGS 0VTWG oixelng dletédn mpog aitov Mot dmodvijonwy éxnelvog
Téc Te PPAOVE TAS TTEQL TS HOVTLXAG AVTO ®OaTéEMTEY 1Al THS 0Volog HEQOG
TL TS VOV 0Vong Edmxnev. Aafav 0& ®dovirhog TaUTog APOQUAS EXOTITO
T TEYVT.

Thrasyllos, the father of the man who left the will, received no property from his
parents, but after becoming guest-friends with the prophet Polemainetos he
developed such an intimate friendship with him that when the latter man died he
left him his books about prophecy and gave him a part of the estate that we are
now discussing. And Thrasyllos, taking these gifts as a starting point, practiced
the trade.

This brief narration highlights the topic of intimate friendship (oikeiotes). Thrasyllos, left nothing
by his family, made a xenia bond with Polemainetos. It was their friendship that gave Thrasyllos
the estate now being disputed and his career as a prophet. A result clause is again used to sketch
out the borders of ethical space: oUtwg points to the heightened degree of intimacy that results in
the inheritance of a friend’s property. This anecdote from the previous generation underlines the
speaker’s claim that if his opponent had wanted to be Thrasylochos’ heir she ought to have
treated him well, because close relationships lead, according to the result clause, to inheritance.

The speaker immediately reiterates his theme by providing an account of his father’s
friendship with Thrasyllos. After some time traveling as an itinerant fortune-teller, Thrasyllos
settled down and married the speaker’s father’s sister. The experience was pleasant enough to
cement the two families together, in spite of the death of Thrasyllos’ first wife (§8):

oitm 6¢ 6$p0dE' Nydomoev Ty Tod TaTEOS Prhia, Kot amobavobong

éxelvng dmadog avoig Nydyet avePpiav Tod motog, ol PoOVAOUEVOS
OLahoao0aL TV TEOS NUAS OIRELOTNTA.
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He was so fond of his friendship with my father that, when the first woman died
childless he married my father’s cousin because he didn’t want to dissolve the
intimacy he had with us.

The estate was founded because of oikeiotes, and therefore it should be passed onward in the
same way. Generation upon generation of friendship had brought the two families together, the
speaker emphasizes, closer due to their devotion than any blood tie.

The intimacy between the speaker and Thrasylochos is particularly apparent in the
devotion with which he nursed his friend during the illness that eventually killed him. The
speaker repeatedly remarks on the excellence of his caretaking, using the same grammatical
strategies of result clauses, comparatives, and superlatives that we have seen the orators using to
express their allegiance to eikos behavior:

- oUTWE EMTOVWG ROl RAADS AVTOV €0gQdmevoa MOt exetvov ) volery
a&tav pot dvvaoBaou v dmodotval TV memaryuévov. (§11)

I nursed him so laboriously and well that he didn’t think he would be able to give
me worthy thanks for what I had done.

- Eeldn) ya eig Atywvav ratowriodpuevog nobévnoev taitny Ty vooov ¢§
NomeQ amébavev, oLTwg avToV €0eQdmevoa Mg oV 0Ld' HOTLS TMITOH!'
£1e00G £TEQOV.... (§24)

When he came to Aegina and became sick with the same disease that he died
from, I took care of him in such a way as nobody has ever done for another, in my
opinion.

- vV 08 Ta yohemtato TOV €V Tf) Oepamelin nal Svoyepéotata 1ol TOVOUG
anodeoTdTovg €yovra nol mieiotng émpeieiog 0enBévT' ovn evdYNT' EoTiv.
(§28)

In fact, it is not easy to describe the details of the caretaking. They were the most
difficult, the most unpleasant, entailed the least enjoyable labors and required the
most solicitousness.

- &y UV Yo oUTm xaxrdg dletédnv o’ dool e eioNABov TV Gpilwy,
Epacav 0edLEVAL L] RAYD TTQOCOUITOAMUAL. ... TTQOG OVG £YM TOLODT’
amerQuvaunv 6t okt Gv Battov éhotunv amobavely 1) xetvov meQudely O
gvdelav ToD OeQaureo0VTOg RO Holpag TedevThoavtda. (§29)

I was doing so poorly that all my friends who came to see me told me they were
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afraid I was going to die.... I responded to them that I would far rather choose to
die than to allow Thrasylochos to die an untimely death due to lack of care.

In these passages, the speaker uses a combination of result clauses and comparative and
superlative adjectives and adverbs to precisely evoke the extreme degrees of hardship he suffered
and the equally extreme amount of devotion he lavished on the invalid. By sketching out the
outlines of his behavior, the speaker characterizes himself as a weariless companion, the paragon
of friendship. This is the absolute standard of intimate friendship against which his opponent will
be pitted.

At the other end of the ethical playing field are Thrasylochos’ sister and her supporters,
whose actions are described as neglectful, dishonest, and heartless (§§30-31):

gita vOv adtov adehpilewv émyelghoovowy, Homeg oty How dv oirneldTeQov

TEOOoE(mmOoLy TOV TeEbvedta, ToooUTM dOEoVoOY aVTV uetlm ol dewvodteQ’

EE0NOQTELY: NTLG 0V’ Emeldn) TehevTay Hjuehle TOV Plov... ovd’ eig TodTOV

TOV ROALQOV ATVINOEV, AAL’ 0VTWC OUMG ROl OYETAMMC ELYEV MOT’ €M UEV TO

%NO0g oV NElwoev Adwéobar, Thv 8¢ rataletdBEévTmv ovdE ¢y’ Nuéoag

drahmodo’ NAOev dupropnrodon, Home TOV xonudTwv GAL’ 0l éxelvou
OUYYEVTG OVOO.

Now they are going to try to call him “brother”, as if it were not the case that the
more intimate the relationship they pretend to have with the dead man, the more
egregious and terrible her deceit will appear! And when he was about to die... she
did not even come at that moment, but was so cruel and merciless that she didn’t
even bother coming to the funeral. But not ten days passed before she showed up
to dispute the property, as though she were a relative of the money, not the man.

Using the same techniques—here, comparatives and result clauses—as he used to elevate
himself, the speaker now denigrates his opponent. In contrast to his own oikeiotés with
Thrasylochos, his opponents only have a feigned intimacy —and the greater the pretence, the
more obvious the deceit. The kindness and heroism of the speaker faces off against the
hyperbolic villainy of his opponent: enemies made of rhetoric, crouched at opposite corners in
the ethical palaestra.

One reason for the speaker’s desire to differentiate himself from his opponent so
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drastically may that, due to her kinship proximity to the deceased, her claim to the estate might
be legally superior to his own.” Despite having been adopted by Thrasylochos, being married to
his sister, and being registered as heir in his will, the speaker shows some anxiety: first that he
might seem unworthy to have been adopted into Thrasylochos’ family and to have married his
sister”” and second that the jury might sympathize with his opponent’s claim that her father,
Thrasyllos, would not have wanted to see her deprived of his money.** This anxiety seems to
suggest that the legitimacy of the speaker’s case depends solely on emphasizing the superior
intimacy between the himself and Thrasylochos and minimizing the legal claims of the half-
sister.

And yet, the speaker counters the potential legal arguments against his case with the
claim that Thrasylochos had made him a member of his oikos by adopting him and marrying him
to his daughter. Rather than letting his property pass into the speaker’s oikos, Thrasylochos
folded the speaker into his own: the new configuration of the oikos, brought about through
friendship, would carry the old oikos forward.®' Their households had, in fact, already become
entwined in the previous generation when Thrasyllos married the speaker’s father’s sister and
then his cousin because he esteemed his friendship (oikeiotes) with that family so greatly.
Thrasyllos’ friendly ghost is invoked twice through probability: first, the speaker argues that

“there is nobody more likely (uaAhov €indg) than Thrasyllos to be benevolent towards those

8 “No doubt, the speaker’s attack on the legitimacy of his opponent was not airtight, since he bases his case almost
entirely on the grounds of intimacy or philia” (Konstan 88).

79§36: AMQ yaQ {0wg AvEELog v viog elomomnOfvar @oouhdym xai hafely avtod v adeldrhv.

80 §42: Toéypovrar §' {owg ¢ éxeivov TOV MOyov, omeg aToig Aoutdg £otv, g O@dovihog O TaTiQ O
ToUTNG NYOLT GV OeLva TAOYELY, €lTiS €0TLY aloONoLg Tolg TeBveDOLY TTEQL TV EVOAdE YLyvouEvmY, 0QQOV TNV
pev uyatéQ' ATooTEQOUUEVIV TV YONUATWV, EUE € RANQEOVOUOV MV AVTOC EXTICATO YLYVOUEVOV.

81.844: Kol a0 €i pev eic OV oixov 1oV £uov dedwrmg v ®oaoirhoyog TV ovoioy, TodT' dv EmTiudy eiyov
aUTQ VOV §' €ig TOV AVTOV <> el0ETOLNOATO MOT' 0U% ELATTM TUYXAVOUOLY EIMNPOTES MV dEdDHATLY.
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arguing in support of the will"”** because the old man made his money because of friendship
rather than inheriting it from his father (oU ®ata y€vog), and secondly, he claims that Thrasyllos
would have supported the speaker’s marriage to Thrasylochos’ daughter and adoption into his
family because “from which household would more gladly (}d10v) see his son adopt than the
one that he himself wanted to have children from?**’ Not just the present circumstances, but also
the will of the ancestral founder of the estate support the speaker’s claim that he has the most
legitimate claim to Thrasylochos’ oikos—the close association between the two oikoi in the
previous generation confirms the oikeiotes between members of the present generation.

Over the course of this speech, the speaker repeatedly stresses that friendship is thicker
than blood, and that intimacy is what you do, not who you are.** The speaker urges the jury to
vote based on deeds, not allegations (§33):

raitol Olxaudv oty VUAS THV PTiPOV PEQeLy, OV el TLveg YéveL Pév daot

mpootreLy, év &g Tolg €Qyols duoLot Toig €x0olg yeyovaoLy, AMAG TTOAY

paArhov doot undev dvopa ovyyevelog €xovies OireLOTEQOVS OPAS AVTOVS
€V Talc oupdoQUic TOV AvayraimV ToQEoyOV.

And in fact, it is right for you to cast your vote not for those claiming to be related
but behaving like enemies, but far rather for those who are not actually relations
but have shown themselves to be more intimate in adversity than family members.

The behavior of the speaker and his opponent are mapped out by their proximity to the
household interest, which is represented as well by the affection between the families of the
speaker and the deceased. The difference between the two parties’ relationships to Thrasylochos
is made explicit through the use of the comparative of oikeios: the more intimately (§30:

oinelotepov) the opponent addresses the dead man, the greater and more terrible her lies are

$2.§45: 008¢éva padhov gindg ¢otv 1) @pdovihov ehvouv elvar Toig natd d6ow dpudLofntodory.

83 §46: "Ex motog &' &v oixiag §101ov eldev viov abtd natd Tovg vOpoug eiomom0évra pahhov ij tadng ¢&
NomeQ xal pvoel maldag £CNnTnoev avTt® yevéobau,

8 “The argument in the speech is of interest as evidence that conduct indicative of a close personal bond or affection
was valued alongside formal kinship ties” (Konstan 1996: 88).
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revealed to be. The speaker, on the other hand, argues that it is not pretexts but actions that
determine those who are more intimate (§33: oixelotéovg). Actions speak louder than words in
quantifying the affection between the speaker and Thrasylochos and thus determining which
party is the most appropriate recipient of his estate.”

The speech concludes with an impassioned plea that the jury be the sort of judges they
themselves would like to have.* As in the two speeches discussed previously, the case
concerning private family relations is framed as a public interest. The deeply personal details of
the speaker’s relationship with the deceased impress upon the auditors’ minds the depth of their
friendship; the speaker’s concluding plea that they be the kinds of jurors they would themselves
would want to have is intended to have the jurors put themselves in his place. The jurors are
encouraged to reflect on their own friendships, their own intimate relationships, to think about
the bonds holding his own oikos together.

Isocrates’ strategy in this speech is to invoke certain cultural standards of affection that
characterize the oikos. The speaker attempts to successfully align his constructed character with
these standards in order to persuade the jury of the likelihood of the speaker’s side of the story.
This speech provides another example of how logographers alluded to certain assumptions about
ethical behavior from which the jurors are expected to make inferences based on their prior
experiences or on shared cultural values. In this way, the imaginary world created by the
speeches’ narratives expands beyond the mere words spoken. Where facts, witnesses, or other

forms of evidence are lacking, the orators encouraged the jury to fill in the rest based on what

% On a similar issue, cf. Aristotle Problems 29.3: Aud ti <é€v> £violg diwaotnololg Toig yéveol palhov 1) taig
dLaBnraLs Pndrovvrar, 1) 6tL yévoug pev ovn €0t natapevoacbal, AGAAA TO OV dmodaiverv; diadfnal 0¢
moAhail Pevdelg 110 EEniéyyOnoav ovoau.

86.§51: Adopou 0V VUMV Xl TOVTWV PEPVNPEVOUS %ol TOV GAMWV TOV glgnuévmv T dixara YndioacOal,
210l TOLOVTOVG HoL YeVESHAL dLnaoTAaS OlwY TEQ GV AUTOL TUYELY AELDOOLTE.
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seemed likely or typical. The world created by eikos argumentation is a world of necessary

outcomes, in which each person behaves as expected, as one ought.

Conclusion

In each of the speeches discussed in this chapter, expectations surrounding the
appropriate expressions of loyalty and affection towards members of one’s oikos play a large role
in characterizing the litigants and rendering the speaker’s narrative more persuasive. For the
speaker of Antiphon 1, it is his insistence that he was both properly loyal to his father and
reluctant to prosecute a family member that is intended to give the jury the impression that his
narrative is more reliable than that of his brothers, whose failure to act as helpers and avengers of
their father’s death led the speaker to turn to the jury to take on these roles. Lysias 32 contrasts
the loyalty expected of kin with Diogeiton’s behavior so that the speaker’s emotional description
of his opponent’s betrayal of their kinship will move the jury to find Diogeiton’s behavior
inappropriate and unseemly. In Isocrates 19, the speaker represents his friendship with the
deceased as more intimate —more oikeios—and claims that he has a stronger claim to the
household (oikos) than his opponent, the half-sister of Thrasylochos. Although Thrasylochos had
adopted him and had written a will leaving him the estate, the speaker relies on the intimate
friendship (oikeiotes) instead of these legal proofs to convince the jury that Thrasylochos was
more likely to want him to inherit rather than the half-sister. In contrast, the speaker of Isaeus 1
may be more closely related to the deceased than his opponents, but they have a will on their
side. In this case, the speaker must convince the jury that the magnitude of his friendship

supersedes Kleonymos’ will. As in Isocrates 19, oikeiotés is assumed to show more clearly the
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likely preference of the deceased than a will or kinship proximity, although these factors can play
a part, provided that they support the speaker’s claim.

Although each of these speeches involves relationships between family members, each of
them also (some more explicitly than others) links the jury’s decision in the case at hand with the
functionality of the city as a whole. Since the jury in Athens was randomly drawn from the
members of the citizen body who, after being empaneled at the beginning of the year, had
presented themselves for jury duty on the same day the trial was held, they were seen as
representatives of the city in all its actions, past and future. The logographers discussed in this
chapter took advantage of this function of the jury in order to represent the outcome of their
decision as a precedent for its ability to administer justice in the future. Because of the Athenian
obsession with eikos, the orators could use social expectations about affection between family
members to sketch out characters whose likely/appropriate/good or unusual/inappropriate/bad
behaviors made the case seem ethically simple and representative of the struggle between good

and bad, order and disorder in society at large.
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Chapter Two: The Stagecraft of Rhetoric

In Aeschylus’ Oresteia, the oikos takes shape and becomes a silent character in itself.
Blurring the line between the house and household, the oikos represents the physical
manifestation of the family torn apart by the chain of intergenerational murder. It drips with
blood (Ag. 732: aipatt 8’ oirnog édpp0n), it has eyes (Cho. 934), it suffers misfortune (Ag. 18:
rhatw TOT’ oinov ToDde ovpoeav otévmv) and falls (Ag. 1532: dmon TQATWUOL TUTVOVTOG
oi»ov), and if it had a voice, it would speak most clearly (Ag. 37-38: oixoc 8 aTdC, £l
dOoyyv AaPol, / cadéotat’ av AéEelev). As the members of the household are killed, the
walls of the house run with blood; the oikos is a space the characters can enter and exit, but the
characters themselves also constitute the oikos. In the Oresteia, as in Poe’s story “The Fall of the
House of Usher,” the physical represents and recapitulates the familial.

Not just in Aeschylus’ trilogy, but in Greek drama generally, the physical house serves as
a powerful symbol due both to the generational focus of many Greek myths and to the structure
of the stage. As many have observed, the skene in front of which the action of the play was
performed often represented the front face of a house or palace with the door or doors leading
from the outside, visible to the audience, to the unseen indoors." Athenian dramatic poets took
full advantage of the symbolic potential of this dividing line, this liminal space between the
domestic interior and the public exterior. This is the space through which both Agamemnon and

Clytemnestra pass on the way to their deaths, through which the Erinyes emerge in their

"E.g. Zeitlin 1996: 353: “By convention, this space is constructed as an outside in front of a fagade of a building,
usually a house or palace, with a door that leads to an inside, which is hidden from view” and Bassi 1999: 415:
“Within this theatrical space, tragic plots played out in front of a facade —the skene, or scene building—whose
principal architectural feature was a door or set of doors leading into an internal space that remained invisible to the
audience. That space, sometimes, although not necessarily, the literal home of the hero, represents a fixed locale and
a broadly conceived domestic space.”
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inexorable pursuit of Orestes.

The contrast between the tragic interior and exterior is often also a gendered contrast. In
the Athenian popular imaginary, women were symbolically associated with houses, with the
domestic interior, inside which private functions were carried out away from the public, exterior
world of men.*> As Ruth Padel observes, the theater’s “physical contrast between real and
imagined, seen and unseen space” made it an especially appropriate setting for thematizing
gendered space.’ Greek women were simultaneously necessary for the propagation of the
household and a threat to it; as Ann Carson points out, when an Athenian woman was married,
she was physically moved from her father’s house to her husband’s, and this movement “creates
the context for illicit varieties of female mobility, for example that of the adulteress out of her
husband's house, with attendant damage to male property and reputation.” The layout of the
tragic stage, with its sharply contrasted inner and outer space separated by the skene, can
function as a powerful metaphor for the paradoxical spatiality of the Athenian woman. What
happens indoors, in the space behind the skene, is supposed to be private, unknowable, unseen.
And yet, this unseen domestic space and the women it conceals are often brought before the
audience through the announcements of nurses, servants, and other messengers. Froma Zeitlin
has argued that the messenger speech is a form of ecphrasis, using visual language to allow the
audience to see for itself what cannot be seen in public, in particular the hidden interior of the

house.

> Wiles 1997: 84: “The gendering of space in this way is typical of fifth-century Greek thinking. The woman is
associated with enclosed space in accordance with her sexuality (enclosed genitals), her reproductive functions (the
enclosing womb) and her economic role (within the oikos, the home), while the male is associated with the public
space where, according to democratic ideology, his major role lay.” Cf. Wood 2002 on the symbolic link between
women and the interior in ancient Greek literature.

? Padel 1990: 344.
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In focusing on the role of physical houses in the speeches, I explore how the orators use
what I am calling rhetorical stagecraft—descriptions of the interiors of houses, the use of
spatially-charged words and prefixes —to construct conceptual spaces in and around which their
characters act out their domestic dramas. I examine in particular at how women and houses are
linked, arguing that the appearance of this thematic combination in oratory is conditioned by
tragedy as a distinctly spatial phenomenon. By way of introduction, I first discuss the role of
stagecraft in tragedy’s contrast between interior/female and exterior/male space before turning to
the relationship between tragedy and rhetoric. In order to show how the orators adapted world
building techniques from tragic convention, I trace several strands of scholarship on space and
place. Following this introduction, I closely read four speeches in which women and houses
feature prominently. An appreciation of the dynamic relationship between tragedy and oratory,
specifically in how the two genres deal with space and gender, adds new dimensions of meaning
to the speeches of the orators and their function within Athenian society.

The analysis of stagecraft applied to Greek tragedy is best known from Oliver Taplin’s
work on the stagecraft of Aeschylus. In this study, Taplin focuses especially on entrances and
exits, paying special attention to the thematic relevance of these actions; Taplin is entirely
concerned with visual phenomena, to the extent that he refers to offstage action, including
backstage action, as “comparatively unimportant” and rejects the idea that “the mighty deeds off-
stage are somehow what the play is ‘about.””* At the same time, however, he stresses the

difference between what was actually depicted onstage and what the tragedians’ words were able

* Taplin 1977: 25, 26.
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to evoke in the audience members’ mind’s eye.’ His rejection of offstage action is a reaction to
the play-as-text school of interpretation influenced by Aristotle’s Poetics, to which Taplin’s
play-as-performance interpretation is intended as a correction. However, in insisting on the
power of the poet’s words to evoke an image in the mind’s eye, Taplin testifies to the
significance of the messenger speech and similar types of communication which give dimension
to what the playwright can present on stage.

While Taplin does not consider the unseen important, several studies have focused on the
significance of backstage action in Greek tragedy. A. M. Dale discusses a series of passages that,
to be fully understood, require the imaginary extension of the house behind the wall of the
skene.® Padel further describes this “imaginary unseen” as having a “complex spatiality, built
often in detail in the audience's mind” by those who describe backstage action, thus offering
spectators “a way of making real space that does not exist, the interior geometry of a fictive
house.”” That is, the interior space of the house is simultaneously hidden by the skene and given
shape through the poet’s words.® Through the narration of messengers, unseen action can be
visualized by the spectators, allowing this action to remain private, individually created in the
imagination of each member of the audience. As the nurse describes Deianira wandering through

the palace at Trachiniae 899-946, for example, the audience pictures her moving deeper and

> Taplin 1977: 37.

® Dale 1969: 126, citing Euripides Alcestis 546 ff., Helen 1180ff., Bacchae 509, Orestes 1366ff., and Sophocles
Philoctetes 145ff.

7 Padel 1990: 343-344.

¥ Easterling rightly observes that “what all theatres present us with is by definition public space, but part of that
public space can pretend to be private” (1987: 17). In this chapter, I am focusing on how the poets gave shape to
background space, not the intimate scenes depicted onstage.
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deeper into the domestic space, ending in her bedroom, the most private area.” They are
witnesses to this utterly intimate moment, Deianira at her most vulnerable —literally, with the
final penetration of the sword into her body."

The ekkyklema also allows the audience to see interior tableaux, but it violates the
privacy of interior space in a way narration does not. Its use to reveal suicides (Hippolytus 808
ff., Antigone 1293 ff.) and gruesome scenes of murder (Choephori 973 ff.) and slaughter (Ajax
344 ff., Heracles 1029 ff.) contrasts with the more intimate revelations effected by the rhetorical
ekkyklema of the messenger speech.' When an actor is brought onto stage by the ekkyklema, this
is often a violent expulsion from the interior, whereas the messenger speech is an invitation for
the members of the audience to enter the offstage space. The ekkyklema shows what theatrical
conventions deem unseeable, while a messenger speech allows the audience members to
visualize such scenes for themselves. The messenger speech is a invitation, the ekkyklema an
interruption. There is no equivalent of an ekkyklema in Athenian rhetoric, no forensic
photographs or dramatized reenactments before the jury. Instead, forensic speakers needed to
rely on the use of vivid language (enargeia) to help the members of the jury visualize the events
being described.

As is frequently the case in Greek culture, the interior space constructed by the

messenger speech is often characterized as domestic, the domain of women. The association of

? I discuss Alcestis’ similar journey below.

' Loraux discusses Deianira within the genre of tragic heroine suicides, addressing the way “these desperate women
had to fly to their quarters —shadowy, hidden, mysterious—to put themselves to death, so that a nurse or an
attendant had to come and tell the public what they had done” (1987: ix-x).

"' Evidence for the use of the ekkyklema in the following scenes, which I have drawn from Dale 1969: 122-123,
comes either from an explicit mentioning of doors (Hippolytus 808: yahdte ®Aj6oa, mpdamOAOL, TUVAOUATOV,
Heracles 1029-1030: {deaBe, dtavduyo ®AfjBoa / vhiveTar Dypwhiwy d6umV), other textual references (Antigone
1293: 600V mAQEOTLV: OV YOQ &V puyoig €tu), or from the scholia (Choephori 973 and Ajax 346). On the technical
aspects of the ekkyklema, cf. Pickard-Cambridge 1968, Csapo and Slater 1994.
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women with houses in Classical Athenian culture paired with Greek theater’s focus on houses
make theatrical space an important arena for understanding Greek women in the cultural
imaginary. The fact that women are the central figure of many tragedies is no coincidence, as
Zeitlin has argued: due to her close association with the house, the woman is often represented as
in control of the interior space in Athenian tragedies.” The interior space of Greek tragedy can
best be constructed through a woman’s perspective, since it is her realm." In tragedies like
Trachiniae, Alcestis, and Medea, the imaginary space behind the skene is measured by the
heroine’s movement through the oikos. This space only exists because of the woman of the
house, and her absence through death or flight deflates this space, as Cecelia Luschnig has
argued.” The dichotomous ability of tragic women to both create and erase interior space reflects
the Athenian woman’s paradoxical role as a simultaneously procreative and destructive force
within the oikos.

These theorizations of backstage, feminized space in tragedy can shed light on the
orators’ use of conceptual space and its significance. Taplin used textual details to reconstruct
the visual performance, extrapolating from a two-dimensional text something that existed in
space and time, a theatrical spectacular. The words on the paper preserve the original
performance, collapsed. Drawing on Taplin’s work on stagecraft as well as the analyses of
unseen space discussed above, I suggest that we read the narrative portions of the Attic orators as

constructing conceptual space in the same way messenger speeches do, showing the members of

12 Zeitlin 1996: 354.

13 “The importance of the wife and the social milieu in which she has her being, the oikos, is not only maintained but
extended beyond what we can actually see, the public facade of the house (that is, the skene), into the largely
imaginary space behind it, the interior where the woman holds central place” (Luschnig 1992: 34).

" Luschnig 1992 argues that in the Alcestis, the collapsed oikos is restored with the revival of the eponymous
heroine, but in the Medea the heroine’s flight after killing her own children leaves the house an empty facade.
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the jury what cannot be seen by allowing them to visualize it in their mind’s eye.

The relationship between tragedy and rhetoric is a rich and well-theorized topic, on which
I will provide a brief summary of the major recent works. Josiah Ober and Barry Strauss’ study
of the political socio-cultural context shared by both oratory and tragedy sheds light on the
ideological implications of both genres, concluding that both genres, oratory and drama,
simultaneously drew from and influenced one another, blurring the line between aesthetic
experiences and political life.” The texts they discuss span the history of Classical Athenian
rhetoric, from Antiphon to Lycurgus. Victor Bers argues that the presence of tragic elements in
the early rhetoric of Antiphon and Andocides represents a dead end in the development of
forensic rhetoric and that this practice was abandoned by later orators, because the strong
emotions evoked by tragic language was inappropriate for the law courts.'® In contrast, Peter
Wilson argues that fifth-century tragedy had a strong historical value in fourth-century rhetoric
as model for the idealized behavior of the previous generations of Athenians.” Using examples
from Demosthenes and Lycurgus, he shows that the themes and atmosphere of tragedy from the
prior century seeped into the contemporary political discourse.” Edith Hall examines a range of
theatrical elements in rhetorical performance, from audience and delivery to characterization and
narrative. She observes an “isomorphism” between the competitive aspects of dramatic

performance and forensic rhetoric and stresses the significance of the performative aspects of

15 Ober and Strauss 1990: 270.

'® Bers 1994: 189-190. However, Philokleon’s intense emotional reaction to jury service in Aristophanes’ Wasps (88
ff.) suggests that emotion has more of a place in forensic rhetoric than Bers allows (cf. Teldo 2016: 27-55).

7 Wilson 1996: 314.

"® Wilson 1996: 321. Cf. also Hanink 2014 on Lycurgus’ engagement with fifth century tragedy.
92



rhetoric.” Victoria Wohl, following Ober and Strauss, insists that tragic poetry is inherently
ambiguous and that orators take risks in engaging too closely with tragic themes and characters.”
Most recently, both Bers and Michael Edwards have discussed the relationship between dramatic
performance and rhetorical training. Edwards critiques Hall for ignoring the fact that most of the
speeches would have been delivered by ordinary citizens, not skilled performers like
Demosthenes and Aeschines, and that the words of the speech had more to do with the
construction of a likely, likable persona than the speaker’s performance.* In a more recent piece,
Bers suggests that scholarship on rhetoric and tragedy has been guilty of using the word
“dramatic” to refer both to references to the texts of Athenian tragedies and to moments of
particular vividness or excitement but which do not connect explicitly to known tragedies. Such
a conflation underestimates the effect of music, poetry, and spectacle in the Athenian audience’s
appreciation of theatrical as opposed to rhetorical performance.”

While I do not contest the observation that rhetoric had a different performance context
from tragedy, I think Bers’ approach diminishes the impact of the literary tradition to which both
genres belong. Even though our only surviving tragedies date from the fifth century, tragedy
continued to be performed into the fourth century.” Bers implies that Antiphon’s engagement
with tragedy was a dead end, but Antiphon was far from the last orator to use tragic elements in
his speeches: Aeschines and Demosthenes both included long quotations from fifth century

tragedy in their speeches and Lycurgus, the last of the canonical Attic orators, is notable for

1 Hall 2006: 354, 355.
2 Wohl 2010a: 65.

2 Edwards 2013: 17, 19.
22 Bers 2013: 29.

3 Cropp 2005: 288-292 surveys the patchy evidence for fourth-century tragedy.
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incorporating long quotations from fifth century tragedy in his speeches.” I am most influenced
by the approaches of Ober and Strauss, Wilson, and Hall because of their emphasis on the shared
literary and socio-cultural milieu in which both genres were produced. Of particular significance
for my purposes is Hall’s brief comment on the resemblance between the narrative portion of law
court speeches and the genre of messenger speech: “Just as violent deeds in tragedy nearly
always take place within or away from the household..., so legal speeches expose to the public
the most intimate secrets of family and personal life.”” I draw on Hall’s observation with a
detailed examination of the relationship between messenger speeches and rhetorical narrative,
arguing that the orators share with tragedy not just the trope associating women and houses, but
also the ability to construct with their words an extra-scenic expanse of domestic space, unseen
but vivid to the mind’s eye.

In tragedy, the messenger’s description of extra-scenic action allows the audience to
picture what cannot be shown on stage. Messenger speeches use vivid language, enargeia, and
ekphrasis (in its ancient rhetorical definition) to bring the actions being described before the eyes

of the audience.” Analyses of hidden interior spaces in Greek drama can provide useful models

* Perlman 1964, Wilson 1996, Hanink 2014: 25-59. The tragic quotations in Aeschines appear at 1.128 (unknown
Euripidean tragedy), 151 (Euripides’ Sthenoboea), and 152 (Euripides’ Phoenix); in Demosthenes at 18.267
(Euripides’ Hecuba) and 19. 247 (Sophocles’ Antigone); and in Lycurgus at 1.100 (Euripides’ Erechtheus), §103
(Iliad 15), §107 (Tyrtaeus), §109 (epitaphs attributed to Simonides), and §132 (an unknown poet). Perlman notes
that Aristotle in his Rhetoric quotes Euripides seventeen times and Sophocles five times, a frequency which
challenges Bers’ conclusion that there was no place for tragedy in rhetoric.

> Hall 2006: 382. Of course, not all speeches are concerned with the family, but those that are (including those
discussed in this and the following chapters) often contain narratives resembling messenger speeches.

%6 “The combination of the messenger’s words and the spectator’s imagination was more effective in the ancient
theatre than the physical action on the stage” (Walcot 1976: 33, cited by de Jong 1991: 173). On enargeia in the
messenger speech, cf. Zeitlin 1994, Dickin 2009, and Plett 2012, who writes “Since the narratio takes the place of
the physical actio, the playwright must strive to achieve the same effect with the art of words as with the art of
drama” (61). On the ancient definition of ekphrasis as a vivid description effected by speech, Webb 1999: 11 cites
the ancient rhetorical theorists Theon, Hermogenes, Aphthonius, and Nikolaos, who all define ekphrasis as “a
speech which leads one around (periegematikos), bringing the subject matter vividly (enargos) before the eyes.”
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for considering descriptions of space, especially domestic interiors, in Athenian oratory. In a
speech being delivered before a jury, just as in a messenger speech, the narration preserves a
record of the original performance which the experienced auditors unpack in their minds.

In focusing on literary depictions of domestic space, I draw on both older and more
recent work theorizing the use of space in Classical literature. The classic structuralist analysis of
gendered space in Greek thought, Jean-Pierre Vernant’s “Hestia-Hermes,” traces the male-
exterior/female-interior dichotomy through many facets of Greek culture. Vernant sees Hestia,
representing the quintessence of the feminine, as associated with interior space and the private
world of the family, while Hermes, standing for the male essence, represents the outdoors, public
interactions, and movement through the world. Vernant suggests that this polarity arose from
“the archaic conception of space: space requires a center, a nodal point, with a special value,
from which all directions, all qualitatively different, may be channeled and defined.”” In this
conception, the Hestia figure, the idealized female, anchors the domestic interior and symbolizes
stability and privacy, while the Hermes, male, figure is a citizen of the polis, representing the
fluctuating public world. This understanding of spatial/gender polarity touches every aspect of
Greek society, including tragedy and oratory.

As Kate Gilhuly and Nancy Worman point out, recent scholarship on space in Classical
literature and culture is moving away from the structuralist mode typified by Vernant’s approach
and engages with a less schematic perspective that emphasizes the socially constructed nature of

space and place. The approaches to space in literature found in their edited volume especially

¥ Vernant 2006: 161.
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focus on the intersection of setting and identities and the embodiment of lived experiences.” For
example, Gilhuly’s contribution centers on Corinth as a place that is simultaneously a real place
and an imaginary construction built of imagination and tradition; the imaginary overlays the
actual space and affects how it is experienced.” In a similar vein, Worman argues that when
Aristophanes describes actual spaces and settings in his comedies, he imbues them with symbolic
significance, so that these locations, too, are both real and imaginary.*® She focuses in particular
on how, in the Frogs, movement through Athens and in its environs symbolizes ritual transitions
as well as how different settings come to represent different genres or styles. Alex Purves looks
at the significance of bedroom scenes in Herodotus, arguing that the bedroom, “with its simple
interiority and its core association with the home, provides a space where the intimate and
private connotations of feeling-through-the-body have particular resonance.”" Each of these
contributions emphasize how literary space is constructed through a confluence of lived
experience and the imaginary.” While the divisions that characterize structuralism may still
apply, they are complicated by society, culture, and the individual. Social practice and cultural
expectations define and give value to space; as a body moves through space, it gives it shape and
meaning. The application of this conception of space to literature allows the reader to recognize
the interplay of society and identity at work in the construction of conceptual space and to

consider, beyond male versus female, what difference age, ethnicity, or economic status has on

* Gilhuly and Worman 2014: 5, 6. On experiential space, cf. Tuan 1977.
* Gilhuly 2014: 17.

* Worman 2014: 202.

3! Purves 2014: 98.

*? Gilhuly and Worman 2014: 7.
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the meaning of these spaces.

Another way of approaching the role of space in Greek literature is from a narratological
perspective. Introducing this methodology, Irene de Jong distinguishes between scenic space, as
the setting of a narrative, and distanced or “framed” space. She breaks down the functions of
space in narrative into a series of categories.” The thematic function is found when a story is
about a place, like Delphi in Euripides’ lon. The mirroring function occurs when the setting
reflects or contrasts the themes of the narrative, and the symbolic when space takes on a
signifying aspect on top of its function as setting. An example of the former would be Chiron’s
cave in Statius’ Achilleid, whose bipartite form (108: pars exhausta manu, partem sua ruperat
aetas) mirrors its tenant’s half-animal, half-human nature. The symbolic function occurs in
Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, where the divisions within the house symbolize the divisions between
the sexes in a way that resembles the structuralist analysis of “Hestia/Hermes.”** Subsections of
the symbolic function are the characterizing function, such as in Lysias 1 (on which see further
below) when the speaker, Euphiletos, tells the jury he has a “little house” (§9: oix{0l0v) in order
to come across as modest and humble, and the psychologizing or personifying function, as in the
opening of Euripides’ Helen when Helen describes the streams of the Nile as “lovely virginal”
(1: oA MmdBevol), revealing the true chastity of the impugned heroine.

As convenient shorthand for categorizing the use of space in literature, these
narratological functions are useful if somewhat schematic. Mathieu de Bakker’s application of

these functions to the works of Lysias and Demosthenes distinguishes between performative

3 de Jong 2012: 14-15. The examples provided in this paragraph are my own.

* Division of sexes: Oeconomicus 7.22: ¢mel 8" dudotega TadTa xol £Qywv ol émuehelog deitan td te Evdov
2ol T EEW, nol TV pUoLv, pdvat, eVOVG maeoreaoev 0 Be0G, MG ELOL OOKREL, TNV UEV TAHS YUVALROG ETTL TO
gvdov €gyo nal Emuekipata, v 8¢ tod dvopog émi Ta €Ew. Division of spaces: 9.5: £de1Ea 8¢ nol v
yuvaxovity T, 000a falavoth aglopévny amo Thg avépwvitidog.
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space (the speaker’s surroundings) and distanced space beyond the range of sight. He describes
Lysias’ use of the performance space as similar to tragedy, “but whereas playwrights had the
liberty to create their own mise-en-scéne within the theatre of Dionysus, Lysias was bound by the
ceremonial settings” of the Athenian court system.” Examples of Lysias’ engagement with his
performative space include first-person addresses to the jury (passim), the use of the deictic
pronoun ovTOG in reference to the speaker’s opponent (passim), and indication of local
landmarks like the boule, where speech was being performed (31.1-2), the demosion sema where
the war dead were buried (2.1, 60), and the city walls nearby (2.63).* Distanced space can take
on ideological or political significance, as in the division between the oligarchic city party and
the democratic party from Peiraieus (12.92: ToUg €€ dotemwg »at Tovg éx [Telpauéwcg), which 1
discuss in my third chapter. Turning to Demosthenes, de Bakker notes that the later orator differs
from Lysias in that many of his speeches refer to the world outside of Athens, while Lysias’ are
usually limited to local matters. He praises Demosthenes’ engagement with the expanse of space
from the law courts to the outside world through the use of witness testimony: “combination of
narrative and testimony turned his speeches into vivid re-enactments of the crucial events within
the performative space.”’ Layering distanced space conceptually over the space of the
performance brings the jury into the story much as dramatic performance invites the audience
inside through the description of extrascenic space.

De Bakker’s application of de Jong’s theorization to these authors is an important model

for categorizing, while perhaps not analyzing, how space functions in oratory. My discussions in

35 de Bakker 2012a: 380.
3 de Bakker 2012a: 380-384.

37 de Bakker 2012b: 395.
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this chapter and the following one are influenced by all three approaches to space outlined here.
Drawing from de Jong and de Bakker’s analyses, I argue that the orators’ use of domestic space
can have significant thematic, mirroring, and symbolic functions. In particular, the symbolic
function characterized by my example from Xenophon, the gendered division of space, has been
theorized by Vernant as well as the drama theorists discussed above and continues to be a useful
way of understanding ancient conceptions of space. Moving through narratology and
structuralism to theories of experiential spatiality, I pay particular attention to the ways in which
the language used by the logographers moves bodies through space, constructing and giving
meaning to this space.

To illuminate what I mean more precisely by “the stagecraft of rhetoric,” I will briefly
analyze the construction of space and the effect of tragic resonances in two speeches discussed in
the previous chapter. I will then move on to extended readings of two other speeches in order to
demonstrate the use and significance of domestic space as it interacts with thematic and

persuasive elements in these speeches.

Antiphon 1: Against the Stepmother for Poisoning and Lysias 32: Against Diogeiton

In my discussion of Antiphon 1 in the previous chapter, I focused on the rhetorical
elements used to associate the speaker with and distance his brother from eikos behavior, raising
the jury’s sympathy and pity for his father’s plight. One of the ways Antiphon effects the
connection between the speaker and the jury is by incorporating tragic elements into the speech.

Bers describes Antiphon 1 as showing by far “the most tragic colouring of all the preserved
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speeches.” In her analysis of the tragic elements in the speech, Wohl observes that “Antiphon’s
engagement with tragedy is at once broader and more precise” than that found in later oratory,
because “in his tragic allusions the genre provides not just atmosphere or a (positive or negative)
emotional charge but a specific and well-defined understanding of agency and responsibility.”
Most directly, the speaker calls his stepmother Clytemnestra (§17) after the mythic father- (and
husband-) killer. More generally, Wohl argues that the scene of the father’s death is “pepper[ed]”
with “tragic diction” and “staged in a tragic idiom.”* Although the tragic effect may misfire,
directing the jury’s sympathy toward the wrong party, nevertheless it is a “potent resource of
thought for the law.”*!

Informed by these discussions of the tragic elements at work in Antiphon 1, I turn to an
exploration of the use of vivid language to create a sense of enargeia. When the speaker
describes his brothers’ refusal to allow the slaves to give evidence, he draws heavily on the
language of visibility (§13):

mEQL P&V 00V ToUTWV V% ddNAOV 8T alTol Edevyov TV TRy OEVTOVY THV

oadnvelav mbéobar fidecav ya oinelov oPpiot TO raArOV

AvahOovVNOOUEVOV, DOTE OLWITMUEVOV ROl A ACAVIOTOV AVTO Aol

¢BovinOnoay. G ovy Vusic ve, ® avdpeg, Eymy’ el oida, AL cadic
TIOLTOETE.

Concerning the slaves, it is not unclear that the defense is avoiding finding
clarification about what was done. For they know that the crime would be
revealed to be their own, and so they wanted to keep it silent and untried. But I
know well, men, that you will not let them, you will make it clear.

The repetition of words related to vision and clarity (ovz ddnAov, cadrvelayv,

3 Bers 1996: 189.
3 Wohl 2010a: 38.

' Wohl 2010a: 45, citing §§18-19 (éxeivoig evyopévolg & obx Euehhe TeheloOat, a prayer that was not to be
fulfilled) and §21 (aBéwg ol axhedgs, an impious and inglorious death). Cf. also Due 1980: 20-21.

4'Wohl 2010a: 65.
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avopavnoopevov, codég) build up the sense of visualization, bringing out the vividness of the
upcoming narrative, which in its world building specificity will reveal the truth of the matter. By
describing his brothers’ crime as oixetov, both “their own” and, etymologically, “related to the
house,” ties the language of visibility to the house, the scene of the stepmother’s conspiracy.

The narrative portion of the speech begins with a description of the house and sketches in
the background to the case (§14):

VITEQMOV TL NV TAS NUeTéQag oinlag, O eiye PLhOVEmS OTOT v doTel )

oratoifor, dvie nohds te nAYaBOS ®ol GiAog TM NUeTéEQW TOTEL: 1Ol NV

aUTQ ToAloxnt], v 6 PLhdvewms m mopvelov Epeile notootioor. ToOTNY
oUV 1) UNTNE ToD AdEAPOD EmOLNOATO PiANV.

Our house had an upper floor, which Philoneos, a noble man who was friends
with our father, occupied whenever he spent time in the city. And he had a
concubine (pallake), whom Philoneos was intending to install in a brothel. And so
my brother’s mother made friends with her.

The speaker’s evocation of the interior of his house has several functions. First, it makes the
scene more vivid by setting a stage on which the domestic drama of his narrative plays out. The
jury, like a theatrical audience, watches the events unfolding in their minds, picturing the upstairs
room that has been opened to them. Secondly, the invitation of Philoneos into the speaker’s
father’s home shows both the intimacy between Philoneos and the father and the vulnerability
resulting from letting a non-kinsman into the oikia **

By giving the events an arena, Antiphon makes them more specific, more visible—and
by linking the betrayal of the stepmother and the pallake to the house, he accesses a deep cultural
anxiety concerning women’s power within the household. The description of the upstairs room
and the fact that Philoneos intended to get rid of his pallake would seem unrelated details, except

for the additional comment that the pallake and the stepmother became friends: this ties the three

2 Cf. my discussion of the friendly man in the house topos in my Introduction.
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facts together with the revelation that it was the pallake’s presence in the speaker’s house that led
to the female friendship that brought down the kyrios, causing a rupture in the oikos. The staging
element, the detail about the domestic space, contextualizes and sparks recognition in the jury,
familiar from tragedies like Hippolytus and Medea, of the dangers of letting the wrong woman
into your house.

Examples of female friendship in Greek literature are not common, but one comes to
mind that bears an interesting resemblance to the friendship between the stepmother and the
pallake: the affection felt between Phaedra and her nurse. Like the stepmother and the pallake,
these two women’s actions bring about the downfall of the oikos and are closely tied to the
interior space of the house. As in many tragedies, anxieties about the oikos are tied up in the plot
and themes of the Hippolytus. This association develops gradually, starting from Phaedra’s
definition of the second kind of aidmg, scandal, as a “burden on the house” (386: 11 0 dyBog
oizwv) and her exclamation about adulteresses, “don’t they fear that the allied darkness and the
rooms of the house will one day cry out?”’* She perceives the house itself as responding
physically to the dangers adultery poses to the family. The nurse responds to these anxieties with
an evocative metaphor (467-469):

0vd’ énstovelv tou xo1 Blov Alav Footoie:

0Vd¢ OTEYNV YO NL ®ATNEEDELS dOUOL
ROADG AnQPOOOLS AV.

People don’t need to work too hard at life—
the roof with which your house is covered,
you would not want it to fit too well.*

#417-418: 006¢ ondTOV PpoiooovoL TOV Evvegydtny / TéQapvd T oixwv pi mote GOoyYNY Ad;

* Barrett interprets the analogy as meaning “no-one is going to be scrupulously accurate in the parts that are not
ordinarily seen” (Barrett 1964: 244). I would suggest instead that she means that buildings must be built to yield,
reflecting the play’s thematic rejection of extremism.
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She suggests that the oikos, both in its physical and familial senses, requires less solicitude than
Phaedra insists. By making the physical building of the house an explicit metaphor for Phaedra’s
worries about her family, the nurse amplifies the overtone of domestic disturbance running
throughout the tragedy. As it will turn out, her disdain for careful architectural practices also
reflects her understanding of household relationships.

In her analysis of the Hippolytus, Goff begins by focusing on the thematic significance of
the house, especially interiority and exteriority as it relates to gender divisions. She describes the
role of the oikos on the tragic stage: it is present “both as a physical stage-building and as the
‘brooding presence’ of family history and anxiety” and, in this play in particular, “the house is
depicted as the site of the struggle between the sexes.”* Phaedra is defined by yet struggles
against her confinement within the house. She longs to wander outdoors, yet she begs to be
brought inside.** The boundary is porous, to the detriment of both the house and Phaedra—walls,
like roofs, must be carefully maintained.

For Hippolytus, a man of the outdoors, women are securely assigned to the house. He
characterizes marriage as “bringing a ruinous creature into the house.”” Moving from general
vituperations against women en masse he alludes specifically to the collusion of Phaedra and the
nurse (649-650):

VOV O’ ai pev €veov doMOLV ai ®oxal ROXA
Bouvhetpot’, EEw O’ éndéQovol mpdomoAoL.

* Goff 1990: 3.
4 181-182: dedo yap M0elv Ay Emog Ny oo, / Téya 8 &g Ouldpovg omeDoELS TO TAMY.
#7630: 6 8" av hafarv ATV &g dOUoVS GuTOV

* Both Diggle and Barrett print obelisks around ai ugv £vdov dodowv ai xaxol, Barrett objecting to dodouv

because “the whole point is that the women merely devise the deeds, and rely on their servants to carry them into

effect” (1964: 282). The Loeb prints viv 8" £vdov évvoolowy ai woxal xaxd, which also appears in Diggle’s ap.
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And now, the evil women inside are carrying out evil schemes,
and the servants are bearing them outside.

Hippolytus blames the current scandal on the porosity of the house, which allowed the nurse to
export the plots cooked up inside. He categorically assigns women to the house, where they are a
bane, poisoning from within. He claims that women, even when they are where they are
supposed to be, are scheming against the house and employing their servants to export the fruits
of the rotten interior. This perspective, despite its virulent extremity, is more in accordance with
cultural expectations than Phaedra’s longing to leave the house.

The eventual outcome of the play leads to Phaedra’s confirmation of her essential nature,
with her ultimate “complete containment in the interior—the suicide in the bedroom —as it
ensures Hippolytus’ complete exclusion [due to] Theseus’ order of banishment; the status quo
will be restored but with fatal consequences.” Phaedra’s aversion to domestic interiority
appears justified: although Phaedra initially refuses to remain within the house to avoid the
adultery she believes lurks behind closed doors, it is in the end the inversion of gendered space
that leads to her suicide. While Phaedra remains before the eyes of the audience, it is in the
ambiguous space behind the skene that the nurse exposes her secret to Hippolytus. As Goff
observes, “if the house has destroyed Phaedra, she has equally well destroyed the house.”

The reason that the nurse had gone inside was on the pretext of helping Phaedra by

fetching “enchanting love potions from inside the house.”"' Goff connects Phaedra’s conflicted

crit.; Sommerstein (1988: 30-31) also suggests éxmovotouv. It does not seem to me to be necessary to change the
verb, since, as Phaedra makes clear at 405 (10 8’ €gyov 1jdn v vooov te duonhed), to extreme personalities like
Phaedra and Hippolytus, there is little difference between the intention (“the sickness”) and the act.

4 Goff 1990: 6.
9 Goff 1990: 11.

°1509-510: €0ty %At oixovg diktoa pot Oehnthola / EgwTtog
104



interiority to Deianira’s in Sophocles’ Trachiniae, another character closely associated with
extrascenic domestic space. Just as the drugs promised to Phaedra are kept inside the house,
Deianira, too “is represented as guarding the dangerous pharmakon that she received from the
Centaur in the muchos, the innermost part of the house that is often identified with the women's
quarters.”” Wohl’s analysis of Antiphon’s speech similarly emphasizes the similarities between
the pallake’s situation and Deianira’s: both women believed that they were administering a love
potion and both paid the price for their efforts. She suggests that these resonances would have
risked the jury feeling more sympathetic for the pallake, who was about to be interred in a
brothel and acted under a misconceived belief that the poison was a love potion, than angry at the
stepmother —might, in fact, have reminded the jury that “Clytemnestra, too, had her reasons for
her deed —among them her husband’s pallaké—and represented it as the righting of an
injustice.” The vortex of women, interiority, and a threatened oikos resonates in Antiphon’s
speech: the deliberate connection of the stepmother and the pallake’s friendship with the interior
of the speaker’s home echoes powerfully with the threat of the interior familiar from tragedies
like the Trachiniae and the Hippolytus.

In contrast, the domestic scene in Lysias 32 shows that women can have a positive
association with houses, as long as they act in the interest of the oikos. Women like Alcestis and
perhaps even Electra, who strive to preserve the oikos as much as possible (although in Electra’s
case this is done by helping to kill her mother, the original disturber of the oikos), provide tragic
models for normalized feminine behavior. After Diogeiton tells his deceased brother’s children

that he has spent their entire inheritance, the children and their mother arrive at the speaker’s

32 Goff 1990: 9-10, citing Trachiniae 578-9 and 686.

33 'Wohl 2010a: 64.
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house to beg for his help. The speaker, the children’s brother-in-law, describes the scene that
took place in his house (§§11-12):

TOMG G i Aéyerv, boov EvOOog £V TR £uf oiria NV €V Exelvo TQ YEOV®.
tehevTdOoa O¢ 1) W TNE aUTMV NVTEPOAEL Le nOl IxETEVE CLUVOYAYELY AUTHG
TOV TTATEQO ROl TOVS PLAOVG, elrtodoa dTL, €L ®al ) TEATEQOV €lbLoTON
Aéyewy &v avopdol, TO péyebog otV AvayrAoeL TOV OV POV TTEQL TRV
oheTéomv noxr®V ONAOOAL TAVTA QOGS NUAGS.

It would take a long time to say how much misery there was in my house at that
time. Finally their mother begged and beseeched me to bring together her father
and friends, saying that, although she had not previously been accustomed to
speak in the company of men, the magnitude of the misfortunes compelled her to
reveal everything about their miseries to us.

Because of her cultural association with the domestic interior, the mother’s role is to bring
people together (ovvaryayetv) for the sake of the oikos. She is even willing to contravene social
expectations and her own habits of staying away from the company of men (¢v dvdodor)—such
is her command of the oikia that she can take control over the situation as representative of the
otkos—the house is not even her own, but she takes it over in the interest of her children’s oikos.
The son-in-law then goes out (§12: éAOmV) to gather friends and relatives; after Diogeiton is
persuaded by the speaker and his friends to agree to the meeting, the group gathers (§12:
ouvihiABopev) and Diogeiton’s daughter addresses the men. Her power as the anchor of the oikos
is such that she can draw together and influence the men of her family in the interest of
preserving the oikos, in this instance, keeping the property in the hands of its rightful owners.
Aside from the speaker’s movement outward —which was for the purpose of collecting the
family members—all the verbs of motion in this passage direct the energy of the family and
friends toward the oikia, with Diogeiton’s daughter at its center.

In the same way that the speaker of Antiphon 1 used vivid language to build up to his
narrative reveal, the word OnAd®oau in this passage lends vividness to Diogeiton’s daughter’s
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speech. This highly emotional speech, which I discussed in Chapter 1, inverts the movement of
the narrative leading up to this moment: as I observed, she twice accuses her father of throwing
the children out of the house (§15: éxpdaiderv... éx Thg oiniag, §16: €x Thg oiniog ExPaiav).
The propulsive exteriority with which her father rejected her children contrasts with the
inwardness of the preceding narrative, juxtaposing the children’s expulsion from their house with
the intimacy of the gathering where she delivers her speech. After her speech, matching the
exterior movement of the children, although not its violence, the men depart (GmovTog
olyeoOat) from the house, from her vortex of influence, tearful as those who suffered and in
silence.* They were drawn to her, heard her accusation, and departed, tracing the paths of the
disinherited children.

The way that Lysias creates the unseen interior space through Diogeiton’s daughter’s
presence in the house echoes Euripides’ method of giving shape to the house of Admetus
through Alcestis’ movement, described in a messenger speech by a female servant (Alcestis 175-
198):

ndvtag 0¢ Pwpots, ot nat Aduftov dd6poUG,

nmpoonABe ®dEéotee nal mQOONVEATO. .
rdmerta OGAopov éomecoboa xai AYog

gvianBa o1 'd0dnQuoe rol Aéyel Tade:
‘Q ©Méntoov, EvOa mop0ével EMvo’ EY0...
®uvel 0¢ mpoomitvovoa, v 8¢ dEUVIOV
0pOaApoTEYRTM deheTOL TANUPVQLOL.
el 8¢ oMMV Sdanbwv elyev ®OQOV,
oTely €L TEQOVWIS ExmtecoVoa depviwy,
%ol TOMOL BoAaumV £EL0D0" €me0TQadN
®Gooupev otV OIS £¢ xolTny TAMY.

She approached all the altars in the house of Admetus, she garlanded them and
prayed before them... and then, falling into her bedroom and bed, there she cried
and said “O bed, here I lost my virginity....” Falling forward, she kissed it, and

> §18: daxglovrag ) Ntrov 1OV emovidTWY Amoviag ofyeodal ouwmi)
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the entire bed was deluged with a flood of tears. And when she had enough of her
many tears, she went with her head bent down, falling out of the bed, and many
times as she left the bedroom, she turned around and threw herself again on the
bed.

Alcestis’ movement into the house, insistent and forward-driving, resonates through the servant’s
narrative. She goes forward, forward, inward (mgofjAB¢e, mpoonvEat0, ¢0mecooa) until she is
insistently there (évrad0a, £€vOa), in the bedroom, expressed as the most interior of spaces.
Even when even when she tries to reverse her fall forward (mpoonitvouvoa), to move outward
(éxmeoovoa, €ELoD0’), she is turned around (émeotddn), compelled to carry out the relentless
drive toward the interior. For the audience, who cannot literally see the inside of Admetus’
house, Alcestis’ journey to the center of the house gives shape to the space, associating her
indelibly with the domestic interior.

This space within the house defines Alcestis as long as she lives; when she finally leaves
the house, she is being carried to her death (233: &0 éx dOuwWV OM xol TOOLS TOEEVETAL). Once
she appears on stage, Alcestis begins a process of departure that continues until her eventual
funeral: she feels a presence leading her away (259: dyel 1 dyel tig), she goes below (379:
AéQyopaL ®ATw), she is gone (393: BEPnxrev), and the funeral (422: énpoodv) will be the final
literalization of her exterior motion. Before her death, she attempts to preserve her symbolic
interiority by begging Admetus not to remarry, not to inflict a stepmother on the children.” As
long as the children maintain their status within the house, it will continue to be hers (¢pu®dv
06uwV), but a stepmother, as we learned from Antiphon, rearranges domestic space, making it a
foreign and dangerous place. With Alcestis’ death, as her child sings, the house is destroyed

(415: Bhwhev oiroc). The space which she created as she moved through the house collapses,

%2 304-307: To0TOUS GAVAOYKOU dE0TOTAGS UMV SOUWY / %Ol i) ‘TIyHuNGg TOTodE UNTEUILALY TéXVOLG, / fTig
rnanlwv 006" £pod yuvly $pOOV® / Toig 00ToL xANOIg TOULOL YEIQX TQOOPRAAEL.
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ceases to exist. Another woman would recreate the space, erasing Alcestis. And when Heracles
returns with the veiled Alcestis, Admetus refuses to let her inside, saying there is no room (1049:
70D %ol teédort’ Gv dwudtmv véa yuve);) and ordering Heracles to take her away (1104: 1)
yuvn & duehOétw). Even when Admetus concedes that she may enter the house (1114: ddpa
O eloehBelv ), she is not able to do so yet. It is only after Alcestis’ identity is revealed that
the house becomes open again, when Heracles tells Admetus to bring her inside (1147: eicoy’
elow tvde). Alcestis’ restoration to the oikos reverses the tragedy and gives shape again both to
her family and to the house itself.

For Diogeiton’s daughter, the stakes are, admittedly, less tragic than Alcestis’. She does
not die and Heracles’ intercession is not required. However, as I argued above, the scene is
heavily imbued with tragic elements, from the pathetic description of the destitute children to the
condemnation of Diogeiton’s impiety. By connecting her devotion to preserving the oikos with
her presence inside the house, Lysias casts her as the heroine of a tragedy that, like the Alcestis,
can have a happy ending. In this example, however, it is not up to the actors or the speechwriter
to determine the ending, but the jury-audience.

In both of these examples, domestic space plays a crucial role connecting the narrative to
the overall theme of each speech. By using female interiority to sketch out conceptual space,
Antiphon and Lysias expose their intimate dramas to the world of myth, imbuing their players
with a larger-than-life luminosity. As Hall argues, “the speakers in the courts introduced
mythical and theatrical parallels to themselves or their opponents in order to furnish a memorable
and familiar analogy which would stick in the jurors’ minds when detailed evidence might not.”

These strategies, whether overt or subtle, depended on a shared symbolic language tying women

%% Hall 2006: 348.
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to the house, for better or, more often, for worse. This brief consideration of how Antiphon and
Lysias engage with tragic tropes drawing on the cultural association of women with the house
will be useful in understanding how these elements interact with the themes and movements of

entire speeches.

Isaeus 6: On the Estate of Philoktemon

In this section, I discuss Isaeus 6, On the Estate of Philoktemon, a speech focusing on a
freedwoman’s plot to take over the oikos of an elderly man. Isaeus continually links this woman,
Alke, with houses as a physical metaphor for her efforts to separate the old man from his family
and appropriate his property. In her role as an outsider and a threat to the oikos of another, Alke
is presented as a sort of Medea character. After tracing the thematic and spatial strategies running
throughout the speech, I conclude this section by briefly discussing the similarities between how
Isaeus’ Alke and Euripides’ Medea relate to the house of Euktemon and Cleon, respectively.

This speech was delivered around 364 in a lawsuit for false witness (pseudomartyria) that
arose from an inheritance dispute between the putative heirs of the recently deceased
Euktemon.” One of Euktemon’s sons, Philoktemon, had adopted Chairestratos, the son of his
sister and her husband Phanostratos. After the death of Euktemon, Chairestratos had presented
himself as the legal heir to his grandfather’s estate, on the grounds that his adopted father had

been Euktemon’s son. However, Androkles, who claimed to be the guardian of Euktemon’s

57 On this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 2.548-551, Jebb 1893: 343-348, Wyse 1904: 482-547, Usher 1999: 149-154,
and Edwards 2007: 95-114 give background and commentary. MacDowell 1989 includes this speech in his
discussion of whether there is a legal differentiation between oikos and oikia; Glazebrook 2006 uses the character of
Alke to show how the orators constructed the hetaira; Wohl 2010b: 271-278 discusses the competing genealogies
presented by Aristomenes and Androkles.
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legitimate sons, entered a preventative claim (diamartyria) that the estate was not liable to legal
dispute (epidikos) because Euktemon had legitimate sons still alive.”® Chairestratos prosecuted
Androkles for false witness because of his claim that the boys were legitimate sons of Euktemon,
and the present speech was delivered to support the charge by a friend of Chairestratos and
Phanostratos (perhaps) named Aristomenes.”

The speech has two contrasting narrative movements: the summary and discarding of the
opponents’ argument that a woman named Kallippe was the boys” mother, and Aristomenes’
counter that a freedwoman named Alke and a freedman were the boys’ parents and that she
subsequently schemed her way into Euktemon’s life and her son into his phratry. In determining
the mother of the boys, Aristomenes repeatedly denies that Androkles has furnished any
trustworthy evidence, while in building his own version of events, he relies on his personal
connection to the oikos as well as public knowledge as proof of his story’s reliability. The proof
of maternity comes down to who knows what happens inside the walls of the oikia.* Like a
Greek tragedy, the challenge is to make visible the interior space in order to take control of the
narrative.

From its opening lines, the speech establishes a necessary connection between intimacy
and knowledge —an important theme of the speech is where information comes from, how

reliable its source is. In particular, proximity to the oikos allows access to privileged information.

¥ “A diamarturia was available to an individual who wished to assert a claim to an estate on the grounds that he had
a prima facie right to inherit, for example, because he was the only son of the deceased. The procedure took this
name, because it required the testimony (marturia) of a witness to the claimant’s relation to the deceased” (Christ
1998b: 212).

% Edwards 2007: 97, citing Davies 1971: 564 based on IG 1 1609, which has Chairestratos and an Aristomenes as
co-trierarchs. I follow Edwards in referring to the speaker as Aristomenes for the sake of clarity.

5 Cf. Wohl 2010b: 270.
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Aristomenes explains his role as advocate (synégoros) in this case, citing the jury’s knowledge of
his very close friendship with both Chairestratos and his birth father Phanostratos (§1):

Ot puév, @ Gvdees, TAVTOVY OEOTUTO TUYYAV® XOMDUEVOS PaVOOTQUTW TE
nal XoLQeOoTQAT® TOVTML, TOVG TOAOVG OLpa VUMV eldévau, Tolg ¢ un
elOOOLY I1OVOV EQM TEXUNOLOV.

That I enjoy the most intimate friendship of all with Phanostratos and this
Chaerestratos here, I think that many of you know. But as for you who don’t
know, I will provide a sufficient proof.

There are two kinds of knowledge at work in this passage. The first is privileged knowledge,
which comes from having access to the private goings-on within the oikos: Aristomenes’
superlative (oixelotota) closeness to the oikos of Euktemon makes him the best advocate in this
situation, the closest to the family and the most trustworthy.®" The second is public knowledge:
Aristomenes counts on the audience’s knowledge (eidévaw) of this friendship to justify his
presence and confirm the accuracy of his information. If a piece of information is unsupported by
either private or public knowledge, as Aristomenes will claim of his opponents’ argument, it has
no weight.

As he provides further evidence for those who don’t know (1) €l0060Lv), Aristomenes
continues using language that emphasizes closeness and knowledge. He tells the jury that when
Chairestratos asked him to join him in a campaign in Sicily, even though, having sailed there
earlier he had foreknowledge (po1|0¢€Lv) of all the dangers that would arise, he agreed; they
sailed together (ouveEémlevoa) and undertook the risks together (cuvedvotiynoa), and were

eventually captured and held by the enemy.”* Aristomenes proposes to the jury the opposite of an

%' The need for a synégoros to demonstrate a close relationship with his client is discussed by Rubinstein 2000; in a
similar argument, Humphreys 2007: 145 shows that witnesses in an Athenian court case were used “to bring the
inside knowledge of the local community into the court process.”

52.§1: S0 TO TEOTEQOY AVTOG Enstemhevréval TQONdEW TAVTAG TOVG £00pEVOVG %VEDVOUG, Sumg O¢
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eikos argument: it would be unusual (Gtomov) if, after helping Chairestratos earlier despite the
dangers being clear beforehand (ipodNAwv) due to the affection and friendship he felt towards
Chairestratos and his father, he did not speak on their behalf (cuveinelv) now.” The repetition of
the ouv- prefix conveys a sense of intimacy, of togetherness. Aristomenes, Chairestratos, and
Phanostratos were a team whose faithfulness makes the present speech appear more reliable to
the jury. In contrast, the boys that the opponents are claiming to be Euktemon’s legitimate
children are repeatedly described as having no connection with the family: “They think that with
a single vote and a single trial they can make these men his (Chairestratos’) brothers, although
they have no relation to him (Tovg ovd&v mpoonrovtag).”* According to the speaker, familial
proximity comes from experience and companionship; it is not adjudicated.

That proximity is the essence of the family, the oikos, is evident from even the most
seemingly uncharged vocabulary Isaeus employs in setting up the background of the case.
Aristomenes tells the jury that when Philoktemon had no children with his wife (Tfjg yuvourog 1
ovvouneL), he decided to adopt a child so as not to leave his house empty (u1) Eonpov xotalin
TOV 0i%0V).” One of his sisters, the wife of Chaireas (1] 0 Xawpéag ovvaxer) had no male
children despite having been married for many years (;toAAct €T1) oUVOLKOVOY), but the other,
the wife of Phanostratos (1] ouvéxer Pavootgatog ovtoot) had two male children, the oldest

of whom, Chairestratos, Philoktemon adopted.® The word cuvourely is a standard term for

OeopEVMV TOUTWVY %Ol CUVEEETAEVOQ KOl OVVEQUOTUYNOO %Al EGAMEY €lC TOVG TOAEWIOUG.

63 §2: dromov o1 €i éxeiva pev mQOdNAWY HvIwV TOV %VdVOV Spmg dud TO xefodat TohTolg %ol Ppihovg
vouiCetv Vmépevov, viv 8¢ ol TELQMUNV OUVELTELY. ..

4 §4: %ol &v ud YA %ol EVi Aydve ofeton AdeAPoUS xaTaoThoew Exelvp ToVg 0VOEV TYOOTROVTAC.

5 See above in chapter 1 on the eremos oikos.

66 §§5-6: "Emed) Y00 T PLoxTAROVL E1 uev TG yuvaurdg 1| ouvdxer ovx Nv woudiov o0dév... £90Eev atd
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cohabitation or marriage, but its recurrence in this passage, and indeed this speech, marks it. Out
of 26 instances of this verb in Isaeus’ speeches, this speech alone accounts for 10 of them. In his
discussion of lexical repetition in Demosthenes’ speeches, Rowe describes the functions of
repetition as allowing the orator “to carry along and to elaborate previously introduced themes,
giving a sense of the entire message at any point in the speech” or “to establish a pervasive tone
or mood.”®” The repetition of ouv-owéw, recalling its component parts, signals to the jury that
the themes of family, houses, and proximity will be particularly significant in this speech.

Family proximity, intimacy within the oikos, brings with it privileged knowledge. Just as
Aristomenes counts on the jury’s knowledge of his close friendship with Chairestratos and
Phanostratos to legitimize him as an advocate, his argument for his client’s legitimacy depends
on private and public knowledge of Euktemon’s actual (6vtwc) children (§§10-11):

Edxthpovt yae, ® 6vdees, T @horTtiuovog motl, Tovg pev dvimg

vevopévoug maidag, Drhoxtiuova xail ‘Egyoauévny nai Hyfuova xai d0o

Buyatégag, ral TV unTéQa aiTtdv, v Eynuev 0 Evxthumv, MelEiadov

Knerouhng GUYO(’EéQOL TAVTES Ol TQOONKOVIES {0AOL RO Ol PQATOQES ROl TV

dMuoTdV oi oAk, ROl uagwgncsovow Vpiv- 41 &’ [0Vd ] &My Tiva Eynpe

yvvama ¢€ Mg TIvog olde T eyevovro 00OEIC TO TOQATAV 01dEV 0D’

fnovoe twmote LHVTOg Evmnuovog. ®a{toL ToUTOVG EIROE OTOTATOVG
elval VoUZeLy paTuoag: Tovg ya olrelovg eldéval mooomrel T TolodTa.

The actual children of Euktemon, the father of Philoktemon— Philoktemon and
Ergamenes and Hegemenes and two daughters, and their mother whom Euktemon
married, the daughter of Meixiades from Kephisia—all their relatives knew them,
and the members of their phratry, and most of their demesman, and they will
testify to you. But as to him marrying some other woman, who bore him these
two sons, nobody knows anything at all, nor did anyone even hear about it while
Euktemon was alive. And it is natural to consider these men the most reliable
witnesses, since it befits relatives to know such things.

drabéoboun Ta avTod, ui) Eonuov xatahinm Tov olxov, &l Tt TGOoL.... Tolv ¢ aés)@aw ™ uev e'ce@oc no
Xowéag CUVOREL, OVR nv a@@sv nadiov ovde € syevsro molha €11 ovvowovaon, éx O¢ Tg srsgag 1 CUVOREL
D av60TEUTOC 010K, HoTNV Vel d00. TolTmV TOV TEecPiTeQov TOVTOVE XaLQEGTQUTOV EMOLOATO VOV.

% Rowe 1993: 397.
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Aristomenes relies on the link he has forged between familial proximity and knowledge in this
passage. He constructs concentric circles of privileged knowledge, starting with oi
mpoonrovteg—friends and relatives, those who belong or are suitable—who know Euktemon’s
legitimate children and wife, as do the members of their phratry, and the majority of their fellow
demesmen. He then cycles back around to the assertion that it is suitable (;tpootxet) for relatives
(oiretovg) to know about the matters at hand. In this passage, Isaeus disguises as natural (€ix0¢)
what, essentially, reduces to an etymological tautology: those who know, the relatives
(moonrovteg), are those whom it is suitable (;ipoot)xer) to know. It is the relatives who know
and will witness, who receive the superlative stamp of approval as the most trustworthy
(mototdtovg) witnesses. Categories of propriety and relatedness are collapsed into the inside
group—those who belong, those who know —and the outside group, the suppositious heirs that
nobody has ever heard of at all (00¢ig TO mOdAmAY 01dev 008 fjrovoe mbmote) and who
have no relation to the family (§4: Tovg 0Vd&V TEOOTHOVTAG).

In contrast to Euktemon’s known family, Aristomenes repeatedly emphasizes the
uncertainty concerning the claimants’ background. He notes that his opponents, claiming to be
the legitimate children of Euktemon (§12: mg Um€p yvnotov t@vd’ Evxtiuovog dvrtmv), were
unable to give their mother’s name or to identify her father during the initial arbitration of the
case; they could not identify even a single relative (§12: un €xewv dmodeiEar unde mpoonrova
avtoig undéva). After filing for a delay in the proceedings, at the interrogation before the trial
(anakrisis), they finally gave her name as Kallippe and her father’s as Pistoxenos. Aristomenes
objects to this naked claim, unsupported by witnesses or family, by either private or public
knowledge. It is not enough to just provide the name (§13: mg éEagnéoov el dvopa povov

mogtoowvto Tov [TiotdEevov): information must have a source and support.
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His opponents claimed that Pistoxenos had died in Sicily while serving in the military
and left Kallippe under Euktemon’s guardianship, during which time the two sons were said to
have been born. Aristomenes accuses his opponents of making up a story that was hyperbolic
(8§13: vmepPdrhov) in its shamelessness and did not happen, attacking it on logical and ethical
grounds. Since the Sicilian expedition was 52 years earlier and the boys claiming to be
Euktemon’s legitimate sons are no older than twenty years old, if the opponents’ claim was true,
Kallippe would have been in her thirties at the very youngest when they were born. The math
doesn’t work (§14):

Mot ovT érmroometecbon moootixe tv Kahhimmy £ti, Toiaxovrodtiv ye

ovoav, oiite dvéndotov xai dmonda eivor, GAAL Thvy Tdhon ouvoLxEly, )
gyyunOetoav xatd vopov i) emdnacheioay.

So, it was not suitable for Kallippe to still be under a guardian, being at least
thirty, nor for her to be unmarried and childless; far rather she should have been
long married, either betrothed according to the law, or assigned a husband by the
court.

If Kallippe did bear the boys to Euktemon, it was undoubtedly a scandalous situation. If the facts
are as Androkles claimed, the two contravened law and custom to cohabit under the guise of a
guardianship; if the timing of Pistoxenos’ death was wrong, then Euktemon abused his position
by impregnating his ward. The word ovvouxelv, used earlier to identify Philoktemon’s sisters by
their husbands, here appears in the counterfactual. Instead of getting married, Kallippe —the fact
that she is named, unlike the sisters, giving her a disreputable quality —lived with her guardian
and perhaps had his children. The same word, cuvouretv, can have completely opposite
significations depending on who the women are, and what they are doing in the house. If
Kallippe had remained unmarried and childless and Euktemon did not abuse his guardianship,
where did the children come from? The facts as Androkles presents them are inappropriate (oUte

mpoonxre), especially regarding the question of Kallippe’s marital status (ovvouretlv). Although
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Kallippe will turn out to be a red herring in Aristomenes’ mystery of the false heirs, her story
contains in it the kernel of what will be at the heart of his eventual argument: a woman’s
inappropriate place within a house.*

Expanding on the impropriety of Kallippe’s situation, Aristomenes finds when he seeks
evidence of her relationship with Euktemon from the usual sources of information—family
members, friends, neighbors, slaves —that the same sources who were so knowledgeable of the

facts about Euktemon’s other children are unable to provide answers to the mystery of Kallippe

(§8§15-16):

11 8¢ ol yryvaoxeodon oty 0o Tdv Evrtiipovog oixelwv dvayroiov 1y
#al VIO TOV OUETDV, €l TEQ YE oVVQUNOEVY Exelv 1) dNT)OM TocODTOV
XQOVOV €V Tf] olxiq. T YAQ TOLaDTO OVX €I TNV AVAXQOLOLY pHOVOV O€l
mo(CeoOat [ovouata] dAia tf) dAnOela yeyovota dpatveobor nai VIO TOV
TQOONAOVIWV ROTOUAQTUQELOD L. ATOOEIEAL TOIVUY UMDV REAEVOVTWV
dotig oide v Ebnthipovog oinelwv 1) ouvowmfoaoav éxeivp twva [1) thv]
Kolimmmv <ij> émtoomevopévny. .. 1 &l Tig Tdv maQ” avTois olreT@v
bdorer TadTo gidévar, Nuiv mapadodvarl, olite hafelv HBEAncov o0 Nuiv
T0.Q0LO0DVOL.

Moreover, she must have been known by Euktemon’s family and slaves, if she
had in fact lived with him or spent so much time in his house. For such matters,
it’s necessary to do more than just give names at the interrogation—they must be
shown to have happened in truth and witnessed by relatives. But when we ordered
them to reveal which of Euktemon’s relatives knew that this Kallippe person was
living with him or was his ward... or to hand over to us any of their slaves who
could say they knew these things, they were willing neither to take ours nor to
hand over their own to us.

As in the earlier passage, Aristomenes here relies on the standard that those close to the oikos,
the oikeioi and oiketai, are the ones who know best, who make the best witnesses. When asked to

provide witnesses from among Euktemon’s family members (oixeiwv) who knew about Kallippe

% Wyse suspects “some misrepresentation or shuffling here,” as “it appears incredible that Androcles asserted that
Callippe was a minor when the two boys were born” (1979: 499). He also points out that Aristomenes “has a motive
to make out the claimant to be younger than he really was” and “deduces the date from the birth of the eldest
claimant, which is not a sound basis of calculation” (500-501). Despite the gaps in this part of the argument,
suspicion of the facts does not discount the thematic development linking Kallippe to Alke.
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and Euktemon’s cohabitation (ouv@xnoev, ouvownoaoav), or even one of the slaves
(oixetdVv) who could say they knew (gidévau), the opponents were unwilling, or unable, to do
so. Knowledge and legitimacy is tied to the household, and Androkles’ inability to provide
witnesses from the household is exhibited as a testament to the weakness of his claims. It is not
enough, Aristomenes again asserts, to give names; the story must be backed up by relatives
(mgoonrovTwv), the most suitable witnesses.

Finding Androkles’ version of events untenable, Aristomenes provides his own origin
story for the boys in a second narrative arc. Despite the risk that the story may cause
Phanostratos embarrassment, he insists that he must tell it regardless, so that he jury can reach a
just verdict more easily, knowing the truth.” Aristomenes verbally ties his side with knowledge,
unlike Androkles’ unsupported claims. Whereas Kallippe’s relationship with Euktemon’s house
was without evidence or support, Aristomenes represents his candidate, Alke, as conspicuously
insinuating herself into Euktemon’s oikos. He closely associates his version of the truth with the
house and the household, a reminder of his intimate connection with the family (§18):

Ev%‘cmww HEV Y €Biw Etn €€ ol avevnuovra TolTOU O¢ TOD Xgovov TOV

uev mhelotov €d0nel Svéatuwv glvan (nai yoQ ovoto v ovx OMYT] avT® nOl

ToAdeg nal YUV, %ol TAAL Emedg edTiyer), £m yHows 8¢ AT ou ugpoga

EYEVETO OV QAL 1] Exelvou Taoav TNV olriay EAVUNVOTO ROl OTUOTO
TOALG OLAEDE ROl AVTOV TOLS OIXELOTATOLS €iG OLAPOQAY RATEOTNOEY.

Euktemon lived for 96 years and for the majority of this time he seemed happy
(for he was very wealthy and had children and a wife, and in all other respects he
was reasonably fortunate). But in his old age, a great misfortune befell him which
brought ruin to his whole house and lost him a lot of money and put him into
discord with his most intimate family members.

As MacDowell observes, Isaeus’ use here of the word oikia rather than oikos to denote the

9°§17: v’ Dpelg ™v aMhOeay eidOTES OGOV Ta dinoua Yndionobe
118



family rather than the house is unusual.” The word oikia implies that the rift was not just
between members of the oikos, but caused damage, as it were, to the foundations of the house
itself. A physical metaphor, the conflation of property and structure, underlies the second part of
the speech, representing the permeability of the definitions of oikos and suggesting the
destruction arising when families, like houses, fall apart. The extent of this rift is indicated by the
superlative oixelotdtolg—his closest kin are driven into discord by his downfall.

As he describes the cause of this ouppoed and the subsequent diadpod, Aristomenes
draws out the conflation of oikos and oikia: he constructs rhetorical houses, pointing to them as

physical referents in his description of the problems that befell Euktemon in his ninety-sixth year

(§819-21):

Amehev0éa v avtod, ® dvdoeg, 1) vavxriioel ouvouriay év ITelponel
a0tod xai toudionag Ergede. Tobtwv piav éxthoato 1) dvopa v Akxd, iy
%ol DUV otuar wohhovg eidévar. ADTn 6 1) Alxr) dvnOeioa TOAGL pev £
®00fjoto &v olnfpoat, /101 8¢ mpeoPutéoa oo GO PV Tod oinfuaTog
aviotatol, dSttmpévn ¢ avti €v tf) ovvolria ouvily dvOpwmog
amelet0eQoc— Almwv dvopa odTd — £E oV £ éxelvn TolTOVG YeEYOVEVAL %OL
£€0peyev avtovg 6 Alwv mg dvtag EovtoD. KooV 08 Votegov O Pev Alwv
Inuiav gipyaopévog ol delong VITEQ ALTOD VIEYWENOEV €ig ZIXVMVO: TNV O
GvBowmov TahTny, TV Axfv, nabiotnorv Ebxtiuov émpelelobon g v
Kegapem® ovvouiag, T meod T muhida, ov 6 oivog dviog.
Katouwio0gioa 8' évravol moldv xai xaxdv NoEev, ® Evdpeg. Dotdv
v00 6 Evntiumy émi to £volriov éndotote, To TOALO OLETOPEY €V TH)
ovvouwxia, éviote ¢ %ol €0LTeElTO PeTA TS AVOQMITOU, RATAATIMV ROl TV
YUVOIXRO ROL TOVG TOLOOLG KOl TNV olnioy 1)V OxeL.

He had a freedwoman, men, who managed an apartment building for him in
Peiraieus and kept prostitutes there. One of the prostitutes she acquired was
named Alke, whom I think many of you know. This Alke, once she was
purchased, worked for many years in the brothel, and when she was older she left
the brothel.”" While she was still living in the apartment, she was with a freedman
named Dion—she claimed that he was the father of these boys (the heirs), and

0 MacDowell 1989b: 11.

"' Wyse ad loc. provides comparanda for oixnua being the term for a brothel, concluding “No doubt the Peiracus
was like other great port towns” (1979: 506).
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Dion raised them as though they were his own. After a while, Dion committed a
crime and, fearing for himself, fled to Sikyon. That female, Alke, Euktemon put
her in charge of an apartment building in Kerameikos—next to the little gate,
where the wine is sold. Her settling in that place was the start of many evils, men,
because each time that Euktemon visited to collect the rent, he would spend most
of his time in the apartment building, sometimes even eating dinner with the
female, leaving behind his wife and his children and the house in which he used to
live.

As in the opening of the speech, Aristomenes again draws on the jury’s experiential knowledge,
this time of the notorious (v %ol VU@V olpow ToAoVG €idévar) prostitute Alke (consistently
referred to by the derogatory 1) dvBowmog).”” As evidence, the common knowledge of Alke is
even stronger than the private knowledge privileged by members of the oikos, a great distance
from Androkles’ unattested version of events. Aristomenes does not just rely on the jury’s
supposed foreknowledge of Alke: he also draws them a map, based on their own knowledge of
the cityscape. The housing complexes referred to in this passage have separate but related
existences in the world outside the speech and in the rhetorical world created by the speech. As
extra-rhetorical physical landmarks the buildings act as demonstrable evidence for his story:
Euktemon was a wealthy man, able to perform lavish liturgies without cutting into his capital
while bringing in enough income to continually be making money.” Being such a wealthy and
civically involved citizen, Euktemon’s houses around town may have been familiar landmarks to
some members of the jury. Even if members of the jury did not know which properties in the city

were Euktemon’s, Aristomenes helpfully provides directions to Alke’s ocvvolrio—it’s the one

7 “In Classical literature the meaning of 1) &vOowaog is evident. Its use is reserved for women who are somehow
unwomanly, as a result of physical, moral, or legal characteristics” (Sosin 1998: 77). On the use of Alke’s first name
in comparison with Isaeus’ careful avoidance of the names of Euktemon’s daughters and wife, cf. Schaps (1977:
327), who attributes Alke’s being named to her being “disreputable.”

3 §38: oltm oMMV ovoilav Exéxtnto Evxtipov petd tod Véog @hoxthuovog, hote dua Té te péylota
DUy AnTovpyelv dudotépoug TV Te Aoy atmv pndev meadfval TV Te TPocOdWV meQLIOLELY, oTE del T
meooxtaoOal.
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next to the small gate, where the wine is sold. As symbolic space, the ouvowrio by the gate
represents a transition, a space through which Euktemon passes in his journey from upstanding
citizen in his oikos to doddering old man manipulated by his freedwoman girlfriend.

All together, this passage refers to three separate buildings —the apartment/brothel in
Peiraieus (the oixnuoa and the ouvowxia are the same place), the apartment in Kerameikos, and
the house Euktemon lived in with his wife and children—and uses ten words with the oik root.
The introduction of the olxnua and the ouvowria complicates the earlier association of
proximity to the oikos with knowledge and legitimacy: when multiple houses are in play, the
privilege of the oikos dilutes. Alke’s seductiveness is symbolized in this speech by the cvvouxia:
she shared her previous apartment (£v tf) ouvowriq cuvi)v) with Dion, but after settling
(ratowoOeloa) in her new apartment she began to receive frequent visitations (¢port@®v) from
Euktemon. Since both verbs, o0veyu and Pportdw, signify sexual intercourse, Euktemon’s
physical separation from his former house maps precisely onto his unfaithfulness to his wife and
family. His oikos remained intact as long as he stayed in the house where he lived with his wife
and family, but as soon as he abandoned his oikia and moved in with Alke, his oikos—family,
estate, and house—fell apart.™

As rhetorical constructions, the residential buildings crowding the passage quoted above

draw on the cultural association of women (the freedwoman and Alke) with domestic structures.

™ The narrative makes Euktemon’s marital status after leaving his wife unclear. According to the opponents’ version
of events, Euktemon lived with Kallippe as her guardian and the father of her children; Aristomenes uses the claim
that nobody knew about this but that everyone knew his wife, the daughter of Meixiades, to refute this story.
Aristomenes does not conceal the fact that Euktemon left his wife to cohabit with Alke; being a former prostitute,
she could not legally marry him, so he may still have been married to the daughter of Meixiades, the wife being kept
out of the oikia. The situation is complicated by Euktemon’s threat to marry Demokrates’ sister, which he would
have needed to be divorced from his wife to do. But the fact that his wife and daughters believed they had the right
and responsibility to see to the deceased shows that, to them, they still thought of themselves as being part of his
oikos. Thus it seems most likely that he did not divorce his wife.
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Since she was once a prostitute, Alke is unable to be a wife and mother to citizens. Her ouvouwxia
(which can mean, as an abstract noun, “cohabitation” in addition to the concrete “apartment
building”) represents a threat to the citizen oikos through the possibility of illegitimate children;
as Wohl observes, Alke’s ouvouxia, “like the oikia, is a place of familial reproduction but, as we
might expect, it rears an illegitimate brood.”” Unlike the catalogue of marriages which
Aristomenes included when setting up the background to the case, Alke can live with Euktemon
but can never be his legal wife. Paradoxically, their cohabitation (ouv-owxia)) can only pull the
oikos apart.

Euktemon’s relocation from his oikia to her synoikia only signals the beginning of Alke’s
career as a homewrecker. She gradually repositions herself as the center of his new oikos, taking
control of its access. After Euktemon started spending all his time at Alke’s house, she persuaded
him to introduce (eiooyoryetv) her elder son into his phratry under his own name.” By doing so,
she would be working toward ensuring his legitimacy not just legally but also by introducing him
into the circle of knowledge constituted by the phratry, one step closer to the oikos. At the idea of
having to share his inheritance with the son of Alke and the freedman Dion, Philoktemon refused
to allow his father to do this. Euktemon then sets into motion a series of negotiations and
machinations in order to achieve his aim (§22):

gnetdn 0¢ o0’ 6 VOGS aTH PrhoxrTHUWV CLVEYDEEL 0VO 0L HOETOQES

eloedEEavVTo, AMN ArnvéyOmn TO ®01EELOV, 0QYILOMEVOS O EVnthumy 1) Vel

rol emneed ety fouhopevogs £yyuatal yuvoino Anpuoxrdtovg Tod

Addvaiov adeldNV, g €x TalTNG TOTOAS ATOGAVADV ROl ELCTONOWY Eig
TOV 0L®OV, €l W) oVYYwOoin todTtov Eav gloayOfvar.

> Wohl 2010b: 274.

76§21 yahemdg 8¢ peovong TS YUVAIXOG %ol TV VEwV 0y dTtwg Emaboato, GALG TEAEVTOV TOVTEADG
dnrtaro éxel, nai oUtw dteTédn i’ Vo pagudnwy €iB” VIO vooou € V' dhhov Ttwvdg, hote émeioOn vt
VTG TOV TEECPUVTEQOV TOLV TTOLdOLV EloayaYELY €ig TOVS PQATOQOS €7l TM AUTOD OVOUATL.
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When his son Philoktemon would not agree, and the members of his phratry
would not admit the boy but even had the victim for the sacrifice taken away,
Euktemon got angry at his son and, wishing to threaten him, became engaged to a
woman, the sister of Demokrates from Aphidna, intending to recognize her
children as his and to adopt them into the family if [Philoktemon] wouldn’t let
him introduce [Alke’s son].

In this passage, the component parts of the verbs used, especially the vocabulary of adoption and
introduction, build up a sense of movement aiming toward the boy’s inclusion in Euktemon’s
oikos. At first Philoktemon does not agree (ovv-ywgQelv, come together); the members of the
phratry do not admit (eio-0¢éyeaBai, welcome into) the boy. Instead, as a rejection of the internal
motion, they reject (Qmo-¢pEeLv, carry away) the sacrificial victim. Euktemon’s response halts
the outward movement and redirects the motion in the interior direction. He threatens to adopt
(elo-motelv, make into) another woman’s children into his family (eig TOv oinov) if Philoktemon
continues to refuse to allow (ovv-yweelv again) him to introduce (eio-dyeLv, lead into) the boy.
The double appearance of ouyywoetv in this passage is especially effective, creating a sense of
space (yma) in which the will of each party runs at cross-purposes.

The impetuses of intention threaten collision, but Alke is successful at channeling
everyone in the direction she wants them to move. Euktemon’s relatives, the inner circle, know
(§23: €idOTeg & ol dvaryxaion) that he is too old to father children, that the ploy will result in
another man’s children entering the oikos regardless. They persuade Philoktemon to let Alke’s
son be registered and to let him have a single plot of land (§23: ywoiov €v d6vta). Philoktemon,
without further avenues (§24: dmoo®V), conceded; the boy was introduced (eiocoy0évtog), and

Euktemon got rid of (&mtnAAdym) the citizen woman he had been intending to marry.” By

77§24 noi O PUOXTAPWY ALOXVVOPEVOS PeV & T} TOD TaTEOS Gvoig, Amoedv 8 & Tu N oato Td TaEdVTL
1OXD, OVK AVTELEYEV 0VOEV. OporoyNOEvTmV &¢ ToUTWV, ®al eloayBEvTog ToD Tadog Eml TOUTOLS, ATNAALYN
TS Yuvaurog 6 Evxthpwv, nai énedeiEoto &t o maldwv Evexa éydpet, A tva todTov eicaydyor.
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successfully maneuvering everyone involved to move in the same direction, Alke was able to
make her elderly lover and his son commit fraud against the polis in registering a non-citizen as
the legitimate son of a citizen. Her infiltration of Euktemon’s oikos compromises the entire
framework of citizenship, the process of making legitimate sons known by registering them with
the phratry and the deme. This decision, markedly illegal, is a harbinger for the dismantling of
Euktemon’s estate.

With Euktemon became more and more compromised by his old age, Alke continued
insinuating her way into every aspect of his oikos. Androkles and his associate Antidoros fell
under the influence of Alke and, seeing that the estate was being destroyed (GoAAOUEVOV TOV
oinov) and that Euktemon was old and senile, decided to make a joint attack.”” This attack
consisted of a systematic dismantling of Euktemon’s private holdings. These properties included
a farm in Athmonon, a bathhouse in Serangion, a house in Athens, livestock, and slaves. It turns
out that Androkles and Antidoros’ vision of the oikos being destroyed was a vision of their
future, one their own actions —with Alke at the fore —were bringing to fruition. After liquidating
most of his property, they planned to have the separate estates (§36: Tovg oirovg), which
belonged to Euktemon’s adult sons who had already died, auctioned off.” They would then take
over the leases of these estates. This plot was ultimately foiled by bystanders who informed the
relatives of what was going on.* Despite the disintegration of the oikos, there were still oikeioi

concerned with its preservation.

78 §29: vomeTtm®OTES 01dE T AVOQDOTW, %l OQMVTES ATOAADUEVOV TOV 0IXOV %0l TO YOOGS ROl TV dvolay
tod Evntijpovog..., ouvemtiBevtat.

7 MacDowell 1989b: 13-15 discusses the oddness of this plural, concluding that Euktemon’s oikos would have
reabsorbed his dead sons’ oikoi, which Alke’s sons would have taken over—the property was already perforated for
easy cutting.

80 °§37: magaryevouevol 8¢ Tiveg EEayyéhhovot Toig oixelolg Thv EmmBoviiy
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After the death of Euktemon, Alke and her associates came up with a final, extreme, plan
of attack. In Isaeus’ description of this ultimate plot, the destruction of the oikos centers around
the physical space of the oikia (§§39-40):

¢meldn) xal gtedettnoev O Ebxthumv, gig Todto NAOov tolung HGot’ éxeivou
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olxiav, v drer peuodowpévos eig TotTmv, Avtidmeog éxelvog.

When Euktemon, too, died, they came to such a degree of boldness that, while he
was lying dead inside, they locked up the slaves so that nobody could tell either
his daughters or his wife or any of his relatives, and with the help of the female,
they carried out the money from inside into the adjoining house, which one of
them, my opponent Antidoros, was living in as renter.

The language used in this passage emphasizes the relationship between the physical house and
the personnel of the oikos: the slaves (oiketai) are locked inside the house while the relatives
(oikeioi) are prevented from learning what was happening. Neither interested party is able to do
anything on behalf of the oikos. Isaeus juxtaposes the enforced ignorance of Euktemon’s oikeioi
with the depredation of his oikos by Alke and her minions. The physical movement of the
confiscated property contrasts with the immobility of the relatives. As Euktemon lies dead, Alke
and her associates funnel (€vdo0ev...€ig) his money into a new oikia at the expense of his old
oikos.

Once Euktemon’s wife and daughters learn what has happened, the narrative opposes
their movements to the despoiling of his property. The push-pull of language in these passages
adds to the sense of motion drawing ever closer to the still, dead body of Euktemon inside the
house (§§40-41):
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Even after his daughters and wife came, having found out the situation from
others, not even then did they allow them to enter, but they locked them out at the
door, saying that it was not suitable for them to bury Euktemon. And they were
not able to come in, except with great effort, around sunset. When they came in
they found that he had been lying indoors for two days, as the slaves told them,
and that everything had been carried away by them. And so the women, as is
appropriate, took care of the dead man.

The paradigm of knowledge and proximity established early on in the speech, by which it is
suitable (;ipoot«e) for relatives (oixelol) to have knowledge, has been utterly overturned by
Alke’s machinations. Now, the family members must learn from some unnamed others
(tépwV), now they are barred (dméxieroav tf) 00pq) from the body of their dead husband and
father and told it is not suitable (00 oo ®eLv) for them to perform the burial rites. After
approaching the house (fAOov), the women try to enter three times (giotévau, eioelOstv,
eioeABoboaL), and it is only on the third try that they are successful. By emphasizing the
women’s exclusion from the house, Isaeus highlights the extremity of the reversal of culturally
sanctioned behavior: Euktemon’s family is so broken that the Hestia/Hermes paradigm is
inverted, with the women kept on the outside and the man lying within (§vOov).

After they are finally allowed inside, the women attend to the body according to social
expectations (0lov €ix0g).*" Yet because of the women’s exclusion and the house being stripped,
both the personal and material requirements for the funeral are unmet. As Kerri Hame has noted,

funeral ritual “served as a keen barometer for the state of familial relationships within the oikos,

according to which “the absence of traditional rites by those who should conduct them or the

81 On women’s role in funeral rites, cf. Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 42-44, Humphreys 1983, Loraux 1998, Garland
2001: 37.
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inclusion of aberrant rites performed by an inappropriate individual signifies an unhealthy oikos
whose members have abandoned their traditional responsibilities or are prevented from
performing them because the familial bonds among them have been weakened or broken.”** In
Euktemon’s case, the untouched body and missing possessions are certain signs of an unhealthy
oikos. The questionable status of his wife and daughters —are they prosékontes or not? —and
their exclusion from the interior almost suggests that Euktemon has become a man without an
oikos, since all of his possessions have been carted off to the rental house next door.

At the same time as the house is finally opened and the women start to take care of the

body, the rest of the family discover what has been taking place within (§§41-42):

ovtol 8¢ Toig drolovdioaot mapayefue fnedeinvuoay Ta Evoov mg elye,
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They immediately showed those who were with them the state of things inside,
and first asked the slaves in their presence where the money had gone. When they
(the slaves) were saying that they (the opponents) had carried it out into the
neighboring house, and they (Aristomenes’ clients) were wanting to make a
search immediately, according to the law, and were demanding the slaves who
had done the carrying out, they (the opponents) were unwilling to do anything
just.

With a gesture so performative it practically amounts to wheeling out a rhetorical ekkyklema,
Aristomenes puts the jury in the position of the attendants, pointing out (¢tedeinvvoav) to them
the state of the interior (T €vOov), which had previously been closed off to all but its
scavengers. The word érudeinvuu works on two levels—as Euktemon’s family shows their

attendants the state of the house, Aristomenes, too, reveals to the jury the interior of the house.

82 Hame 2004: 514.
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Like the use of vivid language in Antiphon 1, this verb signals the enargeia of the passage, its
creation of conceptual space. Like the revelation of the interior in a Greek tragedy, Aristomenes
describes the unspeakable, opening the door to reveal, in this case, only the dead body within.
The careful detail and inward-driving movement leading up to the moment when the doors are
opened give way to frenetic action, with the double repetition of aQayofjia and agency
slipping back and forth in a sequence of genitive absolutes (Aeyoviwv, dElovvtwy,
¢Eartovvtmv). The curtain closes on the tableau of treachery with the opponents’ refusal to do
justice and return the stolen money.

A final lexical detail amplifies the drama of this scene. The language used to describe the
theft consistently centers around the verb éxpogém, with éEepooroavto appearing at §40,
enmepoonuéva at §41, eéEevnvoyoteg (from the related éxpéow) and éxpognoavtag at §42,
and éxpoonoavteg in the summary at §43.% This repetition has the effect of turning the theft
into a perverted parody of a burial, an éx¢pogd. Rather than being brought out from his house,
attended by his family and dressed in his finest, Euktemon is left inside, abandoned, stripped.
Like the “aberrant rites” described by Hame, the parodic funeral signifies the state of the oikos.

Isacus’ description of Alke’s final plot conflates the three senses of the word oikos as
house, family, and estate. By locking the women of the family out and preventing them from
tending to the body, she poses a simultaneous challenge to the ideal practice of house and
household. The physical interior of the house lacks its women, the women are prevented from
carrying out their duty as family members, and the estate is being physically removed from the

premises and from the possession of Euktemon’s family. Alke’s plot inverted the space of

83 §43: TooadTo pev tolvuv yonuata &% tThg oixiag Endoghoavteg, TooaiTNg 8 0VOIOG TETQAUEVNS TV
Ty Eyovrec, £tL 8¢ Toc TEOOOOOVC TAC £V ErElVD TM YOOV YEVOUEVOCS OLOLDOQTOAVTES, OTOVTOL KOl TOV
K L TQ !
AotV n0QLOL YeEVIoeaOaL.
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Euktemon’s house, broke up his family, and devastated his estate, with his property carried off as
though for its own funeral while the man himself lay dead and abandoned.

As my previous examples have shown, a speaker before an Athenian jury is rarely
content to limit his concerns to the case at hand. Having demonstrated the magnitude of Alke’s
threat to the oikos of Euktemon, Aristomenes extrapolates her danger from the personal to the
public. Her dangerous interiority is escalated, beginning from her entry into Euktemon’s oikia
(or rather, her making her own oikia Euktemon’s) which constituted an assault on his oikos, and
ending with an entrance into the temples which amounts to an act of hybris against the whole
city (§§48-50):

ral 1) OladOeipaca v Evrtiipnovog yvouny xot ToAA®V yroatng
vevouévn ovtwg VPREICeL 0pdda moTevoVO TOVUTOLS, HOTE OV LOVOV TOV
Evxtipovog oixelmv natadovel, AhAd zol ThHg mohews mdong... 1 ¢
T00TWV PiTNE, 0UT!WE OpoLoYoVUEVMS 0VO SOVAN %al dTovTo TOV XEOVOV
aioye®s Prodoa, ijv oite maerdelv elom ToD ieQoD £€deL 0VT idely TOV
£€vdov ov0€v, ovong Tig Buolag TavTaug talg Oealg ETOAUNOE CLUTTEUP AL TV
oWV %ol eloelOEly €ig TO ieQOV nal idelv O oVx EENV.

The one who destroyed Euktemon’s mind and got her hands on a lot of his
property commits such an act of outrage with the help of her associates that she
not only looks down on Euktemon’s family members, but on the entire city.... The
mother of these boys, completely agreed upon to be a slave and to have lived
shamefully her whole life, who should not at all have entered into the temple nor
see the things inside, during the sacrifice to the goddesses she dared to join in the
procession, to go into the temple, and to see the things she should not have.

Alke’s disregard for both Euktemon’s family and the city at large make her a public enemy,
whose movements violate the sacred rites of the citizen body. This transgression is both verbally
and symbolically linked to her assault on Euktemon’s family. With the rhetorical construction of
the space within the temple (¢vOov), Aristomenes gives the jury-audience a glimpse into a
forbidden extrascenic space, one into which a non-citizen is not permitted to transgress (the
prefix of mop-eAOelv emphasizes the contravention) but which Alke nevertheless entered (gic-
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e\Oelv). The language used to describe Alke’s movement into the forbidden, unseen space of the
temple recalls her machinations behind the scene of Euktemon’s death, her ability to move
unimpeded through the oikia while the members of his legitimate oikos were barred from entry.
Alke’s entrance into the temple is also symbolically parallel with her earlier assault on
Euktemon’s oikos, as Wohl demonstrates. By entering the temple, Alke “arrogated to herself the
exclusive prerogatives of an Athenian citizen, just as she had done for her son by persuading
Euctemon to register him in his phratry, and her presence tainted the purity of the festival just as
her progeny threaten to taint the purity of the citizen body and the sacred lineage of the Athenian
demos.”® Her participation in the procession (OCUpITEYPOL TNV TTOUTTNV) also emphasizes the
performativity of her violation of sacred and civil law.

In constructing his case against Androkles, Aristomenes first summarizes and discounts
his opponent’s claim that the boys’ mother was Kallippe, a citizen who was at some point
married to Euktemon. He bases his opposition on the fact that nobody connected to Euktemon’s
oikos had any knowledge of Kallippe —legitimacy is conferred by both legal connection to an

oikos and by proximity to it, the acknowledgement of oikeioi and oiketai.* Aristomenes has this

¥ Wohl 2010b: 276.

%5 At the conclusion of the speech, Aristomenes reiterates that Kallippe is unknown and unproven and adds that her
supposed sons had never been seen carrying out the funeral rites, linking Kallippe’s narrative, which focused on
knowability, and Alke’s, which concluded with a corrupted funeral: ¢ ovv €iol yvijolol oi maideg oide, TodT’
avTto EmdEVITW, homeg Av VUMV EXa0Tog. 0V YO OV Elmn uNTEog dvopa, Yviotol etowv, GAL” éav
EmdeLnvin O A0 Aéyel, Tovg ouyyeveig mapeyOUeVog Tovg eiddTOg cuvootoov T Evxthpove <xai>
ToUg dNudTag ®al Tovg ppdtoag, el TL dxunrodaot ndmoTe 1) loaoty Vrep avtiig Evxtipova Antovpyfhoavta,
11 8¢ mod TéOamTaL, £V TOloLg PVAUAOL, <®oi> Tig £1de T vououeva moodvra Evxthuova: mol 8 £t idvteg
ol maideg EvayiCovot xal xtovrar, xol Tig elde TadTa TOV TOMTOV 1) TOV oineT®dV <T®V> Ednthnovog (And
so, how are these children legitimate, let him demonstrate this very fact, just as any of you would do. For it is not
stating the name of the mother that makes them legitimate, but if they can prove that they speak the truth, providing
relatives, demesmen, and members of the phratry who know that she lived with Euktemon, if they have heard or
know anything at all about Euktemon performing liturgies on her behalf, or where she is buried and in what sort of
tomb, and if anyone knew that Euktemon performed the customary rites, and where her sons go to sacrifice and pour
libations, and what citizen or slave of Euktemon knew these things).
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connection, his story has legitimacy — Androkles and Kallippe do not. In the narrative concerning
Kallippe, it is her distance from any house (she has no prosekontes) that keeps her from being a
recognized member of the oikos. Aristomenes’ case against Alke, on the other hand, relies on her
being known not by members of Euktemon’s house but instead by the entire city. Whereas
Kallippe had no relationship with an oikos, the narrative makes Alke seem to have a promiscuous
superabundance of oikoi, a characteristic closely linked to her appeal to Euktemon. From the
oikema in which she was brought up to the synoikia she managed to the neighboring oikia rented
by her associate Antidoros, Alke’s connection with various housing units resonates with her
force as an agent of destruction against oikoi.

The way in which Alke’s character is tied to the destruction of houses resonates with
Euripides’ description of Medea. Both Alke and Medea are non-citizen women intent on
destroying a legitimate oikos. All Greek women are to some extent aliens within their husbands’
houses, the source of anxiety to the male head of the oikos, but Medea, being actually foreign, is
the epitome of this anxiety. If the world of mythology were subject to Athenian law (as it often
almost seems to be), Medea’s sexuality would endanger the production of the citizen-household.
In Euripides’ tragedy, Medea’s promise to destroy her children, Jason, and his new wife is
directed specifically at the house (7165 dO6pog €0ot, pehdBoolg dinvaropuévoug). Alke’s
machinations are described in a similar way, emphasizing that she brought ruin to Euktemon’s
whole house (§18: maoav TV oixiav Elvuhvato, §29: dmolhduevov TOV oixov). Both Alke
and Medea are emphatically portrayed as threats to both the family and the house.

Alke, too, gives shape to the spaces she passes through —the synoikia where she was

86 112-114: ® xavdoatol / maideg dholobe oTVYEQAC HaTEOS / GUV TOTEl, %ol he d0pog #ooot, 163-165: &v
7ot &yd vopdav T éoidow’ / avtoig pehdfoolg dranvaropévoug, / ol éut 1eO00EV TOAUMO AdXELV.
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raised as a prostitute and brought up children with the freedman Dion, the synoikia in
Kerameikos where she seduced Euktemon, the house next door to Euktemon’s deathbed —all
these spaces exist, conjured in the jury’s mind’s eye, because she was there. In the same way,
Medea is closely associated with the house’s interior, with the house’s misfortune —she starts out
as a voice heard from within, and the Chorus connects her interiority with the destruction of the
house.”” Luschnig’s analysis of the entrances, exits, and interior space created by Euripides’
Medea describes Medea at the beginning of the tragedy as “a dangerous woman confined to the
space behind the skene” who defines the interior space of the oikos.* Medea, having come to the
house of another, rejoices hearing of the destruction that she caused (1130-1131: Tvpdvvav
gotlav Nuopévn, / yatpelg xhvovoa). When Alke blithely joins the sacred procession and
viewing forbidden rites, she echoes not just Medea’s scheming against the house, but also her
sacrilegious glee. Drawing on the topos of the dangerous woman in the house, Isaeus models his
Alke on the character-type of a Medea, tingeing her crimes with a larger-than-life tragic quality.
In Isaeus 6, the tragic association between women and houses is used both to increase the
poignancy of Euktemon’s situation and to characterize Alke as almost mythologically villainous.
The evocation of Alke’s synoikia at the beginning of the speech both functions as physical
evidence and emphasizes how Alke beguiled Euktemon away from his home and family. The
house in which Euktemon dies, with its interior space barred to the women of the house and its
furniture stripped in a parody of a funeral for the money instead of the man, is a powerful

metaphor for the damage done to Euktemon’s oikos. By paying attention to the house as a

$7134-137: 1" dudurdhov / yag 0w perdOgoto Bodv Exhvov, / o0dE cuvidopat, ® yovar, Elyeol / dbhpatog,
émel pou PpLhia néngatan

% Luschnig 1992: 35.
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physical entity, we can better understand the persuasive artistry of the speech, the emotional

potency evoked by the space of the houses, or houses as space.

Lysias 1: On the Murder of Eratosthenes

The final section of this chapter centers around Lysias 1, On the Murder of Eratosthenes.
In this speech, the inversion of gendered space within the house both prefigures and encourages
the speaker’s wife to commit adultery. This speech’s focus on adultery and murder have led to its
being compared to Aeschylus’ Oresteia.*”” Following my analysis of the speech, I look
specifically at similar thematizations of gendered spatiality in Lysias 1 and the Oresteia, an
aspect of the similarities between the two works of literature that has not previously been
explored.

Lysias 1 is a defense speech delivered in the early fourth century by an Athenian named
Euphiletos, who claimed he was driven to murder when he discovered his wife having sex with a
man named Eratosthenes; he was accused of premeditated murder by the family of his victim.”
The trial was held at the Delphinion, the venue for defendants who claimed that their killings

were lawful.”" Euphiletos is characterized as a simple farmer whose credulous affection for his

% E.g. Patterson 1998.

% This is one of the most read and cited speeches of the Attic orators and the bibliography reflects this. Jebb 1893,
Usher in Edwards and Usher 1985, Carey 1989, Edwards 1999, Todd 2000 and 2007a give background and
commentary. Articles focusing on this speech include Gould 1980, who uses it as evidence for the social role of
women in Athenian society; Morgan 1982, Walker 1983, and Antonaccio 2000 try to reconstruct Euphiletos’ house;
Harris 1990 explores the legal ramifications of this speech; Cohen 1991a, 1991b, and 1995 discuss the legal and
social significance of this speech; Foxhall 1996, Morris 1998 and Wolpert 2001 identify the agency of women and
slaves revealed in this speech.

oV Ath. Pol.57.3. On the legal definition of and social impact of moicheia, cf. Cantarella 1991, Cohen 1991, Carey
1995, Roy 1997, Patterson 1998, Omitowoju 2002. Paoli (1958: 269) suggests that moicheia, being a crime against
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wife made him vulnerable to Eratosthenes’ lustful machinations and whose quick anger made
him murderous from righteous fury.”> Euphiletos’ legal defense rests upon laws including a
Draconian law stating that if a man finds another man committing rape or moicheia (having
illicit sex with a mother, sister, daughter, or concubine), he is allowed to kill him with impunity.”
But in Lysias’ hands, this allowance becomes an obligation—Euphiletos refers repeatedly to a
law requiring that men who commit moicheia be put to death, which probably didn’t exist.”* In
twisting the law that allows murder into a demand for it, Euphiletos links the imperviousness of
the house and family with the safety of the entire community.

If Antiphon 1 has the most dramatic elements of any speech of the Attic orators, Lysias 1
has been accused of not even being a forensic speech but rather a theatrical or mimetic
performance. John Porter argues that the similarities between the speech’s characters and
narrative and stock characters and plots from comedy and mime, as well as the absence of certain
typical forensic tropes, suggest that the speech, which “has won critical praise for what are, in
effect, the performative features of the text,” may in fact be a “fictional speech based upon a

fictional case, designed not only to instruct and delight, but, quite probably, to advertise the

the oikos, must by definition take place in the oikia, but Carey (1995: 416 n. 31) rejects this association as
“supported by no evidence.” The emphasis on the physical space of the house is a deliberate product of Lysias’
rhetorical skill.

92 “Lysias emphasizes two main aspects of the character of Euphiletos, his rustic simplicity, which prevents him
from detecting his wife’s intrigue with Eratosthenes even when confronted with the clearest evidence, and his
proneness to violent temper, which renders his anger white-hot and uncompromising when he finds out what has
been happening” Usher 1965: 102.

% The law is cited at Demosthenes 23.53: "EGv Tig dmmoxteivy £v d0hoig drmv, 1) &v 60® nabeddv, 1) &v moléum
ayvonoag, 1] &m dGpagte 1) €t unTol 1) €0 Adeldf 1j €ml Buyatol, 1j € mahhaxd) v dv ém EhevOEQoLg manoiv
gxm, ToUTv Evena py pevyev wtelvova.

% Harris 1990: 371.
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logographer’s skill.” Pavel Nyvlt tempers Porter’s conclusions, pointing out that many of his
comparanda come from New Comedy, which came after and could have been influenced by
Lysias’ speech.” With Nyvlt, I think that Porter’s argument does not hold weight and that Lysias
1 should be regarded as belonging to the corpus of the Attic orators.” At the same time, I think it
is no coincidence that the resemblances Porter identifies are present in this speech, nor that the
three speeches which provide the most compelling example of the stagecraft of rhetoric in their
engagement with extrascenic domestic space were all written by Lysias.” Lysias is a master of
rhetorical setwork: interior space in his speeches serves as both a stage and a foil, a house and a
metaphor. In my analysis of Lysias 1, I will show how conceptual space interacts with the rest of
the elements of the speech to create a whole evoking danger, inversion, and the threat women
pose to the house.

In an unusual approach to the proem, Euphiletos attacks one particular crime with the
broadest of superlatives, yet he does not name the crime, instead opening euphemistically with a
reference to “the things that happened” (§1: €l Tolg Yeyevnuévolg) (§2-3):

7eQL TOUTOL YOO LOVOU TOD AdmiUaTog ®al €v dnuoxatian val OALyay o 1

o0 T TLUmEL0 Tolg ALoBEVEOTATOLS TTPOC TOVG TA UEYLOTA dUVAUEVOUG

Arod£d0TOL, DOTE TOV YEIQLOTOV TOV AVTOV TVYYXAVELY TO BeATioT®: 0VTW!G,
o Gvdeeg, Tav TNV TV VPOLY dmavteg dvOowoL dewvoTdany 1yyodvTaL.

Concerning this crime alone, in both a democracy and an oligarchy, the same
punishment is handed down to the weakest as to the most powerful, so that the

% Porter 2000: 80-82.
% Nyvlt 2013.

971 find especially weak Porter’s suggestion that the etymological definition of names Eratosthenes (Strong-lover)
and Euphiletos (Well-beloved) is a “striking irony” and that their “curious appropriateness” provides evidence that
the speech is fictional (Porter 2000: 76-77). If we suspect the too-apropos etymology of every Greek name, we
would have to conclude that Sophocles (Famed-for-wisdom), Aristophanes (Clearly-the-best), and Demosthenes
(Strength-of-the-people) were also fictional characters.

% Lysias 1, 12 (discussed in the next chapter), and 32.
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most low-class people get the same treatment as the most noble. Thus, men, all
people think that this outrage is the most terrible.

Since he is on trial for homicide, Euphiletos’ elision of the crime in question is complicated by
his insistence on the universality of feeling about the crime. Through the use of superlatives
(&doBeveotdrolg, péyloto duvapévoug, xetprotov, fertioto, detvotdtnv), he builds his
defense on hyperbolic yet generalizing terms. Euphiletos draws out the borders of ethical space
to an extreme degree, allowing no room for disagreement: he presents this adikema as beyond
politics, beyond physical strength and social advantage. He builds a rhetorical edifice of
universal consensus to enclose the details of the crime so that by the time he makes the crime
explicit there could be no room for disagreement.

The transition from the general to the specifics of the case occurs quickly and smoothly.
After reminding the jury that they are all agreement that no one guilty of committing “this crime”
deserves any lenience whatsoever, Euphiletos reveals his particular purpose (§4):

fyoduon 8¢, @ Evdpeg, TodTd pe delv Emdeitar, g éuoiyevey EoatooOévng

TNV Yuvoixo TV pv ol exelivny te diédOelpe nal Tovg motdag ToVg EUOVG
Noyuve xol €ue avtov VPLoeV elg TNV oinloy TNV EUNY ElOLOV.

I think, men, that it is necessary for me to demonstrate that Eratosthenes
committed moicheia with my wife and ruined her and shamed my children and
committed an act of violence upon me myself by entering into my house.

In the first explicit statement of defense, Euphiletos grammatically ties the act of moicheia as an
assault against personnel —whether his wife, his children, or himself —to Eratosthenes’ entrance
into Euphiletos’ house (gig Trv oixiov tv €unv eiowwv). This movement comes at the end of
the list of people affected, and, as a present participle, temporally accompanies each verb. This
sentence programmatically joins the people who make up the oikos with the physical space of the
oikia, a connection that will carry on throughout the speech. Moreover, as in the previous

examples, Euphiletos indicates the need for something to point at, a visualization to support his
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case. Like the speaker of Isaeus 1, he uses the word ¢modetEan to draw out the vividness of the
upcoming narration, inviting the jury to visualize what he is about to say.

The narrative begins with the story of his marriage and the establishment of his oikos.
When he thought the time was right to marry, he brought a wife into his house (yaryounyv eig
TV oiriov) and kept a reasonable (WomeQ €indg) watch over her.” To lead a wife into your
house is the typical idiom for marriage in Classical Athens, but juxtaposed with his earlier
description of Eratosthenes’ invasion the phrase has a chilling significance. He establishes that
his behavior early in his marriage was typical (€ix0c) in order to provide a baseline for what
happened subsequently. After the birth of their child, he put his trust in her, “thinking that this
was the greatest intimacy.”' By providing Euphiletos with a legitimate heir, the wife proved her
loyalty to the oikos, etymologically expressed by the noun oixel0tng. He describes her as a
brilliant and frugal housekeeper who kept everything in the house in perfect order.””' The wife’s
virtues are linked linguistically to the house —her marvelous housekeeping (0ix0-vouoc), her
precise caretaking (dt-owx-ovoa) —signifying the perfect order of the oikos during their early
marriage.

Euphiletos goes on to chart what went wrong, starting with the death of his mother when
Eratosthenes first caught sight of Euphiletos’ wife and sent her a message. At this point in the
narrative, Euphiletos interrupts himself to describe his house (§§9-10):

oixtdlov €0t pot Aoy, (oo €xov T Avm Tolg RATW ROATA TV

92.§6: &y yao, ® AOnvaiol, £weldi) E90EE poL YAUOL X0l Yuvaixo yayouny eic v oixiav, Tov utv dhlov
x00vov oltm dieneipny dote phte humetv pufte AMav € €xeivn etvor 6 Tu av €06 moLely, EHHAATTOV TE Mg
oLOV TE NV, %Ol TTQOCELYOV TOV VOOV DOTEQ EIROC MV.

100°86: £me1dn) 8¢ pou waudiov yiyvetal, éniotevov M xol TGvTa To Epavtod éxelvn maédwxra, Nyotuevog
TAUTNY OIXELOTNTO UEYIOTNYV ELVAL.

01'87: oinovopog dewvi) nal GeldwAOg %ol AxBOS Tavta domodoa
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YUVALXOVITLY ROL RATA TNV AVOQMVITLY. €meldn) 0¢ TO moudiov éyéveto fulv,
1 pTNo avTo €0MAalev- tva 0¢ un, omdte AoDobal déot, xvouvein rata Thg
nhiporog ratofaivovoa, £ym pev dvom dintouny, ai O¢ yuvaireg vatw.

I have a little house with two floors, the upstairs equal in size to the downstairs
for the women’s chambers and the men’s. When our child was born, the mother
nursed it. In order that she wouldn’t hurt herself going down the stairs when the
baby had to be washed, I moved upstairs, and the women downstairs.

As I have argued, the description of domestic space evokes a setting, a stage on which the
domestic drama being narrated can be visualized. Morgan attributes Lysias’ motivation in
including this passage to his desire “to let his hearers know that the men’s apartments and the
women’s apartments are of equal size, and so justify his later exchange of living-quarters with
his wife, which might seem to his contemporaries undignified,”"*> but the ethopoetic and
symbolic significance (de Jong’s psychologizing and symbolic functions) of this description go
far beyond saving face. In keeping with his modest persona, Euphiletos describes his house with
the diminutive oixtdlov in this passage, whereas when describing Eratosthenes’ intrusion and his
marriage, he used oixia. Setting the stage for the jury, it is important for Euphiletos to impress
upon them, as Usher notes, that “he is a simple man, the easy victim of deceit rather than a
cunning deviser of it.”'” Symbolically, the reversal of the gendered space within the house
represents the upheaval of the previously well-ordered state of their marriage. Morris appreciates
the location of this description, immediately after Eratosthenes’ introduction: “the arrangement
of the gynaikonitis and andronitis expressed the citizen’s world at its ordered best; the corruption
introduced by Eratosthenes literally turned the world upside down.”'** The disordering of the

physical house is again symbolically equated with the disorder within the family unit.

12 Morgan 1982: 116.
103 Usher in Edwards and Usher 1985: 220.

104 Morris 1998: 214.
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From the vista of hindsight, Euphiletos describes the events that should have made him
suspect his wife, although at the time he was “so naive” that he thought his wife was “the most
chaste of all women in the city.”'” The superlative cw¢ooveotdtnv echoes Euphiletos’ earlier
description of his relationship with his wife as oixelotnta peylotnyv with sad irony. The
narrative of these events continues to engage with the house as a spatialized setting, beginning
with one evening when he should have paid more notice to her suspicious behavior (§§11-12):

Nxov ugv dmpocdoxftog £E dryeod, petd 8¢ 1o delmvov T maudiov Efda xai

¢dvonoharvev vTo Thg Oepamaivng énitndeg Avmohuevov, iva Tadta motf): 0

ya GvBowog £vOov 1v- VoTEQOV YA AITavTa ETVOOUNV. Rl EYD TNV

yuvairo améval €xéhevov xol dotvar T mondip Tov TrTtbov, iva mohonton

#AGOV. 1] 0¢ TO pev TEMTOV OV N)BeheV, g AV AOUEVN e EmQOXVIO HrOVTIA
dLa yeovov.

I came unexpectedly from the countryside, and after dinner the baby cried and
made a fuss because it the maid was deliberately irritating it to make it do so. For
the man was inside —I found out all of this later. I told my wife to go out and give
the child her breast to make it stop crying. At first she refused, as though she was
happy to see me coming home after a while.

The description of the house that precedes this narration created not just interior, domestic space,
but also built up the house within the wider environment as a static point centering the distanced
space of the city and its surrounding countryside. According to the Hestia-Hermes model, the
woman is associated with the center, the house, and the man with the outdoors. Euphiletos’
movement (x0v) back to the house from the countryside establishes his mobility through the
distanced space, while in contrast the adulterer’s interiority (¢vOov) displaces him. Not only is he
spending time inside the house, but it is not even his own house. Euphiletos’ presence at his
home base, on the other hand, underlines his authority as kyrios of the oikos. He asserts his

control by ordering his wife to take care of the baby but—as the reversal of the oikia takes its

: e ) L L L l/l , e/ 3. \ ) A~ t A 7 ’i L A ) A
15°§10: obtwg NMBiwG dexeiuny, Hote GuNV THY ELOVTOD YUVAIXe TAODY OWGEOVESTATNY Elval TOV £V T
TOAEL.
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symbolic effect—she refuses. She makes it seem that their married bliss was still flourishing, that
she enjoys (aopévn) seeing him acting out his role as returning ()xovta) kyrios, but the
sentiment is a pretense (0¢), as Euphiletos only finds out about later.

As the narration continues, the reversals and ironic resonances continue, with the wife’s
intransigence, though disguised by what Euphiletos considers playfulness, slipping through
subtly (§§12-13):

€neldn) 68 £ym mEYILOUNV rai éxéhevov avTny dméval, “tva ol ye” Eon

“melpdis évrada Ty moudionnv- nol medTeQov 8¢ pebimv eilneg avTiy.”

RAYD pev EyELmV, énelvn 08 AvaoTtaoo ®ol Amoboa TQooTiONnoL TV By,

TQOOTOLOVUEVN TIA(TELV, %Ol TNV RAELY EPEARETAL. RAYD TOVTWV OVOEV
évOupotuevog ovd VTovoQV £xdBevdov dopevog, Nrwv £E dyood.

After I got angry and told her to go out, she said, “So that you can make a pass at
the slave girl here? After all, you dragged her around earlier when you were
drunk.” And I laughed, and she got up and went out, closing the door, and,
pretending to joke around, she drew the bolt shut. And I paid no attention to any
of this and suspected nothing, but happily went to sleep, having come from the
field.

In his role as kyrios, Euphiletos asserts his control over his wife’s movements within the house,
commanding her twice to leave the room. In response, she accuses him of trying to assault the
slave girl. Euphiletos seems to take this as a joke , but, as Gagarin has pointed out, it is entirely
likely that the wife did not take her husband drunkenly sexually assaulting a slave lightly and
that this is a rare example of a woman’s true feelings smuggled out through her husband’s
speech: “Women in oratory never openly protest [the sexual double standard] or other standards
governing their lives, and so this is one of the very few passages where a woman may truly be
speaking in her own voice, even if obliquely.”'” In fact, Euphiletos’ language betrays his

suspicion—he does not quite say she was joking, but rather that she was pretending

1% Gagarin 2001: 175.
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(mooomoloOuévn) to joke. The fact that his wife brought up this anecdote at all is a symptom of
her refusal to obey her husband, of the inversion of the oikos. Not responding to Euphiletos’
command but rather of her own volition, the wife leaves and closes the door, her first active
independent action in the entire speech. Euphiletos’” words in this passage augment the
significance of this moment: his wife’s dragging the bolt closed (épéhnetar) verbally responds
to his drunken molestation of the slave girl (eihxec). Both actions restrict the movement and
body autonomy of another, but while the earlier groping was free male dominating slave female,
in accordance with culturally sanctioned hierarchies, the latter subverts the hierarchy by having a
woman restrict the movement of a man. Euphiletos’ continued cluelessness is emphasized by the
repetition of the participle diopevog, earlier describing his wife’s feigned happiness at his return.
The narrative encloses the day in ring composition by restating that he had just returned from the
field ()xwv €€ dypo), ironically reflecting his changed circumstances from the wandering
Hermes character to an emasculated prisoner in his own home.

The narrative resumes the next day, bringing with it the outcome of the spatial inversion
(§14):

¢meldn ¢ MV meOg Mutoav, Nrev Exelvn nol Ty 00gav dvémEev. égopuévou

¢ pov Tl ai Bbear vintwe Yodoiev, Epaocne TOv hbyvov dmoofecdijvor Tov

T0QOL T TTAUdID, ELTOL EX TAOV YELTOVOV EVAnpacboL. E0LOTWY £y %ail TODTA

oVtwg &yerv Nyolumv. €80Ee 8¢ pot, m dvdeeg, 10 mMpdowmov EPuOLdoHau,

100 AdelpoD TeBVEeDTOS OVTTM TELAROVO THUEQOS: OGS & 0V 0T 0VEY
elmv mepl ToD mpdrypatog ¢EeA0v @y ounv EEw oLwati).

When it was near dawn, she came and opened the door. When I asked why the
door had made a noise during the night, she said that the lamp next to the baby
had gone out and that she had lit it from the neighbors. I kept silent and thought
that’s how things were. But it seemed to me, men, that her face was made up,
even though her brother had died not even thirty days earlier. Nevertheless, I said
nothing about it and left, going outside in silence.

After Euphiletos’ night locked in the interior of his house, his motility is conspicuously
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transferred to his wife. The verb f)xw, used three times in the preceding narrative to modify
Euphiletos, now passes over to his wife—now she moves, now she has agency, while Euphiletos
is left in the dark. He meets her lies with his silence (¢oudmwv, owwatf)), which conceals his
nascent suspicions, just like his wife’s lie glossed over the noise in the night, just like cosmetics
cover over her face (10 mpOoWmOV EYPLVOLOOOaL) too soon after her brother’s death.

Concealment, being conceptually connected to interior space, is characteristic of women
in Greek thought. Padel’s work on the Athenian theater makes this connection concisely: “The
two important interiors spectators had to imagine for themselves, woman and house, were in
Greek societies (as in others) bound closely together in male perceptions. Men expected not to
know all of what lay within.”"” In her analysis of Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, Purves also
discusses the relationship between women and the house, citing Lysias 1 as a comparandum: “in
Ischomachus’ idealized household, both walls and skin must be kept natural and unadorned in
order that the viewer might not be deceived as to what truly lies within.”'®® The natural
opaqueness of a woman is augmented by cosmetics, which hides the true nature of women.
Euphiletos’ wife is a not only a creature of deception, like when she pretended to joke when
locking Euphiletos in the bedroom (rpoomolovpévn mailewv), but also is betraying her family
by neglecting the mourning rituals for her brother. But her makeup reveals rather than conceals
her deception—it is her untimely adornment that sparks his first suspicion.

With Euphiletos’ exit, the scene shifts from an interior beset with inversions and
concealment to the public, the outdoors, where secrets have no place to hide. It is at this point

that he learns the truth behind his wife’s behavior (§15-16):

17 Padel 1990: 344.

198 Purves 2010: 209-210.
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moootyeTal poi Tig meeoPiTIc dvOowmog... mpooeAbodoa oVV pot £yyug 1)
dvOpwmog T oiniag thg euig émtnoodoa, “Evpiinte” £pn “undeud
rolvmeay ooV mpooeAnAvbévor pe voute mpog of: O yaQ dvne O
VPIlCwV eig 0¢€ nail TV oNVv yuvaizo x000g Wv NUIv TuyydveL.”

An old female came up to me... the female, who was keeping watch near my
house came up to me and said “Euphiletos, don’t think that I have come up to you
to meddle in business not my own: the man who violates you and your wife
happens to be our enemy.”

In this passage, Euphiletos emphasizes the proximity between the old woman (called 1
dvBpwrog to emphasize her slave status) and both himself and his house. He repeats the verb
mpooéyeoOau three times, augmenting the third instance with the additional preposition 71Q0¢.
The directionality of this encounter angles the focus of the jury back toward the house, homing
in on the real victim—the oikos. The woman keeping guard near his house (€yyvg T ointag
i €ufic) has the information that will bring it down, her movement toward the house, the
emotional center of the speech, heightening the danger."” She reveals the affair to him, warning
him that Eratosthenes has ruined not just his wife, but many other women—he has a knack for
it."? By having the old woman describe Eratosthenes as committing Aybris and mentioning that
his attentions have been directed at many other women, Euphiletos implies that Eratosthenes’
crimes impact the entire city, while still being specifically directed at his house."'

Prompted by the old woman’s revelation, Euphiletos begins to put together the evidence
that he had passed over in his previous naivete (§17):

tadta eimodoa, ® Gvoeg, Exelv uev ammAirhdyn, Eym & ev0Emg

£TAQATTOUNY, LOL THAVTO POV €IS THV YVOUNV eloTjeL, xal peoTog 1) Vroyiag,
¢vOupoluevog pEV Mg AmtexANony év T dwpatin, dvappvnonduevog 8¢

199 As Todd (2007: 108 §16) notes, émtnoodoa echoes an earlier appearance of this verb at §8 in an “ironic
parallel”: “the start of the liaison took place as a result of Eratosthenes keeping an eye out for a maid (¢mtnodv);
the beginning of the end for the adulterer comes as a result of a slave woman keeping an eye out for his victim.”

H0°8§17: g 00 pOVOV TV o1y yuvaira diEdpOagnev AAAL ®ol GALAS TOAGS: TaDTNY YO TV TéEXVNY E)EL

""" On hybris as a public charge, cf. Fisher 1992 ch. 2.
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ot €v xelvn th) vurtt £podel 1 pétaviog OVa nai 1) abdrelog, 0 oVOEmoTE
gyéveto, £00EE TE poL 1 yuvi) EPLuOLdobal.

When she said this, men, she went away, and I was immediately thrown into
confusion, and every thought came into my head, and I was full of suspicion,
thinking about how she had locked me in my room and remembering that the
inner and outer doors had made a noise in the night, which did not usually
happen, and that my wife had appeared to be wearing makeup.

These three memories are thematically connected: his being locked up in the interior room,
immobile and unmanned; his wife’s movement outside of the house (which he did not realize at
the time was a sign of her adultery); the makeup that reveals as it conceals. In each instance, the
players are displaced. Interiors and exteriors are inverted as Euphiletos realizes that the stranger
Eratosthenes has penetrated into his house and compromised his role as master of the household.

These details build up a sense of inevitability in Euphiletos’ eventual restoring of order to
his oikos. Since he is on trial for the intentional homicide of Eratosthenes, Euphiletos must take
pains to show that events unfolded organically. He relates how he forced his maid to corroborate
the facts about Eratosthenes and ordered her to keep watch so he could see the man in action,
requiring manifest evidence in place of words."*> He himself follows this same rhetorical
strategy, using his narrative, AOyoL, to create an £0yov—the space of his house, the thematic
backdrop for the scene he will perform for the jury. His earlier introduction to the space of the
house has by this time established this space in the minds of the jury; they have felt on
Euphiletos’ behalf the anxiety accompanying the reversal of the house and the humiliation of
being locked in the house’s feminized interior. It is in this conceptual space that he stages the
night of Eratosthenes’ death.

This final narrative begins with an aside, much like how the description of Euphiletos’

112.§22: &ya) yap 00dev déopar Aoymv, AAAL TO EQyov pavedv yevéoDau, elteg oltmg Exel.
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house broke into his narrative earlier in the speech. He begins by promising to show
(something —there is a gap in the text, but presumably his innocence) to the jury using great
proofs,'” but then interrupts himself (§§22-23):

mpdtov 0¢ dimynoacbor foviopon To ooy Bévra T tehevTaia Nuéoa.
Shoteatog Ny pot £mthdetog xal Gpihog. TotTm HAiov dedvrdtog tovTL £E
ayoD dmvtnoa. eidmg & £ym Ot TNVIRODTA APLYUEVOS 0VOEVAL
RATOMYPOLTO OiroL TRV EmTndeiwv, Enélevov ovvdelmvelv: nol EABOVTEG
oinade w¢ éué, avaPdavteg eig TO VIeE®OV Edetmvopey. Emeldn 8¢ rahdg
avTO elyev, uelvog HEV ATV OYETO, EYD O EndbeVdOV.

But first I would like to tell you about the things that happened that last day. I had
a close friend named Sostratos. As the sun was setting, I ran into him coming
from the countryside. Since I knew that, arriving at that hour, he would catch
none of his friends at home, I told him he should have dinner with me. And so,
coming to my house, we went up into the upper room and had dinner. And when
he was satisfied, he left, and I went to sleep.

Like Euphiletos’ description of the earlier incident, the language he uses in this passage, too, is
struck through with directionality. The inward motion is overdetermined, adamant, with
Euphiletos and Sostratos coming “homeward to my house” (oixade mg €ué), recentering the
narrative on the domestic space. As Euphiletos describes the two entering house, the anecdote
reminds the jury that Euphiletos has been forced to live in the upper storey of his house (gig T0
VITEQMOV), that he is restricted in the innermost part of the house. Although Euphiletos
introduces this narrative as an interruption of his promise to provide peydiolg Texuniols to
prove his innocence, this story is his Texpfotov. It is his character witness and defense, giving
the jury all the evidence they need to acquit him—he is an honest man and a good friend, his
freedom to move and his role as kyrios is under attack, and his presence in the house before
Eratosthenes’ death is evidence that Euphiletos had not intended to kill the intruder that evening.

Whereas in the earlier adultery scene, Euphiletos was asleep and unaware that

113

§22: ig €ym peydholg Vuiv texunglols EmdelEw
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Eratosthenes had entered his house, in the present circumstances he is prepared (23):

6 8" 'Epatocbévng, @ &vdpeg, eiotpyetat, xai 1 Ogodaaivo Emeyelpaod pe
g00Vg Goalel OtL EvOov €otl. nAym eimmv éxelvn émpehelobon Tiig OVac,
rotafog ounmi) EEEoyouat.

Eratosthenes, men, came inside, and the maid woke me up immediately, telling
me that he was inside. And I told her to guard the doors and I went down and out
in silence.

The immediacy of the maid’s response (e00Ug) contrasts with his belated knowledge in the
earlier adultery incident (§11: Votepov yap dmavra émvOounv). No longer restricted and
innocent, Euphiletos emphatically exits (votafag owwmf) €E€oyopau), his silence echoing his
earlier silence but now signifying not bemused credulity but purpose. Now Eratosthenes is the
one trapped inside —although, as Euphiletos makes clear, this is due to the adulterer’s actions.

Empowered to move through the space of the city, Euphiletos gathers friends to act as
witnesses to his confrontation with Eratosthenes. He makes an effort in his narrative at this point
to counter his opponents’ accusation that Eratosthenes was grabbed from the road and sought
refuge at Euphiletos’ hearth."* He is very specific about his actions leading up to the
confrontation: he mentions that he and his companions took torches from a nearby shop before
they entered and that the maid was keeping the door open."” The moment of entry is given
cinematic focus as wave upon wave of witnesses rush into the bedroom (§§24-25):

woavteg d¢ TNV BUav Tod dWUATIOV 0L PEV TEOTOL EOLOVTES ETL EldOUEV

aUTOV xOToxe(ueEvOV TaQa T Yuvouxi, ol 8 boteQov £V T} xhivn yupvov

goTnroTO. £YD O, ® AvOQES, TATAENS RATUPAM® AVTOV, ®OL T YELQE

TEQLAYOYDV €ig TOVmOBeY nal ONjoag NEMTWV dLd Tt VPEICEL gig TNV oiniov
TNV EUNV elOLOV.

14.827: 0% eioapmacOelg &% Tg 080D, 0V’ &Ml TV E0Tiay XATAGUYDV, HOTEQ OVTOL AEYOUOL.

5 §24: 8adag Mapfovies x tod eyyhTota nammieiov eioeQyoueda, dvepyuévng thg 00 xal V7O Thg
avBommov mageonevaopuévng. Todd notes that the “detail is significant: Euphiletos here tells us something that we
do not really need to know, but which serves to make the narrative more vivid” (2007: 118 §24).
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Pushing through the door of the bedroom, the first of us to come in could see him
still lying next to my wife, and the next group saw him standing naked on the bed.
I, men, hit him and threw him down, and drew his hands behind his back and
bound him, asking why he was committing an act of violence against my house
by entering it.

The forward movement of the witnesses eagerly pressing (Ooovteg) into the bedroom gives a
sense of claustrophobia, their presence at the doorway preventing Eratosthenes from fleeing and
forcing him to confront his accuser."® As allies to the kyrios of the house, the witnesses’ entrance
(elowovteg) is sanctioned, unlike the adulterer’s. Just like in the opening of the speech,
Euphiletos again ties Eratosthenes’ crime specifically to his penetration into the house.

The verbal reminder of hybris in Euphiletos’ description of his arrest of Eratosthenes
reconnects the adulterer’s crime against his house with his extrapolated crime against the city. In
a much-quoted speech, Euphiletos denounces Eratosthenes on behalf of the city (§26):

&y O elmov &1L ‘o YD 0t AmorTEVD, AM O ThS TOAEWS VOROG, OV OV

Qo aivewv meQl EAATTOVOS TMV NOOVMOV ETOLNOW, ®0l LWAALOV ETAOV

TOLOVTOV AUAQTNUA EEAUCQTAVELY LG TTV YUVOIXO TV EUNV RAL €IS TOVG
Taldog TOvg EUOVG 1) Tolg vouoLg metBeoBal ral ®xOoWwog eival.’

I told him, “It is not I who am going to kill you, but the law of the city, which you
transgressed and considered less important than your pleasures. You chose instead
to commit a such a crime against my wife and my children rather than to obey the
laws and be orderly.”

In condemning Eratosthenes’ actions, Euphiletos specifies that to give into pleasure rather than
obeying the laws constitutes a lack of order. This is the order that keeps the city in line, which is
violated by Eratosthenes’ invasion of another man’s house. As a counter to his accusers’ claim
that Eratosthenes had been dragged in and sought refuge at the hearth, Euphiletos emphasizes
Eratosthenes’ location: “he fell immediately when he was hit, in the bedroom” (§27: 6oTLS €V TQ

dwpatim mhnyels ratémeoev evOUg). He is caught within another man’s house —in the

116827 ¥vdov 8¢ Noav dvOommoL TocodTOoL, 0V draduyely ovx £d0VaTO.
147



bedroom; his displacement is a physical manifestation of his failure to be ®0oog."”

With the reading of laws and depositions from witnesses, the speech shifts from narrative
to arguments. Euphiletos claims that adultery is a more serious offense than rape, because it
involves the mind and not merely the body (§33):

TOUG HEV dtomatTtopévoug Pig Vo TV PracBévimy woelobar, Tovg 08

neloavtog 0VTmG ALTOV TAS Yuyos dapbeipey, MOT oineloTéoag avtolg

ToLElY TG AAOTEIOG YVVairag 1) TOlg AvOQAOL, ®Ol AoV €T EXEIVOLS TNV

oiniav yeyovévar, nol Tovg aidag adNAovg elvar OTOTEQWV TVYYAVOUOLY
OVTES, TOV AVOQMV 1] TOV HOLYDV.

Those who commit acts of violent force are hated by those they violate, but
seducers destroy women’s spirits so as to make other men’s wives feel more
intimate with them than with their husbands, to take control of the entire house,
and to make it uncertain whether the children belong to the husbands or to the
adulterers.

As he has done throughout the speech, in this passage Euphiletos describes moicheia as a crime
against the oikos in both its personal and physical manifestations."® The comparative
oirelotépag describes women who are compelled by adulterers to betray their oikos, to have a
more intimate relationship with the adulterer than with their husbands. This is what happened to
Euphiletos—the peyiotn oireldtng he used to share with his wife was transferred to
Eratosthenes. This leads to children of questionable paternity, a danger to the maintenance of the
oikos. Euphiletos’ use of the word oikia (the physical house) instead of oikos makes the threat
physical, strengthening his argument by drawing in the spatial inversion that resulted in and from
his wife’s affair with Eratosthenes.

To emphasize the shared threat to house and family, Euphiletos goes on to argue that if

the jury votes to convict him, they will thereby announce to the city that the laws concerning

"7 Todd 2007: 120 §26 notes Lysias’ fondness for the adjective »00uog, which appears in his work 15 times out of
the 36 appearances in the corpus of the Attic Orators.

18 Cf. Harris 1990.
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adultery no longer need to be obeyed (§36):

oL DTNV AdELOY TOLG HOLY OIS TTOLNOETE, MOTE ROl TOVG RAETTTOG ETTOQELTE
GAO%EV HOLKOVGS Elval, £V eldOTag OTL, £0v TadTNV THV aitiay el EavTtdv
Aéymou ral €m ToUTE Ghormoly gig Tag ahAoTEiac oirtag elotéval, 0VdELS
aUTOV GPEeTOL.

You will give adulterers such license that you will encourage thieves to say that

they, too, are adulterers, since they will be sure that if they make this excuse and
say that they go into other people’s houses for this reason, nobody will lay their

hands on them.

Euphiletos attributes to the jury the responsibility of maintaining the order of the city, the kosmos
that keeps strange men out of other men’s houses. The laws upheld by the jury are all that keeps
the city from collapsing into a state of utter lawlessness. A man’s home will no longer be his
own, his family no longer safe from foreign incursion. The parallel between tag dAhoTEiOg
yuvairag in the earlier passage and tag dhhotoiog oixrtag in this passage makes his message
clear: that thieves will be able to claim they are merely committing moicheia, that anyone will be
able to penetrate private property with impunity, that home and family will be dissolved.

As the speech draws to a close, Euphiletos finally directly addresses the accusations
against him, insisting on Eratosthenes’ spatial violation as his defense. He maintains that he did
not entrap Eratosthenes, but that even if he had he would have been justified since Eratosthenes
had entered into his house so many times."’. His proof that he did not premeditate the attack is
that he would not have invited Sostratos over for dinner if he intended to kill Eratosthenes that
night, since the adulterer would have been less likely to dare to enter his house."”* Eratosthenes’
penetration into Euphiletos’ home, his physical location on the night of the crime, are equated

with the sexual impropriety. Euphiletos relies on the gendered symbolism of domestic space—a

19°§38: mohhanig eiloenhu0OTOG gig TV oiniav TV dufv

120.840: 0T Yo Gv NTTOV ETOAUNOEY Exelvog eloehOEly gig TNV oiniay
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man’s freedom to move, a woman'’s restriction to the house —that was so woven into the
Athenian cultural consciousness to make his argument for him.

By making adultery a threat to the civic values keeping the entire city in order, Euphiletos
transforms adultery, a crime against the household, into an assault against the entire city: “I do
not consider this act of vengeance to be a private one on my own account, but on behalf of the
entire city.”"?! One man’s failure to be ®0cOG has civic repercussions that spread out across the
city. Using his own oikos as a cautionary tale, Euphiletos contrasts the interplay of house and
family, the fragile intimacy and violability of domestic space, with the ordering structure of the
city’s laws—which, nevertheless, could crumble due to the jury’s negligence.

The confluence of domestic space and gender inversion, adultery, and murder in Lysias 1
follows a pattern previously expressed by Aeschylus’ Oresteia, a mythologized staging of the
broken oikos. Cynthia Patterson notes the trilogy’s emphasis on disorder in the house: “[from]
the opening of Aeschylus’ trilogy, it is clear that adultery is rooted in and also productive of
violence; it is an integral part of the perversion of the natural order of things afflicting the royal
house of Atreus.”'** Aeschylus expresses this disorder not just through the dysfunction of family
members, but through the use of domestic space. To return to the discussion with which this
chapter began, the Agamemnon the house is personified as bleeding, having eyes, nearly talking,
metaphorically standing in for the family that is being torn apart through violence and adultery.
Clytemnestra’s transgression of “both gender and political boundaries” is a significant feature of

the Agamemnon and is tied to her relationship to domestic and public space.'”” The play first

121847: o0 1dlav Dre Epovtod voullom tadTny yevéoOow Thv Tipmeiav, GAL O T molews dmdong.
122 Patterson 1998: 140.

123 Wohl 1998: 103.
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mentions her in relation to “the man-counseling heart of woman” (11: yvvouxrog dvdoopoviov
¢AmiCov »€aQ) and, as Taplin observes, her presence on stage is significant: she “controls the
doorway,” and “the threshold may only be crossed under her eye.”"** Like Euphiletos’ wife,
Clytemnestra’s movements are unrestricted —she rejects feminized interiority in favor of
masculine freedom.

In contrast, the “effeminized” Aegisthus “lurks in the home” for the majority of the
speech.'” He is contemptuously described by the chorus as a stay-at-home cowardly lion
wrapped in the bedclothes (1224-1225: AoVt GvoAxty €v AEYEL OTQWPMUEVOVY / 0IxOVQOV),
and Clytemnestra refers to him as the light in her hearth (1435-1436: €wg Gv aifr mwoQ €¢’
¢otlag éufjc / Alylo0oc). Aegisthus, the adulterer entering another man’s house, is fully
associated with the domestic interior in contrast to Clytemnestra’s mobility. This inversion of the
domestic space off-balances Agamemnon’s return, and his capitulation to Clytemnestra’s
tempting textiles brings him under her control, into the domestic interior and to his death.” In
the Choephori, the second play of the trilogy, Orestes’ return realigns the gendered space:
Clytemnestra is returned to the interior, where she is killed, and Aegisthus pays the lawful
penalty of an adulterer (Choephori 989-990: AiyioBov yaQ oU Aéyw pnogov- / €xet yao
aloyVVTNEOG, MG VONOG, dixnv). Despite Orestes’ intervention, however, the oikos has been
brought to such a state of disorder that it requires the intercession of the polis, in the form of a

jury’s vote, to set things right: in the third play, the Eumenides, Athena herself casts her vote for

1 Taplin 1977: 300.
123 Sailor and Stroup 1999: 179.

126 « A ttention moves to the house, and the lord’s position in his house. Before he is able to move towards the
doorway, Clytemnestra is standing in it. She blocks the way, she occupies the threshold: Clytemnestra controls the
way into the house” (Taplin 1977: 307). On the carpet scene, cf. Edwards 1977, Crane 1993, Morrell 1997, Sailor
and Stroup 1999.
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Orestes’ acquittal while, at the same time, the Erinyes are stripped of their power and mobility
and restricted to a shrine beneath the earth. Culturally appropriate gendered spatiality is
reestablished at the end of the trilogy, while Athena’s vote for Orestes’ acquittal represents the
mythological underpinning of the interest of the polis in maintaining order within the oikos."”’
Like Euphiletos’ house, the inversion of gendered space in the Agamemnon prefigures
and corresponds to the fall of the oikos. The symbolic use of space in both texts evokes cultural
ideals about gendered behavior, simultaneously drawing from and enforcing these ideals. In
these legal narratives, the conflation of the physical and personal aspects of the oikos evoke for
the audience-jury a sense of familiarity, of intimacy. Every citizen belongs to an oikos. By
dramatizing the acts of adultery and violence that throw an oikos into upheaval, Aeschylus and
Lysias open the doors to a private domestic space, bringing the public—the jury, the audience —
into the inner circle. Stories like these amplify the need for order within the oikos for the sake of
the polis, the interconnectedness of each individual with one another. The cycle of violence that
threads through the Oresteia is transformed in Lysias 1 to the threat of an adulterer’s penetration
into other men’s homes, a pervasive danger that could easily spread across the city but for the

intervention of the jury.

Conclusion

In his discussion of the uses of space in Lysias and Demosthenes, de Bakker claims: “We

127 «By transforming the character and domain of the Furies in this way Aeschylus’ Oresteia makes a powerful case

for the public significance of adultery, that is, the betrayal of marriage and the marital relationship, not simply as an
offense against the patrilineal line or patriarchal authority, but as an offense against the oikos/household itself,
which is itself the microcosm of the polis” (Patterson 1998: 145).
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may be able to trace [spatial references] on a map but can often only guess at the memories,
emotions or other connotations they triggered among the members of the jury, which makes it
difficult to gauge their rhetorical impact.”"*® In this chapter, I have shown how the orators’ use of
houses evokes an emotional response in the members of the jury by connecting tropes familiar
from tragedy with everyday life within their own homes. In these speeches, domestic space
functions as a stage, adds characterization, symbolizes and reflects themes developed throughout
the speech, and acts as a physical referent connecting the rhetorical and real worlds. After all,
houses are the scenes of some of the most compellingly familiar stories. The house is a place for
imagination, for acting out the drama of the self. Gaston Bachelard, discussing the
“phenomenology of the imagination,” writes that a house “ought to resist metaphors that
welcome the human body and the human soul. But transposition to the human plane takes place
immediately whenever a house is considered as space for cheer and intimacy, space that is
supposed to condense and defend intimacy.”'* As the spark that gives household space its ability
to evoke the imaginary, Bachelard invokes intimacy, which could be translated into ancient
Greek with the word oixel6tng. The space of the house, in the modern imagination as in its
ancient conception, is bound together with the intimacy of family, with all its tensions and
disorders. The Attic orators, drawing on the tragedians, depend on this shared sense when they
build their imaginary houses, when they people their conceptual spaces, and then impress upon

the jury their responsibility to make sure—for everyone’s sake —that that house doesn’t fall.

128 de Bakker 2012a: 377.

129 Bachelard 1994: 48.
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Chapter Three: Vulnerable Bodies and Private Places

After a rich young man named Lochites started a fight with a poor man around the end of
the 5th century, the latter man brought Lochites to court, charging him with assault and arguing
that physical violence betrays the very heart of the democracy. His prosecution speech uses a
comparison between offenses against the person and offenses against property to impress upon
the jury the immense gravity of this offense (Isocrates 20.1):

10 ' dudeTNua ToDO' 0y duotov del voultetv Toig AAAOLG 0VOE TAC

TLpwEtag toag moleloBou el Te ToD OMOUATOS KAl TOV YENUATOV,

EmMOTAUEVOUS OTL TODTO TTAGLY AVOQMTOLS OLRELOTATOV €0TL ROL TOVG TE

vopovg €0¢pueba nal mel Thig ElevBegiog payoueda xal Thg OnuorQaTiag
g¢mbvpodpuev zol TdAAA TAVTA TA TEQL TOV PloV EVErA TOVTOV TQATTOUEV.

We must not consider this crime the same as others, nor should we make the
punishment the same for a crime concerning the body and for one concerning
money, since we know that the body is for all people the most intimate thing, and
that we make laws, battle for freedom, yearn for democracy, and do all the other
things in life for the sake of the body.'

The body is the central focus of this speech—it is both one’s most intimate possession and the
object of all public interest—law, war, democratic desire. The speaker goes on to claim that
lawmakers are especially serious when legislating about bodies.” The reason that the safety of the
body is of the greatest interest to the democracy is that anyone can be a victim of bodily assault,’
while theft only affects the rich. Therefore, the jury should consider no punishment too great for

those who harm the body.* He concludes his speech by urging the members of the jury to vote as

" On this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 2.217-219, Jebb 1893: 2.215-217, Usher 1999: 125-126, Mirhady (in Mirhady
and Too 2000): 123-127, Rhodes 2004: 144-145, and Whitehead 2004: 169-170. It is cited at Pearson 1941: 211,
Cohen 1991b: 187 and 2005: 216, Allen 2000a: 14, Allen 2000b: 50, Wohl 2010b: 187 and 195, Roisman 2005: 72.
7 §2: VTEQ TOV CWUATOV PAMOTO GTTOVGOUVTOG

7 §15: g &’ eig TG ohuat’ ainiog Opoimg draveg xovwvoduev

*§17: undepiav voultno’ ixaviv eivon Tnutav, oftiveg Gv ig 10 obpot EEauaQTdvovTeg
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if it were their own case, since those who break the law protecting the bodies of citizens commit
a crime against everyone.’

This prosecutor’s insistence that the protection of the body is at the heart of the
democracy resonates with modern scholars’ theorization of the classical body. David Halperin
argues that “the institution of the democracy at Athens brought with it... the social production
and distribution to the citizens of a new kind of body —a free, autonomous, and inviolable body
undifferentiated by distinctions of wealth, class, or status: a democratic body.”® Democratic body
ideology erased social and economic distinctions and instilled in the male citizen “a new
collective self understanding, an image of themselves as free and autonomous and equal
participants in the shared rule of the city precisely because they were all (rich and poor like) —in
principle at least—equally lords over their own bodies.”” Guaranteed body security is precisely
what the speaker of Isocrates 20 is demanding: although he is not rich, he insists that, as a
citizen, his body be considered just as inviolable as a rich man’s body. To deprive him of this
right is to undermine the principles of equality inherent in the democracy. The speaker, as
Victoria Wohl puts it, “offers his body simultaneously as a metonym for the jurors and as a
metaphor for the democracy.”

Isocrates’ speaker introduces a further element into the relationship between the body and
politics. As I have shown, the word oixeldtatov represents the most proximate relationship with

the oikos; here, it signals a superlative intimate relationship between the body, the oikos, and the

3 §§21-22: davtag Y& Opoiwg Adxodow ol ToApMdVTES TODTOV TOV VOROV maQafaively TOV Ve TOV
OOUATMVY TOV VUETEQWV HEIUEVOV.

% Halperin 1990: 98.
7 Halperin 1990: 99.

8 Wohl 2010b: 187 n.50.
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democracy.’ The body is both the most intimate possession and the motivation for laws, wars,
and government. The speaker draws on the emotional connection between individuals and their
households, the home feeling, extending it in one direction to the body, and in the other to the
polis. In the previous chapter, I discussed how the sovereignty of the house was seen as an
essential aspect of democratic ideology. David Cohen argues that the “physical boundaries of the
house represent... a kind of liminal area marking the political transition from public to private,”
and that “intrusion into this space represents the most serious, and most socially reprehensible,
violation of the private sphere.”" Body sovereignty, too, was a fundamental characteristic of
Athenian civic ideology: “at the boundaries of a citizen’s body the operation of almost all social
and economic power halted.”"' Both body and house, according to democratic ideology,
constitute a shell protecting the citizen subject from outside influence. Thinking about the body
as oinelototov evokes a series of concentric spheres in which the citizen self rests, safe.

In this chapter I look at the conception of the body as the most intimate possession, its
relationship to the impenetrable house, and its role as an object of public concern. I begin with a
discussion of the autonomy of the male citizen body and its inverse, the female, foreign, and
slave bodies which “embody all the social liabilities from which the citizen himself, by virtue of
being a citizen, had been freed.”"” I then look at two speeches which feature, respectively, the
bodies of a child and a metic—bodies in the middle, neither fully citizen nor completely
excluded from the workings of the polis. A male citizen child “held a status similar to that of

Athenian women. Until they came of age and entered adulthood, Athenian boys were wholly

? Fisher 1990: 131 translates oixeidtata in this passage as “the thing closest to home.”
' Cohen 1991a: 75.
"' Halperin 1990: 96.

> Halperin 1990: 104.
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dependent on a kyrios (normally the father) for their legal identity in the polis.”" Metics were
“politically mute” —they paid taxes but were not members of phratries or tribes and could not
participate in the Assembly or Council." As Cynthia Patterson has shown, the metic was
particularly isolated due to his lack of family connections within the city: he was “without
connection to the Athenian land or to Athenian household and kinship structures so important in
Athenian litigation,” and this lack of connections “led to the suspicion that he was not really a
part of the community, that he could not be trusted.”” Whereas Lochites’ victim, even though he
was poor, could still appeal to body equality under the democracy, the ideology of democratic
body autonomy does not extend to those without citizenship.

As James Krasner has argued, the experience of the home is embodied: because “our
physical experience of home life is intimate and habitual, and our tactile sensations of the home’s
spaces and surfaces are so familiar..., the emotional power of domesticity is fully located in the
relations between [bodily] phenomena as much as it is in the home’s geometrical space or
ideological formulation.”"® The orators I discuss in this chapter evoke the home feeling by
drawing on the somatic aspect of the house, the place of the body within the house. They
juxtapose the vulnerable bodies of a child and a metic with the intimacy of the private domestic
interior, asking the members of the jury in their democratic magnanimity to pity the victims in
their narratives as though these vulnerable creatures could be them, despite the whole fiction of
democracy depending on privileging certain bodies at the expense of others.

In Virginia Hunter’s discussion of Halperin’s theory of the citizen body, she argues that

13 Manville 1997: 13.
4 Whitehead 1977: 174; Kamen 2013: 51-53.
15 Patterson 2000: 94

16 Krasner 2010: 5.
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the non-citizen, in her example the slave, was “fundamental in the social and cultural
construction of the citizen, in particular, the image of the ‘democratic body’ that was part of the
ideal that resulted.”"” She identifies the prevalence in Greek democratic ideology of “the
representation of the free man as the source of all that was positive and the slave as his
opposite.”" Ideology is a set of ideas congealed into a sort of reality through social practice, law,
and culture: people act and think about themselves in ways they are expected to because they are
expected to."” As ideas calcified by action, ideology deals both with reality and the imaginary.
The ideology of body autonomy is evoked by Demosthenes in his speech Against
Meidias (Demosthenes 21). After being punched by Meidias while carrying out his public duty
by sponsoring a choregia, Demosthenes composed a speech denouncing Meidias’ entire
character, giving the sense that Meidias has carried out an act of hybris affecting not just
Demosthenes himself but the entirety of Athenian society.” The act of bodily violence took place
in a very public space, the orchestra of the theater of Dionysos. The body of a citizen is a public
body, as Demosthenes emphasizes through his description of his own patriotic and military
successes and Meidias’ failure in these arenas.”’ As Peter Wilson shows, in Demosthenes’ speech

“all other difference is elided so that Demosthenes’ body can stand for that of each and any

7 Hunter 1992: 273. Cf. Althusser 1971.
'8 Hunter 1992: 278.

" Bourdieu’s concept of habitus is a useful comparandum: he describes a series of habits and behaviors conditioned
by society and internalized by individuals, who move through life following certain embodied patterns (Bourdieu
1995).

* Rowe 1993 discusses Demosthenes’ emphasis on hybris in this speech.

*! De Bakker 2012b: 410-411: “Demosthenes presents himself as a staunch representative of the demos in referring
to his activities as leader of the theoroi in Nemea (21.115) and as a sponsor of the campaigns to Euboea and
Olynthus (21.161), whereas he claims that Meidias made a shambles of his cavalry duties (21.132-135), tried to
evade his trierarchy (21.163-167) and damaged the diplomatic relations with Cyzicus (21.173).”
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citizen.”?

Ideology shapes but does not perfectly reflect lived experiences. The democracy can
promise, but it cannot guarantee body autonomy. In times of war and in the absence of the
democracy, body autonomy is no longer guaranteed. The speaker of Isocrates 20 reminds the
jury of this by tying the circumstances of his own case to the recent reign of the Thirty Tyrants
and proposing that Lochites’ behavior be thought of this context: “Someone who breaks the law
now, when it is not permitted, what in the world would he have done when those in control
actually were grateful to those who committed such crimes?”* Although he admits that Lochites
himself is too young to have taken part in the oligarchy, he relies on the memory of the Thirty
being fresh enough in the minds of the jury to be a convincing comparison. The recollection of a
time when the ideal of the sacrosanct citizen body was overturned, however, is also a reminder of
the artificiality of this construct. The citizen should, according to democratic ideology, be
untouchable under the democracy. Physical violence is more than not allowed, it is not possible
(oUx €EeoTu), under an ideally functioning democracy.

The case at hand is an example of ideology in action: the speaker claims that he wants the
jury to condemn Lochites not just for his own sake, but for the benefit of the entire populace.
Their decisions make the citizenry more orderly (xooumtéQovg) and their own lives more
secure (doparéotegov).* The jury is an apparatus by which democratic ideology is maintained.
Under the perfectly ordered, perfectly safe idealized democracy, citizens cannot get hurt. The

jury must not only punish the assault, but also maintain the kind of society in which it never

22 Wilson 1991: 187.

3 §4: bonig yao vV Tohud moavopely, 8t ok £Egott, T ot Av Emoinoev, 60 ol xpaTodvTeg ThG TOAEWS
%Ol YGQLY elyov Tolg T ToldT EEapaQTavovoLy;

#§18: Tovg BAOVG TOAITAS 200WWTEQOVG O OETE %al TOV Blov TOV DpéTeQoV aTOV dodaréotegov
NOTOOTNOETE.
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could have happened. The speaker brings together past, present, and future, arguing that it is
appropriate (€ix6g) for the jury to punish those expected to be criminals more (udAAov) than
those who have committed crimes. By the same degree, it is better (xpettTov) to find a way to
prevent future crimes than to exact punishment for crimes already committed.” Only in an ideal
world can the future be cared for so neatly. The project of betterment signaled by Isocrates’ use
of comparatives requires a constantly improving timelessness in which the greatest thing of all
(rpdtiotov) would be if criminals could be distinguished by some sign that would allow them to
be punished before they could even commit a crime.”® The ultimate expression of justice that the
speaker can imagine is a world where the body of criminals bears the mark of their potential
crime, the absolute safety of the protected class existing at the expense of another class (in this
imagining, the potential criminal) that has been cast aside.

In her examination of how the Greeks conceptualized the body, Brooke Holmes finds that
by the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, the body could be seen “both as a unifying term and as a
foil to the person.”” By this she means that the body can be understood as the entirety of the
individual in contrast to the outside world or as part of a body/soul duality. She contrasts
Thucydides’ conception of the autarchic soma, “a worldview which has imbued concepts of the
person with physicality,” with Plato’s description of the soma as “alien to our true nature, akin,

rather, to what is feminine and bestial.”** The marked criminal theorized by Lochites’ prosecutor

0 §12: ginOg VUOG. .. Tp®EEIOAL. .. TOGOUTEO PaAAOY TOVG EmdOEOVS YeVHoeaHaL TOVNQOVS TV TEOTEQOV
NUAQTNXROTOV, OO TEQ RQEITTOV E0TL TOV HEALOVTWV ROXDV ATOTQOTNV EVQELY 1) TOV N)ON Yeyevnuévmy
Olxnv hafelv.

6 §14: #04TLOTOV PV YA TV, €l TL TQOOTY dALO onueiov Tolg TOVNEOIg TV AvOQOTWY, TELY AdIANOfval
TV TOV TIOMTOV, TROTEQOV ROAALELY A TOUg

¥ Holmes 2010: 21.

2 Holmes 2010: 27 and 28.
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posits a one-to-one correspondence between the soul and the body: there would be no interior, no
hidden motive.” Any separation or incongruence between the visible body and unseen intention
introduces deception and disorder to the world of constant improvement the prosecutor longs for.

Tragedy often dwells on the impossibility of knowing the interior; in fact the idea of the
marked criminal closely echoes a wish made by Euripides’ Medea (11. 516-519):

o Zeb, Tl 61 yovood pev O¢ xiPdnhog Mu

TERUNOL AVOQMITOLOLY MIacOs oodpT),

AvOQMV &’ OTWL %1 TOV RAROV OLELOEVL
OVOELS YAQOXTNQ EUTEDUAE OMUATL;

O Zeus, why did you send humans clear signs of gold which is counterfeit, but
there is no mark engraved on the body by which to discern an evil man?

Ruth Padel describes the paradox of taking equal part in democratic society, taking collective
action, and yet ultimately being unable to know the thoughts of any other member. As members
of the community, the Athenians “saw themselves to be the city. And being the city meant
judging, or inferring, the interior of others on the basis of what they had done and said; from how
they had, publicly, seemed.... It was crucial that you could not see inside another person and yet,
somehow, you must.” She links the interiority of the mind with the unseen backstage space,
describing the skene “as an image of the unseen interior of a human being.”' The body, being a

closed system, makes all people ultimately unknowable no matter how obedient they are to the

¥ Cf. also Plato Gorgias 523a-526d on the naked soul, especially 524e: xateidev 00OV VyLEg OV ThHg Yuyig, AL
OLAUELOLOTLYMUEVIV ROl OVADV LECTNV VIO EMOQAULAV 1Al dduxriag, & €éxdotn 1 mEAELS avTtoD éEmuoQEato
eig TV YuyNv... ((Rhadamanthus] sees that there is nothing healthy in his soul, but rather it has been whipped and
is full of scars due to oathbreaking and injustice, which each of his actions has imprinted onto his soul...).

0 Padel 1990: 338.

3! Padel 1990: 358.
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rules of society.” Yet, expressed through empathetic reactions, embodiment also unites a society,
hence the metaphor of the citizen body, the civic body, the democratic body.

The body within society blurs the distinction between physical and metaphorical. In his
discussion of the word soma in Aeschines 1, Against Timarchos, Nicholas Fisher distinguishes
between “cases where the main focus does seem to be on the individual as such, with no strong
sense of the physical; often, however, the physical body is presented as the vulnerable part of the
person, contexts where blows, imprisonments, or other physical outrages or constraints are held
to lessen or destroy civic rights.”** This blurring can be seen in Isocrates 20 and Demosthenes 21:
while both victims are quite literally talking about their physical body which was injured when
they were punched, the implication is that the wound to their legal person diminishes their civic
rights and makes them less than citizens.

The autonomy of the democratic body is secured by the legal vulnerability of non-
citizens, especially slaves. Jack Winkler describes the inviolability of the citizen body as “a
marker separating slaves from citizens: slaves may be manhandled in any way; citizens are
literally untouchable.” This is because the body autonomy of the democratic citizen exists, as
Hunter has argued, precisely because of the legal vulnerability of non-citizens. Although citizens
and non-citizens alike made up the population of Athens, only one portion of the population was

united in autonomy. The citizen body was equal in life, equal in death.” Bodies in the middle,

32 Cf. Foucault 1977: 135-169 on docile bodies and uniformity. Though his discussion is historically contingent on
industrialization and public education, the idea of “political anatomy” has a place in the Athenian idealization of
kosmos.

33 Fisher 2005: 75.
* Winkler 1990: 48.
» As glorified by Thucydides in Pericles’ funeral oration (2.42): & Y@ TV oA Duvnoa, ai TOvSe nai Tdv
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however, posed a challenge to the ideals of the city. Athens, priding itself on its democracy,
nevertheless depended for survival on the underclasses —slaves, metics, and women whose
labors constitute an essential part of the economy.” In the case studies I conduct in this chapter, I
will explore the ways the orators use bodies in the middle to call into question the security of
citizen body autonomy. What part do these individuals have to play in the body politic? How

does their vulnerability affect the sovereign citizen body?

Demosthenes 27 and 28: Against Aphobos I and 11

Demosthenes’ speeches prosecuting his guardian (27 and 28) center around the legal and
physical vulnerability of a child, a dependent who will eventually take on an equal role in the
democracy but who until his majority is defenseless against those who would do him harm.”
Delivered scarcely after Demosthenes became a legal adult, the speech still resonates with the
anxiety of his childhood.* The insecurity of his upbringing is revealed in the thematic interplay

of knowledge and intimacy, visibility and invisibility, that threads throughout the two speeches,

BeParodoa 1 VOV TOVOE #ATAOTQOPT. 1Ol YO TOIG TAALG YElQOOL Sixawov TV & TOVE mOAEHOVS VTEQ TG
moteidog avdpayadiov mpotiBecBoau (It is the greatnesses of these men and those like them which gives the city
the glory I have already celebrated in song.... It seems to me that the way these men have now died proves their
greatness, whether newly revealed or confirmed in the end, since even for those who are worse in other respects, it is
right to place greater value on courage against the enemies on behalf of the fatherland).

%% Vlassopoulos 2007

7 On these speeches: Pearson 1972: 3-54, Usher 1999: 171-178, and MacDowell 2004: 9-47 give background and
commentary. Badian 2000, Mirhady 2000, MacDowell 2009: 30-45, and Worthington 2013: 9-27 situate the
speeches within Demosthenes’ biographical record. Hunter 1989a and b discuss the prosopographical background of
Demosthenes’ mother, Kleoboule, and argue that she held a degree of authority surpassing cultural norms. Foxhall
1996: 144-147 largely concurs with Hunter, describing Kleoboule as a “very tough lady” (at 146). Burke 1998 offers
a skeptical interpretation of the case, suggesting that the elder Demosthenes obtained and held his wealth through
disreputable means and that the guardians looted the estate for ideological purposes.

** Demosthenes brought Aphobos to court when he was 20, in 364/3 (MacDowell 2004: 19).
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emphasizing the guardians’ manifest erasure of his family’s estate and culminating in the
revelation of the deeply intimate moment when Demosthenes’ father, on his deathbed, entrusted
his son’s vulnerable body to the care of Aphobos, the man who would soon betray the entire
family. In this section, I trace the interweaving thematic strands that build up to this tender
vignette.

The background to the case is as follows: Demosthenes’ father, also named Demosthenes,
died when his son was seven and his daughter five, leaving his children and an estate amounting
to nearly fourteen talents in the care of three guardians. The guardians had been close to the
family: Therippides was the elder Demosthenes’ close friend since youth, and Aphobos and
Demophon were the nephews of the elder Demosthenes. The two nephews were to marry the
elder Demosthenes’ daughter and wife, respectively, Demophon receiving a dowry of two talents
and Aphobos 80 minas and the family home. The guardians took the dowries without marrying
or providing for Demosthenes’ mother and sister (who was still underage), mismanaged the
property and the businesses that the elder Demosthenes had owned, and neglected to pay for the
younger Demosthenes’ schooling. During the years between his father’s death and his coming of
age, Demosthenes’ guardians managed his father’s estate so poorly that less than 70 minas in
cash and real estate remained from an original value of 14 talents, which would have accrued an
additional 16 talents from income had the estate been handled well.** As a result, Demosthenes
decided to sue each guardian for ten talents each. Before the trial, Demosthenes and his
opponents brought their dispute to arbitration to try to settle out of court, but when the arbitrators

hinted that they were going to decide in Demosthenes’ favor, the guardians decided to take the

% According to the calculations provided by MacDowell 2004: 10.
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matter to trial .*

The ideal performance of familial intimacy (and its violation) feature prominently in
Demosthenes’ prosecution of Aphobos (speeches 27 and 28).*' Like Isaeus in On the Estate of
Philoktemon, Demosthenes links familial intimacy with access to information—those close to the
house are the ones who have the clearest information. Over the course of the speech,
Demosthenes draws the jury into the family circle while pushing the guardians away. The first
speech begins with a contrast between the intimate knowledge characteristic of arbitration with a
jury trial, in public and before strangers ignorant of the details (27.1):

el uev povhet' Adpopog, ® dvdpeg duxaotal, T Sixana oLty i) el MV

6L8([)8Qé},t86a rotg o’meimg émr@énsw ovdeV v €deL OrdV 0O

n@ayuaw)v owcsxgn '\{OLQ av Tolg VI Enelvov W(DOGSLGW Suuevew (WOTE

pndepiay NUiv elvor nQog ToUTOV OLapOQAV. EMELdT) O' OUTOG TOVG UEV

0ad®g €id6TOC TA NuETEQ' EPUye UNdEV dLaryvdval TTEQL AVTAV, €ig &' VUAC

TOUC 0VOEV TOV NUETEQWV AXQPOC EmoTtauévoug EANAvOeY, avdrynn éotiv
&v UiV o' avTtod melpdobol Thv dtnalmv TUYYAVELY.

If Aphobos had wanted, men of the jury, to do the right thing or to turn our
problems over to members of the family, there would have been no need for court
cases or proceedings. For it should have sufficed to abide by the judgments made
by those people, so that my opponent and I would have no dispute in a public
forum. But since he refused to let those who know our situation clearly make the
decision about us, rather coming before you—who have no precise knowledge
about our problems—I must try to obtain justice from him in your presence.

This opening contrasts the current case with a hypothetical situation in which Aphobos had done
the right thing and the case had been resolved by their relatives during the arbitration. In this
imaginary world, the case would not have been brought to court but, instead, the problem would

be resolved by family members (toig oixeiolg), those who know the intimate details of the

* The speeches Demosthenes composed prosecuting the other two guardians have not survived, although three
speeches dealing with the aftermath of the prosecution of Aphobos comprise speeches 29-31.

*! Demosthenes 29 was also delivered against Aphobos, but in a separate trial —after Aphobos was found guilty of
mismanaging Demosthenes’ estate, he accused one of Demosthenes’ witnesses of bearing false witness (dike
pseudomartyrion); Demosthenes 29 is the defense speech delivered in this later trial. I limit this discussion to the
speeches from the initial trial.
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situation (ToVg oapdg €id6Tag). Thus the jury, who have no precise knowledge (tovg ovdev
axQPds motapévoug), would have had no part in the dispute: this is the right and proper way
problems among family members should be solved. Aphobos, in refusing to let the case be
determined by arbitration among family members, has invited the members of the jury to take his
place as Demosthenes’ intimates.

As I have shown above, allegiance to the household was a common way of characterizing
individuals as acting according to eikos or socially acceptable patterns of behavior. Aphobos’
rejection of the private arbitration is the first black mark in his column. As Demosthenes builds
up his case, he describes his father as completely loyal to family, to his detriment. The elder
Demosthenes is shown to put his trust in appropriate behavior between family and close
friends—which he and the guardians were. He believed that by increasing this intimacy, he could
forge an even more unshakeable bond (§5):

AnpopdvTL 0¢ TV gV adeldnv ol dVo Tdhavt' evBVg Edwnev Exev,

aUTQ O TOVT TNV UNTEQO TNV EUNV 1ol TTROtx' OYdoNrOvVTO UVAG, ROl THV

oixiowv olxelv nol oneveol ¥ oOaL Tolg €polg, 1yoLuevVog, »ol TOUTOUGS £T'
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He gave my sister to Demophon to marry, along with two talents right away, and
to my opponent here he gave my mother and a dowry of eighty minas, allowing
him to live in the house and use my things—he thought that if he could make
them even more intimately related, they would be no worse as guardians due to
the added intimacy.

Demosthenes’ father recognizes the importance of oikeiotés in socially acceptable behavior and
expects that the guardians, whom he considers close friends and kin, to follow this social ideal as
well. By marrying the guardians into the family, he expects them to feel twice the familial
affection, since their own fates would be tied to the mother and daughter.

By forsaking the role they were given, the guardians force the younger Demosthenes to
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fix the threat his father’s mistake brought into his oikos. As in Antiphon 1, discussed in my first

chapter, it becomes necessary for Demosthenes to replace the actual relatives with the ad hoc

oikeioi of the jury, who become knowledgable by learning rather than experiencing (§7):
TaDTA YOQ HoBOVTES QPO eloenhe, GTL TOV TOTOT' EMTQOTEVOAVTMV

00d¢veg AvaudéoTtegov 010E meQubavEnTEQOY 1) OVTOL TA NuéTEQQ
OnmaRAOoLY.

For after learning these things you will know precisely that of all the people who
have ever been guardians before, none of them ever plundered an estate more
shamelessly or more manifestly than my adversaries plundered mine.

Demosthenes promises that the jury will be made precisely aware of the guardians’ larceny. His
strategy over the course of his prosecution will be to make their crimes as visible as possible in
order to draw the jury into the circle of those who know. With the comparative of the emphatic
compound meQLpavig equating the shamefulness of the guardians’ deceit with its flagrancy, this
passage introduce the theme of visibility (especially expressed through the use of words with the
root phan, “visible”) into the speech. Once the extent of the guardians’ betrayal —worse than any
that has ever before occurred —is made visible, the jury will be in a position to stand in loco
custodis, having switched places with the original oikeioi. In order to transform the jury from
those knowing o00&v dxodg to those knowing dxoidg, Demosthenes has to make them see.
Over the course of the speech, the acts of theft carried out by the guardians are again and
again portrayed as conspicuous concealment through the repetition of words denoting visibility
and invisibility. The majority of the crimes committed by the guardians comes in the form of
absences: failure to marry Demosthenes’ mother Kleoboule and his sister, slaves unaccounted
for, unreported profits, lack of income from his father’s various business interests, a missing will.
In his account of these crimes, Demosthenes uses the language of visibility to put the jury in the

position of witnesses: by describing the guardians’ actions as manifest or obvious, he helps the
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members of the jury to envision them in their mind’s eye. Insistent repetition begins to function
as evidence.

To increase the visibility of the crimes, Demosthenes associates Aphobos’
mismanagement of the oikos with his threat to the physical manifestation of the oikos, the oikia.
He tells the jury that Aphobos moved into the family home (§13: ®xeL v ointav) immediately
following the death of the elder Demosthenes and took possession of Kleoboule’s jewels and
tableware as well as the proceeds from the sale of some of the slaves—money equivalent to the
dowry he was promised. However, despite having received the dowry, Aphobos refused to marry
Kleoboule and neither used the money to maintain her nor rented the estate so that she could live
off of the income.* During a confrontation between Aphobos and Demochares, the husband of
Kleoboule’s sister, the guardian admitted that he had received the dowry. Aphobos’ failure to
provide for Kleoboule according to the arrangement in the elder Demosthenes’ will forced her to
leave her husband’s oikia and flee to her sister’s husband —a physical removal that materializes
Aphobos’ threat to the oikos. Tying the appropriation of the house with the missing dowry,
Demosthenes asks the jury “If it becomes clear (pavioeton) that Aphobos had confessed to
Demochares, had received the proceeds from the sale of the slaves (acknowledged by a written
receipt), and lived in the house (oirelv v oixiov) after the elder Demosthenes died, how will
he not be clearly (pavep®c) proven to have, in fact, received the money?”’* Through the

repetition of phan words, Demosthenes emphasizes his logical conclusion: if all evidence

#2§15: 00 yao d180VTOG TOUTOVL OlTOV T UNTEL, TV O¢ TEOIX™ EY0VTOG, 0VOE TOV 0lnoV oBoDV £0ENovTog

# §16: naitol el pavihoeTon TEOG TE TOV ANpoydon Tadd’ duokoynxog xai mog Tovg dALog o mafoay,
nad te ToD ANPoPOVTOg ®al ToD ONELETTOOV TAV AVOQATOOWV Eig TNV TEOlrA TAS TLUAS EIANPOG, AVTOS
0’ EauToV EYeLV TNV RO’ ATOYQAYPAS YOS TOVG CUVETLTQOTOUGS, OIXAYV TE TNV oirlay £7eLd) TAXLOT
grelelTNoEV O TOTNQ, TS OV €% TAVTWV OLOAOYOUUEVOU TOD TRAYMATOG eVEeDNoeTOL DaVEQRS TV
O, TAG OYOONHOVTO UVAG, KEXOWOUEVOG, Ral Alav dvauddg un hafelv EEagvoiuevog;
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pointing to Aphobos’ receipt of the money becomes clear, then Aphobos will be clearly proven
to have received it. Tying Aphobos’ manifest theft of Kleoboule’s dowry to his moving into the
oikia gives physical shape to his antagonism against Demosthenes’ oikos, as both family and
estate.

In his account of each instance of the guardians’ mishandling of the estate, Demosthenes
continues to use visual language to describe the magnitude of their wrongdoing. Among the
holdings left by his father was one workshop that produced knives, another that made beds.
Aphobos has argued that part of the money Demosthenes was supposed to inherit had been spent
on subsidizing the knife workshop. Demosthenes points out that, if this were the case, there
would be visible (paivecOar) evidence that the manager, Therippides, handed over the
proceeds; the lack of evidence proves the theft, since the fact that money was spent on it
demonstrates that the workshop was “manifestly” (¢pavepmg) still in service.* The
conspicuousness of the thefts, evoked verbally through the repetition of phan words, suggests
that the speech and the court case are unnecessary in the face of the abundant evidence of their
wrongdoing. Demosthenes not only exposes the facts to the jury, but encourages the jury to
visualize the numbers and details of the missing property. The members of the jury, as
representatives of the entire city, stand as witnesses to the crimes.

Absence is given form in its egregiousness. Repetition of the words “make vanish”
(dpoviCw) and “reveal” or “account for” (dmodpaivw) in the negative widen the semantic
evocation of phan vocabulary by juxtaposing the obviousness of the crimes against the vanishing

acts of which they consist. Regarding the workers in his father’s bed workshop, Demosthenes

#§21: 8¢l dfmov Té y* E0Yy’ aTOV AmodedmxOTO potL Gpaivesal, #ol OV Evavtiov dmédmxe maaoyicdal
pdioTuog. €l 0 pndev ToU TV IETOiNREV, TOG OVX EXEL TNV TROC0O0V dVOLV £TOLV TNV €% TOD €QyaoTtnolov,
TAG TOLAROVTO UVAGS, POVEQDS OVTWG TMV EQYMV YEYEVNUEVWYV;
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claims that the guardians “made them disappear” (d¢paviCovol) and that he will use their
absence to demonstrate to the jury how “excessively shamelessly and manifestly” (povepdg) the
guardians robbed him.* Their account of how the slaves were lost is vague and unsatisfying,
intended to cover up the fact that they utterly and completely destroyed (dpaviCovorv) the
workshop.* Continuing the conspicuous erasure of the property, Demosthenes notes that the
guardians failed to account (oVte... dmodaivovorv) for both ivory used to decorate the couches
and the proceeds from the workshop; in fact they have utterly and completely made it disappear
(dpaviCovorv).”” Finally, their refusal to report (00dev dmodaivovol) the interest, dissipation
of the principal, and claim that Demosthenes in fact owes the guardians money leads him to
summarily declare their actions “a great and thoroughly obvious (teQudpaviic) disgrace.”* This
phrase calls back to the comparative megidpavéotegov from the beginning of the speech,
reminding the jury of Demosthenes’ promise to make Aphobos’ crimes visible.

Of all the devious machinations carried out by the guardians, the most troublesome is
their concealment of the will. The absence is a significant one: Demosthenes concedes, echoing
the opening of the speech, that the jury would more accurately (axQipéotepov) comprehend the

size of the estate if the guardians had been willing to hand over the will.* He ascertains the

# §24: TOOTOV ULV OVV TTEQL TOV %AMVOTOLDYV, OVE ®aTEMTTE P&V O TTOTiQ, AdaviCovot &’ 0ToL, TETTOQEXOVT
PEV LY@V VITORELPUEVOUG, EI%00L & BvTag TOV ALOUOV, EmdelEm Dulv B¢ AMlav avaddg nai paveodg W
ATO0TEQOVOLV.

4 .§26: dodNv Bhov TO £gyaotholov ddavilovow.

#7§33: TobTov Tolvuy ToD EAEPavTOg 0Tl ThéOV 1) Thhavtov, Ov 00T adtov oiite TO Eoyov dmodaivovouy,
AMAC ral TODTOV GEONY ddaviCovowy dhov.

¥ §38: £oyov pev 00dev dmodaivovaot Tolg xeNuaoty, adTd 8¢ TG dQyaia TAVT dvnloxéval Gact ovv taig
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TeQLOAVIG AVOLOYUVTIQ,;
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missing amount recorded in the will by adding together the gaps in the evidence provided by his
witnesses. In a series of depositions, each guardian is shown to have admitted the amounts given
to the others while concealing his own portion. The repetition of phan vocabulary continues
throughout the summaries of these depositions: although Therippides admits that the will exists,
he refuses to reveal (qmwodaiver) it and will not make visible (vatadpaves motfjoar) the extent
of the inheritance which, if known, would prove their larceny.™ Aphobos agrees that there was a
will but claims that he did not agree to its terms (so that it will seem like he did not receive
anything); he, too, reveals absolutely nothing (009 ... dmodaivel x006Aov) about the size of
the estate or about its rental.”* However, despite the guardians’ unwillingness to surrender the
will, Demosthenes uses their statements against one another to come up with an approximation
of the total. The amount bequeathed is made clear (dfjAov) by the guardians’ individual accounts
of the large amounts left to each of them, despite the their attempts at concealment
(dpoviCovimv).*?> Adding the allotments makes it clear to all (paveQov motv) that the original
estate was of no small size.”

Contrasting the guardians’ underhanded thievery with the clarity of his own rhetoric,
Demosthenes sums up his argument by insisting on the incomparable lucidity of his proofs

(§847-48):

0°841: viv & dmoutodvrog pod xatoletpOfjvar pev oporoyodowy, adtog & obx dmodaivovow. tabta 68
motodol 1o te mABog o PovAduevol ratadaveg motjoal Thg ovoiag TO ®ataheldpBEv, O dinomdnaoty ovtol,
TAg Te dWEELAS vl Ut OORDOLY EYELV. ..

> §43: el 8¢ TOV AT doOEVTOVY yoadfivar pév dpnowv, oty Oporoyiiom & abtog, iva ur doxf) hafelv. 10
&¢ mif00g Thg ovoiag 008" 0UTOg Amodaivel kaOOAOV, 008E TO oOODV TOV OlxOV.

52 §44: dfhov Tolvuy £oTiv 008EV NTToV TO TAO0C TV RoTOAELGOEVTWY, RaiTEQ APavILOVIWY TODTOV TNV
ovotav, £ TOV dLadNxr®dV, €€ OV Tocadta xefuat AAHiolg dpaot dobijvar.

%3 §44: baveov dhov maow 8L 0V GO WrEAS ovolag, dALd mhéov ) dumhaciag T £pol xatéhewtey TadT
adeihlev.
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TOS 00V AV TIg 0ohEoTeQoV EmdeiEele TAVTO dNETaROTA Kol UNdE TAOV
WUXQDV ATEOYNUEVOV, 1] TODTOV TOV TEOTOV EMOELVUS HETA TOCOVTWV
LaQTUQMV 1Al TEXUNQIMV; TNV UEV Teolxa Aafelv Opoloynoavto rol Exewv
AVTOV QOGS TOVS EMMTEOTOVE ATTOYQAPAVTAL, TO O £QYAOTHOLOV
AEXAQTIMUEVOV OUTOV RO TNV TROG0O0V 0V dmodaivovta, TV & dAlwV
TAL UEV TEETQAKOTA KO TOS TS OVX ATTOOEdMHROTAL, TA O MG EAVTOV
Mapovra rai tadt Ndavirdta, £t 8¢ maed TOV Aoyov OV altog Amédwne
TO0ADTA ®AETTOVTIA, TROG 08 TOUTOLS TV dLaBNxNV NdavirdTa, T
avOAmoda memEaxOTA, THAL 0VT® TAvVTO drwrnrdTa, MG 0V GV Ol

gy 0LoToL Stomnostav; £ym pgv o oid dmme Gv T oadéotepov EmdeiEeiey.

How could anyone demonstrate more clearly that he has stolen everything and
didn’t even spare the small things, than in this way by proving it with so many
witnesses and proofs? He admitted to having received the dowry and made a
written record for the other guardians that he had it, he took advantage of the
output of the workshop for himself without reporting the profit, he sold some of
our possessions without paying us what he got for them, while the rest he kept for
himself and hid. According to the account that he himself gave, he stole a large
amount and on top of that made the will disappear and sold the slaves, and he
managed everything else in such a way as not even the worst enemies would have
done. I don’t know how anyone could demonstrate this more clearly!*

His proof, more clear than any other (7tdg v T codpéateQov), recalls the exceeding visibility
of Aphobos’ crimes, which were also described as second to none (§7: 000¢ meQubavEoTEQOV 1)
ovtot), and confirms his own rhetorical skill in making a series of disappearances so very
visible. Aphobos failed to report (0U% dmodaivovta) the income from the workshop, he hid
(MPpavirdta) some of Demosthenes’ family’s possessions, and he made the will disappear
(Mpavindta). The repetition of phan words and the juxtaposition of vanishing and revealing

continues to the end of the speech, bridging the distance between Demosthenes’ craftsmanship

* Demosthenes uses £mde(xvv w in the positive to describe his own rhetorical practice (at 27.12, 18,23, 24,34, 35,
47,48,52, and 28.2; it is used in the negative of Aphobos and the guardians at 27.49, 50, 51, and 52) and
amodelinvu to describe the guardians’ excuses (at 27.19, 26, 62, and 28.22). Cf. Bakker’s definition of the
EmideIELg vs. amOdelELg in Herodotus: “The object of epideixis is always shown as it is; it existed before it was
shown or displayed and is not changed or modified by it.... What is ‘shown’ in an act denoted by apo-deik, by
contrast, is always changed in the act, and may not even have existed before. The person or thing pointed at in an act
of apodeiknunai acquires a new function according to the requirements of the context” (Bakker 2002: 22). This
distinction plays into Demosthenes’ strategy of contrasting his own transparency with the guardians’ deception.
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and the guardians’ transparent deception.”

As the first speech of the prosecution comes to a close, Demosthenes focuses his
rhetorical energy on tying the guardians’ theft to their betrayal of socially appropriate behavior.
Their behavior passes beyond hyperbole (Urteg3ohac): they made the will vanish (Npaviraoiv)
hoping not to get caught, benefitting themselves and impoverishing Demosthenes’ family, as
though their victims had done them the greatest of injustices.® This hypothetical inversion of
circumstances reminds the jury of Demosthenes’ virtuous vulnerability, accentuating both his
pitiful state and the extremity of the guardians’ betrayal. He draws a comparison between the
guardians and the jury: when the members of the jury punish a criminal, they make sure that his
wife and children are taken care of. When the guardians were given a gift (their portions of the
inheritance), they outrageously mistreated those they were supposed to protect.”” The build-up to
the result clause (“they differ so much from you”) opens a gulf of ethical space between the jury
and the guardians, between compassion and betrayal.

Demosthenes puts the final stamp on this ethical alignment by returning to the guardians’

failure of oikeiotes (§65):
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§61-62: ...t 8¢ TOVTATAOLY AOVIoAVTES, EHOD PEV AVETAOV %Ol TV VTIAQY0VoAY TROG0dOV, adiot &
aDTOIG OV QA €% TOV EUDV ROTEOREVAOAVTO. AaffdvTeg 68 nal TEAL aioyo®s oltwol dvta, Théov 1) Td
Nuioea TV yonudtov unde nataieldpOfivar nowvi) mavteg dudLofntodoy, g TEVTETOAAVTOU 08 LOVOV TG
ovotag oliong €x TooavTNG TOVG AOYOUS ATEVIVOYAOLY, OV TIROCOOO0V UEV EE aUTMV 0U% Amodaivovee. ..

%6 §64: tivag & ovTol Aeholmaoty De@POANS elmely; of xal TV Sl Nhaviraoy mg Acovteg, 1ol TOg
LEV OPETEQAS AVTDV OVOLOG EX TAV ETUNOQTULADV LA AAOL, HAL TAQYAIA TOV VITOQYOVIMV €% TOV UMV
TOMG peiCo memotraot, Tig & &ufig ovolag, Mome Ta péylod’ U’ Nudv ddwmnBévtes, Hhov TO nedpdiaiov
AavnenrooLy;

°7§65: 00TOL 8¢ TOGODTOV SLap£QoVoLY VUMV, HOTE %ol dwEELLS T NUOY TEOCAABOVTES, Iva dunaimg
¢mtomedomat, Toadt eig Nuag vPeixaot.
173



®ol 00O Moy uVONoY, €L U NAENCOV TV EUNV AdeAPTV, el duolv Tahdvtov
V710 T0D TOTEOG AELWOETo, UNdEVOS TeEDEETOL TMV TEOONUOVTIWY, AAN
womep £xOlotol Tiveg, AML 00 Gihot nal ovyyeveilg rataeldpOévteg, ovdeV
ThS OlKELOTNTOG EPOOVTLOAY.

They feel neither shame nor pity for my sister: although our father thought she
deserved a dowry of two talents, she will receive none of what is due to her. Just
like the greatest of enemies, not friends and relatives left behind by him, they
gave no thought to family intimacy.

While Demosthenes’ presentation of the facts has made the crimes visible to the jury, thereby
drawing them into the circle of knowledge, the guardians’ failure to feel shame and pity, their
rejection of oikeiotés, in turn proves them to be illegitimate oikeioi. As Demosthenes shortly
afterwards reminds the jury, it is just for them to pity those who are unfortunate beyond reason.™
According to this equation, Demosthenes’ association of the guardians with lack of pity already
renders them the unjust party. But his strategy over the course of the first speech of making the
guardians’ crimes visible to the jury, of bringing them into the circle of intimate knowledge, adds
a third part to the equation: by explicitly bringing up the guardians’ failure as oikeioi, he
implicitly replaces them with the jury.

Demosthenes opens the second speech of his prosecution of Aphobos (with Aphobos’
first defense speech intervening between Demosthenes’ first and second speeches) by focusing
on the theme of visibility as it relates to the legal status of the oikos. During the arbitration before
the case was brought to court, Aphobos claimed that the elder Demosthenes’ father-in-law Gylon
had died a state debtor and that this is why he and the other guardians never leased the estate. He
maintained that the elder Demosthenes had wanted them to keep the property hidden so that the
state would not confiscate it. Aphobos waited until the last day of the arbitration to make this

accusation so that Demosthenes would not be able to bring forward evidence to disprove it and

% §68: duaiol ot Eleelv... oV T Adyov duotuyodvtag
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was waiting until his second speech to bring the issue to the jury’s attention.>” Thus,
Demosthenes must proleptically counter an accusation the jury has not yet heard, armed with no
evidence but rhetoric and likelihood, and prove that Gylon did not die in debt and there was no
danger in making the property visible (¢paved).”

Picking up on the phan language so prevalent in the first speech, Demosthenes now
literalizes his rhetorical tactic with an allusion to visible and invisible property. The term “visible
property” (phanera ousia) has a range of meanings: it can refer to property, especially real estate,
that is seen by everyone, as opposed to personal property, which would be unseen (&dpavic).”
As Gabrielson points out, the evidence does not always support this division. Real estate has a
tendency to be more visible and cash less so, but these distinctions do not always hold. It is
instead the owner’s behavior concerning his property that determines whether the property is
phanera or aphanés. Visible property is that which is publicly acknowledged, while
unacknowledged property was rendered invisible through the act of “concealment” (AmORQUYLS
ovoiog).® The decision to acknowledge or conceal property rested on the fact that visible
property was liable for taxation and liturgies, and so public acclaim would make up for the
financial loss. Holding visible property “was related to openly acknowledged social position and

commitments,” while keeping property invisible allowed its holder to “conceal his wealth and

% Only evidence procured during the pre-trial hearing was allowed in the trial. All supporting documentation was
sealed in jars called echinoi to ensure that no change was made to the charges, testimonies, contracts, oaths, and
other documents between the hearing and the trial (Boegehold 1995: 79).

6028.2: viv 8¢ tenunololg peydholg émdeiEopev, g 0T ddethev oVT NV xivduvog ovdelg UiV haveod
HERTNUEVOLS TAL OVTAL.

%! Gabrielson 1986.

62 Gabrielson 1986: 104.
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evade social obligations” and suggested “hidden power, suspicion, unease.”* Aside from the
social stigma, holding invisible property led to the risk that an individual’s worth could be
overestimated and he therefore could be charged with a higher contribution than he would have
been had he not concealed his possessions.*

In his first speech, Demosthenes touched on the contrast between hidden and visible
property in his response to Aphobos’ claim that the elder Demosthenes had told him that he had
entrusted four talents with his wife. Using an eikos argument, Demosthenes reasons that if his
father had trusted the guardians, he would have had no reason to hide four talents, but if he didn’t
trust them, he would not have made them guardians of the visible property (t®v ¢poveo®Vv) nor
revealed the existence of hidden money (ta xexguupéva).® He adds that Aphobos, based on
how he treated the visible property (¢pavegav ovoiav), would certainly not have held back from
appropriating the additional four talents, especially since the jury had no knowledge of the
money.* The jury is reminded of what it does and does not, can and cannot know, of the
importance of witnesses to ensure socially appropriate behavior. Ownership of visible property
depends on a public acknowledgement of the property.

Demosthenes picks up on this connection in his second speech. In the absence of

5 Humphreys 1983: 10. Drawing on Karl Polyani’s concept of the imbedded economy, Kurke adds to Humphreys’
observations that “invisible property is the product of those who privilege pure economic considerations over the
social and political embedding of property. Thus the motive of such men is strictly economic and the result of

making their property invisible is that they are themselves disembedded from the social fabric of their community”
(Kurke x: 227).

% Gabrielson 1986:111-112.
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evidence, he uses a combination of thematic emphasis and eikos arguments, which he calls “great
proofs” (texpunoiolg peydrolg) to demonstrate that there was no debt and no risk to his family in
possessing visible property. In these “great proofs,” Demosthenes returns again and again to the
visibility of his family’s wealth as if to remind the jury of what they have seen, or to cause them
to envision it, now, through the enargeia built up by the language of visibility.”” His first proof is
that Gylon’s other son-in-law Demochares never concealed (GoxéxQuattal) his property but
rather acted as choregos and trierarch and carried out various other liturgies without worrying
about the state confiscating his wealth. Secondly, Demosthenes’ father made his own property
visible (pavepac) by virtue of recording it in his will.*® Moreover, Aphobos and the other
guardians themselves revealed (éupaveg €moinoev) the magnitude of the money left by the elder
Demosthenes by paying taxes at the rate assessed for the very wealthy.” By contributing so
openly to civic affairs, Demochares, the elder Demosthenes, and even the guardians “manifestly
made [the property] visible” (paivovral pavepd molodvteg), making it clear that they feared
no danger of any kind.” In this passage, Demosthenes inundates the jury with the repetition of
the language of visibility while reminding them of his family’s record of civic contributions,
benefactions which many of them may have witnessed. The repetition suggestively implies “you

have seen this,” putting the jury in the position of witness.

57 Cf. Walker 1993 on enargeia, vividness, in ancient narrative prose.
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With this reminder of his father’s family’s openness and generosity to the city,
Demosthenes returns to the missing will. Aphobos claimed that that the elder Demosthenes had
instructed him in his will to keep the property ddavig, yet he and the other guardians refuse to
reveal the will which would have proven (&dmodaiverv) this precisely (axQLpég).”" Demosthenes
here picks up on the equation formulated in the first speech: as the case began, the jury knew
nothing precisely (axQLp®g), but if the will was present, they would know more precisely
(dnoéotegov). In the absence of the will, Demosthenes is compelled to use his “great proofs”
to bring the jury into the circle of those who know precisely while further excluding the
guardians. His strategy is again to describe the guardians’ actions as blatantly secretive and in
fact incompetent (§7):

GAL &y oD 018’ 6 TL TODT £0TLv. 00X gl oOoDV TOV oixov 00d’ Eudavi

Ta YoNpato oLty O math. moteQov Euol; 1) Th) mokeL; dpailveade ya

TOUVOVTIOV €xelvn pev paveed TotoavTeg, EHol 68 TUVTATUOLY Adavi)

TETONROTEG, Rl OVOE TODT’ AMOPAIVOVTES €€ OV TIUNOAUEVOL TOG
elopopag eloedépete.

I don’t understand this at all. My father did not allow them to rent the estate or to
make the money visible. Visible to me or to the city? You manifestly did the
opposite and made the property visible to the city, but utterly invisible to me —
and you refuse to reveal the source from which you assessed the taxes that you
paid.

This inconsistency in the guardians’ actions again allows Demosthenes to find proof in the
negative spaces left behind in the guardians’ testimony. The guardians’ claims that the elder
Demosthenes did not want his property rented or made visible (¢udavi)) are proven false by the
fact that they had paid taxes on the entire amount. In so doing, they manifestly (¢poaiveoOe) made
the property visible (pavepd) to the city. The fact that they continue to keep the amount hidden

(dpavi)) from Demosthenes is absurd in the face of the facts. The interplay of visibility and

1§5: v v SLadfxnv undapod Tahny dmodaivery, € fig v eidévarl TanouBéc
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invisibility in this passage shows the confusion caused by the guardians’ inept machinations.

Their ineptness extends to the rest of their dealings with the estate. As Johnstone has
shown, in order to keep property invisible, a close-knit circle of trusted friends is required.”
While the guardians tried to keep the amount they received from the inheritance hidden by
appropriating the money in secrecy, their schemes ultimately failed because of their tendency to
inform against one another. They have plainly (¢pavep®c) been proven to have stolen, yet they
still dare to lie, showing their ultimately dishonorable character.” Demosthenes continues to
berate them for their failure at subterfuge: “You made the will disappear (Npavirore), from
which it would have been possible to learn the truth about everything, but you manifestly
(paiveoaOe) never say the same things about one another.”” The guardians’ blatant inability to
keep their story straight becomes evidence, standing in for the missing will.

With this summary of the guardians’ schemes, Demosthenes’ strategy of bringing the
jury into the family circle so that they can “know precisely” comes to completion. Over the
course of the first speech, Demosthenes’ use of visibility language was complemented by the
depositions of witnesses that are scattered plentifully throughout the speech. As documents both
seen and heard in the trial setting, depositions provide the link between the audio and visual.
Mirhady observes that Demosthenes’ “devotion to the use of documentary evidence is clear
throughout” the speeches prosecuting his guardians.” In the second speech, he gathers the

depositions and has them read one after the other with the explicit intention of reminding

72 Johnstone 2003: 248.
7 §9: & davepdg bt dimominat EEeleyyopevol TowadTa ThaTTeofaL ToludTe.

™ §10: TV pev dradfuny nbavirate, €€ Nig Ny eidévar megl TavTwv TV dAH0s1av, daivecde &’ ovdémote
TOUTA TTEQL AAMAWV AéyovTec.

7 Mirhady 2000: 187.
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(LvnoBévteg) the jury of what they have already heard so that they can know more precisely
(dnoéotegov) about what happened.” The absent will has given way to the present
depositions as the means of making the jury know “more precisely.” One by one, the depositions
are read, no longer giving the jury new information but instead reminding them of what they
already know. They are now those who know: the depositions only confirm their presence in the
circle of knowledge.

The depositions fall away, each leaving behind a tableau of theft and betrayal.
Demosthenes uses the now-shared memories to draw the jury into the past. Now precisely
acquainted with the facts, they are invited into the inner family circle. After the depositions,
Demosthenes wheels out the rhetorical ekkyklema, revealing a scene of heightened intimacy: his
father on his deathbed at the moment he entrusted his wife and children to the guardians. In this
scene, the language of visibility which has foreshadowed this moment of intense vividness gives
way to a language of tactility, proximity, and the body (§§15-16):

6 vy e, ® Evdees diwaotal, g flobeto TV vOoOoV 0l

ATOPeVEOUEVOS, oVYROAETOS TOUTOVG TOELS HVTOG, ROl

ovumaQaxafodusvog Afumva Tov adeAdOV, TO 0OPa” UMV eig TAG

YElpag eveéONre moganraTadNxNy EMovoudlmv, T uev AdeAdnv Anuoddvtt

rai 000 Tdhavto ol OLOOVS VOGS, ®al Yuvair avTd TodTNY EYYUDY,

EUE O€ TAOL HOLVT) LETA TOV YONUATOV TOQOXROTATIOEUEVOE, ROl ETUORTTTTWV

wod®oat te TOv otnov rai dtao®oat pot Thv ovotav, dtdovg dpo Onourion

1€ TAG EPOOUNROVTA PVAG, ®OL TOVTM TV T €UV UNTEQ EYYVOV €7 TAlS
oydofrovta pvaic, ®au €ig Td TovTov yovota Tbeis:

My father, men of the jury, when he sensed that he would not escape his sickness,
called together these three men, and seating his brother Demon right next to them,
he placed our bodies into their hands, calling us a deposit. He gave my sister to
Demophon with two talents as dowry on the spot and pledged her as his wife; he
entrusted me to all in common along with the money and enjoined them to rent
the estate and preserve the property for me; at the same time, he gave Therippides
seventy minas and pledged my mother to this man (Aphobos) as a wife with a

76.§10: Aafe 1) Tog pagTueiog 1ol Avdyvwd’ avtoig mhoag EpeEflg, (va pvnobévieg xai TOV
LLEUOQTUQNUEVOV %Ol TOV EIQNUEVOV AXQLBECTEQOV YLYVDORMOL TTEQL AVTMV.
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dowry of eighty minas, and he placed me on his knees.

The vocabulary used to sketch out this tableau features multiple compounds, forms of t{Onu,
and body parts. The prefix ovv- of ovvraréoag evokes the intimacy that the elder Demosthenes
is trying to forge; seating his brother down (xata-), next to (waQa-), and together with (ouv-)
them adds to the sense of proximity and familiarity. The owpata of the children refers both to
their civic persons and to their actual bodies, with the repetition of €évéOnure and T10¢ic conflating
the legal and the physical. While metaphorically entrusting them as legal entities into the
guardianship of the three men, he is simultaneously handing their vulnerable bodies over as well.
The technical term mapaxotaOnuy, “a deposit entrusted to one’s care,” and its cognate verb
form also resonates with the loaded language of this scene. Its prefixes wapa- and nata- echo
those of cvumoQaratabiodpevos and its root, from tiOnw, reflects the physicality embedded
in the metaphor of legal trust. The children are equated with a legal trust; their bodies vibrate
between physical and symbolic. The compound dtaod®oau links the body of young Demosthenes
with the estate; the prefix dua- gives the sense of “through time,” the duration of the guardians’
responsibility to keep the house (dua-owéw) safe for Demosthenes, and vice versa.” This
passage’s inclusion of the guardians’ hands (€lpag) and Aphobos’ knees (yovara) further blur
the separation between body, person, and estate: when the Demosthenes describes his father
placing his children’s bodies into the guardians’ hands, this is both metaphor and not; by placing
his son on Aphobos’ knees, the elder Demosthenes is drawing on scenes of supplication,
submission, and sacred offering.

The theme of visibility developed over the course of the two speeches leads to this

intensely vivid scene, featuring the revelation of the domestic interior and the conflation of

" Forms of Stounéw appear at 27.5, 19, 22, 48 (twice), 50, 60, 64, 66, and 28.12.
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young Demosthenes’ body with his legal person. The threat to the child’s wellbeing has been
made apparent by the arguments and depositions showing the guardians’ mistreatment. In the
scene from the past, the young Demosthenes’ life and livelihood are tied up in the ambiguity of
the oo, the fragility of the deposit. At that time, the outcome was undetermined, but the jury
watching the scene unfold from the perspective of the present day now knows what happened in
the intervening years. The estate, entrusted like an offering to the guardians along with the
children’s bodies, was systematically and manifestly dismantled and disappeared, earning
Aphobos the epithet “unholiest of all men.””

Demosthenes juxtaposes the scene in the past, in which his young self was passed into the
hands of the guardians who would squander his inheritance, with a parallel situation taking place
in the present. When he had initiated his prosecution against the guardians, they retaliated by
getting a friend, Thrasylochos (brother of the infamous Meidias), to file an antidosis against
Demosthenes. The antidosis, which I discuss in my introduction, was a legally sanctioned way to
compel others to expose the inside of their homes. It was a way of attempting to open up the
doors, making private property visible to the community and ensuring honest possession.”

Since the guardians knew that Demosthenes could not afford to pay for a liturgy, they
assumed that he would agree to the property exchange. This, they believed, would ensure that
Demosthenes would give up his claims against them along with the estate. At first, Demosthenes

agreed to the antidosis but refused to let Thrasylochos enter his property in order to determine its

8 816: 6 MAVTOV AVOQOTMY AVOCLDTUTOC

" “The inventory that takes place during an antidosis is termed an apophasis, or ‘revelation,’ in an effort to make
one’s ‘invisible’ (aphanés) property visible. The choice of language betrays an anxiety about whether all of a
citizen’s property can ever fully be seen at one time, and whether, as a consequence, one’s oikos can be fully opened
to surveillance or inventoried from inside out” (Purves 2010: 212-213).
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value.” His intention was to force Thrasylochos to file for a diadikasia, a trial that would
determine whose estate was worth more. This strategy was unsuccessful —as we learn in
Demosthenes 21 Against Meidias, it was at this point that Meidias and his brother violently
broke into Demosthenes’ home.* In the current speech, Demosthenes leaves out this incident and
instead explains to the jury that, since the trials against the guardians were quickly approaching,
he mortgaged his estate and ended up paying for the liturgy himself.

While in Against Meidias Demosthenes depicts a scene of a violent entry into his house,
in Against Aphobos II he invites the jury to visualize an intimate scene within the house. In his
narration of the tender scene from his childhood, Demosthenes ties together his body, legal
person, and the estate—each, the jury knows, subsequently victimized by the guardians. He
explicitly brings the guardians’ past mistreatment together with his present suffering: “Have I not
been greatly wronged from the beginning (¢§ doyc), and am I not being greatly harmed by
them now (vUv) that I am seeking justice?”** In the present, he mentions the threat of the
antidosis to show how vulnerable the guardians have made both the estate and his person. Since
he had to take out a mortgage, he will be unable to pay the court fees should the jury decide in
Aphobos’ favor. Should this happen, he would be not only impoverished but also
disenfranchised, deprived of his citizen status.*’ Thus, as in the scene from the past, his legal

person is in a delicate position.

80 «At an early phase of the process, the competing parties could inspect one another's property and even seal
buildings to prevent the siphoning off of wealth” (Christ 1998a: 534).

81 This passage is described in the introduction at pp. 26-27.
82818 o’ o0 peydha pgv € doyng NdimuaL, peydia 8, 8t dtxnv tntd hafelv, vov Ot adtdv fAdTTopaL;

83§21 nai oG NTipwuévov. If Demosthenes were to lose the case, he would have to pay the epabelia, a penalty

of one-sixth the amount he was demanding from Aphobos. Since Demosthenes would not be able to pay the

epobelia (100 minas), he would be punished with disenfranchisement (atimia) and become a state debtor. Cf. 27.67.
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Demosthenes finally appeals to the jury on two grounds. First, he calls on them to stand
in for the relatives that the guardians have failed to act as: “Save me, pity me, since my
adversaries, though they are my relatives (ovyyeveig), have no pity!”** He calls for the jury to
feel pity on behalf of their own children and wives, and of his own mother and sister, combining
each juror’s feelings for his own family with a sense of civic family feeling.*” Second, he uses his
father’s dutiful performance of civic duties and his own gratitude to make an eikos argument
predicting his own future generosity, should the jury vote in his favor, in comparison with
Aphobos’ underhanded behavior (§24):

@V &vOupovuévoug yon) motoaoal Tv’ Hudv medvolav, eiddtag 8Tt Eya
HEV TAUAUTOD O DMV ROMUOGUEVOS, EIROTWE ANTOVQYELY £0EM0W, XdOLTOC
dpeihmv &1L poL duatwg dmédote TV ovolov, ovtog &, v aDTOV oL oNTE
TOV £udV %010V, 0VOEV TToLN|oeL ToLoDTOV. Ui} Yo 0iecd adtdv, VIt MV
Novnrtat u AaPelv, Ve ToUTmY LUV AnTovQYely €0eloeL, GAA
amonVeobal uaAlov, tva duraimg dmomepevyévar doxd).

Thinking on these things it is necessary for you to have foresight on my behalf,
knowing that I (if I recover what is mine, thanks to you) will naturally be willing
to pay for liturgies, being grateful because you justly returned my property to me.
But he, if you put him in charge of my property, will do nothing of the sort. Don’t
think that he will want to pay for liturgies using money he denies he received —
instead he will hide it away, so that it seems like he’s been acquitted justly.

The elder Demosthenes’ dutiful fulfillment of liturgies is paired with his son’s gratitude to the
jury, both ensuring that the younger Demosthenes will naturally (eixdtwg) do his part on behalf
of the city. The double appearance of duxaimwg summarizes Demosthenes’ strategy throughout
the entirety of the two speeches: his own version of justice involves visible and willing

adherence to socially appropriate behavior—his duxaimwg appears in a dtu clause, not contingent

$4§20: omoat’, Ehefoate, meldi) W oToL ouyyevelg Svieg ovx Nhénoay.

$5.§20-21: inetedm, AVTIBOAD OGS TAIdWV, QOGS YUVAKAY, TTROS TV SVTOV Ayaddv Duiv. ohtwg dvarode
TOUTWV, W) TEQUONTE U, undE otonte TV uNTéea ®al TV émhoimwy EATidwV gig TOV Plov otepnBeioay
AvaELlov anTiS TL By 1) vV pév ofeton TuOvTa pe TOV dxaiwv moQ ViV VTodEEecBoL nal TV ddehdiv
EnOMOELY.
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on any plotting. Aphobos’ duxaiwg appears in a (va clause, a result of his concealment and
deceit. The speech ends with this final assessment of the possible outcomes of the jury’s
decision.

Over the course of the two speeches, Demosthenes employs a consistent strategy to
contrast himself and his father with the guardians, thematizing visibility and invisibility to drive
home the differences between the two parties. Visibility is tied to knowledge, which in turn
derives from familial intimacy. The boundaries of knowledge have an important role to play in
the classification of phanera and aphanés ousia. As Johnstone demonstrates, it is an individual’s
network of friends that ensures that his “invisible” property remains that way; the process of
making property visible results in the transfer of trust from a small group of intimate friends to
the public as a whole. In the same way, the rupture in the ethical space of familial intimacy leads
directly to family cases being brought to court, because if the case is unable to be solved by
family members it will be brought to arbitration and then before the jury. This means that a
group of strangers will be trying to resolve family problems without knowing the circumstances
as well as those involved. It becomes the speaker’s job to make the jury as knowledgeable of the
situation as the family members are —to invite them into the oikos in place of the opposing party,
who have lost their place in the oikos due to violating standards of appropriate behavior among
family members. Demosthenes invites the jury in by vividly describing the scene in which he
was entrusted to the guardians —a private interior scene in which the body of the child becomes
conflated with the estate, legally and physically at risk.

The significance of this scene and the centrality of the vulnerable body are indicated in
the course of Against Aphobos I by Demosthenes’ use of vocabulary etymologically or literally

connected to body parts, the hands and head. As I have argued, thematic subtext is created by
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layering related terms to build up a verbal environment where regular words take on
supercharged significance. The language of Greek law is everyday language —when words are
employed in a legal capacity, they do not completely cast off their more common denotation.* In
financial matters, the term for “capital” is xepdlarov, which comes from xedpadi), “head.” This
word also has the rhetorical meanings of “in total” or “in summary.” Although not an
uncommon word, in no other of Demosthenes’ speeches does it appear as consistently as in his
first speech against Aphobos. Similarly, two verbs containing the root xeio, “hand,” appear at
significant moments: £yyelotCw, “entrust,” and diaryelptCw, “manage.”® These two words, the
former used to describe the elder Demosthenes’ faith in the guardians’ trustworthiness, the latter
reflecting the guardians’ utter failure to do their job, perfectly frame Demosthenes’ situation. He
began his speech by describing the background to the case: his father was looking after him
when he handed over (¢veyeiploev) everything to the three guardians, who were relatives and
friends from childhood.” In turn, the guardians took what was originally left them, took care of
(draxerptoavteg) the rest of the estate, acted as guardians for ten years, and stole all the rest of
the property.” Instead of marrying Kleoboule or providing maintenance for her by renting the
estate, Aphobos decided to manage (OioyelpiCerv) the estate with the other guardians —this

resulted in Kleoboule taking shelter at her brother-in-law Demochares’ house, to his

8 “The laws were passed by an assembly of ordinary citizens. As a result there is a marked absence of specifically
legal terminology.” (Carey 2007: 178)

7 xepaharov “summary”: §§1, 58 “total”: §§11, 24; “capital”: §§10, 62, 64

8 gvyewollo: §84, 55; dayewoilw: §86, 15

% §4: Bovlevoduevog 8¢ el UV, 6T Euelle Tehevtay, dmavta Tadt Eveyelowoev AGOPe Te TOUTOL %al
ANpodpdVIL TO ANUwvogs Viel, ToUTow pEv ddehdLdolv dvtowv, T Uev €€ adeddoD, T 8’ €€ adehdig
veyovotow, €t 0 Onoutmtidn td Mawaviel, yévelr uev ovdev mpoofixovrt, pidw & éx mandog vdoyovTL.

% §6: hafovieg &’ ovtol TadTA TEMTOV OPIoLY AVTOIG €% TOV XONUATOY, %0L TV dAANV oVolav Emacov

oLayelptoavieg, nal 8é¢xn’ £t NUGS EMTQOMEVOAVTEG, TA HEV AN TTAVT’ ANECTEQNRAOLY.
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displeasure.” Finally, when disputing Aphobos’ claim that four talents had been left with
Kleoboule, Demosthenes argues that his father would not have handed over (éveyeipioev) the
majority of his estate to them while keeping part of it hidden, if he trusted them.”” The
implication of the last quotation is that, truly, his father should not have entrusted anything to the
guardians, and his faith in the guardians’ loyalty was tragically misplaced. This vocabulary
saturates the speech with hints of body parts, thematically reflecting a conflation of body and
property. The guardians, expected to take care of the children’s persons as well as their
inheritance, failed in affection and in duty.

In Against Aphobos I and I, Demosthenes narrates his guardians’ crimes using the
language of visibility and invisibility, helping the jury visualize the guardians’ dishonesty and
ineptitude for themselves. This thematic development leads to the narration of the vignette
between the elder Demosthenes and the guardians. By drawing the jury’s attention to the
vulnerable body of himself as a child and calling on the jury to remember their own children,
Demosthenes stirs up an empathy drawn from the home feeling. As in the examples discussed in
my previous chapter, the domestic interior can play a significant affective role in forensic
rhetoric. In the speeches against Aphobos, the child’s body —handed over to the man who will
betray him in the house he will soon be forced to leave—is a reminder of the defenselessness of
children. As a child, Demosthenes did not yet have the rights of an adult male citizen, and his
legal person was at the mercy of his treacherous guardians. As an adult, he calls on the jury,

equals under the democracy, to right the injustice once inflicted on his vulnerable body.

1 §15: 00 Y d180VTOG TOUTOV OlTOV TH) UNTEL, TV TEOIX’ EYOVTOG, 0VE TOV OlnoV WobodV 0¢NovTog,
AMACL pLeTa TOV MOV EmTEOTwY dtayewilely dEodvtog, émooato Aoyoug megl TouTwV O Anpoydong.

92.855: €i &’ émiotevev, oUx OV OO TA UEV TAELOT’ AVTOIC TV dtwv éveyeioloev, TOV & ov% OV
it
nveilovg émoinoev.
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Lysias 12: Against Eratosthenes

Lysias 12, Against Eratosthenes, was delivered by the orator himself against one of the
members of the oligarchic Thirty Tyrants who had ruled Athens in 404/403.”> When the Thirty
were in power, according to Lysias, they came up with a plot to make money by arresting ten
metics, a mixture of poor and rich to disguise their motives. Among the chosen metics were
Lysias and his brother Polemarchos; Lysias was able to escape, but Polemarchos was arrested by
Eratosthenes and taken to prison, where he was forced to drink hemlock and died. The speech is
bifurcated: the first third is deeply personal, a poignant evocation of Lysias’ and his brother’s
misfortune, while the remainder is a fiery indictment of the Thirty.” The bodily danger the
vulnerable, desperate brothers find themselves in is reflected back in the perilous position of the
body politic, the wounded plethos Lysias is seeking to avenge. Tying together bodily violence,
the violation of interior space, and endangered democracy, this speech embodies the slogan “the
personal is political.”

Throughout the speech, Lysias uses rhetorical antitheses to vividly juxtapose the

brothers’ suffering—as well as the democracy’s—and the Thirty’s savage greed. This strategy

%3 On this speech: Blass 1887-1898: 1.540-550, Jebb 1893: 1.256-264, Adams 1970: 43-128, Usher in Edwards and
Usher 1985: 235-252, Edwards 1999: 85-116, Todd 2000: 113-136, and Phillips 2004: 24-40 provide background
and commentary. On the question of whether Eratosthenes, member of the Thirty, is the same Eratosthenes as the
victim of Euphiletos in Lysias 1, Avery (1991) follows Kirchner (1901-3) in claiming they are identical due to the
rareness of the name. On the other, more likely, hand, Davies (1971) points out that the lack of political content in
Lysias 1 makes the identification unlikely, as it would have helped Euphiletos’ case to at least allude to his victim’s
past crimes, and Kapparis (1993) adds that the ancient vitae of Lysias would surely have mentioned if he had
defended the killer of his former opponent. On the question of whether Lysias, as a metic, would have been able to
speak on his own behalf, Hanson 1991: 118 concludes that there was no reason to doubt that Lysias did deliver the
speech.

% The text of the speech does not make it clear what the charge is, but contextual clues, especially the amount of
time spent on the actions of the Tyrants rather than on Eratosthenes specifically strongly suggests that the
circumstances of this speech are at the euthynai of Eratosthenes, when he made an account of his actions while in
power as a member of the Thirty (Todd 2000: 113-114; Phillips 2008: 154-156).
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appears immediately in the first sentence, as Lysias invokes the crimes of his opponent without
specifically naming the charge (§1):

ovx BoEacBai pol doxel dmopov eivar, ® dvdpeg duaotal, Thg xatnyoplac,
AMO mavoooBou AéyovTt: Toladta auTolc To péyebog nal Tooadta TO
m\00g elpyaotal, Hote PNt v YPeudduevov deVOTEQM TOV VITOQYOVTIWVY
rnaTnyoefoat, pite Tahnon ovlopuevoy gimelv dmovta dvvoobat, Gl
Avaryxn 1) TOV ®RATIYOQOV ATELTELY 1] TOV YQOVOV EMALTELY.

I find myself having no trouble beginning my accusation, men of the jury, but I
find myself having trouble in bringing my speech to a stop. They have done
things so great in magnitude and so many in number that even someone lying
could not come up with accusations more terrible than the existing crimes, nor
could someone wanting to tell the truth be able to say everything. The accuser
must either get tired out, or time must run out.

Between starting and stopping, between lying and telling the truth, exists a vast expanse whose
size can only be expressed by the measureless Toladta and Tocadta, which introduce a familiar
result clause (cf. my discussion of the openings of Isaeus 1 and Isocrates 19). The antitheses
function in both sense and assonance (GoEaoOa/moboaobat, YPevdoUeVOV/TAANOT
PBouhouevov eimelv), giving Lysias’ claim a feeling of naturalness or inevitability, while the gap
created by their opposition constitutes a shapeless but immense field of ethical space. No
specifics are mentioned, no names named —instead, Lysias evokes a sense of absolute evil,
unable to be contained in a speech, for which words and time are either exhausted or insufficient
(another antithesis: dtelmelv/émmmelv). Yet the crimes are oddly passive: they “have been
done,” with the agent avtoig tucked away at a distance from its verb. By separating the deeds
from the doer, Lysias almost gives the sense that the current speech is not only an indictment of
Eratosthenes or the Thirty, but also of crime itself. This will allow him later to generalize from
Eratosthenes’ treatment of Polemarchos to the Thirty’s abuse of the body politic.

Another antithesis separates the present situation even further from expected behavior.

Lysias observes that the present method of persuasion is opposite (tovvavtiov) what used to be
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done in the past: then, it was incumbent on the accusers to demonstrate the defendants’ enmity
(8xBpav), but now it is necessary to learn from the defendants about the personal enmity
(8x000) towards the city that made them commit such (Towadta) crimes against it.”” In Athenian
law, personal enmity was a familiar and often requisite ingredient in prosecuting a case —to go to
court unmotivated by personal reasons could lead to suspicion of sycophancy.” As Christ points
out, Lysias’ strategy “deftly turns on its head the convention that a volunteer prosecutor should
explain the source of his personal enmity with the defendant.”™ The reversal brought about by
the actions of the Thirty puts Lysias, as prosecutor, into the role of defender of the city.

Lysias repeatedly conflates his personal experiences with the city’s, blurring the lines
between personal and political enmity.” Although the first third of the speech focuses on his own
experiences, he insists that the purpose of his prosecution is to address the public and private
enmity felt by all (§2):

oV HévToL Mg o ExmV oixelog €xHag xal ovpdoaAg TOUg AOYOUS

moodpo, A ig drtaot ToMS adBoviag ohong Ve TV WdlmV i) Ve
TV dnuootwv 0QYileobal.

I am not making this speech because I don’t have personal hatred and
misfortunes, but because of the great abundance of anger we all feel for private or
public reasons.

As Wohl points out, the people’s abundance (apBovia) of reasons to be angry picks up on and

% §2: Tovvavtiov 8¢ pot doxoduev meioeoOal i) £v T meo ToD YEOVE. TEOTEQOV pev Yo EdeL TV £xOoav
TOoVg natTnyoQodvtag émdelEan, ftig €in QOGS TOVg PeliyovTag: Vuvi 08 Tad TOV GeuydvTmVY XN
vO&vesOa fiTig v avTolg mEOg TV oMV £x00a, v ETov ToLuDTA ETOMUNOAY £ig AVTV EE0NOQTAVELY.
On the paradox of feeling personal enmity against the polis, Phillips writes that “Lysias conflates the personal and
specific echthra between himself and Eratosthenes with a general dispute pursued by the Thirty (including
Eratosthenes) against the Athenian people (including not only the metic Lysias but also, and crucially, every
member of the citizen jury) (2008: 157).

% On echthra in the Attic courts: Rhodes 1996: 24-26 and 1998: 144-161; Todd 1998:162-169; Phillips 2008: 15-29;
Alwine 2015.

7 Christ 1998b: 156.

% Murphy 1989: 41 n. 5.
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reflects the “lack of a lack of means” (oUx...dmwoQoV) with which the proem began: “The roads
(poroi) of prosecution open in all directions before him, and there is nothing to block them or
stop him: this is his aporia, an infinity of paths that lead only in circles” (Wohl 2000: 228). But
an unbounded overflow of anger is not prosecutable, and so it is his personal (oirelac) enmity
through which Lysias must refract his case.

The etymological meaning of the adjective oixeiog signals one of the threads that twine
throughout the speech: the Thirty’s violation of the private home as a symptom of their impiety.
The narrative portion of the speech begins by contrasting Lysias’ family, who lived under the
democracy in such a way (§4: o0t OroDUeV dnpoxrgatoduevor) that they neither committed
crimes against others nor were wronged by them, with the Thirty’s corrupt and slanderous (§5:
oVNEOL ®al ovropavtar) regime. The quiet, democratic household is confronted with the
overreaching and greedy oligarchy. He tells how the Thirty decided to arrest ten metics (eight of
whom were rich) on the “very attractive pretext” (§6: xaAAioTnV... mMQOPaOLS) that they were
hostile to the government, after which they divided up their houses and went on their way.”
Lysias’ narrative of the arrest reveals the extent of Thirty’s violation of his home: he was
arrested while entertaining guests; the Thirty drove the guests out and handed Lysias over to
Peison, one of the Thirty." The Athenian house was considered inviolable, a space safe from
city intervention.”' Not only did the Thirty enter his house to arrest him, which was ideologically
if not legally illicit, but they threw out his guests, violating the religious custom of xenia.

It is characteristic of the Thirty’s impiety that they value money far more than human life.

%9 §8: drahaPovreg ¢ Tag oiniag EAdCoV

ol £ by E  OTLG , (Govi SOULY.
100 &8: %o & v Eévouc ¢otudvta xatéhafov, olc éEshdoavtec ITetomvi ue tagadiddoaory

191 MacDowell 1989, Christ 1998a, Roy 1999, Lanni 2015.
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Of their plan to kill the metics, Lysias notes that “they thought nothing of killing humans, but
they thought everything of taking money.”'"*® The assonance of this antithesis (el 0V0€vOG...
meQl mohAoD) makes it almost proverbial, a political slogan. This generalization is made
particular after Lysias’ arrest, when he offers to pay Peison to let him go and Peison agreed,
provided Lysias pay a lot of money."” Peison’s venality is paired with his impiety: Lysias knows
Peison esteemed neither gods nor humans but promises him a talent in exchange for Peison’s
help, and Peison swears destruction upon himself and his son if he fails him."* Whether Peison is
sincere or not is unclear, since he hands Lysias over to Melobios and Mnesitheides and Lysias
escapes before Peison returns.

Lysias maps the victimization of the body onto the domestic spaces through which he
moves, recalling Isocrates’ description, in the passage discussed at the opening of this chapter, of
the body as oikeiotaton. These spaces act as the backdrop to the tragedy he is narrating, rounding
out the violent greed of the Thirty with violation and penetration (§11):

eloeMlv €ig TO dwudTiov TV %IPwTov dvoiyvuiu. Ieiomv 8" aicBouevog

elooyeTar, nol 0wV Ta £vovta naiel TV LIMEETOV OO, nal TA £V TH)
2POTO Aofelv Enéhevoey.

Going into my bedroom, I opened my chest. Peison saw it and went in, and when
he saw what was inside he called two of his assistants and ordered them to take
what was inside the chest.

Peison enters his house, then his bedroom, and then the chest in his bedroom —transgressing as

far into Lysias’ personal space as he could. De Bakker comments on Lysias’ use of space to

102.87: dmonTivvivar pgv Yo avBommovg megl 0vdevog fiyodvro, hapfdverv 8¢ yofpato meol morlod
£moLoDvTo.

13 §§8-9: ¢ym 8¢ [Melowva pev NEdT®V i fohortd pe odoa yonuata Aapodv. 6 8 Epaonev, el ol .
104 §§9-10: HruoTépnv puev ovv 8t 0Te Beovg 0iT EAvOQOIOVS vouiTet, Spwg 8 £% TOV TaEOVTIWV E80OXEL poL
avayrodTaTov givol oty e’ attod Aafely. émedn 8¢ dpooev, EEOAeaV £aVTH %ol TOIg TULoLY
EMOQWUEVOS, MAPOV TO TAAAVTIOV UE ODOELY
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evoke character: “The spatial details in this narrative are used for the purpose of ethopoiia and
illustrate the brutality of the Thirty, who in their looting had no scruples about entering private
rooms.”"* The language of interiority (eloeAOmV, eloépyeTan, Evovra, Ta €v Th ®PwTY) also
reflects Lysias’ vulnerability. He has no shell, no walls can protect him from hostile incursions.
This vulnerability is emphasized when, after Peison has appropriated three talents, five hundred
gold coins, and four silver dishes, Lysias begs him to let him have some money for the road. In
response, Lysias tells the jury, “he told me I should be happy if I survived with my life (lit. if I
preserved my body).”'” Peison’s dismissal is a third reminder that the Thirty value money more
than human life. The folk etymology evoked by the phrase odua owow emphasizes that Lysias
is being deprived of the body’s autonomy, directed towards death without the corporal protection
of citizenship.

The focus on physical space and movement continues as Lysias and Peison leave the
house, Lysias drawing closer and closer to imprisonment or death (§12):

£€L00oL & €pol rai [eiomvi Emruyydver MnAOPLOS Te not MyvnolBeidng éx

TOD €0Y00TNOIOV ANOVTES, %Ol RATAAOUBAVOUOL TQOS avTais Tailg BQaLg,

nol owTMOLY 6ot Badilotuev- 6 & Epaoney gig [T0] ToD Adehpod TOD

gnod, tva xal Ta €v éxelvn tf) oinla oréypnrar. Exelvov ovv Enélevov

Badilev, eue ¢ ped” avt@v dxohovbely gig Aapvimmov. Ietowv ¢

nmpooelBmv oLy ot togexeheieTo nal Boetv, g NEwV éxeloe.
ratalopPavoueyv 0 aitdOL OLoyviv ETéQous GUAATTOVTO: O TOQADOVTES

gue mdv Oyovto.

As Peison and I were coming out, Melobios and Mnesitheides ran into us as they
were leaving the workshop, and they reached us right at the doors and asked
where we were going. He said he was going to my brother’s so he could also see
the things he had in that house. They told him to go, and me to follow them to
Damnippos’. Peison came forward and told me to keep quiet and stay brave,
because he would come to that place. We encountered Theognis in the same
place, guarding some others. They handed me over to him and went away again.

195 de Bakker 2012a: 390.
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The narrative follows Lysias and reintroduces the other members of the Thirty who had
previously gone into the workshops to count the slaves. As the two groups move toward each
other, both moving from inside to outside (¢5lo00L, AmOVTES), they meet right at the doors
(meog avtaig Talg OVpals). The precision of Lysias” description gives his narrative an
immediacy that invites the jury to trace his footsteps, to put themselves in his place. But these
movements do more than add vivid details: Lysias and Peison’s outward movement reverses the
trajectory of the earlier passage, signalling the completion of the violation. Far from being safe in
his own house, Lysias has been robbed and dragged from his home. The doors represent his
transition from freedom to imprisonment as he and his captors come together
(ratalapPdvouol). By using the same verb used earlier of the initial break-in (§8:
ratéhofov), Lysias emphasizes the inevitability of his situation, which is underlined by the
third appearance of the verb (xatalapupdvopev) upon their arrival at Damnippos’ house.

The repetition of the verb “to go” (§8: épdoLCov, §12: PadiCoiuev and PadiCetv, with
mpooehOmv, HEwV and @yovto) evokes the Thirty’s constant busy movement as they insinuate
themselves throughout the city. Their influence spreads as the four men scatter, Peison to repeat
the act of violation on Polemarchos’ possessions (ta €v éxeivr T} oixiqt), and Lysias to follow
(dnohovOelv) his new captors. As they part ways, Peison promises to find Lysias at Damnippos’
and make good on his promise. The movement toward the house is effected by the transition
from the distal éxeloe to the proximate avTOOL.

Lysias’ spatial specificity sketches a map of his victimization as he is dragged from place
to place. His movements are no longer his own; he does not even have any significance as an
individual as he is passed off from one captor to another with no particular care. As he describes

being dragged from freedom within his own house to being a captive in another’s, Lysias makes
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the jury feel in their own bodies the push and pull of being under another person’s control."” The
players in this legal drama were among the wealthiest in Athens— their houses would be known
to many members of the jury. Some would know the streets taken by Melobios and Mnesitheides
from Lysias’ house to Damnippos’. Those who spent time in Peiraieus would know the route
from Lysias’ house to Polemarchos’, the path followed by Peison in another direction. These
streets were part of their daily lives, the houses they passed regularly. To empathize with Lysias,
to put themselves in his position, would be to experience an uncanny inversion of their
accustomed freedom. This was life under the Thirty Tyrants: the body protected by the
democracy was no longer safe. Though Lysias was a metic, belonging to a population which was
not guaranteed body autonomy under the democracy, he was still a person in the city, a known
member of society.

The fact that he was now being held captive in a personal house underlines the inversion
of social order, as Lysias reminds his captor Damnippos (§14):

rahéoog 0¢ Adpvimmov AEym eOS avTOV TAOE, “EmTNOLLOC HEV 1oL

TUYYAVELS OV, Irw & gig TNV 0Ny oiriav, Adw® 8 0vdEV, xonudTtwy &

gvexa AmOMUUOL. 6V 0V TADTA TAOKOVTL Lot TEHOVHOV TOQATKOV TV
0e0VTOD OVVaULY €ig TNV UV omTNElaY.” 6 & VITECTYETO TADTO TTOLHOELY.

Calling Damnippos, I said to him “You are my close friend, and I have come into
your house; I have not done anything wrong, and I am being killed for the sake of
money. Help me in my suffering: give me your eager assistance for my freedom!”
And he promised he would do so.

As we have seen, the particular intimacy that comes from being under another’s roof is a
powerful proof. He should be able to rely on this friendship, the memory of past encounters.

Lysias’ request is initially successful, but then Damnippos, who was not a member of the

"7 The jury’s kinesthetic empathy may resemble that of an audience watching the movement of dancers (Reason and
Reynolds 2010).
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Thirty,'” decides it would be better to include Theognis, one of the Thirty who would also do
anything for money. Thus, under the Thirty, even an intimate and longstanding friendship loses
its power in the face of the oligarchs’ greed. Lysias should have been able to trust his friend, but
he recognizes that the circumstances have changed: he calls his request that Damnippos help him
“a risk” (xtvdvveveLy) taken only because he knew he was about to die.'® If Damnippos refused,
Lysias would die anyway; if Damnippos involved Theognis, Lysias would lose money that
would be useless to him if he were to die. Either way, Lysias would discover whether his
friendship with Damnippos still meant anything, or whether the world was so upside down that
the former house of friendship had become a jail.

It is this exact dilemma that fuels Lysias’ decision to escape. Although both Peison and
Damnippos had sworn (§10: dpooev, §14: Uméoyeto) to help him escape, the promises of his
captors have little weight. Lysias decides it is better to act to save himself (§§15-16):

éxelvov 8¢ dualeyouévou OedyvidL (Etelpog Yo v £TVYYavov Tig oixiog,
nal O 6t appiOvog €in) £d0xeL pot Tav Ty melpdodar cwbfval,
gvOupovpéve OtL, €0v pev AMaBw, cwbnoopon, €0v 88 ANeO®, Nyovunv uév,
el Ofoyvig &N memelopévog Vo Tod Aapvinmou yonuoto Aafelv, ovdev
ntrov ddpednoeoOau, el 8¢ i, Opoing dmodaveiodar. TadTo Stavondsig
Edevyov, énelvarv éml th) avlelm O0EQ TV PUAAKTV TOLOVUEVWV- TOLOV OE
Buedv oVoOV, GG €d¢eL pe dLehBelv, dmmooon Avewyuevol ETuyov.

While he [Damnippos] was talking to Theognis (I happened to be familiar with
the house, and knew that it had doors at the front and back) I thought I should try
to save myself in this way, thinking that if I was not seen, I would be safe, but if I
was caught, I thought that either Theognis would have been persuaded by
Damnippos to take money and I would be released nonetheless, or I would die
anyway. After I had these thoughts, I fled while they kept guard at the courtyard
door. For there were three doors I had to pass through, and all of them happened
to be open.

Lysias’ experience with the house, gained through his former friendship with Damnippos, is

1% Usher in Edwards and Usher 1985: 239. Xenophon give the names of the Thirty at Hellenica 2.3 .2.

199°8§13-14: v ToL00TM & GvTL poL xvduvedewy £80xeL, (g TOD ye dmobavely VrGEyovTOg 110.
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what allows him to make his way out. Thinking over his options, he again realizes that his life
stands in the balance against the greed of a tyrant. Damnippos’ friendship might be of no help,
despite his promise. He can only rely on his prior knowledge, a relic of the world that used to be.
That, and chance, which is a constant echo throughout the speech: Lysias “happened”
(ét0yyavov) to be familiar with the house, the doors “happened” (¢tvyov) to be open. In the
same way, Peison and Lysias “happened” (§12: émutuyydver) to run into Melobios and
Mnesitheides and Damnippos “happened” (tvyydvels) to be a close friend of Lysias."® Whereas
Lysias should have been able to depend on friendship, a traditional Athenian value, to save him,
the current political state left him with nothing but chance.

Passing through the three doors, Lysias has now escaped from the house where he is
being held. The tripartite emergence is also symbolic, inverting Peison’s initial penetration into
Lysias’ house, his room, his treasure chest. Lysias flees to the house of Archeneos the ship
owner, whom he sends into the city to find out about his brother; Archeneos returns and reports
that Eratosthenes has arrested Polemarchos in the street and taken him to prison. Finding this out,
Lysias sails to Megara on the following night."" Archeneos is safe from the plotting of the
Thirty, he is able to move into and inside the city, to gather information; in contrast,
Polemarchos is incapable of even existing in public spaces and Lysias is forced to flee. As
Lysias’ narration of his own experiences comes to a close, he continues to pinpoint locations: €ig

AQyévew, eig Gotv, €V 1) 00O, €ig TO deoumtholov, Méyaodde. He removes himself from

"% The first and last examples cited here perhaps fall under the category of LSJ I1.1 “freq. Tuyy&vw cannot be
translated at all, esp. in phrase Tvyydvm ®v, which is simply = €iput,” but I think the repetition and placement of the
verb does signify a degree coincidence —it was not inevitable that Lysias would have been brought to the house of a
close friend, a house he knew well. Bolonyai comments that “the plain style of the author rarely permits otiose
periphrases” (2007: 37).

"116-17: dpnduevog 8¢ gig Agyévew tod vaurdfgov éxelvov mEpnw gig dotu, Tevoduevov el Tod
adehdoD- frav 8¢ Eheyev 6L EQatocBévng adtov €V i) 00O hafdv gig 10 deoumToLov dmarydyol. xol €Yo
ToLaDTA TETVOUEVOS TS EmoVong vurtog diémhevoo MEyapdde.
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the city altogether. In contrast, Polemarchos has been removed to the prison. There is no place
for them in Athens: the choices are to die or to leave the city.

One metic body is saved, by chance and by escape. The other does not survive. Lysias
describes his brother’s execution (§17):

IMolepdoy® 0¢ TaENYYELAV Ol TQLAXOVTA TOUVTT €XE(VOIV EIOLOUEVOV

TOQAYYEMIOL, TUVELY RMVELOV, TIQLV TV aitiav eimelv O fiviiva Euellev
amoBaveiohatl oUtw moALoD £0énoe ®xELOTvoL xol amoroyfoaoBaut.

The Thirty gave Polemarchos their accustomed order, to drink hemlock, without
giving the reason why he was going to die. That’s how far he was from being
given a trial and making a defense.

The absence of legal procedure in Polemarchos’ execution is an ironic extension of Lysias’
earlier claim that he, his father, and his brothers had never come to court as either prosecutor or
defendant."* While under the democracy, avoiding the law courts was a virtue, under the Thirty
staying far from (moAhoD €0énoe) the court means, for Polemarchos, being put to death without
a trial.'” Polemarchos’ nonexistent trial is a mise-en-abyme of the present trial: Polemarchos can
never be tried, but that does not mean that justice cannot be done. Not just Eratosthenes, who
barely shows up in this narrative, but the whole regime of the Thirty is on trial.

Polemarchos’ funeral is a testament to the Thirty’s depredation. Although the brothers
had three houses between them, Polemarchos’ family was forced to rent a shack to conduct the
funeral; though they had many garments, they were not permitted to use them in the burial. The
Thirty now held the hundreds of shields that used to belong to Lysias and Polemarchos, as well
as silver, gold, copper, jewelry, furniture, women’s clothing, and one hundred twenty slaves. The

contrast between Polemarchos and Lysias’ former wealth and their destitution under the Thirty

12 84: noi 00OeVi mhmoTE 0VTE Huelg 0DTE Exeivog dixnv 0iTe Edmaodueda obte Epiyouey.

'3 Another example of execution without proper trial under the Thirty is found at Lysias 13.36-38.
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recalls the aporia and aphthonia of the speech’s proem: unlike Lysias’ inability to stop
prosecuting and the jury’s abundance of anger, the formerly great wealth of Lysias and his
brother utterly dried up under the Thirty. Lysias reminds the jury of what they once had not just
to illustrate the meaningless cruelty and impiety of the Thirty but also to demonstrate the
generosity of Polemarchos’ friends, who donated garments and pillows for the burial, whatever
each happened (¢tuyev) to have."* Again chance plays a role in the outcome, its benefaction
taking the place of wealth and property. When it came to Damnippos, Lysias’ memory of their
friendship combined with the element of chance saved his life. For Polemarchos, too late to be
saved, friendship and chance gave him the only funeral he could have.

The emotional climax of Lysias’ narration of his brother’s victimization comes at the end

of the catalogue of the Thirty’s thefts (§19):

elg Tooav TNV ATTANoTioy ®ol aioyQo%éQOeLaY Apirovto xal ToD TEOTOV TOD
aUTOV AmddelELy Emooavto: Tig Yo [Tolepdoyov yuvourog xouoovg
eéMxtioag, olg éxovoa Ethyyavev dte 1O modrtov NADeV eic TV oixniav,
MnA6PLog éx TV HTwv EEetheTo.

They came to such a degree of greed and shameful covetousness, and they made a
show of their true character: the golden spiral earrings of Polemarchos’ wife,
which she happened to be wearing when he first entered the house, Melobios tore
them from her ears.'"”

4 §18: 0 8¢ & T Enaotog ETuyev Edwunev ig TV éxelvou Tadhv

"> The word order of this passage makes the subject of the verb ¢éA0giv ambiguous. Wooten 1988 drew attention to
the poignancy of this moment, which “would have surely evoked a strong emotional reaction from the jury” (30).
Wooten’s analysis took the subject of é\0glv to be Melobios. Borthwick 1990 responded to Wooten and took the
wife to be the subject, supporting this interpretation with the following arguments: A) Melobios comes after the dte
clause while the wife is the subject of the clause immediately preceding, B) Peison would be more likely to seize
bigger and more expensive items upon entering the house, and C) the pathos of wedding jewelry is greater than that
of random jewelry. Bons 1993 adds to Borthwick’s arguments that D) 10 mp®tov usually means “for the first time,”
and E) the phrase ¢AO¢lv eig TV oixiav could be an amalgam of the idioms &yecBau gig TV oixiav, “to get
married to someone” and ¢AO€lv mapd TLva “to have sex with someone.” The most recent entry in this debate is
Bolonyai 2007 who is sympathetic to Borthwick and Bons but ultimately sides with Wooten because he does not
believe Melobios would have known that the earrings were from her wedding and the context requires the earrings
to be less valuable (§20: zatd T éMdyLoTov PéQOC) than wedding earrings would be. I am slightly more convinced
by Bolonyai’s interpretation but I find the ambiguity intriguing.
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Thomas Schmitz suggests that “this detail serves no purpose in the logical progress of the
narration, but it is functional as an appeal to the jurors’ pity and indignation.”"'®* However, as
Gabor Bolonyai notes, “Melobius’ entrance may also be paralleled with his and his fellows’
previous intrusion into Lysias’ house when they drove out Lysias’ guests: both actions started by
a shameless trespass into their victims’ private spheres.”""” This passage is more than a
convincing and affective detail: as the phrase NAOgv gig Thv oixiav signals, it functions
structurally to bracket Lysias’ vivid narration of the Thirty’s penetrative looting. Bolonyai
suggests that the phrase 9te T0 mE®TOV, found here for the first time in prose, “with its epic
flavour reminiscent of word-formations familiar from epic poetry may have enhanced the pathos
of the scene and contributed to the emotional climax of the passage.”'"*

But the passage recalls even more strongly a different genre—tragedy. David Phillips
observes that the difficulties surrounding Polemarchos’ funeral are analogous to those of
Sophocles’ Antigone: “Antigone’s dilemma in facing the obstacles to proper burial erected by a
tyrant-governed state, including the penalty for violating Creon’s edict, will have resounded with
especial pathos for those who lost family and friends...during the tyrants’ reign of terror.”'"”
Beyond the contextual similarities, this speech draws on the widespread ideology of the house
linking women with the domestic interior, which I discussed in my previous chapter. According
to this model, Polemarchos’ wife should have been located well into the interior of the house.
Melobios would have had to penetrate deeply into the house in order to encounter her: thus his

entry into the house is closely associated with his violence in tearing off the earrings—in fact,

116 Schmitz 2000: 66.
"7 Bolonyai 2007: 39 n. 15.
¥ Bolonyai 2007: 42.

"9 Phillips 2008: 178.
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the wording of the passage makes these events inseparable, since the words of the theft surround
those of the entrance (“the golden earrings of Polemarchos’ wife, which she happened to be
wearing, when he first came into the house, Melobios tore them from her ears”). The penetration
into the house is identified with the violation of the female body, like the breaking down of the
doors at Oedipus Rex 1260-1261 to reveal Jocasta’s suicide. In addition to the similarities of
circumstances, the word aioygoxégdeia found in this passage, which does not occur anywhere
else in Lysias’ corpus and is rare in oratory before Lysias (although Demosthenes later uses it
several times), does appear at a significant moment in the Antigone. During the agon between
Teiresias and Creon, the seer claims that “the race of tyrants is in love with shameful
covetousness.”'” The overlap of context, content, and vocabulary make for a direct link between
the speech and the tragedy, casting the Thirty as mythological tyrants.

The grammar of this passage, too, reflects the pleonasm of the Thirty’s greed. A phrase
like eig TooavtnVv... ddirovto usually sets up a result clause, establishing a set of prerequisites
for a particular outcome."” In a result clause, the initial conditions are built into the result: if they
were so greedy that they stole the earrings, the greed and the theft are part of a single
construction. In this example, however, the buildup leads to an inversion of expectation. The
Thirty came to such a degree of greed and they revealed their true character. Isolating the two
clauses—which really do describe the same action—into separate grammatical categories gives
them more weight that a result clause would. Whereas a result clause puts limits on a span of
ethical space, a quantitative demonstrative opens up this space without bounding it. The theft of

the earrings is an expression of boundless greed, an exhibition of their true nature.

1201056: 10 [sc. yévoc] &’ al Tvedvvewv aioyorédelav duhel

I See above, p. 44-45.
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Lysias does not dwell on Polemarchos’ corpse, focusing instead on the accessories of
burial —the textiles used to wrap the body and the shed in which the ceremony was conducted.
Polemarchos is an absence, removed from the narrative, and the grammar of the passage reflects
both his absence and Lysias’ own helplessness (§20):

0¥ TovTwV A&lng €yovtag Tf) moOAeL, AAAG TTAOAS TAG YooNYiog

0N YNOOVTOGS, TOMAC &’ eloPOQAS EloEVEYROVTAGS, ROOWOVG O NUAS

QUTOVG TTAQEYOVTAS KO TGV TO TQOOTATTOUEVOV TTOLODVTAS, €00V &’

0VOEVA HEXTNUEVOVG, TIOAAOVE O” ABNVaimV €x TOV TOAEWWV AVCOUEVOUG
ToLUTOV NELWOAV, 0VY OHOImG HETOLRODVTAS (MOTEQ AVTOL ETOMTEVOVTO.

Unworthy of this treatment from the city, but having instead carried out all the
choregiai, paid a lot of taxes, presented ourselves as orderly and doing everything
we were told, obtaining not a single enemy, and paying for the ransom of many
Athenians from the enemy —they thought we deserved such treatment, even
though we didn’t act as metics the same way they acted as citizens.

This complicated sentence is composed of a series of accusative plural participles whose
antecedent is only revealed once, in the fourth participial phrase. In this sentence, Lysias
describes his family’s accomplishments —financial, ethical, and military —toward the city as
enormous (doog, TOALAGS, TAV, TOAOVG), finally comparing their virtuous behavior as metics
with the Thirty’s behavior as citizens. The main verb of the sentence (WElwoav) is tucked quietly
near the end with no subject specified. The accusatives refer to the metics (|u6g) and the subject
of the verb is the Thirty. The structure of the sentence replicates Lysias’ family’s position: no
matter what they accomplish, they will remain subordinate to the whims of the oligarchs. No
matter what they do, they can’t be subjects, only objects.

As a direct contrast to his family’s largess, Lysias describes the bountiful violence of the
Thirty. The oligarchs exiled many (toAAovUg) Athenians to the enemy, they killed many

(roAoUg) unjustly and left them unburied, they deprived many (;toALoUG) of their citizenship
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rights, and they prevented the daughters of many (;toAA®V) from being married." In this
sentence they are the emphatic subjects: they are the agents and the people (oi toALot) are their
victims. The chasm between the behavior of the metics, who did everything to benefit Athens,
and the Thirty, who made Athens the target of their depredation, again recalls the aporia and
aphthonia of the speech’s proem. Whereas there is no end to the accusations Lysias could make,
the Thirty deny that they have done anything bad or shameful."” Lysias wishes this were true,
and that he had gotten something good out of the whole affair, but he sadly concludes that there
is no such thing for either the city or himself."”™ This statement places his family emphatically on
the side of the polis, aligned and allied against the tyrants.

It is at this point that Lysias takes the intimate case he has been building around his and
his brothers’ experiences and broadens its scope. Despite the premise of the case, Lysias was not
only prosecuting a single member of the Thirty for arresting a metic without grounds. When he
interrogates Eratosthenes about the arrest, the emphasis is not on individual guilt but,
metonymically, on the indivisibility of the Thirty as a body. Any other Athenian could blame the
Thirty for what he was forced to do when they were in power, but the Thirty have no excuse:
“Who will you punish if it is possible for the Thirty to say that they acted under the order of the
Thirty?”'> The whole subsumes its parts: as Thomas Murphy argues, Lysias uses “guilt by

association” to identify Eratosthenes (as well as Peison and, later, Theramenes) with “a

122.821: 00TOL Y00 OAMOVE ULV TOV TOMTOV €ig ToUS moAepiovg EENAacay, moAoUE & adixmg
amonteivavtes atddovg émoinoov, molhovs 8 émtipovg dvtag dtipovs [Tiig TOlews] ®atéotnoay, moAAOY
0¢ Ouyatégag pelhotoog éxdidooOal ExmAvoav.

123 §22: %0l €ig T000DTOV £loL TOMUNG Adrypévol Ho0’ firovowv AmoroynoodpevoL, #oi Ayovowv (g ovdev

%xarov 008 aioyQov gigyacuévol eioiv.
124 §23: vv 8¢ 0iTe mEOG TV TOMY ahTOIG TOL DT VITAQYEL 0DTE TTOG EPE.
12 §29: vv 8¢ mapd ToD moTe %ol MeoOe diuny, eimeg £E€oTan OIS TOLAXOVTO AéyELy HTL T VIO TOV

TOLAROVTIA TROOTOYOEVTA EmTOlOVV;
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generalized character whose guilt everyone acknowledges.”'*

Throughout the rest of the speech, Lysias takes the themes and rhetorical strategies he
used in the first part of the speech and redirects them against the Thirty. The personal narrative
serves as a microcosm for this public prosecution: what Eratosthenes and Peison did to Lysias
and Polemarchos is equated with what the Thirty did, on a larger scale, to all of Athens. Lysias
returns to the fopoi of violation of private homes, movement of bodies, and corrupted funerals,
using the strategies of antithesis, tragic convention, and repetition of the vocabulary of chance to
indelibly associate his personal tragedy with the city’s public terror.

In the personal narrative, Lysias focused on his and his brother’s own experiences, as
metics.'”” But as he transitions his narrative to focus on the experiences of the polis at large, he
reveals that not even citizens, protected under the government, were safe under the oligarchy.
When addressing Eratosthenes’ claim that he had opposed the arrest of the metics, Lysias points
out that he has no way to prove this (§33):

UAQTVQAS TTEQL BDTAOV OVY OLOV TE moaoy€GO0L. OV YaQ UOVOV TV

moQelval ovx EEMV, AAA” 0108 e aTolg Elval, MOT &t TOVTOLS 0Tl TTAVTOL
TA RONOL ELQYUOUEVOLS TV TTOALY TTAVTO TAYAOA TTEQL AVTAV AEYELV.

It is not possible to supply witnesses about these things, since not only were we
not able to be present, but we weren’t even allowed to be present in our own
homes, so that it is possible for them, after doing every evil thing to the city, to
say every good thing about themselves.

Lysias is referring in this passage to the fact that all but the three thousand exempted by the

Thirty from their attacks had been driven into exile, no longer safe in their own homes (staQ’

126 Murphy 1989: 45.

127 Lysias asserts that he and his brother were targeted because of their metic status at §6 (uetoixwv), §20
(uetowrodvtac), and §27 (uetoinolg).
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autolc).” Just as Lysias and his guests were expelled from his house after the Thirty broke in,
the Athenian citizens were no longer able to rely on the inviolability of their homes. This means,
as Wohl points out, that being exiled “separated the demos from their own political history: they
were not present as witnesses to all the crimes against them.”"” It is Lysias’ job to embody the
past for them by sharing his personal experiences with the Thirty, inscribing his own suffering on
the body politic.

Throughout the second, political, part of his speech, Lysias often gestures to the
inhabitants of the city en masse (10 mAf00g), emphasizing their solidarity as victims of the
Thirty. He reminds them that this was not the first time Eratosthenes has opposed the people."*
In 411 when the oligarchy of the Four Hundred was in power, Eratosthenes deserted the ship he
was commanding as trierarch and returned to Athens to oppose the democrats. Following the
battle of Aegospotami in 405, the oligarchs set up five ephors, among them Eratosthenes —doing
this, again, in opposition to the democratic mass.”' Even if he had the reputation for being more
moderate than the rest of the Thirty, Lysias argues that the fact that Eratosthenes was active in
the government shows his enmity since even those hostile to the people could have kept silent.”*
Eratosthenes saw the city as his enemy, the people’s enemies as his friends."” His participation in
the activities of the Thirty reveals how far he was from supporting democratic values.

The reinforcement of civic solidarity helps Lysias tie the physical location and movement

128 Usher in Edwards and Usher 1985: 239, citing Xenophon Hellenika 2.3.18.
129 Wohl 2010b: 235.

139°842: 00 Y0 VOV ToMTOV TO VuETEQM TANOEL TO EvavTtio EmQatey

Bl 843: évavtio 8¢ T Vuetéop mAH0sL medTTOoVTES

132 §49: 001 nonOVOL oAV TQ VUeTEQM TANOEL, 00OEV EAATTOV ElYOV CLOTOVTES.

133 §§50-51: &AL oUTOC TV Pev TOMY £x000v Evouiev elvar, Tovg & Duetéoug £x00ovg pilovg,
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of the people to their ethics and behavior. Location was already an inherent feature of late fifth
century Athenian politics, with the people from the Peiraieus considered pro-democracy and the
people from the asty pro-oligarchy.”* In his speech, Lysias strives to bring these factions
together, uniting them by their shared indignity under the Thirty (§§92-98).

In bringing together the two political factions, the trial of Eratosthenes is itself a case
study in movement and meaning. Lysias claims that the future of not just domestic but foreign
relations depends on the outcome of the case (§35):

%ol pev 01 ToAOL 2ol TV AOTOV Rl TOV EEVOIV LOVOLY EL0OUEVOL TIVAL

YVOUNV TEQL TOUTWV EEETE. MV OL PEV VUETEQOL OVTES TTOATOL LOOOVTES

amioowy {0t} €l dlunv dwoovowv wv av EEapdoTmoly, 1 modEavieg uev wv

edlevron TOQavvoL TS TOhewg €0ovtal, dvoTvynoavies 8¢ TO (oov VULV

g€EovoLv- Bool 0¢ E¢vol emonuoboly, eicovtol TOTEQOV AdIRMS TOVG
TOLAROVTA EUUNQUVTTOVOLY €% TOV TOAEWV 1] dLnalmg.

Indeed, many people, both citizens and foreigners, have come to find out what
your opinion about these men will be. Your fellow citizens will go away having
learned whether they will have to pay the price for the crimes they commit, or if
they will become tyrants of the city by doing whatever they want and even if
they’re foiled they’re still on equal footing with you. And all those foreigners
visiting town, they will know whether they expel the Thirty from their cities
unjustly or justly.

The trope that a particular trial will have an impact on future decisions is a fairly common one."”
The reason this kind of appeal was so popular is that, as we have seen, the Athenian legal system
was assumed to operate, ideally, within an orderly system of predictability and likelihood.
Maintaining the status quo is, for the most part, the jury’s prerogative. In this passage, however,

Lysias strongly emphasizes that the current trial represents a crossroads, a critical juncture. As

13 «“Lysias next addresses [the jury] segmentally according to their demonstrated allegiances during the recent
oligarchy: first the ‘men of the city,” the former supporters of the Thirty, and then the ‘men of the Peiraeus,’ the
rebel democrats who had fought and won the civil war” (Phillips 2008: 161).

133 Rubinstein 2007: 360-361. As comparanda, she sites e.g. Lysias 1.36 and 49, 22.19, 30.23 and 34; Demosthenes
23.94,54.21. The most extreme example of courtroom decisions influencing real life behavior comes from [Dem.]
59.110-114, in which Apollodorus cautions the jury that acquitting Neaira will lead to prostitutes being free to live
like free women and free women becoming prostitutes.
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such, it draws both the attention and the physical presence of all. In her study of the bystanders
watching the trial, Adriaan Lanni suggests that this experience “provided an opportunity not only
for foreign Greeks to observe the Athenian democracy, but also for the Athenian polis to define
itself and to reinforce and legitimate by ritual the exclusivity of the citizen body.”"* Just as the
movement of Lysias’ body out of his home, through the streets, and into Damnippos’ house
represented the loss of his freedom and autonomy, the astoi and xenoi who have come (f)xovotv,
¢moOnuodolv) will go away (dmiaorv) having learned what the new status quo was going to be.
The trial is a fulcrum moment between the past and the future. If the Thirty are allowed to get
away with their abuses of the democratic system, the residents of the city will feel that
henceforth there will be no curb on individual ambition. The coming together of resident and
foreigner could also represent a turning point in the foreigners’ willingness to come to the city’s
aid if their help in the past turns out to have been unjust. Drawing attention to the presence in the
courtroom of a representative body (tAfj00g) of the city, ranging from citizen jurors to visiting
foreigners, Lysias tracks their movements, inscribing the trauma of the past and the possibilities
of the future on those present in the courtroom.

In order to evoke the extremity of the Thirty’s behavior, Lysias again relies on antitheses
to express the magnitude of their corruption. Whereas in the first part of the speech Lysias
juxtaposed the acts of violence committed by the Thirty against the innocence of their metic
victims, in the latter part their behavior is contrasted with customary behavior, what usually
happens (§§38-39):

o yaQ 01 0VdE ToDTO AVTG TEOOoT*EL TOL oo, Ome €V TNHOE TH) TOAEL

eifLoUEVOV €0T(, TROG UEV TA 1OTYOQOUUEVA UNOEV dmoloyeloBat, tegl O
ohOV aVTOV EteQa AEYOVTES €VioTe EEQmATOOLY, VULV AITOOEUVUVTES (G

136 Lanni 1997: 187. See also Bers 1985.
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otoaTidTAL dryadol gioty, 1] Mg TOALAS TOV TolepiwV vadg Ehafov
TOLNQOQYNOAVTES, <i}> TOAELS ToAepiog oVoag ¢pilag émoinoav- émel
rneheeTe aTOV AmodeiEat 610V TOo0UTOUS TOV TTOAEUWMV ATERTELVOLY
000ug TOV TOMTOV, 1} vabg dmov Tocatag Ehapov doag avTtol mapédooay,
1] TOMY NVTLVOL TOLODTNV TTQOCERTI|OOVTO OLLV TNV VUETEQOLV
1aTESOVAMOAVTO.

It isn’t even possible for him to do the thing that people customarily do in this
city, which is to make no response to the accusations but instead to say other
things about themselves, sometimes lying to you—they make a show for you that
they are good soldiers, or that they captured a lot of enemy ships while
undertaking a trierarchy, or that they made enemy cities friendly. Just tell him to
show you where they killed as many enemies as they did citizens, or where they
captured as many ships as they themselves handed over, or what city they won
over that was as great as your city which they enslaved.

Like the passages comparing Lysias and his brother’s benefactions with the Thirty’s
depredations, this passage uses repetition and resonance"’ to cast Lysias’ opponents in the worst
possible light. Eratosthenes, and by extension the Thirty (signified by the plural verbs in the
second part of the passage), are compared to the customary behavior (eiOlopévov) not even of
good citizens but of criminals and liars. Whereas a defendant on trial customarily pretends to be
a good soldier, the Thirty are unable to pretend that they didn’t kill as many citizens as they did
enemies; while the customary defendant boasts of capturing many enemy ships, the Thirty
surrendered as many ships as they captured; when the customary defendant claims to have made
hostile cities allies, the Thirty would not be able to win over a city to compete with their
enslavement of Athens. The crimes of the Thirty are contrasted, point for point, with a typical
defense speech and they are left indefensible.

Two-thirds of the way through the speech, Lysias turns his attention from Eratosthenes to
another member of the Thirty, Theramenes. He justifies this transition by claiming that

Eratosthenes is going to use his friendship with Theramenes, who was actually condemned to

7 Adams 1970 (1905): 53 comments that this passage is “noteworthy for its even balance of cola,” noting
especially the homoioteleuton of TQOCEXRTNCAVTO... xATEOOVADOAVTO.
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death by the Thirty for being insufficiently oligarchic,”® to prove that Eratosthenes too was a
moderate and not a supporter of the Thirty’s more extreme machinations. Considering that
Theramenes was later known more for being a turncoat than a radical,” the vitriol with which
Lysias attacks the dead man seems unwarranted. Granted, Xenophon’s vivid narration of
Theramenes’ last moments (Hellenica 2.3.56) makes him come across as a sympathetic victim of
the more extreme members of the Thirty, but the preceding debate between Theramenes and
Critias does nothing to hide his equivocation and the damage caused by his policies.
Nevertheless, in the discourse surrounding the expulsion of the oligarchs and the return of the
democracy, his “unlawful death-sentence represents a tragic turning point in the oligarchic
regime.”'*" By the time the Athenaion Politeia was written, Theramenes was seen as a moderate
martyr of the moderate cause."!

Phillip Harding titled his study of the contradictory ancient and modern attitudes towards
the dead statesman “The Theramenes Myth,” but this terminology applies as well to the
extravagance of the rhetorical fusillade Lysias directs at him.'** Charles Darwin Adams describes
the attack as “a masterpiece. There is no intemperate language, no hurling of epithets. ‘He

accuses by narrating. The dramatically troubled time from 411 to 403 rises before us in

1% Xenophon Hellenica 2.3.50-56.

%% Xenophon Hellenica 2.3 47: dmonahel 8¢ x000QVOV pe, OGS AppoTEQOLS TIELDPEVOV GQuoTTEW. Kothornoi,
the high boots worn by actors, signified political two-facedness since the shoes could be worn on either foot (LSJ 3).

9" Wohl 2010b: 239.

I Ath. Pol. 28.5: donel pévrol p) maéQyms ATopavopévolg oty homeg avtov StafdAlovot mdoag Tag
oM TEIOG RATAAVELY, AAAAL TTAOOS TQOAYELY EG UNdEV TOQAVOUOLEV, MG OUVALEVOG TOATEVEGOML ROTA
ndoag, 6meQ €otiv ayabod mohitov Egyov, magavopoioolg 8¢ ov cuywE®V, AML" dreyxBavopevos (It seems,
to those taking it seriously, that he did not overthrow every government as his slanderers say, but instead he
promoted them all, so long as they didn’t break the law, showing that he was able to be a politician under every
government, which is a characteristic of a good citizen, and would not give way to lawlessness but would rather be
detested).

"> Harding 1974. Cf. also Bearzot 1997.
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impressive pictures. At every turn Theramenes appears as the evil genius of the Athenians. His
wicked egoism stands out in every fact.””'* In Lysias’ description, Theramenes is a force of
malevolence. Lysias provides a summary and tendentious account of his career, from the
oligarchy of the Four Hundred (which he was chiefly responsible for (§65)), through his
conspiracy with the Spartans (whom he commanded to tear down the Peiraeius walls and destroy
the constitution in order to deprive the Athenians of all hope (§70)), to the imposition of the
government of the Thirty (under pain of death (§75)).

The resume of the Theramenes myth concludes with an extravagantly fiery denunciation
of the man, rendered in highly decorative rhetorical antitheses (§78):

%Ol TOCOVTWV %O ETEQMV HORDV AL AUOYQDV RO TTAAUL RAL VEWOTL ROL

WXQDV RAL UEYAAMVY ALTIOV YEYEVNUEVOU TOAUNOOVOLY AVTOVS GpiAoug

ovtag dmodaivery, oy VITEQ VUMV AtoBavovtog Onoapévoug AL’ VEQ

TS UTod ToVNEIag, ®al dtraimg Hev £v OMyayia dtxnv 00vTog (1710M YOQ

aUTNV ®oTéMVOE), Otnaimg &° Gv &v dnuoxrgatio- dig Yo VUGG

1aTEOOVADOOTO, TOV UEV TAQOVIWV RATAPQOVAV, TOV ¢ ATOVTIWY

EmOUVUOV, nol TO ROAMOTO OVOUATL X OOUEVOS ELVOTATWY EQYMmV
OL0A.ORAAOC ROTAOTAG.

They are going to dare to show off that they are friends of this man, who was
responsible for so many, such a variety, of evil and shameful deeds, both in the
past and recently, both small and large —Theramenes, who died not for your sake
but due to his own criminality and justly paid the price under the oligarchy and
would have also under the democracy. For he twice enslaved you, disdaining what
was present and longing for what was absent, and using the most attractive name
he installed himself the teacher of the most dreadful of deeds.

In Lysias’ description, Theramenes runs the gamut of guilt for everything wrong in the city, past
and present, small and large. He would pay the price for his crimes as justly under an oligarchy
as a democracy. Despising the present democracy, he yearned for something else, something
unattainable —oligarchy, which he called by the most attractive name. As Wohl has shown, the

“insatiable desire for what is absent, the reduction of free citizens to slaves, and the disingenuous

3 Adams 1970 (1905): 54, quoting Bruns 1896: 493.
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pretext of aristocracy are all part of the Athenian discourse of tyranny.”'** According to Lysias’
denunciation, Theramenes checked every box in the description of an enemy of the democracy.

The final dichotomy, between the “most beautiful name” (t® ®ohlhiotw OvopaTL) and
the “most shameful of deeds,” (dewvotdtwv €Qymwv) gives superlative expression to one of the
most common antitheses in Athenian discourse —word versus deed. Best known for its
employment in Thucydides, this antithesis also appears prominently in the tragedians, in
particular in Sophocles’ Philoctetes. Adam Parry discusses the artistry with which Sophocles
employs this trope: “Adyog and €9yov become one of the vital antitheses of a play largely made
up of antitheses. They are made part of a network whereby Philoctetes is set against Odysseus,
nature against sophism, the landscape of Lemnos against the rest of the world, and the essential
nobility of Neoptolemus against the influence of society.”* In the same way, in Lysias’
condemnation of Theramenes, as in the proem of the speech, antitheses have the effective
function of giving shape to the ethical space defining his opponent’s bad character in multiple
dimensions: quantitative (LUxQ®V...peyaAwv), temporal (tohai...vewott), ideological (év
ohyoyia...&v dnuoxrpatia), and phenomenological (ToQOVIWV...Amdvtwv). The
MOyog/€gyov distinction undermines any cause the jury might have to let Eratosthenes off for his
association with Theramenes: to use beautiful language to disguise offensive substance was the
greatest threat to democratic procedure.'*

As the speech moves to its conclusion, Lysias no longer targets individuals, instead

144 Wohl 2010b: 239 n.59.
3 Parry 1981: 40.

16 As described by Cleon at Thucydides 3.38: Tnrodvtég Te dAO TL Mg eimelv 1) &v oig Thuev, poovodvreg d¢
0V0¢ MEQL TAV TAQOVIMV IXOVADG ATAMOG Te Anroflg 1OV Noomuevol nal coPLoTM®V Beatais 0LnOTES
noBnpévolg paihov 1) mepl mohewg Povievouévolg (You seek out, as they say, something different from the
world we live in, paying too little attention to the present situation. You are, simply, conquered by the pleasure of
sound and are like audience members for the sophists rather than counselors for the city).
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returning to his denunciation of the Thirty. In his peroration, he urges the jury to feel as angry as
when the wounds were fresh, to let memory bring back the immediacy of the feelings (§96):

avO> MV dpYioOnTe pev Momep Ot Ededyete, dvauviodnte 8¢ kol TV
AV ®or@v O memdvOate VT AVTAOV, Ol TOVG PeV € THG AY0QAg TOVg O’
Ex TV leQDV ovvaQmALovTes Plalmg AmERTELVAY, TOVS O ATTO TEXVWOV ROl
YOVEMV RAL YUVOURDV ADPEAROVTES POVEAS QUTMV TVAYRAOAV YEVESHL RO
0Vd¢ Tadig TS vowlouévng etaoav Tuyety, YOUUEVOL TV AVTAOV AQYV
BeParotépay eival THE Taod TV Oedv TLHWOLC.

As aresult of these things you should be as angry as when you were in exile,
remembering also the other evils you suffered at their hands when they dragged
some from the agora and others from the temples and violently killed them;
dragging others from their children and parents and wives, they forced them to
kill themselves and did not even allow them the customary burial: they thought
that their regime was more steadfast than the retribution from the gods.

This passages’ resemblance to his own experiences is deliberate, as Stephen Usher observes: “In
writing this appeal to the jury’s emotions, Lysias reminds them of the highpoints of his own
narrative.”'¥ The mention of individuals seized from temples underlines the Thirty’s impiety,
recalling their breach of xenia in expelling Lysias’ guests and dragging him from his home.
Lysias’ reminder of the people forced to commit suicide and prevented from following burial
custom by the Thirty refers anaphorically, within the speech, to the earlier narration of
Polemarchos’ experiences and externally to the memories many members of the jury had of their
own family members who went through the same trauma: Polemarchos’ death was just a
“symptomatic instance of an overarching theme.”'* The trial provides the opportunity for
catharsis, to use the embodied memory of helplessness and terror to fuel their anger and, Lysias
hopes, their vengeance.

It is not just the living victims whose trauma Lysias hopes will drive the jury to vote to

147 Usher in Edwards and Usher 1985: 251.

¥ Phillips 2008: 176.
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condemn Eratosthenes and his cohort. His last lines again remind them of the dead, the bodies
withheld from families, sacrilegiously discarded, whose ghosts still long for justice (§§99-100):

Opwg 8¢ Thg eufjc mpobupiog <ovdeV> EAAELELTTTOL... VTTEQ TOV TEOVEDTWV,
oig Vueig, £metdn Thow Emapdvor ovx ¢80vaoce, dmobavodol fondicate.
olpot 8 adTovg NUMV TE AxEoaoDaL xal VUAC eloecOal TV Yiipov
dépovtag, NyovuEvoug, 0ooL pev av Toltwv amoyndionobe, avtdhv
Bdvatov ratoyndetoBat, GooL 6’ Gv moEd TOVTWV dixnv AMPwaoty, VTEQ
QUTOV <TOS> TLUWEIOS TETOLNUEVOUGS <€oeoa>.

Nevertheless I have no shortage of eagerness... on behalf of the dead. You were
unable to rescue them while they were living; help them now that they’ve been
killed. I think that they are listening to you and will know how you vote. All of
you who vote to acquit them will condemn them to death while those who
demand justice from them will be agents of retribution on their behalf.

Lysias gives the sense that justice is timeless, that the jury’s present decision will retroject onto
the victims of the oligarchy as if they were on trial somewhere in the realms of the dead. An
acquittal for the Thirty would be a stamp of approval on the murders they carried out. A
conviction would avenge the murders, showing the penalty for the Thirty’s disdain of the gods’
retribution (§96: g maA TOV Be®V TLLWELAC).

Lysias’ speech takes the domestic trauma of the vulnerable body in the invaded house
described in the first third of his speech and transplants the experience onto the violation felt by
the city as a whole. The individual and collective blur as personal stories become paradigms and
archetypes. By equating the citizen experience with his and his brothers’ victimization as metics,
Lysias underlines how tenuous life under the Thirty had become. The bodily protection of the
democratic citizen was rescinded and the protections of the temples, of the house, of the family,
and of the body could no longer be depended on. The trial is presented as an opportunity not to
undo what was done, not to forget, but to put angry ghosts to rest. Using antitheses and tragic
conventions, Lysias raises the Thirty to the level of a mythological opponent, putting the sword

of divine retribution into the hands of the jury.
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Conclusion

Both of the speeches discussed in this chapter center around a vulnerable body. The child
Demosthenes is disenfranchised by his guardians, which threatens the polis with a loss of profit
due to the guardians’ deception. It is only through the intervention of the adult Demosthenes, the
full citizen that the child eventually became upon reaching majority, that the money can be
restored and the city receive the revenue and services it requires. By focusing on the body of the
child, Demosthenes both draws on the world building techniques explored in my previous
chapter and underlines the importance of visibility in maintaining social respectability. The
intimate scene between Demosthenes’ father and the guardians revealed the extent to which the
child’s vulnerable body needs to be protected by its house and society. It was not his father’s
fault that the guardians’ misused the estate—the elder Demosthenes was relying on the bonds of
kinship. It was the guardians’ faithlessness and greed that made them contravene the usual
method of holding wealth—keeping it visible (phanera)—and instead caused the estate to vanish
using devious methods. By inviting the jury into the circle of the family, Demosthenes gives
them the responsibility of caring for the fragile child by undoing the crimes of the guardians. In
Lysias 12, the suffering of metic bodies is a metaphor for the violence caused by the oligarchic
coup. But Lysias and Polemarchos are not the only victims, not even the most extreme examples
of violence done by the Thirty. The fact that citizens suffered the same fates as non-citizens —
that citizen bodies and houses were violated —shows the extent to which society under the Thirty

had been distorted. The memory of the Thirty lived on, as Isocrates’ speaker confirms when he
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accuses Lochites of having the character of the Thirty."” Their regime lives on in the citizen body
as a wound, a trauma. By juxtaposing the vulnerable bodies that are at the thematic center of
their speeches against the domestic interior, Lysias and Demosthenes amplify these bodies’
affective impact. As the speaker of Against Lochites claimed, the body is the thing most close to
home. If the impenetrability of the house, guaranteed by the law, is compromised because of a
dishonest guardian or a criminal oligarchy, there is nothing to protect the bodies inside. Through
the thematic connection between houses and bodies, these orators evoked the home feeling to
recall to the members of the jury that it is incumbent upon them to preserve the legal walls

keeping the private places of their homes safe.

4920.11: 1OV ye TOTOV £xeL TOV £E éxeivng Tig moltelag.
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Chapter Four: Homeland

Thucydides’ account of the Theban assault on Plataea in 431 includes a striking passage
describing the defense of the Plataeans. In this passage, the city comes together as a network of
houses, individual units working together as a collective to confound the Thebans (2.3-4):

Euveréyovto 6L0@v000vreg TOVG ROLVOUG TOY0UG Tt AAAHAOVG, OTtmg un
OLd TOV 00DV q)OWEQOL WOLV LOVTEG.... £TEL 08 MG €n TOV duVATAV € aroma nv
qm)\anwrsg gL viuta nal aTto 10 ERiEDQOV EYMEOLVY éx% TV OlKIDV T
owrovg orcoog un ®aTd GOg eagoakewregmg ool n@ooq)e@owro nol opioy
éx Tod loov ywvwth AN €v vuxti q)o[ie@(m:eQOL dvteg fooovg Mot Thg
O0PeTEQUG EUTELQLAC TNG RATA TNV TTOMV..... EMELTa TOAAD B0QUPwW avTOV TE
TEOOPAAOVIWV ROl TOV YUVAURDV ROL TOV OIXETMV U0 AITTO TOV OLXLDV
1QOVYT TE nal OAOAVYT xowuUEVOV AOOLS TE nOl REQAUW BOANOVTOV, ROl
VETOD Auol OLd VURTOG TTOAAOD émyevouévov éq)oﬁﬁenoow 7nol r@omépsvm
Epevyov O tng TOAEWGS, AITELQOL pf;‘\/ Ovteg ol mheloug €V orOTO ROl rm)»w
TV 6Lo6uw n xon owﬂnvaL (nOl YO.Q TEAEVTMVTOG TOD PNVOG TA YLYVOUEVA,
NVv), Eueigovg 8¢ Eyovteg Tovg dubxovrag Tod w Endpedyswy, dhote
OLedOeipovto ol orhot.

They joined together, digging through the walls they had in common next to one
another, so that they would not be seen going along the roads.... When things
were as ready as they could be, they kept guard while it was still night-time, and
just before dawn the Plataeans advanced out of the houses against the Thebans, so
that the Thebans would not attack when they were braver in the daylight and
would be on equal terms with defenders, but would instead be more frightened in
the night and would be defeated by the Platacans’ experience with the city....
Then, when the Platacans were attacking in a big mob while the women and
slaves were shouting and wailing from the houses, throwing down stones and
pottery, and since it had rained a lot during the night, the Thebans were afraid and
turned back, fleeing through the city since most of them were inexperienced in the
darkness and the mud as to the exits through which they would need to escape
(since it was the end of the month, therefore moonless), but the pursuers were
experienced in how to prevent them from escaping, so many of them died.

The Plataeans’ plan to defend their city is a clever one: it depends on their shared knowledge of
geography, but also on the conception of houses as both private and part of the greater whole.
The shared walls (xoLvoug Totyovg) allow them to communicate and make plans in secret,

deriving a city-wide intimacy from the privacy of the house. They make their attack on the
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Thebans by advancing from the houses, moving as a unit against the scattered invaders. Entire
households join in the effort, with women and slaves throwing down ballistics from the houses to
drive out the enemy. Beyond the solidarity of the Plataeans as a collection of households,
Thucydides emphasizes the ignorance of the outsiders in contrast to Platacans’ local intelligence
(¢prterplog, dmelpol, éumeipovc). The intimacy and knowledge that comes from sharing a home
is the strength to which Thucydides attributes this victory.

In this chapter, I focus on how the emotion connecting individuals with the oikia, the
home feeling, can be extrapolated from the household to the city. In the preceding chapters, I
focused for the most part on the role of the house and household in private forensic speeches.
Although these speeches are primarily concerned with matters like inheritance and adultery, the
speakers frequently bring the city into their arguments, reminding the jury that, as representatives
of the demos, their decisions have an effect on the populace at large. As I have argued, this is the
manifestation of the private ideology of the oikos being extrapolated to the organization of the
polis. In the same way, the home feeling can extend to a larger area, to the city itself: “home as
territory also involves a kind of home range that can include neighborhood, town, and landscape.
Yet this larger home is also a kind of ordered center within which we are oriented and
distinguished from the larger and stranger surroundings.”" In this chapter I argue that political
rhetoric uses the types of home ropoi familiar from forensic rhetoric to evoke a collective home
feeling at the citywide level. I begin by contextualizing the question with a discussion of fourth
century political and rhetorical theory before moving on to an analysis of the evocation and
function of the home feeling in Demosthenes’ political speeches.

The relationship between the oikos and the polis was an important topic for Plato and

"Dovey 1985: 36.
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Aristotle.” In Plato’s ideal polis, communal living replaces the oikos unit for the guardians of the
polis. No woman will privately cohabit with any man, and men will share houses and eat
together, owning no private property but sharing everything alike.’ Plato’s character Socrates
identifies the oikos, being comprised of personal relationships and private property, as
detrimental to the communal needs of the polity. The guardians he appoints to watch over the
city must not have private houses, nor land, nor any possession, but must receive sustenance
from others.* He describes how his plan will prevent the personal greed that results from the
ownership of private property (Republic 464c-d):

7oLel iy SLaoTtay TV TTOAMY TO EUOV OVORATovTag U To avto GAA” GANov

dAho, TOV pev gig TV éovtod oiriav EArovia Tl v dUVNTAL XWEIS TOV

dAwv xtoacBat, Tov d¢ gig TNV £é0vToD £T€QAY OVOAV, ROL YUVOIRE TE RO

aldog £TEQOVS, NO0VAS Te ®al dlyndovag éumolodvtag idlmv dvtwv idiag,

A Vi dOYuaTL TOD 0ixelOV TEQL €71l TO AVTO TEIVOVTOGS TTAVTOG €iG TO
duvatov Opomadeic Mimng te xal OOV ELvaL.

[These rules] make it so that people don’t tear apart the city by saying “mine” not
about the same thing but about different things, with one person now dragging
into his house whatever he can get his hands on apart from the others, and another
doing the same into his own, separate, house, possessing women and children
individually and making private the pleasures and pains of private individuals.
Instead, everyone should aim in the same direction with a single conception of

b

“one’s own,” as much as possible sharing identical feelings of pain and pleasure.

The oikia, as the direct target of the reforms, has walls that the inside from the outside,
preserving intimate affection within the family unit rather than directing it toward the collective.
The goal of these reforms is to translate the home feeling from the oikia, now the site of violent

acquisitiveness (gig TV €éovtod oiriav EAxovia), to the community. The feelings each person

> The family in Plato and/or Aristotle is the focus of Annas 1967, Saxonhouse 1982, Mayhew 1996, Nagle 2006, and
Murray 2011. Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae is an early 4™ century parody of the abolition of private possessions and
the house (cf. especially 11. 590-593, 597-600, 635-643, 674-675).

? Republic 457d: i8iq 8¢ pndevi undepiay ouvowxelv, 458c-d dre oiniag te nol ovooitia xowvd ExovTes, idig 68
0V8EVOC 0VOEV TOLODTOV nERTNUEVOL, OLOD O1) EcOvVTaL.

* 464b-c: £papev yao mov obite oixlog TovTOolg idlag deiv eivar 0iTe yijv 0iTe TL xTHUA, GG TOQX TRV
dMwv TeodNv Aappdvovtag.
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connects with their own individual oikos must be transferred to the polis, as a single conception
of to oikeion, “one’s own” (¢vi 00YUHOTL TOD OixelOV TEQL).

The individual family unit threatens the polis by fragmenting the collectivity into
individual, competing voices. Socrates predicts that the end of all civic strife will follow from the
outlawing of the individual oikos (464d-e):

Olnan Te xal EyrApoto 1ROg AAANAOVS 0V olyNoeTal €€ aUTdV OG €mog

elrtelv OLd 1O pundev dov éxtiobon TV T odua, Ta & GAla xowvd; 60gv

&) VITdEyEL TOVTOLS AOTAOLAOTOLS Elvar, Ho Ye S10 xonudtov 1) maidwv xal
ovYYeEVMV ®THowv dvOommoL otaoldlovoty.

Won’t trials and accusations against one another depart from among them, as they
say, because they possess nothing privately except their bodies, and all the rest is
in common? It is possible for them to be free from factions, since these are all the
things that cause discord for people —the possession of money, children, and
families.

The reasons people go to court are distilled to greed and jealousy, the result of having individual
possessions and emotional connections diverted from the communal good. The greatest threat to
the polis is stasis, which is caused by people standing apart: in the community of the ideal polis,
everybody stands together.

Aristotle, in his Politics, critiques Plato’s idea of communal living on the grounds that
disassembling the oikos would actually be detrimental to fellow-feeling in the polis. The Politics
begins by defining the polis as a community (koinonia) brought together, like all communities,
with an aim toward the good.’ Following a discussion of the various relationships within the
polis (e.g. between husband and wife, parents and children, slaves and owners), Book 2 opens
with a discussion of different systems of ownership, in which all, some, or no property is held in

common. Aristotle immediately rejects the third option as clearly impossible, since any system

> Politics 1252a1-2: 70V TOMY OQMUEY XOWMVIOY TLVGL 0VGAY %0l TA.CAY ®OWmViay dyadod Tivog Evexey
OVVEOTNHVIOY.
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of government is a koinonia that requires, at the very least, a shared location.® The contrast,
therefore, is between the strictly communal system proposed by Socrates in Plato’s Republic and
the current practice in Athens of holding some property privately and some communally.’

Starting with Plato’s principle of unification, Aristotle argues that the polis would cease
to exist if collectivity is pushed too far (1261a16-21):

raitol paveQdv €0TLV MG TEOLOVOO KAl YLVOUEVY Ml LOALOV 0VOE TTOALG
g€otor ANO0g YA TL TNV GUOLV E0TLV 1) TOMG, YLVOUEVY TE Mia LAALOV oixnial
pev €x tohews AvOpwog & €€ oiniag Eotar paAlov yaQ wiov TV oiniav
g WOAEWS Gainuev dv, xal Tov €va Thg oiniag GOt €l xal duvatdg Tig €
ToUTO dQAV, OV TTOMTEOV: AVALQTOEL YOLQ TNV TTOALV.

It is obvious that, if it goes on to become one, then it will not be a polis, either,
since the polis is, by nature, a multiplicity. The process of unification will turn the
polis into an oikia, and then an oikia into an individual person, since we consider
the house more unified than the city, and a person more unified than a house.
Thus, even if one were able to do this, it must not be done, since it will destroy
the polis.

By reducing the complexity of the organism, Plato’s proposal to give the polis the atomic
structure of an oikia undermines the polis, compressing the personalities and experiences of an
entire population into a single unit and taking the concept of the ‘citizen body’ a step too far. Not
only multiplicity but also diversity are the essential qualities of a polis.® Aristotle argued in Book

1 that the polis is made up of a series of hierarchical relationships.’ To eradicate these

6 1260b40-41: TO pgv o0V UNdeVOC XOWVWVELY GavEQOV OS AdIVATOV, T YOQ ToMTE( ®OWVWVIa T(S E07TL, #OL
TEMOTOV AVAYXRY TOD TOTOU KOV VELV.

7 1261a8-9: TodTo 81 TOTEQOV (G VOV 0DTW BéNTIOV ExYEwy, ) naTd TOV €V Tf) [Toltelg yeyQouuévoy vopov;

¥ 1261a22-23: 00 povov 8’ éx mheldvav avOQMOTWY £0Tiv 1) TOMS, MG %ai €€ eideL diadegdvTwy. ob Y
vivetal moMg €€ opolmyv

? Another aspect of Aristotle’s critique of Plato’s tendency to collapse differences is Aristotle’s rejection of the
claim of the Eleatic stranger in Plato’s Stateman that the ability to rule a kingdom, participate in a democratic state,
and manage a household are all the same field of knowledge differing only in size (259¢: paveQOVv Mg EmMOTHUY
pio el Tévt’ €otl tabtar ToiTny 8¢ eite Pactiuntv elte molTinnv gite oinovouxiyv Tig dOvopdtet, undev
avT® dapepdueda). Aristotle argues that the difference between a statesman, a king, and a head of household is
one not in magnitude but in kind (Politics 1252a7-10: 8601 v ovv ofovtal TOMTHOV %l BAcMrOV xol
0l%OVOUKOV %Ol SECTOTIXOV EIvaL TOV ADTOV 00 #ahdg Aéyouowy (TAH0sL Y xal dOAydTTL vopiLouot

220



relationships, and the different roles performed by members of these relationships, would mean
that individuals would no longer carry out the function best suited to them. In eliminating
difference among the people that make it up, Plato’s ideal polis would not be self-sufficient since
individual people would no longer be assigned unique roles within society: a polis is only fully
realized when it becomes self-sufficient due to the number of people performing diverse roles."
Thus extreme unification of the polis is inadvisable both because it destroys the nature of the
polis and because it is not at all practical.

Turning to the question of shared property and communally-held women and children,
Aristotle argues that people care the most for that which is most individually their own
(1261b33-40):

Nrota ya empehelog Tuyyavel TO TAe0TMV ROVOV: TOV YaQ idlmv pdlota
PoovTiCovowy, TV 8¢ xowvdv NTTov, 1) ooV £x4ote EmPaller TEOG YO
Tolg dAAAOLS OGS ET€QOV PEOVTICOVTOG OMYWEODOL LAALOV, (DOTTEQ €V TAg
oixeTinaic dtaxroviaig ol wohhol Begdimovies €viote yelpov VITNEETOVOL TOV
EhaTTOVQOV. yivovtar & éxdote yihMol ThV ToMTdOV Viol, xal oVToL 0VY, MG
ErAOTOV, AALAL TOD TUYOVTOS O TUYWMV OUOLMGS £0TLY VIOC (MOTE TTAVTES
OMOLWS OMYWQETOOVOLY.

That which is the common property of the greatest number receives the least
attention, since people care most for their private possessions and less for what is
commonly held, or rather only insofar as the common property pertains to
themselves. They care much less because someone else is thinking about it, just
like in a_household, when there are a lot of servants, sometimes they do a worse
job than when there are fewer. Each citizen has a thousand sons, and they are not
even the sons of individuals, but each is the son of whoever, so everyone cares
equally little about them.

The affection Plato hoped would transfer from the level of the oikia to the city, according to
Aristotle’s extrapolation of his model, instead dissipates because nobody has anything to call

their own. Even an overstaffed household (oixetixaic) suffers from lack of individualized care.

oLapégeLy all’ o eidel ToUtwv Exaotov)). Cf. Cooper 1999: 164-190 and Schofield 2006: 165-193, who argue
that Aristotle’s critique fails to take into account that Plato modulates this idea over the course of the Statesman.

''1261b12-13: fovhetal vy 1O toTe eivan mOMg dtav adtdonn ocvpfaivy Ty xowvwviav eival Tod midovg.
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Both Plato and Aristotle agree that the greatest good for the polis is affection, which results in
the least stasis." For Plato’s Socrates, it is unification that leads to this friendship, but Aristotle
argues that, on the contrary, unification causes affection to grow diffuse and “watery” (1262b15:
00001)). The two things which cause people to love and cherish one another are personal
attachment and affection (t0 (dlov %ol T0 dryostov),which are derived not from the communal
polity but from the oikos unit. "

Aristotle’s rejection of Plato’s communal model reflects the significance Aristotle
attributes to the oikos as the atomic unit of the polis. For Aristotle, the affection kindled among
the family unit is the source of affection toward the polis. Whereas Plato would have the oikos,
as middleman, cut out of the equation, for Aristotle it is the intimacy of the family that allows
members of a polis to operate as a collectivity. The polis is comprised of houses, and every
member of a polis is also a member of an oikos—even though every house has its own walls and
its doors divide shared public space from individual private space, the fact that everyone (in an
ideal model) belongs to an oikos and has this in common with the other members of the polis.
Thus it is through their membership in an oikos that the members of the polis achieve unity on
the civic level.

As I stated above, this chapter is concerned with political speeches rather than the
forensic speeches I have focused on in the previous chapters. In making this transition, I return to
Aristotle’s division of genres. In my introduction, I discussed Aristotle’s claim that deliberative
rhetoric involves decisions that are el oixelwv, of personal interest to each listener, and

7novoTeQOV, relevant to the interests of the community, while forensic rhetoric is about other

"1 1262b7-9: duhiav te Yoo olopeda péYIoTov elval TV dyaddv taig moleowv (0lTtmg Yoo v fjuota

otaotdloley).

121262b22-23: 800 Y4 oty & pdhota motel xNdeobaL Tovg AvOemToug %ol PLhelv, TO TE IBLoV %ol TO
AyomNTOV.
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people’s private matters (el dALotoiwv)."” T argued that the orators used house fopoi to turn
other people’s problems into something that felt deeply personal to every member of the jury. In
this same passage of the Rhetoric, Aristotle states that deliberative oratory is less inclined than
forensic to engage in rhetorical trickery (xaxodQyov), due to its more general interest. This is
less a description than a prescription, since both types of rhetoric employ similar persuasive
techniques including eikos arguments, hyperbole, and emotional appeals, including house fopoi.
Aristotle later categorizes the genres of oratory according to a temporal division (Rhetoric
1358b):

xQOVOL 08 ErdoTOoV TOUTWYV €lol TO PEV ovufovievovtt 6 LEAWV (TTEQL YOQ

TOV E00UEVOV oUPPoUieDEL 1) TROTEETWYV 1) AmOTEETWV), TQ &¢ dttalopévp

O YEVOUEVOG (TTEQL YOQ TV TIETQAYMEVWV AEL O UEV RATIYOQEL, O O

AmoloYELTOL), TQ O ETUOEUTINGD RVQUDTATOG UEV O TOQWV (ROTAL YOQ T

VITAQYOVTO ETALVODOLY 1) YEYOUOLV TIAVTEG), TTQOOYQDVTOL 08 TTOANAKLS 1Ol
TA YEVOUEVO, AVOLLLILVIIOROVTES KOl TA LEAAOVTA TTQOERATOVTEG.

There is a time frame for each of these [genres]: the future for the deliberative
orator (he gives advice about what will be, whether for or against), the past for the
forensic orator (for it is about things that have happened that, in each case, one
man prosecutes and another defends), and the present is most relevant for the
epideictic orator (they all praise or blame what is currently taking place), but they
often also imitate the past or make predictions about the future.

Aristotle defines epideictic rhetoric as drawing from the past, present, and future, while the
genres of deliberative and forensic rhetoric are limited to only a single time frame each. The fact
that he only grants the full expanse time to epideictic rhetoric suggests that Aristotle considered
past events most appropriate for forensic rhetoric and the future most fitting for deliberative
rhetoric. In my earlier chapters, I complicated the notion that forensic rhetoric is limited to the
past, showing that forensic orators often engage with the future through the implication that the

jury’s decision at the present moment will have a long-lasting impact on civic behavior. Again

13 Rhetoric 1354b: Nttov £0TL 2000QYOV 1) Snunyogia diworoyiag, 8Tt xowdTegov. EvtadOo ptv yog o
QLTI TEQL OIXEIWV %QIVEL... €V O TOlg dnavirolg OVY, ixavov ToUTO, AALA TR0 QYO €0Tiv dvohafPelv TOV
AxQOaTN V- EQL AALOTQLWYV YAQ 1) %QlOLS.
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and again, the decisions made in the present are projected into the future and escape from the
limits of the courtroom into the patterns of the everyday as the jurors return home carrying their
decisions with them." In this chapter, I show that deliberative oratory is not only about the
future, but rather that here too the orators draw from the past, even pitting the past against the
present as a model for the future. The past always had a place in Athenian self-conception, with
the past, present, and future representing the continuity of Athenian identity. Although forensic
rhetoric persuades about what was done and deliberative about what will be done, both genres
are concerned with upholding civic ideology about how Athenians should now behave, have
behaved in the past, and always will behave. This unified identity is connected, I argue in this
chapter, to a timeless, idealized Athens, a homeland that all citizens feel connected to in an
analogous way to how each member of an oikos feels about his home. Demosthenes uses the
rhetoric of home to evoke this timeless homeland as a model for the once and future dominance
of Athens.

In what follows, I trace the oikos through five of Demosthenes’ speeches about the war
with Philip of Macedon, in which the Athenians’ public policy is expressed through a series of
house fopoi. He uses the adjective oikeios to extend the home feeling from the individual house
to the city and all its holdings; he warns the citizenry against complacency, preferring the
comforts of staying at home to their responsibility to defend the homeland. Calling back to the
native examples of the Athenian ancestors, he observes that private houses reveal the ethos of the
city’s government, cautioning against individual aggrandizement at the expense of the common
good. These speeches—On Organization, the three Olynthiacs, and On the False Embassy—

were delivered during a time period spanning the beginning of Philip’s threat to Attica and the

' On the timelessness of domestic space, cf. Rose 1993: 17-40.

224



increased tensions between Athens and Macedonia. I then conclude with a brief discussion of
Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’ speeches Against Ctesiphon and On the Crown, delivered in a
period after Athens and its allies had fallen to Philip at Chaeronea. Despite the changing political
circumstances, these speeches show a consistency of ideology centered around the oikos as the

heart of the polis.

Demosthenes 13: On Organization

Once Demosthenes had prosecuted his guardians, he embarked upon a successful career
as a forensic orator, delivering both private speeches and public prosecutions of politicians who
made illegal proposals.” His first speech before the Assembly was On the Symmories
(Demosthenes 14) in 354/3, urging Athens to build up its military in the face of an imminent
attack by the king of Persia." This exhortation was unsuccessful and, moreover, there was no
attack by the king, but despite his failure, this speech marked the beginning of his career.” After
this first speech regarding the Persian king, the focus of his attentions quickly became the threat
of Philip, king of Macedon.

At the same time as Demosthenes was gaining more and more acclaim as both a
logographer and a politician, Philip was posing an increasing threat to Athens. His capture of the
former Athenian colony Amphipolis in 357 and of Methone in 354 brought him to the attention
of Athens, but the first confrontation between the Macedonians and Athens came in 353 with

Philip’s intervention in the Third Sacred War between the Phocians (who were allied with

' MacDowell 2009: 152; Worthington 2013: 85.
'® MacDowell 2009: 142-147.

"7 MacDowell 2009: 207, Worthington 2013: 88-89.
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Athens) and the Thebans, representing the Amphictyonic League, the caretakers of Delphi."
Athens joined forces with the Phocians to stop Philip in his southward campaign at
Thermopylae. Philip left Athens alone for the next several years, focusing on Thrace, while
Athens entered into a period of economic recovery following a series of wars fought both in the
mainland and in the east.” Among the reforms accompanying this recovery was the creation of a
Theoric Fund, which used surplus public money to pay for people to attend religious festivals
and theatrical productions.” It was to this payment that Demosthenes seems to have primarily
objected. In his early political speeches (especially 13 On Organization and 1-3 Olynthiacs,
discussed in this and the following sections), Demosthenes comes back again and again to these
funds even before he shows signs of worry about Philip. His concern seems to be over frivolity at
home in Athens at the expense of preparedness for battle.

Sometime before 349.' Demosthenes gave a speech, On Organization (Demosthenes 13),
calling for the city to stop putting surplus money into the Theoric Fund and instead direct it to
the military.” Although it does not mention the trouble with Philip specifically, in many ways
this speech acts as a prequel for the Olynthiac orations.” There are many overlaps, in both

language and theme, that anticipate the three Olynthiacs. The topic is the expenditure of public

'® Ryder 2000: 46-47.
' Cawkwell 1963 focuses on non-Demosthenic evidence for this time period.

20 On the Theoric Fund cf. Buchanan 1962, Cawkwell 1963, Sealey 1993, Harris 2006, Roselli 2009, Worthington
2013.

2l Cawkwell (1963: 48), and Usher (1999: 215-217) date this speech to 353/2, but as MacDowell (2009: 227) points
out, the reference at 13.8 is to the fall of Rhodes, which took place shortly after Demosthenes’ speech “On the
Freedom of the Rhodians” (Demosthenes 15) in 351/0. The lack of references to Olynthus or Philip gives the speech
a terminus ante quem of 349.

> Against some earlier hesitation, Trevett 1994 argues for the legitimacy of this speech. Usher (1999: 215-217),
MacDowell (2009: 223-229) provide background and context for the speech.

2 MacDowell 2009: 224.
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money, and the fopoi Demosthenes engages with are the same ones he will come back to again
and again: homeland empathy, appealing to native examples, and using houses as evidence of
character.

The speech opens with a pointed reference to a money problem currently under
discussion in the Assembly.” Demosthenes argues that the city needs a better system of
distributing surplus money to the people, calling especially for a systematization of the way the
military is run. Complaining that the army is corrupt and overly reliant on mercenaries, he
suggests that they should “first make the allies our own (oixelot) not by garrisons but by their
advantage and ours being the same.”” The evocation of familial affection gives the relationship
Demosthenes recommends that Athens have with its allies a warmth which, however, soon
becomes complicated. Directly afterward, Demosthenes advises against the use of mercenaries
since “it is advantageous to use one’s own (oixreiQ) troops for one’s own (otxetovg) battles.”
The repetition of the adjective oikeios to refer to the allies, the battles, and the Athenian army,
one immediately after the other, invites the audience to think about the semantic range from
“intimate friend” to “belonging to one’s self.”*” As I have shown in my previous chapters, the
etymological meaning of the adjective oikeios draws a direct connection between whatever it
modifies and the feeling of home. Oikeioi allies help defend the home because they have a
personal investment in its safety; oikeioi battles are those that threaten the home; oikeia troops
are those that come from the home. The force of this connection is far greater than using

NuETeQOg—it is not about “us,” it is about “home.”

#13.1: meQl pév 100 maedvTog deyveiov
2 §6: TOOTOV ULV Ol oV ppayoL ul GEovEAig, GAML T) TAVTA CVUPEQELY VLY RAKEIVOLS DOLY OIXELOL.

26 §7: mOg Tovg oinelovg moMépovg oixeia xofobaL duvduel ovppégery

27 Cf. Carson 1986: 33-34.
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At home, however, career politicians and a complacent public are tarnishing the great
name of Athens, Demosthenes continues, decrying luxury, profit, and statues in the agora. He
compares the present laxity of life (§20: T a0 fuéoav QaOupiag)* with the austerity and
honor of the past (§21):

’

oV YaQ GAAOTOIOLG VULV TTOQOOELYOOL YONOOUEVOLS, AN oirelolg €Ee0O’ G
TQOOT1EL TTRATTELY €LOEVAL. EXelVOL OUOTORAEN TOV TNV €V ZaAoUivL
vavpayiov otootnyotvta xal MIATLEdNY TOV 1)yotpuevov Mogabdve xol
olovg dAlovg, ol {oa Tolg VOV aTeorTyois Ayad’ gigyaouévoug, uo Al
oV yalxolg lotacov, GAL g 0VOEV AlTMV %EE(TTOVS HVTag, OUTMOS ETiHWV.

You don’t need to look to foreign examples, but rather native ones to figure out
what you need to do. Themistokles, the general at the battle of Salamis, and
Miltiades the general at Marathon, and many others, accomplished far more good
deeds than the current generals, but, by Zeus, back in those days they did not put
up bronze statues, but honored them like they were in no way better than
themselves.

By recalling the great heroes of the Persian wars and referring to their examples as oikeiois,
Demosthenes draws a connection from those times of glory even to the corrupt present day. In
order to restore the former glory, he implies, today’s generals need to give up the idea of
individual fame and glory, fighting instead for the sake of the community. Victories are no
longer considered Athenian, as they were in the times of Themistocles and Miltiades—now they
are considered the work of an individual general. The present state of Athens that Demosthenes
is condemning differs from its golden age because of the excess of individual ambition in lieu of
communal pride: Athens is suffering from a lack of home feeling on the citywide level.

Demosthenes goes on to make this lack explicit, using houses and public buildings as
physical representations of the character of the city as it makes the transition from patriotic
community to greedy individualism (§§29-30):

Tag O 1dtag oiriog TV €v duvapel yevouévav o0Tm PeTEiag vl T Thg

8 Mader (2005: 11) notes that such characterizations are a “constant refrain in [Demosthenes’] demegoric
speeches.”
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molteiog Ovopatt arohoBovg Hote TV G)emcronkéovg %al v Kipmwvog
%ol mv AQLGTSL(SOU 1Ol TAV TOTE MOV Oiniav, &l Tig 6o Vpdv oldev
omoto ot £otiv, 04 ThS ToD yeltovog o0&V oepvoTéQay ovoay. viv 8, ®
dvopeg AOnvaiot..., 0l 8 ol TV ROVAV £ T YEYEVIUEVOL OL UEV TOV
Onpocimv oixodounudtov oeuvotéoag Tag idtag oiriog rateorevdnaoly,
oV uOVOV TOV TOAMGOV VIEQNPAVWTEQAS, Ol O¢ YTV cuvEDVNUEVOL
veweyohory bonv ovd dvap HATOOV TOTOTE.

The private houses of those who were then in power were so modest and so in
keeping with the name of our form of government that any one of you who knows
what they’re like can see that the house of Themistokles or Kimon or Aristeides
or any other luminary of the time is no more imposing than its neighbor. But now,
men of Athens..., in private, some of those who, to some extent, have control of
the public funds have built individual houses more imposing than the public
buildings, not just more arrogant than those of the people, and others have bought
and farmed more land than they could ever dream of.

In accusing contemporary politicians of embezzling public funds, Demosthenes contrasts their
greed with the modesty of the houses of politicians of the previous century. In so doing, he draws
on the topos that the size of private houses inversely correlates with the strength of character of
its resident. Demosthenes previously employed this topos in Against Aristokrates (Demosthenes
23) in order to contrast the petty disputes of the present with the glory and honor of the past.”
The language of the two passages overlaps a great deal: in both, the visibility of the evidence
(00@Q) is emphasized and the contrast between the houses of ancient heroes and modern elites is
characterized with the striking comparative “more imposing” (0OgLVOTEQUV, OEUVOTEQAS),
which, with its religious connotations, would perhaps be more appropriately applied to the public
cult buildings whose decline has matched the elevation of private residences.

There is also a slight difference in emphasis between the two passages. In Against

Aristokrates, Demosthenes describes the present day elite houses as more imposing

*923.207-208: v Oguotornhéovg pev oiniav xai thv Miktiddov nol Tdv T0te Mapmdv, &l Tig do” tudv
oidev Omola Mot £0Tiv, 6A TOV TOAMV 0V8EV oepvoTéoay ovoav, T 8¢ Thg TOAemS oinodounuaTa %ol
1ATOOREVAOPUATO TNMRADTO nal TowDO Hote pndevi Tdv émyryvopévarv VmeBoAnv AeheidOat, moomhhiowo
tadTa, vedhoowrot, otoal, ITewpaiec, TEA oig ®aTeorevaAoUEVY OQATE TV TOAV.... VOV 8 I8l puev Exdoto
TOV TO ROV TQATTOVIWMV TOCAUTI TEQLOVOLA £0TLV (DOTE TLVEG UEV QUTMV TTOAADV dnpoctonv
oixodopnudtwv oepvotégag Tag idiog xateonevdnaoty oiniog. This speech is dated by Dionysius to 352/1 and
therefore probably predates Demosthenes 13. On this speech, cf. Usher 1999: 204-209.
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(oepvotépag) than the public buildings, while in On Organization, he adds to this comparison
that they are also more arrogant (VtegnpovwtéQac) than the houses of the people (tdv
ToAA®V). In the earlier speech, Demosthenes addresses the jury as victims: “They are the heirs
of your glory and goods, but you get no benefit at all. You are instead witnesses of other people’s
rewards, having a share in nothing other than being deceived.” In On Organization, delivered
before the Assembly, Demosthenes addresses his audience as complicit in the present corruption.
The addition of “more extravagant than the houses of the masses” augments the anti-collective
actions of the hyper-elite.

Demosthenes’ use of house fopoi in On Organization creates an emotional connection
between the Assembly and the city, paving the way for his continuation and expansion of this
strategy in the three Olynthiacs. The significant appearances of the adjective oikeios build up the
sense of accountability, the relationship between foreign policy and domestic prosperity. By
linking examples from the Athenian past to the corruption and greed of present day politicians,
Demosthenes paves the way for a political career that will use the home feeling as a powerful

tool of persuasion.

Demosthenes 1-3: Olynthiacs

The city of Olynthus, located in the Chalkidiki in northern Greece, is the cause of a
striking split among disciplines. It is an important location for both history and archaeology, but
Classicists think of Demosthenes’ Olynthiacs before noting that Olynthus is the site of the best

preserved houses of the classical period in all of Greece, and for archaeologists the reverse is

3023.210: ovTOL %ANEOVORODOL THS VpeTEQaS OOENS %ol TV AyaddV, Dueic & 00d’ 6TIODV dmohatete, GALA
pdoTUEES E0TE TV ETEQMV AYAOMV, 0V0EVOS AMAOU HETEXOVTES 1] TOD €EamaTaofat.
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true. And yet for both disciplines, the significance of the site comes as a result of the same event:
King Philip of Macedon’s aggression against and destruction of the city in 348. Demosthenes’
speeches were intended to muster Athenian support for an alliance with Olynthus. He was
eventually successful, but the aid was too late to protect the Olynthians when Philip suddenly
attacked, sacking the city and enslaving the residents. The suddenness of the city’s abandonment
and the lack of subsequent habitation on the cite means that the walls, foundations, and floors of
the houses were extraordinarily well-preserved, along with more artifacts than have been found
in other Classical Greek houses. Moreover, because no temples were found in the excavation of
Olynthus, the early 20" century archaeologist who excavated the site, David Robinson, was
compelled to focus on the houses. As I noted in my introduction, the house was not a subject of
interest for Classical archaeology until quite recently —Robinson’s work was ahead of its time,
and has continued to prove useful for modern archaeologists.*

As historical documents, the Olynthiacs represent an early stage in Demosthenes’
campaign against Philip, whom Demosthenes increasingly perceived as a threat to Athenian
freedom. His speeches concerning Philip became more and more forceful as the years went on,
warning the Athenian people of the danger he represented. The relations between Philip and
Athens culminated in the battle of Chaeronea which, despite the continuation of the democracy
in name, “changed Greece forever.””> And yet for the architectural historians Wolfram Hoepfner
and Ernst-Ludwig Schwandner, the archaeological site of Olynthus represents a concretization of
the ideals of democracy. They argue that the Hippodamean grid along which Olynthus was built,

and the similar sizes and shapes of the houses, was the physical manifestation of the democratic

3! Cahill 2000: 61-66. Cahill’s study is a reassessment of Robinson’s excavation records, working from his
publications (Olynthus 1-14, published by John Hopkins University Press between 1929 and 1952) and unpublished
notebooks.

> Worthington 2013: 254.
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principle of isonomia, “equal rights.”” They claimed that this principle extended not just to civic
rights, but also to the division of land, with the house representing a standard unit within the
democratic city. This is an attractive theory, and it has formed the basis for several other studies.
For example, Bradley Ault, examining the house remains at Halieis in the Peloponnese, attempts
to identify the gendered use of space starting from the principle of isonomia. However, as often
happens in studies attempting to identify gendered space from archaeological excavations, he
ultimately returns to the textual evidence, in this case Xenophon’s Oeconomicus: “Much of what
we have seen about the spatial organization of the houses at Halieis and elsewhere implies a
similar symmetrical and symbiotic partnership between male and female. Isonomia, like
oikonomia, began at home.”* Other scholars are skeptical of Hoepfner and Schwandner’s theory,
rejecting “the view that planned towns reflect a particular ideology or policy, or that standardised
housing was inherently democratic.”” Nevett notes that “Hoepfner and Schwandner to some
extent fall into the methodological trap...of using archaeology to illustrate hypotheses derived
from readings of the textual evidence, rather than as an independent source.”® And Cabhill, in his
reexamination of the original excavation of Olynthus, rejects the hypothesis that a city plan has
any effect on the lives lived within the houses. He cautions against mistaking “ideals for actual
practices. Isonomia among citizens may have been a powerful factor in Greek law and custom,
but that did not make Greek society completely egalitarian or Greek houses all exactly alike.

Variation and ‘messiness’ are inevitable —and revealing—aspects of human existence.”’

3 Hoepfner and Schwandner 1986.
3* Ault 2000: 493.

* Shipley 2004: 337.

* Nevett 1999: 27.

*7 Cahill 2002: 195.
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Archaeological evidence has shown each house, despite its external similarities to its neighbors,
to contain a unique collection of artifacts, which represents the range of domestic and economic
pursuits carried out within the city.

The interplay of houses and democracy localized at Olynthus is, for the most part,
coincidental —Demosthenes did not know his policy would fail, Olynthus would be sacked, and
2,300 years later its rediscovery would spark a theory linking houses to the principle of equality
under democracy. But at the same time, it shows a certain continuity in the desire to link houses
and political philosophy —it was as evident to these 20" century architectural theorists as it was
to Aristotle that the kernel of the polity would be found in the house. In the section that follows, I
argue that in the Olynthiacs Demosthenes uses references to houses to evoke a sense of
centrality, a home base rooted in the here and now. He draws on the past and the future to give a
sense of the necessity for action. Pairing house topoi with an emphasis on the present moment,
he introduces the idea of the home as a resource to draw on, to set forth from, instead of a place
to rest, complacent. Demosthenes defines and redefines what home means to the Athenians and
their allies as well as to Philip, creating a sense of empathy between Athens and its allies
combined with self-preservation in the face of increasingly likely danger.*

Like On Organization, the first Olynthiac opens with a mention of money, although in
this case it is hypothetical money: “I think, men of Athens, that you would choose to pay a lot of
money if what will happen to the city regarding the matter you are now considering should

become clear.” Since this speech will subtly condone the use of the Theoric Fund to subsidize

* Discussion of the three Olynthiacs: Schaefer 126-152, Blass 1887-1898: 3.1: 268ff., Jaeger 127-144, Sealey 1994:
137-143; Ellis 1967 and Tuplin 1998 discuss the order of the speeches, which Dionysios ordered 2-3-1; the
consensus is with the traditional ordering 1-2-3, which I follow in my discussion. Text with commentary in Sandys
1910 and McQueen 1986.

¥ 1.1: dvti oM@V v, O Evdeeg ABnvaiot, yonudtmv D EMécOaL vouitm, i pavegdv yévorto To péAhov
ouvo({oeLv Tf) TOAEL TEQL WV VUVL OROTIELTE.
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the expedition to help the Olynthians, the money in question may be less hypothetical than the
conditional would suggest— the premise, or promise, of Demosthenes’ speeches is that he can
predict the future, provided the Assembly follow his plan. If they were to for the funds to be
transferred, he suggests, it would be to the advantage of the city.

Demosthenes’ arguments join together time and place, conveying a sense of temporal and
local immediacy by overlaying the threat faced by a city far away with the potential danger in
Athens itself. The advantage he speaks of comes down to acting at the opportune time (x0Q0g),
that is, immediately. Demosthenes uses this word nine times in the first Olynthiac, five times in
the second, and seven times in the third, emphasizing the urgency of the situation.” Kairos is
practically calling out for Athens to act (LOVOV oVl Aéyel).* This personification vividly
expresses the need for action. The threat of Philip had been building up for many years, and in
the past Athens has thrown away the opportunity to act (§8: TAQOTETTWHOTO RALQOV APEIVAL).
To make up for it, he calls on the Assembly to consider Olynthians’ request for aid as an
opportunity for Athens to confront Philip at the side of a powerful and ally whose location near
Philip is strategically valuable.” Linking opportunity with piety, he describes those who do not
take advantage of opportunities correctly as failing to notice when the gods grant them
something good.*” The alliance with the Olynthians is more than an opportunity, it is a kindness
granted by the goodwill (evvotac) of the gods.* For both strategic and religious reasons,

Demosthenes compels the Assembly to take his advice under consideration.

40 Forms of kairos are found at 1.2, 4, 8,9, 11,20, 24 (three times); 2.2, 4, 8,23, 30; 3.3, 5 (twice), 6, 7, 16, 35

#1§2: 6 ugv oV oMV 1aQOS, M Avdeeg ABnvaiot, LOVOV 0UYL AEYEL POVIY AdLELS.

2.§9: vuvi 81 zauQdg fixel Tig, ovtog O TV OAvVOiwY

§11: obtwg ol i) xenodpevol Toig ®aoig 6e0MS, 0Vd” el CUVEPN TL TAQX TV OedV YENOTOV
LVTLOVEVOUOL.

#§10: T o Exelvarv gbvoiag evegyétnu av Eymye Osiny
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The alliance also may be in the Athenians’ interest for their own self-preservation.
Demosthenes asks the Assembly to consider, too, the fact that the Olynthians are not fighting
over reputation or disputed territory, but to prevent the devastation and enslavement of their
fatherland (atpidog).” Although the Olynthians’ problems seem far off, Demosthenes urges
the Assembly to consider the implications of Philip’s restlessness. If Olynthus is destroyed, what
will keep Philip from going wherever he wants?* Specifically, Demosthenes warns, Philip will
transfer the war from there (¢x€10ev), the Chalkidiki, to here (0e00), Athens."” The
directionality of his language brings the danger home, transferring the threat that the Olynthians
face, directed at their fatherland, to the Athenians’ own land.*® Demosthenes introduces the
potential risk to Athens in an effort to collectivize the people, to form a unity of purpose in the
face of the singular leadership of Philip.*

In order to amplify the personal nature of the threat of Philip, Demosthenes uses the
rhetoric of home in order to show that the stakes will be who gets to call what land home. He
urges the Assembly to vote to send two military forces—one to help the Olynthians and the other
to target Philip’s land. If either of the two expeditions is neglected, the result will be catastrophic
(818):

elte YaQ YUV TV €xelvou naxr®dg molovvtwv, topelvag todt’ ‘OluvOov

naaoToeTOL, QUdimg mm TV oixetav EAOmV dpuveitar eite Pondnodviov

uovov Yudv eig ‘OAvvhov, antvdiving 6pmV Exovta Ta oixol,

mpoorafedeiton nal TROO0EdQEVOEL TOIG TOAYUAOL, TEQLEGTAL TG (QOV® TAV
TTOAMOQUOVUEVMV.

85 dfjov yao €oti toig OAvvOiolg dtL vov 0l megl SOENS 008 1IeE péQOS YHEOG TOAEPODOLY, AN’
avaotdoemg rnal dvogamodiopod Thg mateidog. I would argue that the word matic, because of its geneological
connotation, invokes the home feeling as much as the word oixeia (y®oa) does.

0 §12: 1 10 xwAbov £ abTov Eotar fadilewv dmol fodheTo;

47§15: 1OV £xeifev mOAepov dedo’ HEovta
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If you only cause trouble for him in his land, he will endure this while he stays at
Olynthus and then he will easily come and defend his homeland. And if you only
send help into Olynthus, he will see that all is safe at home and will settle in and
address the situation more assiduously and will in time prevail over those he has
besieged.

Demosthenes frames the decision in terms of Philip’s homeland and contrasts Philip’s
willingness to allow the Athenians to cause trouble in his homeland with the Athenian imperative
to keep their homeland safe. This contrast makes it personal: if the Assembly does not address
both aspects of the problem (oixetav), Philip will be safe at home (oixot) and the Athenians will
be risking their own home and safety. He asks them to consider what would happen if the
situation were reversed, if it was Philip who had this golden opportunity and if the war was in
Attica—would he not readily attack?** He points out that the war will eventually be fought either
in the North or in Athens and that by fighting in Olynthus, the Athenians will be able to continue
to enjoy their homeland without fear.” As an additional incentive, he reminds them that if Philip
defeats Olynthus, the major areas lying between him and Attica are Thebes, who will join Philip,
and Phocis, which is unable to secure its own homeland without the help of the Athenians.” In
this passage he is referring to Philip’s defeat of the Phocians at the battle of the Crocus Field in
352, after which Athens sent forces to help guard the pass at Thermopylae.” The reminder of the
Phocians’ jeopardized homeland is both an evocation of empathy and a cautionary tale about the
power of Philip’s armies.

In order for this strategy to work, of course, the expeditions will need to be funded. As in

On Organization, in the Olynthiacs the distribution of public funds toward war efforts is a central

20§24 i dihsmmog Mol xad’ NUOY TOLDTOV %AQOV %0l TOAEUOG YEVOLTO TTQOG T XDOY, TDS BV aDTOV
olea’ étolpmg ¢’ VUGG ENOEL;
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>3 Worthington 2013: 106-109.
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topic. Athens has money, which it could direct toward military spending, but the people prefer to
spend it carelessly on festivals.* Demosthenes thus implies that the money in question is the
Theoric Fund without bringing it up outright.” The alternative to diverting this money into the
military expeditions is a war tax (eisphora). Demosthenes instructs the Assembly to choose
between these options, a redistribution of preexisting funds or taxation, while the opportunity
still presents itself.>* As he concludes his speech, Demosthenes calls upon the rich to help fund
the campaign so that they can enjoy the rest of their fortunes without fear (&de®c).”” He also
urges the youths to obtain experience by fighting in Philip’s land and becoming fearsome
(poPepot) guardians of their unblemished homeland.* In these closing remarks, Demosthenes
represents the funds as necessary to the preservation of the homeland, drawing feelings of unity
and preservation and promising fearlessness (ade®g) for those who contribute and a fearsome
(poPepot) demeanor for those who attack.

In the first Olynthiac, Demosthenes establishes the themes of opportunity and homeland,
drawing the Athenians into a collective unity able to confront the singular threat of Philip. The
second Olynthiac continues developing these themes, again linking the favor of the gods (2.1:
TV T0Qa TOV Bedv eVvolav) with the opportunity to help the Olynthians. The Olynthians’

refusal to make an agreement with Philip, finding the idea of alliance both untrustworthy and

4 §20: Vueic & obTw Mg Evev mEayudTOV AapBave gig Tag £0QTdhg

> MacDowell (2009: 234) and Worthington (2013: 136) suggest that for Demosthenes to propose a redistribution of
the Theoric Fund outright would open him up to a graphé paranomaon, a lawsuit for proposing an illegal decree.
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destructive to their fatherland (;tatQid0g), seems to be the good deed of some divinity.*® The
alliance with the Olynthians and the opportunity to face Philip in battle are provided by fortune.”
As Demosthenes frames the situation, the gods and the fates are allied with the Athenians and to
them will be owed the Athenians’ victory, whereas Philip’s success is due to deceit and
manipulation.

Throughout the speech, Demosthenes links Athens with a strategy of friendly alliance
and the support of the gods and Philip with duplicity and dishonor. He summarizes the secret
treaties and broken alliances that make up Philip’s career, concluding that there is nobody who
has not been cheated by him.*" He contrasts the alliance he wants Athens to form with the
Olynthians with Philip’s approach to diplomacy (§§9-10):

Otav ugv Yo Ui gbvolag To TIEAYIATO OVOTH ol TTGOoL TAVTA OVUDEQT TOIS

UETEYOUOL TOD TOMEUOU, %Ol OUUTTIOVELY ROL PEQELV TAS OUUPOQUG ROL PEVELY

£0éhovoLy GvBowaol, dtav O éx mheoveElog ®ol TOVNQIOS TLS HOTEQ OVTOG

ioy0om, 1| TEMOTN TEOPAOLS KAl IUKQOV TTTAOW ATOVT AVEXAITIOE ROl

diElvoev. ob yap £otv, ovx otv, O Gvdpeg AOnvaiot, Aduodvta %ol
g¢mogrodvia ral Pevdopevov dvouy Pefaiav xThoaobal.

When a situation converges through goodwill and all parties to the war have the
same interests, then people want to work together, bear misfortunes, and see it
through. But when someone like Philip gets strong through greed and crime, the
most perfunctory excuse and slighest setback shakes up and shatters everything.
For it is impossible, impossible, men of Athens, for someone to obtain secure
power through criminality, breaking oaths, and lying.

The goodwill that underlies a successful alliance calls back to the eunoia directed at Athens from
the gods, while the phrase tovta ovupEen echoes Demosthenes’ advice in On Organization on

how to turn allies into oikeioi (13.6: T(® TavTo cvudEéQeLy VuLv). In this passage, the contrast

between the sense of unity among members of the honest alliance and the violent disruption

%92.1: 1 oG Exetvov Stahharydis TOMTOV pev drtioTovg, eita Thg £avTdv mateidog voulev dvaotaoty,
datpovig Tvt nal Oelg Tavtdmaowy €otnev eVEQYEDIQL.
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characteristic of the dishonest alliance resonates even at the sublexical level: the prefixes of the
former (ov-07f), peT-€X0VOL, CLUU-TTOVELV) builds a sense of intimacy and sharing, while the
latter alliance is assigned the prefixes dva- and dwa-, signifying turbulence and separation.
The distinction between these two diplomatic strategies is vividly expressed by a simile
evoking the need for a strong foundation when making diplomatic arrangements (§10):
hoTmEQ YA Oixtag, otpat, xal ooV %ol TOV GAAMY TAV TOLOTOV TO

®GTmOeV toyveoTat elval det, o0Tw %Al TOV TEAEEWV TAS AQYOS KoL TG
vo0éoelg AAnOelc nal dunaiog elval QOO KEL.

Just like a house, I think, and a ship and all other such things, must derive their
greatest strength from the foundation, so also must the principles and basis of
diplomatic matters be truth and justice.

While the house of the Athenian-Olynthian alliance would be built on a firm foundation of
friendship, the house of Philip’s rule is frail and untrustworthy. In contrast to Demosthenes’
message of togetherness and sharing, Philip and his subjects have conflicting desires: he
zealously yearns for fame, but they have no share in the glory.” Demosthenes urges the
Athenians to act together with the Olynthians so that Philip’s alliances will be revealed to be
weak and unreliable, and the sorry state of his personal (oixeiog) authority and power
confirmed.” In framing his diplomatic strategy in the language of the home, Demosthenes
underlines his goal of unifying the people of Athens as members of a single oikos.

The inevitable success of the Athenian’s alliance depends, however superior in theory, on
their action. Returning to the gods’ eunoia, Demosthenes assures the Assembly that Athens has a

greater claim to the gods’ favor than Philip.** But the gods help those who help themselves. It

62.§15: toig aToig PIMTTOV T YAlQELY %Ol TOVG AOYOUEVOUS, G O pev 8OENG émbupel xai TodT ETHhwxe.
§16: Toig 8¢ TG uev dprhoTipiag TS Ao TOUTWV OV PETEDTL.
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would not be right for someone doing nothing to ask for help from friends, let alone the gods.” A
friendly alliance is not just about feelings, but about fighting together and sharing equally in the
war efforts —it requires doing. If Philip is winning, it is only because, in his singular resolve, he
himself is present at everything and never lets an opportunity slip away.* In urging the Assembly
to action, Demosthenes cautions against letting the opportunity, and with it the favor of the gods
and fortune, fall to Philip.

In addition to the gods and fate, Demosthenes brings up the character of the Athenian
ancestors as an argument in support of the alliance with the Olynthians (§24):

AN Exeivo Boupdlom, el Aaxedalpoviolg pév mot ,  dvopeg Adnvaiot,

V1EQ TV EAAvirdV duaiwv dvinpate, xol wOM idig mheoventiioon

TOMGxLIG DLV EEOV 0x NBelfoate, AAL (v’ ol dAloL ThywoL TV duaimy,

TA VUETEQ QVTAV AVNMORET elOPEQOVTES ROl TQOVHIVOUVEVETE

OTQATEVOUEVOL, VUVL O OXVELT EE1EvaL nol PEAAET elopEQeLy DITEQ TV
VUETEQWV QUTMOV HTNUATOV.

I am amazed at the fact that once, men of Athens, you fought the Spartans for the
sake of justice for Greece, and on many occasions when you had the opportunity
to profit in private you were unwilling to do so, but instead paid war taxes from
your own pockets and risked your lives in battle so that others could obtain
Jjustice, but now you hesitate to go to war and only want to pay taxes for the sake
of your own possessions.

Demosthenes contrasts the generosity and motivation of the previous generation with the laziness
and greed of the present day in order to draw on the motif of decline he engaged with in Against
Aristokrates and On Organization. In focusing on the Athenians’ possessions (VHETEQWV AVTOV
xtudtwv), Demosthenes avoids the language of the home, reflecting the distorted value system
that places personal property before communal safety. The issue of money, more subdued in this
speech than in the other two Olynthiacs, comes across directly in this passage, as Demosthenes

contrasts the previous generations’ willingness to pay war taxes with the current practice of
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putting individual property before communal wellbeing. Despite the scolding tone, the
comparison also offers hope of redemption: if the previous generation of Athenians were
superior to the present-day Athenians, the fact that they share a home and identity makes the
recuperation of modern Athens a possibility and a necessity.

The second Olynthiac draws to a close with a reminder of the importance of solidarity, as
Demosthenes condemns the partisan politics currently dividing the attentions of the citizenry.*’ It
is only by getting rid of the demagogues leading the factions and by presenting a collective front
against Philip that the city will again be its own master, with the right to advise, to speak, and to
act common to all.”® It is only through unity that Athens can be successful. Demosthenes
concludes by urging everyone to pay taxes equivalent to their wealth and to do their part by
going out to battle until the whole city has served.” The together-we-stand, divided-we-fall
argument of the second Olynthiac, together with its striking house simile, sends a powerful
message of solidarity and fellow-feeling.

By the time the third Olynthiac was delivered in the following spring, there was a clear
change in the political atmosphere. Instead of his message of imminent success and optimism,
Demosthenes opens his speech with a pessimistic warning: “the situation has advanced to such a
point that we must now figure out how we can first prevent ourselves from being harmed.”” In

keeping with the pessimistic tone, the emphasis on kairos threading throughout the Olynthiacs
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now refers to an opportunity that Athens will almost certainly fail to take. Demosthenes contrasts
the range of opportunities once available to the city with the narrow prospects now allowed (§2):

gym O, OTL puév ot €EMV T WOAEL nal TO AVTHS ExeELV AoPaADS ol
DoV THmEHoaoOaL, %ol udh’ axoBdg oida- ¢ £uod Yao, o mhal
véyove ToDT AuPOTEQA: VOV PEVTOL TIETELCUOL TODO iXavOV TTQOAAPELV Tulv
elval TV IEMTNV, HITWE TOVE OUPUAYOVS COOOUEY.

I am quite clearly aware that it was once possible for our city to both keep what is
its own securely and to punish Philip—in my memory, both of these goals were
still options not long ago. But now, I am all too clearly aware that it is enough for
us if we can accomplish just the first goal and save our allies.

Something has happened in the intervening time between the second and third Olynthiacs to
reduce the options available to the Athenians. The situation is more dire and the goodwill of the
gods is absent from this speech. Opportunity, once granted by fate and the gods (1.11,2.2), is
now a vexed and troubled thing.” Most of the chances they had are slipping away due to the
Athenian people’s unwillingness to do what is necessary.” This is consistent with Demosthenes’
accusations of laziness and apathy that appear throughout the Olynthiacs, if perhaps more
hopeless.

Demosthenes again speaks against the present political climate, with its demagogues
distracting from the situation at hand. He positions himself as a Cassandra figure, his well-meant
warnings ignored to the point of catastrophe. Although he does not believe he will be heard,
nevertheless he must speak (§3):

A€ O VGG, OV HETO TAQQONOLAS TTOLDUAL TOVS MOYOUS, VITOUEVELY, TODTO

Bewpovtag, i TanOf Aéyw, nai dud TtoD0’, iva Ta Aowtd fehtin yévnTar

00aTE YOO MG €x TOD OGS Y AoLv dnunyoely éviovg eig tav mpoehivOe
poyOnelog Ta moova.
I ask, if I may speak freely, that you have patience while you consider whether I

am speaking the truth, so that things will go better in the future. For you see that
in the present you have been led into an ultimate state of desperation because

71'§3: 6 u&v oLV oMV 1AQAGC, EiTEQ TOTE, oMM PoovTidog xal fovkig deltar.

72 §3: 10 mhelm TOV TEaypdTOV NUAS Exmedevyivar T wi) BoilecOar T Séovta motelv.
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some people make speeches to flatter you.

Demosthenes appeals to parrhésia, the principle of not only of democratic free speech but also of
a frankness that is distinguishes a flatterer from a true friend.” In this way, he introduces the
implication, which he returns to at the end of this speech, that there has been some suppression
of his speech and that the reign of democracy is being compromised by demagogues who are
beguiling the citizenry with their empty rhetoric.”* Demosthenes offers his own straight-talking
rhetoric as a corrective to their flattery, which has brought the city to it current state. Associating
the demagogues with the present (ta moQOvTa) and the goal of his speech with the future (ta
hourar), Demosthenes employs, on the one hand, the rhetoric of a “better tomorrow.”

On the other hand, his solution comes with a dose of history, a reminder (Vmopvfjoaw) of
the circumstances that led to the current situation.” Just like in the present situation, the
Athenians have in the past had a bad habit of letting opportunities slip away. He reminds the
Assembly that, several years ago, they did pass a decree to send troops to fight Philip in Thrace,
but when they heard rumors of his sickness or death they abandoned the plan, thinking the
opportunity to help the Thracians had passed.”® But, as Demosthenes declares, that was their very
opportunity (§5: v 8’ ovtog 6 ®awEdg avtdc) and they let it go. If the Athenians had followed
through on their decree a few years ago, they would not find themselves in the present situation.

The nature of kairos is that it is ephemeral, lightning quick and gone in an instant.

However, although the past cannot be changed, it can and should provide a lesson for the future

3 Cf. Landauer 2012.

™ §32: 0068 YO TaENOia TEQL TAVT™Y Gl o Muiv 0Ty, “Athenian emphasis upon the importance of the
freedom of public address led them to recognize (by the second half of the fifth century) a more generalized freedom
of speech (parrhesia) which implied the necessity and validity of individual freedom of thought. If one was to be
free to offer one’s advice to the Assembly, one must be free to think through that advice and to discuss it informally
with others” (Ober 1989: 296). Cf. also Ahl 1984 and the essays collected in Sluiter and Rosen 2004.

7 §4: dvayraiov & DIOAAPPAEAVED WKQA TOV YEYEVIUEVDY TEMTOV DUAS DTouVAoOL

76°§5: 00%éTL %AWQOV 0VOEVHL TOD BonOsiv vopioavteg
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(86):

T PV O1) TOTE TEOYOEVT 0K AV GAAWG Exor VOV O €TEQOV TOME POV ROUQOG
NreL TG, 0L OV %al el TolTwV Euviadny, tva ) tovTd Thonte.

The things that happened then cannot turn out any other way, but now an
opportunity for another war has come. This is why I have reminded you of the
past, so that you will not undergo the same experiences.

Memory (Umopvijoa, éuviioOnv) brings the past into conversation with the present, adding
wisdom and perspective to the decision-making process. The future exists as a conditional, an
apodosis weighing the lessons of history against the follies of the present. If the Assembly does
not vote to help the Olynthians, Demosthenes warns, they will see how all their military efforts
will have benefited Philip.” It is the Assembly’s responsibility not to observe (0eG.oac0¢)
passively but to strongly and enthusiastically help their allies (§8: fon6elv épowuévmg »atl
o0V uwg). They must face Philip to make up for the mistakes of the past: if Athens in the past
(wdhon) had seen the decree through and fought with Philip, he would have been brought to
justice, but this did not happen.” They must face Philip to live up to their present potential: what
time or opportunity is better than the present (tod maEOvtoc)?” And they must face Philip to
protect their own future: if Athens yields to Philip and all but helps him in his preparations,
whom will they find (Cntioopev) to blame but themselves?* The rhetoric of temporality infuses
the speech with an added immediacy, the time-travel tinged need to get it right for once.

The necessity for action redefines the meaning of home —in order to preserve it as a place

to return to, to stay safe in, the Athenians must leave home. Demosthenes links kairos, one of the

7'§§6-7: 040000’ OV TEOTOV Vuels EoToaTnyN®OTES TAVT £0e00° DmeQ PLhimumov.
8 §§14-15: mdhoi Yoo A eivexd ye Yndropdrov £8edmxnel dixnv. G’ oty obtm TadT ExeL.
79 §16: Tiva Y x0ovoV 1) Tiva by, & dvdoeg Adnvaiol, T0d madvrog Peltion Inreite;

80°§17: GAMG TQOG OV TAVT' £G0AVTES %Al POVOY OVYL CUYAOTAOREVAOAVTES AVTH, TOTE TOVG aiTiovg
oltiveg ToUTMV TNTNOOUEY;
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major themes of the Olynthiacs, to the home feeling by tying the need for quick action explicitly
to the preservation of Athens. The first Olynthiac touched upon the danger that Philip would
come to Attica if unchecked in the north (1.12, 15), but now, as the opening of the third
Olynthiac makes clear, the question of how Athens can prevent its own suffering (3.1: Omwg )
elooued” atol mEOTEQOV ®OMMG) is of immediately concern. Demosthenes characterizes the
Assembly’s unwillingness to act as a willful act of self-destruction (§9):

GG v el TIg DUAV gig ToT dvafdileton ouhoewy T déovta, LOElY

£yyv0ev fovletan Ta OeLvd, EEOV dnotewy dAAOOL YLyvoueva, xol fonboug
gaut® Tntelv, €50V vV €Tégolg avTov Pondety.

If any one of you delays doing what is necessary until Philip comes to Attica, he
prefers to see the dangers close by, even though it is possible to hear about it from
afar, and to seek help for himself, even though it is now possible for him to help
others.

The contrast between seeing the danger of Philip in person (i0€lv £yy00ev) versus hearing about
it from afar (GxoUewv &AhoOL) ironically recalls Thucydides’ programmatic statement that when
he was writing down what happened during the war, he depended not the things he had heard
from a random informant, but events he was at himself or from others interviewed with an eye
towards the greatest possible accuracy.* Thucydides’ dedication to accuracy elides the real
dangers of autopsy during war, where rumor is often safer than direct observation. Demosthenes
warns the Athenians that if they stay home and refuse to fight, that very home will be the cost of
their laziness. In order to prevent the loss of their own home, the Athenians need to help the
Olynthians defend theirs.

Demosthenes carries forward the theme of needing to leave home to protect it as he

transitions from castigation to practical advice, urging the Assembly to amend the laws, in

8 Thucydides Peloponnesian War 1.22.2: 10 8 £0ya TV moay0&éviwy £v 1@ moléum 0D £x TOD TAQATLYOVTOG
mvOavopevog NElwoa yoddewv, o0d dg £pol £d0xeL, G oig Te aTOg TOEAV #ol TaRd TV &AWV ooV
duvatov axgipeiq mepl éndiotov emeEehBmv. Marincola 1989 analyzes Thucydides’ engagement with autopsy and
hearsay in this passage.

245



particular the laws concerning the Theoric Fund and military exemptions. He mentioned the
Fund obliquely in the first speech (1.20), but he now comes out and states plainly that the laws
need to be changed (§11):
AEYW TOVC TEQL TV Oewoi®dV, capis OVTWO(, XAl TOVS TTEQL TMV
OTQATEVOUEVMV £VIOUG, WV Ol UEV TA OTQATLWTLXO TOIS OiXOL LEVOUOL

davépovot Bewerd, ol 8¢ Tovg dtantodvrag Adovg xabloTdoy, elta xol
TOVG T d¢ovTa ToLELV PovAopévous ABUIOTEQOUS TTOLODOLY.

I am talking about the laws concerning the Theoric Fund, speaking plainly, and
some of the laws concerning military service. The former distribute military funds
as a festival allowance to those who stay at home, while the latter allow those who
fail to serve in the military to go unpunished, thereby discouraging those who are
willing to do what is necessary.

In this passage, those who are unwilling to serve in the army are described as “those who stay at
home” (toig oixoL pévovol), emphasizing the laziness of present day Athenians. Home should
not be associated with complacency but with action, with joining together and taking advantage
of the opportunity. Staying at home erodes the meaning of home. The current state of affairs, in
which money is diverted from the military to fund mass entertainment, is contributing to the
numbing of patriotic action, turning the populace into observers (§6: Oedioa.o0¢). Demosthenes
accuses the politicians of the day of pandering to the people, to the detriment of the city.**
Demagoguery, the opiate of the masses, has brought the Athenian people to such a state that in
the time of need they are unwilling to take the difficult path and choose the best course of action
rather than the pleasurable solution.*’ In arguing for the need to redistribute the Theoric Fund to
the military and to take immediate military action, Demosthenes is aware that he is voicing an

unpopular opinion, but he believes that it is the responsibility of a just citizen to put the security

82.§13: 00 Y4 £0TL Sinauwov, TV pev xdowv, 1| mdoav Ephamte TV TOMYV.

3§18 éMé0OaL &, GTav TTEQL O ATV TTROTEDT onOTELY, 00%ED” Ouoiwg ehmoQov, dAAL del o BédTioT
AvTL TOV NOEwv.
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of diplomatic matters ahead of winning favor as a speaker.*

In the absence of present support for his proposal, Demosthenes delves into the Athenian
past, when politicians were still patriotic (§21):

%Ol YOQ TOUG £ TOV TROYOVV UMV AEYOVTaS AroV®m, MOTEQ (0MG %Ol

VUELS, 0V EmauvoDoL PEV oi TAQLOVTES AITaVTES, JpodvTal & ov mdvy,
TOUTE TO €0eL Al TO TEOTW Thg moMTelag (T oOar.

I hear, and perhaps you do too, that the public speakers in the time of our
ancestors, who are praised by everyone who comes before you but not at all
imitated, practiced this same exact habit and manner of the constitution.

This reference to the habit and manner of the constitution (T £€0eL Tfig molteiag) personifies
the city, giving it the same characteristics as the orators (he names Aristeides, Nikias,
Demosthenes the son of Alkisthenes, and Perikles) who once put the safety of the people before
their own popularity. These orators of the past serve for Demosthenes as native (oixeioLg)
examples of how political success begins at home.* He thus reminds his audience that, despite
the change in character from the previous century to the present day, they still share the same
home and there is no need to look elsewhere for postitive exempla. This passage directly
corresponds to the passage from On Organization quoted above (13.21), where it was also used
to contrast the eminent men of the previous century with the greedy politicians of the present
day. In this passage, Demosthenes expands on the theme, describing (and exaggerating) the
military and diplomatic accomplishments of the Athenian empire while focusing, as in On
Organization, on the discrepancy between the public works built by the ancient Athenians and
their private houses.

Underlining the present day Athenians’ role as observers, Demosthenes urges them to

84.§21: duwaiov mohitov %Qivew TV TOV TEAYUATOV WiV AvTi TAS £V T@ Aéyewv yGorTog aigeiodat.

$5§§23-24: 0¥ yaio dlhoToiolg DLy yowuévolg mapadeiypaoty, dAL oixelolg, ® dvdoeg Abnvaiot,
evdaipooy €EeotL yevéoDau.

247



look at (Bedio000¢) at what kind of people their ancestors were both in public and in private.*
The public buildings and temples built in the previous century remain the visible embodiment of
the ethos of the ancient Athenians, as are their modest houses (§§25-26):

0l 8" ot ohdooveg Noav xol 0pOdQ” £v T Thg moMteiag N0eL pévovteg,

®ote TV AgLoteidou rai Ty Mihtiddov xai 1@V tote MAUTQ®OV oixiay, €

11 GQ” 0idev UMV dolo. TOT £0Tiv, OG ThS TOD Yeltovog 00dEV
OEUVOTEQAYV OVOOV.

In private, they were so modest and so in keeping with the character of the
constitution that any one of you who knows them can see that the house of
Aristeides or Miltiades or any other luminary of the time is no more imposing
than its neighbor.

This passage almost exactly replicates On Organization §29, with a different luminary (Miltiades
instead of Themistokles and Kimon) named and the word order slightly shifted. The private
houses of the ancestral heroes are again emphasized as evidence for their personal modesty.
These native examples represent not just the customs of the Athenian ancestors, but also the
ethos of their statesmanship. As in the earlier speech, Demosthenes juxtaposes the generosity and
public-spiritedness of the ancient Athenians with the greed of modern politicians. Their
prosperity was won not through greed but through treating their fellow Greeks faithfully, being
pious toward the gods, and by maintaining equality among themselves.*’

The orators of Demosthenes’ time, on the other hand, have inverted these ideals: instead
of operating on the principle of equality among the citizenry, now the politicians are in control of

all the city’s wealth and run everything;* they build grand houses, and their fortunes rise

863.25: &v 8¢ toig »atd Thv TOAMV otV 0eGoacl’ Omoiot, £v Te Toig ®owvoig ®al év Tolg idlolg.

87.§26: ¢7 8¢ oD TO pev EAAvind motdg, Té 8¢ meog Tovg Oeovg evoefhdg, TO & év alTolg (omg dtowxely
peydny eixdtog éntioavt ebdalpoviav.

88 §31: x0oLoL puev ol ToMTEVOUEVOL TOV AY0 MV, 20l SLd ToDTOV drovTa medTTeTar, and cf. 2.30: Toig pev
HOoTEQ € TVEAVVIOOG VUMV ETUTATTELY ATOOWDOETE.
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commensurately with the city’s downfall.* Rather than piously using public funds to build grand

temples and dedications to the gods, they spend it on whitewashing the walls and building roads

and fountains, which Demosthenes refers to as nonsense.” And far from treating the other Greeks

with good faith, the modern politicians have let down not only Athens but also its allies (§28):
EEOV O MUl xol TO NUETEQ AVTMV ACPAADS ExeLy %al TG TV GAA®Y dirouo
BoaPetely, dmeotepfueda pev yhoag oixelag, mhelm O 1) xiha nai

TEVTOXOOLA TAAOVT AvAOROUEV glg 0VOEV OE0V, 0US O €V T( TOMEU®
ovppdyovg éntnodueda, elpnvng oong ATOAMAEXAOLY OVTOL.

Although it was possible for us both to keep our own holdings safe and act as
umpire over the rights of others, we have been robbed of land that is ours, we
have spent more than 15,000 talents unnecessarily, and those allies we made
during times of war these men have lost during times of peacetime.

In these passages, Demosthenes emphasizes the direct connection between the character of the
ancestral versus modern politicians and the size of their houses (§25: T®v T10Te AAUTQOV
oixiav, §29: tag idlag oixiag). Imbuing his discourse with the rhetoric of home, this emphasis
reiterates the description of the virtues of the ancient Athenians as native (oiretolg) examples:
despite the fact that the greedy and lazy policies of the modern politicians led to the loss of
Amphipolis, described as the Athenians’ personal possession (ymQag oixelag),”" Athens is still
the same place Themistokles and Miltiades called home.

Demosthenes represents the present moment as a fulcrum point from which Athens can

either return to its virtuous roots or lose its essential identity altogether (§33):

"Edv oOv aMG vV Y £ amodhayévreg ToOTmv Thv £00v £0elfionte
otoateveoOal Te ®ol TEATTELV AEIWS VUMV AVTAV, Rl TOLS TEQLOVOIALS TOLG
oixol Tahtong ddoopaic £m To EEm TV Ayaddv yononode, iowg dv, iong, ®
Gvooeg ABnvaiol, TELeLOV TL ol péya xTNooO ayadov xal TOV TolTwY

$9°§29: Evio 8¢ Tag 1dlag oiniag TV dMpooinv oixodopnudTmy oepvoTéQag elol xaTEoREVOOUEVOL, HOM 8¢
T0 TG TOAEWG EMATTW YEYOVEV, TOOOUTW TG TOVTWV NUENTAL.

%§29: tag EmAAEELS GG ROVIDPEY, 10U TAG 080VG Og EMOXEVATOUEY, %l %QNVAS, %Ol MQOVG.

%! Despite the fact that had Amphipolis defected from the Athenian arché decades earlier, in 424 BCE (Thucydides
4.103-108).
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Mupdtov drallayeinte.

If now finally you can let go of these habits and fight, doing something worthy of
your own reputation, and use these surpluses you have at home as a starting point
for good fortunes abroad, maybe, men of Athens, just maybe you will end up with
some great advantage and you can rid yourself of these kinds of expenditures.

Emphasizing the language of release (dmmahharyévrteg, dmohhoyeinte), Demosthenes offers the
Assembly a vision of the future in which payments from the Theoric Fund will no longer
encourage the populace to mindlessly consume entertainment. Instead, he advises using the
Theoric Fund as a surplus at home (oi»ou) that could function as a starting point (Q.poQuaic) to
fund military operations abroad (¢7ti t& €Ew). This is how the home feeling should work at the
polis level —home is a starting point, an anchor giving purpose to military action, not a place of
to rest complacently. Using the Theoric Fund to finance the military efforts on behalf of Athens
and its allies would be beneficial and outward moving rather than contributing to the detrimental
torpor of the present-day populace.”

In place of the enervating dole, Demosthenes proposes an organized system by which the
distribution would be linked to service both at home and abroad (§34):

TOV ®OWVDV E100TOS TO PEQOS MapPdvmv, dtou déold’ 1) tOALg, TODO

vTaEyoL. E8eoTv dyewy Novylav- otnol pévav Pedtimv Tod du Evdelay

AvVAy®Y TL TOLELY aioy oV ArtAihaypévog. oupPoivel TL TolodTov olov ®al T

VOV- 0TQATIOTNG AVTOS VITAQY WV GO TOV AVTOV TOUTWV ANUUATOV, HOTEQ
€otl dixawov VIEQ T maTEidoC.

Each person, receiving a share of the common funds, would fulfill any function
the city needs. When peace is an option, it is better to remain at home, released
from the need to do something shameful due to poverty. But when something like
this current situation arises, each man becomes a soldier supported by the same
payment, as it is just to do on behalf of the fatherland.

He presents his proposal as both patriotic and practical, offering a time and place for everything.
Instead of the Theoric Fund paying for “those who remain at home” (§11) to go to the theater

rather than war, there will be funding for those who do their duty at home (oixot) in time of

2 §34: TadTa TV £%G0Tov Qabvpiay Hudv EravEdvovto
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peace and for the same people who fight in times of war. The area encompassed by the home
feeling expands and contracts based on the circumstances: in times of peace, people should live
well in their individual houses, but in war time all people are united under a single fatherland
(mateid0g). In this way, Athens will always be ready when the kairos arises, thanks to
Demosthenes’ system for assigning duties to each person according to age and opportunity.”

After spending the first part of the third Olynthiac presaging catastrophe and the
remainder offering a convenient solution, Demosthenes concludes the speech by again situating
the current moment in the span of time. He aligns his system of organization with the glory
fought for and won by the ancient Athenians.” Demosthenes’ evocation of the ancestors (ot
mpdyovou) picks up the patriotic and geneological vmeQ T mateidag from §34, drawing a
direct connection between their ety and the potential of the present moment. And in the last
word of the speech, he extends that connection forward, urging the Assembly to make a choice
that will be (uéAher) beneficial both to the city and to all its people.” Bringing together past,
present, and future into a single timeless homeland, Demosthenes implies that its continued
existence —the significance of the past, the possibilities of the future —balances on the decision
of the present moment.

Over the course of the three Olynthiacs, Demosthenes emphasizes the importance of the
here and now, insisting on the need for action, on the fleetingness of the opportunity. Fate and
the gods provided the opportunity for action, but the current political atmosphere in Athens is

stifling any possibility of taking it. If the Athenians refuse to help the Olynthians, if they remain

%3 §35: ToD motetv To00’ & T va0” NAwiav Exaotog oL nol dTov 2aEog i, TAEW mooog.

% §36: ui) oo mEELY, O Gvdoeg AOnvaiol, ThHg TéEewe, v Ly 0l TQOYOVOL THS GEETRS HETA TOAAMY %Ol
HOADV HVOVVOV HTNOAUEVOL HOTEMTTOV

% §36: £ho100” 6 TL 7ol Tf) WOLEL 1Ol GaoL oVVOloEY VPRV példeL.
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complacent in their homes, they do not know the true meaning of home: failing to help those in
need betrays the ancestral values of the ancient Athenians. And with the loss of Olynthus
bringing Philip closer to Attica, complacency also jeopardizes the very existence of the
homeland. Building up private homes and neglecting the common good is how a community
disintegrates. As long as the Athenians remain complacent spectators instead of passionate
defenders of their allies and their own homelands, all the fame and virtue of their ancestors was
in vain. Only by coming together from their individual houses, joining a single body unified by
the expanded home feeling, and using this united front to support Olynthus against Philip, can

Athens can live up to its past and hope to project its singular identity into the future.

Demosthenes 19: On the False Embassy

Demosthenes’ Olynthiacs were successful insofar as the Assembly did agree to send
troops to help the Olynthians. However, kairos was not on their side: adverse winds kept the
Athenian reinforcements from sailing until it was too late.”® During this time, as Ryder describes
it, the “confidence Demosthenes had expressed in the First Olynthiac (1.5, 7) in the reliability of
the Olynthians proved misplaced.”” Olynthus was weakened by deserters and traitors and fell to
Philip in the summer of 348. While in the process of taking over the Chalkidiki, Philip
unexpectedly brought up the possibility of a peace treaty with Athens, perhaps because of his

involvement in the Third Sacred War.”® When this message was first brought before the

% Cawkwell 1962: 130-131, Worthington 2013: 142.
7 Ryder 2000: 57.

% Philip’s motives, ultimately unknowable, for wanting to broker a peace treaty are discussed by Cawkwell 1978,
MacDowell 2000: 2, Harris 1995: 46-50, and Worthington 2013: 148-149.
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Assembly, Philokrates proposed that Philip send an embassy to Athens in order to discuss the
terms of the peace treaty; he was charged with making an illegal proposal (a charge of graphe
paranomon) because Athens was still at the time allied with Olynthus, and Demosthenes
successfully defended him.” After the fall of Olynthus, Athens sent an ambassador, Aristodemos,
to request that Philip return the Athenian citizens he had taken prisoner in Olynthus. Upon his
return, Aristodemos reiterated Philip’s desire to make a peace treaty with Athens. Philokrates
then proposed that Athens send an embassy to Philip to negotiate the treaty; this time he was
successful and the embassy was dispatched in the winter of 346 to have Philip make the oaths
ratifying the Peace of Philokrates, as it was called. Demosthenes was a member, as was his
political opponent, Aeschines, who had strongly opposed making peace with Philip before
accompanying the embassy but subsequently, apparently, changed his mind."”

Philip proposed to the embassy that the Athenians and their allies make a treaty with the
Macedonians and their allies. Although Athens had been allied with the Phocians during the
Third Sacred War, Philip’s conditions excluded Phocis because they had taken over the temple
of Apollo and were using the temple treasures to fund their war efforts. When the embassy
returned to Athens and the treaty was being discussed in the Assembly, there were objections
against abandoning the Phocians. At first, the alliance between Philip and Athens was written up
to include the Phocians, but after it became clear that Philip would not agree to these terms, the
Phocians were excluded and the treaty was ratified."”" Soon afterward, the members of the first
embassy were assigned to the task of obtaining Philip’s oath on the treaty. Demosthenes’ desire

to reach Philip as soon as possible was thwarted by the rest of the embassy, who delayed leaving

% Worthington 2013: 149.
1% Worthington 2013: 167.

11 MacDowell 2000: 6-7, Ryder 2000: 63-66.
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Athens and then dawdled on the way to the Macedonian capital, Pella. During this time, Philip
was in Thrace on a mission to conquer as many towns as possible, which would then be
protected as his allies under the treaty with the Athenians.'”” When the Athenian embassy finally
met with Philip, fifty days after they left Athens, Philip detained them from obtaining oaths from
his allies, giving himself time to form an army to attack the Phocians."”” Demosthenes later
claimed that Philip had bribed the ambassadors to stay and that when he refused the bribe,
instead hiring a boat and trying to escape to Athens to warn of Philip’s plot, he was detained."
By the time the embassy returned to Athens, two months had passed since they had left, and
Philip was already through the pass at Thermopylae.'”

This second embassy is the subject of Demosthenes 19, On the False Embassy. This
speech was delivered in 343, but the impetus behind the speech arose three years earlier, at the
euthynai or audit of the ambassadors. When Aeschines was undergoing his euthynai,
Demosthenes, accompanied by an anti-Macedonian politician named Timarchos, accused him of
utterly failing to fulfill his duties as an ambassador: going against the people’s wishes, wasting
time, and, along with Philokrates, the original proposer of the peace treaty, taking bribes.'” In
retaliation, before Timarchos and Demosthenes could take the accusation any further, Aeschines
prosecuted Timarchos on the charge that he had once served as a male prostitute and was,
therefore, forbidden to speak in the Assembly."”” Aeschines’ prosecution was successful, and

Timarchos was punished with disenfranchisement (atimia) and was no longer allowed to speak

12 Worthington 2013: 171.

13 MacDowell 2000: 10.

1% Worthington 2013: 174.

195 MacDowell 2000: 11.

19 Demosthenes 19: 8. On the euthynai of Aeschines and its outcome, cf. MacDowell 2000: 14-22.

197 Aeschines 1, on which cf. Winkler 1990, Davidson 1997, Sissa 1999, Fisher 2001, Worman 2004.
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in court. Demosthenes made his next move in 343: perhaps encouraged by another orator,
Hypereides, who was taking steps to impeach Philokrates, Demosthenes revived his prosecution
of Aeschines for having taken bribes from Philip while the embassy was in Pella.'

The speech in many ways is a continuation of the rhetoric of On Organization and the
Olynthiacs. Demosthenes returns to many of the themes he introduced in the earlier speeches,
including the ethos of the city, memory and the past, responsibility to the future, the fleeting
nature of kairos, and the transposition of the home feeling to the level of civic unity. Unlike the
speeches previously discussed in this chapter, On the False Embassy, despite its political subject
matter, was delivered before a jury rather than the Assembly. Despite the difference of venue,
this speech shows a unity of theme and purpose consistent with the arguments Demosthenes
made in his earlier deliberative speeches.

The proem of the speech focuses on the jury’s commitment to uphold the oath of justice
in the interests of the city as a collective, as opposed to Aeschines’ pursuit of private
opportunism. He warns that Aeschines, by avoiding the euthynai that would make him
accountable for his actions, is introducing the most terrible and inopportune habit of all into the
constitution.'” This recalls Demosthenes’ claim in the Olynthiacs that the character of the
democratic constitution was reflected in the modesty of its statesmen; Aeschines’ attempt to
evade his legal responsibilities poisons the state with a superlatively dangerous character.

As evidence for Aeschines’ character, Demosthenes argues that his opponent has failed to
fulfill any of the essential requirements of an ambassador, to the detriment of the city. These are:
he must report truthfully, he must give noble and helpful advice, he must act in accordance with

the orders of the Assembly, he must do his job in a timely manner, and he must not receive

198 MacDowell 2000: 22.

1919.2: dewvotatov mGvtov £006 eig THv mohtelay elodywv %ol AoVUGOQOTUTOV VpLv.
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bribes (§§4-6). Not only was Aeschines dishonest, but he lost Athens its opportunity (kairos). As
often happens, the opportunity (xcp6Vv) for many important actions lasts a brief second, which,
if surrendered to the enemy cannot at all be preserved.'” Aeschines, through his delaying tactics,
caused many important opportunities (raQot) to slip from the Athenians’ grasp."' Through his
dishonesty and delay, Aeschines’ deeds not only introduced a dangerous habit into the state but
also lost Athens many chances for victory.

After establishing Aeschines’ character and his absolute failure as an ambassador,
Demosthenes begins his narrative which is, he repeatedly states, an act of collective memory
(Lvnuovevovtog): he is not presenting new or unexpected information but rather reaffirming
what everyone remembers (Usopviioan), what is already established fact.'> He describes
Aeschines’ vehement anti-Philip stance prior to the first embassy, and his change of heart during
the discussions of the peace treaty. Demosthenes recites from memory (§14: drwopvnpoveoeLy)
Aeschines’ speech on the first of the two meetings of the Assembly after the return of the first
embassy, stridently disparaging the terms of the Peace of Philokrates. At the second meeting,
however, Aeschines spoke in support of Philokrates’ terms (§§15-16):

AvOoTaG EdMUNYOQEL %ol oVVIYOQEL Exelvp TOMMV GElovg, ® ZeD %ol

mévteg Beol, Bavatmv Adyovg, Mg oUTE TOV TROYOVWV VUAC pepvijoBat déou

olTe TOV TA TEOTALOL KO TAS VAV Uyl AeyOvTmV dvéyeobar, vVOpov te

Onoewv xai yodapery undevi tdv EAMvov Dudg Pondelv, Og v ) medteQog
Bepondnrmg Lulv.

He stood up and began addressing the people and agreeing with that man
[Philokrates], speaking words worthy, Zeus and all the gods, of many deaths,
saying that you need not remember your ancestors nor put up with those who talk
about trophies and sea battles, and that he would write and enact a law that will

10°86-7: L MOMAnIG, ® Evdeeg AOnvaiol, ovpPaivel TOMDY TQOYUATOV %ol PeYGAmY xaQOV &v Booryel
OV yiyveoBal, Ov £4v TG Exav nabudf) Toig Evavtiols ®ol TEod®, 00d” av dTodV moLf) TG 0idg T
g€otow odooL.

M §8: nal AvnhoxrOTa TOVG XEOVOUS £V 0ig TOAAMV ROl LEYGAOY TQAYUATOV %ALQOL TQOEIVTOL Tf) TOLEL.

12 §9: Bothopol O VTV OV pEA® Aéyely pynuoveboviag Tudv oid’ dt Tovg ToALovg VmouvioaL.
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forbid you from helping any Greek who has not previously helped us.

The words that Demosthenes puts in Aeschines’ mouth completely oppose the rhetoric of the
past Demosthenes used so frequently in the speeches discussed above. According to
Demosthenes, Aeschines rejects the idea of native examples, the noble deeds Demosthenes had
previously cited (at 3.23 and 25-26, 13.21, and 23.207-208) as evidence of a continued Athenian
identity from the time of the ancient heroes to the present day. A negation of memory (o¥te
pepviioOar) embedded in Demosthenes’ own act of memorialization, Aeschines’ paraphrased
speech shows the extent to which his ethos contradicts the city’s, and Demosthenes will return to
these points again and again in this speech. His refusal to give aid to other Greeks, referring to
the plight of the Phocians whose inclusion in the peace treaty Demosthenes and many other
Athenians supported, shows a failure of both charity and strategy, since if Phocis fell,
Thermopylae would follow.

Despite Aeschines’ abrupt change of opinion concerning the Peace of Philoktrates, he
was appointed to the second embassy, which was subject to the delays and deception described
above. Soon after the embassy returned to Athens, its members appeared before the Council,
where Demosthenes immediately denounced Aeschines’ behavior in Macedon and urged the
Council not to abandon the Phocians (§18). The Council was persuaded and indicated their
disapproval of the embassy by not inviting them to the state-sponsored dinner in the Prytaneum
(§31). The next day, the Council met; also present were Phocian ambassadors begging Athens to
help fight off Philip’s attack. This time, Aeschines was the first to speak. At this point,
Demosthenes begs the jury to remember along with him (ouv-dia-pvnpovetery) that he is

telling the truth and that what happened led to the present state of ruin and utter devastation.'”

3 §19: %ol O ALog xai Oedv melpdo0e cuvdiapvnuoveiewy Gv AANOT Aym- T Yoo TEVTO T TEAYIATO
Mopnvapev’ Dpudv nai dadOeigavd’ Hhwg TadT €otiv 1jom.
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He thus affirms the speech as an act of collective memory and renewal, a process through which
the losses caused by Aeschines’ actions can be restored.

In his speech before the assembly, Aeschines emended the memory of what had
happened both the previous day and during the embassy. He made no mention (§19: uvno01nvou
AN 0eg dméoyev) of the speech Demosthenes made before the Council, nor whether he
agreed or disagreed with it. With this speech, despite his selective memory, he carries his
audience away (§19: dmovtog Vpag Aapav @yeto) with his alternative version of the past and
future (§§20-21):

AmeloY(Cet €x TV AT TETETPEVUEVMVY JVOLV 1) TOLDV NUEQDV VUGG,

LEVOVTOG 0(%OL #OL OV OTQATEVOUEVOUS OV Evoyhovpuévous, ONPag pev

TOMOQUOUVUEVAGS ADTAS ®aO ™ alTdg xwelg ThHg GAng Bowwtiag droltoeabau,

Oeomag 0¢ rai IMhatauds oivllopévag, T Oed 8¢ Ta yonuat

elomoatTopey’ ov moed Pwxéwv AALA Taed Onainy Tdv fouvkevodvtwy
TNV ®RATAAMPLY TOD ieQoD.

He calculated that, due to his work as an ambassador, in two or three days, staying
at home, without campaigning or being troubled, you would hear that Thebes was
besieged—just Thebes, not the rest of Boeotia—that Thespiae and Plataca were
being repopulated, and that the money would be returned to the temple of Apollo,
not from the Phocians but from the Thebans who had plotted the capture of the
temple.

The language Demosthenes uses to report Aeschines’ speech echoes Demosthenes” own words in
the third Olynthiac. At 3.11, he called for an end to the Theoric Fund being distributed to those
who stay at home (toig oirot pévouol) instead of going out to fight, and at 3.34 he reiterated
that it is only appropriate to stay home (oixoL pévwv) in times of peace. Now he implies that
Aeschines is trying to make society lazy by offering a way to avoid the hardships of war.

The idea that, thanks to Philip, all the Athenians’ problems would solve themselves, that
the houses at Thespiae and Plataea, depopulated by the Thebans, would somehow be resettled
(olnCopévag), is the kind of magical thinking typical, in Demosthenes’ formulation, of a society

that watches theatrical spectacles rather than going out and engaging in battle. Demosthenes even
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mentions that Aeschines had spoken to some Euboeans, who were scared and upset by the
Athenians’ intimate friendship (oixelotnta) with Philip because Philip had agreed to hand
Euboea over to Athens in exchange for Amphipolis.'* As Harvey Yunis comments, the idea that
Philip would ever make such a deal is “wishful thinking so grandiose as to be absurd.”'"” Yet it is
all part of Aeschines’ spell, evoking in his audience a feeling of wellbeing, that Philip has their
best interests at heart, that they are safe at home.

Demosthenes claims that Aeschines made himself seem so impressive that when
Demosthenes tried to speak, he was interrupted, mocked, and ignored. He finds this reaction
understandable, befitting an audience lulled by hopes and expectations (§24: 1Q0GO0%LDV %Ol
TV éATidwV). Aeschines’ use of the rhetoric of home is diametrically opposed with
Demosthenes’: the complacency of staying at home, the effortless resettlement of Thespiae and
Plataea, and the idea of an intimate friendship with Philip are so much more pleasant and easy
than the reality of Philip’s rapid advance. Better a safe and happy home than one under attack.

Reiterating the theme of memory, Demosthenes lets the jury know his reasons for
reminding (Umépvnoa) them of these speeches from years ago."® He wants them to remember
(uepvnuévol) that the promises of Aeschines and his followers prevented them from hearing the
truth at the right time (xawE®Vv), connecting memory to the fleetingness of the moment.'” He

asks them to recall (dvapvno0évteg) that Aeschines’ choice of policy concerning Philip was at

14§22: dnotewy 8¢ nol TOV EVPotwv évinv Edn mepofnuévoy #ol TETAQOYUEV®V TV TEOS TV TOMY
oixeloTNTa PLhimtmw yeyevnuévnyv.

"5 Yunis 2005a: 127 n. 36.
116.§25: 10D ydowv 01N Tad0 dEéuvnoa TedOTA VOV DuAG ®al SieERAOOV TolTOVg TOUS MOYOUG;

17°§26: uepvnuévor Tag VITOoYECELS TOG TOVTWYV, OGS £’ ExAoTMVY TOLODUEVOL TOV 20uQ@V. Demosthenes’
phrasing here recalls the claim he made earlier that trials depend as much on the opportune time as on the facts (§3:
pot doxotowv dmavtes oi e’ VULV Aydves ovy NTTov, ® dvdges ABNvaioL, TOV raQ®V 1) TV TeayudTwy).
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first (before he was bribed) cautious suspicion, and then suddenly trust and friendship."® His
instant change of heart brought danger and shame to the city; he sold the truth for money. The
repeated emphasis on memory overlays the present day with the day three years earlier when
Aeschines stood before the Assembly and lied about Philip’s intentions. The Assembly and the
jury at the present trial are collapsed; there is no differentiation, just “you.”"" Their error in
trusting Aeschines to take part in the embassy has present day repercussions, but the members of
the jury can use their memories (dvapuvioOnte) to identify Aeschines’ fault and make steps to
put right their past selves’ mistake."

Demosthenes describes how the Athenians were so beguiled by Aeschines’ promises—
that Thespiae and Plataea would be resettled, that Thebes would be punished —that even when
they heard that Philip was at Thermopylae they were at first shocked and angry that they had not
been forewarned, but were then mollified by Aeschines’ speech.”' Again, he describes
Aeschines’ strategy of lulling Athens into complacency (§43):

Pevaniobijvon toig Aoyols TovTolg Vpag €det, nal Epod Tanof) ur "Beifoon

axoDoaL, %0l QVTOVS 0ROl XOTAUELVAL, ®OL PNHLOUO VIXTioOL TOLODTO 0L’ OV

doneic dmorodvral. Ot ot £omabaTo TovTa ol oLt TadT
ednunyopeito.

It was necessary for you to be deceived by those words, and to be unwilling to
hear the truth from me, and to stay at home, and for a decree guaranteeing the
destruction of the Phocians to be successful. This is why he wove these lies and
this is why he spoke before the Assembly.

The purpose of Aeschines’ lies is to reinforce the Athenian reluctance to intervene (oixot

'8 §27: mpoatgeotv avtod Thg mohTelog dvauvnoOévreg

"9 “The demos was symbolically represented as a timeless, static, and permanent feature of Athens of which all its
citizens were members but to which none could lay exclusive claim. This fiction assured the Athenians that they
preserved their link to the past” (Wolpert 2003: 539).

120.833: b ovv PAdiwg mavteg eloecOe Tig Mot £060° 6 MOVNEOC; dvauvioOnTe o VLV avTolg.
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roropetvon, now strengthened with the prefix ®otd), that was so opposed by Demosthenes in
his Olynthiacs. The domestic tinge of the word ¢omafdrto, “to weave a tight fabric,” adds a
simultaneous sense of complacency and deception. The Athenians were lulled by pleasant words
and promises, ignoring their duty to join together on behalf of the homeland, preferring to value
their individual wellbeing to the city’s.

Despite Demosthenes’ efforts, which he begs the jury to remember (avapupvijonec0e),
to speak out against Aeschines’ promises, the peace treaty was ratified."”” Aeschines’ rhetoric had
primed the people; Philokrates took advantage of this and added a clause stating that if the
Phocians did not return control of the temple of Apollo to the Amphictyonic League, Athens
would send troops to intimidate them (§49). This added clause was intended to put the Phocians
under the control of Thebes (§50):

olUxoDv, Avdpeg ABnvaiot, LEVOVIWY UEV VUMY OIROL ®OL OV

¢EeAAv0OTWY, AteAnAVOOTOV 8¢ TV Aanredalpovinv nal Tponodnuévav

TV ATdTnv, 000evog & dALOV TOEOVTOS TOV AUPIRTVOVOV TV

Oettal®v rai Onpaiwv, evdpnudtot AvOeOITMY TOUTOLS TUEAdOTDVOL
vEyoade TO LEQOV.

So, men of Athens, since you were staying at home and had not gone out to fight,
while the Spartans had left as soon as they recognized Philip’s deception, and no
other member of the Amphictyonic League was present besides the Thessalians
and Thebans, it was to them that Philokrates decreed, in the most euphemistic
way possible, that the Phocians hand over the temple.

The result of the Athenians’ non-intervention policy combined with the clause about the temple
of Apollo is that no matter what the Phocians do, their defeat is inevitable. At Olynthiac 1.25-26,
Demosthenes had warned that if Olynthus fell, neither the Thebans (who were hostile to Athens)
nor the Phocians (who needed the Athenians’ help to keep their homeland) would be able to keep
Philip away from Attica. Now, under the peace treaty, Thebes benefits (because it and Thessaly

are the only members of the Amphictyonic League present) and Phocis is ruined. This outcome

122.§45: nol oG ALdg nal Bedv dvamuvioxreode
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is completely contrary to Aeschines’ promises that Thebes would be punished and Phocis spared.
Sparta was aware of Philip’s lies and withdrew. Only the Athenians, disregarding their
obligations to the collective oikeia chora, were beguiled by the dream of peace.

In response to the terms of the treaty, Demosthenes describes three strands of opinion
held by the Phocians: those who had once mistrusted Philip but, believing that Athenian
ambassadors would never deceive the Athenian people, came to believe that Philip was intending
to punish the Thebans instead of themselves; those who believed Philip was on their side and that
if they did not hand over control of the temple, Athens would turn against them; and those who
thought that the Athenians now regretted making the treaty."” For this last group, the fact that the
terms of the peace treaty and alliance extended not just to Philip’s lifetime, but to his progeny
(tolg €yyovolg) as well ' causes them utter despair that the Athenians could ever come to their
aid. Demosthenes describes the permanence of the treaty, its extension into the limitless future,
as the most serious injustice Aeschines and Philokrates have committed against the Athenian
people (§§55-56):

0 %ol péyLotov €porye 0orovoLy Amdvimv VUGS NOwmNrEVAL: TO YOQ TQOG
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AOnvaiovg GAAG xoi TOVg DoTEQdV ToTE pPéALOVTOG 08000 TTAVTOG
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It seems to me that this is the greatest wrong of all that they committed against
you. They brought about the immortal shame of our city by inscribing a peace
treaty with a mortal man made strong thanks to circumstance, robbed the city of
every advantage, especially the kindness of fate [i.e. the death of Philip releasing
the city from the treaty], and extended their criminality to such an excess that they
have wronged not only the current Athenians but also all those that will ever live
in the future—how is this not absolutely terrible?

123 §§53-54.
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By pointing out that Philip is mortal and that his strength results circumstantially, from some
kairos (&1 xowoUg Tivag), Demosthenes emphasizes the infinite folly of the treaty’s progeny
clause. In the Olynthiacs, the future was wide open; decisions made at the present moment had
the potential to change the future for better or for worse. But the peace treaty with Philip is a
source of undying shame for the city: it rewrites Athenian identity. Demosthenes claims that no
greater nor more terrible occurrence has ever happened either within living memory or in all
time.'” In contrast to the eternal shame that is the inheritance of future Athenians, Athens was in
the past the champion of the Greeks according to ancestral prerogative (étoLrov) and would
never have allowed something like the present situation to happen.”*® The treaty has transformed
Athens from the great leader of the Greeks to collaborators in Philip’s objective of depriving all
the Greeks of freedom.

Paralleling the time-transcending superiority of Athens is Aeschines’ villainy. He, too,
exceeds temporality, diminishing the glories of the past through his betrayal, and robbing the
future of the opportunity for greatness. He is the greatest liar that has ever existed in the past or
the future.”” He has sold himself not just in the past (émi Toig mageAnAvBo60oL), but if he is
acquitted in the present trial (vDv), he will also, in the future (peta TtadTa) support Philip against
the interests of Athens."”® Aeschines’ betrayal, eternal and boundless, has had very real

consequences in the present day. As a result of his lies before the Assembly, Athens failed to
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defend Phocis and Philip was able to destroy its cities. Demosthenes describes passing by Phocis
on the way to Delphi, witnessing first hand its devastation (§65):

O¢apa deLvov,  Gvopeg AOnvaiol, nai EAetvOv- 8Te Y VOV Emoeevdued’
eic Aehpoic, € Avayxng v 0pav Nuiv TavTo TadTa, ointag
AATEOROUUEVAS, TELYN TEQUNONUEVOL., YDAV EQNuUOV TOV €V NAxig, YOvala
0¢ nai TondaQL OAlya xoi meeoPiTag AvOMITOUS 0iXTQOVG.

It was a terrible and pitiful sight, men of Athens. When we were just now
traveling to Delphi, we were compelled to look at everything: houses buried, city
walls destroyed, the land emptied of young men, leaving only a few women and
children and some pitiful old men.

The Phocian homeland, which, as Demosthenes had reminded the Assembly at Olynthiac 1.26,
they had once helped to save, has been demolished—even though the Phocians had voted to save
Athens from enslavement after the Peloponnesian war. While the Athenians remain safe at home,
the houses of the Phocians were razed to the ground, their walls destroyed, and their land left
bereft (oiziag noteonoppevag, Telyn mepmonuéva, xweav €onuov). The tripartite expansion
from house to walls to land is collapsed by the adjective égnuov, which recalls the erémos oikos
with which forensic rhetoric is so concerned.'” Not just a single household, but the entire land
was left empty, without heirs. Returning to the present time and place, to the courtroom where he
is delivering this speech, Demosthenes calls on the glorious ancestors of the Athenian past,
asking how they, if they regained consciousness, would vote at the trial of the men who had
plotted the destruction of the Phocians.”’ By making the present day Athenians accountable to
their glorious ancestors, Demosthenes again reminds the jury that the opportunity to restore
Athens to its former state is in their hands.

Not just the ancestors, but the gods themselves demand the punishment of Aeschines.

The prayer spoken before the Assembly and Council met included a curse upon traitors, calling

12 Cf. my discussion of the erémos oikos at Chapter 1 n.7.
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for the utter destruction of themselves, their families, and their houses.”' This curse, also cited at
Antiphon 5.11, emphasizes the absolute erasure of its object, targeting the individual, his family,
and his physical place in the city."” It is a fitting retribution for Aeschines’ part in the
depopulation of Phocis, since he lied to the Athenian people about persuading Philip to save the
Phocians, resettle Boeotia, and arrange matters on Athenian terms."”’ The ramifications of
Philip’s treachery and Aeschines’ lies are felt at the level of the oikos, the most intimate and
vulnerable place, and thus the curse Demosthenes urges Athens to call on Aeschines responds in
kind. Demosthenes warns the jury that they must vote against Aeschines, or else they will leave
the courtroom and return home (0iz0.0¢), oath-breakers, themselves carrying the curse brought
on by Aeschines’ bribe-taking."”* The curse on the house of Aeschines is like a miasma that will
spread to all the houses of the city if unchecked by the jury.

Aeschines was not the only traitor. Philip had another agent, Philokrates, who had
proposed the peace and, along with Aeschines, supported abandoning the Phocians. As a result
of Hypereides’ prosecution of Philokrates by eisangelia (impeachment) earlier in 343,
Philokrates admitting to taking bribes from Philip, then fled Athens and was sentenced to exile
with the penalty of death if he returned to Athens."”” Demosthenes uses Aeschines’ association
with Philokrates as proof that Aeschines, too, accepted bribes. His argument now draws on the
house topos familiar from Against Aristokrates, On Organization, and the Olynthiacs: the idea

that the house reveals the true nature of its inhabitant. Philokrates was flamboyant in advertising
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his ill-conceived wealth (§114):
PihonedTng ) LOvov ®uoAdYeL oY VULV €V T ONUE TOMAKLS, AAAG ROl
¢delnvvev Vulv, TuEOoTwAGMV, oirodoudv, Padieiobat aorwv xav W)
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Talg TQAUTECOUG.

Philokrates not only admitted it often before the Assembly, but also showed off to
you, selling grain, house building, saying that he would go to Macedon even if
you didn’t vote for him, importing wood, openly exchanging gold at the banks.

Philokrates is exactly the kind of politician Demosthenes railed against in the Olynthiacs, one
who advertises his greed and profligacy with a public confessions, threats of defection, and a

grand house. Someone so committed to this life of corrupt luxury would have a difficult time

finding honest friends. When Hypereides was impeaching Aeschines, Demosthenes stood and
demanded that Philokrates’ co-conspirators disavow their own actions—he is certain the jury

remembers (Lvnuovee0’) this.*® He takes Aeschines’ refusal to speak against Philokrates at
that time as certain proof that Aeschines, too, was taking bribes.

Demosthenes continues to draw on the association of house and character. Comparing the
Theban and Athenian ambassadors to Philip, he describes how the Thebans refused to take
bribes. They asked that, instead of giving them money or gifts, Philip instead direct his
generosity toward his dealings with their city. As a result, Philip’s policy favored the Thebans:
he destroyed their enemies, the Phocians, and put several other Boeotian cities under their
control (§§140-142). In contrast, the Athenian ambassadors who took Philip’s bribes brought
destruction and shame on their city. Using similar language to the passage quoted above,
Demosthenes describes how Aeschines and Philokrates grew rich at the expense of Athens and
its allies (§145):

TA PEV GAAa oLwd Tave’, 60” £€0ana0’ Luels, oiniag, EHAA, TVEOVG: AL
£V 1) TOV ATOAWAOTWV CUUUAY DY Y MDOQ KTUATO Kol YEWQEYiaw ToumAnOelc,

B8 §117: tadTo Yo pynuoveted’, Mg £ym olpa.
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drhorgdtel pev Tdhavtov €xovoal tedcodov, ToiTw &  Aioyivn ToLdmovta
uvas.

I make no mention of all the rest that you yourselves have seen, the houses, wood,
grain. But they have property and a large number of farming estates in the land of
our destroyed allies—Philokrates’ bring in a talent, and Aeschines’ thirty minas.

Because the luxurious houses and trade ventures within the city are visible to everyone, there is
no need for Demosthenes to dwell on them. The estates, built on the ashes of the homes of the
Athenian allies, are the physical manifestation of Aeschines and Philokrates’ treachery. It is
indeed strange and outrageous (0glvov xai oyéTAoV) that the Athenians’ loss should be its
ambassadors’ income, that the destruction of its allies, the expenditure of its money, and the
sullying of its reputation should bring profit, trade, money and wealth to the ambassadors instead
of the most extreme punishment.”” The Athens that Demosthenes constantly urges his audience
to embody, the saviors of the Greeks, utterly failed to defend its allies; its internal enemies, the
false ambassadors, are reaping the benefit of this failure. He calls in witnesses from Olynthus to
corroborate the assertion that Aeschines and Philokrates have estates on land formerly belonging
to defeated allies as a reminder that if Athens had followed Demosthenes’ policies earlier,
Olynthus could have been saved and Philip kept away from Athens."*

Just as Olynthus was destroyed by Philip because of the Athenians’ delay, so too many
other cities in the north fell because of the delaying tactics of Aeschines and Philokrates. While
the second embassy was making its circuitous way to Pella, Philip was off conquering cities all

over Thrace and the Chersonese. His later incursion against the Phocians meant that two of the

137 §146: naitoL g o dewdv, O dvdoeg AONvaiol, xal GYETAMOV TAS TOV DUETEQWV CUUUAY®OY GUUGOQAS
p006d0vg Tolg MEéaPeat Tolg VpeTéQolg yeyeviioBat, ol TV vtV elofvhv Tf) Hev énmeppdon molel TOV
LEV oV v OheBOoV, TV 8¢ nTNUATOV ATOoTOOLY, AVvTl 0¢ 00ENG aioyvny yeyevioOal, TOV &¢
mpéaPemv Tolg ®atd ThS TOAEMS TADTA MEAEAOL TROGOOOUS, EVTOQ(OG, XTHUATA, TAODTOV AVTL TRV
goydTov AmooLdv eigydobal;

138 In the same way, the anecdote Demosthenes narrates at §197 about the abuse the freeborn Olynthian woman, now
enslaved, received at the hands of Aeschines and his colleague Phrynon is augmented by the fact that she is an
Olynthian. Any reminder of the loss of Olynthus advertises the philanthropy of Demosthenes’ policies.
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most strategically significant locations in the whole settled world (oixovpévng) were under
Philip’s control due to Aeschines’ betrayal —the pass at Thermopylae by land, and the strait of
the Hellespont, important to the Black Sea grain trade, by sea."”” The appearance here of the word
oirovuévT, which is only found 6 times in Demosthenes’ work, recalls the thematic significance
of houses in this speech—the houses razed by Philip, the houses raised by the ambassadors.
Philip’s control of the Hellespont and Thermopylae threaten Athens at home, making it
vulnerable to invasion by land and starvation by sea.

For an ambassador to cause a delay is unconscionable, Demosthenes argues. An
ambassador is responsible not for ships, military strategy, weapons, and fortresses, but for
speeches and timeliness."*’ Just as speeches are the heart and soul of the democracy, timeliness is
of far greater importance in a democracy than in an oligarchy or tyranny. Because of all the
levels of social control that must be organized, to waste time in a democracy is not just to waste
time but to ruin the city’s government."' Demosthenes contrasts Aeschines’ delays and evasion
with his own assiduous presence in the Assembly every time the embassy is being discussed,
denouncing Aeschines and Philokrates."> Calling back to his delineation of the five
responsibilities of an ambassador, Demosthenes implies that even though he excused himself
from the third embassy, he continues to carry out his responsibilities, unlike Aeschines who

failed in every detail to fulfill his duties as ambassador.

1%%'§180: »aitol 810 xENoW®TEQOVS TOTOUG ThG Oixouuévng 008 Av eig mdelEan T TOAeL, xaTd PEV Yiv
ITul@v, éx Bardting 6¢ tod 'EAAnomodvrov.

140°§183: giol Yo oi méoPerg 0U TEIEWV 0VOE TOTWY 01 OTAMTMVY 01O’ drgomdrewv xhLoL (0VOELS YOO
meéoPeot TadT yyeliCer), GAAL AOYWV ol xOvmv.

418186 0 81 TOVG YEOVOUG TOVTOVE dvandv ThG ofa o Huiv 0Tt Tohtelog 00 YEOVOUS dvijonrev oUTOG,
o, GAAG TO TEAYPa” drhdg ddfonTar.

142.§207: ovxodV €v hooug Talg Exnhnoioug, 00dxLg MOYog YEyove TTEQL TOUTWYV, ROl XATIYOQODVTOG ArOVETE
KOV Rl EAEYYOVTOG ALEL TOVTOVG.
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In order to protect himself from accusations that he is prosecuting Aeschines in order to
disguise his own complicity in the corruption, Demosthenes positions himself as the only hope
for the ailing city. He has noticed the people seeming weak and just waiting for terrible suffering
to happen to them, not realizing that the city is wasting away in many awful ways.'"” Aeschines
and his men are openly showing support for Philip, and yet the city is blind and deaf to those
fighting on its side."* Without Demosthenes to advocate for it, he implies, the city would fall
apart due to its indolence.

As a solution to the city’s problems, Demosthenes returns to the rhetoric of unity that was
threaded through the Olynthiacs. He compares Philip, an individual man, with the collectivity of
the Athenian people (§§227-228):

EXELVOG UEV €V, olpa, oOW v %ol Yuymv plov Tovtl Oupd xal Grhel Tovg

£0UTOV €U TTOLODVTAG %Ol IWOEL TOVS TAVOVTIRL, VUMY O EX00TOG TODTOV PEV

obte TOV €U motoDvTa TV TOAMY AUTOV €1 TTOLELY TyeiTon 00TE TOV HOXDG
HORDG.

He, I believe, has a single body and soul; he loves those who treat him well and
hates those who do him ill with his whole heart. But each of you, first of all, does
not consider those who benefit the city as benefitting yourself, nor those who treat
it badly as treating yourself badly.

Like Philip, the city of Athens is a sum of its parts. But until the people of Athens move past
their petty distractions and work together to heal the city, Philip and the Macedonians have the
advantage, being single-minded. Since he is working in the interest of the holistic well-being of
the city, Demosthenes necessarily opposes those who are a threat to the unification of the city. If
Demosthenes ever acted in company with Aeschines and the other corrupt ambassadors, it was

before they showed their true colors. He has, since the second embassy, had no friendly intimacy

143 §224: AvaEMTOHOTES NTE.... LOL dOXELTE 1Ol TAOELY AVOPEVELY TA SEWVA... 0VOE PpoovTICew ThS TOAew

AL ®OTO TTOALOVG nal dELVOVS TQOTOUS drapOelpopuévng.

144 §226: TOOQOTNY RWPOTNTA %01 TOGODTO OROTOG
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or interaction with them at all."” The citizens loyal to Athens must be united in affection on the
polis level, with no room for the followers of Philip. Even familial connections dwindle in the
face of patriotic loyalty: if Aeschines’ brothers speak, the jury is instructed to recall that it is
appropriate for his brothers to worry about Aeschines, and for themselves to think of the laws,
the whole city, and the oaths they have sworn."*® The jury, representing the entire city, must act
on behalf of the city as a unity. In this way, it will be strong, easily defeating the individual
desires of Aeschines and his allies.

And yet, Aeschines’ behavior over the previous year has shown that even he himself is
not a unified whole. His opposition to making peace with Philip disappeared during the second
embassy, and moreover, during his prosecution of Timarchos, the principles of justice that he
outlined are the same that Demosthenes could now apply to his prosecution of Aeschines."’ This
inconsistency makes him unreliable: Demosthenes calls Aeschines out as a hypocrite, a liar, and
an actor. The theatrical elements that orators occasionally incorporated into their speeches and
performances reach a peak in the trials between Aeschines and Demosthenes."** Aeschines was
an actor before he became a politician, and his speech Against Timarchos (Aeschines 1) contains
a large number of quotations from tragedy: Harris notes that “of all the Attic orators Aeschines is
the one who is most addicted to reciting long passages of poetry.”'* In On the False Embassy,

Demosthenes accuses Aeschines of conducting his trials like theatrical productions (§120:

143.§236: petd TadTa &’ 008&V £pol TEOS TOUTOVG OixeloV OVOE XOLVOV YEYOVEV.

146.§239: éxeiv’ évBupohpevol dtL TolTolg Pev ToNTOU TROOoTEL POVTILELY, DULV 88 TMV VOL®V %ol OANG TAS
TOAeWS ROl TOQA TTAVTA TOV GorwV, 0Vg abTol AN duwpordTES.

147 §§241-242: & yap ®oiow ov dixaia, dte Tipaeyov £xoveg, TaTd OMTOV TADTO KAl RATA GOD TQOOT|XEL
Toig dAhoLg Loy vELy.

¥ On theatrical performance in the speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines, cf. North 1952, Perlman 1964,
Easterling 1999, Ford 1999, Duncan 2006.

149 Harris 1995: 28.
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omep dpapata); he warns the jury that when Aeschines delivers his defense he will behave
like a tragic actor (§189: toaywdel); and he reminds them that when Aeschines was an actor, he
was the third actor (Toitarywviotng), never the lead (§200, §247). How can his policy be trusted
if he is always acting a part, and at that, not even the main character?

Demosthenes turns Aeschines’ quotations back on him—the passage of Hesiod that, in
Aeschines’ speech, described the way rumors about Timarchos spread now describes Aeschines’
reputation for taking bribes; lines from Euripides about judging people based on the company
they keep which once referred to Timarchos and his companions now call out Aeschines and
Philokrates. Moreover, Aeschines quoted from plays in which he did not himself act, showing
excessive effort or “putting on airs” in his preparations.”® What he ought to have done,
Demosthenes argues, is to quote from Sophocles’ Antigone, in which Aeschines played the tyrant
Creon. Demosthenes then has a passage read out loud from the Antigone in which Creon
criticizes those who put personal relationship before their fatherland."”' Pointing out the many
resonances between Creon’s speech and Aeschines’ situation, Demosthenes describes how
Aeschines betrayed the city, disregarding its straight path, overturning and sinking it, and
handing it over to its enemies.”* Using poetry to intensify his own themes and arguments,
Demosthenes beats Aeschines at his own game, revealing the deception that is failing to act a
familiar role.

The many poetic passages of this portion of the speech populate the courtroom with

figures familiar from mythology, elevating the modern day situation to the larger-than-life levels

139 Perlman 1964: 170. The quotations in Aeschines appear at 1.128 (unknown Euripidean tragedy), 129 (Hesiod’s
Works and Days) 151 (Euripides’ Sthenoboea), and 152 (Euripides’ Phoenix).

1 Antigone 182-183: nai pelCov’ 8ot vt Thg avtod mdtoag / Gpihov vouilet.

192.§250: 008" dwg 0O MheDoeTOL TEOEIdETO, AM” AvETEEYE nOl ®ATESVOE %Ol TO %00 AVTOV dmTwg ¢t
Toig €y0po0ig €otol TOQETREVAOEY.
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of the mythical past. But in the context of this speech, deeply engaged as it is with the greatness
of the Athenian past, the most important visitor to the courtroom is the semi-mythic ancestor of
the Athenian democracy, Solon. Aeschines was the first to introduce Solon, when, in Against
Timarchos, he referred to a statue of him as the model of sophrosyne and imitated the statue’s
pose. Demosthenes ridicules this posturing on the grounds that, first of all, the statue postdates
Solon’s life by centuries and so could not possibly represent the clothing and attitude of the real
Solon, and, secondly, Aeschines would have been far better off mimicking Solon’s politics than
his clothing. With this, Demosthenes asks the clerk to read a lengthy passage from Solon’s
elegies, known as the Eunomia."’

This poem describes the city of Athens, threatened by its greedy citizens and unjust
leaders yet protected by Athena and defended, in time, by Justice. The spread of corruption is
characterized as an inescapable wound (1. 19: €\xog dpuntoV), a public evil that penetrates into
the private household (1I. 29-32):

oVTM IMUOOLOV ROKOV EQYETOL OIRAD™ EXATTY,

avletor & £t €xerv ovn £6Ehovol B0,

vynhov & Ome Egnog LEeDogey, gvpe 8¢ mavtwg,
el nat g devymv &v puyxd 1 Baidpov.

Thus the public evil comes to each house, and the courtyard doors are no longer
able to hold it back. It leaps over the high wall and it finds its target unerringly,
even if they flee into the innermost corner of their bedroom.

Solon’s description of the way public strife insinuates itself into private life mirrors
Demosthenes’ domestic discourse: throughout this speech, like the Olynthiacs, the danger to the
city is expressed through the rhetoric of home. Houses reflecting the ethos of the city and its
politicians, the native examples of the Athenian past serving as a domestic model for present

behavior, the emphasis on the destroyed homelands of the allies and the houses being built at

153 On the quotation from Solon in Demosthenes 19, cf. Rowe 1972, Carey 2015. On this poem (fr. 4 West), cf.
Bowra 1938, Vlastos 1946, Halberstadt 1955, Jaeger 1966, Almeida 2003, Irwin 2005, Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010.
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their expense, and the danger to the polis posed by the intimate friendship between Aeschines
and Philip—these are the ways Demosthenes uses the home feeling to effect his goal of
persuading the jury. The poem by Solon underlines this threat with its creeping inward motion.
The demosion kakon comes first to the house (oixade), then through the courtyard door, then
over the wall and into the innermost recess of the private chamber. Like the Thirty’s tripartite
penetration into Lysias’ house, Solon’s demosion kakon aims at the heart of the house, the most
intimate and private place. The public threat, like Aeschines’ curse at §220, comes at the people
through their houses."*

As the speech approaches its conclusion, Demosthenes revisits his themes of house and
time, anchoring the speech in the here and now while extending the repercussions of the court’s
decision geographically and temporally. The house is the central pivot from which political life
radiates. As a political symbol, it evokes both vulnerability, and the possibility of strength
through unity. That is, the house is both a self-contained unit and a part of a whole. From the
house, meaningful space expands outward first to the city, and then to the inhabited world
(oikoumene). If the Athenians fail to extrapolate the home feeling from the individual to the
collective, they fail to grasp the atomic nature of the oikos within the polis. In the same way, the
trial is a fulcrum moment, where the jury can choose to behave justly, as they always have, or to
start a new habit and betray the city. Demosthenes repeatedly calls on the jury to remember that
they are not only judges for the present day, but lawmakers for the extent of future time."”” He

emphasizes the particular importance of the present trial, which could put a stop to the Philip

13 Rowe 1972 addresses the criticism made by Wilamowitz and Jaeger (and later MacDowell (2000: 312)) that only
the first 16 lines of the elegy are relevant to Demosthenes’ speech, arguing that Demosthenes’ engagement with the
metaphor of disease at various points in the speech reflects the poem’s later stanzas, also pointing out that in both
Solon’s poem and Demosthenes’ speech slavery is the outcome of corruption. He does not note the significance of
the house, which, I argue, is the one of the most resonant connections between the speech and the poem.

133 §232: 00 pOVOV %QiveTe TOVTOVG TNUEQOY, 01, AAAL %Ol VOUOV T(0e00’ gig dmavta TOV uetd tadTa 10ovov.
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craze (§260: Tnhopota) that is spreading like a disease (§259, §262: voonua) across Greece
(§258):

AMAQL nOL OLAXQOVOUEVOGS TTAVTO TOV EUTQO00EV YQOVOV eioelOElV gig
TOLODTOV VITUTOL ROLQOV, €V u) TV EMOVIOV Evexra, el undevog dAlov, ovy,
0lOV T 008" dopares Duiv dedwEodoxnxodTa TodTOV AODOV EG00L del pev
v, @ Evdpeg AOMvaiol, mEooTxeL OEV xal ®OMALELY TOVE TEOOOTOC KOl
dwE0dO7oVG, udhota 8¢ VOV i 2ol TODTO YEVOLT OV %Ol TTOVTAG
wdehfoelev AvOQMOTOUS HOLVT).

Because he evaded every trial prior to this occasion, he has now been compelled
to come into court on such an occasion in which, for the sake of the future if
nothing else, it is not possible nor safe for you to let this bribe-taker go
unpunished. For it has always been your duty, men of Athens, to hate and punish
those who betray and take bribes, and to do so now would be especially timely
and would benefit all people in common.

In the past (tov €umpooOev ypovov), Aeschines employed a series of delaying tactics to put off
this trial, including his prosecution of Timarchos. These delays turn out to have been
providential. The present moment is the precise opportunity (ToLo0TOV ®aEOV) to punish
Aeschines and draw attention to his crimes, emulating the appropriate behavior of Athenian
juries for all times (de(). The moment, kairos, is now (LAAMOTO VOV).

And, as with all opportunities, the need to act is immediate. Demosthenes warns the jury
not to wait to pay attention to his message until it is no longer relevant.” The allusion to the last
time the Athenians delayed following Demosthenes’ advice, at first oblique, becomes
immediately overt. The sufferings of the Olynthians is a vibrant and clear model (§263:
EvoQYEs... nol oodes mapdderypa) of what happens when corruption is unchecked —not to
mention when Demosthenes’ advice is not followed. The Olynthians had been strong and
successful, the head of the Chalkidian league, but their luck changed when some of their leaders
began to take bribes (§§265-266):

dwodoxely NEavTO Tives, xal 0L afehtegiov oi Tolhoi, paAlov d¢ did

136 §262: onomeld dmwg pn TVixadT eV AéyeoOan §6EeL Ta vV gignuéva, 8T 00’ & Tu o1 motety EEete.
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dvotvyiov, TOUTOVS TMOTOTEQOVS NYTOAVTO TOV VIEQ AUTMV AeYOVIWV, R
AaoBévng pev Noewe v oixtav toig ¢éx Maxedoviag dobeiol EVAOLG,
E0Ouxpdtng 6¢ Bodg Etoede morhdg Ty ovdevi dolc, Etepog 8¢ Tig ey
Eyv mpdPara, dhhog 8¢ Tic immoug, oi 8¢ moAhoi xol xad wv Tadt éyiyveto
oly, 6w MEYITovto 1) xohdLewy HElovY TOUS TadTa TOLODVTAS, GAN
aéPremov, EnAouy, étlpmy, dvdoag NyodvTo.

Some of them started to take bribes, and the populace, whether because of
stupidity or, more likely, misfortune, thought the bribe-takers more reliable than
the politicians speaking on people’s behalf, and then Lasthenes roofed his house
in wood given by the Macedonians, Euthykrates kept several cows that he had
paid nothing for, one person came back with sheep and another with horses. But
the populace, to whose disadvantage these things were happening, were
nevertheless not angry, nor did they think these people should be punished.
Instead, they gazed at them, they envied, them, they honored them, they thought
them real men.

These symptoms of corruption, the adulation of wealth and glory over modesty and public
generosity, are epitomized by the building of houses with ill-begotten funds. Throughout his
career, Demosthenes warned against politicians who build imposing houses. Now, by comparing
the fate of Olynthus with the present situation at Athens, it is possible to anticipate a similar
outcome.

Moving away from Olynthus and back home to Athens, Demosthenes reflects that Athens
is in the best possible position for dealing with traitors because of its glorious past (§269):

gott & Dulv, ® dvdpegc AOnvaiot, TEQL TOVTOV UOVOLS TOV TEAVIWV

avlemmmwv oixelolg Moo mapadelypoot, ®ol TOVg TEOYOVOUG, OVC
gmouwvelte duatmg, £Qywm uuelobar.

It is possible, men of Athens, for you alone of all people to use native examples
and to act in imitation of your ancestors, whom you are right to praise.

Just as at On Organization 21 and Olynthiacs 3.3, Demosthenes here appeals to homeland
paradigms as models for present decisions and future behavior. The use of native examples
reflects the significance of memory in this speech: the deeds of the ancestors are part of the
collective Athenian consciousness, innate and automatic. There is no need to introduce outside

information, just to remind the jury of what it already knows (§276: ¢rupvnoOnoopon). These
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inborn memories allow the Athenians to emulate their ancestors through a kind of trans-
generational muscle memory, replicating their actions step by step.”” Memory, again, overlays
past and present, revealing a pathway out of the current troubles that depends only on the jury’s
willingness to live up to the legacy of their ancestors.

Drawing on shared memories, Demosthenes brings up example after example of traitors
who were justly punished by the Athenian ancestors, including the mid-fifth century politician
Kallias. Kallias had been instrumental in negotiating a peace treaty with the King of Persia in
449 .** According to Demosthenes, nobody would be able to say that the city made a better peace
treaty either before or after.”” And yet, when the Athenian people found out that Kallias had
taken bribes, they nearly put him to death and, as it was, fined him fifty talents. The analogy is
clear: Kallias helped forge a peace treaty that was unprecedentedly advantageous for the city, yet
he was punished for his treachery. Aeschines, in contrast, negotiated a very poor peace and yet
the jury holds back from punishing him (§275):

Vuelc 8, ® dvdoeg AOnvaiol, TV adTV glpfvy £00anOTES, TO PV TOV

ovppdy Vv TOV VUETEQWV Tl naOnoNrviay, Tag 8¢ TV mEéofewv oinlag

oirodopodoav, ®ol T LEV THS TOAewS RTAHUAT APNENUEVNY, TOUTOLS O O

und” Gvap NATOAV TOITOTE RTNOAUEVIV, OVX AUTOL TOVTOVG ATEXTEIVATE,
AAAQL 20T YOQOV TTROOELODE.

But you, men of Athens, having seen that the same peace has simultaneously torn
down the walls of your allies and built up the houses of the ambassadors, has
robbed the city of its possessions while bestowing upon the traitors more than
they could ever have dreamed of, you don’t kill them yourselves, but rather you
leave it to a prosecutor.

The ruined walls of the betrayed allies are juxtaposed against the expanding houses of the

traitorous ambassadors; in this way, Demosthenes brings together two different applications of

157 §273: vouiLm Toivuy Duag, ® Gvdoeg ABnvaiol, ov xad £V TL LOVOV TOVE TEOYOVOUS WOV HEVOUS OQOGC
av oLely, GAAG nal xatd TGvl” 60” Emgottov EdeEnc.

¥ MacDowell 2000: 320-322 discusses the controversial historicity of the peace treaty and Kallias’ punishment.

199 §274: wodhiw Tabng gipfvnv obte medTEQOV 010" HoTEQOV OVOELS GV €lmely ExoL TETOMUEVIY TV TOALV.
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the home feeling. Previously in Demosthenes’ rhetoric, the imposing houses of modern
politicians signified the corruption and greed of contemporary Athenians in comparison with
their noble and selfless ancestors. More specifically, Philokrates” house and Aeschines’ and
Philokrates’ estates in the north represented their bribe-taking, like the house of Lasthenes the
Olynthian. Private houses are built up at the expense of the private good. The razed houses of the
Phocians, on the other hand, function as a physical reminder of the result of the Athenians’
apathy and neglect of their allies. Brought together, these house topoi characterize the peace
treaty with Philip as a threat that hits dangerously close to home.

As aresult of the Athenians’ laziness, the focus of the Greek world has shifted away: in
the past, what happened in Athens was of great interest to those outside the city, but now Athens
pays more attention to everyone else than to its own business. The city is blind and deaf to those
working on its behalf from within (§226), but it peers and eavesdrops (§288: onomovteg noi
mToxovotodvteg) on the goings-on of the world outside. The Athenians’ interest in Philip, as if
he is a celebrity and not a threat, is a symptom of their apathy. Demosthenes fears Philip less
than the Athenians’ loss of spirit, the fact that their capacity to hate and punish the unjust is
dead —he would have no worries about Philip if the city were healthy.'” The metaphor of health
and disease again puts Demosthenes in the position of a healer at a sickbed, a doctor making a
house call. His prescription is unity, returning order to the citizen body. Calling on an oracle, he
urges the people to act as one (§§298-299):

%Ol TNV WOV OUVEYELY GNOLV 1] povielo, Ommg AV wav yvaouny €xnoty

dmavteg xal ) tolg £x000ig HOoVIV TOLMAL.... Araol Tolvuy Wa yvoun

TaQOXELEVETOL ROAATELY TOVG VINEETNHATAS TL TOIG €X0001c O Zeg, 1)
Awwvn, tavteg oi Ogol.

100°§289: &yd & 00 dédowt” gl Dihmmog iy, GA &l Thg TOLews TEOVNRE TO TOVG AdODVTAGS HOEV Ol
TipwElohat. 000 poPel pe Pihmmog, v Ta e VULV VyLaivy).
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The oracle calls for the city to hold together, so that all will have a single mind
and not bring pleasure to the enemies.... Zeus, Dione, all the gods call upon all of
you to punish with a single mind those who serve the enemies in any way at all.

The idea of uniting under a single mind (pta yvdun), drawing on Demosthenes’ earlier
description of Philip at §227, would be a corrective to the Athenians’ tendency to separate their
own interests from the city’s. Once every individual element of the complex organism of the city
is aimed in the same direction, then Athens can face Philip without fear.

By realigning their energies and refocusing on Athens as a singular entity, the Athenians
will be able to feel justified anger at Philip and Aeschines, representing respectively the enemies
from outside (¢§w0ev) and the traitors from within (8v000ev)."' This formulation, projecting the
inward and outward trajectories of enmity, unifies the city as a unit comprised of an interior and
exterior. The interior is the place for action with a single mind, joining together against the threat
from without. Any irregularity from within is extremely dangerous to the entire city (§300):

£t tolvuv ®Ov At AvBowtivov Aoylopod todT idot Tig, OTL TavTmwy

£y 006TOTOV 20l GOPEQMTATOV TO TOV TQOECTNXROT €AV oirelov YiyveoHou

TOlg W) TOV aUTOV ¢mbvuodot Td oM.

Still more, anyone can see using human logic that the most inimical and terrifying

thing of all would be to allow someone in a position of power within the people to

have an intimate friendship with those who do not desire the same things as the
people.

The union of Athens within the city should be characterized as household intimacy, oikeiotés.
For a leading politician to have an intimate friendship (oixelov) with someone hostile to the city
constitutes a threat to the collective.

Aeschines has proven he is no longer part of the family. Even if he tries to kindle the
home feeling by bringing his children before the jury to summon their empathy, Demosthenes

warns the jury to see through this trick, to think rather of the children of the allies and what they

161 §299: EEwOev oi ¢mpPovletovres, £v800ev oL oLUTEATTOVTES
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have suffered due to Aeschines’ policies—and to think of their own children, how the peace
treaty, with its progeny policy, has deprived them, too, of hope.'”® The treaty’s capacity to extend
through time reflects backwards, as well. When Aeschines urged the Assembly to forget their
ancestors (§15: olte TV mEOYOVWV VUAS pepvioBan déou , §311: w) meoyovwv uepvioBo,
§313: ToUtwv Aloyivng vudc ovxr €0 pepuvioOar), he condemned the Athenians of the past to
oblivion. Without the ancestors’ deeds at Marathon and Salamis, there would not be a Greek
world to speak of, and yet Aeschines’ speech despoiled and demolished their accomplishments.'”
Through the course of On the False Embassy, Demosthenes develops the themes from his
earlier speeches, now making Aeschines the accomplice to the Athenians’ indolence, its greatest
threat. Drawing on the past and projecting into the future, Demosthenes calls upon the jury to
remember the examples of the past, the character of the ancient Athenians, when making the
decision about how to move into the future. Citizens in the present day are isolated within their
oikoi to the detriment of the city, they are misdirecting their affection—as Aristotle theorized,
affection within the oikos teaches citizens to feel responsible for the polis. Athens is infected by
disease eating away at its civic unity through laziness, greed, and an insufficient fear of Philip’s
power.'* Demosthenes draws on Solon’s Eunomia as a model: Solon’s Athens, too, suffered
from the disease of individual wealth and corruption, and the greed of the ruling class brought
the city to stasis. In Solon’s poem, the public evil insinuates itself into the private home of each

citizen; in Demosthenes’ speech, corruption manifests itself in the grand houses of the

162 §310: Dueig & &vOuuelod’, ® Evdeeg duwaotal, TEOG PV TA ToUTOL TOLdiat, ETL TOAADV CLPUAY WY
VUETEQWV 1Al GLAV TTaldES AADVTOL ROl TTWYOL TEQLEQYOVTAL OELVA TTETOVOOTES OLCt TODTOV, OUG Eheelv
TOAD paAAov Dulv dELov 1) Tovg ToD NON®ATOg %ol TROIOTOV TOTEOS, ®OL OTL TOVS VUETEQOVS TOIdOg
0UTOL, “ral TOLG EYYOVOLS” TROOYQAWYAVTES €lC TNV ELENVNY, ROl TOV EATIOWV ATEOTEQNRAOL.

163 §313: T TOV MEOYOVWV QY0 GUAHOAG xal SLao DA TH AOY.

' It is not just Athens that is infected; at §259, Demosthenes describes a voonua...dewvov ¢umémrwney eig v
‘EAMGO«, implying that Athens must be the physician liberating the entire Greek world from the disease of Philip’s
influence.
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treacherous ambassadors (§114, §145, §265, §275), the razed houses of the allies (§65, §275),
Aeschines’ fraudulent promises that the allied cities would be resettled (§21, §74, §325), and
Philip’s expansion across the inhabited world (§145). Individual houses are a symbol of the
Athenian people’s detachment from the community, their unwillingness to get out and fight
Philip (§20, §43, §50). And yet, by following the native examples of their ancestors (§269), by
putting aside their individual selfishness and acting for the common good (§228, §258, §§298-
299), the Athenian people can come together as a community —it is the only way to defeat
Philip. Through the use of house fopoi, Demosthenes calls on the jury to redirect its energy and
attention from their individual oikoi to the city as a single entity, a polis-wide oikos comprising

every inhabitant of Athens.

Conclusion

For all his efforts, Demosthenes was ultimately unsuccessful in his prosecution of
Aeschines, who was acquitted, narrowly, by thirty votes.'® However, over the next several years,
Demosthenes became a more and more influential politician while Aeschines’ popularity
declined.'” Aeschines’ faith in Philip’s promises, while perhaps not motivated by bribery, still
turned out to have been misplaced. None of the benefits that Aeschines had assured the
Assembly were forthcoming ever manifested, and in 340 Philip began besieging Byzantium, a
city that was strategically important to Athens due to its location on the Black Sea trade route.

Athens took Philip’s military action as a provocation, and the stele on which the peace treaty of

165 MacDowell 2000: 22.

186 Harris 1995: 121.
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Philokrates was recorded was destroyed.'”’

In early 338, Philip seized the town of Elatea, a Phocian city near the border of Boeotia.
From there, he invited Thebes to join him in attacking Athens. When the Athenians learned of
this, they held an emergency meeting at which Demosthenes proposed joining forces with the
Thebans, Athens’ longstanding rival, against Philip."*® The proposal was passed, and
Demosthenes traveled to Thebes, where the Macedonians and Demosthenes both spoke before
the assembled Thebans. Demosthenes warned the Thebans to learn from Athens’ mistake and not
to believe Philip’s promises; Thebes then voted to ally with Athens against Macedonia. The
Thebans and Athenians joined forces with several other Greek cities to keep the Macedonians
from advancing through Boeotia and into Attica. In the summer of 338, the allied Greeks faced
the Macedonians at the Battle of Chaeronea. Despite all of Demosthenes’ efforts leading up to
the battle, Philip won the battle and supremacy over Greece.'”

Because Demosthenes had so vehemently opposed Philip and advocated the policies that
lead to the Battle of Chaeronea, he was chosen to deliver the funeral oration for the Athenians
who were killed in the battle.” Shortly after the battle, Philip gathered ambassadors from across
the Greek world in Corinth, where they were required to swear allegiance to each other and to
Philip. This alliance, called the League of Corinth, was ratified in 337. In 336, Philip was
assassinated and his son Alexander became king of Macedonia.””' The League of Corinth was

reinstituted under Alexander’s leadership. In 335 the Thebans revolted; the Macedonians

167 Cawkwell 1978: 136-137, Harris 1995: 124-125, MacDowell 2009: 367, Worthington 2013: 234-235.
1% Demosthenes dramatically describes his address to the Assembly at 18.169-178.
199 Cawkwell 1978: 145-149, Worthington 2013: 249-254.

' The funeral oration is preserved as the 60" speech in Demosthenes’ corpus. Dionysius denied its authenticity but
modern scholars attribute its irregularities to the constraints of the funeral oration genre (MacDowell 2009: 377).

7 Cawkwell 1978: 170-181, MacDowell 2009: 377-378, Worthington 2013: 262-274.
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besieged Thebes, annihilated its population, and razed the city to the ground. Aside from a
Spartan uprising in 330 that was quickly checked, no other Greek state rebelled until after
Alexander’s death in 323."

In the same year as Philip’s death, 336, a supporter of Demosthenes named Ctesiphon
proposed to the Council that Demosthenes be presented a gold crown for his services to the city;
Aeschines blocked this proposal with a graphé paranomon. Perhaps because of the uncertainty
resulting from Philip’s death, the case was not brought to trial until 330. By this time,
Alexander’s military successes had made his hegemony secure, rendering Demosthenes’ anti-
Macedonian policies irrelevant.'” I conclude this chapter with a brief discussion of the two
speeches that make up this trial, Aeschines’ Against Ctesiphon and Demosthenes’ On the Crown.
As the culmination not only of Demosthenes’ career but also of Athenian rhetoric, these
speeches each contain moments that epitomize the power of the rhetoric of home when it is
deployed in civic contexts, linking the individual home feeling with the patriotic collectivity.

Aeschines uses his prosecution of Ctesiphon for making an illegal proposal —awarding
Demosthenes a crown while he was still engaged in public service and had not yet passed his
euthynai, and proposing that the crown be awarded in the theater rather than in the Council or the
Assembly —as a framework for his attack on Demosthenes’ reputation.'™ His accusations against
Demosthenes focus on the negotiations over the Peace of Philokrates and the events leading up
to the Battle of Chaeronea, constituting an essential summary of Demosthenes’ career. In his

speech, Aeschines picks up on Demosthenes’ preoccupation with the themes of home and

' Harris 1995: 140-141, Worthington 2013: 279-291.
'3 Harris 1995: 142.

' Harris 1994: 130-152 and 1995: 142-148 analyzes the legal aspects of Aeschines’ speech, concluding that, on
legal grounds, his argument is weaker than Demosthenes’.
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temporality. He begins by praising the days of Solon, when the oldest, most experienced citizens
were the first to speak in public. In contrast, in the present day honest men are threatened with
impeachment by corrupt politicians who consider the constitution (tohtteiav) not as commonly
held (xowviv), but rather as their own possession (idtav avT@V)."™ Twisting Demosthenes’
language of community and his characterization of the constitution, Aeschines claims that the
only part of the democratic constitution remaining is the prosecution for illegal motions (graphe
paranomon)."® Each prosecution of a graphé paranomon, like the one Aeschines is currently
prosecuting, casts a vote for free speech (parrhésia).”” As long as the laws are upheld, the
democracy is maintained —in this way the Solonian laws can be protected from the modern
politicians who seek to undercut them and a continuity can be forged between the idealized past
and the degraded present.” As in Demosthenes’ speeches, Aeschines engages with the past as a
way of generating communal identity, urging the jury to extend that identity into the future by
voting in his favor.

In forging this communal identity, Aeschines expresses deep concern with the character
of its members, particularly Demosthenes. After summarizing the legal justifications for the case,
Aeschines turns to the real reason for bringing the lawsuit—to discredit the portion of
Ctesiphon’s proposal that called for a herald to address the Greek people in the theater and tell

them the people of Athens are crowning Demosthenes for his virtue and bravery because he

' 3.3: TodTov ol Thv mohtteiay obrétt xowiy, AAL” 1diav adTd®V fiyoluevol, dmethodowy eioayyehelv. ..

176 §5: gv mohelmeTan n€QOG Th|G TOALTE(OG, &1 TL %AYD TUYYXAV® YLYVOORMV, 0l THV TAQAVOU®Y YOOPAL.

77 §6: cadp®s Exa0Tog EMOTAoOW, HTL GTav £loln £ig SLraoTNELOV YOAPNV TaQAVOL®Y dixdomV, &V TalT) TH)
NuéEQa pEALeL TNV YiPov el mel Tiig EéavtoD magonaiog.

' Hogden 2007 discusses Aeschines’ appeals to the past in this speech.
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consistently says and does what is best for the people.'” Aeschines is outraged at the compliment
and uses this as an excuse to launch a vituperation of Demosthenes’ past actions, both private
and public. He cautions the jury against giving too much credence to preconceived notions, to
“the false opinions they bring from home.”"* Like Demosthenes, he cautions against putting
private interests over the common good, but his rejection of the home contradicts Demosthenes’
message that the Athenians’ greatness is derived from the home as well. Point by point,
Aeschines counters Demosthenes’ version of the events leading up to the peace treaty of 346,
representing Demosthenes as a pro-Macedonian flatterer.

From the ratification of the peace treaty, Aeschines turns to the death of Philip. It was
especially at this juncture, he insists, that Demosthenes’ actions betrayed his antisocial character.
When Demosthenes found out about Philip’s death, he dressed in white and told the people he
had received a vision from the gods, cutting short the period of mourning for his daughter, who
had died a week earlier. Aeschines hones in on the implications of Demosthenes’ public behavior
(3.78):

%ol OV TO OVOTUYMNUA OVELDIL ™, AAAA TOV TQOTOV €EETACW. O YOQ

MLOOTERVOG 1AL TTALTNQ TTOVNQOS OV AV TTOTE YEVOLTO ONUAY™YOS YONOTOS,

00d¢ O TA GIATOTO RO OIXELOTATA COUOTO ) OTEQYWV OVOETOO' VUAS TeQL

mohhod motfjoetal Tovg ahhotoiovg, 0VdE e O idlg TOVNEOS 0Vx AV YEVOLTO

Omuoota xoNnotds, ovd' doTLg E0Tiv 0lroL Gpabrog, OVOETOT MV €V

Monedovig nahog nayabog: o Y TOV 10OV, AMAG TOV TOTOV
petnilogev.

I don’t mean to criticize his misfortune, but rather to interrogate his character. A
man who hates his child and is a neglectful father could never be a good
politician; a man who does not love the dearest and most intimate of persons
could never care about you, who are not related to him; a man who is an evil
person in private be a good one in public; and a man who is bad at home could

'79°§49: “nal TOV %fQURA Avayopevew év Td BedTow mEoOg Tovg "EMnvag, 8t otedavol avdtov O dfjuog O
ABvainv ageths Evera nal avogayadiog,” xai 1O péylotov: “OtL diatehel »oi Aéywv ®oil TEATTWV T
dolota T ONue.”

180 §59: yevdeis otnoOev dOEaG Exovtes, §60: fixovowy oixobev TolahTny Exovieg TV dSOEaV

284



never be honorable in Macedonia. For he changes not his character but his
location.

Aeschines directs his censure not only at Demosthenes’ public persona but also at his private life,
claiming that one’s relationship with one’s own household is the most accurate test of character.
The deceased daughter, the most intimate of persons (oixel0tata cmuota), should have kept
Demosthenes’ focus at home."' The fact that he broke off his mourning to appear in public
shows that he is, at heart, an evil man. His behavior at home (oixot) is what makes him a bad
politician."™ In contrast to Demosthenes’ insistence that the entire city be joined in affection,
Aeschines isolates the family from the city, calling those who do not belong to the family unit
foreign (dAhotoiovg). The difference between Aeschines’ critique of a politicians’ behavior at
home (oinot) and Demosthenes’ castigation of the Athenians who chose to remain home (péverv
oino) instead of fighting on behalf of their home is that Aeschines does not encourage the
Athenians to join at the collective level, only to be virtuous at the level of the oikos.
Demosthenes, in his response, On the Crown, (Demosthenes 18), specifically addresses
Aeschines’ accusation of his deficiencies at home." After doubling down on his criticisms of
Aeschines and reiterating his own good deeds, Demosthenes responds to Aeschines’ command

that the jury disregard the opinions they brought from home, denouncing this request as

"8 Aeschines’ use of the vulnerable bodies and private places topos I discuss in Chapter 3 attempts to twist its effect
from sympathetic to accusatory.

82 This sentiment is one Aeschines expresses elsewhere, at Aeschines 1.30 (Tov Y& TV idlav oixiav nandg
oixfoavta, ®al Td ®owva Thg TOAewg Tapaminoing Nyfnoato dwabfoewv) and 153 (Tag xoloels...Pnot
moteloBat, éxetoe AmoPrénmv, g TOV xad fuégav Blov TH 6 nowvdpevog, xol dviva Tdmov droiret Tv
€avtoD oiriov, WG TOQATANGING AUTOV Ol TA THS TOAEWS dlowficovia). Cf. also Plato Protagoras, where
Protagoras promises to teach Hippokrates to keep his house in order and become a powerful politician (318e-319a:
70 8¢ puadnua oty eVPoviia mel te TV oirelmv dmwg av doLota TV avTod oiniov dLowrol, nol TEQL TOV
Thg TOAEWGS, OTWG T THS TOAEWS dUVATMTATOS ALV €(1 %Ol TQATTELY ROl AEYELV).

%3 On this speech, Demosthenes’ best known and most studied, a select bibliography: Goodwin 1901, Rowe 1966,
Sealey 1993, Harris 1994, Yunis 2001, 2005a, and 2007, MacDowell 2009, Worthington 2013.
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sophistry."™ He gives the people credit for their own opinions. Agreeing with Aeschines’ claim
that a politician’s character is revealed by a disjuncture between public and private life,
Demosthenes argues that it is pursuing the same policies as the masses and loving and hating the
same people as the fatherland does that makes a good politician." Instead of responding
specifically to Aeschines’ accusation about his daughter’s funeral, he draws a connection from
the private to the public by pointing out that when Athens chose a speaker to give the funeral
oration over those who died at Chaeronea, it was not Aeschines but Demosthenes himself whom
the people chose (because the speaker should mourn (cuvahyetv) in his soul, not speak with the
voice of an actor)."™ This, his speech implies, is what shows the truth about the character of the
homeland community (§288):

ovy 6 pev dfuog oVTwG, ol 8¢ TOV TeETEAEVTNROTWV TTATEQES nOl AdEADOL Ol

V70 ToD dfuov TOO™ aipebévTes £mi TAS TOdAS AAAWGS TG, AALG dé0V TOoLETY

AVTOVG TO TEQIOELTVOV G TTAQ 0IXELOTATM TV TETEAELTNXROTWYV, DOTEQ

AN elwbe yiyveoOar, TodT €moinoav o  EUol. EIROTWG: YEVEL UEV YOQ
£100T0G ErAoTE HAAAOV oirelog NV €uoD, xoLvi) 8¢ Aol 0VOELS £y yYVTéQW.

It’s not the case that the people appointed me in this way, while the fathers and
brothers of the dead who were chosen by the people to arrange the funeral did so
in some other manner, but since it is customary for the dinner to be held at the
house of the one most closely related to the dead, they had it at my house —and
reasonably so, since by family each of them was more related to each other than
to me, but in community nobody was closer to all of them than me.

Through this speech, Demosthenes shows that membership in the civic community is equivalent
to membership in an oikos, with all the appropriate expressions of loyalty and affection that
family requires. He has consistently represented his actions as in accord with this community,
elevating the home feeling from the private to the civic.

In each of the speeches discussed in this chapter, the home feeling is evoked not at the

184 18.227: codileton xai dpnol oot ey Ng uev oixolev fixet’ Exovreg SOENG meQl NUAOV dueifioat.
185 §§280-281: 10 TO0TA TQOMEEIOO L TOlg TOMLOIG %al TO TOVS ATOVG WOELY %ol Pphelv oDomeg Av 1) matols.

186 §287: unde i) dwvh dangiewv trrorQvOpeVOV TV Exelvov TOynv, AL TH Yoyl ovvadyeiv.
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household level but at the citywide level. Like Thucydides’ Platacans and Aristotle’s atomic
model of citywide loyalty, Demosthenes’ Athens is most successful when the emotional
connection between an individual and his house is redirected to the level of the polis. For
Demosthenes, seeing the people of Athens remaining at home instead of going to war, seeing
their allies” houses destroyed without being resettled, disregarding the native examples of their
ancestors, being swayed by politicians who build big houses rather than focusing on public
works, are all symptoms of selfishness, a threat to the collectivity of the city. The interplay
between public and private in the Crown speeches of Aeschines and Demosthenes reflect the
philosophical debate between Plato and Aristotle: Demosthenes’ vision of unity draws near to
Plato’s model of the ideal republic, in which the oikos is removed from the relationship between
citizen and polis. In criticizing Demosthenes’ failure to express appropriate affection for his dead
daughter, Aeschines emphasizes the primacy of the relationship between the individual and the
oikos as a model for the individual’s capacity as a public leader, reflecting his understanding of
the oikos as the microcosm of the polis. But for both orators, the fact that the vocabulary and
rhetoric of the oikos is so prominent in their speeches reveals the pervasiveness of the home
feeling in Athenian thought. The oikos provides a powerful metaphor, the meaning shading from
“home” to “self.” Without the oikos, Demosthenes would not be able to refer to himself as the
closest relative to the community. Without the unit, the oikia, there could be no community,

koinonia. At the heart of the civic bond, of patriotism, is the deeply personal intimacy of home.
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Conclusion

The ideology of the oikos was deeply rooted in Athenian rhetoric. Social expectations and
anxieties about affection between family members, the gendered spatiality of the house, and the
impregnability of the domestic interior appear throughout the speeches of the Attic orators. In
this study, I have argued that the orators’ use of house topoi, vocabulary etymologically
connected to the word oikos, and grammatical strategies giving form to conceptual space
constitute a rhetoric of the oikos that was used to evoke an emotional response in the members of
the jury. This response, which I have called the home feeling, was intended to persuade, to
characterize, and to stir up empathy. My dissertation draws attention to the importance of the
oikos in Athenian public discourse, complicating the idea of separate private and public spheres.

The relationship between domestic life and civic life is one of the central conflicts in
Greek culture as early as Homer and Hesiod, and is frequently a focus of Athenian literature of
the classical period. From tragedies such as Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and Sophocles’ Antigone to
the philosophical works of Plato and Aristotle, concern about the tension between the private and
public spheres permeated Athenian culture. In the fifth century we see this conflict play out on
stage, while in the fourth century much of our evidence comes from the speeches that form the
corpus of the Attic orators." Many of these speeches were delivered in trials concerned with
family matters; because of the wealth of details contained in these speeches, social historians
have used them as evidence for the daily lives of Athenian women and men, citizens and slaves.
However, these speeches reflect normative values and practices, and it is difficult to extract
reality from ideology. The preceding chapters have demonstrated the ways in which the ideology

projected by these speeches reveals the cultural values that were most pressing to Athenian male

' The comedies of Menander were another important locus for the negotiation of the ideology of domestic space and
family relationships in fourth century Athens (Isaacs 2010).
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citizens, who were the primary producers and consumers of rhetorical performance. The
pervasiveness of the oikos in these speeches points to its importance in the self-conception of the
Athenian citizen male, despite contrasting ideological messages disassociating men from the
domestic sphere.

The home feeling, evoking safety, unity, and interiority, was such a powerful idea in
Athenian culture that the orators were able to use it to transform probability (eikos) into evidence
through the employment of result clauses, comparatives, and superlatives. These grammatical
strategies created an ethical space in which the degrees of difference between acceptable and
transgressive behavior were mapped out. Demonstrations of loyalty and affection toward family
members situated individuals within ethical space as proximate to a socially appropriate,
predictable ideal. Degrees of affection also correspond to degrees of relatedness, with adherence
to eikos behavior among family members corresponding to kinship proximity. That is, the
comparative oikeioteros and the superlative oikeiotatos can be used to signify proximity of both
intimacy and kinship (Demosthenes 43, Isaeus 1, Isocrates 19).

Because of the semantic overlap between house and family, ethical space is connected to
the space within the house, a realm characterized by intimacy, order, and security. Proximity of
affection is made literal by proximity within the house, by family members sharing not only
space but also knowledge. Airing family grievances before the court required litigants to open
their house to the jury, to make the members of the jury —outsiders—privy to information that
should have been kept within the household. The speakers used evocations of eikos behavior to
exile their opponents from the inner circle of the appropriately affectionate family, inviting the
jury to take their places (Antiphon 1, Demosthenes 27-28). Thus the home feeling was used to

compel the members of the jury to see themselves as part of the speaker’s household, to consider
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the restoration of order within the house not just their civic responsibility but also a matter of
family loyalty.

The domestic interior was ideally secure from outside forces, but the corollary to this
security was vulnerability to threats from within the house. A significant cultural anxiety about
women as perpetual foreigners in the house, frequently manifested in tragedy, also found its
place in forensic oratory. The orators used vivid, kinetic language to construct an imaginary
space within the house; these scenic strategies, influenced by tragic enargeia, would be familiar
to the members of the jury from their experiences as spectators of dramatic performances. This
conceptual space gave the members of the jury a visible, even visceral, experience of the danger
that women could pose to the house (Antiphon 1, Isaeus 6, Lysias 1).

The home feeling drew its force from the fact that every member of the jury belonged to
an oikos. For this reason, disorder in another person’s oikos gave rise to a sense not only of
sympathy but of empathy, of identification. Each person was most vulnerable within the house,
without the walls dividing private from public space. The laws mostly maintained this separation
and, in a perfectly eikos world, perpetual order would reign in both the public and the private
spheres. But when the laws were transgressed or removed altogether (as under the oligarchy of
the Thirty), the domestic interior became vulnerable to hostile incursions. The orators amplified
this vulnerability by symbolically associating the house with the body, an individual’s most
oikeios possession (Lysias 12, Isocrates 20, Demosthenes 21).

Not only did the sense of identification between citizens as members of oikoi give rise to
empathy in private lawsuits, it also allowed the home feeling to be extrapolated to the citywide
community. On the civic level, the home feeling united the citizenry with the same bonds of

affection and loyalty felt among members of a household. According to this model, an individual
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who failed to act according to the common good, who put his private interests before the public
interest and preferred the comfort of his own home to the safety of the community, was as
harmful to the city as a bad relative was to the oikos. As the dangers Athens faced from foreign
enemies increased, so did the necessity to come together into a single unit. This compulsion is
reflected in the political speeches of Demosthenes, who uses the home feeling to instill this sense
of community in his listeners by drawing on their shared interests and values, shared ancestry
and history, and a shared concern for the future (Demosthenes 1-3, 13, 19).

I have employed a variety of methodologies in each chapter, resulting in innovative
contributions to the study of the Attic orators and Athenian houses. My introduction, “Houses,
Ideology, and the Home Feeling,” drew on modern scholarship on the home environment and
architecture theory to describe the effect of the orators’ appeals to the house and family as the
home feeling. By focusing on this rhetorical fopos, which has not been previously identified in
classical oratory, I was able to show the specific ways in which the orators used the home feeling
as a persuasive technique.

In my first chapter, “Eikos and Oikos,” I demonstrated that the orators used result clauses,
comparatives, and superlatives in order to characterize their clients as socially appropriate and
worthy of the jury’s vote, building on social expectations of affectionate and appropriate
behavior between family members. My methodology was influenced by the idea of “grammar as
interpretation” described by Egbert Bakker in his introduction to the volume of the same name.” |
also drew on the articles by W. Martin Bloomer (1993) and H. Zellner (2006), which offer
analyses of the use of superlatives in Herodotus and Sappho, respectively. This type of

interpretation has not previously been applied to the orators and demonstrates the intricate skill

? “Amidst the many changes in the interpretation of ancient Greek texts that have taken place in the past decades
perhaps none has had so many potential consequences as the shift in interest from the ‘what’ to the ‘how’ in the
production of meaning” (Bakker 1997: 1).
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of their rhetorical compositions. Several scholars have observed that the orators appealed to the
home and family in their speeches; my approach in this chapter looked specifically at how some
of these appeals worked.’

My second chapter, “The Stagecraft of Rhetoric,” applied conceptions of imaginary
space, previously theorized in relation to Greek drama, to the speeches. The use of space in
Lysias and Demosthenes had previously been touched on by the essays of Mathieu de Bakker in
the volume Space in Ancient Greek Literature, but my readings have more fully developed the
approach suggested by de Bakker’s brief sketch.* My analyses demonstrated that similar spatial
strategies were employed by the tragedians and the orators: the evocation of enargeia using the
language of visualization, and the creation of movement and direction through the employment
of certain prefixes and prepositions.

In my third chapter, “Vulnerable Bodies and Private Places,” I continued to explore the
use of enargeia to construct conceptual space by analyzing two speeches in which physical
bodies are endangered by the same entities that were expected to protect them. Several scholars
have theorized the role of the bodies of the citizen male and of the slave in classical Athenian
culture.’ My focus on the bodies in between these two extremes revealed a complicated and
under-theorized interplay of autonomy and powerlessness. By linking the body to the home
feeling, I uncovered a symbolic concentricity between the house and the body in terms of
identity and sovereignty.

With my fourth chapter, “Homeland,” I transitioned from forensic to deliberative

rhetoric, demonstrating how the rhetoric of the oikos could be used to inspire the home feeling at

? E.g. Carey 1994, Johnstone 1999, Lanni 2009 and 2015.
* De Bakker 2012a and b.

> E.g. Halperin 1990, Winkler 1990, Hunter 1992, Davidson 1997, Bassi 1998.
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the level of the city, uniting the entire polis as a single family. Drawing on the political theories
of Plato and Aristotle, my discussion of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches led to a new way of
thinking about the relationships between the genres of rhetoric. My analysis of the home feeling
in Demosthenes’ political rhetoric built on my previous chapter’s emphasis on the interplay
between the personal and the political. I focused on Demosthenes’ evocation of a timeless,
idealized Athens, a homeland promising a return to the heroism of the Athenians’ ancestors. My
focus on the home feeling in these speeches has cast new light on Demosthenes’ rhetorical
strategies during this critical period in Athenian history.

The speeches I have analyzed here represent just a small percentage of the extant
speeches. Future studies will in more detail at a wider range of speeches, especially epideictic
rhetoric. Epideictic oratory, in particular the funeral oration, is deeply concerned with Athens as
a timeless ancestral home and thus offers a fascinating perspective on both the application of the
home feeling on the civic level and the paradoxical (because of the ideology of body autonomy)
expendability of the body of the citizen warrior. The methodologies I employ in this dissertation
also have a wide range of application in other literary genres, as my brief analyses of Aeschylus,
Euripides, and Thucydides in my second and fourth chapters demonstrate. The home feeling is
particularly marked in its employment as a persuasive strategy, hence its pervasiveness in
oratory, but its presence can be felt anywhere that was touched by the ancient Athenian

imaginary.
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