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PREFACE

Les anciens Grecs étaient-ils de grands bavards ? Les dieux
et les héros de I'Jliade et de I Odyssée passent plus de temps a
s’apostropher, a s’insulter ou a dire leurs passions qu'a se
battre, tout cela dans de longs discours. Heureusement, car
sans cela on ignorerait tout de leur pensée profonde. Héro-
dote, Thucydide, Xénophon, Polybe placent dans la bouche
des hommes politiques et généraux des discours composés ou
recomposés. Les philosophes ne sont pas en reste. Il suffit
d’évoquer les dialogues platoniciens pour saisir que le philosophe
préfere donner la parole 4 Socrate et a ses disciples, plutot que
de rédiger des traités. Démosthene est I'incarnation de 'élo-
quence antique.

Avant Quintilien, Aristote, le premier, a consacré un ouvrage
théorique a 'art oratoire, la Rhétorique. Le dramaturge francais
Jean Racine (1639-1699) en possédait un exemplaire en tra-
duction frangaise, qu’il a lu de pres. Il a signé son exemplaire
du volume en page de couverture et a enrichi le texte de notes.
Par un concours de circonstances qui témoigne du génie de
son créateur, Martin Bodmer, la Fondation qui porte son
nom, a Cologny, est propriétaire de cet ouvrage unique. Grace
a la générosité de la Fondation Martin Bodmer, nous pouvons
reproduire ici la page de couverture signée par Racine de ce
volume (pl. 0.1).

C’est a Aristote que 'on doit le classement de la rhétorique
en trois genres. Et c’est & ce traité que se réferent sans cesse les
auteurs des communications que 'on découvrira ci-dessous.
Mais les participants aux 62¢ Entretiens de la Fondation Hardt
sur PAntiquité classique, consacrés a “La rhétorique du pou-
voir. Une exploration de 'art oratoire délibératif grec”, ont a la
fois restreint et élargi le propos du philosophe et théoricien de
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Part oratoire. En effet, des trois catégories aristotéliciennes, ils
n’en ont retenu qu’une, celle qui comprend les discours poli-
tiques. Mais le theme traité est infiniment vaste, puisqu’il couvre
une période allant du Ve siecle av. J.-C. a PAntiquité tardive,
avec Libanius et Jean Chrysostome. Il couvre en outre deux caté-
gories de sources a premiere vue extérieures s'agissant de dis-
cours, les inscriptions sur pierre et les sources papyrologiques.

On trouvera sous la plume de Michael Edwards, qui était
chargé de ‘préparer’ les Entretiens, selon le vocable propre a la
Fondation, une présentation des participants, une introduction
sur la problématique et un résumé analytique des communica-
tions. Nous n’y reviendrons donc pas ici. En revanche, il nous
tient & cceur de rappeler comment des 1952 le baron Kurd von
Hardt, créateur de la Fondation, avait prévu de réunir une fois
Pan un groupe d’environ huit savants, spécialistes dans leur
domaine, autour d’'un theme choisi. La formule inventée pour
les premiers Entretiens est demeurée la méme depuis lors.

Clest ainsi que du 24 au 28 aolt 2015, sept professeurs et
chercheurs, deux dames et cinq messieurs, ont dormi, pris
leurs repas et échangé leurs vues au siege de la Fondation, a
Vandceuvres pres de Geneve. Chacune et chacun présenta une
conférence d’une heure, qui fut suivie d’'une discussion de
méme durée (d’ou le terme d’Entretiens). Les séances étaient
présidées par le soussigné. On a déploré I'absence de Lene
Rubinstein, retenue par la maladie de son époux. Heureuse-
ment, son texte figure dans le présent volume. Pour des raisons
découlant de I'absence de l'oratrice, seule exception a la regle,
cette communication, qui fut lue par Christos Kremmydas, n’est
pas suivie d’une discussion.

La parution du présent volume marque la fin d’'un cycle de
plusieurs années : présentation du théeme aux membres de la
Commission scientifique de la Fondation, délibérations, orales
et par échanges écrits, désignation d’un responsable, mise sur
pied d’'un groupe d’intervenants, hommes et femmes, jeunes
et moins jeunes, représentant plusieurs bassins linguistiques
et culturels, dans Iesprit de la volonté du baron von Hardt,



PREFACE IX

déroulement des Ewntretiens proprement dits, préparation des
manuscrits, édition et finalement publication du volume.

La semaine fut agrémentée d’une visite a la Fondation Martin
Bodmer, sous la conduite de son directeur, le professeur Jacques
Berchtold, et de la découverte de 'exposition “J’aime les pano-
ramas’, au Musée Rath, sous la conduite de la commissaire de
I'exposition, Mme Laurence Madeline, conservatrice en chef
du péle Beaux-Arts des Musées d’art et d’histoire de la Ville de
Geneve.

Les Entretiens furent organisés par Gary Vachicouras,
aujourd’hui secrétaire général de la Fondation Hardt, assisté de
Patricia Burdet, secrétaire, et de Heidi dal Lago, gouvernante et
chef de cuisine. Les collaborateurs de la Fondation, le person-
nel de maison et le jardinier-concierge, ont contribué au succes
de la 62¢ série des Entretiens. Lédition du volume a été assurée
par Pascale Derron, docteur es lettres, bibliothécaire de la Fon-
dation. La jaquette et les planches ont été réalisées par Alexandre
Pointet, Shaolin-Design, Lausanne.

Que toutes et tous soient chaleureusement remerciés ici.

Pierre DUCREY,
directeur de la Fondation Hardt






INTRODUCTION

Le discours public joua un réle important dans la vie des
Grecs et des Romains tout au long de 'Antiquité, comme le
montrent les ceuvres littéraires les plus anciennes, I'//iade, et les
plus récentes, celles de Libanius au IV® siecle ap. J.-C., ainsi que
d’autres, plus tardives encore. Achille fut un “diseur de paroles”
tout autant que 'auteur de grands exploits ({fiade 9, 443).
Aristote, dont la Rhétoriqgue a dominé 'approche occidentale
des études dans ce domaine, a classé les discours publics en
trois genres: délibératif ou politique, forensique ou judiciaire,
enfin épidictique ou démonstratif. Mais, alors que de nom-
breuses ceuvres oratoires nous sont conservées dans deux de ses
catégories, judiciaire et démonstrative, tres peu d’exemples de la
premiere, délibérative ou politique, nous sont parvenus. Clest
pourquoi les Entretiens 2015 avaient pour premier objectif
I'examen des discours politiques en Grece ancienne dans divers
contextes allant de 'époque classique (Ve-IV© siecles av. ].-C.) a
la fin de I'Antiquité. Il importait de compléter 'apport des
sources littéraires par le recours aux textes transmis par des
papyrus ou des pierres. Le but n’était pas une étude totale ou
exhaustive, mais une analyse de quelques auteurs ou de périodes-
clés de I'histoire dans un domaine ou une activité qui a plus
d’un titre définit le monde grec antique.

La succession des communications suivit pour I'essentiel un
ordre chronologique. Le soussigné, professeur de Classics a I'Uni-
versité de Roehampton, président de la Société internationale
d’histoire de la rhétorique et spécialiste des orateurs attiques,
qui avait ‘préparé les Entretiens, a ouvert les feux en passant en
revue les fragments de discours politiques des orateurs du ‘canon’
prédémosthénien.

Christos Kremmydas, chercheur et professeur d’origine
grecque, aujourd’hui Seznior Lecturer en histoire grecque a Royal
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Holloway, Université de Londres, a dégagé les principales
caractéristiques des discours de Démosthene.

Professeur d’histoire ancienne et collegue de C. Kremmydas
a Royal Holloway, Lene Rubinstein, Danoise d’origine, est
I'une des meilleures spécialistes du droit grec en Grande-
Bretagne. Empéchée de participer aux Entretiens, elle accepta que
sa communication soit lue par C. Kremmydas. Elle y étudie les
discours des ambassadeurs tels que rapportés par Hérodote,
Thucydide et Xénophon.

Angelos Chaniotis, membre de la Commission scientifique
de la Fondation Hardt, professeur a I'Institute for Advanced
Study de Princeton, a examiné, a la lumiere des sources épi-
graphiques, qu’il connait mieux que personne, les discours des
ambassadeurs devant les assemblées des cités a I'époque hellé-
nistique.

Jean-Louis Ferrary, directeur d’études 4 I'Ecole pratique des
Hautes Ftudes 4 Paris, lui aussi membre de la Commission
scientifique de la Fondation Hardt et membre de 'Académie
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, est le grand spécialiste des rela-
tions entre la Grece et Rome a I'époque républicaine. Excellent
connaisseur de Polybe et de Cicéron, épigraphiste confirmé, il
s'est penché sur les discours prononcés par les ambassadeurs
grecs devant le Sénat de Rome.

Apres des études a la Scuola Normale Superiore de Pise,
Daniela Colomo s’est concentrée sur la papyrologie. Elle occupe
aujourd’hui un poste de chercheuse a I'Université d’Oxford et
d’associée de recherches et de conservatrice de la collection des
papyrus d’Oxyrhynque. Reconnue comme la meilleure spécialiste
des papyrus égyptiens touchant a l'art oratoire et a la rhéto-
rique, elle a présenté une communication sur la place qu’oc-
cupe la rhétorique délibérative ou politique dans les relations
entre 'Egypte et Rome durant les trois premiers siecles de notre
ere.

Laurent Pernot, professeur a I'Université de Strasbourg,
membre de '’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres et
ancien président de la Société internationale d’histoire de la
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rhétorique, a mis en évidence le role central de Dion de Pruse
dans toute analyse de la rhétorique politique sous 'Empire
romain.

Manfred Kraus enseigne 4 'Université de Tiibingen. Comme
L. Pernot, il est un ancien président de la Société internationale
d’histoire de la rhétorique. Expert des progymnasmata ou exer-
cices préparatoires de rhétorique, il s’est intéressé a la figure de
Libanius comme orateur politique et a son influence dans les
cercles les plus haut placés d’Antioche.

Enfin, derniere personne a prendre la parole dans ces Entre-
tiens, Maria Silvana Celentano, professeur a 'Université de
Chieti-Pescara, ancien membre du Comité de la Société inter-
nationale de I'histoire de la rhétorique et présidente du Comité
des programmes de la conférence 2015 de la société, s’est arrétée
sur un ensemble de textes de Jean Chrysostome, les homélies,
peu étudié jusqu’ici dans le contexte de la rhétorique politique.

Cette réunion de philologues, d’historiens, d’épigraphistes,
de papyrologues et de spécialistes de la rhétorique est bien
conforme a la tradition des Entretiens. Les participants pro-
posent, dans un esprit d’échanges académiques, des approches
différentes, mais complémentaires, des textes. Les discussions
qui suivirent les exposés témoignent d’une démarche rigoureu-
sement scientifique. Nous en donnons ci-dessous des reflets
plus détaillés.

Analyse et résumé des communications

Athenes, a I'époque ou elle jouit d’un régime démocratique,
est la cité par excellence ot s’épanouit I'art oratoire politique.
Les textes les mieux conservés proviennent en majorité du
corpus des discours de Démosthene, dont tous les composants
ne sont d’ailleurs pas authentiques. Un tres petit nombre seule-
ment des discours politiques de ses adversaires nous sont parve-
nus et moins nombreux encore sont les discours conservés du
Ve siecle, 'époque de la gloire d’Athenes. Ce phénomene est di
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au fait que l'art d’écrire des discours, y compris politiques, et
de les publier n’était guere pratiqué a cette époque. La contri-
bution du soussigné aux Entretiens consiste a examiner les
modestes vestiges et fragments des discours politiques laissés
par les membres du ‘canon’ des dix orateurs attiques avec en
arriere-plan la théorie d’Aristote exposée dans sa Rhétorique.

Le choix des dix orateurs du canon remonte peut-étre a
’Alexandrie de I'époque hellénistique. Il s’agit des représentants
les plus notoires de lart oratoire athénien, toutes catégories
confondues. Toutefois, bien que la majorité d’entre les auteurs
aient été des politiciens en vue qui ont adressé leurs discours a
PAssemblée (ou les aient rédigés pour qu’ils y soient lus), c’est
essentiellement leur ceuvre judiciaire qui nous est parvenue.
Nous savons cependant qu’ils ont aussi prononcé des discours
politiques, aujourd’hui perdus pour toutes sortes de raisons. Et
pourtant des choix de discours avaient été faits dans 'Antiquité.
Mais ceux-ci sont devenus des ‘florileges’ contenant essentielle-
ment des discours judiciaires. Le troisieme discours d’Andocide,
Sur la paix avec les Spartiates, offre un bon exemple de discours
politique. En revanche, les fragments préservés des autres ora-
teurs, surtout ceux de la période prédémosthénienne, sont
moins caractéristiques.

Pour parler de Démosthene, le choix allait de soi, car il n’est
pas de meilleur connaisseur du grand orateur attique, et tout
particulierement de son Contre Leptine, que Christos Kremmy-
das, dont la these de doctorat, soutenue en 2005, est consacrée
a ce plaidoyer. Kremmydas s’appuie lui aussi sur la Rhétorique
d’Aristote. Il insiste sur I'importance de la “caractérisation”
(ethos) dans l'art de la persuasion. Par ethos, on entend 'image
que lorateur donne de lui-méme dans son discours. Krem-
mydas examine comment celle de Démosthene évolue de 354
a 341, au fil de ses discours contre Philippe II de Macédoine
et ses partisans (Philippiques) devant I'Assemblée d’Athenes.
La troisieme Olynthienne et la troisieme Philippique sont des
ccuvres-clés dans I'analyse de Kremmydas, ce qui ne 'empéche
pas de s’intéresser aussi aux autres. Il montre comment les



INTRODUCTION 5

interventions de l'orateur le présentent de plus en plus str de
lui et attaquant ses adversaires avec une hostilité sans cesse
croissante. L'évolution de son caractere montre a quel point
Démosthene reflete ce que Kremmydas appelle a juste titre la
“toxicité” de la politique a Athénes a la fin des années 340 et
en tire profit.

L'exposé de Kremmydas marque la fin de la partie des Entre-
tiens consacrée a I'étude des discours conservés en tout ou en
partie dans le ‘canon’. Mais la conférence se proposait aussi
d’explorer d’autres genres oratoires pour tout ce qu’ils appor-
tent & notre connaissance de la rhétorique politique grecque.
Lhistoriographie ou l'art d’écrire I'histoire est notre seconde
source majeure d’information sur le discours public au V¢ et au
IVe siecle av. J.-C. Nous ‘entendons’ les discours des grands
politiciens athéniens grice a la plume des historiens, Thémis-
tocle chez Hérodote ou Péricles chez Thucydide. Les paroles
de Xénophon chef militaire nous parviennent par I'intermé-
diaire des ceuvres de Xénophon historien, preuve par ailleurs
que 'Assemblée n’était pas le seul lieu ou se tenait le discours
public. L’ambassade, la mission d’ambassadeur offraient
d’autres occasions d’exercer son éloquence, occasions ou 'ezhos
de 'intéressé, 'image qu’il donnait de sa personne, avait aussi
son importance.

Ce type d’allocution fait 'objet de la contribution de Lene
Rubinstein, consacrées aux discours d’ambassadeurs et autres
envoyés chez Hérodote et Thucydide ou encore dans les traités
historiques de Xénophon, 'Anabase et les Helléniques. L ethos
des orateurs y est mis en évidence, mais aussi le travail d’équipe
et la répartition des tiches entre les ambassadeurs, tactique
notoirement négligée par les missions des Athéniens aupres de
Philippe II, qui incluaient deux adversaires acharnés, Démos-
théne et Eschine. L. Rubinstein analyse les discours d’envoyés
en divers lieux, y compris le camp des Dix Mille, ot Xéno-
phon regoit une délégation des Sinopéens. Elle s’arréte a deux
épisodes rapportés par les historiens au cours desquels des
ambassadeurs ont prononcé leurs discours en style ‘direct’,
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I'ambassade des Athéniens a Sparte en 371 et celle des Pélo-
ponnésiens a Athenes en 370/369.

Ce n’est pas un hasard si certains des meilleurs discours poli-
tiques conservés ont été prononcés en période de crise. Lorsque
les Grecs perdent leur indépendance, d’abord par suite de la
conquéte macédonienne, plus tard de la conquéte romaine, le
type de discours nationaliste incarné par Démosthene disparait,
mais pas pour autant le discours politique. A I’époque hellénis-
tique, les discours effectivement prononcés cedent la place dans
nos sources a ceux dont rendent compte les traités des histo-
riens, Polybe marchant dans les pas d’'Hérodote, de Thucydide
et de Xénophon. Pour cette période, les sources épigraphiques
sont aussi d’'un apport précieux. On pense en particulier aux
textes des décrets qui rappellent les décisions prises par de
nombreux Etats du monde hellénistique, principalement pour
honorer leurs bienfaiteurs.

Angelos Chaniotis est I'un des meilleurs historiens actuels
de I'époque hellénistique. S’appuyant sur Polybe et une série
d’inscriptions, il analyse les stratégies oratoires employées par
les politiciens et les ambassadeurs devant les assemblées du
monde grec. Il s’attache tout particuli¢rement a mettre en évi-
dence d’'une maniere tres convaincante le recours régulier a une
argumentation basée sur le passé historique. Apres avoir passé
en revue les sources rapportant I'usage de discours ‘indirects’, il
analyse dans le détail une série de textes, littéraires et épigra-
phiques, utilisant le passé historique dans la perspective d’argu-
ments faisant appel tantdt 4 la raison, tantdt 2 I'émotion. A titre
d’exemple, le décret proposé par Chrémonides a Athenes en
267 pour ratifier une alliance entre Athénes, Sparte et d’autres
cités grecques, qui conduisit a la Guerre de Chrémonides ; les
discours prononcés en 210 et rapportés par Polybe de I'Etolien
Chlénéas, un allié des Romains, et de 'Acarnanien Lykiskos,
un allié des Macédoniens, dans le but de convaincre les Spar-
tiates de devenir leurs alliés ; un décret de Milet reprenant les
arguments de Peithenous, fils de Tharsagoras, a 'appui de sa
proposition de traité entre la cité de Milet et le roi Prolémée 1T ;
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un document dans lequel le préteur romain M. Valerius Mes-
salla justifie la garantie de I'inviolabilité de Téos en soulignant
le role de la piéeé ; enfin le recours au theme de la mémoire
culturelle, resté sans effet en 87 av. J.-C., dans un discours des
délégués athéniens résumé par Plutarque pour tenter d’obtenir
que Sylla leve son siege d’Athenes.

Les Entretiens ont bénéficié de la participation d’un second
spécialiste distingué de I'époque hellénistique en la personne
de Jean-Louis Ferrary. Celui-ci s’appuie sur sa vaste érudition
pour présenter une analyse détaillée des tactiques mises en
ceuvre par les envoyés grecs comparaissant devant le Sénat
romain et devant 'empereur Claude. Leurs discours consistent
notamment a rappeler leur fidélité envers Rome et les services
que leurs cités lui ont rendus dans le passé. J.-L. Ferrary cite
pour exemples le discours d’Apollonius Molon, adressé au Sénat
en grec ; ou encore, plus d’un siecle plus tard, une inscription
découverte a Samothrace, selon laquelle la cité libre et fédérée
de Maronée obtint de 'empereur Claude la pleine restitution
de ses droits grice a l'envoi d’une ambassade, qui évoqua
devant lui la fidélité dont la cité avait fait preuve pendant la
guerre de Mithridate. Lexercice n’était cependant pas sans
risques : mentionner les services rendus aux Romains exposait
les envoyés au reproche de superbia: ainsi, lorsque 'ambas-
sadeur rhodien Archélaos rappela a Cassius la dette de Rome
envers Rhodes, et accessoirement qu’il avait été lui-méme le pro-
fesseur d’éloquence du général, les Romains répliquerent en
punissant séverement la ville. Enfin, J.-L. Ferrary souléve une
question devenue un theme récurrent de ces Entretiens, a savoir
dans quelle mesure le discours des ambassadeurs (presbeutikos
logos) trouve place dans les trois catégories aristotéliciennes
mentionnées plus haut ou si ces catégories se multiplient dans
la théorie rhétorique ultérieure.

Ces deux communications promettent de devenir une réfé-
rence pour I'étude en pleine expansion de 'art oratoire et de la
rhétorique a 'époque hellénistique. Une troisieme communica-
tion portant sur les relations inter-cités ou inter-Etats conduit
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les Entretiens plus tard dans la chronologie et plus loin dans la
géographie. Avec Daniela Colomo, on s’intéresse au réle de la
rhétorique dans les relations entre I'Egypte et Rome. La validité
du classement tripartite d’Aristote est 2 nouveau mise en ques-
tion, car les genres judiciaire, politique et épidictique se super-
posent alors dans les discours des ambassadeurs. D. Colomo se
penche principalement sur la tactique adoptée par les ambas-
sades grecques et juives a la lumiere des textes de Philon
d’Alexandrie et de Flavius Jos¢phe, avec en complément la col-
lection des textes pseudo-littéraires connue sous le nom d’Acta
Alexandrinorum. Ce document donne des récits romancés des
ambassades alexandrines aupres des empereurs romains, tout en
se conformant au modele des comptes rendus officiels de la
cour (acta). Ces textes montrent que les envoyés alexandrins ne
se distinguaient nullement des autres ambassadeurs. Il faut dire
que dés Porigine des relations entre les Romains et les Egyp-
tiens, les Grecs d’Alexandrie se sont efforcés de préserver leur
indépendance, alors que les Juifs, au contraire, tendaient a sou-
tenir le point de vue de Rome. Il s’en est suivi que les auditions
impériales revétaient la forme d’une confrontation devant un
juge, selon la procédure légale instaurée par Auguste de cognitio
extra ordinem (juridiction impériale) avec pour conséquence
que les Alexandrins furent régulierement (mais pas toujours)
condamnés a mort. D. Colomo s’appuie sur les Acta Isidori
pour étudier le statut des Juifs d’Alexandrie sous Gaius et Clau-
dius, sur les Acta Hermaisci, qui relatent audition d’ambassades
juives et grecques par Trajan, sur les Acta Appiani, pour la
confrontation du gymnasiarque Appien et de 'empereur Com-
mode, enfin sur le papyrus P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7, qui rapporte com-
ment les Grecs d’Alexandrie sont parvenus dans une audience a
se rallier l'empereur Caligula au détriment des Juifs. L'auteur
évoque la question de la fiabilité des sources, que ce soient les
auteurs mentionnés ci-dessus ou les écrits apologétiques comme
ceux de Philon d’Alexandrie ou de Flavius Josephe.

Lart oratoire grec et la rhétorique sont florissants a I"époque
impériale. Les trois dernieéres communications ont trait aux
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orateurs actifs aux origines du christianisme. Dion de Pruse,
connu aussi sous le nom de Dion Chrysostome, était 'un des
plus célebres rhéteurs de ce que 'on appelle la Seconde Sophis-
tique, dont I'akmé se situe au début du II¢ siecle ap. J.-C.
Le corpus de ses ceuvres, qui compte quatre-vingts textes,
comprend quatre discours sur le pouvoir adressés a I'empereur
Trajan et des discours politiques pour louer ou bladmer des cités
et des Etats. Laurent Pernot choisit de présenter et d’étudier ce
riche ensemble de textes. Il souligne I'importance accordée par
Dion a la philosophie dans les discours politiques et montre
aussi comment I'éloquence délibérative ou politique s’adapte aux
nouvelles conditions régnant dans le monde grec sous domina-
tion romaine, en l'occurrence dans la province de Bithynie en
Asie Mineure. Dion ne manque pas de relever ce changement
lorsqu’il s’adresse aux Rhodiens. En conséquence, les trois caté-
gories de discours établies par Aristote dans la Rhérorique et
énoncées dans le texte contemporain La Rhétorique i Alexandre
ne conviennent pas aux discours d’un personnage comme
Dion. Cela vaut tout particulierement pour le genre délibératif,
ainsi que le remarque Quintilien dans son Institutio oratoria.
Aussi L. Pernot préfere-t-il le terme “rhétorique du conseil”,
sous lequel il réunit le dialogue Sur la délibération (Or. 26) et
le Discours eubéen (Oyr. 7). Il montre comment, selon Dion,
le philosophe doit s’engager en politique et la politique doit
étre philosophique. Il tente un classement des discours qui
contiennent des conseils politiques et philosophiques et dégage
quelques caractéristiques de la rhétorique délibérative de Dion.
Ce dernier note, contre I'avis des théoriciens, que ses conseils
sont accompagnés de reproches. Deux theémes retiennent une
attention spéciale, ceux de I’hellénisme et de 'autorité romaine.
L. Pernot conclut comme les intervenants antérieurs en souli-
gnant 'importance de 'ezhos de 'orateur dans le genre délibé-
ratif.

Le prochain grand ensemble de discours politiques grecs
appartient au IVe siecle ap. J.-C. et provient d’une ville plus
éloignée encore, Antioche. Il s’agit des ceuvres de Libanius,
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dont soixante-quatre se rattachant aux trois catégories d’Aris-
tote. Les liens d’amitié qu’entretenait Libanius avec 'empereur
Julien ’Apostat, mais aussi avec des personnages haut placés de
son entourage de religion chrétienne illustrent son réle de
conseiller politique. De plus, le fait qu’il occupait ce que nous
appellerions aujourd’hui la chaire de rhétorique d’Antioche
indique qu’il était un formateur et éducateur reconnu. De son
enseignement, nous conservons cinquante et une déclamations
commentant les discours de Démosthene (hypothéses), ainsi que
de nombreux modeles d’exercices écrits (progymnasmata). Ces
derniers le rapprochent de son ami Aphthonius, dont le manuel
progymnasmata est 'un des quatre ouvrages analogues qui nous
sont parvenus. Ces importants exposés de la théorie et de la
pratique des discours délibératifs sont remarquablement analy-
sés par Manfred Kraus, qui se fait 'avocat d’'une Troisieme
Sophistique et affirme que l'art oratoire et la rhétorique de
cette période ne devraient pas étre considérés comme étant en
déclin.

M. Kraus commence par explorer l’origine de ces idées, qui
doivent beaucoup aux travaux de Laurent Pernot et s'éleve
contre leur mise en cause récente. Il passe ensuite a Libanius,
incarnation de l'art oratoire délibératif a la fin de I'époque
impériale. I décrit le contexte dans lequel il exerce, 'Empire
romain au [V¢ siecle ap. J.-C. Les circonstances sont bien diffé-
rentes de celles qui régnaient a Athenes au IV siecle av. J.-C.,
réalité dont Libanius lui-méme était parfaitement conscient.
Lorateur joua un grand role comme conseiller des autorités
d’Antioche, méme si certains de ses discours au contenu par-
ticulierement critique n’étaient peut-étre pas destinés a étre
publiés. M. Kraus s’intéresse au programme de 'école de
Libanius. Il observe qu’en dépit de la prééminence du genre
oratoire épidictique dans I'’Antiquité tardive, les anciennes
méthodes de formation dans les genres délibératif et judiciaire
restaient en vigueur, a en juger par les exercices d’éloquence
(progymnasmata). Les theémes traditionnels continuent a étre
traités, comme par exemple les attaques contre la tyrannie. En
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comparant leurs ceuvres, M. Kraus releve que I'enseignement
d’Aphthonius et de Libanius s’appuyait sur la tradition paienne
dans une ville, Antioche, qui a leur époque était & quatre-vingts
pour cent peuplée de chrétiens. Il montre que la division aris-
totélicienne entre les genres judiciaire et délibératif est brouillée
chez Libanius en se fondant sur I'analyse d’une série de ses
déclamations et de ses discours politiques. Ces derniers sous-
entendent qu’une position sociale élevée et un réseau de per-
sonnalités susceptibles de vous protéger sont des conditions
indispensables pour pouvoir participer activement 2 la vie poli-
tique de I'époque.

Le riche corpus des homélies prononcées par Jean Chrysos-
tome offre un excellent exemple de la maniere dont la rhéto-
rique classique, et particulierement celle de Libanius, était mise
en pratique dans 'Antiquité tardive, notamment dans un
contexte chrétien. Jean Chrysostome est le sujet de la derniere
communication de la série, celle de Maria Silvana Celentano.
A linstar de Libanius, Jean est né A Antioche au milieu du
IVe siecle ap. J.-C. Il fut I'éléve de Libanius, bien que de foi
chrétienne. Alors que ce dernier est resté professeur de rhétorique,
Jean est devenu archevéque de Constantinople. M.S. Celen-
tano analyse la seconde homélie de Jean Chysostome, Sur les
statues, discours politique nourri de la formation de 'auteur a
la rhétorique et de son expérience dans cet art. Cette homélie
fut prononcée en 387 ap. J.-C. a la suite de 'émeute des sta-
tues, au cours de laquelle des statues des membres de la famille
impériale furent abattues pour protester contre les impébts nou-
veaux imposés par 'empereur Théodose I¢. M.S. Celentano
s'arréte sur la structure bipartite de 'homélie, la premiere étant
consacrée a la situation critique dans laquelle se trouve la
cité, que Jean compare a celle de Job, et la seconde, inspirée
par la lecture du jour, 'enseignement de 'ap6tre Paul sur la
richesse. M.S. Celentano étudie les douze sections de la pre-
micere partie de ’homélie et les méthodes rhétoriques appli-
quées par Jean. Selon elle, la méthode consistant a recourir tour
a tour aux émotions, aux réprimandes, aux exhortations et a la



12 INTRODUCTION

raison permet au chercheur moderne d’imaginer la maniere
dont ’homélie fut prononcée et l'effet que faisait I'orateur sur
son public.

Comme il est d’'usage dans les Entretiens, chaque session
comprend deux parties, 'une consacrée a 'exposé, la seconde a
la discussion. Inévitablement, dans une conférence consacrée 2
la pratique du modele le plus noble de l'art oratoire grec, le
genre délibératif ou politique, et a la réflexion théorique sous-
jacente, la figure d’Aristote se profile a l'arri¢re-plan de toutes
les discussions. L'une des observations ressorties des débats
portait sur I'influence disproportionnée exercée par le Stagirite
sur les aspects théoriques de lart oratoire, aussi bien dans
PAntiquité qu'aujourd’hui. Son classement en trois catégories
ou trois genres s'est maintenu jusqu’a celui qui fut peut-étre le
plus grand des rhétoriciens, Quintilien, et méme jusqu’a la
science moderne. Il reste qu’il est forgé par la situation poli-
tique, constitutionnelle et sociale d’Athénes. Or la cité a connu
sa période la plus glorieuse au V¢ et au IV© siecle av. J.-C.
A cette époque, elle jouit d’un systtme démocratique appuyé
sur une assemblée composée de citoyens méles. De constantes
menaces militaires pésent cependant sur elle, internes a la Grece,
en particulier du fait de Sparte, et externes, en provenance de
la Perse, tout au long de la période, puis de la Macédoine qui
grandit en puissance et en influence.

Clest cette situation qui a donné naissance au genre oratoire
délibératif ou politique, dont les spécificités et la force atteintes
alors sont restées inégalées en Grece ancienne. Les Philippiques
de Démosthene ont inspiré Cicéron dans son combat contre la
tyrannie avinée de Marc Antoine et servirent de modele durant
des siecles dans la lutte pour la liberté. Pour prendre un exemple
dans lhistoire de 'Angleterre, Elizabeth I a étudié les Philip-
piques avec son maitre Roger Ascham avant de devenir la sou-
veraine d’une nation qui dut faire face a une invasion conduite
par un autre Philippe, le deuxi¢me, alors roi d’Espagne en
1588. Mais la Grece ancienne devait connaitre encore sept
siecles d’histoire politique, durant lesquels les pratiques de ses
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orateurs évolueront profondément. Ils feront face a la demande
de multiples manieres et recevront une formation tres diffé-
rente de celle quavait proposée ou méme recommandée Aris-
tote en d’autres temps. Les participants aux Entretiens 2015 se
sont livrés & une exploration de la rhétorique dans le monde
classique, non sans se pencher aussi sur I'évolution qu’elle
connut dans les siecles ultérieurs.

Michael EDWARDS
(Traduction Pierre Ducrey)
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GREEK POLITICAL ORATORY AND THE CANON OF
TEN ATTIC ORATORS

My purpose in this paper is to set the scene for the discus-
sion of later Greek deliberative oratory by surveying the largely
fragmentary evidence we have of the practice of political speak-
ing during the classical period of the 5t and 4™ centuries BC,
with a focus on the ten members of the later Canon.! The
great irony of Athenian political oratory from the period that
was to be so influential on later oratorical practice, rhetorical
theory, literary criticism and education is, of course, that so
little of it survives, even though in rhetorical theory deliberative
oratory was often assigned the first place in importance, preced-

ing mention of judicial and epideictic. So Aristotle at the start
of the Rbhetoric (1, 1, 10):

“It is for this reason that although the method of deliberative
and judicial speaking is the same and though deliberative subjects
are finer and more important to the state than private transac-
tions ...” (trans. Kennedy)?

And again, a litte later on (Rber. 1, 3, 2-3):

“Now it is necessary for the hearer to be either a spectator or a
judge, and [in the latter case] a judge of either past or future

! For a recent survey on the likely date and compiler of the Canon see RoIs-
MAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 6-9.

2 Sk yap TobTo THe adTic olone weBbédou mwepl T& Sumyopind xal Sixavind,
rol xahhovog %ol TOALTIX®TERAS TG dMunYyopirtc Teaypatelas obens ) ¢
TEPL TO GUVIARLY AT ...



16 MICHAEL EDWARDS

happenings. A member of a democratic assembly is an example
of one judging about future happenings, a juryman an example
of one judging the past. A spectator is concerned with the ability
[of the speaker]. Thus, there would necessarily be three genera of
rhetorics; symbouleutikon [“deliberative”], dikanikon [“judicial’],
epideiktikon [“demonstrative”].” (trans. Kennedy)?

On the other hand, Laurent Pernot, in his excellent survey of
Rbetoric in Antz'quily,4 details “The Practice of Oratory”, and
treats the contexts of judicial and political oratory in that order,
thereby reflecting the actual state of affairs in what remains of
both Athenian oratory and rhetorical theory. Now, it may well
be that the standard version of why in practice the judicial pre-
dominates is correct. For example, as George Kennedy stated,
“(t)he statesmen of the 5% century did not publish their orations
and perhaps made little or no use of writing in composing
them ... deliberative oratory was not regarded as a literary form”.
But as Kennedy himself indicates, there is evidence that there
were both deliberative speeches which were written down during
the 5% century, and theoretical works about how to write them.
In the latter category Kennedy mentions the Demegoric prooemia
of Critias (Hermogenes, Peri Ideon 2, 11, p. 402 Rabe). Into the
former category falls Antiphon, the first in the Canon of Ten
Attic Orators.

According to Thucydides (8, 68, 1), Antiphon never willingly
spoke in the assembly because of his reputation for cleverness.
However,

ToLG pévTol aymvtlopévoug xal &v SuxacTrpley %ol &v SNy
TAElo T €lg avnp, 66TLG EuLBoviedoontd TL, SUVALEVOC MEEAELY.
“(W)hen other people were engaged in lawsuits or had points to
make before the assembly, he was the man to give the best and

3 3 / \ \ > \ N \ 3 N / \ \ o o~
avayry) 88 Tov dxpoathy 1) Hewpoy elvar 7 xpLthy, xprthy 8¢ 7 TGV yeyevn-

LEVDY 7] TV LEAAGYTOV. E6TLY & 6 ey Ttepl TRV PLEMOVTOLY %plvwy 6 ExxhnoLo-
6T, 6 O¢ mepl TMV yeyevnuévey [olov] 6 Suactic, 6 3¢ mepl Tiic Suvapemg 6
Oewpbe, Got’ EE dvdynng &v eln Tpla Yévn TGOV Abywy TGV fnTopdY, cupfov-
AELTLXOY, dLnavindy, ETLOELXTIXOVY.

4 PERNOT (2005) 24-26.

> KENNEDY (1963) 203.
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most helpful advice to those who asked him for it.” (trans.

Warner)

In my opinion, commentators have paid insufficient attention
to the phrase év d7p.e, which is strengthened by the »al ...
xal ... correspondence. It is dismissed by Simon Hornblower
in his Commentary on Thucydides as “perhaps something of a
tag”;6 and the focus has been on Antiphon’s activities as a
forensic logographer and whether or not he was the first to
publish speeches.” But Thucydides’ statement, which is later
reflected by Hermogenes (Peri Ideon 2, 11, p. 400 Rabe),®
should not be lightly dismissed when we have evidence that
Antiphon did indeed compose at least two deliberative speeches,
On the Tribute of the Lindians and On the Tribute of the Samo-
thracians.” Hornblower questions whether these speeches were
delivered in the assembly or rather before the Council — I do
not follow his logic that é¢ &\ov dyéve does not indicate the
courts, because “it is agreed that Antiphon appeared in court”,
and so might mean the Council, when he goes on to say that
Thucydides’ “formulation (éxodoioc, “willingly”) in any case
allows some degree of participation in both assembly and what-
ever the ‘other arenas’ may be” — which therefore, to my mind,
“allows some degree of participation” in the courts as well (pre-
sumably Antiphon will not “willingly” have stood trial for his
role in the revolution of the Four Hundred). Further, while
Hornblower may be right to note that the two tribute speeches
are assigned to the assembly in the Loeb translation without
ancient authority, and hence “(t)he Council is as least as likely”,
the flow of Thucydides” sentence (xal &g pev 3%pov 0d TopLev
008 ¢ &AhoV dydva Exo06Log 0DdEVA ... TOLG PevToL dywvtlo-
LEvoug xal &v duxasTrple xol év 37Uy ...) suggests to me that

¢ HORNBLOWER (2008) 956.

7 See, for example, EDWARDS (2000).

8 obmep of govixol gépovrar Abyol xal of dnunyopxol ... (“to whom the
speeches about homicide, as well as deliberative speeches ... are attributed”) (trans.
WOOTEN).

? Frgs 25-33 and 49-56 THALHEIM; see MAIDMENT (1941) 290-293.
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he is referring chiastically to the same arenas, even if &irov
GyGve ... 00déva may also bring in the Council. Either way,
Antiphon is composing deliberative speeches for others to
deliver.

I have one observation to make at this point on the four
fragments that survive of the speech for the Samothracians in
later writers. This is, that three of the four could easily derive
from a narrative section or sections of the speech.'” All three,
indeed, begin with the particle ydp, which is a regular indicator
of the start of the narrative in the orators, although interest-
ingly none of the narratives in the three surviving judicial
speeches of Antiphon have it:!!

%ol Yop oL TNV GPYNY 0LXIGAVTES TNV VGOV Noay ZduLoL, €5 GOV
nuets eyevopeba. xatoxtisbnoay 8¢ avayxy, odx émbuupio Tvc
VNGOL" EEETTEGOY VAP DTTO TLEAYVMY Ex 2AUOL Xl TUYT €Y eNCo-
V7O 'roct’)'m . wod Aetoy haBévrec dmo e Opdune dpevobvrat
sng v vijoov. (frg. 49 Thalheim = Suidas, s.v. ZapoOpdxn)

“For those who originally occupied the island were Samians;
and from them we are descended. They settled there from force
of circumstances, not from any desire for the island; for they
were driven from Samos by tyrants and met with the following
adventures ... and after a successful raid on Thrace they reached
the island.” (trans. Maidment)

f] <uév> Yoo vﬁcog, “?]V é’xopvsv, 87/]7\7] p@:v ol Tcéppcoﬁsv <6TL>
Eotly S xord Tpoyeiar xard T8 v yprioupa o epyocmgmc Pl
adTiic 26Tl To 8 &pY% TOAAL, pixpds adTiic obome. (frg. 50
Thalheim = Demetrius, On Style 53)

“For the island we inhabit is mountainous and rocky, as can be
seen even from afar. It is but small; yet the productive and cul-
tivable portion is small, and the unproductive large.” (trans.

Maidment)

" The other, frg. 51 THALHEIM (= PRISCIAN 18, 280), could also, but is
more likely to come from the proofs section: xaitor 0dx &v g pwév Tév &Ahwv
TOMNTOV TaAALTOPlag TRodoxéYavTo, T7¢ 08 cpeTépas adT®Y cmTnpeleg 00% éve-
OupAnoay (“Yet if they were concerned for the sufferings of their fellows, they
can hardly have failed to take thought for their own lives”) (trans. MAIDMENT).

"' The narrative of speech 1, Against the Stepmother (14-20) has a tripartite
structure, in which the third and main part in § 18 does begin with yé&p. See
EDWARDS (2004) 60-61.
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neélnoay yop ExhoyTc map’ Ny ol mAeloTo Ed6xneL yprpoTa
eivae. (frg. 52 Thalheim, = Harpocration, s.v. éxhoyelc)

“Those of us were appointed Collectors who were reputed the
wealthiest.” (trans. Maidment)

This is interesting because, as is well known, Aristotle in the
Rbetoric (3, 16, 11) begins his very brief discussion of delibera-
tive narrative with the statement that “(n)arrative is least com-
mon in deliberative oratory, because no one narrates future
events”. However, Aristotle goes on to suggest two things, that
if there is a narrative of past events it will serve to remind the
audience about them and take better counsel for the future;
and if something is unbelievable, the speaker should “promise
to tell the cause of it immediately and to refer [judgment] to
somebody”. Both pieces of advice apply here, the first to frg. 50
(not an event, but a geographical feature which should lead to a
reduction in tribute), the second to frg. 49, where the perhaps
unlikely origins of the Samothracians in Samos are explained
(note the second vép in the passage, which serves Aristotle’s
function of promising to tell the cause).

It would be good to know how the speeches and fragments
of a man executed for being a traitor to the democracy were
preserved, when he suffered damnatio memoriae, with his
house rased to the ground, and himself and his descendants
disfranchised.'? Their preservation may be due to the activities
of one of the oligarchic clubs (étawpeion) of the period, and the
same probably applies to the speeches of the second member of
the Canon, Andocides, who was also a member of a club!? and
was banished after his unsuccessful peace mission to Sparta in

392/1.14 With Usher,'> Andocides was the least esteemed of the

ten orators, his reputation being summed up in the infamous

12 See the decree preserved in PS.-PLUT. Antiphon 834a-b.

13 See the fragment of his speech 7o the Members of His Party (mpde tobe
éralpouc), frg. 3 BLASS.

4 Cf. DEM. 19, 277-279; PHILOCH. FGrH 328 F 149a; PS.-PLUT. Andocides
835a; ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 114-115.

15 USHER (1999) 42.
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statement of Herodes Atticus, “at least I am better than Ando-
cides” (Philostr. VS 2, 1, 565).'° But Andocides has the distinc-
tion of being the author of our earliest surviving deliberative
speech, On the Peace with the Spartans.'” This speech, despite
its failure,'® is a good example of the deliberative genre, though
its opening indicates that discussion of the arrangement (téZ:c)
of a speech is not a clear-cut, scientific matter." For most com-
mentators, myself included,?’ the speech has no formal proem,
in line with Aristotelian theory (Rbet. 3, 14, 12, “there is very
little need for them”). Aristotle does, however, add the remark
that “the subject needs no prooemion except because of the
speaker or the opponents”. We might, therefore, think alterna-
tively that the speech opens with some general remarks (“That
it is better to make a just peace than to make war you all seem
to me, Athenians, to understand”), followed by an anticipation
of his opponents” arguments (“but that the public speakers accept
the name of peace but are opposed to the actions by which
peace might be concluded ...”). Nevertheless, this opening is
hardly designed to win over the listeners, with its “this you do
not at all perceive”.?!

Andocides indicates at the outset his concern that the peo-
ple, advised by their leaders, will regard peace with Sparta as
potentially leading to oligarchy. He attempts to counter this
immediately with a set of historical examples (3, 3-12). The
use of paradigms would later be recommended by Aristotle as

16 He is discussed last by HERMOG. De ideis 2, 11, p. 403 RABE.

7T accept, with most scholars, that On the Peace is a genuine speech of
Andocides. For the view that it was a later rhetorical forgery, see HARRIS (2000).
For ToDpD (2000) 335, n. 1, “it may be a pamphlet rather than a real speech”.

'8 Tt is easy to forget that many of Demosthenes’ political and quasi-political
legal speeches were also unsuccessful, despite the brilliance of their rhetoric.

9 For Brass (*1887) 330, indeed, the whole speech is problematic: “Erstlich
das ginzliche Fehlen einer Ordnung und eines Planes”. See further ALBINI (1964)
24-26.

20 EDWARDS (1995) 194. See USHER (1999) 50.

I Indeed, the opening (3, 1-12) is for Anna Missiou an indicator of Ando-
cides” ‘subversive’ attitude towards the Athenian democracy. See Missiou (1992)
85.
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being “most appropriate to deliberative oratory” (Rbez. 3, 17, 5),
and the theme of expediency (cupgépov) runs through the
examples employed by Andocides here. Expediency and justice
are the key themes also of Thucydides’ deliberative speeches,
and these recur in Aristotle (Rbet. 1, 3, 5):

“The ‘end’ of each of these is different, and there are three ends
for three [species]: for the deliberative speaker [the end] is the
advantageous [sympheron] and the harmful (for someone urging
something advises it as the better course and one dissuading dis-
suades on the ground that it is worse), and he includes other
factors as incidental: whether it is just or unjust, or honorable or
disgraceful.” (trans. Kennedy)*?

Andocides continues by refuting the claim that continuing the
war was a necessity imposed by justice (3, 13-16) and arguing
that peace will bring advantages (3, 17-23).% Alliance with
Corinth and Argos, on the other hand, would be disadvanta-
geous (3, 24-32); expediency is to the fore in 3, 28:

“What I fear the most is this, Athenians, our accustomed error
that we always abandon our stronger friends and choose the
weaker, and make war for the sake of others when it is possible
for our own sakes to live in peace.” (trans. Edwards)?

This bad habit is illustrated by a second set of historical paral-
lels (3, 28-32), and the speech concludes with a justification
of the referral to the assembly of the decision in the matter (3,
33-41, including a third set of historical examples at 37-39).
Andocides pointedly fails to indicate the advantages Sparta
would gain from the proposed agreement, especially peace with

2 1éhoc 3¢ Exdotolg TodTwy Erepby 0T, xal Tplolv odol Tpla, TG Wev
cup.foviebovtt 1O cupeépoy xal Brafepbv: 6 pev vap TpoTpémmy Mg BEATLOY
cupBoviedel, 6 8¢ dmoTpémwy (¢ Yelpovog dmoTeémel, To & Mo TPOS TOLTO
cupmapodafBover, 7 Sixotov 1) &dixov, 7 xahov 7 aleypdv.

% Included here (3, 17-19) is a highly provocative defence of the Spartans,
ending with “(y)et what kind of peace would they have obtained from us, if they
had been defeated in one single battle?”.

24 2y pev oy Exeivo 3édouxa pdhata, & Abyvaior, to elbiopwévoy waxby, 1
ToLG %pelTTOVG PLhoVG apLEvTEg Gel ToLe HrToug alpodpela, xal Toiepov ToLol-
nebo 38U Etépoug, €50y SU Npag adTodg elpfvny &yeLy.
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Persia, which would allow Sparta to dominate Greece and at
the same time cede control of the Greek cities in Asia Minor
to the Persians. His opponents must have played on the expe-
diency of resisting this outcome, and it is perhaps no surprise
that Andocides and his fellow-ambassadors were exiled.

Before leaving Andocides, we should note two other speeches
of his, one of which survives: the second speech in the corpus,
entitled On his Return. This speech, whose date is unclear,® was
delivered by Andocides before the assembly on the private mat-
ter of his own recall from exile. It is not, therefore, strictly a
deliberative speech,?® but it is a nuyyopta and so can only fall
under the first of Aristotle’s three categories. The dramatic nar-
rative (2, 10-16), in which Andocides lists his services to the
democracy’s army during his exile and the way he was treated
by the Four Hundred on his first attempt to return, is an exam-
ple (however unsuccessful) of creating pathos, of which “[delib-
erative oratory] does not have many opportunities”, according
to Aristotle (Rber. 3, 17, 10). Andocides’ own past services, and
those of his ancestor Leogoras (2, 26), are supplemented by his
current services in supplying grain (2, 20-21) and additional
‘secret’ services which he has revealed only to the Council (2,
19) — the underlying message, it is clear, is of the expediency
for the democracy of allowing Andocides to return from exile.
Justice also plays a role. Andocides admits his past ‘mistake’, his
involvement in the Herms scandal of 415, but in § 22 he twice
says that the favour (ydptc) he is requesting, in return for his secret
services, is just.”’ We also have a fragment of a speech To the

Members of his Party (preserved at Plut. Them. 32):

“The Athenians removed his remains by stealth and scattered
them to the winds.” (trans. Maidment)?®

2 Perhaps 409 or 408, but possibly later. See EDWARDS (1995) 89.

26 See, for example, JEBB (1893) 109, n. 1.

7 The repeated adjective Stxatay ... Sixaie. Andocides additionally uses the
adverb Sucatwe five times in the course of the speech (2, 5, 12, 18, 19, 24),
though not with reference to the favour he is asking.

B pwpdoavtac o heldoava Sreppidor Tode Abnvaiovc.
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This is perhaps too short a fragment to allow the inference that
it derives from a narrative section of the speech, but Andocides
is clearly trying, as Plutarch comments, “to incite the oligarchs
against the democracy”, that is, to arouse pathos. The six other
fragments of Andocides in Blass’ 1871 edition may also belong
to this speech, and interestingly in the two that are more than
a single word there are clearly again attempts to arouse pathos.”
The second counts, indeed, as a ‘diatribe’ (personal abuse)
against the opponent, which for Aristotle is, once more, rare in
deliberative oratory (Rbet. 3, 17, 10).%° It is unclear what the 7o
the Members of his Party actually was — Roisman / Worthing-
ton, for example, suggest “a literary composition written in the
form of a speech”,?! but again by its nature it would appear to
fall under the Aristotelian deliberative category. Both the De
Reditu and the Pros tous Hetairous, then, indicate the difficul-
ties which can arise from Aristotle’s rather simplistic schemati-
sation.

The practice of speechwriting for politicians is a very familiar
one today, with membership bodies such as the “Professional
Speechwriters Association”.’* Indeed, one can hardly imagine a

2 ) yap orpéy mote T Ex TGV dpdv Tode dvbpaxeutig xal The Gpdboc
elg 10 &oTL Hrovrac, xoul TebPata xal Bode xal yivata, xal TpesBuTépous dvdpac
ral gpyatog ELomalopévous pnde &ypror Adyove xal oxavdinac ETL QayoLuey
(“May we never again see the charcoal-burners and their waggons arriving in
Athens from the mountains, nor sheep and cattle and helpless women, no, nor
old men and labourers arming for battle. May we never again eat wild herbs and
chervil”); mwepl “Y'repBérou Aévewy aloydvopar, ob 6 pev mathp éotiypévocs Tt xal
vOV &V TG qpYLPOXOTELW doVvAedEL TG dMULOsLy, adTog 08 Eévog & xal Baplapoc
ayvorotel (“Hyperbolus I blush to mention. His father, a branded slave, still
works at the public mint; while he himself, a foreign interloper, makes lamps for
a living”). (trans. MAIDMENT)

30 KENNEDY compares “the general absence of personal invective against his
Athenian opponents in Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches with his extended
invectives in judicial speeches such as On the Crown” (1991) 275, n. 239. Andocides’
pithy abuse of Hyperbolus compares well with Demosthenes’ more extended
abuse of Aeschines’ parents at 18, 129-131.

31 ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 115.

32 See, for instance, LANCASTER (2010). Lancaster wrote speeches for the for-
mer UK Labour cabinet minister, Alan Johnson.
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British politician delivering a speech which had not been pre-
pared for him or her in advance. It is usual to think the oppo-
site of ancient Athenian politicians, and Laurent Pernot sums
up the standard view:

“Les discours judiciaires, dont le contenu était préparé a I'avance,
se sont prétés de préférence a la mise par écrit, qui d’ailleurs était
nécessaire quand intervenait un logographe. Les discours adres-
sés a2 'Assemblée, au contraire, qui faisaient une large place a
I'improvisation en fonction des propositions présentées en séance
et de la tournure prise par les débats, ont été confiés a I'écriture
plus rarement et plus tard.”’

Generally speaking, Pernot is correct, but we have already seen
evidence in the Antiphontean fragments and Thucydides of the
use of a speechwriter in a political setting. The third member
of the Canon, Lysias, provides further evidence. As a metic,
Lysias cannot have addressed the assembly other than during
the brief period when he was granted citizenship. But Dionysius
of Halicarnassus (Lysias 1, cf. 3) says that Lysias “wrote many
speeches for the lawcourts, and for debates in the Council and
the Assembly, each well-adapted to its medium”,>* while the
Pseudo-Plutarchan Life (836b, cf. Photius 262, p. 488b) men-
tions ‘deliberative speeches’ without subdivision. The only extant
deliberative speech by Lysias is the fragment of the Against
the Subversion of the Ancestral Constitution of Athens preserved
by Dionysius (Lysias 31-33) and numbered 34 in modern edi-
tions. Dionysius himself is not sure that the speech, opposing a
proposal by Phormisius to restrict the franchise to Athenians
who owned land, was actually delivered,?> and modern scholars
have been sceptical, as Stephen Todd in the introduction to his

3 PERNOT (2000) 46-47. See also TREVETT (2011) 19: “Most speeches to
the Assembly will have been made extemporaneously; almost by definition poli-
ticians had to be capable public speakers, who could participate in a debate with-
out being tied to a prepared text”.

3 Trans. USHER (mhelotoug 8¢ yveddag Mbyoug el Suvaothold te %l Bouldg
rol TpoG Enxdnclag enlétoug).

3 Though “at all events it is composed in a suitable style for an actual debate”

(Lys. 31).
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Texas translation.?® Todd is inclined to regard the speech as a
political pamphlet, but we should note that Dionysius is not in
doubt that the speech was written “for one of the prominent
politicians”.>” It contains various features of which Aristotle
would have approved in a deliberative speech, most notably
countering the fears of the listeners (34, 6):

“Our situation is such that they ask what security there will be
for the city if we do not do what the Spartans command. In my
view, however, these men should say how the democracy will
benefit if we do what they [the Spartans] recommend.” (trans.

Todd)?®

Aristotle discusses fear at Rbetoric 2, 5, defining it as “a sort of
pain or agitation derived from the imagination of a future
destructive or painful evil”, and since deliberative oratory con-
cerns the future, this is an appropriate topic for the deliberative
context. As Usher notes,” dispelling the fears of the audience
“was a standard task for a deliberative orator”, and Lysias sup-
ports his defiant attitude with reference to the Spartans’ past
record of conservatism in their foreign policy. The example of
the Mantineans and Argives leads into a recollection of the
Athenians’ own attitude during their time of empire (34, 7-9).

Todd follows the standard opinion with regard to the written
circulation of deliberative oratory as noted above with Pernot.
I do not think that Dionysius’ doubts over whether speech 34
was delivered or not necessarily warrant the conclusion that he

“appears to have had considerable difficulty finding a deliberative

36 TopD (2000) 335, 338. ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 133 sit on the
fence: “It is possible, then, that he composed it for a speaker in the Assembly or
circulated it as a pamphlet”.

37 See further FLORISTAN IMIzCOZ (2000) 171: “Los argumentos que pueden
inducirnos a sospechar de la pronunciacién del discurso son muy débiles.
La duda que Dionisio manifesta afecta tan sélo a su propia certeza, y nada hay
en el discurso que nos mueva a considerarlo un mero ejercicio de rétorica”.

3B clta TorodTwy HUv dmapydvTwy dpnTdot Tic ZoTal cwTpla T Thhel, €l
uh mowncopey <&> Aaxedorpbvior xehedovoty; Eym 3¢ TodToug elmely abLd, Tig
¢ AL mepLyevnoeTaL, el ToLGopEY & EXELVOL TROGTATTOUGLY;

3 USsHER (1999) 69, with n. 57.
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speech” in a corpus of 425 speeches, of which he thought 233
were genuine (Ps.-Plut. 836a) and among which, as we noted,
he says there were speeches for the Council as well as the
assembly. But there is no doubt that the great majority of
Lysias” speeches were forensic, and indeed it is hard for us, at
least, to find possible examples of any other deliberative orations.
Blass lists only frg. CXI Carey (= CV FI), the “Y'mep Nurlou
mentioned by Dionysius (Lysias 14) as being a speech delivered
by the captive Nicias before the Syracusans whose authenticity
was rejected by Theophrastus. Blass’ square brackets indicate
the general modern opinion too that the speech is spurious.*
One other possible candidate I might suggest, listed by Blass
among the public legal suits as “Vereinzelt’,*! is the speech ITepl
¢ elogopac (frg. XLVI Carey, = XLIV FI).

The complex, periodic style of the demegoric discourses of
Isocrates, the fourth member of the Canon, reflects the pur-
pose of their composition for use in his school, rather than the
assembly.?? This technically renders them worthless as exam-
ples of practical deliberative oratory, but it is useful for the
purposes of this survey to note the key themes that they rely on
in persuading their readers to adopt a course of action, that is,
the regular deliberative topics of justice (Stxatov), expediency
(oupgépov) and possibility (Suvatéov), and also opportunity
(vowpéc), which plays such a prominent role in the Olynthiacs
and Philippics of Demosthenes. These topics may be briefly illus-
trated from Isocrates’ most famous discourse, the Panegyricus.
More than half of the Panegyricus is epideictic in nature (4,
21-132),% with the theme of justice underpinning an enco-
mium of the Athenians’ past achivements, which in turn justify

40" See CAREY (2007) 444: “recte Sauppe hanc orationem exercitationem esse
intellexit”; less helpful is FLORISTAN IMizcoz (2000) 317, n. 100): “No es seguro
que el discurso sea espurio, pero tampoco que sea auténtico”.

41 Brass (21887) 363.

42 As was clear to DION. HAL. Isoc. 2.

4 See USHER (1990) 19, 154 and (1999) 299. (In his 1990 commentary
Usher takes the epideictic section to end at § 128, followed by a transitional pas-
sage §9 129-132.)
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their claims to leadership of Isocrates’ proposed Panhellenic
expedition against Persia. Forms of 3{xatoc occur sixteen times
in the discourse, including seven examples of the adverbial
form duxatwe; of these, just over half (nine instances, including
four of the adverb) fall in this section. To Sixaroc may be
added 4&dwe- cognates, of which there are seven examples,
including one of cuvadixely (4, 53), and six of these fall in this
section of the speech. But it is perhaps significant that only just
under half of the 3ixatog cognates (seven instances, including
three of the adverb) are found in the deliberative section of the
discourse (4, 133-169),* where Isocrates proposes the expedi-
tion after establishing both its justice and that of the Athenians
to lead it — the theme of justice in fact permeates throughout.
But the main topics of the deliberative section of the discourse

are expediency (4, 133-137) and possibility (4, 138-156). For
example (4, 133, 138):%

“I believe that anyone coming from abroad and witnessing the
present spectacle would pronounce both our sides guilty of utter
insanity, as we risk so much over unimportant matters when we
could have so much without danger, and we ruin our own land
after neglecting to reap the riches of Asia ... Yet there are some
who express wonder at the extent of the King’s power and say
that he is a difficult opponent; and they catalogue the many
changes he has caused to Greek fortunes. But in my opinion
those who say this are arguing not against the expedition but in
favour of hastening it: for if he is going to be difficult to wage
war against when we are united and he is in a state of confusion,
surely we should greatly dread that time when the barbarians
have settled their differences and are of one mind, while we
continue in our present hostile attitude to one another.” (trans.

Usher)4#0

44 As USHER notes (1990) 20, this section deals with the future, after the past
has been addressed in the epideictic section.

4 See USHER (1990) 185-186) and (1999) 301.

4 Hyobuar & el tveg &hnobey érnendbvree Oeatal yévorvto &Y TopdvTLY
TEAYLAT®Y, TOANY v adTOVG RATUYVOVOL Lavioy GLEoTEP®Y TULMY, 6lTLvES
oltm mepl pinpdy nwvduvedopey, EE0v adede morhd nextholat, xal thv NHpeté-
pay adT®Y ympay dtapbelpopey, qpernoavtes v Aciav xapmolslal ... Kaitol
Twveg Oovpdlovsty w0 péyeboc 16y Basiiéme TpaypdTwy ol gasly adTov elvot
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The end of the second passage above touches on the theme of
opportunity, which is picked up in § 160:
“Therefore it seems to me that the factors that should encourage

us to start a war against them are very numerous, but the main

one is the present opportunity, which we must not let slip.”
(trans. Usher)?’

The Panegyricus was completed in c. 380, and while its theme
of justice is (as we noted earlier) familiar from the deliberative
speeches of Thucydides, the emphasis on expediency and pos-
sibility foreshadows the order of the advice of Aristotle, that
the ‘end’ of deliberative oratory is sympheron (Rbet. 1, 3, 5) and
that the subjects for deliberation are those which are within
our power (Rbet. 1, 4, 3).%8

Pseudo-Plutarch (/soc. 839c) attributes both forensic and
political speeches also to Isocrates’ adopted son, Aphareus. We
only know from elsewhere about his involvement in the defence
of his adoptive father concerning his trierarchy (which prompted
the Antidosis), and scholars have been sceptic:al.49 Even more
questionable is Pseudo-Plutarch’s statement (8391, repeated at
Photius 263, p. 490a), as translated by Roisman / Worthing-
ton, that Isaeus, the fifth member of the Canon, “was also the
first to introduce figures and to specialize in political oratory,
in which he was followed above all by Demosthenes” (rpétog
d¢ nal oynuotiley Hplato %ol TEETELY ETTL TO TOALTIXOY TT)V
Stavortay: & padtota pepiuntor Anuocsévnc).’® This sentence

SueToréumToy, dtekiovtes (¢ ToAAdg Tag petaBolds tols "ENmely memolnxey.
Evo & f}yoﬁp,ou. gLév Tobg TabTa kéyov‘rocg 0% o’crco*rpé‘rcaw, AN émiomeddely Ty
otpateiay: el Ydp UG ouovoncow‘rwv ocu*rog év Tocpocxoug oV XoO\srcog ZoToun
TPOGTOAEPELY, 7] TTOU choSpoc va] dediévar TOV xou.pov éxelvov §Tov T p,sv TGV
BopBlpmv xaToa Ty ®ol dLo LA YEVTOL YVOUNG, HLELS OE TTpOS GAMAAOLE (GTEP
YOV TOAEULR GG €Y LEV.

47 hote por doxel mOAAL Mav elvar Td Tapaxelevbpeva ToAEUE adTolE,
Lo To & 6 Top®Y xaLphS, 00 GAPEGTEPOY 0VEY. BY 00X dpeTéoV.

48 See further QUINT. 3, 8, 22-25; USHER (1990) 187.

49 See ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 169.

>0 But Isaeus on all the evidence we have (and the ancients had) clearly did
not “specialize in political oratory”. The Loeb translation by FOWLER (19306)
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makes much more (or indeed only makes) sense if, with Blass,
we construe v Stdvoray with oynuatilewv.’! The biographer
refers to figures of thought (not figures of speech), which Isaeus
(he claims) was the first to use in political oratory, a practice in
which he was followed above all by Demosthenes. Whatever
the truth of the claim, it implies that Isaeus wrote political
speeches, probably for others to deliver, since he was in all like-
lihood a metic from Chalcis.”® T have argued elsewhere that in
addition to the surviving eleven speeches connected with inher-
itance, plus the fragment on the subject of citizenship quoted
by Dionysius that is regularly printed as speech 12, there are
numerous fragments and titles of speeches that were more or
less certainly concerned with inheritance and citizenship; and
also that together with the speeches these fragments and titles
account for nearly all the speeches of Isaeus that were known
later in antiquity.>® There is then far less room in the corpus of
Isaeus than in that of Lysias for this metic to have been writing
political speeches. Only one of the fragments, in my estimation,
might have been deliberative: frg. XXVII, entitled On the Speeches
Made in Macedonia (Ilepl tiv év Maxedovia m0évtwy), but
no details are preserved in the three entries in Harpocration
that mention the speech.’

This fragment of Isaeus reminds us that with Isocrates and
[saeus we reach the threshold of the five later orators, who were
active during and after the Macedonian conflict and of whom
four were leading Athenian politicians. The most notable, of
course, is Demosthenes, in whose corpus the first seventeen
speeches are of a deliberative nature.” I say “of a deliberative

makes little sense: “He was also the first to give artistic form to his speech and
to turn his attention to the urbane style of the orator; in which Demosthenes has
closely imitated him”.

51 See Brass (?1892) 498-499, n. 1.

52 See, e.g., ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015) 170-171.

3 See EDWARDS (2006) 72-75.

% HARP. s.v. Awxérag, 'Emxpdtne, ménhog. The fragment is listed among
the forensic public speeches by Brass (21892) 495.

>> For a succinct survey see TREVETT (2011) 18-22.
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nature” advisedly, because Dem. 12, Lester of Philip, clearly is not
meant to be a speech (nor of course is it by Demosthenes, though
it may be by Philip), while Dem. 17, On the Agreement with
Alexander, may be a later exercise, though MacDowell argues that
it was written by a politician other than Demosthenes around
331.° It is also the case that at least one of the deliberative
speeches (7, On Halonnesus) was not written by Demosthenes,
in this instance probably Hegesippus.”” Other speeches whose
authenticity has been doubted are 10 (Fourth Philippic), 11
(Response to Philip’s Letter) and 13 (On Organisation), but all are
defended by MacDowell both in terms of their Demosthenic
authorship and as being genuine political speeches.’®

I shall not examine Demosthenes’ speeches in this survey,
especially since the next paper in the Entretiens by Christos
Kremmydas will focus on Demosthenes. My focus here is on
the publication of the speeches and also the set of Proems, a task
which many scholars take to have been carried out by Demos-
thenes’ nephew Demochares at the start of the 3™ century.”’
This would be designed to justify Demosthenes’ policies, and
would fit the pattern of the preservation of the speeches of
Antiphon and Andocides noted above. It may be that Demos-
thenes was unusual in writing out drafts of his speeches in
advance,®® perhaps through nervousness;®' and he may have
published the speeches himself, presumably to justify his actions
and policies.®? But I tend to agree with Trevett and MacDow-
ell that it is more likely they were published after his death.?
However, the publishing of political speeches by Demosthenes,
whether by himself or by his heir, does tend to obscure the fact

56 MACDOWELL (2009) 377-381.
57 See MACDOWELL (2009) 343-346.
58 MACDOWELL (2009) 354-359, 360-366, 223-229.
59 As TREVETT (2011) 19.
Hence his opponents could mock that they “smelled of the lamp” (PLUT.
Dem. 8).
61 See AESCHIN. 2, 34; PLUT. Dem. 11; MACDOWELL (2009) 6.
62 See, e.g., TUPLIN (1998).
03 See TREVETT (1996); MACDOWELL (2009) 7-8.
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that we have no examples of deliberative speeches from any
of the other four later members of the Canon. The three
preserved speeches of Aeschines are all technically forensic,
however much they are thinly disguised political attacks on
Demosthenes and his supporters. A fourth speech known to
the ancient critics, 7he Delian Oration, was pronounced spuri-
ous by Pseudo-Plutarch (840e, cf. 850a; Photius 264, p. 490a,
2606, p. 496a, 61, p. 20a), since Aeschines was replaced on the
embassy to the Amphictyonic Council by Hyperides (see below).
Only one speech of Lycurgus survives, the forensic Against
Leocrates, and all of the fourteen fragments of Lycurgus in
Conomis’ Teubner text appear to be forensic.** As for Hyperides,
recent discoveries mean that eight speeches survive in part, six on
papyrus (including five forensic and one epideictic speech) and
two forensic speeches from the Archimedes Palimpsest.®> Blass
listed the titles of thirteen speeches as possibly ambassadorial or
demegoric, but the genuineness and classification of a number
of these are doubtful.®® Six of them would have been delivered
abroad, including the Delian Oration mentioned earlier, but
the greatest scepticism has been reserved for the seven that
seem to qualify as speeches delivered to the assembly. Thus,
for Whitehead, the Plataean Speech (Plut. Mor. 350b = P.Oxy.
3360) “cannot be safely classified as demegoric, ambassadorial,
or even, if border disputes had given rise to litigation, foren-
sic’; while Pseudo-Plutarch’s passage from which are drawn
the titles On the Generals, On the Triremes and In Defence of
Chares on the Mercenary Force ar Taenarum (Ps.-Plut. Hyperides
848e) “does indicate that H spoke on these three topics in the
ekklésia, but not necessarily that those speeches themselves
had ever been published”. Finally, Dinarchus was a Corinthian

64 ConoMmis (1970). See further BURTT (1954) 135-157; CoNowmis (1961);
HARRIS (2001) 204-218. The Suda (A 825) records the titles of fifteen speeches
(cf. PHOT. 268, p. 496b)

% For references to texts and translations see ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON (2015)
246.

% See BLASS (?1898) 19; WHITEHEAD (2000) 5-7.
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metic and so, like Lysias and Isaeus, could not address the
assembly in person.®” Pseudo-Plutarch, however, states that
Dinarchus made a fortune under Cassander writing speeches
for clients, whose adversaries “were the most eminent orators,
but not in the sense that he came up against them in person in
the Assembly, for he was unable to attend it; but he wrote
speeches for their opponents” (Dinarchus 850c). This seems to
imply deliberative speeches, though Dinarchus’ surviving three
speeches are forensic.®® The fragments, too, appear mostly to
be forensic, but I draw attention to one noted by Dionysius
which might have claims to being deliberative, 7he Tyrrhenian
Speech (Din. 10), and to several of what Dionysius lists as spu-
rious speeches (Din. 11): The Attic Speech, The Aetolian Speech,
For Diphilus (“a deliberative speech requesting privileges”), On
the Refusal to Surrender Harpalus to Alexander and yet another
Delian Speech.

Such, in brief, is the meagre and problematic evidence for
political oratory at Athens in the late 5% and 4™ centuries. The
importance of the Canon of Attic orators for the later develop-
ment of oratory and rhetoric in Graeco-Roman antiquity can
hardly be overstated, yet frustratingly little remains of what
Aristotle considered to be the highest form of the art. The situ-
ation with regard to the preservation and publishing of politi-
cal speeches seems to have changed very little during the course
of a century or more, Demosthenes’ practice of carefully pre-
paring written drafts being wholly exceptional (though equally
the vast majority of the speeches preserved in the Demosthenic
corpus are forensic), and there can be no doubt that the stand-
ard view of the necessity for extemporaneous speaking is largely
correct. This does not mean, however, that no other political
speeches were composed in advance and written down, whether

7 For references to texts and translations see ROISMAN / WORTHINGTON
(2015) 262.

68 See also DION. HAL. Din. 2: “Having revealed a natural talent for political
oratory, he began to write speeches when Demosthenes and his party were still
at the height of their power, and gradually acquired a reputation” (trans. USHER).
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by individual politicians or indeed by professional logographers,
and all ten members of the Canon may, to varying degrees,
have participated in this activity.
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DISCUSSION

M. Kraus: Vielen Dank fur diese ausgezeichnete Bestands-
aufnahme dessen, was wir an deliberativer Rhetorik aus der
Periode der attischen Redner haben. Es ist weniger, als man
erwartet. Es verwundert freilich ein wenig, gerade Aristoteles
als Gewihrsmann fiir das Gewicht der deliberativen Rede in
der frithen Zeit angefiithrt zu finden, und nicht etwa die prak-
tisch gleichzeitige Rbetorik an Alexander, die dafiir noch sehr
viel mehr Substanz geboten hitte. Die Rbetorik an Alexander
kennt ja nach der korrekten Rekonstruktion des Textes nur zwei
Grundtypen von Reden, ,demegorische’ (d.h. an das Volk gerich-
tete) und dikanische (gerichtliche), mit zusammen sieben Unter-
gattungen: Empfehlende, abratende, lobende und tadelnde
Rede gehoren zum demegorischen, anklagende, verteidigende
und priifende Rede zum dikanischen Typus. Nicht nur steht
die Behandlung des demegorischen Typus am Anfang und
erhilt weitaus mehr Raum, sondern sie fungiert explizit auch als
Modell fur die gerichtlichen Redegattungen, die ,,analog dazu®
(bpolotpoTwe TovToL, 4, 1426b22) beschrieben werden sollen.
Dasselbe Grundmuster findet sich wieder in den spiten Kapiteln
(cap. 29-36), wo wiederum stets die demegorischen Gattungen
(insbesondere die empfehlende Rede) das universelle Paradigma
auch fiir die dikanischen Gattungen bilden. Bei Aristoteles ist
dieser Schwerpunkt auf der deliberativen Rede zwar ebenfalls
vorhanden, indem auch er erklirt, dass ,demegorische’ und
dikanische Reden im Grunde denselben Regeln gehorchen, die
ersteren aber als ethisch hochwertiger und politisch relevanter
einstuft und iltere Theoretiker dafiir kritisiert, die demegori-
sche Rede als die komplexere Gattung vernachlissigt zu haben
(Rbet. 1, 1, 1354b22-35). Allerdings ist diese Vorrangstellung
bei ihm deutlich schwicher ausgeprigt als in der Rberorik an
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Alexander, insofern die Darstellung der gerichtlichen Rede in
etwa denselben Umfang zugebilligt erhilt wie die der delibera-
tiven und epideiktischen zusammen und sich konzeptuell véllig
vom demegorischen Modell 16st. Aber auch bei ihm steht die
deliberative Rede noch immer an erster Stelle. Erst die helle-
nistische und vor allem die romische Rhetorik scheinen die
Gewichte hier zugunsten eines paradigmatischen Vorrangs der
Gerichtsrede ins Gegenteil verkehrt zu haben.

M. Edwards: You are quite right, of course, to draw attention
to the absence of the Rberoric to Alexander from my discussion,
Manfred. Indeed, I would have been surprised if you had not.
This was deliberate on my part, in order to keep the paper focused
on a specific rhetorical theory, that of Aristotle, though I recog-
nise that Anaximenes (if he wrote the Rbetoric to Alexander) is
often very similar in his approach. In addition, my expectation is
that Aristotelian rhetorical theory will dominate this Entretiens, as
it has tended to dominate histories of Greek rhetoric.

L. Pernot: Les traces de publication de discours délibératifs
existent, mais sont limitées et parfois douteuses : on peut faire
un parallele entre cette situation et celle de epitaphios logos.
Uepitaphios logos est un discours qui, lui aussi, était fréquent et
régulier dans la vie publique athénienne, et pour lequel les
traces de publication sont rares. C’est que, probablement, la
plupart des orateurs ne publiaient pas leurs discours. LAthenes
classique était entre oralité et écriture. Certains auteurs de dis-
cours rhétoriques avaient conscience de composer des ouvrages
qui constituaient un corpus (Isocrate), d’autres non (Démos-
thene). L'éloquence délibérative est le plus souvent du coté de
la seconde attitude. De méme, en philosophie, il y avait une
opposition entre Aristote, qui COmposait un corpus pour construire
méthodiquement un systéme, et Platon, qui faisait recommen-
cer le monde a chaque nouveau dialogue.

M. Edwards: Thank you, Laurent, for your comments,
which reflect your deeply informed knowledge of the subject.
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You suggest what is a very interesting comparison between
deliberative and epideictic rhetoric, and I am sure you are right.
It was specifically the forensic genre of oratory whose speeches
were in the main published, perhaps because these were what
the slowly but surely growing reading public wanted. There is
also the question of the logographers, who naturally focused
on forensic oratory and published their speeches in order to
enhance their future business prospects. You make a com-
parison between Isocrates and Demosthenes, and Isocrates had
additional reasons to compose and publish his discourses, both
in terms of his political agenda of a Panhellenic expedition
against the Persians, and as materials for his highly successful
school. The publication of Demosthenes’ speeches has been
recently explored by Douglas MacDowell in his Demosthenes
the Orator (Oxford, 2009), 7-9.

A. Chaniotis: This presentation makes clear that Aristotle’s
categorisation (Rhet. 1, 3, 2-3) does not really work, and a
sharp distinction between deliberative and forensic oratory is
not possible. The aim of a ‘“forensic’ speech is to convince an
audience of jurors, exactly as a deliberative oration (and most
epideictic orations and speeches of ambassadors). So, instead of
using the reference of a speech to the past (forensic) or the
future (deliberative) as a criterion, we should look at whether
the speaker is part of the deliberating body that will take a
decision or not. For instance, in a forensic speech the orator is
not a member of the deciding body; in orations in the assembly
some orators (citizens) are members of the body to which their
speech is addressed, others (e.g. ambassadors) are not. The prob-
lems of categorisation are clear, e.g., in the speeches of Antiphon
and Andocides that were commented on by Mike Edwards.
Thucydides reflects contemporary mentality, when he uses the
general term agon.

My second comment concerns Antiphon’s fragments 49 and
50; both fragments share the use of images and language for the
arousal of pity. The orator explains the arrival of the Samians
to Samothrace as the result of ananké, not desire (epithymia) of
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gain. He highlights the poverty of the island (zracheia, ergasima
mikra, arga polla, mikras ousés) and the status of the immi-
grants as exiles. Here, references to the past are used in order to
justify the orator’s request.

M. Edwards: Thank you for those comments. This is a
very interesting way of looking at the categorisation of forensic
and deliberative oratory. Almost (but not quite: cf. Antiphon 5,
delivered by a Mytilenean; Isocrates 19, delivered before a
court in Aegina) all of speeches of the corpus of Attic orators
were delivered in Athens by Athenians, so I suspect your
approach would have been a little too broad for Aristotle’s liking.

D. Colomo: With regard to the fact that so little of Athenian
political oratory survives, as you say in the first paragraph of
your contribution, on the basis of my experience with fragmen-
tary papyri recovered in archaeological excavations, I would
like to point out that in any case we have to take into consid-
eration the factor of chance in the survival of material in the
process of transmission of texts and information through the
centuries.

M. Edwards: The survival of manuscripts and papyri, and
the vagaries of chance in that survival, are complex topics, as
you know from your papyrological expertise. Isocrates and
Demosthenes have their separate, extensive manuscript tradi-
tions, while Hyperides’ medieval manuscript tradition has only
recently been established by the discovery of two fragments in
the Archimedes Palimpsest. It seems that the speeches of the
other members of the canon were preserved from some point
after the survey in the pseudo-Plutarchan Lives of the orators in
selections (cf. Palatinus Graecus 88 for Lysias) and florilegia,
such as the one that has come down to us as the codex Cripp-
sianus (Burney 95 in the British Library) and which contains
Antiphon, Andocides, Isaeus, Lycurgus and Dinarchus (also
Gorgias, Alcidamas and Lesbonax).



GREEK POLITICAL ORATORY 39

A. Chaniotis: Finally, a question concerning the question
why orations that were delivered after the 4™ century BC were
not included in the canon. Could it be related with develop-
ments in performative aspects of oratory?

M. Edwards: Performance is an increasingly important area
of study in the orators, but it is not clear to me that this neces-
sarily played a part in the formation of the canon. It is far from
clear, indeed, when that formation took place, but it seems
that the orators of what became the canon, like members of
other canons in classical literature, very quickly acquired a sta-
tus that was later cemented by the activities of the librarians in
Alexandria. There were clearly other contenders, and the canon
of ten that we have, and which may be due to Caecilius of
Caleacte, was not agreed immediately — Dionysius, who recalls
the names of other orators, only writes six essays, with the later
addition of Dinarchus, but all seven, it should be noted, are in
the Caecilian canon. But there does not seem to have been any
appetite to include orators of the post-classical period.

J.-L. Ferrary: Ma question viendra en complément de celles
de D. Colomo et de M. Kraus. J’aimerais savoir ce que l'on sait
exactement de la collecte et de la transmission des discours
délibératifs de I'Athénes classique a I'époque hellénistique.
Peut-on exclure que 'importance de la rhétorique judiciaire et
de ses développements avec la théorie des états de cause ait contri-
bué a favoriser la préservation des discours judiciaires plutdt que
des discours délibératifs ?

M. Edwards: Yes, this is entirely possible, and the transmis-
sion processes are entirely unclear. I would note, however, that
there is very little evidence that orators were publishing delib-
erative speeches before the time of Demosthenes, and so while
more deliberative speeches might have been preserved under
other conditions of transmission, these are unlikely to have
come in the main from, for example, the 5% century — Pericles
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and his contemporaries do not appear to have left any written
record.

M. Kraus: Zusitzlich zu bewussten Selektionen und Kanon-
bildungen der hellenistischen Zeit ist fiir die Frage der Erhaltung
der Reden auch noch mit den Unwigbarkeiten und Zufillig-
keiten der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung in Spitantike und
Mittelalter zu rechnen.

M. Edwards: That is an important observation, Manfred, thank
you.

M. Kraus: Verantwortlich fir die zihe Langlebigkeit der
Aristotelischen Kategorien und Distinktionen trotz ihrer ver-
einfachenden und im Laufe der Zeit auch zunehmend
unpraktischen Rigiditit ist neben der Autoritit des Namens
Aristoteles zweifellos auch der starre Konservatismus der Schul-
rhetorik, die seit dem Hellenismus das verzweigte rhetorische
System iiber Generationen hin bewahrt und tradiert, woftir etwa
das Kompendium Quintilians ein schones Beispiel gibt.
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CHRISTOS KREMMYDAS

DEMOSTHENES’ PHILIPPICS AND THE ART OF
CHARACTERISATION FOR THE ASSEMBLY

The projection of the speaker’s character (ethos) is of para-
mount importance in oratory. This is acknowledged by Aristotle
in the Rbetoric where ethos is singled out as one of the three
‘artistic’ means of persuasion (1356a) and key issues regarding
the perception of a speaker’s character and its role in persuasion
are identified:

“[There is persuasion] through character whenever the speech is
spoken in such a way as to make the speaker worthy of cre-
dence; for we believe fair-minded people to a greater extent and
more quickly [than we do others], on all subjects in general and
completely so in cases where there is not exact knowledge but
room for doubt. And this should result from the speech, not from
a previous opinion that the speaker is a certain kind of person;
for it is not the case, as some of the handbook writers propose in
their treatment of the art, that fair-mindedness [epzezkem] on the
part of the speaker makes no contribution to persuasiveness;
rather, character is almost, so to speak, the most authoritative
form of persuasion.” (1356a, trans. Kennedy)'
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Later on in the same work, Aristotle stresses that “there are
three reasons that make speakers persuasive ... besides logical argu-
ment”, and cites two character traits and an emotional response:
“practical wisdom and virtue and goodwill” (Rhez. 1378a).?

Anaximenes, too, is aware of the importance of ethos, and
whilst he generally avoids theorising in the Rbetorica ad
Alexandrum,’ he makes a few practical recommendations on
how to project the speaker’s ethos in the most positive way.*
However, it is probably fair to say that these theoretical works
of the second half of the 4™ century BC lend more emphasis to
their treatment of emotions and logical arguments’ than to the
projection of character.

A key question remains: To what extent does rhetorical
theory reflect oratorical practice? It is doubtful whether Aris-
totle, in particular, took into account the Attic orations that
have come down to us.” A similar question has recently been
addressed by Christopher Pelling, who compared speeches
in Herodotus and Thucydides with the rhetorical treatises of
Aristotle and Anaximenes and concluded that despite the
methodological difficulties posed by them, 4®-century rhetorical

2 100 pév obv adrtode eivar mioTode Tode Aéyovtac Tplw dotl Th adtia

Tocabto Yap €oTL U & TioTedopey Ew T@Y amodelfewy. EoTi 8 TabTa @pbvYoLs
notl GpeTY) %ol ebvola.

3> Note, however, 35, 17-18 (of 3¢ AbyoL Ty 40Ev %ol TV TpdTwy eloly olov
elxbveg, “reports are in a way reflections of character and personality”, trans.
MIRHADY), where he talks about narratives regarding an opponent’s life in a foren-
sic setting.
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> Aristotle explicitly mentions the neglect of enthymemes in contemporary
rhetorical treatises (1354a-b).

® Anaximenes cites now-lost rhetorical handbooks by himself and Corax, and
alludes to the existence of others whose authors he does not name who had also
provided “political and forensic precepts” (Rbet. ad Alex. Ep. 16-17). It is unknown
whether the construction of ezhos in the Assembly would have received greater
attention in those works.

7 TREVETT (1996) argues that Aristotle does not quote from Athenian delib-
erative or forensic orations because they did not reflect his pupils’ interests and
were not widely circulated anyway.
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theory can still shed light on speeches embedded in 5%-century
historiography.®

Modern scholarship has generally sought to identify direct
links between theory and oratorical practice (e.g. types of argu-
ments or emotions described in rhetorical theory and also
occurring in extant Attic oratory).” However, most of the
time, the relationships and interplays are far subtler and more
complex than one might expect. And whilst techniques of
characterisation in Attic oratory have attracted attention with
regard to the forensic context,'” the deliberative context has
not been explored in depth.

In this paper I hope to shed some light on characterisation
as an integral part of rhetorical strategies in deliberative oratory
in the setting of the Assembly. Since the overwhelming major-
ity of our surviving deliberative orations date to the 4% century
BC and are found in the corpus Demosthenicum, 1 shall examine
Demosthenes’ Assembly speeches as evidence for the presenta-
tion of character as a means of persuasion. In particular, I shall
focus on speeches of the so-called ‘Philippic cycle’, which date to
the heyday of his political career (351-341). First, I shall make
some preliminary methodological observations in relation to the
portrayal of ethos in a deliberative context. I shall then consider
how Demosthenes makes his ezhos central to his endeavour to
assert his leadership credentials in the Assembly, and briefly
examine the range of rhetorical strategies he employs in order to
project his character in his deliberative speeches. I shall explore
how some of the techniques of characterisation he uses evolved
over time in response to the changing political context and
conclude that Demosthenes’ ezbos in the speeches of the Philip-
pic cycle was flexible, adaptable, and carefully crafted in order
to persuade the audience of his trustworthiness.

8 PELLING (2012).

? A few recent works on ethos in Greek rhetoric and oratory: GILL (1984);
WISSE (1989); RUSSELL (1990); FORTENBAUGH (1992); CAREY (1994); WOERTHER
(2005).

10 E.g. CAREY (1994) 34-43; DE BRAUW (2002); KREMMYDAS (2013).
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The orator’s ethos and the Assembly

Given the importance of the projection of character in all
genres of oratory, it is worth reflecting briefly on its rhetorical
constitution. Three questions need to be considered: first, is
the ethos of an individual speaker essentially the same at any
given time, yet what varies is its perception by diverse audi-
ences, whilst different character traits are projected in different
rhetorical contexts? This would mean that some members of
the audience in an Assembly might perceive certain aspects of
a speaker’s character through his speech, while others may take
in different traits. At the same time, a speaker might choose
to focus on a core set of traits (e.g. reliability, experience,
knowledge, and foresight) in the context of the Assembly,!
while promoting his non-litigiousness, his metriotes, civic-spir-
itedness, and unimpeachable public life in the law-courts. The
ethos of the individual is thus the same and internally consist-
ent, and the projection of different traits reflects the different
contextual rhetorical needs of the speaker.

Second, to what extent does prior familiarity with a person’s
life and character affect the perception of his character in a rhe-
torical context? And to what extent does the rhetorical construc-
tion of a speaker’s ethos depend on the audience’s familiarity
with his personality, and his public and private life?

Third, should a distinction be drawn between real and rhe-
torical ethos? Real ethos emanates from an individual’s life,
social interactions, interpersonal relationships, political posi-
tion and general standing in the community, personal successes
and failures. However, is it independent from any rhetorical
representations thereof in the public fora of the city? Many
members of the audience might have already formed a posi-
tive or negative view of an individual’s ethos based on their

' Cf. the triptych of traits in ARIST. Rhet. 1378a (ppbvnore xal dpety nol
ebvota; see n. 2 above). On foresight (wpoopav) in political-deliberative contexts
see, e.g., DEM. 4, 41; 6, 6, 8; 18, 27.
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established public persona. The rhetorically skilled speaker (or a
logographer employed by a speaker in a forensic setting) may
portray his ezhos in such a way as to maximise the positive and
minimise or conceal any negative traits.'"* This rhetorically
crafted presentation of ethos (rhetorical ethos) helps bolster
the prior positive views among the audience and seeks to
sway those who hold no or negative views. This rhetorical ezhos
is the orator’s (or logographer’s) ‘artistic’ creation, but the exact
relation it bears to the real ezhos is subject to negotiation and
manipulation. In the Rbetoric Aristotle seems to suggest that
one can draw a distinction between these two kinds of ethos,
but a firm distinction cannot be substantiated.!> There are
clearly smaller or larger overlaps between the real and the
artistic ethos, otherwise the latter would not have been either
credible or effective as a tool of persuasion; the gulf between
the real and the constructed would have been apparent to many
in the audience.

Further issues relating to the presentation of the orator’s
ethos in the Assembly should be considered before proceeding
to a discussion of techniques of self-presentation: first, since
Assembly debates were meant to consider questions of expedi-
ency for the polis in terms of future policy,'* while questions of
justice’® and legal, personal liability of politicians were mostly

12 E.g. the self-presentation of Nicias and Alcibiades in Thucydides’ Redetrias
(6, 9-23); see further KREMMYDAS (2016a).

13" Rhet. 1356a (contrast IsOC. 15, 278); Aristotle’s distinction between ethos
emanating from and enhanced by people’s position and rhetorically constructed
ethos is too firm.

4 Anaximenes’ Rbet. ad Alex. highlights “concord, military forces, money
and good supply of revenues, good and plentiful allies” (6uévora, Suvdperg wpog
TOAERLOY, YPNLATA %ol TPOGEIWY edTTopla, cuupdywv &eeth) xal Thlog; 1, 1) as
advantageous for a city (wéier 3¢ cuppépovra).

15" Aristotle’s Rbetoric probably overstresses the dominance of sympheron-
related themes and arguments in deliberative oratory, while Thucydides” speeches
suggest the importance of arguments from justice in Assembly debates: e.g. ARIST.
Rber. 1358b22; 1362a18-20; 1365b25; cf., e.g., THUC. 3, 38, 1; 3, 40 (Cleon);
note Diodotus’ contestation of the blurring of the lines between sympheron and
dikaion in Cleon’s speech: 3, 44, 4; 47, 5; cf. 3, 56, 3 (the Platacans’ speech
before a ‘court’ of Spartan judges); 3, 59, 3.
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delegated to the dikasteria in the second half of the 4™ century,'°
one does not encounter strong vituperation in deliberative ora-
tions of the kind encountered in forensic speeches where
acquittal of the speaker (or of an individual for whom the
speaker acted as a synegoros) and conviction of an opponent
(and a penalty) are at stake.”” Thus not only the etiquette but
also techniques of self-characterisation in the ekklesia are differ-
ent from those used in the courts.!® And so, the role of the
speaker’s ethos in deliberative oratory is different from the role
it performs in a forensic context.”

Second, one should not rush into the hasty conclusion that
all speakers taking the speakers’ bema would have been well-
known to the Assembly-going public. Hansen’s work on the
prosopography of 4®-century Athenian politicians has high-
lighted 373 individuals attested as rhetores and strategoi for
the period 403-322.2° Athenian proposers of decrees would
have delivered shorter or longer speeches to introduce their
draft proposals to the assembly (epigraphic formula 748z eirev),
while others would have spoken up to introduce riders to the
draft proposal. How important was the perception of their
ethos by the audience in the Assembly? To what extent did
the projection of their ethos matter in terms of persuading
their audience or did other considerations, such as the politi-
cal group they belonged to at the time and their association
with widely known politicians, weigh more heavily when it
came to voting for or against a proposal? Was it a case of ethos

16 In the 5" century (and the first-half of the 4™) the Assembly maintained
a large role in judging political trials. Cases of eisangeliai were still tried in the
ckklesia until 362. HANSEN (1991) 158-159, and in greater detail HANSEN
(1975).

17 E.g. the different uses of language denoting deception in the Assembly
and the law-courts: KREMMYDAS (2013) esp. 52.

'8 Note DEM. 18, 143, which suggests that the Assembly would not tolerate
accusations of a personal character.

9 In this paper, I shall focus primarily on the speaker’s self-presentation;
I shall consider the way in which the ezbos of opponents is presented only where
it is relevant to the projection of the speaker’s own ethos.

20 HANSEN (1989a); (1989b).
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by association, i.e. the projection of the character traits of an
individual onto a political associate? The benefits for a leading
politician in such a case would be obvious, while the risks
would be minimised. If this was indeed the case, then an aware-
ness of the politician/speaker’s ezhos would have been central to
success in the Assembly.

Third, one should also take into account the rhetorical tactics
in the Assembly and the possibility that some speakers represent-
ing a political group or advocating a specific position would have
put forward specific proposals (thus also assuming the legal
responsibility for them), while key political figure(s) might have
confined themselves to cameo appearances, lending their ethical
and political support to the case made by their associates.?!

Projecting ethos in the Assembly: techniques of self-presentation

Since rhetorical theory is not too helpful in terms of eluci-
dating the construction and projection of rhetorical ezhos in
deliberative oratory, it is worth considering different means
through which a speaker could portray his ezhos in the Assembly
in order to project authority and engender trust in the audi-
ence. The rhetorical techniques of characterisation highlighted
below do not represent an exhaustive checklist,”* yet they
might facilitate the discussion of ethos in deliberative oratory as
we navigate through the deliberative speeches of the Demosthenic
corpus. Some of these techniques shed light on the orator’s ezhos
explicitly (nos. 1 and 2), while others (nos. 3-6) do so implicitly.

21 T am considering team-speaking in the Athenian Assembly as well as the
possibility of logographic speeches delivered in the Assembly in KREMMYDAS
(2017a). See also RUBINSTEIN (2017).

22 Assembly speakers in Thucydides do not use explicit self-characterisation
to the same extent as Demosthenes; e.g. Pericles uses self-referential passages in
2, 60, 1, 5; 61, 2 (in response to personal criticism), Cleon employs meta-rhe-
torical passages to lament the state of deliberative oratory (3, 38, 2-7); Alcibiades
is the most explicit of all speakers in his self-promotion (6, 16, 1, 3-6).
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1) Meta-rhetorical passages: generic passages regarding the
role and failures of rhetoric in deliberation, criticising the ten-
dency to prioritise what is pleasant to the ears over what is
expedient (e.g. Dem. 3, 18, 22; 9, 2; Ex. 44, 1).

2) Self-referential passages and ropoi (e.g. the speaker’s
inability to do justice to a topic):**> while the speaker’s ethos is
important in persuasion, the promotion of his personal rhe-
torical skills and ethical qualities tends to take place indirectly
(see n. 15 above with references to Assembly speakers in Thucy-
dides; cf. Andoc. 4). But is this reticence to engage in direct,
explicit self-characterisation simply a feature of oratorical eti-
quette in the Assembly? Demosthenes states (5, 4) that he does
not wish to talk about himself and, although this was a prof-
itable exercise for some, he considers it “vulgar and offensive”
(popTindv xal émayOec). Had standards really slipped by Demos-
thenes’ time and speakers simply did not pay attention to
oratorical etiquette anymore? How can we account for the grow-
ing prominence of direct means of promoting the speaker’s
ethos in the corpus of Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches?
Can it be attributed to contextual factors (the speaker’s age,
experience, and responses to specific criticisms)?

What is of greater interest in terms of the projection of a
speaker’s ethos is not the mere rehashing of zopoi and meta-
rhetorical passages that represented stock material of delibera-
tive oratory. Instead, one should examine how such material is
combined as part of wider rhetorical strategies and adapted to
the different oratorical contexts,?* what is the likely effect of
such adaptations, and what the latter may reveal about the
development/change in the projection of the orator’s ezhos.

3) The use of praise and criticism: as part of the projection
of his ethos, the orator qua teacher and adviser of the people,
may praise the audience for their past successes and criticise

23 This topos is attested in prooemia of deliberative speeches and forms part of
the speaker’s captatio beneuolentiae (e.g. 3, 1; 5, 1; 15, 32; 16, 2; cf. Ex. 4; 8, 2).
24 On Demosthenes’ tailoring of arguments to fit the context, see YUNIS

(1996) 237.
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their past failures or errors of judgment. He may also wish
to castigate the actions and ethos of rival politicians, thus
implicitly promoting his reliability and integrity. However,
both praise and criticism carry potential pitfalls for the orator.
Even though one might think that by lavishing praise on the
audience the orator can hardly go wrong, the orator has to be
cautious lest he come across as sycophantic. Praise of the peo-
ple (mostly the Athenian ancestors) has to be balanced with the
need to criticise the audience without alienating it. Finally, by
castigating the decisions or harmful advice given by rival politi-
cians the orator promotes his own wisdom and reliability,
although excessive criticism of rivals also risks alienating the
audience.

4) Types of logical argument (especially grnomai): logical
argumentation (enthymemes) and especially gnomai help project
an air of authority and credibility by appealing to a sense of
shared presuppositions.”® Anaximenes offers quite a helpful
categorisation of grnomai into ‘conventional’ and ‘paradoxical’
and provides a few examples (Rbet. ad Alex. 11, 1-6), while Aris-
totle identifies four species (Rbet. 1394a-1395b) and stresses
the fact that they make a speech ‘ethical’, i.e. they demonstrate
the good character of an individual.

5) The knowledge and use of past history: the orator’s
demonstration of knowledge and his use of past Athenian (and
Greek) history help to enhance his authority and, ultimately,
reliability in the eyes of the audience.

6) The speaker’s adherence to communal values and ideals:
as in forensic oratory, the speaker in a deliberative context
needs to persuade the audience that he espouses the same set of
values and ideals and therefore can be trusted.

Since it is not possible to do justice here to all the different
ways in which this wide range of techniques is being used, I shall
focus my attention in the rest of this paper on nos. 1, 2, and 3.

2> 1 develop this point further in KREMMYDAS (2017a).
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Demosthenes and the limits of deliberative ethos: the early
Assembly speeches

Demosthenes’ Assembly speeches are central to our appre-
ciation of Demosthenes as an orator and leading Athenian
politician.?® The speeches in which he is dealing with the threat
of Philip of Macedon played a significant role in cementing his
fame as a politician fighting for Greek freedom. However,
before examining the Philippic speeches, it is worth consider-
ing the creation of Demosthenes’ ethos in his early Assembly
speeches (354-351). After all, in 354, when he delivered his
first recorded deliberative oration On the Symmories, he would
have been just over thirty.

Although the age limit for attending Assembly proceedings
was twenty (Ath. Pol. 42, 5),* it would have probably taken
promising young Athenians a while before they could make
their mark on the bema of the Assembly (cf. Dem. 4, 1).
Demosthenes, of course, did not wait to make his name in the
Assembly, as he had already been active in the law-courts since
his well-known dispute with his guardians between 364 and
362. Even if one assumes that he had refrained from or had
been unsuccessful at making a break into the Assembly, he
would have been fairly well-known to the wider public as a
logographer and synegoros.®® His first two trierarchies (363,
360/59)% and the speeches delivered in connection with trier-
archic affairs suggest that he was very much active in the public
sphere.’® The absence of recorded Assembly speeches from
the period 362-354 suggests either that he did not deliver any

26 DEM. 1-6, 8-10, 14-16 are genuine; [DEM.] 7 should be attributed to
Hegesippus, [DEM.] 13 may be an early Demosthenic speech, but there are some
doubts; [DEM.] 17 is probably a rhetorical exercise.

27 Perhaps since the early 4% century: HANSEN (1991) 89.

28 Note his participation as logographer or supporting speaker in public suits
(graphai paranomén and nomon mé epitedeion theinai) between 356 and 354:
DEM. 47 (in 356/5), 20, 22 (both dated in 355/4).

2 Demosthenes’ trierarchies: DEM. 51; DEM. 21, 154; AESCHIN. 3, 173.

30 See also DAVIES (1971) 135-137.
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formal speeches or that he did not wish to preserve any of
these early specimens of his deliberative oratory. This would
make sense, if this eight-year period was seen as a formative
period during which Demosthenes was busy networking and
preparing for his later political career.’' In the retrospective
on his career, the speech On the Crown, Demosthenes chooses
to emphasise the fact that he made a late entry into Athenian
politics (18, 18, 60). This is roughly consistent with the publi-
cation dates of his earliest extant speeches, although Demos-
thenes fails to specify the exact point of his first intervention in
Athenian politics.

One should also bear in mind that the three earliest (genu-
ine) Demosthenic speeches deal with internal Athenian affairs
(the organisation of the navy), the situation in mainland Greece
(Thebes vs. Sparta) and the possibility of a fall-out with the
Persian King. Conversely, in the Philippics the focus shifts to
Northern Greece and an enemy that had not attracted atten-
tion before. This new reality and the growing realisation of the
danger posed by Philip may have also affected the tenor of
Demosthenes’ rhetoric and, ultimately, the way in which he
portrayed himself as an adviser of the city.

Demosthenes 14 (On the Symmories), his first surviving
Assembly oration, sheds some light on the precocity of his rhe-
torical endeavour. It is a tentative attempt to promote his ethos
as an orator and politician to a demanding Athenian audience.
An attempt to engage with well-known rhetorical zopoi and
other (unidentified) Athenian speakers and thus demonstrate
knowledge, good understanding of foreign relations and internal
affairs, and foresight helps establish his ezhos in the Assembly.
He commences his speech with a meta-rhetorical prooemium
criticising rhetorical commonplaces (‘the praise of the Athe-
nian ancestors’) used by other orators (1). This is indeed a topos
occurring in extant specimens of deliberative (and epideictic)

31 For a reconstruction of Demosthenes’ political connections early in his
career, see BURKE (2002) 176-183.
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oratory,’” but the way it is being used demonstrates the failure
of the present orators properly to extol the virtues of the ances-
tors. Demosthenes employs praeteritio while seeking to refocus
this fopos and his speech as a whole towards what is useful
under the current circumstances (2).

Demosthenes’ censure of orators (1) echoes Cleon’s castigation
of the culture of deliberative debate for pleasure and intellec-
tual stimulation (Thuc. 3, 38, 7) and suggests a continued dis-
tortion of the objective of deliberative oratory in the Athenian
Assembly in the 4™ century.>® Demosthenes thus seeks to project
his ethos in contrast to that of other (established?) orators.
He downplays his rhetorical skill, while foregrounding his ability
to offer advice. He is circumspect: he presents himself as one of
potentially many speakers (elc dotic0bv) who can benefit the
city through their advice (note the use of the hypothetical syl-
logism &t pev... et 3¢...):

“If someone, whoever he may be, who comes up to speak, could
teach and persuade you what kind of preparations and what size

of force will be required and how it should be paid for, all our
present fears would be relieved” (14, 2).34

This is capped by the zopos of the speaker’s inability (d¢ &v &p’
ol6c T @), the use of the conative verb (weipdcopar ...) and the
expression (¢ &y yvouns (“what I think about ...”) instead of
a more assertive and confident verbal expression.?

This apparent reticence or lack of confidence recurs through-
out the speech: e.g. at 14 he draws attention away from his
rhetorical skill and to his practical proposals for preparation,
while later he introduces a suggestion about Athenian finances

2 E.g. 3, 36; 9, 74; 10, 46; 60, 4-5; THUC. 2, 36; Lys. 2, 3, 6, 17.

33 One cannot help wondering whether this reflected 4™ century realities or
had become a zopos in deliberative oratory. Cf. the discussion of meta-rhetorical
passages below.

3l 8¢ moperfow elc botioody Shvarto iddEar xal meloan, Tl TapaoKELT Kol
moor xal wobev mopiolelon ypnoLpnog Eotor T4 ThAeL, TaC 6 Topmy @6Bog AeldoeTal.

3 Such as bmorapBdve or Soxd, DEM. 4, 1 (&v ... Emetpmpny & Yiyvooxw
Myew .55, 3 (... olopon xal wemendg pantov dvéatnra); 5, 4 (dxptBag elddc ...).
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(24ft.) and suggests that what he is going to say will come across
as a paradox (alviypart yap Spotov ...: “it is like a riddle ...”).
This is followed by a more assertive expression of his foresight
(24: “My view is that we do not need to talk about money
now ... for this sounds like a riddle”).?® The presentation of his
ethos is rounded off (it is possible that ring-composition is
being employed here) in the conclusion, where he stresses the
importance of action over fruitless rhetoric (41).

In On the Megalopolitans, which was delivered just one year
later, Demosthenes advances his quest to establish his ezbos in the
Assembly as he presents himself as the middle-of-the-road politi-
cian who will be attacked by opponents on both sides, those who
advocate supporting the Arcadians and those who are in favour
of lending a hand to the Spartans (1-3).%” He thus seeks to create
political space for himself as the city’s adviser by opposition to
those who slander and accuse each other. His ethos as an honest
adviser is also shaped through the use of an anti-deception ropos
(3).%® Throughout the speech he presents himself in opposition
to other politicians but conforming with what is expedient
for the city. The characterisation by means of antithesis to the
(unnamed) opponents when the latter are collectively denounced
is a useful, indirect means of self-characterisation.

In the third of his early deliberative speeches, On the Free-
dom of the Rbhodians, Demosthenes seems to have grown in
confidence. One can only speculate on the possible effect that
his earlier interventions may have had on the perception of
his ethos by the public, but his tone in this speech is markedly
different. He is prepared to criticise the Athenians right from

360 vy omun yeTivar wi Aéyewy vuvi Tepl yenudToy ... alviypatt yie potov
ToUTH Ye.

37" According to Brass (Abt. IILi) 308, the language, metaphors, rhetorical
devices, and style become more forceful in later speeches whereas in this speech
“im allgemeinen der Ton ruhig und gemessen bleibt, wie es dem verstindingen
Rathgeber zukommt”.

3B 00wy &N alpficopar pdihov adthe, v dpx Tobto mabw, Soxelv oiva-
pely, 7) map’ & BértioTa vopilem T7 moher, mpoésbon Tioly budc Eamatiicat (16, 3).
On anti-deception opoi in Attic Oratory, see KREMMYDAS (2013) 65-80, 87.
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the outset for not acting on the decisions they take in the
Assembly. His criticism is mild but unambiguous:

“Until now I have never thought it was difficult to teach you what
the best policy is, for, to put it simply, I believe you all seem to
know what it is, but to persuade you to implement it. For when a
decision has been approved and voted on, it is no closer to being
implemented than it was before it was approved” (15, 1).%

Later in the speech he hints at a growing relationship between
Demosthenes as orator and adviser and the Athenian audience; he
has advised them in the past to prepare their military to face the
Persian King (he stresses that he was the first to take to the speak-
ers’ platform) and “his advice was pleasing to them” (15, 6).4°

His deliberative ethos is also enhanced by his emphasis on
the constancy and correctness of his advice: he would have said
the same thing to the Persian King if he took him on as his
adviser (7); what he says is nothing new (9).

A final touch to Demosthenes’ Assembly ezhos in this speech
is added through the (apparent) self-contradiction between the
Schadenfreude (at the deserved suffering of the Rhodians) and
the pity (at the suffering of an equal) he expresses at the mis-
fortune of the Rhodians; it is likely that he is trying to address
and reconcile the mixed emotional responses of the audience
towards the plight of the Rhodians (15, 15).#! Demosthenes
addresses the potentially mixed emotional responses of the audi-
ence by reducing the distance between them and the Rhodians;
he claims that the Athenians, like the Rhodians, have been
deceived by schemers (15, 16).42

3 2y ¥ 0ddemdhmol) fymadpny yoremoy T6 StddEar T BérTi Huac (G yap
elmely AmAGG, dmovTeg DTTdEYELY EYVWROTES (Lot JOXELTE), A& TO TELGoL TEAT-
Tew TabTe gmelday yap Tt 365y nal Ynowshy, t61t loov Tob meayOfjvor dméyer
boovrep Tply 86

40, nad Ouv Hoeone TadTaL

41 But contrast his comments at 15, 21, where he demonstrates a sound under-
standing of mass psychology and an ability to give moral guidance to the people.

2 omul 8 yetiven mewpdolar o@lewy Tode &vdpac xal wh) uvnexaxely, dvhu-
pmovpévous 6Tl TOAAG %ol Lpels LTO TGV EmLBovievsdvTey EEnmdTrnals, GOV
003evhg adTol Sobvar Sixmy dixatov &v eivar phoarte (15, 16).
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Thus, one notices development and flexibility in the con-
struction of Demosthenes’ deliberative ethos as the young ora-
tor and politician seeks to define his role in Athenian politics.
He emerges as a politician who demonstrates confidence in the
correctness of his advice, awareness of and careful handling of
the audience’s emotions, and seeks to carve out his own space
as a reliable alternative to Athenian politicians who prioritise
their skill in rhetoric over much-needed action.

Demosthenic ethos in the Philippic cycle: increasing confidence
and sophistication in the use of tools of self-characterisation

In this section, I shall argue that Demosthenes’ projection of
his own ethos becomes more direct and assertive in the speeches
of the Philippic cycle as he uses techniques of self-characterisa-
tion more frequently, directly, and in more sophisticated ways.
However, one should not attribute this only to his growing
experience as a statesman and orator. One should also take into
account the changing landscape of political affairs in the Greek
world with the emergence of Philip as a direct threat to Athenian
interests. The city needed strong leaders to lead it through a
crisis that magnified the tensions and led to polarisation among
Athenian political groups. One might claim, on the evidence of
Demosthenic oratory, that Athenian politics had become
increasingly toxic.®? It is impossible, of course, to gauge levels
of toxicity in default of satisfactory evidence, but there are signs
of convergence between the deliberative and forensic discourse
especially after the Peace of Philocrates in 346.

The newfound confidence exhibited by Demosthenes in On
the freedom of the Rhodians reappears in the (almost contempo-
rary) First Philippic (Dem. 4; date: 351). One might be justified

4 This is not to say that Athenian politics and political discourse were not
toxic before this time. One would have to look at forensic speeches originating

in the first decade of the 4™ century for parallels, but there are no parallels from
the Assembly.
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in claiming that once Demosthenes had emerged as an impor-
tant player on the Athenian political scene, his ethos had become
better known, and although it was still malleable and subject to
rhetorical manipulation, it had to be recognisable and credible.

In the introduction to his first speech of the Philippic cycle, he
suggests that this was going to be the first time he was going to
speak first in an Assembly debate; he explains that he is forced to
do so due to the fact that the usual speakers have failed to give
good advice to the people (1). He thus clearly sets himself apart
from other, possibly better-established speakers. This demonstra-
tion of confidence appears alongside old (e.g. an ability to make
a diagnosis of the problem, familiarity with history, knowledge
of the financial affairs of the city, prognosis and proposed cure of
the problem at hand) and new techniques of self-presentation of
his ethos. He now expresses belief in the Athenian people and
injects confidence in them at a time when they were dispirited.
This demonstrates a deepening relationship of trust between
the orator and the people, while playing to the audience’s
deepest felt emotions and enhancing the possibility of a positive
response on the part of the audience.

Demosthenes’ confidence in his ability to advise them on
what is expedient for the city reaches a peak in the conclusion
of the speech. The verbal forms in the text below highlighted
in bold typescript underscore his boldness and confidence in
full knowledge of possible consequences, while the underlined

words stress the centrality of cupgépov in his peroration:*4

“As for me, I have never yet chosen to please you by saying any-
thing that I was not convinced would be beneficial to you; and
now, I have said freely everything that I know without holding
anything back. However, just as I know what is most beneficial
for you to hear, I wish that the person who gave the best speech
would also benefit. For I should have felt happier, if that were
the case. Now, however, because what is going to happen to me
as a result of having given this advice is uncertain, I still choose

4 Five attestations in a single section. Note also the contrast between ydpv
and t& BérTioT.
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to speak because I am convinced that what I will say will benefit
you if you also implement it. Whatever is going to benefit all,
may that prevail” (4, 51).4°

On the face of it, this is a variation of the meta-rhetorical pas-
sages relating to the role of rhetoric. Here, however, the meta-
rhetorical passage develops into a self-referential passage asserting
Demosthenes’ constancy as an adviser, his confidence, boldness,
and knowledge of what is expedient for the city. And while this
passage rounds off the speech, he goes one step further by
expressing his confidence in the way that events will develop.
But Demosthenes’ growing confidence as an adviser is also
evident in his criticism of Athenian passivity in relation to spe-
cific failures of foreign policy. Whereas in earlier speeches he had
confined himself to generalising criticisms of Athenian decision-
making and policy (e.g. 14, 15) or brief criticisms in passing
(e.g. 15, 1), here he points to Athenian slowness as a reason for
Philip’s success (4, 5-6) and criticises their lethargy and inaction
in the past (4, 10-11), whilst pointing to concrete examples from
recent Athenian history when they managed to overcome it:

“For you must put the thought in his mind that you may get rid
of apathy and attack, as you did at Euboea and, as it is reported,
also at Haliartus and more recently at Thermopylae ...” (4, 17).4

However, in this speech he does not confine himself to casti-
gating Athenian passivity, and inaction. His detailed analysis
and logical presentation of the concrete proposals he puts for-
ward serve to enhance his ethos as a man of action rather than

45 5. A \ 3 TSR] 2 \ / e~ 7 / o 2 \ \
EYW UEY OLY OUT HAANOTE TWTOTE TROG Y APLY ELAOUTY AEYELY & TL &V [LY) KL

GLYOLGELY TLETTELGILEVOG (&, YDV TE & YLYVWGEKr® eVl dmidic, 008€év GrocTeL-
Adpevog, memappnoioaopot. Bovhéuny 8 &y, dbomep T ulv cupoéper Ta
BértioT dxovewy olda, oltwe eldévar cuvolooy xal T6 T& BéhTieT elmbvTy
TOMG Yop &v Aoy elyov. viv & &n’ adniorg oloL Tolg Ao TOUTWY EUaLTE
YEVNGOWUEVOLS, BLmg Tl TG suvolaewy ULy, &v Tpalnte, Tabto wemelohor AéyeLy
atpobpat. vixgn & & TL maoy wéhhel cuvoicewy.

46 el yxp xelve TolT &y TR yvhwy Tapastiioat, G Huele éx Tie Guehelug
Tod TG TS &y, Gomep elg EbfBotay xal mpbTepdy moté paoty el AhlapToy ol
To Terevtato Tpony el [Tvhag, lowe v bppncarte ...
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words. This is the only extant speech that probably accompa-
nied a draft proposal by Demosthenes himself.#” Thus, the topos
of fruitless deliberation (‘fighting with decrees’: e.g. 4, 30)%8 is
addressed and refuted as he pledges his willingness to take part
in the expedition. Demosthenes thus portrays himself as a man
of action, not just words.

Demosthenes, Philip, and Athenian politicians: a triptych of
ethe in the Olynthiacs

In the three Olynthiacs (delivered in 349/8), ethos plays an
even more prominent role than in the earlier deliberative
speeches. Demosthenes draws on his arsenal of techniques of
characterisation in order to promote the ethos of three catego-
ries of individuals (or groups of politicians/orators), a triptych
of ethe: his ethos, that of other Athenian politicians/orators, and
that of Philip. The promotion of his own ethos takes place in the
First Olynthiac through passages of self-characterisation and meta-
rhetoric in the middle of the speech (e.g. 1, 14-16), before he
makes concrete proposals to address the current crisis (17-20).
Note how he combines meta-rhetoric with criticism of the
audience and promotion of his boldness as an adviser:

“Now, someone may say that it is easy to be critical and anyone
can do it, but that to give an opinion regarding what should be
done about the current situation is an adviser’s task. As for me,
men of Athens, I am aware that many times, when things go
against your plans, you are angry not at those responsible but at
the orators who happen to have spoken last. I, however, do not

think I should hold back from saying what I think will benefit

you out of concern for my own safety” (1, 16).#

47 Cf. criticism by his opponents alluded to by DEM. in 8, 68, 73.
48 MADER (20006).
49 \ \ 302 ~o / N, &/ \ \ 7, L LI
TO L&V 0DV EMLTLUAY L6me @AGoL TLG &V p¢dtoy xal TavTog elvat, TO & VTtép
TQOV TTOPOVTWY 0 TL H€l TTpdTTELY dTtopaivesBal, TobT eival cupBoviov.
gy & odx dyvo® pév, & &vdpec Abnvator, toU0" d11 ToAAGxLc Duelg od Todg
alTLous, GAA TOVG DETATOVG TEPL TAOV TEAYUATMY ELTOVTHS €V 6pYTY] Totelale, &v
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The extended presentation of Philip’s character dominates the
Second Olynthiac (2, 5-10, 14-20), familiarises the audience
with their great adversary, and implicitly draws a contrast with
their collective Athenian ezhos. Philip represents an antithesis to
the democratic Athenian ethos, which Demosthenes endorsed
and promoted. He reminds the audience that Philip’s success
is due to the failures (2, 3-4) and inaction (2, 27-30) of the
Athenians and pleads with them to take action (2, 30-31). Thus,
the promotion of Demosthenes’ ethos is only implicit and oblique
in this speech.

Finally, in the 7hird Olynthiac the orator’s role and respon-
sibility take a more central role again: in the prooemium, a
variation of the zopos of the speaker’s inability to address a topic
(8yo & ody 8 v yen ... wpdg Dudg wepl adTdY elnely) and a
captatio beneuolentiae are combined with a brief meta-rhetorical
passage on how the current state of affairs is due to the fact that
orators tend to gratify the audience rather than benefit the city
(note the use of verbs expressing knowledge and confidence):

“Now, the current situation, more than ever before, requires
great care and deliberation. I, for one, do not think that the
hardest thing is to give advice regarding the current circum-
stances; | am at a loss, however, men of Athens, as to how I
should best speak to you about them. For, I am convinced from
what I have seen and heard that we have missed more opportuni-
ties because of our reluctance to do our duty rather than because
of our failure to understand it. I expect you to bear with me if
speak frankly and to examine whether what I am saying is true,
but also for this additional reason, namely, so that things might
improve in the future. For you see how our current situation
has reached this level of wickedness due to the fact that public
speakers seek to please their audience in the Assembly” (3, 3).>°

TL W) xotd Yvouny éxBY. o0 pnv oipat deiv v idiav dopdieiav oxo-
11oOV0’ VrooTeidacBaL Tepl OV LRIV cLPPEPELY NiyoDpaL.

06 uev odv Tapdy xawpbe, eimep TOTE, TOMTC QpovTidog xal Pouliic Seltal-
Eye & ody 8 TL ypN TEpL TAY TapoVT™Y GLEPBOLAEDGAL YAAETAOTATOV TYOLAL,
AN ExelY dTopd, Tive yem TeoTov, & &vdpeg Abnvalor, Tpdg Luig Tepl adTEHY
elmely. TémeLopaL yap 25 GV Top®y %ol axodmy ovvoLda, to Thelon TV Tpoy-
UATOVY NWiG Exmepevyéval T¢ w1 Bobieslon t& déovta Tolely ) T w1 cuviévad.
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A more extended meta-rhetorical passage follows passages con-
taining concrete proposals (3, 10-13), a passage criticising
the Athenians once again for their idleness and stressing the
importance of action (3, 14-15), and a brief, memorable pas-
sage castigating Philip’s ethos (3, 16: “Is he not our enemy?
Does he not possess our lands? Is he not a barbarian? Is any
description too bad for him?”).”! Demosthenes comments on
the culture of deliberation in the Assembly and stresses the
need to choose what is best rather than what is pleasant, thus
criticising the Athenians, albeit obliquely (3, 18). Mild censure
of the Athenians is expressed in the following couple of sec-
tions (3, 19-20) before Demosthenes finally focuses on his
ethos in what is a masterful, extended passage of self-character-
isation (3, 21-27) combining a number of different techniques:

i) an elaborate captatio benenolentiae dealing with the pos-
sibility of adverse audience reactions against him. His creden-
tials as a speaker are stressed through a statement of opinion
(21: “I believe that it is a mark of a good citizen to consider
the city’s safety more important than his own popularity as a
speaker”),>* which essentially glosses the recurrent criticism of
the Athenians who preferred what was pleasant over what was
expedient;

ii) a reference to past history and illustrious examples of ora-
tors and politicians (e.g. Nicias, Pericles, Aristides, and Miltia-
des: 3, 21, 26). The two comparisons with 5"-century Athenian
politicians echo moralising passages in forensic oratory,’® which

GEL® & Oupdic, &v petd Tapprclag ToLG KA TOLE AGY0UE, DTop.évely, TolUTto Dew-
pobvrag, el TaAn07 Aéyw, xal Sia TobTo, Ivar & Aorwd Behtio yévnTon- Gpite
Yop ¢ éx ToD TROC YapeLy dMuYopely évioug elg iy Tpoehniule woyOnplac T
TopHVTA.

ST ot &y0pbe; odx Eywv Ta Huétepa; ob BapBapocs ody & Tu &v eimol Tic;

52 g Sueatou ToAiToL Xpive THY TEY TEAYUETOY cwTeley GvTl THC &V T
Aévewy yaprtoc alpelobot.

>3 [DEM.] 13, 29 is a close parallel, although the order and contents of the
list have been changed. Themistocles and Cimon are mentioned in 3, 24 instead
of Miltiades.



DEMOSTHENES’ PHILIPPICS 61

stress the simplicity (and exemplary behaviour) of politicians of

old;>*

iii) a contrast to the orators and politicians of the present
time (3, 22);

iv) an amplification of the previous contrasts through a ref-
erence to the effects that the conduct of politicians of old had
on the position of the city in the Greek world and its visible
affluence during the days of the Athenian Empire as opposed
to the current predicament of the city (3, 24-27).

This sophisticated combination of the different techniques
of self-characterisation in an extended passage towards the con-
clusion of the speech clearly serves to enhance Demosthenes’
ethos as an orator and politician and impress it on his Athenian
audience.

In the three Olynthiacs, Demosthenes demonstrates a more
sophisticated command of diverse techniques of self-character-
isation. His approach in the three speeches is joined-up and
sensitive to the needs of the wider political context. It is no
coincidence that his e#hos receives more attention in the third
speech and accompanies the presentation of proposals in response
to the deteriorating situation in Northern Greece. The stress
on his reliability as an adviser is intended to counteract the
potentially hostile reaction to the proposal for the transfer of
money from the Theoric to the military fund (e.g. 3, 11, 34).
At the same time, the comparison between the politicians of an
Athenian ‘golden age’ and contemporary politicians implies
that Demosthenes stands out as a politician who can be trusted.
Thus, the Olynthiacs can be seen as a milestone in the rhetorical
portrayal of Demosthenes’ e#hos.

54 Cf. DEM. 23, 209 (Aristides), 196 (Miltiades), 198 (Themistocles and
Miltiades compared with 4®-century generals, Iphicrates, Timotheus and Chabrias
who are being identified with their military victories), 207.
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Demosthenes’ ethos after 346

Thereafter the presentation of his ezhos becomes even more
assertive in tone. The self-referential passages become longer
and more direct. The reasons for this change might be identi-
fied in the heated Athenian political context after 346. The
discussion of the merits of peace with Philip (Demosthenes
recommends the acceptance of the peace)” gives Demosthenes
an opportunity to talk up his credentials as a reliable adviser
with an excellent track record. In the prooemium of the speech
On the Peace, after a variation of the fopos of the speaker’s ina-
bility (5, 1) and a passing criticism of the Athenian culture of
deliberation (5, 2),°° Demosthenes launches into an extended
presentation of his ezhos and past successes, and stresses the cor-
rectness of his advice (e.g. 5, 9). After all, a successful politician
can be trusted to lead the people. Demosthenes uses praeteritio
to lay even more emphasis on a self-referential excursus (5, 4-12).
However, this long self-referential passage reveals that Demos-
thenes now adopts a radically different strategy of self-presenta-
tion. He claims that he is not used to self-promotion, although
this practice is expedient for speakers engaging in it (4). Demos-
thenes was aware of the fact that he was pushing the bounda-
ries of his own deliberative ezhos and had to account for this
departure: he justifies his self-referential excursus by claiming
that it would enable the audience to make up their minds
about his current speech. There is no doubt that Demosthenes
was crafting his public persona and cultivating his Assembly
ethos during the years he hogged the limelight. He even argues

%> On the problems of accepting the notion that Demosthenes was in favour
of the peace when in DEM. 19, 113 it is claimed that only Aeschines had spoken
in support of the peace treaty, see BLaSS (1893) 342-343, MACDOWELL (2009)
327.

565, 2: of pev y&p &Mhor mdvree dvbpwmor TEd TGV mpayudTov cidbaat
yrefichour T Boviedeshar, Oueic 8¢ peta & mpdypota. BLASS (1893) 343-344
argues that this prooemium does not belong organically to the rest of the speech.
He identifies “ein zweites Prooemium” in 5, 4 and avers that, due to the absence
of pathos, this speech is closer to the ‘not Philippic’ speeches.
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that his ezhos was challenging norms of contemporary delibera-
tive oratory:

“Although I am well aware, men of Athens, that it is always very
profitable for a bold speaker to talk to you about himself and his
own speeches, if one is bold enough to do so, I believe it is such
a vulgar and offensive practice that I shrink from it, even though
[ see that it is necessary. However, I think that you will be better
placed to make a judgement about what I am going to say, if I
remind you briefly of what I told you before” (5, 4).””

And Demosthenes does not only claim to breach the norms
of deliberative ezhos; at the same time, he also engages in the
agonistic culture of the Assembly. He needs to compare him-
self with other advisers/politicians and persuade the audience
of the superiority of his advice and judgment. However, even
when drawing such comparisons, he is mindful of the boundaries
of deliberative ezhos and the pitfalls of boasting and, therefore,
stresses the fact that he does not possess any negative ethical/
intellectual qualities. One of the reasons he identifies is his
good luck (which demonstrates his piety) and the fact that he
does not receive bribes (contrast 5, 5):°%

“Now, if | have been more successful than others to foresee what
was going to happen, I do not attribute this to my cleverness or
any other charisma I might have, nor do I pretend to have any
special knowledge or understanding, except these two: first, men
of Athens, my good luck, which from what I can see is more

57 axpiBide & elddde, & dvdpeg Abnvaior, T0 Myewy Tepl GV adThg elné Tig xal
mepl adTol Tap’ VYLV Gel TGV VL AUGLTEACUYT®Y Tolg TOALGGLY v, oftwg
Nyobpar opTixnoy xal émayfic Got’ dvdyrny odoay 6pdv Suwe dmonvd. voplln
& &pewvov v Duag Tepl Gy YOV Epd xplval, pixpd TGV TpdTepdy mote pnlévTwy
0T ELOY LVYLOVEVGAVTOG.

58 This passage looks forward to his disclaimer of bribery in the speech On the
Crown (18, 298); bribery was one of the major political offences covered by
the nomos eisangeltikos; on venality as a standard accusation against Athenian
politicians/orators, especially after the Peace of Philocrates, see, e.g., DEM. 19,
127; DIN. 4, 1, 3, 13, 29, 103; 6, 6, 22; Hyr. 1 (Dem.), fr. 8, col. 35, . 25
(Mjppa, Mppoata); 1 (Dem.) fr. 62, col. 25, 1. 255 1 (Dem.) fr. 9, col. 40, 1. 1; 3
(Eux.) col. 39, 1. 25 (3dpov, dddpa); DIN. 4, 11, 26, 45, 93, 98; Hyp. 1 (Dem.) fr. 3,
col. 15, L. 2; fr. 8, col. 34, 1. 9; Epitaph. col. 5, 1. 2 (Swpodoxie, dwpodoxncac).
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powerful than any cleverness or wisdom. [12] Second, I reach
my judgements and decisions without receiving gifts and no one
can ever show that I have made any profit from my policies and
speeches” (5, 11-12).>°

How can this change of tone and the emphasis on Demosthenes’
self-presentation be explained? One possible explanation is that
the speech was used as a tool of ‘propaganda’ to promote Dem-
osthenes’ political role in Athens. This would be consistent
with the view expressed by Libanius that the speech was pre-
pared but not delivered at the assembly meeting where Aeschines
spoke in favour of the peace. Similarly, MacDowell suggests
that Demosthenes’ speech might have been delivered at a dif-
ferent, subsequent meeting from the one tasked with responding
to the Amphictyons.® Although these explanations do carry
weight, I believe one should attribute the changes in Demos-
thenes’ self-presentation to his different needs in a tense political
situation. His closer engagement with active Athenian politics
and the deterioration in Athens’ relationship with Philip had
increased the hostility against him (the theme of anger and hos-
tility against orators appears more frequently now),’! and this
did not leave his position as an Assembly speaker unaffected.
And while he could shelter himself from the threat of litigation
by using a network of friends and associates in order to pass
any concrete proposals and drafts, he felt an increasing need to
defend his reputation in the Assembly.

59 ~ / o S o / / ~ 3 ~ EENC I
ot Toivuy dravl’, Goa gatvopat BéATIOV TGV EAA®Y TR00PEGY, 00 &lg

wlov, & &vdpeg Abnvator, obte dewvotnt olit’ dhaloveloay Emavoicw, 00de Tpo-
orotfcopat O 0ddey &Aho yryvdoxewy xol mwpootsOdveshor many 8¢ &v Ouplv
elmw, d0o- &v pév, & &vdpeg Alnvalor, 8 edrtuyloy, fiv cupmdene éyom Tvg &v
avlpwmors olong detvdtnTog xal coglag 6pd xpatoboay- [12] Erepov 3¢, mpolxa
o Tpdypato xplve ol hoyilopat, xal 008y A’ dv oddelg yoL Tpoe olg Eym
memoAlTenpot xol Aéyw Setol TPoGNETYULEVOY.

60 MACDOWELL (2009) 327. But even if one were to suppose that Demos-
thenes did not deliver this speech, it might still have contributed to the enhance-
ment of his public persona.

1 ¢pv#, 6pyileabor, and their cognates occur six times in speeches delivered
post-346 (three times in speeches before that).
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The Second Philippic (Dem. 6) builds on strategies of project-
ing ethos deployed in earlier speeches, especially in the Olyn-
thiacs and the speech On the Peace. 1 shall briefly identify a
couple of features that create a sense of continuity in terms of
the speaker’s ethos, whilst also developing his strategies of char-
acterisation.

The standard meta-rhetorical passage in the prooemium
regarding the responsibility of the orators for giving sound
advice now involves censure of the Athenian public for their
idleness. Demosthenes then joins audience and orators together
in a call to reform the culture of deliberation and decision-
making (6, 5). He also claims that the fear of stirring enmity in
the audience had prevented politicians from making proposals
that would actually stop Philip in his tracks (4). Philip’s appear-
ance in this speech recalls the dominance of his ezhos in the
Second Olynthiac; here, the dangerous villain and arch-enemy of
Athens is the figure of authority who praises the Athenian ezhos
(9-11) and even mentions Philip’s ancestor Alexander I (11).

The reporting of Demosthenes’ speech to the Messenians
(‘speech in speech’: 6, 20-25) is a new device employed in order
to enhance authority (cf. 5, 5: his advice proved unpopular, he
was isolated and suffered abuse by his venal opponents), an
interesting development on the self-referential excursus of the
speech On the Peace (5, 4-12). If the Messenians thought that
he was correct yet in the end chose not to act on his recom-
mendations, the Athenians who are more intelligent ought to
listen more carefully and act on his advice.

Demosthenes defends his ethos against the calumnies of
those who disparaged him from the speakers’ platform (30)
and his tone now recalls forensic discourse (31-34).%? The
political temperature in Athens had risen significantly by the
time of this speech (344/3), and this is also reflected in the way
that Demosthenes talks about his e#hos and that of his unnamed

62 Note the use of nouns and adjectives frequently attested in forensic ora-
tions of the Demosthenic corpus: rotdopta, dpy7, aitiovs, aloyLeTov, dpyihouc.
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political opponents.®® The polarisation of Athenian political
life in response to the deepening crisis in Athens’ relations
with Philip ultimately helps Demosthenes promote his own
role in the city as a standout politician and his ezhos as a trust-
worthy adviser.

That the wider political context has affected the tone of
political discourse can be seen in the last three speeches of the
Philippic cycle (Dem. 8, 9, 10), all of which were delivered in
the same year (341). Take, for example, the development of
the meta-rhetorical passage criticising politicians and orators
(Dem. 8, 23; cf. 38). Demosthenes now turns it on its head
and he is asking the people (in an apostrophe) to instruct him
what to say (cf. 10, 11). A little later, another extended meta-
rhetorical passage criticises the current culture of deliberation,
while offering practical examples from recent history through a
hypothetical speech in the Assembly by the Greeks (35-37).

Finally, as he edges towards the end of the speech On
the Chersonese, he produces an extended passage of masterful
characterisation, once again combining different techniques
of characterisation (8, 67-706): i) a self-referential passage in
response to criticism by political opponents of his reluctance to
propose decrees and expose himself to risk (68); ii) criticism
of the prevalent litigious culture and extensive overlaps between
the forensic and deliberative sphere (69), which favour his
opponents; iii) a self-referential passage on his contributions to
the city, including his benefactions (69-70); iv) self-referential
response to criticism of his reluctance to propose (decrees
leading to) action (73); v) the example of Timotheus’ proposals
in the Athenian Assembly (74-75); v) Demosthenes’ own pro-
posals (76).%4

It is also worth noting the emphasis on the need to punish
bribe-receiving politicians and the stirring of hostile emotions

63 Cf. the use of a verb relating to deception in 36: mapexpodatnre. For the
use of language of deception in deliberative speeches, see KREMMYDAS (2013)
80-82, 88.

¢4 Note the rhetorical device of kyklos in this passage of self-characterisation.
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against them (9, 77; cf. 10, 7). This recalls strategies also attested
in forensic oratory and confirms the idea of the toxicity of
contemporary political life, which also emerges from the
prooemium of the Third Philippic (ct. also 10, 35-36 before the
introduction of the Theoric Fund issue). Demosthenes goes
beyond the criticism of political opponents (9, 2) and claims
that the Athenians have “banished freedom of speech” (trans.
Trevett) from the Assembly as far as giving advice is concerned
(9, 3: bueig v Tappenclov éx 3t ol cup.foviebely TaVTATAGLY
¢Eernhdxate). He confirms this toxic political context at 9, 7
and 9, 53 (punishment of Philip’s fifth column in Athens;
cf. 10, 57), while he showcases the ezhos of Euphraeus of Oreus
(9, 59-64) as a moral paradigm that parallels his own role in
Athens (implicit characterisation).

The ethos of the Athenians also receives coverage (9, 36-37)
as it is contrasted with the ethos of the ancestors (42-46: the
decree of Arthmius of Zelea) and that of citizens in other cities
(49-50) who have been taken advantage of by Philip (see also
9, 65).

By contrast, most of the Fourth Philippic seems to focus on
what the Athenians need to do in the current circumstances.®’
Demosthenes’ ethos surfaces towards the end of the speech
(76), following up on a section criticising rival politicians (10,
70-74). In the middle of that section (71-73), Aristomedes is
singled out and seems to embody the harmful tendency of
politicians to prioritise their own interests over the interests of
the city.®® Having deplored the practices of rival politicians

% The prooemium combines meta-rhetoric and criticism of the Athenians
(1-5); 46-47 comment on the decline of Athens from a position of hegemony in
the Greek world. At 68 the ezhos and actions of Philip’s Athenian associates are
being castigated.

0 VINCE (1930) ad loc. suggested that this was probably a fictional character,
but that does not have to be the case. Conversely, Didymus argued that Aristo-
medes was a contemporary politician. Although this name was not uncommon
in the 4" century and features on contemporary decrees (see LGPN ii.A s.v. [3]),
it is a speaking name (‘the one who has the best plans’) and Demosthenes may
be being ironical here.
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(70-74) and the contemporary culture of deliberation in the
city, Demosthenes has one final chance to justify the advice he
has offered in the Assembly (76). The contrast between the
abusive behaviour, the deceptive words of his opponents and
his truth-telling, integrity, and good-will is marked as he brings
the speech to a close:

“That is the whole truth. I have said what is best for the city out
of goodwill, not what is harmful in order to flatter you, nor
what is full of deceit so that the speaker can make money, while
the affairs of the city are handed over to our enemies. Therefore,
you must either put a stop to these habits or you will not have
anyone else to blame for the terrible state of our city’s affairs but
yourselves” (10, 76).%7

Conclusion

It is clear that Demosthenes paid great attention to the crea-
tion and projection of his ethos in the Athenian assembly
between 354 and 341. The close reading of his deliberative
speeches suggests that he sought to find his own ‘voice’ in the
din of Athenian politics and to project his unique ethos, his
own ‘brand’ of adviser of the people. His early deliberative
speeches testify to his experimentation with stock themes and
techniques of self-characterisation peculiar to Assembly oratory
and to his growing confidence as a politician: self-referential,
meta-rhetorical passages and passages praising or blaming the
Athenian people are just three of the techniques of projecting
ethos, which can be traced throughout his assembly speeches.
Demosthenes had to rely more on the projection of his ethos as
he became more established in the personality-driven politics
of Athens. He demonstrated flexibility at combining these
techniques as he responded to challenges in the contemporary

7 1ot dotl TEMOT, petd mdome maperaiag, &mAGE edvolx T BértieT
elpnuéva, 00 xolaxely BAGBne xal dmatne AoYoc neatos, apylpLoy TG AEYovTL

TOLNo MY, T& 08 Tpdypata The Téhews Tolg &yfpols EyyeLptdv.
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political context. The increasingly personal, direct tone he adopted
and the progressively more hostile tone of his criticism of other
politicians seems to suggest that the deliberative discourse was
not immune from the toxicity of Athenian politics of the late
340’s. It should be noted that the projection of his deliberative
ethos in the forensic sphere (e.g. the review of his career in On
the Crown) is consistent with his self-presentation in speeches
of the Philippic cycle, and this suggests the great care with
which he moulded and promoted his political ethos over time.
The study of Demosthenes’ ezhos in the speeches of the Philippic
cycle demonstrates his skill at projecting a compelling image as
an adviser in the Athenian Assembly.
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DISCUSSION

M. Edwards: You did not use term ethopoiia in your paper
— was there a reason for that?

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for your question, Mike. I inten-
tionally avoided the term because it is a Hellenistic coinage and
[ felt that its application to 4™-century deliberative oratory
would be anachronistic. The term was also used later to denote
one particular type of advanced rhetorical exercises (e.g. Theon’s
progymnasmata; cf. the term prosopopoiia) whereby students had
to create a speech demonstrating a speaker’s ezhos. 1 prefer to use
terminology used by contemporary rhetorical theorists (i.e. Aris-
totle and Anaximenes) in my analysis of 4™-century oratory.

M. Edwards: Yes, of course. More substantively, I have ques-
tions on two different paths, the first of which is to follow
up our discussion of this morning: how far does the lack of
comparanda make a difference to what we can infer from
Demosthenes’ deliberative speeches? For example, you very
correctly draw attention in your paper to the relative lack of
invective against Demosthenes’ opponents, at least in the earlier
speeches, and in contrast to forensic speeches; but might
Aeschines and his followers have nevertheless attacked Demos-
thenes personally?

C. Kremmydas: This is a valid point. We are very much lim-
ited by the absence of other 4™-century deliberative orations.
Naturally, it is impossible to rule out that Demosthenes” oppo-
nents were a lot more virulent and personal in their attacks on
him in the Assembly. However, I do not believe that this would
have been the case at least before the mid-340’s. First, there is
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some evidence suggesting that the absence of invective was
probably not peculiar to Demosthenic Assembly oratory but
was rather a question of rhetorical etiquette that was largely
adhered to. Speakers in the Athenian Assembly speeches reported
by Thucydides (no matter what one thinks of their historical
reliability) also avoid direct personal attacks against their oppo-
nents, while the speaker/author of On the treaty with Sparta (attrib-
uted to Andocides but almost certainly spurious) also eschews
personal invective. Second, early on in Demosthenes’ public
career, when he was still trying to carve out his own place on
Athens’ political landscape, it is unlikely that he would have rep-
resented a target worth attacking personally and directly.

M. Edwards: It is interesting that you think Andocides 3 is
very likely spurious. But secondly, again following on from
earlier discussion, how far should we be drawing a firm distinc-
tion between deliberative and forensic rhetoric in the sphere of
ethos? See, for example, the concluding paragraph of your
paper, where you say ‘the projection of his deliberative ethos in
the forensic sphere ... is consistent with his self-presentation in
the Assembly speeches of the Philippic cycle’. And additionally,

acting as aduocatus diaboli, does ethos really matter?

C. Kremmydas: 1 have tried to argue that the requirements in
terms of presentation of a speaker’s ethos are slightly different
in a deliberative setting from what they are in a forensic con-
text. Of course, one should allow for a certain degree of plastic-
ity in the construction and projection of a speaker’s ethos in
order to adapt to the rhetorical needs of the different contexts.
But Demosthenes’ speeches On the Crown and On the Embassy
are interesting cases in so far as he had to demonstrate that
his character and track record as advisor of the city had been
irreproachable throughout his public career (in the speech On
the Crown) and in the particular affair debated in Aeschines’
and Demosthenes’ speeches on the Embassy. Therefore, the
recognisability and consistency of his ethos was of paramount
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importance, especially since his opponent was alleging that he
was merely an opportunist. And to respond to your concluding
question, a well-known political figure could neglect ethos at
his peril, whether in the Assembly or the Courts.

A. Chaniotis: You have clearly shown both the importance
of ethos in Demosthenes’ orations and the various layers of the
subject. Apart from the ethos of an individual, the collective
ethos of a community plays an important part in deliberative
oratory, for instance in the speech of the Corinthians in Thucy-
dides (Book 1) and in speeches in Polybius (e.g. 9, 28-39).
Unlike reported speeches in historiography, in Athenian ora-
tory we usually only have the speech of one orator, not his
opponents’ arguments. Of course, even one speech may provide
allusions to what the opponent had said or was planning to
say, or to street gossip. It is harder to assess what was exchanged
during the meeting of the assembly or how the audience
responded to the speeches, e.g. by interrupting the speaker or
shouting in approval or disagreement. E.g., while an assembly
for an epidosis was in process in Athens, Phokion’s son, Phokos,
notorious for having spent his father’s fortune, came forward
and said: “I am giving a contribution, too”. The Athenians
allegedly responded in one voice “Yes, to obscenity!” (this
anecdote is narrated by Athenaios). We see again the object of
the audience’s criticism was ezhos.

With such audience responses in mind but also considering
the fact that the opponent of an orator would probably focus
on ethos (praising his own and castigating that of the opponent),
the self-representation of an orator’s ethos serves a preemptive
function as much as it is a persuasion strategy. So, Demos-
thenes’ growing interest in ezhos may not reflect growing confi-
dence but growing hostility against him.

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for your insightful comments.
It is important to bear in mind the role of the collective ezhos
(“national character” as some scholars have called it) which also
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appears in passing in Demosthenes’ deliberative oratory but is
most prominent in representations of ambassadorial speeches,
as you point out. This ethos appears to have a cohesive effect
and helps promote a single identity and a single voice when
teams of envoys represent a given community. However, even
these representations of community ethos are not immune from
opponents” attacks, as can be seen in Thucydidean speeches.

Your reference to the reception of orators’ characters by con-
temporary Assembly audiences is very instructive. It is indeed
unfortunate that we do not have more evidence on this apart
from those occasions when orators allege that the Assembly
shouted down their opponents (as in the Embassy speeches),
but this is not always related to the latter’s ethos.

I totally agree that Demosthenes’ changing tactics as time goes
by may also reflect his need to respond to the increasing attacks
on him, and this is supported by the growing frequency of vocab-
ulary denoting “anger” in post-346 speeches. Giving an impres-
sion of growing confidence in his own abilities as advisor and a
need to combat hostility are probably two sides of the same coin.

L. Pernot: Les mots goptixdy xal émoyOéc employés dans le
passage de Démosthene 5, 4 sont des termes caractéristiques,
presque des termes techniques, de I'éloge de soi-méme (cf. REG
111, 1998, p. 108, n. 22-23). Pourquoi I’éloge de soi-méme
est-il déplaisant ? Dans le contexte athénien, la réponse a cette
question a certainement a voir avec I'idéal démocratique d’éga-
lité et d’appartenance a une collectivité. Le traité de Plutarque
De laude ipsius analyse ces problemes, en faisant notamment
référence & Démosthene. Le locus classicus sur le sujet, chez
Démosthene, est le début du discours Sur la couronne : le rap-
prochement avec le présent passage du discours 5 jette un pont
entre genre délibératif et genre judiciaire.

C. Kremmydas: Many thanks for your observations and help-
ful references, Laurent. You are right to question the reasons
for considering self-praise counter-normative in the context of
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a democracy. However, the boundaries of what is acceptable in
terms of talking about oneself are not always easily clear and
are therefore prone to rhetorical manipulation. As the passage
you cite from Demosthenes’ On the Crown suggests, the key here
might be the question of an individual’s public conduct in so far
as it affects the outcome of a court case on the one hand and
decision-making in the Assembly on the other. But the issue of
metron is also crucial, and Demosthenes in On the Crown stresses
the fact that he is going to talk about himself hds memridtata
(18, 4: &g perprdrata). It is therefore the perception of the
extent to which a speaker’s reference to his own actions and/or
life adhere to the mesron that is going to determine the reactions
of an audience, whether in a court or in the Assembly.

L. Pernot: Sur I'éthos, Aristote a été prolongé, en un sens, par
Théophraste dans les Caractéres. Linfluence de la comédie est
également importante.

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for this additional remark. Theo-
phrastus’ treatise is certainly valuable, especially since his exam-
ination is not restricted to the contrived characters of the court
but also covers the wider perception of an individual’s charac-
ter as represented by their conduct in everyday life. Comedy,
too, reflects individual character, but also exaggerates and dis-
torts and therefore has to be treated with caution.

M. Kraus: Auch in diesem Zusammenhang ist zu bedauern,
dass es uns, worauf Mike Edwards bereits verwiesen hat, fiir

das 5. und 4. Jahrhundert an geeigneten Vergleichstexten fiir

die Ethos-Gestaltung des Demosthenes fehlt. Gerade deshalb
scheint es notwendig, die Reden im Werk des Thukydides,
auch wenn sie vom Autor literarisch nachgestaltet sind, mit
heranzuziehen, da sie oft exemplarische und instruktive Bei-
spiele fiir gelungene (oder misslungene) Ethos-Konstitutionen
bieten. Es fehlt aber auch an ausreichenden theoretischen

Grundlagen. Selbst Aristoteles, der doch in Buch I der Rbetorik
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das ethos zunichst eindeutig der Person des Redners zuordnet
(Rbet. 1, 2, 1356a2), gibt in Buch II dann tiberraschenderweise
lediglich eine — allerdings ausfiihrliche — Typologie des ethos
der Zuhorerschaft (2, 12-17, 1388b31-1391b6). Erst iiber
den Zwischenschritt der Analyse des Zuhérer-Ethos durch den
Redner zum Zwecke der entsprechenden Anpassung des eige-
nen ethos gelingt der Ubergang zum Redner-Ethos. Somit stellt
sich aber das Problem des Verhiltnisses der artifiziell konstru-
lerten ethopoiia zum ,echten®, quasi naturgegebenen Redner-
Ethos. In diesem Zusammenhang scheint wichtig, dass die Rbe-
torik an Alexander, falls man den dort verwendeten hochpro-
blematischen Terminus der 36Za 100 Aévovrog (14, 1431b9-19)
als ,Ansehen des Redners® (und nicht als ,personliche Meinung
des Redners®) und somit als Vorstufe des rednerischen ethos
deuten darf, diesen tatsichlich noch eindeutig den ,dusserli-
chen® oder untechnischen, dem Zugriff des Redners entzoge-
nen pisteis zuordnet. Das ist besonders wichtig in unserem
Zusammenhang, eben weil die Rhetorik an Alexander die deli-
berative Rede als Muster in den Mittelpunke stellt. Erst Aristo-
teles also vollzieht den Schritt zum vom Redner selbst bewusst
gestalteten ethos als Uberzeugungsmittel.

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for your observations, Manfred.
It is true that Aristotle is not always satisfactory in his treat-
ment of rhetorical issues. It is indeed surprising that on this
specific issue of ethos he prefers to focus on the character and
the likely emotional responses of the audience members rather
than on the ways in which character of the speaker might be
shaped rhetorically in order to render it more persuasive.
As you say, Anaximenes often offers us helpful insights where
Aristotle is not satisfactory and these two rhetorical treatises
have to be read in conjunction with each other.

A. Chaniotis: A final remark. Individual ethos is the background
of speeches in Xenophon’s Hellenika (e.g. in Book 6), whose sig-
nificance for the study of oratory is rather understudied.
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C. Kremmydas: Thank you. You are certainly right that
Xenophon’s works represent snippets of contemporary oratory
and offer a complementary and profitable avenue of further
exploration. In the last decade or so, there has been growing
scholarly interest in Xenophon and his rhetoric. When it comes
to broad rhetorical strategies, the speeches he records are prob-
ably accurate reflections of contemporary oratory. However,
with the exception of his own speeches and those of his fellow
commanders as recorded in the Anabasis, I am not sure whether
the speeches are more faithful as records of the real speeches
than Thucydides” speeches. But Lene Rubinstein will have more
to say on Xenophon.

L. Pernot: Voir Xénophon et la rhétorique par Pierre Pontier
(Paris, 2014).

C. Kremmydas: Thank you, Laurent, for this bibliographical

suggestion.

J.-L. Ferrary: Cette reconstitution tres convaincante de I'évolu-
tion de l'art de I'auto-caractérisation dans les discours politiques
de Démosthene suggere que les discours qui nous ont été transmis
refletent assez exactement les discours prononcés. Nous savons
que la réalité est plus complexe dans le cas des discours cicéro-
niens, non seulement pour les discours judiciaires, bien éloignés
d’une sténographie des débats, mais aussi pour un certain nombre
au moins des discours politiques : ainsi les discours consulaires de
63, édités’ en 60 seulement, et partiellement révisés compte tenu
d’un contexte politique nouveau (voir P. Moreau, “Cicéron, Clo-
dius et la publication du Pro Murena”, REL 58, 1980, 220-237).
Pour les harangues politiques de Démosthene, doit-on supposer
des ‘éditions’ séparées suivant immédiatement les interventions de
Porateur devant ’Assemblée ?

C. Kremmydas: Thank you, Jean-Louis, for raising the impor-
tant issue of revision and publication of speeches. The revision
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of Cicero’s speeches demonstrates the increasing importance of
careful ‘impression management’ on the part of politicians who
used their published speeches in order to advance their political
careers and ultimately to leave behind a favourable impression
of their careers for posterity. It is likely that such a ‘trend’ of
post-delivery editing and publication of revised versions of
speeches had already started well before Demosthenes’ time.
However, the existing evidence is not at all straightforward. In
Demosthenes’ case, things are complicated even further by the
fact that he is known to have written drafts of Assembly
speeches before delivery (as reported by the biographical tradition).
Was he unique? Possibly not. We do not have much informa-
tion on what exactly happened post-delivery. It is very likely
that Demosthenes was unusual in writing out draft sections of
his Assembly speeches (perhaps only introductory passages,
hence the collection of Prooemia in the corpus). However, this
does not tell us much about what happened after delivery and
there is no consensus among scholars as to whether Demos-
thenes published his deliberative speeches during his lifetime
or not. There is some evidence of post-delivery revision of
Demosthenes’ speech On the Crown (and Aeschines’ speech
Against Ctesiphon), although in the trial on the False Embassy
Demosthenes seems not to have revised his speech after delivery.
But even if one were to admit that Demosthenes consistently
revised and published his Assembly speeches, this would prob-
ably not have involved such systematic and large-scale ‘moulding’
of his ethos across all these speeches. Rather, it might have
concerned the interpretation of controversial historical points
or might have involved his responses to criticism or to specific
arguments used by opponents in the ‘real time’ Assembly debates.
As far as rhetorical strategies of representing the orator’s ethos are
concerned, I doubt we should expect significant divergences
between the speech as delivered and the text put together and
edited post-delivery with a view to wider circulation.
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LENE RUBINSTEIN

ENVOYS AND ETHOS:
TEAM SPEAKING BY ENVOYS IN CLASSICAL GREECE

I. Introduction: envoys’ speeches and the genre of symbouleutic
oratory

There is broad agreement in modern scholarship that envoys’
speeches were not recognised as a specific genre of oratory until
the late classical or early Hellenistic period. The earliest attesta-
tions of the terminology logos presbeutikos may be traced back
to Apollodoros’ Chronika, and possibly even as far back as
Douris of Samos, who wrote in the late 4* and early 3™ century.!
The most famous use of the generic designation logos presbeutikos
is found in Polybios’ Histories (12, 25a3 and 12, 25i3) where,
rather surprisingly, logoi presbeutikoi are juxtaposed with
demegoriai and logoi symbouleutikoi respectively. But in fact so
little is left of 4™ and 3 century literature that it would be
very ill-advised to argue e silentio that envoys’ speeches were
not recognised as an important category of oratory until the
early Hellenistic period. Nor does the coinage itself necessarily
indicate that envoys’ speeches were recognised as a more impor-
tant part of the diplomatic process in the Hellenistic period than
they had been in the 5® and 4™ centuries.?

On the other hand, it is worth noting that the designation
logos presbeutikos is very much at odds with the main generic

I See BARON (2013) 171 n. 9 for references to the debate.
2 Pace WOOTEN (1973).
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distinctions applied by classical rhetoricians, and in particular
with those we find articulated in Aristotle’s Rbetoric: sym-
bouleutic, dikanic and epideiktic. True, envoys’ speeches were
often deliberative in nature, which is reflected by the fact that
both Aischines and Demosthenes quite happily refer to such
symbouleutic speeches as demegoriai and to the delivery of
them with the verb dnunyopéw, without any qualification.’
However, when an envoy spoke for his polis in an interstate
dispute, or when one polis sent out representatives to complain
to another polis about the latter’s conduct or the conduct of
one of its citizens, his speech would most likely have borne a
closer resemblance to the dikanic genre in Aristotelian terms.*
Likewise, some envoys’ speeches seem to have been mainly epi-
deiktic in nature, such as the one allegedly delivered by Ktesi-
phon when sent as Athenian envoy to Philip’s daughter Kleopatra
to offer condolences upon the death of her husband, Alexander
of Epeiros.” Thus, it is unsurprising that the generic termino-
logy attested in Polybios is not used either by classical rhetorical
theorists or by the Attic orators themselves. The classification
of logoi presbeutikoi as a separate genre, sitting alongside battle
exhortations and symbouleutic oratory delivered before domestic
audiences, makes excellent sense in a historiographical universe,
but less sense when applied to oratory as it may have been per-
formed in real life.

Nevertheless, it is striking that neither the Rbetorica ad Alexan-
drum nor Aristotle’s Rhetoric has much advice to offer on the
specific oratorical challenges that envoys had to overcome in
order to persuade their non-domestic audiences. It may have
been taken for granted by both authors that the observations
and recommendations issued for each of the three main genres
would apply also when the speaker was addressing a foreign

> E.g. AESCHIN. 2, 79 and DEM. 19, 11, 304 (Aischines); AESCHIN. 3, 137
(Demosthenes).

4 E.g. HDT. 6, 49 (Athenian envoys accusing Aiginetans at Sparta); cf.
THuc. 1, 95, 3; XeN. Hell. 3, 1, 8; 7, 4, 39-40.

> AESCHIN. 3, 242.
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audience, and at one level this makes good sense. The subject
matters typically dealt with by attested embassies overlap consid-
erably with those listed by the two treatises as topics characteris-
tic of symbouleutic oratory generally. The Rbetoric to Alexander
enumerates seven main themes: religious matters, legislation,
constitutional framework, alliances and covenants with other
poleis, war and peace, and revenue.® The corresponding list
offered by Aristotle numbers five main themes: revenue, war
and peace, territorial defence, imports and exports, and legisla-
tion.” While legislation, constitutional matters and territorial
defence undoubtedly had particular relevance in an internal
context, envoys sent out by states with hegemonic ambitions
and a desire to interfere with the laws and constitutions of
other states sometimes found themselves in a situation where
these themes were part of their brief, t0o.

Yet, there are three areas in particular where the position of
an envoy would have differed significantly from that of a
speaker addressing a domestic audience. The first relates to
style. Aristotle himself notes that the choice of style must
match the type of speaker — child, adult, and elderly; male and
female, Lakonian and Thessalian.” The last mentioned is impor-
tant, in so far as it strongly indicates that oratorical conventions
and etiquette may have differed significantly from one Greek
community to the next. Yet Aristotle offers no direct observa-
tions on how such differences might affect an envoy’s ability to
engage with his foreign audience, let alone advice on how an
envoy might be able to negotiate them in his own oratory. The
second area, which largely depends on the envoy’s successful
handling of the first, concerns the speaker’s ability to control
the mood of his audience and the listeners’ emotional response

¢ Rbet. ad Alex. 2, 2.

7 ARIST. Rher. 1359b19-23.

8 See, e.g., the Athenian envoys who, after the installation of the 400, were
instructed to set up oligarchies in the poleis still subject to Athens (THUC. 8, 64,
1-2). Cf. HpT. 5, 92.

? ARIST. Rbet. 1408a25-30.
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to his argumentation. The third concerns the speaker’s charac-
ter (#0oc) as projected in his speech, which may or may not be
reinforced by the audience’s prior knowledge of the speaker
himself and his personal as well as official track-record.

[t is this third area of difference that will be the focus of the
present paper. After a brief discussion of the differences between
the position of an envoy and that of a speaker advising a domes-
tic audience, I shall turn to the question of how the practice of
team-speaking, which is well attested for the Athenian court-
room, may provide at least one key to understanding how
envoys may have been able to overcome these challenges.

II. Envoys and Ethos

Aristotle’s emphasis on character projection by the speaker
as essential for the persuasiveness of his speech is, of course,
well known.!® He adds that the three personal qualities most
essential for a speaker’s ability to win the audience’s trust are prac-
tical wisdom (phronesis), virtue (arete), and goodwill (eunoia).!!
Likewise, the author of the Rbetoric to Alexander offers hands-
on instructions to speakers in his treatment of prooimia to
symbouleutic speeches. He provides examples of arguments
that may serve to create goodwill towards the speaker, depend-
ing on whether the audience is already favourably disposed to
him, neutral, or prejudiced against him because of his per-
sonal record and past deeds, his age, or his position either as a
habitual speaker or as someone who has never before addressed
the decision-making body in question.!? Earlier he has warned
against arguments that run counter to the character of the
speaker, advocating that the speaker should represent his own
deeds and words as being incompatible with what is unjust,

10" ARIST. Rbet. 1377b20-31.
1 ARIST. Rbet. 1378a6-9.
12° Rhet. ad Alex. 29, 6-23.
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lawless, harmful and generally characteristic of men who are
regarded as morally depraved.'’

This is all sensible advice — so sensible, indeed, as to sound
self-evident. After all, a modern audience, too, may judge a
speaker’s words against what they believe are the speaker’s real
convictions and moral outlook. If the speaker’s words and rea-
soning appear to be in marked conflict with the latter, the result
is that the speaker, and thus the speech itself, may come across
as inauthentic and insincere at best and, at worst, as an active
attempt to deceive. In the context of ancient Greek political
decision-making, oligarchic and democratic alike, this consid-
eration is of paramount importance. Because of the absence of
formal party-political structures, and because the idea of repre-
sentation played only a very limited part in Greek political life
(and thought), speakers who attempted to persuade their fel-
low citizens would take the stage first and foremost as them-
selves. To be sure, each community had its political groupings,
and it is important not to underestimate their importance espe-
cially at times of crisis. Yet, the idea that a speaker might — like
a modern loyal party-politician — be prepared to suppress his
own personal convictions and judgement and deliver a speech
which promoted a course of action that he himself, in his heart
of hearts, did not fully support was anathema. Any suspicion
that he did not sincerely believe in the soundness of his own
advice, any hint that he was speaking as the mouthpiece of oth-
ers would undermine the persuasiveness of his speech as a
whole. In fact, it might even land him in court on a charge of
bribery, subversion or treason, if his perceived insincerity gave
rise to the suspicion that he had spoken in the service of a hos-
tile paymaster.

The position of an envoy was different, however. He was
not just speaking as himself; he was, above all, speaking as a
mouthpiece of the community that sent him out. This does
not mean that who he was or how he spoke did not matter —

13 Rbet. ad Alex. 10, 1-2.
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far from it! The foreign listeners were likely to relate both to
the personality that he projected in his speech, and to the
perceived character of the community that he represented.
As highlighted by Low,'* the moral vocabulary that was applied
to individuals was also applied to communities as collective
characters, and so the envoy’s task would be to counter not
only any prejudice that might relate to his own person, but
also the prejudices which the audience might harbour against
his community. He had to convince his audience that the
advice he offered would benefit the addressees at least as much
as his own polis; and success depended on his ability to make
his audience believe not only the rational case itself and the
arguments that underpinned it, but also that both he and his
community could be trusted, and that his advice was offered in
good faith. Particularly when relations between their commu-
nities were strained, the envoy’s ability to project personal
goodwill (eunoia) with sincerity may have been decisive for his
audience’s willingness to listen to his advice with an open
mind.

The persons in the most obvious position to command trust
in this respect were undoubtedly those who were known to their
audience already, and whose personal track-record was regarded
as positive. Precisely this is emphasised in a passage in the
Rbetoric to Alexander that seems to pertain to a debate on the
election of envoys. It is used among a number of examples that
illustrate arguments on competence and capability in general:

“That this man is not capable, but that someone else is capable,
along these lines: he himself will be powerless as an envoy on
our behalf, whereas this man is a friend of the polis of the
Lakedalismonians and will be especially able to achieve what you
want.”

4 Low (2007) 132-151.

5 Rbet. ad Alex. 24, 3: &t 3¢ odrog pdv od Sdvatar, érepog 3¢ Sdvatar,
ToL6vde" adTOC WEV 0DV aduvatme Eyel Tpecfedety LTEP NGV, 00TOC 08 QlAog
¢6Tl T mhheL TAY LapTatdY %ol pahiet &v duvnleln wpako, & Podieshe.
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[t is not unreasonable to expect proxenoi to have been especially
well placed as speakers. Their recognised position in the com-
munity of the addressees would most likely have placed them
in the category of symbouleutic speakers for whom, if we go by
the advice in the Rbetorica ad Alexandrum (29, 6-7), profes-
sions of personal eunoia would be superfluous.!® Yet, there
were considerable limits to how far such individuals would be
able to win over their audiences simply on the basis of their
own record. That much is clear, for instance, from Aischines’
enumeration of a succession of Athenian envoys with close per-
sonal ties to Thebes, who nevertheless failed to persuade their
Theban audiences on a number of important occasions.'”
Aischines hints that the envoys’ failure on these missions was
due mainly to the Thebans” own intransigence and ambitions.
But there is also a more general point to be made here. From
the perspective of the non-domestic audience, two questions
would have been of paramount importance for their judge-
ment of the speech by a person with a past record of eunoia
towards them. The first related to the honesty with which he
professed that his advice would be beneficial to both their com-
munities. Although a proxenos may have had an advantage over
envoys who were unknown to their foreign audience, there
was, as recently emphasised by Mack,'® still an expectation
that, when it came to the crunch, a proxenos would put his own
community first. Thus, his standing would not in itself provide
a guarantee against deception.’ The same would, a fortiori,

16 Particularly if the proxenos had acquired the title on his own merit, but
there seems also to have been a presumption that the descendants of a proxenos
inherited not only his title but also his goodwill and sense of obligation. See,
e.g., MOGGaI (1995) 143-144; MITCHELL (1997) 305 MACK (2015) 130-134.

17" AESCHIN. 3, 138-139.

18 MAcK (2015) 138-142.

9 Cf. THUC. 2, 85, 5: the Cretan proxenos Nikias of Gortyn persuaded the
Athenians to take military action against Kydonia, arguing that this would be in
Athens’ interests, but in reality obliging Polichna in order to obtain its allegiance.
On this Nikias, see HORNBLOWER (1991) 366 and PERLMAN (2004) 1182.
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have applied to a speaker who was connected with the foreign
community by less formal, personal ties.

Even when the audience was entirely persuaded of his sin-
cerity and personal goodwill, they would still be left with an
even more important, second question: how much political
influence did the speaker actually wield at home? This may
have been decisive in regard to their inclination to trust that
promises would be kept and commitments fully honoured.
Demosthenes asserts (14, 12) that teams of envoys who cannot
back their words up with a credible commitment from their
community to work in the addressees’ interest will be merely
“declaiming like rhapsodes” (fapd7icousiy). That applies equally
to individual envoys.

Even a speaker known to occupy a position of political influ-
ence in his own polis nevertheless faced a risk that his very ties
with the particular community he was addressing might give
rise to suspicion at home. That in turn might limit his powers
of persuasion in his own domestic setting when advocating a
course of action that would demonstrably benefit the po/is with
which he was connected.?® He may also, paradoxically, have
faced a further difficulty in relation to his non-domestic audi-
ence if he tried to counter prejudice by projecting a personal
character that he expected would appeal most to his audience.
For in doing so, he might inadvertently cause his audience to
question his domestic influence further, if his ezhos was per-
ceived as conflicting with their perceptions of the character of
the polis he was representing.”!

20 Demosthenes in On the Freedom of the Rhodians (15, 15) emphasises that
he is neither their proxenos, nor a personal xenos of any Rhodian individual;
while Aischines attributes Demosthenes’ alleged prodosia to his being proxenos of
the Thebans (2, 141). See further MACK (2015) 114-115.

21 Cf. PLut. Apophthegmata Laconica 221E: “When the envoy from Elis said
that his fellow citizens had sent him out precisely because he alone emulated the
Spartan way of life, Theopompos asked: ‘Elean, which is the better way of life,
yours or that of your fellow citizens?” When the envoy answered that it was his
own, Theopompos said ‘So how can this po/is be safe, in which only a single man
of a large population is good?””. MOSLEY (1973) 44 cites this as an example of
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There were thus some very clear limits to the oratorical poten-
tial of proxenoi and others with comparable ties to the commu-
nity of the addressees. Moreover, there is considerable scholarly
disagreement as to how often such people were in fact deployed
as envoys. The attestations of proxenoi acting in this capacity are
surprisingly few in 5% and 4™ century literature,? so too in the
contemporary epigraphical material. As far as classical Athens is
concerned, Mitchell remarks that “[what] is surprising about the
trends in ambassadorial appointments in Athens is the small
percentage made on the criterion of personal connections”.*> By
contrast, Mack regards it as likely that proxenoi were frequently
deployed as envoys on diplomatic missions to the states with
which they were affiliated.?* But the actual examples he cites are
very limited in number as far as the classical period is concerned.
A pressing methodological question then is how to interpret this
apparent rarity in our sources. One possibility is to take it as an
indication that the use of this type of envoy was indeed limited,
due to the problems just mentioned. Another is that speakers who
were already personally connected with their foreign audiences

how envoys might be selected for their popularity in the state to which they were
sent; but the anecdote is more likely a reflection of the problems that might arise
because of a perceived discrepancy between the personal ehos of the envoy and
that of his community.

22 In addition to Polydamas of Pharsalos (XEN. Hell. 6, 1, 4), I have found
eight instances of proxenoi who acted as envoys: Alexander, King of Makedonia
(HpT. 8, 136); Miltiades son of Kimon, proxenos of Sparta (ANDOC. 3, 3; or
Kimon, THEOPOMP., FGrH 115F88); Arthmios of Zeleia, proxenos of Athens
(AESCHIN. 3, 258); Lichas of Sparta, proxenos of the Argives (THUC. 5, 76, 3);
Kallias of Athens, proxenos of Sparta (XEN. Hell. 6, 3, 4); Timesitheos of Trapezous,
proxenos of the Mossynoikoi (XEN. Anab. 5, 4, 1-4); Demosthenes, proxenos of
Thebes (AESCHIN. 2, 141); Thrason Erchieus, proxenos of Thebes (AESCHIN. 3,
138). To these may be added Iason of Pherai, proxenos of Sparta, who addresses
the Spartan assembly in XEN. Hell. 6, 1, 4, but since he, like Polydamas, is an
autocratic ruler, he is not ‘representing’ his community in the same way as an
elected envoy. In addition there are some parallel cases which do not concern
conventional envoys, such as THUC. 5, 59, 5, where two Argives, of whom one
is proxenos of Sparta and the other a general, approach Agis, but without author-
isation from their home community.

23 MITCHELL (1997) 94-95.

24 MAack (2015) 69-70.
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were used, but that they may be difficult for us to spot because
they would often operate as part of a larger ambassadorial team,
without their individual contributions being specifically men-
tioned in our sources.

III. Ambassadorial teams and rhetorical strategies

That Greek envoys frequently were sent out as teams is well
known, and the practice has been much discussed in modern
scholarship. Questions surrounding the size of such teams, their
appointment, and the political considerations that may have
informed their composition have likewise been the focus of
considerable attention. It is less clear, however, how such teams
operated in practice when they addressed their foreign audi-
ences in councils and assemblies. Various team-based strategies
can be envisaged: that one member spoke on behalf of the team
as a whole, with the rest standing by his side offering non-
verbal support; or that one member of the team set out the
position of his community in a long address, while other team
members added shorter contributions in support of the main
speech. A third possibility is that more than one member of the
team (and sometimes all of them) delivered a speech of his own,
each speech in itself amounting to a full symbouleutic oration.

[t is important to be aware of the possibility that the choice
of strategy may have varied according to the composition of
the team, the situation to which the embassy was responding,
and the composition of the audience. In the classical period (as
later) most Greek warfare was coalition warfare. This meant
that envoys often had to take into account that their audience
would comprise representatives from several different commu-
nities who had an important stake in the outcome of the deci-
sions. Likewise, several attested ambassadorial teams sent out
by hegemonic poleis numbered not only representatives of the
hegemonic polis itself, but also envoys representing other mem-
bers of the alliance. The role of the latter as speakers is not
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always easy to discern. But what the evidence does show is that
on several occasions such envoys did have a speaking part;
thus, their potential importance in terms of the embassy’s ora-
torical strategy as a whole should not be underestimated.*
Team-speaking was an important aspect of Greek performance
culture. The phenomenon is well attested not only in the context
of Athenian courtrooms, but also in the courts of other Greek
states, as is clear from the numerous judicial curse tablets that
bind co-speakers, synegoroi or syndikoi, as well as main litigants.
It would therefore not be at all surprising if team-speaking was
likewise an important aspect of oratory in the context of Greek
inter-state relations. As far as Athenian court-practice is con-
cerned, it is often possible to form an impression, on the basis of
surviving oratory, of how the members of teams may have coordi-
nated their contributions. Moreover, it is also possible to identify
the way in which supporting speeches, synegoriai, differed in
practice from the advice given in the two contemporary rhetorical
treatises, the Rbetoric to Alexander and Aristotle’s Rbetoric, espe-
cially in regard to their structure and organisation of material.
Above all, the surviving Athenian forensic speeches show the
very diverse strategies such teams could adopt. In some cases,
the team appears to have conformed to the model usually
assumed by modern scholars to have been the norm in Athe-
nian litigation: the main litigant did all of the speaking, but his
performance would be visually backed by supporters who
endorsed witness-statements read out by the court attendant.
In other cases, the main litigant would deliver a full speech that
set out the main features of the case; other members of the
team would also address the court, but only with supplemen-
tary speeches, demonstrating verbally that the main litigant,
and his case, commanded support from fellow citizens (and
sometimes others) with a clear personal interest in a positive
outcome. Yet another attested strategy is that of assigning only

2> The most famous examples are those reported in XEN. Hell. 6, 5, 37-48
and 7, 1, 1-11.



90 LENE RUBINSTEIN

a relatively brief speech, effectively a prooimion, to the first
speaker who formally was the main party, while leaving the
main oratorical performance to one or several other speakers
whose voices, visibility and significance in the agon itself would
have been at least as, and often more important than that of
the person who was named as prosecutor or defendant in the
case. This diversity in itself suggests that we should be wary of
supposing that a single model and strategy was invariably
applied in connection with rhetorical teamwork in other con-
texts, including in diplomatic relations.

[t appears from several attested forensic teams in the Athenian
courts that the arguments presented by an individual synegoros
would often be precisely those that would gain in persuasive
force through the personal authority of the speaker, either
because of his own involvement in the case, or because of his
recognised expertise in a particular area, as a general or as a figure
of political or religious authority. It does not seem far-fetched
to assume that the advantages of such a strategy would be
recognised also in the context of oratorical performances before
non-domestic audiences. But to prove this assumption right is
not altogether an easy thing,.

The famous accounts by Demosthenes and Aischines of the
Athenian missions to Philip suggest that it was not unusual for
several or even all of the members of an ambassadorial team to
speak, and also that teams of envoys were expected to coordi-
nate their oratory so as to constitute a unified rhetorical effort.?
On each occasion the teams numbered ten Athenian envoys
and at least one further envoy representing Athens’ allies. After
their appointment (and apparently en route) the envoys allegedly
organised their performance as a team, including the decision
on the order of their individual presentations. According to
Aischines, it was largely because of Demosthenes’ refusal to engage
with his fellow envoys in devising a shared rhetorical strategy
that the missions failed to work optimally.

2 E.g. AESCHIN. 2, 21-22; 2, 101-107.
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Aischines’ narrative may be taken to suggest that such team
work and coordination were perceived as the ideal, but it is hard
to determine to what extent the use of multiple speakers can be
regarded as typical. The missions to Makedonia were conducted
in a climate of deep political division within Athens itself. This
may have meant that the individual envoys who appear to have
belonged to different political camps may each have had
stronger reasons than usual to demand an active speaking role
on the team. Moreover, the context of both Demosthenes’ trial
against Aischines for parapresbeia in 343 and Aischines’ trial
against Ktesiphon in 330 was one of bitter political rivalry that
went far beyond the persons of Aischines and Demosthenes
themselves. In both actions the political stakes were extremely
high, and since Aischines especially needed to defend his record
as an envoy whose competence and integrity were beyond ques-
tion, the role assigned to individual members of the teams may
be exaggerated both in his account and in that of Demosthenes.

Unfortunately, a major methodological problem caused by
the nature of our sources hampers any attempt to establish the
value of the accounts of the Makedonian episodes as evidence
for general oratorical practice in inter-state relations. Although
written speeches delivered by envoys in the 5% and 4™ centu-
ries are known to have been in circulation in antiquity, none
has survived, except for a few fragments. Despite the fact that
teams of envoys are frequently mentioned in Attic oratory,
especially in the speeches delivered in the second half of the
4% century, there is precious little information on how they
operated. In fact, leaving aside Andoc. 3, Aeschin. 2 and 3, and
Dem. 18 and 19, there are surprisingly few comments on the
type of arguments envoys deployed in order to persuade their
audiences, whether foreign envoys in Athens or Athenian envoys
in other Greek states.?’

27 DEM. 1, 8; 2, 12; 6, 19-26; 7, 1, 19, 20-23; 9, 72; 15, 22; 17, 16-17; 17,
19; 20, 73; [50, 5]; DIN. 1, 12-13, 16, 18-20, 28, 80-82; Hyp. 1 Dem. col. 8;
Hypr. 3 Eux. 24-25.
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The inscriptions from the classical period are equally frus-
trating. Although they normally permit us to establish the
existence of ambassadorial teams, they, unlike many compara-
ble inscriptions from the Hellenistic period, normally offer no
specific information on the argumentation presented by the
teams in their speeches.?® Thus it goes without saying that they
tell us nothing about how the envoys in question had distrib-
uted the arguments among themselves.

Any reconstruction of envoys’ symbouleutic oratory and the
operation of ambassadorial teams therefore depends almost
entirely on the evidence of the historiographers. A considerable
proportion of the set speeches in the works of Herodotos,
Thucydides and Xenophon is given to envoys advising foreign
listeners on important matters of policy. However, as sources
for real-life oratorical practice these speeches are notoriously
problematic. The debate on the extent to which they reflect
what was actually said on each occasion is never-ending, with
no clear consensus emerging, and it is not my intention to
enter that debate here. On the other hand, many scholars,
especially recently, have adopted an approach that in some
ways gets round the problem of historical accuracy. Although
the speeches themselves may be partly or wholly the product of
the historiographers’ creative imagination, their intended effect
of drawing the reader into the narrative by letting him experi-
ence debates and arguments as they unfold may well have
depended considerably on dramatic realism, mimesis. Thus, it
may be possible to identify themes and argumentative strate-
gies that were characteristic of this particular type of sym-
bouleutic oratory, on the assumption that what we are listening
to, in the company of the internal audiences in the stories,
conforms in generic terms to the real-life oratory typically
delivered in similar circumstances. A recent attempt to produce

28 Note, however, that although the Hellenistic inscriptions tend to be far
more eloquent as evidence for the contents and themes of envoys’ speeches, they
only rarely throw light on how the speeches delivered by individual envoys on a
team may have complemented each other.
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a systematic overview of such features is that of Piccirilli (2002),
who draws primarily on historiography with supplementary
evidence especially from the philosophers and from later bio-
graphies. But even this cautious approach is not without its
potential pitfalls. The most pressing question is how far we can
be confident that the historiographical speeches were in fact
plausible and realistic imitations of envoys’ speeches as delivered
in real life. That question is extremely difficult to answer,
because we have so few surviving comparanda, apart from Ais-
chines’ and Demosthenes’ accounts of the speeches that they
themselves delivered to audiences abroad, in the Peloponnese,
Makedonia, and Delphi.?® Even more problematic is the fact
that the historiographers only rarely inform us on the composi-
tion of individual teams, let alone on the rhetorical strategies
adopted by them on each occasion. These, as suggested earlier,
may have varied considerably depending on the aims, context
and composition of each delegation.

IV. Envoys and ethos in the works of Xenophon

For all its limitations as evidence, classical historiography at
least confirms that the rhetorical strategies adopted by ambas-
sadorial teams could vary just as much as those of legal teams.
The best illustrations of the range can be found in particular in
Xenophon’s works. Xenophon’s interest in exploring mimesis
and the artistic characterisation of individuals is attested in his
Memorabilia (3, 10, 1-8), and it is thus not altogether surprising
if Xenophon likewise took a particular interest in the charac-
terisation of individual envoys, including how they interacted
not only with their audiences but also with other speakers, sup-
porters as well as opponents.

# E.g. AESCHIN. 2, 25-33, 109-112, 113-117; 3, 119-122.
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At one end of the spectrum we find teams of multiple speak-
ers on at least four occasions in Xenophon’s Hellenica,*® and 1
shall return to two of these later in this section. At the other
end we find communities making use of a single speaker who
acts as the mouthpiece of the collectivity and does not even
attempt to back up his words with his own personal authority.
This is perhaps most graphically depicted in Xenophon’s
representation of the messenger sent by the Thebans to Athens
after their victory at Leuktra. Through him the Thebans not
only announce their victory but also urge the Athenians to
join them in following up their success. But despite this clear
symbouleutic aspect of the messenger’s brief, he remains nameless
and faceless. He is merely a conduit for the Thebans’ request,
expressed with a speaking verb and circumstantial participle
in the plural (8xérevov Aéyovreg).’! According to Xenophon,
the Athenians cannot even be bothered to issue a reply. Their
pointed dismissal of both the messenger and his message may
reflect broader concerns about the growth of Theban power,
but Xenophon probably also intended the episode as an illus-
tration of Theban arrogance. Athenian support is so taken for
granted that they feel able to dispense with any professions of
goodwill, and their collective attempt to persuade the Athenians
to join them in a new phase of war for the sake of revenge is
— apparently — assigned to a man who seems to have had no
authority of his own.

More complicated is an episode related by Xenophon in
Anabasis 5, 5, 7-24. The 10,000 are approached by a team of
envoys from Sinope with a request that they stop imposing on
the communities that paid tribute to the Sinopeans. Xenophon
prefaces the Sinopean address as follows:

“When they had entered the camp, they began to speak. Heka-
tonymos, who was regarded as a formidable speaker, spoke as
representative (mponybpet).”

30 XEN. Hell. 5, 2, 11-23; 6, 3, 2-19; 6, 5, 33-48; 7, 1, 1-14.
31 XEN. Hell. 6, 4, 19.



ENVOYS AND ETHOS 95

The verb mpony6per may be taken to suggest that the original
plan was to let Hekatonymos speak alone on behalf of the entire
team. If so, the strategy adopted here resembles one attested for
numerous Athenian private legal actions: the main litigant does
the speaking, while silent support is provided by witnesses
through their physical presence on the litigant’s bema and con-
firmation of their written testimony.

The reader is next treated to Hekatonymos’ speech in oratio
recta. It begins with a profession of Sinopean goodwill, stress-
ing their admiration and joy at the army’s victories over the
barbarians, and emphasising the shared Greek identity of both
sides. But it ends with a threat: the Sinopeans intend to form
alliances with the Paphlagonians against the 10,000 unless their
request is met.

Hekatonymos’ speech is followed by a reply delivered by
Xenophon, again in oratio recta, defending the actions of the
army and ending with a warning and a counter-threat, suggest-
ing that the Paphlagonians could just as well be used against
the Sinopeans themselves (5, 5, 22-23). In his speech, Xeno-
phon twice resorts to apostrophe: he counters the accusations as
emanating from Hekatonymos himself (Aéyei, 5, 5, 20); and
he holds Hekatonymos personally responsible for the threat
(hreiinoac, 5, 5, 22), rather than responding to it as a threat
issued collectively by the Sinopeans. At this point the rest of the
Sinopean team springs into action (5, 5, 24), visibly angry with
Hekatonymos for his words. One of them, unnamed, delivers
a speech of his own in which he promises, on behalf of his city,
to receive the soldiers kindly. After that, cordial relations are
established, resulting in the envoys’ being invited to offer advice
to a council of officers on the following day (5, 6, 1-14). Again
Hekatonymos is given a speech to deliver in oratio recta, but
his persona as projected in this address is strikingly different
from that in his oration on the previous day.

In his first oration, Hekatonymos is made to speak exclusively
in the first person plural. His own character is entirely sup-
pressed, and he plays the part of the ‘walking voice” of Sinope to



96 LENE RUBINSTEIN

perfection. But when Xenophon the character exposes his rea-
soning as flawed (and indeed harmful to his own community)
and responds directly to him as an individual rather than as the
mouthpiece of his polis, cracks open up in the Sinopean team
itself. The resulting discord between the envoys is not unlike
Aischines’ description of the conflict within the Athenian teams
sent to Makedonia more than half a century later. Perhaps as
a direct result of his unmasking by Xenophon the character on
the previous day, Hekatonymos’ second speech (5, 6, 3-10) is a
highly personal one, in the first person singular, except for one
instance.’> He apologises for having made the threat and begins
his symbouleutic speech with a solemn oath, emphasising that
his personal reputation is at stake. It is peppered with verbs
indicating that he is voicing his personal opinion,? based on his
own considerable expertise.*® But despite his strenuous efforts,
he is unable to generate trust: some in his audience are suspi-
cious that he is in reality motivated by his ties of friendship and
proxenia with the Paphlagonian king Korylas, while others sus-
pect him of speaking in return for a bribe. Hekatonymos™ two
ethe, as the Sinopean ‘walking voice’ and as the god-fearing and
knowledgeable man, could hardly be more different, but both of
them utterly fail to lend persuasive force to his arguments. Had
it not been for the (apparently improvised) intervention by other
members of his team, the whole mission, at least in Xenophon’s
representation, looked set to end in disaster.

The projection by Hekatonymos of two different ezhe, as the
Sinopean mouthpiece and as ‘himself’, is not without literary
precedent. A parallel can be found in Herodotos 8, 140, only
here it is not two but three characters that are represented, and
the representations are combined in a single speech, delivered
by Alexander son of Amyntas of Makedonia. Alexander is acting
as envoy for Mardonios, and Herodotos has already informed

32 XEN. Anab. 5, 6, 5 (¢£opey, Huic).

3 0l yiyvdoxe (5, 6, 5); oida (5, 6, 7); oida (5, 6, 8); ol (5, 6, 9);
voptle (5, 6, 10).

¥ Zumepog (5, 6, 6).
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us (8, 136) that Mardonios has chosen him because he was the
Athenians’ proxenos and euergetes. The first half of his speech
is an intricate construction of Chinese boxes: he announces,
and then performs, a speech by Mardonios directly to the
Athenians, which in turn includes a message from the Persian
King to Mardonios. Mardonios’ address to the Athenians is in
oratio recta using the first person singular, as is the King’s mes-
sage to Mardonios, in which the King professes himself willing
to forgive the Athenians, offer them autonomy, and rebuild
their sanctuaries, if they conclude an agreement with him.
Alexander’s personality is completely suppressed in this part of
the speech; there is, by contrast a very clear projection of the
ethos of the absent Mardonios, whose retelling of the King’s
message paves the way for his representation of himself as being
compelled to carry out the King’s bidding.* This in turn lends
credibility to his assurance that, as far as he is concerned, the
Athenians will be able to preserve their territory and their free-
dom, if they accept the pact. Thus, the threat inherent in his
reference to the size of the Persian invading forces and to those
under his own command is not left to stand on its own. A key
objective of Mardonios’ strategy is to establish trust, which is
particularly clear from his assurance that the agreement will be
concluded without trickery and deceit. Combined with his
self-projection as both loyal servant of the King and a military
commander in his own right, Mardonios’ demonstration that
his words are congruent with the words of the King is an essen-
tial part of his strategy.

In the second half of his address, Alexander abandons his
impersonation of Mardonios. He delivers in his own voice
what is in effect a synegoria, which in many ways conforms to
the pattern observable in Attic forensic oratory. Initially he
asserts his goodwill in the form of a praeteritio,’® a strategy he

3> HDT. 8, 140A2.
3 HDT. 8, 140B1: &y 8¢ mepl pev edvolng tiic mpog Huéag dodong 5 Sued
003y A€ (00 yop &v viv mpditov éxpdborte)
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can adopt only because he is who he is. It is also his pre-
existing ties with the Athenians that allow him to appeal to the
audience’s fear, not by a crude threat, but by asserting that he
himself is afraid for the Athenians.”” His reference to his own
direct emotional engagement is an argument that can be voiced
with conviction only by a friend, and it adds a tone of earnest-
ness and urgency to his imperative: dand& wetfesle.

The three characters given a voice by Alexander all depend
on each other for the overall persuasive effect of the address.
Mardonios’ ability to persuade depends partly on the words of
the King and partly on his own reputation as a military com-
mander with experience of dealing with the Greeks. The plau-
sibility of the King’s message itself depends on Mardonios’
commitment to implementing it in practice. On their own, the
two of them might have been in a position to persuade the
Athenians to come to terms by appealing to the emotion of
fear alone. But the trust that would be required for the Athenians
to accept their offer of an alliance depended on a sincere and
credible expression of goodwill, exnoia, which only Alexander
himself was in a position to make.’® And only he could plausi-
bly appeal to both fear and hope when stressing the benefit to
the Athenians of winning the Persian King as a friend.”

How crucial Alexander’s ethos is for the persuasiveness of his
address is signalled by Herodotos when he lets a delegation of
unnamed Spartan envoys unmask him (8, 143), not unlike
the way in which Xenophon the character is made to unmask
Hekatonymos. The Spartans do not have much to offer the
Athenians other than appeals to Athenian pride in their reputa-
tion for defending Greek freedom and an assurance that they
will provide for the Athenians’ dependants for the duration of
the war. But their intervention consists of a devastating attack

7 HDT. 8, 140B3.
38 Contrast the strategy employed by Kroisos in HDT. 1, 69, 1-3, who sends
a group of envoys with presents to the Spartans, having instructed them on what

to say, and manages to project his own character in the words conveyed by them.
¥ HDT. 8, 140B4.
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on Alexander, designed to undermine precisely the sincerity of
his address and thus his trustworthiness.4°

According to Herodotos, the Athenians were perfectly able
to see through Alexander’s deception unaided, and he seems to
suggest that his rhetorical strategy (and that of Mardonios) was
doomed to fail from the outset.*! On the other hand, the stra-
tegic distribution of arguments between different characters
provides a suggestive parallel to the strategies adopted by other
Persians, by Philip II of Makedonia, and by the Greeks them-
selves in their dealings with each other. Thus, Xenophon relates
how the Chians and other poless allied to the Spartans agree to
send an embassy to Sparta to complain about the behaviour of
the Spartan commander Eteonikos and request he be replaced
by Lysandros. On this mission they were joined by envoys sent
by Kyros, who appear to have had a speaking role of their
own. 2
As for Philip, a delegation was organised by him, probably
in 343, that comprised representatives of his allied states as
well as Python of Byzantion, formerly a pupil of Isokrates with
strong ties to Athens. From [Dem.] 7, 19-20, it can be inferred
that several of them spoke, although it was apparently Python’s
speech, summarised in 7, 20-23, that made an especially strong
impression. It is to this speech in particular that Demosthenes
(18, 136) claims that he himself responded, with such spec-
tacular success that even the envoys representing Philip’s allies
rose to voice their agreement. If we can trust his account, this
event bears a striking resemblance to Xenophon’s description
of the Sinopean episode in terms of the dynamics between the
individual members of Philip’s ambassadorial team. The differ-
ence is that Philip’s team most likely had performed as a team
before the cracks began to show.

“ Hpr. 8, 142, 4-5.

4 Cf. HDT. 8, 141, where he claims that the Athenians delayed Alexander’s
performance until the arrival of the Spartan ambassadors.

42 XEN. Hell. 2, 1, 6-7.

43 WANKEL (1976) 739-740.
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Despite the obvious risk of open discord arising among the
members of an ambassadorial team, the use of multiple speak-
ers may well have been a safer strategy than letting a single
speaker carry the entire performance, acting as a spokesman for
them all. It might not be too difficult to demolish the character
and reasoning of a single speaker in a counter-speech that calls
into question his motives, his sincerity, or his power to deliver
on his promises. But if the same basic advice and course of
action are advocated by a range of different characters, it may
have been considerably harder to carry out a demolition job in
the way the Spartans undermined the character of Alexander
and Xenophon that of Hekatonymos. Additionally, a team per-
formance may have presented further strategic advantages when
the envoys were addressing a composite audience that num-
bered attendants from more than one community.

How this may have worked in practice can be illustrated by
one of the most famous historiographical depictions of ambas-
sadorial teamwork: Xenophon’s account of the Athenian peace
embassy to Sparta in 371 (Hell. 6, 3, 2-17). Xenophon’s dram-
atisation of the embassy is one of only two instances in surviv-
ing classical historiography where several envoys belonging to
the same ambassadorial team are given speeches in oratio recta.
The other episode is the Peloponnesian mission to Athens in
the winter of 370/69, likewise depicted by Xenophon in his
Hellenika (6, 5, 33-48). Not least because of their rarity, the
two representations of team-based ambassadorial oratory have
been the focus of intense debate, in particular the one repre-
senting the Athenian team in action. This episode also provides
the closest parallel to the operations of ambassadorial teams as
described by Demosthenes and Aischines.

The narrator prefaces the scene by naming the members of the
Athenian team, most of whom are known from other sources to
have occupied a prominent standing in Athenian political life.%*

“ The exact number of envoys selected is disputed, but the team must have
numbered at least eight, possibly as many as ten. See DILLERY (1995) 243 with n. 7.
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We are also told that their audience at Sparta consists of Spar-
tan ekkletoi and representatives sent by Sparta’s allies. In the
scene itself, only three members of the team are given a voice
of their own: Kallias son of Hipponikos; Autokles, introduced
as having a reputation for being a particularly earnest orator;*
and Kallistratos, whom the narrator has already introduced as
‘the Orator’ (6 dnpnyopée) in 6, 3, 3. Kallias and Kallistratos
are both known from other sources to have had prior dealings
with the Spartans,*® but only Kallias makes explicit reference to
his own connections in his speech, the first to be delivered.
The three speakers project very different and distinctive
characters, and each employs the first person singular at the
beginning of his speech: Kallias extensively (Hell. 6, 3, 4-5),
Autokles three times (Hell. 6, 3, 7), and Kallistratos five times
(Hell. 6, 3, 10-11). Kallistratos, alone of the three, refers to
himself and his own opinion throughout his address.”” Each
uses verbs that serve to demonstrate that he is voicing his own
personal opinion, as well as expressing the collective will and
views of the Athenians (in the first person plural). Yet, the tone
adopted by each speaker and the contents of their speeches dif-
fer considerably. Kallias, hereditary proxenos of the Spartans,
devotes his prooimion (a considerable part of his speech) to an
exposition of his own and his ancestors’ ties with the Spartans.
He emphasises his own positive track-record as successful broker
of peace between his own polis and the Spartans, as well as the
fact that he is a man of military standing and highly regarded
in his polis as a peace-maker. The substance of the rest of his
speech relates to the mythical ties between Athens and Sparta,
including Demeter’s gift of grain to the Peloponnese. Autokles

% The adjective émiotpepic, rare in classical prose, is ambiguous. It may
mean sharp in tone (as HDT. 1, 30); earnest or vehement (as AESCHIN. 1, 71); or
“attentive”.

46 Kallistratos spearheaded the successful prosecution of four Athenian ambas-
sadors on their return from Sparta in 392/1 (PHILOCH., FGrH 328 F149a), but
in 374 spoke against the Thebans in favour of the renewal of the King’s Peace
(D1op. SiC. 15, 38, 3).

7 Orilo (6, 3, 11), Emuvnsdé (6, 3, 14), Eywye Erawd, 6pé (6, 3, 16).
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adopts a different line, rebuking the Spartans for depriving
their allies of autonomia and their bullying of the latter, who are
obliged to follow the Spartans in war, but whom the Spartans do
not consult on questions of alliances and choice of enemies. This
is followed by explicit criticism of Sparta’s occupation of Thebes,
and he ends with the comment that those who are on the verge
of concluding an alliance should not expect to receive just treat-
ment from others while they themselves appear to grasp as
much they can. Kallistratos” speech is the one that has won most
approval from modern commentators. In it, he acknowledges
the mistakes committed by the Athenians as well as the Spartans
as hegemonic powers and argues that the two states may benefit
equally from the mutual support that peace and an alliance will
make possible. He ends by stating that, together, both states
will enjoy a stronger position within Greece than either of them
has ever had before (6, 3, 17).

On the surface the impression is one of discord within the
team, or at least of three very different positions in relation to
the subject matter and to the audience itself. Precisely this has
given rise to very different scholarly interpretations of what it
is that Xenophon the author is trying to show us. Until the
publication of Gray (1989), there was a fairly wide consensus
that Kallias and Autokles are both set up as foils to Kallistratos.
He has been regarded as the only ‘true diplomat’ of the trio,
and his speech as the one which alone is responsible for the final
positive outcome of the envoys’ performance. Kallias” speech has
been widely dismissed as empty rhetoric delivered by a conceited
man,® and that of Autokles as “an extraordinarily undiplo-
matic, bitterly anti-Spartan speech”.*” However, Gray argued for
an entirely different interpretation, insisting that Xenophon
meant us to interpret the speeches as representing, in combination,

48 Esp. DALFEN (1976) 66-68, who dismisses Kallias” speech as hot air; see
also TUPLIN (1993) 104-108; DILLERY (1995) 243; MARINCOLA (2010) 270.

49 DAVIES (1971) 161. See DALFEN (1976) 70; also DILLERY (1995) 243-
244; MARINCOLA (2010) 272.
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different aspects of the Athenian character.”® Her interpreta-
tion of the trilogy as effectively presenting different arguments
all leading to the same conclusion is further developed by Tup-
lin.>! He notes the very important comment by the narrator
that all three speakers were thought to have spoken well (6, 3,
18), and that “the overall effect is one of unanimity”,>* even
though Tuplin himself is less than complimentary in his analy-
sis of Kallias’ speech in particular.

Other scholars have adopted a more charitable line than Tup-
lin towards Kallias” contribution. Buckler noted that Kallias’ use
of mythological examples is well attested in political discourse
already in the classical period.”> He also highlights the impor-
tance of Kallias’ personal standing as proxenos and friend of the
Spartans: it is precisely this which allows him to produce a prooi-
mion that ticks most of the boxes provided by the two surviving
classical rhetorical treatises. Kallias” contribution has been further
rehabilitated in a penetrating analysis by Schepens, who observes
that his use of myth reflects the fact that myths “were regarded as
some kind of quintessential history”, and that Kallias’ reference
to the mythical connection between Athens and Sparta permits
him to represent their recent conflicts as “temporary distur-
bances”. This in turn paves the way for Kallistratos’ discussion of
cooperation in the present in the third speech in the trilogy.”

Undoubtedly, Kallias’ personal relations with the Spartans
lent extra weight to his professions of personal goodwill in his
own voice, and his connection with the Eleusinian sanctuary as
a dadouchos and a member of the Kerykes lent particular force
to his use of myth. However, despite its clear function as a
captatio beneuolentiae, Kallias’ speech is not quite as anodyne as
is commonly assumed. The mythical material that he deploys
has a very important significance that places it firmly in the

50 Gray (1989) 123-131.

> TupLIN (1993) 101-110.

52 TUPLIN (1993) 104.

53 Buckler in BECK / BUCKLER (2008) 158-159.
>4 SCHEPENS (2001) 92-93.
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present. His reference to Triptolemos’ gift of Demeter’s grain
to the Peloponnese is followed immediately by the rhetorical
question (6, 3, 6), “How can it then be just (3{xowov) either for
you ever to come to destroy the crops of those from whom you
received seeds, or for us not to wish for those to whom we gave
it to have as much abundance of it as possible?” This, in my
reading, is not a casual reference. One of the recent incidents
known to have poisoned the relationship between Athens and
Sparta and which, according to the narrator, had driven the
Athenians to support the Thebans (5, 4, 34), was Sphodrias’
invasion of Attica in 379. In 5, 4, 20-21 we have heard how
Sphodrias and his troops, when his original design failed, stole
livestock and plundered the houses in the Thriasian plain —
that is, in the vicinity of Eleusis. Although the raid itself took
place in late winter or early spring, green grain would have
been vulnerable to trampling during this period, and any grain
stored in unprotected houses exposed to looting.”> Moreover,
we are told that at the time of the attack three named Spartan
envoys were staying in Kallias’ home in the aszy, enjoying his
hospitality as Sparta’s proxenos. We learn that the envoys were
arrested and questioned, and we are told the gist of their
defence and how they were judged to have had no knowledge
of the affair and acquitted. How far Kallias had been responsible
for getting his guests off the hook is not revealed. Even so, it is
clear that Kallias himself had been personally affected by Spho-
drias’ actions, not only because of his role as Spartan proxenos
but also because of his position in Eleusis, in whose backyard
Sphodrias and his army had been on the rampage.

[t seems inconceivable that Sphodrias’ invasion eight years
earlier could have been left to remain as the elephant in the
room during any meaningful peace negotiations, and it would
no doubt have been possible for any of the members of the
delegation to voice the collective Athenian grievance over the
matter. But precisely because he was who he was, Kallias was in

> See, e.g., HANSON (?1998) 38-40.
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an especially good position to do so. As a member of the
Kerykes he could endow the episode with a religious dimension,
which would hardly have been lost on the internal audience in
the story (or for that matter on Xenophon’s intended reader-
ship).>® Most importantly, Kallias was especially well placed for
tempering his accusation by a credible display of his own good-
will towards the Spartans.”” His use of myth can be seen as a
diplomatic masterstroke: Athenian grievances are brought out
in the open, but so delicately that Kallias’ own ezhos as Sparta’s
well-meaning friend is not undermined.

Kallias’ diplomatic criticism paves the way for the second
speech by Autokles. The aggressive tone of the speech given to
him has puzzled even those modern readers who have inter-
preted the trilogy as constituting a single rhetorical strategy, in
which all speakers are working towards the same outcome.
Gray sees Autokles’ intervention as a graphic example of Athe-
nian parrhesia, while the very bitterness with which he voices
his criticism of Sparta’s actions and policies lends all the more
force to the generosity of the final speech given to Kallistra-
tos.”® It is indeed possible to interpret his speech as that of a
critical friend, whose address is intended mainly as a contrast
and thus prelude to Kallistratos’ conciliatory oratory. However,
once we take the nature of the audience into account and con-
sider the speeches from their point of view, it is possible to
explain the choice of tone and contents of Autokles’ speech,

and indeed of Autokles himself as a speaker. The speech itself

56 There is a striking similarity between the part played by Kallias here and that
by the unnamed speaker of Lys. 6, who acted as synegoros on the prosecution team.
See RUBINSTEIN (2000) 140-142 and, in more detail, MARTIN (2009) 137-151.

%7 The widespread negative evaluation of Kallias” speech as conceited and
pompous has been prompted in part by the narrator’s introduction of him as
“the kind of man no less fond of praising himself than of being praised by oth-
ers” (6, 3, 3). See GRrAY (1989) 124. Yet, the frequent self-praise by Athenian
defendants in court and occasionally also by prosecutors shows that it must have
been regarded as a necessary strategy by orators in certain circumstances, such as
the present occasion may have been.

8 GRray (1989) 128-131.
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can be interpreted as absolutely crucial for the success of the
Athenian mission as a whole. As already mentioned, the speak-
ers are not addressing an exclusively Spartan audience, but an
audience also numbering representatives sent by Sparta’s allies.
If we consider the Spartans first, they may have responded
favourably to Kallias™ speech, despite his allusion to the Spho-
drias issue. But as argued earlier, even the most sincere advice
from a speaker who is believed to harbour exnoia in relation to
his audience may still fail to carry conviction, unless the audi-
ence can be persuaded that his advice enjoys broad support
from the community that he represents. For the Spartans on
this occasion, a burning question must have been whether
Kallias was merely giving voice to a view prevalent among
Lakonophile Athenians, or whether the desire for a treaty was
shared by those who were more neutral in their sentiments, let
alone those who had been strongly in favour of collaboration
with the Thebans in the past. Autokles’ speech seems to be
aimed in part at persuading them of the latter. By referring
explicitly to Sparta’s ill-treatment of the Thebans and their
occupation of the Kadmeia (6, 3, 9), he seems to identify him-
self as a man who had himself been sympathetic to the Theban
cause. That he personally has now decided to participate in the
effort to broker a peace may well have reassured the Spartans in
the audience that the mission itself enjoyed Athenian backing
that went way beyond a limited Lakonising clique.

Concerns about the level of support that the mission enjoyed
in the Athenian demos may not have been the only worry that
troubled the Spartan listeners — and their allied representatives
least of all. There was a historical precedent for such an alignment
between the two states, and it was not a happy one from the
point of view of either Sparta or Sparta’s Peloponnesian allies.
The present audience could hardly have forgotten what had
happened between 421 and 418, let alone how the Spartans

> Cf. the Korinthians” approach to officials in Argos after the conclusion of
the Peace of Nikias, suggesting anti-Spartan defensive alliances (THUC. 5, 27, 2).
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had thrown their weight about in the Peloponnese after the
King’s Peace, and so the prospect of yet another Athens-Sparta
alignment must have given cause for concern. For the Spartans,
the concern was likely to have been mainly that the alliance
itself might cause further tension in relations between them-
selves and other Peloponnesian states — which may have been
an important reason why they permitted allied representatives
to be present at the negotiations. The imperative for the Spar-
tans to keep their allies sweet, and the consequences of their
failure to do so, are all too clear from Xenophon’s subsequent
narrative.

But any such Spartan worries would almost certainly have
been dwarfed by those of her allies at the prospect of Athenian
military backing of Sparta’s policies in the Peloponnese. If we
imagine that Kallias’ speech had been followed immediately by
that of Kallistratos, who ends by asserting that the peace will
strengthen both Athens’ and Sparta’s position in Greece, the
result would most likely have been one of alarm. Autokles’
speech in fact focusses primarily on Sparta’s unacceptable
behaviour towards other states, and especially Sparta’s policy of
waging wars without consulting their allies (6, 3, 7-8). Thus,
despite his consistent address to the Spartans in the second per-
son plural, his aim seems first and foremost to be to reassure
their allies that there are powerful voices within Athens who are
not willing to support a policy of further Spartan oppression.
[t is also noteworthy that Autokles does not refer explicitly to
any specifically Athenian grievances: he sets himself up as a man
who is concerned with the need to respect the integrity of other
Greek states. He alludes only once to Athens’ own suffering at
the hands of the Spartans, when he says that the Spartans have
“installed dekarchies here, and rule by thirty there” (6, 3, 8).
The intended effect is probably to create a ‘we-feeling’ with the
allies in the audience: the message seems to be “we know what
it’s like, and we won’t let this happen to you!”.

If I am right that Autokles’ speech is intended first and fore-
most to win over Sparta’s allies, then that would also explain
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Autokles” gruff, if not aggressive, tone. Autokles arguably had
to project a credible representation of a political figure who
had the courage of his convictions and the will to speak truth
to power. If he did not, Sparta’s allies would have been left to
wonder if Autokles himself and those who shared his opinions
would in reality be willing (and able) to restrain the Spartans
in any bid for further consolidation of their power over other
states in the Peloponnese. A softer and more conciliatory
tone towards the Spartans themselves on the critical matter of
allied autonomia would have done little to reassure them in this
respect.

The narrator indicates that, if Autokles’ persuasive efforts
were aimed mainly at Sparta’s allies, he was indeed successful.
Although we are told that the reaction was one of dead silence,
he “instilled delight in those who felt aggrieved at the Spar-
tans” (6, 3, 10). It is important to note that the articulated par-
ticiple used here, Tov¢ dyHopévoue, does not imply any emotions
of hatred or anger (the verb should not be confused with &0 /
ZyOop.o), nor does it have to refer to those who were declared
enemies of the Spartans.®® Rather, the reference is to Spartan
allies with legitimate grievances at Spartan oppression. Thus
the narrator gives us to understand that Autokles’ message on
oppression and freedom had got through to Sparta’s allies, and
that they believed his sincerity and his commitment. Without
his speech, the speech by Kallistratos, ending as it does with its
naked and jubilant promise of shared hegemony and increased
power of Sparta and Athens, would have been unpalatable.

As mentioned earlier, some modern scholars have noted the
narrator’s comment that all three speakers were thought to
have spoken well. The genitive absolute doZdvrwy 3¢ TodTtwy
®ahG¢ eimely permits the interpretation that the envoys’ com-
bined performance was favourably received not only by the
Spartans, but by the composite audience in its entirety. The
narrator further states that the Spartans proceeded to ratify the

0 Pace DILLERY (1995) 244 and DALFEN (1976) 70.



ENVOYS AND ETHOS 109

peace, the terms of which included Spartan withdrawal of their
harmosts and a mutual commitment by Athens and Sparta to
allied autonomia (6, 3, 18). Thus the Athenian mission as a
whole has succeeded in achieving the goal imposed on it by the
assembly. Moreover, the terms to which the Spartans consent
appear, on the surface, to have taken account of some of the
criticism voiced by Autokles. If there is any sting in Xeno-
phon’s account, it is most likely the narrator’s observation
(6, 3, 19) that, despite the autonomia term, the Spartans subse-
quently swore to the treaty on behalf of themselves and their
allies, whereas the Athenians permitted their allies themselves
to swear. This may well be intended to signal to the reader
that, in reality, the Spartans were not inclined to mend their
ways.

As Xenophon represents the Athenian mission, the argu-
ments presented by the three envoys gain in persuasive force
because of who each one is (or is believed to be). Each contri-
bution in turn lends further persuasiveness to the contributions
by the two other speakers by complementing them. Thus, in
some respects, their combined effect is similar to that which must
have been intended by the combination of the three different
voices and characters projected in the speech by Herodotos’
Alexander.

In his analysis of this trilogy, Schepens resorts to a musical

analogy:

“Although the three Athenian voices pursue, like in a polyphonic
musical composition, each in their distinctive pitch, their own
way independently from one another, they meet harmoniously
at significant points.”

On this interpretation, the envoys’ combined performance
constitutes a parallel to the way some prosecution teams seem
to have operated in Athenian public actions, where a similar
musical analogy may be applied.®! One frequently recurring

61 See RUBINSTEIN (2000) 232.
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feature seems to have been that each contributor to the pros-
ecution’s case plays down his personal link to the formal
prosecutor, while emphasising his own motives for becoming
involved in the case, as well as his own views on it and on the
defendant’s guilt.

Often, there seems to have been no clear hierarchical rela-
tionship between the main prosecutor and his synkategoroi,
who tend to represent themselves as kategoroi in their own
right, just as the three Athenian envoys are represented as
addressing their audience independently of one another. Politi-
cal heavyweights like Demosthenes and Lykourgos are found
contributing together to the same cases, adding to the impres-
sion that the prosecution’s case, and not just the prosecutor’s
person, is endorsed by significant sections of the Athenian
political élite. The intention may well have been to convey an
impression that the case was the polis’ case rather than that of
a single prosecutor pursuing a personal agenda. At the same
time, such a prosecution team may have been more effective in
persuading a large dikastic panel which, like the composite
audience addressed by the Athenian envoys, was bound to
number citizens with different political opinions and sympa-
thies.

Even when envoys addressed audiences consisting entirely of
citizens of a single polis, they still needed to take into account
that their audience would contain individuals with very diver-
gent political outlooks. How a team effort might help to over-
come this challenge is illustrated in Xenophon’s trilogy in 6, 5,
33-49, in which a composite team, consisting of five named
Spartans and representatives of their remaining allies, addressed
the Athenian demos after the Spartan defeat at Leuktra and the
resulting Theban invasion of the Peloponnese. We are told that
all the Spartan envoys spoke (6, 5, 33), and that they all said
much the same things. A single resumé is given of their speeches
in combination, with only one particular point attributed to an
individual, but unnamed, Spartan representative. The summary
is followed by two speeches in oratio recta, delivered by the
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Korinthian Kleiteles, and Prokles of Phleious. Prokles’ speech
has attracted much attention. It is sometimes interpreted as a
device with which Xenophon represents Athenian values and
the Athenian collective character by relating their positive
response to his speech, as well as their subsequent failure to live
up to their reputation.®?

For present purposes, the importance of Xenophon’s scene
lies in the narrator’s comments on the Athenian audience’s
response to the speeches. They depict a process by which the
assembly moves from internal dissent over the merits of the
case as presented by the Spartan envoys (6, 5, 36), to more
widespread approval following Kleiteles” address (6, 5, 37), and
culminating in unanimity in response to the final address by
Prokles (6, 5, 49). While the speech given to Kleiteles does not
reveal his character at all, but merely represents him as the
mouthpiece of the Korinthians (in the first person plural),
Prokles’ speech allows his own character and opinions to be
projected through his oratory. He deploys opinion verbs in the
first person singular,®® and refers to what he himself has heard
about the Athenians’ reputation in a blatant appeal to their
amour propre (6, 5, 45). He also takes care to project the col-
lective ethos of his own community and the rest of Sparta’s
allies as trustworthy and motivated primarily by their honour-
able sense of obligation (6, 5, 44).

Although the narrator does not let on whether Prokles him-
self was known to the Athenians, the representation of his
speech suggests a man who is able to persuade first and fore-
most through the ethos he projects in his speech, and who
manages to play his standing as a representative of a relatively
insignificant allied state to the advantage of the Peloponnesian
team as a whole. Prokles refers to his own and Kleiteles’ role
with the verb suvayopebw. This verb often refers to those who

62 E.g. GRAY (1989) 113-118; MARINCOLA (2010) 274-275; BARAGWANATH
(2012) 322-329.

3 oluar (6, 5, 38), fyoduat, olpar (6, 5, 39), wot Soxobat (6, 5, 41), 6p6 (6,
5, 45), 6pd (6, 5, 46).
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deliver supporting symbouleutic speeches, but it is also used
by Xenophon to refer to Sokrates” defence synegoroi at his trial,
in which sense it is used by the Attic orators, t0o.%* Indeed,
Prokles’ speech shares many of the characteristics associated
with the rhetoric of defendants and defence synegoroi in the
courts.®> These include appeals to charis, the call on the audience
to come to the rescue of the main party, the representation of
the Lakedaimonians as supplicants, the highlighting of their track
record as benefactors alongside the admonition to the audience
to remember it, and the high emotional temperature of the
speech as a whole. All this is similar to arguments deployed in
defence epilogoi.*®

This is not to say that Xenophon necessarily expected his
readers to associate Prokles” intervention with the kind of ora-
tory they were familiar with from the courts, let alone that he
consciously drew on any particular piece of Attic forensic ora-
tory. In Prokles” speech, the very same arguments and phrases
that might make the reader think of the courtroom correspond
remarkably well to the instructions issued in the Rbetorica ad
Alexandrum (34, 2-7) on how to persuade an assembly to come
to the rescue of individuals as well as poleis. This suggests that
Xenophon’s representation of his address is unlikely to have
contained anything that would have struck the ancient observer
as completely out of place in a symbouleutic speech of this
type. Rather, my point is that the strategy of the Peloponnesian
team, the reported dynamics between the team and their audience
and, above all, the way in which Prokles’ speech constitutes
an effective epilogos within the team’s combined address are
very similar to the strategies of attested defence teams in court.

64 XEN. Apol. 22; cf. likewise in a forensic context DEM. 49, 9; AESCHIN. 1,
87; 2, 143; Hyr. 3 Eux. 11. For the verb used with reference to symbouleutic
oratory, see, e.g., THUC. 6, 6, 3; 7, 49, 3; Lys. 12, 25; Isoc. 6, 2; 14, 33; XEN.
Hell. 3,5, 16; 5, 2, 20; DEM. 15, 15; 23, 172; 50, 6; AESCHIN. 2, 63 and 123.

% For a general discussion, see RUBINSTEIN (2000) 148-172.

% Compare, e.g., Prokles’ assertion in 6, 5, 40 with that in Lys. 20, 31, and
his protestations in 6, 5, 42-43 with Lys. 20, 31-32 and 34; also the argument
over returning charis in 6, 5, 44 with Lys. 20, 31-32.
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Furthermore, Prokles’ speech may serve as a reminder that
there were in fact very considerable overlaps between dikanic
and symbouleutic oratory. In other words, we should not be
seduced by Aristotle’s classifications into believing that the two
genres were entirely compartmentalised.®’

It is then not altogether surprising if oratorical practice and
the strategies adopted by ambassadorial teams corresponded in
some respects to those attested for teams operating in forensic
contexts. On this comparison Xenophon’s representations of
the Athenian and Peloponnesian missions make excellent sense.
The courtroom parallel should not be pressed too far, however,
for there were significant differences between the forensic
and symbouleutic stages, in regard to both the setting and the
composition of the teams themselves. I shall return these in my
final section.

V. Ambassadorial teams in art, life and law

The similarities between oratorical teamwork as represented
by Xenophon and the kind of teamwork attested in the Attic
Orators may provide some reassurance on the question how far
Xenophon was aiming at dramatic realism in his portrayal of
ambassadorial teams at work. Yet, if this is the case, we are left
to wonder why similar detailed and explicit depictions of team
speaking cannot be found in the works of either Herodotos or
Thucydides.

One possible explanation which cannot be ruled out 4 prior
is that the kind of teamwork that Xenophon represents in his
dramatisation of the Athenian and Peloponnesian missions was
the exception rather than the rule. He may have chosen to
devote so much attention to the interrelated performances by
the speakers precisely because they were unusual and therefore

7 Cf. ANDOC. 1, 150, who refers to the task of his synegoroi as that of “giv-
ing advice” (cup.Loviebew).
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notable. Or, if we believe that the episodes were mostly or
entirely invented by Xenophon himself, he may have been
inspired by the Homeric precedent of the embassy to Achilleus
in the lliad. A further possibility is that team speaking was in
fact not unusual, but that both Herodotos and Thucydides
have opted deliberately for a more impressionistic representa-
tion of ambassadorial practices as part of their literary agendas.
Indeed, Xenophon himself may often have chosen to suppress
the role of the team as a whole, opting instead for a represen-
tation consisting in only a single oration, performed by a single
voice and character.

In support of the former explanation, one may note that
ambassadorial teams were not always permitted to address their
foreign audience seriatim, without interruption by other speakers.
In his representation of the Akanthian and Apollonian joint
embassy to Sparta requesting military intervention, Xenophon
gives one speech in oratio recta to a single named Akanthian
envoy (5, 2, 12-19), which is followed by the Spartans opening
the floor to their own citizens and allied representatives. Only
after a decision has been made to meet their request do the
Akanthians (in the plural) rise to speak again (5, 2, 23). This
constitutes an important difference between the forensic and
the diplomatic stage, and it is worth noting that two of Xeno-
phon’s other accounts of team speaking likewise mention that
the envoys’ performances were interspersed with interventions
by speakers belonging to their audience.®®

The possibility of interruption by other speakers meant that
ambassadorial teams faced a greater need to improvise than
forensic teams (especially teams of prosecutors), who would be
able to plan in advance a coordinated performance appropriate
to the time allocated to them by the waterclock. On the other
hand, the need for improvisation does not in itself rule out that
the team may still have worked with a common rhetorical
strategy: improvisation would also have been required from

8 XEN. Hell. 6, 5, 37; 7, 1, 1.
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teams supporting defendants in the courts, since they would
not always have a clear idea of precisely what arguments the
prosecutor and his team might employ.

The way in which the contributions by foreign envoys were
managed as a point on the assembly’s agenda may not only
have varied from polis to polis; even within the same community
there may have been variations in the way debates were con-
ducted, depending on the occasion and context. Our knowledge
of actual practice in the 5% and 4% centuries is extremely lim-
ited, even for Athens, especially when it comes to meetings
involving representatives of several allied states. When a team
of envoys represented their community in an allied congress,
the time at their disposal may well have been so limited that it
would make most sense for them to assign their presentation to
a single speaker. This is particularly relevant when we consider
some scenes depicting envoys in action in Thucydides. Two of
the set ambassadorial speeches were delivered during formally
convened meetings of allied representatives.®” A third was
delivered during a Spartan assembly meeting to which the
Spartans had invited representations from “their allies and any
other party who claimed to have been unjustly treated by the
Athenians” (1, 67, 3).

Yet, two of these episodes can in fact be taken to suggest
that Thucydides himself, the characters in his story, and his
intended readership were aware not only of the phenomenon
of oratorical teamwork, but also of its potential strategic advan-
tages. Both episodes are set in Sparta, both involve a team of
Korinthian envoys who are given one speech in oratio recta and
on both occasions are we told that the Korinthians were the
last to speak (1, 67, 5 and 1, 119). On the first occasion, the
narrator prefaces the speech by noting that this was a conscious
rhetorical tactic: the Korinthians had left the delegates from
other communities to bring their Spartan audience into a state

6 THUC. 1, 119-124 and 4, 58-65 (a congress at Gela).
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of agitation.”’ This tactic then allows the Korinthians to dis-
pense with all the niceties of a diplomatic prooimion and launch
straight into a speech which, in terms of its vehement criticism
of the Spartan audience and its tone throughout, is not unlike
Autokles’ speech discussed earlier. It also means that the per-
formance here is one that could easily be carried convincingly
by a single speaker.

In a sense, the Korinthians are deploying multiple speakers
to their own rhetorical advantage. Only here they appear to
have devised their strategy on their own, without consulting
the allied representatives whom they use to pave the way for their
own address. In a world where composite ambassadorial teams
were not at all uncommon, more openly and systematically
conceived versions of the Korinthian strategy are highly plausible,
aiming at the effect that we are allowed to observe in Xeno-
phon’s account of team-based ambassadorial performances at
Athens and Sparta. But what should we make of the fact that
the Korinthians, on both of these occasions, are referred to as
speakers in the plural? It is unfortunately not the case that a
speaking verb and corresponding subject in the plural permit
the inference that the Korinthian envoys themselves all shared
the performance.

Xenophon’s account of the Theban mission to Athens in
395 demonstrates precisely how treacherous these plurals can
be when they occur in introductory and capping phrases before
and after envoys’ speeches. We learn that, when the Thebans
realised that they would be attacked by the Spartans, “they
sent envoys to Athens, who were to speak as follows” (3, 5, 7).
The following speech in oratio recta ends (3, 5, 16) with the cap-
ping phrase “After he had said this, he stopped”. Subsequently,
we are told, numerous Athenians rose and spoke as synegoroi in
favour of the proposal.

70 THUC. 1, 67, 5. In 1, 119 we are told that the Korinthians had engaged
in systematic lobbying of other communities in advance.
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The discrepancy between the plural introductory phrase and
the singular in the capping phrase is surprising, and we cannot
rule out that it may have been deliberate. If so, it may have
been meant to indicate that the Thebans sent out their team
with a shared oratorical brief, but that, in the event, the first
Theban speaker was so successful that any further speeches were
superfluous. Instead, a large number of Athenian participants
themselves provided the necessary synegoriai — a powerful illus-
tration, then, of the rhetorical efficacy of the case made by the
first Theban speaker, of the ringing endorsement by the Athe-
nian demos of the Thebans’ proposition, and of the Athenian
eagerness for war.

Alternatively, the shift from plural to singular was simply
due to carelessness on Xenophon’s part when he constructed
the scene. This seems more plausible, for if Xenophon’s aim
was to highlight the efficacy of a single speech and speaker, one
might have expected him to name the envoy who succeeded
so spectacularly in winning over the Athenian assembly. How-
ever, the speaker remains unidentified, and his personal voice is
entirely absent from the speech assigned to him. All opinion
verbs are in the first person plural, with the Theban commu-
nity as their subject,”! and only twice is it possible to interpret
the first person plural as referring to the envoys themselves as a
group, rather than to the Theban collectivity.”? Like Hekato-
nymos of Sinope in his first speech, the Theban speaker here is
simply the conduit for the argumentation and persuasive effort
of his polis.

The discrepancy constitutes a warning that speaking verbs in
the plural cannot be taken as a safe indication that a speech in
oratio recta represents the contents of two or more separate
speeches rolled into one. But nor does the attribution of a sin-
gle speech to a team of envoys necessarily mean that we are
meant to imagine the speech as being delivered by only one

"1 voutlopev (3, 5, 8), &&oduey (3, 5, 9), vopilopey (3, 5, 15).
72 Méyopev at 3, 5, 11 and 15.
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speaker who spoke on behalf of all.”? For there is a general
tendency for the historiographers, including Xenophon, to air-
brush out the envoys’ individual characters from the represen-
tations of their oratory.

Sometimes the existence of an embassy is left entirely
unmentioned, with the narrator instead representing the dip-
lomatic exchange as a direct encounter between two collective
groups.”* But even when the narrator uses circumstantial parti-
ciples that allow us to visualise the envoys in action, and even
when they themselves are allowed to refer directly to their own
position as speakers, their remarks tend to be general and
impersonal. They are often restricted to providing information
on who had sent them — an important indication, of course,
that the envoys were authorised to speak for their community.”
Their speech may also contain initial observations on the exist-
ing relationship between the addressees and envoys’ commu-
nity, with comments on how this affects the envoys’ rhetorical
position.”® However, when the envoys are made to refer directly
to their own characters (rather than the collective character of
their community), their remarks are often little more than ethnic
stereotyping.”’

The sharply delineated personal characters given to the indi-
vidual envoys discussed in the previous section are exceptions
rather than the rule. Apart from Xenophon’s Kleiteles, Prokles
and his three famous Athenians, the envoys who are given dis-
tinct voices and characters of their own tend to be those who
are autocratic rulers, men who with some justification could
say “DL'état, c’est moi”. This makes their position very different
from envoys given their brief by a collective decision-making

73 As HORNBLOWER remarked (1987) 51, the two named Plataian envoys
in THUC. 3, 52, 5-59, 4 hardly spoke in unison, and Thucydides may have
‘telescoped” two originally separate speeches.

7 E.g. THUC. 1, 115, 2; 3, 102, 6; 5, 32, 4-5; XEN. Hell. 5, 2, 1.

5 Hbrt. 7, 136, 2; 7, 157, 1; 8, 142, 1; 9, 7A, 1; THUC. 4, 17, 1.

76 E.g. THUC. 1, 32, 1; 1, 68, 1-2; 1, 73, 1-3.

7" Cf. the Spartan envoys who comment on their need to speak at un-Lakonic

length (THUC. 4, 17, 2-3).
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body. The difference is not unlike that which distinguishes a
powerful CEO of a modern corporation from an employee
in the corporation’s PR department. Because of the CEO’s
personal authority within the corporation, his or her personal
values and opinions will contribute directly to the public per-
ception of the ethos of the corporation. By contrast, the indi-
vidual character of a PR officer is of little consequence for the
persuasive effect of any statement he or she might issue: what
the public is meant to hear is the voice of the corporation and
the ethos projected is that of the organisation as an entity. In
Greek historiography, the voices of elected envoys are for the
most part comparable to the latter rather than the former.

It is likely, however, that envoys’ symbouleutic oratory may
in reality have been much more personal and much more
dependent on individual character projection than is normally
represented by the historiographers. This is suggested not only
by the evidence in the Attic Orators and Xenophon’s trilogies,
but also by the rhetoric of the one elected envoy whom Thucy-
dides allows to speak with a voice of his own: Hermokrates of
Syracuse. Both in his speech at the conference at Gela (4, 59,
1-64, 5) and in his speech to the assembly at Kamarina (6, 76,
1-80, 5), Hermokrates comes across far more as an advisor in
his own right than as the representative of his polis. Although
he does refer to his brief in both speeches, his frequent use of
the first person singular, and his references to his own judgement
and opinions are as conspicuous as in Xenophon’s trilogies,
if not more so. The effect is that his oratory does not convey a
particularly strong impression of the Syracusan collective char-
acter, but a gripping characterisation of Hermokrates himself
as, effectively, the influential CEO of Syracuse.

Furthermore, when he uses the first person plural in his
speech at Gela, this is more often the ‘we’ of the Sicilian Greeks
than the Syracusan ‘we’. Hermokrates thus sets himself up as
an advisor who speaks in the common interest of all Sicilian
Greeks. His strategy can be explained by the overall Syracusan
objective of creating a united front against an invading enemy,
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making it particularly important for Hermokrates to allay any
fears in his audiences that the Syracusans were in reality planning
a power grab.

Arguably, the juxtaposition of Hermokrates’ oratory with
the later report of his fall from grace does serve as a powerful
collective characterisation of the Syracusans — as Hornblower
wryly comments, “All this sounds very Athenian”.”® But if we
consider the specific occasions, it is Hermokrates” own ezhos that
appears to be decisive in winning over his audience at Gela,
while at Kamarina he reportedly fails (6, 88, 1-3). Perhaps
significantly, the Kamarinaian equivocal response to his speech
and the counter-speech by the Athenian envoy Euphemos is
ascribed to their fear of the Syracusans. This Hermokrates
evidently has not succeeded in dispelling.

Hermokrates’ projection of his own ethos is unusual for
elected envoys as represented by Thucydides, but this does not
permit the inference that it was exceptional for this genre of
symbouleutic oratory in real life. The frequent suppression of
envoys’ individuality may well have been due mainly to the wider
literary agendas of the historiographers.

The editing out of the envoys’ individual characters permits
the reading audience to listen to what appears to be conversa-
tions between collectivities. The ezhos projected in the speeches
presented in oratio recta is the collective ethos of an entire
community, very often in ways that correspond closely to the
projection of ethos in the speeches put in the mouths of indi-
vidual characters. For example, in Thucydides’ speech assigned
to a team of Mytilenaians, who are asking for Peloponnesian
assistance in their rebellion against the Athenians, the envoys
are anxious to demonstrate that their community adheres to a
basic code of trust and allegiance between allied states despite its
decision to rebel.”” The thrust of their prooimion is strikingly
similar to the exiled Alkibiades’ justification, in the epilogos of

78 HORNBLOWER (2008) 532.
7 THUC. 3, 9, 1-3.
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his speech to the Spartans, of his decision to back the bitterest
enemies of his own polis (6, 92, 2-5). In both speeches, the
demonstration of values — in one case collective, in the other
individual — is essential for establishing the trustworthiness of
the speeches themselves and of the motives behind them. In
the Mytilenaian case, a credible projection of a collective ezhos
is most likely of critical importance. A positive Peloponnesian
response is likely to depend on the audience’s being persuaded
that the envoys’ proposition is broadly supported by their com-
munity as a whole, and not just by a narrow faction. It may in
fact have been the case that several of the envoys spoke in order
to prove precisely that point (thus adopting a strategy similar
to Xenophon’s Athenian envoys in 371); but if so, this does
not seem to have been relevant to what Thucydides is aiming
to describe.

The impersonal quality of the ezhos normally projected in
envoys’ speeches may thus be due mainly to their function as
vehicles for collective characterisation. But it may also have
served an additional literary purpose. As suggested by Cogan,®!
in cases where the envoys remain nameless and faceless in their
orations, the effect is that we, as readers, find ourselves listening
to the speeches in the company of the envoys’ addressees rather
than sitting together with the envoys on their bema.

To be sure, a foreign mass audience may well have been in a
position to recognise some of the men making up a team of
envoys and have responded to them with a preconceived judge-
ment on their individual trustworthiness and authority. This
was especially likely to have been the case if a team numbered
not only speakers with the standing of proxenoi but also one
or more celebrities — successful military commanders, famous

80 We are told in 3, 4, 4 that one of the men who had originally disclosed
the Mytilenaian plot to the Athenians, but who had now changed his mind, was
among the participants on the ambassadorial team sent to Athens to reassure
them that they were not intending to secede.

81 CoGAN (1981) 218-222. Note, however, the comments by HORNBLOWER
(1987) 50-52 on the two named Plataian envoys in THUC. 3, 52, 5.
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actors, trendy philosophers,®” and renowned orators. All of
these are attested frequently as members of ambassadorial teams
in the 4™ century, and their potential importance for the team’s
overall performance should not be downplayed. Likewise, an
envoy who was previously unknown to his audience may have
left a lasting impression because of a spectacular performance
— as Xenophon’s Prokles did in his first address to the Athenian
assembly.

Yet, even when a team featured a number of familiar faces
whose individual characters would have been of some rhetori-
cal importance, it is likely that the overriding concern of the
foreign audience was the totality of the message they conveyed,
in terms of its substance and credibility as a genuine expression
of the collective will of the envoys’ own community. Thus,
Xenophon’s blurred representation of the several orations by
the five named Spartan envoys at Athens after Leuktra, who
“all said much the same thing” (6, 5, 33), may well reflect the
way a foreign audience would often have remembered the ora-
tory of an ambassadorial team. That classical Greek audiences
responded to ambassadorial teams first and foremost as teams
is also suggested by the frequent formula used in Athenian
inscriptions recording responses to visiting foreign missions:
“On the matters on which the Methymnaians speak” — wepl Gv
Aéyousy of deiva.?? The tendency in classical historiography to
let us experience ambassadorial speeches from the point of view
of the audience may well have contributed to the conventional

82 The participation by philosophers on ambassadorial teams is especially
well attested for the Hellenistic period, but there is at least one 4"-century exam-
ple, Xenokrates of Chalkedon, who joined the Athenian ambassadors to Antipater
after Krannon; see WHITEHEAD (1981) 238-241; HAAKE (2007) 64 n. 222.
An earlier example may be Alkidamas of Elaia, whose Messeniakos may have been
delivered at Sparta during the first half of the 360s, despite a broad scholarly
consensus that the speech was merely a rhetorical exercise; see, e.g., MARISS
(2002) 20-21 and GRANDJEAN (2003) 65-66.

8 E.g. IG 1I* 42, 44, 96, etc. The wording of the formula even seems to
have crept into DEM. 7, 1 ((otepov 8¢, mepl Gv ol mpéaPerg Aéyouat, xal fueic
AéEopev).
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representation of the envoys as speaking with a single, imper-
sonal voice.

The operation of the team collectively and the performances
by its individual members look quite different when viewed
from the perspective of the envoys’ own community. The
selection of team members is very unlikely to have been done
with a view to maximising the rhetorical potential of the team
as a whole, although the potential of individuals to establish a
rapport with their non-domestic audiences probably played an
important part.3¥ When the mission’s objectives were potentially
contentious, different factions most likely did their utmost to
work for the election of team members whose views coincided
with their own.®> The presence of envoys with different politi-
cal leanings would have been important as a way of ensuring
internal ‘policing’ within the delegation. As Demosthenes com-
ments: on the first of the missions to Makedonia Aischines
allegedly owed his election to his avowed hostility to Philip
and was chosen as “one of those who was to keep an eye on the
rest’ (Dem. 19, 12).

No doubt, such considerations would often have informed
the composition of ambassadorial teams and made them very
different from forensic teams. That did not necessarily present
an insurmountable obstacle to rhetorical cooperation and it
could even be a strength. As discussed in section iv, the Athenian
mission to Sparta in 371 may have been successful precisely
because the team appears to have played its internal differences
to their collective advantage by combining the projection of
very different individual characters and viewpoints with an
overall loyalty to the Athenian brief to which they were all ulti-
mately committed.

Nevertheless, it is an important question if effective rhe-
torical cooperation was generally realistic, especially on a team

84 This is suggested not least by Rbet. ad Alex. 24, 3, cited earlier.

8 The precise methods with which envoys were selected are difficult to
reconstruct, even for Athens, where the role of the boule in particular, which was
emphasised by BRIANT (1968), is disputed.
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packed full of men with large egos. Here it is important to
bear in mind that Athenian envoys at least had a strong legal
incentive to cooperate with fellow team members, however bit-
ter their personal differences. Ambassadorial teams resembled
ordinary boards of officials in that individual liability was com-
bined with a certain level of collective liability. The team was
debriefed as a team, yet it seems to have been each participant’s
duty to render account of his own personal performance, as
well as of the mission itself. Aischines and Demosthenes pro-
vide ample evidence for the importance of debriefing speeches
delivered by returning envoys,% and the process itself clearly
presented a considerable risk to the individual envoys of being
shopped by their colleagues.?” Interestingly, the only specific
advice offered to envoys in the Rbetoric to Alexander relates
directly to the speeches which an envoy might be required to
present during his debriefing.®® The author notes that these,
being reports, should contain only a narrative, but spun in such
a way that the speaker will persuade his audience not to hold
him responsible for the failure of his mission, or to credit him
as responsible for the embassy’s achievements, if the mission
had been a success.

The recognition that an envoy, unlike any other symbouleu-
tic orator, gave advice both as himself and as the mouthpiece
of his own community was sometimes explored even in the
representations of ambassadorial oratory in the historiographers.
We see this in the speech given to the aforementioned Theban
envoy to Athens who succeeded in persuading his audience to
join the Thebans against the Spartans in 395 despite the The-
ban call for Athens’ destruction ten years earlier. The envoy
tackles this by asserting that the proposal had emanated not
from his polis but from a single man who happened to be
present in the congress of Spartan allies. In the context of the

8 E.g. AESCHIN. 2, 47-54, 122; 3, 125; DEM. 19, 5, 18-24.

8 E.g. the prosecution by Leon of his fellow envoy Timagoras (XEN. Hell. 7,
1, 33-38).

88 Rbet. ad. Alex. 30, 2-4.
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Hellenica this may seem disingenuous, since the clamour for
Athens’ destruction is represented as being made by the The-
bans and the Korinthians collectively (2, 2, 19). However, the
Theban’s representation may not have sounded as absurd as
is sometimes thought, precisely because an envoy was indi-
vidually liable for his own words as well as his actions. It was
this which made it possible for communities to disown envoys
who were perceived as having overstepped the mark.*” The
disowning of an envoy would, it seems, normally require him
to be formally punished for his words after debriefing. Thus,
the disingenuousness in the Theban representation of the epi-
sode arises mainly from the fact that the Thebans had not
done so.

Obviously, the most dangerous accusation an envoy poten-
tially faced was that he had sabotaged the mission because of
collaboration with hostile states. Thus, even a relatively inno-
cent reluctance to cooperate with the others in working towards
the mission’s goals might be used against him in support of far
more serious allegations.

However much an envoy may have owed his election on a
mission to a desire by a particular faction to ensure internal
policing of his team, he had nevertheless made a binding
personal commitment to ensuring, as far as possible, that the
objectives as defined by the assembly and council were indeed
met. The accounts of Demosthenes and Aischines show us
how such team work might fail due to the over-sized egos of
some of the members. Xenophon’s accounts, by contrast, show
us how they might succeed. The literary conventions in classical
historiography do make it difficult to identify how often teams
divided up their rhetorical tasks in this way. Yet, there is good
reason to believe that team-speaking was, in practice, one of
the ways that each team member would be able to support his
own argumentation by projecting his personal authority and

89 Compare the Thebans’ disowning of their Medism in THUC. 3, 62, 2-4
with reference to the fact that they were ruled by an autocratic government.
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knowledge, while the team, at the same time, worked together
to strengthen the totality of their case by a shared projection of
their city’s collective character.

The lack of explicit comment on the practice in the Rbetoric
to Alexander and Aristotle’s Rhetoric should not be taken as an
indication that it was rare. After all, neither author has much
to say on the strategies associated with forensic synegoria,” yet
the evidence for the practice testifies to their important role in
real-life litigation.

The evidence does not permit a more precise assessment of
the frequency of ambassadorial team speaking as compared
with the use of a single spokesman. However, any analysis of
the ambassadorial speeches represented in classical Greek histo-
riography has to take into account that each speech may in fact
be a distillation of several contributions to what was originally
not only a polyphonic but a symphonic performance.
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IV

ANGELOS CHANIOTIS

HISTORY AS AN ARGUMENT IN HELLENISTIC
ORATORY: THE EVIDENCE OF
HELLENISTIC DECREES

1. Counting speeches: how much Hellenistic oratory is pre-
served in inscriptions?!

Oratory, as an elaborate, artful, and staged form of oral
communication, is doomed by its very oral nature to extinc-
tion. Orations are preserved in cultures that possess recording
devices — such as our culture —, or when listeners have been
trained to take shorthand notes of delivered speeches, or when
the speakers themselves record a more or less accurate version of
a speech and produce and circulate copies, motivated by vanity,
political agenda, the wish to make money, or the ambition to
educate future orators. Unless future archaeological discoveries
prove otherwise, for Greek and Roman oratory we have to rely
on self-promoted, recorded, or (re)constructed speeches as well
as on the information provided by teachers of rhetoric and their
handbooks.

Unlike the — mainly Athenian — oratory of the 5® and
4™ centuries BC, the Latin oratory of the Late Republican
period, and the Greek and Latin oratory of the Imperial period

' All dates, if not otherwise mentioned, are BC. For epigraphic publications
I use the abbreviations of the Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum. 1 am grateful
to Henry Heitmann-Gordon (University of Munich) for correcting the English
text.
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and Late Antiquity, which are well preserved, Hellenistic ora-
tory is notoriously elusive.” It might have been instructive to
consider the reasons for this in our encounter, but this cannot
be the task here. Nevertheless, before I turn to my rather nar-
row subject — the use of history as an argument in Hellenistic
oratory —, it is worth briefly considering what we do have
and how epigraphy can contribute to our understanding of
Hellenistic oratory.

Oratory is a form of direct speech, and the only orations
preserved as direct speech from Alexander to Cleopatra are the
orations that are quoted in the works of the Hellenistic historians,
for instance the famous speech of Agelas in the peace confer-
ence in Naupaktos in 217 BC or the speech of the Athenian
statesman Athenion at the beginning of the First Mithridatic
War in 88 BC, presented by Polybius and Poseidonios respec-
tively.> Such speeches are not numerous. Although they are the
product of the historians’ creative imagination — loosely connected
with what was said, at the best —, they do provide information on
rhetorical techniques, types of arguments, persuasion strategies,
and forms of delivery.* I am also convinced that some orations
preserved in Plutarch’s Lives of Hellenistic statesmen ultimately
derive from Hellenistic historians; but this would be the subject
of a different study.

What about other contemporary, Hellenistic sources, beyond
historiography? As D. Papanikolaou has recently demonstrated,
an ‘aretalogy’ for Isis from Maroneia (ca. 100 BC)’ is the only
surviving sophistic encomium to a deity from the Hellenistic

2 See more recently the collection of studies in KREMMYDAS / TEMPEST (2013);
see also WOOTEN (1973); VANDERSPOEL (2007); ERSKINE (2007). See also the
bibliography in notes 4-6.

> The speech of Agelaos: POLYB. 5, 104; DEININGER (1973); CHAMPION
(1997). Athenion’s speech in POSIDON. Hist. fr. 247 ed. THEILER = FGrH 87 F
36 § 50-51 = ATH. 5, 212f-213c.

4 On speeches in Polybius and Hellenistic historiography, see WOOTEN
(1974); SACKS (1986); WIEDEMANN (1990); CHAMPION (2000); USHER (2009);
WIATER (2010).

> I.Thrac.Aeg. E 205. See PAPANIKOLAOU (2009).
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period. Papanikolaou’s studies of this text as well as of a decree
from Mantineia have made clear that to consider only direct
speech for a study of Greek rhetoric would be as deficient an
enterprise as to study Greek historiography by ignoring the
fragments of Greek historians.® Evidence for oral communica-
tion is much more abundant than just records of direct speech.

First, we have both in historiographical works and in inscrip-
tions, especially in decrees, abundant evidence for indirect (or
reported) speech. For instance, in documents concerning inter-
national arbitration the arguments of the parties to the conflict
and testimonies of witnesses are sometimes presented in indi-
rect speech.” Decrees and senatus consulta also commonly sum-
marise the oral presentations of envoys in the council, the assem-
bly, and the senate using expressions such as SiehéyOnoav,
dmehoyicavto mept, and Abyoug émowicavto.® The lengthier the
summary, the more information we get about the rhetorical per-
formance. A good example, to which I will return later because
it is directly relevant for my subject, is a well-known inscription
from Xanthos concerning an embassy from Kytenion in Doris
in 206 BC. It begins with a long summary of the envoy’s speech
in the assembly, introduced with the verbs dmonoyileslor (“to
give an account’), Staiéyeslar (“to give a lecture or a report”),
Aeyew, Tpocamoroyileson (“give an additional account”), and

¢ PAPANIKOLAOU (2012). For further epigraphic evidence for Hellenistic ora-
tory see CHANIOTIS (2013a).

7 See, e.g., arguments introduced with ¢Aéyosav in the document concerning
the delimitation of the sacred land of Delphi in ca. 117 BC: CID IV 119 E =
ROUSSET (2002), 86 no. 6 B lines 28-33: [¢A]éyocayv &tu 3t 16 xpipa oTnnocg
xol whpLov elvar, T6 téte yeyovée ... The most detailed records are those concern-
ing the arbitration of Rhodes in the territorial dispute between Priene and Samos
(new edition: MAGNETTO [2008]; cf. I Priene 37 + 38; AGER [1996] no. 74;
MAGNETTO [1997] nos. 3, 44, and 75) and that of Magnesia on the Maeander
in the border dispute between Hierapytna and Itanos (. Magnesia 105; I.Crez. 111
iv, 95 AGER [1996] no. 127; MAGNETTO [1997] no. 43). The arguments of parties
to the conflict are introduced with the verbs dmodelxvupt, mideinvop, pdoxw,
onut, Suearohoyém, and Epoavileo.

8 E.g. IGV 2, 419 line 4; IG XII 7, 221 b line 9; F Delphes 111 1, 261 line 4;
L.1asos 3 lines 2-4; I.Magnesia 48 line 6; 61 line 35; 1. Priene 40.
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nopadelnvousbon (“to demonstrate”). I quote a short passage, which
summarises parts of the envoys’ speech, referring to the legend

of the hero Aletes (“the Wanderer”):

“Besides, they demonstrated that the colonists, sent out from
our land by Chrysaor, the son of Glaukos, the son of Hippolo-
chos, received protection from Aletes, one of the descendants of
Herakles; for Aletes, starting from the land of the Dorians, came
to their aid when they were being warred upon. Putting an end
to the danger by which they were beset, he married the daughter
of Aor, the son of Chrysaor.”

Also decrees whose narratio is introduced with the verbs eimev
or eirov summarise the proposal submitted to the assembly.
In the Hellenistic period, these narrations are sometimes long
and rhetorically elaborate, giving an impression of the content
of orations delivered in the assembly. Syncopated orations are
a characteristic feature of decrees in the late Hellenistic period,
but this phenomenon starts already in the late 4™ century BC,
providing valuable insights into deliberative oratory.’

But in addition to direct and indirect speech, we also have
evidence for ‘rhetorical events’ that took place without leaving
any information as to their content. For instance, lists of vic-
tors in agonistic festivals include the names of the winner in
encomiastic oration,'® but the only Hellenistic texts of this sort
that survive are a speech of the Athenian representative at the

Eleutheria of Plataiai, who defended the right of Athens to lead

? See, e.g., the honorific decree of Athens for Eumenes II and his brothers:
IG II° 1323. The best examples are long ‘biographical” decrees, such as those for
Lykourgos (IG II? 457, 513, 3207; LAMBERT [2012] 264-265), and Kallias of
Sphettos 1n Athens (SEG XXVIII 60), Diophantos in Chersonesos in Tauris
(]OSPE I’ 352), Protogenes (IOSPE 1* 32) and Nikeratos in Olbia (/OSPE 1?
34), Polemaios and Menippos in Kolophon (SEG XXXIX 1243 and 1244),
Pyrrhakos in Alabanda (HoOLLEAUX [1898] 258-266), Moschion in Priene
(I.Priene 108), Apollonios in Metropolis (/. Metropolis 1), and Orthagoras in
Araxa (SEG XVIII 570). The laudatory fragment /G XII 4, 1036 (1% century,
Kos) is either part of a ‘biographical’ decree or of an oration.

10 E.g. 1.Oropos 521 (Ampbhiareia, ca. 85 BC): gyxa[peo]y elc t[ov 0]eb[v];
IG XII 9, 91 (festival Tamyneia, 1% century): éyxdpLov elg 1ov Anéin[wva].
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the procession (2™ century),!! and possibly an encomium for
Amphiaraos from Oropos (late 4" century).!2

Innumerable decrees concerning diplomatic relations also
use the more or less stereotypical phrase “the envoys delivered
the decree and gave a speech in accordance with the decree”,'?
without, however, summarising the content of that oration.
Similarly, scores of honorific decrees use the stereotypical
phrase “may it be resolved that he is praised and crowned”.
Just as orepavéisor has a very concrete meaning — the offering
of a crown of a specific value —, so does ératvésar: at least in
some cases, the benefactor was not praised with the laconic
phrase “the people praise NN” but with an oration; this may
have been more common in the case of posthumous honours.
From the Imperial period onwards, we also find a type of
decree that offers consolation to the relatives of deceased mem-
bers of the elite. Again, the short formula “let us offer them
consolation”'* means far more than simply paying a formal
visit and saying a few polite words of condolence. As we know
both from letters of condolence from Roman Egypt" and from
consolation decrees from the Roman FEast,'© there was a devel-
oped genre of consolatory texts, some of which had the form of
short rhetorical texts. Whether this genre was as widespread in
the Hellenistic period as it was in the Imperial period escapes
our knowledge. Finally, when in texts concerning international
arbitration we read the phrase “the judges heard the arguments

1 JG 117 2778; CHANIOTIS (1988a), 42-48; cf. ROBERTSON (1986). See also
note 5 on an encomiastic oration for Isis.

12° 1. Oropos 301; cf. the comments in SEG XLVII 498.

13 E.g. I.Magnesia 18: [t e Ydoiopa &]médwxay [xh) adltul deré[ynoay
dxorobloe Tolc &v o Yagloplatt yeypappévore; Syll? 618: 6 te [Upliopa
amedwray nal adtol Stedéyncay dxorod[lwe tollc &v td[L dnolopart xotaxe-
yopropévorg; cf. G VII 4139: érenlbvrec 8¢ nal adtol éml 76 [te] cuvédprov xal
Tov Oy dedéyncay dxorovbog Tolg Ev TAL YPATTOL RATAKEY WELGLEVOLS;
EDelphes 111 2, 94: ©6 7e Ydgiopa amédonay auiv xal Erehlbvree éml oy
gxxhnoloy Siehéynoay axoroblme tolg v adté nataxeywpiopév[o]ic.

4 E.g. IGIV?83-84, 86; IG XII 7, 53-54, 239, 394, 399-400, 405, 409.

15 CHAPA (1988).

16 E.g. STRUBBE (1998).
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of the parties to the conflict”,!” this, again, refers to a now
elusive ‘oral event’; it attests to the delivery of now lost court
speeches.

I have presented this long introduction into indirect sources
for Hellenistic oratory, often ignored in studies of oratory and
persuasion strategies, not only to give an impression of the still
largely unexploited epigraphic evidence for oratory and an idea
about the kind of sources that I will be using, but also to give
a sense of the quantity and diversity of oratory that was pro-
duced between the campaigns of Alexander and the Principate
of Augustus. Just as many phenomena and practices for which
we have isolated attestations in earlier periods increase in fre-
quency from the late 4" century BC onwards and are more
widely distributed, rhetorical strategies and types of oration that
are mainly attested in Athens and a few big cities likewise become
more widespread. This certainly applies to the use of history as
an argument. It is not an innovation of Hellenistic oratory; it
only becomes more common in the Hellenistic period.

2. History as an argument: why?

Since Thucydides, the belief that people can learn from his-
tory serves as a legitimation of the historian’s profession. It is
not the satisfaction of personal curiosity and pleasure that
motivates the historians in their engagement with historical
facts and questions, but the conviction that what they discover
and describe can be of permanent value — a ktéma es aei, in
Thucydides” words. In a short book under the title Geschichze
als Argument, Alexander Demandt discussed how historical tra-
ditions were used by statesmen and theoreticians as a medium of
persuasion that uses experience in order to appeal to common
sense.!® History — or historical memory — served this purpose as

7 E.g. I.Cret. 111 iv, 9 line 29; 1. Magnesia 93 line 10.
18 DEMANDT (1972).



HISTORY AS AN ARGUMENT IN HELLENISTIC ORATORY 135

carly as the //iad. The myth of Meleagros in Book 9 pre-
sented a warning to Achilles about the potential consequences
of uncontrolled rage. And much later, in 4®-century oratory
the historical experiences of the previous century — the Per-
sian Wars and the Peloponnesian War — played a major part
in Athenian oratory, especially in deliberative oratory and in Iso-
crates’ Panhellenic vision."” Learning from history is only one
of the reasons why history can be used as an argument in rhe-
torical performances. Legal and moral considerations as well as
the emotional impact of historical arguments explain the man-
ifold use of this rhetorical device in negotiations both among indi-
viduals and between communities. Let us consider two examples
from literary sources of the 5% and 4™ centuries: Herodotus and
Xenophon.

In 480, just before the beginning of Xerxes’ invasion, the
tyrant of Syracuse Gelon is said to have negotiated with Athens
and Sparta about his participation in the Panhellenic alliance
against the Persians. According to Herodotus, Gelon demanded
the leadership of the Greek army.?* When the representative of
Sparta, which had a claim on the supreme command, heard

this demand, he responded:

“Agamemnon son of Pelops would truly lament loudly, should
he hear that the Spartans were deprived of the command by
Gelon and the Syracusans! Do not ever think of this again,
that we will give the command to you. If you wish to help
Greece, know that you shall be under the command of the
Lakedaimonians.”

The mere fact that a member of the house of the Pelopids,
which had ruled Sparta in legendary times and before the
arrival of the Dorians, had led the Greek army against Troy
was — at least in Herodotus’ eyes — sufficient reason for the
Spartans to demand the leadership of the Greek army in the
present war against the barbarians. When Gelon’s demand was

9 E.g. ALLROGGEN (1972); NOUHAUD (1982); GRETHLEIN (2014).
20 HpT. 7, 157-162, esp. 159 and 161.
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not accepted, the tyrant tried to get the leadership of the fleet,
held by the Athenians. The Athenian argumentation was more
sophisticated than the Laconic answer of the Spartans:

“If we, being Athenians, yield the command to the Syracusans,
it would be in vain that we possess the largest sea-faring army
among the Greeks, we who are the most ancient nation and who
alone among the Greeks have never migrated; of all who came
to Ilion, as the epic poet Homer says, the best man in ordering
and marshalling armies was one of us [Menestheus].”

The Athenians combined a pragmatic argument — they had the
largest fleet — with an important element of their identity and
self-representation — their autochthony. This argument is cul-
turally determined; it is based on the view that the ‘seniority’
of a community gives this community precedence over others.
The Athenians also used a historical argument: in Homeric
times, the best man in marshalling armies was an Athenian.
In Herodotus’ narrative, both Spartans and Athenians used
historical arguments originating in Homer. The arguments had
a rather superficial relation to the conclusion to be drawn. The
privilege of military command and the military achievements
of a single individual in legendary times (Agamemnon and
Menestheus respectively) were projected upon their entire
community in the present (Sparta and Athens). This projection
is based on the assumption that rights and properties can be
inherited. This is not surprising. In Greek culture — and demo-
cratic Athens was no exception — not only property titles were
inherited but also social prestige, political influence, priestly
offices, and privileges. The historical arguments of Athenians
and Spartans were based on this mentality. Of course, when we
scrutinise these arguments, we recognise discrepancies between
argument and conclusion. Agamemnon was a Pelopid, but he
was neither a king of Sparta nor of the same ‘ethnic’ origin as
the Spartans. In the late 6* century the Spartans had brought
the bones of Agamemnon’s son Orestes to Sparta in order to
construct a continuity from Achaean times and to legitimise
their claim to lead the Peloponnesian League. Menestheus, on
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the other hand, was described by Homer as experienced in mat-
ters related to military tactics on /and, and not to naval strategy
as one would expect, since the issue at hand was the leadership
of the fleet.

Now the second example. After the defeat of the Athenians
in the Peloponnesian War, the Spartan allies, Corinth and Thebes,
were urging the Spartans to destroy Athens. Xenophon presents
the argument used by the Spartans to justify their decision not

to destroy the city of their enemies:?!

“The Lakedaimonians, however, said, that they would not
enslave a Greek city which had done great service amid the
greatest perils that had befallen Greece.”

The Spartans referred to the Athenian contribution to the res-
cue of Greece more than two generations earlier, during the
Persian Wars. Participation in the Persian Wars remained an
important element of identity and self-representation of Greek
communities for centuries.?* Here, the argument was not used
by the Athenians but by their enemies, who acted upon a moral
obligation deriving from the feeling of gratitude. In this case,
the historical precedent (the rescue of Greece in the past) has
an even more superficial relation with the issue that was nego-
tiated (mercy on the Athenians in the present). But exactly as
in the narrative in Herodotus, an achievement in the past, a
collective achievement this time, was projected onto the pre-
sent. The historical argument of the Spartans had an emotional
background. It was based on a feeling of gratitude that resulted
in moral obligations.

These two examples from non-rhetorical literary sources
correspond to the way historical arguments were also used in
oratory, both in deliberative oratory and in court speeches.
First, the past could give legal support or legitimacy to a claim;
second, the past could serve as an exemplum and lend logical

21 XEN. Hell. 2, 2, 20.
22 JUNG (2006).
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support to a decision; third, the past underlined a moral
responsibility for a decision; and fourth, the commemoration
of the past could have an emotional impact. In 4®-century and
later oratory, references to the past — references to the history
of the Greeks, of a community, or of a family — had these func-
tions: logical or educational, moral, legitimising, and emo-
tional. Historical arguments were used in negotiations within a
community and in negotiations between communities; they
were used in the assembly, in philosophical discourse, and in
the court. But although this usage seems quite banal, and can
be observed in our time as well, this does not mean that a his-
torian is not confronted with various questions when studying
this phenomenon. In what contexts were historical arguments
used and how effective were they? Were historical arguments
combined with a more ‘pragmatic’ argumentation? How were
historical traditions manipulated to fit a certain situation? Did
this phenomenon remain static throughout Greek history, or
can we recognise a development in the use and the acceptance
of historical arguments? Were the historical arguments invented
ad hoc, by orators, statesmen, and envoys, or were they drawn
from a certain stock of arguments belonging to a fixed set of
local traditions or to the ‘cultural memory’ of a community?
A study of the Hellenistic material contributes to a better
understanding of these issues.

3. History as an argument I: appeal to reason and arousal of
emotion

As already mentioned, the narratio of Hellenistic decrees, far
more detailed than narrationes of decrees that antedate the
reign of Alexander, sometimes reflects the arguments that were
used in the popular assembly. Thus, these narratives provide
information on Hellenistic deliberative oratory that can be
compared with the information that we find in the works of
Hellenistic historians, especially Polybius. The decree proposed
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by Chremonides in Athens in 267 gives us an impression of
discussions before the war against Antigonos Gonatas. Chremo-
nides asked the Athenian popular assembly to ratify a treaty
of alliance between Athens, Sparta, and many other Greek
communities, which eventually led to the Chremonidean War.
Since the preamble contains a rather long justification of this
decision, we may reconstruct his strategy of persuasion.”> The
arguments presented by Chremonides are a combination of polit-
ical pragmatism, subtle propaganda, and historical analogies:

“The Athenians, the Lakedaimonians, and their respective allies
had in the past established a common friendship and alliance
with each other and fought together many and fair wars against
those who attempted to enslave the cities; with these wars they
won fame for themselves and brought freedom to the other
Greeks. Now that similar circumstances have afflicted the whole
of Greece because of those who attempt to abolish the laws and
ancestral constitutions of each city, and king Ptolemy following
the policy of his ancestors and of his sister conspicuously shows
his zeal for the common freedom of the Greeks, the people of
the Athenians have made an alliance with him and the other
Greeks and have passed a decree to invite all to follow the same
policy ... So that now that a common concord has been estab-
lished between the Greeks against those who have now commit-
ted injustice and broken the treaties with the cities, they may
prove eager combatants with king Ptolemy and with each other
and in future may save the cities preserving the concord.”

B ]G 117 687: énedy | mpbrepop pév Abmvoior xal AaxeSowpbvior xal of
adppoy|ot of Exatépmv guilay xal cuppayioy xowny Toeduevo|t Teog Eavtole
ToAhobg %ol xahodg dyddvag Aywvicavto pe|t’ EAARAwY Tpog Tode %aTadouhol-
cOa T&g TOAELS émxstp|o§wocg, ?:E ®V EaVTolc TE 36£ocv EXTAGUVTO %ol TOLG
&nfo Lg | "Exanouy ﬂ:ocpssxauoccow v Ehevbepioyv: xal viv 3¢ x[a]ipdy | xaberin-
pbtwy dpolwy Ty ‘EadSa macay Sk to[dg w]atarde|v Emyeipobvtac Tolg Te
vopoug xal Teg matplovg Exdat|os mohtelag & e Baothede [ltohepaioc dxo-
rovBwe Tel T|dv mpoybvey xal Tel THe ddehgiic mpo[alipéoer pavepds ot

/ 3 \ ~ ~ ~ 3 / 3 / \ € ~ ¢ 5
omouddlmy OTEp T xowiic t[Gv] Eagvey skauespmg %ol | 6 3%pog 6 Aby-
valov suppayioy Torneduevos Tpog adTov xal | Toug Xomoug E)x?\v]vocg s&lmcp!.-
oTor Topoxahelv Eml v admi|v mpoalpeoy: ... Emwe &v obv xowiic ouovor.ocg
vevop.|évne Toic "Ealnor mebe te Todg viv A3tnubTac xal mapeomov|dnnbrac Tog

/ / \ ~ / / \ > / e /
méheg mpbhupor petd Tob Basthéoe [ltorepaion | xal pet’ dAMAwY HTdeywoLy
Gywviatal xal T Aoty ped bpov|otag adilmaty tac ThheLe.
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Chremonides’ main political and pragmatic argument was that
the establishment of Macedonian garrisons in central Greece
resulted in the subversion of law and the traditional civic insti-
tutions. Presenting Antigonos as a threat to freedom and con-
stitution was an accurate representation of reality; the use of
words with a strong emotional impact, such as xatadovrod-
oo, natondety todc te vopovg nal Tag TATPlOLE EXAGTOLG
mohtetog, AdunnodTag and mwopesmovdnxrbTag aimed at arous-
ing the audience’s indignation.?* But the praise of Ptolemy as a
champion of freedom is pure propaganda, and the expectation
that joining one monarch in his war against another would free
Greece was clearly short-sighted and ignored all historical expe-
rience from 307 BC onwards.

The main argument of Chremonides, at least in the recorded
summary of his proposal, was a historical exemplum: the subtle
assimilation of the Persian invasion with the threat posed by
the Macedonian king Antigonos (“... now that similar circum-
stances have afflicted the whole of Greece”). United Athenians
and Spartans had defeated the Persians, winning fame and pro-
tecting freedom; united again they will prevail! Glory, justice,
and fame were ideas that appealed to the civic values of Greek
citizens. Chremonides skilfully combined different strategies of
persuasion that appealed to reason, values, and emotions.

This decree permits several observations. First, Chremonides
used a combination of political and historical arguments. The
historical arguments drew upon a familiar motif of Greek
historical consciousness and identity: the wars of Athens and
Sparta against the Persians (see note 22). Chremonides selected
a historical example, not only a familiar one but also one that
could easily fit the present situation. There were several obvi-
ous or constructed analogies between past and present: Athens
and Sparta fought together against the Persians; they should
now do the same again. Concord (homonoia) was the com-
mon denominator and the guarantor of success. The purpose

24 For emotional language in Hellenistic decrees see CHANIOTIS (2013b).
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of both wars was the same: the freedom of the Greeks (eleuthe-
ria). These two analogies were straightforward. A third analogy
is implicit and more subtle; the common wars of Athens
and Sparta were wars of free Greek communities against a bar-
barian monarch; similarly, the new war was directed against a
monarch. Even though the Macedonian king Antigonos Gona-
tas was not a barbarian — after all the Macedonian kings were
members of the Panhellenic alliance established in Corinth
in 337 and renewed by Antigonos’ father and grandfather in
302 BC —, his kingdom was foreign to the world of Greek
poleis and koina.

But in order to understand the weight of these historical
analogies, we need to consider Antigonid propaganda as well.
Chremonides’ decree gives us a syncopated version of Chremo-
nides’ oration in Athens; but hardly any orator in a free Greek
assembly spoke without facing opposition. The Antigonids had
followers in Athens and, if their supporters did speak, they
probably also used a historical argument: exactly as the Atheni-
ans had saved Greece from the barbarians in 490 and 479,
Antigonos Gonatas had saved Greece from the barbarians, the
Gauls, at the battle of Lysimacheia ten years earlier, in 277 BC.
We know how important this victory was for Antigonid propa-
ganda in Greece and how vivid its commemoration remained
for many decades. In Athens itself, where Antigonos established
a garrison after his victory in the Chremonidean War, Heraklei-
tos, the commander of the garrison, dedicated to Athena Nike a
monument “containing memorials of the king’s deeds against
the barbarians for the salvation of the Greeks” (ca. 250 BC).?
This monument, probably consisting of painted panels, com-
memorated Antigonos’ victory over the Gauls. Standing in the
shadow of the temples of Athena Parthenos and Athena Nike, and

borrowing themes of their sculptural decoration, Herakleitos’

» [GI1? 677; CHANIOTIS (1988a) 301. Another example of Antigonid com-
memoration of this victory is the establishment of the festivals Soteria and Paneia
in Delos; see CHAMPION (2004-2005).
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monument was erected in an ideal setting to convey its mes-
sage: it was Antigonos Gonatas who had saved the Greeks from
the barbarians. In this setting, the victory of the Macedonian
king was incorporated into the Greek traditions of victories
over the barbarians. Although it postdates the Chremonidean
War, it reflects traditional Antigonid propaganda. Exactly as
Herakleitos’ monument was engaged in a dialogue with the
sculptural decoration of the Temple of Athena Nike, that showed
the Athenians defending their fatherland from the Persians in
Marathon or Plataiai, Chremonides’ historical argument a few
years earlier had opposed Antigonid propaganda that presented
the Macedonian king as the rescuer of Greek freedom. In Chre-
monides’ rhetoric the Persian Wars were not only an exemplum
but also an argument counterbalancing Antigonid self-repre-
sentation.

As already mentioned, Chremonides’ historical argument
was the result of selection. Selection of one event necessarily
means omission of others: the wars of Athens against Sparta
and the efforts of Athenians and Spartans to subvert the freedom
and the constitutions of other Greek states were conveniently
forgotten.

In this case, the historical argument primarily appealed to
reason. It is one of the rare instances of the use of history in
Hellenistic decrees, with the aim to reach a logical conclusion:
the Greeks should learn from their history and unite their
forces against those who tried to enslave them. The “similar
conditions” mentioned by Chremonides called for similar meas-
ures. But although this historical argument appeals to reason,
we should not underestimate its emotional power: it appeals to
the love of freedom, to pride in past achievements, to indigna-
tion against injustice and enslavement, and to concord. By
highlighting the concord between Athens and Sparta and recall-
ing the Persian Wars, Chremonides was also implicitly urging
his audience to forget the far more common wars between Ath-
ens and Sparta. His strategy is very similar to the one we observe
in amnesty and reconciliation agreements, that seek to control
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memory (w7 wynetxaxeiv) and emotion.?® We can best under-
stand the impact of this particular historical argument if we
place Chremonides’ exemplum in its contemporary context.
Some time after Chremonides had urged the Greeks to ally
themselves with Ptolemy, the defender of “the common free-
dom of the Greeks”, and to preserve concord (homonoia), pre-
senting this alliance as the lesson to be learned from the Persian
Wars, the same interdependence of freedom and concord was
played out in Plataia, the place where the last battle of the Per-
sian Wars had been fought. Our source is a decree of the league
of the Greeks that participated in the festival of the Eleutheria,
passed after the Chremonidean War (ca. 261-246 BC) but pro-
viding information about the instrumentalisation of historical
memory before and during the war.?” On the very battlefield
where the concord of the Greeks had prevailed over the enemies
of freedom, the decree praises no other than Chremonides’
brother: Glaukon, an Athenian in the service of Ptolemy I,

“had contributed to making more lavish the sacrifice to Zeus
Eleutherios and Concord and the contest which the Greeks cel-
ebrate on the tomb of the brave men who fought against the
barbarians for the freedom of the Greeks.”?®

This is the earliest reference to an altar of Homonoia (Concord)
that stood next to that of Zeus Eleutherios,” serving as a reminder
that freedom can be best defended through concord. We do not
know if the cult of Homonoia was introduced in Plataia during
the Chremonidean War or earlier,’® but we can be certain that
during and after this war the emphasis of the Eleutheria festival

26 CHANIOTIS (2013c¢).

27 ETIENNE / PIERART (1975); SEG LXI 352.

28 Lines 18-24: suvn[Y]|Enoev 8¢ xal v Buaiay ol Auve t[od] || "Ere<u>0e-
otou xal g Opovolag xal Tov dyéva & Tihéacwy of "Eainvec érl | Toig avdpdaty
Toic dyaboic xal dyw|vicapévors mpdg Todg BapBdpouc | Hrdp Tic Tév Earvev
énevbepiog. English translation: AUSTIN (*2006) no. 63 (modified).

29 THERIAULT (1996) 102-122.

30 WALLACE (2011) proposes to date the introduction of the cult of Homo-
noia in Boedromion 335 BC, after the destruction of Thebes by Alexander the
Great, but this is not supported by any direct evidence.
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had shifted from the notion of freedom alone to the combination
of concord and freedom. It is interesting to observe that the
surviving fragment of a speech delivered by an Athenian repre-
sentative on the occasion of this festival in the late 2™ century
(see note 11), castigates the Spartans for abandoning this concord
immediately after the battle of Plataia and not participating in
the subsequent wars against the Persians. The result was that
Greek cities fell under the rule (despoteia) of the Persians.

The striking convergence between the decree of Chremo-
nides (concord defends freedom), the honorific decree for
Glaukon (the Persian Wars as exemplum for freedom and con-
cord, joint cult of Zeus Eleutherios and Homonoia), and the
oration in Plataia (lack of concord leads to subjugation under
foreign rule) shows that historical arguments were effective
when they were familiar; when they are continually and con-
sistently used. I will return to this point later.

Before we leave Chremonides’ decree, let us compare his argu-
ments with those used on other occasions in Hellenistic oratory.
A good parallel is offered by the orations of Chlaineas of Aitolia,
an ally of the Romans, and Lykiskos of Akarnania, an ally of
the Macedonians, when they attempted to convince the Spartans
to become their allies, in 210 BC. Reconstructions of the two
speeches are presented by Polybius.’! Exactly as in 267 BC, the
decision to be taken was a decision about an alliance and a war.
Chlaineas’ aim was to persuade the Spartans to join the anti-
Macedonian alliance. To do so, he summarised Greek history
from the reign of Philip II to Antigonos Doson, attributing the
miseries of Greece to Macedonian policies. The Spartans should,
therefore, be the natural enemies of Macedonia. History obliges.
But history also encourages. Since the Aitolians had not been
defeated by Philip V, Chlaineas continued, the Spartans should
be confident that by allying themselves with Aitolia they would
be victorious. Chlaineas’ historical arguments offered both moral
justification and logical encouragement. The Spartans should

31 PoLys. 9, 28-39.
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join the enemies of Macedonia, first because they must hate the
Macedonians and, second, because the enemies of Macedonia
were strong. A few passages may give an impression of the
emotional power of Chlaineas’ excursions in history. First, the
speaker refers to the actions of Philip II:3?

“Having enslaved Olynthos and established an exemplum, he
not only took control of the cities in Thrace, but also subjugated
the Thessalians because of their fear. Not long after, after he had
defeated the Athenians in battle, he responded with magnanim-
ity to this victory, not in order to benefit the Athenians — far
from that — but in order to use the benefaction towards them so
as to invite the others voluntarily to follow his commands.”

He then continued with Antipatros, calling to memory scenes
of merciless prosecution, which are very similar to the descrip-
tion of the atrocities of the Thirty by Lysias in his speech

Against Eratosthenes>® The objective of these descriptions is to
34

foment anger:
“He reached such levels of Aubris and lawlessness that he
appointed hunters of exiles and dispatched them to the cities
against those who had opposed the Macedonian royal house or
had at all distressed it. Some of them were dragged violently
from the sanctuaries or were removed from the altars and were
killed with vengeance; and those who escaped were exiled from
all of Greece. They could not find refuge anywhere, with one
exception: the ethnos of the Aitolians.”

Moving to more recent events, the orator continually framed
his narrative with a variegated palette of emotions: gratitude,
hope, fear, envy, and hatred:?

“I return now to the most recent king, Antigonos, so that some
of you may not regard the events that he caused without

32 PoLyB. 9, 28, 3-4.

3 Lys. 12, 8-22 and 95-98. See 12, 5: dvapvicar; 12, 92: dvapvhcac; 12,
94: dvapvnclévreg; 12, 95: dvapvnclnrte; 12, 96: dvapviclnte. See BEARZOT
(1997) 94-95, 159, 234-235, 238; CHANIOTIS (2013c) 56-59.

3 PoLyB. 9, 29, 3-4.

% PoLys. 9, 29, 7; 9, 29, 11-12.
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grudge, thinking that you are obliged to feel gratitude towards
the Macedonians. ... When he recognised that his rule would
not be secure if you were to take over the leadership of the
Peloponnesians, and when he saw that Kleomenes was very
suitable for this task and that fortune was favouring you splen-
didly, he arrived with fear and envy not in order to help the
Peloponnesians, but in order to deprive you of your hopes and
in order to abase your supremacy. Therefore, you are not
obliged to feel affection towards the Macedonians for not plun-
dering your city when they captured it, but you should regard
them as enemies and hate them, because they have prevented
you already many times from becoming the leaders of Greece
when you could.”

Thereupon the orator contrasts the behaviour of the Macedo-
nian kings with that of the Aitolians: .36

“Of all the Greeks, only the Aitolians dared to face Antipatros
for the sake of the security of those who suffered unjustly; they
alone withstood the attack of Brennos and the barbarians who
followed him; they alone came to fight together with you, when
they were called upon, in order to re-establish jointly with you
ancestral leadership among the Greeks.”

Despite its exaggerations and inaccuracies, Chlaineas’ speech so
impacted on the audience that the next orator, Lykiskos, the
envoy of the Akarnanians, had first to wait until silence was
restored and the people in the assembly had stopped discussing
his speech.’” In order to counter the impact of Chlaineas’ speech,
Lykiskos too referred to past events. If Chlaineas’ selective ver-
sion of history aimed to incite anger against the Macedonians,
Lykiskos’ version aimed to inspire gratitude for Alexander’s
benefactions to the Greeks and to deflect the anger of the audi-
ence away from the Macedonians and towards the Aitolians:*®

“Again, you have bitterly reproached Alexander for punishing
the city of the Thebans, when he believed that he had been

36 PoLys. 9, 30, 3-4.
37 Porys. 9, 32, 1-2.
4, 1-1

38 PoLys. 9, 34, 1.
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wronged, but you neither mentioned that he avenged the
outrages that the Persians had committed on all the Greeks nor
that he delivered us all from great evils, by enslaving the bar-
barians and depriving them of the resources that they used for
damaging the Greeks — funding now the Athenians and the
ancestors of these (Spartans), now the Thebans, against one
another —, nor that he finally made Asia subject to the Greeks.
As for his successors, how dare you even mention them? They,
indeed, many times benefited some and harmed others, as the
circumstances demanded. Others might be justified in feeling
resentment against them, but you Aitolians have not the least
right to do so, since you have never done any good to anyone,
but have done evil to many and at many times. Who invited
Antigonos, son of Demetrios, to dissolve the Achaian League?
Who swore oaths and made a treaty with Alexander of Epeiros
for the enslavement and partition of Akarnania? Was it not
you? Who jointly sent out such commanders as you did? These
men even dared lay hands on inviolable sanctuaries. Timaios
plundered the sanctuary of Poseidon in Tainaron and that of
Artemis in Lousoi; Pharykos and Polykriotos pillaged the precinct
of Hera in Argos and that of Poseidon in Mantineia. And what
about Lattabos and Nikostratos? Did they not violate the sanctity
of the Panboiotian festival in peacetime, behaving like Scythians
or Gauls? No such deeds were ever committed by Alexander’s
successors.”

Then, Lykiskos cited recent events, asking the Spartans to view
with suspicion the Romans and the Aitolians:*

“They have already robbed the Akarnanians of Oiniadai and
Nasos, and they recently seized the unfortunate city of Antikyra,
and together with the Romans they enslaved it. So, the Romans
are carrying off the women and children to suffer, of course,
what those must suffer who fall into the hands of aliens, while
the Aitolians divide the land of the unfortunate people among
themselves by lot.”

After the presentation of the emotive image of women and chil-
dren carried off into slavery, and after contrasting the cultural
community of the Greeks to the unnatural union of the Aitolians,

39 PoLys. 9, 39, 2.



148 ANGELOS CHANIOTIS

who behaved like barbarians, and the Romans, Lykiskos invoked

memory and emotion:%°

“It is good and befitting, men of Lakedaimon, remembering
who your ancestors were, placing yourselves on guard against
the aggression of the Romans, viewing with suspicion the evil
plans of the Aitolians, and, above all, remembering the favours
conferred upon you by Antigonos to continue to be haters of
wickedness, to refuse the friendship of the Aitolians, and to
share the same hopes with the Achaians and the Macedonians.”

Lykiskos finished with an appeal to the historical exemplum of
the Persian Wars. The Spartans should join the Greeks against
the new barbarians, the Romans, exactly as their ancestors did
against Xerxes.!

Chremonides’ oration in the Athenian assembly is lost but the
few lines that summarise its content reveal multiple layers of a
persuasion strategy that appealed to reason and emotion, were
connected with familiar aspects of Greek historical consciousness,
and aimed at counterbalancing Antigonid propaganda and the
arguments of Antigonos’ supporters. Although the main strength
of the historical argument lies in its logic — concord protected free-
dom in the past, concord shall restore freedom in the present —,
emotional aspects were very important. The commemoration of
past glory strengthened pride, the exemplum supported hope.

Hope is a very peculiar emotion — if we do accept the view
that it is an emotion. Usually defined as a positive attitude of
the mind, hope is much more closely connected with judgment
and appraisal than other emotions; the expectation of a posi-
tive outcome in the future is based on past experiences and
judgment. When the historical argument is used in order to
support hope, its function resembles that of a historiola in con-
temporary magic. A short mythological narrative serves as an
exemplum for the desired outcome of the magical prayer.%?

0 PoLys. 9, 39, 6.
41 PoLys. 38, 1-39, 5.
42 On the function of historiolae in magic see, e.g., GRAF (1996) 200 and 205.
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Exactly as Hephaistos bound his mother and Zeus had Pro-
metheus bound, let the opponent in a trial be bound, states an
Aiginetan curse tablet of the late fourth or early 3™ century.®?
Exactly as concord saved freedom in the past, let concord save
freedom in the present. Unlike in magic, of course, the success
of Chremonides’ historical exemplum depended entirely on
human agents, on the military abilities of the coalition against
Antigonos. The historical argument was convincing, but the
hopes that it aroused were not fulfilled. History did not repeat
itself. Concord did not save freedom.

Historical arguments such as the one used by Chremonides are
occasionally to be found in summaries of deliberative orations in
the assembly. A more or less contemporary example is a decree
from Miletos. Peithenous, son of Tharsagoras, argued as follows,
in order to support his proposal for a treaty of friendship and
alliance between Miletos and King Ptolemy II (ca. 262/260):%

“Because the people already in the past chose to have friendship
and alliance with Ptolemy, god and rescuer, it occurred that the
city came to prosperity and distinction and the people became
worthy of many and great good things. For this reason the people
honoured him with the greatest and fairest honours. His son,
King Ptolemy, having inherited the kingship and renewed the
friendship and alliance with the city, shows the greatest zeal for
whatever is beneficial to the Milesians. He has granted them
additional land, has secured peace for the people, and has been
the cause of the other good things for the city.”

After this historical account, the orator continues with »al v
[49 bbl . . . . .
(“and now”), describing the current state of affairs and explaining

8 IG1V? 2, 1012; SEG LVII 313.

“ [ Milet 1 3, 139C: énedy 1ol Shpov xal mpbrepoy éA[o]|wévon thp @uiay
wal Ty ouppaytoy THY Teog Tov Bedv %ol swtiipla] | TItohepaiov cuvéPn thy e
m6[awv] elc edSoupoviay xol Empdveray N0y xal T[ov] | JFpov moMGY wal
veydhov ayaddy dEiwbivar, 3u d¢ aitlac Etiunoey | adtov 6 dFpog Talc peyi-
oTong wal xedhlotarg Tiaic, Stadebdpevie te | T Bacthelay 6 vivg adtol Baot-
rede TTtohepaiog xal dvavewsdpevog | Ty te @uitay xal cuppoyioy THY. Teode
THW O, Ty TemolnTal | amoudny HmEp TéY cuppepdvtwy mast Miknstore,
yopay te Emdidode xal | Ty elphvny mapaoreudlwy TéL SHuot xal TEY ANV
dya0&y mar|[plaitioc yivbpevog THL ThheL.
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why the alliance with Ptolemy II would be beneficial to Miletos.
Although this would have been enough as argument, the men-
tion of the benefits that arose from the alliance with Ptolemy I
and the moral obligations of the Milesians strengthened the prag-
matic justification of the new treaty. We find the same combina-
tion of a historical argument that arouses hope, moral arguments
that appeal to the feeling of gratitude, and pragmatic argu-
ments as in the decree of Chremonides.

Another, much later example is an Athenian decree concern-
ing the re-organisation of the festival of the Thargelia (129 BC):#

“Since it is a norm of the forefathers and a custom of the Athe-
nian demos and an ancestral tradition to show the greatest care
for piety towards the gods and it is for this reason that the Athe-
nians have achieved the fame and the praise of the most glorious
deeds both on land and on the sea through many campaigns on
land and on board of ships, always beginning all their activities
with an homage to Zeus Soter and with the worship of the gods;
and since there also exists Apollo Pythios, who is an ancestral god
of the Athenians and an interpreter of good things, at the same
time a saviour of all the Greeks, the son of Zeus and Leto; and
since he has ordered us with oracles to pray to the god who is
called ‘the god of the forefathers’ and to perform the ancestral
sacrifices on behalf of the demos of the Athenians annually, offer-
ing sacrifices to Apollo as is the ancestral custom of the demos.”

The orator, a certain Xeno[--], son of Sopatrides, justified the
proposal not only by reference to the divine commands given via
oracles and to an ancestral tradition, but also with a historical

4 SOKOLOWSKI (1962) no. 14; SEG XXI 469 C: éred?) mdtpby [¢]ot[wv xal
£]00c tiL dnpor 6L Abnpvaiov xal Ho TdY Tpoybvey tlo]pade[d]opévoy Tepl
mhelotou moelclhor v wpog Tolg Ocodg [edoéferav] nal Sk Talta ToAAA<I>C
<melole> %ol €ml vauel 6Tpatel<on>c THY xAe[tv]otdtwy Epyey xal xotd Yy nal
ratee Odhortay eddokiafv] xal [edhoyioy néxt]nvror dpybdpevor S TavTOC Ao
<7100 Atog 100> Xwtiipog [thc w]pdg Todg Osole GoLotnTOC Omdpyel 8¢ %ol 6
Améinov 6 T00we &y toig Abnvatowe TMatpdiog xal e&nynmic tév dyadév,
opolme 88 xal %ol cwThp vty TGV EMvey 6 t7¢ Antolc xal ol Aldg
[uibe Tovt]o[u] 8¢ Sk &V yenoudv meoaltle[tay]btoc adtoic AlTav[edo]alt
7ov] Oeov Tov Emxanodpevolvly Tatpdrov xal molovpévoug i [matpt]ou[s Oust]-
ag OEp T dNpov Tol Abnvaionv tolg Tob Eviautod [xarpoic ToL Aw]6[A]hwwe
[0]Yovrac g maTELéY 0Tl THL SHpoL.
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argument, similar in structure to those we have seen so far.
In the past, the Athenians were pious towards the gods; it is for
this reason that they were victorious in wars. The conclusion
implicitly follows that if they restore their piety, they will be
successful in the future. Of course, this historical argument
stands or falls depending on whether people believe that what
made the Athenians victorious in the past was piety, not the
number of their ships, the tactics of the military commanders,
the military valour of their soldiers, the strength of their walls,
and the money in their treasury. The argument is similar to the
one recently used by the then Greek Minister of Culture,
Nikos Xydakis: Having the drachma for 200 years, the Greeks
achieved great things.“® It implicitly follows that somehow, by
means of magical sympathy, they will achieve great things if they
re-introduce their national currency. Before we dismiss such
arguments for what they are — pure nonsense —, we need to
place them into their context. And the context of the Athenian
decree is the increased interest in piety under the influence of
the contacts between Greeks and Romans. In one of the earliest
documents concerning the relations between Greek cities and
Roman authorities, the practor M. Valerius Messalla justified

the grant of inviolability to Teos thus (193 BC):¥

“One would surmise that we always pay the greatest attention to
piety towards the gods from the fact that we receive the favour
of the gods for this reason; but we think that the honour that we
pay to the divine has become obvious to all also from many
other facts.”

Messalla directly linked piety with military success, exactly in the
way the Athenian orator did sixty years later. This corresponds

46 htep://www.tovima.gr/culture/article/?aid=715204. Interview to the news-
paper Ephemerida ton Syntakton, June 15, 2015.

47 SHERK (1969) no. 34 lines 11-17: xal &7t wév Siblou mhelorov Abyov
motodpevor dtatelobpey Tiig Tpog Todg Oeole edoefelag, wdAiet &v T GTOY -
Coito éx Thc ouvavTwPévns Muely edpevelog i TabTo Torpd TOL SoliLoviou® ol
wiv GAAG ol €8 dAAmY TAeLovmy ertelopela cuppavy] TaoL yeyovéval Ty fpe-
Tépay elc T Oclov mpoTipiay.
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to the weight given by Polybius to Roman pious behaviour.*®

The duty to respect the gods was not invented by the Romans.
But Polybius’™ explicit praise of Roman piety suggests that in
the 27 century BC this was regarded by some Greek political
leaders and intellectuals as a distinctive feature of the Roman
character, as one of the factors that determined Roman policies
— as opposed for instance to the notorious lack of piety shown
by the Macedonians and the Aitolians —,*> and was a cause of
their success. We observe again that the value of historical
arguments is connected with the familiarity of contemporary
audiences with historical traditions and with mentalities that
are culturally determined.

4. History as an argument II: past services oblige

Apart from deliberative oratory in the assembly and court
speeches, a very common type of oration in the Hellenistic
period are the orations delivered by envoys in foreign cities,
Abyou mpesBeutixot in Polybius’ typology.”® They are quite well
represented in the work of Polybius, with speeches such as the
aforementioned speeches of Chlaineas and Lykiskos of Akarnania,
the speech Eumenes II delivered in Rome in 189 BC, and the
oration of the Rhodian Astymedes in Rome in 165 or 164 BC.’!
To judge from the sheer amount of diplomatic missions in
Hellenistic Greece, orations by envoys were extremely com-
mon, and we should not be surprised if they followed existing
models. References to past relations between the negotiating
communities appear as a standard feature of these speeches. In

4 On Polybius’ appraisal of the piety of the Romans see 6, 56, 6-14. More
examples in CHANIOTIS (2015) 93-94.

4" See, e.g., Polybius’ comments on the plundering of sanctuaries by Philip V
and the Aitolians: POLYB. 4, 62, 2 (Dion); 4, 67, 3-4 (Dodona); 5, 9-12 (Ther-
mon).

50 PoLyB. 12, 25a, 3; ERSKINE (2007) 274; THORNTON (2013). On orations
by envoys see esp. WOOTEN (1973); RUBINSTEIN (2013).

51 PoLys. 21, 19-21 and 30, 31, 3-18.
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most cases we only find vague references to ancestral relations,
past services, and traditional friendship. “They renewed (i.e.
commemorated) the philanthropa [privileged relations of affec-
tion based on services and goodwill] that mutually exist from
the time of the ancestors on” (dvavewsdpevor o i TpoYEVLY
OTTdpy0vTa TTPOG dAANA0US puAdvlpmTa) is a stereotypical phrase
found in many variations.”> However, in some cases the decrees
preserve specific information concerning the content of speeches
by envoys.

Among the cases in which concrete historical events are
mentioned, the most instructive is the case of the embassy sent
by Magnesia on the Maeander to various kings, cities and fed-
eral states in 208 BC, requesting the recognition of the invio-
lability of the city and the elevated status of the local agonistic
festival.”® The Magnesian envoys were accompanied on their
journey by an impressive corpus of histories, oracles, poems,
and documents documenting local history and demonstrating
Magnesia’s benefactions to the Greeks in general and to certain
cities in particular. From the surviving dossier of documents
we can infer that the envoys used different historical arguments
in the different cities. Sometimes references to the content of

their orations are very vague, e.g. in Antiochia in Persis:>*

“the Magnesians of Maeander are relatives and friends of our
people and have done many and distinguished services to the
Greeks, services that contribute to good reputation ... [their
envoys] appeared in front of the council and the assembly, deliv-

ered a decree of the Magnesians, commemorated the kinship
and friendship, and gave a detailed account of the epiphany of

52 E.g. Ilasos 152 lines 31-32; SEG XLIX 1114.

53 [.Magnesia 20-65. On the organisation of this embassy see CHANIOTIS
(1988) 34-40, and (1999).

>4 I.Magnesia 61 lines 11-14: Mdyvnreg of dmd Mawdvdpou cuyyevelg dvreg |
wal @ihot Tl SHuou xal moAAdG xal émipavelc ypet|ac Tapeigymuévolt] Toic
["Exnow [t6v elg eddoki]|av qvnrovsdv; lines 32-37: rerbbvrec émt te iy
Bovany xal | Ty Exxhnotiay Yheiopd te dmédwnay maps Mayvi|twy xal dvave-
©Gdp.evoL Ty auyyévelay xal TV @tAlay dreloyicavto St Thetbvewv THY Te THC
Ocdc &|mipaveray xal Tag ypetag &g mapéoynvrar Mayvnteg | moihaic T6v ‘Eang-
vidwy ThHrewV.
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the goddess and the services that the Magnesians rendered to
many of the Greek cities ...”

But in many cases we get precise information. In Kephallenia,
e.g., the envoys reminded the audience of the affinity between
the mythical founders of the two cities: Magnes and Kephalos,
the eponymous heroes, were brothers. In Megalopolis they recalled
something more material than that, the fact that they had given
the Arcadians 300 Dareikoi for the building of the city walls in
370 BC; the Cretans were reminded of the fact that Magnesia
had stopped a war on the island (217 BC), and so on.”

We can assume that even the general and vague references to
the past such as references to kinship, affinity, friendship, past
benefactions and the like (cuyyévela, oixetbtye, @unla, edvoua,
edepyeatia) were founded on very specific historical traditions,
which were narrated in the speeches of the ambassadors. A good
example is provided by the decree of Epidamnos, which gives a
more detailed account of the speech of the envoys in that city:>

“They sent as envoys and also as theoroi Sosikles, son of Diok-
les, Aristodamos, son of Diokles, Diotimos, son of Menophilos,
who appeared in front of the council and our assembly, handed
in the decree, and discoursed with every zeal, presenting the
epiphany of Artemis, the (military) assistance that their ances-
tors offered to the sanctuary in Delphi, when they defeated in a

>> Kephallenia: 7.Magnesia 52 line 14; Megalopolis: I.Magnesia 44 lines
25-29. Crete: I.Magnesia 25 lines 8-12.

56 [ Magnesia 46 lines 5-16: dopeatd[Mxalvr[t] mpeoPeutae, tlo]bg 8¢ ad[rodle
wal Owefplode, Twowe[A7)] | Aroxréoe, Api[a]t[63ap]ov Aoxr[¢]oc, Abtipov
Myvooi[rov, o]t moterdbvree motl | Tov Bovddy xad [tov] Saplov &uév o Yé]oLopa
améSonalv xal adrtlol Swenéybnv peta wh|oac orotipiale] Eupavitavreg
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battle the barbarians who had campaigned against it in order to
plunder the god’s property, and the benefaction that they
accomplished for the Cretan Koinon, when they ended the civil
war with reconciliation. They also presented their benefactions
for the other Greeks, documenting (all this) through the god S
oracles, the (works of the) poets, the historians, who have writ-
ten the deeds of the Magnesians. In addition to this, they read
the decrees that have been issued for them by the cities, in which
honours and crowns are recorded, which contribute to the city’s

glory.”

For many years historians believed that references to kinship
cannot be taken at face value — some historians may still believe
this. Until 1988 this view might have had some justification.
When a document claims that communities believed in antiq-
uity to be of different ethnic origin were in fact syngeneis — e.g.
the Ionians of Teos and the Dorians of Crete —, one is indeed
tempted to regard such a claim as an expression of politeness
devoid of any concrete content. However, the publication of an
inscription from Xanthos in 1988 provided definite proof that
this view is wrong.”” Who would believe that the Lykians of
Xanthos and the inhabitants of the small city of Kytenion in
Doris were syngeneis? And yet, a dossier of documents dating to
the late 3™ century BC proves that a concrete narrative lies behind
every such claim — its historicity is another matter. More
importantly for our subject, the inscription from Xanthos
showed that such a narrative was often an integral part of the
mpecfeutindg Aéyoc delivered by the envoys.

The oration in question was delivered in Xanthos during the
assembly on 2 Aoudnaios of the year 206. The arrival of three
men from a distant place of which most of the Xanthians had
never heard must have caused quite a thrill. Lamprias, Ainetos,
and Phegeus had come all the way from Kytenion in Doris,

57 The text: SEG XXXVIII 1476: Commentaries: BOUSQUET (1988); CURTY
(1995) 183-191 no. 75; JONES (1999) 61-62, 139-143. Here, I summarise the
analysis that I have presented in two studies: CHANIOTIS (2009) 249-252, and
(2013a).
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equipped with two letters of recommendation by the Dorians
and the Aitolians, but also equipped with their eloquence.
Their speech fascinated the Xanthians to such an extent that
the decree voted on by the assembly gives an unusually lengthy
report of their oral presentation, thus providing an interesting
insight into the rhetorical performances in the popular assem-
bly. The three envoys of Kytenion requested financial aid for
the reconstruction of the fortification wall of their city. They
supported this request with a common argument: kinship.’®
The oral presentation of the envoys is referred to with the terms
apologizesthai (“to give an account”) and dialegesthai (“to present
a discourse, to give a lecture”). The speech of the envoys included
at least five sections. First, they gave an account of recent events

(lines 10-13):

“They brought a decree of the Aitolians and a letter of the Dori-
ans, with which they gave an account (apologizesthai) of what
had befallen their fatherland; they gave a lecture (dialegesthai) in
accordance with what was written in the letter.”

Then they presented a mythological narrative treating the birth
of Artemis and Apollo in Lykia and the birth of Asklepios in
Doris (lines 16-20):

“They said that Leto, the patron/leader of our city, gave birth to
Artemis and Apollo amongst us; from Apollo and Koronis, the
daughter of Phlegyas, a descendant of Doros, Asklepios was born,
in Doris.”

From a divine genealogy they then moved to a heroic one
(lines 20-24):

“Besides their kinship with us, which derives from these gods,
they gave an additional account (prosapologizestai) of the inter-
twining of kinship which derives from the heroes, putting
together (synistasthai) the genealogy which goes back to Aiolos
and Doros.”

> Kinship between communities is a subject to which Olivier Curty and
Christopher P. Jones have dedicated profound studies: CurTY (1995), (1999),
and (2005); JONES (1999).
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A (presumably long) narrative followed, whose content was the
foundation of the Lykian cities (lines 24-30). This narrative is
summarised in greater detail, probably because it presented an
unknown version of local history:

“Besides, they demonstrated (paradeiknysthai) that the colonists,
sent out from our land by Chrysaor, the son of Glaukos, the son
of Hippolochos, received protection from Aletes, one of the
descendants of Herakles; for Aletes, starting from the land of the
Dorians, came to their aid when they were being warred upon.

Putting an end to the danger by which they were beset, he married
the daughter of Aor, the son of Chrysaor [the Golden Sword].”

The otherwise unattested legend of Aletes and Aor must have
been a fascinating adventure and love story, similar to the leg-
end of Leukippos and Leukophryene:*” a wandering hero with
the characteristic name Aletes (the Wanderer), a typical Heraclid,
followed his destiny which brought him to Lykia in a crucial
moment of its early history. Here, colonists were under attack
by some anonymous barbarians. In this moment of despair,
Aletes appeared, he defeated the enemies and married the
daughter of Aor (the Sword), the only anonymous person in
this narrative.

Other historical narratives are alluded to in the phrase “they
indicated with many other proofs the goodwill that they had
customarily felt for us from ancient times because of the tie of
kinship” (lines 30-32). These narratives constituted the ‘his-
torical arguments’ of the envoys: these ‘historical traditions’
morally obliged the Xanthians to offer help. First, because they
were relatives of the Dorians; second, because the Xanthians
themselves had received assistance, when they were in need.
The arguments from myth and legend did not appeal to reason
but to the feelings of gratitude and affection.

We have already seen that one of the functions of historical
arguments is the arousal of gratitude and, consequently, of
moral obligations. The Athenians were not the only ones who

59 PARTHENIUS, Mythogr. Gr. 2, 1, 5.
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used such arguments but they were great experts in this regard.
A well-known example, and at the same time a relatively well-
preserved fragment of Hellenistic oratory, is preserved in the

Amphiktyonic decree that concerns privileges of the association
of Dionysiac artists in Athens (118/7 BC):®

“... it has occurred that an association of the technitai was estab-
lished for the first time in the city of the Athenians — the people
who, becoming the principal cause of all the good things that
exist among humans, brought the humans from animal life to
civilisation and became the cause of communal life by intro-
ducing the tradition of the mysteries; through this the Athenian
people counselled the Greeks that interactions with each other
and trust are the greatest goods among humans. The Athenians
also received from the gods specially for themselves as gifts the
laws concerning human relations of friendship, education, and
the delivery of grain, but gave the advantage from this gift
jointly to the Greeks. Being the first to establish an association
of technitai and participants in contests, the Athenians created
thymelic and scenic contests. Testimony for all this is given by
most historians and poets, and truth itself clearly attests to this,
reminding that Athens is the mother-city of all dramas and that
it invented and developed tragedy and comedy ...”

Exactly as the Greeks of today use the invention of democracy
in ancient Greece to create the favourable emotional context for
requests concerning their present financial misery, the Athenian
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theatre artists based the request for privileges on the moral
obligations deriving from Athens’ contribution to culture.
The argument of the Kytenians in Xanthos had a similar aim.
In the very same way as a legendary Dorian saved your ances-
tors, you now have the moral obligation to save us.

The Kytenian envoys also used another dramatic narrative
to appeal to emotion: the narrative of a recent war. It is sum-
marised in the decree of Xanthos and in the letter of the
Kytenians:

“It occurred that in the time when king Antigonos had invaded
Phokis [228 BC] parts of the city walls of all the cities had col-
lapsed because of the earthquakes and the younger men had
marched to the sanctuary of Apollo in Delphi in order to pro-
tect it. When the king arrived in Doris he destroyed the walls of
all our cities and burned down our houses.”

Even these few lines give us a sense of the dramatic narrative.
After earthquakes had destroyed parts of the fortification walls,
the enemy exploited this moment of weakness to invade Phokis.
The cities of Doris lacked not only the promachones of their
fortifications, but also the promachoi, the young warriors, their
usual defenders in such situations. The young men, in accord-
ance with a pattern we find both in real life and in literature,
had marched to Delphi, in order to defend it. The defence of
the cities of Doris was left to the old men and the women; the
enemy prevailed, taking the cities, destroying what had been
left of the city walls and burning the houses. Similar narratives
in contemporary historiography give us an impression of the
possible content of the narrative of the Kytenian envoys.®! Hel-
lenistic audiences loved these stories, full of suspense, dramatic
changes and tragic ironies.

61 Phylarchos’ description of the attack of Pyrrhos against Sparta: PLUT.
Pyrrh. 28, 4-5; Phylarchos” (?) narrative of the sack of Pellene by the Aitolians:
PLUT. Arat. 31-32; Polybius’ narrative of the sack of Abydos: 16, 30-34. See
CHANIOTIS (2005a) 198-199, and 208.
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[t seems, however, that the Kytenian orators, in spite of their
preoccupation with these old legends, did not lose their contact
with reality. If none of these arguments would work, they
could also play a ‘political card’, implying that they had the
support of Ptolemy IV, who was still controlling this part of
Asia Minor. What is, however, interesting, is that this support
was invested with a historical content. As the Kytenians claimed,
Ptolemy’s dynasty originated in Herakles, the Dorian hero par
excellence (lines 47-49: “for King Ptolemy as a descendant of
Herakles, is a relative of the kings who descended from Herakles”;
lines 109-110: “for King Ptolemy is our relative on account of
his kinship with the kings”, i.e. the Argeads). Once again we
see in this document the interaction of historical, moral, and
pragmatic arguments.

The oration of the Kytenian envoys ended with a dramatic
appeal to the distant relatives in Xanthos not to show indiffer-
ence:

“They ask us to bring to our memory our kinship to them,
which originates in the gods and the heroes, and not to remain
indifferent to the fact that the walls of their fatherland have been
razed to the ground’ (lines 14-17). ... They requested not to
look on the elimination of the largest city among the cities of
the Metropolis (the Mother-City) with indifference.”

The dramatic narratives and the emotional appeal were effec-
tive. We may detect the compassion of the assembly in the
answer of the Xanthians: “We should respond that all the
Xanthians felt the same grief with you (synachthestai) for the
misfortunes (akleremata) which have befallen your city” (lines 42-
44).

But despite the emotional impact of the oration and despite
the invocation of Ptolemy’s name, the allegedly bad financial
situation of Xanthos did not allow the Xanthians to give more
than a symbolic contribution of 500 drachmas. Still, we should
be grateful to the Xanthians, who invested a significant amount
to have the 4,500 letters of this inscription inscribed. By doing
so and preserving the content of this oration they permit us to
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come to an important conclusion: even the least plausible
claims to historical relations in Greek diplomatic documents
were founded in mythological or historical traditions. When
these traditions did not already exist, they had to be created.
From a decree of Apollonia on the Rhyndakos concerning the
relations between this city and Miletos (2™ century) we learn
that at least sometimes the historical arguments made by envoys
in their orations were carefully scrutinised.®? The citizens of
Apollonia sent an embassy to Miletus to renew their relation to
the city they believed was their mother city. They also asked
the Milesians to let them participate in the cult of Apollo.
The envoys of Apollonia brought with them historiographical
works to substantiate their claim that they had been colonists
of Miletos:®*

“Whereas we sent an embassy to the Milesian people in order to
renew the existing kinship between our people and the Mile-
sians, kinship that is founded on the foundation of a colony, the
Milesians listened carefully to our envoys, with every goodwill,
and after examining (émioxedapevor) the relevant histories and
the other documents, they responded that our city has truly (¢l
¢ ahnbelag) been a colony of their city. This was achieved by
their ancestors, at the time when they sent a military expedition
to the region of the Hellespont and Propontis and defeated in
war the barbarians who inhabited that land, they founded along
with the other Greek cities also our city, Apollo of Didyma being
the leader of the expedition.”

2 [ Milet T 3, 155.
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The reference to the careful examination of the historical
argument by the Milesians confirms the assumption that his-
torical arguments were not mere politeness. Similarly, a king,
possibly a Spartokid, who received a Koan embassy that pro-
moted the asylia of the Asklepieion (242 BC), confirmed that
the tradition concerning the kinship between his dynasty and
Kos was trustworthy:% “we accept the asylia and we gladly
also accept the kinship, which is true and worthy of you and
us” (vl v &lovila]v dey[6]|neba xal Ty cuyyéverav odoay
S0y xal [O]|udy te dElay xal Hudv Hdéwe mpoa[de]-
Séypela).

Because of the great number of Hellenistic diplomatic
undertakings, such as the conclusion of treaties, the recogni-
tion of the inviolability of cities (asylia), the recognition of
the elevated status of agonistic festivals, requests for financial
support, requests for the sending of foreign judges, the mutual
award of privileges, and so on, we have hundreds of inscrip-
tions that directly mention or indirectly allude to the use of
historical arguments. Expressions such as “the Eresians are the
friends of our city since old times”, or the “Tenians are our
relatives and friends and have always been benevolent towards
our city” presuppose the presence of historical arguments in
orations. An Athenian decree concerning Priene is one example
out of many (2" century).®> If we only had the first lines
(“the Prienians, who are friends and relatives from old times”),
we might wonder about the concrete historical content of the
envoys’ oration. Fortunately, the text continues with concrete
information:

“They always remember all the other benefactions of the
Athenian people to them, and above all they remember that
the Athenians rebuilt their city after it had been destroyed by
Cyrus.”

64 RIGSBY (1996) no. 12 lines 22-24.
%5 I Priene 45; new edition: IG 113 1239.
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6. History as an argument III: a culturally determined ritual

In 87 BC, during the war against Mithridates VI, Sulla was
besieging Athens, then governed by the philosopher Athenion.
After a year of siege Athenion sent envoys to Sulla. Their speech
is summarised by Plutarch:%¢

“But after a long time, at last, he sent out two or three of his
fellow-revellers to negotiate for peace; when they made no
demands which could save the city, but proudly talked about
Theseus and Eumolpos and the Persian Wars, Sulla said to
them: ‘Go away, blessed men, and take these speeches with you;
for I was not sent to Athens by the Romans to fulfil love of
knowledge, but to subdue rebels’.”

The Athenian envoys used a script that was almost four centu-
ries old: “we saved the Greeks from the Amazons, we saved
them from the Thracians, we saved them from the Persians”.%”
This appeal to the common cultural memory of the Greeks
had indeed been effective in the past, if not as the cause of
decisions, certainly as their justification; after the Peloponne-
sian War the Spartans had justified their decision not to destroy
Athens in precisely this manner. In negotiations among Greeks,
this approach was based on the principle of do ut des — we have
saved us Greeks, now we deserve to be rescued; it appealed to
gratitude and it implied the common ancestry of the Greeks
and a shared identity. Persuasion strategies based on gratitude
and affection had an impact on decision-making, especially
in assemblies. This is why they were used. The historicity of
Plutarch’s report is therefore irrelevant; no matter whether
Athenian envoys did use such an approach on that occasion or
not, both the literary and the documentary evidence confirm
that this was the standard approach. In Plutarch’s narrative the
Athenian envoys did not realise that a ‘script’ that worked well
in negotiations among Greeks could not possibly have the same

6 PLuT. Suil 13.
67 CHANIOTIS (2005b).
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impact in their negotiations with a Roman general. Other Greeks
had learned the lesson and had adjusted their negotiation strat-
egies to Roman values and priorities.®®

These few lines encapsulate the confrontation of two cul-
tures. On one level Plutarch presents us with the confrontation
between the ritualised use of history as an argument in Greek
diplomacy on the one hand and the pragmatism of a Roman
general, who is not interested in a historical lecture, on the
other. But on another level this anecdote of a ritus interruptus
narrates the failure of communication that was based on the
cultural memory of one party, a memory that was totally mis-
understood by the other. The oration of the Athenian envoys
consisted of the most glorious chapters of Attic history, the best
known components of their self-representation. Plutarch sim-
ply mentions the names of two heroes (Theseus and Eumolpos)
and the Persian Wars, with no further details. He obviously
presupposed that his reader (or the reader of his source, possi-
bly Poseidonios) would understand the significance of these
names without any explanation. He was certainly right in his
assumption. Perhaps not every Athenian would have been in a
position to list all of Theseus™ adventures, not every Athenian
would have known the name of the mythical king who had
defended Athens against the Thracian invasion under Eumol-
pos, and it is doubtful whether many Athenians would have
been in a position to place the Persian Wars in an accurate
historical context. Nevertheless, Theseus, Eumolpos, and the
Persian Wars, in this particular constellation (three victorious
wars) and in this particular context (the siege of Athens by a
foreign army), conveyed to every Athenian a message that
could easily be understood: Athens had often been attacked by
foreign armies (the Amazons, the Thracians, the Persians), but
it had always prevailed. From Plato’s Menexenos in the 4 century
to Aelius Aristides’ Panathenaic Oration in the 2 century AD
these three victories, of Theseus over the Amazons, of king

68 CHANIOTIS (2015).
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Erechtheus over the Thracians of Eumolpos, and of the Athe-
nians over the Persians, were stereotypically alluded to as the
pillars of Athenian self-representation.

Cultural memory is abstract and vague with regard to histori-
cal contents, but unequivocal as a means of communication.
An event is reduced to a few essential points and becomes a
sign that can be activated through the mention of a word or a
name. Naturally, cultural memory can serve as communication
only among those who share it. For the Athenians, the mention
of Theseus, Eumolpos, and the Persian Wars was unequivocal,
because these three events were always mentioned in the par-
ticular context of the glorification of Athens, as the most
important Athenian victories that had saved Greece from
invading barbarians. What the Athenians did not take into
consideration is the fact that Sulla was not an ordinary recip-
ient of this type of argument: he was just another of the non-
Hellenic aggressors; and he was not part of the circle that
shared the same cultural memory. Nothing could interest him
less than the Athenian contributions to the defence of Greece.
More than two centuries earlier Alexander the Great had not
destroyed Athens, thus paying his respect precisely to these
achievements. Alexander knew and understood the Athenian
traditions, Sulla did not.

7. Conclusions

After this presentation of some characteristic cases in which
historical arguments were used in Hellenistic orations sum-
marised in decrees, I attempt some general remarks. What we
have seen so far, is that historical arguments seem to have been
indispensible in political debates and in negotiations, so indis-
pensible that when a relevant historical tradition did not exist,
the gap had to be filled with an invented ‘tradition’. We have
also seen that historical arguments were sometimes only one
component of a more sophisticated argumentation, which might
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include political, legal, economic or military considerations.
It is precisely this co-existence of historical with pragmatic argu-
ments that emphatically underlines the firm position of historical
traditions in political reasoning. Even when a city had a political
argument, it still had to use a historical one as well. The tantalis-
ing questions are, of course, why the historical argumentation
was indispensible and how effective it might have really been.
These two questions cannot be discussed independently.

A first important factor should be seen in the nature of deci-
sion-making in Hellenistic communities. All important deci-
sions, including complex diplomatic matters, had to be taken
by the popular assembly in all communities that were not ruled
by kings. This applies to democratic and oligarchic communi-
ties alike, to city-states and confederations. In the majority of
the Greek communities, especially in the Hellenistic age, the
popular assembly had the right to debate on the political issues
at stake.”” And even in the communities, in which the popular
assembly did not have the right of a debate, the debates did
take place before the meeting of the assembly, in the market
place or at drinking parties. The assembly comprised all the
male adult citizens, young and old, educated and not, intelli-
gent and naive, cautious and impulsive. Foreign envoys and
the local statesmen who delivered the speeches in the assembly
had to deal with a mass that was anything but homogeneous.
Different arguments would appeal to different people. For that
reason alone arguments of all kinds — historical, pragmatic,
legal, and moral — had to be combined. The rules influencing
decision-making in assemblies, market places, and drinking
parties are by no means identical to those appropriate for the
negotiations between sober statesmen. Arguments closely con-
nected with religion and morality, arguments more appealing
to sentiment than reason, have good chances to prevail. Aris-
tophanic comedies, speeches in Thucydides, and the works of
the Athenian orators reveal a multitude of tricks that smart

9 GRIEB (2008).
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orators used to distract the attention of the audience from
the arguments of an opponent. Gossip, oracles, moral lessons,
and a great deal of history belonged to the standard repertoire
of cunning orators, able to manipulate their audience. Interest-
ingly, among envoys in the Hellenistic period we not only find
pragmatic politicians, but also orators, historians, philosophers,
actors, dancers, and musicians,”® and this is suggestive of the
nature of the diplomatic activity and persuasion strategies in
the assembly.

But this is certainly not the only reason for the use of his-
torical arguments in Hellenistic, as well as in earlier and later
deliberative oratory. Another, perhaps more important, reason
may be seen in the fact the present draws its legitimacy from
the past. This is quite obvious in the case of precedents, e.g. in
constitutional history, but also in the legal relations between
two states. Legal rights (e.g. privileges, the control of a sanctuary
or the claim to a territory) can only be defended by a commu-
nity if it can provide proof that it had these rights in previous
times as well. This was, naturally, very important in territorial
conflicts, an area that I cannot treat in this context.”! For instance,
in the conflict between Hierapytna and Itanos on Crete over
the possession of a territory near the sanctuary of Zeus Diktaios,
the arbitrators, judges from Magnesia on Maeander, summa-
rised in their verdict the legal principles which rendered the
claim to a piece of land legitimate:">

“men have proprietary rights over land either because they have
received the land themselves from the ancestors, or because they
have bought it for money, or because they have won it with spear,
or because they have received it from one of the mightier”.

These four ways of legal acquisition of property are all directly
connected with the past, in other words with history. In order
to defend its legal claims, a community has to look to the past

70 CHANIOTIS (1988b).
71" CHANIOTIS (2004).
72 I Cret. 111 iv, 9. Discussion: CHANIOTIS (2004).
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for arguments. Mutatis mutandis, this applies to claims of other
natures as well. Individuals and communities alike supported
claims to prestige and influence, certain honorary privileges
and positions that were inherited 8% vyévoug, and very often
also the claim to receive support for a service that had been
done in the past. The principle of reciprocity that determined
the relations within communities, between mortals and gods,
between cities and monarchs, and between the people and the
elite, was also one of the foundations of historical arguments as
a persuasion strategy: when one partner of the negotiation
requests the reciprocation of past services, he needs to provide
the necessary historical narrative and documentation.

The weight of moral arguments, even when combined with
pragmatic arguments, can be seen in a story narrated by Xeno-
phon in the Book 6 of his Hellenica. After Sparta’s defeat at
the battle of Leuktra by the Thebans, the Spartans had to ask
the support of the Athenians. Their envoys used arguments of
political realism, especially pointing to the danger that the new
power represented; however, the majority of their arguments
were of historical character. The Spartan envoys reminded their
audience of the Spartan benefactions to the Athenians — the
expulsion of the tyrants in the late 6™ century and the fact that
they did not destroy Athens after the Peloponnesian War —,
thus appealing to their obligation to repay these benefactions.
A second group of arguments can be labelled as precedents:
the Spartans listed all the previous cases, in which the Atheni-
ans had helped them — especially the Third Messenian War —
as well as the cases in which Athenians and Spartans had fought
together, namely the Persian Wars; of course they did not
forget to underline the fact that the present enemies, the The-
bans, had taken the Persian side in these wars. The Athenians
accepted the Spartan proposal of an alliance. According to
Xenophon,

“the weightiest of the arguments urged by the Lakedaimonians

seemed to their hearers to be that at the time when they sub-
dued the Athenians, though the Thebans wanted to destroy
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Athens utterly, it was they who had prevented it. Most stress was
laid, however, upon the consideration that the Athenians were
required by their oaths to come to their assistance.””?

In the eyes of a conservative and deeply religious historian, the
historically founded obligation of the Athenians to repay a bene-
faction weighed more than any other argument.

So, we have to reach a trivial conclusion: historical arguments
in Hellenistic oratory, and more generally, owed their effective-
ness to their relation to the very foundations of organised life
in ancient Greece: law and moral, social, political, and reli-
gious values. They were not more or less effective than law and
morality can be in a world of many city-states and confedera-
tions opposed to each other, exposed to wars, social and politi-
cal conflicts, and changes of every kind. History was not the
only argument in their political deliberations, but it seems that it
could not be absent. In 364 the Thebans attacked and destroyed
the neighbouring city of Orchomenos. As Diodorus reports, the
Thebans presented their war as an act of revenge for the injustice
of the legendary forefathers of the Orchomenians, the Minyans,
who had imposed a tribute upon the Thebans:"

“So the Thebans, thinking they had a good opportunity (kairos,
i.e. a civil war in Orchomenos) and having got plausible pretexts
(prophaseis) for punishing them, took the field against Orchome-
nos, occupied the city, slew the male inhabitants and sold into
slavery the women and children”.

A good opportunity was no less necessary for the Theban attack
than a plausible moral or legal argument provided by a historical
tradition.

The attitude of the Greeks towards law, morality, religion,
and historical traditions did not remain unchanged in the course
of centuries. The changes, especially the influence of the sophis-
tic movement, certainly affected the way historical arguments

73 XEN. Hell. 6, 5, 35-36.
74 Diop. 15, 79.
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could be used or were in fact used by individuals and commu-
nities. In the Hellenistic period, the specific cultural context of
historical arguments is primarily provided by the importance of
historical culture: the prolific production of historiographical
works; the abundance of commemorative anniversaries; the lec-
tures of itinerant historians.”” This strong presence of ‘history’,
without precedent in earlier Greek culture, strengthened the
already existing trend to endorse pragmatic arguments with his-
torical arguments. One of the fables of Babrius (2" century AD)
very much resembles an ironic comment on the ritualised use
of history as an argument — in this case, the presentation of
grievances before a declaration of war:

“Once a wolf saw a lamb that had gone astray from the flock,
but instead of rushing upon him to seize him by force, he tried
to find a plausible complamt (enkléma euprosdpon) by which to
justify his hostlhty ‘Last year, small though you were, you slan-
dered me.” ‘How could I last year? It’s not yet a year since I was
born.” “Well, then, aren’t you cropping this field, which is mine?’
‘No, for I've not yet eaten any grass nor have I begun to graze.’
‘And haven’t you drunk from the fountain which is mine to
drink from?” ‘No, even yet my mother’s breast provides my
nourishment’. Thereupon the wolf seized the lamb and while
eating him remarked: “You're not going to rob the wolf of his
dinner even though you do find it easy to refute all my charges’
(pasan aitién).”’°
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DISCUSSION

J.-L. Ferrary: La communication d’Angélos Chaniotis a présenté
sous tous ses aspects le role complexe attribué a I'histoire dans
I'éloquence hellénistique, et montré combien on pouvait tirer
parti, en I'absence de discours parvenus jusqu’a nous et compte
tenu de la rareté des textes historiographiques (a 'exception de
Polybe et du discours d’Athénion chez Posidonius), des consi-
dérants des décrets. Du point de vue des rapports entre Grecs
et Romains, j’ai particulierement apprécié son analyse du texte
de Plutarque (S#/l. 13, 5) concernant la réponse de Sylla aux
ambassadeurs d’Aristion qui invoquaient Thésée, Eumolpos et
les Guerres médiques. Comme souvent, toutefois, l'attitude des
Romains restait ambigué. Apres s'étre emparé de la cité qu'il
traita sans ménagement, Sylla répondit favorablement aux sup-
plications des Athéniens qui étaient restés fideles aux Romains,
avaient fui leur cité et se trouvaient dans son camp, et il déclara
qu’il pardonnait “en '’honneur du plus grand nombre”, C’est-a-
dire des morts, C’est-a-dire de son illustre passé (Plut. Su/l. 14, 9).
La différence entre les deux réponses successives s’explique a la
fois par les contextes dans lesquels elles furent données (avant et
apres la répression de la rébellion), et par 'identité des interlocu-
teurs (rebelles ou amis fideles).

A. Chaniotis: Many thanks for this observation. There is a
common denominator in the Athenian plea and Sulla’s response
towards loyal friends: charis, the gratitude and benevolence
that one deserves for past services. The problem is that the
Athenians appealed to charis, without noticing that a Roman
did not care about their services to the Greeks and would not
reward them. The importance of loyalty (pistis or fides) for the
Romans is evident in many contemporary sources that I have
discussed in a recent study (Chaniotis [2015]).
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P. Ducrey: Nous nous situons ici a 'époque hellénistique.
Mais 'évocation d’un passé historique plus ou moins éloigné
rappelle le plaidoyer que les Platéens prisonniers des Thébains
apres la prise de leur ville adressent aux Lacédémoniens, si I'on
en croit Thucydide. Ils évoquent en effet pour tenter d’inflé-
chir leurs vainqueurs leur attitude loyale lors des Guerres

médiques et de la révolte des hilotes (Thuc. 3, 54, 3-5).

A. Chaniotis: 1 do not recognise a difference in the use of
arguments — very common in Classical historiography and rhet-
oric —, but there is a difference of cultural contexts. Let me give
you three examples of how cultural contexts may affect the use
of historical arguments. First, historical experiences, such as the
traumatic experiences during the Peloponnesian War and the
civil wars that were connected with it, had an impact on values
and, consequently, on values to which historical arguments
appealed. Second, the growth of historiography and the increased
interest in history (e.g. public lectures of historians) had an
impact on historical knowledge and on the way historical argu-
ments were used and viewed. Just compare how little local histo-
riography (hardly any) we have in the late 5% century BC, when
the Platacans appealed to the historical past, and how common
local histories become from the 3™ century BC on — Jacoby has
more than 600 local historians that can be dated to the Hellen-
istic and Imperial periods. The change in quantity is connected
with qualitative changes. The place of history in education, every-
day culture, and therefore in rhetoric was different. And thirdly,
historiographical styles changed. Exactly as Hellenistic histori-
ography is emotional and filled with vivid narratives, historical
arguments in rhetoric are connected with more elaborate narra-
tives and aim at emotional arousal.

L. Pernot: Y a-t-il des degrés de caractere persuasif entre les
différentes sortes d’histoire ? Est-ce que les mythes, les traditions
locales et la ‘grande histoire’ étaient utilisés comme arguments au
méme titre les uns et les autres ou 4 des titres différents ?



HISTORY AS AN ARGUMENT IN HELLENISTIC ORATORY 177

Que savons-nous sur ceux qui pensaient le contraire, a savoir
que lhistoire n’est pas un argument ? Dans la littérature
grecque classique, certains passages témoignent d’un refus de
tirer des lecons de histoire, soit en vertu d’une opposition de
principe, soit pour des raisons conjoncturelles. Ainsi, Aristo-
phane se moque parfois des références aux Guerres médiques, et
le Spartiate Sthénélaidas, chez Thucydide, rejette les conclusions
que les Athéniens veulent en tirer. Il y a aussi le cas de Platon.

A. Chaniotis: There are indeed differences in the way his-
torical arguments were used and received, depending on the
historical knowledge and consciousness of the audience. In
some cases an orator may just use keywords to invoke events of
the past, in other cases long narratives and explanations are
needed. There is evidence that historical arguments were scru-
tinised or rejected. I already mentioned the case of Miletos and
Apollonia on the Rhyndakos. In the arbitration of Rhodes
between Samos and Priene (L Priene 37), the Rhodian judges
rejected a version of history that was presented to them by the
Samians, contained in the histories of Milesios, because they
discovered that the historical work of Milesios was a forgery.

M. Kraus: Nachdem Sie Ihren Vortrag mit einer Fabel
beschlossen haben, sei auf die enge strukturelle Verwandtschaft
von Fabeln und historischen Argumenten im rhetorischen Kon-
text hingewiesen. Beide gehéren zur Kategorie der Beispiele.
Wie Aristoteles sagt, ist das Beispiel die rhetorische Erschei-
nungsform des induktiven Arguments, so wie das Enthymem
diejenige des deduktiven Beweises (Arist. Rber. 1, 2, 1356b5-6;
12-18; 2, 20, 1393a26-27). Nun gehoren aber induktive Bei-
spiele ebenso typischerweise gerade zum deliberativen genus wie
deduktive Enthymeme zum forensischen (Rbez. 1, 9, 1368a29-
33). Beispiele (rapadeiypata) wiederum konnen entweder his-
torisch oder erfunden sein; die erfundenen sind dann entweder
Gleichnisse (rapaBorat) oder Fabeln (Aéyou) (Rbez. 2, 20, 1393a28-
1394a8).
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A. Chaniotis: Vielen Dank fiir diese Beobachtung. In spe-
zifischen Kontexten werden historische exempla verwendet.
In anderen Fillen, wie in der Fabel von Babrius oder aber im
Peloponnesischen Krieg, dient die Vergangenheit als enkléma,
als Vorwurf, der Handlungen rechtfertigt.

M. Edwards: 1 note the use of the words “fellow-revellers”.
Is this important?

A. Chaniotis: The Greek original has sympozés. Posidonios,
most likely the source for this incident, wanted of course to
paint a very negative image of the Athenian supporters of
Mithridates; in fragments of his history, Athenion is presented
as someone who is not truly an Athenian and a statesman.
There may also be a subtext in the reference to drinking, that
is, to Dionysiac revelling. Mithridates was known as the New
Dionysos and the Dionysiac artists is Athens supported him.

M. Edwards: Perhaps past history was used in this case
because the ambassadors to Sulla could see Athens and the
Acropolis? Also these were not real ambassadors — so the con-
text 1s important.

A. Chaniotis: Yes, the geographical context is important. We
should not forget that two of the three legends mentioned by
the Athenians, the Amazonomachy and the Persian Wars, were
parts of the sculptural decoration of the Parthenon and the
temple of Athena Nike. The third legend, the attack by the
Thracians of Eumolpus and the rescue of Athens through the
sacrifice of Erechtheus’ daughters may well be the subject of
the central scene of the Parthenon frieze, as Joan Connelly has

argued.

D. Nelis: The strategy of controlling memory and emotions:
there is an element of both sides agreeing to forget certain
things for pragmatic reasons, Romans can forget a lack of fides?
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A. Chaniotis: Memory can be selective, depending on con-
texts. Ephesos supported Mithridates; it later re-interpreted
its policy as the result of fear; and the fact that it was not loyal
did not prevent the Romans from keeping Ephesos as capital of
the province of Asia. Selective memory is also very important
in cases of reconciliation after a civil war, when people have to
place the duty to establish concord (homonoia) over the duty to
take revenge; in order to do this, they have to learn to forget
the injustice or the pain that they had suffered. E.g. in Nakone
they had to establish artificial families, consisting of mem-
bers of the two parties and neutral citizens, in order to be able
to establish peace; in other words, they had to delete family
histories.

M. Edwards: That last remark of yours reminds me of Cleis-
thenes’ reforms and the artificial tribes and phratries.

A. Chaniotis: The amnesty of 404/3 BC in Athens is another
characteristic case of a community imposing the duty of mé

mnésikakein, the duty to forget the evil things that one had suf-
fered.

M. Edwards: Lysias did not forget.

A. Chaniotis: Also the people of Eresos did not forget their
suffering under the tyrants. When the descendants of the tyrants
attempted to return to the city, their request was rejected.
The relevant decree (/G XII 2, 526 + Suppl.) describes all their
atrocities in great detail, precisely in order to arouse emotions
— indignation and grief — through commemoration.

M. Edwards: You use the term ‘Greeks’ a great deal.
A. Chaniotis: For the period that I am discussing, that is, after

Alexander’s conquest, one can do this because of the increased
mobility, the foundation of new cities and the re-settlement of
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populations, the increased number of international festivals,
the exchange of diplomatic documents, the use of a shared for-
mulaic language in diplomatic contacts, and consequently
increased homogenisation in the Greek world.

M. Edwards: Does this explain why the times of conflict
between Athens and Sparta are overlooked?

A. Chaniotis: You raise the important issue of cultural mem-
ory in the Hellenistic period. Collective and cultural memory
consist of either very early events — foundation legends and
early wars against barbarians (the Trojan War, the Persian
Wars) — or very late events — events that occurred one or two
generations earlier. The Peloponnesian War and other events
of the 5% and 4™ centuries BC are hardly ever mentioned.

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for your stimulating discussion
of Hellenistic decrees as evidence for the actual practice of
political oratory. Your discussion of the dossier from Xanthos
and the appeal to kinship myth reminds me of Alexander’s visit
to Mallus in neighbouring Cilicia in 333. He appealed to their
foundation by the hero Amphilochus and drew a link to their
shared Argive origins. This enabled him to stop the stasis in
their community and secure his back before the showdown
with Darius. I wonder whether the manipulation of kinship
myth and even history in diplomatic discourse might have
been rendered easier by the practice of forging pseudo-histori-
cal documents attested already in the 4™ century.

A. Chaniotis: This is in part an explanation for the produc-
tion of forged or pseudo-historical documents. Another impor-
tant reason is enargeia, the attempt of historians to make their
narrative vivid through the quotation of documents. I suspect
that the person who fabricated ‘documents’ such as the text of

the Peace of Callias, the Themistocles’ decree, and the Oath of
Plataea was the local historian Kleidemos.
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L. Pernot: Les documents cités présentent une remarquable
homogénéité de style. Ils utilisent le méme vocabulaire, les
mémes structures syntaxiques, et ont quelque chose de vague-
ment isocratique. C’est un style qui rend un son encomiastique

71 /7 * > * \
autant que délibératif, d’ailleurs. Il reflete probablement une
koiné stylistique des écoles de rhétorique.

A. Chaniotis: This is an interesting observation, and I am
sure that you are right that there is a shared style. Historians,
orators, and authors of decrees went through the same schools
of rhetoric. Stratokles, the author of the honorific decree for
Lykourgos as well as of many other decrees, was also a promi-
nent orator. He was also fully aware of the power of inscrip-
tions. As Stephen Tracy has pointed out, Stratokles had many
decrees published on stone. In so doing, he ensured that the
inscribers of these documents used blank spaces or line-initial
position to give his name visual prominence on the stone.

D. Colomo: My question concerns the point you make in
your contribution on the use of mythological narratives as
exempla/historical arguments “in order to support hope”. Did
Hellenistic orators perceive and thus exploit in a different way
mythology/‘mythological’ history on the one hand, and ‘real’
history on the other?

A. Chaniotis: This is a very interesting question concerning
the relation between myth and history and Greek attitudes
towards myth. One should avoid generalisations — e.g. the atti-
tudes of intellectuals vary — but if we consider the public
course, we may say that the main difference between myths or
legends of heroes and what we consider as history is a difference
in distance. Legends belong to a far more remote past than
historical events and cannot be verified in the same manner as
historical events. This affects their use in argumentation; they
are more likely to be accepted as exempla than as support of
legal claims. But they were nevertheless used for all kinds of
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purposes. For instance, in the “Lindian anagraphe” (I Lindos 2),
a list of dedications to Athena Lindia that aimed to propagate
the sanctuary’s fame, legendary dedicants (e.g. Herakles and
Menelaos) appear alongside historical personalities (e.g. Amasis
and Alexander the Great), in the proper chronological sequence.

C. Kremmydas: Could you please clarify the function of
enargeia in connection with the use of forged, pseudo-historical
documents? Do you mean that they were used as inartistic
means of proofs, i.e. as witness testimonies, thus introducing
an external authority into ambassadorial speeches, or were
they used in order to evoke a particular emotional response?
Or were these two functions indistinguishable?

A. Chaniotis: Yes, | think that their main function was to
provide evidence, to serve as witnesses. E.g. as Plutarch men-
tions in the Life of Theseus, Kleidemos included in his history
a forged decree of the Greeks from the time of Theseus.
Kleidemos served as secretary of the council. He knew how to
formulate a decree.
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LES GRECS DEVANT LE SENAT ROMAIN

A la fin du II¢ siécle av. J.-C., au terme de leur carriere poli-
tique, Ménippos et Polémaios de Colophon se virent élever
dans le sanctuaire de Claros deux monuments exceptionnels,
conformément a des décrets dont le texte a été presque intégra-
lement conservé.! Apres avoir rappelé ses années de formation,
y compris un séjour a Athenes ou il suivit I'enseignement des
meilleurs professeurs, le décret en 'honneur de Ménippos com-
mence a faire 'éloge de son activité politique en indiquant
qu’il “alla en ambassade et donna les meilleurs avis en politique
et ne le céda en zele a aucun des citoyens”.* Aucune précision
n’est apportée ensuite sur les conseils qu’il donna dans 'Assem-
blée, mais 'accent est mis sur les ambassades, avec une grada-
tion bien soulignée :

“car nombreuses furent les ambassades qu’il accomplit aupres
des généraux, des questeurs et des Romains passés en Asie, nom-
breuses aussi celles qu’il fit aupres de la royauté attalide et d’un
grand nombre de cités, mais il a accompli les ambassades les plus
grandes et sur les sujets les plus pressants aupres du Sénat méme
des dirigeants”.’

I ROBERT (1989). Pour les deux monuments, voir ETIENNE / VARENE (2004)
93-104 et 135-141.

2 ROBERT (1989), Ménippos (SEG XXXIX 1244), 1, 12-14 : mpeoBedwv te
xal oupfoviedmy Ta xpdtioTo xal grhotiping 0dlevos Aetmtbpevog TGY TOMTGY.
Trad. J. et L. ROBERT.

> ROBERT (1989), Ménippos, I, 14-19 : modrde p.év yap mpeafetag tetéhene
TEOG GTEATTYOVG xal Taplog xal ToLg el Ty Actlav mapaytvopévous ‘Popalmy,
ToAGG Ot elg Ty Attahixny Bacihelay ol TOAELg oD OALyog, weyloTog O
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De fait, Ménippos se rendit cinq fois en ambassade aupres du
Sénat, et y obtint des résultats remarquables, qui sont ensuite
longuement rappelés et célébrés.* On trouve des formulations
tout A fait comparables dans le décret en 'honneur de Polé-
maios :

“(lac.) allant en ambassade et donnant les conseils les plus utiles,
ne le cédant en rien pour le zele. Car il a réalisé de fagon satis-
faisante des ambassades envers des chefs d’armée (gouverneurs),
des questeurs et des cités ..., mais les plus belles ambassades et
sur les sujets les plus urgents sont celles qu’il fit utilement aupres
des gouvernants romains eux-mémes et du Sénat ...”.°

On se gardera bien entendu de surinterpréter et de généraliser
les considérants de ces deux inscriptions, et d’en déduire que
'éloquence délibérative dans le cadre de 'Assemblée avait perdu
son importance. Bien qu’elle ne fit pas partie du royaume atta-
lide, une cité comme Colophon avait dii prendre des décisions
de la plus grande gravité apres la mort d’Attale III : puisqu’elle
conserva sa liberté apres la création de la province d’Asie bien
qu’elle ett été quelque temps au pouvoir d’Aristonicos —
Eumene I1L° il faut admettre que la cité ne se rallia pas volon-
tairement au prétendant, mais qu’elle I'affronta et fut prise de
force ou livrée par trahison. Bien que le décret en son honneur
n’en parle pas, Ménippos, qui avait déja participé a des ambas-
sades aupres du roi de Pergame (note 3), fut tres vraisemblable-
ment un de ceux qui exprimerent leur avis & 'Assemblée dans

%ol TEPL QAVUYRALOTATWY TPEGelog TETENEXE TTROC AVTNYV THY TGOV 7YOLULEVGLY
GUVRAYTOV.

4 ROBERT (1989), Ménippos, I, 20 - II, 7. Sur ces ambassades, outre ROBERT
(1989), je me permets de renvoyer & FERRARY (1991). Sur les circonstances de la
cinqui¢me ambassade, toutefois, je me rallie maintenant a I'interprétation fournie
en dernier lieu par SANCHEZ (2010).

> ROBERT (1989), Polémaios (SEG XXXIX 1243), I, 3-16 : mpecPedov piv
ral oupBoviedwy Td cuvpopwTaTa, prhoTiing 8¢ oddeplog Aetmbpevoe, ixavéde
uev yop meeoPelog TeTéREREY TPOC GTPATYYOVE xal Tolog xal TThAeLS, A TThoog
Ex TOVY IOLoY AVEREITTLE Y 0pNY®OY SLpxmcey, xadAioTog O xal Tepl avayrato-
TATOY TeTéEAEneY Tpeofelag TpOE adTovg ToVg Tyovpévous ‘Popalovg xal thyv
GOVRATTOV.

¢ FLORUS 1, 35. Cf. ROBERT (1989) 29-31.
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ces circonstances exceptionnelles. On ne peut manquer de rap-
procher des deux textes de Claros un autre décret, pergaménien
cette fois, en 'honneur d’un citoyen qui joua un réle éminent
a I'occasion de la guerre d’Aristonicos, Ménodoros fils de Metro-
doros.” Ce texte est de peu antérieur a ceux de Colophon (peut-
étre de deux décennies), et il met en valeur les deux mémes
aspects de lactivité politique de I'honorandus (outre I'exercice
de magistratures et de liturgies), a savoir les fonctions de conseil
et la participation a des ambassades.® Mais a 'opposé des textes
clariens, ce sont les premieres qui sont 'objet de fort intéres-
santes précisions, alors qu’aucun détail n’est fourni sur les ambas-
sades. La raison en est simple : particulierement actif dans les
années 133-126, Menodoros n’eut pas l'occasion d’aller en
ambassade & Rome, alors qu’il joua un réle important de conseil
dans diverses instances, 3 Pergame méme et dans le cadre de
lorganisation de la province d’Asie.” En revanche, C’est apres
126 et a 'occasion d’ambassades 3 Rome que Ménippos et
Polémaios se distinguerent tout particulierement. Les deux
décrets en leur honneur prouvent donc seulement, mais cela est
suffisamment intéressant déja, qu’une cité comme Colophon
prit immédiatement conscience de I'importance des ambassades
envoyées aupres du Sénat, parce que les décisions adoptées par
ce dernier éraient souveraines, et pouvaient méme étre oppo-
sées aux abus des proconsuls d’Asie ou de ceux qui tentaient de
les faire intervenir sans raison.

7 WORRLE (2000) (AE 2000, 1377 ; SEG L 1211).

® Lignes 11-17 : participation a deux instances délibératives d’une impor-
tance exceptionnelle (voir note suivante) ; yevép.evog 3¢ ol gp. wpesBetots...

? Voir WORRLE (2000), en particulier pour Iélection & Pergame, apres la
mort d’Attale 111, de sdvedpor T@v dptotwy avdpdv (1. 12), puis la réunion d’un
xotd Ty Popaixdy vopobesiov Bovhevthptov (l. 13). Pour ce dernier, le rappro-
chement proposé par Wartle avec le consilium convoqué en 167 par Paul-Emile
a Amphipolis me parait convaincant, et je serais tenté d’attribuer linitiative de
cette réunion 2 M. Perperna qui, apres avoir fait prisonnier Aristonicos, organisa
a Pergame, sur le modele de celles d’Amphipolis, des fétes célébrant sa victoire
(L. Priene 108, 1. 223-230 et 109, 1. 91-94).
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1. Lactivité d’ambassadeur et les catégories de I'art oratoire

Nous venons de voir que les deux verbes symboulenein et
presbeuein résument en quelque sorte lactivité d’un citoyen
constamment dévoué a sa patrie (outre les services qu’il peut
rendre plus ponctuellement lorsqu’il exerce des magistratures
ou des liturgies). Le premier de ces verbes servit a caractériser,
a coté du judiciaire et de I'épidictique, 'une des trois grandes
catégories de l'art oratoire (symbouleutikon, deliberatiuvum en
latin), depuis Aristote au moins jusqu’au compilateur du Corpus
rhetoricum hermogénien.'® En revanche, le logos presbeutikos
n’apparait d’abord que chez des historiens, Polybe et Diodore,
pour désigner 'une des catégories de discours qui apparaissent
dans le récit historique, a c6té de la harangue politique et de
Iexhortation du général avant la bataille.!! On ne trouve que
tardivement la méme expression dans un traité sur la rhéto-
rique en général : au III° siecle ap. J.-C., et comme une sous-
catégorie de discours, dans la Division des discours épidictiques
de Ménandre le rhéteur. Cest que Ménandre considere en fait
le presbeutikos logos comme une sorte de variante du stéphani-
tikos logos accompagnant ’hommage de 'or coronaire, dans le
cas d’une cité en détresse qui implore I'aide financiere de 'Em-
pereur, et que le stéphanitikos logos lui-méme n’est guere qu’une
forme abrégée du basilikos logos, de I'éloge impérial.'*> On trouve

10 ARIST. Rbet. 1, 3, 1358a-1359a. Préambule i la rhétorique 15, dans M. PATIL-
LON (éd.), Corpus rhetoricum, 1 (daté par M. Patillon du IV¢ ou V¢ siecle de notre
ere).

' Dans le cadre de sa polémique contre Timée, POLYB. 12, 25a, 3 (3nun-
oL, TapanAnoeL, TpesBeutixol Aoyor) et 251, 3 (cupBovievTixol, TapAXAN-
Twof, wpesPevtinol Aéyol) ; dans une critique de exces d’insertion de discours
dans le récit historique, DIOD. 20, 1, 1-3 (Qnuyybperon, mpesPevtixol Abyor).
Dans tous ces textes, il s’agit de caractériser les types de discours qui ont leur
place dans historiographie, non de présenter une division générale de I'art du
discours.

2 MEN. RHET. 2, 12, 422-423 RUSSELL /| WILSON (stéphandtikos) ; 2, 13,
423-424 RUSSELL / WILSON (presbeutikos : éav 3¢ \mep mhhews xapvodene 8éy
mpeofelont, Epelg pey xal TalbTo & TPOelpTaL &V TG GTEQAVWTIXG, TUVTHLY 0D O
70 The prhavlpmmiog Tob Bastiéme adbnseLg).
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1a le reflet, simultanément, du développement de la rhétorique
de I’éloge dans le contexte de la Seconde sophistique, et d’une
évolution des rapports entre les cités et le pouvoir central, pri-
vilégiant les formes de ’hommage et de la supplique. Il n’y a
pas trop a s’étonner que le presbeutikos logos n’ait pas bénéficié
d’une réflexion approfondie chez les auteurs d’artes. Dans les
cités démocratiques, I'activité politique se déroulait avant tout
au sein de 'Assemblée, par la prise de parole qui était permise
a tout citoyen, et en particulier par la proposition d’'un décret
ou une intervention contraire a une proposition de décret.
L'envoi d’ambassadeurs n’était lui-méme que la conséquence
d’un décret dont ils étaient porteurs, et qui limitait fortement
la marge de négociation dont ils pouvaient jouir.'> L'éloquence
délibérative, d’autre part, étant donné la variéeé des sujets
qu'elle était amenée a aborder, se prétait assez mal aux pra-
tiques de rédaction des traités de rhétorique, dans le domaine
en particulier de I'invention et de la disposition. Il ne semble
pas non plus qu’elle ait fait I'objet de développements et de
progres comparables 4 ceux que connut la rhétorique judiciaire
a I'époque hellénistique (avec 'apport d’Hermagoras a la théo-
rie de I'état de cause) ou la rhétorique épidictique au temps de
la Seconde sophistique.

On notera aussi que les discours des ambassadeurs des cités
devant le Sénat ne relevaient pas exclusivement du genre déli-
bératif, et qu’il y avait des cas, assez nombreux, ou le Sénat
était plutdt approché pour arbitrer un conflit entre deux parties.

13 Ménandre le rhéteur n’omet pas de préciser qu'au terme du stéphanétikos
ou du presbeutikos logos, 'ambassadeur doit prier 'Empereur de bien vouloir
accepter la lecture du texte du décret (respectivement eita aErdoerg dvaryvwmshivor
0 Yhotopa, et elta dErdoeig émveboat adtov SeyOfvar t6 YgLopa). Dans les
s. c. d’époque républicaine, dans les lettres des magistrats puis de 'Empereur il est
fréquemment indiqué que le décret a bien été remis, et que le propos des ambas-
sadeurs était conforme 2 sa teneur. Il n’y avait d’ailleurs la rien de nouveau, et
dans les décrets de la haute époque hellénistique déja les ambassadeurs sont loués
d’avoir parlé conformément aux instructions et a la teneur de la lettre dont ils
sont porteurs. Cela n’exclut pas, toutefois, que les discours des ambassadeurs
aient conservé une réelle fonction épidictique et méme sumbouleutique : voir les
juste remarques de RUBINSTEIN (2013).
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Il est vrai, et on I'a souvent fait remarquer, que le Sénat ren-
voyait volontiers I'arbitrage & une cité neutre, qu’il s’agisse d’es-
timer le montant de dommages et intéréts, ou de trancher un
litige frontalier. Mais on n’a pas toujours relevé que les Romains
n’avaient pas généralisé la pratique grecque de l'arbitrage inter-
national, et que le Sénat imposait en fait une procédure en
deux temps caractéristique du proces privé romain, et étrangere
a la tradition grecque. La décision sénatoriale correspond a la
phase in iure qui est de la compétence du préteur: Cest ce
dernier qui décide de la recevabilité de la plainte, qui donne un
juge ou des arbitres, mais qui définit aussi dans la formula les
principes selon lesquels le jugement sera rendu ; dans la phase
in iudicio, le magistrat cede la place au juge/arbitre, mais ce
dernier est lié par la formula du magistrat. Le Sénat joue le role
du préteur : si le délit est patent, il peut se contenter de laisser
a un arbitre le soin d’estimer la compensation financiere qui
devra étre versée (arbitrium litis aestimandae) ;'* sinon, il confie
a 'arbitre le soin de rendre une sentence sur le fond, mais apres
avoir bien défini les principes dont il devra s’inspirer. Ainsi, en
cas de litige territorial, 'arbitre n’est-il pas autorisé a choisir entre
les arguments des parties, tentées de remonter parfois jusqu’a
des traditions mythiques : le plus souvent, il doit veiller a ce
que chaque partie recouvre les territoires dont elle érait 1égiti-
mement propriétaire au moment ou elle est entrée dans I'ami-
tié du peuple romain.

Ce n’était pas le seul risque de malentendus entre les Grecs
et la puissance hégémonique, et il faut rappeler un certain
nombre d’autres spécificités générales qui dérogeaient a la pratique
grecque des ambassades. La premiere est que les ambassadeurs

14 Cest ainsi qu'il faut comprendre les exigences romaines formulées par
M. Aemilius Lepidus 2 Abydos en 200, et qui ne pouvaient que scandaliser Phi-
lippe V : voir FERRARY (1988) 47-48. Clest aussi cette procédure qui fut utilisée
pour sanctionner la conduite des Athéniens envers Oropos : I'énormité de 'amende
infligée par Sicyone eut comme conséquence 'ambassade des scolarques et une
réduction de la somme, mais le principe d’'un dédommagement accordé a Oropos
remontait a la premiere décision du Sénat, et ne pouvait étre remis en cause.
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ne parlaient pas devant ’Assemblée, comme dans une cité grecque,
mais exclusivement devant le Sénat, c’est-a-dire une audience
d’une tout autre nature : Polybe déja le fit remarquer, en ajou-
tant que cela pouvait contribuer 2 donner aux ambassadeurs la
fausse impression que les institutions romaines seraient celles
d’une pure aristocratie.'

I faut ajouter que, méme si beaucoup de sénateurs, des le
II¢ siecle av. J.-C. en tout cas, devaient pouvoir suivre 'argu-
mentation d’un discours en grec, le sénat exigea pendant assez
longtemps la médiation d’un interprete. Nous n’avons aucune
raison de mettre en doute 'information selon laquelle Apollo-
nius Molon, ambassadeur des Rhodiens en 81, aurait été le
premier a qui cette obligation n’aurait pas été imposée, puisque
les trois scholarques envoyés en 155 par Athenes avaient encore
d recourir aux services du sénateur C. Acilius. Encore est-il
loin d’étre certain que 'honneur fait & Molon (et & travers lui
aux Rhodiens qui avaient été contre Mithridate des alliés tres
précieux) ait ensuite été généralisé immédiatement a toutes les
ambassades grecques.'® Nous ne savons pas comment inter-
venaient les interpretes, s'ils traduisaient apres chaque période
oratoire ou s’ils donnaient seulement un résumé apres chaque
grande partie du discours. En tout cas, il ne fait guere de
doute que cette pratique ne permettait guere a la puissance rhé-
torique des ambassadeurs de donner toute son ampleur. Si les

> POLYB. 6, 13, 7-9. Le décret en '’honneur d’Hégésias de Lampsaque four-
nit un parallele intéressant: désireux de se prévaloir de la recommandation
d’une vieille amie des Romains, les ambassadeurs de Lampsaque se rendirent
d’abord a4 Massalia avant de se présenter devant le Sénat : ils y furent regus par
un organe aristocratique : le Conseil des Six-Cents (/K 6-Lampsakos, 4, 1. 43-46).
Pour Cicéron encore, Massalia sera le type méme de la bonne aristocratie (Rep.
1, 43).

16- Ambassadeurs athéniens de 155 : GELL. 6, 14, 8 ; MACR. Saz. 1, 5, 14. —
Apollonius Molon : VAL. MaX. 2, 2, 3. Une autre indication précieuse est four-
nie par CIC. Fin. 5, 89 : ita, quemadmodum in senatu semper est aliquis qui inter-
pretem postulet, sic isti nobis cum interprete audiendi sunt (Stoici). Ce dialogue est
censé se dérouler en 79, et il ne semble donc pas que le privilege personnel accordé
a Molon ait immédiatement entrainé un changement général de la pratique séna-
toriale.
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philosophes de 155 attirerent les jeunes Romains au point
d’indisposer Caton, ce fut a I'occasion de conférences faites en
marge de leur fonction officielle, et non lors de leur audience
devant le Sénat.

Le discours prononcé en grec devant le Sénat par Molon est
probablement le Contre les Cauniens qui fut diffusé et pouvait
encore se lire du temps de Strabon.!” Le cas n’est pas unique :
un précédent ambassadeur rhodien, Astymédes, avait publié un
texte écrit du discours prononcé lors de son ambassade de 167,
et peut-étre aussi le second discours qu’il prononga en 164.'8
Il devait cette fois s’agir de textes réélaborés (ne serait-ce que
pour faire disparaitre toute intervention de l'interprete), et des-
tinés a étre diffusés 2 Rhodes et dans le monde grec en général.
Il ne reste pratiquement rien, on le sait, de la production ora-
toire grecque d’époque hellénistique, mais il est d’autant plus
intéressant d’avoir la certitude que furent diffusés un certain
nombre de discours prononcés devant le Sénat, ou des textes
réélaborant ces discours.

2. Rappeler les services rendus aux Romains sans s’exposer
aux risques d’étre accusé de superbia

Une tres intéressante inscription découverte a Samothrace a
été publiée en 2003 par K. Clinton, et sa signification pleinement

17 STRAB. 14, 2, 3, 652C. Le titre pourrait aussi convenir, 2 la rigueur, 2 un
discours prononcé lorsque les Cauniens obtinrent de devenir tributaires des
Romains plutdt que des Rhodiens (CiC. Q F7. 1, 1, 33), mais il est beaucoup plus
vraisemblable que le discours publié ait été couronné de succes, et que ce soit
celui qui fut prononcé en 81 par Molon devant le Sénat de Rhodiorum praemiis
(CIC. Brut. 312).

8 Polybe ne le précise que pour le premier discours (30, 4, 11), par lequel
Astymédes put penser qu’il avait conjuré le risque d’une guerre. Le second est
celui qui permit une normalisation des relations entre les deux Républiques, et
Polybe en connaissait manifestement trés bien le contenu (30, 31). Il me parait
assez vraisemblable que les deux furent publiés, Polybe ne le signalant que pour
le premier, parce que C’est celui dont il critiquait 'argumentation et dont il jugeait
que l'auteur n’aurait pas di le diffuser (30, 4, 12-17).
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explicitée 'année suivante par M. Worrle.” Sous le regne de
Claude, a 'occasion tres probablement de la création de la
province de Thrace, la cité libre et fédérée de Maronée, dont
certains privileges étaient menacés, envoya a 'Empereur une
ambassade qui obtint, en rappelant sa fidélité 2 Rome et ce
qu’elle lui avait colité pendant la guerre de Mithridate, la pleine
restitution de ses droits. A la suite de ce succes, Assemblée
vota un décret pourvu d’une validité permanente qui lui don-
nait force de loi, décret qui permettait, en cas de nouvelle
menace contre les privileges de la cité, que tout citoyen qui
s’inscrirait par écrit et préterait serment f(t autorisé a partir en
ambassade aupres de 'Empereur, sans que quiconque pit faire
obstruction a cette initiative. Il s’agit d’une mesure sans parallele
connu, et dont la signification politique est malheureusement
obscurcie par le manque total de précisions sur les conditions
dans lesquelles 'ambassade envoyée aupres de Claude était par-
tie.?’ Je m’intéresserai seulement ici 2 I'argumentation dévelop-
pée par ces ambassadeurs :

“alors que nous lui avions envoyé une ambassade et avions mon-
tré le soutien de la cité envers le peuple romain et les infortunes
qu’a endurées précédemment le peuple de Maronée a cause de
son amitié pour les Romains, puisqu’il est devenu ami et allié
immédiatement des 'établissement de leur hégémonie, et qu’apres
cela il a enduré de voir la destruction de la ville, d’un périmetre
de soixante stades, la perte de ses enfants, le pillage, le fait d’étre
prisonnier et les autres malheurs a leur tour afin qu’aucun des
droits des Romains ne soit 1ésé, en échange de quoti il a été jugé
par les décrets du Sénat allié et ami, partie d’un traité sanctionné
par des libations, et il a regu sa liberté et ses lois avec ses autres
privileges, ce qui a été montré par le Sénat au moyen de décrets,
par les empereurs au moyen de leurs réponses, — (Claude) a répondu

" CLINTON (2003) ; WORRLE (2004) ; AE 2003, 1559 et SEG LIII 659, qui
tiennent compte de l'article de Worrle.

20 C’est pourquoi il ne me parait pas impossible que M. Wérrle, dans son
étude au demeurant remarquable, ait eu tendance a donner une interprétation
trop résolument antidémocratique du décret.
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qu’il est convenable qu'une telle cité soit ornée d’un remerciement
perpétuel...”?!

argumentation que I'on retrouve résumée dans le décret perpé-
tuel :

“Plaise au Conseil et au peuple de désigner une ambassade qui,
arrivée aupres du divin empereur Auguste César, devra le saluer
de la part de la cité et, apres avoir exprimé sa joie que lui et sa
maison aillent bien et que ses affaires et celles du peuple romain
marchent au mieux, et avoir mentionné tous les droits de la cité,
a lui et au sacré Sénat, devra demander avec toute requéte et
supplication que nous soient conservés notre liberté, nos lois,
notre ville, notre territoire et tous nos privileges que nos ancétres
et nous-mémes détenons pour les avoir recus d’eux, afin que
nous, qui avons toujours et constamment conservé notre dévoue-
ment et notre fidélité envers les Romains, nous jouissions tou-
jours de leur gratitude pour cela.”*?

Le premier de ces deux textes, en particulier, nous permet de
nous faire une idée de la rhétorique d’un ambassadeur grec

2L Fr. I, L. 5-16 : wpeaBevoavtov fHudy r'adtov xal dnhwcdvtolv tiv] tg
THAews TEog TOV 3Tjpov Tov ‘Popatwv dndetacty xal tig toyag [thg wpoTe]pov
&g mépevey 6 Mapwvertdy d7pnog Sud v Ttpog ‘Pwpat[ovg gat]ay, ed0wg dpa
<> THG Nyepoviag adT®Y cuveTdseL gihog xal o[dupayog ye]vopevog xal peta
tabra Oropelvag Emdely xatacxapny welv tg Efxov]ta aradiov 6 meplpeTpoy

/ / \ 3 / \ 7 \ 3 4 \ \ 3/ \

TOAEWS, TEXVMV 88 AmoANag ol Ae[nhasioy x]al alypoarwoioy nal Tog &Ahag TG
®OUTO LEPOG GURLPOpS tva pn[dev Tdv Tpog] Popatoug Opadey Sixalwy, avh dv
obppoy oG pev nal @ihog DTG [Tg uVrAn]Tou Sk TGV SoyrdTmV xal Evadvhnrog

\ 3 7 3 4 \ \ / \ ~ b /
xol Evemovdog Explln, hevlelplov 8¢ xal vé]poug petd T6v &Armv puravbpodTwy
3/ 3 A e \ ~ / \ / e \ ~ b
e & dedNroTor Ko Th[¢ cuvkAn]Tou Suk doypdTwy %ol HTo TGV adToxpo-
Topwy Sk TGV amoxpipdt[wy, drexpivalto Gg TV TotadTny THAWY &ELOV EoTL
alwvie yaprtt nexooudicor... (traduction de M. SEVE dans 'AE).

22 . / ~ ~ \ ~ / ¢ o~ / o

Fr. II, 1. 10-20 : 8e86y 00 =7 Bourf) nod 76 dMp.w Heficlar meeaProy Hrig

3 / \ 3 / \ \ / 3 / / 3 \ \
apLxopevy Tpog adtoxpdtopa Hedv celactov Kaloopa domdoetal te adtdv mopa
¢ mhhewg nal cuvncleloa énl 16 Eppdalar adtov Tavolxiov xal T& TEdypaTe
TR Te %ol T6 NP 16 Popatov xatd t6 xpdtioTov yweely, Tapablepévny o
TG THAew Sixoto VT adTH TE %ol TY) LEpd GUVAANTR OENGETHL LETO TTAGTS
évtedlemq xal ixeotog v te Ehelu]Oeplov Npelv xal Tovg vopovg xal Ty THALY
ral THY yhpoy xol TdAAe pLhdvlpwma Tyt & ol Te TEdYovoL NGV nal NelS
hBovreg Top” adTéY Eoyopey Tabl Huelv puidial, IV ol mhvrote ol ddtohel-
TTwe ™Y Tpog ‘Popaiovg edvoray xal oty puadiavteg mavrote ¢ €5 adTdY
S1d TaDTOL Y APLTOS ATTONKLMLEY.
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dans le cas, particulierement important, ou il s’agit d’obtenir le
maintien ou la restitution de privileges obtenus dans le passé et
qui se trouvent menacés. Sur le fond, il s’agit de rappeler que
la cité a été favorable 2 Rome depuis les premiers contacts entre
les deux peuples, et que ce dévouement est resté constant
comme en témoignent les s. c. et les lettres des Princes. Cest
I'argument qui est repris dans le second passage : a la constance
de eunoia et de la pistis des Maronitains doit répondre celle de
la charis des Romains, ainsi que l'avait d’ailleurs reconnu
Claude lui-méme. Mais ce principe général est accompagné,
dans le résumé de I'argumentation qui fut utilisée avec succes
aupres de Claude, d’un exemple qui semble avoir été particulie-
rement développé : 'épisode ol Maronée, par fidélité envers
les Romains, vit son territoire ravagé, la ville prise de force et
une partie de la population réduite en servitude. Aucune pré-
cision chronologique n’est fournie, mais cela se produisit sans
aucun doute pendant la premitre guerre de Mithridate.” Le
discours des ambassadeurs aupres de Claude devait contenir
des précisions sur le contexte historique, comme il pouvait faire
mention d’autres épisodes des relations entre les deux cités
(méme s’il dut rester volontairement plus vague sur les pre-
miers rapports entre Rome et Maronée, car 'idée d’'une amitié
et d’une alliance aussi anciennes que 'établissement de I’hégé-
monie romaine dans le nord de I'Egée tient plus de la recons-
truction que de la réalité historique).?* Le résumé qu’en fournit

23 Clest ce qu’a bien vu déja CLINTON (2003) 385-389.

24 Apres avoir été évacuée par Philippe V sur 'ordre des Romains, Maronée,
comme Ainos, était repassée sous domination macédonienne lors de la troisieme
guerre de Macédoine, et refusa d’ouvrir son port a la flotte romaine (L1v. 43, 7,
10). Apres Pydna, les deux cités furent demandées au Sénat par Attale, le frere
du roi Eumene, et elles lui furent accordées en un premier temps, avant que le
Sénat se ravisat et proclamat leur liberté lorsqu’Attale refusa de dénoncer les
prétendues ambiguités de la politique d’Eumene (POLYB. 30, 3, 3-7). L'authenti-
cité du récit polybien peut étre mise en doute sur certains détails, mais non la
succession des deux s. c. contradictoires. La these d’'une amitié et d’une alliance
fidelement préservées par Maronée depuis I'établissement de 'hégémonie romaine
apparait donc pour le moins discutable. Clest ce qui explique que le texte trouvé a
Samothrace n’ait pas mis fin, en particulier, a la controverse sur la date du traité
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le décret montre en tout cas, me semble-t-il, que I'évocation de
'épisode mithridatique avait recu un relief tout particulier, et
suggere une véritable hypotypose qui redonnait vie & ce moment
dramatique de lhistoire de la cité, et visait a susciter la pitié du
Prince et du Sénat.”> Largumentaire de Maronée censé prendre
sous Claude une forme définitive n’est pas sans faire penser au
dossier qui fut gravé a Aphrodisias a I'époque sévérienne (apres la
guerre civile qui assura la victoire de Septime-Sévere, et alors que
la confirmation des privileges de la cité avait revétu une urgence
particuliere) : méme souci de réunir une collection de sénatus-
consultes et de réponses impériales établissant puis confirmant
et précisant les privileges de la cité ; méme accent mis sur des
périodes ot la cité avait donné la preuve incontestable de sa fidé-
lité au pouvoir romain. Dans le cas d’Aphrodisias, il s’agissait en
particulier de la résistance opposée a 'armée parthe conduite en 40
par Labienus, mais aussi, encore une fois, de la guerre mithrida-
tique, lorsque la cité avait sans tarder envoyé des renforts mili-
taires 2 Q. Oppius, en I'assurant du total dévouement du peuple,
prét a périr plutot que d’abandonner la cause romaine.?®

Les cités grecques avaient intérét a faire valoir le souvenir de
leur fidélité et (éventuellement) de leur grandeur passée, mais

entre Rome et Maronée publié en 1983 (SEG XXXV 823) : CLINTON (2003)
386 y a vu une confirmation d’une datation en 167, et WORRLE au contraire
([2004] 157 et n. 19) celle d’une datation syllanienne. Cette derniere hypo-
theése me parait la plus vraisemblable, et 'on notera que les mots 2vaivOnrog
xal &vemovdog n'apparaissent qu’apres le rappel des dommages subis pendant la
guerre de Mithridate. Cette note doit beaucoup a une conversation avec A. Cha-
niotis dans le cadre des Entretiens.

2 Cf. CIC. Inu. 1, 107 (dans une liste des loci de I'appel 2 la pitié, conguestio) :
quintus per quem omnia ante oculos singillatim incommoda ponuntur, ut uideatur
is qui audit uidere et re quoque ipsa, quasi assit, non uerbis solum ad misericordiam
ducatur. Voir aussi Rbet. Her. 4, 68 (demonstratio). Sur I'importance de I énargeia
dans I'éloquence hellénistique, voir CHANIOTIS (2013).

26 REYNOLDS (1982), n® 2 (. 11-14 : 871 maic 6 dFpog Hudv odv yuverkl xal
éxvorg nal T¢ moavtl Bl ét{olipog mapafBdiiestor Ymep Koivrou xal tév
Popatov mpaypdtov xal 61t ywpels s Popaiwy fyepoviag 0dde {hv wpoot-
podpeba) et 3. Pour appartenance de ces deux documents au dossier du ‘mur
des archives’, et la date probable de la gravure de ce dossier, voir les remarques
de BOWERSOCK (1984) 50-51.



LES GRECS DEVANT LE SENAT ROMAIN 195

elles devaient en méme temps veiller & ne pas étre taxées d’arro-
gance ou d’orgueil.?” Pour cela, il était prudent et habile de
rappeler les éloges qu’avaient pu leur décerner les Romains eux-
mémes, dans les documents ou ils leur avaient décerné récom-
penses et privileges: méme si ces sénatus-consultes ou ces
lettres reprenaient eux-mémes pour I'essentiel un argumentaire
mis en forme par les cités, ils leur avaient donné la sanction
des plus hautes autorités romaines, et il ne devait pas paraitre
outrecuidant de s’en prévaloir.

Rappeler les services rendus aux Romains en se mettant trop
en avant exposait en revanche au reproche de superbia. Les
Etoliens en avaient fait Pexpérience, qui avaient cru, méme
apres que leur allié Antiochos eut quitté la Grece, pouvoir se
réclamer du role qu’ils avaient joué dans la guerre et la victoire
contre Philippe. Les Rhodiens aussi en firent I'expérience lorsqu’ils
prétendirent, pendant la troisieme guerre de Macédoine, pou-
voir amener les deux belligérants a négocier, et éviter une vic-
toire absolue qui ferait des Romains les seuls maitres du monde.
Dans les deux cas, il s’agissait d’alliés qui avaient été récompen-
sés pour les services rendus lors des guerres précédentes, et que
les Romains déciderent de chétier et d’humilier avec d’autant
plus de détermination qu’ils les jugeaient coupables d’ingrati-
tude et de perfidie. Les Ertoliens, finalement, durent recourir 2
Iintercession d’ambassadeurs athéniens et rhodiens, et en par-
ticulier de 'Athénien Léon : C’est dans ce discours qu’apparait
pour la premiere fois I'idée que la politique condamnée par les
Romains ne devrait étre imputée qu’a un nombre restreint
d’hommes politiques qui auraient entrainé dans leur sillage les
masses populaires et versatiles, et qu’il suffisait d’éliminer cette
minorité pour ramener la paix et I'obéissance. C’était 1a un dis-
cours que le Sénat et les magistrats romains étaient volontiers
préts a accepter, et que 'on retrouve assez fréquemment par la

27 On trouve un avertissement de méme nature en ce qui concerne I'élo-
ence judiciaire dans CIC. [nu. 1, a propos de 'exorde) : beninolentia quattuor
u d dans CIC. Inu. 1, 22 de 'exorde) : beniuolentia quatr
ex locis comparatur, ab nostra, ab aduersariorum, ab iudicum persona, a causa. Ab
nostra si de nostris factis et officiis sine arrogantia dicemus...
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suite.”® Quant aux ambassadeurs rhodiens aprés Pydna, ils
adopterent les signes extérieurs du deuil et de la supplication,
et dans un premier temps, ils tenterent de calmer le Sénat en
essayant de prouver que leur conduite avait été plutét moins
répréhensible que celle d’autres peuples grecs, tout en préve-
nant leurs compatriotes de la nécessité d’obéir en tout aux
ordres du Sénat ; dans un second temps, ils se contenterent
d’implorer les Romains en soulignant la gravité des mesures
qui avaient été prises a leur encontre et en les suppliant de les
recevoir de nouveau dans leur amitié.” Les analyses polybiennes
sont précieuses, mais on ne peut attendre qu’elles aient été
objectives alors que lui-méme, déporté 3 Rome, puis entré dans
la clienttle des fils de Paul-Emile, se trouvait dans la difficile
situation de devoir trouver cohérence et dignité dans ses juge-
ments sur ’hégémonie romaine et sur la politique des Grecs.
Méme si I'école d’éloquence rhodienne n’avait pas encore atteint
son apogée, les ambassadeurs de I'lle devaient avoir une bonne
formation, et connaitre les raffinements de la rhétorique hellé-
nistique dont témoignent, faut de textes grecs de cette époque, la
Rhétorique a Hérennius et le traité cicéronien Sur [invention, tous
deux datables des années 80 av. J.-C. Toute une hiérarchie de
lignes de défense avait été définie dans les cas ou il était impos-
sible de nier la réalité du fait et méme sa qualification : transfert
ou rejet de responsabilité, excuse, supplication.’*® Cest dans ce
cadre que les ambassadeurs rhodiens affinerent progressivement
leur argumentation.

Un peu plus d’un siecle plus tard, et en dépit de la fidélité
exemplaire qu’ils avaient entre temps montrée pendant la guerre
de Mithridate, les Rhodiens ne parvinrent pas a prévenir une
nouvelle catastrophe, lorsque Cassius persuada Brutus d’élimi-
ner la puissance navale des Rhodiens et des Lyciens, considérés

28 Porys. 21, 31, 5-16. Cf. THORNTON (2013) 38-39 (cet argument est
repris en particulier par Astymédes : 30, 31, 13-15).

29 POLYB. 30, 4-5 (cf. THORNTON [2013] 21-22) et 30, 31.

0 Ainsi que le fait remarquer CIC. [nu. 1, 24, in iudicium non uenit (depre-
catio), at in senatum aut ante imperatorem et consilium talis causa potest uenire.
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comme favorables aux triumvirs, avant d’affronter ces derniers.
Le récit le plus détaillé est celui d’Appien, manifestement puisé
a bonne source, avec des discours tres largement réécrits, mais
qui doivent contenir une part de vérité. Une premiere ambas-
sade aupres de Cassius aurait été empreinte d’'un orgueil et
d’une arrogance qui ne pouvaient que conduire a son échec.
Plus intéressante est une seconde ambassade, confiée au rhéteur
Archélaos qui avait été le professeur d’éloquence de Cassius, et
qui veilla A rappeler, sur un ton plus mesuré, ce que les Romains
devaient aux Rhodiens et ce que Cassius devait a son ancien pro-
fesseur. Mais le Romain rejeta résolument ces arguments, et
il n’hésita pas 2 punir durement la ville apres s’en étre emparé.”!
Le traitement infligé & Rhodes par Cassius fait penser a celui qui
lavait été par César 2 Massalia, pourtant la plus ancienne alliée
de Rome en Occident : la rhétorique pouvait aider & calmer la
colere d’un vainqueur, mais elle n’avait aucun poids lorsque la
guerre faisait encore rage, et que les chefs de guerre romains
n’étaient sensibles qu’au langage de la reddition.

3. Docere dans la rhétorique des ambassadeurs ?

Les analyses qui précedent ont beaucoup mis 'accent sur le
recours aux émotions, et notamment sur l’appel 2 la miséri-
corde et a la pitié, et nos sources historiques vont en ce sens,
aimant a présenter les ambassadeurs grecs devant le Sénat dans

31 App. B Ciu. 4, 65, 276 - 4, 73, 312. Premiere ambassade : 66, 280-281 ;
ambassade d’Archélaos : 67, 283 - 70, 299. L’argument tiré des services rendus par
Rome (67, 286 : &v Poayff) 3¢, (apoc@ag) boo uguv ocu*ror.g »o0) ETépmv ol Avﬂoxou
70l peydhov cuvepayfcapey, Gy sioly brdp Judy ocvocypomrou otilot map’ Hulv)
est en quelque sorte annulé par Cassius en raison des récompenses que Rhodes a
déja regues en échange, et du fait que l'assistance prétée aux Romains pour aug-
menter leur empire ne serait pas comparable au refus de les secourir alors qu’ils
sont menacés par la tyrannie (70, 295 : 60 3¢, €l puév mote NPy TepTmEévorg T
cuveTtpatate, GOV edepyestiog xal pielodg avrixexbpislé mov, xatoaroyily, dtu d¢
Ny &g v éhevleploy %ol coTnpiay ddiwovpévorg o) cuppayeite, émthavidvy).
Le second argument de Cassius est peut-étre ce qui explique la curieuse absence de
toute référence a la guerre de Mithridate dans le discours d’Archélaos : Appien en
ce cas manifesterait un biais en faveur du Romain.
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une position de suppliants espérant obtenir le pardon de leurs
erreurs et de leur légereté. Il est pourtant bien évident que
les choses sont plus complexes, et que, dans bien des cas, les
ambassadeurs 'emporterent aussi docendo, et non pas (seule-
ment) mouendo (pour reprendre la terminologie cicéronienne
du De oratore). Telle est en particulier, au milieu du II° siecle,
la conviction de Polybe :

“lorsqu’un ami fidele leur rappelle ses droits, ils font générale-
ment tout leur possible pour corriger leurs erreurs”,

€t encore :

“jusqu’alors du moins ils attachaient une importance particuliere
au respect des serments, des traités, et de la loyauté envers leurs
alliés... Les Achéens devaient donc, ou bien admettre que le
droit ne comptait pour rien aux yeux des Romains, ou bien, §’ils
n’osaient pas dire une pareille chose, soutenir leurs droits et ne
pas se laisser faire, surtout lorsqu’ils pouvaient opposer aux
Romains les raisons les plus solides et les plus honorables.”*

C’est pourquoi Polybe attribue une grande importance au soin
que prirent Philopoemen, puis Lycortas et lui-méme (encore
apres la guerre d’Achaie) d’instruire (3tddoxerv) les Romains
des droits des Achéens, et d’essayer de les convaincre de corriger
de mauvaises décisions.” Et c’est pourquoi, avec une ameére
ironie, il écrit que 'ambassade de Callicrates fut la premiere ol
Pon prétendit instruire le Sénat de ses intéréts en le persuadant
d’abaisser ceux qui ceuvraient pour le bien public et d’élever
ceux qui se rangeaient systématiquement du c6té des Romains.**

Quelques inscriptions peuvent étre versées a ce dossier.
Dans un décret des clérouques athéniens de Myrina, et dans un

32 POLYB. 24, 10, 12 ; 24, 13, 3 et 5 (propos prétés a Philopoemen dans le
célebre parallele entre sa politique et celle d’Aristainos). Voir FERRARY (1988)
297-299.

3 POLYB. 24, 8, 3-4 (Lycortas : 3154&7) ; 39, 3, 4 (Polybe : 8t3do%ew) ;5 39,
3, 5 (Philopoemen : 3i3doxewy xal metbewv). Voir aussi 22, 11, 6 (Stdd&ovrag) et
22,12, 1 (Sudaonbvtmy thv cdvrhnToy).

3 PoLYB. 24, 10, 3 (3u8uyOcion).
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contexte malheureusement lacunaire, on trouve les mots dt3&&ac
™ edvrintov &be Hoav (lacune).®® Le décret en '’honneur de
Meénodoros de Pergame, dont jai déja parlé, rappelle qu’il fut
élu stratege de la cité alors que Manius Aquillius et les dix
légats étaient en Asie, et qu’il “montra face a eux, a propos de
la cité, son franc-parler, en présentant en faveur de sa patrie
une argumentation fondée en droit”.?® Il agit alors en tant que
magistrat et non qu’ambassadeur, mais sa conduite était tout a
fait dans la ligne pronée par Polybe.

Un peu plus tard, pour revenir aux décrets en 'honneur de
Ménippos et Polémaios dont nous sommes partis, il est bien
évident que 'obtention de s. c. dont certains désavouerent ['ac-
tion du proconsul d’Asie dut exiger un exposé convaincant des
droits de la cité. Nous constatons néanmoins I'absence d’un
verbe comme di3doxery, tandis que 'accent est mis sur lart
queurent les deux Colophoniens de gagner la confiance de
grands aristocrates et d’en faire des patrons efficaces de la cité :

“ainsi donc recommandé aux plus grands des Romains a cause
de sa valeur en tout, et allant en ambassade en leur nom, et étant
jugé digne de confiance, (Ménippos) est devenu illustre dans
beaucoup de villes grecques et ayant acquis (les Romains) comme
patrons authentiques (véritables) de la ville, il a été extrémement
utile au peuple aupres des gouvernants chez lesquels sont les ser-
vices les plus nécessaires pour tous les hommes” ;

Polémaios

“obtint audience des chefs romains et, s’étant montré dlgne de
leur amitié, il a procuré le fruit de celle-ci a ses concitoyens,
ayant établi des liens de patronat pour sa patrie avec les plus
éminents des hommes.”?”

3 JG 117 1224, 1. 11. Cette inscription est traditionnellement datée des len-
demains de Pydna, mais D. Knoepfler vient d’en proposer une nouvelle inter-
prétation, dans le contexte de la guerre d’Achaie (communication au colloque
qui s’est tenu a Athénes en février 2015, en 'honneur de Miltiade Hatzopoulos).

3 AF 2000, 1377 ; SEG L 1211, L. 17-21: petd mapernoiag Sixaiwe tov
OTep V¢ matpldog [mpololaydpe]lvog Abyov.

7 Ménippos, 111, 5-13 : toryapolyv Sk v ép mlowy dpetiv Tolg peyioTolg
‘Popaionv custalels adtic te wpeofedwy Lep adTdY xal TioTewm dtodpevog
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La paideia acquise par les deux hommes, et achevée a Athenes
pour Ménippos, a Rhodes pour Polémaios, avait di leur assu-
rer une formation rhétorique qui leur fut utile dans leurs
ambassades. Mais I'accent est mis finalement plus encore sur
des qualités morales qui leur gagnérent la confiance (pistis) de
grands aristocrates romains et leur permirent d’entrer dans leur
amitié (une désignation polie, on le sait, pour des rapports de
clientele). Si, comme il est probable, les textes des deux décrets
furent largement inspirés par les honorandi eux-mémes, on
admettra qu’ils avaient en effet bien compris des ressorts essen-
tiels du fonctionnement de la vie politique romaine. Ils avaient
compris en particulier que 'audience devant le Sénat n’était
pas tout, n’était peut-étre pas 'essentiel, et qu’elle devait étre
précédée par une intense activité de lobbying. Ils avaient com-
pris aussi qu’il était essentiel de gagner la confiance de patrons
influents, et que la meilleure forme de beniuolentia était celle
qu’ils pourraient obtenir, plus encore que a causa (voir le texte
de Cicéron cité note 27), a persona sua. Il est vrai qu’il y avait
des précédents déja anciens, que I'on pense 2 la réponse donnée
par le Sénat aux Rhodiens en 167,%® ou méme 2 celle qui I'avait
été aux Achéens en 181.%

EmLlomUog YEYOVE Tapd TOMALS TGV EXNmVidwy Torewy, Th¢ te TOAems YV oloug
aDTOVG TETOLAXOG TATPWYALG YEYNOLLDTATOS TULPX TOLG MNYOVULEVOLS YEYOVE TOL
Spwr Top’ oig avaryratdtatar wacwy eloly avbpwmoig ypeeton ; Polémaios, 11,
24-31 : évétuyev pev tolg Nyovpévors Popatog xal gavelg &frog tig éxelvev
QUALOLG TOV GTTO TOOTNG XAPTTOV TOLG TOAELTOLG TLEPLETOLYGEY TTPOG TOVG APLETOUG
&vdpag T Tatpeldt cuvbépevog Tatpwvelog.

3 PoLYB. 30, 4, 9: “le sens général de la réponse du Sénat était que, sans
la considération qu’on avait pour quelques hommes qui étaient les amis des
Romains, et en particulier pour (les ambassadeurs Philophron et Astymédes)
eux-mémes, les Rhodiens auraient bel et bien regu la legon qu’ils méritaient”.

3 POLYB. 24, 10, 7 : “Callicrates eut droit a une mention spéciale dans la
réponse adressée aux ambassadeurs de la Confédération : sans dire un mot de ses
collegues, le Sénat déclara qu’il serait bon qu’il y ait des hommes comme lui dans
toutes les cités”. En regle générale, la réponse du Sénat commencait par quelques
mots d’éloge des ambassadeurs, collectivement reconnus comme &v3peg xahol
réeyabol xal gihot.
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DISCUSSION

A. Chaniotis: Your rich presentation makes me ask what is
peculiar about Greek embassies to the Senate? What was the
new challenge that Greek orators had to face? Is it that these
embassies concern asymmetrical relations between unequal part-
ners? This is not the case; negotiations between asymmetrical
partners are found in earlier periods as well, for instance the
relations between Athens and her allies or kings and cities. Also
the humiliation that the envoys of subordinate communities
have felt is not new. A new quality is provided by the cultural
shock that Greek envoys to Rome must have experienced, espe-
cially in the first half of the 2™ century BC. We can get an
impression of this shock from a decree of Abdera (£ 7hrac.Aeg. 5,
167 BC) which refers to the ‘psychological hardships’™ of Teian
envoys, who in order to help Abdera had to frequent the atria
of the houses of senators in Rome, resembling voluntary hos-
tages. The new challenge for Greek envoys and orators was to
adopt specific Roman values, especially fides, and incorporate
them into the rhetorical strategies.

Secondly, an interesting feature in the negotiations with
Rome is the selective and inaccurate representation of the past
by the Greek cities. E.g. the inscription of Maroneia, which
you discussed, claims that the Maronitans became friends and
allies of the Romans “immediately upon the establishment of
their leadership”. In reality, the treaty of alliance of Maroneia
with Rome (shortly after 167 BC) was concluded fifty years
after the alliance between Rome and Aetolia (212 BC), and
thirty years after the Romans had defeated Philip V and had
established themselves as a major power in the Greek world.
Reading this text, one gets the impression that Maroneia was
destroyed because of its loyalty shortly after her alliance with
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Rome, and not some eighty years later, during the first Mithri-
datic War. Similar misrepresentations of the past can be observed
in decrees of Aphrodisias and Ephesos from the time of the
first Mithridatic War (see my article “Affective Epigraphy:
Emotions in Public Inscriptions of the Hellenistic Age”, Medi-
terraneo Antico 16.2, 2013, 745-760).

J.-L. Ferrary: Je suis dans 'ensemble tout a fait d’accord avec
vos deux remarques et j'en reconnais I'importance. Je me conten-
terai d’ajouter quelques observations.

1. Le choc éprouvé par certaines ambassades fut d’autant
plus fort qu’il était inattendu. Cest le cas, en particulier, des
Eroliens qui en 191 viennent se livrer 4 la fides des Romains
(Ferrary [1988] 72-81), ou des Rhodiens face au Sénat en 168.
Dans les deux cas, les Romains ont laissé se développer des
ambiguités (sur les obligations de la fides ou de I'amicitia), par-
fois méme les ont encouragées, jusqu’au moment ot ils décident
brusquement de les dissiper, pour contraindre leurs interlocu-
teurs 4 abandonner toute manifestation de superbia. La spécificité
des valeurs proprement romaines est donc affirmée avec plus
ou moins de fermeté, et cela, au début surtout, n’a pas aidé les
Grecs 4 en prendre conscience.

2. Le caractere sélectif de la représentation que les cités
veulent donner de lhistoire de leurs rapports avec le pouvoir
romain n’a rien de surprenant, et un discours d’ambassade n’est
pas un récit historique. La difficulté pour les cités était de faire
accepter par le pouvoir romain ces réécritures partielles du
passé, en particulier dans des sénatus-consultes puis des lettres
impériales qui confirmaient leurs privileges ou leur en confé-
raient de nouveaux en avalisant et résumant les argumentaires
présentés par les ambassadeurs.

L. Pernot: On peut parler d’un véritable déficit de théorisa-
tion du discours d’ambassade dans la rhétorique grecque, telle
que nous la connaissons, puisqu’il faut attendre Ménandre le
Rhéteur pour trouver un exposé articulé, encore que suz generis,
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sur cette forme oratoire. Il semble toutefois que Démétrios de
Phalere se soit intéressé au sujet : d’apres le témoignage de Phi-
lodeme, il avait défini une catégorie, appelée Evreuxtinde Moyoc,
qui comprenait des allocutions adressées soit aux masses, soit aux
souverains xatd mpecfelav (Philod. Rher. 1, 222 Sudhaus =
Demetr. Phal. fr. 130 Stork / van Ophuijsen / Dorandi).

J.-L. Ferrary: Je vous remercie beaucoup d’avoir attiré mon
attention sur ce texte. Je me demande d’ailleurs, quand je le
lis avec soin, dans quelle mesure il permet d’attribuer 2 Démé-
trios de Phaleére autre chose que I'association du cogroTindc et
de I'8vreuxtinog Abyoc, par opposition au Snuryopixdc et au
Suxavindg. Clest Philodeéme, me semble-t-il, qui ajoute qu’il
concede le caractere utile (ou nuisible) de I'évreuntindc Abyoc
dans les cas spécifiques de l'allocution adressée aux masses et
du discours aux puissants a I'occasion d’'une ambassade (tov
rote wpesPetay Tolg SuvdoTtatg sc. Abyov). Il n'est pas ininté-
ressant que cet intérét pour la catégorie du discours des ambas-
sadeurs se trouve au 1° siecle av. J.-C., dans un traité de rhéto-
rique écrit par un philosophe qui a choisi de vivre dans I'entourage
d’un noble romain, apres étre apparu dans les réflexions historio-
graphiques d’un Polybe. Mais il faut toujours étre prudent, et se
rappeler que Polybe et Philodeme sont des survivants dans le
grand naufrage de la prose d’époque hellénistique.

M. Edwards: Returning to the cultural shock, I should ima-
gine that Demosthenes and Aeschines faced the same cultural
gap on the embassy to Philip.

M. Kraus: Dennoch war die Situation fiir die Gesandten vor
dem Senat eine andere als fiir Demosthenes und Aischines, die
ja darauf gefasst waren, einem autokratischen Potentaten zu
begegnen. Die griechischen Gesandten miissen sich, vor allem
in der Anfangszeit der diplomatischen Beziechungen zu Rom,
vor dem Senat wie Angeklagte vorgekommen sein. Die Proze-
dur hat doch deutliche Ziige eines Gerichtsverfahrens, so dass
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man sich fragt, ob es noch um deliberative Reden oder nicht
vielmehr schon um forensische Verteidigungsreden geht. Man
denke auch an die Behandlung karthagischer Gesandtschaften
vor dem Senat (vgl. z.B. Liv. 30, 21-23; 42, 23-24; Diod. 32,
1-3; Polyb. 36, 4).

M. Edwards: s there a source problem when comparing his-
toriography and epigraphy? One of the major problems of
forensic oratory is the lack of speeches on both sides of the
case, although when we do have both sides of a story (as in the
Demosthenes vs Aeschines accounts of the embassy) the ver-
sions are irreconcilable.

D. Colomo: As I point out in my own contribution, we have
to take into consideration an important difference between
papyrological sources and epigraphic ones. On the one hand,
in inscriptions we find only positive outputs of embassies, since
it would have been humiliating to carve in stones and display
negative outcomes. What is going to be carved is in fact shaped
by ideological bias and especially by the attempt to preserve a
positive image. On the other hand, papyri — for instance
minutes of embassy hearings and proceedings of trials — transmit
what has been said by the two parties and thus offer a plurality
of points of view.

A. Chaniotis: | mentioned earlier the decree of Ephesos: the
Ephesians say that they remained loyal against Mithridates, but
two years earlier they had killed Romans in the riots.

J.-L. Ferrary: Encore une fois, je suis dans 'ensemble d’ac-
cord avec A. Chaniotis. Mais la réécriture de I'histoire par les
cités avait ses limites. Le fait de se révolter contre Mithridate
apres 'avoir soutenu et avoir participé au massacre des /[talici
ne suffit pas aux Ephésiens pour conserver leur liberté lorsque
Sylla réorganisa la province romaine d’Asie. Dans 'ensemble, la
politique menée par les cités au moment ou le pouvoir romain
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fut véritablement menacé par le roi du Pont détermina les
sanctions ou récompenses décidées par Sylla et ratifiées par le
Sénat. Mais il y eut des exceptions : Athenes, alliée privilégiée
de Rome qui était passée du coté de Mithridate, souffrit d’étre
assiégée et prise de force, mais ne perdit finalement ni sa liberté
ni ses possessions ; Chios, passée a Mithridate mais devenue
suspecte au point que ses citoyens étaient en voie d’étre dépor-
tés lorsqu’ils furent sauvés, garda tous ses privileges ; Mytilene,
restée jusqu’au bout fidele au roi du Pont, perdit bien str les
siens, mais recouvra le statut de cité libre dés la fin des années
60 grace a la faveur dont Théophane jouit aupres de Pompée.
Les espoirs des Ephésiens n’étaient donc pas totalement absurdes,
et ils avaient quelque raison d’essayer de plaider leur cause.

A. Chaniotis: People write down what someone says, which
leads to selection; what is said is filtered so that we get only
some of the words spoken.

D. Colomo: 1 agree with this point. However, reports of
embassy hearings and minutes of trials are in any case closer to
what was happening in reality.

J.-L. Ferrary: Mieux vaudrait, je crois, distinguer la nature
diplomatique des documents indépendamment de leur support
(papyrus, pierre ou manuscrit). Il y a des proces-verbaux d’au-
diences judiciaires, qui peuvent étre gravés sur la pierre, par
exemple celui d’un proces présidé par Caracalla 2 Antioche en
216 (AE 1947, 182) ; des sénatus-consultes gravés sur la pierre
qui résument les arguments des deux parties avant de rendre
une sentence définitive ou de désigner un arbitre et de lui indi-
quer le principe qui devra inspirer sa sentence ; des textes comme
les actes des martyrs (chrétiens ou paiens) qui ont une vocation
apologétique méme s’ils peuvent étre constitués a partir d’'un noyau
historique solide. Les proportions peuvent varier selon qu’il
s'agit de textes littéraires, papyrologiques ou épigraphiques, mais
Pessentiel est de bien distinguer ces catégories.
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D. Nelis: Romans allow Greeks to speak Greek to show that

they are in control, because they know Greek and Latin?

J.-L. Ferrary: Le cas du grec me semble différent de celui
d’autres langues, dans la mesure ou il devait étre parlé, ou du
moins compris, par une majorité de sénateurs. Certains de ceux
qui demandaient un traducteur devaient le faire parce qu’ils
estimaient mal maitriser cette langue, ou ne pas devoir faire
Peffort de préter aux ambassadeurs grecs une attention plus
particuliere. Mais a cette explication pratique s’ajoutait une
valeur symbolique : le latin était la langue des maitres, et les
interlocuteurs du Sénat devaient en prendre conscience. Que
Pon pense a 'usage tres symbolique des langues apres Pydna :
Paul-Emile s’adresse en grec 4 Persée vaincu, et sans doute aux
Grecs auxquels lorsqu’il fait le tour des grands sanctuaires et
lieux de mémoire, n’hésitant pas a faire une référence 8 Homere.
Mais a2 Amphipolis, C’est en latin qu’il donne ses instructions,
laissant au préteur qui avait été chargé de la flotte le soin de
traduire cette proclamation en grec. On ne pouvait mieux mar-
quer la hiérarchie des langues, et le fait qu’Apollonius Molon
ait été dispensé de voir son discours traduit par un interprete
est présenté par Valere-Maxime comme un hommage rendu a
’homme, et a la cité fidele dont il était le porte-parole.

M. Kraus: Da ich unter anderem Lateinische Stilitbungen
lehre, sei mir die Randbemerkung erlaubt, dass in literarischen
Darstellungen einer Rede von Gesandten, die ja als Vertreter
und Sprachrohr fiir ihr ganzes Volk sprechen, in der Form
der oratio obliqua die Frage, ob die Gesandten sich nun in die
von ihnen vertretene Gruppe selbst mit einschliessen, sich auch
sprachlich in der Wahl der Pronomina (reflexiv oder nicht-
reflexiv) niederschligt, was Studenten bei Ubersetzungen ins
Lateinische oft vor Probleme stellt: Wenn es etwa heisst: , Die
Gesandten der Helvetier sagten, sie [sc. die Helvetier] hitten vor,
[...] durch die réomische Provinz zu ziehen® (vgl. Caes. Gall. 1, 7,
3), sagt man dann korrekterweise: Legati Heluetiorum dixerunt
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se (oder eos?) in animo habere [...] iter per provinciam facere ?
Tatsichlich wihlt Caesar in diesem Fall in aller Regel die reflexive
Form, bezieht also die Gesandten mit ein (vgl. z.B. Ga/l. 1, 30, 1;
besonders aufschlussreich aber etwa das Schwanken G4/l 1, 37,
1-2: legati ab Haeduis et a Treueris ueniebant: Haedui questum
quod Harudes, qui nuper in Galliam transportati essent, fines
eorum popularentur: sese ne obsidibus quidem datis pacem Ariouisti
redimere potuisse).
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DANIELA COLOMO

INTERSTATE RELATIONS:
THE PAPYROLOGICAL EVIDENCE*

1. Introduction
1.1. Presentation of the topic

My contribution explores the role of deliberative oratory in
the interstate relations between the Roman Empire and the
province of Egypt during the first three centuries of the com-
mon era. | focus on the evidence provided by texts preserved
on papyrus, but also include some literary sources.

* I wish to thank for stimulating discussion and advice Lucio Del Corso
(Cassino), Giulio Iovine (Naples), Mark de Kreij (Stockholm), Laura Lulli
(Rome-L’Aquila), Mario Paganini (Copenhagen), Peter J. Parsons (Oxford),
Marco Perale (Liverpool-Oxford), Reinhold Scholl (Leipzig) and especially Chris
Rodriguez (Paris), who has allowed me to consult his unpublished thesis Les
Alexandrins face au juge Trajan. Etude de deux proces des Acta Alexandrinorum,
submitted as a Mémoire de Master 2, Histoire du Droit (Université Paris II) in
2014-2015.

Note that in the quotations from papyri I have normalised the Greek, i.e.
I do not reproduce phonetic spellings. For the sections of papyrus texts quoted
according to the editions of APM, CPJ II, P.Oxy., I reproduce the translations
offered in those volumes; for other texts details are given ad loc.; other short (not
acknowledged) translations are my own. Images of papyri have been reproduced
thanks to the courtesy of the Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung der
Staatlichen Museen zu Berlin, the British Library (London), the Biblioteca Medi-
cea Laurenziana (Firenze), the Papyrussammlungen der Justus-Liebig-Universitit

Gieflen.
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The very fact that papyrus is a (relatively) perishable writing
material inevitably narrows down the geographical area under
investigation to the Roman province of Egypt: almost only
in the dry Egyptian climate could papyri partially survive,
while they were mostly destroyed by humidity in the rest of the
Empire and even in dampish areas of Egypt itself, like the
Delta.! The surviving papyri contain reports of embassy hearings,
copies of speeches of ambassadors, imperial letters and edicts
and a unique group of sub-literary texts, the so-called Acta
Alexandrinorum, fictionalised accounts of embassies of the Greek
Alexandrians to the Roman emperor centring on the conflict
between the Greeks and Jews and betraying anti-Roman senti-
ments. As Kayser acutely observes, the papyrological evidence
concerning embassies is qualitatively different from the epi-
graphic evidence, which illustrates diplomatic relations for the
other parts of the Roman Empire.? An inscription contains
the answer of the Emperor to the plea of an embassy: usually
(and obviously) only the positive answers were published, i.e.
inscribed on stones, since to engrave and display negative out-
comes would have been humiliating. By contrast, the papyro-
logical evidence is based on a plurality of documents which,
although often very fragmentary, offer copious information on
the embassies themselves and give voice to different points of
View.

Embassies from Egypt, mainly from the ‘capital’ Alexandria,’
could be sent to Rome to congratulate the Emperor on the

I Cf. TURNER (?1979) 18, 26-27; PARSONS (2007) 41-42.

2 KAYSER (2003) 439. But note that P Oxy. XLII 3023 seems to provide
papyrological evidence for an audience before an Emperor regarding a non-
Egyptian city, Antioch; similarly PS7 XI 1222 may refer to a city outside Egypt;
cf. HARKER (2008) 127-130.

> However, diplomatic activities concerning other poleis of Egypt are docu-
mented: three letters by Gordian III as response to an embassy from Antinoopolis
(HOOGENDIJK / VAN MINNEN [1987]); a letter by Nero to a polis of the Fayoum
(probably Ptolemais Euergetis) and the so-called 6475 (SBXII 11012, AD 55);
see HARKER (2008) 208. The 6475 are apparently a group of privileged citizens,
probably descendants of ancient colonists.
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occasion of his accession to the throne* or of the adoption of
an heir — and for these purposes they delivered honorific
decrees’ —, but at the same time they aimed to negotiate polit-
ical and economic issues of crucial importance, like confirma-
tion of privileges granted by the previous Emperor as well as
internal conflicts and disputes. At some stage after the audience
the Emperor wrote his reply in the form of a letter to be taken
back by the envoys,° like the famous letter of Emperor Claudius
to the Alexandrians, partially surviving on papyrus (CPJ 11
153; PL. 6.1).7 It seems that on most occasions two different
embassies left Alexandria for Rome at the same time: on the
one hand, an embassy formed by important members of the
Alexandrian aristocracy, extremely proud of their Greek origins
and culture; on the other hand, an embassy formed by the
representatives of the Jewish community (the so-called Jewish
politeuma), which since the early Ptolemaic period, after having
accomplished a process of deep Hellenisation but remaining
faithful to its ancestral religion and customs, played an important
role in the political and economic development of Alexandria.®
Such a ‘diplomatic duality’ was the concrete expression not just
of a diversified ethnic situation of Alexandria, but of a dramatic
conflict between the two communities, which were struggling
to protect their political, social and economic interests and
privileges. From the very early period of interaction and conflict
between Rome and Egypt, the two ethnic groups had assumed
an opposite stance: while the Greek Alexandrians had tried to

4 OLIVER (1989) 2-4. The embassy documented by SB XII 11012 (see n. 3)
was sent to Nero to congratulate him on his accession and to deliver an honorific
decree.

> On the delivery of honorific decrees see P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, lines 40-41,
44 (embassy to Augustus in AD 12/13); cf. MEN. RHET. 2, 13 (Presbeutikos), 424,
1-2 SPENGEL; RUSSELL-WILSON (1981) 180-181, 337.

6 See MILLAR (21992) 218; cf. OLIVER (1989) 1-2.

7 Other examples of imperial letters to the Alexandrians are: P.Oxy. XLII
3020, fr. 1, col. i (Augustus); P.Oxy. XLII 3022 (Trajan).

8 Embassies attested in the 1** and 2" century are listed in KAYSER (2003)
462-464 (envoys attested in the Acta Alexandrinorum are also included).



212 DANIELA COLOMO

defend their independence, the Jews had offered support to
Rome, in particular to Julius Caesar in the Bellum Alexandri-
num and later to Octavian against Mark Antony.’

Thus very often the hearing focused on the dispute between
two embassies — Greek Alexandrian envoys on the one hand, a
Jewish delegation on the other — and consisted of an dvrixotd-
ctacie, a confrontation.!'® In other words, the audience became
a legal hearing, a trial that from a juridical standpoint presents
specific features. The procedure followed in those cases was the
so-called cognitio extra ordinem, introduced by Augustus for
both civil and criminal cases, in first instance or appeal. Accord-
ing to this procedure, the same magistrate could instruct and
judge a case on the same day, while during the Republican period
the typical procedure, the so-called per formulas, consisted of
two distinct phases taking place at different times and admin-
istered by two different officials (the praetor held the first phase,
called 77 7ure, in which the nature of the case was presented
and instructed; then the judge pronounced the final sentence
in the second phase, called 77 iudicio). In concrete terms, in the
cognitio the plaintiff and the defendant could plead and present
their witnesses to the judging magistrate on the same day.
We can recognise this type of trial in our sources: here the
judging magistrate is the Roman Emperor.'! Interestingly the
application of this procedure to the diplomatic sphere implies
— at least virtually — a sort of interaction and overlap between
deliberative oratory and forensic oratory.!?

? See HARKER (2008) 214 with references to specific historical sources.

19 The word is a juridical and rhetorical terminus technicus; see DGE s.v. 2.
The term is used by Emperor Claudius in his letter to the Alexandrians (CP/ 11
153, col. iv 75). In addition, the form dvrixatasticopar occurs in the Acta
Isidori, CPJ 11 156¢, col. ii 22.

""" A detailed analysis of the cognitio extra ordinem from a juridical and his-
torical standpoint is to be found in GAMBETTI (2008) 191-194; cf. MILLAR
(*1992) 218.

12" Significantly, Philo of Alexandria, reporting on the Jewish embassy to
Gaius of which he was the leader in his famous Legatio ad Gaium (see below),
uses the phrase peramepplévrec dywvicasBat téOv mepl molirelag dydva,
“when we were summoned to take part in the contention about our citizenship”
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Greek Alexandrian and Jewish ambassadors, thanks to their
‘classical” education (rodeta), were well equipped with the same
powerful weapon: rhetoric. Thus it is not surprising that in the
embassies of both parties we find professional rhetoricians.
Some may be even traced back in the imperial prosopography:
for example, Paul of Tyre, who offered his service to the
Alexandrians,'? and Sopater of Antioch, who represented the
Jews.'* As we will see in detail later, envoys not only show the
technical competences of the art of persuasion, but are also well
informed on the political and economic issues at stake, such as
civic rights, tax-exemption and internal conflicts. In this respect
they can be compared to the competent orator speaking in an
assembly portrayed in Arist. Rbet. 1359b.1

In what follows I will explore the rhetorical strategies imple-
mented by the Alexandrian embassies to Rome on the basis of
documentary sources (mainly copies of minutes of hearings), the
subliterary corpus of the Acta Alexandrinorum, and the literary
works of Philo of Alexandria (Legatio ad Gaium and In Flaccum)
and Josephus (Antiquitates Judaicae and Contra Apionem).

1.2. Historical background

In 31 BC Egypt ceased to be an independent kingdom and

became a Roman province, a conquered territory, governed by

(Leg. 349). As GAMBETTI (2009) 215, n. 12 points out, “The verb dywvicacOo
with the cognitive accusative forms an expression that is regularly found in
forensic literature”.

13 CPJ 11 158a (Acta Pauli et Antonini); cf. CPJ 11 157 (Acta Hermaisci) col. i
9-11; HARKER (2008) 86, 125-126.

M4 Cf. CPJ 11 157, col. i 15-16; KAYSER (2003) 455.

5 Cf. CPJ 11 150, col. ii 11-14: the necessity to send suitable (¢nit73eiouc)
individuals as ambassadors is emphasised. In 2. Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. 1, col. ii 3-7
ambassadors divide between themselves the treatment of the issues at stake before
the Emperor according to their respective competences (one speaks on the Egyptian
situation, another on the Idioslogos [lit. “privy purse/special account”; Roman
official in charge of the imperial property], the third on the situation of the
polis); this seems to illustrate ‘professional’ team-work.
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a representative of the Roman emperor, the prefect, who replaced
the Ptolemaic king. Accordingly, Alexandria ceased to be the
capital of a kingdom, i.e. the centre of power and political life,
and became just the main city of a province of the Roman
Empire: in spite of its strategic position (which continued to
play an important economic role in particular for the export
of granary supplies), it was now relegated to a secondary role.
Now the Alexandrian citizenship could be bestowed by the
Emperor, not any more by local authorities, and from a juridi-
cal standpoint was inferior — but prerequisite — to the Roman
citizenship.'® Octavian, aware of Alexandrians’ anti-Roman atti-
tude caused by Roman political intrusion under the Prolemies,"”
tried to present himself as a friend, even pardoning them for
having supported his rival Mark Antony in the civil war, and
pretended to treat them as allies rather than as subjects. Under
the Romans Alexandrian citizens enjoyed tax-privileges consist-
ing in exemption from the poll-tax (the laographia, introduced
in 24 BC), and some of them even obtained Roman citizen-
ship. However, there were decisive factors that fed the tradi-
tional hostility against Rome: Egypt and Alexandria were in
fact conquered territory, and as such subject to the abuse of the
corrupt Roman administration. The Greek Alexandrians could
not rule themselves in autonomy through their town council,
the Boule, which had been abolished probably in the 2°¢ cen-
tury BC during the reign of Ptolemy VIII after a riot and
never reinstated by Augustus.'® Given that the Boule was an

16 Cf. PLIN. Ep.10, 6 and 7.

17" See KAYSER (2003) 436-437; HARKER (2008) 4.

'8 Basic bibliography on this subject is to be found in HARKER (2008) 5-6.
Note that a letter by Augustus to the Alexandrians (2 Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. 1, col. i)
preserves a form of address to the city that clearly shows that in Alexandria there
was no Boule. The Emperor uses the phrase “to the people of the Alexandrians,
greetings” (line 3 AreZavdpelowv dMpwt yaipewy) instead of the formula nor-
mally used in official documents to address the Greek cities that had a council,
“to the magistrates the council and the people, greetings” (&pyovot Boury dAue,
yolpew or, in a shorter form without the mention of “the people”, &pyovot
BovAd), yatpeLy).
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essential institution of all Greek cities, the lack of it was a
major problem for the identity of the Greek Alexandrians,
also because it could not be replaced by the Gerousia (the
council of the Elders, with 173 members) and the Gymna-
sium. These two institutions, recognised and maintained by
Octavian, although they ended up assuming a political function
in order to compensate for the lack of the Boule, had essen-
tially a social and honorific function — the Gerousia fulfilling
representative and religious duties,”” the Gymnasium being in
charge of the organisation of the athletic games and largely
involved in the education of the younger generations.?® More-
over, Augustus carried out a drastic military reform, which had
dramatic consequences for both the Greek Alexandrians and the
Jewish community: he dismantled the Alexandrian garrison.
A specific group of Jews, the ones resident in the so-called
Delta quarter, were an important part of this garrison. In fact
the Delta quarter represents the original Jewish politeuma,
whose inhabitants, because of their military duties performed
from the time of the foundation of Alexandria onwards, had
full legal residence rights. The Jews of the Delta quarter formed
a group distinct from the Jews that settled in Alexandria at a
later stage without obtaining official residence rights. However,
with Augustus’ military reform, such a distinction faded and
the Alexandrian Jews became a single community. Augustus,
grateful for their constant support of Rome, recognised the
rights they had obtained under the Ptolemies — tax-exemption,
access to regular tribunals, lenient forms of punishment applied
to Alexandrian citizens wersus those reserved for the Egyptians,
freedom to observe their customs (20v) and traditional laws

19" Cf. BOWMAN-RATHBONE (1992) 115-118, who ascribe administrative and
political function to the Gerousia.

20 On the Gymnasium in the Roman period, see HABERMANN (2015). In par-
ticular, on the role of the Gymnasium in cultural life, see KEHOE (2015) 67-73;
cf. CRIBIORE (2001) 34-36, who points out that, in spite of their importance
in promoting educational and cultural events, there is no evidence to consider
Egyptian gymnasia as stricto sensu academic institutions in charge of the sys-
tematic organisation of education.
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(mdrpror vépor) and the Sabbath, dispensation from the worship
of the Emperor.?! But they did not acquire collective citizen-
ship. After the death of the last ethnarch,?* Augustus created a
Gerousia with a political role (ca. 12 AD).*> As a community
they had the duty to keep the riverbanks clean,?* a public service
that during the Ptolemies was performed by the military and
reservists. This public duty that they now had to fulfil as a civic
community and the exclusion from the Gymnasium were the
two basic differences from the Greek Alexandrians. In any case,
although their religion forbade them to participate in the civic
cults, there is evidence that some Jews received a Greek edu-
cation and were members of the Gymnasium as Alexandrian
citizens, a fact that gave them the possibility to play an active
role in political life.”” The numerous and wealthy Jewish com-
munity of Alexandria was dramatically damaged by the strict
scrutiny of tax privileges conducted under Tiberius and Gaius,
which ended up not recognising residential rights and thus
tax exemption, together with the other rights mentioned above,
to the Jews inhabiting areas of Alexandria other than the Delta
quarter. A decree issued by the prefect Avilius Flaccus, which
implemented Emperor Gaius’ mandata, declared those Jews
“foreigners and aliens” (Gr. £évou xal émhrudec; Lat. peregrini
et aduenae).?° In the first period of his office, Flaccus had tried

21 See PHILO Flacc. 49-505 Leg. 1545 CPJ 11 153, col. vi 82-v 88 with comm.
ad loc.

22 Head of the Jewish community of Alexandria, with administrative and
juridical duties; see RITTER (2015) 106-107.

» PHILO Flace. 74.

24 Jos. C. Ap. 2, 64.

2> See HARKER (2008) 218-220 on literary and documentary sources; cf. RIT-
TER (2015) 89-100. GAMBETTI (2009) 42, holds a different view, arguing that
Alexandrian Jews had no interest in entering the Gymnasium and acquiring full
Alexandrian citizenship, because this would have implied active participation in
the civic cults against their religious customs.

26 PHILO Flace. 54; see GAMBETTI (2009) 172-192. According to Jos. AJ 14,
187, they possessed documents related to their civic rights in private archives,
but could not use them legally because they lacked Roman ratification; cf. GAM-
BETTI (2009) 232.
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to take control of the conflict between Greek Alexandrians and
Jews by abolishing the Alexandrian clubs, mobilised by the
demagogue Isidorus,?” and thus apparently siding with the Jews.
Later, however, after his administration caused complaints, he
allied himself with the Greek Alexandrians led by Isidorus
against the Jews in exchange for protection from possible revenge
from Gaius because of his ‘implications’ in the prosecution of
members of his family under Tiberius. The conflict escalated
in a major bloody riot in AD 38. The explosion of violence
was provoked by the presence in the city of Agrippa I, king of
Judaea and Gaius’ amicus, who paraded a flamboyant band of
bodyguards. The Greek Alexandrians started a violent attack
against the Jews,?® officially on the ground that they refused to
perform the imperial cult proclaimed by Gaius, who planned
to install ‘sacred’ images of himself in temples and in the meeting
houses (synagogues) of the Jews. The Jews were confined to the
Delta quarter and could be attacked without legal protection if
found outside it. A number of synagogues were desecrated through
the installation of images of the Emperor and many others were
burned. Thirty-eight members of the Jewish Gerousia were
publically scourged, tortured, hung and crucified during a Greek
festival. Finally the violence was stopped by Roman military
intervention.”

In September of the same year Flaccus was accused of corrup-
tion, arrested and taken to Rome, tried by Gaius early in AD 39,
found guilty and condemned to exile and finally executed.

27 On the possible role of Isidorus as Gaius’ amicus and thus member of the
imperial consilium on the basis of the evidence provided by P.Giss.Liz. 4, 7, see
GAMBETTI (2009) 125-127; cf. RODRIGUEZ (2010b) 594. On Isidorus expatri-
ating and member of an embassy to Tiberius in order to complain about Flaccus’
alleged anti-Alexandrian policy, see GAMBETTI (2009) 102-104, 109-110.

28 The conflict between Jews and Greeks is indicated as mwérepog, “war”, in
sources of the 1% cent.: PAberd. 117, fr. 2, line 2; BKT IX 115, col. 1 7; CPJ 11
153, line 74; CPJ 11 158a, col. vi 16-17; P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7, col. iii 31-32; P.Oxy.
XXII 2339, col. i 8-9.

> For a full account of the riot see PHILO Leg. 120-130; Flacc. 29-96; cf.
RITTER (2015) 132-140.
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After Flaccus’ arrest two rival embassies sailed to Rome: the Jew-
ish envoys were guided by Philo of Alexandria, who reported on
it in the Legatio ad Gaium and also in the In Flaccum,’® while the
Greek Alexandrians were led by the famous poet’! and Homeric
scholar Apion.** They obtained a proper hearing in Rome only
after Gaius’ return from Germany (after 31 August, AD 40):
according to Philo, the outcome for the Jews was disastrous,
although the Emperor apparently did not issue any official
final decision.”® On 24 January, AD 41 Gaius was assassinated;
in February the Jews rioted at the breaking of the news and two
new embassies were sent by both parties to Rome to congratu-
late the new Emperor Claudius on the accession. He assumed
a more neutral stance than his predecessor concerning the
Greek Alexandrians-Jews conflict, as his ruling, the famous let-
ter to the Alexandrians, shows:3* he ordered them to stop the
fighting and decided not to investigate the responsibility for the
violence from both sides, restored the legal, social and religious
privileges of the Jews abolished by Gaius,* but strictly prohib-
ited their entry to the Gymnasium and their participation in
the athletic games, i.e. their attempt to obtain full Alexandrian
citizenship;*° finally, he did not comply with the request of the

30 See RITTER (2015) 140-142.

31 See P.Oxy. LXXIX 5202, Copy of an Honorific Inscription for the Poetic
Victor Apion.

2 That Apion was the leader is said by Jos. A/ 18, 257-259. On the debate
about the date of the departure of the two rival embassies see HARKER (2008) 14.
I consider the embassy most likely to have departed in the winter of AD 38/39.

33 See RITTER (2015) 141.

3 CPJ 153: see here in particular comm. on line 88, regarding the reference
to an imperial edict issued before the letter; cf. RITTER (2015) 147-151.

35 GAMBETTI (2009) 222-225 argues that he could not change Gaius’ decision
from a legal standpoint, because it was res fudicara and in fact he restored rights
of residence and tax exemption only to the Jews of the Delta quarter; cf. 7bid.
215, 247.

36 Note that this interpretation is based on the text ol TouSatolg 8¢ | &vrixpug
xehebo... undé émomaliewv (iotacistic spelling for én-eis-ratewy) | youvesiop-
X ®olg 1) xoounTIKoig &y&®act, “and to the Jews, on the other hand, I order...
not to intrude themselves into the games presided over by the gymnasiarchoi
and the kosmetai” (col. v 88-93). GAMBETTI (2009) 225-226 ofters a different
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Greek Alexandrians to re-establish the Boule. At the same time
he executed two Alexandrian notables, Isidorus (see above) and
Lampon,?” probably because of wrongdoing and political intrigues
under Caligula and/or for their role in the persecution of the
Jews in the riots.”® This execution will make the two notables
the prototypes of Alexandrian national heroes, symbol of the
heroic resistance against the tyranny of Rome, giving birth to a
new literary genre, the Acta Alexandrinorum. They will be the
models for the Greek Alexandrian ambassadors featuring in the
Acta under future emperors.

In the following decades the tension between Greeks and
Jews continued. Two more Jewish revolts took place in Egypt,
in AD 66 and 115-117% respectively. In both cases the Romans
supported the Greek Alexandrians against the Jews in the
first phase, but subsequently tried to stop the continuation
of violence from the Greek party. The Emperor Septimius
Severus, who visited Egypt in AD 199/200, gave the Alexan-
drians permission to re-establish the Boule, granting at the same
time a city council to all Egyptian metropoleis, a fact that

interpretation of the passage. In particular, at col. v 92 she accepts the alternative
reading émiomaipey in the sense of “to disturb”, instead of émismalely, “to
intrude”, and argues that Claudius is just warning the Jews not to take revenge
for the events of AD 38-41 by disturbing the athletic games, on the assumption
that the Jews did not aim to participate in the games and thus to enter the Gym-
nasium, i.e. to acquire full Alexandrian citizenship; cf. n. 25. I have examined
the original papyrus and concluded that ériomaiety is a more satisfactory reading
from a palacographical standpoint (there is not enough space for a rho after the
diphthong alpha-iota). Moreover, the actual meaning of the alternative reading
¢miomalpey in this context is problematic, since the verb is very rare and attested in
the sense of “to palpitate, to be in alarm”; cf. CP/II 153, comm. on lines 92-93;
BRINGMANN (2004) 332, n. 47; HARKER (2008) 186; RITTER (2015) 145 with
n. 42.

37 Lampon, who prosecuted Flaccus in AD 39, had been involved in lawsuits
that caused his bankruptcy and then forced to be a Gymnasiarch by Flaccus; in
Rome he was office recorder and took bribes to alter the records. Interestingly
PHILO (Flace. 20, 131) qualifies him with a rare word taken from DEwM. 18, 209,
veoppatoxdpny, “porer over records”; see RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 26 with n. 122.

38 See PHILO Flacc. 18-21, 135-145; cf. HARKER (2008) 15-18.

3 See P.Mil.Vogl. 11 47, prefectoral edict ordering the end of violence; HARKER
(2008) 58-59, 198.
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meant the dramatic loss of hegemony for Alexandria. Under
him and later under Caracalla Jews were allowed to hold offices
and to remain faithful to their faith. The issue of their right to
acquire Alexandrian citizenship finally lost relevance when
the inhabitants of the Empire were all declared Roman citi-
zens by the Constitutio Antoniniana (AD 212). The reign of
Caracalla, plagued by explosions of violence and harsh repres-
sions (especially of a riot organised by tradesmen in Alexan-
dria), fed anti-Roman attitudes and contributed to the popu-
larity of the Acta Alexandrinorum.*

2. Cursory presentation of the sources and methodological
remarks

In introducing the topic, I have distinguished two basic
types of sources: on the one hand, the sources preserved on
papyrus, including documents concerning political and diplo-
matic relations between Rome and Egypt, and the corpus of
the Acta Alexandrinorum; on the other hand, literary and his-
torical sources transmitted through the mediaeval and Renais-
sance manuscripts, iz primis the works of Philo of Alexandria
and Josephus.

First of all I should stress an important feature typical for
papyrological sources in general: the extreme fragmentary state
of the texts and the chance nature of the papyrus findings through
archaeological excavations from the 19t century onwards, which
dramatically affect the range of the documents and thus the
type and the amount of evidence they provide. As said above,
we have a very limited amount of papyri from the area of Alex-
andria because of the humid natural environment of the Delta:
a limited number could survive only because they had been
sent or brought to other areas of Egypt. Documents and papyri

40" A detailed account of the Severan period is to be found in HARKER (2008)
130-140.



INTERSTATE RELATIONS: THE PAPYROLOGICAL EVIDENCE 221

of the Acta Alexandrinorum come from the Egyptian chora, from
cities like Oxyrhynchus, Hermopolis Magna, and Panopolis,
as well as villages of the Arsinoite like Karanis, Tebtunis and
Philadelphia.®!

Moreover, the aftermath of the papyrological discoveries has
to be taken into consideration: unfortunately, not all papyri
have remained in the public domain, but a great amount of
material ended up (and still ends up) in private hands through
the black market and still in our time escapes close scholarly
investigation. Besides, even public papyri collections around
the world contain thousands of still unpublished fragments,
many of which have not been precisely classified yet. In addi-
tion to this, we have to take into consideration the selection of
the material operated by the transmission.

Among the sources preserved on papyrus the so-called Acza
Alexandrinorum need a brief introduction. These texts, com-
posed by unknown authors at different times,*? consist of a
basic narrative structure framing long sections of dialogue; in
other words they follow the format of official minutes (actz)*?
of court proceedings recording direct speeches of accuser and
defendant. The protagonists are members of the Greek Alexan-
drian aristocracy and a Roman Emperor. The situation repre-
sented is stereotypical and the story features ‘stock characters’:
an embassy of Greek aristocrats travels from Alexandria to
Rome to plead to the Emperor their patriotic cause; the
Emperor reacts with hostility to their requests and often
appears to support their enemies, the Alexandrian Jews, who

41 Cf. HARKER (2008) 2.

42 On the issue of authorship see LUISELLI (2016) 292-293.

43 The label Acta Alexandrinorum — the official minutes of the Alexandrians —
is in fact a ‘modern’ label inspired by the typical format of these texts. Accord-
ingly, individual texts have been given a ‘modern’ title containing the genitive of
the protagonist(s) of the case: Acta Isidori, Acta Appiani, Acta Pauli er Antonini,
Acta Hermaisci, etc. HARKER (2008) 7-8 offers a concise and useful survey of
modern scholarship. Chris RODRIGUEZ is preparing a comprehensive re-edition
of the Acta Alexandrinorum, equipped with translation and commentary, to be

published as a Supplement of the J/P.
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are represented as conniving and manipulative. In most cases
the official hearing consists of a trial following the cognitio
extra ordinem procedure. The two parties often exchange
insults; often the Emperor, portrayed as a villain, is explicitly
accused of being of low birth and having no culture. Finally,
some of the Greek Alexandrians are condemned to death and
led to execution like heroes and martyrs.** But note that P.Giss.
Lit. 4, 7 should be singled out as the only known case where
the Emperor supports the Greek Alexandrians against the Jews
(see below).

The basic situation and essential story line are based on his-
torical facts, and thus most protagonists are historical person-
ages. In other words, the authors of these texts must have used
official documents kept in public archives or copies of such
documents.®> However, all these texts are the result of a process
of manipulation and fictionalisation of the historical data, a
fictionalisation implemented through a strong ideological bias
of anti-Roman propaganda,46 so that this type of literature — or
better sub-literature — may be classified as ‘political pamphlets’
that circulated outside official channels.*’” In this respect one
has to take into consideration that the literary reworking often
took place in the decades following the events ‘reported/repre-
sented’ there and in any case copies were made much later (see
below). The complex mixture of history, fiction, ideological
bias and rhetorical amplification typical for the Acta Alexandri-
norum is clearly shown by the following instructive examples.
(In what follows for the sake of clarity I briefly summarise the
content of individual items.)

4 See HARKER (2008) 1. Because of their similarity with the Christian martyr
acts these texts have alternatively been labelled as Acts of the Pagan Martyrs (see
BAUER [1901] 29-47).

4 On the taking of minutes, public records and archives see HARKER (2008)
99-112. On the issue of the use and reworking of official documents, see below.

46 HARKER (2008) 173, 175-176.

47 On the issue of circulation and transmission, see LUISELLI (2016): in par-
ticular, note the possibility that this type of texts could be read and copied as
entertainment literature (76id. 304-307).
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1. Acta Isidori (Pl. 6.2),*8 which is the archetype of the entire
corpus of the Acta Alexandrinorum,® and, from a legal stand-
point, the first known example of the cognitio extra ordinem,”®
concerns the status of the Alexandrian Jews under Gaius and
Claudius, and portrays the famous trial of Isidorus. Isidorus accuses
Agrippa I, amicus (othoc) of Emperor Claudius,’! of impiety
(&céBeta) on the basis of the Jewish refusal of the imperial cult.
King Agrippa is present at the trial. Claudius accuses Isidorus
of having ruined his friends, among whom were Theon and
Naevius Macro; he justifies himself by saying that he was fol-
lowing Gaius’ orders, and puts himself at his service. The situ-
ation degenerates into an open confrontation between Claudius
and Isidorus with exchanges of insults.”* Finally, Isidorus is
condemned evidently for crimen maiestatis. On the one hand,
the historicity of the trial in this form can be doubted, since
there is no independent evidence for it and also it is very unlikely
that an exchange of insults between the Emperor and the ambas-
sador took place; on the other hand, Isidorus is a historical fig-
ure and was executed together with another Alexandrian ambas-
sador, Lampon, probably because of their involvement in
political intrigues under Caligula (see above). Moreover, the
senators mentioned can be identified with historical figures.>®
The number of historical inaccuracies is not surprising: Isidorus’

48 CPJ 11 156a-d; RODRIGUEZ (2010a) re-edits the entire text (adding P Oxy.
XLII 3021 as part of it) with translation, commentary and historical interpreta-
tion.

49 For this definition see RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 2.

50 See RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 2.

1 ®inog is to be understood in a juridical sense: Agrippa and Claudius had
been brought up together (see Jos. A/ 18, 165) and their mothers — Berenike
and Antonia Minor — were very close friends (ibid. 18, 143; 156; 165); cf. RODRI-
GUEZ (2010a) 19.

52 T am accepting here a dramatic date of the trial of AD 41, supported by
the historical context and prosopographical details. An alternative possibility is
AD 52/53: in that case the Jewish King present at the trial should be Agrippa II,
son of Agrippa I (since Agrippa I died in AD 44). For a general discussion and
a survey of the scholarly debate, see APM IV 118-133; HARKER (2008) 23-24;
RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 16-21.

3 See RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 18.



224 DANIELA COLOMO

alleged responsibility for the death of Macro is chronologically
impossible; similarly the accusation of having ruined Theon>*
is problematic, since in other Acta Alexandrinorum Theon appears
as ambassador together with Balbillus,”®> and Appian associates
him with Isidorus himself and Lampon as the Alexandrian
envoys executed by Claudius.>® Finally, it is not historically proven
that Isidorus held the office of gymnasiarch, although this is
empbhasised in the Acta.”’

2. Acta Hermaisci (Pl. 6.3),°® containing a hearing of two
embassies — Jewish and Greek — before Trajan, presumably on an
episode of violence,” offers a sort of caricature of the Emperor.®
He is portrayed as prejudiced in favour of the Jews (under the
influence of his wife Plotina),! and definitely hostile to the
Greek Alexandrians.®? Moreover, the accusation by ambassador
Hermaiscus that Trajan’s privy council is full of impious Jews,
although reflecting the historical presence of the Jewish element
in Roman public life,® is certainly exaggerated. But the most
striking section of this text is the description of a supernatural
event: the bust of Serapis brought by the Greek Alexandrians
as protection64 suddenly starts to sweat, provoking agitation
among the Roman crowd.

54 CPJ 11 156b, col. i 13-14; 156a, col. i 19.

>> He is to be identified with Tiberius Claudius Balbillus, the leader of the
embassy sent to Claudius in AD 41, who became prefect of Egypt under Nero;
see HARKER (2008) 20.

56 See BKT IX 64 and CPJ 11 159b, col. iv 5-7; cf. HARKER (2008) 45.

57 See HARKER (2008) 44 and RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 24-25 with n. 116.

% CPI11 157.

59 Tt is not possible to specify the historical episode of violence between Greeks
and Jews in Alexandria that may have inspired this text.

& Cf. APM VIII, p. 162.

61 There is no historical evidence for Plotina’s alleged Jewish sympathies; see
APM VIIL, pp. 162-163.

%2 On the contrary Dio Chrysostom in his Alexandrian Oration (32, 95) states
that Trajan bestowed care (émipéreir) upon the Alexandrians with concrete
signs, the gift of fountains and monumental gateways.

% See APM VIII, pp. 168-172.

¢4 Because of the fragmentary state of the text we are not told what the Jew-
ish ambassadors brought as counterpart to symbolise the protection of their god:
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3. In the Acta Appiani® the brave gymnasiarch Appian®®
apparently accuses Commodus of illicit speculation in the trade
of Egyptian wheat, a fact that may reflect the historical institu-
tion of the Classis Commodiana for the transportation of corn.
In spite of the rhetorical amplification, the insults against the
Emperor — dishonest and uneducated, brigand-leader®”
together with the ‘disturbing’ scenario — the corpse of another
victim of the monstrous tyrant lying on the floor and being
seen and addressed by Appian, as he is led to execution — effec-
tively give a ‘realistic’ glimpse of Commodus’ ‘reign of terror’.
The text clearly shows a high degree of literary elaboration and
differs from the minutes of proceedings in the sense that narra-
tive parts are more developed at the expense of direct speeches.

4. A rather interesting case is P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7 (PL 6.4),%8
which contains references to an embassy to a previous Emperor
(Tiberius), a record of the hearing of the Alexandrians and the
so-called accusers of the Alexandrians — to be identified with
the Jews — before Caligula, and scanty remains of a letter of
Caligula to the Alexandrians.®” The Greek ambassadors, thanks
to the defence of their representative Areios, managed to per-
suade Caligula to issue a ruling in their favour at the end of a
trial conducted according to the cognitio extra ordinem. Inter-
estingly, from a juridical standpoint we have here an exceptio
peremptoria, through which plaintiff and defendant change
role completely: the plaintiff is accused of being a foreign, not
a legal citizen of Alexandria, and of claiming illegally the civic

since their religion did not allow the representation of Jahweh, it is likely that
instead they carried a scroll of the Torah (see APM VIII, col. i 18, comm. at
pp. 174-175).

o CPJTI 159.

% Why Appian is condemned to death is unclear because of the fragmentary
state of the piece.

7 thoavvog (CPJIT 159b, col. ii 5), 6ol ... Eyxertar ... donoxayadin droadio
(col. ii 11-13), MioTapyoc (col. iv 8).

8 See HARKER (2008) 35-37; new interpretation in GAMBETTI (2008) and
(2009) 87-136; see also RODRIGUEZ (2010b) 594 and RITTER (2015) 179-181.

8 Cf. APM X (Acta Athenodori), fr. 1, col. ii 28-49, preserving remains of an
imperial letter by Trajan inserted in the text.
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status of Alexandrian resident, in other words of seizing unreg-
istered civic rights,”® and finally is condemned to death by
burning.”! This text is the only case within the corpus of the
Acta Alexandrinorum in which the Emperor favours the Greek
Alexandrians against their enemies, apparently the Jews. The text
may really reflect a historical conflict related to the problems of
residential rights and citizenships, although it cannot be taken
as an actual copy of a genuine record, in spite of Gambetti’s
well-constructed arguments.”? The signs of literary reworking
are very clear: it may be the result of the amalgamation of dif-
ferent historical embassies; the chronology of the events is rather
unlikely and the names of individuals involved seem to have
been made up to fit perfectly the situation (Eulalos, featuring
as the leader of the Alexandrians, is clearly a speaking name,
while Areios is a homonym of Augustus’ tutor).”> Moreover,
we would expect a copy of a genuine document to be almost
contemporary with the events reported in it, but the script of
this text cannot be earlier than the 2°4/3™ century.

As in the case of P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7, the copies of Acta are usu-
ally much later than the dramatic date: in several Acza there
are fragments of different versions or recensiones, often slightly
overlapping, but showing divergences.”* This fact provides
an indisputable proof of the manipulation and fictionalisation of

70" GAMBETTI (2009) 116, 127-128 rightly connects this issue with a document,
BGU IV 1140 = CP/ 11 151, from the end of the 1% century BC, a petition of
an Alexandrian Jew, Helenos, to the Roman prefect Gaius Turranius, where the
definition of his status would determine the exemption from the poll-tax; cf.
HARKER (2008) 217-218; RITTER (2015) 86-88, 284-285.

"1 The type of punishment clearly suggests that the claim of illegal residence
rights is considered a crimen maiestatis; see GAMBETTI (2009) 119-125.

2 See n. 68. She identifies Gaius’ ruling contained in this papyrus with the
‘historical’ Emperor’s mandatum that the prefect Flaccus implemented with a
decree. In any case, she has certainly the merit to have drawn attention to the
historical significance of this text, especially with regard to the plausible iden-
tification of the accusers of the Alexandrians with the Jews, although they are
not explicitly mentioned in the extant text.

73 Cf. RODRIGUEZ (2010b) 594.

74 Cf. LUISELLI (2016) 294-295.
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the historical events and characters typical for the genre. The
Acta Isidori offers an instructive example:” the so-called recensio
C presents a more historical approach to the case, since Isidorus
speaks about a concrete juridical and fiscal situation, the poll-tax
and the privileges of Greek Alexandrians versus Jews and Egyp-
tians (see below). Usually the Acta papyri are not library copies,
but rather informally produced exemplars with the aim of
sparing writing material, so that some have been copied on the
back of papyri previously used for documentary texts (whose
legal validity had expired), very often written in rather informal
scripts,’® and containing mistakes and phonetic spellings. They
share this feature with copies of ‘genuine’ documents (see below).

In spite of their disputable historical reliability, it is of cru-
cial importance to examine situations, statements and figures
of the Acta Alexandrinorum, because they illustrate political
‘propaganda’, and thus reveal a precise mindset and attitude
towards Roman power and the strategies that could be applied
to deal with it (at least ‘virtually’), and at the same time an
‘ideal’” representation of ethnic and cultural identity.

Similarly unreliable are the polemical and apologetic writ-
ings of Philo of Alexandria and Josephus. Although leader of
the Jewish embassy to Gaius in AD 38, in his Legatio Philo
does not provide an objective, accurate and detailed report.””
On the contrary, he is affected by his Weltanschauung and his
ideological bias aiming to discern in the persecution of the
Jews the signs of divine intervention.”® Josephus, who wrote a

75 Cf. HARKER (2008) 39-41.

76 On bibliological and palaeographical aspects see HARKER (2008) 187-192,
195-196; LUISELLI (2016).

7 On the genesis, character and textual history of the Legatio see HARKER
(2008) 10-11, GAMBETTI (2009) 13-17. RITTER (2015) offers a comprehensive sza-
tus quaestionis (pp. 12-20) and general conclusions on Philo’s historical reliability
(pp. 280-282).

78 Note that there are discrepancies between the Legatio ad Gaium and Philo’s
other work related to the events of AD 38, /n Flaccum. These could be due to
political reasons related to historical changes, since they were written at two dif-
ferent moments; cf. GAMBETTI (2009) 16, 250-252.



228 DANIELA COLOMO

generation later,” in spite of his declared intention of report-

ing documents wuerbatim,® clearly manipulated historical data
and official texts. A very instructive example is his version of
Claudius’ ruling in AD 41: he definitely confected a pro-
Jewish attitude by the Emperor (47 19, 279-285),%! which can
be proved rather improbable through the comparison with
Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians (CP/ II 153).82

I would like to say some words on the ‘purely’ documentary
sources. In principle, one would be inclined to consider them as
absolutely objective and historically reliable. However, we have
to take into account that what we can use today is the result of
a process of selection in the production of copies of originals.
An instructive example is CP/ Il 153, the papyrus that transmits
Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians. What we have does not
seem to be a uerbatim copy of the original letter, but rather an
excerpted version of it, carelessly written®® on the back®* of a tax
register belonging to the archive of the tax officer Nemesion,

7 On ideological aspects, the historical reliability and readership of his work
see RITTER (2015) 20-46, 124-125, 130, 280-282.

80 Jos. AJ 14, 188; 266.

81 See OLIVER (1989) 581-583, App. 4.

82 HARKER (2008) 26-29; GAMBETTI (2009) 230-235. On the contrary, RITTER
(2015) 140-156, even allowing for exaggerations, considers the edict as historically
reliable and not necessarily in contradiction with Claudius’ letter. Moreover, the
possibility that Josephus was using a document forged by a Jew apologist is to be
taken into consideration (cf. 7bid. 147).

85 Note that the hand is practised, but there are numerous misspellings. Very
probably the text was composed in Latin and then translated into Greek; see BELL
(1924) 2-4, CPJ I 153, introd. pp. 37-38.

84 Other copies of official documents written on recycled material, in informal
scripts and containing spelling mistakes, are: SB XII 11012, the already men-
tioned letter of Nero to the 6475, written on the back of a school text in a semi-
literary hand with some cursive features; . Oxy. XLII 3022, the above-mentioned
letter to Trajan, written in a crude hand on the back of a badly damaged private
letter. Besides, P.Oxy. XXV 2435 is an opistholograph (i.e. a roll written on both
sides for the same purpose) probably copied by a single careless hand, containing
a record of Germanicus’ speech to the Alexandrians in AD 19 on the recto
(cf. n. 122), and the minutes of a hearing before Augustus which took place in
AD 12/13 on the verso (cf. n. 5). It is probably a private copy of documents
related to contemporary events, possibly meant for limited circulation as a political

pamphlet.
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from the village of Philadelphia in the Arsinoite. For example,
the text lists only the Greek Alexandrian ambassadors, omitting
the Jewish envoys, although in the text Claudius addresses the
Jews directly, a fact that may reveal a particular interest in the
Greek Alexandrians and possibly hostility towards the Jews.®

Moreover, a rather interesting text is CP/II 150 (= PSI X 1160;
Pl. 6.5), which preserves a copy of the record of a hearing
before an Emperor, precisely the speech of the spokesman of
the Alexandrians pleading for the re-establishment of the Boule
in the city. For this reason the document is very often referred
to in the scholarship as the ‘Boule-Papyrus’. Although Musurillo
included it in his corpus of the APM as the very first item of the
collection, I do not consider this papyrus as a fictionalised semi-
literary text belonging to the Acta Alexandrinorum, but rather the
copy of a ‘genuine’ document (possibly an abbreviated version).%
The mention of the poll-tax in the text gives us as a terminus
post quem the year 24/23 BC, which is the first attestation of
the laographia. A textual element strongly supports the identifica-
tion of the Emperor with Augustus: the occurrence of the simple
Kaicap (col. ii 21), which in official documents is used only
for Caesar and Octavian.®” Some scholars, however, argue for
an identification with Gaius or Claudius on the basis of his-
torical considerations.5®

8 A detailed analysis is to be found in HARKER (2008) 25-26; cf. RODRIGUEZ
(2010a) 31, n. 162; for other examples of non-uerbatim copies of documents see
HARKER (2008) 57-59.

8 From a bibliological standpoint it is worth noting that it belongs to a
tomos synkollesimos (lit. volume of pieces glued together, i.e. roll composed by
gluing together copies of different official documents) kept in a public archive: the
puzzling letters — o % f — occurring in the upper margin may represent the number
of the romos (roll) and kollema (individual glued piece/document), i.e. roll no. 40
and document no. 22. The informal semi-cursive script confirms that it is a copy
and not the original, which very probably was written in a formal chancery hand;
see MESSERI (1998) 189.

87 See CPJ 11 150, comm. ad loc.; MONTEVECCHI (1970) 9, n. 1 = MONTE-
VECCHI (1998) 87, n. 3; MESSERI (1998) 187-189.

88 See APM 1, pp. 84-90; CPJ 11 150, introd., pp. 26-27; HARKER (2008)
28-30. In particular, those scholars point out the parallels between the plea of
the Boule-Papyrus and the responses of Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians.



230 DANIELA COLOMO

3. Ambassadors in action

The background of an embassy — i.e. the physical and
chronological space in which an embassy hearing takes place
— is definitely different from that of an assembly. On the one
hand, the assembly is a public event of a democratic form of
government and as such takes place in a public space usually
according to a predetermined and reliable schedule. On the other
hand, the embassy hearing always has a ‘private’ dimension:
it is confined to the Emperor and his restricted entourage,
and takes place in a more ‘intimate’ venue — often imperial
gardens®” —, with location and timing completely depending
on the Emperor’s agenda and timetable and thus very often
unpredictable.”® ‘Genuine’ documents and the (semi-)fictional
Acta Alexandrinorum clearly illustrate this aspect. The restricted
audience admitted to the hearing consists of the consilium
of senators and Emperors’ amici;?! matronae are sometimes

Note that no palacographical argument can be decisive to assign the document to
the reign of Augustus or that of Gaius or Claudius because the span of time is too
short for distinctive changes in the evolution of writing to take place. In any case,
even assuming that the copy was made during Gaius’ or Claudius’ reign, the content
does not necessarily refer to those periods, since the papyrus could be a later copy
of a document of Augustus’ reign (cf. CP/II 150, p. 27); cf. RITTER (2015) 179.

8 On the custom of receiving embassies in gardens, see MILLAR (*1992) 23-24.
In CPJ 11 1564, col. ii 5 = 156b, col. i 1, Isidorus’ trial takes place in imperial
gardens too, but the name is partially in a lacuna and has been supplied in dif-
ferent ways; see KAYSER (2003) 458, n. 92; HARKER (2008) 23-24; RODRIGUEZ
(2010a) 16-17. The Jewish envoys guided by Philo and the Greek Alexandrian
ambassadors are received by Caligula in the Gardens of Maecenas and Lamia
(cf. below, p. 232). Besides, note that in AD 13 Augustus received an embassy
in the Library of temple of Apollo (this temple was one of the traditional meet-
ing places of the Senate; see P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, lines 31-32). In P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7,
col. ii 8 the fact that the ambassadors to Tiberius are welcomed by a cubicularius
suggests that the venue is a private location; see KAYSER (2003) 457.

%0 In this respect, the enormous difficulties experienced by the Jewish ambas-
sadors in AD 39/40 in obtaining a hearing before the ‘crazy’ Caligula, vividly
recorded by Philo, represent an extreme case; see below.

91 See P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, lines 34-40; CPJ II 156a, col. ii 5-7 = 156b, col. i
1-3; APM X, fr. 2, col. ii, 61-63. On consilium see APM X, p. 202-204; MILLAR
(*1992) 119-122; HARKER (2008) 92-93; GAMBETTI (2009) 126-127 with further
bibliography.



INTERSTATE RELATIONS: THE PAPYROLOGICAL EVIDENCE 231

present.”” Members of the imperial entourage could potentially
influence the ruling of the Emperor. For example, Philo reports
that the rival Alexandrian embassy to Gaius bribed the influ-
ent chamberlain Helicon to gain the favour of the Emperor.”
In the Acta Hermaisci Trajan appears under the influence of his
wife Plotina.”

In this respect the scenario of the Acta Appiani represents an
anomaly. The author somehow modifies the ‘non-public’ char-
acter of the cognitio extra ordinem by constructing a dramatic
dimension, pathetically charged, where the condemned Appian,
led to execution, calls on the Roman people to come and see what
is happening to him: “... he cried out in the middle of Rome:
‘Come up, Romans, and see an Alexandrian gymnasiarch and
ambassador, one without parallel in history, led to execution!’”.”
In the dynamic of the text his appeal works effectively: imme-
diately the euocatus’® informs the Emperor that the people are
complaining about the execution of Appian, so that Commodus
gives orders to bring him back.”

Any embassy, at the very moment of sailing to Rome, could
not even predict where and when exactly a hearing in front
of the Emperor could be obtained. For example, the Jewish
embassy led by Philo, which sailed to Rome after the arrest of
the prefect Flaccus, at the same time as a Greek rival embassy,
was greeted very briefly by Caligula at the entrance of Agrip-
pina’s Gardens;”® then the envoys followed the Emperor to
Puteoli,” where he was spending time in his country houses,

92 CPJ 11 1564, col. ii 7-8, 156b, col. i 3.

93 PHILO Leg. 172-173; on the contrary, the Jewish envoys prefer to write a let-
ter conveying their message while they are waiting for an audience (Leg. 178-179).

94 See above, n. 61.

% CPJ 11 159b, col. iii 7-11: ... dve|Bénoev [pléong Popne suvdpdpelre,
Popla]ior dewphoate éva an’ ald|vog dmaydp[evo]v yupuvastapyov xal | mpesBeu-
v AreLavdpéwy. The translation of CP/ has been slightly adapted. The phrase
[n]éome ‘Popne (line 8) probably indicates the forum. Cf. p. 239 with n. 139.

Veteran serving as a special officer.

97 CPJ 11 159b, col. iii 11-col. iv 2.

% PHILO Leg. 181.

9 PHILO Leg. 185.
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and finally obtained a full hearing, opposite the rival Greek
embassy, not before September AD 40 (after Gaius’ return
from Germany) in Rome, i.e. two years later,!?’ in the Gardens
of Maecenas and Lamia. There, according to Philo’s account in
Legatio ad Gaium, the Emperor was inspecting his estate and
behaved in a very erratic and dismissive way, without paying
consistent attention to the negotiations, so that Philo compares
the role of the Jewish ambassadors to that of actors mocked in
a mime.'! Even if this may be a caricature of a ‘crazy’ Emperor,
it is easy to imagine to what extent it could be difficult for an
embassy to communicate with the Emperor. A hint in this
direction is provided by a documentary text: some decades
before, around 10 BC, a Greek Alexandrian embassy made the
effort to reach Augustus in Gaul to inform him about the city’s
recent grievances, as mentioned in a letter by the Emperor to
the Alexandrians.'®* Similarly, roughly a century later, in AD 98,
an Alexandrian embassy must have reached the newly acclaimed
Emperor Trajan in Germany, the reply to which is partially
surviving in P Oxy. XLII 3022.1%

At the very beginning of a hearing, before coming to con-
crete and urgent matters concerning the city, it was of crucial
importance for the envoys to gain benevolence and clemency
from the Emperor.!% Thus the attempt of Greek Alexandrians
and Jews to present themselves as loyal and devoted subjects
appears to be a customary ‘diplomatic ritual’ and for this reason
often resorts to formulaic wording. To begin with, the Emperor

100" See n. 32. Note that the reason for such a delay could have been Gaius’
plan to visit Alexandria and deliver his ruling in person there; see PHILO Leg. 172,
250, 338; SUET. Cualig. 49, 2; cf. the hypothetically planned visit by Augustus
to Alexandria possibly (but not necessarily) mentioned in the ‘Boule-Papyrus’
(see below, n. 166). I should specify that there are different reconstructions of
the chronology of the embassies to Gaius; see GAMBETTI (2009) 256-259, 266-
267, 269-272.

101 PHILO Leg. 351, 359, 365-366, 368.

102° P Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. i, col. i; cf. n. 106.

103 See HARKER (2008) 50-51.

104 See MEN. RHET. 2, 13, 423, 7-11 SPENGEL; RUSSELL-WILSON (1981) 180-
181, 337.
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has to be addressed in the appropriate way: Alexandrian ambas-
sadors featuring in documentary sources address Augustus as
“Lord”,1% “Caesar, invincible hero”;19¢ among the envoys of
the Acta, Areios greets Caligula with the phrase “you are the god
of the Universe and the master of the city”;!%” Isidorus (or Lam-
pon?), probably with irony, addresses Claudius as “Olympian
Caesar”.'% Similarly, the Jewish envoys led by Philo address Gaius
as “August Emperor”'? and “Lord Gaius”.!*°

The ‘crazy’ Caligula, of course, obsessed with the idea of his
divine nature, represents an extreme case. Philo critically observes
the attitude of the rival envoys and implicitly classifies it as flat-
tery: as the Emperor appears the Greek Alexandrians burst into
acclamations, address him with all ritual epithets of the gods,
and even use body language through gesticulating and dancing;'!!
later they laugh artificially to please the Emperor, who — they
think — is trying to be witty.''? By contrast, the attitude of the
Jewish delegation is dignified, respectful and deferential: they
simply bow before Gaius.!'?

As subjects, ambassadors present themselves as suppliants
before the Emperor. So the rhetor Timoxenus before Augustus:

105 §¢omolra, CPJ 11 150, col. ii 20. This form of address is also used by
King Agrippa in the petition to Caligula concerning the desecration of Jewish
temples; see PHILO Leg. 276, 290; cf. also 171 and DICKEY (2001), esp. 3-5.

106 Koisap avixnte flowe, P.Oxy. LXII 3020, fr. 1, col. ii 1.

107 5% e 6 7[0]D xdouou | Beog xal thHe mérewe Expdtnloac, P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7,
col. ii 35-iii 1.

108 2Ondumie Kat|[oap], CPJII 156b, col. i 25-26 (cf. 17 “my Lord Caesar”,
wopLé pov Koicap). The editors note ad loc. that this epithet is very unusual for
a Roman Emperor before Hadrian and probably is a mocking allusion to the
famous Olympian Pericles (cf. AR. Ach. 530, Iepinréng obhdumioc; see APM 1V,
pp. 132-133).

109 YeBaotoc Adtoxpdrwe, PHILO Leg. 352; cf. 309, 322.

10 5heie Tdne, Leg. 3565 see DICKEY (2001), esp. 6-7 and cf. here nn. 105,
108.

" PHILO Leg. 354-355. The body language of the Alexandrians must have
included the mpooxivneic (Leg. 116), an attitude that Aristotle considers as “bar-
barian” (Rbet. 1361a).

12 PHILO Leg. 361.

113 PHILO Leg. 352.
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“In appearance we are here as your suppliants; but in truth [our
city] with full enthusiasm is paying worship to your most sacred
[Fortune] ...”.'"* In the Acta Isidorus says to Claudius: “My

Lord Caesar, I beseech you to listen to my account of my native

city’s sufferings”.!?>

Roman Emperors, in the same line of diplomatic etiquette,
acknowledge the expression of loyalty and assure their benevo-
lence. A rather instructive example is this section of Claudius’
letter to the Alexandrians:''°

. [subj. twelve Alexandrian ambassadors individually named],
your ambassadors, presented me with the decree and spoke at
length about the city, directing my attention to your goodwill
towards us, which, you may be sure, has long been stored in my
memory, since it comes from your natural reverence towards the
Emperors, as I know from many instances, and particularly from
your devotion to my own family, which we have returned.
Of this, to pass over other instances and mention the latest, the
best witness is my brother, Germanicus Caesar, who addressed
you in the most sincere language.”!!”

4 Nbye yap Hpels | [ineteldoavteg mhpeopey 10 § drndic | [ mohg]
&mdon omoudy) Ty ohv fepwtdtny | [Tlymv] mpooxuvhcasa Tuyydver, P.Oxy. XXV
2435v, lines 58-61. Lines 59-61 contain a clearly corrupted text (to 3 arnfoc |
[..... Jamast o omwoudny Ty GUVLEQOTATTY | [ruymv] mpooxvvnoacay eTVYy o
ve[w]) and therefore I have printed it according to the emended version sug-
gested by the ed. pr. in comm.

15 5y001é pov Kaioup, t6v yova[Twy cou Séopou] | dxoloal pov t& movody[ra
w7 matpidt], CPJ 11 156a, col. ii 10-11; cf. 156b, col. i 6-8. In addition, note that
in P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7, col. ii 4-6 S. STEPHENS (2. Yale 11 107, comm. ad loc., p. 94)
has tentatively supplemented (i)xestois (“of or for suppliants”, in the dative case
plural); see GAMBETTI (2009) 106-107 with n. 39.

116 On the role of edcéBeia (piety) in the relationship between Emperor and
subjects, see DORNER (2014) 242-243.

W7 CPJ1I 153, col. ii 20-27: ... of mpéaPerg Hudv, dvadbvreg pot o UgLopa
T Tepl | Thc mhhewe StekTNOov, braybpevol pot dHhov mpde T elc fudc |
elvotay, Ay &x oGV ypbvwy, e lote, map’ duol tetapieupévryy | elyete, gloet
név edoefeic mepl Todg LeBaatodg HTdpyovTes, GO¢ | #x TOMEGY pot Yéyove YV -
Lo, Eatpétwe 8¢ mepl Tov Euov | oixov xal omovddcavteg xal omoudachévree,
&y o 0 Teheu|Talov eimo Tapels T EAAa péyLaThe 6Ty pdpTug 0DpOg ddeh-
ooc | Deppavindc Kaloap yvnoiotépae Huic gwvaic mposayopedsac. On the
interpretation of the passage see LUKASZEWICZ (1998). In lines 26-27 Claudius
mentions the triumphal welcome given to Germanicus in Alexandria during his
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In spite of the use of zpoi and formulaic language, which can
be paralleled in other documents,''® the mention of his late
brother assumes a sort of personal and even emotional nuance.

As said above, embassies delivered honorific decrees to
Emperors, aiming to express in a concrete way their loyalty as
subjects. The Greek Alexandrians were accustomed to offer
divine honours, construction of temples dedicated to the impe-
rial cult and nomination of a high priest. An interesting source
in this respect is again a section of Claudius’ letter to the
Alexandrians, where he accepts the statues, but firmly refuses
divine prerogatives,'"” following the Roman traditional ideology
embraced by Augustus'®® and his successors with the exception
of Caligula:'*! “... But the establishment of a high-priest and
temples of myself I decline, not wishing to be offensive to my

contemporaries and in the belief that temples and the like have

been set apart in all ages for the gods alone”.!*

Roughly fifteen years later, Nero reacts with similar attitude
in his letter to a Greek polis and the 6475,'% using the same

visit in AD 19; cf. n. 122 and Discussion p. 257. On this occasion Germanicus
addressed the Alexandrian crowd in the Greek language; see comm. in CP/ 153
on line 27.

18 Cf. P.Oxy. XLII 3022, Trajan’s letter to the Alexandrians, similar in tone and
formulaic wording; see OLIVER (1989) 136-139, no. 46; HARKER (2008) 50-51.

19 CPJ 11 153, col. ii 28-col. iii 51.

120°On Augustus and imperial cult, see DORNER (2014), esp. 19-25, 136-145,
151-180, 202-213, 280-284, 370, 404-429, 461-463.

121 On Caligula and imperial cult, see DORNER (2014), esp. 289-296, 298,
353-356, 360-361, 431-444.

122.CPJ 1 153, col. iii 48-51: ... dpyrepéa & 2pov %ol vady xatacxevdg |
ropartobpaL, obTe gopTindg Tolc xat duanwtdy dvlpdmols | Bovibuevog elvan o
lepa 8¢ xal o Totata Lbvors Tolg Beols | 2Eaiperta H7o ToD TavTog aldvog dmode-
3660a xptv[w]v. A very similar formulation is to be found in another letter by
Claudius addressed to the Thasians and preserved in an inscription, /G XII 8 =
SEG 39.910 (AD 42), lines 5-7. For other parallels, see OLIVER (1989) 15. On
Claudius and imperial cult, see DORNER (2014), esp. 219-241, 266-273, 314-
318, 444. A comparable attitude towards divine honours is shown by Gaius’ father
Germanicus, who made a private visit to Egypt and Alexandria in AD 19, where he
was proclaimed god and addressed as imperator; see P.Oxy. XXV 2435r, SB13924.
On the significance of Germanicus’ visit, see DORNER (2014) 384-389.

125 §BXII 11012, col. i 1-6.
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type of formulaic language: “... of the remaining two honours
(that you offer), I refused the temple in my honour, because it
is just that such an honour is given by men to the gods only”.!24

Ethnic and cultural pride is an essential aspect of the way
ambassadors ‘construct’ their image: both Greek Alexandrians
and Jews present themselves as members of an élite, definitely
separated from the uncivilised Egyptian masses. The Greek
Alexandrians define themselves as Hellenes, as a nation (£6voc)
that embodies a superior culture, re-enacting the Greek tradi-
tional bipolarity Hellenes/barbaroi in the dichotomy Greeks/
Egyptians — i.e. allegedly non-Hellenised Egyptians — and/or
Greeks/Jews, in spite of the historical fact that the Jews of Egypt
were deeply Hellenised.'” The Alexandrian spokesman of the
embassy of the famous ‘Boule-Papyrus’ tells Augustus that the
non-Hellenes — evidently Egyptians and Jews!'?® — are uncultured
and uneducated (&0pemror %ol dvdywyor yeyoviteg &vbpwmor)
and risk contaminating (wohdvewv) the Alexandrian politeuma.'*’
Isidorus ranks the Jews at the same level as the Egyptians:
“They are not of the same nature as the Alexandrians, but live
rather after the fashion of the Egyptians”.!?®

The idealistic reference to their ties with the Greek mother-
land comes out as ‘natural’ in the Acta Athenodori: Alexandria
is ruled by the same laws as Athens, which are the best in the

24 ] 3¢ Ty omoksmop,s[ Wy | 3o, ‘L'OV Te voby LoV Ttocpv]'rvﬂcocyﬂ}v S

70 Gemg ubvore zabeny iy iy O dv|[0]pldlrwy Swatws dmové|[uelobu
[...]. Cf. the detailed analy51s by MONTEVECCHI (1970) 11-31 = MONTEVECCHI
(1998) 89-109. Note that in line 2 the papyrus has sou (genitive of the personal
pronoun of the second person singular), clearly a mechanical mistake that has
been corrected with the required form of the pronoun of the first person. On
Nero and imperial cult, see DORNER (2014), esp. 255-257, 444-454.

125 Tt is worth noting that some very fragmentary texts have been included
in the category of dubia uel incerta of the Acta Alexandrinorum by HARKER
(2008) 222, 223 on the basis of the occurrence of key words — Hellenism and
Alexandria, Greek birth — that may refer to this topos: P Harr. 11 173, lines 11-12;
P.Bour. 7.

126 But note that in the text the two groups are not explicitly mentioned.

127-CPJ 11 150, col. ii 6.

128 CPJ1I 156¢, col. ii 25-27: oBx elow A[eEavdpelow] | dpotomabelc, Tpbme
8¢ Alyumr[iwy 6potod].
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world because of their balanced mixture of justice and clem-
ency.!?’

Significantly, the ambassador-martyr Appian, in his micro-
synkrisis'” between the cruel Commodus and his father Marcus
Aurelius, portrays the latter as the ideal Hellenised ruler, a
philosopher and thus a noble emperor:'3!

“... Your father, the divine Antoninus, was fit to be emperor.
For, look you, first of all he was a philosopher; secondly, he was
not avaricious, thirdly, he was good. But you have precisely the
opposite qualities; you are tyrannical, dishonest, ignorant!”'

The Greek institution that symbolises and at the same time
gives concrete reality to their ethnical and cultural status as
Hellenes is the Gymnasium, which is largely involved in the
education of the younger generations and thus preserves the
Greek mawdeta, i.e. the culture of highly educated people, their

129 APM X, fr. 1, col. i 12-18: Caesar: “Is it true that the Athenians have the
same laws as the Alexandrians?” Athenodorus: “It is; and they are stronger than
all other laws, having a happy admixture of clemency.” (Koioup® | 7olc yap
adroic vépole 7p6(v)|tor Abyvator xal AkeZa(v)|Speic; Abqvédwpog: mav|[rwv]
Yop vouwy loyvpbre|[pot 8lvrec Ty ednpasta(v) | [tHic] erravbpwmiuc Eovei(v).)
The statement is in itself emblematic. At the same time, in the context of the
Acta Athenodori it has a specific function: it is used as a justification for the fact
that the Alexandrians plead their cause — the release of Greek Alexandrians
detained in Rome — through an Athenian embassy, probably trying to exploit
the favour demonstrated to Athens by Hadrian, the ‘philhellene’ Emperor. These
observations are based on the interpretation of this text according to which the
embassy is Athenian and the Emperor involved is Hadrian, which I am accepting
here; on different views see APM VII, pp. 196-198.

139 T am using the word cdyxpioic, comparison (Lat. comparatio), as a rhe-
torical rerminus technicus indicating a specific exercise belonging to the category
of the Progymnasmata, i.e. the exercises of the first stage of the rhetorical training
in the Graeco-Roman world. For other examples of the use of typical progymnas-
matic techniques that can be detected in the Acta Alexandrinorum, see Index C in
APM, s.v. progymnasmatic writers (p. 298).

B CPJ 11 159b, col. ii 7-13; the translation of CP/ has been slightly adapted.

13216 yap 06 | Avrovive [1]¢ wlat]el cov Empene | adroxpatopebewy.
&rove, 0 pdv | mpdtov Hv] gribsogog, T Sedtepov | dpLhdpyvpos, T[6] TeiTov
eurdyalog ool | Todtev ta vavtia Fyxertar, Tupav|via dprhoxayadin droudio.
Note that dmoudie (line 13) is an alternative form of draudevaio; see APM XI, p. 215,
comm. on line 13.
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humanitas. Expression of this ethnic and cultural pride, which
can be summarised in the key word edvévera, nobility of birth/
race,' emerges in the violent confrontation of several trial
scenes of the Acta. Paradigmatically Isidorus reacts to Claudius’
insult — “son of a (slave) girl-musician” — by proudly stating his
status of freeborn man and gymnasiarch of the glorious city of
Alexandria, and retaliating with an equally powerful insult,
“cast-off son of the Jewess Salome”.!3* Similarly in the name of
the same values Appian appeals against the Emperor:'?

Appian: “By your genius I am neither mad nor have I lost my
sense of shame. I am making an appeal on behalf of my noble
rank and my privileges”.

The Emperor: “How so?”
Appian: “As one of noble rank and a gymnasiarch”.
The Emperor: “Do you suggest that I am not of noble rank?”

Appian: “That I know not; I am merely appealing on behalf of

my own nobility and privileges”.!%

This attitude is also reflected in the body language and external
appearance of ambassadors described in the Acza. Isidorus is

133 CPJ 11 159b, col. iv 15-col. v 8; cf. ARIST. Rhet. 1360b. Note that the
occurrence in CPJ II 159b, col. iii 3 means “insignia of noble rank”.

B34 CPJ 11 156d, col. iii 7-12: “Claudius Caesar: ‘Isidorus, you are really the
son of a girl-musician.” Isidorus: ‘I am neither a slave nor a girl-musician’s son,
but gymnasiarch of the glorious city of Alexandria. But you are the cast-off son
of the Jewess Salome!”” Khaddioc Koioap® dopourdc | [¢]x povewri i, Ioidwpe.
TotSwpoc: | [By]ed pév obx elpr Sobrog 0dd¢ wovaindic | [vilée, g Staarp.ov
néhewe [A]reEav|[dplet[ac] yupuvasiapyoc. ob 8¢ éx Zarawn[c] | [t]%¢ Touda[foc
v]ive [am6]Brnroc. See APM 1V, pp. 128-130, RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 22-23;
RITTER (2015) 155-156. The ‘vulgarity’ of these insults is comparable to lou-
Soitoc TprwfBoieio, “a two-penny Jew”, uttered by Isidorus against King Agrippa
(CPJ 11 156b, col. i 18; see comm. ad loc.; cf. HARKER [2008] 44; RODRIGUEZ
[2010a] 10, 39).

135 CPJ 11 159b, col. iv 13-col. v 8.

136 "Armiavée vy v oy tolymy ofite paivopar ofite dmovevé|nual, &N
Omep Thg éprautod edye|velag nal TdOV é[poi mposnudvTWY] | drayyéiie.
adt[onpdrwe: mhe;] | Anmiavog G edy[evig xai yopvaci]|apyog. adTorpd-
tolp ong odv éru fpeie] | dyeveic Eopev; [Anmiavéc: toito pwev] | odx ofi]8a: &y
[Omep THg épavtol] | edyevelag xai TdV [épol mpoonKév]|Twy drayyéiro.
See MERKELBACH (1994).
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being taken away to execution in the robes of a gymnasiarch.'?’
The gymnasiarch Appian obtains from Commodus permission
to be led to execution with the symbols of his noble office, the
headband and the white shoes. The description is detailed and

dramatic:!3®

“Appian (then) took his head-band and put it on his head and,
putting his white shoes on his feet, he cried out in the middle of
Rome: ‘Come up, Romans, and see an Alexandrian gymna-
siarch and ambassador, one without parallel in history, led to
execution!’”13?

The pride of being a Hellene and of noble birth is intrinsically
part of the patriotic attitude, the love for the fatherland (rarptc)

137 CPJ 11 156b, col. ii 46-47: &mal|ybuevov &v oy [Auatt yopvasiopyiné. In
respect to body language a rather fragmentary sequence in col. ii 35-37 — [6] |
dhrwe oF Seku[d...] | 7o fudriov Zppilev...] | xal elmev, wth. — is particularly
interesting: it seems to suggest a gesture of despair or protest. According to APM IV,
comm. on lines 35ff, p. 137, perhaps Isidorus’ advocate tore his himation and
threw himself upon the ground before the Emperor, as happens in similar situa-
tions found in novels (e.g. CHARITON 5, 2, 4; HELIOD. Aeth. 6, 8). Thus the fol-
lowing supplement has been suggested: xal téte 6] | phrwp, ©7 Sekilg meprppy-
Edpevoc...] ©o fpndtiov, Epptlbey Eavtdv ydpo] | ol eirev, xth. Cf. RODRIGUEZ
(2010a) 11. However, CP/II 156b, comm. on line 36 questions the presence of
a professional rheror assisting Isidorus, since Isidorus plays the role of the prose-
cutor, unless “[...] we suggest that in the course of the trial he was formally
charged with having caused the death of Claudius’ friends and was now himself
in need of a professional advocate”. In other words, the subject of the sentence
can be Isidorus, who then would be qualified as a rberor; cf. HARKER (2008)
188-189. Note that MAGNANI’s (2009) 150 observation — “Isidoro assume una
posizione da retore greco raccogliendo con la destra parte del suo mantello” —
does not reflect the actual Greek text.

138 CPJ1I 159b, col. iii 5-11.

139 "Armiovdg Aoy o otpborov | il tic neoa[A]Tic E0mxey, xal 1o | poxdo-
[to]v émi Tovg médac Belc qve|Bénoey [wléone Pounc suvdpdue|te, Poplalior
Bewphoate éva & aidd|voc amaybulevo]v yupvastapyov xal | mpesBeutiy Ahe-
Eoavdpéwv. The translation of CP/ has been slightly adapted. Cf. p. 231 with n. 95.
The phrase in lines 9-10 #va &n’ «id|voc has to be understood in a superlative
sense as “unprecedented/without comparison”. It occurs in D10 Cass. 63, 20, 5,
at the end of the acclamation of the Roman crowd welcoming Nero back from
Greece: ‘Onvpmiovixe 0. .. (g elg meptodovixng, eig an aldvog; see DGE s.v. €ig,
2.e. and comm. in APM, XI, pp. 216-217, CJP 11 159b, col. iii 9ff. and cf.
HARKER (2008) 193-194. I would like to thank Angelos Chaniotis for his advice
on this specific point.
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Alexandria. If, on the one hand, this is the noble cause for which
ambassadors are ready to accept their martyrdom in the Acta
Alexandrinorum, on the other hand a documentary source, the
famous ‘Boule-Papyrus’, mentions service to the fatherland
(1 ¥ matpidog Hmnpeesia) as a fundamental duty to be performed
by the citizen of noble rank (edyev#g) in a more realistic and prag-
matic context. In the actual wording the emphasis is on the social
control implemented by the community, represented by the
Boule, in order to prevent citizens from avoiding such a duty.!4

The self-assertion of the Greek Alexandrian ambassadors is
strictly linked to the demonisation of their Jewish rivals by
what seems to be a commonplace: the Jews are labelled as a
plague on mankind.'! Isidorus’ statement in the Acta — “T accuse
them of attempting to stir up the entire world”!#2— recalls the
official stance of Claudius in his letter to the Alexandrians, within
a threatening warning to the Jews to comply with his order:
“If they disobey, I shall proceed against them in every way as
fomenting a common plague for the whole world”.!%?

In the Acta the Jews are defined “impious Jews” (avéoior
Toudator),* actually a ‘documentary’ phrase occurring in two
official letters concerning the Jewish revolt of AD 115-117.1%

140 CPJ 11 150, col. ii 13-14: “... so that no ‘one who is suitable’ would
escape the service to his fatherland” (... wfte e[$0etdg TIg] | DV PedyNL Ty
¢ matptdoc Omnpesiay). Interestingly APM I, p. 91 comments: “A suggestion
that serving on an embassy was already being considered almost as a liturgy”, i.e.
an undesired financial burden, since they had to undertake to go on the embassy
at their own expense (liturgy as a terminus technicus indicates a temporary com-
pulsory public service owed to state).

141 Cf. Acts of Apostles 17, 6; 24, 5.

142 CPJ1I 156c, col. ii 22-24: gyn[ané adroic] | [B1i x]al 8Anv THv oinovyué-
v [émiyetpobowv] | [tapdc]oery.

13 CPJ 11 153, 98-100: ei 8¢ w#, mavra | Tpémov adtode Enebeledoopa
xafdmep novAy | Tiva Thg oixovp.évng vécov eyeipovrac.

144 CPJTI 157, col. iii 42-43 (if, as the editors argue ad loc., this is an official
qualification of the Jews after the revolt of AD 115-117, we have a terminus
post quem for the dating of the composition of the Acta Hermaisci); CPJ 11 158a,
col. vi 14 (cf. ibid. col. i1 13).

145 CPJ 11 438, lines 4 and 443, col. ii 4-5; both documents come from
Hermopolis.
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The Greek Alexandrians, so inclined to give divine honours to
the Roman Emperors, present the Jews as prone to impiety
(&oéBeix) and thus to betrayal.'% Philo and his fellow ambas-
sadors, accused of impiety by the ‘infamous’ Isidorus before
Caligula, tactfully try to prove their loyalty to the Emperor in
a form of pietas compatible with their religious customs:'4’ de
Jacto they have offered sacrifices on behalf of the Emperor three
times, at his accession, when he was very ill and on the occasion
of the expedition in Germany. This argument has its strength,
although Gaius reacts to it in a dismissive way, stressing the
difference between sacrificing to the Emperor as god and sacri-
ficing on behalf of the Emperor.!48

Interestingly, Jews share the same racial and cultural preju-
dices as Greek Alexandrians towards the (allegedly non-Hel-
lenised) Egyptians. For example, Philo portrays the Egyptians
of Gaius’ entourage, led by the ‘infamous’ Helicon, as “a seed
bed of evil in whose souls both the venom and the temper of
the native crocodiles and asps were reproduced”.!#

Within the sphere of ‘Realpolitik’ and economic structures,
the (alleged) Greek Alexandrian superiority over both Jews and
Egyptians is based on a concrete economic factor: their privi-
leged fiscal status, i.e. the exemption from the laographia. This

146 Cf. Jos. C. Ap. 2, 65; on the Jews’ attitude towards the imperial cult, see
RITTER (2015) 45, 169-171, 174-176. The charge of impiety against the Jews
seems to occur in the fragmentary P Oxy. XLII 3021, minutes of a hearing of
two embassies from the 1* century (the Emperor is not named), col. i 14-16:
Iv 8and Tiic Tédv Oedv | ]. év tolc iepoic adtdv | | xatepumatobvror, “but ... of
the gods ... in their temples ... are trampled ...”; cf. HARKER (2008) 30-31,
GAMBETTI (2009) 218-220, 229. Note that RITTER (2015) 142-143, 153, nn. 64
and 65, 287 considers P.Oxy. XLII 3021 rout court as documentary evidence for
an Alexandrian embassy to Claudius.

147 On Philo’s attitude towards imperial cult, see DORNER (2014) 353-363.

148 PHILO Leg. 355-357: very likely these sacrifices had been carried out in
Jerusalem. This implies that here Philo is referring to the Jewish nation in general,
not specifically to the Alexandrian Jews; see RITTER (2015) 105 with n. 103.

19 PHILO Leg. 166: movnps oméppata, xpoxodeihwv xal domidwy tév
gy wplov dvapepaypévol Tov 1ov 6ol xal Oupdy v talc Yuyeic (translation by
F.H. COLSON, Loeb edition, vol. X [1962]); cf. ibid. 205; see RODRIGUEZ
(2010a) 36-37; on the general issue see RITTER (2015) 172-174.
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represents a powerful argument in the Acta Isidori, in the
confrontation between Isidorus and King Agrippa.’® Isidorus
says: “[subj. the Jews] are not of the same nature as the
Alexandrians, but live rather after the fashion of the Egyptians.
Are they not on a level with those who pay the poll-tax?”.!>!
Here it is worth noting that the alleged fact of the payment of
the poll-tax by the Jews ‘naturally’ comes out of his mouth in
the form of a rhetorical question. Agrippa promptly replies in
an attempt at resorting to historical evidence: “The Egyptians
had their taxes levied on them by their rulers... But no one has
imposed tributes on the Jews”.!>?

As we have seen, the fiscal status is de facto determined by the
membership of the Gymnasium: thus this institution has an
essential function at the economic level and, at the same time,
accomplishes a basic cultural function in preserving the Greek
nowdeto. The Greek Alexandrians’ preoccupation with protect-
ing their own privileges is particularly visible — historically and
thus rhetorically — in their attempt to reinforce their autonomy
through the re-establishment of the Boule. At the same time,
the Boule, like the Gymnasium — as a basic institution of ‘the’
Greek polis — is an essential element of their identity as Hel-
lenes. ‘Genuine’ documents suggest that this must have been a
core issue in diplomatic activities: as such it can be traced back
to the Augustan period in the above-mentioned ‘Boule-Papyrus’.
The ambassador recorded in these minutes manages to provide
a well-crafted application of expediency (6 sup.gépov):!>?

“I submit, then, that the Boule will see to it that none of those
who are liable to enrolment for the poll-tax diminish the reve-
nue by being listed in the public records along with the ephebo:

150 CPJ 11 156¢, col. ii 25-30.

BT otx eloty ’AA[&EavSpsBcw] | bpotomabeic, Tpéme 8¢ Alyunt[iwy duoiot.] |
odx elot looL Tolg cpopov ‘rs?\[oﬁm,

152 [Ai]y[vrrliow #otnoay gbpouc [oli &pylovree] | [L.].[.1.[...]v" Tobroig 32
o)detc. See HARKER (2008) 217; GAMBETTI (2009) 61-62; RODRIGUEZ (2010b)
594-595; RITTER (2015) 88-89, 150, n. 58, 173 with n. 135, 181 n. 153 (occurrence
of the word 6p.owomaleic in Acts of Apostles 14, 15), 183.

153 ARIST. Rbet. 1358b.
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for each year; and it will take care that the pure citizen body of
Alexandria is not corrupted by men who are uncultured and
uneducated. And if anyone be unreasonably burdened by taxes
exacted by the /dioslogos or by any other tax-agent who may be
oppressing the people, the Boule, in assembly before your Prefect,
might lend support to the weak and prevent the income that
could be preserved for you from being plundered by anyone at
all, simply through lack of a remedy. Again, if there should be
need to send an embassy to you, the Boule might elect those
who are suitable, so that no one ignoble might make the journey

and no one who is capable might avoid this service to his
fatherland.”?>*

He convincingly presents the function of the Boule of prevent-
ing the illegitimate appropriation of citizen rights — by ineligi-
ble individuals, clearly Egyptians and Jews — through the mem-
bership of the Gymnasium, which means obtaining exemption
from the poll-tax at the expense of the Roman treasury. At the
same time the Boule would prevent corruption among tax col-
lectors, and would select suitable and dignified ambassadors to
be sent to Rome. The rbetor is particularly careful to avoid con-
veying the impression that the Boule would grant independence
from Rome, stressing that it would meet before the Roman
prefect. His attempt to convey the idea that the Emperor will
have the absolute control of the situation can also be observed
at the stylistic level: he employs a sort of polyptoton, consisting
in the repetition of the personal pronoun of the second person

154 CPJ 11 150, col. ii 1-14: @nut yap tadtny gplolvriely tva | uh Tt 16y pek-
AMovtwy Twvég Aaoypageiclal, tolc xat’ #toc dpnPolg | cuveyypapbuevor Eml Ty
Smuostay yealehy, Tiv] mpbcodov | éhacedor xal o Tc(_)?\rf‘rsuuoc v Arekav-
dpetwv xoc[@]apov drdplyov &BpemTor %ol dvdywmyoL ysyovovag ocv@pcm‘coz. uoku—
voour el 3¢ | T xoc’roc{Bocp}Bocpowo TCO(pO( Aoy OV Ttpoc‘r'ropsvog 7 omo I3t[o]u |
Abyou 7 | Twog mpdntopoc avbpdmon's’ Swasetovtoc, cuvepyopévn 7 Bou|iy ‘rcpog
TOV 6OV émitpomov cuveriaybn Toig &able]vodat, ol ui) | 3 dpmuiav Porbeloc
T ool TpelaBal Suvdpeva HTTo THY TuYdVTLY | AvBpwTeY Sepopndf. L 8¢,
el déorto mpecPeiav wPog o€ Ty |may, abty mpoyepllnTar Todg Emitndeioug,
wal [phre doel|uvée Tig dxmopebonton [phte ebletéc Tic] phte e[B0erée mic] |
v gebyne Ty Th¢ matpidog bmnpesiayv. The translation of CPJ has been slightly
adapted. On the reading xa[0]apov (line 5) see PINTAUDI (2011-2012) 159.
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singular and the related possessive adjective (printed in bold in
the text).

The re-establishment of the Boule is still a ‘hot’ issue some
decades later, in the aftermath of the riots of AD 38-41. A sec-
tion from Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians reveals that the
arguments formulated by those ambassadors are similarly based
on expediency:!'>

“About the Boule, what your custom was under the old kings,
I cannot say, but that you did not have one under the emperors
before me, you are well aware. Since this is 2 new matter now
laid before me for the first time and it is uncertain whether it
will profit the city and my affairs, I have written to Aemilius
Rectus"® to examine the question and report to me whether the

Boule should be established, and, if it should, what form it
should take.”!”

From lines 69-70 we may infer that the ambassadors have
stressed the utility of the city council both for the Alexandrian
subjects and for the Roman rulers. In addition to this, another
argument must have been based on alleged historical evidence,
the existence of the Boule during the Ptolemaic period.!®

And what about the rhetorical tactics of Jewish ambassadors?
The same document, Claudius’ letter, is very instructive in this
respect:'?

“Even now, therefore, I conjure the Alexandrians to behave
gently and kindly towards the Jews who have inhabited the same
city from many years, and not to dishonour any of their customs
in their worship of their god, but to allow them to keep their

155 CPJ 11 153, col. iv 66-72. The translation of CP/ has been slightly adapted.

156 The prefect of Egypt appointed after Caligula’s death.

157 mepl 8¢ tic Bovdic & v pwév mote cdvnlec | bulv énl Tdv dpyaiwy Bact-
Moy odx Fgw Myew, 811 8¢ ¢nl Tdv | o 2pod TeBactdv odx ciyete cupdc
oidate. nowvod 37 | mpdypatog Vv mpdTov xataBarlopévon dmep AdnAov el
cuvoi|cel T TéHAeL xai Tolg époig mpdypact Fypaba Alpiiiot Phxtwr | Sua-
orédachour xal Snrdoal ot eite xal suvictashor Ty dpyny det, | Tév T TdTOY,
eimep &po cuvdyewy déot, xal’ By yevisetar TobTo.

158 Col. iv 67 éml tév dpyatwy Baciréwy, “under the old kings”.

159 CPJ1I 153, col. iv 82-col. v 98.
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own ways, as they did in the time of the god Augustus and as I
too, having heard both sides, have confirmed. The Jews, on the
other hand, I order not to aim at more than they have previ-
ously had and not in future to send two embassies as if they
lived in two cities, a thing which has never been done before,
and not to intrude themselves into the games presided over by
the gymnasiarchoi and the kosmetai, since they enjoy what is
their own, and in a city which is not their own they possess an
abundance of all good things. Nor are they to bring or invite
Jews coming from Sgrria or Egypt, or I shall be forced to conceive
graver suspicions.” !¢

From this section we can infer that the Jewish embassy had
claimed the recognition of the right to live according to their
customs, abolished by Caligula, and supported this claim with
historical evidence, namely with the previous confirmation of
that right by Augustus. In addition to this, they had very prob-
ably claimed political rights: this could be confirmed by Claudius’
threatening order to stop any attempt to participate in the ath-
letic games at the Gymnasium, rounded off by the statement
that they enjoy many good things in a city “that is not their
own”.1%! Could they have crafted/confected an argument based
on allegedly sound historical evidence to support their claim to

160 J1émep Et1 %ol viv Srapaptipopat iva AXeEavdpeic pév | mpaéwe xal
prhavlpdmwe mpospépwvrtar Tovdaio(l)s Tolc | v adtiy Toh x TOAAGY
1ebvewy oixolot | xal undev Tév mpde Dpnoxeiav adrolc vevopropévewy | Tod Oeol
Aopatvevtal, Gk oy adtodg tolc #0sowv | ypfiolur oic xal éml Tob Oeol
YeBaatod, drep xal Eyd | Sruxodouc dugotépmy éBeBatmwan. xal Tovdaiolg 8¢
| &vtinpug neredw pndey mhelw Gv mpbtepov | Eayov meprepydlesaur punde
domep v dust mhheowy xa|towolvrac 3o mpeaPBeloc Exmépmey Tob hotmol, | &
w1 TebTepby Tote émpdy On, undé émelomaiey | yopvaslopy xois ¥ xooun-
Tinolg dydat, | xapmovpévoug peév Ta oixela dmoAa(V)ovtag §& | év
dANotpig woHAeL tepLovaiag dpBoVWY dyaddv, | pnde éndyesbour 7 mpo-
oeleclar amo Tuplac ) Alydm(t)ou | natamréovrac Tovdatove, 28 ob peilovac
dmovolag | dvayrasfcopor AapPavery. Cf. p. 218-219 with n. 36. On the
problematic interpretation of the two embassies mentioned in col. v 91, see
CPJ 11 153, comm. on lines 90-91, HARKER (2008) 26; GAMBETTI (2009) 224-225
with n. 38; DORNER (2014) 363-364 with n. 1541; RITTER (2015) 146-147.

161 This claim may be traced in . Oxy. XLII 3021, col. i 12-13: ] mpobvta toic
Toudatorg | .o vBv otépmvran (... preexisting for the Jews ... now deprived ...”);
cf. HARKER (2008) 30-31; GAMBETTI (2009) 218-220.
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political rights? A positive answer may be traced in Josephus’
version of Claudius’ ruling of AD 41:16?

“Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, of tribunician
power, speaks. Having from the first known that the Jews in
Alexandria called Alexandrians were fellow colonisers from the
earliest times jointly with the Alexandrians and received equal
civic rights from the kings, as is manifest from the documents
in their possession and from the edicts; and that after Alexan-
dria was made subject of our empire by Augustus their rights
were preserved by the prefects sent from time to time and that
these rights have never been disputed; moreover that at the time
when Aquila'® was at Alexandria, on the death of the ethnarch
of the Jews, Augustus did not prevent the continued appoint-
ment of ethnarchs, desiring that the several subject nations
should abide by their own customs and not be compelled to
violate the religion of their fathers; and learning that the Alexan-
drians rose up in insurrection against the Jews in the midst of
the time of Gaius Caesar, who through his great folly and mad-
ness humiliated the Jews because they refused to transgress the
religion of their fathers by addressing him as a god: I desire that
none of their rights should be lost to the Jews on account of the
madness of Gaius, but their former privileges also be preserved
to them; and I enjoin upon both parties to take the greatest
precaution to 0 prevent any disturbance arising after the posting
of my edict.”

162 Jos. AJ 19, 280-285.

163 C. Julius Aquila, prefect of Egypt in AD 10/11.

164 TiBéoroc Khaddrog Koioap XeBactoc eppavinde (281) Snuapyixiic
gEovuotlac Aéyel. Emiyvols avéxabey Toug év AleEavdpeia Tovdaiovg AreEav-
Sp€ic Aeyopévoug cuyxatoxiehévrag toig mpwTolg €00V naLpoig Ade-
EavdpeboL nal (o1 moAlTelag Tapd TOV BoaciAéwy TeTevyotag, xabag
avepov &yéveto éx TGV Ypauudtoy (282) tdv map’ adTolc xal TéV StaToypwd-
Twv, xol LETA TO TY) NweTépa Nyepovia AreEdvdpetay vo Tod Zefactod
vrtotayBfjvar me@uAdyBar adToig Td Sivala VWO TOV TEMPOévTwY
EMAPY WY xatd dapbpous ypbvous wndeplov Te duploPATroy Tepl ToVTOV
vevopévny (283) tdv duxatwy adtole, dpa xoal xal Hv xopov Axdrag Av &v
AreEavdpelg tehevthoavtos Tob T@V loudalwy E0vapyov Tov Zefastov W)
rexmloxévor E0vapyac yiyveslor Bovidpevoy rotetdy ot Exdotoue éupévovrac
Tolg 1dtorg Ebeowy ol wi) mopafaivery avoryrnalo(284)uévoug v mdTeLov Opn-
oneloy, AreLavdpelc 3¢ émaphijvor nate v map’ adtoic Toudalwy éml TdV
latov Kaloapog ypbvmv 10U Sid v oAy drbvoray kol Topa@pocivny, 6Tt w1)
ropafivar R0EAncey to lovdalwv E0voc Ty whterov Oprnoxeiay xol Ocov
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Like their Greek Alexandrian rivals, the Jews may have tried to
put forward historical evidence based on their political role
under the Ptolemies and the Jewish ancestral role as co-founders
of Alexandria, if not the possession of documents and edicts
proving these rights mentioned by Josephus.!%

The two documentary sources that we have exploited above
to reconstruct the rhetorical strategies of embassies — the ‘Boule-
Papyrus’ and Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians — may also give
a glimpse of the answer of the Roman authorities in ‘Realpolitik’
uersus the resort to brute force and thus condemnation to death
of the ambassadors in the Acta Alexandrinorum. It is particu-
larly interesting to examine in some detail the response to the
issue of the re-instatement of the Boule. The ‘Boule-Papyrus’
records only a laconic reply by Augustus, who vaguely promises
to consider the matter: mepl Todtwy Stahudo[por, “I shall
come to a decision”, where Staafudo[por is a ‘non-committal’
verb.!% Fortunately, Claudius’ reaction was recorded at greater

(285) mpocayopedey adthy, Tamevdoavtog adTols: Podlopal wndey Sk TRV
Datov Topagppocivyy 6y Suxalmwy 16 Toudalwy Edver Tapamentwxréval, puids-
cealor 8 adtolg xal & TpdTepoy Suonmpata Enpévoust Tols idlolg Eleouy,
appoTépols Te Staxehevopat tolg pépeot Thelotry mowncachar Tpdvoray, dmwe
undepio Topoy) YévTor petd t0 mpotelfval pwov to Sidraypa. Translation by
HARKER (2008) 26-27.

165 As we have seen above (p. 228), Josephus has manipulated the outcome of
Claudius’™ ruling through his pro-Jewish bias and/or by using a forged docu-
ment: however, his text can reflect actual political claims that in reality were not
tulfilled, as shown by Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians.

166 T borrow this effective definition from APM 1, pp. 91-92, comm. on 21ff.
In the papyrus (col. ii 22-23), after this phrase there is a lacuna and then the
phrase eic AreEdvdpe[tav. The ed. pr. considers the possibility that Augustus
postponed his decision to a planned visit to Alexandria, which never took place
and thus suggests the following supplement: mepl Tobtwv Stahfudolpor émedoy
rpdtov] | elc Adedvdpeliay Eravérln. We know that Augustus visited the East
in 20/19 BC and possibly planned a visit to Alexandria: thus the embassy of the
‘Boule-Papyrus’ could have been sent to the Emperor while he was staying in a
town of the East, not necessarily to Rome (cf. CP/II 150, comm. on lines 22-23).
However, as pointed out in APM, loc. cit., alternative supplements can be con-
sidered, e.g. mepl todtwy Srnfudolpor xal dmbrprpa méudw] | elc Arebdv-
Speltav ..., “I shall come to a decision and will send my (written) answer to
Alexandria” or, as recorded in BL VI 185, mepl todtwy Swdfudolpor xal 16
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length: like Augustus, he commits himself to consider the mat-
ter, ordering an investigation by the prefect, but at the same
time he clearly dismisses the argument based on historical evi-
dence — the existence of the Boule under the Ptolemies — as
irrelevant. He brings back the issue to the level of ‘contempo-
rary’ — i.e. ‘Roman’ — history, where he finds no traces of the
institution of the Boule.!'®” Overall, the tone of these imperial
responses seems to follow a diplomatic etiquette towards the
subjects, confirming their definitely secondary role in the process
of decision-making.

Speaking of subjects, it is interesting to detect in the wording
of Claudius’ letter a different attitude towards the two different
groups of subjects, Greek Alexandrians and Alexandrian Jews.
Although the order of stopping the violence against each other
in the aftermath of the riots of AD 38-41 is drastically imposed
on both groups, in addressing the Alexandrians he uses the
more ‘polite’ verb Sixpaptipopar (“I conjure”), while the more
direct and ‘rude’ xehebw (“I order”) is reserved for the Jews.!%8
Moreover, as we have seen above, the commonplace of the
Jews as a plague on mankind echoes in Claudius’ threatening
admonition to them.

Curiously, even the ‘crazy’ Caligula is able to follow a sort of
diplomatic etiquette, although in a rather clumsy way, in his dis-
missal of the Jewish ambassadors led by Philo as unworthy people
just because of their refusal to recognise his divinity, a dismissal
that displays a mixture of contempt and a sort of pity.!®

¢mtpbme] | ele Anekdvdpeliay ypddo tvo “T shall come to a decision and will
write to the prefect in Alexandria, so that ...”. Cf. HARKER (2008) 185.

167 Col. iv 67-68: “but that you did not have one [scil. Boule] under the
emperors before me, you are well aware” (67t 3¢ énl tév | 7pd épod TeBactdy
oV elyete capdc oldute).

168 Cf. CPJ II 153, comm. on col. iv 82. However, we cannot rule out the
possibility that the verbal choice goes back to the epitomator of our copy of the
letter and is due to a pro-Alexandrian attitude (see above, pp. 244-245).

169 PHILO Leg. 367: “they seem to me to be people unfortunate rather than
wicked and to be foolish in refusing to believe that I have got the nature of a
god” (od movnpol paiiov 7 Sustuyeic eival pot doxolow &vlpwmol xal dvénTo
wr) motedovres, Bt Dol xexhfpwupar @bowy). Interestingly, Philo represents
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From the violent verbal confrontation between ambassadors
and Emperors of the Acta Alexandrinorum, freedom of speech
(moppnotia) emerges as a fundamental Greek value.!” Although
it seems very unlikely that such exchanges of insults really took
place,'”! one may ask whether outspokenness was tolerated in
embassy hearings. I would be inclined to give a positive answer,
since there is a piece of evidence provided by a ‘genuine’ docu-
ment, not from Egypt this time, but from Syria. It is the well-
known Dmeir inscription, containing the (abridged) minutes
of a hearing before Caracalla in AD 216,'7? in which one of the
two advocates debating the case questions the legitimacy of Cara-
calla even hearing it, provoking the Emperor’s irritated reaction,
which finally reduces the advocate to silence.'”? In addition,
PSIXI 1222, apparently a rhetorical exercise containing a speech

by an advocate!”# in defence of a colleague and former ambas-

sador, Didymus, before an unnamed Emperor, mentions the
freedom of speech admitted by the Emperor himself.'”

Gaius’ mild reaction as the result of God’s merciful intervention: he and his fel-
lows, facing the complete failure of their diplomatic mission, were expecting to
be condemned to death by the Emperor (Leg. 366).

170 In the Acta Athenodori, in a very fragmentary passage, the poignant word
Opacurohule, “arrogance”, occurs (APM X, col. ii 34). On this topic see CROOK
(1955) 142-147 and RODRIGUEZ (2010a) 39-40.

71 Common sense suggests that it is even more unlikely that if uttered they
could have been recorded in official minutes. This represents of course a further
proof that the Acta Alexandrinorum cannot be ‘genuine’ documents.

172 SEG XVII 759.

173 See details and bibliography in HARKER (2008) 106. The relevance of this
piece of evidence for my argument is not diminished if we interpret the case as
a ‘rhetorical entertainment’ staged by Caracalla, as WILLIAMS (1974) suggests.

174 This papyrus, found at Oxyrhynchus and written in an informal literary
script of the 2"-3"¢ century with noticeable cursive features, was classified by the
editor princeps as a documentary text on the basis of the alleged lack of rhetorical
sophistication. HARKER (2008) 129 suggests that it belongs to “a literature similar
to the Acta Alexandrinorum developed in other cities”; see also KORTE (1939)
115-116.

175 Fr. 1, col. i 22-25: “and when he stood before you in trials where you
were acting in the capacity of judge, often he spoke even against your views
(lit. against you) and enjoyed the freedom of speech that you allow to all speakers”
(.. wod Topéotn Suxdlovri gor morAd|xic xal Ep0éyEato érl 6ob xal dmé|ravcey
g dmaot petadidwg Toig | Aéyovor malpleneiag ...).
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4. Final remarks

I hope to have shown how rhetoric may have shaped the
interstate relations between Rome and Egypt, i.e. Alexandria,
during the imperial period. The sources that I have exploited
are often in a frustratingly fragmentary state and thus I have
‘freely’ associated, compared and combined pieces and even
fragments of evidence which are at first sight rather hetero-
geneous, although thematically connected. On the one hand,
‘genuine’ documents from the sphere of ‘Realpolitik’ have
given a glimpse of the ‘real’ rhetoric, which focuses on con-
crete issues (the Boule, tax-exemption, eligibility to the Gym-
nasium). On the other hand, the (semi)-fictional and polemical
Acta Alexandrinorum have revealed the ‘literary’ dimension of
rhetoric — emotionally and ideologically charged — within a
process of ideal self-representation, in other words what could
be called the ‘rhetorisation’ of ‘real’ rhetoric. Moreover, I have
tentatively supplied ‘gaps’ with information extracted from lit-
erary sources, which I have used with caution because of their
ideological bias.

I conclude with some provisional remarks. Both in the his-
torical reality and in the fiction of the Acta Alexandrinorum rhet-
oric plays a vital role for both Greek Alexandrians and Jewish
ambassadors. De facto rhetoric is an essential part of the Greek
paideia, and sensu lato tends to identify with it because it is par
excellence the way of articulated expression of the paideia itself.
In the ‘Realpolitik’ the rhetoric used by Alexandrian embassies
intrinsically cannot influence to a considerable extent the deci-
sion-making process of the Roman authorities simply because it
is the rhetoric of the subjects. However, it is the instrument to
defend and protect the Greek identity, its fundamental values
and basic cultural institutions together with the economic struc-
ture behind it, which grants fiscal privileges. Using the same
Greek rhetoric Jewish ambassadors too try to defend their rights
and privileges before the Roman rulers, although they cannot

identify completely with the Greek paideia.
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The literary rhetoric of the Acta Alexandrinorum constructs
a heroic, ideal self-representation of ambassadors wersus the
tyrannical Roman ruler and as such represents a form of intel-
lectual power and superiority uersus the political power. The
Roman tyrant is unable to confront and defeat his adversaries
with the strength of the argumentation, i.e. at the level of rhet-
oric. In his lack of paideia he can only resort to brute force and
order their physical elimination: the Alexandrian ambassadors
end up being executed, but by going through the martyrdom
they resist and survive at the intellectual level thanks to their
rhetorical discourse, which is the medium of their Hellenic
paideia. It is only at this level that they can obtain an ultimate
moral victory over their political oppressor.
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DISCUSSION

A. Chaniotis: moppnota, outspokenness, was one of the virtues
for which statesmen were praised in the late Hellenistic and
Imperial period. Your analysis of the speeches of the Alexandrian
leaders in the imperial court in Rome gives us an instructive
demonstration of what the Greeks probably understood under
TopENGloL.

D. Colomo: Yes, the exchange of insults between Emperor
and ambassadors is clearly a literary exaggeration. The word
nappmola is explicitly mentioned only in PS7 XI 1222, which
appears to be a subliterary text, probably a rhetorical exercise,
where the (unnamed) Emperor is praised for allowing freedom
of speech to every speaker.!

M. Edwards: The martyrdom could mean that the stories of
ambassadors challenging or swearing at the emperor were not
real, but part of the myth behind the martyrdom?

C. Kremmydas: Thank you very much for your well-docu-
mented analysis of the papyrological sources. I have a couple
of questions relating to Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians.
Since CPJ 11 153 is clearly a copy, what are its possible uses
that might explain the need to copy it in the 1 century? Was
it being used as a model for letter-writing in the education
system?

D. Colomo: We have here a more complicated situation: the
papyrus is a private copy of the original document, written in

' See p. 249.
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a careless cursive script on a recycled papyrus roll (the other
side was used for a tax register), and containing grammatical
and spelling mistakes (which I have corrected in my contribu-
tion). To be precise it is an epitomised copy, as shown by the
fact that only the Greek ambassadors are individually named,
while the Jewish envoys are omitted. This fact may reveal an
exclusive interest in Greek Alexandrian history and perhaps
even an anti-Jewish ideological bias. In relation to the latter
possibility, we cannot rule out that the epitomator may have
altered and manipulated the original text. For example, note
that Claudius uses on the one hand the more deferential verb
Srapaptipopat (“I conjure”) in addressing the Greek Alexan-
drians, on the other the ‘rude’ xehedw (“I order”) in addressing
the Jews:? this verbal choice may go back to the epitomator
rather than Claudius himself.

On your second question, no, Claudius’ letter, in the form
in which we have it — a non werbatim epitomised copy —,
reveals an interest in politics, precisely in the relations between
Alexandria and Rome, and could have been used by some
authors of the Acta Alexandrinorum. In any case 1 would
exclude a direct use in rhetorical education.

M. Edwards: This reminds me of the mistakes made as a
result of phonetic spelling by the copyist of a manuscript of the
Attic orators, B (Laurentianus Plut. IV, 11) in Florence.

D. Colomo: With regard to the accuracy of copies, we may
consider how copies of official documents were produced (the
majority were used in legal cases and in trials, as illustrated
by petitions and reports of proceedings). The papyrological
evidence points to two types of copies: copies made by
professional scribes employed at the state archives, and per-
sonal copies made by private individuals, who had access to

2 See p. 248.
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those archives.” Among these private individuals there must
have been not highly educated people, who produced copies
with grammatical errors and phonetic spellings.

A. Chaniotis: These texts are interesting for a study of how
the composers of texts, orators and historians alike, consciously
selected words, in order to arouse emotion — in this case indig-
nation and contempt. I mention, for example, the use of the
word &vlpwmoc in a contemptuous sense, and the use of a
vocabulary of impurity (noidvw), disease (vésoc) and violence.
E.g. xatafdenois is a very rare word, as I happen to know because
its only one attestation in an inscription is in Aphrodisias. It is
used in the testament of Attalos Adrastos in connection with
the violence of the mob (dyiwe) xataBdencic; MAMA VIII
413Db).

One also observes the selection of words, such as ppovtieiv
and 3V Zpmuiav Bornleiog, that remind the emperor of his
duty to protect those who have suffered injustice. That a peti-
tioner underscores his helplessness in order to motivate the
addressee of his plea is a well attested strategy of persuasion,
found not only in petitions but also in magic (e.g. in a curse
tablet from Pella, SEG XLIII 434: ¢pnjpa) and in the Athenian
hymn to Demetrios Poliorketes (Athenaios VI 253 D-F: xodx
Eyo pdyeshor).

Finally, a small remark on Claudius’ response regarding the
Boule in Alexandria. His refusal to consider what was practised
under the Prolemaic dynasty (¢nl tév dpyaiwy Basiiéwy) cor-
responds to the Roman attitude towards territorial claims in
the 27 century BC. The Roman senate asked arbitrators not to
determine what was the original status of a territory but who
occupied it at the moment the claimants first concluded a
treaty with Rome (S.L. Ager, Interstate Arbitrations in the Greek

3 See HARKER (2008) 57-59, 101-102; CorLomo (2015) 114 = CoLomo, D.
(2015), “22. Kopie eines Protokolls einer Gerichtsverhandlung”, in G. BASTIA-
NINI / N. GONIS / S. RUSSO (eds.), Charisterion per Revel A. Coles. Trenta testi
letterari e documentari dall’Egitto (P.Coles) (Florence), 109-117.
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World [Berkeley, 1996], nos. 120 and 156). Claudius bases his
decision on the state of things under his predecessors (éxl Té&v
Tpo uob 2efactdv), that is, when Egypt became part of the
Roman Empire.

D. Colomo: 1 would like to point out that P Oxy. XXV
2435r, containing a record of Germanicus’ speech to the Alex-
andrians including the crowd’s exclamations, appears to be a
‘genuine’ record on the basis of the content and formulation of
the speech, which clearly sounds like an impromptu perfor-
mance (in some passages he is clearly trying to gain time by
referring at length to the hardships of travelling and listing
members of his family from whom he is now separated). In
particular, the crowd’s exclamations recorded as uttered in unison
realistically reflect customary popular interruptions ‘directed’ by
cheer-leaders.*

L. Pernot: Comme déja dans les communications de
J.-L. Ferrary et de A. Chaniotis, on voit ici que les ambassades
sont a la fois délibératives et judiciaires, le judiciaire étant
méme dominant dans certains cas.

P. Ducrey: Les ambassadeurs d’Alexandrie eurent-ils vraiment
a attendre deux ans avant d’étre regus par I'empereur? Clest a
peine imaginable!

D. Colomo: Yes, indeed: but in such a long time’ embassies
could certainly try to influence the Emperor and gain his
favours through members of his entourage. For example, Philo
records that the Alexandrian envoys bribed the powerful and

4 See comm. in editio princeps on line 4.

> It is worth specifying that there is no agreement among scholars on the
precise chronology of the Jewish and Greek Alexandrian embassies to Gaius,
since there is not enough evidence to reach any certainty; see GAMBETTI (2009)
256-259, 266-267, 269-272. In any case, what clearly emerges is that the envoys
had to wait a very long time.
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depraved chamberlain, the Egyptian Helicon, with money and
promises of honours, exploiting him as a sort of proxenos. This
fact caused distress and anxiety among the Jewish envoys.®

M. Edwards: The Athenians were kept waiting on their famous
embassy to Philip.

D. Colomo: The Jewish envoys guided by Philo actually fol-
lowed Caligula on a trip to Campania, where he was visiting
his various country houses,” but all in vain: they obtained the
audience much later in the Gardens of Maecenas and Lamia,
near Rome. The hearing was extremely humiliating because the
Emperor at the same time was inspecting his estate and giving
instructions for building renovations, and thus often was not
paying attention to what the ambassadors were saying.® We know
another case in which an embassy had to reach the Emperor far
away from Rome: in 10 BC Alexandrian envoys reached
Augustus in Gaul (according to P.Oxy. XLII 3020, a ‘genuine’
document).

M. Edwards: The emperor’s decisions are affected by a Roman
law mentality?

M. Kraus: Bei all diesen Dokumenten eines inneralexan-
drinischen Konflikts zwischen Juden und Griechen fragt man
sich: Wieviel davon ist iiberhaupt deliberative Rede? Gehéren
solche Gesandtschaftsadressen noch zum deliberativen Genre
oder eher zur forensischen Beredsamkeit oder gar — zumindest
in ihren aggressivsten Partien — zur epideiktischen Rede? Wie-
viel davon ist realistisch, was ist reine Fiktion? Die extreme
napemoto gegeniiber den Kaisern scheint in einem merkwiirdigen
Kontrast zu stehen zu den Auftritten griechischer Gesandter

6 PHILO Leg. 172-178.
7 PHILO Leg. 185.
8 PHILO Leg. 351, 365-366; cf. p. 232.
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vor dem republikanischen Senat, von denen Jean-Louis Ferrary
berichtete. Ferner: Im kaiserzeitlichen Verfahren der cognitio
extra ordinem agiert der Kaiser oft gewissermassen gleichzeitig
als Ankldger und Richter, was die klassische rhetorische Rollen-
verteilung sprengt.

D. Colomo: In the Acta Alexandrinorum certainly forensic
rhetoric prevails, because the hearing before the Emperor follows
the cognitio extra ordinem. The exchange of insults may be
classified as epideictic rhetoric, revealing clear traces of pro-
gymnasmatic practice in terms of psogos and synkrisis.” However,
in the case of the Boule-Papyrus (PS7 X 1160), a ‘genuine’
document, we can appreciate the deliberative rhetoric in the
speaker’s attempt to influence Roman decision-making.

L. Pernot: On pourrait employer a ce propos, comme dénomi-
nation plus large que les stricts genres rhétoriques, I'expression
‘rhétorique politique’.

M. Kraus: Ich hatte mich das auch schon mehrfach gefragt;
die Bezeichnung ist aus moderner Sicht sicherlich griffiger,
aber fiir die antike Perspektive ist der Begriff zu weit; in der
Rbetorik an Alexander (1, 1421b7) etwa umfassen die moittixol
A6you (im Sinne von ,Biirgerreden®) alle drei klassischen Rede-
genera, insofern sie 6ffentliche Reden im Gegensatz zu privaten
Diskussionen betreffen.

Der Rhetor Nikolaos von Myra (5. Jahrhundert) versucht
in seinem Progymnasmata-Handbuch als erster, die einzelnen
Progymnasmata bestimmten Redegenera (ebenso wie bestimm-
ten Redeteilen) zuzuordnen. Dabei gelingt ithm freilich nur
selten eine wirklich eindeutige Zuordnung (Niheres dazu in
meinem Beitrag).

? See p. 237, n. 130.
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D. Colomo: The genre of synkrisis?

M. Kraus: Die synkrisis als Progymnasma ist eng verzahnt
mit den Ubungen in Lob und Tadel: Jedes enkomion und jeder
psogos enthilt eine synkrisis, aber umgekehrt auch jede synkrisis
Elemente von Lob und Tadel. Fiir Nikolaos gehort sie daher
wie Lob und Tadel zwar primir zum epideiktischen Genre,
kann aber auch in deliberativer Rede effizient eingesetzt werden

(Nicol. Prog. 62, 8-15 Felten).



VII

LAURENT PERNOT

LA RHETORIQUE DELIBERATIVE
DE DION DE PRUSE

Nous possédons sous le nom de Dion de Pruse, dit Chrysos-
tome, quatre-vingts ouvrages composés entre les années 70 et
110 ap. J.-C.! La plupart de ces ouvrages portent sur des sujets
en rapport avec la politique et un quart d’entre eux sont des
allocutions adressées a des assemblées de citoyens. Une telle col-
lection est unique dans la littérature grecque conservée pour
I'époque du Haut-Empire.?

Peut-étre, cependant, les chercheurs n’ont-ils pas encore
donné a ce corpus tout le relief qu’il mérite du point de vue de
Ihistoire de la rhétorique. Les études de référence sur la rhéto-
rique délibérative omettent Dion? ou le citent en passant.* Les
études de référence sur Dion, tout en reconnaissant, naturelle-
ment, la place importante occupée par les discours politiques
dans sa vie et dans son ceuvre, ne sont pas consacrés en premier
lieu & Panalyse rhétorique de ces discours.” Un pas notable fut

I Sauf mention contraire, nous suivons le texte et la numérotation des dis-
cours de I’édition COHOON / CROSBY (1932-1951).

2 Lceuvre d’Aelius Aristide comprend plusieurs discours adressés a des cités ;
dans ses exhortations a la concorde, cet auteur se souvient probablement de
Dion. Philostrate mentionne plusieurs fois des discours délibératifs, aujourd’hui
perdus : PHILOSTR. VS 1, 24 (529) ; 2, 11 (591), cf. infra, n. 103 ; 2, 33 (628).

3 Beck (1970).

4 HARTLICH (1889) 313-315 (le discours 13 comme protreptique) ; KLEK (1919)
37-38 et 152 (les discours Sur la royauté).

> Mentionnons ici les études fondamentales de ARNIM (1898) ; DESIDERI (1978)
et (1994) ; JONES (1978) ; MiLazzo (2007) ; MOLES (1978) ; NESSELRATH
(2009) ; SWAIN (2000).
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représenté par les pages que G.A. Kennedy consacra 2 Dion
dans The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World ; car le savant
américain y tragait un panorama de l'activité rhétorique de
l’auteur, en soulignant son talent en ce domaine.® Plus récem-
ment, un recueil relatif a la rhétorique du conseil comporte
un chapitre sur les discours Sur la royauté.” La Collection des
Universités de France a publié un volume de discours aux cités
(Or. 33-36) de grand intérét pour notre sujet.®

La caractérisation qui est tentée ici vise donc a faire mieux
connaitre un chapitre important de I'histoire de la rhétorique
délibérative grecque, mais aussi a discuter la notion de genre
délibératif. Dion, en effet, ne fut pas un orateur délibératif au
sens strict et technique de ce terme, mais un conseiller et un
philosophe, ce qui le conduisit & des prises de position débor-
dant les cadres conceptuels prédéfinis.

1. La rhétorique délibérative en ses avatars

Le concept de rhétorique ‘délibérative’ renvoie a la triparti-
tion des genres oratoires figurant dans la Rhétoriqgue d’Aristote
et la Rhétorique a Alexandre pseudo-aristotélicienne. Ces deux
traités, comme on sait, proposerent une codification des formes
de la parole publique, a la fin de I'époque classique, en prenant
pour référence la pratique oratoire de la démocratie athénienne
ainsi que des observations théoriques préexistantes.” Les systemes
qulils présentent 'un et l'autre concordent dans les grandes
lignes. Ils isolent les discours délibératifs comme une classe a
part, a coté des discours judiciaires et des discours épidictiques,
et les qualifient par les termes cupfovievtinée (Aristote) et
Snpyopwde (Rhétorique a Alexandpe). 1ls leur assignent pour but
le conseil (cupBovry, cupPoviederv), adressé 2 une assemblée

KENNEDY (1972) 566-581.
SIDEBOTTOM (2006).
BOST-POUDERON (2011a).
Voir PERNOT (2002).

O o N &
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délibérante qu’il s’agit de persuader ou de dissuader en vue du
vote final. Ils dressent la liste des principaux sujets (finances,
guerre et paix, protection du territoire, commerce extérieur,
législation, cultes, régime politique) et des principaux arguments
(utilité, mais aussi justice, légalité, beauté morale, facilité, etc.)
et donnent des conseils relatifs au plan. Enfin, Aristote note
que, devant "assemblée du peuple, le style élaboré et recherché
n’est pas de mise.'”

Le concept de ‘genre délibératif (suufouievtindy vyévoc),
inclus dans le systeme des trois genres oratoires, s'imposa dans
la rhétorique grecque et latine aprés Aristote.'! A I'époque
impériale, il restait en vigueur dans les manuels d’exercices
préparatoires'? et dans les traités des théoriciens,'® ainsi que
dans les déclamations (les ‘suasoires’, par opposition aux ‘contro-
verses’ judiciaires).

Mais si I'on cherche dans le corpus de Dion des discours
qui correspondent a cette définition, le résultat est décevant.
Qui voudrait lire cet auteur muni de la Rhétorique d’Aristote et
de la Rhétorique a Alexandre courrait a I'échec, car il n’a laissé
aucune harangue qui corresponde, dans la forme et dans le fond,
aux préceptes édictés dans ces traités.

Pour mieux comprendre Dion, il faut donc élargir et repenser
la notion de rhétorique délibérative. Plusieurs facteurs invitent
a cette démarche.

Aristote admet — fugitivement — que le conseil peut étre
adressé en particulier, A titre individuel.'* C’est ouvrir la porte
a une définition du genre délibératif qui ne se limite plus aux

10 Voir ARIST. Rbet. 1, 3-8 et 3, 12 ; Rbet. ad Alex. 1-2 et 29-34.

' D10G. L. 7, 42 (a propos des stoiciens) ; PHILOD. Rbet. 1, 212 SUDHAUS ;
Rbet. ad Her. 1,2 ;2,1 : CiC. De or. 1, 141 ; Part. 10 ; etc.

12" AEL. THEON, Prog. 61.

13 DION. HAL. Lys. 16, 2 ; PS.-AEL. ARIST. Rbet. 1, 146 ; HERMOG. Stat. 1, 25
(34) ; Id. 2, 10, 15 (384) ; LONGIN. fr. 49, ligne 80, et fr. 50, § 21 PATILLON /
BRISSON ; etc.

14 ARIST. Rbet. 1, 3, 1358b9-10 : xai of i3ig cupBoviedovres xal of xouvi]
Snunyopobvteg 5 2, 18, 1391b8-9 : 24v te mpoc &va Tig TG Aoy YpduUevos
npoTeény 7 dmotpény. Voir aussi Rbet. ad Alex. 1, 2, 1421b14.
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discours publics devant une assemblée, mais qui couvre aussi
les discours personnels ou privés.

La pratique oratoire, dés 'époque classique, était beaucoup
plus souple et variée que la théorie. L'ccuvre d’Isocrate en
offre un exemple ; car celui-ci, qui avait foi dans le conseil,"
I'a décliné sous des formes multiples, qui vont au-dela de la
définition technique du genre délibératif. Il méle le conseil et
I'éloge, comme dans le Panégyrique. 1l s’adresse a un unique
destinataire, comme dans A Nicocles ou Philippe. 11 met ses
idées dans la bouche d’un tiers (Plataique, Archidamos). Quand
il se tourne, ou feint de se tourner, vers les corps constitués
d’Athenes, il propose des messages généraux sans chercher a
emporter I'adhésion sur une mesure précise (Sur la paix, Aréo-
pagitique). Isocrate fit ainsi éclater la structure du débat, en
proposant, en sus du débat devant les assemblées, des débats
restreints, devant les souverains, et des débats élargis, devant
'opinion.

La théorie rhétorique elle-méme trahit une certaine insatis-
faction a 'égard de la tripartition des genres rhétoriques. Les
spécialistes avaient remarqué qu’il existait des formes oratoires
qui entraient difficilement dans les trois genres canoniques :
“lorsque nous nous plaignons, que nous consolons, apaisons,
excitons, intimidons, encourageons, conseillons, interprétons
des énoncés obscurs, racontons, conjurons, remercions, félicitons,
reprenons, invectivons, décrivons, recommandons, faisons des
rétractations, des veeux, des conjectures et bien d’autres choses”.!¢
Quintilien, qui dresse cette liste, précise qu’il s’en tient, quant
a lui, a la tripartition la plus commune ; mais il n’en a pas
moins suggéré que cette tripartition a pu étre considérée comme
étroite et qu’il faut tenir compte aussi d’autres points de vue.

15 IsocC. Paneg. 3 : frw oupBovieboov.

16 QUINT. Inst. 3, 4, 3 : cum querimur, consolamur, mitigamus, concitamus,
terremus, confirmamus, praecipimus, obscure dicta interpretamur, narramus, depreca-
mur, gratias agimus, gratulamur, obiurgamus, maledicimus, describimus, mandamaus,
renuntiamus, optamus, opinamur, plurima alia (trad. COUSIN).
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Plus loin, le méme Quintilien affirme que I"éloquence déli-
bérative ne se limite pas aux assemblées et a 'administration de
I’Etat, comme I'ont cru la majorité des Grecs ainsi que Cicéron :
“Pour moi, la variété des cas me parait offrir un champ plus
vaste, parce que les consultants et les consultations présentent
une grande diversité”.!” La délibération, ajoute-t-il, “est le fait
d’un groupe ou d’un individu”.'®

Ces réflexions, qui émanent d’un théoricien contemporain
de Dion, sont significatives. Derri¢re 'apparente unanimité
autour d’un systéme consacré par 'Ecole, on voit que des forces
de réflexion étaient a I'ceuvre pour diversifier et pour nuancer.

Il faut tenir compte, en outre, du passage du temps et de
'évolution des contextes historiques. Comparées a ’Athenes
classique, les cités grecques de I'époque impériale, soumises a
autorité romaine, n’avaient pas le méme statut. Elles ne déli-
béraient pas de fagon souveraine et les sujets les plus graves,
comme la guerre ou le régime politique, leur étaient interdits.
Cela ne signifiait pas que la rhétorique délibérative fiit impos-
sible, mais elle était différente et devait se redéployer.

Dion lui-méme en atteste, ayant parfaitement observé ce
phénomene. Dans un exorde prononcé devant I'assemblée de
Pruse, au cours des premieres années du II¢ siecle, il déclare :
“Aujourd’hui, les circonstances sont devenues autres”.!” La
phrase est breve, mais suffisante. Nul besoin d’insister, tout
le monde comprend a4 quoi l'orateur se réfere: la conquéte
romaine a mis fin a 'indépendance des cités grecques, et par
conséquent celles-ci ne peuvent plus rivaliser entre elles par les
armes. En 'occurrence, Dion vient de citer I'exemple d’Epami-
nondas, auquel il s’identifie dans la mesure ou celui-ci, comme
Dion lui-méme, avait fait I'objet de critiques de la part de ses
concitoyens. Mais Epaminondas fut le bienfaiteur de sa patrie,

7" QUINT. Inst. 3, 8, 15 : nobis maior in re uidetur uarietas ; nam et consul-
tantium et consiliorum plura sunt genera (trad. COUSIN).

8 QUINT. Inst. 3, 8, 37 : consultant aut plures aut singuli (trad. COUSIN).

9 D10 CHRYS. 43, 4 : viv & #repot yeybvaowy of xarpol (quand aucun nom
de traducteur n’est indiqué, la traduction est notre).
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Thebes, alaquelle il procura’hégémonie sur la Grece. Aujourd’hui,
les hommes d’Etat ont une capacité d’action bien moindre que
par le passé.?

Une trentaine d’années plus tot, déja, s’adressant aux Rho-
diens, Dion avait souligné le changement d’époque, en des termes
qui visaient a la fois I'action et la parole, la vie politique de la
cité et les discours publics rythmant cette vie :

“[Vos ancétres] avaient beaucoup d’autres moyens de faire montre
de leur vertu : gouverner autrui, secourir les victimes de I'injus-
tice, gagner des alliés, fonder des cités, vaincre a la guerre. Vous,
en revanche, vous n’avez aucune possibilité d’action de ce genre,
mais il vous reste, 3 mon sens, 2 vous gouverner vous-mémes,
administrer votre cité, décerner les honneurs et les applaudisse-
ments différemment de la plupart, délibérer en conseil, rendre
la justice, sacrifier aux dieux et célébrer les fétes : en tout cela,
il vous est possible d’apparaitre meilleurs que les autres.””!

Ce passage offre une description synthétique de la politique
municipale sous ses aspects moraux, institutionnels et religieux.
La rhétorique y est présente ; car l'activité délibérative et judi-
ciaire, a laquelle il est fait référence (xal t6 Boviedcasor xal to
duxdcon), passait nécessairement par le discours. Dion estimait
donc que la rhétorique délibérative existait toujours, mais qu’elle
avait changé, et pas nécessairement en mal. D’autres textes, de
Plutarque en particulier, dressent un constat semblable.*

Le concept de rhétorique délibérative, au sens technique, mani-
feste ses limites. Cétait une invention géniale et de portée univer-
selle, une formalisation du débat politique et une systématisation
des criteres de 'action ; mais c’était une épure, étroitement liée,

20 Sur la signification d’ensemble du passage, voir SCHMIDT (2013) 383-386.

21 D10 CHRYS. 31, 161-162 : éxeivoig pev yap v mohhoilg Hijpyev Etépolc 7
¢ qpetic Emidetflc, &v TG TPoesTAvaL TV dAA®Y, &v ¢ Bonbely Tolg ddixou-
névols, &v 16 ouppdyovg xtachol, mérerg olxilety, vixdy molepolvrag, LUy 3¢
ToLobTov pev ovldv mwpdTTely EvesTiv. xatodelmeTar 8, olpal, TO £XVTGY TROE-
oTdvaL %ol THY TOALY SLotxely ol TO TLToal Ty ol xpOoTaALGuL 7] TOLG TOAAOLG
opolwe xal 10 Poviedoachour xal w6 Sundcar xal t6 Tolc Oeolc oo nal T0 &yewy
€optNV- &v olc dmacty €ott Behtiovg TGV dAAwY @atvesbad.

22 Voir PERNOT (2010).
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de surcroit, aux conditions de la démocratie athénienne. Ce
concept ne peut pas rendre compte de la richesse et de la variété
des situations rhétoriques qui se sont présentées au cours de
Ihistoire, pas plus que la Poétigue d’Aristote ne contient toutes
les formes prises par I'épopée et le théitre ou que le systeme des
genera dicendi ne résume toutes les variéeés du style. Les théories
antiques doivent étre, pour les lecteurs modernes, une source
d’inspiration, non un carcan. C’est pourquoi, sans rejeter, certes,
le genre délibératif, il faut I'enrichir, en 'appuyant sur ses points
forts : la politique, la délibération, le conseil.

Un tel enrichissement est particulierement nécessaire dans le
cas de Dion ; car celui-ci, tout en connaissant bien la rhéto-
rique, ne se voulut pas un rhéteur professionnel. Esprit original,
critique, rebelle, il ne se laissait pas enfermer dans des moules.
Sa vie mouvementée, qui fut marquée par 'exil comme par la
réussite, ainsi que les multiples facettes de son personnage social
— notable, sophiste, philosophe — lui procurerent des expériences
diverses et lui donnerent un regard surplombant.

2. Une théorie du conseil philosophique

Si Dion n’emploie pas les termes sup.fovievtinde et dnurnyo-
oxde, il évoque souvent le “conseil” et le “conseiller” (cupBouvay,
supBoviedewy, abpfouiag), et il cite les discours au peuple ou
au conseil (Bour#) comme une catégorie bien définie, a coté
des discours au tribunal et des conférences d’apparat.?® Sur la
rhétorique du conseil, dont il reconnaissait la spécificité, il s’est
plusieurs fois exprimé, dans des ouvrages ou passages d’ou-
vrages qui n’ont pas tous retenu 'attention des modernes, mais
qui composent en vérité un ensemble cohérent et exposent les
fondements conceptuels a partir desquels Dion a théorisé sa
propre mission.

» D10 CHRys. 18, 14 et 17; 24, 35 33, 15 69, 3. En mauvaise part : DIO
CHRYS. 4, 124. Dion emploie aussi 3nunyopely, Topulvely, Topaxaely, TpoTeETELY.
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Un point de départ est fourni par le bref dialogue Sur la déli-
bération (Or. 26 : Ilegi t0d foviedectiar). Apres avoir cherché a
définir le domaine et les conditions de la délibération, dans une
optique philosophique,?* Dion insiste sur 'importance de cette
activité. Il est essentiel, dit-il, d’étre capable de délibérer sur
les affaires, ce qui requiert intelligence et éducation (§ 7), et la
délibération débouche sur le discours (§ 7 : Aéyew).

Sur la maniere de conduire les délibérations, le Discours eubéen
(Or. 7) donne 'exemple de ce qu’il ne faut pas faire. Dion croque
une scene d’assemblée, qui a lieu au théatre, au cours de laquelle
s’expriment quatre citoyens (§ 24-63). Or la violence et I'égoisme
y regnent. Les orateurs sont méprisables ou aveuglés, la foule,
versatile. Cette satire cruelle vise les démagogues et, sans étre
dépourvue de paralléles littéraires,* elle s’appuie sur des choses
vues et comporte des enseignements pour la situation contem-
poraine.?® Dion a repris le méme théme devant I'assemblée de
Tarse, en opposant les mauvais orateurs, qui n’écoutent que
leur intérét personnel, et le “bon conseiller” (zov bp.Lovrov Tov
dyo06v), véritablement digne de diriger la cité.”

Dion critique tres séverement la rhétorique vulgaire et les
sophistes.” Il ne veut considérer que la “vraie”,” la “bonne”*°
rhétorique.

Quelles sont donc les caractéristiques du bon conseiller ?
D’abord, il revendique son engagement dans le présent, comme

24 Ce texte présente des ressemblances avec le Sisyphe pseudo-platonicien.

25 P. COLLART, observation i la suite de la communication de MAZON (1943)
87 ; JOUAN (1977) 43 ; SCANNAPIECO (2004) 345-347.

26 ARNIM (1898) 502 ; JONES (1978) 58-61. RUSSELL (1992) 13 écrit excel-
lemment : “With due allowance made for the large literary element in a speech
full of mimesis of Plato and the orators, we can still hear the voice of the prea-
cher directing himself to contemporary evils and propounding solutions which
may have a political as well as a moral ring. Dio was a political animal ...”

27 D10 CHRYS. 34, 28-37.

28 Par ex. D10 CHRYS. 13, 22 ; 69, 3.

2 D10 CHRYS. 2, 24 : guhocootag te duo xal pnropuniic tg anboie. Cf.

22, 2 : @LhocbQovg &V TOALTELRL. .. 1) fNTOpUG naTd TNV Yewalay Te xal &Ny

onTOpLXAY.
30 D10 CHRYS. 22, 5 : 2éyo 32 ob Yéywv fnropuiy 00 phtopac Tode dyadoic.
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dans la phrase suivante : “Peut-étre me méprises-tu et estimes-
tu que je bavarde, parce que je ne parle pas de Cyrus et d’Al-
cibiade, comme font encore aujourd’hui les sophoi, mais que je
mentionne Néron et ce genre de sujets récents et sans gloire”.”!
Entendons que Dion récuse le passéisme en vigueur chez
beaucoup d’intellectuels et de sophistes et qu’il veut appartenir
résolument a son temps.

Mais, surtout, il se veut philosophe.’” Sa théorie de I'alliance
nécessaire entre rhétorique délibérative et philosophie tient en
deux articles. D’une part, le philosophe doit s’engager en poli-
tique : une allocution prononcée devant le conseil de Pruse
roule sur ce sujet (Or. 49). “La tiche du véritable philosophe
n’est autre que le gouvernement des hommes.”* Parce qu’elle
consiste a faire le bien (edepyetelv), cette tiche lui plait, et de
surcroit il y est spécialement préparé (§ 1-3) : car le philosophe
exerce I'empire sur lui-méme, ce qui est beaucoup plus difficile
que de P'exercer sur autrui (§ 8-11). Assurément, il est rare que
les philosophes deviennent rois, encore qu’il y en ait des exemples
(§ 6). Mais le philosophe a a sa disposition deux autres manieres
de gouverner : en se faisant le conseiller d’un roi (§ 3-5, 7-8),
ou en exer¢ant une magistrature dans sa propre cité (§ 13-14).
Dans 'un et 'autre cas, qu’il s’agisse de s’adresser aux princes
ou aux assemblées de citoyens, il va de soi que I'activité philo-
sophique repose sur la parole et que le philosophe doit étre
orateur. Ce discours offre ainsi une justification théorique a
I’alliance entre rhétorique et philosophie.

31 D10 CHRYS. 21, 11: {6wg yép pov xatagpovelc xal N7 e Anpelyv, 61t od
mepl Kdpou nal Arnefrddov Aéyw, domep ol cogol €t xal viv, & Népwvog xal
TOLOUTWY TEAYUATWY VEWTEPWY TE xal d86Ewy [Gv] wvnuovedw. Le mot @y, qui
fait difficulté, a été athétisé par Reiske, suivi par von Arnim et de Budé ; Cohoon
le conserve.

32 Cf. NESSELRATH (2009).

3 D10 CHRYS. 49, 13 : 10l ve 8vtwg @rhocboon t0 Epyoy ody #tepdy Eotiy
7 &yt dvbpddmwv. Lengagement politique de Dion a été particulierement mis en
lumiere par DESIDERI (1978), qui parle de la philosophie “intesa come servizio
sociale” (p. 377) et qui développe les implications idéologiques, sociales et histo-
riques de cette conception. Nous nous concentrons ici sur I'aspect rhétorique des
choses.
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D’autre part, et réciproquement, si le philosophe doit s’enga-
ger en politique, la politique doit étre philosophique. Tel est le
theme du petit traité Sur la guerre et la paix (Or. 22), consacré
aux rapports entre rhétorique et philosophie.? Uauteur dresse
une liste de sujets de délibération, en se référant a la Grece clas-
sique et en citant, outre la guerre, les questions d’éducation, de
finances, etc. (§ 2-3),% puis il oppose deux manieres de traiter
ces sujets : tandis que les orateurs les examinent a 'occasion de
chaque cas particulier, les philosophes prennent de la distance
et remontent au principe général, pour étre préts ensuite a faire
face a tous les cas particuliers (§ 3-4). La supériorité de la
méthode philosophique est patente, et ce sont donc les philo-
sophes qui seront les mieux & méme d’étre les “conseillers des
cités, des peuples ou des rois” (§ 5).3¢

Ces considérations s’appliquent au premier chef & Dion lui-
méme, qui, en toute occasion, se définit comme un philosophe
soucieux de l'intérét général. Si vous m’avez fait citoyen de votre
ville, dit-il par exemple aux Nicomédiens, ce n’est pas que je
sois riche et capable de munificence, ni apte a flatter les masses,
mais parce que “plus que d’autres, peut-étre, j’ai la volonté et la
capacité de donner des conseils sur les intéréts communs”.%’
“Je vois que ce nest pas seulement I'éloquence, mais aussi la
philosophie qui produit des hommes de bien et des hommes
distingués dans notre cité: c’est pourquoi, quant 2 moi, je
n’hésiterai pas a y exhorter les jeunes gens, en privé et en public,
quand cela sera opportun.”® La philosophie est une mission
que Dion exerce tant dans des entretiens particuliers qu’au moyen

3% Sur le détail de l'interprétation du discours 22, voir PERNOT (1993) 579,
n. 413.

% Voir des listes comparables D10 CHRYS. 25, 2 ; 26, 8.

36 D10 CHRYS. 22, 5 : supfodhovg 16y whhewy 1) Tév E0v3v 1) Tév Bastiéwy.

37 D10 CHRYS. 38, 1: 70 oupBoviebery Eué Tt mepl TGV %0LWT GLLEEPEYTWY
lowe pahhoy Etépmv xal Bovdeshor xal ddvashoar.

38 D10 CHRYS. 44, 10 : 6p& 3¢ o wévoy &md Abywy, dAh %ol & QLA6Go-
plog &vdpag dyabove xal &Etohbyous yiyvorévoug &v 7] ToAeL LTEP GV EY® nal
LLg TOVG VEOUG %ol %OV, HTOY ) %aLpdS, 0V ORVAGE TTHUPAUKANELY.
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de discours publics, emplis d’avertissements et de conseils. Etre
philosophe implique de parler en public.?’

Ce n’était pas trahir esprit de la rhétorique délibérative que
de lui donner une dimension philosophique. Isocrate déja se
réclamait de la philosophie dans ses discours de conseil. Aristote
indique que toute délibération a pour fin le bonheur,* ce qui
suppose, de la part de l'orateur, la connaissance des vrais biens.
Lalliance entre rhétorique et philosophie était d’autant plus
aisée, du point de vue de Dion, que ce dernier ne restreignait
pas la philosophie a sa définition spécialisée, mais I’étendait a la
sagesse et a la culture. Les bons conseillers sont “les gens hon-
nétes et cultivés”.*! Ils savent s’adapter aux circonstances.

Les modeles revendiqués par Dion étaient donc les philosophes
et les sages: Socrate, Diogene, Nestor; mais Démosthene
n’était pas oublié. Selon une anecdote symbolique, rapportée
par Philostrate, Dion, durant son exil, lisait le Phédon et le dis-
cours Sur lambassade.** Effectivement, dans le corpus de Dion,
Démosthene est cité avec faveur pour sa puissance oratoire.*?
Le Discours rhodien s’inspire du Contre Leptine, et I'on trouve
ca et la d’autres allusions et échos démosthéniens.*

Clest ainsi que Dion employa sa vie a prodiguer des conseils.
Ses lecteurs n’ont pas manqué de relever cet aspect. Ainsi Syné-
sios : “Il entreprit d’admonester les hommes, tant les souve-
rains que les simples particuliers.”® Photius : “Il eut la répu-
tation d’étre habile dans les discours, et particulierement ceux
qui conseillent de discipliner les moeurs” ; “comme je I'ai dit,
la plus grande partie des discours de Dion que nous connaissons

3 D10 CHRYS. 13, 12 : Ayew ... eig 10 xowvév.

40" ARIST. Rbet. 1, 5-6.

4 D10 CHRYS. 49, 1 : 7ol gmewéaory avbpdmorg xal memardevuévorc.

42 PHILOSTR. VS 1, 7 (488).

4 Dio CHRys. 2, 18-19 ; 18, 11.

44 WENKEBACH (1903) 20-21, 48, 54-87 ; PERNOT (2006) 66. Sans étre
écrasante, cette présence de Démostheéne est peut-étre plus significative que ne le
concéde ARNIM (1907) 614-615.

4 SYNES. Dion 1, 14 : émi0éoOar 8¢ ©¢ vouberely avbpdhmoug, xal wovdpyoue
wol IOLdTHC.



272 LAURENT PERNOT

sont délibératifs”.% “Philosophe engagé en politique”,*’ telle

était la conception qu’il se faisait de sa propre utilité. La philoso-
phie n’était pas seulement pour lui un contenu a transmettre,
mais une maniere de vivre, qu’il mettait en pratique et proposait
en exemple. Et il développa une rhétorique a cette fin.

3. Essai de cartographie des discours

Pour passer des fondements théoriques a la mise en pratique,
il convient d’essayer de décrire et de classer les discours de
Dion qui contiennent des conseils politiques et philosophiques
et peuvent étre considérés comme délibératifs dans une accep-
tion plus ou moins large. La tAche est malaisée : car, document
irremplagable, le corpus de Dion pose de multiples difficultés.
Il est étendu (plus de huit cents pages dans I'édition de la
Bibliotheca Teubneriana par Guy de Budé) et les ouvrages qui le
composent sont de forme et de contenu tres divers.*® La trans-
mission des textes peut avoir comporté des accidents : on a
soupgonné des interpolations, des ‘conflations’ et des mutilations,
A tort ou a raison,”’ et reconnu l'insertion d’ouvrages apo-
cryphes.”® Dion lui-méme était conscient des problemes posés par

46 PHOT. Bibl. 209, 165a34-35 : Sckuoc 8¢ mepl tode Mbyoue Edofey eivat, xal
pédiota Tovg Gool pubuiley supfoviedovst ta 07 ; 165b8-10 : EtL pev ody,
d1cep Epmy, TO TAELGTOV adTOU TGOV MGy Y, 0Dg NKELs opey, cupBovieuTindy.

47 D10 CHRYS. 48, 14 : guréoogpoc mohutetag &ldpevoc.

48 DESIDERI (1991b).

4 Voir par exemple ARNIM (1898) 170-171, 181-204, 414-430, 465-467 ;
BUDE (1920) ; LEMARCHAND (1926) ; HIGHET (1983). Juste appréciation a cet
égard chez ELLIGER (1967) 785. La transmission n’a certainement pas été irré-
prochable, mais il ne faut pas oublier que Dion ne visait pas a une rigueur méti-
culeuse ; il fait lui-méme état — non sans coquetterie — de ses propres digressions
(D10 CHRYS. 7, 128 : tag éxtpomdcg tév Abywy) et de lallure erratique de ses
conférences (DIO CHRYS. 12, 16: v gaivopor miavapevos v tolc Abyolg,
méthode bien commentée par ARNIM (1898) 439-443).

50 11 est généralement admis que le Discours corinthien (Or. 37) n’est pas de
Dion, mais de Favorinus ; voir AMATO / JULIEN (2005). Nous ne tenons donc
pas compte de ce discours. Des doutes pesent également sur certains discours Sur
la Fortune (Or. 63-65), groupe qui n’est pas important pour notre sujet.
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la publication et la circulation de ses ceuvres dés son vivant et
il s’en est plaint avec humour.”!

Par ailleurs, de nombreuses incertitudes entourent les cir-
constances de composition et de prononciation. Quelques ren-
seignements sont fournis par les titres que portent les discours
dans la tradition manuscrite et par les testimonia. Pour le reste,
il faut échafauder des hypotheses a partir du contenu des textes
eux-mémes, ce qui est d’autant moins facile que 'auteur est
volontiers allusif et ironique. Les savants modernes ont accom-
pli un travail important pour préciser les contextes et les data-
tions, sans pouvoir parvenir pour autant a des conclusions tou-
jours stires et unanimes.”® Cette situation est particuli¢rement
dommageable s’agissant de rhétorique délibérative, parce que
'on aurait besoin de connaitre dans chaque cas, avec précision,
le cadre et les destinataires des conseils prodigués.

Enfin, la pensée de Dion a évolué au cours de sa vie ; il n’a
pas toujours eu la méme vision des rapports entre rhétorique et
philosophie et il a mis 'accent successivement sur des doctrines
différentes, du cynisme au platonisme et au stoicisme.”® Or, [a
encore, une reconstitution exacte de toutes les étapes parait
hors de portée. Nous avons perdu une quinzaine d’ouvrages,
dont les titres sont connus grice a Philostrate, a Synésios et a la
Souda,>* et ces pertes peuvent fausser les perspectives, notam-
ment 4 'égard du fameux probleme de la ‘conversion” de Dion
a la philosophie. Sur ces problemes, il nous a semblé que nous
pouvions nous abstenir de prendre parti ici, car le corpus des
discours de conseil de Dion est suffisamment homogene pour
autoriser un traitement synthétique. Nous ne cherchons pas a
atteindre une précision qui serait illusoire, ou qui a tout le moins
nécessiterait dans chaque cas des discussions approfondies. Nous

1 D10 CHRYS. 42, 4-5.

52 En particulier ARNIM (1898) ; JONES (1978) ; DESIDERI (1978) ; MOLES
(1978) ; SHEPPARD (1984).

>3 La description des conceptions philosophiques présentes dans I'ceuvre de
Dion par FRANCOIS (1921) reste utile.

54 Voir une liste dans ARNIM (1893-1896) II, IX-X.
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avons également laissé de c6té les portions du corpus qui ne
relevent pas, ou qui relevent moins, de notre sujet, et ceci
inclut entre autres des ceuvres dans lesquelles Dion, probable-
ment dans des périodes circonscrites de sa vie, a tourné le dos
a la rhétorique pour se poser en “philosophe mendiant ennemi
de la culture”, selon la formule de von Arnim.”

Compte tenu de ces avertissements préalables, il est pos-
sible de décrire les discours de conseil, qui constituent une part
notable du corpus total, en les répartissant en trois ensembles
principaux. Leur contexte, gradué, va des circonstances précisé-
ment politiques et institutionnelles & des occasions plus éthiques
et parénétiques.

1) On regroupe sous le nom de Discours bithyniens quatorze
allocutions prononcées par Dion devant les corps politiques de
sa province (Or. 38-51). Un premier sous-groupe, consacré au
theme de la “concorde” (6p.évoia), traite de conflits entre cités
ou de dissensions internes a la cité, A propos de Nicomédie,
Nicée, Pruse et Apamée (Or. 38-41). Dion intervient, devant
'assemblée ou devant le conseil, pour proner la réconciliation
ou pour saluer et consolider une réconciliation advenue.

Les dix discours restants sont des prises de parole effectuées
a Pruse, a des époques diverses, sur toutes sortes de sujets
(Or. 42-51). Les affaires sont embrouillées et les enjeux, malheu-
reusement, ne sont pas toujours clairs. Dion se multiplie devant
I'assemblée et le conseil, répond a des propositions d’honneurs et
de charges qui lui sont décernées, justifie sa conduite, réagit
face aux menaces. Un jour, il tance des émeutiers qui avaient
tenté d’incendier sa maison (Or. 46). Souvent, il fait allusion
au programme de grands travaux qui lui était cher, mais qui lui
valut des critiques et des oppositions, dont Pline le Jeune s’est
fait 'écho.>® Un des discours est destiné a introduire le gouver-
neur de Bithynie devant 'Assemblée de Pruse (Or. 48). Les titres
de ces allocutions — qu’ils remontent a I'auteur ou a un éditeur

> ARNIM (1898) 394 : “der culturfeindliche Bettelphilosoph”.
56 PLIN. MIN. Epist. 10, 81-82.
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bien informé — refletent la diversité des situations et des inten-
tions. Ils précisent le lieu de prononciation (v tf] matpidt, wpog
v motpida, 2v Enxineiy, v Bouly), le type rhétorique du dis-
cours (Stdhebic, TOATIRGC, OLAGQEOVTTIRGS, ATTOAOYLGUOS, dnuT)-
vopta) ainsi que des renseignements plus circonstanciels sur le
contexte. C’est la politique locale au quotidien.

Les discours que nous lisons ne représentent qu’une partie
des interventions de Dion. Il y en eut d’autres, qui ne furent
pas publiées ou n’ont pas été conservées. 1l évoque lui-méme la
quantité des discours qu’il a prononcés a Pruse’” et résume I'un
d’entre eux, que nous ne possédons pas.’® Pline le Jeune men-
tionne un discours prononcé par Dion in bule.”

2) Dans les Discours aux cités (Or. 31-35), Dion intervient
en tant que personnalité extérieure, 2 Rhodes, & Alexandrie, a
Tarse et & Célenes. 1l s’adresse au peuple de ces cités, c’est-a-
dire probablement aux citoyens réunis en assemblée, formelle
ou informelle, sans qu’on puisse déterminer les conditions exactes
de ses interventions. Les discours dont le contenu politique
est le plus précis sont le Discours rhodien, sur la réutilisation des
statues honorifiques, et le second Discours tarsien, sur les que-
relles avec les cités voisines et les rapports avec les gouverneurs.
Les autres discours de ce groupe affichent une portée plus
générale et morale, alternant conseils et reproches, a propos de
Iattitude des Alexandrins aux spectacles, du comportement des
Tarsiens et de la prospérité de Célenes.

3) Les discours Sur la royauté, situés a la place d’honneur,
en ouverture du corpus, sont parmi les plus célebres de Dion
(Or. 1-4). Les numéros 1 et 3 sont proprement des discours,
comportant une adresse 2 'Empereur, probablement Trajan, 2 la
deuxieme personne du singulier,®® tandis que les deux autres se
présentent comme des dialogues (Or. 2 : Alexandre et Philippe ;

57 D10 CHRYS. 43, 2 : & togodtoig Adyorg odg elpnra &v Huiv.

°8 D10 CHRYS. 40, 5-6.

9 PLIN. MIN. Epist, 10, 81, 1. A ces discours perdus, s’ajoute encore la mer-
curiale 2 la soldatesque citée par PHILOSTR. VS 1, 7 (488).

%0 D1o CHRYS. 1, 9 ; 3, 2 (& yewaie adtoxpdrop).
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Or. 4 : Alexandre et Diogene). Dion parle en “conseiller du
prince”®! et propose une vision ample et articulée de ce que doivent
étre le pouvoir monarchique et la personnalité du monarque.

La propension de Dion a donner des conseils ne se limite
pas a ces trois groupes de discours, mais transparait également
dans le reste de son ceuvre. Les ouvrages portant sur des sujets
d’éthique, voire de théologie et de cosmologie, visent a une
action sur l'auditeur ou le lecteur, tout en se distinguant de la
rhérorique délibérative stricto sensu en ce qu’ils ne portent pas
sur des mesures pratiques et ne sont pas adressés a des assem-
blées délibérantes. Certains de ces ouvrages ne sont pas sans
lien avec les groupes précédents, soit parce qu’ils traitent de
philosophie politique et font écho aux discours Sur la royauté
(Or. 5, 6, 25, 62), soit parce qu’ils visent a 'édification d’un
nombreux auditoire (Or. 12). Il est encore question de la défini-
tion du bon roi dans des opuscules a sujet mythologique (Or. 53,
56, 57).%2 Le Charidémos (Or. 30), quant a lui, se rattache au
genre de la consolation. Enfin, la lettre Sur la formation oratoire
(Or. 18) rassemble des conseils de lecture et de travail a I'intention
d’un homme politique : parmi les tAches oratoires qui attendent
son illustre éleve, Dion n’a garde d’omettre les discours devant
le peuple et au bouleutérion.%® Par une sorte de continuum, le
corpus de Dion est tout entier traversé par le theme du conseil,
dont l'auteur s’était fait une spécialité.

4. Quelques caractéristiques de la rhétorique délibérative de
Dion de Pruse

Conformément aux principes analysés ci-dessus, Dion
prodigua des conseils, dans le domaine politique, en alliant la

61 Tel est le titre du chapitre v du livre de DESIDERI (1978) : “Dione consi-
gliere del principe”.

62 Cf. JouaN (2001).

0 D10 CHRyYS. 18, 14 : cite &v dMuop Aéywy cite v Bovhevtnplw ; 18, 17:
xol v Bouhy) nal &v M.
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philosophie et la rhétorique. C’est pourquoi Philostrate le ran-
gea dans la catégorie des philosophes éloquents et la Souda le
définit comme cogLotic xal eibsopoc.®* Tel était le choix de
Dion et il s’y est tenu. Il est remarquable que le Discours rho-
dien, que I'on s’accorde en général® i placer tot dans sa carriére,
avant l'exil, comporte déja des éléments philosophiques, comme
une allusion 3 Musonius Rufus (§ 122) et diverses considérations
éthiques. Dion s’intéressait a la philosophie avant son exil, et il
est resté rhéteur et sophiste, & beaucoup d’égards, jusqu’a la fin
de sa vie. Sous Nerva et Trajan, sa stature d’orateur philosophe
était parfaitement campée.

Les conseils de Dion se réferent a des valeurs qui les fondent
et qui les prolongent. Méme quand des mesures précises sont
envisagées, le discours traduit la volonté de transposer le débat.
D’adresse Aux Nicomédiens sur la concorde avec les Nicéens (Or. 38)
en offre un exemple : les solutions pratiques pour régler la que-
relle 2 propos du premier rang et du titre de métropole®® sont
encadrées par des développements visant, d’'une part, a établir
que la concorde, “d’un point de vue général” (§ 8 : xabdorov),
est un bien et qu’elle est de nature divine (§ 10-20) et, d’autre
part, a décrire les avantages politiques qu’on est en droit d’en
attendre (§ 41-48).

Souvent, le message porte sur une attitude politique et
éthique, comme dans le second discours & Tarse (Or. 34) ou
dans 'exhortation finale du discours 44 (§ 10-12). Tout se
passe comme si Dion estompait volontairement les contenus
concrets. Dans les discours Sur la royauté, on ne peut que sup-
poser Iexistence d’allusions a I'actualité,” la discussion étant
délibérément élevée au niveau des plus hauts principes. Clest

64 PHILOSTR. VS 1, 7; Suda 5 1240. — Apollonios de Tyane, quant 2 lui, esti-
mait que la philosophie de Dion était trop soucieuse de plaire et trop rhétorique :
voir APOLL. TYAN. Epist. 9 ; PHILOSTR. Vit. Apoll. 5, 40.

5 Avec I'exception de SIDEBOTTOM (1992) 414.

% Sur ces solutions, voir ROBERT (1977) 6 ; JONES (1978) 86-89. Importante
mise au point par FERRARY (2008) 1394-1395.

7 Voir PERNOT (2013) 50.
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cette focalisation sur les valeurs qui a attiré sur Dion le quali-
ficatif de ‘prédicateur’.®® Un terme antique qui conviendrait
pour désigner de tels conseils, appuyés sur des axiomes moraux,
est celui de ‘parénese’.”

Autre particularité : les conseils de Dion sont accompagnés
de reproches. Pareille attitude n’était pas recommandée par les
théoriciens. Quintilien critique les déclamateurs qui s'opposent a
leur auditoire et donnent I'impression de réprimander plutot que
de conseiller.”’ Mais le philosophe n’est pas 13 pour flatter.”! Sa
rhétorique comporte des remontrances qui peuvent étre rudes.’?

Parmi les nombreux thé¢mes que Dion développe dans ses
discours de conseil, deux méritent d’étre rappelés, qui sont
récurrents et aident a caractériser sa rhétorique. Ils forment un
diptyque, et toutes les études sur Dion les abordent et tentent
d’en cerner la complexité. Le premier theme est celui de 'hel-
lénisme, Dion ayant le constant souci de situer les cités aux-
quelles il s’adresse par rapport aux autres cités grecques et par
rapport au présent et au passé de la Grece. Il affirme, par exemple,
que les habitants de Pruse et de Nicée sont de purs Hellenes.”
Il compare les querelles opposant Tarse a ses voisines avec
d’autres exemples de querelles entre cités grecques.”* Il confronte
les Rhodiens aux Athéniens d’hier et d’aujourd’hui.”” Par-dela le
poids des grandes familles, & commencer par la sienne,’® Dion

«__A

%8 MARTHA (1865) 292-310 : “prédicateur populaire”, “évangéliste”, “role
de sermonnaire paien” ; DESIDERI (1978), chapitre VII : “tecnica della predicazione
popolare” ; RUSSELL (1992) 13 : “preacher” (supra, n. 26) ; BOST-POUDERON
(2009). Cf. SYME (1988) 6 : “He (scil. Dio) gave benefactions to his own towns-
folk, and sermons or earnest exhortation.”

% Voir notamment PS.-LIB. Charact. epist. 5 (dans Iédition FOERSTER de Liba-
nios, vol. IX), sur la différence entre mapaivesic et sup.Loulrd.

"0 QUINT. Inst. 3, 8, 69 : obiurgantibus similiores ... quam suadentibus.

1 D10 CHRYS. 72, 9 : 008év 1t Domedowy 0d3éva adtdv odde geiobuevoc
o0devhC.

72 D10 CHRYS. 77/78, 42 : coodpotépay tiv voubesiav xal mapunéievoty
motodpevoc. Voir GRANDJEAN (2005) et (2009).

73 D10 CHRYS. 48, 3 ; 39, 1.

74 D10 CHRYS. 34, 48-51.

7> D10 CHRYS. 31.

76 D10 CHRYS. 44, 3-5.
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se préoccupe de la valeur du peuple, se réfere aux idéaux
civiques et délivre un message d’identité grecque. Ce sujet s’in-
sere dans I'important mouvement de recherche — qui prend en
compte le témoignage de Dion — relatif a I'histoire politique et
culturelle des cités dans les provinces d’Asie et de Bithynie a
I'époque impériale.””

Les Grecs trouvaient en face d’eux lautorité romaine,
confrontation qui constitue un second théme — domaine de
recherche actuel lui aussi, sur lequel ont porté notamment les
Entretiens de la Fondation Hardt de 2012.7% Dans les discours
Sur la royauté, Dion propose sa vision de 'Empire et donne
aux Romains des conseils appuyés sur la sagesse et I'exemple
des Grecs. Dans les cités grecques, il rappelle le poids de Rome
en usant de formules cinglantes : “Les habitants ... jouissent
d’honneur et de puissance aupres des gouverneurs s’ils se conduisent

sagement” ;” les titres honorifiques “font rire les Romains, qui

les appellent ... ‘péchés grecs™ ;% “rien de ce qui se passe dans

les cités n’échappe aux autorités” ;8! le gouverneur devant faire

son entrée dans notre assemblée, “maintenant votre tiche est

de ne pas faire mentir 'opinion qu’il a de vous” ;** vous vous

disputez “pour 'ombre d’un 4ne, comme on dit” ;* votre

’7 Voir notamment BEKKER-NIELSEN (2008) ; BRU / KIRBIHLER / LEBRE-
TON (2009) ; DAUDE (2002) ; DESIDERI (2000) et (2002) ; FERNOUX (2004)
et (2011); GUERBER (2009); HELLER (2006); LAFOND (2010) ; MADSEN
(2009) ; MAREK (2003) ; SALMERI (1999) et (2000) ; VUJCIC (2009) ; ZUIDER-
HOEK (2008).

78 SCHUBERT (2013).

79 D10 CHRYS. 40, 22 : o olxobvrag o) cuixpay xal moltetay Ealpetoy
EyovTog xol Topd Tolg NYELOGL TLUAY TLvor %ol SUVLULY, XY GLQEOVAGL.

80 D10 CHRys. 38, 38 : mapd toic Pwpatog yéhwro xivel xal xoheltor o
¢t WRproTietepov ‘Eamvina dpapthpata. Nous empruntons 2 ROBERT (1977)
5 la traduction de dpaprhpate par “péchés”.

81 D10 CHRYS. 46, 14 : od yap AavBaver Tév &v Taic méheowy 008V Todg fye-
wévag. Sur le sens a donner ici au mot Hyep.bvac, voir JONES (1978) 167, n. 23;
DESIDERI (1978) 135.

82 D10 CHRYS. 48, 2 : viv odv Huétepov #pvoy 2ot un) Yedoashur adtol iy
Sdvotoy.

8 D10 CHRYS. 34, 48 : wepl vou oxidc, uot.
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conduite est celle “de compagnons d’esclavage se querellant
entre eux”.34

Tendant a se poser en représentant de 'hellénisme face au
pouvoir romain et en représentant de Rome devant les auditoires
grecs, Dion, en médiateur,® construit dans ses discours un
modele subtil de rapport avec Rome et associe, a des degrés
variables selon les contextes, I'affirmation de I'identité grecque,
la critique contre certaines réalités romaines et 'esprit de coo-
pération avec 'Empire.

Pour transmettre ses lecons, qui pouvaient étre difficiles a
faire admettre, Dion eut recours a des argumentations riches et
variées, parmi lesquelles nous sélectionnons certaines procédures
rhétoriques qui constituent sa marque.

La mise en scene de soi est dans le droit fil de la théorie
rhétorique, qui souligne I'importance particuliere de I'ézhos de
Porateur dans le genre délibératif: “Le jour sous lequel se
montre ['orateur est plus utile pour les délibérations”.8¢ Dion est
allé tres loin dans cette direction. Dans les Discours bithyniens, il
est souvent conduit a parler de lui-méme pour se justifier face
a des critiques et des accusations.?” Et d’évoquer avec complai-
sance ses ancétres, ses voyages, son role dans la cité de Pruse.
Il fait état de ses rapports avec 'Empereur et en tire argument
pour souligner son propre désintéressement et pour asseoir
Pautorité de son propos :

“Je n’ai aucunement réservé cette occasion et la bienveillance
du souverain a mes fins personnelles, fit-ce partiellement, par
exemple en redressant ma fortune détruite ou en acquérant
des charges ou des moyens supplémentaires, et au contraire j’ai

8 Di1o CHRYS. 34, 51 : 6pododrwv mpdg dAHhove pLlbvTwy.

8 BOST-POUDERON (2011b).

86 ARIST. Rbet. 2, 1, 1377b28-30 : =& uev obv ToLby T gaiveslar Tov
Myovta yeneLumtepoy elg Tog cupfBouids éotiy (trad. DUFOUR). De méme QUINT.
Inst. 3, 8, 13 : consilia nemo est qui neget secundum mores dari ; 3, 8, 48 : multum
refert etiam quae sit persona suadentis. Sur la mise en scéne de soi chez Dion, voir
KRAUSE (2003). La théorie prévoit aussi 'appel aux émotions (QUINT. ibid. 3, 8,
12) : mais, si Dion manie I'éthos, le pathos, en revanche, n’est pas son fort.

87 D1o CHRYS. 43, 45, 47, 50.
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tourné vers vous tout ce qui était possible et je n’ai eu d’yeux
que pour 'intérét de la cité.”s®

Le moment privilégié pour parler de soi est 'exorde. Dion
connaissait les regles rhétoriques qui s’appliquent a cette par-
tie du discours : le début du Discours rhodien est un modele
d’exorde délibératif, destiné a présenter le sujet et a éveiller
intérét et la faveur du public.?” Mais, en ce domaine, Dion
créa sa propre manitre. Comme le notait déja Photius, il se
fit une spécialité des longues entrées en matiere, au point de
rendre parfois “la téte plus grosse que le corps”.?° Devant las-
semblée de Pruse comme devant le conseil d’Apamée, il n’hésite
pas a exprimer des considérations sur lui-méme, ses expériences
et ses dispositions.”! Dans certains discours aux cités et certains
discours Sur la royauté, 'exorde est développé comme un mor-
ceau quasi-indépendant, qui sert a capter 'attention du public,
a jouer avec ses attentes et a représenter 'orateur en philosophe,
a grand renfort d’anecdotes, de comparaisons et de spirituelles
protestations d’incapacité.”” Dion sort des cadres traditionnels
de la rhétorique politique — comme I'avait noté encore Photius,
qui parle de style de “conversations” (suvoustarg)® —, pour
adopter un ton qui s’apparente au genre sophistique de la pro-
lalie.”* Conférencier hors pair, Dion sait commencer tres loin
de son sujet et faire d’apparents détours pour amener I'audi-
toire au point voulu. La se déploient les qualités de “douceur”

88 D10 CHRYS. 45, 3 : elg 0038v 10 I8ty xatehéumny tov xarpdy Exeivoy 0)8e
v 100 xpatobvroc elvolay 008E &mo wépoug, olov Ta T odatag émavopldcag
Steplapuévne 7 mpoohafBddv Tvar dpyny 1) Sbvapey, AN dmay 660y ToTE Ry elg
Do Etpedo nal wévoy eldov 6 TT¢ THAEwC.

% Dio CHRys. 31, 1-7.

%0 PHOT. Bibl. 209, 165b34-39 : 16 & énl poaxpbratov droteivery Té wpooi-
pioe 7) Te olov Tpoolua, 0dxETL dglnoly adToY TO wh) odyl avTl ToATIROD ol
cuYYPaeLxol THTOV TOV €l Talc cuvouciots ddEaclar TopadedundTa, %ol
netlom TV xeQafy THY GG &y A6V e ToU AOLTOD GOULATOS SLUTTALTTELY.

1 D10 CHRYS. 40 et 41.

2 D10 CHRys. 1, 1-8 ; 32, 1-29 ; 33, 1-30 ; 35, 1-12.

% Loc. cit., n. 90.

9% Sur la prolalie, voir PERNOT (1993) 546-568.
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et d’apparente “simplicité” (yhuxidtne, apéhete) qui lui éraient
reconnues.

Un autre jeu, qui est constant, consiste a se référer a I'éloge
tout en s'en distanciant.”” Dans la rhétorique délibérative de
Dion, le genre épidictique n’est jamais loin. Les auditoires de
I'époque impériale attendaient que fussent louées les cités,
louée la concorde, loué 'Empereur, et I'orateur le savait. Il leur
en donnait acte, de toutes les maniéres, et refusait fondamenta-
lement de se préter a leur désir.

Pour un ou deux discours tres structurés,”® combien d’allocu-
tions ondoyantes, parées de toutes les grices ! La culture, I'hu-
mour sont omniprésents. Certains passages se distinguent aussi
par un style recherché et voyant, comme les séries de questions
rhétoriques, avec anaphore, polyptote, parallélisme et antithese,
dans les éloges de la concorde.”” Le fait que ces passages appar-
tiennent a des discours effectivement prononcés est intéressant
pour cerner les gotits du public, qui appréciait la virtuosité ora-
toire et ne la jugeait pas déplacée dans un discours politique.

Enfin, un dernier trait caractéristique est l'usage des allu-
sions et des faux-semblants. Dans les discours Sur la royauté,
entreprenant la tiche délicate de conseiller 'Empereur, Dion
déploie un luxe de précautions. Résolu a ne pas prononcer un
éloge du souverain, il s'en excuse adroitement : “Pour ne pas
encourir le grief de flatterie auprés des calomniateurs et pour

9

% PERNOT (1993) 578-591.

% Le second Discours tarsien (Or. 34) offre une annonce du plan (§ 6-7), une
récapitulation de la premitre partie (§ 27), des transitions trés nettes (§ 38, 43) ;
cf. JONES (1978) 76 : “perhaps the most carefully constructed in the whole col-
lection”. Le discours Aux Nicomédiens sur la concorde avec les Nicéens (Or. 38) se
signale par un exorde tres progressif, dans lequel 'orateur révele peu a peu son sujet
(§ 3-5, 6) ; le plan est annoncé (§ 8) ; les transitions sont explicites (§ 21, 48).

7 D10 CHRYS. 39, 3 et suiv. : wolov pev yop Oéapa xddhov Téiews bpoppo-
volenc; olov 3¢ dxoucpa 6epviTEPOV; ol ey Bovedetal TOALS JPELVOY TG
dpoe Bovievopévrc; Tola 08 edapEGTEPOY TTRPATTEL THG &pa TtpaTToNENG; TTole O
ATTov dmoTuyydvel Thg Tadta Bovievopévng; etc. (la série comporte dix-huit
questions au total). — 41, 13 et suiv. : Tivec pév yop edmpenéoTepoy ®TAVTAL
Tayaba TV plhwv supmoplovtmy adtols; Tiveg 08 dmopedyoust T& xoxd AoV )
olg &v @lhol cuppay Got; etc.



LA RHETORIQUE DELIBERATIVE DE DION DE PRUSE 283

que toi, de ton cOté, tu n’encoures pas celui de vouloir étre
loué en face, je ferai porter mon discours sur le bon roi”.”® Si je
ne te loue pas, c’est pour ton bien... Cest donc en philosophe
que Dion s’exprimera, non en panégyriste, tout en en ayant
dit assez, cependant, pour que 'Empereur et la cour pensent a
appliquer ses propos théoriques a la situation présente et pour
que le prince puisse se reconnaitre, s'il le souhaite, dans le
miroir qui lui est tendu. Dans les discours 2 et 4, le recours au
dialogue est une autre tactique, qui permet a Dion de ne pas
s'exprimer en son nom propre, mais de s’abriter derriere des
personnages qui sont autant de masques.

Dans les discours aux cités, Dion manie I'ironie, par exemple
a Célenes (Or. 35), ou il feint d’admirer la prospérité de la cité
pour faire entendre, a contrario, une legon morale sur le theme
“les biens matériels ne font pas le bonheur”. Le faux-semblant
sert A faire passer les messages difficiles.”

Parfois, I'intention est si bien voilée que le lecteur moderne
n’est pas str de la saisir. Lexemple le plus pittoresque est fourni
par le premier Discours tarsien, dans lequel Dion, reprochant
aux habitants leur déchéance morale, les incite 2 se réformer
sur un point, qui est particuli¢rement grave et déshonorant : il
faut cesser de péyxewv (“ronfler”, “renifler”).!% Sur ce curieux
reproche, toutes sortes d’explications ont été proposées.'’! Cer-
tains commentateurs ont envisagé de prendre le mot a la lettre
et ont supposé que les gens de Tarse se singularisaient par
quelque habitude nasale grossiere. D’autres ont cherché un sens
détourné. Mais lequel ? Dion reproche-t-il aux Tarsiens leurs
moeeurs débauchées, le reniflement renvoyant a des comporte-
ments bestiaux et sexuels 2 Ou bien s’agit-il d’'une prononciation

% DIO CHRYS. 3, 25 : fva 8¢ pire éyo xohaxetog altiov #o tolc 0érovot
Srafddhety phte 6L Tol xat opbadpode E0érery Emarvelsbat, molfoopar Tolg
AoYous LTTER TOU ¥ p7oTol Pasthénc.

% PERNOT (2015) 104-105.

100 D1o CHRys. 33, 33.

101 Présentation de ces explications, avec bibliographie, dans BOST-POUDE-
RON (2011a) 7-9. La discussion se poursuit : cf. KiM (2013).
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fautive du grec, manifestant la perte de la pureté hellénique
sous 'influence de la composante indigene de la population ?
Le verbe géyxew s’entend-il au sens de “renifler”, d”“ahaner”,
de “baragouiner” ? Selon toute probabilité, la signification du
reproche devait étre compréhensible en situation. Mais pour
nous, aujourd’hui, ce discours soigneusement crypté, “figuré”
(eoympatiopévoc), garde son mystere.

Les Discours bithyniens comportent également des incerti-
tudes, qui ne sont pas seulement dues a notre ignorance du
contexte, mais s’expliquent aussi par le fait que Dion parle a
mots couverts. Ainsi, il prit deux fois la parole a Pruse pour
refuser des honneurs ou des charges qui lui étaient proposés,
et ses refus sont si polis qu'on se demande si ce ne sont pas
des acceptations. Au début du discours 44 (Démonstration
daffection & sa patrie qui lui proposait des honneurs), il décline
avec ménagements ce qui lui est offert,'? mais C.P. Jones a
suggéré que l'on pouvait avoir affaire a une apparence de
refus, conforme a I’étiquette qui voulait que les bienfaiteurs,
y compris les empereurs, affectassent de repousser ou de
modérer les honneurs qui leur étaient décernés.!®® Le discours
politique grec est un jeu social qui obéit a des regles, et Dion
se meut, au milieu des conventions, avec beaucoup de tact et
d’habileté. Dans le discours 49 (Refus dune magistrature devant
le conseil), il explique longuement, on I'a vu,'* que les philo-
sophes ont vocation a gouverner (§ 1-14), avant de conclure,
de maniere inattendue, qu’il doit décliner la charge d’archonte
qui lui est proposée ; car il doit quitter Pruse (§ 14-15). Pour-
quoi ne pas avoir fait état tout de suite de cette impossibilité ?
Par courtoisie, certes. Mais on soupgonne que la tirade initiale,
sur le réle des philosophes, n’était pas dépourvue d’arriere-
pensées et qu’elle pouvait servir 2 pousser un autre candidat,

102° ARNIM (1898) 212.

103 JONES (1978) 105 ; cf. BOWERSOCK (1965) 120. PHILOSTR. VS 2, 11 (591)
mentionne un discours de Chrestos de Byzance devant 'assemblée des Athéniens
visant a dissuader ceux-ci de le proposer pour la chaire de rhétorique.

104" Supra, n. 33.
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qui était philosophe, ou a en contrecarrer un autre, qui ne
Iétait pas.!®

Fort énigmatique, encore, et controversé, le discours A Dio-
doros (Or. 51).1% Cette courte allocution met en sceéne plu-
sieurs personnages dont les réles ne sont pas clairs, a propos
d’une élection récemment advenue a Pruse. Apres une intro-
duction consacrée a la critique des éloges insinceres, Dion
adresse au peuple des compliments qui ont toute chance d’étre
ironiques.

Deux passages des Discours bithyniens peuvent étre signalés
comme représentatifs de la rhétorique délibérative de Dion,
dont ils rassemblent les principaux aspects. Figurant dans les
discours 40 (Dans sa patrie, au sujet de la concorde avec Apamée)
et 47 (Démégorie dans sa patrie), deux harangues prononcées
devant l'assemblée de Pruse, ils portent sur le programme de
travaux publics dont Dion avait pris la responsabilité!?”. Ces
passages ne sont pas les plus célebres ni les plus brillants
du corpus : témoignages du discours délibératif ‘ordinaire’, ils
attestent du role de la rhétorique dans la politique municipale,
puisque Dion y fait référence aux discours prononcés par lui-
méme et par ses adversaires, et ils mettent eux-mémes en ceuvre
une adroite rhétorique. Dion y use tantot du style simple,
tantot du style élevé ; il recourt successivement au récit et a
Pargumentation, et variant les tons, se fait tour a tour modeste,
flatteur, ironique. Il se défend, contre-attaque, fait des promesses,
cherche a persuader : ce qui ne I'empéche nullement de parler
en philosophe. Dans le discours 40, il remonte au principe,
pour réfléchir sur la fierté de la cité et sur les rapports avec
autorité romaine. Dans le discours 47, il ne craint pas de se
comparer a Z¢énon et a Aristote. Il va méme, renversant les roles,
jusqu’a lancer a 'auditoire une requéte spirituelle, et paradoxale
pour un orateur délibératif : “Conseillez-moi !71%8

105 CUVIGNY (1994) 163-164.

196 Voir en dernier lieu AMATO (2014) 91-96.
107 Dio CHRyS. 40, 5-10 ; 47, 18-20.

108 D10 CHRYS. 47, 18 : guppoviedouté pot.
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Conclusion

La rhétorique fut, pour Dion, plus qu'un instrument et un
moyen d’expression de ses idées : un cadre de pensée et un mode
de vie.

Le cas de cet auteur influent est intéressant pour la recherche
sur la rhétorique délibérative, parce qu’il conduit a réviser les
définitions courantes. Chez Dion, les discours politiques se
révelent plus diversifiés et profonds que ne le laisserait croire la
théorie rhétorique en usage dans les écoles de Antiquité. Ils
mettent en jeu le pouvoir — pouvoir de la rhétorique, rhéto-
rique face au pouvoir. Ils sont liés a la philosophie. Ils s’adaptent
aux différents contextes et aux différents auditeurs. Ils recourent
a de multiples méthodes de persuasion, qui vont des arguments
logiques a I'éthos, a 'éloge, aux prestiges du style, aux faux-sem-
blants. Pour analyser tous ces aspects, le concept aristotélicien
de oupBovievTindy yévoe ne suffit pas et doit étre élargi.

Telle est la rhétorique délibérative de Dion. Elle pose, pour
finir, deux questions, qui seraient la mati¢re d’une autre enquéte
et qui ne comportent peut-étre pas de solution définitive. Du
point de vue historique, on souhaiterait savoir si Dion était un
cas particulier, ou s'il a existé d’autres sophistes-philosophes et
conseillers politiques du méme type que lui. S’il y en a eu, comme
il est probable, quel était leur nombre? Par ailleurs, du point
de vue de Pefficacité pratique, on voudrait apprécier Ieffet des
discours de Dion et mesurer jusqua quel point sa rhétorique
était persuasive. Fut-il écouté? A Pruse, oui, sans doute. Dans
les autres cités, et aupres de 'Empereur, cela est moins str.
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DISCUSSION

M. Kraus: Es gibt doch einige wichtige Unterschiede zwi-
schen Dio und der Zweiten Sophistik einerseits und z.B. Liba-
nios und der Dritten Sophistik andererseits. So gewinnt das
Thema der hellenischen matdeioe im 4. Jahrhundert auch eine
religiose Dimension im Sinne einer paganen, antichristlichen
Haltung. Auch die Haltung zum Kaisertum ist im 1./2. Jahr-
hundert noch weit unproblematischer und kooperativer als in
der Spitantike; das Motiv des ,guten Monarchen® (ypvotoc
Bacirete, Dio, Or. 3, 25) etwa sucht man spiter bei Libanios
vergeblich. Dio hat in seinen Reden iiber das Kénigtum auch
noch ein einheitliches Romisches Reich im Auge, wihrend sich
im 4. Jahrhundert die westlich-lateinische und die 6stlich-
griechische Reichshilfte bereits deutlich entfremdet haben. Auch
der Gegensatz von lateinischer und griechischer Sprache und
Kultur spielt bei Dio noch kaum eine Rolle.

L. Pernot: Dion de Pruse et Libanios avaient beaucoup en
commun du point de vue de la paideia et de la culture rhéto-
rique. Les différences qui les séparent, cependant, sont tres
grandes. Ils n’avaient pas du tout le méme caractere, ni les mémes
choix de vie. Dion se définissait comme philosophe: Libanios,
non; Libanios se définissait comme professeur: Dion, non.
En outre, les époques dans lesquelles ils ont vécu étaient fort
dissemblables, sous le rapport de la politique, de I'état social ou
encore de la religion. Dion ne pouvait pas imaginer I'instaura-
tion d’'un Empire chrétien.

A. Chaniotis: Many thanks for this excellent overview of Dio’s
deliberative oratory, which gives me the opportunity to make a
few remarks on the context of some of Dio’s statements. Since
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Dio was keen on comparing himself with the great Athenian
orators of the Classical period, his interest in the Greek past
is very selective. He focuses on Classical Athens, largely ignoring
the Hellenistic period. That he paints a very negative image of
statesmanship at his time — as compared with that of earlier peri-
ods — is not an original trait of his rhetoric. It is found in Plu-
tarch’s Political Precepts, but also much earlier. A decree of Ber-
oia for the local statesman Harpalos (7. Beroia 2, late 2™ century
BC), regrets that Harpalos was unable to serve as a general
like his grandfathers, but praises him for showing his courage
by “courageously (ed0apsdrc) accepting the greatest priesthood
which involves the largest expenses”.

Dio’s contempt for contemporary political life is not entirely
justified. Greek cities continued having a robust political life.
As we can infer from the epigraphic evidence, administration
and political leadership could be very demanding tasks in cities
of the Imperial period. Dio’s exaggerations have been observed
in his description of Olbia in the Borysthenitikos.!

As for his Rhodian oration that deals with the re-use of
statue bases and statues, Dio gives the impression that this
practice was a Rhodian phenomenon. In reality, the re-use of
statues and bases was very widespread. For instance, a poetess
in Kos around Dio’s time was honoured with the statue of
another earlier poetess (/G XII 4, 845), and more evidence for
the recycling of statues and bases comes from late Hellenistic
and Roman Athens.?

' Hupg, J., “Der Dedikantenkreis des Achilleus als ein Gradmesser von
Akkulturationsprozessen im kaiserzeitlichen Olbia: Ein Beitrag zur olbischen
Onomastik”, in F. FLESS / M. TREISTER (eds.), Bilder und Objekte als Triger
kultureller Identitit und interkultureller Kommunikation im Schwarzmeergebiet.
Kolloquium in Zschortau/Sachsen vom 13.2.-15.2.2003 (Rahden, 2005), 43-52.

2 SHEAR, J.L., “Reusing Statues, Rewriting Inscriptions, and Bestowing
Honours in Roman Athens”, in Z. NEwWBY / R. LEADER-NEWBY (eds.), Art and
Inscriptions in the Ancient World (Cambridge, 2007), 221-246; KEESLING, C.M.,
“Vor klassischem Hintergrund: Zum Phinomen der Wiederverwendung ilterer
Statuen auf der Athener Akropolis als Ehrenstatuen fiir Rémer”, in R. KRUM-
REICH / C. WITSCHEL (eds.), Die Akropolis von Athen im Hellenismus und in der
romischen Kaiserzeit (Wiesbaden, 2010), 329-398.
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Considering contexts like these, we get a better understand-
ing of Dio’s rhetorical strategies.

L. Pernot: Dion réécrit le passé avec une tres grande liberté,
non seulement I'histoire, mais aussi la mythologie, en fonction
des besoins de ses démonstrations. Le point qui lui importe est
la lecon morale a tirer dans chaque cas. En particulier, il a ten-
dance a idéaliser Sparte. La liberté dans le choix et le traitement
des exemples empruntés au passé est une caractéristique de la
rhérorique. Cependant, cela n’empéchait pas Dion de garder
les yeux ouverts sur le présent. Dans le passage du Discours
rhodien qui est cité ci-dessus (p. 260), il dresse un bilan tres juste
de la situation des cités grecques a I'époque impériale. Sur ce
point, il rejoint Plutarque, en cherchant, comme lui, “ce qui reste”.
Au mot xatareiretar employé par Dion (31, 162) font écho,
chez Plutarque, hetmovran (Praec. ger. reip. 805a) et Aelmeton
(1bid. 824d), ainsi que Ymereinmeto (Cic. 4, 7). Les affinités ne
manquent pas entre Dion et Plutarque, comme j’ai essayé de le
montrer ailleurs.?

C. Kremmydas: Thank you for your stimulating analysis of
Dio’s deliberative rhetoric. I was struck by the remarkable con-
tinuity of deliberative zopoi first attested in the Demosthenic
Assembly speeches, especially those relating to the speaker’s
ethos. They seem to be more than mere survivals of a delibera-
tive tradition. And Demosthenes is not just a distant memory;
he seems to be a model consciously imitated (you mentioned a
few examples of Demosthenic echoes). He sets the bar for
assessing the quality of Dio’s deliberative rhetoric. But should
one not also consider the question of Dio’s audience and their
knowledge of the Demosthenic model? Unless those listening
to (or reading at a later stage) Dio’s speeches were well acquainted
with Demosthenic oratory, his efforts to set himself up as a

3 In P. VOLPE CACCIATORE / F. FERRARI (éd.), Plutarco e la cultura della sua
etz (Naples, 2007), 103-121.
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worthy continuator of the great classical oratorical model would
not have succeeded.

Immediately after the passage quoted above, p. 266 (Or. 31,
161-162 and then 163) Dio seems to compliment the Rhodians
on the way that they pay attention to their external appearance
and this in turn sets them apart from the rest of the world.
Unless this is ironical (and I am not persuaded it is not), it seems
to suggest that the speaker now places emphasis on the external
appearance of the citizens, and this is a feature that does not
appear in classical Attic deliberative oratory.

L. Pernot: La question de I'apparence extérieure s’applique
aussi a l'orateur: la facon dont il se présente conditionne son
efficacité persuasive. Sur cette question importante, Dion donne
des renseignements précis et intéressants le concernant. Il se
décrit vétu d’'un méchant manteau, portant la barbe et les che-
veux longs, arborant la mise d’'un Cynique (32, 22; 34, 2; 47,
25). Méme apres 'exil, Dion, de ce point de vue, se distinguait
des autres orateurs. Son aspect extérieur traduisait visuellement
le caractere philosophique de sa rhétorique.

M. Edwards: Is Dio reconstructing history, like Andocides
in speech 3? Angelos raises important issues about the employ-
ment of history in oratory. But the reconstruction of earlier
history goes back to Andocides in his On the Peace with the
Spartans, where he invents (in our terms) Athenian history of
the Pentecontaetia period. And what is more, Aeschines repeats
this invention in his On the False Embassy speech. This is partly,
at least, a matter of constructing the audience, who presumably
would not know much better than the orator (or they would
presumably have shouted him down)? Dio, of course, talks
about the present, whereas for Aristotle deliberative oratory is
about the future.

M. Kraus: Die theoretische Zuordnung des deliberativen
Genres zur Zeitstufe der Zukunft scheint (iitber Hermogenes)
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sogar fiir Libanios noch gegolten zu haben. In den deliberati-
ven Deklamationen der Rhetorenschule, die in der Regel histo-
rische Sujets haben, werden die geschichtlichen Fakten oft grob
verzerrt. Sie sind keine historischen Quellen und wollen es
nicht sein. Inwieweit das auch auf Dios politische Reden aus-
strahlt, ist schwer zu sagen. Vergessen wir nicht, dass Dio auch
als Historiker schrieb (Uber die Tugenden Alexanders, Getika).
Ich mochte aber gerne noch eine Frage zu Dio als Philosophen
anschliessen: Traditionell wird Dio meist als Kyniker und
Stoiker angesehen, aber gerade in den zitierten Reden zeigen
sich ausserordentlich viele platonisierende Elemente (so etwa
der Gedanke des Philosophenkénigtums). Dio las, wie berich-
tet wird, Platons Phaidon ebenso wie Reden des Demosthenes
(Philostr. VS 488). Sein Stil hatte dementsprechend platoni-
sche ebenso wie demosthenische Anklinge (Philostr. VS 487).
Andererseits beruft er sich auf den Kyniker Diogenes (Or. 4).
Welcher philosophischen Richtung kann man ihn also am ehes-
ten zurechnen? Oder muss man ihn einfach als Synkretisten
betrachten?

J.-L. Ferrary: En ce qui concerne 'influence du stoicisme sur
Dion de Pruse, il faut, je crois, prendre garde a ne pas tomber
dans un cercle vicieux. Hans von Arnim, qui se trouve avoir été
successivement ’éditeur et le biographe de Dion (1893 et 1898),
puis éditeur des Stoicorum veterum fragmenta (1903-1905), a,
dans cette derni¢re ceuvre, abusivement inclus dans les fragments
de Chrysippe de nombreux textes qui lui paraissaient d’inspiration
vétéro-stoicienne, et en particulier des textes de Dion. Un recueil
limité aux authentiques fragments de Chrysippe et témoignages
sur Chrysippe (selon les principes qu’il a lui-méme adoptés pour
Zénon et Cléanthe) aurait sans doute permis de fonder sur des
bases plus stres le probleme du rapport entre Dion et ’Ancien
Stoicisme, qui mériterait d’étre repris.

L. Pernot: La question de I'éclectisme philosophique de Dion
de Pruse est une question difficile. Il a certainement évolué au
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cours de sa vie et mis davantage I'accent tantdt sur une doc-
trine, tantdt sur une autre. Par ailleurs, les modeles invoqués
n’étaient pas cantonnés a une seule et unique doctrine; pour les
penseurs grecs de 'époque impériale, les Socrate et les Diogene
étaient devenus une sorte de bien commun et 'on pouvait se
réclamer d’eux de plusieurs points de vue différents.






VIII

MANFRED KRAUS

RHETORIK UND MACHT:
THEORIE UND PRAXIS DER DELIBERATIVEN REDE
IN DER DRITTEN SOPHISTIK

LIBANIOS UND APHTHONIOS

1. Einleitung

Nahezu achthundert Jahre liegen zwischen der Zeit der frithen
attischen Redner und der Epoche der antiochenischen Sophisten
Libanios und Aphthonios im spiten 4. Jahrhundert n. Chr. Vie-
les hat sich iiber diesen langen Zeitraum hin veridndert, auch und
gerade im Bereich der Rhetorik. Zwar existiert die Rhetorik als
gesellschaftlich relevante Macht auch zu dieser Zeit weiter, ja sie
manifestiert sich in fast noch grosserem Umfang und durch-
dringt Gesellschaft und Alltagsleben mit eher noch grosserer
Intensitidt und Selbstverstindlichkeit als je zuvor. Aber ihr Cha-
rakeer hat sich im Laufe der Jahrhunderte tiefgreifend verindert.
Schon in der Zeit eines Quintilian und Tacitus bemerkte man
diesen Wandel. Die Rhetorik hatte ihren Schwerpunkt von
Agora und Forum und aus den Gerichtssilen verlagert in das
Bildungswesen. Sie war von einem Phinomen des 6ffentlichen
Lebens zunehmend zu einem Schulfach, zu einem formalen Bil-
dungsinhalt geworden, zu einem durchaus zentralen Bildungs-
inhalt freilich. Den Grund dafiir suchte und fand man schon

frith im Wandel der politischen Verhiltnisse.!

! Vgl. die Erklirungsansitze des Maternus bei TAC. Dial. 36-41. Ahnliches ver-
trat auch Quintilian sowohl in der Institutio Oratoria als auch sehr wahrscheinlich
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Mit dem Ubergang des romischen Reiches von der Republik
zu einer autokratischen Staatsform, wie immer man diese auch
bezeichnen mochte, war — so glaubten kritische Analytiker zu
erkennen — notwendig auch ein Verlust an freier Rede, an wop-
emoto verbunden, jener mappyoia, die einst konstitutiv fuir das
Aufblithen der Rhetorik in den griechischen Stadtstaaten und
namentlich in Athen gewesen war. Betroffen davon mussten
von den drei klassischen Redegattungen naturgemiss insbeson-
dere die politische Rede und die Gerichtsrede sein. Wichtige
politische Entscheidungen wurden zwar auch in dieser Zeit
noch im Senat erdrtert, doch getroffen wurden sie faktisch vom
Herrscher und seinen engsten Beratern. Auch im Gerichts-
wesen wurde das freie Spiel der Krifte des alten rémischen For-
mularprozesses schon im Laufe des 3. Jahrhunderts n. Chr. in
Zivil- wie Strafverfahren zunehmend verdringt vom sogenannten
Kognitionsprozess vor beamteten, staatlich bestellten Amtstrigern,
der im Jahre 342 n. Chr. dann auch formell den Formularpro-
zess endgiiltig abloste.”

Man sollte freilich vorsichtig sein, die alte These vom Verfall
der Beredsamkeit unkritisch zu wiederholen. Wertungen dieser
Art sind aus der Sicht der heutigen Forschung kaum am Platz.
Angemessener wire es, statt dessen von einem Wandel der Rede-
kunst zu sprechen. Denn ein solcher hat in jedem Falle stattge-
funden. In Griechenland hatte dieser innere Verinderungsprozess
der Beredsamkeit schon friiher eingesetzt, im Grunde bereits mit
der Eroberung Griechenlands durch die Makedonen und der
daraus resultierenden Umwandlung der alten Polislandschaft in
monarchische Flichenstaaten, endgiiltig aber mit der Eingliede-
rung Griechenlands in das Romische Reich, durch die dusserlich
zwar eine Befreiung der Griechen vom makedonischen Joch
erfolgte, faktisch jedoch der autonomen politischen Beredsam-
keit im Rahmen der Polis auf Dauer der Boden entzogen war.

in der verlorenen Schrift De causis corruptae eloquentiae. Dazu vgl. z.B. BRINK
(1989).
2 Vgl. Kaser / HACKL (1996) 171; 435-436.
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Noch weitaus deutlicher mussten diese Verinderungen aber
im 4. Jahrhundert n. Chr. fithlbar werden, in dem die grie-
chisch-rémische Okumene sich erneut tiefgreifenden politischen
und gesellschaftlichen Verinderungen ausgesetzt sah. Es ist
daher mit Recht zu fragen, welche Rolle deliberative Rhetorik
und insbesondere griechische deliberative Rhetorik unter den
durchaus verinderten Bedingungen des 4. Jahrhunderts tiber-
haupt noch spielen konnte, bzw. in welcher Fom sie in dieser
Zeit noch in Erscheinung trat.

Um diese Verinderungen aufzuzeigen, eignet sich schon
allein aufgrund der Quellenlage kaum ein (Euvre besser als
dasjenige des Libanios, in dem sich die Situation der griechi-
schen Rhetorik in der Spitantike wie in einem Brennspiegel
gebiindelt darstellt. Es soll daher im Folgenden der Versuch
unternommen werden, die Situation der spitantiken griechischen
deliberativen Rhetorik am Beispiel der Werke des Libanios und

seines Schiilers Aphthonios zu skizzieren.

2. ,Dritte Sophistik®?

Im Titel dieses Beitrags wird fiir die hier zur Debatte ste-
hende Epoche der in jiingerer Zeit populir gewordene Begriff
der ,Dritten Sophistik® verwendet. Da diese Bezeichnung
jedoch nicht unumstritten ist, bedarf es vorab einiger Kli-
rungen. Selbstverstindlich entbehrt der Begriff einer Dritten
Sophistik, anders als der von Philostrat geprigte der Zweiten
Sophistik,® der antiken Grundlage. Er ist letztlich eine reine
moderne Analogiebildung. Dennoch gibt es gute Griinde, die
Epoche des spiten 4. Jahrhunderts von der Zweiten Sophistik
des 1. bis 3. Jahrhunderts als eigenstindige Epoche zu schei-
den. Erlebte doch das 4. Jahrhundert mindestens drei grund-
legende politisch-soziale Verinderungen, die ihren Einfluss auf

die Entwicklung von Bildung und Rhetorik nicht verfehlen

3 PHILOSTR. VS 481, 507.
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konnten: Erstens die endgiiltige Entwicklung des Romischen
Reiches hin zu einer zentralistischen und hierarchisch struktu-
rierten absoluten Monarchie; zweitens die allmihliche Dissozi-
ation der beiden Reichshilften, der westlich-lateinischen und
der ostlich-griechischen, die mit den Reformen Diokletians
im Jahre 293 einsetzte und mit der definitiven und offiziellen
Separation nach dem Tode des Theodosius im Jahre 395 (mit-
hin etwa zur Zeit des Lebensendes des Libanios) ithren Abschluss
fand; und schliesslich den Aufstieg des Christentums von einer
subversiven, marginalen und verfolgten Sekte zum ent-
scheidenden Machtfaktor, beginnend mit dem Toleranzedikt
Konstantins im Jahre 313 und vollendet mit der Erhebung des
Christentums zur offiziellen Reichsreligion wiederum durch
Theodosius im Jahre 391. Die dusseren Bedingungen sind also
fiir einen Sophisten wie Libanios im 4. Jahrhundert in der
Tat durchaus andere als sie es noch im 2. oder 3. Jahrhundert
waren.

Angesichts dieser markanten Unterschiede hat als erster
Laurent Pernot fiir diese Epoche zunichst die Bezeichnung
,Seconde Sophistique bis* und spiter dann ,Troisieme Sophis-
tique‘ vorgeschlagen.” Darin sind ihm unter anderem Jacques
Schamp, Alberto Quiroga Puertas sowie Bernard Schouler und
Pierre-Louis Malosse gefolgt®. Der Terminus wurde aber auch
aufgegriffen z.B. von Bernadette Puech in ihrem bedeutenden
Buch iiber Redner und Sophisten in kaiserzeitlichen Inschriften.”
Auch der Verfasser selbst hat ihn bereits in fritheren Publikatio-
nen verwendet.?

Andererseits sind gegen die Tauglichkeit des Begriffs gra-
vierende Einwinde erhoben worden, so zuletzt insbesondere
von Lieve Van Hoof. In einem Aufsatz von 2010 hat diese in

4 PERNOT (1993) vol. I, 14 n. 9.

> PERNOT (2000) 271-272; (2006-2007).

¢ SCHAMP (2006); QUIROGA PUERTAS (2007) bes. 41; MALOSSE / SCHOULER
(2009); FOWLER / QUIROGA PUERTAS (2014).

7 PUECH (2002) 7.

8 Z.B. Kraus (2011a) 145.
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Anlehnung an eine auf die Zweite Sophistik gemiinzte Formu-
lierung von P.A. Brunt’ geradezu von einem ,,‘Bubble’ of the
“Third Sophistic’ gesprochen.'® Van Hoof kritisiert zunichst
eine definitorische Unschirfe des Begriffs; er werde von seinen
verschiedenen Vertretern in jeweils durchaus unterschiedlicher
Weise verwendet; so sei z.B. seine chronologische Eingrenzung
keineswegs eindeutig, ebensowenig, ob nur pagane Autoren
davon erfasst sein sollen oder auch christliche. In der Tat ist
einzuriumen, dass der Ausdruck einer hinreichenden termino-
logischen Prizision bislang entbehrt und z.B. nicht nur auf die
Spitantike, sondern bisweilen auch auf ganz andere Epochen
angewendet worden ist, so etwa von Antonis Kaldellis auf die
klassizistisch ausgerichtete Epoche der mittelbyzantinischen
Komnenenzeit.!' Schwerer noch wiegt, dass der Terminus einer
Dritten Sophistik sogar zuallererst in einem ginzlich anderen
Zusammenhang geprigt wurde, nimlich von dem amerika-
nischen Philosophen Victor J. Vitanza im Sinne einer propa-
gierten postmodernen Wiederbelebung des epistemologischen
Relativismus und der korrespondierenden Argumentationsfor-
men gerade der Ersten Sophistik.'” Ich plidiere daher aus den
obengenannten Griinden daftir, eine Dritte Sophistik in bezug
auf die Spitantike etwa mit der Epoche Diokletians beginnen
zu lassen, die auch sonst in der antiken Literatur eine fiihlbare
Zisur darstellt, und die geistige Auseinandersetzung zwischen
Christentum und paganer Religion ebenso wie diejenige zwischen
griechischer und lateinischer Sprache und Kultur, die beide so
in der Zweiten Sophistik (noch) nicht stattfinden, zu definito-
rischen Kernpunkten des Epochenbegriffs zu machen.'

Van Hoof glaubt ausserdem im Begriff einer Dritten Sophis-
tik eine Abwertung der klassizistischen spitantiken Rhetorik als
,static, moribund, and no longer engaged or influential in society®

2 BRUNT (1994).

10 VAN HOOF (2010); vgl. auch WESTBERG (2010) 18-20.
1 KALDELLIS (2007) 225-316.

12 V1TANZA (1991).

13 Ahnlich AMATO (2006) V und PENELLA (2013) 3.
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sowie eine iibermissige Betonung einer Diskontinuitit zur vor-
ausgehenden Epoche zu erkennen, welche die ithrer Meinung
nach gebotene Ausdehnung der erfolgversprechenden Forschungs-
ansitze zur Zweiten Sophistik auf die spitantike Rhetorik
behindere.!* Demgegeniiber seien vielmehr die gesellschaftlich-
politische Funktion der Rhetorik in dieser Zeit und ihre Kon-
tinuitit zur Zweiten Sophistik hervorzuheben.

Eine solche Abwertung und ein solches Dekadenzmodell
sind dem Begriff jedoch keineswegs inhirent. Im Gegenteil:
Gerade die kontrastierende Gegeniiberstellung mit der Situation
der Zweiten Sophistik schirft den Blick fiir die Neuentwicklun-
gen und das Andersartige auch der spiteren Epoche und erlaubt
so eine angemessenere Betrachtung der spezifischen Eigenheiten
spatantiker Rhetorik. Eher wiirde woméglich sogar ein tibertrie-
bener Kontinuititsgedanke auf ein Dekadenzmodell fithren.
Zudem betont der Begriff in seiner deutlichen Bezugnahme auf
die Zweite Sophistik Kontinuitit ja mindestens ebensosehr wie
Diskontinuitit. Er behindert folglich auch in keiner Weise die
von Van Hoof geforderte Anwendung des in der Forschung zur
Zweiten Sophistik erarbeiteten methodologischen Instrumenta-
riums auf die Spitantike.

Wenngleich Van Hoof darin durchaus zuzustimmen ist, dass
von einem gesellschaftlichen Bedeutungsverlust der Rhetoren,
wie er bei manchen Autoren wie etwa Simon Swain konstatiert
worden sein mag,'” gerade in der Spitantike nicht die Rede sein
kann, so verdient dennoch hervorgehoben zu werden, dass die
Rhetorik dieser Epoche sich auch in ihrer klassizistischen Aus-
richtung beileibe nicht als , refuge against contemporary religious,
political, and socio-cultural evolutions®,'® sondern vielmehr, wie
noch zu zeigen sein wird, als horbare Stimme einer offensiven
politischen Zeitkritik versteht, was man aber erst erkennt, wenn
man den Blick auf die spezifischen Besonderheiten der Epoche

14 VAN HOOF (2010) 212; cf. 224.
15 SWAIN (1996) 3-6.
16- VAN HooF (2010) 212.
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richtet. Nicht eskapistische Flucht in die Vergangenheit, son-
dern Vergewisserung und Behauptung der eigenen griechischen
kulturellen Wurzeln im Angesicht romischer politischer Macht
ist die Intention der Sophisten. Van Hoofs Einschitzung, dass
,studies thus far have suggested that the Second Sophistic saw
the last great flourishing of classical Greek rhetoric with the
‘Third Sophistic’ representing its death struggle“!” ist somit
deutlich tibertrieben. Versucht doch gerade Pernots Ansatz, tra-
ditionelle Denkmuster von Aufstieg, Bliite und Verfall durch
den Blick auf die positiven Entwicklungen spitantiker Rhetorik
zu liberwinden.'® Ich sehe daher im Begriff einer Dritten Sophis-
tik auch nicht wie Van Hoof eine die Betrachtung verzerrende
Linse,'” sondern im Gegenteil eine hermeneutische Anregung,
die nutzbar zu machen wire. — Doch wenden wir uns nun
Libanios selbst zu!

3. Libanios und das genus deliberatiuum in der Dritten

Sophistik

In der spiten 35. Rede (zu datieren nach 388), in der er sich
mahnend an diejenigen unter seinen Schiilern wendet, die es
angstlich vermeiden, in politischen Angelegenheiten das Wort
zu ergreifen, bestimmt Libanios die Aufgabe der politischen Rede
folgendermassen:

,Mit Rat zu dienen und in Reden das Notwendige vorzu-
bringen, Schaden abzuwenden, den einen beizupflichten, den
anderen aber entgegenzutreten, verniinftigen Amtstrigern
(&pyovot) zu folgen, aber sich mit denen zu streiten, die das

17 VaN Hoor (2010) 224.

8 Vgl. dazu auch STENGER (2009) 16 mit Anm. 69. In der Etablierung des
Terminus einer ,Dritten Sophistik® zeige sich nach Stenger gerade ,das allmihlich
vorhandene Bewuf$tsein, dafd die gegeniiber der Kaiserzeit verinderten politischen,
gesellschaftlichen und religiésen Rahmenbedingungen sich auf die Produktion
von Literatur niedergeschlagen haben miissen® (16). Vgl. auch die Einschitzungen
von PENELLA (2013) 2-5 und CRIBIORE (2013) 36-37.

19 VAN Hoor (2010) 224.
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Niitzliche nicht sehen, der Stimme der Macht (raic dmod Tod
Opévou owvaic) die Stimme der Vernunft (tob Bouiedewv)
entfegenzusetzen, in der Rede mehr Furcht zu erregen als selbst

zu fiirchten®.??

Libanios ist sich also der hergebrachten Aufgaben deliberativer
Rede sehr genau bewusst und wiederholt ihre klassischen
Beschreibungen bis in die Terminologie hinein. Doch bricht
seine Beschreibung in der zweiten Hilfte in markanter Weise
um, und ein bemerkenswerter Unterschied zur Situation des
Redners in der alten Polis tut sich auf: Sind die ,Amtstriger”
(&pyovrec) zunichst noch ganz neutral bezeichnet, so geht es
jedoch nunmehr darum, ob man ihnen ,folgen® (dxorov07jcon)
solle oder nicht, worin bereits ein hierarchisches Element ange-
deutet ist, ehe schliesslich ganz offen von der Stimme der
Macht (wortlich: des ,Thrones®, sprich Amtssitzes) die Rede ist,
der der Redner nur die Stimme des verniinftigen Rates entge-
genzusetzen hat.

Das hier angesprochene Machtgefille ist evident. Hier reden
nicht mehr Gleiche mit Gleichen, sondern (zumindest dusser-
lich) Machtlose zu Michtigen. Rhetorik wird in einem solchen
Umfeld zur stirksten, wenn nicht einzigen Waffe der Macht-
losen. Wer nicht selbst die Macht hat, Dinge zu entscheiden
oder zu bestimmen, kann nur hoffen, mit den Mitteln der
Persuasion auf die Michtigen einzuwirken, um deren Entschei-
dungen zu beeinflussen. ,Ich habe keine Macht®, schreibt
Libanios schon im Jahre 361 an den comes Orientis Modestos,
,aber ich schime mich dessen keineswegs; mir gentigt der
Gesang, wie der Nachtigall“.?! Der deliberativen Rede fillt

somit eine durchaus verinderte Aufgabe zu; sie wird im vollen

20 LiB. Or. 35, 3: yvopy hertovpyfioar xal Aéyolg elonyhoachoar 1o Séov,
rohdoal T Brafepd, Tolg pev cuvelTely, Tolg 3¢ dmavtiioot, axolovdfical pev ed
ppovolewy &pyovat, poyéoachol 3¢ 6 Ausrttedody ody GpdoLy, dvTieThical Tals
amo tob Opbvou gwvals tac &mo ol Bovkedewy, O @ofely wariov 7 dediévor Ex
onropelag Eyety.

21 LiB. Ep. 617: viv 3¢ eyt dolevig, aloydvopar 8¢ 0dSapddc, dAN dpxel pot
70 &dewy, domep T7) dndbvi. Vgl. CRIBIORE (2007) 18.
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Sinne des Wortes zur Beratungsrede, wie es schon der latei-
nische Terminus der swasoria andeutet. Das Verhiltnis des
Redners zur Macht definiert sich neu. Mag es in den Stadt-
senaten (Kurien) der Poleis des griechischen Ostens durchaus
noch Gelegenheit zu offener Beratung und Debatte quasi auf
horizontaler Ebene gegeben haben, wie Libanios sie am Anfang
der Passage anzudeuten scheint (obwohl auch diese Gremien
sich im 4. Jahrhundert immer mehr zu reinen Kasten von Leit-
urgiepflichtigen entwickelten, denen man sich tunlichst zu
entziehen suchte??), so wird daneben die sozusagen vertikale
Funktion der politischen Rede in der Auseinandersetzung mit
den michtigen Amtstrigern des Reiches immer wichtiger.
Es geht nicht mehr so sehr um die Erringung oder Sicherung
eigener Macht, sondern um die Eindimmung und Kontrolle,
gegebenenfalls auch um die Lenkung oder Nutzung der Macht
anderer. Im selben Sinne hat sich auch Pierre-Louis Malosse in
seinem letzten, postum erschienenen Beitrag zu Libanios gedus-
sert: ,,Libanius sees it as the orator’s duty to speak up to those
in power“.?

Dazu bedarf der Redner freilich zuvorderst einer gesicherten
eigenen Position. Besass Libanios politische Macht? In einem
vordergriindigen Sinne zunichst durchaus. Stammte er doch
sowohl viterlicher- wie miitterlicherseits aus Kurialenfamilien,
die die Geschicke seiner Vaterstadt seit mehreren Generationen
mitbestimmt hatten.?* Doch war, wie bereits angedeutet, einer-
seits der Kurialenstand zu seiner Zeit bereits zu einer reinen
finanziellen Biirde herabgesunken, und zum anderen hitte er
ihm in der ,vertikalen® Auseinandersetzung mit Amtstrigern
der Zentralgewalt kaum eine ausreichende Machtgrundlage
geboten. Dennoch hitte Libanios nach dem Wunsch seines

22 Vgl. L. Or. 35, 6 ff.; vgl. LIEBESCHUETZ (1972) 103: “The councillors
spend money and give advice, but there is no pretext that they govern the city.
They advise the governors, but the governors make the decisions”; PACK (1951)
176: “honores [...] transformed into munera”.

23 MALOSSE (2014) 88.

24 Vgl. PACK (1951) 178-182; WINTJES (2005) 43-62.
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freilich friih verstorbenen Vaters und seiner nichsten Verwandten
wohl diesen Weg gehen sollen.? Er selbst wollte es anders. Um
den listigen Pflichten eines Kurialen zu entgehen, 6ffentliche
Bauprojekte, Tempel, Gotterfeste, Spiele oder Wohlfahrtsein-
richtungen finanzieren oder Steuern einheben zu miissen, gab
es mehrere Moglichkeiten: sich freizukaufen, eine hoherrangige
Position in der Hauptstadt zu erlangen, in das Heer einzutreten,
oder Immunitit zu erreichen durch Erringung einer sozial
angeschenen beruflichen Position wie Arzt, Grammatiker oder
Rhetor.?® Libanios ging den letzteren Weg und begab sich nach
einer Grundausbildung in der Heimatstadt zum weiteren Rheto-
rikstudium nach Athen.?”

Weitere Stationen fithrten ihn als Rhetoriklehrer in die Haupt-
stadt Konstantinopel, dann nach Nikaia, Nikomedia und wie-
der zuriick nach Konstantinopel,?® ehe er endlich auf einigen
Umwegen im Jahre 354 nach Antiochia zuriickkehren durfte,
um dort als Nachfolger des Zenobios die offizielle Rhetoren-
stelle der Stadt zu bekleiden.?

Als weit wichtiger als diese durchaus prestigetrichtige Stelle
erwies sich jedoch fuir ihn, dass er wihrend der Aufenthalte in
der Hauptstadt und in der Nihe des Kaiserhofes wichtige per-
sonliche Beziehungen hatte kniipfen kénnen. So hatte er unter
anderem in Konstantinopel und Nikomedia die ihm spiter
hochst niitzliche Bekanntschaft des jungen Rhetorikschiilers
und nachmaligen Kaisers Julian machen kénnen. Als offizieller
Rhetoriklehrer und Sophist Antiochias konnte er spiter dieses
Netzwerk an Beziehungen durch die grosse Zahl seiner Schii-
ler, von denen es einige zu sehr einflussreichen Positionen in
Regierung und Verwaltung brachten, noch wesentlich erwei-
tern und verdichten. Hinzu kam der Riickhalt durch weitrei-
chende familidre Verflechtungen mit den héheren Schichten

» LB. Or. 1, 6 und 13; vgl. Pack (1951) 178-179.

26 Vgl. Li. Or. 48, 7; vgl. DRECOLL (1997) 43-77, bes. 74-77.
27 WINTJES (2005) 66-76.

28 WINTJES (2005) 77-97.

29 WINTJES (2005) 99-117.



RHETORIK UND MACHT 309

Antiochias. Allein dieses immense Netzwerk an personlichen
Beziechungen und seine stupende rhetorische Fihigkeit, auf
dieser Klaviatur virtuos zu spielen, erlaubte es ihm, weit mehr
als seine dussere Position als Sophist, ohne Angst um Gut, Leib
und Leben haben zu miissen, selbstbewusst gegeniiber michti-
gen Amtstrigern des Reiches im Sinne des oben genannten
,speaking up to those in power” auftreten zu kénnen. Man
hat ihn deshalb auch einen ,Uberlebenskiinstler® genannt.”
Dieser ganz besonderen Position ist es wohl zu verdanken,
dass Libanios immer wieder auch und gerade in Krisensitua-
tionen als Fiirsprecher seiner Heimatstadt oder einzelner Perso-
nen offentlich das Wort ergreifen konnte.

Neben dieser Riickversicherung durch persénliche Beziehun-
gen und Freundschaften war es fiir eine 6ffentliche Personlich-
keit wie Libanios aber nicht minder wichtig, in der Formulierung
seiner politisch relevanten Reden entsprechendes taktisches
Geschick zu beweisen. Es musste wohl abgewogen sein, wann
eine freie Sprache gefithrt werden konnte und wann man sich
vorsichtig ausdriicken musste. Offene Kritik an Amtstrigern war
oft erst nach deren Tod oder mindestens Absetzung vorstellbar.
In einzelnen Fillen mégen Reden des Libanios mit besonders
drastisch ausfallenden Passagen auch nicht fur den 6ffentlichen
Vortrag, sondern fiir die Lektiire innerhalb ausgewihlter Kreise
bestimmt gewesen sein.’!

Raffaella Cribiore stellt immerhin fest, simtliche erhaltenen
Reden des Libanios gehérten gattungsmiissig ,in the delibera-
tive or epideictic categories®, und verzeichnet einen erheblichen
Teil seiner Reden als ,,political orations® bzw. ,speeches on pub-
lic issues®.>* Das Beispiel des Libanios zeigt also, dass deliberative
Rede auch unter den verinderten Bedingungen des 4. Jahrhun-
derts noch moglich sein konnte, dass sie jedoch weniger im
horizontalen Meinungsaustausch zwischen gleichberechtigten

30 WINTJES (2005) 218.
31 Vgl. z.B. LiB. Or. 42. PETIT (1956) 488-489.
32 CRIBIORE (2013) 35; 18-19; ebenso MALOSSE (2014) 83-92.



310 MANFRED KRAUS

Mitgliedern eines politischen Gremiums stattfand, sondern
hiufiger im ,vertikalen® Versuch der Einflussnahme auf Ent-
scheidungen von Amtstrigern, ferner dass diese Moglichkeit
nicht mehr unbedingt einem jeden offenstand, sondern allen-
falls demjenigen, der durch personliche Absicherungen und
rhetorisches Geschick die oft drastischen drohenden Folgen
eines politischen Fehltrittes zu umgehen verstand. Die Dunkel-
ziffer an Akteuren, die weniger Uberlebensgeschick bewiesen
als Libanios, diirfte hoch sein.

4. Theorie und pidagogische Praxis der deliberativen Rede in
der Spitantike

Im Vergleich zu den solcherart verinderten dusseren Bedin-
gungen fur deliberative Rede blieben deren theoretische
Grundlagen hingegen erstaunlich konstant. Libanios selbst hat
keine theoretische Schrift zur Rhetorik hinterlassen. Wir miis-
sen daher davon ausgehen, dass die kanonischen Schriften der
Epoche der Zweiten Sophistik weiterhin ihre Giiltigkeit hat-
ten.”® Es ist hinlinglich oft betont worden, dass in der Praxis
der Spitantike das epideiktische genus zunehmendes Gewicht
gewann, und was dazu zu sagen war, ist von Laurent Pernot
lingst gesagt.** Bemerkenswerterweise aber haben gerade in
den Schriften des Corpus Hermogenianum, die wir auch fir die
Spitantike wohl heranziehen diirfen, das judiziale und das
deliberative genus ihren Platz mehr als behauptet. So bietet die
spitestens aus dem 3. Jahrhundert stammende pseudohermo-
genianische Schrift De inuentione (Ilepl ebpéoeme) Anweisun-
gen zur inuentio fir die ersten drei Bauelemente (prooemium,
narratio, argumentatio) sowohl von Gerichtsreden als auch von
politischen Reden. Ja sogar die genuine Hermogenische Schrift
zur Statuslehre (Ilepl 6tdcewv) kennt unter den verschiedenen

33 Cf. CRrIBIORE (2014) 75.
3 PERNOT (1993); (2000); (2015).
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status als Unterart des status qualitatis (moi6tnc) zumindest
auch die ctdoig mpaypatiey, die sich auf die Zeitstufe der
Zukunft beziehe,” was sie nach der bekannten Einteilung des
Aristoteles®® ebenso als dem deliberativen genus zugeordnet
erweist wie die ihr zugewiesenen capita finalia des Gesetzmissi-
gen, Gerechten, Niitzlichen, Méglichen und Glaubhaften.’”

Diese Persistenz des deliberativen und judizialen genus
erklirt sich daraus, dass diese Lehrwerke, wie auch aus der
Wahl ihrer Beispiele klar ersichtlich, in erster Linie als Anwei-
sungen fiir die Abfassung von Deklamationen gedacht waren,
und Deklamationen gab es ausschliesslich in diesen beiden genera
(als Controversien und Suasorien), nicht jedoch im genus
demonstratiuum. Im Ubungsprogramm der Schule des Libanios
wurden also deliberative und judiziale Reden ganz selbstver-
standlich geiibt. Die von ihm erhaltenen Deklamationen belegen
dies (s.u. Abschnitt 6). Man darf daraus schliessen, dass auch die
theoretischen Grundlagen des judizialen und deliberativen Rede-
genus in den Schulen der Spitantike in jedem Fall bekannt
waren und vermittelt wurden.

Dieser Befund bestitigt sich auch fiir den Bereich der auf
die Deklamation hinfiihrenden vorbereitenden Ubungen, der
Progymnasmata. Noch im 5. Jahrhundert weist der Rhetor
Nikolaos von Myra in seinem Progymnasmata-Handbuch die
einzelnen Ubungen auch den drei Redegenera zu. Dabei geho-
ren seiner Ansicht nach eindeutig zum deliberativen genus die
Ubungen Fabel, Chrie, Gnome und Thesis.*® Lob und Tadel

seien zwar primir dem panegyrischen genus zugeordnet, seien

3 HERMOG. Stat. 38, 3-8 RABE: mpaypatiny Ydp é6Tty duoLaBnryolg mepl
TEdYPaTog LEMOVTOG, el Oel yevéshar T6de Tu 1) ) yevéshar, dolvar % i) Solvau,
olov Boviedovtor Alnvalot, el ypn 0dmtety Tovg &v Mapaldve tesbvrac 16y Bap-
Bdpwy (,der pragmatische Status ist eine Meinungsverschiedenheit beziiglich
einer zukiinftigen Handlung, ob sie ausgefiihrt werden soll oder nicht, ob etwas
gewihrt werden soll oder nicht, wie z.B. wenn die Athener dariiber beraten, ob
man die bei Marathon gefallenen Barbaren bestatten solle®).

36 ARIST. Rbet. 1, 3, 1358b2-8.

7 HERMOG. Stat. 76, 3-79, 16 RABE; vgl. SCHOULER (1984) 181.

38 NICOL. Prog. 8, 14-15; 23, 11-12; 28, 13-14; 76, 6-7 FELTEN.
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aber ebenso wie der Vergleich auch als Bestandteile deliberati-
ver Reden einsetzbar.® Erzihlung, Ethopoiie und Ekphrasis
bereiteten gar gleichermassen auf alle drei genera vor,* und
selbst die primir zur Gerichtsrede gehorende Gesetzesbeurtei-
lung zeige in der Form des Gesetzesantrags deutliche Beziehun-
gen zur deliberativen Rede.*!

Weder Theorie noch Ubungsformen der deliberativen Rede
sind also der spitantiken Rhetorenschule fremd. Das bestitigen
auch die vor allem von Raffaella Cribiore untersuchten Papyrus-
funde mit Schiileriibungen.*? Cribiore hat auch das Lehrcurri-
culum der Schule des Libanios in seinen Grundziigen rekon-
struiert.*? Das Programm bestand zunichst weitgehend in der
Lektiire eines Kanons beispielhafter Texte (am Anfang vor allem
Homer, Platon und Demosthenes) und in der Abfassung und
Korrektur schriftlicher Stiliibungen. Die eint6nige Repetitivitit
des Programms gab dabei offenbar hiufiger Anlass zu Unmut. %
Auch Reden bedeutender Redner der jiingeren Zeit wie etwa
Aelius Aristides wurden als Vorbilder laut vorgelesen. Daneben
konnten die Schiiler aber auch gelegentlich Zeugen von 6ffent-
lich vorgetragenen Prunkdeklamationen ihres Lehrers werden,
die zumindest teilweise ebenfalls dem deliberativen genus ent-
stammten (s.u. Abschnitt 6).

Das Bewusstsein davon, dass die im Ubungsprogramm ein-
studierten Regeln prinzipiell auch in der Praxis anwendbar
waren, zeigt eine Passage in einem Brief des Libanios an Kaiser
Julian:

,Wenn wir denn in unseren Scheingefechten in den Dekla-
mationswettbewerben genau wissen, wie man zu Perikles,
Kimon und Miltiades zu sprechen hitte, dann wire es doch

39 NICOL. Prog. 48, 5-10; 62, 8-15 FELTEN.

40 NicoL. Prog. 15, 12-15; 66, 16-67, 2; 70, 7-15 FELTEN.
41 NIcoL. Prog. 79, 1-5 FELTEN.

42 CRIBIORE (1996), mit Tafeln; (2001).

43 CRIBIORE (2007); (2014).

4“4 Cf. LB. Or. 34, 15; Or. 35, 16 und 21.

(=]
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ungeheuerlich, wenn wir diese Vorschriften im wahren Leben
ausser acht liessen.“%

Autffillig ist aber immerhin, dass Libanios dem Kaiser gegen-
tiber hier nicht davon spricht, dass man wie Perikles, Kimon
oder Miltiades, sondern wie man z# diesen athenischen Macht-
habern zu sprechen habe. In diesem Detail deutet sich die
gewandelte Auffassung von deliberativer Rede denn doch an.
Denn die Stelle steht in dem Zusammenhang, dass Libanios
nun, nach der Ernennung Julians zum Caesar, es nicht mehr
wage, die alte mappnoio der Jugendfreundschaft weiter walten
zu lassen.

5. Die Progymnasmata des Libanios und Aphthonios als
politisch-kulturelles Bekenntnis

Das rhetorische Trainingsprogramm in der Schule des Liba-
nios begann, wie erwihnt, mit den Anfingeriibungen der Pro-
gymnasmata. Diese dienten zwar primir der Einiibung rheto-
risch-kompositioneller Grundtechniken. Doch konnten diese
Techniken nicht inhaltsleer unterrichtet werden, sondern muss-
ten stets jeweils an konkreten Beispielen eingeiibt werden. Diese
Beispiele aber hatten selbst bei noch so fiktiven oder entlegenen
Sujets wegen ihres mit der Materie der Rhetorik gegebenen Bezugs
zum menschlichen Handeln unweigerlich ethische oder politische
Relevanz. Gerade diese moralisch erzieherische Komponente
der antiken Progymnasmata ist jiingst von Craig Gibson in aller
Deutlichkeit unterstrichen worden.%¢

Man hat beobachtet, dass die Sujets solcher Ubungen sich
bisweilen in einer deutlichen Distanz zur realen Welt befan-
den: ,L'enseignement rhétorique a choisi de rester a I'écart de

S LIB. Ep. 369, 4: Sewdv vdp, el ontapayodvreg v v talg TGV dydvey
perétats elobpelo, mae [Mepunnel xal Kipove xal Miatiddy Stahextéoy, ént 3¢
¢ dhneiog mapobpeho tov vopov.

4 GIBSON (2014); vgl. dazu schon Kraus (2011a); (2011b).
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la réalité contemporaine, pour se contenter de maintenir ’héri-
tage culturel des siecles précédents®, schreibt Laurent Pernot.*’
Schon den Griechen der Zweiten Sophistik hatte die affirma-
tive Hinwendung zu einer rhetorisch konstruierten kulturellen
Konzeption von klassischem Griechentum als Vergewisserung
und Behauptung ihrer Existenz als kultureller Nation ange-
sichts der politischen Ubermacht Roms gedient.*® Die Diskre-
panz dieses Idealbilds gegeniiber der zeitgendssischen Lebens-
welt hatte sich zum 4. Jahrhundert hin aber noch weiter
vergrossert. Das lag freilich weniger an einer Verschiebung die-
ses Idealbilds, das iiber mehrere Jahrhunderte hin praktisch
konstant blieb, sondern an den schon beschriebenen Verinde-
rungen in der realen Welt. Zentralisierung und Hierarchisie-
rung der politischen Macht, Dissoziation und Entfremdung
von griechischer und rémischer Oikumene und zunehmende
Christianisierung sind die entscheidenden Stichworte. Dem-
gegeniiber waren die Themen der Rhetorenschule geprigt von
einem bewussten Bekenntnis zu Partikularismus und Demo-
kratie, zu griechischer Kultur und Bildung (ratdeia) und zu
paganer Religiositit.

Sind viele Stiicke der unter dem Namen des Libanios iiber-
lieferten Progymnasmata-Sammlung, wie Bernard Schouler
gezeigt hat, durchgingig geprigt von paganer Mythologie und
von einer geradezu delphischen Moralitit des Masses und der
Besonnenheit,* so wird der Kontrast zur Lebenswelt im politi-
schen Bereich vollends deutlich.

Ein bestimmtes politisches Element in den Progymnasmata
des Libanios und seines Schiilers Aphthonios ist dabei beson-
ders augenfillig, nimlich die strikte Opposition gegen jede
Form der Tyrannei.”® Bei Libanios richtet sich das vierte Mus-
terbeispiel fiir einen Gemeinplatz gegen einen Tyrannen.”! Bei

47 PERNOT (2000) 139.

48 Cf. BOWIE (1970); SWAIN (1996) 87-89; GOLDHILL (2001).
49 SCHOULER (1984) 71-75.

0 Vgl. Kraus (2013) 124-127.

>l LIB. Loc. 4; GIBSON (2008) 178-187.
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Aphthonios ist dies gar das einzige Beispiel.’> Dabei gibt es
zwischen beiden Versionen so viele Ubereinstimmungen, dass
die Version des Aphthonios gar als eine verkiirzte Version der-
jenigen des Libanios erscheinen konnte. Hierbei ist in beiden
Versionen die Herrschaft des Tyrannen in bestindigem Kontrast
zu einem am Athen der klassischen Periode orientierten demo-
kratischen System beschrieben. Freiheit (éreu0epia), Demokratie
(dnpoxpartia), Verfassung (molreio) und Gesetz (vépog) sind
die Leitworte dieses Gegenmodells. Was den Tyrannen dabei im
Besonderen kennzeichnet, ist seine grundsitzliche Verachtung
der Gesetze.”® Besonders signifikant ist aber, dass sich bei Liba-
nios daneben auch das Pendant eines locus communis zum Lobe
eines Tyrannenmérders findet, wihrend andere Autoren wie
Aphthonios oder Nikolaos die Moglichkeit eines positiven locus
communis sogar ausdriicklich ablehnen.’* Gerade das Beispiel
des Tyrannenmérders, der Freiheit und Demokratie verteidigt
und das Gesetz wiederherstellt, unterstreicht nachdriicklich
die Bedeutung des Tyrannenthemas bei Libanios, das auch
in seinen Deklamationen hiufig wiederkehrt.”® Da weder bei
Libanios noch bei Aphthonios dem Tyrannen die Figur eines
verniinftigen und weisen Monarchen gegeniibergestellt wird,
kann man diese scharfe Verurteilung der Tyrannis durchaus
auch als Kritik an der Monarchie als solcher lesen, insbesondere
weil sich bei beiden Autoren auch jeweils eine Individualisie-
rung dieses allgemeinen locus communis in Form einer Invektive
gegen Konig Philipp von Makedonien findet,’® dem nament-
lich Libanios freilich den Titel eines Pacirelc prinzipiell ver-
weigert und ihm statt dessen nur den Namen eines tdpavvos

zubilligt.

52 APHTH. Prog. 7, 3-11; PATILLON (2008) 127-131.

53 Cf. LB. Loc. 4, 4 und 10; GIBSON (2008) 178-179; 182-183; APHTH.
Prog. 7, 3 und 6; PATILLON (2008) 127, 129.

>4 APHTH. Prog. 7, 1; PATILLON (2008) 126; NICOL. Prog. 37-38 FELTEN.

%> Vgl. PENELLA (2014) 126.

56 LiB. Vit. 5; GIBSON (2008) 292-289; APHTH. Prog. 9, 4-9; PATILLON
(2008) 138-140.
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Im selben Sinne unterstreichen bei Libanios ein Lob des
Demosthenes und eine Invektive gegen Aischines und eine
Synkrisis beider Redner indirekt den Preis der athenischen
Demokratie gegeniiber der tyrannischen makedonischen Monar-
chie ebenso wie den der Unabhingigkeit der Polis gegeniiber
dem Zentralismus der Monarchie.>”

In all diesen Stiicken ist es stets die Oberhoheit des Gesetzes
und des Rechtsstaates, die als politisches Ideal aufscheint. Dieses
Ideal wird auch besonders deutlich in dem Beispiel des Aphtho-
nios fiir einen Gesetzesantrag.”® Dort bezieht der Redner unmiss-
verstindlich Stellung gegen ein Gesetz, das die Totung eines auf
frischer Tat ertappten Ehebrechers durch den betrogenen Ehe-
mann im Sinne der Selbstjustiz erlauben wiirde. Wiederholt
unterstreicht der Sprecher demgegeniiber, dass es ausschliesslich
dem Gesetz und den Richtern zukomme, Gerechtigkeit zu iiben.

Wer waren denn nun die Tyrannen, gegen die Libanios und
Aphthonios so klar Stellung bezogen? Man muss dabei nicht
unbedingt sofort an die rémischen Kaiser selbst denken,
obwohl Libanios mit manchen davon durchaus seine Schwie-
rigkeiten hatte. Doch gab es auch die kleineren Tyrannen der
Reichsverwaltung. Es lag nimlich die besondere Situation vor,
dass in Antiochia als einer der vier bedeutendsten Stidte des
Reiches gleich zwei Reichsbeamte verschiedener hierarchischer
Ebenen ihren Amtssitz hatten: zum einen der hoherrangige,
fir die gesamte ostliche Reichsdiozese verantwortliche comes
Orientis, zum Anderen der niederrangigere, fiir die Provinz
Syrien zustindige consularis Syriae.’® In beiden Amtspositionen
gab es hiufige Wechsel,®® und mit den Inhabern beider Amter
hatte Libanios oft genug Kimpfe auszufechten. Fiir Libanios

7 LiB. Enc. 5; Vit. 45 Comp. 3; GIBSON (2008) 236-245; 288-295; 334-343.

8 APHTH. Prog. 14, 3-15; PATILLON (2008) 158-162.

5% Vgl. LIEBESCHUETZ (1972) 110-114; CABOURET (2002); (2004); BRAD-
BURY (2004) 16-18; MALOSSE (2014) 88. MALOSSE (2014) 88, Anm. 22 verweist
darauf, dass Libanios in seinen Reden meist darauf verzichtet, die jeweilige Stel-
lung eines Amtstrigers ausdriicklich anzugeben.

60 Listen der comites Orientis und consulares Syriae in JONES / MARTINDALE /
MORRIS (1971) 1082-1083; 1105-1106.
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stand seine Heimatstadt stets im Vordergrund, und obwohl er
sich selbst dieser Verpflichtung entzogen hatte, wurde er nicht
miide, gegen das politische Desinteresse seiner Landsleute zu
kimpfen und die Flucht gerade der S6hne aus hoheren Kreisen
aus der kurialen Verantwortung anzuprangern.®!

Schliesslich muss auch noch einmal daran erinnert werden,
dass die progymnasmatischen Musterbeispiele bei Libanios und
Aphthonios simtlich von paganer Geisteshaltung zeugen. Dies
war in einer Stadt wie Antiochia zu dieser Zeit nicht selbst-
verstandlich. Zur Zeit von Libanios und Aphthonios war Antio-
chia bereits schitzungsweise zu 80% christianisiert und Sitz
eines der wichtigsten christlichen Patriarchate des Ostens, das
nur hinter Rom und Alexandria zuriickstand. Obwohl er auch
Schiiler christlichen Glaubens hatte, blieb Libanios aber Zeit
seines Lebens dem alten Glauben treu. Seine Schule blieb eine
veritable Bastion heidnisch-hellenischer Tradition inmitten einer
mehrheitlich christlichen Stadt.%?

Auch Aphthonios blieb, wie sein Lehrer, dem alten Glauben
treu. Das zeigt sich vor allem in seinem Musterbeispiel fur das
Progymnasma der Ekphrasis, wofiir er als Sujet das beriihmte
Heiligtum des Serapis auf der Akropolis von Alexandria wihlt.
Dieser Tempel, das bedeutendste Monument paganer Kultur
in Alexandria, wurde im Jahre 391 oder 392 von einem
christlichen Mob auf Anstiftung des Patriarchen Theophilos
und mindestens mit stillschweigender Duldung des Kaisers
Theodosius in Brand gesteckt und véllig zerstért.** Einige hal-
ten das Zerstorungsjahr daher fiir den terminus ante quem der
Ekphrasis des Aphthonios. Es ist jedoch wohl eher damit zu

rechnen, dass es vielmehr einen terminus post quem darstelle

1 Vgl. z.B. LiB. Or. 38.

62 SANDWELL (2007) 154-160 plidiert hingegen eher fiir eine religios neutrale
Haltung des Libanios im Bereich des 6ffentlichen Lebens.

03 Cf. HAHN (20006).

64 Cf. EuNAP. VS 472; SozoM. Hist. eccl. 7, 15; MACMULLEN (1984) 99.
Zum archiologischen Befund vgl. MCKENZIE / GIBSON / REYES (2004); MCKEN-
ZIE (2007) 188-209.
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und dass Aphthonios das Sujet bewusst gewihlt hat als eine
Geste des Protests gegen die barbarische Zerstérung des Heilig-
tums samt seiner Dependance der alexandrinischen Bibliothek
durch die Christen. So passt dieses Stiick des Aphthonios in
der Tendenz sehr gut zu dem nur wenige Jahre zuvor von Liba-
nios an Theodosius gerichteten Appell fiir die Erhaltung der
heidnischen Kultstitten in Antiochia, der ebendies Heiligtum
noch als unzerstdrt voraussetzt,® ja es konnte womdoglich sogar
direkt darauf Bezug nehmen.

So verstanden, werden selbst die Progymnasmatasammlun-
gen des Libanios und Aphthonios zu einem Fanal gegen auto-
ritiren Zentralismus einerseits und aufstrebendes Christentum
andererseits und zu einem Bekenntnis zur Tradition der klas-
sischen paganen hellenischen Kultur und somit zu einem
uniiberhérbaren politischen Statement, das gerade durch seine
Bildungswirkung durch den Einsatz in der Rhetorenschule eine
nicht zu unterschitzende Macht entfalten konnte.

6. Deklamationen aus dem genus deliberatiuvum

Es war bereits davon die Rede, dass im Bereich der vollstin-
digen Ubungsreden, der Deklamationen, das genus deliberati-
uum neben dem genus iudiciale eine wichtige Rolle spielte.
Allerdings sind die Deklamationen des Libanios bisher nur
unzureichend untersucht worden. War doch, wie Robert Penella
konstatiert, die allgemeine Einschitzung: ,Why go to them
when we have Libanius’ orations on real-life themes and his
letters, both filled with a wealth of contemporary political,
social, prosopographical and cultural information?“®® Zudem
ist auch in diesem Corpus, wie schon bei den Progymnasmata,
sehr vieles dem Verdacht der Unechtheit ausgesetzt.®”

6 LiB. Or. 30, bes. § 44. Zur Datierung vgl. WIEMER (1995b).

© PENELLA (2014) 107.

67" Zu Echtheitsfragen vgl. FOERSTER / MUNSCHER (1925) und zuletzt NAjoCK
(2007).
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Es ist ferner nicht immer leicht, innerhalb der Deklamatio-
nen des Libanios deliberative klar von gerichtlichen Reden zu
scheiden. Mischformen sind zahlreich. So kreuzen sich hiufig
(deliberative) Gesetzesantrige mit (judizialen) Anklage- oder
Verteidigungsreden, wobei auch wieder, wie in den Progym-
nasmata des Aphthonios, oft Gesetze iiber Ehebruch eine Rolle
spielen.®® Schwer einzuordnen sind auch die hiufigen Selbst-
denunziationen und Antrige auf ein Todesurteil gegen den
Antragsteller selbst, da oft nicht klar ist, ob sie sich an die
Volksversammlung oder ein Richtergremium richten.

Die Sujets sind, abgesehen von reinen Charaktertypen-
deklamationen, dem Mythos oder zentralen Epochen der grie-
chischen Geschichte entnommen, wobei besonders wiederum
Episoden um Demosthenes und seinen Kampf gegen Philipp
von Makedonien im Vordergrund stehen.

Die einzige wirklich eindeutig dem genus deliberativum zuzu-
ordnende Deklamation ist leider nur in Fragmenten erhalten,
so dass ihre Struktur nicht mehr klar zu erkennen ist. Nur
Prodsmium und narratio sind noch fassbar.® Diese entsprechen,
wie der Gewihrsmann Johannes Doxapatres andeutet, ganz
den Anleitungen aus Ps.-Hermogenes, De inuentione. Die Aus-
gangssituation bildet die Annahme, die Thebaner hitten den
Dichter Pindar zur Strafe fiir seinen Lobpreis Athens in einem
Dithyrambos als ,Stiitze Griechenlands (‘EardSoc Zperopa)”
in den Perserkriegen”® zu Tode gesteinigt (von Wilamowitz als
»alberne Fiktion“ der Rhetorenschule bezeichnet’!). Darauthin
beantragt ein anonymer Athener in der Volksversammlung,
einen Straffeldzug gegen Theben zu fithren. Die Frage eines
Kriegsbeschlusses durch die Volksversammlung ist ein klassi-
sches deliberatives Thema. Ein weiteres Mal stehen auch Athen
und seine Sonderstellung im klassischen Griechenland im Mit-
telpunkt. Die Argumentation ist nicht mehr vollstindig zu

68 7 B. LiB. Decl. 25, 38, 39, 40.

6 LiB. fr. 49, in Opera X1 (1922) 637-641.

70 PIND. fr. 76 SNELL-MAEHLER.

71 WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF (1922) 273, n. 1.
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rekonstruieren. Immerhin ist erkennbar, dass den Thebanern
unterstellt wird, aus Neid auf Athen gehandelt zu haben. Es
wird behauptet, Pindar sei gar nicht mehr wirklich Thebaner
gewesen, sondern habe Athen zu seiner Wahlheimat gemacht;
nur dadurch sei er kultiviert genug geworden, um den Géttern
gegeniiber Pietit zu zeigen und sich als Dichter auszuzeichnen.
Auch mit dem Mittel der Pathoserregung wird gearbeitet:
Es wird Mitleid mit dem Schicksal Pindars erregt und Hass auf
die Thebaner geschiirt. An die Stelle des Dankes an den leben-
den Dichter miisse nun die Rache fiir den Toten treten.

In die Kategorie der ebenfalls dem genus der delibera-
tiven Rede zugehorenden und in Libanios’ eigener Zeit nicht
unwichtigen Gesandtschaftsreden reihen sich die Deklamatio-
nen 3 und 4 ein, die Robert Penella jiingst eingehender unter-
sucht hat.”? Auch Bernard Schouler weist sie aufgrund der
obwaltenden srdoig mpaypatiny dem deliberativen genus zu.”
Das Sujet sind die beiden Gesandtschaftsreden des Menelaos
und Odysseus in Troja nach lfias 3, 212-224 zum Zwecke
der Forderung der Auslieferung Helenas und der Abwendung
des Trojanischen Krieges. Hier sind die Strukturen deutlich
erkennbar. Penella zeigt, dass die argumentatio beider Reden
typischerweise (wie in deliberativen Progymnasmata einstu-
diert) der Beantwortung einer Serie von hypophorai, also Ein-
winden der Gegenseite, folgt, wobei Odysseus die weit grossere
Zahl von sieben hypophorai erhilt, Menelaos hingegen nur
zwei. Dies dient der demonstrativen Hauptabsicht der beiden
Reden, den unterschiedlichen Stil beider Redner, den ein-
fachen lakonischen des Menelaos und den grossartigen, aus-
schweifenden des Odysseus, kontrastiv zu charakterisieren.
Ist doch auch die Odysseus-Rede weit umfangreicher als die
des Menelaos. An Argumenten finden sich unter anderem das

Recht auf der Seite des Menelaos gegeniiber der Hybris des

72 PENELLA (2011).

73 SCHOULER (1984) 202: “Ce discours d’ambassade releve du genre de
Papparat, mais du point de vue de la logique il s’agit d’une suasoire. La position
est donc pragmatique et les topiques attendus sont les criteres de I'action”.
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Paris-Alexandros (8txatov), der Bruch des Gastrechts durch
Paris (vépipov), die hohere Annehmlichkeit des Friedens
gegeniiber dem Krieg (#3%), der Hinweis auf die Risiken des
Krieges (suppépov) oder die Drohung mit der Uberlegenheit
des griechischen Heeres (dvoyxaiov), alles schulmissige delibe-
rative Argumentationstopoi. Wie aus Homer bekannt, bleiben
beide Reden trotz stringenter Argumentation erfolglos. Eben-
falls in den trojanischen Sagenkreis und im weiteren Sinne
zum Bereich der Gesandtschaftsreden gehort Deklamation 5,
eine Antwort des Achill auf die Uberredungsversuche des
Odpysseus in der beriihmten Gesandtschaft des 11. Buches der
Ilias. Argumentativ geht es im Wesentlichen um die Zuriick-
weisung der einzelnen Versshnungsangebote Agamemnons
(u.a. Ehrengeschenke, Hochzeit mit seiner Tochter, Riickgabe
der Briseis). Dabei wird gezeigt, dass die einzelnen Angebote
die Beleidungung der Ehre Achills eher noch steigern, nicht
mildern.

In den Deklamationen zu historischen Themen geht es hiu-
fig um die Forderung Philipps an Athen, ihm Demosthenes
auszuliefern,”* oder um Vorginge im Umfeld der Perserkriege’®
oder des Peloponnesischen Krieges,”® also eben jene Sujets, die
auch aus der Zweiten Sophistik als Standardthemen hinlinglich
bekannt sind, wobei generell der direkte Einfluss von Dekla-
mationen ilterer Redner aus der Zweiten Sophistik offenbar
relativ hoch zu veranschlagen ist.

Festzuhalten bleibt, dass der Aufbau deliberativer Deklama-
tionen bei Libanios in der Regel dem typischen Strukturschema
deliberativer Progymnasmata héherer Ordnung wie der Thesis
oder des Gesetzesantrags folgt (Abarbeitung von Gegenargu-
menten in Aypophorai).

74 LiB. Decl. 19-22.
75 LiB. Decl. 9-11.
76 LiB. Decl. 13.
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7. Libanios’ politische Reden

Aufgrund seiner herausragenden Stellung als offizieller Sophist
Antiochias und seiner personlichen Beziehungen zu einfluss-
reichen Personlichkeiten kam Libanios zwangsldufig hiufiger
in die Situation, sich im Sinne seiner Vaterstadt verwenden zu
miissen, was er im Interesse seiner eigenen Selbsteinschitzung
auch nicht ungerne tat. Hatte er unter dem christlichen Kaiser
Constantius eher schwierige Zeiten erlebt und sich vielfach mit
ihm missgiinstigen Reichsbeamten in Antiochia herumschlagen
miissen, so schien sich mit der Erhebung seines ehemaligen
Schiilers und Freundes Julian zum Kaiser im Jahre 361 erst-
mals die Chance einer direkten Einflussnahme auf das Kaiser-
haus zu bieten.”” Versuchte er zunichst durch Briefe nach
Konstantinopel und durch Freunde in der Hauptstadt auf den
Kaiser einzuwirken (er konnte ja nicht wissen, ob er nicht etwa
durch sein letztlich erreichtes Arrangement mit Constantius
beim neuen Kaiser kompromittiert war),”® so schien sich die
Situation zu seinen Gunsten zu wenden, als Julian im Jahre
262 personlich nach Antiochia kam und dort fiir lingere Zeit
seine Residenz nahm. War eine erste Begegnung mit dem Kai-
ser zwar nicht ganz nach Wunsch verlaufen,” und musste
Libanios zunichst auch noch vorsichtig agieren, da einige Hof-
linge offenbar gegen ihn intrigierten, so wurde er doch bald zu
einem der engsten Berater des Kaisers. Besass doch anderer-
seits auch der Kaiser in seinem alten Lehrer und Freund aus
Jugendtagen einen unschitzbaren politischen Verbiindeten in
einer ihm aufgrund ihres christlichen Gepriges eher feindselig
gesinnten Stadt, so dass man fast von einer gliicklichen Symbiose
sprechen kann.

Libanios konnte sich denn auch tatsichlich in der Folgezeit
erfolgreich fiir mehrere Verwandte und Freunde in Antiochia

/7 Zum Verhiltnis von Libanios zu Julian vgl. WIEMER (1995a).
78 Vgl. WINTJES (2005) 125.
7 Vgl. WINTJES (2005) 126-127.
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beim Kaiser einsetzen. Auf die Probe gestellt wurde seine Rolle
als Vermittler zwischen Stadt und Kaiser jedoch, als es im Jahre
362, mitten in den Vorbereitungen des Kaisers fiir seinen Per-
sienfeldzug, durch eine ungewshnliche Trockenheitsperiode und
die Uberbelegung der Stadt mit Militir zu einer Anspannung
der Versorgungssituation kam. Als Lebensmittelhortungen durch
Ratsmitglieder die Getreidepreise in die Hohe trieben, reagierte
der Kaiser mit einem Hochstpreisedikt, um der Teuerung
Einhalt zu gebieten,®® das aber keine Wirkung hatte. Vielmehr
verschlechterte sich die Versorgungslage weiter, was Julian vor-
nehmlich der antiochenischen Kurie anlastete, wogegen die
Kurie sich ihrerseits staatliche Eingriffe verbat. So eskalierte die
Situation dahingehend, dass die Popularitit des im christlichen
Antiochia ohnehin nie sonderlich beliebten Kaisers vollends
auf den Nullpunket sank und in der Stadt Spottverse auf Julian
kursierten, woriiber nun der Kaiser seinerseits verirgert war und
darauf mit der noch vor seiner Abreise in den Osten veroffent-
lichten Satire Misopogon reagierte.

In dieser verfahrenen Situation wandte man sich offenbar
an Libanios mit der Bitte um Vermittlung. Libanios verfasste
denn auch in seiner 15. Rede eine formliche Gesandtschafts-
und Bittrede an den schon abgereisten Kaiser, die allen Kunst-
regeln der ,vertikalen® Variante des deliberativen genus entspricht,
um den Kaiser wieder gnidig zu stimmen. Doch kam er nie
dazu, diese Rede vor dem Kaiser tatsichlich vorzutragen,®! und
dessen frither Tod im Perserfeldzug verhinderte das Weitere.
So bleibt ungeklirt, ob es Libanios letztlich gelungen wire, den
Kaiser umzustimmen. Dennoch stellt die Versorgungskrise der
Jahre 362/363 nach Jorit Wintjes einen ersten Hohepunke in
der politischen Tdtigkeit des Libanios dar, indem er zum wich-
tigsten politischen Ansprechpartner fir die Vertreter seiner
Heimatstadt wurde. ,Eine erfolgreiche Besinftigung des Kai-
sers und dessen Riickkehr nach Antiochia auf Dringen seines

80 Cf. LB. Or. 18, 195; WINTJES (2005) 129-130.
81 L. Or. 17, 37.
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Freundes Libanius hitte die Stellung des letzteren in der Stadt
sicherlich weiter gestirkt und in eine noch prominentere Posi-
tion befordert.“8?

Vergleichen wir damit eine ganz dhnliche Situation in einer
spiteren Lebensphase. Als es im Jahre 382 erneut zu einer
Hungersnot in Antiochia kam und der verantwortliche Beamte,
der comes Orientis Philagrios, ein personlicher Freund des Liba-
nios, mit harten Strafmassnahmen gegen die Zunft der Bicker
reagierte, intervenierte Libanios erneut mit einer spontanen
Rede im Sinne des Bickerstandes, was ihm den Ruf als Wohl-
titer nicht nur der Bicker, sondern seiner ganzen Heimatstadt
eintrug.®> Wiederum war es neben der Fihigkeit des Sophisten
zum glinzenden spontanen Auftritt® die personliche Beziehung
zu einem Amstriger, die ihn zum Retter der Stadt werden liess,
als der er sich selbst stilisierte.®

Eine weitere Gelegenheit, sein Geschick als mutiger Ver-
handler, Ratgeber und Vermittler zu beweisen, ergab sich fiir
ihn, als er, nunmehr gegeniiber dem christlichen Kaiser Theo-
dosius, in der 30. Rede Stellung nahm fiir die Erhaltung der
heidnischen Kultstitten im griechischen Osten. Geauer Anlass
und Datierung der Rede sind (bis auf den terminus ante quem
391) umstritten. Doch ist die Rede wiederum schulmissig
geliedert in ein exordium mit captatio beneuolentiae (Verweis
auf seine fritheren guten Ratschlige an den Adressaten), eine
narratio der Geschichte des Umgangs mit heidnischen Kult-
stitten seit Konstantin und der emporenden Rechtsbriiche der
Christen in jlingster Zeit, einen argumentatio-Teil, in dem wie-
derum systematisch die vier Hauptargumente der Tempelzer-
storer eines nach dem anderen entkriftet werden, kulminierend
in der pathosgeladenen Schilderung der jiingsten Zerstérung
eines besonders herrlichen Tempels, und schliesslich eine perora-
tio mit Hinweis auf die sonstige tolerante Haltung des Kaisers

8 WINTJES (2005) 130.
8 WINTJES (2005) 203-204.
84 Cf. NORMAN (1965) 205.
8 L. Or. 1, 208-210.
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Nichtchristen gegeniiber. Auch in dieser Rede verbinden sich,
wie Heinz-Giinther Nesselrath festgestellt hat, Elemente der
symbuleutischen Rede (Libanios als Ratgeber des Kaisers) und
der Gerichtsrede (Verteidigung der Nichtchristen gegen christ-
liche Anschuldigungen).8¢

Die grosste Herausforderung in dieser Hinsicht stellten fiir
Libanios aber zweifellos die sogenannten Statuenunruhen des
Jahres 387 dar,® als in Antiochia ein kaiserliches Edikt, das
hohere Steuerabgaben einforderte, zunichst noch geregelte
Proteste seitens der Kurialen, dann aber eine ausser Kontrolle
geratende Wutreaktion des Strassenmobs ausloste, die in der
Schindung und Zerstorung von Bildnissen der Kaiserfamilie
kulminierte. Auf den Bericht von diesen Ereignissen hin ent-
sandte Theodosius zwei Sonderermittler, Flavius Caesarius und
Ellebichus, nach Antiochia. Libanios wurde von diesen beiden
nicht etwa ebenfalls verhort, sondern als Berater zu den Verho-
ren hinzugezogen, was seine mittlerweile erreichte Ausnahme-
stellung innerhalb Antiochias beleuchtet. Méglicherweise auch
auf seine Fiirsprache hin empfahlen die beiden dem Kaiser
letztlich unerwartete Milde, woraufthin Libanios beiden Dank-
adressen widmete.%8

Libanios konnte es sich nun in den achtziger und neunziger
Jahren auch erlauben, den in Antiochia residierenden Reichs-
beamten Ratschlige zu erteilen. So richtete er 384 an den comes
Orientis Ikarios eine deutliche Warnung, sich mit den Anhin-
gern seines Vorgingers Proklos einzulassen und empfahl ihm
strenges Vorgehen gegen Parteilichkeit und Korruption, aber
Zuriickhaltung in der Anwendung von Gewalt.?” Man hat diese
Rede geradezu ein Handbuch fiir Provinzgouverneure genannt.”
Um so harscher fiel jedoch im folgenden Jahr seine Kritik an
Ikarios aus, als er feststellen musste, dass dieser keinen seiner

86 NESSELRATH (2011) 32.

8 Vgl. LiB. Or. 19-23; vgl. MALOSSE (2014) 85.
8 11B. Or. 21 und 22.

8 LiB. Or. 26 (384).

99 MALOSSE (2014) 88: “handbook for governors”.
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Ratschlige befolgt hatte.”! Ahnliche wohlgemeinte Ratschlige
richtete er auch an den comes Orientis Timokrates.”? Vergleich-
bare Scheinprozessreden wie gegen Ikarios, zum Teil in sehr
scharfer Form, verfasste er in diesen Jahren auch gegen eine
Reihe weiterer hoher Verwaltungsbeamter des Reiches.”> Auch
sonst mischte er sich immer mehr in die Politik seiner Heimat-
stadt ein, nahm unter anderem Stellung gegen unmenschliche
Haftbedingungen, gegen Zwangsarbeit oder gegen illegale private
Sicherheitsdienste.?*

All dies konnte er aber nur wagen aufgrund seines weit-
verzweigten Netzwerks personlicher Beziehungen, das ihn vor
Bestrafung und Rache durch die Betroffenen schiitzte und ihm
eine flexible Reaktion auf plotzliche politische Verinderungen
erlaubte. Dieses Netzwerk wird vor allem deutlich in der
Unzahl seiner erhaltenen Briefe.”” Uber die Briefe fast mehr
noch als durch seine Reden war es ihm mdéglich, zugunsten von
Freunden und Landsleuten an hoherer Stelle zu intervenieren,
ithnen gewiinschte Stellen zu verschaffen oder hochgestellten
Personlichkeiten Ratschlige zu erteilen. So verlagert sich das
deliberative genus bei Libanios zumindest zum Teil von den

Reden in die Briefe.

8. Zusammenfassung

In dem weitverzweigten (Euvre des Libanios und in Teilen
auch in demjenigen seines Schiilers Aphthonios hat sich zeigen
lassen, dass die Gattung der deliberativen Rede auch in der
Periode der sogenannten Dritten Sophistik durchaus nicht

oV LiB. Or. 27 und 28 (385).

92 LiB. Or. 41 (nach 382).

%3 Cf. LiB. Or. 33 (Gegen Tisamenos, 386); 56 (Gegen Lukianos, 388); 57
(Gegen Severos, 389/90); 54 (Gegen Eustathios, 389); 46 (Gegen Florentios,
393); vgl. dazu WINTJES (2005) 210; 219-225; CASELLA (2010); CRIBIORE
(2013) 78-79; MALOSSE (2014) 89-90.

% LiB. Or. 45 (386); 50 (385); 47 (391); vgl. MALOSSE (2014) 86-87.

9 Cf. BRADBURY (2004); (2014); SANDWELL (2009).
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fehlt. Thre theoretischen Grundlagen sind nach wie vor prisent.
In Progymnasmata und Deklamationen wird sie weiterhin
intensiv eingeiibt. Es wurde aber auch deutlich, dass sie im
Bereich des offentlichen Lebens aufgrund der verinderten poli-
tischen und gesellschaftlichen Bedingungen ihren Charakter
merklich gewandelt hat; sie wird von der echten buleutischen
Ratsrede des demokratischen Politikers zur symbuleutischen
Beratungsrede des erfahrenen Sachkenners. Ebenfalls konnte
gezeigt werden, dass die Sophisten des 4. Jahrhunderts, oder
zumindest die bedeutendsten unter ihnen, zu denen Libanios
zweifelsohne zu zihlen ist, sich keineswegs aus der praktischen
Tagespolitik in die Theorie der Schulstube zuriickgezogen
haben, sondern sich aktiv in der einen oder anderen Weise in
die gesellschaftlichen Diskussionen und die Politik in ihrer
unmittelbaren Umgebung, aber auch auf héherer Ebene einmi-
schen. Schliesslich ergab sich aber auch, dass die unabdingbare
Voraussetzung fiir solche aktive Einmischung in dieser Zeit die
Erringung einer in gewisser Weise unangreifbaren sozialen
Position und die Ausbildung eines engmaschigen personlichen
sozialen Netzwerks ist, das den Redner vor unliebsamen Reak-
tionen seitens der Michtigen zu schiitzen geeignet ist.
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DISCUSSION

L. Pernot: Quand j'ai lancé 'expression “Troisieme sophis-
tique’, en 1993, dans La rhétorique de [éloge dans le monde
gréco-romain (p. 14, n. 9), je n’imaginais pas qu’elle susciterait
les recherches et les discussions qu’elle a soulevées et qu’elle
souleve aujourd’hui encore. N’ayant pas fait d’enquéte bibliogra-
phique particuli¢re avant d’employer cette expression, je n’exclus
d’ailleurs pas qu’elle ait pu étre utilisée par d’autres avant moi.!

Ce que je voulais dire, c’est que la sophistique ne s’est pas
arrétée brutalement, un beau jour des années 230 ap. J.-C., a
cause de la publication des Vies des sophistes de Philostrate. Il a
existé dans la seconde moitié du III€ siecle (cf. Callinicos de Pétra,
Ménandros le Rhéteur), puis au IV© siecle, et encore au-dela,
des sophistes qui présentaient des caractéristiques compa-
rables a celles des sophistes décrits par Philostrate. L'expression
“Troisieme sophistique’ vise donc 2 insister sur la continuité de
la sophistique apres Philostrate ; mais elle vise aussi a recon-
naitre les changements intervenus, et c’est pourquoi ‘Troi-
sitme’ succede a ‘Seconde’. Ces changements se sont produits
notamment en mati¢re religieuse (2 cause de 'officialisation du
christianisme) et en matiere politique (a cause de la séparation
croissante entre la partie orientale et la partie occidentale de
I'Empire).

Puis, Pexpression que j'avais lancée m’a échappé, et elle a
été employée pour désigner toute la littérature de IAnti-
quité tardive, ou méme la littérature et la civilisation. Cet

' Ainsi, elle figure dans larticle de VIiTanza (1991) 117-139, cité par
M. Kraus. Je ne connaissais pas cet article quand je préparais mon livre paru en
1993. Sous la plume de V. ]J. Vitanza, ““Third’ Sophistic” ne se réfere pas a la
littérature grecque, mais vise un contexte différent, celui du postmodernisme
contemporain.
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élargissement est comparable a I'élargissement de I'expression
‘Seconde sophistique’, qui a parfois été appliquée aux roman-
ciers, aux apologistes, voire a toute la culture et a 'esprit du
Haut-Empire.

Je suis entierement d’accord avec la présentation de M. Kraus
et je suis heureux que lui et moi partagions le méme avis.
Sa démonstration met en valeur les points d’ancrage de la
“Troisieme sophistique’ : la rhétorique, la déclamation, les pro-
gymnasmata, ainsi que les notions de réseau, d’influence, de
‘persuasion verticale’, tous éléments comparables avec ceux que
connaissaient les sophistes de Philostrate, mais dans un monde
qui par ailleurs était en train de changer.

M. Kraus: Ich kann mich dem nur voll und ganz anschlies-
sen. Auch der eigene Beitrag von Laurent Pernot beleuchtet
sehr schon die Kontinuitit von der ,Zweiten‘ zur ,Dritten
Sophistik. Ich sehe Vergleichspunkte etwa in der Verbindung
von Philosophie und Rhetorik, die schon (freilich in anderem
Sinne) bei Isokrates angelegt ist, in der Zweiten Sophistik bei
Dio von Prusa, aber auch z.B. Favorinus begegnet, besonders
aber fiir die Spitphase typisch wird (Sopater, Themistios,
Himerios, Syrianos, Synesios), am geringsten vielleicht tatsich-
lich bei Libanios; ferner in einer Ausweitung des Begriffs der
deliberativen Rede in Richtung auf eine Verkniipfung mit
demonstrativen Elementen und auf die Funktion des Redners
als Ratgeber (s9p.fovioc), wobei bei Dio die Beratung von
Herrschern (Trajan) im Vergleich zu Libanios noch eher die
Ausnahme neben der Beratung von Volksversammlungen,
Stidten oder Provinzen darstellt. Vergessen sei auch nicht, dass
auch die Redner der Zweiten Sophistik (v.a. Aelius Aristides)
im Schulprogramm der spitantiken Sophisten neben den klas-
sischen Rednern als Vorbilder herangezogen werden. Unter-
schiede sehe ich wie gesagt in der Auseinandersetzung zwischen
Heidentum und Christentum (das die Zweite Sophistik pri-
gende Thema von Hellenentum und griechischer Identitit
gewinnt im 4. Jahrhundert eine starke religiose Komponente,
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indem ,Hellenen® geradezu zur Bezeichnung fiir Heiden wird),
in der gewandelten Haltung zu Rom und zur Monarchie (von
wohlwollender Kooperation, Vermittlungsabsicht und dem
Glauben an den ,guten Herrscher” hin zu deutlicher antimon-
archischer Kritik), in der Auseinandersetzung zwischen grie-
chischer und lateinischer Sprache und Kultur als Folge der
Dissoziation der Reichshilften, die ein eigenstindiges grie-
chisch dominiertes Teilreich schafft. Bezeichnenderweise kam
Theodosius I., der letzte gesamtromische Kaiser, der das Chris-
tentum faktisch zur Staatsreligion erhob, aus Spanien, regierte
aber im wesentlichen im Osten.

J.-L. Ferrary: Parmi les facteurs qui peuvent expliquer la spé-
cificité d’'une ‘troisitme sophistique’, quel réle donnez-vous a
Pessor, dans la partie hellénophone de 'Empire, d’un enseigne-
ment du latin et du droit romain lié & 'importance croissante
d’une fonction publique impériale ?

M. Kraus: Genau mit diesem Thema, speziell aus der Per-
spektive des Libanios, habe ich mich vor kurzem eingehender
beschiftigt.” Besonders fiir die griechischen Rhetoren der
Spitantike wird das Studium des Romischen Rechts und der
lateinischen Sprache (merkwiirdigerweise daneben auch der
Kurzschrift) als alternatives Sprungbrett zu Wohlstand und
politischer Karriere zunehmend zu einer ernsthaften und heftig
befehdeten Konkurrenz. Libanios beklagt sich bitter iiber die
Abwanderung etlicher seiner Schiiler nach Berytos oder Rom
zum Zwecke des Rechtsstudiums und verteidigt demgegeniiber
die Uberlegenheit der griechischen rhetorischen Bildung. Die
in seinen rhetorischen Ubungen zugrundegelegten (fiktiven)
Gesetze haben hingegen klar griechischen Charakter und sind
an einer typischen griechischen Polisverfassung nach dem
Vorbild Athens orientiert. Ich erkenne darin die Absicht einer
Affirmation der Superioritit der griechischen Kultur und

2 Vgl. meinen Aufsatz Kraus (2013) 123-137.
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rhetorischen paideia iber die romische, eines Beharrens auf der
entscheidenden Funktion der Rhetoren im Bereich der Juris-
diktion (erst ab 460 wurde fiir advokatische Titigkeit auch
eine juristische Qualifikation verlangt!) und einer Abwehrhal-
tung gegeniiber dem Romischen Recht. Schliesslich blieben in
der tiglichen Rechtspraxis der griechischen poleis des Ostens
auch nach der Constitutio Antoniniana 212 lokale griechische
Gesetze, sofern sie dem Romischen Recht nicht widersprachen,
weiterhin in Giltigkeit. Gerade diese Auseinandersetzung
zwischen griechischer und rémischer Tradition erscheint mir
sehr typisch fiir die ,Dritte Sophistik’. Zumindest sprachlich
hat das Griechische am Ende sogar gesiegt: Seit 535 wurden
die Novellen zum Codex [ustinianus auch in Griechisch verof-
fentlicht, und spitestens ab dem 7. Jahrhundert, als die Kennt-
nis des Lateinischen endgiiltig schwand, wurde in Byzanz das
Corpus Iuris Civilis nur noch in griechischen Ubersetzungen
benutzt. Es wurde zu einem griechischen Gesetzeswerk auf romi-

scher Grundlage.

D. Colomo: You mention suspicion of the authenticity of
some declamations and progymnasmata in the Libanius corpus.
Could you indicate your opinion on this issue?

M. Kraus: Die Sachlage ist hier ziemlich kompliziert. Die
Diskussion dariiber dauert seit Richard Foersters und Karl
Miinschers RE-Artikel zu Libanios (in Pauly-Wissowa Bd. 12
[Stuttgart, 1925], 2485-2551, hier 2509-2522) an, mit vari-
ierenden Ergebnissen. Dass in beide Corpora Unechtes einge-
drungen ist, scheint unabweisbar, das Ausmass aber ist hochst
umstritten. Was die Deklamationen angeht, hat Dietmar Najock
(2007) durch sprach- und stilstatistische Analysen zu klareren
Ergebnissen zu kommen versucht. Den aktuellsten Forschungs-
stand hierzu bietet Robert Penellas Beitrag zu den Deklamatio-
nen in Lieve Van Hoofs Companion zu Libanios (2014) 110-112
und Tafel 3, 323-330. Demnach wiren von den 51 Deklamatio-
nen nur 33 echt, 10 fragwiirdig und 8 sicher unecht. Bei den
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Progymnasmata liegt die Hauptschwierigkeit darin, dass das
libanianische Corpus zahlreiche Dubletten mit zwei anderen
Progymnasmata-Corpora, nimlich Pseudo-Nikolaos und Severus
aufweist, die somit auch als Quellen einzelner Stiicke in Frage
kommen. Die Meinungen reichen hier von optimistischster
Einschitzung bis zu volligem Agnostizismus. Die konziseste
Dokumentation des gegenwirtigen Forschungsstandes findet
sich bei Craig Gibson in seiner Ubersetzung (2008) XXIII-XXV
und in seinem Beitrag zu Van Hoof (2014) 130-131. Sicher
scheint z.B., dass etwa das einzige Beipiel einer Gesetzesbeur-
teilung aufgrund seines biblischen Themas nicht von Libanios
stammen kann. Personlich neige ich zu einer vermittelnden
Position, ziehe aber in Analysen grundsitzlich nur unbestritten
authentische Stiicke heran.

C. Kremmydas: Thank you very much indeed for your stim-
ulating paper. I was particularly interested in your discussion of
the way in which Libanius (and Aphthonius) uses the dia-
chronically popular zopos of the tyrannicides. I managed to
do a quick 7LG search and it turns out that there are only
three attestations of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, the famous
Athenian tyrannicides, in the corpus of Libanius: two in decla-
mations (Decl. 1, 71; 22, 11) and one in an oration (12, 11,
addressed to the Emperor Julian). Meanwhile, tupavvoxtévog
and its verbal forms are attested thirty times in declamations.
Why do you think he avoids referring to the famous Athenian
tyrannicides, preferring the generic term tupavvoxtévog instead?
And how can we account for the reference to Harmodius and
Aristogeiton in an oration addressed to Julian?

M. Kraus: Tyrannen und Tyrannenmérder gehorten, neben
Piraten, Kriegshelden, geschindeten Jungfrauen, Ehebrechern,
knausrigen Vitern und enterbten Sohnen zum traditionellen
Standardrepertoire der gerichtlichen Schuldeklamation — jedoch
stets als typische Figuren ohne individuelle Namen, da sich nach
Donald Russells klassischer Formulierung (Greek Declamation
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[Cambridge, 1983], 22-39) die verhandelten komplizierten
Rechtsfille simtlich in einem fiktiven ,Sophistopolis® abspiel-
ten (etwa: Wenn die Gattin eines Tyrannen den Tyrannen
totet, ist sie dann als Tyrannenmdorderin zu ehren oder als
Gattenmoérderin zu verurteilen?). Das erkldrt das hiufige Vor-
kommen des generischen Begriffs Tupavvoxtévoc in den Dekla-
mationen. Um historische Tyrannenmérder geht es nicht. Die
Tyrannenkritik als solche aber bleibt. An allen von Thnen
genannten Stellen hingegen hat die Erwihnung von Harmo-
dios und Aristogeiton jeweils nur eine beilidufige Nebenfunk-
tion. In Deklamation 1, 71 (Apologia Socratis) bezieht sie sich
auf das athenische Dekret, keine Sklaven jemals mehr mit die-
sen Namen zu benennen, als Beispiel fiir im alten Athen ausge-
sprochene Verbote, und dient daher wohl eher dem Zweck,
athenisches Lokalkolorit zu erzeugen. Interessanter ist wegen
des Freiheitsthemas der Fall in Deklamation 22, 11 (De ara
misericordiae), wo dem von Philipps Hischern abgefiihrten
Demosthenes nicht mehr gestattet wird, einen letzten Blick auf
die Statuen der Tyrannenmérder zu werfen; dhnlich auch in
der (wohl unechten) Apologie des Demosthenes (Decl. 23, 45
und 71). In der Rede an Kaiser Julian wiederum (Or. 12, 11)
geht es darum, das Julian soeben verliechene Konsulat als ein
immaterielles Denkmal zu preisen, das anders als eherne Denk-
miler wie etwa das der athenischen Tyrannenmorder nicht
Verwitterung und Verfall ausgesetzt sei, so dass die Erwihnung
dieses Denkmals hier eher geradezu der Erhohung des Kaisers
dient und keinesfalls Anstoss erregen konnte. Ubrigens kom-
men Harmodios und Aristogeiton noch in einer weiteren Rede
vor, nimlich in dem einzigartigen Stiick der fiktiv an Aelius
Aristides adressierten Rede Fiir die Tinzer (Or. 64, 83), freilich
nur in einer langen Liste von Minnern, die trotz des Zusehens
bei Tanzdarbietungen nicht verweichlicht seien.

M. Edwards: Following on from Christos’ point about
tyrants, it is interesting to me that the resistance to tyrants
(however much this was dissociated from monarchs like the
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Roman Emperor) continued to be a central topic in rhetorical
education down to Libanius. Many tyrannical regimes, past
and present, would have censored this kind of teaching — and
the young emperor would be exposed to anti-monarchical sen-
timents. It is perhaps fine that the Persian Wars were a topic,
because resistance to Persia could be paralleled with Roman
resistance to the Parthians. But praise of Demosthenes (notably
absent, of course, from Aristotle, the tutor of Alexander) and
the fight for freedom might have seemed more problematic to
some emperors?

M. Krawus: Themen aus dem Umkreis des Demosthenes
waren in Deklamationen wegen ihres Bezugs zum klassischen
Athen seit jeher besonders beliebt. Thre politischen Implikatio-
nen konnten aber kaum verborgen bleiben, zumal nicht zu
leugnen ist, dass die Progymnasmata und Deklamationen der
Rhetorenschule neben der kompositorischen Schulung auch
eine wichtige politisch-ethische Erziehungswirkung hatten,
wie zuletzt Craig Gibson in seinem Aufsatz in Rbetorica 2014
zu Recht unterstrichen hat (Gibson [2014]). Entweder war
die Welt der Rhetorenschule so weit von der realen Welt der
Zeit entfernt, dass ein Zusammenhang gar nicht mehr emp-
funden wurde (es bleibt ja in jedem Fall eine Kritik in der
Form des Aévoc Eoymupaticpévog), oder es gab damals tatsich-
lich ein erstaunliches Ausmass an politischer Toleranz seitens
der Michtigen.

L. Pernot: Le tyran est aussi un probleme philosophique.

M. Kraus: Das ist sicherlich richtig. Im Gegensatz zu Kaiser
Julian war Libanios allerdings an philosophischen Problemen
wenig interessiert. Julians intensive platonische Studien haben
in den Gesprichen der beiden kaum eine Rolle gespielt, werden
jedenfalls von Libanios nicht erwihnt.

M. Edwards: Plato and censorship?
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M. Kraus: Wahrscheinlich war Platon toleranter als heutige
Ansichten iiber ihn oft glauben machen wollen. Gedanken wie
der des Vorrangs von Recht und Gesetz vor dem Willen eines
Machthabers oder der Unantastbarkeit eines Heiligtums wur-
den jedenfalls in den Rhetorenschulen implizit im Zuge der
Rhetorikausbildung vermittelt. Libanios trug derartige Gedan-
ken aber auch aus der Schulstube hinaus in die Offentlichkeit,
indem er in politischen Reden freimiitig Kaisern und Reichs-
beamten gegeniiber Unrecht benannte und anklagte und die
mutwillige Zerstérung heidnischer Heiligtiimer anprangerte.
Denn Heiligtiimer und Redekunst gehérten fiir ihn als Sym-
bole hellenischer Kultur zusammen; wer die einen zerstorte,
zerstorte auch die andere (Or. 62, 8). Dabei unterrichtete
Libanios sehr wohl auch christliche Schiiler. Antiochia war zu
seiner Zeit eine {iberwiegend christliche Metropole von grosser
Bedeutung. Andererseits urteilten antiochenische Richter, da
des Lateinischen oft unkundig, weiterhin nach den lokalen
griechischen Gesetzen, was Libanios nur unterstiitzen konnte.
Sein unermiidliches Eintreten fiir die griechische Redekunst
und Bildung sollte sich letztlich in ihrem lebendigen Fortbe-
stand in Byzanz sogar erfiillen.

M. Edwards: Could you say something about the rhetorical
curriculum in the East and West?

M. Kraus: Dass die Ausbildung in Rhetorik in Ost und West
in den Grundziigen dhnlich aussah, ist anzunehmen, waren
doch die theoretischen Grundlagen mehr oder weniger die glei-
chen. Wihrend wir aber durch Philostrat und Eunapios tiber
die institutionellen Strukturen der héheren Studien im griechi-
schen Osten ziemlich gut informiert sind und in den Schriften
des Corpus Hermogenianum und von Menander Rhetor massive
Zuwichse an rhetorischer Theorie beobachten, erfahren wir
iiber die Praxis im lateinischen Westen zwischen dem 2. und
4. Jahrhundert (abgesehen von einigen gallischen und nord-
afrikanischen Bildungszentren) nur wenig. Es scheint, als wire
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in dieser Periode die griechische Rhetorik zu iibermichtig und
tonangebend gewesen. Wer aus dem lateinischen Bereich Rhe-
torik studieren wollte und auf sich hielt, ging damals nach
Griechenland, vor allem nach Athen. Erst ab der Mitte des 4.
Jahrhunderts, als die Kenntnis des Griechischen im Westen
abnahm, horen wir wieder von bedeutenderen lateinischen
Rhetoriklehrern (Aelius Donatus, Marius Victorinus). Auch in
der rhetorischen Praxis gibt es abgesehen von den Panegyrici
Latini in dieser Zeit aus dem lateinischen Bereich recht wenig,
vor allem nichts zur deliberativen Rhetorik.

M.S. Celentano: Agostino e Ambrogio?

M. Kraus: Was von Ambrosius und Augustinus erhalten ist,
sind Predigten und Trauerreden, also exegetische, parinetische
oder demonstrative Stiicke, aber keine deliberativen Reden.
Selbstverstindlich ist Augustinus mit dem 4. Buch von De doc-
trina Christiana auch als Rhetoriktheoretiker von Bedeutung,
allerdings in deutlicher Abgrenzung von den Traditionen der
heidnischen Antike. Leider fehlen uns fiir die spitantike Peri-
ode auch ginzlich die Zeugnisse fur Deklamationen in lateini-
scher Sprache, in denen man deliberative Stiicke erwarten konnte.
Mit den pseudo-quintilianeischen Declamationes maiores und
minores ebenso wie mit Calpurnius Flaccus kommen wir nicht
iiber das 2. Jahrhundert n. Chr. hinaus.

Verglichen mit den beachtlichen Theoriefortschritten bei
Hermogenes und Menander bieten die in den Rhetores Latini
Minores zusammengefassten lateinischen Theoretiker der spite-
ren Antike entweder (wie bei Tulius Victor) nur blasse Exzerpte
aus Cicero und Quintilian oder (wie bei Sulpicius Victor)
Importe aus dem griechischen Bereich. Auch Priscian muss im
spiten 5. Jahrhundert Pseudo-Hermogenes iibersetzen, um den
Lateinern die Progymnasmata nahezubringen. Wihrend in der
Periode der Zweiten Sophistik im lateinischen Westen noch
fast jeder Gebildete Griechisch sprach, galt dies nach dem Aus-
einanderdriften der beiden Reichshilften seit Errichtung des
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tetrarchischen Systems durch Diokletian 293 fiir das 4. Jahr-
hundert nicht mehr im selben Masse (vgl. etwa Augustinus).
Nunmehr waren es umgekehrt eher die Griechen des Ostens,
die noch der Amtssprache Latein michtig waren oder gar in
dieser Sprache schrieben (Claudian, Ammianus Marcellinus).
Auch hierin liegt ein bedeutsamer Unterschied zwischen ,Zwei-
ter’ und ,Dritter” Sophistik.

M. Edwards: Would you like to end by saying something
more about the importance of Aphthonius?

M. Kraus: Aphthonios ist natiirlich insbesondere bedeutend
aufgrund der immensen Wirkung seines Werkes in Byzanz und
in der Neuzeit, die weitaus grosser war als die seines Lehrers
Libanios. Fiir die eigene Zeit ist er aber wichtig als Parallele
und Erginzung zu den schulorientierten Werkteilen des Libanios.
Die Musterbeispiele seiner Progymnasmata, die oft gekiirzte
oder erweiterte Varianten zu ihnlichen Themen bei Libanios
darstellen, konnen in der bei Libanios so komplizierten Echt-
heitsdebatte mitunter wertvolle Hilfe bieten. Inhaltlich schei-
nen mir von Bedeutung vor allem seine starke Betonung von
Gesetz und Rechtsstaatlichkeit (besonders etwa am Beispiel der
Behandlung des Ehebrechers in der Gesetzesbeurteilung) und
seine dezidiert pagane Position (etwa in der Beschreibung
des zerstorten alexandrinischen Sarapisheiligtums). Nach dem
Zeugnis der Suda schrieb Aphthonios auch Deklamationen,
die leider verloren sind. Auch hier wiirde man gerne etwaige
Parallelen zu Libanios untersuchen konnen. Leider gibt es von
ihm keine erhaltenen Reden, nicht einmal Titel, so dass er fiir
unser Thema der deliberativen Rede nur indirekt iiber die delibe-
rativ ausgerichteten Progymnasmata herangezogen werden kann.
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MARIA S1ILVANA CELENTANO

GIOVANNI CRISOSTOMO, SULLE STATUE 2:
OMELIA E/O ORAZIONE POLITICA?

Gli Entretiens Hardt 2015 “La rhérorique du pouvoir. Une
exploration de I'art oratoire délibératif grec”, ideati e coordinati
da Mike Edwards, si sono incentrati su molteplici tematiche
tutte connesse con teoria e prassi dell’oratoria politica greca dalle
origini all’etd tardoantica.

In questa ampia ma ben definita cornice la presenza dell'inter-
vento conclusivo degli Entretiens potrebbe suscitare una qualche
perplessita nel lettore, gia a partire dal titolo volutamente ambi-
guo: “Giovanni Crisostomo, Sulle statue 2: omelia e/o orazione
politica?”.

Insomma sarebbe del tutto naturale che qualcuno si chie-
desse se un’omelia (= cio¢ una conversazione di un pastore
con i suoi fedeli o meglio una predicazione con finalita etico-
didascalica in occasione di celebrazioni religiose) possa avere il
tenore di riflessione politica o possa addirittura sostanziare in sé
un’ipotesi, un progetto di realizzazione politica da esaminare,
discutere, valutare.

Soprattutto nel caso di Giovanni, denominato Crisostomo
per la sua perfetta eloquenza: sacerdote e vescovo molto amato
dai suoi fedeli (un po’ meno da alcuni potenti, da lui redarguiti
pitt volte pubblicamente, i quali ne decretarono esilio e la
conseguente prematura morte), e infine santo molto venerato
ancora oggi. Quindi non un uomo impegnato attivamente
nella vita politica della citta, ma un pastore dedito alla cura
delle anime. E a questo le sue omelie contribuivano di sicuro.
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Ma ¢ anche vero che un sacerdote e soprattutto un vescovo
non solo devono condividere pienamente la vita dei fedeli loro
affidati, ma, all'occasione, devono anche saper interagire nel
contesto civile con sovrani e governanti in nome e per conto di
quegli stessi fedeli. E questo ¢ anche un contesto politico.

Peraltro Giovanni, da buon cristiano, crede in un disegno
provvidenziale che, in momenti storici determinati, attribuisce
a singoli uomini quei ruoli e quelle responsabilita pubbliche
che vanno esercitati con equita e giustizia. Al buon operato dei
governanti deve corrispondere la fiducia e il rispetto da parte di
chi ¢ sottoposto a questa o a quella autorita.

Ma, se ¢ vero che tutti 1 cittadini sono tenuti all’osservanza
delle medesime leggi civili, i cristiani hanno tuttavia obblighi
maggiori dei non cristiani, dovendo contemperare il rispetto
per le autorita terrene e i doveri verso Dio, osservare le leggi e
mettere in pratica i dettami religiosi.

C’¢ da aggiungere che qui si fa riferimento ad una delle
omelie Ad populum Antiochenum de statuis, che sono storicamente
molto rilevanti e che costituiscono nel loro insieme uno degli
esempi piu significativi dell’eloquenza di Giovanni Crisostomo.!
Tenute tra il febbraio e la primavera del 387, in coincidenza

! Sulle eccellenti qualita oratorie di Giovanni Crisostomo la tradizione aned-
dotica conserva la testimonianza del suo celeberrimo maestro Libanio: essendogli
stato chiesto in punto di morte chi avrebbe voluto come suo successore sulla
cattedra di retorica, rispose: “Giovanni, se solo i Cristiani non me I'avessero
rubato!” (S0zoM. Hist. eccl. 8, 2). Per un riesame complessivo e analitico del
corpus “Sulle statue” rinvio soprattutto a VAN DE PAVERD (1991), che delinea un
insieme organico e sistematico di 22 omelie (XXI ss.), nel pit ampio quadro
delle settimane quaresimali ad Antiochia. Molta attenzione, e da pilt punti di
vista, ha dedicato al De statuis A. J. QUIROGA PUERTAS, con interessanti contributi
che datano dal 2007. Sulla retorica tardoantica mi limito a rinviare a MURPHY
(1974); KENNEDY (1980) e (1983); ma vd. anche CAMERON (2002); CRIBIORE
(2007) e (2013). Sulla cosiddetta Terza Sofistica, denominazione ormai consueta
per indicare non solo la teorizzazione e produzione retorica dei secc. IV-VI, ma
in senso piti lato anche tutte le coeve espressioni intellettuali di ambito filosofico,
storico, letterario, connotate da continui confronti e spesso felici interferenze tra
cultura classica, pagana e cultura cristiana, oltre a PERNOT (1993) spec. 14 e n. 9;
(2000) spec. 254 ¢ 271; e (2006) 42, rinvio a SCHAMP (2006); MALOSSE / SCHOU-
LER (2009); QUIROGA PUERTAS (2010).
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anche con il tempo di Quaresima, tali omelie sono strettamente
collegate alla cosiddetta rivolta delle statue, scoppiata all’'indo-
mani di una nuova, gravosa tassazione imperiale.* Il sacer-
dote opera in circostanze eccezionali: immediatamente dopo i
violenti disordini, culminati nella mutilazione e ’abbattimento
di alcune statue della famiglia imperiale. Il suo compito ¢ anzi-
tutto quello di consolare e incoraggiare i fedeli letteralmente
atterriti dagli accadimenti; ma anche quello di ristabilire una
relazione virtuosa tra il potere imperiale e la popolazione
antiochena, supplendo anche in qualche misura alla contem-
poranea assenza del vescovo Flaviano, che il 7 marzo parte in
ambasceria a Costantinopoli, appunto per ottenere dall'impera-
tore Teodosio il perdono per Antiochia.

A questo punto credo di avere brevemente indicato elementi
sufficienti sulla base dei quali proporre una prospettiva d’inda-
gine mirata a verificare se e quali aspetti di oratoria deliberativa
presentino le omelie Sulle statue. E soprattutto quali novita
comunicative introducano nell’oratoria pubblica. E ancora: la
tipologia complessiva di comunicazione instaurata nel De statuis
puo trovare oggi un qualche esito? E quale?

Mi permetto di aggiungere che queste coordinate di analisi,
non mi risultano finora esplorate, pur in presenza di una piu che
nutrita bibliografia su quest’opera, aggiornata anche di recente
o di molto recente.

Di particolare interesse appare I'omelia 2, la prima ad essere
tenuta dopo la rivolta: pur priva della cronaca dei fatti,® ci
restituisce nel modo piu partecipe e realistico il clima di sbigot-
timento, terrore, inerzia che di solito caratterizza una situa-
zione individuale o collettiva conseguente ad un trauma e nella

% Sugli eventi del 387, sulla realta antiochena tardoantica si vedano, tra gli altri;
FESTUGIERE (1959); DOWNEY (1961) e (1963); LIEBESCHUETZ (1972); CRACCO
RUGGINI (1986) e (1989); HUNTER (1989); CAMERON (1991) e (1995); FRENCH
(1998); SANDWELL / HUSKINSON (2001); AMATO / RODUIT / STEINRUCK (2006);
SANDWELL (2007); NIGRO (2009); ZINCONE (2009).

3 11 primo riferimento ‘storico’ alla rivolta delle statue si trova nell’omelia 3,
tenuta il 7 marzo, giorno della partenza di Flaviano per Costantinopoli.
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fattispecie consente di monitorare i differenti livelli comunica-
tivi e argomentativi messi in atto da Giovanni, prima di tutto
per stabilire un effettivo contatto verbale con i suoi fedeli subito
dopo lo shock della ribellione e delle immediate, gravissime
sanzioni attuate dalle autorita; per portarli poi gradualmente a
prendere coscienza di quanto ¢ avvenuto, e ad individuare le
responsabilita per i fatti accaduti; e infine per delineare un pos-
sibile scenario futuro. Il tutto attraverso il consueto cammino
catechetico di ammaestramento, coniugando la sapienza biblica
con la visione provvidenziale della volonta di Dio, instaurando
paralleli e comparazioni con figure sapienziali e profetiche, ma
anche con immagini tratte dal mondo naturale (vegetale e ani-
male) soprattutto agricolo, articolando i pensieri in blocchi
simmetrici, sottolineando con enfasi e pathos i contenuti etici
pitt importanti.?

L'omelia ha una struttura bipartita: ad una prima sezione
incentrata sulla situazione critica in cui versa la citta, sulla con-
divisione della paura che ne deriva e sull’appello a Dio per aiuto,
conforto e perdono, fa seguito una sezione di poco pilt ampia,
che costituisce il vero e proprio ammaestramento del giorno
ispirato a Paolo, 77m. 1, 6, 17, in cul si esortano i cristiani a
non essere orgogliosi nel tempo presente, a non aspirare al lusso
e alla ricchezza improduttiva.

In questa omelia si possono cogliere in tutta evidenza nuove
dinamiche comunicative tra nuovi soggetti: il potere centrale, il
popolo e la chiesa nelle persone del vescovo o, come in questo
caso specifico, del sacerdote che assume il ruolo di intermedia-
rio. In particolare si apprezza il costante coinvolgimento emo-
tivo degli ascoltatori, cosi come I'argomentazione analogica che
si realizza in immagini giustapposte a forte impatto patetico e
che richiama alcune tecniche del discorso figurato: il sacerdote-
oratore, impegnato a mediare tra piu interlocutori, riesce ad

4 Propongo in questa sede una versione aggiornata del testo che ho presen-
tato agli Entretiens Hardt 2015. Alcune impressioni di lettura dell’omelia De
statuis 2 erano state anticipate in CELENTANO (2015).
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ottenere la fiducia dei fedeli, denunciando I'eccesso delle san-
zioni gia applicate in citta dalle autorita preposte e auspicando
'assenza di pitt dure e definitive punizioni future per volere
imperiale, ma al tempo stesso ribadisce la necessita che gli
Antiocheni ammettano la responsabilita del crimine (abbattimento
delle statue = lesa maestd), e tornino al rispetto dell’autorita
imperiale pienamente legittimata.

La bellezza del dettato di Giovanni Crisostomo sembra resti-
tuire pressoché intatti tutti gli elementi della comunicazione
orale, del colloquio diretto tra pastore e fedeli: emozioni, ammo-
nimenti, esortazioni, ragionamenti articolati si susseguono, si
alternano, si richiamano a distanza; il lessico e le immagini
evocano parimenti tradizioni poetiche classiche e scritturali. La
limpida scansione delle differenti parti del discorso fa quasi
intuire il gesto, il tono della voce, I'intensita dell’espressione del
volto che le accompagnavano. O almeno consente di ipotiz-
zarli, applicando i dettami performativi elaborati dalla lunga
tradizione retorica classica in cui Crisostomo si ¢ formato alle
nuove esigenze della sua catechesi omiletica.’

Omelia 2 — Didascalia

AeyOcioa év "Avtioyeiy év 17 mahoud heyouévy Exxinsiy, &vtog
adToY TpesBuTépou, TEpl TG oA cuKbopdc v T ToHAEL,
¢nl 1Y) drabla T xatacTeodic TV AvdpLdvtewy Toh Bcodo-
olov ToU edcePolc Bacthiéws Tob peydhov” xal €lg TO P1TOV TOU
"Aroctéhon, Toic mhovoios mapdyyelle év T vdv aiwve um
dynlodooveiv: xai xatd mheoveliog (Paul. Tim. 1, 6, 17).°

> Le principali caratteristiche che distinguono un discorso destinato alla
declamazione da un discorso destinato alla lettura restano fondamentalmente
quelle sintetizzate da Aristotele in Rber. 3, 12, per cui rinvio, tra gli altri, a CELEN-
TANO (2001): la peculiare oralita di destinazione dell’omelia 2 di Giovanni Criso-
stomo pud essere per cosi dire valorizzata e compresa al meglio proprio sulla
scorta delle riflessioni aristoteliche.

¢ “Pronunciata ad Antiochia nella chiesa detta ‘antica’, quando egli era sacer-
dote, riguardo alla disgrazia accaduta in citta, per il disordine del rovesciamento
delle statue di Teodosio, il grande re religioso; e sul detto dell’Apostolo: ‘Ai ric-
chi annuncia di non essere orgogliosi nel tempo presente; e contro I'avarizia’.
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La prima parte della didascalia ci informa sinteticamente:
a. del luogo dove 'omelia 2 ¢ stata tenuta (2v "Avtioyeiq év 77
oty heyouévy exxncta, ad Antiochia nella chiesa denomi-
nata “antica”); b. del fatto che Giovanni Crisostomo era gia
sacerdote (8vtog adTob mpesButépou: la sua ordinazione risale
al 386 e costituisce quindi un terminus post quem per la data-
zione dell’omelia); e soprattutto c. delle circostanze eccezionali
in cui ha luogo 'omelia medesima: cio¢ all'indomani dei disor-
dini in citta e della distruzione delle immagini imperiali (repl
¢ oupfdome oupdopdc v Ty ToAeL, ETL TT) ATaEly TG ®oToL-
6TpodTc TMY dvdpLavtev Tob Oeodosion Tl edceBolc Baot-
Mwg tob peydrov)’ e in contemporanea con la severa e indi-
scriminata repressione conseguente agli atti vandalici e criminali
(esecuzioni capitali, torture, prigionia). Infatti la protesta, che
in origine doveva mirare ad ottenere un alleggerimento della
tassa medesima o almeno un rinvio, si & trasformata in una
rivolta, soprattutto ad opera di facinorosi infiltrati tra la folla
dei manifestanti.® Il danneggiamento, la distruzione delle sta-
tue imperiali peraltro si configura come crimine gravissimo di

7 1 drammatici eventi del 387 ci sono noti in dettaglio, e in tutt’altra pro-
spettiva, anche da Libanio (vd. spec. Or. 19-23, ma cf. anche Or. 1, 252-253),
che aggiunge pure il riferimento specifico ai familiari di Teodosio le cui statue
sono state oltraggiate (Or. 20, 10; 22, 8). Ulteriori notizie sulla rivolta si leggono
in SozoM. Hist. eccl. 7, 23 (GCS 50: 336-337); THEODOR. Hist. eccl. 5, 20
(GCS 44: 315-317); Z0s. 4, 41 (CSHB 20: 223-224). Sulla nuova tassazione
considerata di importo comunque esorbitante e certamente non alla portata della
media dei cittadini di Antiochia, oltre a Giovanni Crisostomo (Szaz. 5, 3 e 8, 4),
si vedano ancora Libanio (Or. 22, 4), Sozomeno e Teodoreto (locc. citt.). Per
quanto concerne le diverse o concorrenti motivazioni di tale nuova tassa cf.
BROWNING (1952) 14; PETIT (1955) 234-245; DEPEYROT (1996) 20-23; KING
(1961) 50-65. Le differenti prospettive comunicative e culturali di Libanio e
Crisostomo in relazione alla rivolta del 387 sono analizzate in QUIROGA PUERTAS
(2008); ma cf. anche FRENCH (1998).

8 Cf. LiB. Or. 19, 28; 20, 3. Sono menzionati stranieri di dubbia fama
cacciati dalle loro cittd, le clagues dei teatri tra cui si annidano malintenzionati
ecc. Cf. PETIT (1955) 245; BROTTIER (1993) 627 n. 49; FRENCH (1998) 469 ss.
Sul ruolo crescente delle claques vd. BROWNING (1952) 13-20; ma di parere
contrario VAN DE PAVERD (1991) 31-33. A stranieri e avventurieri accenna anche
Giovanni Crisostomo in Stat. 3, 1. Peraltro sia Libanio (Or. 19, 7, 29; cf. 1, 252),
sia Giovanni Crisostomo (Szat. 2, 1) parlano rispettivamente di xaxdg/movnpog
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lesa maesta, vista la funzione altamente simbolico-cultuale che
le immagini dell'imperatore svolgevano, anche e soprattutto in
assenza della sua persona.’

Ma scorrendo il testo dell’omelia medesima, si pud riscon-
trare fin dalle prime parole come gli eventi drammatici della
rivolta non abbiano ancora avuto termine; ma anzi come ci
si trovi invece nel vivo della vicenda, cosicché gli scenari piu
dolorosi e nefasti per Antiochia siano ormai tutti possibili,
compreso I'annientamento totale degli abitanti e delle strutture
cittadine.

Omelia 2

L'incipit drammatico del discorso caratterizzato da frasi
secche e antitetiche, che esclude la possibilita che il consueto
ammaestramento catechetico possa avere luogo in un momento
cosi grave come quello presente, entra subito nel vivo dell’argo-
mento, senza preamboli inutili e sottolinea che ogni parola a
questo punto della situazione in realtd ¢ inopportuna, ineffi-
cace: la sofferenza non ha bisogno di parole, semmai di lamenti;
di preghiere non di pubblici discorsi; e a volte non ha cura,
senza un aiuto potente:

2, 1, 33 1l eimw %ol Tt hadjom; Saxpdmy 6 Top®Y %aLpos, ovyL
onpatov: Bpnvoy, odyl Aoywv: edytic, 00 dnurnyoplag ToLobTOV
TV TeToALNLEVOY TO péveboc, oltwe daviatov T6 o, olTw
wéyo TO Tpabupe, xol Themg latpelog weLlov, xal Thg dvmbev
Sebpevov Bonbeiaug.!®

Satpwy e di StdPoroc come vero responsabile della rivolta, servendosi di singoli
uomini per attuare il suo piano.

? Del resto il culto delle immagini imperiali sard abolito solo successivamente
da Teodosio II nel 425 (Cod. Theod. 15, 4, 1); cf. BROTTIER (1993) 620 e n. 9.

10 “Che dire? Di che parlare? Quello presente ¢ tempo di lacrime, non di
parole; di lamenti, non di discorsi; di preghiera, non di discorsi al popolo; tanta
e tale ¢ la gravita di quanto si ¢ osato, cosi insanabile la piaga, cosi grande la
ferita, resistente ad ogni medicina e bisognosa d’aiuto dall’alto.”
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La successiva menzione esemplare di Giobbe che sta in silenzio
accoccolato nell'immondizia privato di ogni suo affetto, di ogni
suo bene — 2, 1, 33 6 'lof dravra amolaimy, nl Tic xomptlog
éxdOnto (cf. lob 2, 12) —, stabilisce una similarita (Giobbe =
Antiochia) che si protrarra a piu riprese nell'omelia e che con-
sente di aggiungere un altro elemento nel discorso: sollievo al
dolore pud essere la condivisione delle sofferenze con persone
amiche. E a Giobbe i suoi amici hanno manifestato il loro con-
dolersi con gesti rituali (lamentazioni ad alta voce, cenere sul
capo, vesti stracciate: 7bid. ol dilor mapeyévovto, xal i8bvteg
adTov Toppwbey, T tpndtio StéppnLav, xal 6Todov nateTdco-
v1o, xol wéya dvepotay, cf. lob 2, 13). Ma ad Antiochia finora
non ¢ toccata nemmeno questa consolazione. Le citta nei
dintorni non si sono affrettate a mandare loro rappresentanti
per condividere dolore con gli Antiocheni (per la repressione in
parte gia avvenuta) e terrore (per 'ulteriore inasprimento della
repressione medesima). E invece sarebbe stato necessario:

ibid. viv 7tobto Tag mhheg Amdcag Tag wdnhw ToLRcaL &y ey,

wal TEOG THY TOALY TNV Netépay EN0eLY, xal Opmviicon Ta yeye-

vnuéva peto ovpmabdeioc dmdone.!!

Giobbe era nell'immondizia e Antiochia ora ¢ presa in trappo-
la:'2 il tutto & opera del diavolo che un tempo ha fatto scempio
delle greggi, degli armenti, di tutti i beni di Giobbe il Giusto,

e che ora ha causato gesti folli in tutta la citta:

M . pJ o~ b \ ~ / bl / / ¢/ 3 /
ibid. éxeivoc éml thc nomplag éxdOnto téte, abry év peydiy

/ / ~ / \ / € / bl \ /
moyidt wdbnron vov. Kabdmep yap tote 6 Siaforog clc ta mol-
uvter xol o BoukbAla, %ol TAGHY @EYNGATO TOU JLxalov TNV
odatayv obtw VOV elc Ty mhAY dracay Bdxysvuaey.!?

' “Adesso c’era bisogno che tutte le citta circostanti facessero questo e venissero
presso la nostra cittd e lamentassero i fatti accaduti con piena compartecipazione
al dolore”.

12 Uimmagine della trappola ritorna poco dopo: Antiochia stessa & vissuta
come una trappola dai cittadini che ne vorrebbero fuggire per salvarsi la vita: 2,
1, 35 mavreg domep Tayido GedyoustLy.

3 “Quello giaceva nell'immondizia allora, questa giace in una grande trap-
pola ora. Come, infatti, allora il diavolo si accani contro le greggi e gli armenti e
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In ogni caso, pur ammettendo che tutto sia opera nefasta del
diavolo — a suo tempo per Giobbe e adesso per Antiochia —
resta il fatto che Dio ha permesso che tutto cid accadesse. Nel
caso di Giobbe perché I'eccellenza luminosa di un uomo giusto
emergesse chiaramente; nel caso di Antiochia perché la gra-
vita degli eventi e soprattutto le conseguenze immediate degli
stessi potesse rendere pitt consapevoli i cittadini riguardo ai loro
comportamenti:
ibid. 60N 6 Oedg nal thte %ol vOv cuveydpnoe ThTe Pév, {va TOV
dixotov AapTtpdTepoy ToLneT) TG neyéber Tdv metpas@y, ViV S,
v Mpdg cwdpovestépoug Epvacmtar T TN OAidewe Tadtyeg
HrepBony. 4

In buona sostanza ¢ qui espressa una visione provvidenziale
degli eventi: Dio non ha fermato la rivolta per far si che gli
Antiocheni si ravvedessero, tornassero ad avere nei governanti
la consueta fiducia che li ha sempre contraddistinti.

Dopo questa premessa-proemio generale, Giovanni, preso
atto che al pari degli amici di Giobbe anche lui e i suoi fedeli
hanno osservato il silenzio rituale per sette giorni dopo i disor-
dini violenti, chiede formalmente di poter parlare, di esternare
in pubblico il comune compianto per gli eventi drammatici e
luttuosi appena avvenuti:

2, 1, 34 867e por Opnviicar ta mapbvra. 'Eciyfcapey Huépac
entd, xabdmep ol didor Tl TP dbte por oTopa Sidpor crpe-
0V, ol THY xowny TadTny 63%pashur cupdopdy.t

Per riassumere in uno schema quanto fin qui illustrato:

contro tutti i beni del giusto, cosi ora ha dato libero sfogo alla follia in tutta la
cittd.” Sulle responsabilita della rivolta che ricadono soprattutto su altri, piuttosto
che sui cittadini di Antiochia, cf. supra n. 7.

14 “Ma Dio sia allora sia ora lo ha permesso: allora per rendere pitt luminoso
il giusto attraverso la grandezza delle tentazioni, ora per rendere noi pili saggi
con Ieccessivo peso di questa oppressione.”

15 “Concedetemi di lamentare i fatti presenti. Siamo stati zitti per sette giorni,
come gli amici di Giobbe. Concedetemi di aprire la bocca oggi e di compiangere
questa comune disgrazia.”



352 MARIA SILVANA CELENTANO

Introduzione diretta e tipicamente orale con duplice domanda
ripetuta (2, 1, 33 =i elmow »al f Aadfcw;) e con immediato
inserimento dei motivi fondanti nella parte proemiale dell’o-
melia: 1) constatazione dell’orrore presente, disperazione che
trova unica salvezza nell’aiuto di Dio; 2) richiamo analogico
‘spontaneo’ all’esempio di Giobbe, privato di ogni suo bene, di
ogni affetto e persino della dignita (giaceva nell' immondizia),
e nonostante cio, nonostante la sofferenza fisica, spirituale ed
emotiva, paziente nel sopportare la propria sorte, senza cono-
scerne le motivazioni, lo stato (se temporaneo o definitivo),
affidando tutto se stesso come sempre alla volonta di Dio:
unico suo sollievo 'accorrere di amici che lo hanno compatito,
compianto e hanno esternato a voce alta e con gesti rituali la
loro partecipazione al suo dolore; ad Antiochia invece nessuna
delle citta vicine ¢ accorsa a esternare ritualmente la comparte-
cipazione al dolore presente; 3) ipotesi sul responsabile delle
disgrazie di Giobbe e della presente disgrazia della citta (= il
diavolo); 4) suggerimento ai fedeli di domandarsi perché si ¢
data una tale analogia tra quanto accaduto un tempo a Giobbe
e quanto ¢ appena accaduto ad Antiochia e ai suoi cittadini;
4a) esplicitazione delle ragioni per cui Dio ha permesso che
tutto cid avvenisse in entrambi 1 casi; 5) cambio di tonalita di
dizione e, per cosi dire, nuovo proemio dell’'omelia (2, 1, 34),
sempre analogico: al pari degli amici di Giobbe, per sette giorni
la comunita dei fedeli e Giovanni hanno osservato il silenzio, ma
ora sia concesso a lui di esprimere a nome di tutti e a viva voce
il compianto.

Continuiamo a delineare struttura e contenuti dell’omelia:
(2, 1, 34) Narratio-prima parte effettiva dell’omelia:

1. nuova premessa iniziale, in forma interrogativa, per ripren-
dere il controllo dell’uditorio: tic Hpiv éBdoxnvey, dyarmrol; tic
uiv 2bB6vnoe; méhev M TocabTy yéyove petaBon,!® e prima

16 “Chi ci guardd con malanimo, carissimi? Chi ci invidid? Da dove nasce

questo stravolgimento?”
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affermazione che nulla in precedenza era piu splendido della
citta di Antiochia, e ora nulla appare pitt degno di pieta: 0ddev
TG TOAEWS TG NUETEPAS GEUVOTEPOY NV' OVOEV YEYOVE EAEEL-
vétepov vov. Lattenzione si focalizza pit a fondo sulla citta, sul
popolo di Antiochia, attraverso una comparazione dal mondo
animale: il popolo appare simile a un mite cavallo domestico che
improvvisamente si ribella, si sottrae alle mani di chi lo governa,
come il popolo si ¢ ribellato al volere dell'imperatore:
ibid. d%p.oc ebrantog obTm xal Auepoc, xal xaldmep (nmoc yet-
poinc xal tbaccic, del talc TAY dpybvrwy eixwv yepotly,
eEaldvne TocobTOY NULY ATTEGKLPTNGE YUV, B¢ TOGAUTH EpYAGo-
cOar noxd, & unde elmely 0épic;!”

2. dichiarazione che il dolore, il compianto per le condizioni
miserevoli in cui giace la cittd ¢ motivato non tanto dalla minac-
cia di ritorsioni in qualche misura attese, previste, ma piuttosto
dalla gravita eccessiva del folle comportamento dei cittadini di
Antiochia:
ibid. 48%popon xal Opnvadd viv, od S 6 péyebog T Tpocdonm-
wévrneg dmehic, dM& Sta Ty HrtepPBoliy THe yeyevnuévrg naviac.'®

Infatti anche se I'imperatore non fosse adirato, fortemente in
collera, né decretasse punizioni e vendetta, in Antiochia non
potrebbe esserci nemmeno la coscienza della follia perpetrata.

E’ questo il primo passo perché il sacerdote possa guidare i
suoi fedeli a rivivere le azioni compiute da alcuni ('abbatti-
mento delle statue imperiali), a prenderne coscienza nel momento
in cui stanno vivendo la terribile repressione della rivolta e
applicazione sbrigativa della giustizia sommaria.

Ha inizio insomma una sorta di pratica comunicativa e psi-
cologica del superamento dello stato di shock conseguente ad

7“1l popolo cosi ben ordinato e mite, e come un cavallo addomesticato e
mansueto, che cede sempre alle mani dei governanti, all'improvviso ora ha recal-
citrato contro di noi, tanto da compiere mali di tale gravita che neppure ¢ lecito
dire.”

'8 “Pilango e mi lamento ora, non per la gravita della minaccia attesa, ma per
eccesso della follia avvenuta.”



354 MARIA SILVANA CELENTANO

un forte trauma, a cui deve accompagnarsi I'assunzione di
responsabilitd individuali nella rivolta da parte dei singoli; e da
parte di tutta la cittadinanza, di tutta la comunita 'accettazione
del fatto che l'inerzia, il non essere intervenuti a fermare chi
distruggeva con violenza, non esclude dalla compartecipazione
alla colpa, anzi si configura come correita.

Si comincia quindi a intravvedere nell'omelia il profilo del
cosiddetto discorso di consenso condiviso — come ¢ talora
denominato oggi — nel quale I'oratore non ¢ esterno all’assem-
blea a cui si rivolge: ne ¢ parte integrante. D’altra parte 'ome-
lia, come indica il nome stesso, ¢ una conversazione, insomma
un discorso informale o poco formale, un tipo di predicazione
in cui la semplicita delle forme espressive sostanzia 'approfon-
dita e pragmatica riflessione, condivisa tra sacerdote e fedeli, di
tipo morale, etico e politico-sociale: insomma su temi e problemi
di vita quotidiana, individuale e associata, e sulle possibili scelte
che possono essere esercitate in merito. 'ammaestramento dei
fedeli (quotidiano o limitato ai giorni festivi) non si fonda
sull'autorevolezza del sacerdote che da sola garantirebbe la
bonta del’ammaestramento medesimo, ma piuttosto sulla fun-
zione del sacerdote-pastore quale guida esperta e coinvolgente
per recepire ed applicare la parola di Dio.

Dopo questo primo accenno nel merito delle conseguenze
della rivolta — un’azione inammissibile di lesa maesta che equi-
vale a una vera e propria sfida all'imperatore a sanzionare il
misfatto con i primi durisimi provvedimenti punitivi — ¢ trat-
teggiata una collettiva presa di coscienza dell’atto criminoso
compiuto, pure se inconsulto, accompagnata da un vivo senti-
mento di vergogna: ma le condizioni miserevoli della citta sono
sotto gli occhi di tutti e il naturale sfogo doloroso che nasce da
questa desolazione rende pressoché impossibile procedere come
di consueto al’ammaestramento catechetico. In una drammatica,
enfatica immagine, Giovanni Crisostomo descrive con pre-
cisione la fisiopatologia tipica del blocco emotivo-psicologico
di cui ¢ vittima: rappresenta se stesso mentre riesce a stento ad
aprire bocca e labbra, a muovere la lingua, ad emettere parole.
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Anzi lo scoraggiamento quasi lo paralizza, gli fa inghiottire la
lingua, trattenere le parole:

ibid. Srovnbmretal ot Tic Sidacxaiag 6 Aoyog T6 OpAve: wdiig
loyde dudpot oTbpa, xal avotbol yelhy, xoal wivicul YAGTTOY,
ral pnpate weoéshar oltw xablamep yoahvog 6 tvc dbvplog
OY%0G ATTOGTREDEL LOV TNV YADTTOY, Kol TGV PNUATOY ETLAXUL-
Bdveral.

A questo punto si rinnova il rimpianto e il dolore per lo stato
felice della cittd nel passato e per linfelicita del presente:
“niente prima era piu felice della nostra cittd, niente ora ¢
diventato piu triste” (2, 1, 34-35 008ev t¥jc mhhewe THg NreTépag
TPOTEQOY LOKAPLMOTEPOY Y, 00OV ATEPTEGTEPOY YEYOVE VIV).
E altre immagini, altre comparazioni analogiche concorrono ad
enfatizzare il lamento doloroso del presente di Antiochia e 'e-
logio del suo felice passato:?°

2, 1, 35 nabamep péhtrar xnplov Bopfoloor, obTm Thv dyopay
mepLimtovto %ol Exdotny Mpépay ol THY TOAY olxolvreg, %ol
Tavteg g Enl 16 mhAnler Todte mpbdTepov Epaxdpilov. TAMN
L30L YOV T0 x7plov ToUTOo YEYovey Epnuov’ xabldmep yop Tog pmenit-
Tag dxelvag xamvée, obtw Tog pehtTag Tadtag dbéBog dmhace.?!

19 “T] discorso di ammaestramento ¢ interrotto dal lamento; a stento riesco

ad aprire la bocca, a schiudere le labbra, e a muovere la lingua, emettere parole;
cosi, come un morso il peso dello scoraggiamento mi fa tornare indietro la lin-
gua, trattiene le parole.”

20 Sulle Jaudes urbium tardoantiche, con dettagliato riferimento all’Antio-
chikos di Libanio (= Or. 11) e ai tradizionali zopo7 epidittici da lui impiegati, vd.
la messa a punto di PELLIZZARI (2011) e l'ulteriore bibliografia ivi citata. Una
interessante disamina dell’Antiochia elogiata da Libanio — citta ideale da ogni
punto di vista — anche in correlazione con le vicende storiche piu significative
che dall’eta ellenistica alla tarda anitichita hanno variamente trasformato la realta
di Antiochia medesima, si legge in FRANCESIO (2004). Sulla lettura ‘retorica’
della topografia di Antiochia da parte di Libanio e Giovanni Crisostomo, in cui
Iintreccio di parole e immagini trasforma il paesaggio urbano e aiuta a sostenere
ora la prospettiva pagana degli spazi pubblici ora quella cristiana, vd. QUIROGA
PUERTAS (2015).

21 “Come le api che ronzano intorno al favo, cosi quelli che abitavano la citta
si aggiravano intorno alla piazza ogni giorno, e tutti prima ci dicevano felici per
questa moltitudine. Ma ecco ora questo favo ¢ diventato deserto; come il fumo
allontano quelle api, cosi la paura allontand queste api.”
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La contrapposizione tra passato felice e presente miserevole si
amplia di fatto in una nuova similitudine di pil consistente strut-
tura e articolazione, tratta ancora dal mondo animale, dopo quella
del popolo antiocheno accostato all'immagine di un cavallo man-
sueto che si ribella inopinatamente (vd. supra p. 353): come le
api abitualmente si aggirano ronzando intorno al favo, la gente
numerosa che si trovava in citta si aggirava per la piazza ogni
giorno, e tutti prima apprezzavano questa moltitudine di persone.

L'immagine ricorda in qualche modo la comparazione pro-
emiale (2, 1, 33) tra gli amici di Giobbe (vicini al Giusto) e gli
abitanti delle citta circostanti Antiochia (indifferenti al destino
degli Antiocheni), ma vi ¢ aggiunto un elemento metaforico in
piu: oltre ai cittadini, assimilati alle api, anche la citta ha ora
una sua immagine propria: il favo.

Ulteriore amplificazione dell'immagine della citta in passato
privilegiata e nel presente degna d’oblio, del lamento pitt speci-
ficamente in linea con i procedimenti catechetici cristiani ¢
I'accostamento del compianto di Antiochia con le Lamenta-
zioni su Gerusalemme:??

2,1,35 pakov 3¢ %ol 6 TcspL Tv;g Ispouccx?\v]u Oonvév 6 Tcpod)v]'w)g
Eheve, TOUTO ol MUELS ELG %oLpOY spouuev viv* Eyevn@n nuw 1
modis, e tepéfwloc amofefinxvia Ta vAla, xal is maddeLcos
0w w1y Eyov (Is. 1, 30). Kabdrep vop mopddeicog T dpdetoc
EMLALTTOVGTG, €PNt TGOV GUAAWY %ol YLLVE TRV XAPTRY T SEV-
dpa deinvuoty, olTw 8% %ol 7 TOAS HudY YEYOVE YOV' THjG Va0
avawley ponletas éyxatalimodons adtny, Eotnxey Eonuogs, youvny
TOY 0lxnTOoWY Yyevouévy oyeoov amavtwy. 006€v matpidog
YAunVTEPOY, GAN’ 008EV TIXPOTEPOV VOV YéYOVE TAVTEG
TNV gveyxoloay HoTep Taylda Gpedyovsty, Gomep Bhpabpov Eyra-
TOMUTTAYOUGLY, (OGTEP TLpdg amoTndmol xal xabamep olxlog
ATTTOWEYTG 0Y OL TNV olxloy 0ixoDVTES LGVOY, GANG %ol TTAVTES
ol TAMGLOY PETA TOAATG ATOTNOGDGL TG GTOLdTC, YLLVOY TO
coHpa Stacdoal 6ouddlovres olTwm O xal viv TT¢ Bactitxic
op v xaldmep mupdc Tvog dvwbey HEewv Tposdonwpévne, ol
e adTovg 606 Padilov EN0y to wlp, Exactog Emelyetar Tpoe-
Zenlely, xal yopvov Stacdoat 10 oo

22 Su questo aspetto vd. BROTTIER (1993) 621 e nn. 11-13.
> “Ancor di pit cid che il profeta diceva lamentando Gerusalemme, e questo
anche noi ora diremo per 'occasione: La cittar é diventata per noi come un terebinto
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Si notino le frasi ricorrenti a scandire singole porzioni di testo
(“niente prima era piu felice della nostra citta, niente ora ¢&
diventato piu triste”; “nulla era pit dolce della patria, nulla ¢
diventato ora pil amaro”), a correlarle in sequenza tra loro,
quasi un adattamento, un parallelo della distribuzione strofica
in composizioni poetiche o delle ricorrenze formulari epiche nel
mondo greco, o anche dell’'andamento ritmico della narrazione
biblica. Una notazione particolare merita 'esame del variato
lessico che sottolinea I'ansia, 'angoscia, il timore, la sofferenza
ecc., anche in relazione alle Lamentazioni su Gerusalemme.?*
Il forte contrasto tra il presente malinconico, fonte di inerzia

e scoraggiamento, e lo stato di invidiabile liberta in cui fino a
pochi giorni prima versava Antiochia ¢ sottolineato anche nella
sezione successiva dell’'omelia — di nuovo attraverso compara-
zioni analogiche e antitetiche — e culmina nell'immagine degli
Antiocheni del tutto annichiliti: anche il loro sguardo non ¢
pit limpido; non riesce pitt a vedere uno spiraglio di luce:

2, 2, /36 TGV NEeTépwy 0Glah ey 16 tebordsbor e dbupiag

¢ védbel, pn duvapivoy xabupd pnde petd Thc adtig Srabe-

Gewe TO TopX TEHV xTivev Séyealor ddc.?

In particolare 'immagine della nube dello scoraggiamento ¢ fun-
zionale a richiamare alla memoria un passo dal Libro di Amos e
di offrirne il relativo commento esplicativo attualizzante:

che ha perso le foglie, come un giardino senza acqua. Come il giardino, quando ¢
mancata l'irrigazione, mostra gli alberi privi di foglie e spogli di frutti, cosi &
diventata ora anche la nostra citta; infatti, dopo che anche laiuto dall’alto I'ha
abbandonata, ¢ rimasta deserta, quasi spoglia di tutti gli abitanti. Nulla era piu
dolce della patria, nulla ¢ diventato ora piti amaro; tutti fuggono lei che li tiene
come in trappola, la abbandonano come un baratro, sfuggono come dal fuoco; e
come quando la casa ¢ incendiata, non solo quelli che la abitano, ma anche tutti
i vicini fuggono a precipizio, affrettandosi a salvare il nudo corpo, cost appunto
anche ora, quando ¢ atteso che I'ira del re venga dall’alto come un incendio prima
che il fuoco procedendo verso di loro li raggiunga, ciascuno si affretta ad uscire
e a salvare il nudo corpo.”

24 Cf. BROTTIER (1993) 629 ss. e note.

2> “Poiché i nostri occhi sono stati intorbiditi dalla nube dello scoraggia-
mento, non potendo con chiarezza e con la stessa disposizione di prima ricevere
la luce che viene dai raggi del sole.”
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ibid. ©oUt6 éotv & T 6 mpodNTNg E0pver Mywy' AdoeTau
3> ~ c ¢/ / \ / c c /
adtois 6 fjlog ueonufolag, xal ovoxotdoer 1) nuéoa (Am. 8, 9).
Tobto 3¢ Eleyey, 00y ¢ T0U &6TEOL XPEUTTTOXLEVOL, 0VOE GG TT|G
Hépag adavlopévne, ahl’ bg t@v dbupodvtmy 0dde v pecny.-
/ / [ ~ \ o~ \ \ b \ o~ b} / / . Q \
Bela Suvapévmy 6pdy 6 GG¢ St TOv &o Thg 630vne Lodov' & 37
xal VOv yéyove' xal 6moumep &v 10y TLg, ®dv elc T0 Edadog, #dv
elg TOLG TOly0LE, ®&Y €l TOLG %LOVAS TYG TTOAEWS, x4y €lg TOLG
/ / € ~ o~ \ / / 74 / ~
TANGLoY, voxTo Gpay doxel xal Lodov Babbv: oltw mavta TohATg
véuel the xatndelac.?

Data la situazione non resta che il compianto, il lamento rituale
sulla disgrazia avvenuta, anche facendo ricorso di nuovo ad un
riferimento analogico biblico:

ibid. ebnarpov viv einely "Amootellate moog Tag Oonvoidoag, xal
Mbétwoar, xal mooc Tag codds, xal dphevéachwaay (ler. 8, 9,
17). ‘Peérwoay ol ddOarpol bp.év H8wp, xal t& PAédbopa DUV
raToyETo daxpua ol Bouvol, Adfete xomeToy, xal Ta v, OpTvov.
Koarécwpey v nticwy dracay eic cupmabeioay TGV Npetépmy
raxv, ot Bovvol, Mfete xometdy, xal ta Gpv, Dpfvov. Karéocw-
pev Ty xtiow dracay eic ouumdbetay 16V Huetépwy xaxév.?’

Alla citazione di Geremia segue una considerazione pragmatica
e politica, per cosi dire, per scongiurare il declassamento di
Antiochia, la perdita dello szatus metropolitano. Loffesa gravis-
sima arrecata a Teodosio, al pit potente degli uomini sulla
terra, puo essere sanata solo implorando l'aiuto di Dio, del Re
che ¢ al di sopra di tutto e di tutti e senza la cui benevolenza
non esiste perdono per alcuno:

26 “Questo ¢ cid che lamentava il profeta (scil. Amos) dicendo: tramontera per
quelli il sole di mezzogiorno e il giorno diventera scuro. Questo diceva, non perché
lastro si copriva, né perché il giorno scompariva, ma perché quelli che erano
scoraggiati non potevano vedere la luce neppure a mezzogiorno a causa dell’oscu-
rita del dolore; e cid accade anche ora. E ovunque uno guardi, o verso il suolo, o
verso le mura, o verso le colonne della cittd, verso i vicini, gli sembra di vedere
sempre la notte e una profonda oscuritd; cosi tutto ¢ pieno di molta tristezza.”

7 “Ora ¢ opportuno dire: ‘convocate le donne che intonano lamenti e ven-
gano, e quelle pilt esperte ed emettano alti lamenti. I vostri occhi facciano scorrere
il pianto e le vostre palpebre facciano scendere le lacrime. Colli, fate lutto! e mon-
tagne, fate lamenti! Chiamiamo tutto il creato a partecipare alle nostre disgrazie’.”
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ibid. TéAg 0VTW PeYdAT xai TGOV OO THY €w KeELLéVLY T
nedady), éx péorg dvapmachHivar xivduvevel tg oixov-
wévng VOV ¥] ToAVTIaLG dTtaLg €aidpvng yeyévnTal, xal 6
Boninowy oddeic. OO ydp éotiv 6 LEpLehelc opbTILOY TIva Eywy
Tl TG YT Basiheds Yo E6TL x0pudY) %ol xedahy) TGOV ETL TYC
g avbpdmwy amavtov. A Tobto 37 Tpog TOV dve rataded-
vouey Bacthén” exelvoy xalécwpey elg Bonletay: el u) g dvm-
Oev amohadooipey edvolac, 00depion AelmeTal TOlG YEYEVHEVOLS
napopuiio.?

Dopo queste considerazioni Giovanni afferma che avrebbe
voluto smettere di parlare perché coloro che hanno 'animo
oppresso dal dolore non sono capaci né di proporre né di ascol-
tare discorsi ampi, estesi. E come all'inizio dell'omelia ha ben
descritto tutta la fisiopatologia della sofferenza che si manifesta
il lui e che gli blocca la fonazione, gli impedisce di articolare
suoni, emettere parole,” cosi ora aggiunge che, come in natura
accade che una nuvola possa nascondere i raggi del sole e impe-
dirne la vista e la percezione del loro calore, cosi su di lui e su
chi lo ascolta grava una densa nube di scoraggiamento che
impedisce I'instaurarsi di qualunque comunicazione: persiste il
blocco emotivo che fa concentrare tutta I'attenzione su cio che
¢ fonte di dolore e potra esserlo ancora di pit, piuttosto che
dire o ascoltare qualcosa che dia speranza e sollievo:

2, 3, 36-37 2Bovrépyny évrabba xatarboor TOV Abyov' 0 yop
g0érovoL TGOV GdVVLULEVELY al Yuyal Laxpode aToTelvely AGYouS
G\ GhoTtep VEGENT TLG TTURVY) YEVOUEVY), %ol THY NALAXTY GXTIva
OTTEXSPALODG, ATTOGTPEDEL TNV ad YNV TAoaY €lg TOVTLE™” 0DTwW

28 “Una cittd cosi grande e capitale dell’Oriente, rischia di essere tolta dal
centro del mondo; ora la ricca di figli ¢ diventata all'improvviso priva di figli e
non ¢’¢ nessuno che la aiuterd. Non c’¢ alcun offeso che abbia la stessa pari
dignita; il re infatti ¢ il culmine e il primo tra tutti gli uomini della terra. Per
questo ci rivolgiamo al re che sta in alto; chiamiamo quello in aiuto; se non
guadagneremo la benevolenza dall’alto, non rimane nessun perdono per i fatti
commessi.” Antiochia ¢ appunto la pyrpémon, la cittd-madre d’Oriente che, in
conseguenza della rivolta del 387, sard privata di questo titolo prestigioso e
dell’eccellenza politica, economica, culturale che esso comportava. 1l titolo e il
prestigio saranno attribuiti a Laodicea: vd. CRACCO RUGGINI (1986) 274.

¥ Cf. supra p. 355 e n.19 ad 2, 1, 34.
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37 ol abvplog védoc, Emeldav 6t meo THS YuyTic THe NeTépas,

b} b / 5/ / \ ~ / / b >
odx adinoy ebxohov yevéslar iy Tol Abyou Suafoasiy, GAA
ATTOTIVLYEL %ol GUVEYEL LETG TTOAATIC TYG avay%ns EvOov adTOV.
Kol 10070 0dx €l TV AeybvTmv, GAd %ol ETTL TGOV EXOVOVTWY
vivetar. “Qomep yap Ao ThHe ToL Aéyovroc YuyTic odx adlnoLy
adTOV ExmndTcaL pet edxohing, ohTwe 0VdE el TV TGV AxoV6H-
VTOV S1votay UTEGELY GUYYOPEL LET) THC olxeluc Suvdpene.®

Subito dopo, perd nasce spontaneo il collegamento analogico
con lo stato di prostrazione un tempo provato dagli Ebrei,
schiavi in Egitto, che impediva loro di dare ascolto a Mose che
parlava della futura salvezza (Ex. 6, 9). Il richiamo biblico, unito
all’osservazione che anche in natura le condizioni atmosferiche
sono repentinamente mutevoli e il sole pud tornare presto a
splendere, consente opportunamente a Giovanni di recedere dal
proposito di considerare finito il discorso. Anzi gli fa trovare piu
forza nell’esortare 1 fedeli a dargli ascolto ancora una volta, a
nutrire speranza, ad affidarsi a Dio e ad essere consapevoli del
fatto che il cristiano, rispetto ad altri, ha una salvaguardia in
pil, ha maggiore probabilita di salvezza proprio in virti della
sua fede e della benevolenza di Dio nei suoi confronti:

2, 3, 37 7nBouvhépuny pev obv xal adtog évrabla xatadlootl Ta
elpnuévar SN éwoncag 6Tt 0dx dvTidpdtTeL Lovoy vedéng dbiotg
TNV Elg TO TPOGK Gopay THG oxTLvog, G ®ol TOVVAVTLOY adTY)
Tdoyer ToAdnig” Emetday Yo 6 Hhog Oepubtepoc mwpooTeEsY
dunverdic Teln 10 véboc, pécov Te adTO StEppnie TOAAGNLS, Kol
abpbov exndpdog datdpdc Tals TGV HpwyTwY TpocEnesey Hleot’
TOUTO %ol adTOC TPOGOORG TOLNGELY GTNUEPOY, %al ToU AGyou
GLYEY GG GULAODYTOC DULGY Talg Yuyale, xal el TAcloy EvdiatplBo-
vtoc, payneeshal Eamtilem ¢ abuplog T0 védoc, xal xatoardpdeLy

30 “Avrei voluto finire questo discorso: le anime di coloro che sono afflitti
non desiderano stendere grandi discorsi; ma come una nuvola che ¢ diventata
fitta e corre sotto il raggio del sole, volge indietro tutto lo splendore, cosi la
nebbia dello scoraggiamento, dopo che si ¢ collocata davanti alla nostra anima,
non lascia che il passaggio del discorso sia agevole, ma lo soffoca e lo trattiene
dentro con molta forza. E questo accade non solo a chi parla, ma anche a chi
ascolta. Come infatti non permette che quello balzi fuori dall’anima di chi parla
con agilitd, cosi non consente che penetri nella mente di chi ascolta con effica-
cia che gli ¢ propria.”
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eV v ddvoray 1Y) elwbule oy Sudacrariq. AN Enidoté
pot TAY YuyNy THY DReTEPRY, ETLOOTE LLOL TNV AXONY ULXEOY” ATO-
twdlache v abupiov: ént 10 mpdTepov Ebog Emavérbwpey, xal
Gomep eldbopey del pet’ edlbuvulag evradla mapayiveshor, obrw
xol ViV ToLdpey, o may énl tov Oedv pldavreg. Tolto xal mpog
adTHY NIV The oupdopds cupBaieitar THY Moy,

A questo punto dalla folla dei fedeli deve essere scoppiato in
modo spontaneo e liberatorio un applauso di ammirazione e
parimenti di gratitudine, fenomeno comune sia in spazi citta-
dini destinati a discorsi pubblici, spettacoli teatrali e assimilati,
sia nelle chiese. Giovanni rimprovera i fedeli e li richiama
appunto al rispetto per il luogo in cui si trovano e per la finalita
per cui sono riuniti.’* E cerca anche di spiegare che Ielogio,

' “Avrei dunque voluto anch’io finire qui il discorso; perd sapendo che la
natura della nebbia non solo ostacola il passaggio del raggio, ma spesso subisce
anch’essa il contrario: quando, infatti, il sole pitt caldo sopraggiunto consuma
continuamente la nebbia, spesso la squarcia nel mezzo e mandando bagliori
insieme incontra splendente lo sguardo di chi vede; io stesso ho speranza di fare
questo oggi e mentre il discorso penetra senza sosta nelle vostre anime e di pilt vi
indugia, spero che si spezzera la nebbia dello scoraggiamento e che la vostra
mente risplenderd di nuovo grazie al consueto insegnamento. Ma prestatemi
attenzione, datemi un po’ d’ascolto; scrollate di dosso lo scoraggiamento; tor-
niamo alle abitudini di prima e come eravamo soliti venire qui sempre di buon
animo, cosi facciamo anche ora, affidando tutto (il dolore) a Dio. Cid contri-
buira per noi alla liberazione stessa dalla disgrazia.”

2 Sull’influenza negativa della diffusa spettacolarizzazione di ogni tipo e
occasione di discorso in eta tardoantica, del diffondersi di sperimentazioni per-
formative adatte ai nuovi gusti delle classi colte, con conseguente progressiva
perdita delle competenze di ricezione/ascolto da parte del pubblico comune, esi-
stono molte testimonianze, a cominciare dallo stesso Crisostomo che anche in
altre omelie denuncia appunto questa propensione del pubblico per il chiacchie-
riccio da teatro o da circo anche in circostanze inappropriate come appunto la
catechesi. Ma anche alcuni vescovi sembravano indulgere a ottimizzare piu lo
stile e la declamazione che non i contenuti dei loro discorsi (cf. GREG. NAz. Or.
2, 47). AMBROGIO (Off 1, 18, 72-73; 19, 84) e GEROLAMO (Ep. 22) parlano di
un nuovo tipo umano che pervadeva gli ambienti filosofici e religiosi: aner thea-
trikos. Insomma un uso inopportuno delle risorse retoriche, non pill strettamente
determinate e armonizzate in base ai contenuti da proporre, ma utilizzate per
stupire in mille modi il pubblico, confondere I'avversario in un dibattito ecc. Su
questa realtd tardoantica rinvio soprattutto a PETIT (1955) 126-136; FESTUGIERE
(1959) 113; e piu di recente a CRIBIORE (2007) 229 e QUIROGA PUERTAS (2013b)
VIIIL; (2013¢); (2015).
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Papprezzamento vero del sacerdote si realizza qualora i fedeli
dimostrino con i fatti che hanno recepito quanto ¢ stato loro
indicato per la pratica quotidiana, per il miglioramento di sé, per
I'adempimento vero dei precetti cristiani. E nel caso presente,
se non si sforzeranno di correggersi I'un I'altro, il crimine com-
messo da uno solo portera un danno comune e non tollerabile
per la citta intera:

2, 4, 38 odx €oTL Oéatpov W éunArnocia, va mwpog TépYrLy
axovmpey’ oodeiniévrae évrelliey amiévar yp7, xepdavavtde Tu
TAEOY %ol PEY, 00TWG Avaympeely Oel” Emel LaTny %ol eixd
moporyvopela, el mpog natpoy buyaywynbévres obrwe davaym-
colnuey, EpnuoL %ol %xevol THG ATo TOV Aeyopévmy Gdeielog
vevopevor. T pot 1@y xpotmy dehoc TodTwV; TL 3¢ TAY Emalvmy
rol oY OopdfBwv; "Erawvog Epog 16 S TGV Epymv vdg Emidel-
EoL To AeYOUEVRL ATToVTA TOTE EYQ CNAMTOC %ol LaxdpLoc, ovy
btav dmodéyncle, dAN 8rav moitjte peta mpobuplag amderg,
dmep &v axodornte map’ Ny, “Exactog tov minslov Sropbol-
60w Oixodoucite yap eic Tov &va, dnoty (Paul. Thess. 1, 5, 11)-
&y Yop W) TOUTO TOLBPEY, 1) TP EXAGTOU YLYOULEVY TANULUELELY
%oy T kol &bdonTov oicel Ty PALBYY TH worer P

% “La chiesa non ¢ un teatro, dove ascoltare per diletto; bisogna uscire da
qui edificati, avendo tratto un guadagno pit grande e pili consistente: cosi biso-
gna andare via; quando veniamo invano e per caso, se andiamo via attratti solo
per un breve momento, siamo privi e carenti dell’utilita di cid che ¢ stato detto.
Qual ¢ T'utilita per me di questi applausi? Qual ¢ l'utilitd di queste lodi e di
questi strepiti? La mia lode ¢ che voi dimostriate con i fatti tutte le cose dette.
Allora io sard beato e felice, non qualora voi accettiate, ma qualora mettiate in
pratica con grande ardore cid che avete ascoltato da noi. ‘Ciascuno corregga il
vicino: edificatevi 'un l'altro’, dice (S. Paolo); se infatti non facciamo questo, il
delitto commesso da ciascuno portera un danno comune e insopportabile alla
cittd.” Sull’apprezzamento, per cosi dire a scena aperta, del sacerdote-oratore e su
altri aspetti delle dinamiche comunicative che si instaurano con il pubblico vd.
STUIBER (1954) e RONCORONI (1980). Cf. anche WALLACE (1997) 99 n. 6 e 158
(ad n. 6). Su alcune strategie oratorie di Giovanni e sugli ambiti in cui la sua
predicazione si realizza, vd. MAYER (1997) e (1998); BROTTIER (2004); MAXWELL
(2006) 51-54. Sulla topica antinomia tra lo spazio assembleare della chiesa e del
teatro in Giovanni Crisostomo (cf. e.g. Acz. hom. 10, 4 PG 60, 90; loan. hom. 1,
4 PG 59, 28) vd. LUGARESI (2008) 780 ss., a cui rinvio, pil in generale, per un
dettagliato inquadramento dei complessi e conflittuali rapporti tra Chiesa e tea-
tro nel sec. IV: la persistente ostilita e conseguente condanna ecclesiatica di tutti gli
spettacoli ludici non impediva che vi accorressero — e in gran numero natural-
mente! — anche i cristiani.
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E poi ricorda loro che, pur non avendo compiuto atti malvagi,
essi provano il timore di chi ha osato farlo e temono comunque
che la collera dell'imperatore raggiunga tutti; e nessuna difesa ¢
sufficiente: non basta dire che non si era presenti, che non si
sono condivisi i crimini.

Semmai ¢ probabile che si subisca una pena anche maggiore
dei colpevoli perché ci si ¢ tenuti distanti dai luoghi della
rivolta, non si ¢ cercato di impedirla, non si ¢ cercato di tratte-
nere i facinorosi, non si ¢ corso alcun rischio a difesa dell’onore
del re. Non ¢ un merito non aver partecipato ai fatti; ¢ un
demerito non averne fermato lo svolgimento e dunque si sara
accusati per questo:

. ' bd / \ / ~ / ~

ibid. 150%, pumdiv cuveldbteg Tolg Yeyevnuévolg TGY TETOAWLY-
®6TwY 0O% EATTOV dedolxaey, xal GplTTopey, WY TAVTHS 6 TOD
Bashéme Bupog xotaha By xoal odx spxel elg amohoyloay HULLY TO
Aéyew: OO mopuny, 00 GLYNOELY, 00X EXOLVMOVYGA TMY YEYEVY)-

/ > b \ \ 3 ~ / / \ / /

pwévey. Al oadtd pev odv tobto xordlov, dnet, xal didov dixny
TNV 6y ATNY, GTL L) TTaETiC, Y08 EXWAVEG, UTOE TOVG AXOGLOY-
VTOG % TELYES, UNdE Entvddveveg LTep TH)g el TOV BacLhéa TLUTC.
O petéoyeg TGOV TETOMLNLEV®Y; ETTOULYG TOUTO %ol GTTOSE oLoL’
G 0D Eméoyec & ywbpeva: TobTo xatyyopiag &Elov.3t

A conforto di questa argomentazione giurisprudenziale, se ne

aggiunge un’altra derivata dai Vangeli (Mz. 25, 24):

2, 4, 38-39 tabta xal wops Tob Ocob ta pAuata dxnovebueba,
dtav oLyl dépmpey tag elg adTov HBpelc xal TopoLviog Yevoué-
vorg' ETel %ol 6 TO TAAAVTOY EXELVO XoTAYMGUG 0VY LTEP TMOV
w0 Exutdy Everaelto ThHTE (OAGXATPOY YoE THV THEOXATO-
Onny amédwney), aAN G1L adThy 0dx EmAetvacey, Gt £Tépoug
0% ETaldeucey, 6Tl TO dpypLov Tolg TpamellTtals oV xaTEPulE,
TOLTEGTLY, OV TTAPTIVEGEY, 00 GUVEBOVAELGEY, 0UX ETETLUTGEY, OV

3 “Ecco, pur non essendo a conoscenza dei fatti temiamo non meno di
coloro che hanno osato compierli, e abbiamo il terrore che la collera del re col-
pisca tutti; e non giova a noi dire a nostra difesa: ‘non ero presente, non ne ero
al corrente, non condividevo le azioni’. Percid dunque paga questo e, dice, paga
la pitt grande pena, perché non eri presente, non lo impedivi, né trattenevi
coloro che operavano male, né correvi rischi per 'onore verso il re. Non parteci-
pasti alle imprese? Lodo questo e lo accetto; ma neppure fermasti le azioni: e cid
¢ gia meritevole di accusa.”
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drwpbwoe Tovg TAMGLOY AxoGUOUVTAC TGV TOVNE®Y" dLe ToUTOo
LWPELE GUYYVOWUTS ATAGTS €L TS AGOPNTOVG ETEUTETO KO-
celg éxelvac.

La parabola del talento conclude di fatto la prima parte dell’o-
melia. Giovanni aggiunge che comunque ha nutrito la massima
fiducia che, seppure finora non ¢ accaduto, da adesso in poi i
fedeli si sforzeranno di correggere chi sbaglia, di porre atten-
zione a che Dio non sia offeso. Poiché quanto ¢ avvenuto ¢
pitt che bastevole a convincere anche i piu insensibili circa i
pericoli dell'inosservanza dei precetti cristiani e spingerli a cercare
la salvezza.

Il passaggio dalla prima alla seconda parte del discorso avviene:
1) attraverso il rimprovero diretto per i fatti accaduti, nel corso
dei quali il popolo non ha fermato i responsabili della rivolta =
la pusillanime inerzia di tutti nel frenare, fermare i tumulti ¢
paragonata all’inerzia di chi, nella parabola del talento, ha
saputo solo conservare il talento che gli era stato affidato, ma
non metterlo a frutto; 2) attraverso la presentazione di sé
come figura autorevole e degna di fiducia: Giovanni rivendica
il merito di avere consigliato un atteggiamento pilt mite e pru-
dente, ma il consiglio ¢ stato disatteso. Il risultato ¢ la rovina
generalizzata che ne ¢ derivata e che tutti vedono distintamente.
Ma da ora in poi i fedeli, resi consapevoli degli errori commessi
e rianimati dalle parole e dalle esortazioni del sacerdote potranno
tornare ad agire da buoni cristiani, con fiducia e speranza.

Dopodiché, come se si trattasse di una delle tante, abituali
occasioni di ammaestramento dottrinario, Giovanni passa a
commentare il passo paolino sul tema della ricchezza e sul vizio

3 “Ascolteremo anche queste parole dal Signore quando in silenzio soppor-
teremo le offese e gli oltraggi fatti a lui; poiché anche colui che ha seppellito il
suo talento non era accusato per le sue azioni (infatti aveva restituito integro il
deposito), ma perché non I'aveva accresciuto, perché non aveva educato gli altri,
perché non aveva affidato il denaro ai banchieri, ovvero non ammoni, non con-
siglid, non rimproverd, non corresse dalle azioni malvagie i suoi prossimi che
vivevano disordinatamente; per questo egli era mandato in quegli insopportabili
castighi senza alcun perdono.”
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morale dell’avarizia e avidita che pud spingere ad azioni dis-
sennate, che costituisce propriamente la lettura del giorno:
dall’analisi delle conseguenze dopo i disordini contro la pur
gravosa tassa imposta da Teodosio nasce la riflessione etica sulla
ricchezza, un bene strumentale, di cui si ha un possesso comun-
que temporaneo e spesso confuso con una proprieta inaliena-
bile, un bene che resta inerte se lo si custodisce gelosamente
invece di trasformarlo in benefici per sé e per altri:
b > o / bl \ \ / ~ ~ A 3 /
AN GTL péy, el nal W) Tp6TEROY, YOV Yol TadTny épydceahe
\ / \ \ \ 3 / 3 / /
v Stbpbwaty, xal tov Ocdv HBplbpevov od meprblesle, cbé-
Spa memtloTeuna. Ixava yop T cupBelnrdTa, el xal undels 6
TUPULVMY 7Y, xal ToVg 6G6dpa avarshntwe Siaxeipévoug Teloal
Aowov g olxetog EmiafBiclo cotnplac. “Hulv 8¢ dpo hoimwdy
Tv‘]v elwbulay vy o tob [ladhou mxpoc@s?vocu Tpo'c'rcslocv, T'))]V
GNHLEPOY ocvocvac@smocv pv]cw Tcpoxsupmocusvoug, xal elg LEGOV
ratabepévoug dmact. T ot obv 6Tt T6 Gv)p,spov avoryvoebey;

Toic mwhovaiows év Td vov aidve mwapayyelle un vyniodooveiv:
xal xata wheoveéiac (Paul. Tim. 1, 6, 17).3

Ma la vera ricchezza ¢ altro e la seconda parte dell’'omelia (2, 5-9),
con l'aiuto di S. Paolo e di illustri modelli scritturali, chiarisce
perfettamente qual ¢ per il cristiano la vera ricchezza, o meglio
la ricchezza vera.

La ricchezza materiale, il valore ad essa generalmente attri-
buito, la paura di essere privati di questo vanto e le conseguenze
nefaste che ne possono derivare sul piano etico e su quello
civile, politico: ecco il tema-guida sviluppato pragmaticamente
lungo tutta 'omelia, in forme distinte e complementari nelle
due parti in cui essa si articola.

36 “E ho avuto molta fiducia che, se anche non ¢ avvenuto prima, ora dun-

que esercitiate questa correzione e non permettiate che Dio sia offeso. Infatti le
cose accadute sono sufficienti, anche se non c’era nessuno che ammoniva, a con-
vincere coloro che sono stati molto insensibili a cogliere per il resto la propria
salvezza. Ci resta solo di approntare per voi la consueta mensa (allestita) dall’a-
postolo Paolo, offrendovi la lettura di oggi e proponendola a tutti. Che cosa ¢
stato letto oggi? ‘“Ammonisci i ricchi a non essere orgogliosi nel tempo presente;
e contro l'avarizia’.”
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L. Pernot: A en juger d’apres les extraits reproduits, ce discours
tres travaillé est un beau morceau de rhétorique. On y reconnait
d’abord des caractéristiques du style asianiste, comme le stac-
cato (2, 1, 33 =i elmw »7é. 2, 1, 34 Swaxbmretal wot x€.) ou le
jeu sur les mots (2, 2, 36 woAdmors dmarc), ainsi que des zopoi
(la douleur qui rend muet l'orateur, le contraste entre le passé
et le présent). Ceci rappelle les préceptes de Ménandros le
Rhéteur sur la monodie et se situe dans la tradition des déplora-
tions d’Aelius Aristide sur Smyrne et de Libanios sur Nicomédie.
Puis, dans la deuxieme partie, avec I'intervention de la Bible, le
registre stylistique change. L'éloquence chrétienne transcende la
rhétorique patenne. Significatif est le refus de 7wpog xatpdy Yuyo-
ywynévreg en 2, 4, 38. Il marque un rejet simultané de la
rhétorique des orateurs (le xotpég a la maniere de Démosthene)
et des philosophes (la Yuyoywyla au sens du Phedre).

C. Kremmydas: Thank you very much for your refreshing
analysis of John Chrysostom’s oratory. I was struck by the
remarkable continuity in terms of rhetorical strategies and ora-
torical style within the genus deliberatiuum. The classical ora-
torical tradition as well as the biblical texts are both sources of
inspiration. I singled out the passage at 2, 4, 38 where he repu-
diates the theatrical culture as recalling the Mytilenean debate
in Thucydides book 3 and Cleon’s condemnation of the fact
that contemporary assembly debates in Athens had turned into
spectacles. This later became a zopos of censure of the audience and
in other speeches of John Chrysostom the theatre is explicitly
associated with the devil. But this same passage is also remark-
able in terms of the similarity of the way in which he promotes
his own ethos to what we saw in Demosthenes. Of course, John
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is also looking back to the ethos of Paul as a pastor/advisor. But
do you think that any echoes of classical paradigms might be
conscious imitations or simply a natural result of his rhetorical
training?

M.S. Celentano: Anzitutto ringrazio Christos di constatare la
“remarkable continuity in terms of rhetorical strategies and orato-
rical style within the genus deliberatiuum” e pertanto di condivi-
dere la mia lettura dell'omelia 2 del De szatuis in una prospettiva
anche politica, piuttosto che soltanto didascalico-epidittica, come
comunemente avviene. E grazie a Laurent Pernot per avere messo
in evidenza nell’'omelia I'impiego nutrito e variato di tratti stilistici
molto significativi e di frequente riconducibili ad un consolidato
repertorio tecnico, soprattutto epidittico.

Entrambi i colleghi nell'omelia: 2) colgono un qualche debito
di Giovanni Crisostomo nei confronti dell’oratoria ‘classica’ — a
partire dall’eccellenza ateniese di IV secolo a.C. e soprattutto a
partire da Demostene, consacrato da una lunga tradizione reto-
rica come campione di quella eccellenza —; ) rilevano alcuni
specifici adattamenti al contesto cristiano e religioso di stilemi
e/o moduli espressivi codificati di tempo in tempo nella prassi
oratoria, divenuti poi oggetto di insegnamento-apprendimento
nelle scuole di retorica, e infine raccolti in modo sistematico
nei manuali tecnici.

In merito a quest’'ultimo ambito: di certo alcuni stilemi di
tipo patetico presenti nell'omelia riportano pitt direttamente
all’epidittica e quindi ¢ del tutto naturale riferirsi alla precettis-
tica di Menandro retore. Cosi come certamente ¢ ben sedimentata
in Giovanni e adattata a se stesso, ai suoi discorsi, la cono-
scenza profonda della tradizione oratoria greca, dei modelli
esemplari nella varie epoche, ivi compresi anche alcuni a lui
contemporanei. E per di pitl ¢ ben testimoniata la sua capacita
di scegliere i registri elocutivi e performativi di volta in volta
pitt adatti nel discorso. Quindi pud essere ragionevole che
talora il lettore di Giovanni Crisostomo si trovi a richiamare
alla memoria I'ethos oratorio di Demostene o i suoi tratti
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espressivi piut significativi. Senza contare che, com’¢ noto, Demo-
stene costituiva un modello didattico di eccellenza nelle scuole
orientali di retorica.

Dopo questa premessa vorrei perd chiarire pit in dettaglio
alcuni altri elementi.

(Pernot) Quanto alla notazione “dans la deuxi¢me partie,
avec l'intervention de la Bible, le registre stylistique change.
L'¢loquence chrétienne transcende la rhétorique paienne”, va
precisato che riferimenti ispirati alla Bibbia, e relativi registri
narrativi, sono presenti fin dalla prima parte dell’omelia: basti
pensare alla descrizione iniziale di Giobbe, tratteggiato al cul-
mine delle sue disgrazie (2, 1, 34) che prefigura lo stato mise-
revole in cui versa la cittd di Antiochia nel momento in cui
I'omelia ¢ tenuta. Mentre la seconda parte, dedicata alla lettura
del giorno — un’epistola di S. Paolo — e relativa catechesi su uno
specifico luogo (77m. 1, 6, 17) ha inizio a 2, 5, 39. A partire da
2, 1, 35 moduli espressivi classici e biblici si alternano anche
nella ripetuta esternazione del dolore per le presenti sventure di
Antiochia accompagnata dal rimpianto di un felice passato.
Ben prima dell'inizio della seconda parte.

Ma certamente ¢ doveroso il richiamo ai zopo:i epidittici
dell’elogio (funebre) delle citta (L. Pernot menziona i precetti
di Menandro, ma anche il compianto di Elio Aristide su Smirne
e di Libanio su Nicomedia, “les préceptes de Ménandre le
Rhéteur sur la monodie et ... les déplorations d’Aelius Aristide
sur Smyrne et de Libanios sur Nicomédie”).

Da parte mia ricorderei soprattutto i fopoi relativi alla citta
assediata.

Pit che allo stile, in particolare ad uno stile ‘asiano’, all’uso
enfatico e protratto a) dell’appello al pubblico (= vd. staccato
nelle interrogative in 2, 1, 33 e 34), nonché b) dell’enargeia per
rappresentare 1 dettagli dell’emozione dell’oratore farei invece
riferimento ad una organica caratterizzazione orale del discorso,
con i dovuti adattamenti, mette felicemente in pratica le regole
aristoteliche sul discorso (Arist. Rbet. 3, 12, 1413b3 ss.) secondo
che sia destinato alla lettura o piuttosto all’ascolto. Insomma
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Iomelia costituisce un esempio discorsivo del tutto nuovo:
non tanto 1) per 'utilizzo abituale o invece innovativo di stru-
menti retorico-stilistici tradizionali, e 2) neanche per la conte-
stualizzazione di elementi biblici e semitici in un impianto di
tipo didascalico e informativo (= omelia), ma soprattutto e piu
ampiamente, per il fatto che tutti questi elementi nel loro insieme
sono applicati ad una comunicazione questa si in parte tradizio-
nale e in parte necessariamente innovativa. Non a caso nel mio
testo ho precisato che 'omelia presenta i tratti del cosiddetto
discorso di consenso condiviso, nel quale I'oratore non ¢ esterno
all’assemblea a cui si rivolge: ne & parte integrante.

Riguardo a 2, 4, 38:

Suggestiva I'ipotesi di una lapidaria e densa allusione = rifiuto
simultaneo delle pratiche retoriche di oratori e filosofi. Ma non
c’¢ spazio in questa occasione per parlarne distesamente.

(Kremmydas) Anche in questo caso ¢ molto suggestivo il
richiamo alla spettacolarita dei discorsi assembleari in Tucidide
(3, 38, 3 ss.) e al conseguente comportamento del pubblico:
i cittadini diventano “spettatori delle parole e ascoltatori dei
fatti” (§ 4) dando maggiore fiducia a quanto viene detto da
altri — e in modo nuovo e seducente — piuttosto che alla pro-
pria esperienza autoptica.

E ancora pit suggestivo di ulteriori riflessioni perché effetti-
vamente Giovanni in questo luogo dell’'omelia non sta trat-
tando del diffuso successo che hanno gli spettacoli in Antiochia
(ahime anche presso i cristiani!) o delle aspettative inappropriate
dei fedeli per performances di tipo teatrale (sulla persistete osti-
lita e conseguente condanna ecclesiastica di tutti gli spettacoli
in eta tardoantica si veda quanto ho scritto nel mio testo defini-
tivo p. 362 e n. 33). Egli sta reagendo agli applausi per cosi dire
a scena aperta che gli sono appena stati rivolti. A questa appro-
vazione spontanea ed entusiastica, ma anche teatrale, spetta-
colare egli risponde ricordando a tutti i presenti quali sono i
rispettivi ruoli nella presente circostanza e quali di conseguenza
devono essere i comportamenti e le aspettative di chi parla (il
sacerdote-oratore) e di chi ascolta (i fedeli).
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Quindi: 1) si, Giovanni fa trasparire ripetutamente il pro-
prio ethos oratorio; 2) di certo la scuola di Libanio e la parallela
formazione religiosa costituiscono un raro e completo curriculum
oratorio fra tradizione e innovazione; 3) ma non necessaria-
mente S. Paolo ¢ 'unico modello di riferimento di Giovanni.

M. Kraus: Eine Zwischenbemerkung: Wenn Johannes Chry-
sostomos sagt: oOx Eott Oéatpov 7 exxhnoto (De statuis 2, 4,
38), dann sollten wir das auf keinen Fall metaphorisch verste-
hen (etwa im Sinne: ,Kirche ist kein Theater®), sondern wir
sollten im Auge behalten, dass #héatron seit der Spitantike
auch und vor allem eine Zusammenkunft von Gelehrten und
Intellektuellen zum Zweck des Gedankenaustauschs iiber
Literarisches meint, also eben den Ort, an dem professionelle
Rhetoren und Sophisten vor Publikum wettkampfmissig ihre
Prunkdeklamationen vortrugen.! Hier buhlten diese ,,Konzert-
redner®, wie Ludwig Radermacher die Schaudeklamatoren der
Zeit treffend genannt hat (iibrigens ohne dass das Zitat fiir ihn
irgendwie beleghaft zu sichern wire), um den Applaus des
Publikums und sparten dabei nicht mit brillanten Schaueffek-
ten. Was Johannes also meint, ist: Dies hier ist kein wohlfeiles
Spiel, kein [art pour [art; hier geht es um Ernst, mit mogli-
cherweise einschneidenden Folgen (spektakulire Schiftbriiche
der an die Kunstwelt von Klassenzimmer und Konzertbiihne
gewohnten Schulrhetoren der Spitantike im realen Ernstfall
sind bezeugt). Zudem hat ja auch das Wort éxxansio in dem
Zitat einen signifikanten Bedeutungswandel vollzogen: von der
Volksversammlung zur Kirche (faktisch ist es ja eine Versamm-
lung in einer Kirche — laut der Didaskalie év 7§ mohoug
Aeyopévy éxxhnele —, zu der Johannes in der Homilie spricht).
Hitte man denselben Satz im 4. Jahrhundert v. Chr. also noch
verstanden als ,die Volksversammlung ist kein Theaterrund®,

' Vgl. GRUNBART, M. (Hrsg.), Theatron. Rhetorische Kultur in Spitantike und
Mittelalter = Rhetorical Culture in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages (Berlin,
2007), VIL
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so im 4. Jahrhundert n. Chr. vermutlich als ,die Kirche ist
keine Deklamationsbiithne®. Ubrigens hat auch Libanios, was
Johannes verschweigt, in derselben Sache das Wort ergriffen
(Or. 19).2 Nur waren weder Libanios noch Johannes Mit-
glieder der nach Konstantinopel entsandten Delegation, deren
Anfiithrer und Sprecher vielmehr Bischof Flavianus war (vgl.
Johannes, De statuis 21). Dieser war aber lingst vor den Reden
der beiden abgereist, konnte ihre Argumente also fur seine
Mission gar nicht verwerten. Allenfalls konnten die in Antiochia
anwesenden Sonderermittler des Kaisers, Flavius Caesarius und
Ellebichus, durch Boten den Inhalt der Reden in die Haupt-
stadt gemeldet haben. Jedenfalls dankt Libanios alsbald den
beiden fiir ihre Vermittlung (Or. 21 und 22) und dem Kaiser
fiir die erwiesene Milde (Or. 20, bes. § 1).

A. Chaniotis: This oration is very impressive as regards its
persuasion strategy and its structure. In the first part of his ora-
tion, John uses expressions and images that insinuate the lack
of agency, and consequently the lack of responsibility, on the
side of the Antiochenes. The incidents are characterised with
metaphors of illness (e.g. aniaton elkos) and frenzy (bakcheuein,
mania) and attributed to the evil eye and devil’s actions. In this
first part, John also uses expressions that highlight inability (#
eipd, ti laléso?) — his inability to speak — and lack of control due
to excessive emotion (cf. the vocabulary of emotion: thrénos,
dakry, odyresthai). The orator concludes the first part by saying
that this is where he originally intended to stop his oration;
and by saying this he draws the attention of his audience to the
entirely different tone of the second part of his speech, which
no longer is dominated by the lack of agency but by the impor-
tance of responsibility. He invites his audience to regain agency
and responsibility by reminding it that it is not the passive
audience of a theatrical performance. An interesting aspect is

2 Vgl. STENGER, ]., Hellenische Identitiit in der Spitantike. Pagane Autoren
und ihr Unbehagen an der eigenen Zeit (Berlin, 2009), 243-244; vgl. auch Or. 23.
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John’s broad definition of responsibility, which includes inertia.
This definition is paralleled by pagan religious texts that con-
demn the individual who knows of or observes the commit-
ment of a crime or a sacrilege and remains inactive; e.g. we
encounter this in the cult regulation of an association in Phila-
delpheia (77tuli Asiae Minoris V 3, 1539, 1% century BC) and
in a ‘confession inscription’ from Kollyda (SEG LVII 1185,
AD 197). By constructing this contrast between the first and
second part, John aims to transform the listeners from a passive
audience to active agents, conscious of their responsibility to
change their situation.

M. Kraus: Wenn Johannes Chrysostomos die Verteidigungs-
taktik einschligt, die Verantwortung fiir das Delikt der Statuen-
schindung von den Biirgern Antiochias auf einen ganz anderen
Schuldigen (nidmlich den gegen die Stadt wiitenden Teufel,
den Si&Boroc) abzuwilzen, so handelt es sich aus schulrhetori-
scher Sicht um das in der Statuslehre als petdotasic oder
remotio criminis bekannte Verfahren.”> Was sich hier abspielt,
ist also klassische Rhetorenschule, freilich in charakteristisch
christlichem Gewand. Johannes plidiert gewissermassen auf
einen speziellen Fall von ,Befehlsnotstand’.

M. Edwards: This excellent discussion adds to our Entretiens
new ‘rhetoric’: the mixed genres of the speech, the context,
John’s use of history and classical rhetorical methods. Thank you

all.

3 Cf. Rbet. Her. 1, 25; CIC. Inu.1, 15; 2, 86-91; QUINT. Inst. 7, 4, 13-14;
VICTORIN. Gramm., p. 191, 26-43; 285, 23-286, 15 HALM; SULP. VICT. Inst. or.
54, p. 347, 14-25 HALM; IUL. VICT. Rbet. 3, 8, p. 381, 23-31 HALM = p. 13
GIOMINI / CELENTANO; FORTUN. Rber. 1, 15, p. 93, 11-19 HALM = p. 89 CAL-
BOLI MONTEFUSCO; HERMOG. Stat. 2, p. 39, 6-9 RABE; 6, p. 72, 7; 75, 11-21
RABE; AQUILA De figuris 16, p. 23, 10-24, 14 ELICE = HERMAG. I B 16b MAT-
THES = HERMAG. MAL T 40 WOERTHER; SOPAT. RHET. [n Hermog. stat. comm.,
p. 174, 16-26 WALz = HERMAG. III 10 MATTHES = HERMAG. MIN. T 13 WOER-
THER; zu weiteren Belegstellen siche die Ubersicht bei WOERTHER, F. (Hrsg.),
Hermagoras. Fragments et témoignages (Paris, 2012), 194-195.
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B. INSCRIPTIONS ET PAPYRUS

Inscriptions:

Année épigraphique (AE):
39, 910 = /G XII 8: 235.
1947, 182: 206.
2000, 1377: 185, 199.
2003, 1559: 190-194.
Corpus des inscriptions de Delphes
(CID) IV 119 E: 131.
Emvypagéc xdto Moaxedoviac.
Tebyog A, Emypapéc Béporac
(1. Beroia) 2: 293.
Enwypaoéc e ®Opdune tovu
Awvyaion. Metak) tewv Totopoy
Néorou nar 'Efpov (1. Thrac.
Aeg.):
5:202.
E 205: 130.
Or emypagéc Tou Qewmod (1. Oro-
pos) (Petrakos):
301: 133.
521: 132.
Fouilles de Delphes. 111, Epigraphie
(FD):
1, 261, 1. 4: 131.
2, 94: 133.
Inschriften griechischer Stiidte aus
Kleinasien (IK):
6-Lampsakos:
4, 1. 43-46: 189.
28, 1-lasos:
3, 1. 2-4: 131.
152, 1. 31-32: 153.
63, 1-Metropolis 1: 132.
Inschriften von Magnesia am Maean-
der (I Magnesia) (Kern):
18: 133.
20-65: 153.
25, 1. 8-12: 154.
44, 1. 25-29: 154.
406, 1. 5-16: 154.
48, 1. 6: 131.

52, 1. 14: 154.
61, 1. 11-14: 153.
61, 1. 32-37: 153.
61, 1. 35: 131.
93, 1. 10: 134.
105: 131.

Inschriften von Priene (I.Priene)
(Hiller von Gaertringen):
37: 131, 177.

38: 131.

40: 131.

45: 162.

108: 132.

108, 223-230: 185.
109, 91-94: 185.

Inscriptiones antiquae orae septen-
trionalis Ponti Euxini Graecae
et Latinae (IOSPE):

I? 32: 132.
I’ 34: 132.
I? 352: 132.

Inscriptiones Creticae (I.Cret.)
(Guarducci):

III iv, 9: 131, 167.
III iv, 9, 1. 29: 134.

Inscriptiones Graecae (1G):

I1? 42: 122.

I1? 44: 122.

II? 96: 122.

12 457: 132.

112 513: 132.

112 677: 141.

I12 687: 139.

I1? 1224, 1. 11: 199.
112 2778: 133.

I1? 3207: 132.

113 1239: 162.
II? 1323: 132.
IV?2,1012: 149.
IV? 83-84: 133.
IV? 86: 133.
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V 2,419, 1. 4: 131.

VII 4139: 133.

XII 2, 526 + Suppl.: 179.
XII 4, 845: 293.

XII 4, 1036: 132.

XII 7, 53-54: 133.

XII 7, 221b, 1. 9: 131.
XII 7, 239: 133.

XII 7, 394: 133.

XII 7, 399-400: 133.

XII 7, 405: 133.

XII 7, 409: 133.

XII 8 = SEG 39, 910: 235.
XII9,91: 132.

Lindos. Fouilles et recherches. T. 2,

Inscriptions (1. Lindos) 2: 182.

Milet. Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen

und Untersuchungen seit dem
Jahre 1899. 1, Heft 3, Das Del-
phinion (Milet 1, 3):

139C: 149.

155: 161.

Monumenta Asiae Minoris Anti-

qua (MAMA) V1II 413b: 256.

Supplementum epigraphicum Grae-

cum (SEG):

XVII 759: 249.

XVII 570: 132.

XXI 469 C: 150.

XXVIII 60: 132.

XXXV 823: 193-194.

XXXVIII 1476: 155-160.

XXXIX 1243: 132, 184, 199-
200.

XXXIX 1244: 132, 183-184,
199.

XLIIT 434: 256.

XLVII 498: 133.

XLIX 1114: 153.

L 1211: 185.

L1211, 1 17-21: 199.

LIII 659: 190-194.

LVII 313: 149.

LVII 1185: 375.
LXTI 352: 143.

Sylloge inscriptionum Graecarum.

3a ed. (Syll>) (Dittenberger)
618: 133.

Tituli Asiae Minoris (TAM) V 3,

1539: 375.

Papyrus:
Berliner griechische Urkunden

(BGU) IV 1140 = CPJ11 151:
2206.

Berliner Klassikertexte (BKT):

IX 64: 224.
IX 115, col. 1 7: 217.

Corpus papyrorum Judaicarum

(CP)):

II 150 = PSI X 1160 (Boule-
Papyrus): 229-230, 232,
2306, 240, 242, 247, 259,
pl. 6.5.

IT 150, col. 11 1-14: 242-243.

II 150, col. ii 6: 236.

IT 150, col. i1 11-14: 213.

IT 150, col. ii 13-14: 240.

II 150, col. ii 20: 233.

IT 150, col. ii 21: 229.

II 151 = BGU IV 1140: 226.

IT 153: 21, 218-219, 228,
254-255, pl. 6.1a-b.

II 153, col. i1 20-27: 234-235.

IT 153, col. ii 22-23: 247.

II 153, col. ii 28-iii 48-51: 235.

II 153, col. iv 66-72: 244.

IT 153, col. iv 67-68: 248.

II 153, col. iv 75: 212.

IT 153, col. iv 82-v 98: 244-
245, 248.

II 153, col. vi 82-v88: 216.

II 153, L. 74: 217.

IT 153, 1. 90-91: 245.

II 153, 1. 98-100: 240.

II 156a-d: 223.
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IT 156a, col. i 19: 224.

IT 156a, col. ii 5 = 156b, col.
11: 230.

IT 156a, col. ii 5-7 = 156b,
col. 1 1-3: 230.

IT 156a, col. ii 7-8: 231.

II 1564, col. ii 10-11: 234.

II 156b, col. 1 1 = 156a, col.
i1 5: 230.

IT 156b, col. 1 1-3 = 1564,
col. ii 5-7: 230.

II 156b, col. i 3: 230.

II 156b, col. i 6-8: 234.

IT 156b, col. i 13-14: 224.

IT 156b, col. 1 18: 238.

IT 156b, col. i 25-26: 233.

IT 156b, col. ii 35-37: 239.

IT 156b, col. ii 46-47: 239.

IT 156¢, col. ii 22: 212, pl. 6.2.

II 156¢, col. ii 22-24: 240.

II 156¢, col. ii 25-30: 242.

IT 156d, col. i1 25-27: 236.

IT 156d, col. iii 7-12: 238.

IT 157: 224, pl. 6.3a-b.

II 157, col. 1 9-11: 213.

IT 157, col. 1 15-16: 213.

IT 157, col. iii 42-43: 240.

IT 158a: 213.

II 158a, col. ii 13: 240.

II 158a, col. vi 14: 240.

II 158a, col. vi 16-17: 217.

II 159b: 225.

IT 159b, col. ii 5: 225.

IT 159b, col. ii 7-13: 237.

IT 159b, col. iii 3: 238.

IT 159b, col. iii 5-11: 239.

IT 159b, col. iii 7-11: 231.

IT 159b, col. iii 9 ss.: 239.

II 159b, col. iii 11-iv 2: 231.

IT 159b, col. iv 5-7: 224.

IT 159b, col. iv 13-v 8: 238.

IT 159b, col. iv 15-v 8: 238.

II 438, 1. 4: 240.
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IT 443, col. i1 4-5: 240.
PAberd. 117, fr. 2, 1. 2: 217.
P.Bour. 7: 236.

P.Giss.Lit. 4, 7: 217, 222, 225-

226, pl. 6.4.

Col. ii 4-6: 234.

Col. ii 8: 230.

Col. ii 35-iii 1: 233.

Col. iii 31-32: 217.

PHarr. 11 173, 1. 11-12: 236.
P.Mil.Vogl. 11 47: 219.
P.Oxy. XXII 2339, col. ii 8-9:

217.

P.Oxy. XXV 2435: 228.

P.Oxy. XXV 2435r1: 235, 257.
P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, 1. 31-32: 230.
P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, 1. 34-40:

230.

P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, |. 40-41, 44:

211.

P.Oxy. XXV 2435v, 1. 58-61:

234,

P.Oxy. XLII 3020: 258.
P.Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. 1, col. i:

211, 214, 232.

P.Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. 1, col. ii 1:

233.

P.Oxy. XLII 3020, fr. 1, col. ii

3-7: 213.

P.Oxy. XLII 3021: 223, 241.
P.Oxy. XLII 3021, col. i 12-13:

245.

P.Oxy. XLII 3021, col. i 14-16:

241.

P.Oxy. XLII 3022: 211, 228,

232, 235.

P.Oxy. XLII 3023: 210.

P.Oxy. XLVII 3360: 31.

P.Oxy. LXXIX 5202: 218.

P Yale 11 107: 234.

Papiri greci e latini, Societa Ita-
liana per la ricerca dei papiri
greci ¢ latini in Egitto (PSI):
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X 1160 = CP/ 11 150 (Boule-
Papyrus): 229-230, 232,
236, 240, 242, 247, 259,
pl. 6.5.
col. ii 6: 236.
col. ii 20: 233.

XI 1222: 210, 249, 254.

INDEX

Fr. 1, col. 1 22-25: 249.
Sammelbuch Griechischer Urkun-
den aus Agypten (SB):
I 3924: 235.
XII11012: 210-211, 228.
XII 11012, col. i 1-6: 235-236.

C. NOMS DE LIEUX, DE PERSONNES ET DE DIVINITES

Abdere: 202.

Acarnanie, Acarnaniens: 146-147.

Achaie, Achéens: 198-200.

Achille: 114, 135, 321.

Acilius, Caius: 189.

Aemilius Rectus: 244.

Agamemnon: 135-136, 321.

Agélas: 130.

Agrippa I de Judée: 217, 223, 233,
238, 242.

Ainétos: 155.

Alcibiade: 45, 47, 121, 269.

Alétes: 132, 157.

Alexandre I¢ de Macédoine: 65.

Alexandre d’Epire: 80, 147.

Alexandre, fils d’Amyntas: 96-100,
109.

Alexandre le Grand: 130, 134, 138,
143, 146, 165, 179-180, 182, 275-
276.

Alexandrie, Alexandrins: 39, 209-
260, 275, 317.

Sérapeum: 317, 341.

Amasis: 182.

Amazones: 163-164, 178.

Amphiaraos: 133.

Amphilochus: 180.

Amphipolis: 185, 207.

Antigone Doson: 144.

Antigone Gonatas: 139-142, 145,
147-149.

Antioche: 153, 206, 308-309, 316-
318, 322-325, 339, 344-345,

347-353, 355-359, 371-372,
374-375.

Antiochos: 195.

Antipater: 145-146.

Aor: 132, 157.

Apamée: 274, 281.

Aphrodisias: 194, 203, 256.

Apion: 218.

Apollon: 150, 156, 159, 161.

Apollonie sur le Rhyndakos: 161,
177.

Appien, gymnasiarque: 224-225, 231,
237-239.

Aquila, C. Julius: 246.

Arcadiens: 53, 154.

Archélaos, rhéteur: 197.

Argos, Argiens: 21, 25, 87, 1006.

Aristide: 60-61.

Aristion: 175.

Aristomédes: 67.

Aristonicos: 184-185, 193.

Arius (Areios): 225-226, 233.

Artémis: 147, 154, 156.

Arthmios de Zéleia: 67, 87.

Asclépios: 156.

Asie: 147, 179, 183-185, 199, 205,
279.

Asie Mineure: 22, 160.

Astymédes: 152, 190, 196, 200.

Athéna Lindia: 182.

Athenes, Athéniens: 24-27, 29, 32,
36, 38-39, 46, 50, 53-54, 58-61,
63-68, 72-73, 80-82, 85, 87,
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89-91, 94-111, 113, 115-118,
120-125, 132, 134-137, 139-
142, 144-145, 147, 150-151,
157-159, 162-165, 168-169,
175, 177-180, 183, 188-189,
199-200, 202, 206, 236-237,
258, 264-265, 278, 284, 293,
300, 308, 315, 319-321, 334,
337-338, 340, 369.
Acropole: 293.
Parthénon: 141, 178.
Temple d’Athéna Niké: 141-142,
178.
Athénion: 130, 163, 175, 178.
Attale III de Pergame: 184-185, 193.
Auguste, empereur, Octavien: 134,
212, 214-216, 228-230, 232-233,
235-2306, 245, 247-248, 258.
Autocles: 101-102, 105-109, 116.
Avilius Flaccus: 216-217, 219, 226,
231.

Baibillus: 224,

Béroia: 293.

Berytos: 334.

Bithynie: 274, 279.

Briséis: 321.

Brutus: 196.

Byzance, v. Constantinople.

Cadmée: 106.

Caesarius, Flavius: 325, 374.

Caligula: 212, 216-219, 223, 225-
227, 229-233, 235, 241, 244-
246, 248-249, 257-258.

Callias: 87, 101-107, 180.

Callicrates: 198, 200.

Callistratos: 101-103, 105, 107.

Caracalla: 206, 220, 249.

Cassandre de Macédoine: 32.

Cassius: 196-197.

Caton le Censeur: 190.

Célenes: 275, 283.

Céphallénie: 154.
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Céphalos: 154.

César: 197, 229, 233-234, 237. V.
aussi Index A s.v. Caesar.

Chabrias: 61.

Chalcis: 29.

Chios: 206.

Chlénéas d’Erolie: 144-146, 152.

Chrémonides: 139-144, 148-150.

Chrysaor: 137, 157.

Cimon: 60, 312-313.

Claros: 183, 185.

Claude, empereur: 191-194, 211-212,
218-219, 223-224, 228-230,
233-235, 238-241, 244-248,
254-257.

Cleidemos: 180, 182.

Cléon: 45, 47, 52, 369.

Cléopatre de Macédoine: 80, 130.

Clisthéne: 179.

Clitéles: 111, 118.

Colophon, Colophoniens: 183-185,
199.

Commode: 225, 231, 237, 239.

Constantin: 302, 324.

Constantinople: 308, 322, 335, 339,
341, 345.

Constantius: 322.

Corinthe, Corinthiens: 21, 73, 106,
111, 115-116, 125, 137, 141.

Cos: 162, 293.

Crete, Crétois: 154-155, 167.

Ctésiphon: 80, 91.

Cyrus: 162, 269.

Cyténion, Cyténiens: 131, 155-156,
159-160.

Darius: 180.

Delphes: 93, 131, 154, 159.
Déméter: 101, 104.
Démétrius Poliorcete: 256.
Démochares: 30.

Didyme, avocat: 249.
Dioclétien: 302-303, 341.
Diogene: 271, 276, 296-297.
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Doride: 131, 155-156, 159.
Doriens: 132, 135, 155-157.

Egypte, Egyptiens: 133, 209-211,
213-215, 219-220, 224, 227, 230,
241-246, 249-250, 257, 360.

Eleusis, sanctuaire: 103-104.

Ellebichus: 325, 374.

Epaminondas: 265.

Ephese, Ephésiens: 179, 203, 205-
206.

Epidamnos: 154.

Erechthée: 165, 178.

Erese, Erésiens: 162, 179.

Etéonicos: 99.

Etolie, Etoliens: 144-148, 152, 156,
159, 195, 202-203.

Eulalos: 226.

Eumene II de Pergame: 132, 152.

Eumene III de Pergame, v. Aristoni-
Cos.

Eumolpos: 163-165, 175, 178.

Euphrée: 67.

Flavianus, évéque: 345, 374.

Gaius, v. Caligula.

Gaule: 141, 147.

Gélon, tyran de Syracuse: 135.

Germanicus: 228, 234-235, 246,
257.

Glaucon: 143-144.

Hdrien: 233, 237.

Harmodius et Aristogiton: 336-337.
Harpale: 293.

Hécatonymos: 95-96.

Hélene: 320.

Hélicon: 231, 241, 258.
Héphaistos: 149.

Héracles: 132, 157, 160, 182.
Héraclitos d’Athénes: 141-142.
Hermaiscus: 224.

INDEX

Hermocrates de Syracuse: 119-120.
Hérode Atticus: 20.

Hiérapytna: 131, 167.

Homonoia: 143-144.

Icarios, comes Orientis: 325-326.

Iphicrate: 61.

Isidorus, notable d’Alexandrie: 217,
219, 223-224, 227, 230, 233-234,
236, 238-242.

Isis: 130, 133.

Itanos: 131, 167.

Jérusalem: 356-357.

Job: 350-352, 356, 371.

Juifs: 210-213, 215-229, 232, 236,
240-248, 255, 360.

Julien, empereur: 308, 312-313, 322-
323, 336-338. V. aussi Index A

s.v. lulianus, imperator.
Korylas, roi de Paphlagonie: 96.

Labienus: 194.

Lampon, notable d’Alexandrie: 219,
223-224, 233,

Lamprias: 155.

Léon, ambassadeur athénien: 195.

Leucippe: 157.

Leucophryene: 157.

Leuctres: 94, 110, 122.

Lycie, Lyciens: 155-157, 196.

Lycortas: 198.

Lycurgue: 110, 181.

Lykiskos d’Acharnanie: 144, 146-148,
152.

Lysandre: 99.

Lysimacheia: 141.

Macédoine, Macédoniens: 91, 93,
96, 123, 144-146, 152, 300.

Macron: 223-224.

Magnes: 154.
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Magnésie du Méandre: 131, 153-
155, 167.

Mallus: 180.

Manius Aquillius: 199.

Mantinée, Mantinéens: 25, 131, 147.

Marathon: 142.

Marc Antoine: 212, 214.

Marc Aurele: 237.

Mardonios: 96-99.

Maronée: 130, 191, 193-194, 202.

Massalia: 189, 197.

Megalopolis: 154.

Méléagre: 135.

Ménélas: 182, 320.

Menesthée: 136.

Ménippos de Colophon: 183-185,
199-200.

Ménodoros: 185, 199.

Messalla, M. Valerius: 151.

Messéniens: 65.

Milésios: 177.

Milet, Milésiens: 149-150, 161, 177.

Miltiade: 60-61, 312-313.

Minyens: 169.

Mithridate: 130, 163, 178-179, 189,
191, 193-194, 196-197, 203,
205-206.

Modestos, comes Orientis: 306.

Moise: 360.

Molon, Apollonius: 189-190, 207.

Myrina: 198.

Mytilene, Mytiléniens: 120-121,
206.

Nakone: 179.

Naupacte: 130.

Némésion: 228.

Néron: 210-211, 224, 228, 235-230,
239, 269.

Nerva: 277.

Nestor: 271.

Nicée: 274, 278, 308.

Nicias: 26, 45, 60.
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Nicomédie, Nicomédiens: 270, 274,
308, 369, 371.

Obia: 293.

Oppius, Quintus: 194.
Orchomene: 169.
Oreste: 136.

Oropos: 133, 188.

Paphlagonie, Paphlagoniens: 95.

Paris: 321.

Paul de Tyr: 213.

Paul-Emile: 185, 196, 207.

Peithenous, fils de Tharsagoras: 149.

Pélopides: 135-136.

Péloponnese: 93, 100-101, 104,
106-108, 110-113, 120-121.

Pergame: 184-185, 199.

Péricles: 40, 47, 60, 312-313.

Perse, Perses: 22, 27, 37, 135, 140,
142, 144, 147, 163-165, 168, 338.

Phégeus: 155.

Philagrius, comes Orientis: 324.

Philippe II de Macédoine: 50-51,
55, 57-60, 62, 64-67, 80, 90, 99,
123, 144-145, 258, 275, 315,
319, 321, 337.

Philippe V de Macédoine: 144, 152,
188, 193, 195, 202, 204.

Philocrate: 55, 63.

Philopoemen: 198.

Phocide: 159.

Phocion: 73.

Phocos: 73.

Platées, Platéens: 132, 142-144, 176,
180.

Plotina: 224, 231.

Polémaios de Colophon: 183-185,
199-200.

Pompée: 206.

Priéne: 131-132, 162, 177.

Proclés de Phlionte: 111-113, 118,
122.
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Prométhée: 149.

Pruse: 265, 269, 274-275, 278,
280-281, 284-286.

Ptolémée I¢: 150.

Ptolémée I1: 139-140, 143, 149-150.

Ptolémée IV: 160.

Ptolémée VIII: 214.

Pydna: 193, 196, 199, 207.

Python de Byzance: 99.

Rhodes, Rhodiens: 54, 131, 152,
177, 189-190, 195-197, 200,
203, 266, 275, 278, 295.

Rome, Empire romain: 152, 185,
191, 193-194, 196-197, 202-
204, 206, 209-215, 217-221,
231-232, 237, 243, 247, 250,
254-258, 261, 279-280, 292,
300, 302, 314, 317, 334.

Samos, Samiens: 18-19, 37, 131, 177.
Samothrace: 190, 193.
Septime-Sévere: 194, 219.

Sinope, Sinopéens: 94-96, 99, 117.

Smyrne: 369, 371.

Socrate: 271, 297.

Sopater d’Antioche: 213.

Sparte, Spartiates, Lacédémoniens:
19-22, 25, 51, 53, 80, 84, 87,
98-112, 114-116, 118, 121-124,
135-137, 139-142, 144, 147-148,
159, 163, 168, 180.

Sphodrias: 104, 106.

Sthénélaidas: 177.

Stratocles: 181.

Sylla: 163, 165, 175, 178.

INDEX

Syracuse: 119-120.
Syrie: 245, 249.

Tarse, Tarsiens: 268, 275, 277-278,
283.

Téniens: 162.

Téos: 151, 155, 202.

Thebes, Thébains: 51, 85-87, 94,
101-102, 104, 106, 110, 116-117,
124-125, 137, 143, 146-147, 168-
169, 176, 266, 319-320.

Thémistocle: 60-61, 180.

Théodose: 302, 317-318, 324-325,
334, 345, 347-348, 358, 365.

Théon: 223-224.

Théophane: 206.

Théophile d’Alexandrie: 317.

Thésée: 163-165, 182.

Thrace, Thraces: 145, 163-165, 178.

Tibere: 216-217, 225, 230.

Timocrates, comes Orientis: 326.
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